Comments on the NAESB Proposed SAMTS – NAESB OASIS Subcommittee

Comments from TSGT – Carla Javornik, System Operations Analyst

1. The problem this proposal is addressing states that the transmission customer “…could be left with a financial obligation to pay for a reservation on one system without a guarantee that the whole transmission path may be reserved”.  In the Summary Recommendation, paragraph 4 states “if the Transmission Customer fails to act before the customer response deadline, the requests that were accepted may be moved to a confirmed state and the requests that had been couteroffered may be retracted”.  If some of the requests can be moved to a confirmed state and others retracted, doesn’t that defeat the stated purpose as the customer is still obligated to pay for transmission service it professes it can’t use because the whole path can’t be reserved?
05/04/11 Considered this in OATI comments and left the standard as is.
2. In the Summary Recommendation, paragraph 1, the Customer is to submit the requests as pre-confirmed requests, but then the TP isn’t supposed to change the status of the TSR to CONFIRMED until the customer response time has expired.  Yet, in 002-4.3.6.3 – Seller Approval of Purchase, the statement is made that “with the exception for…OASIS shall set a pre-confirmed Transmission Service Request to CONFIRMED when the Transmission Provider/Reseller sets the request’s STATUS to ACCEPTED or CR ACCEPTED…”.  When we receive a Transmission Service Request, and if we (as the TP) have the capacity available to grant, and the TSR passes all of the validations we have established, the TSR is automatically ACCEPTED and due to the nature of the system, then the TSR goes to CONFIRMED if the request is pre-confirmed.  As a TP, I cannot delay the change in status once ACCEPTED on a Coordinated Request and not delay the status on a non-coordinated request.  Treating each one differently, for the same service, seems to be setting up a preferential treatment scenario.
05/04/11 The subcommittee considered this method of handling the Coordinated Request but changed the method to better handle the Coordinated Request and Coordinated Group mechanism.
3. According to 001-xx.3.3, the TC is given 24 hours after they enter a TSR to change the TSR as the TC is given a CR SUBMIT DEADLINE  which is set to 24 hours after the TIME QUEUED.  This allows the TC to make changes to the request because it has been initially flagged as a coordinated request, however other TCs trying to procure the transmission (as a non-coordinated request) are not allowed to make changes to their request once they have entered the request.  Again, this seems to be allowing coordinated requests preferential treatment. 
05/04/11 The subcommittee considered this and came to conclusion that given that this is for monthly and yearly that the queue will not be affected. 

4. What exactly is meant by “submittal” in 001-xx.3.2?  For instance, 001-xx.3.2 says the customer can only set the CG FLA G to “Y” “only upon submittal”.  But then, in 001-xx.3.3, the customer is allowed a CR SUBMIT DEADLINE which affords the customer 24 hours after the TIME QUEUED to make changes.  When is the customer deemed to have submitted the request?
05/04/11 This is considered word smithing and will be considered in that phase of the meeting
5.  If the TP is to treat each coordinated request individually, and the TC must attest to the fact that the request is, in fact, a coordinated request (001-xx.3.4.3), and if the TP is not required to evaluate any other TPs transmission service (001-xx.1.4), then why require the TC to submit information about OTHER requests in the coordinated group as stated in 001-xx.3.4?  What purpose does this information serve?  If this information is not necessary, then why allow a CR SUBMIT DEADLINE? If it is the responsibility of the TC to attest that the request is, in fact, a coordinated request, then why does the TP need all of the additional information?  The addition information is irrelevant to the TP who is to evaluate the request on his system independently and in the same manner as the TP would evaluate all other requests of the same service priority (001-xx.1.3).
05/04/11 The information is necessary to determine the response deadline. It is to provide information to audit or verify the validity of the request. Also to provide information to the transmission provider to help in the evaluation of studies under each transmission provider regional planning process. 
6.  What ramifications are there if the TC attests that the request is part of a coordinated request, yet the request really isn’t part of a coordinated request?  The burden to verify a coordinated request should not be placed on the TP.  What is to stop a TC from marking any of their requests as a coordinated request, especially since the coordinated request appears to be treated more favorably and given more time for customer confirmation and customer changes than other requests of the same service priority?
05/04/11 It is not up to the transmission provider to do the verifications unless the tp wants to do this. The tc will have to be accountable to FERC if by verifying the data the tc does not conform to the standards.
7.  I don’t think network service requests and PTP requests should be comingled in a coordinated request.  Network service requests are to serve load on that network transmission provider’system and PTP requests are generally for sales of power to other entities.  While sometimes the two types of requests may need to be used in conjunction with each other, allowing them to be mixed in a coordinated request seems inconsistent with the nature of the two services.
05/04/11 This paragraph is the fundamental nature of SAMTS. This is the problem that SAMTS is solving.  
8.  In 001-xx.3.4.3.1, if the CG CONTIGUITY value is not set to “Y” prior to the SR SUBMIT DEADLINE, then the Seller may set the Coordinated Request to INVALID.  However, in 001-xx.3.5.1, the language suggests that withdrawl of one coordinated request does not justify the withdrawl of any of the other requests within that coordinated request.  However, by definition, if one TSR is withdrawn within the coordinated request, the request may no longer be contiguous and therefore shouldn’t be treated like a coordinated request.  It’s as if NAESB is suggesting the coordinated request be treated as a group, but not all of the time.  If this is a grouped, coordinated request, then it should be treated as such throughout the whole process.  For example, within the WestConnect Pricing Experiment, when a customer requests service over two or more provider’s paths, if one of those paths is unavailable then the whole request is changed to an appropriate status.  NAESB should elect to treat a coordinated request similarly to that of WestConnect :  Treat the whole request as a whole request throughout the whole process.
05/04/11 The transmission provider evaluates the pieces independently and it is up to the transmission customer to act on the pieces independently. 
9.  The change suggested in 013-2 Revisions and Additions to WEQ-013 OASIS TRANSACTION PROCESSING, paragraph m, is allowing for inconsistent treatment of a pre-confirmed request only in the case of a coordinated request.  A TC who enters a pre-confirmed request for the same service increment is not afforded the same treatment when moving a request to ACCEPTED and ultimately CONFIRMED state.  This is giving those coordinated requests preferential and inconsistent treatment. 
05/04/11 This does not give preferential treatment to the coordinated request but allows the pieces of the coordinated group to be acted upon in the same manner and the same time.
10.  What about curtailments when it comes to a coordinated request?  Are curtailments to be treated the same as a non-coordinated request?
05/04/11 After the coordinated request has been confirmed the reservation is then decoupled from the coofdinated group and will be treated the same when it comes to curtailments.
11.  Why are we making the rules different for the same service?  On page 40, the Exhibit 2 explanation states that a short-term firm and non-firm PTP that is pre-confirmed may NOT be withdrawn by the TC, but you’re allowing a pre-confirmed coordinated request to be withdrawn.  Again, it’s the same service, but it’s being treated differently and doesn’t seem to allow for fair procurement of transmission service.
05/04/11 During this phase of the process when the request is counteroffered the request maybe withdrawn just like any other request that goes counteroffered and is not treated differently.
12.  Why is NAESB limiting the service increment to Monthly and Yearly?  Why not address the need for hourly, daily, or weekly “coordinated requests”? 
05/04/11 The decision was made at the EC level of the scoping. We consider the longer term requests that needed to be studied and the need for coordination was there. 
13.  As a general observation, the proposal looks to be granting special treatment to those initiating coordinated requests, and does not seem to offer fair treatment of all OASIS requests of the same service increment.  Also, the proposal appears to have several inconsistencies regarding its “Problem to be Addressed” statement in that the problem purported is not being fully addressed as the TCs can still, through this current proposed process, end up being financially responsible for paying for transmission service without a guarantee the whole transmission path may be reserved.  In addition, NAESB appears to be faulting Transmission Providers for adhering to the confirmation deadlines which are outlined by NAESB itself.  NAESB should not be faulting (or stating as a problem) the adherence to the rules by Transmission Providers .
05/04/11 While this process does give some preferential treatment it also carries more risk for the transmission customer. It does give the transmission customer more options for the coordinated process but this was mandated by FERC to allow this coordination.
