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Please consider the following informal comments:



Definition of Network Scheduling Right (NSR) - As defined and based on our understanding of the concept of Network Scheduling Rights, NCEMC is opposed to such an optional mechanism that may reduce consistency and uniformity among Transmission Providers of which these proposed NITS standards are intended to promote. We would suggest including an explanation of why or when a DNR cannot serve the same purpose as a NSR with some TPs, while it may not for others.  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?

001-101.14 - 001-101.19
Where are standards for above sections ?  These are missing as someone has already point out. We realize that the technical requirements may be provided in WEQ-002, 003 or 013 per email on 7/1, but this may have clarified some issues that are commented on later below.


001-101.12
What does Designation and Re-designation have to do with Network Resource Information Requirements provided?  This is not apparent.
001-101.12.2, 001-101.12.4
What is BAA, Balancing Authority? If so, it should be just BA.  I would suggest spelling it out completely for first time.
001-101.13
Given this is about Network Resource Requirements, does this mean that Pre-confirmation is NOT a requirement for DNRs?  Most all TPs that we do business with TODAY do have this as a requirement.
001- 102.1.2, 001- 102.2.1
According to this standard, one TP may require everything in the Pro Forma OATT section 29.2(i) through 29.2(ix) in order to obtain a queue time for NITS Application while another might only require parts (i) and (ii) of 29.2 to get such a queue time. To avoid this inconsistency in implementation of this standard, NCEMC would suggest that the NAESB OS at least consider proposing a subset of requirements for ALL TPs to take into consideration in order to establish a queue time for the Application.
001-102.4.4.3
If an Eligible Transmission Customer is responding to what it believes to be sufficient response to a deficiency in its interpretation, what would constitute “a significant change”?  Is this according to the discretion of each TP?  If so, what is the criteria?  If there are none (I don’t believe there are any for NITS Applications), then the NAESB OS should propose such criteria for use by TP. 

Also, there is no mention of a change in status by the TP to DECLINED in 001-102.2.2.  Shouldn’t DECLINED be listed in 102.2.2 given it is provided here?
001-102.4.5
Same question as above for DECLINED.
NOTE:  Should we Include Ancillary Service requests as a NITS subtemplate?

Not sure what might be criteria for a such a subtemplate. Please explain at Carmel meeting.  It seems that 001-5 sufficiently addresses Ancillary Services and given that, the TP should simply indicate in its NITS BP what it MANDATORY versus REQUIRED versus OPTIONAL for the NITS Application.  If this is the criteria requiring a NITS subtemplate, then our answer would be YES.
Note:  Should we allow some wiggle room in giving the “reason for denial” there is a need to be sensitive to the insufficient credit or deposit denial information posted publicly on OASIS? Or should the NAESB standards be silent?
NCEMC’s preference would be that NAESB standards be silent on this matter.  

001-103.4.1, 001-103.4.2
NCEMC questions whether the TP should completely refuse the NITS Application in its entirety due to “lack of ATC”, or due to posted ATC that has not been updated for quite some time (more than 6-12 months) and is based on outdated models. It becomes apparent from talking with the TP that it is based on an outdated model which when updated will indicate that there is sufficient ATC. The NITS Customer has to serve its load.  There should be an alternative approach rather than to resubmit the NITS Application for a later date only to be refused again due to “lack of ATC”.  There should be a mutual responsibility to enable the NITS customer wanting NITS service to serve its NITS load.  Is PTP its only option when serving load inside a BA when there is NO ATC?
001-104.3
NCEMC doesn’t understand the basis for administrative changes having to be submitted “pre-confirmed” given they are not competing for a queue position. This should NOT be a requirement in our opinion.   
001-105.1.4, Table 105-A
Given it is allowed to do Temporary Termination of a Network Resource for less than Daily (Hourly) for a future period , what if something occurs before the actual start of the Temporary Termination and the Network Customer needs to re-designate that Network Resource for that period less than Daily?  Given DNRs are not allowed for less than Daily intervals, is the Network Customer then only allowed to re-designate that same DNR, or allowed to annul the Temporary Termination for less than Daily? 


001- 105.2.1.2
NCEMC suggests that the “may” should be replaced with “shall” to promote consistency and uniformity. As it stands, the minimum information for one TP might be everything within OATT section 29.2(v), 29.2(viii) and 29.2(ix), while another TP may require only a subset of these items at the time of the request submittal for a new DNR. A Network Customer MUST know what is the minimum information for queuing a DNR to serve load and often times all of the items in the OATT sections above may not be available until later.
001-105.2.4.2
Per Order 890B, P182, the FERC indicated that the attestation can be submitted at the time a resource designation is CONFIRMED, rather than REQUESTED. NCEMC suggests that above be modified to indicate that the request may include the attestation when requested but must not required it until just before confirmation.  In addition, we would like to clarify that an Attestation comment within the “comment” field of the DNR is not needed in addition to the signed Attestation document that has to be submitted separately.  Some TPs require that TODAY. 
001-105.2.4.5.3
For a DNR, what would be considered a “significant change” versus a “reasonable change” that might be allowed?  

Also, why isn’t DECLINED included in 001-105.2.2.2 above?


001-105.2.13.3 
Given the request for a NEW DNR is at the CONFIRMED state at this point, this standard as well as 001-105.2.13.3.1 seems to be redundant given the standards 001-105.2.12.1.2 and 001-105.2.12.1.3.  Please explain the differences.
001-105.3.1.1
Not sure what is meant by “valid and complete”.  Is that everything as required in OATT 30.3(i) through 30.3(v)?
001-105.3.1.2
Please consider adding “, or a portion of the same resource” behind “the same resource” to clarify that it must be the same resource but not the same amount as original DNR per 30.3 of the OATT.
001- 105.3.3.1
This standard seems to imply that there might be a posted BP indicating minimum information to submit a request for Temporary Termination of a Network Resource. Should there be a standard indicating that a TP may post one similar to 001-105.2.1.2? 

001-105.3.5.5.3
What is the criteria for a “significant change” for a request for temporary termination of a Network Resource?

Shouldn’t DECLINED be included in the status within 105.3.3.2?
001-105.3.9.1
Why does a temporary termination of a Network Resource trigger the need to update the Confirmed NITS Application?  Please explain why such a step is needed.  If it is needed, can’t be included in a next periodic update of the NITS Agreement/Application rather than such a minor event as this?
001-105.4.4.1
If there is anything required other than the date and time that the termination is to become effective, and the identification and capacity of the resource(s) or portions thereof to be indefinitely terminated, then there needs to be a standard indicating that. If not, then I would suggest referencing the OATT section 30.3 within for clarification.
001-105.5.1.1
Usually the Network Customer has advanced notice of a New Network Load such that it can be accounted for in the next update to the required Load Forecast. Why can’t this New Network Load be addressed through the Load Forecast update rather than this process?  Also, if a Network Customer submits a New Network Load in a given year, will it continue to be a New Network Load OR would it be incorporated in a future year(s) projected load forecast? We may want to address these items in the requirements above given this is a new concept for Network Customers.
001- 105.5.2.2
NCEMC suggests that the “may” should be replaced with “shall” to promote consistency and uniformity.  A Network Customer MUST know what is the minimum information required for queuing a DNL to serve this New Network Load.
001-105.5.5.4.3
What is the criteria for a “significant change” for a request for temporary designation of new Network Load?

Shouldn’t DECLINED be included in the status within 105.5.3.2?

001-105.5.10.1
In paragraph 219 of Order 890B, the FERC reminded /clarified the obligation of the TP to adequately plan for the needs of its network customers on a basis comparable to the delivery of its own generating and purchased resources to its native load customers as well as the obligation of network customers to provide information about its forecasted network loads and network resources. So while above might happen on a case by case basis, the TP is obligated to plan its system to meet the Network Customers existing and future loads with sufficient advanced notice.  Also, the request for designation of new network load should not be refused as a result of posted ATC that has not been updated for quite some time (more than 6-12 months) and is based on outdated models.
001-105.6.3.1
If there is anything required other than what is required in section 31 of the OATT, then there needs to be a standard indicating that the TP may post such requirements in the BPs. If not, then I would suggest referencing the OATT section 31 within the standard for clarification. 

001-105.7.1
As defined and based on our understanding of the concept of Network Scheduling Rights, NCEMC is opposed to such an optional mechanism that may reduce consistency and uniformity among Transmission Providers of which these proposed NITS standards are intended to promote. We would suggest including an explanation of why or when a DNR cannot serve the same purpose as a NSR with some TPs, while it may not for others.  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?
001-105.7.2
This standard is confusing in the manner in which it is written, or as it is provided in this introductory section on NSRs. Not sure what the concept is here. Should this be included in 001-105.8.4 instead of here?
001- 105.10.1.2
NCEMC suggests that the “may” should be replaced with “shall” to promote consistency and uniformity.  The Network Customer must know the minimum requirements for submitting a request for secondary network transmission service. 
001-105.10.11.1
Why do requests for Secondary Network Transmission Service trigger a need to modify the CONFIRMED NITS Application given that this service might be used very frequently, but generally speaking are temporary in nature?  In addition, section 28.4 of the Pro Forma OATT states that “Secondary service shall not require the filing of an Application for Network Integration Transmission Service under the Tariff.” Thus, this standard is not needed and should be eliminated in our opinion.
001-105.11.3.1
What is criteria for a “valid and complete request” for termination of Secondary Network Transmission Service?
001-105.11.10.1
For the same reasons given for 001-105.10.11.1, it is our opinion that this standard is not needed and should be eliminated.


Note:  Need implementation plan
Not certain if an implementation plan is needed for the entire section 001-105 or only for Secondary Network Service.  NCEMC recommends an implementation plan that includes field testing of the NITS standards but would suggest that the period for such transition be kept to a minimum, such as 6 months.
001-106.1.1
Should the “concomitant evaluation flag set” be a Tech Team item and thus should be highlighted GREEN?

001-107.1
Since the current posted NAESB WEQ Business Practice Standards Booklet (version 002.1 with approved on December 14, 2009) currently contains nothing in WEQ-002 regarding this annual update of Network Loads or Network Resource forecasts, it is difficult to provide any meaningful comments.  Is the annual update to be done over the OASIS or is optional to provide the annual update on or off OASIS?


001-108.1
NCEMC is puzzled as to WHY this is an optional standard rather than and required one.  We are of the opinion that the “may” should be replaced by “shall”.

State Definitions
For the term REEVALUATE, please add a “,” before “and”, and also the text “the Customer is” between “and” and “submitting” such that the definition reads as follows:
“assigned by the Eligible Transmission Customer or Network Customer during the NITS Application or request for modification to service process indicating that deficiencies have been corrected, and the Customer is submitting the revised NITS Application or request for modification to service to the Transmission Provider for review.
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