PROCESSING TRANSMISSION SERVICE REQUESTS ACROSS MULTIPLE SYSTEMS

LIST OF ISSUES AND ENTERGY PROPOSED RESPONSES

1) The Business Practice.  
· What transactions can be combined?

·  
Point to Point and Network
· What transactions are covered? (long term, short term, network service, firm, non-firm)
· Long Term Firm and Network
Short Term Firm and Non-Firm are not to be included because of the language prescribing this requirement is entitled “(6) Standardization of Business Practices for Study Queue Processing as well as based on the following paragraph 

“All the transmission providers involved in a request across multiple systems should consider a request that requires studies across multiple systems to be a single application for purposes of establishing the deadlines for rendering an agreement for service, revising queue status, eliciting deposits and commencing service. In order to preserve the rights of other transmission customers with studies in the queue, the priority for the single application should be based on the latest priority across the transmission providers involved in the multiple system request….” 
Entergy believes that the short-term firm only be coordinated if an actual SIS is involved in granting the service.

· Consistency of product names and attributes.  Is this required?
· Yes, or there should be a cross-reference so that automated systems can handle these.   

Entergy believes that the consistency is not mandated in the FERC orders.  You get into a situation where you have an RTO and an adjacent TP with totally separate products…  An attempt at consistency may create market disruption.  Entergy would submit that the cross reference is a better way to go.
· Associated timing requirements when the requests are like-kind and different-kind? (queue time, study time, response time, creditworthiness).  Are there limits on how long can an accepted reservation remain accepted?
· Latest priority (last provider to queue the request for study) across transmission providers involved for like kind transmission service request.
REF: “In order to preserve the rights of other transmission customers with studies in the queue, the priority for the single application should be based on the latest priority across the transmission providers involved in the multiple system request.”
· Accepted request can remain in accepted status till the last transmission provider in the chain has accepted it and the clock for customer response starts at that time.
· For different kind (PTP linked with Network), the timing requirement should still be the last to approve should set the clock for response by customer.  However, the queue position should be as above.
· one denial = entire transaction denied?

· Yes, if any provider can not accept it or denies it, the entire request should be considered denied.
RE: “All the transmission providers involved in a request

across multiple systems should consider a request that requires studies across multiple systems to be a single application…”
· time zone (processing transmission service over different time zones)
· Need to allow the service request for the most limiting time zone.  If there are one or two additional hours the customer has to buy at each end of the duration of request due to the reason that the request has source and sink in different time zones, that should be allowed.  
Need to look into how this will work for any transmission provider that has “fixed” requirements for service types and the business rules of OASIS validate that the time/date selections are appropriate?  This may not be doable…

· For example, this may result in allowing a service at 11:00 PM previous day which would have otherwise started at mid night.  Similarly, the service may end one or two hours after mid night to coordinate with other providers due to time zone difference.
· Pre-confirmation requirements? (Is pre-confirmation required on all requests?  If not required on all requests, what are the withdrawal rules?)
· If the request is a pre-confirmed request, it should be pre-confirmed on all segments.  The customer should not be allowed to withdraw if any one of the provider has accepted any segment.
· What is meant by “latest priority across the TPs involved in the multiple system request”?  (Found in Paragraph 1377 of FERC Order No. 890)

· Entergy interprets the “latest priority” to mean that the latest time the request is “queued” by the transmission provider for study. The last acceptance of any segment should set the clock for response by the customer.

· What is meant by “single application” in Paragraph 1377 of FERC Order No. 890?

· Entergy interprets the “single application” to mean as one request that can be submitted at one location but it will result in separate reservations on each transmission provider.  Each reservation will be governed by its own tariff and rates requirements according to the tariff of the involved transmission provider.  It will also result in several separate service agreements on each of the transmission providers involved. 
Based on the below,

Order 890
“All the transmission providers involved in a request across multiple systems should consider a request that requires studies across multiple systems to be a single application for purposes of establishing the deadlines for rendering

an agreement for service, revising queue status, eliciting deposits and commencing

service. In order to preserve the rights of other transmission customers with studies in the queue, the priority for the single application should be based on the latest priority across the transmission providers involved in the multiple system request.”
Order 890A

“762. The Commission also required transmission providers working through NAESB to develop business practice standards to better coordinate transmission requests across multiple transmission systems. In order to provide guidance to NAESB, the Commission articulated the principles that should govern processing across multiple systems. The Commission further required transmission providers working through NAESB to develop business practice standards to allow a transmission customer to rebid a counteroffer of partial service so the transmission customer can take the same quantity of service for linked transmission service requests across multiple systems. The Commission explained that the transmission customer should not be required to take the same quantity of service across consecutive transmission service requests and, instead, it should simply have the option to do so.”
Entergy interprets the “single application” to mean that multiple requests can be submitted on each transmission provider’s OASIS, but that where indicated that the service crosses multiple systems, the requests on each Transmission Provider’s OASIS are evaluated as a single application.  However, we are not opposed to a “single point of entry” system as long as it is assured that any posting issues/violations that could result from software/connection/ or other issues will not be counted against the Transmission Provider under 18 CFR 37.6 or the WEQ booklet.  Entergy believes that – whatever the entry is - each reservation will be governed by its own tariff and rates requirements according to the tariff of the involved transmission provider and will result in several separate service agreements on each of the transmission providers involved. 

· How to accommodate right of first refusal processing?

· To be fair to other customers on each transmission provider system, the reservation on each transmission provider should be treated separately.  If the reservation gets bumped due to the reason that the customer does not want to match the competing request, they assume the risk or obligation to pay for reservations on other systems.
For ease of implementation, Entergy would submit to the group that, due to the “study” language cited above, this “linking” functionality should only be available for LTF PTP or Network with a duration longer than 1 year.  

· How to accommodate counteroffers? 

· If any of the transmission provider counteroffers for a lower capacity, all other segments should be considered as counteroffered for the lowest counteroffer capacity.
· Exceptions for open-season or established cluster studies for a single TP?

· If there is any transmission provider in the chain that uses open-season or cluster studies process, they should process the request across multiple systems using the same process.

Entergy does not use open-season or cluster studies.
· What is the curtailment priority if you have a mixed request?

· The curtailment priority on each system will be dependent on how the reservation is granted on that system.  For example, if a Long Term Firm request is granted as Conditional Firm on one system, it will still be treated as Long Term Firm all other systems except the system on which it is Conditional Firm.

· Non-jurisdictional and non-reciprocity tariff? (timing requirement)

· The latest acceptance will determine the response time but each provider will use its own timing requirements according to its tariff.
See comments above re. using the latest queue time to set the priority of the requests across all systems.  Agree regarding the latest acceptance dictating the start of the TC’s response time and the applicability of each OATT to each system.

·  Do links across multiple transmission systems stay linked?

· Yes, they stay linked for processing the application, but each segment/link is governed by terms and conditions of the tariff of the transmission provider for that link/segment.  Once the reservation has been granted there is no need to keep them linked as these will be treated as separate reservations on individual systems.
Entergy’s concern is that we mean that they can not be linked for all future rollovers, etc and that – if you roll over one – you are deemed to rollover all this does not seem right.
· Redirects and rollover rights of multiple transmission providers?

· Rollover Rights on each transmission provider should be independent of those on other systems.  For example, if the customer redirects a portion or entire reservation of a segment that impact its rollover rights, they can still keep the rollover rights of other segments.
· Resale capabilities
· Each segment of Reservation should be considered independent of the other segments.  Customer should not be restricted from Resale or Redirect of their reservation of a segment.
· ATC calculations

· Since each transmission provider calculates ATC independently, each segment of reservation will be included in its calculations independently.
What happens if an SPP request identifies Entergy as an affected system, but with different flowgates or loop flows or something like that?  At that point, ESI may have to perform its SIS and then an affected system study…
· Coordination of firm off-system service request with DNR requests (PTP and NITS requests, NITS source and NITS sinks on different systems request)
· Customer should be allowed to link these requests together and make them dependent.

Then what we are saying is that the off-system path or transmission arrangements do not have to be “firm” iaw 1507 and 1527 below.
“However, the Commission also explained that the transmission provider continues to have the responsibility to verify that third-party transmission arrangements to deliver the purchase to the transmission provider’s system are firm.”
“1527. We disagree with Pinnacle’s argument that transmission providers should not be responsible for verifying the firmness of the network customer's transmission arrangements on other systems. We find that having transmission providers verify firmness of such transmission arrangements provides a significant benefit to the system and is not unduly burdensome. The confirmation or lack thereof of service on the thirdparty's system should be readily available on OASIS. If firm third-party service is not confirmed in OASIS, the transmission provider should attempt to remedy any information deficiency in the request through informal communications with the network customer. If such efforts are unsuccessful, the transmission provider should find the request to designate the network resource deficient. Because this information is available on OASIS, we disagree with Detroit Edison's request that the Commission require proof that customers have obtained requisite transmission service on external systems.”
See also 890A

“Network customers have every incentive to cooperate in providing this information since, if the transmission provider is unable to confirm the firmness of these transmission arrangements, the request to designate the network resource is deficient. We agree with EEI and Southern, however, that transmission providers should have access to view other transmission providers’ OASIS for this purpose. We therefore direct transmission providers to allow such access and to work through NAESB to modify business practices as necessary.336 We decline to waive the verification requirement in the interim since transmission providers are able to request this information directly from customers.”

It would make sense to make them all one linked request and Entergy is not opposed to proposing that, but the decision to waiver from the 890 language should be a conscious one.
· Concomitant evaluations (the availability of ATC for one request is reliant on the acceptance or not of the other request).  Do they have to be evaluated at the same time?
· Yes, if these are Concomitant requests, these need to be evaluated at the same time as these are dependent requests.
· Is there a need for masking or confidentiality until confirmation? (linkage between providers)
· Since all requests are going to be on OASIS, there should be no additional masking rules other than there are currently used for transmission requests on individual systems.
· Whether conditional firm can be on one of the legs of the transaction?

· Yes, if no Long Term Firm Service is available on one segment, it can be Conditional Firm on that system and Firm on other segments/systems.
2) Software Infrastructure

· What is the software infrastructure that will be necessary?  
· How far does NAESB go in requiring it?  

· How do we ensure that TPs understand that this request is to be coordinated?

The development can go 2 ways. You have a single point of entry that parses out requests to TP’s individual OASIS nodes or you have the same entry system with a change in the templates to link the requests as they are entered in each node through the use of a flag and a reference number such as the arefs and/or some kind of back end processing system.  There are pros and cons on both ends of the spectrum.

With the single point of entry – the following could be issues/questions to be asked:

(1) How does the single point of entry node know the following:

a. How to parse out the one POR to POD request that crosses multiple systems, i.e., how does it know what the POR and PODs on intervening systems are.

b. The timing/business rules for each node, i.e., TC could input it and it goes invalid when it hits a TP’s OASIS due to business rules.

c. How to post these as TSRs on each node given the differing requirements of each OATT.

(2) What happens if, due to a glitch from this “single point of entry”, a TSR is never communicated to a TP’s OASIS, never posts, posts incorrectly, or other issue?

(3) Who is going to fund/maintain the compliance of/host/be responsible for this single point of entry node?
a. What would be the retention requirements for this node?
Finally, the potential software infrastructure or other support seems to be complex for this method.  However, a benefit for TCs in that they only have to put a request in one place.

With the retention of entry on each TP’s node and some kind of linking or back end processing – the following could be issues/questions to be asked:

(1) This would appear to require a change to transrequest template:

a. To add a “Linking” flag and reference fields such as offsytem provider and OASIS number.

(2) This would require some kind of back end recognition process whereby the TP’s involved would have software to recognize the linking flag and the offsystem provider and notify them that we got a linking request and as the TC enters TSRs down the line, it lists all intervening systems in the TSR to activate the functionality so that we can determine how may TP’s are affected by the request. Then – as each tp begins evaluation and sets or changes status – the listed TPs get notified.  As the TC acts on each request on each system – the other TPs gets notified…  This would probably have an administrative aspect or other software support for implementation.
(3) There are probably other issues that I can’t think of because I am not a software engineer, but this seems to avoid several of the compliance risks, etc. noted above.

The concern would be – would the linking be maintained forever?  What happens if there is a mis-cue between TPs, etc…
FERC Order 890 Paragraph 1377:
The Commission agrees that transmission requests across multiple transmission systems should be coordinated by the relevant transmission providers. We will not, however, amend the pro forma OATT to require such coordination. Rather, we require transmission providers working through NAESB to develop business practice standards related to coordination of requests across multiple transmission systems. In order to provide guidance to NAESB, we will articulate the principles that should govern processing across multiple systems. All the transmission providers involved in a request across multiple systems should consider a request that requires studies across multiple systems to be a single application for purposes of establishing the deadlines for rendering an agreement for service, revising queue status, eliciting deposits and commencing service. In order to preserve the rights of other transmission customers with studies in the queue, the priority for the single application should be based on the latest priority across the transmission providers involved in the multiple system request. We note that regional entities like wesTTrans are already coordinating requests across multiple transmission systems and we believe such coordination is an acceptable solution to this issue.

