ETC Background


2008 WEQ Annual Plan
	2
	Develop business practice standards in support of the FERC RM05-25-000 and RM05-17-000 (OATT Reform)

	
	b)
	Develop the needed business practices as companion to the NERC standards for ATC related efforts.


	
	
	ii)
	Develop Business Practice Standards for Existing Transmission Commitments (ETC)
	
	

	
	
	
	1. Develop the Business Practice Standards complementary to NERC Reliability Standards for Existing Transmission Commitments (ETC) to create a “consistent approach for determining the amount of transfer capability a transmission provider may set aside for its native load and other committed uses”, including the elements of ETC for full implementation of the NERC MOD-001 reliability standard.  

The business practices developed to address this item will require to coordination with the NERC Order 890 reliability standards development.

Status:  Not Started.
	June 1, 2008
	BPS, ESS/ITS


	Order 890 Work Plan

	Order Cite
	Action Item/Work Plan
	Status

	243, 

244,

246
	Business Practice Standards complementary to NERC Reliability Standards for Existing Transmission Commitment (ETC) to create a “consistent approach for determining the amount of transfer capability a transmission provider may set aside for its native load and other committed uses”, including the elements of ETC for full implementation of the NERC MOD-001 reliability standard*

Paragraphs 243, 244, and 246 will require coordination with the NERC Order 890 reliability standards development

*Posting requirements for ETC assigned to ESS/ITS (see 2008 AP 2(a)(vi)(4) and Order 890 WP, Group 6)

Order 890-A – removed quoted paragraphs 63 and 151 because they are quoted below.

	The NAESB ESS/ITS and BPS are working to draft complementary business practices to the NERC MOD028, MOD029, and MOD030, which includes ETC.  The NERC team has determined that there is not a need for explicit posting of ETC values; the ESS/ITS and BPS supports the decision.  ESS/ITS/BPS will look at the NERC MODs to determine if additional business practices are needed for ETC components. 


Order 890

I. Reforms of the OATT 

A. Consistency and Transparency of ATC Calculations 

193. In the NOPR, the Commission proposed to take action under FPA section 206 to remedy undue discrimination in the provision of transmission service.  The Commission recognized that while Order Nos. 888 and 889 require transmission providers to offer and post any available transfer capability (ATC) on their OASIS, and file the methodology they use to calculate ATC as Attachment C to their OATTs, the industry has not developed a consistent methodology for evaluating ATC nor have transmission providers adequately made their ATC calculation methodology transparent.  This inconsistency and lack of transparency creates the potential for undue discrimination in the provision of open access transmission service.  

194. In the NOPR, the Commission proposed to address this potential for undue discrimination by requiring industry-wide consistency and transparency of all components of the ATC calculation methodology and certain definitions, data, and modeling assumptions.  The Commission proposed to provide guidance regarding aspects of ATC calculations that should be more consistent and proposed to direct public utilities, working through NERC
 and NAESB, to revise reliability standards and business practices that are relevant to ATC calculations.  The Commission also proposed to require increased detail in Attachment C of each transmission provider’s OATT and proposed amending the OASIS regulations to require increased transparency.  Although commenters challenged aspects of this proposed remedy, no commenters challenged the underlying finding that ATC reform is necessary to remedy undue discrimination in the provision of transmission service.  

195. The Commission also indicated that the lack of consistent, industry-wide ATC calculation standards poses a threat to the reliable operation of the bulk-power system, particularly because a transmission provider may not know of its neighbors’ system conditions affecting its own ATC values.  As a result of this reliability impact, the Commission observed that the proposed ATC reforms are also supported by FPA section 215(d)(5), through which the Commission has the authority to direct the ERO to submit a reliability standard that the Commission considers appropriate to implement FPA section 215.  

196. In light of these concerns, we direct public utilities, working through NERC reliability standards and NAESB business practices development processes, to produce workable solutions to complex and contentious issues surrounding improving the consistency and transparency of ATC calculations.  We are directing our guidance to public utilities and require that they implement our direction by working with NERC to develop reliability standards that accomplish the ATC reforms required in this rulemaking.  We will coordinate our directives here with the ATC-related reliability standards that are pending in Docket No. RM06-16-000.
  The specifics of our findings with respect to ATC reform are discussed below.  
1.
Consistency

197. In order to address the potential for remaining undue discrimination in the determination of ATC, the Commission proposed to require industry-wide consistency of certain definitions, data, and modeling assumptions of the ATC calculation.
a.
Necessary Degree of Consistency

NOPR Proposal

198. In the NOPR, the Commission recognized that transmission providers use several basic types of ATC calculation methodologies (with various permutations), and did not propose to require a single ATC calculation methodology to be applied by all transmission providers.  However, the Commission proposed to achieve greater consistency in ATC calculations by directing the development of consistent definitions of the ATC components,
 as well as consistent data inputs, modeling assumptions, and data exchange and coordination protocols.  The Commission also required each transmission provider using an Available Flowgate Capacity (AFC) methodology to explain its definition of AFC, its calculation methodology and assumptions, and its process for converting AFC into ATC.

Commission Determination

207. The Commission adopts the NOPR proposal to require industry-wide consistency of all ATC components and certain definitions, data, and modeling assumptions.  The Commission also will require each transmission provider to include in Attachment C to its OATT detailed descriptions for calculating both firm and non-firm ATC, consistent with the requirements of this Final Rule.  The purpose of increasing the consistency and transparency of ATC calculations is to reduce the potential for undue discrimination in the provision of transmission service, specifically by reducing the opportunity for transmission providers to exercise excessive discretion.  We find that the amount of discretion in the existing ATC calculation methodologies gives transmission providers the ability and opportunity to unduly discriminate against third parties.  In order to minimize this discretion, the Final Rule requires that all ATC components (i.e., TTC, ETC, CBM, and TRM) and certain data inputs, data exchange, and assumptions be consistent and that the number of industry-wide ATC calculation formulas be few in number, transparent and produce equivalent results.  The Commission finds that these reforms will facilitate development of a more coherent and uniform determination of ATC.  
208. We reject requests to establish a single methodology for calculating ATC, however, for several reasons.  It is not our intent to require transmission providers to incur the expense of developing and adopting a new one-size-fits-all software package to calculate ATC.  We also see little benefit in requiring a “lowest common denominator” ATC calculator.  While a uniform methodology may result in all transmission providers calculating ATC in an identical manner, it would also likely lead to software implementation costs in excess of the resulting benefits.  More importantly, we find that the potential for discrimination does not lie primarily in the choice of an ATC calculation methodology, but rather in the consistent application of its components. 
209. All ATC calculation methodologies derive ATC by modeling the system to establish TTC, expressed in terms of contract paths or flowgates, and reducing that figure by existing transmission commitments (i.e., ETC), a margin that recognizes uncertainties with transfer capability (i.e., TRM), and a margin that allows for meeting generation reliability criteria (i.e., CBM).  These calculation methodologies are developed based on physical characteristics of the transmission provider’s transmission system, historical modeling practices, and processes developed for collection of input data related to transmission provider’s own system conditions as well as relevant data that model neighboring systems’ conditions.  We therefore find that it is not the methodologies for calculating ATC themselves that create the opportunity for undue discrimination.  Instead, we find that the potential for undue discrimination stems from two main sources:  (1) variability in the calculation of the components that are used to determine ATC and (2) the lack of a detailed description of the ATC calculation methodology and the underlying assumptions used by the transmission provider.
  The combination of a lack of consistency of the components of the ATC calculation coupled with the lack of transparency leaves customers and regulators unable to verify ATC calculations and may allow transmission providers to calculate ATC in different ways for different customers.  
210. Accordingly, we conclude that industry-wide consistency of all ATC components (TTC, ETC, CBM, and TRM) and certain data inputs and exchange, modeling assumptions, calculation frequency, and coordination of data relevant for the calculation of ATC will reduce the opportunities for the exercise of discretion that may lead to undue discrimination against unaffiliated transmission customers.  The Commission understands that NERC currently is developing standards for three ATC calculation methodologies (contract or rating path ATC, network ATC, and network AFC).
  If all of the ATC components and certain data inputs and assumptions are consistent, the three ATC calculation methodologies being finalized by NERC through the reliability standards development process will produce predictable and sufficiently accurate, consistent, equivalent, and replicable results.  It is therefore not necessary to require a single industry-wide ATC calculation methodology.  The Commission instead concludes that use of the ATC calculation methodologies included in reliability standards currently being developed by NERC is acceptable. 
211. As TDU Systems note, there is neither a definition of AFC in NERC’s Glossary nor an existing reliability standard that discusses the AFC method.  In order to achieve consistency in each component of the ATC calculation (discussed below), we direct public utilities, working through NERC, to develop an AFC definition and requirements used to identify a particular set of transmission facilities as a flowgate.  However, we remind transmission providers that our regulations require the posting of ATC values associated with a particular path, not AFC values associated with a flowgate.  Transmission providers using an AFC methodology must therefore convert flowgate (AFC) values into path (ATC) values for OASIS posting.  In order to have consistent posting of the ATC, TTC, CBM, and TRM values on OASIS, we direct public utilities, working through NERC, to develop in the MOD-001 standard a rule to convert AFC into ATC values to be used by transmission providers that currently use the flowgate methodology.  
212. The Commission also believes that further clarification is necessary regarding the calculation algorithms for firm and non-firm ATC.
  Currently, NERC has no standards for calculating non-firm ATC.  We find that the same potential for discrimination exists for non-firm transmission service as for firm service and that greater uniformity in both firm and non-firm ATC calculations will substantially reduce the remaining potential for undue discrimination.  Therefore, we direct public utilities, working through NERC, to modify related ATC standards by implementing the following principles for firm and non-firm ATC calculations:  (1) for firm ATC calculations, the transmission provider shall account only for firm commitments; and (2) for non-firm ATC calculations, the transmission provider shall account for both firm and non-firm commitments, postbacks of redirected services, unscheduled service, and counterflows.  We understand that these principles are currently followed by most transmission providers and believe they should be clearly set forth in the ATC-related reliability standards.  As described below, each transmission provider’s Attachment C must include a detailed formula for both firm and non-firm ATC, consistent with the modified ATC-related reliability standards.
213. We deny New Mexico Attorney General’s request to grant waiver of the ATC consistency requirements to utilities that can show that they are making adequate progress toward developing consistent and transparent ATC calculations at the sub-regional level.  While we certainly encourage regional consistency with respect to the ATC calculation methodology, we are not requiring consistency; therefore a waiver is not necessary.  As discussed in more detail below, any request for waiver from these ATC calculation requirements must take place through the NERC reliability standards development process as a request for a regional difference, since the ATC requirements will be determined through the NERC reliability standards.

e.
ATC Components

233. The next several sections address components of ATC that must be made consistent to remove the potential for undue discrimination, namely TTC/TFC, ETC, CBM, and TRM. 

(2)
Existing Transmission Commitments (ETC)

NOPR Proposal

240. In the NOPR, the Commission expressed its view that the lack of consistency in modeling of existing transmission commitments (ETC) resulted in excessive discretion in determining how much capacity a transmission provider sets aside for native load, including its network customers.  The Commission therefore proposed the development of a consistent methodology for determining the capacity needed and set aside for native load usage.  The Commission also proposed that accounting for transmission reservations in an ATC/AFC calculation be more consistent.  The Commission further proposed that public utilities, working through NERC, establish and specifically identify the reservations to be used in determining ETC.

Commission Determination

243. To achieve greater consistency in ETC calculations and further reduce the potential for undue discrimination, the Commission adopts the NOPR proposal and directs public utilities, working through NERC and NAESB, to develop a consistent approach for determining the amount of transfer capability a transmission provider may set aside for its native load and other committed uses.  We expect that NERC will address ETC through the MOD-001 reliability standard rather than through a separate reliability standard.
  By using MOD-001, the ETC calculation can be adjusted to be applicable to each of the three ATC methodologies under development by NERC.

244. In order to provide specific direction to public utilities and NERC, we determine that ETC should be defined to include committed uses of the transmission system, including (1) native load commitments (including network service), (2) grandfathered transmission rights, (3) appropriate point-to-point reservations,
 (4) rollover rights associated with long-term firm service, and (5) other uses identified through the NERC process.  ETC should not be used to set aside transfer capability for any type of planning or contingency reserve, which are to be addressed through CBM and TRM.
  In addition, in the short-term ATC calculation, all reserved but unused transfer capability (non-scheduled) shall be released as non-firm ATC.

245. We agree with TDU Systems that inclusion of all requests for transmission service in ETC would likely overstate usage of the system and understate ATC.  We therefore find that reservations that have the same point of receipt (POR) (generator) but different point of delivery (POD) (load), for the same time frame, should not be modeled in the ETC calculation simultaneously if their combined reserved transmission capacity exceeds the generator’s nameplate capacity at POR.   This will prevent overly unrealistic utilization of transmission capacity associated with power output from a generator identified as a POR.  We direct public utilities, working through NERC, to develop requirements in MOD-001 that lay out clear instructions on how these reservations should be accounted.  One approach that could be used is examining historical patterns of actual reservation use during a particular season, month, or time of day.

246. We agree with NERC that some elements of ETC are candidates for business practices rather than reliability standards.  Accordingly, we direct public utilities, working through NAESB, to develop business practices necessary for full implementation of the developed MOD-001 reliability standard. 

247. We decline to adopt Williams’s proposal to require that native load growth be based on the verifiable data provided by an independent source.  Through increased consistency and transparency of ATC determinations, including requirements for posting additional data, third parties will be able to verify the accuracy of ETC, helping to eliminate opportunities for undue discrimination.
(NOTE: This is part of  the “Reforms of the OATT”, “Consistency” section):
g.
ATC Calculation Frequency

NOPR Proposal

299. The Commission proposed the development of standards requiring that the ATC calculation be performed with consistent frequency among transmission providers.  Specifically, the Commission proposed that transmitting public utilities, working through NERC and NAESB, develop standards requiring that the calculation be performed by all transmission providers on a consistent time interval and in a manner that closely reflects the actual topology of the system, e.g., generation and transmission outages, load forecast, interchange schedules, transmission reservations, facility ratings, and other necessary data.  The Commission also supported uniform updating of ATC values and its components (e.g., TTC, ETC, CBM, and TRM).  

Commission Determination

301. The Commission adopts the NOPR proposal and requires the development of reliability standards that ensure ATC is calculated at consistent intervals among transmission providers.  The Commission thus directs public utilities, working through NERC and NAESB, to revise reliability standard MOD-001 to require ATC to be recalculated by all transmission providers on a consistent time interval and in a manner that closely reflects the actual topology of the system, e.g., generation and transmission outages, load forecast, interchange schedules, transmission reservations, facility ratings, and other necessary data.  This process must also consider whether ATC should be calculated more frequently for constrained facilities.  ATC-related requirements for OASIS posting are discussed below. 
(NOTE: This is part of  the “Reforms of the OATT” section, paragraph 313 is the first paragraph after the titles “Transparency”, “OATT Transparency” and “Attachment C”):
2.
Transparency 
a.
OATT Transparency  

(1)
Attachment C 

NOPR Proposal

313. In the NOPR, the Commission proposed to require each transmission provider to include in Attachment C of its OATT more descriptive information concerning its ATC/AFC calculation methodology.  Specifically, the Commission proposed to require the transmission provider to state its specific mathematical algorithm used to calculate firm and non-firm ATC/AFC for its scheduling horizon, operating horizon, and planning horizon.  The Commission also proposed to require transmission providers to provide a process flow diagram that illustrates the various steps through which ATC/AFC is calculated.  In addition, the Commission proposed to require transmission providers to provide definitions and explain in detail how TTC, ETC, AFC, TRM, and CBM are calculated for both operating and planning horizons.  

Commission Determination

323. The Commission adopts the NOPR proposal to increase transparency regarding ATC calculations by requiring each transmission provider to set forth its ATC calculation methodology in its OATT.  Each transmission provider must, at a minimum, include the following information in Attachment C to its OATT.  It must clearly identify which of the NERC-approved methodologies it employs (e.g., contract path, network ATC, or network AFC).  It also must provide a detailed description of the specific mathematical algorithm the transmission provider uses to calculate firm and non-firm ATC for the scheduling horizon (same day and real-time), operating horizon (day ahead and pre-schedule), and planning horizon (beyond the operating horizon).  In addition, transmission providers must include a process flow diagram that describes the various steps that it takes in performing the ATC calculation.  Furthermore, transmission providers must set forth a definition of each ATC component (i.e., TTC, ETC, TRM, and CBM) and a detailed explanation of how each one is derived in both the operating and planning horizons.  Requiring transmission providers to file a statement of their ATC calculation methodology along with a process flow diagram and more detailed definitions of ATC components in Attachment C of the OATT will provide greater transparency to transmission customers and assist in identifying any discrepancies that may arise in ATC determinations.  These new requirements will assist in alleviating any appearance of discrimination in the determination of ATC.

324. The Commission acknowledges NARUC’s comments that understanding ATC methodologies and the underlying data also will enhance state regulators’ ability to meet their regulatory obligations.  More transparent ATC calculations are critical to coordinated regional transmission planning that ultimately will improve transmission access for customers and enhance grid reliability.  Transparent ATC calculations facilitate the ability of market participants and regulators to detect discrimination.

325. We do not believe our requirement to include additional information in Attachment C will be overly burdensome or lead to an excessive level of future tariff revisions.  Attachment C must provide an accurate documentation of processes and procedures related to the calculation of ATC, not the actual mathematical algorithms themselves, which should be posted on the transmission provider’s web site.  These processes define service availability and, as such, must be part of the transmission provider’s OATT.  It is entirely appropriate that, because revisions to such processes impact transmission availability, they should be filed for Commission approval and included in a transmission provider’s OATT.  We also require transmission providers to file a revised Attachment C to incorporate any changes in NERC’s and NAESB’s revised reliability standards and business practices related to ATC calculations, as requested by the Commission in this Final Rule.  This filing should be made within 60 days of completion of the NERC and NAESB processes.  As we expect transmission providers to rarely change their ATC calculation methodologies, we do not believe this requirement will trigger an unacceptable level of tariff filings modifying the Attachment C description of the ATC components and processes. 

326. We agree with ISO New England that the process flow diagram requirement may be met with a variety of illustrations, so long as it is of sufficient detail to provide the transmission customer with a reasonable understanding of the transmission provider’s ATC calculation processes.  The process flow diagram should support the other Attachment C requirements.  As noted above, we agree with Suez Energy NA that mathematical algorithms and process flow diagrams should be made available.  We do not find that a confidentiality agreement is generically warranted; however, we note that, a transmission provider may require a confidentiality agreement for CEII materials, consistent with our CEII requirements, or may otherwise protect the confidentiality of proprietary customer information. 
327. We also require transmission providers to document their processes for coordinating ATC calculations with their neighboring systems.  This requirement is particularly important with respect to seams between market and non-market areas, as identified by MISO, and with respect to the request of other commenters to increase regional coordination regarding ATC calculation.  While this Final Rule does not address all seams issues between market and non-market areas, it does take important steps towards that end by improving data exchange between transmission providers and providing increased transparency with respect to ATC calculation. 

328. We reject proposals to address the transparency of ATC methodology by merely referencing business practices and reliability standards developed by NERC, NAESB, and WECC.
  ATC calculations have a direct and tangible effect on the granting of open access transmission service.
  As such, an accurate and detailed statement of the methodology and its components that defines how the transmission provider determines ATC belongs in the transmission provider’s OATT as the means of holding the transmission provider accountable for following non-discriminatory procedures for granting service, not in business practices kept by the transmission provider.
  However, as noted above, the actual mathematical algorithms should be posted on the transmission provider’s web site, with the link noted in the transmission provider’s Attachment C. 
329. We also reject Pinnacle’s assertion that more detailed information in Attachment C would only apply to flow-based systems.  Regardless of what type of ATC calculation methodology is employed, transparency in ATC calculations is critical to avoid undue discrimination when allocating transmission capacity under the pro forma OATT.

330. In response to MidAmerican’s comments regarding the applicability of the ATC-related reforms to non-public utilities, we again refer to section Error! Reference source not found. where we discuss this issue generally.  We note here, however, that the ERO’s reliability standards currently in development before the Commission will be applicable to all users, owners and operators of the bulk electric grid, which includes non-public utilities.   

331. We do not believe ATC-specific tariff audits are necessary to order at this time.  The Commission will continue to provide oversight of all tariff-related activities through its enforcement program.  Moreover, ATC requirements will be part of the mandatory and enforceable reliability standards and, as such, will be subject to compliance audits through that process.

Order 890-A
II. Reforms of the OATT 

A. Consistency and Transparency of ATC Calculations 

39. In Order No. 890, the Commission concluded that the lack of consistency and transparency in the methodology for calculating ATC creates the potential for undue discrimination in the provision of open access transmission service.  To remedy this lack of consistency and transparency, the Commission directed public utilities, working through the NERC reliability standards and NAESB business practices development processes, to produce workable solutions to implement the ATC-related reforms adopted by the Commission.  A number of petitioners seek rehearing and/or clarification regarding the Commission’s ATC-related rulings, which we address below.  
1. Consistency

a. Necessary Degree of Consistency

40. The Commission required industry-wide consistency of all ATC components
 and certain definitions, data inputs, data exchange, and modeling assumptions in order to reduce the potential for undue discrimination in the provision of transmission service.  Although the Commission concluded that the number of industry-wide ATC calculation formulas should be few in number, it did not require that a single ATC calculation methodology be applied by all transmission providers.  The Commission found that it is not the methodologies for calculating ATC that create the opportunity for undue discrimination, rather the variability in the calculation of the components of ATC and the lack of a detailed description of the ATC calculation methodology and underlying assumptions used by the transmission provider.
41. The Commission noted that NERC was then in the process of developing standards for three ATC calculation methodologies: contract or rated path ATC, network ATC, and network Available Flowgate Capacity (AFC).  The Commission concluded that, if all of the ATC components and certain data inputs and assumptions are consistent, the use of the three ATC calculation methodologies included in reliability standards being developed would be acceptable.  With regard to network AFC, the Commission specifically directed public utilities, working through NERC, to develop an AFC definition and requirements used to identify a particular set of transmission facilities as a flowgate.  However, the Commission reminded transmission providers that our regulations require the posting of ATC values associated with a particular path, not AFC values associated with a flowgate.  The Commission therefore directed public utilities, working through NERC, to develop in the MOD-001 standard a rule to convert AFC into ATC values to be posted by transmission providers that currently use the flowgate methodology.
42. The Commission also required further clarification regarding the calculation algorithms for firm and non-firm ATC.  The Commission directed public utilities, working through NERC, to modify related ATC standards by implementing the following principles:  (1) for firm ATC calculations, the transmission provider shall account only for firm commitments; and (2) for non-firm ATC calculations, the transmission provider shall account for both firm and non-firm commitments, postbacks of redirected services, unscheduled service, and counterflows.

Requests for Rehearing and Clarification  

43. Southern requests that the Commission clarify that consistency in ATC methodologies and CBM and TRM calculations must not take precedence over reliability and that some transmission provider discretion is necessary.  Southern states that, in several places, Order No. 890 discusses minimizing transmission provider discretion in order to achieve consistency.
  Southern contends that totally eliminating this discretion would not allow transmission providers to address unique system conditions in ATC, CBM, and TRM calculations, which would impact system reliability.  Southern claims that eliminating transmission provider discretion also would lead to more conservative modeling, which would likely result in understated amounts of ATC and an inefficient use of the system.
  To the extent making the treatment of certain ATC parameters or CBM or TRM calculations consistent would affect reliability, Southern asks that transparency in the treatment of those parameters and calculations be required, but that strict consistency not be enforced. 
44. MidAmerican requests clarification that AFC quantities do not need to be converted into control area-to-control area path ATC quantities and that the Commission is not eliminating the coordination of individual transmission provider service with seams agreements and/or regional tariff service on flowgates.  MidAmerican asks the Commission to confirm that it is merely intending to require NERC to define a flowgate ATC quantity which is equal to or related to the flowgate AFC.  MidAmerican contends that transmission customers, operators, and owners will not benefit from the conversion of flowgate AFCs into control area-to-control area path ATCs, the elimination of AFC as a useful transmission commodity, or the elimination of the coordination of individual provider and regional transmission service over flowgates.  To the extent the Commission feels there is a comparability benefit for the conversion of AFC to ATC, MidAmerican requests clarification that providing transmission customers with a mechanism on OASIS to query/assess the effective ATC on a specific transmission path over a specific time is sufficient for compliance with the transmission provider’s ATC posting obligation.
45. E.ON U.S. requests clarification of the requirement that AFC calculations be converted into ATC for purposes of posting.  E.ON U.S. states that some RTOs, such as MISO and others, utilize AFC and do not calculate or post ATC for their systems.  Due to interactions with these RTOs, E.ON U.S. now calculates AFC as well.  E.ON requests that the Commission clarify that if RTOs and their member utilities are granted waivers of the requirement to calculate and post ATC, in favor of AFC, all transmission owning utilities in the region should be able to request a waiver on the same basis.  E.ON claims that allowing all transmission-owning utilities within a region to calculate AFC (instead of ATC) will result in greater accuracy and consistency within the industry.  
46. Although it does not challenge the Commission’s decision not to require a single, industry-wide ATC calculation method, TDU Systems claims that the Commission fails to address the situation where transmission providers on a single interface choose different ATC calculation methods.  TDU Systems argue that transmission providers must be required to provide consistent ATC values on either side of an interface.  TDU Systems therefore request that adjacent transmission providers be required to coordinate to provide consistent ATC values across their common interfaces. 
47. NorthWestern requests that the Commission clarify that the consistency requirements of Order No. 890 do not prohibit utilities from reducing transfer capability for the purchase of reliability services.  According to NorthWestern, some transmission providers may have to acquire various generation-based services, such as load following and regulation service, in the marketplace in order to meet reliability criteria.  NorthWestern argues that some means should be allowed for retaining transmission at no cost for such deliveries, even though they do not meet the strict definition of CBM, since they are made for reliability reasons and no single user of the system would otherwise reimburse the transmission provider for the associated costs.  
48. EPSA and Williams request clarification that ATC and AFC calculations should be determined and posted in real-time, not just as planning information, and that the transmission provider be required to post results of its system utilization for ETC.  Williams contends that this would augment the transparency deemed critical to a coherent and uniform calculation of ATC by enabling interested stakeholders and the Commission to verify the ATC calculations performed by transmission providers. 

Commission Determination

49. The Commission affirms the decision in Order No. 890 to require consistency of all ATC components and certain definitions, data inputs, data exchange and modeling assumptions.  We continue to believe such consistency is necessary to reduce the potential for undue discrimination in the provision of transmission service.

50. We disagree with Southern that increasing consistency with respect to the determination of ATC is contrary to reliability.  Use of the NERC reliability standards process will, as a matter of course, guard against any unintended reduction in reliability.  Nevertheless, we agree that reliability standards cannot address every unique system difference or differences in risk assumptions when modeling expected flows, which necessitates leaving room for limited discretion on the part of the transmission provider.  We believe that the ATC requirements in Order No. 890 allow sufficient flexibility so that utilities, working through NERC/NAESB, can develop ATC standards that continue to provide reliability and are compatible with all other mandatory reliability standards or business practices, yet provide discretion where appropriate.  If a transmission provider is faced with unique system conditions or modeling assumptions related to firm transmission service reservations
 that are not addressed in the ATC-related NERC reliability standards, it must make them transparent through its Attachment C filing and the OASIS posting requirements regarding ATC calculation and modeling approach, studies, models and assumptions and implement them consistently for all transmission customers.  

51. We deny MidAmerican’s request for clarification that AFC values do not need to be converted into ATC postings of control area-to-control area path quantities.  As the Commission explained in Order No. 890, our regulations require the posting of ATC values associated with a particular path, not AFC values associated with a flowgate.
  The Commission did not amend that requirement in Order No. 890 and MidAmerican fails to justify doing so now.  To the extent MidAmerican or its customers find it beneficial also to post AFC, MidAmerican is free to post both ATC and AFC values.  In response to E.ON U.S., however, we clarify that transmission-owning utilities in an RTO region can request waiver of the requirement to convert AFC calculations into ATC for posting purposes in the event the RTO has been granted such a waiver.

52. In response to TDU Systems, we clarify that adjacent transmission providers must coordinate and exchange data and assumptions to achieve consistent ATC values on either side of a single interface.  This is applicable to any neighboring transmission providers no matter whether they use the same or different ATC methodologies.  We note, however, that the anticipated consistency is for available capability in the same direction across an interface.  
53. We clarify in response to NorthWestern that TRM may be used to accommodate the procurement of ancillary services used to provide service under the pro forma OATT.  We deny as premature EPSA’s and Williams’ requests for clarification regarding the real-time determination and posting of ATC and AFC values, as well as posting of utilization of transmission provider’s own system ETC.  In Order No. 890, the Commission required an exchange of the data both for short and long-term ATC/AFC calculation that will increase the accuracy of ATC calculations.
  The Commission also required that ATC be recalculated by all transmission providers on a consistent time interval, and in a manner that closely reflects the actual topology of the system, load forecast, interchange schedules, transmission reservations, facility ratings, and other necessary data, and that NERC/NAESB revise the related reliability standard and business practices accordingly.
  EPSA and William should address their concerns through the NERC and NAESB processes implementing these requirements.  
NOTE: this is in the section “Reforms of the OATT”, “Consistency and Transparency of ATC Calculations”

b. ATC Components

61. In Order No. 890, the Commission adopted certain requirements regarding the components of ATC (i.e., TTC/TFC, ETC, CBM and TRM) necessary to achieve consistency and, in turn, limit the potential for undue discrimination in the calculation of ATC.  Petitioners request rehearing and clarification of the Commission’s determinations related to ETC, CBM and TRM, which we address in turn.




(1)
ETC

62. The Commission adopted the NOPR proposal and directed public utilities, working through NERC and NAESB, to develop a consistent approach for determining the amount of transfer capability a transmission provider may set aside for its native load and other committed uses.  The Commission determined that ETC should be defined to include committed uses of the transmission system, including (1) native load commitments (including network service), (2) grandfathered transmission rights, (3) appropriate point-to-point reservations,
 (4) rollover rights associated with long-term firm service, and (5) other uses identified through the NERC process.  The Commission determined that ETC should not be used to set aside transfer capability for any type of planning or contingency reserve, which are to be addressed through CBM and TRM.
  In addition, for short-term ATC calculations, all reserved but unused transfer capability (non-scheduled) must be released as non-firm ATC.

63. The Commission also found that inclusion of all requests for transmission service in ETC would likely overstate usage of the system and understate ATC.  The Commission therefore found that reservations that have the same point of receipt (POR) (generator) but different point of delivery (POD) (load), for the same time frame, should not be modeled in the ETC calculation simultaneously if their combined reserved transmission capacity exceeds the generator’s nameplate capacity at the POR.  The Commission directed public utilities, working through NERC, to develop requirements in MOD-001 that lay out clear instructions on how these reservations should be modeled.  The Commission also concluded that some elements of ETC are candidates for business practices instead of reliability standards and directed public utilities, working through NAESB, to develop business practices necessary for full implementation of the MOD-001 reliability standard.

Requests for Rehearing and Clarification

64. TDU Systems contend that, although the Commission defined the ETC component of ATC to include committed uses of the transmission system, it did not clearly identify how requests for transmission service are to be treated.  TDU Systems question whether the Commission’s use of the term “committed requests” is the same as “confirmed requests” for service.  In order to provide greater clarity, certainty and transparency to the ATC calculation process, TDU Systems ask the Commission to clarify that “committed requests” means the same thing as “confirmed requests,” as this term is generally understood throughout the industry.  
65. TranServ requests clarification that the Commission’s statement that all reserved but unused transfer capability (non-scheduled) shall be released as non-firm ATC was limited to the release of unscheduled firm transmission capability and not intended to require transmission providers to release unscheduled non-firm capability for additional non-firm sales.

Commission Determination

66. The Commission clarifies in response to TDU Systems’ request that the reference to “committed requests” in Order No. 890 was intended to refer to confirmed transmission service requests.  Once a service request has been approved by the transmission provider and confirmed by the transmission customer, it should be taken into account when determining ETC.  

67. We also agree with TranServ that the Commission’s reference to releasing unused (non-scheduled) transfer capability as non-firm ATC applies to unscheduled firm transmission capability, since all unused non-firm capacity is deemed available to any entity meeting the scheduling requirements.  This does not alter the requirement that the transmission provider offer all available capacity, firm or non-firm, as applicable, consistent with our long-standing open access principles.
Note: this is in section “Reforms of the OATT”,”Consistency and Transparency of ATC Calculations”

2. Transparency

106. In Order No. 890, the Commission adopted a number of requirements in order to improve the transparency of ATC calculations.  Some of these reforms applied to the pro forma OATT, including a requirement that each transmission provider include in Attachment C to its OATT more descriptive information concerning its ATC/AFC calculation methodology.  Other reforms applied to information posted on OASIS, including data related to the calculation of ATC and TTC, changes in the ATC/TTC values, disclosure of Critical Energy Infrastructure Information (CEII), and the posting of additional ATC-related data.  Petitioners have requested rehearing and clarification of certain of these requirements, which we address in turn.

a. OATT Transparency – Attachment C 

107. To increase transparency regarding ATC calculations, the Commission directed each transmission provider to set forth its ATC calculation methodology in Attachment C to its OATT.  The Commission required that each transmission provider’s Attachment C must, at a minimum: (1) clearly identify which of the NERC-approved methodologies it employs (e.g., contract path, network ATC, or network AFC); (2) provide a detailed description of the specific mathematical algorithm the transmission provider uses to calculate firm and non-firm ATC for the scheduling horizon (same day and real-time), operating horizon (day ahead and pre-schedule), and planning horizon (beyond the operating horizon); (3) include a process flow diagram that describes the various steps that it takes in performing the ATC calculation; (4) set forth a definition of each ATC component (i.e., TTC, ETC, TRM, and CBM) and a detailed explanation of how each one is derived in both the operating and planning horizons; and, (5) document their processes for coordinating ATC calculations with their neighboring systems. 
108. The Commission concluded that Attachment C must provide an accurate documentation of processes and procedures related to the calculation of ATC, not the actual mathematical algorithms, which instead should be posted on their web site with the link noted in the Attachment C.  The Commission noted that a transmission provider may require a confidentiality agreement for CEII materials, consistent with our CEII requirements, or may otherwise protect the confidentiality of proprietary customer information.  The Commission also required transmission providers to file a revised Attachment C to incorporate any changes in NERC’s revised reliability standards and NAESB’s business practices related to ATC calculations, as requested by the Commission in Order No. 890, within 60 days of completion of the NERC and NAESB processes.

Requests for Rehearing and Clarification

109. MidAmerican objects to the Commission’s decision to require a process flow diagram to be included in Attachment C, suggesting instead that each transmission provider post this information on its website as an alternative.  MidAmerican contends that process flow diagrams demand large amounts of computer capacity and that management of and electronic transmittal of its OATT would become difficult if process flow diagrams were required for other elaborate and important tasks throughout the tariff, such as the transmission service request procedure or the generation interconnection procedure.  MidAmerican argues that providing a web link on OASIS would achieve the Commission's transparency objective and expeditiously provide those that wish to navigate through a process diagram a direct access to the document.  At a minimum, MidAmerican asks that the Commission accept an internet posting of the diagram with the web address published in Attachment C.
110. Southern requests clarification as to whether the Commission intends for transmission providers to make two filings of ATC methodologies (i.e., one when the Order No. 890 becomes effective and another when the NERC and NAESB processes are completed) or just one filing of such methodologies (i.e., a single filing when the NERC and NAESB processes are completed).  Southern argues that only one filing should be required, to be made within 60 days after the NERC and NAESB processes are completed.  Southern contends that requiring a premature filing before those processes are complete would waste transmission providers’ resources in preparing those filings and the Commission’s resources in reviewing them.

Commission Determination

111. The Commission denies MidAmerican’s request to permit a transmission provider to post on its website a process flow diagram and provide a web address in Attachment C, instead of providing the process flow diagram as a part of the Attachment C.  A link to a website is not the equivalent of inclusion in the transmission provider’s OATT, leaving the Commission unable to enforce use of the process flow diagram and the public with potentially more limited notice of any changes to the process flow diagram.  The transparency and enforceability benefits of including the flow diagram in the tariff outweigh any potential filing burden.  Therefore, we affirm our determination in Order No. 890 that a process flow diagram must be filed with OATT Attachment C, and that any change of the processes or data information identified by the process flow diagram must trigger an update of the process flow diagram and the filing of the revised OATT, Attachment C. 
112. In response to Southern, Order No. 890 specifically required transmission providers to submit an intermediate filing within 180 days after the publication of the order in the Federal Register in order to provide transparency of the transmission provider’s existing ATC calculation methodologies.  In compliance with that requirement, a number of transmission providers, including Southern, submitted Attachment C compliance filings on September 11, 2007.  The immediate transparency benefits of these filings will be supplemented by a revised filing following completion of the NERC and NAESB standardization processes.  We do not believe the intermediate filing represented an undue burden to the transmission providers, as it was no more than a documentation of existing practices.
Note: this is in section “Reforms of the OATT”,”Consistency and Transparency of ATC Calculations”, “Transparency”

b. OASIS

(5)
Requests for Additional Transparency

Requests for Rehearing and Clarification

144. Constellation repeats a request from its NOPR comments to require transmission providers to post certain additional modeling data, modeling support information, and model benchmarking and forecasting data/TSR study audit data (identified in an attachment to its request for rehearing).  Constellation argues that, since Order No. 890 requires transmission providers to calculate much of this additional information, the Commission should require that it be posted as well.  Constellation contends that these postings would allow transmission customers and the Commission to assess the likely availability of transmission capacity, verify or challenge the conclusions reached by the transmission provider on a specific transmission request, and identify constraints and congestion, as well as physical or financial measures that could be taken to optimize the use of transmission system.  

145. EPSA asks the Commission to clarify that the standards developed during the NAESB process should require transmission providers to post essential details of ETCs that affect current customers' access to transmission capacity, including duration and volume, priority rights, redispatch and scheduling rights, and any other rights that affect others' use of the grid.  As part of these postings, EPSA suggests that transmission providers be required to include information concerning transmission arrangements that are not provided under the OATT, e.g., pre-OATT transmission arrangements.  EPSA argues that non-OATT transmission arrangements often include terms that are inconsistent with OATT terms and which can impact OATT customers’ access to the grid.  Unless transmission providers are required to post ETC-related information, EPSA contends that there will be no way for market participants to determine whether the transmission provider has appropriately modeled ETC set-asides.  

146. Powerex makes a similar request, reiterating a NOPR proposal that the Commission require transmission providers to post those provisions of pre-Order No. 888 contracts that affect current customers’ access to transmission capacity, including duration and volume, priority rights, redispatch and scheduling rights, and any other rights that affect transmission access.  Powerex further requests that the Commission prohibit the continuation of grandfathered contracts unless the parties can point to a provision within the existing contract that contains explicit and guaranteed rights to extend or renew the contract term and reaffirm that pre-Order No. 888 contracts cannot be altered upon their expiration.  Powerex complains that the Commission did not address these proposals in Order No. 890 and that no commenting party put forward credible evidence to rebut the information Powerex presented the Commission in its NOPR comments.

147. TDU Systems argue that transmission providers should be required to provide customers with access to modeling software used to calculate ATC values.  TDU Systems state that Commission staff expressed concern at the Technical Conference held on October 12, 2006, in this docket that customers could find it difficult to sort through and use the large volume of data the Commission proposed to be posted by the transmission provider.  TDU Systems argue that providing access to the modeling software used by the transmission provider to calculate ATC would resolve many of these concerns and better enable transmission customers to replicate and verify transmission provider ATC calculations, avoiding the potential for protracted litigation over the ATC results.  TDU Systems contend that any proprietary or licensing concerns of the transmission provider or its vendors could be addressed through reasonable charges for use of the software and/or appropriate confidentiality agreements.

Commission Determination

148. In Order No. 890, the Commission required transmission providers to make available, upon request, all data used to calculate ATC, TTC, CBM and TRM for any constrained posted path.
  We believe that this adequately addresses Constellation’s request for access to modeling data used by the transmission provider.  Specifically, we expect transmission providers to make available, upon request and subject to appropriate confidentiality protections and CEII requirements, the following modeling data: (1) load flow base cases and generation dispatch methodology; (2) contingency, subsystem, monitoring, change files and accompanying auxiliary files; (3) transient and dynamic stability simulation data and reports on flowgates which are not thermally limited; (4) list of transactions used to update the base case for transmission service request study;        (5) special protection systems and operating guides, and specific description as to how they are modeled; (6) model configuration settings; (7) dates and capacities of new and retiring generation; (8) new and retired generation included in the model for future years; (9) production cost models (including assumptions, settings, study results, input data, etc.), subject to reasonable and applicable generator confidentiality limitations;           (10) searchable transmission maps, including PowerWorld or PSSE diagrams;             (11) OASIS names to Common Names table and PTI bus numbers; and, (12) flowgate and interface limits including limit category (thermal, steady state or transient, voltage or angular).  We decline, however, to require the transmission provider to post this information on OASIS, as Constellation suggests.  We conclude that making this information available on request provides sufficient transparency for customers without unduly burdening the transmission provider.  

149. With regard to the modeling support information sought by Constellation, we believe much of this information should already be stated in each transmission provider’s Attachment C.  In Order No. 890, the Commission required each transmission provider to set forth in the Attachment C to its OATT the ATC calculation methodology used by the transmission provider.
  To the extent necessary, we clarify that the step-by-step modeling study methodology and criteria for adding or eliminating flowgates (permanent and temporary) is part of the ATC methodology that must be stated in the transmission provider’s Attachment C.  We direct any transmission provider that has failed to include this information in its Attachment C to include that information as part of the compliance filing directed in section Error! Reference source not found..  If the transmission provider has already satisfied this obligation in a previous compliance filing, it should refer to that filing instead.

150. We deny as premature Constellation’s request to require OASIS postings of additional model benchmarking and forecasting data/TSR study audit data.  Such information would be utilized in the process of updating and benchmarking models to actual events, which is the subject of ongoing efforts to modify relevant reliability standards from the MOD and facilities design, connections and maintenance (FAC) groups.

151. We decline to impose additional posting requirements regarding ETC uses, as requested by EPSA and Powerex.  In Order No. 890, the Commission required transmission providers to make available all data used to calculate ATC for constrained paths and any system planning studies or specific network impact studies performed for customers.
  This would include information regarding ETC uses, including grandfathered agreements, that affect ATC calculations or study results.  EPSA and Powerex fail to demonstrate that it is necessary to require the posting of additional information regarding ETC uses to verify the accuracy of the transmission provider’s ATC calculations.  We note in response to Powerex that, if any new service taken upon expiration of a pre-Order No. 888 contract, the terms and conditions of the transmission provider’s OATT would apply.

152. We deny TDU Systems’ request to require transmission providers to grant customers access to proprietary modeling software used to calculate ATC values.  The Commission believes at this time that the requirements of Order No. 890 are sufficient to achieve the Commission’s transparency goals without further requiring the disclosure of proprietary software.
NERC Standards
Standard MOD-001-1 — Available Transmission System Capability (Draft 5: April 16, 2008)
Definitions of Terms Used in Standard
Existing Transmission Commitments (ETC): Committed uses of a Transmission Service Provider’s Transmission system considered when determining Available Transfer Capability or Available Flowgate Capability.

R9. 
Within thirty calendar days of receiving a request by any Transmission Service Provider, Planning Coordinator, Reliability Coordinator, or Transmission Operator for data from the list below for use in ATC or AFC calculations, each Transmission Service Provider receiving said request shall begin to make the requested data available to the requestor, subject to the conditions specified in R9.1 and R9.2: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning] 
• Expected generation and Transmission outages, additions, and retirements. 

• Load forecasts. 

• Unit commitments and order of dispatch, to include all designated network resources and other resources that are committed or have the legal obligation to run, as they are expected to run, in one of the following formats chosen by the data provider: 

− Dispatch Order 

− Participation Factors 

− Block Dispatch 

• Aggregated firm capacity set-aside for Network Integration Transmission Service and aggregated non-firm capacity set aside for Network Integration Transmission Service (i.e. Secondary Service). 

• Firm and non-firm Transmission reservations. 

• Aggregated capacity set-aside for Grandfathered obligations. 

• Firm roll-over rights. 

• Any firm and non-firm adjustments applied by the Transmission Service Provider to reflect parallel path impacts. 

• Power flow models and underlying assumptions. 

• Contingencies, provided in one or more of the following formats: 

− A list of Elements 

− A list of Flowgates 

− A set of selection criteria that can be applied to the Transmission model used by the Transmission Operator and/or Transmission Service Provider 

• Facility Ratings. 

• Any other services that impact Existing Transmission Commitments (ETCs). 

• Values of Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM) and Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM), and TTC for all ATC Paths or Flowgates. 

• Values of Total Flowgate Capability (TFC) and AFC for any Flowgates considered by the Transmission Service Provider receiving the request when selling Transmission service. 

• Values of TTC and ATC for all ATC Paths for those Transmission Service Providers receiving the request that do not consider Flowgates when selling Transmission Service. 

• Source and sink identification and mapping to the model. 

R9.1. 
The Transmission Service Provider shall make its own current data available, in the format maintained by the Transmission Service Provider, for up to 13 months into the future (subject to confidentiality and security requirements). 

R9.2. 
This data shall be made available by the Transmission Service Provider on the schedule specified by the requestor (but no more frequently than once per hour, unless mutually agreed to by the requester and the provider). 

Standard MOD-004-1 — Capacity Benefit Margin (Draft 3: February 4, 2008) – No reference to ETC found.
Standard MOD-008-1 — TRM Calculation Methodology (Draft 4: April 16, 2008) – No reference to ETC found.
Standard MOD-028-1 — Area Interchange Methodology (Draft 4: April 16, 2008)
R8. 
When calculating Existing Transmission Commitments (ETCs) for firm commitments (ETCF) for all time periods for an ATC Path the Transmission Service Provider shall use the following algorithm: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning] ETCF = NITSF + GFF + PTPF + RORF + OSF
Where: 
NITSF 
is the firm capacity set aside for Network Integration Transmission Service (including the capacity used to serve bundled load within the Transmission Service Provider’s area with external sources) on ATC Paths that serve as interfaces with other Balancing Authorities. 

GFF 
is the firm capacity set aside for Grandfathered Firm Transmission Service and contracts for energy and/or Transmission Service, where executed prior to the effective date of a Transmission Service Provider’s Open Access Transmission Tariff or “Safe Harbor Tariff” accepted by FERC on ATC Paths that serve as interfaces with other Balancing Authorities. 

PTPF I
s the firm capacity reserved for confirmed Point-to-Point Transmission Service. 

RORF 
is the capacity reserved for roll-over rights for Firm Transmission Service contracts granting Transmission Customers the right of first refusal to take or continue to take Transmission Service when the Transmission Customer’s Transmission Service contract expires or is eligible for renewal. 

OSF 
is the firm capacity reserved for any other service(s), contract(s), or agreement(s) not specified above using Firm Transmission Service, including any other firm adjustments to reflect impacts from other ATC Paths of the Transmission Service Provider as specified in the ATCID. 

R9. 
When calculating ETC for non-firm commitments (ETCNF) for all time periods for an ATC Path the Transmission Service Provider shall use the following algorithm: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning] ETCNF = NITSNF + GFNF + PTPNF + OSNF
Where: 
NITSNF 
is the non-firm capacity set aside for Network Integration Transmission Service (i.e., secondary service , including the capacity used to serve bundled load within the Transmission Service Provider’s area with external sources) reserved on ATC Paths that serve as interfaces with other Balancing Authorities. 

GFNF 
is the non-firm capacity reserved for Grandfathered Non-Firm Transmission Service and contracts for energy and/or Transmission Service, where executed prior to the effective date of a Transmission Service Provider’s Open Access Transmission Tariff or “Safe Harbor Tariff” accepted by FERC on ATC Paths that serve as interfaces with other Balancing Authorities. 
PTPNF 
is non-firm capacity reserved for confirmed Point-to-Point Transmission Service. 

OSNF 
is the non-firm capacity reserved for any other service(s), contract(s), or agreement(s) not specified above using Non-Firm Transmission Service, including any other firm adjustments to reflect impacts from other ATC Paths of the Transmission Service Provider as specified in the ATCID. 

R10. 
When calculating firm ATC for an ATC Path for a specified period, the Transmission Service Provider shall utilize the following algorithm: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning] ATCF = TTC – ETCF – CBM – TRM + PostbacksF + counterflowsF 
Where: 
ATCF 
is the firm Available Transfer Capability for the ATC Path for that period. 

TTC 
is the Total Transfer Capability of the ATC Path for that period. 

ETCF 
is the sum of existing firm Transmission commitments for the ATC Path during that period. 

CBM
is the Capacity Benefit Margin for the ATC Path during that period. 

TRM
is the Transmission Reliability Margin for the ATC Path during that period. 

PostbacksF are changes to firm ATC due to a change in the use of Transmission Service for that period, as defined in Business Practices. 

counterflowsF are adjustments to firm ATC as determined by the Transmission Service Provider and specified in the ATCID. 

R11.
When calculating non-firm ATC for a ATC Path for a specified period, the Transmission Service Provider shall use the following algorithm: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning] ATCNF = TTC – ETCF - ETCNF – CBMS – TRMU + PostbacksNF + counterflowsNF 
Where: 
ATCNF 
is the non-firm Available Transfer Capability for the ATC Path for that period. 

TTC 
is the Total Transfer Capability of the ATC Path for that period. 

ETCF 
is the sum of existing firm Transmission commitments for the ATC Path during that period. 

ETCNF 
is the sum of existing non-firm Transmission commitments for the ATC Path during that period. 

CBMS 
is the Capacity Benefit Margin for the ATC Path that has been scheduled without a separate reservation during that period. 

TRMU 
is the Transmission Reliability Margin for the ATC Path that has not been released for sale (unreleased) as non-firm capacity by the Transmission Service Provider during that period. 

PostbacksNF are changes to non-firm ATC due to a change in the use of Transmission Service for that period, as defined in Business Practices. 

counterflowsNF are adjustments to non-firm ATC as determined by the Transmission Service Provider and specified in the ATCID. 

M10. 
The TSP must be capable of demonstrating that for any calculation of firm ETC made in the previous sixty days, the Transmission Service Provider can recalculate the individual value of the firm ETC for a specific time period as described in (MOD-001 R2), using the algorithm defined in R8 and with data used to calculate this specified value for the designated hour. The data used must meet the requirements specified in the standard and the ATCID, and the audited value must be within +/- 15% or 15 MW, whichever is greater, of the demonstrated result. (R8) 
M11. 
The TSP must be capable of demonstrating that for any calculation of non-firm ETC made in the previous sixty days, the Transmission Service Provider can recalculate the individual value of the non-firm ETC for a specific time period as described in (MOD-001 R2), using the algorithm defined in R9 and with data used to calculate this specified value for the designated hour. The data used must meet the requirements specified in the standard and the ATCID, and the audited value must be within +/- 15% or 15 MW, whichever is greater, of the demonstrated result. (R9) 

Standard MOD-029-1 — Rated System Path Methodology (Draft 4: April 16, 2008)
R5.
When calculating ETC for firm Existing Transmission Commitments (ETCF) for a specified period for an ATC Path, the Transmission Service Provider shall use the algorithm below: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning] ETCF = NLF + NITSF + GFF + PTPF + RORF + OSF

Where:

NLF
is the firm capacity set aside to serve peak Native Load forecast commitments for
the time period being calculated, to include losses, and Native Load growth, not
otherwise included in Transmission Reliability Margin or Capacity Benefit Margin.

NITSF
is the firm capacity reserved for Network Integration Transmission Service serving Load, to include losses, and Load growth, not otherwise included in Transmission Reliability Margin or Capacity Benefit Margin.

GFF 
is the firm capacity set aside for grandfathered Transmission Service and contracts for energy and/or Transmission Service, where executed prior to the effective date of a Transmission Service Provider’s Open Access Transmission Tariff or “Safe Harbor Tariff” accepted by FERC.

PTPF 
is the firm capacity reserved for confirmed Point-to-Point Transmission Service. 

RORF 
is the firm capacity reserved for Roll-over rights for contracts granting Transmission Customers the right of first refusal to take or continue to take Transmission Service when the Transmission Customer’s Transmission Service contract expires or is eligible for renewal.

OSF 
is the firm capacity reserved for any other service(s), contract(s), or agreement(s) not specified above using Firm Transmission Service as specified in the ATCID.
R6. 
When calculating ETC for non-firm Existing Transmission Commitments (ETCNF) for all time horizons for an ATC Path the Transmission Service Provider shall use the following algorithm: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning] ETCNF = NITSNF + GFNF + PTPNF + OSNF

Where:

NITSNF is the non-firm capacity set aside for Network Integration Transmission Service serving Load (i.e., secondary service), to include losses, and load growth not otherwise included in Transmission Reliability Margin or Capacity Benefit Margin.

GFNF 
is the non-firm capacity set aside for grandfathered Transmission Service and contracts for energy and/or Transmission Service, where executed prior to the effective date of a Transmission Service Provider’s Open Access Transmission Tariff or “Safe Harbor Tariff” accepted by FERC.

PTPNF
is non-firm capacity reserved for confirmed Point-to-Point Transmission Service.

OSNF
is the non-firm capacity reserved for any other service(s), contract(s), or agreement(s) not specified above using non-firm transmission service as specified in the ATCID.
R7. 
Wen calculating firm ATC for an ATC Path for a specified period, the Transmission Service Provider shall use the following algorithm: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning] ATCF = TTC – ETCF – CBM – TRM + PostbacksF + counterflowsF

Where

ATCF
s the firm Available Transfer Capability for the ATC Path for that period.

TTC
s the Total Transfer Capability of the ATC Path for that period.

ETCF
s the sum of existing firm commitments for the ATC Path during that period.

CBM
s the Capacity Benefit Margin for the ATC Path during that period.

TRM
s the Transmission Reliability Margin for the ATC Path during that period.

PostbacksF are changes to firm Available Transfer Capability due to a change in the use of Transmission Service for that period, as defined in Business Practices.

CounterflowsF are adjustments to firm Available Transfer Capability as determined by the Transmission Service Provider and specified in their ATCID.
R8. 
When calculating non-firm ATC for an ATC Path for a specified period, the Transmission Service Provider shall use the following algorithm: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [TimeHorizon: Operations Planning] ATCNF = TTC – ETCF – ETCNF – CBMS – TRMU + PostbacksNF + counterflowsNF

Where:

ATCNF
is the non-firm Available Transfer Capability for the ATC Path for that period.

TTC
is the Total Transfer Capability of the ATC Path for that period.

ETCF
is the sum of existing firm commitments for the ATC Path during that period.

ETCNF is the sum of existing non-firm commitments for the ATC Path during that period.

CBMS
is the Capacity Benefit Margin for the ATC Path that has been scheduled during that period.

TRMU
is the Transmission Reliability Margin for the ATC Path that has not been released for sale (unreleased) as non-firm capacity by the Transmission Service Provider during that period.

PostbacksNF are changes to non-firm Available Transfer Capability due to a change in the use of Transmission Service for that period, as defined in Business Practices.

CounterflowsNF are adjustments to non-firm Available Transfer Capability as determined by the Transmission Service Provider and specified in its ATCID.
M7.
The Transmission Service Provider must be capable of demonstrating that for any calculation of firm ETC made in the previous 60 days, the Transmission Service Provider can recalculate the individual value of the firm ETC for a specific time period as described in (MOD-001 R2), using the algorithm defined in R5 and with data used to calculate this specified value for the designated hour. The data used must meet the requirements specified in the standard and the ATCID, and the audited value must be within +/- 15% or 15 MW, whichever is greater, of the demonstrated result. (R5)
M8.
The Transmission Service Provider must be capable of demonstrating that for any calculation of non-firm ETC made in the previous sixty days, the Transmission Service Provider can  recalculate the individual value of the non-firm ETC for a specific time period as described in (MOD-001 R2), using the algorithm defined in R6 and with data used to calculate this specified value for the designated hour. The data used must meet the requirements specified in the standard and the ATCID, and the audited value must be within +/- 15% or 15 MW, whichever is greater, of the demonstrated result. (R6)
Standard MOD-030-1 — Flowgate Methodology (Draft 4: April 16, 2008)
Definitions of Terms Used in Standard
Available Flowgate Capability (AFC): A measure of the flow capability remaining on a Flowgate for

further commercial activity over and above already committed uses. It is defined as TFC less Existing

Transmission Commitments (ETC), less a Capacity Benefit Margin, less a Transmission Reliability

Margin, plus Postbacks, and plus counterflows.

Flowgate Methodology: The Flowgate methodology is characterized by identification of key Facilities

as Flowgates. Total Flowgate Capabilities are determined based on Facility Ratings and voltage and

stability limits. The impacts of Existing Transmission Commitments (ETCs) are determined by

simulation. The impacts of ETC, Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM) and Transmission Reliability Margin

(TRM) are subtracted from the Total Flowgate Capability, and Postbacks and counterflows are added, to

determine the Available Flowgate Capability (AFC) value for that Flowgate. AFCs can be used to

determine Available Transfer Capability (ATC).

R6.
When calculating the impact of ETC for firm commitments (ETCFi) for all time periods for a Flowgate, the Transmission Service Provider shall sum the following: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning] 
R6.1.
The impact of firm Network Integration Transmission Service, including the impacts of generation to load, in the model referenced in R5.2 for the Transmission Service Provider’s area, based on: 

R6.1.1.
Load forecast for the time period being calculated, including Native Load and Network Service load
R6.1.2. Unit commitment and dispatch order, to include all designated network resources and other resources that are committed or have the legal obligation to run as specified in the Transmission Service Provider's ATCID.

R6.2.
The impact of any firm Network Integration Transmission Service, including the impacts of generation to load in the model referenced in R5.2 and has a distribution factor equal to or greater than the percentage1 used to curtail in the Interconnectionwide congestion management procedure used by the Transmission Service Provider for all adjacent Transmission Service Providers and any other Transmission Service Providers with which coordination agreements have been executed.

R6.2.1.
Load forecast for the time period being calculated, including Native Load and Network Service load 

R6.2.2.
Unit commitment and dispatch order, to include all designated network resources and other resources that are committed or have the legal obligation to run as specified in the Transmission Service Provider's ATCID.

R6.3.
The impact of all confirmed firm Point-to-Point Transmission Service expected to be scheduled, including roll-over rights for Firm Transmission Service contracts, for the Transmission Service Provider’s area. 

R6.4.
The impact of any confirmed firm Point-to-Point Transmission Service expected to be scheduled, filtered to reduce or eliminate duplicate impacts from transactions using Transmission service from multiple Transmission Service Providers, including roll-over rights for Firm Transmission Service contracts having a distribution factor equal to or greater than the percentage2 used to curtail in the Interconnection-wide congestion management procedure used by the Transmission Service Provider for all adjacent Transmission Service Providers and any other Transmission Service Providers with which coordination agreements have been executed. 

R6.5.
The impact of any Grandfathered firm obligations expected to be scheduled or expected to flow for the Transmission Service Provider’s area.
R6.6.
The impact of any Grandfathered firm obligations expected to be scheduled or expected to flow that have a distribution factor equal to or greater than the percentage3 used to curtail in the Interconnection-wide  congestion management procedure used by the Transmission Service Provider for all adjacent Transmission Service Providers and any other Transmission Service Providers with which coordination agreements have been executed.
R6.7.
The impact of other firm services determined by the Transmission Service Provider.
R7.
When calculating the impact of ETC for non-firm commitments (ETCNFi) for all time periods for a Flowgate the Transmission Service Provider shall sum: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning] 

R7.1.
The impact of all confirmed non-firm Point-to-Point Transmission Service expected to be scheduled for the Transmission Service Provider’s area.
R7.2.
The impact of any confirmed non-firm Point-to-Point Transmission Service expected to be scheduled, filtered to reduce or eliminate duplicate impacts from transactions  using Transmission service from multiple Transmission Service Providers, that have a distribution factor equal to or greater than the percentage4 used to curtail in the Interconnection-wide congestion management procedure used by the Transmission Service Provider for all adjacent Transmission Service Providers and any other Transmission Service Providers with which coordination agreements have been executed. 

R7.3.
The impact of any Grandfathered non-firm obligations expected to be scheduled or expected to flow for the Transmission Service Provider’s area. 

R7.4.
The impact of any Grandfathered non-firm obligations expected to be scheduled or expected to flow that have a distribution factor equal to or greater than the percentage5 used to curtail in the Interconnection-wide congestion management procedure used by the Transmission Service Provider for all adjacent Transmission Service Providers, and any other Transmission Service Providers with which coordination agreements have been executed.
R7.5.
The impact of non-firm Network Integration Transmission Service serving Load within the Transmission Service Provider’s area (i.e., secondary service), to include load growth, and losses not otherwise included in Transmission Reliability Margin or Capacity Benefit Margin. 

R7.6.
The impact of any non-firm Network Integration Transmission Service (secondary service) with a distribution factor equal to or greater than the percentage6 used to curtail in the Interconnection-wide congestion management procedure used by the Transmission Service Provider, filtered to reduce or eliminate duplicate impacts from transactions using Transmission service from multiple Transmission Service Providers, for all adjacent Transmission Service Providers and any other Transmission Service Providers with which coordination agreements have been executed. 

R7.7.
The impact of other non-firm services determined by the Transmission Service Provider. 

R8.
When calculating firm AFC for a Flowgate for a specified period, the Transmission Service Provider shall use the following algorithm: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [TimeHorizon: Operations Planning] AFCF = TFC – ETCFi – CBMi – TRMi + PostbacksFi + counterflowsFi

Where:

AFCF
is the firm Available Flowgate Capability for the Flowgate for that period.

TFC
is the Total Flowgate Capability of the Flowgate.

ETCFi
is the sum of the impacts of existing firm Transmission commitments for the Flowgate during that period.

CBMi
is the impact of the Capacity Benefit Margin on the Flowgate during that period.
TRMi 
is the impact of the Transmission Reliability Margin on the Flowgate during that period. 

PostbacksFi are changes to firm AFC due to a change in the use of Transmission Service for that period, as defined in Business Practices.
counterflowsFi are adjustments to firm AFC as determined by the Transmission Service Provider and specified in their ATCID. 

R9. 
When calculating non-firm AFC for a Flowgate for a specified period, the Transmission Service Provider shall use the following algorithm: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [TimeHorizon: Operations Planning] AFCNF = TFC – ETCFi – ETCNFi – CBMSi – TRMUi + PostbacksNFi + counterflows 

Where: 

AFCNF
is the non-firm Available Flowgate Capability for the Flowgate for that period.
TFC
is the Total Flowgate Capability of the Flowgate. 

ETCFi
is the sum of the impacts of existing firm Transmission commitments for the Flowgate during that period.
ETCNFi
is the sum of the impacts of existing non-firm Transmission commitments for the Flowgate during that period.
CBMSi
is the impact of any schedules during that period using Capacity Benefit Margin.
TRMUi
is the impact on the Flowgate of the Transmission Reliability Margin that has not been released (unreleased) for sale as non-firm capacity by the Transmission Service Provider during that period.
PostbacksNF are changes to non-firm Available Flowgate Capability due to a change in the use of Transmission Service for that period, as defined in Business Practices.
counterflowsNF are adjustments to non-firm AFC as determined by the Transmission Service Provider and specified in their ATCID.
M13.
The TSP must be capable of demonstrating that for any calculation of firm ETC made in the previous sixty days, the Transmission Service Provider can recalculate the individual value of the firm ETC for a specific time period as described in (MOD-001 R2), using the requirements defined in R6 and with data used to calculate this specified value for the designated hour. The data used must meet the requirements specified in the standard and the ATCID, and the audited value must be within +/- 15% or 15 MW, whichever is greater, of the demonstrated result. (R6) 

M14.
The TSP must be capable of demonstrating that for any calculation of non-firm ETC made in the previous sixty days, the Transmission Service Provider can recalculate the individual value of the non-firm ETC for a specific time period as described in (MOD-001 R2), using the requirements defined in R7 and with data used to calculate this specified value for the designated hour. The data used must meet the requirements specified in the standard and the ATCID, and the audited value must be within +/- 15% or 15 MW, whichever is greater, of the demonstrated result. (R7)
Footnotes to MOD-30:
1 A percentage less than that used in the Interconnection-wide congestion management procedure may be utilized. 

2 A percentage less than that used in the Interconnection-wide congestion management procedure may be utilized. 

3 A percentage less than that used in the Interconnection-wide congestion management procedure may be utilized.
4 A percentage less than that used in the Interconnection-wide congestion management procedure may be utilized.

5 A percentage less than that used in the Interconnection-wide congestion management procedure may be utilized.

6 A percentage less than that used in the Interconnection-wide congestion management procedure may be utilized.
Meeting Minutes

February 9, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented
March 1-2, 2007 with NERC – 

ETC Requirements

Chairman Middleton led the drafting team in developing proposed requirements for Existing Transmission Commitments requirements with respect to the requirements of Order 890. 

Strawman bullet items for March 11th and team member assignments were established:

(a) For Network Response and Rated System Path - 

(i) Look at WECC ATC document

(b) Treatment of firm and non-firm – DuShaune and Kiko

1. reservations that go unscheduled should be offered for sale on a non-firm basis Order 890 para 389 – need to set a window

(c) Treatment of ASTFC in east – Larry / Ray / Don

(d) Documentation / transparency issues – Matt/Larry

(e) Pending transmission commitments/Good Faith Requests - Ray

(f) Roll-over rights – Ron/Don

(g) Counterflows – Nate/Don

(h) Network Native Loads – Shannon

1. Future load growth 

(i) Grandfathered commitments - Existing transmission contracts (Firm Transmission Reservations for Energy Transactions) – Jerry / Shannon / Nick 

(j) Interruptible demands/how included in load forecast - Kiko

(k) Ancillary services – Jerry 

(l) Reserving transfer capability over multiple paths to secure capacity for a future undefined resource or purchase - Nate

(m) Impact of parallel flow from 3rd party transactions/ both allocated and undesignated – Ray  

(n) Information to be provided: The following lists the types of assumptions and data that could be used in support of the determination of Committed Uses. Transmission Providers should make available the information used in their calculation of ATC values. 

(i) Data Exchange among which entities, what data, what frequency  - Narinder / Larry – 

(ii) some items might be better handled in the FAC 12/13 – will determine later

(iii) Far-Term Environment (>1 year)

1. Load forecast

2. Load forecast error (range)

3. Standard for serving load

4. Breakdown of use by path

5. Breakdown of use by Time of Use period

6. Hydro and temperature forecasts

7. DSM, interruptible load assumptions

8. Redundancy of reserved paths

9. Resource outage standards (G-1? G-2?)

10. Resource assumptions (high/low hydro...)

11. Forecasted outages

12. Unit deratings

13. Resource dispatch assumptions

14. Purchases or sales to external parties

15. Wheeling contracts, including listings of Points of Receipt, Points of

16. Delivery, and associated transmission demands at each point.

(iv) Near-Term Environment (<1 month)

1. Standard for probability of serving load

2. Load forecasts (range of temperatures, hydro forecast, etc.)

3. Resource outage standards (G-1? G-2?)

4. Forecasts of generation

5. Short-term wheeling arrangements, including listings of Points of Receipt,

6. Points of Delivery, and associated transmission demands at each point.

7. Purchases and sales with external parties.

March 7, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented
March 23, 2007 with NERC – No meeting minutes available

April 17, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented
April 23, 2007 with NERC – 

1. Review and discuss NERC progress to date on standards drafting

Mr. Lohrman stated that the NERC standards drafting team had compiled the comments into a chart that included summary statements of the comments.  That document is posted as NERC DT Replies to MOD-001-1 Com 042307 ML.  Ms. Long explained that the purpose of the meeting was for the joint group to review the comments together and identify if there were additional commercial issues for NAESB to address. 

The first question included in the NERC comment form was the following:  This is the proposed definition for ‘Existing Transmission Commitments (ETCs)’ — Any combination of Native Load uses, Contingency Reserves not included in Transmission Reliability Margin or Capacity Benefit Margin, existing commitments for purchases, exchanges, deliveries, or sales, existing commitments for transmission service, and other pending potential uses of Transfer Capability. Is this definition sufficient to calculate the ETC in a consistent and reliable manner?  If not, please explain.    

Mr. Black stated that there were potential commercial issues identified in the definition of ETC.  Feedback from the comments suggested more details were needed for ETC, to avoid litigation.  Mr. Black stated that such specificity is most likely commercial in nature.  He offered the example of what should be included in the definition of Network Native Load.  Mr. Black stated that the definition of ETC was complete, but a very high level.  Mr. Wood stated that the NAESB team could review the definition of ETC and the NNL components for commercial implications.  Mr. Kimm stated this issue was should be considered by both groups.  Mr. Wood agreed and stated that the ETC standard would be held by NERC, but NAESB might draft standards on how to utilize the NERC ETC standards and definition, such as what should be included in NNL.  

Ms. Long noted that language to be included in the NAESB business practices on Network Native Load would be evaluated against the CBM and TRM standards to ensure there was no double counting for the standards
Question 4: The drafting team believes that formal definitions are needed for the various time frames used in the standard.  As a straw man, the drafting team would like to have industry comment on the proposed definitions below:

Operating Horizon — Time frames encompassing same-day and real-time periods.

Scheduling Horizon — Time frames encompassing the day-ahead period.
Operations Planning Horizon — Time frames beyond the Scheduling Horizon up to 13 months

Long-term Planning Horizon — Time frames beyond the Operations Planning Horizon

Do you think that the above terms need to be defined for use in this standard — and if you do, then do you agree with the proposed definitions?

Ms. Long suggested the NERC drafting team avoid using the terms horizons and just describe the timeframes in the standard, to avoid inconsistencies in definitions.  Mr. Lohrman noted that the drafting team had made the decision to include the definitions for the horizons.  Mr. Pritchard noted that if the ETC calculation changes as a function of the horizons, it is appropriate to make sure the change is identified for consistency for posting purposes.  Adjacent TSPs’ agreements might be relevant to the change as well.

Question 5: Do you agree with the remaining definition of terms used in the proposed standard?  If not, please explain which terms need refinement and how.

The group discussed whether a regional standard was needed for ERCOT.  Mr. Lohrman stated that at this time, it was up to ERCOT if they wanted to submit a request for standards development at NERC.  Ms. Long said that FERC had directed ERCOT to submit a request if they wanted a standard variance.  Mr. Dave explained that a variance was different from a regional standard at NERC, because the variance is imbedded in the main standard.  

Question 6: The proposed standard assigns all requirements for developing ATC and AFC methodologies and values to the Transmission Service Provider.  Do you agree with this? If not, please explain why.

Mr. Lohrman stated that some of the requirements will now apply to the Balancing Authority.  Those requirements will become part of the ETC standard.  NAESB will review changes to the ATC standard stemming from these comments.

Question 13: Should the proposed standard include further standardization for the components of the calculation of ATC or AFC (i.e., should the proposed standard be more prescriptive regarding the consistency and standardization of determining TTC, TFC, ETC, TRM, and CBM)? If so, please explain.

The NAESB team noted that the timing of the postings of the components of CBM and TRM is commercial in nature.  NERC is developing separate standards for CBM and TRM.

Question 19: Do you have other comments that you haven’t already provided above on the proposed standard?

Mr. Lohrman said counterflows would be addressed in the ETC calculations.  He added there was still work to be done on who should choose the ATC methodology to be used.  

Mr. Kimm asked which group, NERC or NAESB, should address the issues around honoring the contract path between TSPs.  He added that he thought the issue commercial in nature.  Mr. Wood asked if TTC was consistent between the three methodologies.  If so, he said the inconsistencies concerning contract path should be resolved by FAC12.  Mr. Wood said NAESB’s piece of this requirement was to post the method the TSP uses out of FAC12 and make the postings of TTC transparent.  

Next, Mr. Lohrman reviewed the work plans for NERC for Order Nos. 890 and 693.  Those documents are available at FERC OATT 890- NERC Workplan3 and FERC Order 693 Requirements for MOD-01.  Minor changes were made to the Order No. 890 work plan.  Those changes can be viewed in Attachment - Revised NERC Order 890 Work Plan.  

Mr. Lohrman clarified that although MOD-006 and MOD-009 were being incorporated into other standards at NERC, the drafting team thought commercial practices were imbedded in the MODs.  Therefore, NAESB will review the MODs.  .          

May 3, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented
May 3, 2007 with NERC – No meeting minutes available
May 10, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented
May 17, 2007 with NERC – No meeting minutes available

May 18, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented

June 1, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented

June 11, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented

June 13, 2007 with NERC – No meeting minutes available

June 22, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented

July 6, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented

July 11, 2007 with NERC – No meeting minutes available

July 19, 2007 with NERC – No meeting minutes available

July 23-24, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented
August 9, 2007 with NERC:

1. Responses to Comments and Associated Standards Updates

a. MOD-028

Laura Lee began walking the team through the MOD-028 comments and changes made by her sub-team.  Bob Birch concurrently reviewed some of the work his sub-team had done on MOD-028 related to SOLs and IROLs.  During the review, there was discussion of FAC-012 and -013.  It was suggested that the team review FAC-012 and -013 and incorporate into the MOD standards any items not already addressed; when this is complete, then FAC-012 and -013 could be retired.  Another suggestion was that we create a “mapping document” to show how each requirement from the FACs is being addressed in the MODs.  It was also reiterated that we should make sure the standards are consistent (e.g., if MOD-028 refers to SOLs, then -029 and -030 should probably do so with similar language).  

A great deal of time was spent discussing TTC and whether or not it should or should not include native load.  FERC has indicated that ETC includes native load.  They have also indicated that ATC = TTC-ETC-CBM-TRM.  If TTC already accounts for native load, then ETC cannot – otherwise it would be double counted.  A diagram similar to the below was created in the meeting for discussion:
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Three methods were discussed for determining TTC. 

· TTC = Total Capacity less Native Load, Network service, and PTP included in the model.  This is the way most Area Interchange people handle this today, but it seems to disagree with what FERC wants.

· TTC = Total Capacity less Native Load and Network service.  By eliminating the PTP, you can get closer to what FERC wants – but it still includes Native Load.

· TTC = most limiting rating divided by the path distribution factor.  This would result in a value that by definition was what FERC wants, but would have little value.  Additionally, it is likely the equation ATC = TTC – ETC – CBM – TRM would no longer be used; you would still need to model flow to determine impacts, so you would really still be doing method 1, but have a separate calc to determine TTC.

After significant continued discussion, Laura lee moved the following:

Definition of TTC will be:

The amount of electric power that can be moved or transferred reliably from one area to another area of the interconnected transmission systems by way of a Posted Path between those areas under specified system conditions.

Details of how to calculate TTC will vary from methodology to methodology as appropriate.  

The motion was seconded and approved by a majority of 9 to 1.

Additional clean-ups to MOD-028, including the consistency of the term “post-back” and the language surrounding ETC, were discussed.   

August 16-17, 2007 – 

2. Order 890 Status Review

The group undertook to update the Order 890 Work Plan to reflect the current status of the ESS/ITS and BPS.  The group began by discussing the ETC work.  Mr. Saini stated that currently there is no need for the group to address the ETC issue, and that ETC is a NERC item.  Ms. Rehman echoed Mr. Saini’s comments.  The group reviewed the most current NERC MOD028 at the request of Mr. Saini to determine if there were any commercial aspects that the group needed to address.  Finding none, the group decided to review the NERC standards again when finalized.  

The group continued to the CBM and TRM items in the work plan.  Mr. Woods noted that the ESS/ITS and BPS have been working on these items, and suggested noting such in the work plan as an update.  The group agreed.  

Next, the group reviewed bullets for the ATC and AFC calculations methodologies to complement the NERC reliability standards in the work plan.  Mr. Pritchard and Mr. Woods stated that a lot of the work has been captured in the ESS/ITS S&CP, and suggested that the group review the S&CP to identify any business practices that need to be developed or modified to address the items in the work plan.  Ms. Otondo asked the group how they planned to handle the counterflow issue contained in the last bullet.  Mr. Pritchard stated that he believes that the bullet does not actually belong in this section of the work plan because it will be addressed when the group begins the ETC work.  The group concurred with Mr. Pritchard and decided to note the postback list in the ETC portion of the work plan.  

The group reviewed the final ESS/ITS and BPS assignment on the work plan and noted that work on this item was near completion but had not been addressed in several meetings.  The group determined to finish the work on MOD003 and vote it out at the next meeting.  

The changes made to by the ESS/ITS and BPS to the Order 890 Work Plan can be found on the NAESB website at: http://naesb.org/pdf2/weq_atc_afc081607a3.doc. 

August 28, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented

August 29, 2007 with NERC – No meeting minutes available

September 11-12, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented

September 12, 2007 with NERC – No ETC discussion documented

September 18, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented

October 10, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented

October 25, 2007 – 

3. Discuss the List of Information not to be made Publicly Available and further actions 
Mr. Green expressed concern that the current standards being presented to the Executive Committee do not embody the level of transparency EPSA was envisioning with Order 890.  He believes a development of a list of information not to be made publicly available will help to clarify the subcommittee’s interpretation of Order 890 in this regard.  Ms. Rehman did not believe the group should use meeting time to create this list and that EPSA should create it.  The group responded by calling for a vote.  Ms. Otondo made a motion to work on the list now and the motion was seconded by Mr. Green.  The motion passed without objection.  

The group identified the data addressed in NERC ATC Standards (MOD-001) and categorized whether or not this data will be available on OASIS.  It was determined that ATC values and the ATCID document (MOD-001R2, R3) would be available.  It was determined that MOD-001R8, R10.1, and R10.2 needed more clarification by the NERC Standards Drafting team before the group could decide on the OASIS availability.  The group determined that unit commitments and dispatch orders in formats chosen by the data provider (MOD-001R10.3) should not be available on OASIS.  The group determined that reservations (MOD-001R10.4, R10.5) will be available on OASIS.  However, the group expressed concern about whether NERC intended that confirmed firm and non-firm transmission reservations (MOD-001R10.5) are for point-to-point only, and if so then the group did not understand the intent for MOD-001R10.4 (firm and non-firm network integration transmission service details).  This item was left unresolved and noted in the work paper (List of ATC Information not to be made publicly available - revised by ESS/ITS/BPS on 10/25/07)

The group determined that firm roll-over rights (MOD-001R10.6) should be available on OASIS.  The group also determined that any firm and non-firm adjustments to reflect parallel path impacts (MOD-001R10.8) should not be available.  The group determined that MOD-001R10.10, R10.11, R10.12, R10.14 and R10.15 all needed further clarification from NERC before the group can make a determination as to their OASIS availability.  Finally, the group determined that values of ATC, ETC, CBM, TRM and TTC for all posted paths will be available on OASIS.  All decision noted were made without opposition.  The discussion highlighted the need for clarification from NERC.  The group decided to continue work on this document.  The revised list is available on the NAESB website at List of ATC Information not to be made publicly available - revised by ESS/ITS/BPS on 10/25/07.  

November 7, 2007 with NERC – No ETC discussion documented

November 7, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented

November 19, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented

November 26, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented

December 3, 2007 with NERC – No ETC discussion documented
December 7, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented

December 10, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented

December 17, 2007 – No ETC discussion documented

January 3-4, 2008 – No ETC discussion documented (draft meeting minutes)
January 11, 2008 – No meeting minutes available

January 16-17, 2008 – No meeting minutes available

January 18, 2008 with NERC – No ETC discussion documented

January 18, 2008 – No ETC discussion documented

January 28, 2008 – No meeting minutes available

January 28, 2008 with NERC – No meeting minutes available

February 8, 2008 with NERC – No meeting minutes available

February 13, 2008 – No meeting minutes available

February 21-22 2008 – No meeting minutes available

February 27, 2008 – No ETC discussion documented

March 5, 2008 with NERC – No ETC discussion documented

March 10-13, 2008 – 

5. Post Back
Ms. Otondo reviewed the “Guiding” Language for Postbacks document.  She stated that the document combines the documentation on postbacks and counterflows from the Order 890 Work Plan, the WEQ Annual Plan, and the NERC MODs.  The group discussed how to define postbacks and counterflows and the regional differences in their processes.  Mr. Pritchard suggested that the subcommittee look at the postback list created by the group and determine if any complementary business practices should be developed for the items on the list.  Mr. Eckelkamp suggested that the group develop a definition for “schedule”, as it is a fundamental issue moving forward.  Mr. Saini suggested that the group also include the Annual Plan Item on ETC with the postback and counterflow work as the three are closely related.  The group discussed how ETC is calculated and relates to postbacks and counterflows.  Mr. Williams stated that postbacks are accounted for differently depending on the way annulments effect the ATC and ETC calculations.  Mr. Skiba suggested that the group first go through the list and make sure that it is comprehensive.
Draft Lists of Postbacks

Mr. Pritchard reviewed the Draft List of Postbacks, Submitted by A. Rodriquez, NERC.  Mr. Williams noted that if ATC is calculated on an hourly basis and a reservation is annulled intra hour before ATC is recalculated, there is a postback during that period.  Mr. Saini stated that if the annulment is reflected in the ETC then there is no postback period, but if it is not reflected there is a postback period.  The participants decided to describe the interim postback situation above the table and add a “Postback, Counterflow, or ETC” and “internal” column to the table.   The group continued to discuss the differences in their systems and what they consider a postback.  Mr. Pritchard explained that he would like to include a column for “internal” because transmission providers often have internal calculations that differ from what is shown so that they don’t oversell capacity.  Mr. Williams stated that the group should account for two different time horizons because one time horizon uses reservation and another time horizon uses the schedules.  Mr. Skiba suggested that the group focus on redefining postback.  Mr. Smith noted that postback has already been defined in the NERC MODs, so the group is actually just adding clarity to the NERC definition.  Ms. Otondo worked with Mr. Williams and the rest of the group to create the following definitions or categories for postbacks:

The change in ATC due to:

(1) a change in status of Transmission service request prior to inclusion in the recalculation of ATC/ETC (e.g. from confirmed),

(2) a potential change in status or capacity (such as counteroffer) or inclusion of a Transmission Service request (i.e. pending – e.g. not confirmed)

(3) if all firm reservations (confirmed) are included in ETC for use in the non-firm ATC calculation, the release of unscheduled firm Transmission Service

(4) if scheduled firm transmission service is included in the ETC for use in the non-firm ATC calculation, there is no need to postback unscheduled Transmission Service

(5) if all non-firm reservations (confirmed) are included in ETC for use in the non-firm ATC calculation, the inclusion of unscheduled non-firm Transmission Service will be a postback in the determination of non-firm ATC
(6) if scheduled non-firm transmission service is included in the ETC for use in the non-firm ATC calculation, there is no need to postback unscheduled Transmission Service
While discussing the draft definition the participants discovered a gap in the calculation of non-firm ATC, in that there is no explicit provision for including unscheduled firm transmission service.  The participants decided to send a memo to the NERC ATC Drafting Team care of Andy Rodriquez suggesting some options for filling the gap.  This memo can be found on the NAESB site through the following link:  http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc031008a9.doc.

The participants continued to review the external postback list and created a column for the category or definition that the items fall under for both Firm and Non-firm ATC.  The group made modifications to the list by removing those items that had been addressed in other parts of the table, and adding item 22 – Relinquish secondary non-firm point-to-point capacity.

Next, the group reviewed the revised table and determined for each item whether a NAESB business practice must be developed for the item or if one already exists.  Mr. Skiba asked the group if they believed a general standard for postbacks should be developed, and if so, if enough information had been captured in the table to begin drafting the standard.  Ms. Otondo suggested that the group proceed with caution if they intend to include the comprehensive table in a standard, as it could be used in an audit.  She stated that if a Transmission Provider posts something back, and it isn’t included on the list, it could be considered a violation if the list is interpreted as comprehensive.  The participants discussed the pros and cons of making the table a standard. 

Ms. Rehman moved to include a new postback section in WEQ-001 rather than adding postback language to existing business practice standards.  The motion passed without opposition.  Mr. Wood abstained.

Mr. Saini made a motion, as drafted by Ms. Otondo, that the postback standards language shall include a comprehensive listing of postbacks which shall be used by the TP in the calculation of ATC as applicable, delineating those that are included in the firm ATC calculation from those in the non-firm ATC calculation, and shall include language that allows for a TP to include additional item(s) not called out as a postback in the NAESB BPS provided the TP includes a description of such additional item in their ATCID.  Several participants expressed concern with the motion.  Mr. Pritchard stated that he does not support the idea of making the list into a standardized comprehensive list.  He stated that the group could not account for every scenario and that the group is blurring the difference between ATC and ETC.  

After discussion and some friendly amendments, Mr. Saini revised his motion to state; the postback standard shall include a table of items with conditions for use in the calculation of ATC, unless otherwise accounted for in ETC, as defined by the TP in their ATCID. The postback standard shall also allow for a TP to include additional item(s) not called out as a postback in the NAESB BPS provided the TP includes a description of such additional item in their ATCID.  The motion passed a balanced vote by a 4 to 3 margin.  [Vote 2].

Based upon the motions and discussion, the participants continued to add to the postback concept document and to provide responses to those issues resolved.  The postback concept document can be found on the NAESB website through the following link:  http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc031008a10.doc.

Next, the group discussed whether the internal postback list should be developed.  Mr. Pritchard made a motion that, at this time, the NAESB business practices will only address the list of postbacks that apply to “both internally adjusted ATC and posted ATC” (and not the “postbacks for the internally adjusted ATC only”).  No discussion was had on the motion and the motion passed a simple majority vote.  Mr. Green abstained.

Mr. Eckelkamp undertook to develop some examples by March 21, 2008 to help resolve the “scheduled” vs. “unscheduled” issue captured in concept three of the concept document.  Mr. Harmon, Mr. Williams, and Mr. Wood undertook to develop some draft standards language for postbacks based upon the discussion and documentation from the meeting. 

9. Next Steps

The participants discussed the remaining items on the Order 890 work plan.  These items include postbacks/counterflows, ETC, ATC/AFC Methodologies, CBM, TRM, and the catchall item.  Ms. Otondo prepared an outline detailing the items to be discussed at the next scheduled meetings.  This meeting plan can be found on the NAESB web site through the following link:  http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc031008a3.doc
March 28, 2008 – No ETC discussion documented

March 31, 2008 – No ETC discussion documented (Note: the meeting minutes appear to incorrectly reference ETC, ATC probably should have been used)

April 7, 2008 with NERC – No meeting minutes available

April 7, 2008 – No meeting minutes available

April 16-17, 2008 – No meeting minutes available

May 1, 2008 with NERC – No meeting minutes available

May 1, 2008 – No meeting minutes available

� All references to NERC in the context of developing reliability standards are to NERC as the Electric Reliability Organization (ERO). (NOTE:  this is footnote 133)


� We note that many of the ATC-related reliability standards filed in Docket No. RM06-16-000 were not addressed by the NOPR in that proceeding, pending the submittal of additional information.  See Mandatory Reliability Standards for the Bulk-Power System, 71 FR 64770 (Nov. 3, 2006), FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 32,608 at Appendix A (2006) (Reliability Standards NOPR). (NOTE: this is footnote 134)


� The ATC components are total transfer capability (TTC), existing transmission commitments (ETC), capacity benefit margin (CBM), and transmission reserve margin (TRM). (NOTE: this is footnote 135)


� For example, utilities A and B would agree that ATC is derived by reducing TTC by the sum of ETC, CBM and TRM, but utility A may define ETC to include set-asides for contingencies while utility B may not. (NOTE: this is footnote 148)


� See Transcript of October 12, 2006 Technical Conference at 125.  These three methodologies are different computational processes to determine a transmission system’s ATC.  The first, contract path, examines TTC for every A-to-B path on the system in concert with all others, reduces ATC by path for ETC, TRM, and CBM, as appropriate, and produces ATC for each path.  The second method, network ATC, uses a simulator to look not at each path, but each transmission element (line, substation, etc.), and run first contingency simulations to establish ATC on a network basis.  The third method, network AFC, uses a simulator to examine critical flowgates over a wider area, then requires a second step to convert AFC values to particular path ATC values. (NOTE: this is footnote 149)


� The NERC ATC definition does not differentiate firm and non-firm ATC from a high level generic ATC definition:  “A measure of the transfer capability remaining in the physical transmission network for further commercial activity over and above already committed uses.  It is defined as Total Transfer Capability less existing transmission commitments (including retail customer service), less a Capacity Benefit Margin, less a Transmission Reliability Margin.”  See North American Electric Reliability Corporation, Glossary of Terms Used in Reliability Standards (February 7, 2006). (NOTE: this is footnote 150)


� The purpose of MOD-001 is to promote the consistent and uniform application of transfer capability calculations among the transmission system users. (NOTE: this is footnote 169)


� By “appropriate,” we mean that reservations accounted for under ETC depend on the firmness and duration of the reservation.  The specific characteristics should be developed in the reliability standard. (Note: this is footnote 170)


� TRM also includes such things as loop flow and parallel path flow. (Note: this is footnote 171)


� WECC has on file a Reliability Management System agreement under which transmission providers agreed, through contracts, to follow WSCC reliability criteria.  Western Systems Coordinating Council, 87 FERC ¶ 61,060 (1999). (NOTE: this is footnote 195)


� The Commission recognized in Order No. 889 that the methodology for calculating ATC and TTC belongs in the tariff.  Order No. 889 at 31,607.  At the time, the industry represented that it was engaged in efforts to develop uniform methods of determining ATC.  The Commission encouraged such industry efforts and required that the tariff include the methodology, which was to be based on current industry practices, standards and criteria. (NOTE: this is footnote 196)


� For the same reason, the Commission disagrees with the assertions of Southern and EEI that more information in Attachment C would be duplicative because some ATC-related information is already available elsewhere. (NOTE: this is footnote 197)


� The ATC components are total transfer capability (TTC), existing transmission commitments (ETC), capacity benefit margin (CBM), and transmission reserve margin (TRM). (NOTE: this is footnote 28)


� Citing Order No. 890 at P 207.


� Southern suggests that one example of when a transmission provider should have discretion is when modeling long-term firm transmission service reservation from a combustion turbine generating facility.  Southern argues that, by its nature, such a generating facility normally will not often run in off-peak times.  During those times, or when there is an impending outage of a generating facility, Southern argues that the transmission provider should have the discretion to reflect the operating characteristics of the generating facility by not including transmission service from the facility in its model. 


� Transmission providers use different assumptions related to the percentage of firm reservations that are actually scheduled and flow. (NOTE: this is footnote 31)


� See Order No. 890 at P 211.  ATC values must be posted for control area to control area interconnections, paths for which service is denied, curtailed or interrupted for more than 24 hours in the past 12 months, and paths for which a customer requests to have ATC or TTC posted.  See 18 CFR 37.6(b)(1)(i). (NOTE: this is footnote 32)


� See Order No. 890 at P 310. (NOTE: this is footnote 33)


� See id. at P 301. (NOTE: this is footnote 34)


� The Commission explained that the reference to “appropriate point-to-point reservations” meant that reservations accounted for under ETC depend on the firmness and duration of the reservation.  The Commission stated that the specific characteristics should be developed in the reliability standard.


� TRM also includes such things as loop flow and parallel path flow.


� Citing Order No. 890 at P 244, 389.


� See id. at P 348. (NOTE: this is footnote 62)


� See id. at P 323. (NOTE: this is footnote 63)


� See id. at P 348. (NOTE: this is footnote 64)


� See Order No. 888 at 31,655. (NOTE: this is footnote 65)





� The June 1, 2008 dates included in this Annual Plan Item are assigned as a result of FERC extending deadlines to both NERC and NAESB on ATC related Order No. 890 items.
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