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OATT NITS on OASIS

(Reconcile this to the concepts document, that the decisions made today are included in the concept documents – 5/6/09)
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Review Paul Sorenson’s PowerPoint document from November 2007 (Completed review of Power Point document)

1. Review for business needs identification

Initial applications requirements and process (evaluation, studies, queuing, status, deposit / queue time)

1. Should there be one or more data elements for deposits/credit (amount, date received, form of deposit, etc) or should this be miscellaneous data collected off-OASIS?  Does this data need to be on OASIS? (Update 05/06/09 - No specific data elements are required for identifying customer credit or deposit information.

2.  Inadequate credit is a legitimate reason to decline an application. Need to ensure that the TP can use this reason to decline an application on OASIS.  It is not appropriate to display on OASIS a customer’s credit or deposit information or any assessment of that information. Use of STATUS type definition which is broad enough to allow credit denial, (eg, expand definition of INVALID.)  1/20/2011 will use the status of DECLINED 
3. Develop related templates for initial application requirements, including load and DNR templates.  Updated 8/5/09 will also include a template for transmission capacity allocation

4. Should the Network Customer be able to request ancillary services? Yes, and develop related templates – similar to PTP. 

5. Change “NITS Initial Application” to “NITS Application”. (Already discussed.  This is just a reminder to do it.)

6. Is there a need for development of OASIS business practice standards and OASIS S&CPs to set forth the “treatment of OASIS requests when the customer fails to provide the necessary attestation,” when submitting an initial application for network service?  No, FERC has addressed this issue. Possibility for use of check box for notification of sent status. See Paragraph 1522 of Order 890. 

7. Registration - does it require a TSIN identity? It is a requirement per WEQ-001- 3.1.

8. Do we need to make provisions in TSIN for customers who do not have a DUNS number? Yes, we do need to make provisions to customers that do not have a DUNS number.

(We will allow use of representative for the submittal of the application and for small customers to be registered on TSIN.) (Need to identify the concern for small customers to be registered on TSIN and pass this issue on JESS.) 

a. Should all network transmission service be on OASIS?  Answer is yes.

b. Is there a need for an exception? Answer is no.

9. Will need to conduct a review of TSIN to identify any changes that would affect our standard before we send it out.  This issue will be passed on to JESS.

10. Develop templates for network transmission service business practice standards. Technical task force is reviewing this.
Designation and undesignation of resources and loads 

1. There should be the ability to auto fill information from existing designated resources to alternate path (Same DNR data record but delivered over a different contract path – may or may not be delivered at the same POR or POD to the Sink Control Area) consensus is that data will not have to be entered twice, the method has not yet been determined– as discussed 06/03/09

2. There should be the ability to designate more resources than transmission capability committed to that service over a path (i.e. the sum of MWs designated exceeds the transmission reserved). Also the ability to restrict total of all schedules to the transmission reserved. – as discussed 06/03/09

3.  There should be the ability to show on OASIS the transmission reserved firm and non-firm by path to accommodate both designated and non-designated resources.  – as discussed 06/03/09 As discussed on 7/8/09 - Required only for use on discrete paths or boundaries (for Firm or non-firm requests) other uses of this template (transmission capacity allocation template) is at TP discretion

4. Consider establishing a mechanism for defining generation resources so they can be referenced in a designation (max capacity, min capacity, operating cost, etc).  This item has been resolved per Motion 22 also considered in #1 above (12/04/08). – as discussed 06/03/09

5. Should there be a mechanism to bind / tie off-system point-to-point reservations to a network reservation?   Item 5 moved to 2009 Annual Plan Item 2(a)iii. – as discussed 06/03/09 1/20/2011 this item will be discussed and implemented with the SAMTS AP items.
· If the Firm point-to-point reservations are required on other transmission systems as a condition for granting a DNR, then should the PTP capacity be held exclusively for use with the DNR?  If the capacity is reduced on one of the Firm PTP reservations due to a firm redirect, should the network reservation (DNR) capacity be reduced?

· Should there be a mechanism in conjunction with NITS on OASIS to facilitate the coordination of requests across multiple transmission systems [WEQ 2008 Annual Plan Item 2(a)(v)(1)] and re-bid of partial service across multiple Transmission Providers’ systems [WEQ 2008 Annual Plan Item 2(a)(v)(2)]?  See customer response to Item #5 of Network Customer needs.  If not developed in conjunction with NITS on OASIS, should this team develop information for the Parking Lots of these two Annual Plan Items?

6. Make sure that undesignation process does not permit termination or reduction of point-to-point reservation capacity (relinquish, annul, recall).  Should a Transmission Provider’s batching process prohibit a request for this action? Answer is yes, details need to be worked out. – as discussed 06/03/09

7. Network Customer Need: The ability to do undesignation in shorter time increments than the minimum designation time increment. The minimum term for designation will be the same minimum increment offered by the Transmission Provider for firm point to point. For example, if designations must be done with a minimum increment of a day, permit undesignation in hourly increments.  Completed 12/04/08. – as discussed 06/03/09

8. Do we need to define “Load” and “Point of Delivery”? If so, what would the definition be? – “Point of Delivery” and “Network Load” are defined in the pro forma tariff.  Request NAESB direction on the need for these definitions in the NAESB standards given their inclusion in the pro forma. – as discussed 06/03/09

· We would need to be careful of the usage of these terms to ensure consistency with the OATT definitions. 

Network Load – Definition from pro forma

The load that a Network Customer designates for Network Integration Transmission Service under Part III of the Tariff.  The Network Customer's Network Load shall include all load served by the output of any Network Resources designated by the Network Customer.  A Network Customer may elect to designate less than its total load as Network Load but may not designate only part of the load at a discrete Point of Delivery.  Where a Eligible Customer has elected not to designate a particular load at discrete points of delivery as Network Load, the Eligible Customer is responsible for making separate arrangements under Part II of the Tariff for any Point-To-Point Transmission Service that may be necessary for such non-designated load.

Point(s) of Delivery – Definition from pro forma

Point(s) on the Transmission Provider's Transmission System where capacity and energy transmitted by the Transmission Provider will be made available to the Receiving Party under Part II of the Tariff.  The Point(s) of Delivery shall be specified in the Service Agreement for Long-Term Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service.

9. Request for DNR’s – ensure includes attestation.  Extensive discussions to date.  Will be included. – as discussed 06/03/09 
See Motion 37, 8/19/2009.

10. There will be a data element for the attestation in the DNR request that will need to be completed to be part of a completed request consistent with NAESB business practice standards and specific wording as included in the pro forma OATT per Order 890, 1532.). Will be included and related applications will be developed. – as discussed 06/03/09  See Motion 37, 8/19/2009.

Forecasts issues

· Resource forecast and DNRs don’t necessarily match in the future. Is this an issue for NAESB or NERC? (Rollover Rights -how do you align the planning with ATC calculations and rollover rights?) Could be included as an ETC item.  We agree that forecast issues need to be addressed. 

a. How much transmission capacity is being set aside?

b. How does this transmission capacity set aside align with the forecast?

c. How do the rollover rights set aside align with the forecast?

d. If the forecast does not include extensions of DNRs, should rollover capacity be released?

We will defer this discussion until the Portland meeting in Sept/Oct 2009 meeting. 

9/30/09 Scope:  DNR extension or rollover template?

Consensus: It is agreed that Network Customer network service agreements of 5yrs or longer  have rollover rights in accordance with section 2.2 of OATT, pursuant to paragraph 645 of Order 890 A and paragraph 148 of Order 890 B:

645.  Similarly, it is the length  of a network customer’s network service agreement, not the length of the power contract supporting a network resource designation, that determines whether the customer is eligible for rollover. Thus, the availability of five-year power contracts is not determinative of the ability of transmission customers to obtain rollover rights.

148. The Commission affirms the determination in Order No. 890-A that the length of a

network customer’s network service agreement, not the length of a power contract

supporting a network service agreement, determines whether the network customer is

eligible for rollover rights.97 A network customer’s eligibility for rollover rights is

distinct from its ability to rollover a particular resource designation. In order for a

network customer to qualify for rollover rights, it must have a network service agreement that satisfies the minimum term necessary for rollover rights. The network customer may then continue to designate and undesignate resources pursuant to that service agreement, subject to the availability of adequate transmission capability to accommodate the request.

· We will need a rollover-like template for DNRs. – as discussed 06/03/09

9/30/09 Consensus: 

· NAESB Business Practices will not address how to rollover DNRs, but will provide for posting DNR rollover/renewal information for TP optional use.

· The TP shall in a business practice identify how the underlying subtemplate  (DNR/DNL)  records are updated to reflect the new STOP times (for those records that have a STOP time consistent with the STOP time of the NITSA) and any other template field, as required by the TP.

· See responses to Alan’s white paper posted 9/30/09 (http://www.naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis092909a4.doc ) on rollover.

· 10/1/2009 - See Motion 43 

Granularity and timing of information submitted 

1. Is there a need to create a business practice to define when an application becomes a completed application.   Not required, as discussed on 06/03/09. 

a. There will be a data element/status field on OASIS but we do not need a business practice as the completed application is defined in the Tariff and by the transmission provider

2. There needs to be a way to time stamp requests for transmission service (e.g. DNR) so they can be queued properly to be in competition with point-to-point.  Yes NAESB will require some type of time stamp. – as discussed 06/03/09

3. When creating network service standards, clarify the meaning of “day” e.g. business day or calendar day. Suggestion for straw poll.  When we mean business day we state specifically business day without defining it. We use calendar day in instances where we specifically mean calendar day, without additional definition. Use of the generic term day is permitted in order to accommodate regional flexibility.  Approved by straw poll on 6/17/09.

a. Is it already defined in the NAESB standards? Not defined.

4. Data elements for response times? Yes, anytime a customer response is required. There will be multiple response time fields (e.g. remedy deficiency time limit, confirmation time limit). 

5. Review timing table for transmission provider/customer response times to transactions. For application the provisions in the OATT will prevail.  For individual DNRs

[image: image1.emf]
The following will reflect the time limits, however the exact terminology may change once we start writing standards.

This table is to be used only for modifications to existing service.

	Class  name will probably change
	Duration


Of the transmission allocation not of the NITSA
	Time Queued Prior to Start

(When the request is queued within this timeframe the following evaluation and confirmation time limits apply)
	Provider Evaluation Time Limit
	Customer Confirmation Time Limit After ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFER

	Secondary Network/nondesignated resource/ non-firm network service/non-firm
	Hourly

Daily

Weekly

Monthly
	< 1 hour

> 1hour

Day ahead

N/A

N/A

N/A
	Best effort

30 minutes

30 minutes

30 minutes

4 hours

2 days
	5 minutes

5 minutes

30 minutes

2 hours

24 hours

24 hours

	Designation of new network resource/firm
	Daily

Weekly

Monthly

Yearly
	<24 hours

N/A

N/A

N/A

60 days


	Best effort

30 days

30 days

30 days

30 days
	2 hours

24 hours

48 hours

4 days

15 days


Consensus with consistency for the timing table windows only
8/19/09


Transparency for other market participants 

1. We need to have discussion on preemption and competition.  Tie to duration of NITS rather than DNR. See WEQ-001 Table 4-3. DNRs of all durations are considered to be Tier 1 Network Firm. Define system attributes for duration of DNRs.  Delay any changes to pre-emption until the Annual Plan topic is undertaken. See initial application section item 3 below.

Two options for drafting the standard:  1.) new standard sets for consistent methods for submittal of DNRs/DNLs and the associated transmission service for all TPs or 2.) new standard is developed with inherent flexibility to accommodate existing variations in practices currently associated with making requests for new DNRs/DNLs (not a new application) and associated transmission service.

2. We need to have discussion on the posting of NITS capacity being “held” as an ETC in the ATC calculation. Consensus made on 8/19/09

· Treatment of rollover rights – delayed until Portland September meetings 10/1/2009 - See Motion 43

· Do all DNRs related requests have rollovers, e.g. daily? - delayed until Portland September meetings 10/1/2009 - See Motion 43

· Document existing network transmission allocations or only future requests for allocation? 10/1/2009 - See Motion 43

a. Grandfather pre 888 – we already have a standard for this WEQ-001. 19

b. Existing network agreements under the OATT at the time these standards become effective (this will be included in the implementation plan)
1.  a minimum set of the application information (as may have been amended) and 

2. the transmission allocation information will be required 

3. the DNR information at least for ATC calculations and the DNR posting requirements under 18 CFR 37.6

4. 
the DNL information at least for ATC calculations 5. future changes thereof must meet all current OATT and NAESB requirements

c. 
Future applications or requests for new network service and  

changes thereof must meet all current OATT and NAESB requirements.

· Transmission Capacity Allocation (TCA) treatment?

a. Should there be two separate requests/postings: one for TCA and one for the DNR?  We have agreed that there will be two separate templates: one for TCA and one for DNR.

b. How are they linked?  Technical task force will answer this.
c. Can we link existing TCAs to the forecast of loads and resources?  Specifically can we ensure that NAESB standards do not preclude the ability to allocate future transmission being built to the network customers based on the forecast and that their request gets the proper queue position (e.g. that a TCA without a specified DNR can be submitted at the same time as the forecast and the queue position of the request will be based upon that timestamp)? Yes 8/20/09

d. How would this differ from posting the application? The technical taskforce will answer this.
e. How should the request be viewed on OASIS? The technical taskforce will put the templates structure, the viewing and implementation will be left up to the TPs.
f. Should network capacity information for ETC purposes be posted similar to posting of information for PtP? Yes, contingent upon the technical taskforce chosen method for postings.

Need to look at current NAESB standards to ensure there is no conflict with the ETC postings.
3. Ensure we meet the requirements of FERC Order 890, et.al. with regards to the list of current DNRs and the information required to be on that list (e.g. geographic location, electrical location).  Refer to naming conventions document section on geographical and electrical locations. The current technical implementation allows TP to meet this 37.6 requirement. 8/19/09 Ensure the final technical implementation does.

Secondary network service issues

1. Mechanism for termination of secondary network transmission capacity if it is not going to be used by the Network Customer (i.e., will not be scheduled) so that non-firm ATC may reflect the change.  RELINQUISH type ability to release all or part of a secondary network capacity. 8/19/09 Confirmed that this will be accommodated.

e-tag issues

1. Does NAESB need to address tag processing issues?  For off system purchase power resources NAESB will need to make sure that the control area where the customer takes ownership is available to tag validation so that firm transmission can be validated. 

· OASIS TCA data is compatible with tag data so that unreserved use can be determined by the TP (e.g. source control area). 

2. Review tag changes for DNR associated with scheduling agents – what kind of tag changes need to happen?  See item #2 under Network Customer needs. Technical team will look at and incorporate if needed.
Transmission Providers’ needs including ATC calculating, auditing / tracking, billing integrity

1. Want to make sure the queue hoarding and flooding language in the NAESB standards is sufficient to cover network service. Make sure WEQ-001-8 applies to network service request or write a new section that applies to network service request.

2. If two different technologies (CSV for point to point, and something else for NITS), does this complicate the concomitant evaluation, would it be compatible? 11/14/08 – Subcommittee made the determination to use CSV.  Item complete.
3. Review all point-to-point transaction request types for applicability to NITS, including assignments and transfers. 11/13/08 – Item completed.
4. Review business practices related to rollovers for applicability to NITS. 

Are rollover rights applicable to NITS? Yes. 

Review transfer business practices to ensure network reservations can be transferred so the rollover rights can be transferred. Refer to WEQ-001-12 (Transfers)? Make sure that WEQ-001-12 applies to network service requests and DNRs or write a new section that applies to network service.

September 1, 2009:

· Motion 38, passed:  To effectuate a renewal (rollover) of a NITSA an update-type process will be used. This update-type process will be a request to change the STOP_TIME of the NITSA umbrella template.
· Motion 39, passed: The STOP_TIME of the NITSA will be the bounds for the STOP_TIME in sub-templates under the NITSA umbrella template, with the exception of sub-templates containing forecast information and, potentially (if a rollover template is instituted), rollover information. This does not apply to evergreen NITSAs (NITSA umbrella template may have STOP_TIME of null and associated sub-templates may or may not have a STOP_TIME of null).
· Further discussion on rollover rights will occur at the Portland meeting. C. Bigelow to provide paper on FERC Orders regarding rollover rights for NITS.  10/1/2009 - See Motion 43

5. Should batch submittals of Network and PTP be required to be pre-confirmed? 09-01-2009 – No. (Interdependent requests)

Should there be a mechanism for a single acceptance and single confirmation by the customer? Yes if it’s technically possible.

If not technically feasible, we need additional business practices to address the treatment of the batched request. For example, once submitted they must be considered concurrently and may not be adjusted individually.

Should we allow for counteroffers on batch requests?  See item 2 from 6/18/2009 straw poll below.

Straw Poll 6/18/09: 

1. 
We will be silent in regards to counteroffering batches. We voted on this and it failed.

2. 
We will state that counteroffers for batches will be handled in accordance with TP business practices. This won the straw poll.
3. 
We develop business practices for handling counteroffers that impact batches. We voted on this and it failed.

(should linked reservation requests such as designating or undesignating, and PtP and network service at the same time be required to be preconfirmed) No. as of 6/18/09.  09-01-2009 Re-agreed that the PtP will not be required to be pre-confirmed. 

We still need to address if and how mixed preconfirmations (e.g. a pre-confirmed ptp request with an undesignation that is not pre-confirmed) can be batched in queue priority. 
1/20/2011 The tech team will address 107.1.6 on how to implement and the use of the concomitant flag through a batch process.
1/20/2011 The tech team will address how to identify the grouping for Concomitant Evaluations through a batch process (e.g. If four requests are submitted with the concomitant flag set, how are they paired up?).
09-01-2009 - NAESB standards will require that requests for which concomitant evaluation is requested will be evaluated concomitantly. If the PTP cannot be accommodated, all of the requests included in the concomitant evaluation request will be REFUSED. The NAESB standards already address queue priority for pre-confirmed requests; therefore, no additional standards are required regarding pre-confirmation queue priority.

6. The subcommittee recognizes the distinct differences between organized markets and non-organized market entities where as, processes and procedures may not be applicable to both.  May invoke WEQ-001 Attachment C. Complete as of 6/18/09.

See work paper submitted by Midwest ISO 7/07/09.

7. The subcommittee may determine a need to have regional or ATC methodology base differences. We are not ready to make a decision on this. 7/7/09 1/20/2011 not to be included in this standard
8. Continue discussion on sectioning off in the NAESB standard NITS, Point-to-Point, general

· After reviewing NITS vs. Point-to-Point in WEQ-001, 002, and 013, we’ll make a determination on whether to section of NITS, Point-to-Point and general

We recognize that some aspects will be the same and we’ll differentiate when needed.

· WEQ-003 will not be rearranged but may have a new section(s) for NITS related items

· Consensus has been reached that NITS will require separate sections in 001, 002 and 013

· See WEQ-002 document with subcommittee comments dated 10/29/2008 for one proposal on doing separate sections

7/7/09 agree that we will continue with the concepts outlined here.

Network Customer needs including understanding of processes and ease of use, confidentiality (masking)
1. There is a need to capture agency arrangements between an authorized agent that may submit network service required information etc. as opposed to the party receiving service i.e. the load or network customer.

Complete as of 7/7/09 – 8/5/09 investigate the ability to expand this concept to be applied to PtP reservations after network service has been addressed.

2. Allow both the Network Customer and the authorized agent to submit requests for changes to service and the most recent submittal stands (e.g., undesignated) . Similarly, if the Customer changes agents, permit the new agent to make changes to a request made by the previous agent and also to submit e-tags against reservations made by the previous agent.  

Transmission Provider shall restrict OASIS transactions to Network Customer and/or authorized agent.

1.
We first need to capture who the network customer is in all of these requests. 1/20/2011 included on the templates
2.
We also want to provide the option for capturing the agency relationship and allow for transaction on behalf of the network customer. – may want to mask this information.

09-01-2009 Motion #41 passed: NAESB Business Practices will not require agent information to be masked.
3.
Who submitted the request needs to be captured. (Yes, see 18 C.F.R 37.6(e)(v)) 1/20/2011 included on the templates
4.
Permit an entity who is an agent for multiple customers to specify which customer they are representing when submitting information on OASIS.

The NAESB standards will specify the above 4 functionality requirements required without specifying how that functionality will be accomplished.

1/20/2011 included on the templates

We have to be able track who an agent is representing because agents might represent more than one network customer

What is the agent authorized to do?  

NAESB standards will not specify any granularity requirements with regards to specific types of transaction requests which an agent may or may not be authorized to submit. 1/20/2011 took out roles to accommodate this
When is the agent authorized to do the authorized actions?  There may be agents for PtP and network and we need to be able to differentiate. 09-01-2009 See above statement, “8/5/09 investigate the ability to expand this concept to be applied to PtP reservations after network service has been addressed.”

There is 1 start stop time for the agent. – this option lost in the straw poll 7/7/09.

There are 2 start stop times for the agent: transaction start time and authorization start time.  – straw poll that this is the option we will move forward with 7/7/09.

Transaction start time example might be Jan. 1, 2010 and the authorization start time could be Sept. 2009 for such transaction.

Will we permit multiple entities to act as an agent? Yes 7/7/09

WEQ-002-4.2.8 – has all of the Registration Information

Should NAESB standards make it permissible for the TP to enter data on behalf of the customer.

Yes. NAESB will develop a standard that will require the Transmission Provider to develop a business practice to allow this to happen at the Transmission Provider’s discretion.

3. Review tag changes for DNR associated with scheduling agents – what kind of tag changes need to happen? (Note: this is the same as #6in  e-tag issues)

There is no issue, tags already allow for agency relationships. Completed 7/7/09

4. The ability to do undesignation in shorter time increments than the minimum designation time increment. For example, if designations must be done with a minimum increment of a day, permit undesignation in hourly increments. (Note: this is the same as #7 in  Designation and undesignation of resources and loads)

Completed 7/7/09

5. Some TPs require a Network Customers to identify Firm reservations on the off-system portion of the path from the Control Area where the customer takes ownership of the DNR capacity to the border of the TP’s system.  Do Network Customers need Item 5 in Designation and undesignation of resources and loads (Should there be a mechanism to bind / tie off-system point-to-point reservations to a network reservation?) in conjunction with development of NITS on OASIS or may it be addressed later?

We are going to address this (should there be a mechanism to bind / tie off-system point-to-point reservations to a network reservation?) in the justification for the NITS standard. People should address in their formal comments whether or not the binding of off-system PtP reservations to a network reservation should be included in the NITS on OASIS recommendation..

The subcommittee will recommend in the justification that this issue (coordination of service across multiple systems) be included as part of 2009 Annual Plan Item 2(a) iii 2 and that the Annual Plan item be moved up in priority to follow development of the NITS recommendation. Completed 7/7/09 NOTE: As of 09-19-2009 this item has been included in the 2009 Annual Plan and the co-chairs have recommended due dates for this AP item that are earlier than other OASIS Subcommittee-assigned AP item due dates.

Parking Lot for 4/22/09 Meeting

Add electrical location for the posted list of DNRs (requirement in 18 CFR 37.6) – See Motions #29, #31, #33, #34 – 4/22/09

Revisit the term ‘generator’ and  ‘generation’ – 4/22/09

Revisit Concept #9 from Concepts w/OATT Excel document – 4/22/09

9. Does NITS initial application fit into the PTP request format? No 7/7/09

Perhaps the following:

     a. 
Secondary request (use of an undesignated resource, 6-NN) – No opposition was raised to including secondary network in the template structure for NITS (rather than using the TSR structure). Several participants voiced their opinion that including in network template structure is preferable. Table 4-3 in WEQ-001 will remain in tact – queue order processing will not change. How this is implemented (customer interface and TP interface) will be based on TP implementation.

Need to review DNRs coming out of organized markets (or similar markets such as PPA) both for flow and generator designations – if the DNR is not on line, it would come out of the market (Guy’s comment) – 4/22/09 – 09-01-2009 – Marie will talk to Guy. This may be an organized market issue that may be addressed through Attachment C. 1/20/2011 went through the paper 1/5/2011 and made comments to included in the redline of the paper.
Check in with NAESB (JT Wood’s action item) on the coordination of the ESS/ITS, BPS subcommittees’ interface with NERC on development of ATC calculations and business practice standards with respect to designation/undesignation of network resources. – 4/22/09

Review of the term ‘disabling’.  Will use the term   “null”  for certain fields. – 4/22/09

Does this subcommittee want to address liquidated damages? – 4/22/09 09-01-2009 – No, the subcommittee will not address liquidated damages.

Parking Lot for 6/3/09 meeting

1. Need to discuss tiers for DNRs versus PTP. 09-01-2009 – Previously discussed, see below.

2. Queue processing to determine preemption 09-01-2009 – Previously discussed, see below.

3. Establishing short term DNRs comparable to short term firm PTP with regards to reservation priority tier. 09-01-2009 – Previously discussed, see below.

4. Do we need a DNR attribute comparable to Service Increment?  This may be helpful if FERC responds to TranServ’s comments in RM05-5-013 and declares that there are shortterm DNRs. (See #3 above.) Yes. Having the Service Increments will do no harm and will helpful if FERC rules in favor of TranServ’s comments.

5. Submittal times – 

08-19-2009:  Two submittal times: (1) submittal of initial applications and (2) submittal of changes to service. With regards to item (1), everything attached to the initial application will have the same queue time as the submittal time of the initial application. 

With regards to item (2), there will a new queue time (i.e. not the queue time of the initial application) based on whenever the change request is submitted. There will be 3 sub-templates that may implicate queue processing priority: DNRs, network loads, and transmission capacity allocation requests. 

· DNR requests may or may not require a transmission capacity allocation request. 

· DNRs that do not require an additional transmission capacity allocation will get the queue time of the submission of the DNR – there is no preemption/competition applicable.

· DNRs that require an additional transmission capacity allocation …. 
9/29/09 TCA request is required and will have the same queue time of that DNR submittal

· Network loads may or may not require a transmission capacity allocation request. …. 9/29/09 TCAs not required for DNLs

· Transmission Capacity Allocation requests …. 9/29/09 Consensus that NAESB standards will require the TP to post a Business Practice specifying whether the TCA shall be submitted by a. the TC or b. the TP will submit the confirmed TCA related to a TC submitted DNR.

· Does the TCA term need to be the same as the DNR term? (To be discussed when we discuss ROR) 10/1/2009 - See Motion 43

Parking lot 6/18/09 

· How much application information from existing (current OATT Part III service vs grandfathered contracts) network agreements is required to be posted on OASIS?  9/29/09 This will be part of the transitional plan discussion.
7/7/09

Review WEQ definitions to ensure conformity with the OATT (e.g. Transmission Customer vs. Network Customer as defined in the OATT). 1/20/2011 JTW will make sure that current glossary is consistent.
There are at least 3 sub-templates under the umbrella NITS template: DNR, DNL, and transmission capacity allocation. Agreed 7/7/09

There will also be a sub-template/template comparable to transstatus.1/20/2011 tech team will handle
Work that needs to be performed by the subcommittee:

1. Determine what each of the sub-templates are, based on 29.2 of pro-forma OATT (see Jan. 7, 2009 “pro-forma application items – 9-19-08” document and the 7/2/2009 “NITS naming conventions”  document) Agreed that the technical team will take the 29.2 information requirements and will develop the necessary sub-templates and their respective data elements 7/8/09

2. What fields need to be captured in the transmission capacity allocation sub-template TCA

a. Required only for use on discrete paths or boundaries (for Firm or non-firm requests) other uses of this template is at TP discretion (This is a WEQ 02 issue)

b. Correlate transmission capacity allocation to DNRs and possibly DNLs/LSEs (unreserved use determination)

c. Identify queue order processing between PtP and Network

Template: transrequest (NITS transmission capacity allocation request)
1. Input

CONTINUATION_FLAG

SELLER_CODE (Primary or Reseller)

SELLER_DUNS

PATH_NAME

POINT_OF_RECEIPT

POINT_OF_DELIVERY

SOURCE (May need a specific definition to be tied to unreserved use determination)

SINK

CAPACITY_REQUESTED

SERVICE_INCREMENT

TS_CLASS

TS_TYPE

TS_PERIOD

TS_WINDOW

TS_SUBCLASS

STATUS_NOTIFICATION

START_TIME

STOP_TIME

PRECONFIRMED

ANC_SVC_LINK

POSTING_REF (Optionally set by Customer)

SALE_REF (Optionally set by Customer)

REQUEST_REF (Optionally set by Customer)

DEAL_REF (Optionally set by Customer)

CUSTOMER_COMMENTS

REQUEST_TYPE (Required for request changes)

RELATED_REF (Required for request changes)

OWNERSHIP BALANCING AUTHORITY (BA where Network Customer takes ownership)

DNR_REF 

DNL_REF

MASTER_REF

CONCOMITANT REQUEST REF (should this be a separate template?) 1/20/2011 this will be handled by the tech team to generate a new template structure.
3. DNR subtemplate 7/8/09

a. Undesignation of DNRs

b. Temporary

c. Permanent

d. Redesignation

e. New designation

f. Attestation (discussion on signature and non-signature)

g. Link to the Master_REF

h. Link to transmission capacity allocation (need to determine how an undesignation will appropriately release transmission capacity allocation, also need to determine how to associate a new DNR with an existing transmission capacity allocation) 

i. coordinate timestamp of DNR approval with corresponding transmission capacity allocation approval where appropriate

4. DNL subtemplate 7/8/09

a. Undesignation of  DNLs

b. Temporary

c. Permanent

d. New designation

e. Link to the Master_REF

Initial Application:

· Who/how puts in the request for transmission allocation? 

a. OATT section 29.2 information will be provided by the customer/agent. 

b. Based on the information provided, the transmission provider and/or customer will determine what transmission will be needed to serve the DNLs with the pool of DNRs. The standard should reflect the regional differences of who makes the determination the transmission provider or the customer. (development of the regional standards will be done offline by : Marcie – the west except Cal-ISO, Marie – ISO/RTO council, JT – Non ISO/RTO Eastern)

c. Identify queue order processing between PTP and Network - Discussed during 7/22/09 conference call.

1. Timestamp – which requests: New (change in service) DNR or the transmission capacity allocation request will be used for queue order processing? (both requests will be time stamped) The outcome of b (development of regional standards) will impact this determination. Make sure the outcome of c.1. is consistent with the outcome of b.

- Subcommittee agreed to make an assumption there will be a timestamp on ‘something.’ Will wait for the info. back on the regional differences.

2. Conditional periods (subject to competition – the conditional period is determined by the service increment of the short term firm request) – reservation priority for PTP vs. network – there are periods where network and PTP are in competition and other periods where they are not.

7/22/09 – Agreed that PTP will retain its conditional/unconditional period when in competition with network service. (MISO does not agree with this statement and will verify if they have an exception in their tariff).

3. Queue ordering - reservation priority for PTP vs. network

a. preconfirmed vs. not preconfirmed 

i. Does firm network (Tier 1) need priority of preconfirmed versus not preconfirmed? 7/22/09 Agreed: No

ii. Does firm network have priority over a short term firm (STF) PTP regardless of whether or not the STF PTP is preconfirmed or not preconfirmed? 7/22/09 Agreed: No, based on current Table 4-3 Tier 2, Row 2. Firm network has priority over STF PTP when STF PTP is in the conditional period. Once the STF PTP is in the unconditional period, the network request will not preempt the STF PTP.

iii. 7/22/09 Agree: LTF PTP and firm network requests are Tier 1 and will be processed in timestamped queue order. 

b. tier ordering – what tier? Does service increment impact the tier? 7/22/09 – Agreed:  Consistent with current NAESB standards, firm network is Tier 1. Duration of a DNR/TCA does not impact Tier 1 status.

4. Preemption - reservation priority for PTP vs. network – See Item 3.a.ii.

5. Concomitant evaluations (Reference Motion #36) – reservation priority for each piece of a concomitant evaluation  To be discussed in Colorado Springs (8/19 – 20). Document to be provided by Guy Ridgely.

a. Consider impact of conditionality of PTP piece of concomitant evaluation

b. Consider impact of displacement of PTP piece of concomitant evaluation due to preemption

c. How status will be assigned to the concomitant evaulation

d. Should concomitant evaluations which include PTP be allowed to be preconfirmed?

6. Service increments for firm network.  Do we agree that it is LTF? 7/22/09 Agreed: For tier position and queue priority processing, firm network is long term service.   

7. Secondary Network Service - Based on current Table 4-3 Tier 3, Row 4

a. Will this be treated the same as PTP requests?

b.  or will something else be done?

7/22/09 Agreed: In response to 7.a and b, the subcommittee agrees that there is no need to amend Table 4-3. Also during the discussion the subcommittee agreed that secondary network will be handled in a manner analogous to PTP, but will need to include sufficient information to tie to the network agreement/network customer.

8. Any request subsequent to the application will get their own timestamp 7/22/09 Agreed

d. How do we respond to requests for transmission allocation associated with DNRs?  8/5/09 Agreed

1. If there is sufficient transmission capacity, how is the allocation of transmission capacity shown on OASIS? The allocated transmission capacity will be shown in the transmission capacity allocation template.  8/5/09 Agreed
2. If there is insufficient transmission capacity, OASIS will reflect the appropriate status (e.g. study, counteroffer, etc.) of the request.  8/5/09 Agreed

8/5/09 Parking Lot

1. We need to make sure that during review of the current standards that will apply to NITS, we include the release of unscheduled transmission capacity to nonfirm AFC/ATC. 1/20/2011 this is addressed by NERC/FERC orders dealing with the release of unscheduled transmission capacity
The NAESB standards will not establish a method of restricting transmission capacity as a function of load forecast.  8/5/09 Agreed

2. Question: Should we address requirements for releasing transmission capacity to firm ATC when for example, a generator is on outage or is not being dispatched for a long period because of economics or when a customer informs a TP that they will not be using a DNR (for example, unit commitment or planning seven day forecasts)?

a. The NAESB standards will not establish a method for forcing release of transmission capacity to firm ATC/AFC when a DNR is not planned to be used (undesignations will be addressed in item 4 below). 8/5/09 Agreed

3. Question: Should NAESB develop standards addressing release of transmission capacity when a resource is undesignated?

a. We need to tie requests to undesignate network resources with associated transmission service allocation that exists (transmission capacity allocation template).  We need to accommodate the correct treatment of transmission capacity when transmission capacity allocation is tied to multiple DNRs. We need to accommodate the correct treatment of a transmission capacity when the DNR (single DNR or DNR mix) was not related to a specific transmission capacity allocation on OASIS.  8/5/09 Agreed

Attestations

Need to discuss wording on attestation. Make sure person providing attestation is authorized to make the commitment. A. Pritchard to provide additional information – 4/22/09

1. Application

a. Statement that qualifies as Eligible Customer for Network service 

b. Required by an officer or authorized agent from customer that DNRs meet the qualification 8/19/09 Consensus: needs to be a signed statement (attachment)

2. Subsequent to the application

a. Subsequent to having a confirmed NITSA, requests for a new DNR, must be accompanied by an attestation (statement) that the resource is qualified to be a DNR – there is not yet consensus as to whether or not this requirement is different from 1.b. (specifically signature and who can provide this requirement, an officer or any employee)

b. See motion 36a dated 8/19/09 

New Parking Lot Item 8/19/09

Need to address whether we want to address submittal of DNRs when an application has been made but has yet to result in a finalized agreement. 1/20/2011 standard does not deal with the agreement and will be silent on continuation of processing modification to service
10-28-2009 OASIS Subcommittee response to United Illuminating informal comments – In prior discussions, the subcommittee recognized that organized markets may have special needs. When we get further along in the drafting of the NITS on OASIS standards, the RTOs and ISOs will propose language to allow for these differences (e.g. an addition to Appendix C).

10-28-2009 Subcommittee Response – Do not change the current Resale and Transfer language applicable to Point-to-Point. Add a new section for NITS: 1) Allow Full Transfers (one customer to one customer), 2) create a “Disaggregate” process so that a customer can split into several customers (with new applications) that does not require a new queue time [the customers will determine the split, TP will have approval rights because of financial responsibility and to ensure that there is no change to the totality of TCAs {paths and MW}, DNRs and Designated Loads and the customers will not have to compete for the network transmission rights that they already have] and 3) create an “Aggregation” process. Consistent with FERC policy, there will be no ability for NITS to perform Resales. The terminology used for NITS will not include the terminology “partial transfers”.

10-28-2009 – Rather than change current WEQ-001 language to accommodate NITS, new sections, applicable only to NITS, will be added to WEQ-001.

10-28-2009 Subcommittee Response – The Point-to-Point rollover language will not be changed. A new WEQ-001 section will be added to address NITS renewals/rollover rights. 1/20/2011 this will deal only with the extension of the NITS application and will be silent on rollover on DNR’s.
10-28-2009 – Not inclined to replicate OATT language in the body of the NAESB standards.

May need to replicate language from a FERC Order to add clarity. In the case where there is a term and that is defined in the pro forma OATT, we will either define a term using that same definition or not define it as a term (lower case use of the term). 

10-28-2009 Change “TCA” to Network Transmission Reservation (“NTR”)

– The firm and non-firm (firm/non-firm has been thrown in to make sure we address) transmission allocated and posted on OASIS for Network Service for discreet paths or interfaces and otherwise posted at the Transmission Provider’s discretion.

12-02-2009 How does the proposed NITS on OASIS accommodate both

1. a network customer’s ability to undesignate specific resources that support third-party sales and

Conclusion:  To support slice-of-system sales and undesignation of non-specified resource(s), the NAESB Standards will contain a standard for establishing standard proxy resources that represent the aggregate of all generation assets defined by the NITS Customer as designated on-system resources and that can be undesignated and redesignated as necessary.  

2. a network customer’s ability to undesignated a portion of the network customer’s network resources (slice-of-system sale)?

Conclusion:  Undesignations of network resources using the slice-of-system proxy resource functionality will be included in the list of designated network resources required to be posted by 18 CFR 37.6, and will not require a per resource modification to the list.

Order 890 at para 1582:

1582. In response to a request by South Carolina E&G, we clarify that firm third-party sales may be made from an undesignated portion of a network customer’s network resources (i.e., a “slice-of-system sale”), so long as all of the applicable requirements are met. In particular, the network customer must submit undesignations for each portion of each resource supporting the third-party sale. If the undesignation is temporary, then the request must be accompanied by a request to redesignate the resource(s) on a specific date. When the undesignation takes effect, the network customer must update the capacities specified in its list of designated network resources posted on OASIS.

OrderA from para 947:

947. With regard to the undesignation of units used to supply system sales, we clarify that portions of the seller’s individual network resources supporting a sale of system power do not need to be undesignated so long as the system sale is itself designated as a network resource by the buyer. Instead, the seller should undesignate a portion of its system equal to the amount of the system sale, but which is not attributed to any specific generators. If the system sale is not designated as a network resource by the buyer, the seller must submit undesignations for each portion of each resource supporting the third party sale. Since we believe most, if not all, system sales sourced from designated network resources are themselves designated as network resources by the buyer, we expect that few system sales will require undesignation on a unit-by-unit basis.

Order 890B at paras 202 - 205:

202. The Commission affirms the determination in Order No. 890-A that a network customer and the transmission provider’s merchant function must undesignate each portion of each resource that is used to support a sale of system power if the buyer has not designated the purchase as a network resource.133 The requirement that network customers undesignate their network resources when making firm third-party sales was first imposed in Order No. 888 to ensure that all designated network resources can, in fact, be called upon by the transmission provider to serve network load: Absent a requirement that network resources always be available to meet a customer’s network loads, reliability of service to the network customer as well as to native load and other network customers could be affected…. If a network customer desires to enter into a firm sale from its designated network resource …, it must eliminate the appropriate resources or portions thereof from its designated network resources pursuant to pro forma tariff section 30.[134]

203. The restriction on third-party sales from designated network resources therefore enhances the ability of the transmission provider to plan and operate its system to integrate designated resources with the customer’s loads. Without the restriction, transmission providers could reduce ATC by maintaining the same existing transmission commitments for anticipated uses of the network customer’s designated resources even though the network customer has otherwise committed those same resources to other parties on a firm basis.

204. The Commission in Order No. 890 therefore retained the requirement to

undesignate network resources that are used to support firm third-party sales, reiterating that the undesignation and redesignation requirements work together to promote reliability, prevent undue discrimination, promote comparable treatment of customers, and increase the accuracy of ATC calculations.135 In Order No. 890-A, however, the Commission clarified that the requirement to undesignate on a resource-by-resource basis does not apply to system sales in the event the buyer has also designated the purchase as a network resource.136 This clarification was provided in response to complaints by various petitioners that keeping track of individual generating units and amounts of generation from each unit being used to support system sales is unduly burdensome or impossible.137

205. At the outset, we note that the discussion in Order No. 890-A appears to have

caused confusion by not specifically stating that the exception to the requirement to undesignate capacity supporting a system sale on a resource-by-resource basis for system sales that are designated as network resources by the buyer applies only to transactions in which the buyer and seller are located on the same transmission system. As the Commission explained in Order No. 890-A, when a seller’s network resources are used to support an on-system system sale, the buyer meets the informational requirements of section 29.2(v) simply by identifying the seller’s system as the resource, because the detailed operating characteristics for those generators were already provided when they were designated by the seller.138 The transmission provider is therefore already modeling power transfers from those resources to the seller’s load. The designation of a system sale as a network resource by the buyer provides the transmission provider adequate information to also simulate power transfers from that resource to the buyer’s load given that the transmission provider already has information on the system resources resulting from the seller’s designation of the underlying resources. It is not necessary to require the seller to undesignate individual resources and, instead, the undesignation can be done on a system basis, i.e., by undesignating an aggregate portion of network resources equal to the amount of the system sale, but which is not attributed to any specific resource.

12-2-2009 

Deliverability Concern raised by Paul – If there is more than one load that must be discretely modeled because of internal constraints, and there is some limitation to the deliverability of a given network resource in the full amount designated to one or more of those loads, should such a deliverability or scheduling constraint be documented and posted on OASIS as part of the NITS.  An alternative would be that the Provider would track internally, but not necessarily post that information on OASIS.  May also apply when only one load has deliverability issues.  

Conclusion:  This scheduling limit issue will be accommodated on OASIS (e.g. through the use of the counter-offer process).

12-2-09 

Recommendation Note – Determine appropriateness of use of “Transmission Customer” versus “Network Customer” and make the necessary changes throughout the Recommendation. 1/20/2011 done 
12-2-09  


CONCEPT to be discussed for inclusion in WEQ 013-XXX (associated with 001-101.6):

The Eligible Customer shall select the state of PENDING when the Customer wishes to modify the application prior to submittal and will use the state of QUEUED to submit the application to the Transmission Provider.

12-07-2009

Review “states”, e.g., INVALID, DECLINED, etc., explanations or definitions to ensure appropriateness for NITS.

Change Alan’s table to reflect the limited number of states from received – invalid, deficient, completed and then from queued – add invalid as a state choice.

12/16/09

001- 102.2.2
The Transmission Provider shall respond to a NITS Application by setting the state to one of the following:

I.
INVALID (Final State)

II.
DEFICIENT  (Leading to Completed or Invalid)

III.
COMPLETED 

Use the same status’ for the piece parts that are used for the completed application? 1/20/2011 completed
01/26/10

Do we need to “lock down” the application after it is in a COMPLETED state, which will not allow customer changes or do we need to allow some “minor” changes, i.e., spelling, change point of contact, etc.?  If so, how will the application be re-opened, i.e., is it just open for the customer to modify without any action by the TP or does the TP have to reset the application or sub-template to COUNTEROFFER or some other state to allow customer modifications? 1/20/2011 completed
When an application is in ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFER state, can the next state change be DECLINED?  If so, under what conditions would the TP be allowed to change the status of the application from ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFER to DECLINED? 1/20/2011 completed
Ensure consistency of states available from COMPLETED (Section 001-103) with the states table at bottom of NITS Recommendation document. 1/20/2011 completed
February 3, 2010

There will be a data element on the sub-templates to reflect that status of the overall NITS Application. This state will be included on modification subtemplates in addition to sub-templates in the initial application. For modifications, the overall status will be reflected as CONFIRMED.

Through straw poll, agreed to the following order for the status values in 103.1.1

001- 103.1.1
Once the Transmission Provider has set the state of the NITS Application to COMPLETED, the Transmission Provider shall change the state of the NITS Application to one of the following to indicate its evaluation of the NITS Application:

I.
STUDY

II.
DECLINED

III.
REFUSED (Final State)

IV.
COUNTEROFFERV.
ACCEPTED

Check  term  “status” and “state” for consistency and appropriate use.

Check terms “NITS Application” and “Completed Application” for consistent and appropriate use.

Check terms “Network Customer”, “Eligible Customer” and “Transmission Customer” for consistent and appropriate use. 1/20/2011 completed JTW will check for consistency after recommendation has been completed
2/4/2010 Consensus – Because the NITS Application process will allow changes to the Completed Application based on the evaluation and study results and informal communications between the TP and Eligible Customer and Network Customers are allowed to request Modifications to Service after the NITS Application has been CONFIRMED, the NITS on OASIS standards will not use REBID. 1/20/2011 we are now allowing REBID for capacity only
Do we need an additional state to allow for the circumstance when the customer requests filing of an unexecuted agreement? 1/20/2011 the standard will be silent on this issue
February 17, 2010

Note that should also just do a quick run through the major subsection titles – once we used term ‘Completed NITS Application’ and may have a mis of ‘…the NITS Application’ vs. ‘…a NITS Application. 1/20/2011 completed
Review section 001- 104.1.5. Ensure there is a Table 4-A and there is appropriate correspondence between Table 4-A and section 001-104.1.5. 1/20/2011 completed now called Table 105
Change modifications of service to the singular, modification of service. 1/20/2011 completed
Note:  What about pre-confirmed requests for modification to service – should they not also be addressed – especially with respect to retraction/withdrawal? 1/20/2011 there is no need for pre-confirmation on NITS only secondary transmission service the pre-confirmation can be used
Tracking or being able to track on the eTag the appropriate reference number for a DNR that has been undesignated and redesignated. Will the reference number be tied to the original DNR or will it a new reference number? Re: 001-104.2.2.2
Temporary termination of a Designated Network Resource 1/20/2011 completed the reference number will remain the same before and after the undesignation and redesignation.
straw poll 3/4/2010:

if the request-specific informAtion for network service provides information comparable to point-to-point with respect to atc data, there will not be a requirement for additional systemdata postings. 

Straw Poll voted in FAvor. Will not to come back to make sure that the condition of the straw poll question has been met. 

3/4/2010

Transmission Scheduling Rights (TSR)

Will we define this term in the standards? No. Therefore, do not use caps unless it is in the title. There will be a template, however. 1/20/2011 rename to NSR and defined
03/23/10 1/20/2011 this issue will be handled in SAMTS
The OASIS subcommittee should address the question about whether any required off-system transmission service needs to be confirmed before the DNR request is studied.  

· Does the off-system transaction need to be confirmed or does it only need to be a request? 1/20/2011 this will need to be requested FERC addressed this concerned in order 890
· In some instances, an existing reservation may be in place. 

04/28/2010

Need to ensure consistent use of “the request” v. “the request for designation of new Network Resource” throughout the document.  Use of “the request for designation of new Network Resource” in a section allows use of “the request” in the subsections below.  This applies to all sections and request types throughout the document.  Marcie has volunteered to do this. 1/20/2011 completed make sure of consistency in weq-002 and weq-013
05/27/2010

Concomitant Evaluations

Review of prior motions/parking lot:

	36
	7/22/09
	P. Sorenson
	L. Williamson
	Passed (Simple Majority)
	NAESB business practice for NITS shall accommodate the batching of network resource undesignation with other PTP or network service requests for concomitant evaluation.


09-01-2009 – NAESB standards will require that requests for which concomitant evaluation is requested will be evaluated concomitantly. If the PTP cannot be accommodated, all of the requests included in the concomitant evaluation request will be REFUSED. The NAESB standards already address queue priority for pre-confirmed requests; therefore, no additional standards are required regarding pre-confirmation queue priority.

5.
Concomitant evaluations (Reference Motion #36) – reservation priority for each piece of a concomitant evaluation  To be discussed in Colorado Springs (8/19 – 20, 2009). Document to be provided by Guy Ridgely.

a. Consider impact of conditionality of PTP piece of concomitant evaluation

b. Consider impact of displacement of PTP piece of concomitant evaluation due to preemption

c. How status will be assigned to the concomitant evaulation

d. Should concomitant evaluations which include PTP be allowed to be preconfirmed?

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

5-27-2010 interpretation of 09-01-2009 paragraph is that “REFUSED” was not intended to limit the ability of a TP to COUNTEROFFER 1/20/2011 completed
5-27-2010 regarding item 5:

a. – the TP will consider the impact of conditionality of PTP piece of concomitant evaluation when performing the concomitant evaluation.

b. – displacements are “after-the-fact”. We’ve decided that after final state, the concomitant evaluation requests will be de-linked. Any displacement after the final state/de-linking will have no effect on previously linked requests.

c. – Status will be addressed in WEQ-106 by the statement that concomitant evaluation requests should be evaluated as a single request and approved or disapproved as such.

d. – Consistent with prior consensus, the NAESB standards will not require preconfirmation for concomitant evaluations 1/20/2011 completed
Order 890, paragraph 1541:

We direct transmission providers to develop OASIS functionality and, working through NAESB, business practice standards describing the procedural requirements for submitting both temporary and indefinite terminations of network resources, to allow network customers to provide all required information for such terminations. Such OASIS functionality should allow for electronic submittal of the type of termination Docket Nos. RM05-17-000 and RM05-25-000 - 910 - (temporary or indefinite), the effective date and time of the termination, and identification and capacity of resource(s) or portions thereof to be terminated. For temporary terminations, such OASIS functionality should also allow for electronic submittal of

(1) effective date and time of redesignation, following the period of temporary termination; (2) information and attestation for redesignating the network resource following the temporary termination, in accordance with section 30.2 of the pro forma OATT; and (3) identification of any related transmission service requests to be evaluated concomitantly with the request for temporary termination. In response to TranServ's request, we clarify that the request for temporary termination of the resource and the requests for the related transmission service identified in item (3), if any, should be evaluated as a single request, and approved or disapproved as such. We specifically direct transmission providers, working through NAESB, to develop business standards describing the procedures for submitting and processing requests for concomitant evaluations of transmission requests and temporary terminations. When processing such requests, the evaluation of the transmission service requests identified in item (3) should take into account the undesignation of the network resources identified in the request for termination. However, the evaluation of the transmission service requests in item (3) should be processed taking proper account of all competing transmission service requests of higher priority.

Order 890-B:

188. In Order No. 890, the Commission directed transmission providers to evaluate as a single request a request for temporary undesignation and related requests for transmission service.  Transmission providers were therefore directed to develop, working through NAESB, business practices allowing for electronic identification of related transmission service requests to be evaluated concomitantly with the request for temporary undesignation.  This was appropriate in light of the Commission’s decision to allow network customers to temporarily undesignate their network resources without forfeiting the right to use the resource at a specified point in the future, provided they pair the temporary undesignation with a request to redesignate the resource.  

189. We find that similar procedures for permanent undesignations of network resources are unnecessary given the transmission provider’s obligation to consider clustering transmission service requests at the request of customers.  If a network customer or the transmission provider’s merchant function wishes for the transmission provider to take into consideration the effect of a request to terminate a network resource on a concomitant request to designate another network resource, it may request the transmission provider to cluster the requests.  As TranServ acknowledges, this will not alter the priority of the network customer or the transmission provider’s merchant function with regard to any ATC that may be made available by undesignating the network resource.

5-27-2010 Consensus - NAESB WEQ-001 Standards will include:

Add two sections in the temporary termination of network resources (new sub-bullets in probably WEQ-105-3.5.2):

1. require customer to set flag if the request for temporary termination of network resource is to be concomitantly evaluated with another transmission request, and

2. if the concomitant evaluation flag is set to “yes”, require customer to identify the other transmission request(s) which are to be evaluated concomitantly 1/20/2011 the tech team will address this in weq-002 and weq-013
Additionally, have a section titled “Concomitant Evaluations” (WEQ-106) which has sections to address the following (we haven’t agreed to exact language):

· Concomitant evaluation requests should be evaluated as a single request and approved or disapproved as such.

· Once requests that have been concomitantly evaluated have reach a final state, the request will no longer be consider concomitant. 1/20/2011 completed
06/08/2010 and 6/9/2010 – Concomitant Evaluations

Consensus: 

· A request for concomitant evaluation must include a request to undesignated a resource.

· Can be permanent or temporary resource undesignation.

· Recognize this as a form of clustering.

· Undesignation request single can be paired with single firm point to point or firm network (eg, request for DNR)

· Undesignation request single  can be paired with single non firm point to point or non firm network Do we want the counteroffer scenario on a concomitant request?

· Counteroffers will be allowed and we will use language from DNR/DRL/NSR for counteroffers in the language for concomitant.

06/02/2010

Consensus Decisions from the June 2, 2010 conference call as related to renewal/rollover rights.

· Posting of ATC Impacts for rollover rights will occur during the Annual Plan item addressing it.  [Insert annual plan item reference].  It is still part of the overall NITS on OASIS project.  

· Renewal is a customer-generated request used to exercise rollover rights.

· For the purposes of NAESB business practices, rollover rights are a TP-generated informational posting.

· NAESB standards require TPs to post rollover rights related to the NITS Application (WEQ 101) per Motion 43.

· Options for Renewal:

a. A renewal to an application means an extension of the stop time of that application.  It is not a NEW application with a new reference number.

b. .A renewal to the “piece parts” of an application means an extension of stop time of each “piece part”.  It will not be a new “piece part” with a new reference number.

· Potential Issues With the above options for renewal:

a. If the renewals do not have a new reference number, how would it work with etag?

b. In addition to STOP_TIME, CAPACITY_GRANTED and/or CAPACITY REQUESTED may need to be addressed as follows:

1. The rollover rights could have been restricted when initially granted and/or

2. The customer may want to renew less capacity than it has been granted rights to by the TP.

c. Additional data fields may need to be addressed.  An example would be the DNR to which a particular NSR renewal request would apply.

d. Extending the STOP_TIME of the application does not require submission of any additional “piece part” data.

1. If the customer chooses to request renewal of a “piece part”, they must submit a separate renewal request for that “piece part”.

2. Whether or not the TP allows the “piece parts” to be renewed beyond the date of the STOP_TIME of the application?

e. The extension of the STOP_TIME for the application could apply to the NITSA and/or NITSA, etc.

· Options for Transfers:

a. A transfer of an application means …..

b. A transfer of the “piece parts” of an application means ….

c. The transmission allocation belongs to the load to the extent that the load v DNR remains the same.

d. The transmission provider, in negotiation with the customer, determines how the NITS Application and all subparts are transferred?

· Potential Issues With the above options for transfer:

a. Can you partially transfer a NITSA, an application, a DNR, etc.?

· Consensus is that NAESB standards will be silent on transfers (full and partial) in this work and that we will address this based upon an individual SAR when submitted as future work.

· Options for Aggregations/Disaggregations:

a. For discussion at the next meeting.

Suggestion for Aggregation/Disaggregation:

· For aggregation, separate NITS Applications can be combined into a new NITS Application without requiring study for the new NITS Application. There might be some term problems; may address with saying the STOP_TIME of new NITS Application would be the earlier of the STOP_TIMES of the separate NITS Applications.

· For disaggregation, a single NITS Application can be divided into multiple NITS Applications without further study provide the parts equal the whole (i.e., the sum of the NITS Applications DNRs, DNLs and, if appropriate, NSRs will equal the DNRs, DNLs and, if appropriate NSRs of the new single NITS Application). 1/20/2011 completed
Is it a study issue or a queue issue?  Need to be careful with credit issues. 1/20/2011 took credit issues out of the template structures
090810 – Make sure that the template structures (DNR, DNL, NSR) will be implemented in such a way that will address coordination of  statuses, queue time and responses. DUKE comments at WEQ-001-105.2.7. 1/20/2011 tech team issue
09/09/10 – Make sure that we address the timing table as related to temporary and indefinite terminations. 1/20/2011 completed
09/10/10 – Make sure that all 29.2 information on OASIS in tagged as being masked or not. 1/20/2011 completed came to consensus on what is to be masked but will not be in the table this will be an issue for the tech team to address 
9/29/10 – Duke and OATi informal comments needing to be addressed:
Duke:  The concept of Network Scheduling Right (NSR) may provide some value to deal with unique situations in the Western Interconnection, but it is not well integrated into the standards.  Where the NSR concept is used, it must be clear DNRs provide no associated scheduling rights.  That is, the standards should lay out that the designation of a DNR either comes with associated scheduling rights and the NSR concept is not used or that a DNR comes with no scheduling rights and NSRs must be obtained in addition to DNR status.  A situation where some DNRs have scheduling rights, but others do not, appears facially untenable – how would a customer know which DNRs have rights and which do not?  In effect, TPs that view DNRs and scheduling rights as a one and the same use one process and other TPs use the other process.  The standard must be clear that depending on the option of the TP, to use NSRs or not use them, there is an additional and crucial step -- every request for a new DNR needs to also be made with a request for an NSR or a request for association with an existing NSR.  Also, if NSRs are used, an Application for NITS service should have associated with it a process for seeking the associated NSRs.  Currently, the NSR is only mentioned in the modification of service.  

Duke:  If a TP requires a NSR request in conjunction with a DNR but the TC does not submit the NSR, may the DNR be denied?

Duke:  May the NSR capacity exceed the DNR capacity?

OATI:  Question whether modification to what the Subcommittee refers to as NSRs is subject to modification with respect to ‘Termination’.  Recognizing that there are differences of opinions between TPs on whether designation of a network resource implies a  request for an ‘NSR’ or whether such a request for transmission to back delivery of a DNR is separate and distinct from the ability to make such a designation, it would seem that for the purposes of undesignation the release of ATC committed to back a DNR really needs to be in the hands of the TP.  To do otherwise might allow a NITS customer to hold transmission rights for a resource that has been undesignated.  There may well be arguments that one could add a DNR but not request additional ‘NSRs’ to support that designation, but the ability to undesignated a DNR without releasing capacity committed in support of that resource would seem to constitute a mechanism for ‘hoarding’ transmission rights from other uses.

1/20/2011 came to consensus that the NSR template will be optional and will be a TP business practice on usage

9/29/10

NCEMC:  We suggest responses to the following scenario to illustrate the difference between DNRs and NSRs: When the NSR is less than the DNR for a couple of Network Resources of a Network Customer, what happens when one Network Resource experiences a forced outage thus triggering the scenario when a Network Customer may need to use more of the second DNR. If the Network Customer doesn’t have adequate NSRs to use the second DNR, then will they need to submit another NSR for the additional needed capacity/scheduling right during this emergency period in which the DNR should have provided anyway for the Network Customer?
9/29/10 Response to NCEMC comment:  Requests for additional NSR capacity is not likely to provide additional capacity in an emergency (scenario 1) and may not be needed (scenario 2).
Scenario 1, 1 NSR for each DNR:  transmission capacity is studied and granted at the time of request submission.  If NSR capacity is less than DNR capacity, either transmission capacity could not be made available or the TC opted not to pay for upgrades to make capacity available.  It is unlikely that the additional capacity would become available in emergency conditions, and if so, it is unlikely that a study could be completed in a timely manner such that the additional capacity would be available for scheduling in the emergency. 

Scenario 2, 1 NSR for multiple DNRs:  in this scenario, any combination of capacity from multiple DNRs may be scheduled up to the NSR limit.  In NCEMC’s example, the unavailability of a DNR would not preclude using other DNRs for scheduling.   
10/13/2010:  Concomitant Request Processing Options for increasing MW quantity of undesignation.:

Basic Scenario

1. The Customer submits a PTP request and a temporary undesignation of a DNR and requests that they be evaluated concomitantly.

2. The TP performs an evaluation of the two requests and finds that the request as submitted cannot be accommodated.  The TP also recognizes that if additional transmission capacity were released through undesignation, the TP could honor the full PTP request.

3. The OASIS subcommittee supports the concept that a TP could suggest increasing the MW value of the request for undesignation in order to accommodate the PTP request.

Issues:

1.  “Counteroffer” and “rebid” in the current business practices are not permitted to increase MW capacity.

2. Some TPs do not want to be forced into suggesting an increase in the MW value of the request for undesignation (#3 above in Basic Scenario).

Response scenarios for a TP who wishes to suggest increasing the MW value of the request for undesignation in order to accommodate the PTP request:
Response 1 (counteroffer undesignation at higher value):   The TP uses “counteroffer” to indicate that the MW value has been modified, in this case raised to the value needed in order to permit the Firm PTP to be accepted.  TP should not counteroffer MW greater than reserved on the DNR.

Customer may respond by confirming, withdrawing, or rebidding.  Rebid of request for undesignation may be lower than the counteroffer amount. Rebid of PTP is also permitted at a lower value than the original request. 


Following a rebid, the TP reevaluates the concomitant request.

This would require NAESB to modify the definition of COUNTEROFFER to permit increase in MW capacity associated with request for undesignation only for purposes of concomitant evaluation by the Transmission Provider.
Response 2 (modify undesignation at higher value):   The TP uses a term different than “counteroffer” to indicate that the MW value has been modified, in this case raised to the value needed in order to permit the Firm PTP to be accepted.  The rest of the process mimics the process outlined in Response 1.

This would require NAESB to develop a new term and a new status similar to COUNTEROFFER, but permitting the MW value to increase.

Response 3 (counteroffer PTP but permit customer to rebid DNR at higher value): The TP counteroffers the PTP request to the level of capacity that can be supported by the capacity released by the request for undesignation.

The Customer who wishes to have full PTP capacity may rebid at a higher value the request for undesignation and also rebid the PTP back to the original capacity.

The TP will evaluate the new concomitant request and either accept the requests or counteroffer the PTP request at the level supported by the request for undesignation.

The process continues until either an acceptable combination of PTP and undesignation capacities are reached, the process exceeds the permissible negotiation time limit, or the customer abandons the process.

This would require NAESB to modify the definition of REBID.  NAESB would also be required to permit rebids at higher MW values
Response 4 (counteroffer PTP but permit customer to adjust DNR at higher value):  Same as Response 3 but use different term than “rebid” for customer’s upward adjustments.  
This would require NAESB to develop a new term and a new status similar to REBID, but permitting the MW value to increase.
10/13/2010:  Subcommittee has agreed to use the concepts in response 1 (above).  Use of this response will be at the TP’s option.
10-27-2010 – When a NITS Application is not timely extended, the technical standards need to allow the TP to set the STOP_TIME on the “piece parts” to the STOP_TIME of the NITS Application (when the piece part has a later end time). 1/20/2011 completed
10-27-2010 – One of the templates (NITS Application) should include a data element for the rollover notice date. 1/20/2011 tech team will provide a rollover notice date data element on the templates for NITS application, DNR, DNL and NSR..
10-27-2010 – WEQ 002 and 013 need to address requests for NSR and change of STOP_TIME request made in a timely manner processing because both sections are “short and sweet” in WEQ-001. 1/20/2011 tech team will need to address in weq-002 and weq-013
10-28-2010    moved from WEQ-001 comments:  “NOTE:  013-2.2 TRANSACTION STATUS will have to change to allow the exception to increase capacity in the undesignation request in a counteroffer of a concomitant request.  Likewise, WEQ-003 will have to be revised as well.” 1/20/2011 completed
10-28-2010 Need to modify definition of RELINQUISH in Data Dictionary and WEQ-002 and WEQ-013 standards on RELINQUISH to accommodate release of Secondary Network Transmission Service - should make distinction that capacity is released to non-firm ATC rather than parent reservation. 1/20/2011 RELINQUISH is a PTP mechanism, will need a way to release secondary.  Need to modify weq-100
1/13/2011 will leave tsin naming alone in the booklet until JESS finishes their work on moving the registry and renaming of the tsin. When this comes about, then there will be a wholesale change for the tsin name. 1/20/2011 completed
1/19/2011 Will need to make the word “template(s)” consistent throughout documents. 1/20/2011 will make consistence with the new glossary JTW will make sure after recommendation completed
1/19/2011 Need to in WEQ-001/002/013? to tell customers about posting/offering of nits availability. TP shall post nits offering information. 1/20/2011 tech team to complete in weq-002 and weq-013
1/20/2011 Need to make sure that NITS application and Agent template STOP_TIME is addressed in WEQ-002 or WEQ-013 usage of those templates so that STOP_TIME can be set to null. 1/20/2011 tech team to complete in weq-002 and weq-013
1/25/2011 Need to address the following items from the SAMTS scope:
a. NITS on OASIS

i. DNR requests should not be denied due to time zone differences between a network service request and the corresponding (required) request(s) on other Transmission Provider system(s).  

1. Coordination of requests across multiple time zones is not a new issue.  However, when a Transmission Customer requesting a DNR must show firm transmission capacity on a system in a different time zone, a timing mismatch may occur.    This new NAESB Business Practice Standard should not require offering of additional products in order to establish an identical hour-by-hour match of reservations on OASIS systems that serve different time zones.  

2. It should, however, establish a prohibition on denial of a DNR because of a time-zone induced hour-by-hour mismatch.  

3. The OASIS subcommittee may also wish to review and modify the definitions of “FIXED”, “SLIDING” and “EXTENDED” in order to permit Transmission Providers to offer narrowly defined products that accommodate time-zone specific products.  

4. Transmission Customers should not be forced to procure an additional one hour of Transmission Service on a non-firm basis to transfer a firm energy source for which it has long-term firm arrangements because not all Transmission Providers offer firm hourly product and not all Transmission Providers offer short-term firm in all future periods.

ii.The OASIS subcommittee should establish Transmission Provider and Transmission Customer response times for the network service product types which are allowed to be included in a linked group (see Additional Guidance item 1.a.).
02/03/2011 Need to make sure that there are appropriate methods of verification from the NITS application to etag. Need to work with JESS to make sure that the links still work for both systems. Will need to accommodate TP to use NSR request, NSR assignment by TP and no NSR.

02/03/2011 Need to coordinate with NERC on what data the NITS system should be submitted as “shared reservation data” and/or “existing transmission commitments”. Should we need to sit down/coordinate with NERC sooner or later to discuss.
� Note that NAESB standards do not address implementation or GUI/display, etc., For example, this three  subtemplate requirement would not preclude a TP implementation that from the TC perspective, the DNR and TCA request appear as the same request..





�This definition has not been agreed upon. 1/20/2011 this has been agree upon and is included in the standard WEQ-000





NAESB WEQ OASIS Subcommittee

items that need to addressed by Tech Team
Revised 02-03-2011

items that need to be addressed by subcommittee
Page | 1

