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2008 WEQ Annual Plan Items 2(a)(iv)(3), 3(a)(vii) and 6(1)

Rollover Rights on Redirect on a Firm Basis 
EPSA cannot support the draft standard as recommended by the ESS/ITS subcommittee.
The task of drafting this standard was sent to the subcommittee as a result of FERCs refusal to adopt a previous draft standard submitted by NAESB.  The subcommittee spent 4 full days of meeting time, working from a draft produced by Paul Sorenson which consisted of 15 pages of standards text including 7 examples.  Many significant issues were agreed to as part of those 4 days of meetings.  Included was a consensus position that one portion of the FERC Order was unduly limiting on customer choice and that the standard we drafted should recommend to FERC a change in that particular area.

Suddenly, on the second day of a 3 day meeting, and the fourth day of working intensely on this standard, a motion was made and adopted, which opposed making such a recommendation to FERC.  This was followed by another motion to limit the standard to one sentence.  The sentence adopted and submitted for EC approval is merely a restatement of FERCs Order that for much of the discussion of the standard, the subcommittee was prepared to request that FERC reconsider.
The controversial issue is that FERC specifies that a customer redirecting its long term firm service at the end of its reservation, automatically receives rollover rights on the redirected path.  We see no reason for limiting customer choice in this way and no subcommittee member articulated a reason for FERC doing so.  Transmission service is not the product that a transmission customer is delivering.  It is merely a means to deliver electricity to an ultimate consumer.  The last day of a Transmission Service Reservation represents only one day of what could be a multi-year delivery of electricity.  The fact that on that one day the customer is using a re-directed path, should not obligate the customer to use that same re-directed path for the remainder of the term of the contract.  A customer has the right to re-direct its transmission service at any time during the duration of the reservation (subject to availability) for a fixed period at the end of which the rights revert to the original path.  The same rights should apply when one of the days during which the re-direction occurs, happens to be the final day of a reservation which is being rolled over in any event.

Our opposition to this standard is therefore twofold:

· We were in agreement with the earlier consensus position of the subcommittee that FERC’s language specifying that a customer redirecting its long term firm service at the end of its reservation, automatically receive rollover rights on the redirected path, was unnecessarily restrictive and we supported NAESB recommending in a standard that that policy be changed.  We therefore cannot support a standard that is built on that premise.

· More generally, if the only position on which a subcommittee is able to reach consensus is a restatement of a FERC Order, EPSA’s position is that no standard should be submitted.  FERC has already indicated that there is no need for NAESB standards to reproduce the words of a FERC Order.  As such, EPSA believes there is even less rationale for changing those words, but presumably not the intent, and submitting them back to FERC as this recommended standard has done.
Just prior to the adoption of the “one sentence” motion, there was discussion at the subcommittee of “request[ing] further guidance from FERC staff on the spirit and intent of FERC’s rollover on redirect policy in order to be able to develop recommended standards”.  The nature of the discussion was that we would invite FERC staff to a subcommittee meeting to provide such guidance.  EPSA would support a motion from the EC that requests that the subcommittee proceed along those grounds and return to the draft recommendation on which it was working prior to the adoption of the “one sentence” motion.

In the absence of such a motion, EPSA sees no purpose in submitting to FERC a “standard” that adopts explicitly one part of the FERC Order and leaves all other aspects of this issue to TP discretion.
Therefore we oppose this motion.

