ISO New England Comments on OASIS Business Practices for FERC Order 890
Due 8/15/2007


1. There are several places in these requirements that state certain information is ‘to be made publicly available’.  There should be qualifiers on these statements such that CEII protocols are followed.  NAESB Response 8/16/07:  Will post a statement that encompasses all business practices that states that all postings must comply with CEII protocols and respect established commercial sensitivities (890 paragraphs 312 and 403). 
2. Section (b).3.  There is an inconsistency between the wording of the required ATC component posting and the proposed templates provided for those postings.  The wording requires the posting of TTC, TRM and CBM to be ‘by the day’, ‘by the month’, ‘on-peak’ or ‘off-peak’. However, there is only a ‘start’/’stop’ in the systemdata template which does allow service increments to be specified in the posting.  However, if these components do not have a strong connection to the service increment, the proposed systemdata template would be adequate.  In comments on the S&CP, ISO-NE has suggested that the TRM and CBM be included in the TS_CLASS and that the Transmission Provider be allowed to choose if they will post the TTC/TRM/CBM values using the TS_CLASS approach or the simplified systedata approach.  We recommend that the Transmission Provider not be required to post the data in two formats.  Whichever approach is selected, the language of Section 3 should be modified to be consistent with that approach.  NAESB Response 8/16/07:   Posting to SYSTEMDATA is required.  There is no requirement for posting it on the offerings to TRANSPOST/TRANSOFFERING templates  but it is permitted.  The values in TRANSPOST/TRANSOFFERING must match values in SYSTEMDATA.  Data dictionary will be reviewed by the ESS/ITS to consider modifying the SYSTEM_ATTRIBUTE values to account for firm and non-firm TRM/CBM.
3. Section (b).3.i.C.2 defines when hourly values must be updated, but there is no mention of how often any other duration or service must be updated  NAESB Response 8/16/07:   Section (b).3.i.C.1 defines triggers for posting of all values for constrained paths and Section (b).3.i.C.2 defines triggers for posting of values for unconstrained paths.  Further discussion is needed by this group to consider tightening the requirements for posting to recognize the widespread use of computerized ATC calculations.
4. Section (b).3.i.C.3 contains language that new values for ATC need to be posted when they are affected by more than a 10% change in TTC.  This is the only requirement associated with when the monthly and yearly posted ATCs need to be updated. We recognize this is specific language that was in the FERC Order.  However, we recommend it be positioned differently in the section, or reworded, to be clear that this is not the only time that the posted monthly and yearly ATC values should be updated.  NAESB Response 8/16/07:  Further discussion is needed by this group to consider tightening the requirements for posting to recognize the widespread use of computerized ATC calculations.
5. Section (b)3.i.C.4 says “When the monthly and yearly capability posted…”. The FERC Order 890 paragraph 369 requires this to be “When the monthly or yearly capability posted…”.   NAESB Response 8/16/07:  Business practices will interpret this to mean “or”.  
6. Section (b).3 is dealing specifically with posting requirements. However, the overall Section (b)3.iii is not related to posting. One of the items is a document that must be posted, but it would be more consistent with the content of Section (b).3 to place both these (b).3.iii.A and (b).3.iii.B elsewhere in the requirements.   NAESB Response 8/16/07: Since this reflects regulatory language, we will not modify this text.
7. Section (i) is the only place in the requirements that mentions flowgates.  We recommend that either this term be removed of, if any specific requirements are associated with flowgates that the term be utilized throughout the requirements.  NAESB Response 8/16/07: Since this reflects regulatory language, we will not modify this text.  We will review NERC standards to identify appropriate flowgate information that should be posted.  
8. The proposed format of the systemdata template allows for the FERC required postings, but the Business Practice standards to not provide any guidance on those FERC required postings (p. 916); the one general statement does not promote consistent posting of this data. For example:

· How far in advance are load forecasts to be posted?

· In what granularity are load forecasts to be posted (i.e. peak only, every hour)?
· How often should the posted load forecasts be updated?

NAESB Response 8/16/07:  Systemdata templates are being modified to permit TPs who have developed independent practices to post data.  Specific business practices need to be developed by NAESB and will provide guidance.
9. We recommend that a qualifier be added in WEQ-001 such that if the load forecast data for a TSP does not have any impact on their ATC, that the TSP is not required to post load forecast data as defined in the NAESB requirements, and that the TSP is required to describe on their OASIS (in their Business Practices) why the load forecast data does not impact their ATC?  NAESB Response 8/16/07:  This may be applicable for DC ties and will be considered in business practice development.
10. We are not sure if this suggestion belongs in the Implementation Guide or the Business Practices document, so we will present this comment to both committees.  Customers request service on OASIS in response to offerings posted by the Transmission Providers. While those offerings do not contain the acronym ‘ATC’, those posted offerings represent the ‘available transfer capability’ on their system at any given time.  We recommend that it be clear in the NAESB documentation that the posting the service available using the TS_CLASS and TS_TYPE features meets the FERC requirement to post ATC such that Transmission Providers are NOT required to reiterate their ‘available transfer capability’ through the generalized format provided for in the SYSTEMDATA template. NAESB Response 8/16/07:  See response to #2 above.
11. No information is specified on the required additional posting for firm curtailments per paragraph 1627. NAESB Response 8/16/07: Systemdata templates are being modified to permit TPs who have developed independent practices to post data.  Specific business practices need to be developed by NAESB and will provide guidance.
12. There are several places in the OASIS templates that allow for the Transmission Provider to register additional types or attributes.  There are also templates that are optional.  WEQ-001 should require that if the Transmission Provider registers any additional types or attributes to be used in their templates or is using any optional template, that the description of such be contained Transmission Provider’s Business Practices, which would be posted on OASIS.  Some example of these are: 
· using security template for Outage Postings

· using the security template for Curtailment Even Postings

· registering additional elements for use in the systemdata template

· registering additional reduction types for use in the reduction template

NAESB Response 8/16/07:  We will review WEQ-002 and WEQ-003 and WEQ-013 to address this.  Registered values are in the LIST template.
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