
BPS/ESS/ITS Concepts 
Postbacks/Counterflows Recommendation
Postbacks
1. What is our scope?
Status: 03/12/2008 - Ensure NERC Standards related to postbacks can be effectively implemented. For additional guidance see motions # 1, 3 and 4. 
2. What does “postback” mean?
Status: 03/12/2008 - Significant discussion and apparent consensus achieved; however, no proposed language drafted as of March 12, 2008.
3. What does “scheduled” and “unscheduled” mean? Is it the energy component on the tag or is it the transmission allocation on the tag? For example, if the reservation is 150 MW and the tag shows 100 MW of firm reservation capacity and 60 MWh of energy, is the unscheduled (for the non-firm ATC calculation) MW 50 or 90?
Status: 03/12/2008 – No decision, including no decision on whether to include definition in standard. Jim Ecklekamp will create additional examples and have posted for the March 28, 2008 meeting. Subcommittee members to do research to answer the following questions:
· Block/Static schedules - Energy profile vs. transmission allocation on the tag/schedule

· Dynamic schedules - Energy profile vs. transmission allocation on the tag/schedule

· Transmission allocation – is that a reservation? It can be the total or any portion of the reservation.

· Differences between POR MW and POD MW (or Source and Sink) to account for losses – as related to postbacks and how it impacts ATC. Is this an issue when loss schedules are separate schedules from the transmission schedule?

· Is the postback by POR/POD or Source/Sink? It should be consistent with the ATC calculation.
· Is this a reliability issue or a commercial issue? What components are reliability and what components are commercial?
4. When would unscheduled firm be posted back to non-firm ATC? Do the standards need to address the timing horizons? Is this tied to NERC MOD (28, 29, 30) methodology used by the TP? Need to review NERC dictionary. Don’t think time horizons are defined in NAESB BPS.
Status: 03/12/2008 – Probably. Person(s) developing proposed language should consider.
5. When is something an ETC and when is it a postback?

Status: 03/12/2008 – Memo sent to A. Rodriquez on March 11, 2008.
6. Should there be differentiation to reflect differences related to the NERC MOD (28, 29, 30) methodology used by the TP?

Status: 03/12/2008 - Person(s) developing proposed language should consider differentiation and will include if appropriate.
Counterflows

1. What are the issues to be addressed by NAESB? 

Status: 03/12/2008 -
2. What are counterflows? Currently the term may be used differently by different TPs.
Status: 03/12/2008 -
3. Are counterschedules the same as counterflows? Should counterschedules be included in the definition of counterflows? This may be covered in the MOD 29 standard. WECC ATC methodology uses the term “net schedule”.
Status: 03/12/2008 -
4. There appears to be many different ways to account for counterflows/counterschedules/net schedules in the firm and non-firm ATC calculation. Some TPs do not recognize counterflows/counterschedules – many times because of administration of one transaction when a counter transaction is cut or curtailed.  How much standardization is necessary or possible?
Status: 03/12/2008 -
5. Are there regional and/or MOD differences that should be reflected in any NAESB standards for counterflows? 
Status: 03/12/2008 –
6. What is being done to manage a negative ATC?

Status: 03/12/2008 –
7. A TP’s willingness to incorporate counterflows/counterschedules/net schedules in their ATC calculation is a reflection of their perceived ability to manage the risk. If so, perhaps NAESB’s task is to help TPs identify and manage the risk. Can NAESB help with that?
Status: 03/12/2008 –

8. Is NAESB’s task to determine what is posted – explanation or MW values or both?

Status: 03/12/2008 –

9. How should firm reservations be accounted for in firm and non-firm ATC calculation in the opposite direction?

Status: 03/12/2008 –

10. How should non-firm reservations be accounted for in non-firm ATC calculation in the opposite direction?

Status: 03/12/2008 –

11. How should expected schedules be accounted for in non-firm ATC calculation in the opposite direction?

Status: 03/12/2008 –

12. How do we come up with the level or percent of counterflows (historic, region, importance of flowgate, frequency of congestion) used in the ATC calculation. E.g. if you have 100 MW in one direction, do you use a certain percentage based on historic congestion to determine the counterflow to use)
Status: 03/12/2008 –

Ideas:

Only account for counterflows that are not included in the model. How do you know which is or is not in the model?

Each TP must address and document what, when, why, where, how they use counterflows

Intent: If the TP is having some impact to unload the interface/line in the opposite direction, the TP should make that “freed-up” capacity available to the market.
Minimum value for counterflow?

Level of detail implied in Motion #5 (note this is level of detail, specific values and language are not part of the motion):

No firm ATC will be created from a counterflow unless the TP documents their ability to do so in their ATCID.

A default value of 30% of the firm reservation will be used to create non-firm ATC from a counterflow. A TP may use a different value if so specified in the TP’s ATCID.
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