Comments Submitted by B. Green, EPSA


Subcommittee responses are below.

Response to OASIS Subcommittee 

Request for Informal Comments on the Network Service on OASIS Recommendation 

On Behalf of EPSA
By Jack Cashin and Barry Green

EPSA would like to offer the following as informal comments on the draft recommendation for Network Service on OASIS.  The bulk of the comments are included in the attached marked up version of the draft recommendation.

In addition we offer the following comments on the preliminary sections of the standards.  
We note an apparent discrepancy between the Applicability and Purpose Sections of the standard, as reproduced below.  The Applicability seems to be limited to FERC-jurisdictional Transmission Providers.  In other contexts, NAESB standards are applicable to all entities in the industry, recognizing that mandatory compliance is limited to FERC-jurisdictional Transmission Providers.  Is there a reason for the difference here?  By contrast, we note that the purpose section refers to ensuring customers have access to information “from any Transmission Provider.”  Finally, we suggest the addition of the words “the same time” at the end of the purpose section.
001-1.0.1 
Applicability

WEQ-001 applies to any public utility that owns, operates, or controls facilities used for the transmission of electric energy in interstate commerce and to transactions limited to the provision of open access transmission service performed under the pro forma tariff required under currently applicable regulations.
The purpose of WEQ-001 is to ensure that potential customers of open access transmission service receive access to information that will enable them to obtain transmission service on a non-discriminatory basis from any Transmission Provider. These rules provide standards of conduct and require the Transmission Provider (or its agent) to create and operate an Open Access Same-time Information System (OASIS) that gives all users of the open access transmission system access to the same information at the same time.
11-9-2009 Subcommittee response: Based on the action of the EC to remove WEQ-001-1.0, this section will not be addressed in the NITS on OASIS proposed standard.
Also from the preliminary sections of the draft recommendation, we have pasted into this document below, three of the previously approved sections of the standard that have been adjusted to allow for NITS.  However, in each of these cases, conditions are imposed on NITS that are more restrictive than the existing sections for point to point transactions.  If these are FERC imposed limitations, please provide a cite to the appropriate FERC Order.

001-0-nn Designated Network Load...A Network Customer may elect to designate less than its total load as Network Load but may not designate only part of the load at a discrete Point of Delivery. 
11-9-2009 Subcommittee response: This is a limitation contained in the pro forma out at section 1.23.  Additionally, during the October 28-29, 2009 meeting, the subcommittee determined:
10-28-2009 – Not inclined to replicate OATT language in the body of the NAESB standards.  May need to replicate language from a FERC Order to add clarity. In the case where there is a term and that is defined in the pro forma OATT, we will either define a term using that same definition or not define it as a term (lower case use of the term). 

001-12.1.3
Upon confirmation of the Transfer on OASIS, the FOTC (Reseller) shall lose those conveyed rights for the time frame and in the amount of the Transfer, except in the case of NITS Application transfer then the FOTC shall lose all rights.
001-12.1.6  The Assignee of a Transfer shall have the same rights to Redirect, Resell, Renew, etc. the Transfer as the Reseller previously had with respect to the Parent Reservation being transferred, except in the case of Transmission Capacity Allocation reservations where these rights do not apply.
001-12.4.3
For Transfers of NITS Application must be made for the whole Application, There will be no Partial Transfers of an Application.
11-9-2009 Subcommittee response: During the October 28-29, 2009 meeting, the subcommittee determined: 
10-28-2009 Subcommittee Response – Do not change the current Resale and Transfer language applicable to Point-to-Point. Add a new section for NITS: 1) Allow Full Transfers (one customer to one customer), 2) create a “Disaggregate” process so that a customer can split into several customers (with new applications) that does not require a new queue time [the customers will determine the split, TP will have approval rights because of financial responsibility and to ensure that there is no change to the totality of TCAs {paths and MW}, DNRs and Designated Loads and the customers will not have to compete for the network transmission rights that they already have] and 3) create an “Aggregation” process. Consistent with FERC policy, there will be no ability for NITS to perform Resales. The terminology used for NITS will not include the terminology “partial transfers”.

In addition, there are a few items that I expected to see in the standard but did not.  Could the subcommittee please indicate where these points are covered or clarify their rationale for such exclusions:
· A definition of how ATC for network service will be displayed on the OASIS

· How will paths be identified?

· At what point will unused portions of these paths be reposted for use by other Customers for non-firm service?

11-9-2009 Subcommittee response: At the October 28-29 meeting the following motions were made:
	46
	10/29/2009
	P. Sorenson
	
	Postponed, see Motion 47
	Use the terminology of “Network Transmission Commitment” to represent the impact to ATC of confirmed network service.

	47
	10/29/2009
	M. Otondo
	
	Passed
	Motion to Postpone discussion on Motion 46 until the meeting scheduled for December 1-3, 2009.


During the discussion to be held on December 1-3, EPSA’s comments will be considered.
· A clarification of the treatment of “short term” DNRs vs longer term point to point transactions.

11-9-2009 Subcommittee response:
All DNRs are Tier 1 as are all long term point-to-point and as such will be treated in the same fashion. (The pro forma OATT does not contain the terminology “short term DNRs”.) If EPSA believes that “longer term” is different than long term”, EPSA should make provide further clarification. Alternatively, EPSA may desire to participate in the OASIS Subcommittee discussions (when they occur) on pre-emption (see 2009 WEQ Annual Plan item for Group 4). 
Thank you for your attention to the comments above and in the attached.  We look forward to reviewing the final version of this recommendation.
Response of the OASIS Subcommittee

11-09-2009

