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I am unable to support the Standard as currently drafted and agree with Bob Harshbarger that it has not adequately addressed FERC’s requests to NAESB in Orders 890 and 890A.  Bob cites paragraph 413.  I would also cite paragraph 416 where FERC says: 

With regard to posting of load forecasts and actual daily peak load, we conclude that such postings are necessary to provide transparency for transmission customers. (emphasis added) We agree with E.ON that RTO and ISO load data needs to be posted at a sufficient granularity to allow for meaningful comparison of control area and LSE load levels. Most RTOs and ISOs post load data for the entire footprint, but few post it on an LSE or control area basis. We therefore direct ISOs and RTOs to post load data for the entire ISO/RTO footprint and for each LSE or control area footprint within the ISO/RTO. This will not create an undue burden on ISOs and RTOs, since the load data for the entire footprint is an aggregation of load data across the LSEs or control areas in the footprint. We also agree with EEI that the peak load applies to system-wide load, including native load. We direct transmission providers to post load forecasts and actual daily peak load for both system-wide load (including native load) and native load, as this data will be useful to customers and regulators. We deny EEI’s request for a guarantee that transmission providers will not be held accountable for producing a reasonable load forecast. While we do not intend to penalize transmission providers for failing to account for unforeseen circumstances, we retain our ability to investigate any allegations of manipulation of load forecasts, as this could be used as a means of inappropriately denying requested transmission service. (emphasis added)
 I have two principal concerns with the current draft of the standard.  
The first is the issue raised by Paul Sorenson during the Feb 27th conference call.  At that time, I had to agree that procedurally, the issue had been decided at an earlier subcommittee meeting and should not then be re-opened.  Paul’s recourse at that time was to address it in formal comments as I was preparing to do.  However, now that the standard as a whole has been rejected by the subcommittee, I believe we should be reconsidering it.

I agree with Paul that additional detail on the load forecast, as incorporated in the calculation of ATC should be published.  While for posting actual peak load data on the next day, a single value to represent the daily peak (together with the system-wide and native load split, etc) is sufficient, more information on the forecast is appropriate.  We discussed during a previous subcommittee meeting, that various TSPs used different methodologies for incorporating load forecasts into hourly ATCs.  Some used a single forecast value for each day.  Others forecast the peak and then applied a daily profile based on historical data to generate hourly forecast numbers.  Whatever the methodology used, I believe that should be reflected in the postings.  Using this approach, with minimal additional work, the transparency sought by FERC can be achieved.

The second issue is the weather data to be provided in support of the posting of the load forecast.  It is here that paragraph 416 of Order 890, quoted above is directly relevant.  In the two passages highlighted, it is clear that FERC’s motivation for these postings is for transparency to address concerns that manipulation of load forecasts can be used to reduce ATC.  I can see no way in which a market participant or a regulator would be in a position to assess the appropriateness of the load forecast if the weather data on which it is based, is provided only in the most generic form, in a document that would almost never change regardless  of the actual weather conditions.  
In addition, FERC states in the last sentence that it does not intend to penalize transmission providers for failing to account for unforeseen circumstances.  However, if the circumstances under review are weather conditions, how would a FERC auditor know, whether or not the circumstances are foreseen, if the weather information provided with each and every forecast is the same.  
In my opinion, it is not possible for the type of weather information contemplated in the current draft of the standard to be viewed as meeting the intent of the FERC Order.
