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Midwest ISO is submitting the following comments in response to the OASIS Subcommittee’s July 1, 2011, request for informal comments to the draft recommendation 2011 WEQ AP Item 2(a)(i)(1-8), 2011 AP Item 2(b), and 2011 AP Item 3(a)(i) – Network Integration Transmission Service (NITS) on OASIS.  The comments are divided into general comments and specific comments.
General Comments:

· Will there be a date saying as of xx-xx-xxxx all NITS applications will be on OASIS and those agreed to before that date can stay off OASIS or must be converted to OASIS within x amount of time? Will a mock-up of the template and/or application been developed for review? 
· Who would see the application information on the OASIS? Will anyone be able to query this type of data or will be limited to certain people? 
· There is information in 18 CFR 37.6 that we have on the specification sheets that cannot be posted on OASIS. 

· We assume the application would take the place of the MISO specification sheet, however, all that we require in the specification sheet would not be on the application. Therefore, the entire process would not be on OASIS and paper copies of information connected to the Application would be offline. 
· Application and Applicant with the new definition for Application may cause confusion.  Application under this proposed Standard is “A request by an Eligible Customer for transmission service pursuant to the provisions of the Tariff.” An Applicant is “An authorized individual of a registered End Entity that may submit applications for issuance of Certificates to an Authorized Certification Authority for the End Entity.”  A suggestion would be to change Application to Transmission Service Application. 

· Is Network Customer a subset of Eligible Transmission Customer?  According to the NAESB definition of Eligible Transmission Customer it refers to the definition of Eligible Customer in the pro forma OATT.  The Eligible Customer definition in the pro forma OATT makes no distinction that excludes Network Customers.  Furthermore, the pro forma OATT indicates that the Application is a request by an Eligible Customer (in NAESB terms an Eligible Transmission Customer).  This would tend to suggest that a Network Customer is a subset rather of Eligible Transmission Customer rather than a completely separate class of customer.  The point for this comment is that all references of “Eligible Transmission Customer or a Network Customer” should be changed to “Eligible Transmission Customer.” 

· It would be helpful if the standards explained that indefinite termination means that the termination is permanent and cannot be reversed.  Indefinite implies that there may be some bounds under which the termination could be reversed. 

· The subcommittee may want to consider changing references of TSIN to the EIR (Electric Industry Registry). 

· The subcommittee has introduced the concept of Designated Agent, and in some sections called out Eligible Transmission Customer and “its Designated Agent.”  From a consistency perspective does this concept need to be applied throughout all standards where appropriate including PTP or does there need to be some blanket requirements for Designated Agents? 

· Can an Eligible Transmission Customer or Designated Agent have multiple open requests in the Pre-submittal Workspace? 
· We recognize and support the need for necessary changes to existing company processes and procedures that accompany the implementation of the business practice standards as put forth by NAESB.  With continuing efforts to provide transparency, modifications and updates to existing software may be required.  We recommend that there is a awareness and, if needed, discussion of implementations costs during development of requirements.  
· For the benefit of those Transmission Providers that have FERC approved Tariffs that differ from the proforma Standards the following statement should be added as a requirement in a section such as Eligibility or Implementation. Although it is helpful that this language is included in the Applicability section, FERC historically has not adopted that section. This clarification would be consistent with Appendix C to WEQ-001 and the introduction to WEQ-013. We recommend the following language:
· In the event of a conflict between these Business Practices Standards and the Primary Provider’s Tariff, the Tariff shall have precedence. A Primary Provider is not obligated to implement a particular requirement in this Business Practice Standard if the Primary Provider’s Tariff does not contain the associated provision or the Primary Provider has received a waiver. 
Section Specific Comments:

1. In WEQ-000-2 recommend switching the order of Network Load and Network Resource.
2. In WEQ-000-2 under Request Interval the acronym DNL is used but it is not defined. 
WEQ-001

1. In WEQ-001 it discusses the NITS application being completed and portions of the NITS application being completed.  It may be obvious to the subcommittee that there is an overall NITS Application, a NITS Application portion of the overall application and then other portions that are included.  The subcommittee may want to think about how this is presented in the standards NITS Application, NITS Header, other components or if this level of detail is needed in WEQ-001 at all.  This may be a technical implementation issue better addressed in WEQ-002 and WEQ-013. 

2. In reviewing what is currently in WEQ-001, it is generally written from an entity perspective rather than a system perspective.  How the OASIS application works should be in WEQ-002, 003, and 013.  In the Version 2.1 Business Practice Standards, the only references in WEQ-001 to “OASIS shall” are “All entities or persons using OASIS shall” and the “TP’s OASIS shall.”  The subcommittee should consider rewording those sections that state what OASIS shall do to reflect those are obligations of the Transmission Provider or must be performed by the Transmission Provider’s OASIS. 
3. In the “New Additions to Existing Business Practice Standard WEQ-001” section: in the outline “001-103-10” should read “001-103.10”.  
4. In 001-4.9.5.1, we recommend checking the numbering since the current standards, including what is being ratified, do not have a 001-4.9.5. 

5. In 001-4.10.6.1, this looks like a new section but what is being ratified uses this same section number.  Is this supposed to be a new section if so where does it belong?  If it is replacing the existing section it should show redlines. 
6. In 001-4.11.1, we recommend changing “Table 4-2 Request Timing Requirements” to “Table 4-2 PTP Request Timing Requirements.”  If the subcommittee chooses to do this it should be applied throughout the standards where this table is referenced. 
7. What is intended by 001-xx-2.5? How will it work?  Will both the requests in the concomitant evaluation be included? 
8. How will 001-xx-3.5.1 work with the new sections on withdrawal? 
9. WEQ-001-100 – It is not appropriate to put an index in the middle of a Business Practice Standard.  The index should be for the entire standard.  Recommend creating a complete index for WEQ-001 and delete WEQ-001-100 or just deleting WEQ-001-100.  Also this index gives a false sense that all NITS requirements are contained in this section of WEQ-001.  With Coordinated Requests there are other requirements associated with NITS in earlier sections of WEQ-001. 
10. In 001-101.2, a better understanding is needed of the Application process. Is there one application per customer that would include all loads?
a. If so how would the end dates of the different loads work? Per 001-108.2.1 it looks like the stop time equals the stop time of the application. This would cause issues for MISO. Each load can have a different end time. 
11. In 001-101.9, is the standard number not available still? It reads “WEQ-013-x”.
12. In 001-102, concerning the NITS Application, is it one application and then the customer is done? Once an application for one customer is received, will MISO need to look at it again? 
a. What are the timing guidelines? Same as Attachment J? Current MISO process has two different time lines depending on the Network Transmission. 
13. 001-101.2.1 and 001.101.2.2 – It is confusing as to who can update what.  Since a Designated Agent can be for a “Transmission Provider, an Eligible Customer, or the Transmission Customer required under the Tariff”, it appears that any entity can update information submitted by another entity. 

14. In 001-101.4, should the reference included in this requirement be WEQ-001-13.1.4. 
15. In 001-101.5.2, was it intentional that an Eligible Transmission Customer’s Designated Agent was excluded from replicating an existing NITS Application? 
16. In 001-101.5.3.1, should the reference of “OASIS” be changed to the Eligible Transmission or Designated Agent shall have the ability to submit?  Alternatively, the requirement could be reworded to indicate the OASIS application shall be able to accept and process. 
17. In 001-101.5.3.3m, if the status is set to DELETED does this remove selected information or all information within the Pre-submittal Workspace? 
18. In 001-101.6, this appears to state that an Eligible Transmission Customer can work offline and upload the request to the Pre-submittal Workspace or the OASIS application.  Is that the intent of this requirement?   If not some additional clarification is needed in this section. 
19. After reading WEQ-001-101.5 through WEQ-001-101.7 it is unclear as to whether the Pre-submittal Workspace needs to be available on OASIS.  WEQ-001-101.5 only states that the Transmission Provider needs to provide this workspace. 
20. In 001-101.9, should the reference included in this requirement be WEQ-001-13.1.4. 
21. In 001-101.12.2, should the reference to the BAA be changed to BA? 
22. In 001-101.12.3, what is the point of this requirement? 
23. In 001-102.1.1 add a comma after WEQ-003. 
24. In 001-102.1.2.1.1, the acronym DNL is used but it is not defined. 
25. In 001-102.1.2.1 and WEQ-001.102.1.2.1.1, these sections seem to belong in the implementation guide rather than WEQ-001. 
26. In 001-102.1.2.2.1, is it necessary to reference 001-102.1.2.1.1? It seems unnecessary and redundant since it is just two lines above. We recommend deleting “as specified in Business Practice Standard WEQ- 001-102.1.2.1.1”. 
27. In 001-102.3, are there requirements documented in the standards as to what determines if a NITS Application or portions of a NITS Application are invalid? 

28. In 001-102.4.4, can the notification be verbal or some other notification that triggers the Transmission Provider to review the information provided or does it have to be triggered by the Eligible Transmission Customer setting the Application or portion of the Application to REEVALUATE? 
29. 001-102.4.4.3 seems to set the stage for complaints if it is invoked.  The requirement allows a Transmission Provider to “DECLINE” a NITS APPLICATION if they see significant changes from an application that they previously marked as deficient and the Eligible Transmission Customer Provided additional detail.  However, there are no parameters identified as to what constitutes “significant changes.” 

30. In 001-102.4.5, this requirement states that the Transmission Provider has the option to DECLINE a NITS Application if the Eligible Transmission Customer fails to resolve the deficiency “in a timely”.  This seems that there may discretion for the Transmission Provider to set the status to DECLINE on a case by case basis with no explanation as to why one Application remained in queue with deficiencies and another was DECLINED. 

31. In 001-102.4.6, the same issue with “in a timely manner” described in the WEQ-001-102.4.5 applies here as well. 

32. In 001-102.5.2, this requirement appears confusing based on WEQ-001-102.1.2.1.1.  In that requirement the queue time is being set to the queue time when the Application is submitted for all the portions of the application.  This requirement seems to be setting the queue time to the same value it was set in WEQ-001-102.1.2.1.1 for all portions of the Application. 
33. In 001-102.5.3 it states that the NITS Application and set of associated COMPLETED portions shall constitute the entire initial Application.  However, WEQ-001-101.8 allows for information to be submitted outside of the electronic portions which would indicate there may be portions of the application that are part of the initial application which should be considered as part of the entire initial Application. 
34. In 001-103, it appears that a NITS Application can be a Coordinated Request since WEQ-001-103.1.1 allows for the entire application to be CR_COUNTEROFFERED or CR_ACCEPTED.  The Timing table in TABLE 105-A states it is specific to NITS modifications of service requests what are the timing requirements for an Eligible Transmission Customer to CONFIRM a CR_COUNTEROFFERED or CR_ACCEPTED initial NITS Application. 
35. 001-103.3.1 indicates that a COMPLETED NITS application could be DECLINED for failure to meet the deposit requirements.  WEQ-001-102.4.6 indicates that the NITS Application may DECLINE the Application prior to it going to COMPLETE for failing to provide the deposit information.  Does this imply the Transmission Provider can have arbitrarily determined the timing for when deposits are required? 
36. There are duplicate standards in the document such as WEQ-001-102.4.7 and WEQ-001-103.3.1.1 which both state “Once the status of the overall NITS Application has been set to DECLINED, the Transmission Provider shall set the status of all portions of the NITS Application to DECLINED.”  This can be problematic for Transmission Providers.  If they fail to set the status for all portions of the NITS application they have violated multiple NAESB Standards and subject to multiple penalties for the same exact violation. 
37. 001-103.5.1 includes the language “and, where appropriate, through informal communication with the Eligible Transmission Customer,” promotes an opaque rather than transparent process. 
38. In 001-103.5 through 001-103.6, are there portions of a NITS application that cannot be set to CR_ACCEPTED or CR_COUNTEROFFERED?  If so what are those portions?  In reading the requirements it appears that all the portions of a NITS Application could be set to CR_ACCEPTED but then the entire NITS application has to be set to ACCEPTED.  The same seems to be true for CR_COUNTEROFFER and COUNTEROFFER. 

39. In 001-103.8.1.1.1, we suggest changing “indicator” to the “FERC filing indicator” and capitalize EXECUTED since it is a valid value in the data dictionary. 

40. Can only a portion of a NITS Application be associated to a Coordinated Request? If so how does that work if the portion is pre-confirmed, CR_ACCEPTED and other portions are DECLINED or CR_COUNTEROFFER.  Does this require the Network Customer to CONFIRM the entire NITS Application since they cannot act on individual portions of the NITS application (see WEQ-001-103.8.1.3? 

41. 001-103.9.2 indicates that for a CONFIRMED NITS Application the filing status must be set to “UNEXECUTED” or the Transmission Provider set the status to “RETRACTED”.  Is this intended to allow the Transmission Provider to retract the agreement if the filing status is set to “EXECUTED.”  As the requirement reads, the Transmission Provider would have this flexibility. 
42. In 001-103.10 and 001-103.10.1, it is unclear why these sections are need.  It would seem appropriate to have the text from WEQ-001-103.10.1 moved to WEQ-101-105.  If the decision is to keep this section, then it should include other changes that can occur to a confirmed NITS application such as changing the STOP_TIME. (ES)

43. In 001-104 NITS Administrative Changes, can Administrative Changes be submitted after the initial Application has be submitted but prior to the NITS Application being CONFIRMED, for example while it is in a deficient state or COUNTEROFFERED. 
44. In 001-104.4, what happens if the Transmission Provider does not act on the administrative change in 7 days? 001-104.3 says the request shall be submitted pre-confirmed. Shouldn’t there be more language to address the Transmission Provider’s possible lack of action? 

45. Table 105-A indicates that is used for “solely for determining timing requirements associated with evaluation of NITS modification of service requests.”  There are no timing requirements for the NITS Application.  Is this to imply the Network Customer has no time limits for confirming an ACCEPTED NITS Application?  Also recommend that the table be reformatted so that all columns can be read and there should be row designations between all time intervals similar to Table 4-2 in WEQ-001.  In some places the footnotes do not appear to be applicable.  For example Footnote 7 Transmission Providers shall make best efforts to respond within 72 hours or prior to the scheduling deadline” is associated with the Termination of DNR with less than 1 hour prior to the Queued Start Time.   

46. In 001-105.2.1.2, should the reference be WEQ-001-13-1.4 rather than the higher section WEQ-001-13. 

47. 001-105.2.4.5 states “Upon notification that the Network Customer has provided the necessary information, either on or off OASIS as appropriate, to remedy an identified deficiency.”   This statement would indicate that the customer has provided the information which will remedy the deficiency.  Subsections 1 and 3 indicate that it does not remedy the deficiency.  This seems inconsistent.  Also a literal interpretation of this requirement allows a Customer to remedy the deficiency off OASIS with providing the necessary information off OASIS, which implies some customers may be required to pass certain OASIS validations while others would not. 

48. 001-105.2.4.5.3 and 001-2.4.6 seems to allow for undocumented discretion by the Transmission Provider in declining a Request for Designation of a New Network Resource. 

49. In WEQ-001 the concept of portions is confusing.  It seems that a NITS application has portions which can include the Application and Designation for Network Service the document.  In going through the sections under WEQ-001-105 Designation of New Network Services it appears that it can have portions.  Does this indicate that within the NITS Application there are portions and then the portions have portions?  WEQ-001 seems as if it was written from an object oriented requirements specification rather than from an individual/entity business practices standards. The subcommittee may want to consider including what is meant by “portions” in each of the sections it references setting statuses on portions. 

50. In 001-105.1.5, it would be helpful if the classifications of what constitutes a modification of service were consistent with the headers found in later sections if those are the only items that constitute modification of service (designation of new network resource, termination of a network resource, redesignation of network load, NSR, secondary network transmission service, concomitant evaluation, and change to NITS Application STOP_TIME) rather than what is currently documented. 

51. In the major sections within WEQ-001-105 (Modification of Service) it is unclear why some major sections go through the details of how processing  occurs such as Designation of New Network Resource while other such as NSR have language that indicates processing will be done in accordance with Business Practice Standards WEQ-002, WEQ-003, and WEQ-013.  From a consistency perspective the subcommittee should settle on a single approach in documenting the standards. 

52. 001-106.1.5 states the “Customer Confirmation Time Limit is measured from the first time the request is moved to ACCEPTED, CR_ACCEPTED, COUNTEROFFER, or CR_COUNTEROFFER, and is not reset with subsequent iterations of negotiation. “  Does this suggest that if the Transmission Provider takes there full allotted time when responding to a rebid (see section WEQ-001-106.1.7) that the Transmission Provider can set the status of the Secondary Network Service to RETRACTED because the Transmission Provider was allotted more time to review the rebid than the Network Customer had, since the customer time limit is not reset during negotiation. 

53. 001-106.2.3 indicates that requests for releasing Secondary Network Transmission Service is bound by the start/stop times of the confirmed request for Secondary Network Transmission Service.  First is a confirmed request a reservation.  If so can the term reservation be used rather than a confirmed request?  Second does “bound by the stop time” mean that the relinquishment cannot extend beyond that time or that it must be up through that stop time? 

54. In 001-106.2.6 and 001-106-2.7, “confirmation of the request for releasing Secondary Network Transmission Service” is somewhat confusing.  In other sections of OASIS standards Confirmation of a request is something that is done by the customer.   Here it looks as if the confirmation of the request is being done by the Transmission Provider, since the request for Relinquishment has to be submitted as pre-confirmed.  The subcommittee may want to consider language such as “Upon verification by the Transmission Provider that the Secondary Network Transmission Service capacity is available to be released…” 

55. In 001-107.1.1, this section indicates two single requests must be submitted and the request must be submitted simultaneously.  What constitutes simultaneously if the Customer is submitting separate requests on the OASIS system.  Are user interfaces expected to be developed to duplicate processing so that the two single requests are entered in a single transaction to be sent to the Transmission Providers OASIS system so they can then be parsed out into separate requests? 

56. In 001-107, is Concomitant Evaluation a modification of service?  If so, why is it not under WEQ-001-105?  The reason for asking this question is that WEQ-001-107.5 refers back to Table 105-A which can only be used for modification of service. 

57. In 001-107.6.1 it indicates the Network Customer has to set both requests to REBID, but the response from the Transmission Provider references only a request.  Does the Transmission Provider have to set both request to DECLINED, ACCEPTED, CR_ACCEPTED, COUNTEROFFERED, or CR_COUNTEROFFER for a REBID or can the two requests have separate statuses? 

58. In 001-108, the purpose of Change the NITS Application Start Time may be different than the actual outcome.  In looking at the documentation it may be for the purpose of extending the NITS application (contract).  However, there does not seem to be anything that would preclude the Network Customer from using this function to cancel the NITS Application earlier.  Is that the intent of this section? 

59. It would be helpful to provide scenarios: 

a. Going from pre-submittal to approving a NITS application (with the various portions) and how this would work for counteroffers and coordinated requests with PTP request included.

b. How a Concomitant Evaluation with counteroffer/rebid would work

c. A example with multiple releases of Secondary Network Transmission Service

d. Adding  new Network Resource

e. Creating a new Network Resource, moving it to a temporary termination and then to an indefinite termination.

f. Where a Transmission Provider would use discretion in determining if a deficient request for designation of a new Network Resource has met the minimum threshold by which a Transmission Provider will set the request to DECLINED for the reason that there has been a significant change.

g. Deficient/Reevaluate examples 

WEQ-002

1. In 002-2.4, why are entities restricted to using only one of the 3 commercial browsers? Shouldn’t it be the “top 3 commercial browsers, or any functionally comparable browsers,”?
2. In 002-3.3, we are not sure of what “programmatically” means. It is not included in the acronym and glossary document. Its addition doesn’t seem to change the desired outcome, but begs questions on its meaning which is needed to ensure it is achievable.
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