Comments Submitted by G. Delk, South Carolina Electric & Gas Company


Subcommittee responses are below.

Informal Comments 

Of South Carolina Electric & Gas Company

On

2009 AP Item 2(a)(i)(1-8), 2009 AP Item 3(b)(i)(1), and 2009 AP Item 3(a)(i)

Network Service on OASIS Recommendation

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (“SCE&G”) requests that the NAESB OASIS Subcommittee consider the following comments at their October 15, 2009 meeting.  These comments are in response to the proposed business practice standards submitted for informal comment on October 1, 2009.

Distinction between the terms “Request,” “Reservation,” and “Application”
SCE&G asks that NAESB clarify the difference in meaning, if any, of the terms “request,” “reservation,” and “application,” as those terms are used in the proposed business practice standards.  For example, in the section entitled “Additions to WEQ-001,” 001-xx.1 states:

A Transmission Provider/Seller shall respond to a Network Customer’s network integration transmission service application request, consistent with filed tariffs, within the Provider Response Time Limit defined in Table 4-x Agreement Timing Requirements. The time limit is measured from the time the OASIS Transmission application request is SUBMITTED. A Transmission Provider may respond by setting the state of the reservation request to one of the following:

I.  RECEIVED
II. EVALUATE (leading to DENIED or EXECUTED)

III. DEFICIENT (leading to DENIED or EXECUTED)

IV. DENIED

V. EXECUTED
If “application request,” “application,” “reservation request,” and “transmission request” all have the same meaning, then SCE&G requests that NAESB make this clear.  If these terms have different meanings, then SCE&G requests that NAESB make this clear as well, and that NAESB clarify the meanings of the terms.  

As another example, in the section entitled “Changes to WEQ-001-12,” NAESB states that “a Financially Obligated Transmission Customer (FOTC or Reseller) shall have the right to Transfer all of their rights and obligations under an existing, confirmed Firm or Non-Firm Monthly or Yearly Point-To-Point Transmission Service reservation (i.e. Parent Reservation) to another Transmission Customer (Assignee).”  NAESB has recommended adding the following sentence:

Subject to the limitations below, a Network Customer shall have the right to Transfer all of their rights and obligations under a NITS Application to another Network Customer.
Version 002.1 of the NAESB Standards does not provide a definition for “reservation,” “request,” or “application.”  SCE&G asks that NAESB add definitions for these terms for purposes of the proposed business practice standards.  In Section 1.4 of the pro forma OATT, “Application” is defined as “A request by an Eligible Customer for transmission service pursuant to the provisions of the Tariff.”  While the definition of “Application” from the pro forma OATT suggests otherwise, a transmission customer may submit an application to a transmission provider without concurrently making a reservation for transmission service.  In other words, a transmission customer may submit an application to a transmission provider in order to become an “Eligible Customer,” which would allow the transmission customer to make transmission reservations in the future.  Because NAESB uses the terms “reservation,” “request,” and “application” in their proposed business practice standards, SCE&G believes it is important to provide definitions for these terms.

11-9-2009 Subcommittee response: The Subcommittee will address the specific language of the standard when performing the paragraph by paragraph review.
Designation and Termination of Network Resources as a Two-Step Process

The proposed business practice standards seem to require transmission customers to designate a network resource and undesignate (terminate) a designated network resource through at least two separate steps.  Proposed standard 001-xx(2).2.2.1 and the standards that immediately follow address designation of a network resource, and proposed standard 001-xx(2).2.2.2 and the standards that immediately follow address undesignation (termination) of a designated network resource.  Proposed standard 001-xx(2).2.2.3 and the standards that immediately follow address temporary termination of a designated network resource, and proposed standard 001-xx(2).2.2.4 and the standards that immediately follow address permanent termination of a designated network resource.

Similarly, Sections 30.2 and 30.3 of the pro forma OATT address designation and termination of network resources in separate steps, but do not seem to require that this be a two-step process.
While transmission customers will often need to designate and undesignate network resources in two separate steps, transmission customers may know the date on which they would like to undesignate a network resource at the time of designating the network resource.  Thus, SCE&G believes that the designation and undesignation process would be more user-friendly if transmission customers were given the ability to set a termination date for a designated network resource at the time the transmission customer designates the network resource.

Page 39 of the proposed business practice standards indicates that NAESB’s efforts to develop a process by which transmission customers may use OASIS to make electronic requests to designate and terminate network resources are currently underway.  SCE&G requests that NAESB consider, at this time or at some point in the future, allowing transmission customers to designate a network resource and to set a date for termination of that network resource in a single step.

11-9-2009 Subcommittee response:  The intent of the standard is to allow for a start time AND a stop time when performing a temporary undesignation. Having a stop time for a temporary undesignation will make it a single request/process. Likewise a designated resources may have an stop time.
Service Request Timing Requirements—Table-4X

The proposed table appears to be based, at least in part, on the timing requirements explained in section 18.4 of the pro forma OATT.  However, the pro forma OATT also includes the following provision: “Or such reasonable times that are generally accepted in the region and are consistently adhered to by the Transmission Provider.”  SCE&G hereby asks if it would be appropriate to include this provision in a footnote to the proposed Table 4X.  Additionally, there is a reference to OATT section 17.1 in a footnote to Table 4X.  Since section 17.1 refers to Point-to-Point reservations, SCE&G asks whether this was a simple oversight or if Table 4X will be merged with Table 4-2 contained in NAESB Standards Version 2.1.  

11-9-2009 Subcommittee response:  The Subcommittee will address the specific language of the standard when performing the paragraph by paragraph review.
Reason for Denial of Service

In section 001-xx(1).11, NAESB states that, for a request that has been SUPERSEDED or DISPLACED, the Transmission Provider needs to provide a reason for denial of service in the Seller Comments field.  While the added detail expected in the Seller Comments field when a request is SUPERSEDED or DISPLACED appears to be clear, SCE&G requests that NAESB explain, with examples, the types of comments expected in other situations, such as those when a request is REFUSED for insufficient ATC. 
In an audit of Carolina Power & Light Company (CPL), the Commission alleged there was insufficient detail provided by the Transmission Provider in the Seller Comments field explaining the reason for the denial of service.  Carolina Power & Light Co., Audit Report, Docket No. PA04-12-000 (May 25, 2005), at 49-50.  CPL responded to the Commission that its personnel generating the posting may not have been in a position to know why there was insufficient ATC at the time of the posting.      

SCE&G requests that NAESB provide guidance or insight as to the type of reasons and the level of detail expected in situations requiring added details in the Seller Comments field, particularly as NAESB continues its work to develop standards relating to ATC.  

11-9-2009 Subcommittee response: SCE&G’s request for guidance or insight as to the type of reasons and the level of detail expected in the Seller Comments field goes beyond the NITS on OASIS annual plan items.  SCE&G is free to submit a standards request to NAESB addressing this concern.
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