Comments Submitted by P. Sorenson, OATI


Subcommittee responses are below.
Recommendation for Network Service on OASIS - Request No. 2009 AP Item 2(a)(i)(1-8), 2009 AP Item 3(b)(i)(1), and 2009 AP Item 3(a)(i)

Informal comments submitted by Paul R. Sorenson, Open Access Technology International
General Comments:

001-1.0.2.3
This standard describes a requirement for TP to provide information on available transmission capability for transmission capacity allocations.  The presence of this standard suggests that there may be some difference between what is made available for NITS as opposed to PTP under 1.0.2.2.  It should be clear that there is ATC.  ATC is available for service under the OATT.  There should be no fundamental difference to the capacity available for use by either PTP or NITS, though there may be differences in how one assesses the impact on ATC based on the nature and obligations associated with the two types of service under the OATT.  The general Purpose of this standard should be folded into a single requirements statement that transfer capability be made available and mechanisms to view and request service electronically on OASIS for service under the OATT be provided with no distinction made between what types of service may provided.
11-9-2009 Subcommittee response: Based on the action of the EC to remove WEQ-001-1.0 sections, the WEQ-001-1.0 section will not be addressed in the NITS on OASIS proposed standard.

001-4
Though mentioned that there are going to be multiple (STATUS) state transition diagrams, the NITS diagrams have not been defined or presented.  Of a general nature, should specific STATUS values for PTP as opposed to NITS be intentionally named differently or should the standards use the same terms if reasonably applicable?  For example, PTP requests have a STATUS of STUDY.  The same STATUS could be used for a NITS application at the point it is deemed ‘not deficient’ and in process to be studied by the TP.  Or, if use of the same STATUS value is intentionally to be avoided, one could introduce new STATUS of EVALUATE, or COMPLETE to indicate that the information required has been supplied and the request is now under evaluation by the TP.
11-9-2009 Subcommittee response: At the October 28-29, 2009 meeting, the subcommittee made the following determinations:

10-28-2009 OASIS Subcommittee response – We will use the STATUS states defined in WEQ-003 for NITS, we will add STATUS states as appropriate for NITS, and we will ensure the current definitions of the STATUS states are revised to accurately reflect usage in Point-to-Point as well as NITS. See Motion 45.

10-29-2009 Approved Motion 48: 

Adopt as an initial framework the State Table for Network Application as provided by A. Pritchard and amended by the subcommittee for use in the Business Practice Standards as related to the initial NITS application with the exception that the use of COUNTEROFFER and REBID which will be discussed at a later date.

Please see the state table posted in the meeting minutes column for the October 28-29, 2009 meeting
001-12
While the concept of TRANSFER may apply to NITS, interweaving NITS transfers into these standards may be problematic.  In PTP, each reservation is effectively its own service agreement, whereas under NITS it is the entire agreement that would be transferred including all resources and loads.  There should be no partial transfers as indicated.  The language also talks about the NITS Application, but it is more appropriate that a final Agreement is the object of a transfer as opposed to a pending application (like the distinction made between PTP requests vs. reservations).  A similar distinction should be provided in all NITS standards as to whether it is applicable to a NITS Application (aka request) or a NITS Agreement (aka a reservation, or contract or whatever noun du jour).

Note that it was envisioned in the template technical concepts and flow chart discussed within the OS that a NITS “transfer” is just a request to change the network customer or agent from party A to party B.  The fundamentals of the agreement are not altered, only the financially obligated party and that FOTC would submit their own modifications to resources and loads for evaluation after the effective date of the transfer.  The idea of a “transfer” of defined loads from one NITS customer to another (as happens in retail access programs) is not what I believe is contemplated here.  The TRANSFER process as discussed for PTP was to recognize the business process required to handle mergers and divestitures that may necessitate that the entities identified in an executed service agreement are being requested to be changed due to those types of circumstances.  The similar business requirements for NITS are not constrained to existing concepts such as reservations and the OS should not force NITS to use existing concepts if they are not clearly and directly applicable to NITS.
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”.
001-20
Like TRANSFER, the nature of rollover of NITS agreements may need additional discussion.  A given resource may be studied and granted an on-going right, but the key element in 890 discussion was that the overall NITS agreement/contract is the subject of rollover after min 5 year term and the disposition of the individual resource designations was not so clear.

What should probably be stressed is that the TC must provide information on their intended mix of resources to serve NITS load (not designated resources YET), and the TP should evaluate and account for the ongoing right to serve the NITS load from those forecasted resources as their obligation for rollover (would seem unreasonable for the TP to be obligated to serve load from any arbitrary set of resources without proper notice, study, and required construction).  As long as the NITS TC uses/designates the resources as forecasted, the TP should be obligated to honor DNRs that reflect that forecast, yet reserve the right to study and not be obligated to grant DNRs from resources that are materially different in electrical impact than those original studied when service or DNR status was granted.


For the above reasons, it is recommended that the interleaving of NITS standards into existing language should probably be deferred until the entire scope of the NITS requirements is clearly defined.   Then one can assess the appropriate synergies and overlap of existing standards and NITS requirements to determine if and how to merge these requirements. 

11-9-2009 Subcommittee response: During the October 28-29, 2009 meeting, the subcommittee determined: 

10-28-2009 Subcommittee Response – The Point-to-Point rollover language will not be changed. A new WEQ-001 section will be added to address NITS renewals/rollover rights.

001-xx
Negotiations for Network Integration Transmission Service Application:


The proposed organization of the standard is confusing, as is the use of the term “NITS Application”.  At times it is obvious that the NITS Application is what should/could be termed the “Initial Application”.  At other times, specifically with respect to DNRs and DNLs and other “Modifications to NITS Applications”, the language seems to really apply after an executed service agreement is in place.  I would suggest, like the distinction between PTP requests vs. reservations, NITS has an Application (pending) and an Agreement (confirmed); or request and reservation, but clearly demarcate at which point in the business process something applies or not.
Subcommittee response: Document flow will be discussed at the 11-09-2009 Subcommittee meeting.


It is suggested that the standard should first focus on what constitutes the minimum information to secure a queue time (some may argue you don’t have a queue time until you have a completed application; this is also key item that is not universally agreed to and needs to be addressed).  The standard should then define the mechanisms to complete the app including resolving deficiencies or supply additional information.  And finally to a definition of what exactly constitutes a ‘completed application” that the TP will then initiate the study agreements, etc., leading to a service agreement.
Subcommittee response:  See Motion #9:
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	NAESB standards will say the transmission provider shall specify the minimum amount of information prior to submittal of a NITS application and obtaining a queue time.



In terms of minimum initial application, this would seem to be the identity of the customer, attestation that they are a valid network customer under OATT, minimum identification/information of load to be served and minimum term of service being requested.  For a completed application, one might require that full identification of load(s) with 10 year forecast, and identification of projected (not designated) resource(s) forecasts for at least term of the application (if not to full 10 year to meet load) to be absolute minimum info needed to begin the study process.  Note that the above did not address attestation of resources intentionally, as one may have a ‘catch-22’ that final commitments won’t be made or attested to until transmission service is at least identified as feasible, but service won’t be granted or offered until attestations made.  This problem must be addressed in the standards.
Subcommittee response: Please see Motion #9 cited above.


From the definition of what qualifies as a completed application, standard should then identify what, if any, aspects of the application may be subject to modification while the application is being evaluated/studied by the TP – things unrelated to impacts on ATC would seem okay; others that directly alter nature of electrical impact of service would seem to be ‘material changes’ and subject to a new application (and new queue time).

Subcommittee response:

Finally, once you have identified TP approval of initial application, the standard can declare the obligations on the TC to provide for designation of resources with attestations, changes to DNRs/DNLs, etc., and TPs obligations to accept those as long as they are materially the same as those conditions evaluated in the initial application.  All other changes to DNRs, DNLs, etc., are all modifications to the AGREEMENT not modifications to the APPLICATION and are handled differently.

Subcommittee response:
001-xx(1)
This set of standards are titled to apply to TCAs, DNRs, and DNLs.  The OS has no doubt discussed these concepts at length, but there really appears to be some concepts that may not apply to each of these requests.  For instance, in a NITS application, can the TP exclude portions of load (partial DNL)?  Does a TC really apply for a Transmission Capacity Allocation?  It would seem much more likely that a customer requests the Designation of a Network Resource (DNR) and the TCA needed to support delivery of that DNR to load is an outcome of the assessment/study of the DNR.  If the TP can’t grant a TCA is there, or can there really be, a DNR anymore?? I would also doubt the TC can control the flow of electrons such that for a given resource and load they can use one path versus another in most circumstances; maybe an east vs. west variant.  At best, information related to a TCA in support of a DNR would be dependent on and subordinate to the DNR itself.  This relationship is not clear as written.
Subcommittee response:
001-xx(2)
This set of standards introduce confusion if they relate to the initial application (like 001-xx(2).1.1 seems to indicate) or to modifications of an existing agreement (001-xx(2).2).  Initial application was discussed in 001-xx, and so this discussion with intervening 001-xx(1) was confusing.  A reorganization to more closely mirror the sequence of business logic and events in the whole NITS process would be a better way to approach this problem in organizing the standards.

Subcommittee response: Document flow will be discussed at the 11-09-2009 Subcommittee meeting.

Changes to WEQ-002-4.2.8.2 and beyond


All of the suggested changes seem at odds with the Technical Concepts and Template Flowchart discussions previously held within the OS.  There was never a discussion of a posting for a NITS ‘Offering” and how one might conjure up even how to do such a forward assessment with no context of the gen and load mix envisioned by the TCs.  We have ATC.  What more than a generic assessment of ATC would be needed for both PTP and NITS? 


It is strongly suggested that ALL NITS related interactions with OASIS be kept totally separate from existing OASIS functions, templates, etc., until it is clearly demonstrated that there is a synergy for attempting to merge or meld the concepts into a single method or methods.  The OS has discussed the use of attachments for information that is not ‘template’ in nature.  The OS has discussed the idea of batches of dissimilar data submissions (undesignation of resource with request for PTP).  Both of these concepts cannot be supported without significant rework to technical descriptions of the current OASIS template structures (Content-type: text/x-oasis-csv cannot define, today, how to provide an attached document or dissimilar template structures in the same message paylod).  Many have had significant objections to fundamental changes to the basic OASIS template structures (for example the whole scale re-write of rollover requirements from being embedded within transstatus templates to being implemented in separate rollover templates AFTER significant effort was expended to revise the standards to accommodate these structures).  I would advise to keep NITS separate until you can clearly demonstrate the impacts to existing OASIS functionality to all stakeholders.  In particular, this means to NOT try to interleave NITS templates, nomenclature, structures, etc., into the existing S&CP, but keep all this in separate sections that may be reviewed and evaluated independent of existing functions.

As noted previously in these comments, the concept that the TP must explicitly post an ‘offer’ for NITS service that is independent and in addition to their obligation to post ATC under the systemdata template construct is not appropriate.  NITS service should be taken from the same ‘pool’ of ATC as PTP service, and on par with PTP service as governed by the tariff.  Separate posting obligations for offers of NITS vs. PTP might invite questions of parity, etc.  If there needs to be a major structural shift for the posting of ‘offerings’, then that should be recognized and not force the NITS on OASIS requirements to continue a concept held from initial concepts founded in PTP service and OASIS standards from 1996 that may no longer be appropriate.

Subcommittee response: Inclusion of draft WEQ-002 standards in the document posted for informal comment was an error. 
