Concomitant Request Processing Options:

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)
