
 

116-390 Village Boulevard, Princeton, New Jersey 08540-5721 

Phone: 609.452.8060 ▪ Fax: 609.452.9550 ▪ www.nerc.com 
 

 
 
 
Please use this form to submit comments on the proposed set of ATC standards (MOD-001, 
MOD-004, MOD-008, MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030).  Comments must be submitted 
by December 14, 2007.  You may submit the completed form by e-mail to 
sarcomm@nerc.net with the abbreviation “ATC Standards” in the subject line.  If you have 
questions please contact Andy Rodriquez at Andy.Rodriquez@nerc.net or by telephone at 
609-947-3885. 
 

Individual Commenter Information 

(Complete this page for comments from one organization or individual.) 

Name:  Kenneth A. Sugden 

Organization:  Flathead Electric Cooperative 

Telephone:  406 751 4401 

E-mail: gmgr@fec.cc 

NERC Region 
(check all 
Regions in 
which your 
company 
operates) 

 Registered Ballot Body Segment 

(check all industry segments in which your company is 
registered) 

 1 — Transmission Owners 

 2 — RTOs and ISOs 

 3 — Load-serving Entities 

 4 — Transmission-dependent Utilities 

 5 — Electric Generators 

 6 — Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, and Marketers 

 7 — Large Electricity End Users 

 8 — Small Electricity End Users 

 9 — Federal, State, Provincial Regulatory or other Government 
Entities 

 ERCOT 

 FRCC 

 MRO 

 NPCC 

 RFC 

 SERC 

 SPP 

 WECC 

 NA – Not 
Applicable 

 10 — Regional Reliability Organizations and Regional Entities 
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Group Comments (Complete this page if comments are from a group.) 

Group Name:      

Lead Contact:        

Contact Organization:       

Contact Segment:        

Contact Telephone:       

Contact E-mail:        

Additional Member Name Additional Member 
Organization 

Region* Segment* 

                        

                       

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

*If more than one region or segment applies, please indicate all that do apply.  Regional 
acronyms and segment numbers are shown on prior page. 
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Background Information 

Project 2006-07 was initiated in 2006 to revise the then existing NERC reliability modeling 
standards to ensure the consistent and transparent calculation, verification, and use of 
Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM), Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM), Total Transfer 
Capability (TTC), Available Flowgate Capability (AFC), and Available Transfer Capability 
(ATC). Project 2006-07 requires specific reliability practices be incorporated into these 
standards. Such changes will enhance the reliable use of the bulk power transmission 
system without arbitrarily limiting commercial activity.  

On February 17, 2007 FERC issued Order 890 which directed, among other things, a 
number of reforms in the determination of ATC by requiring consistency and transparency in 
how CBM, TRM, TTC, AFC and ATC are calculated and allocated. Then on March 16, 2007 
FERC issued Order 693 which provided directives on modifying the NERC standards, 
including those modeling standards related to the determination of ATC. 

The drafting team has created the following proposed standards: 

MOD-001 – Available Transfer Capability.  An “umbrella” standard requires the 
selection of a methodology, the updating of values, and the sharing of procedures and 
data. 

MOD-004 – Capacity Benefit Margin. A standard that describes the requesting, 
calculation, and use of CBM. 

MOD-008 – Transmission Reliability Margin. A standard that describes the 
calculation and use of TRM. 

MOD-028 – Area Interchange Methodology (previously called the Network 
Response ATC Methodology).  A standard that describes the calculation of TTC and 
ATC, as performed primarily in the Eastern Interconnection. 

MOD-029 – Rated System Path Methodology. A standard that describes the 
calculation of TTC and ATC, as performed primarily in the Western Interconnection. 

MOD-030 – Flowgate Methodology (previously called the Network Response 
Flowgate Methodology). A standard that describes the calculation of TFC and AFC, as 
well as the conversion of those values to TTC and ATC. 

The diagram on the next page shows, at a very high level, the arrangement of requirements 
within the revised set of standards.  The drafting team made many major changes to the 
standards based on feedback from stakeholders submitted in response to the last posting of 
these standards as well as feedback from NAESB and FERC.  Major changes include: 

- Defined several new terms – and changed the names of some of the methodologies.  
The most significant new term is, ‘Posted Path’ – this is used to define the boundaries 
for determining TTCs, TFCs, and ATCs. 

- Changed the applicability so that the Transmission Operator determines TTC or TFC and 
the Transmission Service Provider determines ATC.  

- Converted descriptive language into algorithms for calculating ETC and ATC.   

- MOD-001 includes the basic requirement for the TSP to have an Available Transfer 
Capability Implementation Document (ATCID) – but if a particular method of calculating 
TTC or TFC requires that the TSP’s ATCID have additional data or information, then the 
requirement for the TSP’s ATCID to have that additional data or information is in the 
standard that includes the method for calculating TTC or TFC. 
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- Removed all requirements to make data or information ‘publicly available’ – the drafting 
team has been working cooperatively with NAESB and all posting requirements will be 
addressed in NAESB Business Practices. 

- Added measures and compliance elements.
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MOD-004
Capacity Benefit Margin

(CBM)

-  CBM Implementation Document
-  Request CBM
-  Allocate CBM
-  Update CBM
-  Share CBM data and information
-  Real-time use of CBM

MOD-008
Transmission Reliability Margin

(TRM)

-  TRM Implementation Document
-  Calculate TRM
-  Share TRM data and information

MOD-028
Area Interchange Methodology

- Method-specific ATCID elements
- Modeling requirements
- Basic Area Interchange calculations:

-  TTC
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  ATC (firm and non-firm)

-  Share TTCs

MOD-029
Rated System Path Methodology

- Modeling requirements
- Basic Rated System Path calculations:

-  TTC
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  ATC (firm and non-firm)

-  Share TTCs

MOD-030
Flowgate Methodology

-  Method-specific ATCID elements
-  Identify Flowgates
-  Modeling requirements
-  Basic Flowgate calculations:

-  TFC
-  AFC (firm and non-firm)
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  AFC to ATC

-  Share TFCs

MOD-001
Available Transfer Capability

(ATC)

-  Identify ATC methodology used
-  ATC Implementation Document
-  Follow counterflow rules
-  Calculate ATC at specified intervals
-  Share ATC data and information

Choose One or More Methodologies 

MOD-001, MOD-004, MOD-008 Apply to All Methodologies 

Arrangement of Requirements within the Proposed Set of ‘ATC’ Standards 
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The implementation plan includes the proposed retirement of the following standards: 

- FAC-012 – Transfer Capability Methodology.  Now addressed in MOD-028, MOD-
029, and MOD-030. 

- FAC-013 – Establish and Communicate Transfer Capabilities.  Now addressed in 
MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030. Also to be addressed in future NAESB Business 
Practices. 

- MOD-002 – Review of TTC and ATC Calculations and Results. Now addressed in 
MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030. Also to be addressed in future NAESB Business 
Practices. 

- MOD-003 – Regional Procedure for Input on Total Transfer Capability and 
Available Transfer Capability Methodologies and Values.  To be addressed in 
future NAESB Business Practices. 

- MOD-005 – Procedure for Verifying Capacity Benefit Margin Values.  Now 
addressed in MOD-004. 

- MOD-006 – Procedures for the Use of Capacity Benefit Margin Values.  Now 
addressed in MOD-004 

- MOD-007 – Documentation of the Use of Capacity Benefit Margin. Now addressed 
n MOD-004 

- MOD-009 – Procedure for Verifying Transmission Reliability Margin Values.  
Now addressed in MOD-008 

The standard drafting team was charged with revising the ATC-related modeling standards 
to comply with the FERC directives and industry participant consensus recommendations 
and is coordinating its efforts with NAESB to ensure that there are no gaps and no overlaps 
in the combined requirements.  Please review the revised standards and the implementation 
plan and then answer the questions on the following pages.  Please submit comments by 
December 14, 2007.   
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You do not have to answer all questions.  Enter All Comments in Simple Text 
Format.   

Insert a “check” mark in the appropriate boxes by double-clicking the gray areas. 

 

1. The drafting team has proposed an Implementation Plan for these standards.  Should 
additional time be provided for successful implementation?     

 Yes  

 No  

If “Yes,” please identify your concerns.  Comments:  
 
We support the comments of the WECC MIC MIS ATC Drafting Team in regard to this 
question.         

 

2. If there are any proposed definitions that you believe are incorrect, please identify the 
term and provide a substitute definition. 

Incorrect Definition: We support the comments of the WECC MIC MIS ATC Drafting Team 
in regard to this question.   

3. If there is a requirement in any of the proposed standards that you believe is technically 
incorrect, please identify the standard and requirement and identify what is incorrect.  If 
possible, provide alternate language that you believe would make the requirement 
technically correct.    

Incorrect Requirement:  

We support the comments of the WECC MIC MIS ATC Drafting Team in regard to this 
question.  

 

4. The drafting team has proposed a set of measures and compliance elements for the 
standards.  If there is a measure or compliance element that you believe is incorrect, 
please identify this for us, being as specific as possible with a suggestion for revising the 
language so it is correct.     

Incorrect Measure or Compliance Element:  
 
We support the comments of the WECC MIC MIS ATC Drafting Team in regard to this 
question.  
    

 

5. Are you aware of any conflicts between the proposed standard and any regulatory 
function, rule/order, tariff, rate schedule, legislative requirement or agreement? 

 Yes  

 No  

If “Yes,” please explain why and provide supporting information.     
Comments:       
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6. Please provide any other comments (that you have not already provided in response to 
the questions above) that you have on the draft standards.  

Comments:  

1)  We support the comments of the WECC MIC MIS ATC Drafting Team in regard to this 
question. 

 

2)  In reference to MOD-030-1/R10, the requirement should be altered as follows:  “The 
Transmission Service Provider shall [insert] provide a tool to [end insert] convert 
Flowgate AFCs to ATCs (and TFCs to TTCs) for Posted Paths. . . ."  BPA calculates 
flowgate AFC’s for its network and provides a tool for AFC-to-ATC conversion (in BPA’s 
case, Power Utilization Factor Calculators).  We believe at this time that this is sufficient 
for transmission customer needs and that the posting of ATCs, as opposed to AFCs, 
would result in less transparency due to the sheer number of combinations that could be 
required to be posted.   
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MOD-004, MOD-008, MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030).  Comments must be submitted 
by December 14, 2007.  You may submit the completed form by e-mail to 
sarcomm@nerc.net with the abbreviation “ATC Standards” in the subject line.  If you have 
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Individual Commenter Information 

(Complete this page for comments from one organization or individual.) 

Name:  Bert Bressers 

Organization:  Southwest Power Pool 

Telephone:  501-614-3300 

E-mail: bbressers@spp.org 

NERC Region 
(check all 
Regions in 
which your 
company 
operates) 

 Registered Ballot Body Segment 

(check all industry segments in which your company is 
registered) 

 1 — Transmission Owners 

 2 — RTOs and ISOs 

 3 — Load-serving Entities 

 4 — Transmission-dependent Utilities 

 5 — Electric Generators 

 6 — Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, and Marketers 

 7 — Large Electricity End Users 

 8 — Small Electricity End Users 

 9 — Federal, State, Provincial Regulatory or other Government 
Entities 

 ERCOT 

 FRCC 

 MRO 

 NPCC 

 RFC 

 SERC 

 SPP 

 WECC 

 NA – Not 
Applicable 

 10 — Regional Reliability Organizations and Regional Entities 
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Group Comments (Complete this page if comments are from a group.) 
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Background Information 

Project 2006-07 was initiated in 2006 to revise the then existing NERC reliability modeling 
standards to ensure the consistent and transparent calculation, verification, and use of 
Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM), Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM), Total Transfer 
Capability (TTC), Available Flowgate Capability (AFC), and Available Transfer Capability 
(ATC). Project 2006-07 requires specific reliability practices be incorporated into these 
standards. Such changes will enhance the reliable use of the bulk power transmission 
system without arbitrarily limiting commercial activity.  

On February 17, 2007 FERC issued Order 890 which directed, among other things, a 
number of reforms in the determination of ATC by requiring consistency and transparency in 
how CBM, TRM, TTC, AFC and ATC are calculated and allocated. Then on March 16, 2007 
FERC issued Order 693 which provided directives on modifying the NERC standards, 
including those modeling standards related to the determination of ATC. 

The drafting team has created the following proposed standards: 

MOD-001 – Available Transfer Capability.  An “umbrella” standard requires the 
selection of a methodology, the updating of values, and the sharing of procedures and 
data. 

MOD-004 – Capacity Benefit Margin. A standard that describes the requesting, 
calculation, and use of CBM. 

MOD-008 – Transmission Reliability Margin. A standard that describes the 
calculation and use of TRM. 

MOD-028 – Area Interchange Methodology (previously called the Network 
Response ATC Methodology).  A standard that describes the calculation of TTC and 
ATC, as performed primarily in the Eastern Interconnection. 

MOD-029 – Rated System Path Methodology. A standard that describes the 
calculation of TTC and ATC, as performed primarily in the Western Interconnection. 

MOD-030 – Flowgate Methodology (previously called the Network Response 
Flowgate Methodology). A standard that describes the calculation of TFC and AFC, as 
well as the conversion of those values to TTC and ATC. 

The diagram on the next page shows, at a very high level, the arrangement of requirements 
within the revised set of standards.  The drafting team made many major changes to the 
standards based on feedback from stakeholders submitted in response to the last posting of 
these standards as well as feedback from NAESB and FERC.  Major changes include: 

- Defined several new terms – and changed the names of some of the methodologies.  
The most significant new term is, ‘Posted Path’ – this is used to define the boundaries 
for determining TTCs, TFCs, and ATCs. 

- Changed the applicability so that the Transmission Operator determines TTC or TFC and 
the Transmission Service Provider determines ATC.  

- Converted descriptive language into algorithms for calculating ETC and ATC.   

- MOD-001 includes the basic requirement for the TSP to have an Available Transfer 
Capability Implementation Document (ATCID) – but if a particular method of calculating 
TTC or TFC requires that the TSP’s ATCID have additional data or information, then the 
requirement for the TSP’s ATCID to have that additional data or information is in the 
standard that includes the method for calculating TTC or TFC. 
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- Removed all requirements to make data or information ‘publicly available’ – the drafting 
team has been working cooperatively with NAESB and all posting requirements will be 
addressed in NAESB Business Practices. 

- Added measures and compliance elements.
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MOD-004
Capacity Benefit Margin

(CBM)

-  CBM Implementation Document
-  Request CBM
-  Allocate CBM
-  Update CBM
-  Share CBM data and information
-  Real-time use of CBM

MOD-008
Transmission Reliability Margin

(TRM)

-  TRM Implementation Document
-  Calculate TRM
-  Share TRM data and information

MOD-028
Area Interchange Methodology

- Method-specific ATCID elements
- Modeling requirements
- Basic Area Interchange calculations:

-  TTC
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  ATC (firm and non-firm)

-  Share TTCs

MOD-029
Rated System Path Methodology

- Modeling requirements
- Basic Rated System Path calculations:

-  TTC
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  ATC (firm and non-firm)

-  Share TTCs

MOD-030
Flowgate Methodology

-  Method-specific ATCID elements
-  Identify Flowgates
-  Modeling requirements
-  Basic Flowgate calculations:

-  TFC
-  AFC (firm and non-firm)
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  AFC to ATC

-  Share TFCs

MOD-001
Available Transfer Capability

(ATC)

-  Identify ATC methodology used
-  ATC Implementation Document
-  Follow counterflow rules
-  Calculate ATC at specified intervals
-  Share ATC data and information

Choose One or More Methodologies 

MOD-001, MOD-004, MOD-008 Apply to All Methodologies 

Arrangement of Requirements within the Proposed Set of ‘ATC’ Standards 
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The implementation plan includes the proposed retirement of the following standards: 

- FAC-012 – Transfer Capability Methodology.  Now addressed in MOD-028, MOD-
029, and MOD-030. 

- FAC-013 – Establish and Communicate Transfer Capabilities.  Now addressed in 
MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030. Also to be addressed in future NAESB Business 
Practices. 

- MOD-002 – Review of TTC and ATC Calculations and Results. Now addressed in 
MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030. Also to be addressed in future NAESB Business 
Practices. 

- MOD-003 – Regional Procedure for Input on Total Transfer Capability and 
Available Transfer Capability Methodologies and Values.  To be addressed in 
future NAESB Business Practices. 

- MOD-005 – Procedure for Verifying Capacity Benefit Margin Values.  Now 
addressed in MOD-004. 

- MOD-006 – Procedures for the Use of Capacity Benefit Margin Values.  Now 
addressed in MOD-004 

- MOD-007 – Documentation of the Use of Capacity Benefit Margin. Now addressed 
n MOD-004 

- MOD-009 – Procedure for Verifying Transmission Reliability Margin Values.  
Now addressed in MOD-008 

The standard drafting team was charged with revising the ATC-related modeling standards 
to comply with the FERC directives and industry participant consensus recommendations 
and is coordinating its efforts with NAESB to ensure that there are no gaps and no overlaps 
in the combined requirements.  Please review the revised standards and the implementation 
plan and then answer the questions on the following pages.  Please submit comments by 
December 14, 2007.   
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You do not have to answer all questions.  Enter All Comments in Simple Text 
Format.   

Insert a “check” mark in the appropriate boxes by double-clicking the gray areas. 

 

1. The drafting team has proposed an Implementation Plan for these standards.  Should 
additional time be provided for successful implementation?     

 Yes  

 No  

If “Yes,” please identify your concerns.  Comments:        
 

2. If there are any proposed definitions that you believe are incorrect, please identify the 
term and provide a substitute definition. 

Incorrect Definition:       

3. If there is a requirement in any of the proposed standards that you believe is technically 
incorrect, please identify the standard and requirement and identify what is incorrect.  If 
possible, provide alternate language that you believe would make the requirement 
technically correct.    

Incorrect Requirement:       

4. The drafting team has proposed a set of measures and compliance elements for the 
standards.  If there is a measure or compliance element that you believe is incorrect, 
please identify this for us, being as specific as possible with a suggestion for revising the 
language so it is correct.     

Incorrect Measure or Compliance Element:       
 

5. Are you aware of any conflicts between the proposed standard and any regulatory 
function, rule/order, tariff, rate schedule, legislative requirement or agreement? 

 Yes  

 No  

If “Yes,” please explain why and provide supporting information.     
Comments:       

 

6. Please provide any other comments (that you have not already provided in response to 
the questions above) that you have on the draft standards.  

Comments:  

MOD-001-1 

R1          

1.Is it correct that R1 assumes that all the Transmission Operators within the Tariff 
footprint of  a Transmission Providers shall agree upon  the applicable ATC Methodology 
for the Tariff footprint  and the TSP shall base the ATC Calculations and the ATCID 
document on the selected ATC methodology or methodologies. Meaning R1 and R2 are 
related. 
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2.Is it correct R1 assumes that a TSP  can only have one methodology for the time 
frame specified in R2.1.   Same for R2.2 and R2.3.  They can be different for R2.1 and 
R2.2 or R2.3. 

3.The MOD-001-1 responsibilities of Transmission Operator are not fully clear.  Is MOD-
001-1 assuming  that  a Transmission Operator can  calculate ATC based on his selected 
ATC Methodology  for his Operator Area  independent from TSP for purpose of evaluating 
some of his internal Service Requests and that TSP can have  a different Methodology 
for the Tariff footprint that includes Operator Area of TOP.   Meaning no relation between 
R1 and R2,  TOP and TSP can have different methodologies for ATC Calculations. 

 

 

R8 

1.Is MOD -001-1 assuming that somehow the Transmission Operator is  calculating TTC, 
AFC or ATC or any other data that will be used for purpose of evaluating Service 
Requests.  

2. What is the list of assumptions that are referred to in R8. 

 

 

R10.13 

1.If a TSP uses flow gate Methodology (MOD-030-1)  what ETC need to be posted, the 
ETC on flow gate basis as specified in R7 MOD-030-1  or a ETC on path basis converted 
from ETC flow gate basis to ETC path basis using conversion  specified in R9  MOD-030-
1. 

2.Is it a correct assumption that ATC, ETC and TTC  posted for a path can be  values 
from 3 different constraints,  so the numbers itself don’t add up.  Is this in line with 
what FERC had in mind when requesting posting of TTC, ATC and ETC. 

3.There are “rumors” that Scenario Analyzer is not considered being compliant by FERC 
with R10.3 standards .  Are you aware of any additional NERC or NAESB requirements 
that describe what is considered being compliant with R10.13, posting ATC, ETC, TTC.   
Not the “what” requirement but the “how”  requirement.   

 

M2 

1.Do we need to be compliant with the requirements of MOD-030 (selected ATC 
Methodology) or are we audit against the description of ATCID Document 

 

M7 

1. Same question as listed under R8. 

 

.  

 

MOD-004-1 
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R5 

1.We think this should be a TSP responsibility and not a TP responsibility. What is reason 
this was assigned to Transmission Planner.  

 

 

MOD-008-1 

R1 and R2 

1.What is the reasoning behind making TSP responsible for the ATCID Document and 
CBMID document and  making TOP responsible for TRMID Document.  We think TRMID 
should be a TSP responsibility also.  

 

 

MOD-030-1 

R2 

1.What is the reasoning behind making TOP solely responsible to identify flow gates.  We 
think both TSP and TOP are responsible, TOP for his Operating Area and TSP for the 
Tariff footprint and neighboring footprints. 

 

R3 

1.What is the reasoning behind making TOP  responsible to maintain a transmission 
model to determine AFC.  We think TSP should be responsible, to model  the Tariff 
footprint and neighboring footprints as complete as possible. 

 

R4.2 

1.What is the reasoning behind requirement of higher granularity for AFC Calculations. 
(using Source and not POR).  We think it should be allowed to calculate impacts on POR 
/ POD basis (grouping of commonly dispatched resources within BA Area) and not with 
higher granularity. (Source)   It is not required to schedule the Confirmed Reservation 
with same granularity. 

2.What is meant with  “interface points with adjacent TSP”.   The 1tier BA Area  of TSP? 

 

R5.2 

1.What is definition of external (third party) flow gate.   Is it something like: third party 
flow gate is flow gate for which the limiting equipment of the monitored element is not 
in one of the TOP Areas of the Tariff footprint of the TSP.  

2.What if RC footprint doesn’t match the Tariff footprint. Are we required to use AFC 
overwrite from some one else if it is our RC flow gate however not our Tariff flow gate. 

 

R6.2 
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1.What is the definition of “expected to be scheduled”.  Does this mean TSP can use 
judgement ? 

2.What is the definition of “Included in de model “,  probably refers to included in 
calculations referred to in R6.1.1 – R6.1.4 

 

R9 

1.MOD-001-1 requires posting of ETC.   If a TSP uses Flowgate Methodology does he 
need to convert ETC (flow gate based) to ETC (path based) using same formula as R9.    
Or does he need to post ETC flow gate based, result of R7 and R8 requirements of MOD-
030-1. 

M2 

1. See R2 question.. 

M7 

1. See R3 question. 

 

M10 

1. What about using outages for Monthly time frame?  We only use outages if they last 
more than 15 days in that Month.  
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sarcomm@nerc.net with the abbreviation “ATC Standards” in the subject line.  If you have 
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Individual Commenter Information 

(Complete this page for comments from one organization or individual.) 

Name:  Anita Lee 

Organization:  Alberta Electric System Operator 

Telephone:  403 539-1497 

E-mail: anita.lee@aeso.ca 

NERC Region 
(check all 
Regions in 
which your 
company 
operates) 

 Registered Ballot Body Segment 

(check all industry segments in which your company is 
registered) 

 1 — Transmission Owners 

 2 — RTOs and ISOs 

 3 — Load-serving Entities 

 4 — Transmission-dependent Utilities 

 5 — Electric Generators 

 6 — Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, and Marketers 

 7 — Large Electricity End Users 

 8 — Small Electricity End Users 

 9 — Federal, State, Provincial Regulatory or other Government 
Entities 

 ERCOT 

 FRCC 

 MRO 

 NPCC 

 RFC 

 SERC 

 SPP 

 WECC 

 NA – Not 
Applicable 

 10 — Regional Reliability Organizations and Regional Entities 
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Group Comments (Complete this page if comments are from a group.) 

Group Name:         

Lead Contact:        

Contact Organization:       

Contact Segment:        

Contact Telephone:       

Contact E-mail:        

Additional Member Name Additional Member 
Organization 

Region* Segment* 

                        
                        
                        
                        
                        
                        
                        
                        
                        

                       

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

*If more than one region or segment applies, please indicate all that do apply.  Regional 
acronyms and segment numbers are shown on prior page. 
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Background Information 

Project 2006-07 was initiated in 2006 to revise the then existing NERC reliability modeling 
standards to ensure the consistent and transparent calculation, verification, and use of 
Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM), Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM), Total Transfer 
Capability (TTC), Available Flowgate Capability (AFC), and Available Transfer Capability 
(ATC). Project 2006-07 requires specific reliability practices be incorporated into these 
standards. Such changes will enhance the reliable use of the bulk power transmission 
system without arbitrarily limiting commercial activity.  

On February 17, 2007 FERC issued Order 890 which directed, among other things, a 
number of reforms in the determination of ATC by requiring consistency and transparency in 
how CBM, TRM, TTC, AFC and ATC are calculated and allocated. Then on March 16, 2007 
FERC issued Order 693 which provided directives on modifying the NERC standards, 
including those modeling standards related to the determination of ATC. 

The drafting team has created the following proposed standards: 

MOD-001 – Available Transfer Capability.  An “umbrella” standard requires the 
selection of a methodology, the updating of values, and the sharing of procedures and 
data. 

MOD-004 – Capacity Benefit Margin. A standard that describes the requesting, 
calculation, and use of CBM. 

MOD-008 – Transmission Reliability Margin. A standard that describes the 
calculation and use of TRM. 

MOD-028 – Area Interchange Methodology (previously called the Network 
Response ATC Methodology).  A standard that describes the calculation of TTC and 
ATC, as performed primarily in the Eastern Interconnection. 

MOD-029 – Rated System Path Methodology. A standard that describes the 
calculation of TTC and ATC, as performed primarily in the Western Interconnection. 

MOD-030 – Flowgate Methodology (previously called the Network Response 
Flowgate Methodology). A standard that describes the calculation of TFC and AFC, as 
well as the conversion of those values to TTC and ATC. 

The diagram on the next page shows, at a very high level, the arrangement of requirements 
within the revised set of standards.  The drafting team made many major changes to the 
standards based on feedback from stakeholders submitted in response to the last posting of 
these standards as well as feedback from NAESB and FERC.  Major changes include: 

- Defined several new terms – and changed the names of some of the methodologies.  
The most significant new term is, ‘Posted Path’ – this is used to define the boundaries 
for determining TTCs, TFCs, and ATCs. 

- Changed the applicability so that the Transmission Operator determines TTC or TFC and 
the Transmission Service Provider determines ATC.  

- Converted descriptive language into algorithms for calculating ETC and ATC.   

- MOD-001 includes the basic requirement for the TSP to have an Available Transfer 
Capability Implementation Document (ATCID) – but if a particular method of calculating 
TTC or TFC requires that the TSP’s ATCID have additional data or information, then the 
requirement for the TSP’s ATCID to have that additional data or information is in the 
standard that includes the method for calculating TTC or TFC. 
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- Removed all requirements to make data or information ‘publicly available’ – the drafting 
team has been working cooperatively with NAESB and all posting requirements will be 
addressed in NAESB Business Practices. 

- Added measures and compliance elements.
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MOD-004
Capacity Benefit Margin

(CBM)

-  CBM Implementation Document
-  Request CBM
-  Allocate CBM
-  Update CBM
-  Share CBM data and information
-  Real-time use of CBM

MOD-008
Transmission Reliability Margin

(TRM)

-  TRM Implementation Document
-  Calculate TRM
-  Share TRM data and information

MOD-028
Area Interchange Methodology

- Method-specific ATCID elements
- Modeling requirements
- Basic Area Interchange calculations:

-  TTC
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  ATC (firm and non-firm)

-  Share TTCs

MOD-029
Rated System Path Methodology

- Modeling requirements
- Basic Rated System Path calculations:

-  TTC
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  ATC (firm and non-firm)

-  Share TTCs

MOD-030
Flowgate Methodology

-  Method-specific ATCID elements
-  Identify Flowgates
-  Modeling requirements
-  Basic Flowgate calculations:

-  TFC
-  AFC (firm and non-firm)
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  AFC to ATC

-  Share TFCs

MOD-001
Available Transfer Capability

(ATC)

-  Identify ATC methodology used
-  ATC Implementation Document
-  Follow counterflow rules
-  Calculate ATC at specified intervals
-  Share ATC data and information

Choose One or More Methodologies 

MOD-001, MOD-004, MOD-008 Apply to All Methodologies 

Arrangement of Requirements within the Proposed Set of ‘ATC’ Standards 
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The implementation plan includes the proposed retirement of the following standards: 

- FAC-012 – Transfer Capability Methodology.  Now addressed in MOD-028, MOD-
029, and MOD-030. 

- FAC-013 – Establish and Communicate Transfer Capabilities.  Now addressed in 
MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030. Also to be addressed in future NAESB Business 
Practices. 

- MOD-002 – Review of TTC and ATC Calculations and Results. Now addressed in 
MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030. Also to be addressed in future NAESB Business 
Practices. 

- MOD-003 – Regional Procedure for Input on Total Transfer Capability and 
Available Transfer Capability Methodologies and Values.  To be addressed in 
future NAESB Business Practices. 

- MOD-005 – Procedure for Verifying Capacity Benefit Margin Values.  Now 
addressed in MOD-004. 

- MOD-006 – Procedures for the Use of Capacity Benefit Margin Values.  Now 
addressed in MOD-004 

- MOD-007 – Documentation of the Use of Capacity Benefit Margin. Now addressed 
n MOD-004 

- MOD-009 – Procedure for Verifying Transmission Reliability Margin Values.  
Now addressed in MOD-008 

The standard drafting team was charged with revising the ATC-related modeling standards 
to comply with the FERC directives and industry participant consensus recommendations 
and is coordinating its efforts with NAESB to ensure that there are no gaps and no overlaps 
in the combined requirements.  Please review the revised standards and the implementation 
plan and then answer the questions on the following pages.  Please submit comments by 
December 14, 2007.   
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You do not have to answer all questions.  Enter All Comments in Simple Text 
Format.   

Insert a “check” mark in the appropriate boxes by double-clicking the gray areas. 

 

1. The drafting team has proposed an Implementation Plan for these standards.  Should 
additional time be provided for successful implementation?     

 Yes  

 No  

If “Yes,” please identify your concerns.  Comments:  
  

 

2. If there are any proposed definitions that you believe are incorrect, please identify the 
term and provide a substitute definition. 

Incorrect Definition:        

 

3. If there is a requirement in any of the proposed standards that you believe is technically 
incorrect, please identify the standard and requirement and identify what is incorrect.  If 
possible, provide alternate language that you believe would make the requirement 
technically correct.    

Incorrect Requirement:  

 

4. The drafting team has proposed a set of measures and compliance elements for the 
standards.  If there is a measure or compliance element that you believe is incorrect, 
please identify this for us, being as specific as possible with a suggestion for revising the 
language so it is correct.     

Incorrect Measure or Compliance Element:  
 
 

 

5. Are you aware of any conflicts between the proposed standard and any regulatory 
function, rule/order, tariff, rate schedule, legislative requirement or agreement? 

 Yes  

 No  

If “Yes,” please explain why and provide supporting information.     
Comments:       

 

6. Please provide any other comments (that you have not already provided in response to 
the questions above) that you have on the draft standards.  

Comments: The AESO currently does not use OASIS for transmission services but is 
sharing information with the British Columbia Transmission Corporation for posting 
transmission services on the only one shared tie line. To meet some of the requirements 
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in these standards that require the entity to post transmission information (such as 
ATCID) on OASIS, would it be acceptable for such entity to post the information on its 
website instead? Could this provision be added to the requirements? 
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Please use this form to submit comments on the proposed set of ATC standards (MOD-001, 
MOD-004, MOD-008, MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030).  Comments must be submitted 
by December 14, 2007.  You may submit the completed form by e-mail to 
sarcomm@nerc.net with the abbreviation “ATC Standards” in the subject line.  If you have 
questions please contact Andy Rodriquez at Andy.Rodriquez@nerc.net or by telephone at 
609-947-3885. 
 

Individual Commenter Information 

(Complete this page for comments from one organization or individual.) 

Name:  Warren Clark 

Organization:  Avista Corporation 

Telephone:  509-495-4186 

E-mail: warren.clark@avistacorp.com 

NERC Region 
(check all 
Regions in 
which your 
company 
operates) 

 Registered Ballot Body Segment 

(check all industry segments in which your company is 
registered) 

 1 — Transmission Owners 

 2 — RTOs and ISOs 

 3 — Load-serving Entities 

 4 — Transmission-dependent Utilities 

 5 — Electric Generators 

 6 — Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, and Marketers 

 7 — Large Electricity End Users 

 8 — Small Electricity End Users 

 9 — Federal, State, Provincial Regulatory or other Government 
Entities 

 ERCOT 

 FRCC 

 MRO 

 NPCC 

 RFC 

 SERC 

 SPP 

 WECC 

 NA – Not 
Applicable 

 10 — Regional Reliability Organizations and Regional Entities 
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Group Comments (Complete this page if comments are from a group.) 

Group Name:         

Lead Contact:        

Contact Organization:       

Contact Segment:        

Contact Telephone:       

Contact E-mail:        

Additional Member Name Additional Member 
Organization 

Region* Segment* 

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

*If more than one region or segment applies, please indicate all that do apply.  Regional 
acronyms and segment numbers are shown on prior page. 
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Background Information 

Project 2006-07 was initiated in 2006 to revise the then existing NERC reliability modeling 
standards to ensure the consistent and transparent calculation, verification, and use of 
Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM), Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM), Total Transfer 
Capability (TTC), Available Flowgate Capability (AFC), and Available Transfer Capability 
(ATC). Project 2006-07 requires specific reliability practices be incorporated into these 
standards. Such changes will enhance the reliable use of the bulk power transmission 
system without arbitrarily limiting commercial activity.  

On February 17, 2007 FERC issued Order 890 which directed, among other things, a 
number of reforms in the determination of ATC by requiring consistency and transparency in 
how CBM, TRM, TTC, AFC and ATC are calculated and allocated. Then on March 16, 2007 
FERC issued Order 693 which provided directives on modifying the NERC standards, 
including those modeling standards related to the determination of ATC. 

The drafting team has created the following proposed standards: 

MOD-001 – Available Transfer Capability.  An “umbrella” standard requires the 
selection of a methodology, the updating of values, and the sharing of procedures and 
data. 

MOD-004 – Capacity Benefit Margin. A standard that describes the requesting, 
calculation, and use of CBM. 

MOD-008 – Transmission Reliability Margin. A standard that describes the 
calculation and use of TRM. 

MOD-028 – Area Interchange Methodology (previously called the Network 
Response ATC Methodology).  A standard that describes the calculation of TTC and 
ATC, as performed primarily in the Eastern Interconnection. 

MOD-029 – Rated System Path Methodology. A standard that describes the 
calculation of TTC and ATC, as performed primarily in the Western Interconnection. 

MOD-030 – Flowgate Methodology (previously called the Network Response 
Flowgate Methodology). A standard that describes the calculation of TFC and AFC, as 
well as the conversion of those values to TTC and ATC. 

The diagram on the next page shows, at a very high level, the arrangement of requirements 
within the revised set of standards.  The drafting team made many major changes to the 
standards based on feedback from stakeholders submitted in response to the last posting of 
these standards as well as feedback from NAESB and FERC.  Major changes include: 

- Defined several new terms – and changed the names of some of the methodologies.  
The most significant new term is, ‘Posted Path’ – this is used to define the boundaries 
for determining TTCs, TFCs, and ATCs. 

- Changed the applicability so that the Transmission Operator determines TTC or TFC and 
the Transmission Service Provider determines ATC.  

- Converted descriptive language into algorithms for calculating ETC and ATC.   

- MOD-001 includes the basic requirement for the TSP to have an Available Transfer 
Capability Implementation Document (ATCID) – but if a particular method of calculating 
TTC or TFC requires that the TSP’s ATCID have additional data or information, then the 
requirement for the TSP’s ATCID to have that additional data or information is in the 
standard that includes the method for calculating TTC or TFC. 
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- Removed all requirements to make data or information ‘publicly available’ – the drafting 
team has been working cooperatively with NAESB and all posting requirements will be 
addressed in NAESB Business Practices. 

- Added measures and compliance elements.
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MOD-004
Capacity Benefit Margin

(CBM)

-  CBM Implementation Document
-  Request CBM
-  Allocate CBM
-  Update CBM
-  Share CBM data and information
-  Real-time use of CBM

MOD-008
Transmission Reliability Margin

(TRM)

-  TRM Implementation Document
-  Calculate TRM
-  Share TRM data and information

MOD-028
Area Interchange Methodology

- Method-specific ATCID elements
- Modeling requirements
- Basic Area Interchange calculations:

-  TTC
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  ATC (firm and non-firm)

-  Share TTCs

MOD-029
Rated System Path Methodology

- Modeling requirements
- Basic Rated System Path calculations:

-  TTC
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  ATC (firm and non-firm)

-  Share TTCs

MOD-030
Flowgate Methodology

-  Method-specific ATCID elements
-  Identify Flowgates
-  Modeling requirements
-  Basic Flowgate calculations:

-  TFC
-  AFC (firm and non-firm)
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  AFC to ATC

-  Share TFCs

MOD-001
Available Transfer Capability

(ATC)

-  Identify ATC methodology used
-  ATC Implementation Document
-  Follow counterflow rules
-  Calculate ATC at specified intervals
-  Share ATC data and information

Choose One or More Methodologies 

MOD-001, MOD-004, MOD-008 Apply to All Methodologies 

Arrangement of Requirements within the Proposed Set of ‘ATC’ Standards 
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The implementation plan includes the proposed retirement of the following standards: 

- FAC-012 – Transfer Capability Methodology.  Now addressed in MOD-028, MOD-
029, and MOD-030. 

- FAC-013 – Establish and Communicate Transfer Capabilities.  Now addressed in 
MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030. Also to be addressed in future NAESB Business 
Practices. 

- MOD-002 – Review of TTC and ATC Calculations and Results. Now addressed in 
MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030. Also to be addressed in future NAESB Business 
Practices. 

- MOD-003 – Regional Procedure for Input on Total Transfer Capability and 
Available Transfer Capability Methodologies and Values.  To be addressed in 
future NAESB Business Practices. 

- MOD-005 – Procedure for Verifying Capacity Benefit Margin Values.  Now 
addressed in MOD-004. 

- MOD-006 – Procedures for the Use of Capacity Benefit Margin Values.  Now 
addressed in MOD-004 

- MOD-007 – Documentation of the Use of Capacity Benefit Margin. Now addressed 
n MOD-004 

- MOD-009 – Procedure for Verifying Transmission Reliability Margin Values.  
Now addressed in MOD-008 

The standard drafting team was charged with revising the ATC-related modeling standards 
to comply with the FERC directives and industry participant consensus recommendations 
and is coordinating its efforts with NAESB to ensure that there are no gaps and no overlaps 
in the combined requirements.  Please review the revised standards and the implementation 
plan and then answer the questions on the following pages.  Please submit comments by 
December 14, 2007.   
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You do not have to answer all questions.  Enter All Comments in Simple Text 
Format.   

Insert a “check” mark in the appropriate boxes by double-clicking the gray areas. 

 

1. The drafting team has proposed an Implementation Plan for these standards.  Should 
additional time be provided for successful implementation?     

 Yes  

 No  

If “Yes,” please identify your concerns.  Comments: Avista strongly supports the 
inclusion of a 12-month implementation period for these standards.  A 12-month 
implementation period is particularly important for MOD-29.  MOD-29, as drafted, will 
require that numerous paths not previously exposed to the high rigors of the MOD-29 
TTC determination process will have to be examined.  Avista anticipates that it will elect 
the Rated System Path Methodology for certain Posted Paths on Avista's system.   Avista 
will, at a minimum, require a 12-month implementation period to assure proper review 
of the Posted Paths under the methodology.  It will be difficult, if not impossible, to fully 
implement MOD-29 in the absence of the recommended 12-month implementation 
period.         

 

2. If there are any proposed definitions that you believe are incorrect, please identify the 
term and provide a substitute definition. 

Incorrect Definition: In MOD-001, "Posted Path" is included as a defined term.  "Posted 
path" is also defined in 18 CFR § 37.6 (b)(1)(i).  Using a term that is already defined in 
the CFR may create confusion.  Accordingly, Avista suggests that throughout the MOD 
standards, NERC replace the term "Posted Path" with a different defined term, such as  
“paths required to be posted”, “paths requiring posting” or “paths for which ATC is 
calculated.” 

3. If there is a requirement in any of the proposed standards that you believe is technically 
incorrect, please identify the standard and requirement and identify what is incorrect.  If 
possible, provide alternate language that you believe would make the requirement 
technically correct.    

Incorrect Requirement:       

4. The drafting team has proposed a set of measures and compliance elements for the 
standards.  If there is a measure or compliance element that you believe is incorrect, 
please identify this for us, being as specific as possible with a suggestion for revising the 
language so it is correct.     

Incorrect Measure or Compliance Element:       
 

5. Are you aware of any conflicts between the proposed standard and any regulatory 
function, rule/order, tariff, rate schedule, legislative requirement or agreement? 

 Yes  

 No  

If “Yes,” please explain why and provide supporting information.     
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Comments:       
 

6. Please provide any other comments (that you have not already provided in response to 
the questions above) that you have on the draft standards.  

Comments: MOD-001-1, A., 3. the stated purpose contains goals that are not required 
for reliable system operation, but rather are for viable commercial activity.  Reliable 
system operations are impacted by incorrect TTC values and uncoordinated transaction 
scheduling activities. 

 

MOD-001-1, A., 4. Applicability, Transmission Service Providers calculate ATC.  
Transmission Operators (in the near term) and Transmission Planners (in the longer 
term) calculate TTC.  

 

MOD-001-1, B., R1, Transmission Operators calculate transfer capability (TTC) of 
facilities within their TO areas.  Transmission Planners calculate transfer capability (TTC) 
of facilities within their TP areas.   Transmission Service Providers calculate ATC for 
those paths that they are required to, choose to, or are asked to post. 

 

MOD-001-1, B., R3 Transmission Service Providers are already required by FERC to file 
and post Attachment C - Methodology To Assess Available Transfer Capability.  This 
requirement to create a separate document creates an undue burden on the industry - 
transmission customers will have two different documents to review, and transmission 
service providers will have two different documents to maintain. 

 

MOD-001-1, B., R3.3 the term “Facility” should say "Posted Path" (but see the comment 
above regarding definition of "Posted Path").  The term facility in the NERC glossary says 
facility is “A set of electrical equipment that operates as a single Bulk Electric System 
Element (e.g., a line, a generator, a shunt compensator, transformer, etc.).” 

 

MOD-001-1, B., R3.6  “Allocation methodologies” – it is not clear to what this means?  
Perhaps the following: "For paths where multiple Transmission Service Providers share 
capacity or have rights, describe how the capacity is allocated among providers," or 
words to that effect. 

 

MOD-001-1, B., R4 is not needed, it is already covered in R3.2.   

 

MOD-001-1, B., R5 is not needed, it is already covered in R3.2.   

 

MOD-001-1, B., R6 is not necessary.  Revisions to Attachment C are to be filed and 
posted. 

 

MOD-001-1, B., R7 Attachment C is already required to be posted (available) for any 
entity to review, subject to CEII concerns. 
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MOD-001-1, B., R9 is not a reliability concern.  In addition, it is unduly burdensome.   
Current and accurate ATCs are a commercial concern.  In addition, performing 168 
hourly calculations every hour when neither TTC nor ETC has changed, benefits no one 
and is costly.  The commercial requirement should be to require the recalculation of 
hourly ATC once a day and whenever either TTC or ETC changes for any period of time 
between this hour and the next 168 hours.   

 

MOD-001-1, B., R10, this requirement for data sharing between reliability entities is a 
good concept.  However, as currently worded, all the burden to supply data is incorrectly 
placed totally upon the TSP and not on the Transmission Operator or Transmission 
Planner.  Much of the data listed is critical for proper TTC calculation which the TSP may 
not have access to.  The TSP calculates ATC based on upon TTC supplied by the 
Transmission Operator and/or Transmission Planner.  This requirement does not specify 
how the request is made or how the response or provision of data is dated.  The 
corresponding measurement, M9, implies that all data items requested will be supplied 
within 14 days, but requirement states that the TSP will begin to make available at the 
14 day mark.  In addition, change first sentence words “…days of a request of any 
Transmission…” to “…days of a request made by any Transmission…” to read more in-
line with the intent.   

 

MOD-004-1, A., Capacity Benefit Margin is a use of the transmission system that is 
requested by a load serving entity.  This standard contains requirements for the 
interactions between the LSE and the transmission provider.  These requirements are 
largely commercial in nature and should be under NAESB development.  Reliability 
standards concerning CBM should only require LSEs to acquire minimum CBM to ensure 
service to load. 

 

MOD-004-1, B., R1 transmission service providers are already required by FERC to file 
and post Attachment C - Methodology To Assess Available Transfer Capability – which 
includes discussion of the provider’s CBM methodology.  This requirement to create a 
separate document creates an undue burden on the industry.  In addition, transmission 
customers will have two different documents to review and providers would have to 
maintain two different documents. 

 

MOD-004-1, B., R2 is not necessary.  Revisions to Attachment C are to be filed and 
posted (available) for any entity to review, subject to CEII concerns. 

 

MOD-004-1, B., combine R3.3 language into R3.1. 

 

MOD-004-1, B., R3.2 it seems more reasonable for the requirement to read “LSE shall 
review any active CBM requests at least every six months and submit updates as 
required.” 
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MOD-004-1, B., R8, R9, R10, M11, M12, M13 use of the terms "tag" or "Interchange 
Transaction Tag" which is inconsistent with NERC INT and NAESB CI BP standards where 
specific reference to “tag” or “e-Tag” has purposefully been avoided in those standards.  
The term Request For Interchange (RFI) refers to a collection of data as defined in the 
NAESB RFI Datasheet, to be submitted to the Interchange Authority for the purpose of 
implementing bilateral Interchange between a Source and Sink BA. Or the term 
Arranged Interchange refers to The state where the Interchange Authority has received 
the Interchange information (initial or revised) and has distributed that information for 
reliablity assessment.  I believe that in these requirements, Arranged Interchange is the 
more appropriate langauge. 

 

MOD-008-1, B., R1 transmission service providers are already required by FERC to file 
and post Attachment C - Methodology To Assess Available Transfer Capability – which 
includes discussion of the provider’s TRM methodology.  This requirement to create a 
separate document creates an undue burden on the industry.  In addition, transmission 
customers will have two different documents to review and TSPs two different 
documents to maintain. 

 

MOD-008-1, B., R1.1 suggest modifying to read: “For each path or flowgate that ATC or 
AFC is calculated, describe how each of the following components of uncertainty are 
used in calculating TRM for each of the ATC time horizons (if not applicable, indicate as 
such):”  The words “ATC time horizons” could be used to eliminate the need for R1.4. 

 

MOD-008-1, B., R1.1 suggest adding another item to the list.  Variability and uncertainty 
in determining Transmission losses across Posted Paths. 

 

MOD-029-1, B., R1 (modeling requirements) should include the statement that the data 
listed below should relfect the expected conditions for the applicable time period. 

 

MOD-029-1, B., 1.6 Suggests this bullet be deleted.  This is already addressed in R2 
wherein the modeling process is dictated.  In the RSP methodology, “peak load 
forecasts” are not used to stress the system; rather, load and generation are simulated 
to stress the system to its greatest capacity.  There are cases when the highest 
forecasted load may not stress the system to its greatest utilization – which is the goal 
of the R2 under the RSP. 

 

MOD-029-1 B., R5 definition of GF - The language describing Grandfathered capacity 
includes the defined terms “Firm” and "Transmission Service."  Use of these words as 
defined terms is inconsistent throughout the proposed standards.  They should either be 
changed here to a lower case or all applicable areas in each proposed standard should 
be changed to the defined term. 

 

MOD-029-1 in R6, is the “non-firm capacity reserved for NITS” the same as Secondary 
Network Service (i.e., NN-6)? 
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MOD-029-1 in R7 & R8, what are “Postbacks”?  This term is not used in the west.  The 
term Postback should not be used in the RSP methodology. 

 

MOD-029-1 in R5, R6, R7, & R8, calculation of ETC and ATC are commercial concerns 
and should be addressed in business practice standards NAESB and enforced through 
FERC’s adoption of those business practice standards into the CFR. 

 

MOD-029-1 in R8  ETC (Firm) definition, it uses the word "non-firm" and it should state 
"firm".  We are assuming this is a typo.  

 

MOD-029-1 in R8 the requirement says we are to use the same formula for all horizons 
– this is incorrect.  For the real-time, same-day time frame, we release all unscheduled 
capacity as non-firm ATC.  As such, the formula would read: 

ATCNF = TTC – Scheduled ETCF – Scheduled ETCNF – CBMS – TRMU + Counter-
schedulesF + Counter-schedulesNF 
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609-947-3885. 
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Background Information 

Project 2006-07 was initiated in 2006 to revise the then existing NERC reliability modeling 
standards to ensure the consistent and transparent calculation, verification, and use of 
Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM), Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM), Total Transfer 
Capability (TTC), Available Flowgate Capability (AFC), and Available Transfer Capability 
(ATC). Project 2006-07 requires specific reliability practices be incorporated into these 
standards. Such changes will enhance the reliable use of the bulk power transmission 
system without arbitrarily limiting commercial activity.  

On February 17, 2007 FERC issued Order 890 which directed, among other things, a 
number of reforms in the determination of ATC by requiring consistency and transparency in 
how CBM, TRM, TTC, AFC and ATC are calculated and allocated. Then on March 16, 2007 
FERC issued Order 693 which provided directives on modifying the NERC standards, 
including those modeling standards related to the determination of ATC. 

The drafting team has created the following proposed standards: 

MOD-001 – Available Transfer Capability.  An “umbrella” standard requires the 
selection of a methodology, the updating of values, and the sharing of procedures and 
data. 

MOD-004 – Capacity Benefit Margin. A standard that describes the requesting, 
calculation, and use of CBM. 

MOD-008 – Transmission Reliability Margin. A standard that describes the 
calculation and use of TRM. 

MOD-028 – Area Interchange Methodology (previously called the Network 
Response ATC Methodology).  A standard that describes the calculation of TTC and 
ATC, as performed primarily in the Eastern Interconnection. 

MOD-029 – Rated System Path Methodology. A standard that describes the 
calculation of TTC and ATC, as performed primarily in the Western Interconnection. 

MOD-030 – Flowgate Methodology (previously called the Network Response 
Flowgate Methodology). A standard that describes the calculation of TFC and AFC, as 
well as the conversion of those values to TTC and ATC. 

The diagram on the next page shows, at a very high level, the arrangement of requirements 
within the revised set of standards.  The drafting team made many major changes to the 
standards based on feedback from stakeholders submitted in response to the last posting of 
these standards as well as feedback from NAESB and FERC.  Major changes include: 

- Defined several new terms – and changed the names of some of the methodologies.  
The most significant new term is, ‘Posted Path’ – this is used to define the boundaries 
for determining TTCs, TFCs, and ATCs. 

- Changed the applicability so that the Transmission Operator determines TTC or TFC and 
the Transmission Service Provider determines ATC.  

- Converted descriptive language into algorithms for calculating ETC and ATC.   

- MOD-001 includes the basic requirement for the TSP to have an Available Transfer 
Capability Implementation Document (ATCID) – but if a particular method of calculating 
TTC or TFC requires that the TSP’s ATCID have additional data or information, then the 
requirement for the TSP’s ATCID to have that additional data or information is in the 
standard that includes the method for calculating TTC or TFC. 
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- Removed all requirements to make data or information ‘publicly available’ – the drafting 
team has been working cooperatively with NAESB and all posting requirements will be 
addressed in NAESB Business Practices. 

- Added measures and compliance elements.
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MOD-004
Capacity Benefit Margin

(CBM)

-  CBM Implementation Document
-  Request CBM
-  Allocate CBM
-  Update CBM
-  Share CBM data and information
-  Real-time use of CBM

MOD-008
Transmission Reliability Margin

(TRM)

-  TRM Implementation Document
-  Calculate TRM
-  Share TRM data and information

MOD-028
Area Interchange Methodology

- Method-specific ATCID elements
- Modeling requirements
- Basic Area Interchange calculations:

-  TTC
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  ATC (firm and non-firm)

-  Share TTCs

MOD-029
Rated System Path Methodology

- Modeling requirements
- Basic Rated System Path calculations:

-  TTC
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  ATC (firm and non-firm)

-  Share TTCs

MOD-030
Flowgate Methodology

-  Method-specific ATCID elements
-  Identify Flowgates
-  Modeling requirements
-  Basic Flowgate calculations:

-  TFC
-  AFC (firm and non-firm)
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  AFC to ATC

-  Share TFCs

MOD-001
Available Transfer Capability

(ATC)

-  Identify ATC methodology used
-  ATC Implementation Document
-  Follow counterflow rules
-  Calculate ATC at specified intervals
-  Share ATC data and information

Choose One or More Methodologies 

MOD-001, MOD-004, MOD-008 Apply to All Methodologies 

Arrangement of Requirements within the Proposed Set of ‘ATC’ Standards 
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The implementation plan includes the proposed retirement of the following standards: 

- FAC-012 – Transfer Capability Methodology.  Now addressed in MOD-028, MOD-
029, and MOD-030. 

- FAC-013 – Establish and Communicate Transfer Capabilities.  Now addressed in 
MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030. Also to be addressed in future NAESB Business 
Practices. 

- MOD-002 – Review of TTC and ATC Calculations and Results. Now addressed in 
MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030. Also to be addressed in future NAESB Business 
Practices. 

- MOD-003 – Regional Procedure for Input on Total Transfer Capability and 
Available Transfer Capability Methodologies and Values.  To be addressed in 
future NAESB Business Practices. 

- MOD-005 – Procedure for Verifying Capacity Benefit Margin Values.  Now 
addressed in MOD-004. 

- MOD-006 – Procedures for the Use of Capacity Benefit Margin Values.  Now 
addressed in MOD-004 

- MOD-007 – Documentation of the Use of Capacity Benefit Margin. Now addressed 
n MOD-004 

- MOD-009 – Procedure for Verifying Transmission Reliability Margin Values.  
Now addressed in MOD-008 

The standard drafting team was charged with revising the ATC-related modeling standards 
to comply with the FERC directives and industry participant consensus recommendations 
and is coordinating its efforts with NAESB to ensure that there are no gaps and no overlaps 
in the combined requirements.  Please review the revised standards and the implementation 
plan and then answer the questions on the following pages.  Please submit comments by 
December 14, 2007.   
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You do not have to answer all questions.  Enter All Comments in Simple Text 
Format.   

Insert a “check” mark in the appropriate boxes by double-clicking the gray areas. 

 

1. The drafting team has proposed an Implementation Plan for these standards.  Should 
additional time be provided for successful implementation?     

 Yes  

 No  

If “Yes,” please identify your concerns.  Comments:  
 
Arizona Public Service Co. strongly supports the inclusion of a 12 month implementation 
period for these standards.   
  

 

2. If there are any proposed definitions that you believe are incorrect, please identify the 
term and provide a substitute definition. 

Incorrect Definition: Arizona Public Service Co. agrees with the WECC's Comment that 
the NERC ATC Drafting team should clarify the meaning of the term counterflows.  

 In addition the NERC ATC Drafting team should clarify what is meant by the term post 
back. 

3. If there is a requirement in any of the proposed standards that you believe is technically 
incorrect, please identify the standard and requirement and identify what is incorrect.  If 
possible, provide alternate language that you believe would make the requirement 
technically correct.    

Incorrect Requirement: • Arizona Public Service Co. is in agreement with the 
WestConnect Comments and in general agreement with the WECC Comments.  

 

4. The drafting team has proposed a set of measures and compliance elements for the 
standards.  If there is a measure or compliance element that you believe is incorrect, 
please identify this for us, being as specific as possible with a suggestion for revising the 
language so it is correct.     

Incorrect Measure or Compliance Element:  
Arizona Public Service Co. is in agreement with the WestConnect Comments and in 
general agreement with the WECC Comments.  
 
In addition the Arizona Public Service Co. adds the following comment. 
 
MOD-001  
The use of Counter Schedules to create firm ATC is of concern to APS.  This practice 
could result in unreliable conditions to the interconnection if the counter flows do not 
occur.  Due to the reliability concerns there should be a requirement for the 
Transmission Provider to provide documentation of actions that it will take if the Counter 
Flows do not occur.  
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5. Are you aware of any conflicts between the proposed standard and any regulatory 
function, rule/order, tariff, rate schedule, legislative requirement or agreement? 

 Yes  

 No  

If “Yes,” please explain why and provide supporting information.     
Comments:       

 

6. Please provide any other comments (that you have not already provided in response to 
the questions above) that you have on the draft standards.  

Comments: Arizona Public Service Co. is in agreement with the WestConnect Comments 
and in general agreement with the WECC Comments.   
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Please use this form to submit comments on the proposed set of ATC standards (MOD-001, 
MOD-004, MOD-008, MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030).  Comments must be submitted 
by December 14, 2007.  You may submit the completed form by e-mail to 
sarcomm@nerc.net with the abbreviation “ATC Standards” in the subject line.  If you have 
questions please contact Andy Rodriquez at Andy.Rodriquez@nerc.net or by telephone at 
609-947-3885. 
 

Individual Commenter Information 

(Complete this page for comments from one organization or individual.) 

Name:  Eugene Warnecke 

Organization:  Ameren Services 

Telephone:  314-554-2762 

E-mail: EWarnecke@ameren.com 

NERC Region 
(check all 
Regions in 
which your 
company 
operates) 

 Registered Ballot Body Segment 

(check all industry segments in which your company is 
registered) 

 1 — Transmission Owners 

 2 — RTOs and ISOs 

 3 — Load-serving Entities 

 4 — Transmission-dependent Utilities 

 5 — Electric Generators 

 6 — Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, and Marketers 

 7 — Large Electricity End Users 

 8 — Small Electricity End Users 

 9 — Federal, State, Provincial Regulatory or other Government 
Entities 

 ERCOT 

 FRCC 

 MRO 

 NPCC 

 RFC 

 SERC 

 SPP 

 WECC 

 NA – Not 
Applicable 

 10 — Regional Reliability Organizations and Regional Entities 
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Group Comments (Complete this page if comments are from a group.) 

Group Name:         

Lead Contact:        

Contact Organization:       

Contact Segment:        

Contact Telephone:       

Contact E-mail:        

Additional Member Name Additional Member 
Organization 

Region* Segment* 

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

*If more than one region or segment applies, please indicate all that do apply.  Regional 
acronyms and segment numbers are shown on prior page. 
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Background Information 

Project 2006-07 was initiated in 2006 to revise the then existing NERC reliability modeling 
standards to ensure the consistent and transparent calculation, verification, and use of 
Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM), Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM), Total Transfer 
Capability (TTC), Available Flowgate Capability (AFC), and Available Transfer Capability 
(ATC). Project 2006-07 requires specific reliability practices be incorporated into these 
standards. Such changes will enhance the reliable use of the bulk power transmission 
system without arbitrarily limiting commercial activity.  

On February 17, 2007 FERC issued Order 890 which directed, among other things, a 
number of reforms in the determination of ATC by requiring consistency and transparency in 
how CBM, TRM, TTC, AFC and ATC are calculated and allocated. Then on March 16, 2007 
FERC issued Order 693 which provided directives on modifying the NERC standards, 
including those modeling standards related to the determination of ATC. 

The drafting team has created the following proposed standards: 

MOD-001 – Available Transfer Capability.  An “umbrella” standard requires the 
selection of a methodology, the updating of values, and the sharing of procedures and 
data. 

MOD-004 – Capacity Benefit Margin. A standard that describes the requesting, 
calculation, and use of CBM. 

MOD-008 – Transmission Reliability Margin. A standard that describes the 
calculation and use of TRM. 

MOD-028 – Area Interchange Methodology (previously called the Network 
Response ATC Methodology).  A standard that describes the calculation of TTC and 
ATC, as performed primarily in the Eastern Interconnection. 

MOD-029 – Rated System Path Methodology. A standard that describes the 
calculation of TTC and ATC, as performed primarily in the Western Interconnection. 

MOD-030 – Flowgate Methodology (previously called the Network Response 
Flowgate Methodology). A standard that describes the calculation of TFC and AFC, as 
well as the conversion of those values to TTC and ATC. 

The diagram on the next page shows, at a very high level, the arrangement of requirements 
within the revised set of standards.  The drafting team made many major changes to the 
standards based on feedback from stakeholders submitted in response to the last posting of 
these standards as well as feedback from NAESB and FERC.  Major changes include: 

- Defined several new terms – and changed the names of some of the methodologies.  
The most significant new term is, ‘Posted Path’ – this is used to define the boundaries 
for determining TTCs, TFCs, and ATCs. 

- Changed the applicability so that the Transmission Operator determines TTC or TFC and 
the Transmission Service Provider determines ATC.  

- Converted descriptive language into algorithms for calculating ETC and ATC.   

- MOD-001 includes the basic requirement for the TSP to have an Available Transfer 
Capability Implementation Document (ATCID) – but if a particular method of calculating 
TTC or TFC requires that the TSP’s ATCID have additional data or information, then the 
requirement for the TSP’s ATCID to have that additional data or information is in the 
standard that includes the method for calculating TTC or TFC. 
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- Removed all requirements to make data or information ‘publicly available’ – the drafting 
team has been working cooperatively with NAESB and all posting requirements will be 
addressed in NAESB Business Practices. 

- Added measures and compliance elements.
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MOD-004
Capacity Benefit Margin

(CBM)

-  CBM Implementation Document
-  Request CBM
-  Allocate CBM
-  Update CBM
-  Share CBM data and information
-  Real-time use of CBM

MOD-008
Transmission Reliability Margin

(TRM)

-  TRM Implementation Document
-  Calculate TRM
-  Share TRM data and information

MOD-028
Area Interchange Methodology

- Method-specific ATCID elements
- Modeling requirements
- Basic Area Interchange calculations:

-  TTC
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  ATC (firm and non-firm)

-  Share TTCs

MOD-029
Rated System Path Methodology

- Modeling requirements
- Basic Rated System Path calculations:

-  TTC
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  ATC (firm and non-firm)

-  Share TTCs

MOD-030
Flowgate Methodology

-  Method-specific ATCID elements
-  Identify Flowgates
-  Modeling requirements
-  Basic Flowgate calculations:

-  TFC
-  AFC (firm and non-firm)
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  AFC to ATC

-  Share TFCs

MOD-001
Available Transfer Capability

(ATC)

-  Identify ATC methodology used
-  ATC Implementation Document
-  Follow counterflow rules
-  Calculate ATC at specified intervals
-  Share ATC data and information

Choose One or More Methodologies 

MOD-001, MOD-004, MOD-008 Apply to All Methodologies 

Arrangement of Requirements within the Proposed Set of ‘ATC’ Standards 
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The implementation plan includes the proposed retirement of the following standards: 

- FAC-012 – Transfer Capability Methodology.  Now addressed in MOD-028, MOD-
029, and MOD-030. 

- FAC-013 – Establish and Communicate Transfer Capabilities.  Now addressed in 
MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030. Also to be addressed in future NAESB Business 
Practices. 

- MOD-002 – Review of TTC and ATC Calculations and Results. Now addressed in 
MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030. Also to be addressed in future NAESB Business 
Practices. 

- MOD-003 – Regional Procedure for Input on Total Transfer Capability and 
Available Transfer Capability Methodologies and Values.  To be addressed in 
future NAESB Business Practices. 

- MOD-005 – Procedure for Verifying Capacity Benefit Margin Values.  Now 
addressed in MOD-004. 

- MOD-006 – Procedures for the Use of Capacity Benefit Margin Values.  Now 
addressed in MOD-004 

- MOD-007 – Documentation of the Use of Capacity Benefit Margin. Now addressed 
n MOD-004 

- MOD-009 – Procedure for Verifying Transmission Reliability Margin Values.  
Now addressed in MOD-008 

The standard drafting team was charged with revising the ATC-related modeling standards 
to comply with the FERC directives and industry participant consensus recommendations 
and is coordinating its efforts with NAESB to ensure that there are no gaps and no overlaps 
in the combined requirements.  Please review the revised standards and the implementation 
plan and then answer the questions on the following pages.  Please submit comments by 
December 14, 2007.   
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You do not have to answer all questions.  Enter All Comments in Simple Text 
Format.   

Insert a “check” mark in the appropriate boxes by double-clicking the gray areas. 

 

1. The drafting team has proposed an Implementation Plan for these standards.  Should 
additional time be provided for successful implementation?     

 Yes  

 No  

If “Yes,” please identify your concerns.  Comments:        
 

2. If there are any proposed definitions that you believe are incorrect, please identify the 
term and provide a substitute definition. 

Incorrect Definition:       

3. If there is a requirement in any of the proposed standards that you believe is technically 
incorrect, please identify the standard and requirement and identify what is incorrect.  If 
possible, provide alternate language that you believe would make the requirement 
technically correct.    

Incorrect Requirement: MOD-004-1 

• R4.2. This is a fundamental mathematical analytical dichotomy. The CBM component is 
based on probabilistic LOLE/LOLP style analyses that look at aggregate probability loss. 
The reserve sharing component of TRM is deterministic. It is imprudent to combine these 
as they are not derived from the same methodology except in the rare case where the 
generation is sufficiently constrained that the only resulting generation left after CBM 
event is the reserve sharing generation.  

• R4.2.2. Since AFC is determined from CBM, CBM for each Flowgate should not be 
dependent on AFC.  CBM can be big enough to drive AFC to zero or negative. This simply 
means that resource adequacy criteria can’t be met, and no capacity will be available on 
that Flowgate (which is what the original wording of this requirement was trying to do 
anyway). Therefore CBM should not be set to AFC, it should be left at whatever value 
was calculated. This concept applies to R4.2.1 and R5.2 as well. 

R4.3 and R5.3 Not necessary. Refer to R4.2.2 for explanation. 

4. The drafting team has proposed a set of measures and compliance elements for the 
standards.  If there is a measure or compliance element that you believe is incorrect, 
please identify this for us, being as specific as possible with a suggestion for revising the 
language so it is correct.     

Incorrect Measure or Compliance Element: MOD-004-1  
M8. "CBM has been used to determine a margin" should be reworded. CBM is a margin. 
Suggest eliminating “to determine a margin”. 
 
D.1.3. R1 refers to CBMID not ATCID. 
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5. Are you aware of any conflicts between the proposed standard and any regulatory 
function, rule/order, tariff, rate schedule, legislative requirement or agreement? 

 Yes  

 No  

If “Yes,” please explain why and provide supporting information.     
Comments:       

 

6. Please provide any other comments (that you have not already provided in response to 
the questions above) that you have on the draft standards.  

Comments: MOD-004-1 

6. Effective Date:   "all six standards are approved"   MOD-001-1 lists the six standards, 
should list here as well. 

 

R4.1.2.2. "each impacts"   => "each impact" 
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Please use this form to submit comments on the proposed set of ATC standards (MOD-001, 
MOD-004, MOD-008, MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030).  Comments must be submitted 
by December 14, 2007.  You may submit the completed form by e-mail to 
sarcomm@nerc.net with the abbreviation “ATC Standards” in the subject line.  If you have 
questions please contact Andy Rodriquez at Andy.Rodriquez@nerc.net or by telephone at 
609-947-3885. 
 

Individual Commenter Information 

(Complete this page for comments from one organization or individual.) 

Name:  Jason Shaver 

Organization:  American Transmission Company 

Telephone:  262 506 6885 

E-mail: jshaver@atcllc.com 

NERC Region 
(check all 
Regions in 
which your 
company 
operates) 

 Registered Ballot Body Segment 

(check all industry segments in which your company is 
registered) 

 1 — Transmission Owners 

 2 — RTOs and ISOs 

 3 — Load-serving Entities 

 4 — Transmission-dependent Utilities 

 5 — Electric Generators 

 6 — Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, and Marketers 

 7 — Large Electricity End Users 

 8 — Small Electricity End Users 

 9 — Federal, State, Provincial Regulatory or other Government 
Entities 

 ERCOT 

 FRCC 

 MRO 

 NPCC 

 RFC 

 SERC 

 SPP 

 WECC 

 NA – Not 
Applicable 

 10 — Regional Reliability Organizations and Regional Entities 
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Group Comments (Complete this page if comments are from a group.) 

Group Name:         

Lead Contact:        

Contact Organization:       

Contact Segment:        

Contact Telephone:       

Contact E-mail:        

Additional Member Name Additional Member 
Organization 

Region* Segment* 

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

*If more than one region or segment applies, please indicate all that do apply.  Regional 
acronyms and segment numbers are shown on prior page. 
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Background Information 

Project 2006-07 was initiated in 2006 to revise the then existing NERC reliability modeling 
standards to ensure the consistent and transparent calculation, verification, and use of 
Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM), Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM), Total Transfer 
Capability (TTC), Available Flowgate Capability (AFC), and Available Transfer Capability 
(ATC). Project 2006-07 requires specific reliability practices be incorporated into these 
standards. Such changes will enhance the reliable use of the bulk power transmission 
system without arbitrarily limiting commercial activity.  

On February 17, 2007 FERC issued Order 890 which directed, among other things, a 
number of reforms in the determination of ATC by requiring consistency and transparency in 
how CBM, TRM, TTC, AFC and ATC are calculated and allocated. Then on March 16, 2007 
FERC issued Order 693 which provided directives on modifying the NERC standards, 
including those modeling standards related to the determination of ATC. 

The drafting team has created the following proposed standards: 

MOD-001 – Available Transfer Capability.  An “umbrella” standard requires the 
selection of a methodology, the updating of values, and the sharing of procedures and 
data. 

MOD-004 – Capacity Benefit Margin. A standard that describes the requesting, 
calculation, and use of CBM. 

MOD-008 – Transmission Reliability Margin. A standard that describes the 
calculation and use of TRM. 

MOD-028 – Area Interchange Methodology (previously called the Network 
Response ATC Methodology).  A standard that describes the calculation of TTC and 
ATC, as performed primarily in the Eastern Interconnection. 

MOD-029 – Rated System Path Methodology. A standard that describes the 
calculation of TTC and ATC, as performed primarily in the Western Interconnection. 

MOD-030 – Flowgate Methodology (previously called the Network Response 
Flowgate Methodology). A standard that describes the calculation of TFC and AFC, as 
well as the conversion of those values to TTC and ATC. 

The diagram on the next page shows, at a very high level, the arrangement of requirements 
within the revised set of standards.  The drafting team made many major changes to the 
standards based on feedback from stakeholders submitted in response to the last posting of 
these standards as well as feedback from NAESB and FERC.  Major changes include: 

- Defined several new terms – and changed the names of some of the methodologies.  
The most significant new term is, ‘Posted Path’ – this is used to define the boundaries 
for determining TTCs, TFCs, and ATCs. 

- Changed the applicability so that the Transmission Operator determines TTC or TFC and 
the Transmission Service Provider determines ATC.  

- Converted descriptive language into algorithms for calculating ETC and ATC.   

- MOD-001 includes the basic requirement for the TSP to have an Available Transfer 
Capability Implementation Document (ATCID) – but if a particular method of calculating 
TTC or TFC requires that the TSP’s ATCID have additional data or information, then the 
requirement for the TSP’s ATCID to have that additional data or information is in the 
standard that includes the method for calculating TTC or TFC. 
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- Removed all requirements to make data or information ‘publicly available’ – the drafting 
team has been working cooperatively with NAESB and all posting requirements will be 
addressed in NAESB Business Practices. 

- Added measures and compliance elements.
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MOD-004
Capacity Benefit Margin

(CBM)

-  CBM Implementation Document
-  Request CBM
-  Allocate CBM
-  Update CBM
-  Share CBM data and information
-  Real-time use of CBM

MOD-008
Transmission Reliability Margin

(TRM)

-  TRM Implementation Document
-  Calculate TRM
-  Share TRM data and information

MOD-028
Area Interchange Methodology

- Method-specific ATCID elements
- Modeling requirements
- Basic Area Interchange calculations:

-  TTC
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  ATC (firm and non-firm)

-  Share TTCs

MOD-029
Rated System Path Methodology

- Modeling requirements
- Basic Rated System Path calculations:

-  TTC
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  ATC (firm and non-firm)

-  Share TTCs

MOD-030
Flowgate Methodology

-  Method-specific ATCID elements
-  Identify Flowgates
-  Modeling requirements
-  Basic Flowgate calculations:

-  TFC
-  AFC (firm and non-firm)
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  AFC to ATC

-  Share TFCs

MOD-001
Available Transfer Capability

(ATC)

-  Identify ATC methodology used
-  ATC Implementation Document
-  Follow counterflow rules
-  Calculate ATC at specified intervals
-  Share ATC data and information

Choose One or More Methodologies 

MOD-001, MOD-004, MOD-008 Apply to All Methodologies 

Arrangement of Requirements within the Proposed Set of ‘ATC’ Standards 
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The implementation plan includes the proposed retirement of the following standards: 

- FAC-012 – Transfer Capability Methodology.  Now addressed in MOD-028, MOD-
029, and MOD-030. 

- FAC-013 – Establish and Communicate Transfer Capabilities.  Now addressed in 
MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030. Also to be addressed in future NAESB Business 
Practices. 

- MOD-002 – Review of TTC and ATC Calculations and Results. Now addressed in 
MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030. Also to be addressed in future NAESB Business 
Practices. 

- MOD-003 – Regional Procedure for Input on Total Transfer Capability and 
Available Transfer Capability Methodologies and Values.  To be addressed in 
future NAESB Business Practices. 

- MOD-005 – Procedure for Verifying Capacity Benefit Margin Values.  Now 
addressed in MOD-004. 

- MOD-006 – Procedures for the Use of Capacity Benefit Margin Values.  Now 
addressed in MOD-004 

- MOD-007 – Documentation of the Use of Capacity Benefit Margin. Now addressed 
n MOD-004 

- MOD-009 – Procedure for Verifying Transmission Reliability Margin Values.  
Now addressed in MOD-008 

The standard drafting team was charged with revising the ATC-related modeling standards 
to comply with the FERC directives and industry participant consensus recommendations 
and is coordinating its efforts with NAESB to ensure that there are no gaps and no overlaps 
in the combined requirements.  Please review the revised standards and the implementation 
plan and then answer the questions on the following pages.  Please submit comments by 
December 14, 2007.   
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You do not have to answer all questions.  Enter All Comments in Simple Text 
Format.   

Insert a “check” mark in the appropriate boxes by double-clicking the gray areas. 

 

1. The drafting team has proposed an Implementation Plan for these standards.  Should 
additional time be provided for successful implementation?     

 Yes  

 No  

If “Yes,” please identify your concerns.  Comments:        
 

2. If there are any proposed definitions that you believe are incorrect, please identify the 
term and provide a substitute definition. 

Incorrect Definition:       

3. If there is a requirement in any of the proposed standards that you believe is technically 
incorrect, please identify the standard and requirement and identify what is incorrect.  If 
possible, provide alternate language that you believe would make the requirement 
technically correct.    

Incorrect Requirement:       

4. The drafting team has proposed a set of measures and compliance elements for the 
standards.  If there is a measure or compliance element that you believe is incorrect, 
please identify this for us, being as specific as possible with a suggestion for revising the 
language so it is correct.     

Incorrect Measure or Compliance Element:       
 

5. Are you aware of any conflicts between the proposed standard and any regulatory 
function, rule/order, tariff, rate schedule, legislative requirement or agreement? 

 Yes  

 No  

If “Yes,” please explain why and provide supporting information.     
Comments:       

 

6. Please provide any other comments (that you have not already provided in response to 
the questions above) that you have on the draft standards.  

Comments: MOD-001-1 – Available Transfer Capability 

 

R1:  Potential source of problems – the Transmission Operator (American Transmission 
Co.) selects an ATC methodology that the Transmission Service Provider (Midwest 
Independent System Operator) must use for calculations even if it is not equipped to use 
the methodology chosen.  May want to add language that urges agreement between TO 
and TSP. 
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MOD-004-1 – Capacity Benefit Margin 

 

R2:  Typo in line two, “CBID” should be “CBMID” 

 

R4.1.2.2:  Should be rewritten.  Suggestion:  “Impacts with a Distribution Factor of 3% 
or greater relative to OTDF Flowgates and 5% or greater relative to PTDF Flowgates will 
be classified as significant.” 

 

R4.2:  CBM should not be based on the sum of all requests – we don’t need to plan for a 
simultaneous capacity emergency in every area impacted by a Flowgate.  Rather, CBM 
should be based on the maximum of all requests.  By reserving the maximum CBM of all 
requests, a single capacity emergency in any one area impacted by the Flowgate will be 
covered. 

 

R4.2.2:  Setting CBM to the lesser of the GCIR impacts or the firm AFC for a Flowgate is 
not correct, because setting CBM based on AFC or ATC is an invalid circular argument.  
Consider the following simple example: 

 

The definition of AFC:TFC – EFC – CBM –TRM + Postbacks + Counterflows = AFC 

 

So, if the rating on a Flowgate is 100 MW (TTC = 100),  

there are no existing transmission commitments (ETC = 0),  

the calculated GCIR impacts is 25 MW (CBM = 25),  

and for the sake of this example there is no Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM = 0), 

and no Postbacks or Counterflows. 

 

Our AFC:   
 100 – 0 – 25 – 0 + 0 + 0 = 75 

 

Now assume that firm sales account for 75 MW of flow across the Flowgate, so ETC = 
75. 

 

New AFC:   
 100 – 75 – 25 – 0 + 0 + 0 = 0 

 

So in this case, we’ve got an AFC of zero, which is less than the calculated GCIR, so we 
would set CBM to zero even though we previously set aside 25MW for CBM that is being 
unused! 
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CBM should be set to the calculated maximum GCIR value for the impacted LSE’s.  As 
CBM fluctuates up and down year-by-year the AFC will be affected and may sometimes 
go negative, but this is a necessary by-product of selling transmission service (ETC) far 
into the future.   
  

R4.3:  CBM should not be reduced based on insufficient capacity.  If AFC/ATC happens 
to be negative when a request to use CBM is issued, the CBM transactions should be 
granted and then all transactions across the constrained element, including the CBM 
transactions, should be curtailed on a pro-rata basis, which will result in load shedding 
procedures for the capacity deficient entity.  This is the next step in an Energy 
Emergency Alert.  CBM is the last attempt in EEA2 to prevent EEA3 and firm load 
curtailment. 

 

R5.2:  Change sum to maximum, see note for R4.2. 

 

MOD-008-1 – Transmission Reliability Margin 

 

R1.5:  Typo in line one, change “all” to “any.” 

 

R4:  Shouldn’t the Transmission Operator also have the right to request this 
information?  This requirement only allows other TSP’s to receive the TRM calculation 
info. 

 

MOD-030-1 – Flowgate Methodology 

 

R2.1:  Typo in line one, change “used” to “use.” 

 

R3:  Change “Transmission Operator” to “Transmission Service Provider” because MOD-
001 requires the TSP to calculate ATC/AFC values.\ 

 

R8:  Typo in counterflows section, change “ATC” to “AFC” 

 

R9:  Typo, “ATCNF” should be “AFCNF” 
 



 

116-390 Village Boulevard, Princeton, New Jersey 08540-5721 

Phone: 609.452.8060 ▪ Fax: 609.452.9550 ▪ www.nerc.com 
 

 
 
 
Please use this form to submit comments on the proposed set of ATC standards (MOD-001, 
MOD-004, MOD-008, MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030).  Comments must be submitted 
by December 14, 2007.  You may submit the completed form by e-mail to 
sarcomm@nerc.net with the abbreviation “ATC Standards” in the subject line.  If you have 
questions please contact Andy Rodriquez at Andy.Rodriquez@nerc.net or by telephone at 
609-947-3885. 
 

Individual Commenter Information 

(Complete this page for comments from one organization or individual.) 

Name:  Abbey Nulph 

Organization:  Bonneville Power Administration 

Telephone:  (360) 619-6421 

E-mail: ajnulph@bpa.gov 

NERC Region 
(check all 
Regions in 
which your 
company 
operates) 

 Registered Ballot Body Segment 

(check all industry segments in which your company is 
registered) 

 1 — Transmission Owners 

 2 — RTOs and ISOs 

 3 — Load-serving Entities 

 4 — Transmission-dependent Utilities 

 5 — Electric Generators 

 6 — Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, and Marketers 

 7 — Large Electricity End Users 

 8 — Small Electricity End Users 

 9 — Federal, State, Provincial Regulatory or other Government 
Entities 

 ERCOT 

 FRCC 

 MRO 

 NPCC 

 RFC 

 SERC 

 SPP 

 WECC 

 NA – Not 
Applicable 

 10 — Regional Reliability Organizations and Regional Entities 
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Group Comments (Complete this page if comments are from a group.) 

Group Name:         

Lead Contact:        

Contact Organization:       

Contact Segment:        

Contact Telephone:       

Contact E-mail:        

Additional Member Name Additional Member 
Organization 

Region* Segment* 

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

                        

*If more than one region or segment applies, please indicate all that do apply.  Regional 
acronyms and segment numbers are shown on prior page. 
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Background Information 

Project 2006-07 was initiated in 2006 to revise the then existing NERC reliability modeling 
standards to ensure the consistent and transparent calculation, verification, and use of 
Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM), Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM), Total Transfer 
Capability (TTC), Available Flowgate Capability (AFC), and Available Transfer Capability 
(ATC). Project 2006-07 requires specific reliability practices be incorporated into these 
standards. Such changes will enhance the reliable use of the bulk power transmission 
system without arbitrarily limiting commercial activity.  

On February 17, 2007 FERC issued Order 890 which directed, among other things, a 
number of reforms in the determination of ATC by requiring consistency and transparency in 
how CBM, TRM, TTC, AFC and ATC are calculated and allocated. Then on March 16, 2007 
FERC issued Order 693 which provided directives on modifying the NERC standards, 
including those modeling standards related to the determination of ATC. 

The drafting team has created the following proposed standards: 

MOD-001 – Available Transfer Capability.  An “umbrella” standard requires the 
selection of a methodology, the updating of values, and the sharing of procedures and 
data. 

MOD-004 – Capacity Benefit Margin. A standard that describes the requesting, 
calculation, and use of CBM. 

MOD-008 – Transmission Reliability Margin. A standard that describes the 
calculation and use of TRM. 

MOD-028 – Area Interchange Methodology (previously called the Network 
Response ATC Methodology).  A standard that describes the calculation of TTC and 
ATC, as performed primarily in the Eastern Interconnection. 

MOD-029 – Rated System Path Methodology. A standard that describes the 
calculation of TTC and ATC, as performed primarily in the Western Interconnection. 

MOD-030 – Flowgate Methodology (previously called the Network Response 
Flowgate Methodology). A standard that describes the calculation of TFC and AFC, as 
well as the conversion of those values to TTC and ATC. 

The diagram on the next page shows, at a very high level, the arrangement of requirements 
within the revised set of standards.  The drafting team made many major changes to the 
standards based on feedback from stakeholders submitted in response to the last posting of 
these standards as well as feedback from NAESB and FERC.  Major changes include: 

- Defined several new terms – and changed the names of some of the methodologies.  
The most significant new term is, ‘Posted Path’ – this is used to define the boundaries 
for determining TTCs, TFCs, and ATCs. 

- Changed the applicability so that the Transmission Operator determines TTC or TFC and 
the Transmission Service Provider determines ATC.  

- Converted descriptive language into algorithms for calculating ETC and ATC.   

- MOD-001 includes the basic requirement for the TSP to have an Available Transfer 
Capability Implementation Document (ATCID) – but if a particular method of calculating 
TTC or TFC requires that the TSP’s ATCID have additional data or information, then the 
requirement for the TSP’s ATCID to have that additional data or information is in the 
standard that includes the method for calculating TTC or TFC. 
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- Removed all requirements to make data or information ‘publicly available’ – the drafting 
team has been working cooperatively with NAESB and all posting requirements will be 
addressed in NAESB Business Practices. 

- Added measures and compliance elements.
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MOD-004
Capacity Benefit Margin

(CBM)

-  CBM Implementation Document
-  Request CBM
-  Allocate CBM
-  Update CBM
-  Share CBM data and information
-  Real-time use of CBM

MOD-008
Transmission Reliability Margin

(TRM)

-  TRM Implementation Document
-  Calculate TRM
-  Share TRM data and information

MOD-028
Area Interchange Methodology

- Method-specific ATCID elements
- Modeling requirements
- Basic Area Interchange calculations:

-  TTC
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  ATC (firm and non-firm)

-  Share TTCs

MOD-029
Rated System Path Methodology

- Modeling requirements
- Basic Rated System Path calculations:

-  TTC
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  ATC (firm and non-firm)

-  Share TTCs

MOD-030
Flowgate Methodology

-  Method-specific ATCID elements
-  Identify Flowgates
-  Modeling requirements
-  Basic Flowgate calculations:

-  TFC
-  AFC (firm and non-firm)
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  AFC to ATC

-  Share TFCs

MOD-001
Available Transfer Capability

(ATC)

-  Identify ATC methodology used
-  ATC Implementation Document
-  Follow counterflow rules
-  Calculate ATC at specified intervals
-  Share ATC data and information

Choose One or More Methodologies 

MOD-001, MOD-004, MOD-008 Apply to All Methodologies 

Arrangement of Requirements within the Proposed Set of ‘ATC’ Standards 
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The implementation plan includes the proposed retirement of the following standards: 

- FAC-012 – Transfer Capability Methodology.  Now addressed in MOD-028, MOD-
029, and MOD-030. 

- FAC-013 – Establish and Communicate Transfer Capabilities.  Now addressed in 
MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030. Also to be addressed in future NAESB Business 
Practices. 

- MOD-002 – Review of TTC and ATC Calculations and Results. Now addressed in 
MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030. Also to be addressed in future NAESB Business 
Practices. 

- MOD-003 – Regional Procedure for Input on Total Transfer Capability and 
Available Transfer Capability Methodologies and Values.  To be addressed in 
future NAESB Business Practices. 

- MOD-005 – Procedure for Verifying Capacity Benefit Margin Values.  Now 
addressed in MOD-004. 

- MOD-006 – Procedures for the Use of Capacity Benefit Margin Values.  Now 
addressed in MOD-004 

- MOD-007 – Documentation of the Use of Capacity Benefit Margin. Now addressed 
n MOD-004 

- MOD-009 – Procedure for Verifying Transmission Reliability Margin Values.  
Now addressed in MOD-008 

The standard drafting team was charged with revising the ATC-related modeling standards 
to comply with the FERC directives and industry participant consensus recommendations 
and is coordinating its efforts with NAESB to ensure that there are no gaps and no overlaps 
in the combined requirements.  Please review the revised standards and the implementation 
plan and then answer the questions on the following pages.  Please submit comments by 
December 14, 2007.   
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You do not have to answer all questions.  Enter All Comments in Simple Text 
Format.   

Insert a “check” mark in the appropriate boxes by double-clicking the gray areas. 

 

1. The drafting team has proposed an Implementation Plan for these standards.  Should 
additional time be provided for successful implementation?     

 Yes  

 No  

If “Yes,” please identify your concerns.  Comments: This allotted time is sufficient and if 
shortened, would be a burden, especially for those entities electing to use the Rated 
System Path methodology that will require a much more rigorous TTC determination 
process than has historically been used.  

 

2. If there are any proposed definitions that you believe are incorrect, please identify the 
term and provide a substitute definition. 

• Incorrect Definition:  

• a. A definition for counterflow should be provided and used consistently in MOD-028, -
029, and -030.  A suggested definition follows:  “Counterflow:  the impact of schedules, 
reservations, or actual flows of energy in the direction opposite to the constraint.” 

• b. MOD-004 – In Order 890, FERC limited the use of CBM to meet generation reliability 
criteria – please clarify what is meant by “reserve adequacy requirements” 

c. MOD-029 – The definition of Rated System Path Methodology incorrectly refers to 
ATC as “Available Transmission Capability” – this should be corrected to “Available 
Transfer Capability” 

3. If there is a requirement in any of the proposed standards that you believe is technically 
incorrect, please identify the standard and requirement and identify what is incorrect.  If 
possible, provide alternate language that you believe would make the requirement 
technically correct.    

• Incorrect Requirement:  

• a.                                               MOD-001 

• i. R1 and R2 – “time periods” should be replaced with “time horizons” 

• ii. R3.2 – “counter-schedules” should be deleted and “counterflows” should be 
capitalized with the definition supplied above [Counterflow:  the impact of schedules, 
reservations, or actual energy flows in the direction opposite to the constraint 

• iii. R3.3 – BPA suggests removal of this requirement, as it would require extensive 
modification to existing databases without serving a great need. 

• iv. R4 and R5 – should be cut from MOD-001 and placed in MOD-028, -029, and -030 
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• v. R10 – The wording is confusing and should be modified to the following:  “…current 
versions of the following data, limited to that data requested, in electronic format…” 

• vi. R10.2 – “Peak” should be deleted, as non-peak load forecasts may be used in ATC 
calculations 

• vii. R10.3 – BPA requests that the term “Block dispatch” be defined 

• viii. R10.4 – Should be modified to the following, to be less vague and more consistent 
with the pro-forma OATT:  “Aggregated capacity encumbered for Network Integration 
Transmission Service and Secondary Service” 

• ix. R10.6 – Should be modified to the following, to allow for the inclusion of 
Grandfathered service or other statutory obligations that have not been contracted for:  
“Aggregated capacity encumbered for Grandfathered obligations” 

• x. R10.13 – It appears as though the following is missing from the last right 
parenthesis:  “(TRM” 

• b.                                                MOD-004 

• i. R1 – Should have a fourth sub-requirement added to explain that if there is 
insufficient capacity available to satisfy all requests for CBM, the Transmission Service 
Provider shall explain in its CBMID how allocation of CBM will occur 

• ii. R2 – Should be modified to the following:  “…CBMID to the Transmission Operator, 
adjacent Transmission Service Provider…” 

• iii. R8 – Should be modified to the following:  “…set aside as CBM unless affected by a 
declared NERC Energy Emergency Alert (EEA) 2 or higher” 

• c.                                                 MOD-029 

• i. R1.4 – “Non-regulating” should not be capitalized 

• ii. R1.6 – “peak” should be deleted, as non-peak load forecasts may be used in TTC 
calculations 

• iii. R1.12 – “ACTID” should be changed to “ATCID” 

• iv. R2.2 – There appears to be a potential discrepancy between this requirement and 
other reliability requirements for establishing System Operating Limits. 

• v. R2.3 – “R1.2.1” should be changed to “R2.1” 

• vi. R5 – “reserved” should be changed to “encumbered” in the description of NL, GF, 
and OS, as these obligations may not have been reserved via an OASIS transaction – 
Additionally, the “Firm Transmission Service” in the description of GF should not be 
capitalized 

• vii. R6 – “reserved” should be changed to “encumbered” in the description of GF and OS, 
as these obligations may not have been reserved via an OASIS transaction – 



Comment Form — 3rd Draft of Standard MOD-001; 2nd Draft of Standards MOD-004, 
MOD-008, MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030 — Project 2006-07 

Page 9 of 12 

Additionally, the “Transmission Service” in the description of GF should not be 
capitalized 

• viii. R7 and R8 – “Counter-schedules” should be changed to “Counterflows” with the 
definition supplied above [Counterflow:  the impact of schedules, reservations, or actual 
flows of energy in the direction opposite to the constraint] 

• ix. R8 – “non-“ should be deleted from the description of ETC 

• d.                                                  MOD-030 

• i. R2.1 – Delete “for” after “Flowgates” 

• ii. R2.1.1 – BPA suggests the following clarification to this requirement, to avoid posting 
unnecessary data:  “Any Facility within the Transmission Operator’s area based on 
thermal, stability or voltage limits is a Flowgate if such limits reduce transfer capability 
on a Posted Path 

• iii. MOD-001 allows an entity to select multiple methodologies to determine ATC.  For 
example, an entity may elect to use Flowgates inside their affected area whereas they 
may also elect to use the Rated System Path Methodology at the interface of their 
affected area.  Under this scenario, the applicable entity need not study Flowgates 
beyond the intercepting cut plane of its interface as the ATC at the interface falls not 
under MOD-030, but MOD-029.  To prevent unneeded seams issues, the following 
rewrites are suggested: 

• 1. R2.1.2 – All first Contingency transfer analyses from all adjacent Balancing Authority 
source sink combinations such that at a minimum the first three limiting 
Elements/Contingency combinations within the Transmission Operator’s system are 
included as Flowgates, unless the interface between such adjacent Balancing Authorities 
is accounted for using the Rated System Path Methodology 

• 2. If adopted, similar language should be applied to R3.5, R3.6, R5.1, R6.1, R6.3, R6.4, 
R7.2, and R7.4 

• iv. R4 – “Use” should not be capitalized – Additionally, two sub-requirements should be 
added to allow for the modeling of impacts of Network Integration Transmission Service 
and Grandfathered service in the base AFC calculations. 

• v. R6.1 – “Firm Network” should be changed to “Network Integration Transmission 
Service” to be consistent with how this service is identified in the OATT 

• vi. R6.1.1.1, R6.1.2.1, R6.1.3.1, and R6.1.4.1 – “Peak” should be deleted, as non-peak 
load forecasts may be used in ETC calculations – Additionally R6.1.3.1 is incorrectly 
identified as “R6.1.3.1.1” 

• vii. R6.3 – The last sentence should be a separate requirement, similar to R7.3 – this 
would result in the final sentence of R6.3 becoming R6.4 and the current R6.4 becoming 
R6.5.  The new R6.4 and R6.5 should also be modified to the following to accommodate 
Grandfathered service or other statutory obligations for which a contract does not exist 
or scheduling requirements are not in place:  “The impact of any firm Grandfathered 
obligations expected to be utilized…” 
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• viii. R7.3, and R7.4 – Each should have the word “contracts” replaced with “obligations” 
to accommodate GF service that does not hold a contract. 

ix. R7 – A sub-requirement should be added to allow for the inclusion of the impacts of 
Network Integration Transmission Service and Secondary Service 

4. The drafting team has proposed a set of measures and compliance elements for the 
standards.  If there is a measure or compliance element that you believe is incorrect, 
please identify this for us, being as specific as possible with a suggestion for revising the 
language so it is correct.     

Incorrect Measure or Compliance Element:  
a.                                                   MOD-01 
i. M9 – There is an unnecessary word “the” following the word “show” in the second 
line of the measure.  Additionally, the timeline(s) for responding to a request for data in 
R10 and M9 should be made consistent with one another – is it a requirement to 
respond to the request for data w/in 14 days or to begin to respond? 
ii. VSL for R4 – The word “Firm” should be inserted before the word ATC as R4 only 
refers to Firm ATC. 
iii. VSL for R5 – The word “Non-Firm” should be inserted before the word ATC as R5 
only refers to Non-Firm ATC. 
b.                                                   MOD-04 
i. M1 – Suggested rewording:  “Each Transmission Service Provider shall produce its 
CBMID evidencing inclusion of all specified information in R1.”  This approach should 
also be taken at M1 for MOD-08. 
ii. M5 – line 3 states “…they it has based its CBM…”  Please change to “…that it has 
based its CBM…”  
iii. VSL for R2 – The acronym “CBID” should be changed to “CBMID.”  
iv. VSL for R10 – The VSL is unclear.  The Team suggests it be rewritten to state, “The 
Transmission Service Provider failed to approve an Interchange Transaction Tag for CBM 
submitted by an Energy Deficient Entity under an EEA2 when CBM was available.”  
v. D1.3 Data Retention – For clarity, the phrase “three calendar years” in the second 
through fifth bullets should be changed to “most recent three calendar years plus the 
current year.”    
c.                                                   MOD-08 
i. M5 – M5 is missing he right parenthesis after the word “data” on the first line.  
ii. VSL for R1 – In the Moderate Level column, change the phase “changes been” to 
“changes that have been”. 
d.                                                   MOD-29 
i. M1 – M1 inaccurately calls for production of “models” used to derive TTC.  As there 
are multiple conditions under MOD-29, R2 where a model does not dictate the predicate 
for TTC, M1 should be reworded to state “…shall produce the models, contracts, 
nomograms, reports or study results…” – this corresponding to: 
1. Models in R2.1, R2.2. and R2.5 
2. Contracts in R.2.3 and R2.6 
3. Nomograms in R2.4 
4. Reports or studies in R2.7 and R2.8 
ii. M1.3 – The Team suggests correcting M1.3 from “…as stated in R1.1 through R.12…” 
to “…as stated in R1.1 through R1.12…” 
iii. M4 – If “M1” above is adopted, M4 is duplicative of M1 and should be deleted. 
iv. VSL for R4 – An SOL does not exist for every Posted Path.  This VSL should be 
amended by changing the words “the SOL” in the High and Severe columns to read “any 
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SOL”.  This makes the wording of the Requirement consistent with the wording of the 
Measure.  
v. VSL R5, R6, R7, R8 – These VSLs call for only a “severe” determination.  They also 
mandate that the TSP “use” all the elements defined.  However, the TSP will not “use” 
all the defined elements if they are not applicable.  Thus, if a TSP does not “use” all 
elements defined because all the elements were not applicable – the TSP is in violation 
for not including null elements in its calculation.  The Team suggests these be rewritten 
to state:  “The Transmission Service Provider did not use all affected elements as 
defined in….”  This approach should help clarify that “zero” as an integer is an 
acceptable entry and that only those variables “affected” need be reported or acted 
upon. 

 

5. Are you aware of any conflicts between the proposed standard and any regulatory 
function, rule/order, tariff, rate schedule, legislative requirement or agreement? 

 Yes  

 No  

If “Yes,” please explain why and provide supporting information.     
Comments: This response, however, is based on the understanding that BPA’s statutory 
requirements to serve the load of other federal entities (i.e. the Corp of Engineers and 
the Bureau of Reclamation) are sufficiently accommodated within the GF or OS 
components of the ETC calculation in MOD-029 and the GF component of the ETC 
calculations in MOD-030.  If these variables were not intended to accommodate non-
contracted statutory obligations of this nature, please modify the ETC calculations to 
accommodate these obligations (see suggested modifications provided in earlier 
comments). 

 

6. Please provide any other comments (that you have not already provided in response to 
the questions above) that you have on the draft standards.  

Comments:  

a. GENERAL 

i.BPA supports retention of the three methods recognizing the differences between the 
Rated System Path (MOD-029), Flowgate Methodology (MOD-030) and the Area 
Interchange Methodology (MOD-028). 

ii.BPA supports the retention of the proposed one-year implementation period.   

iii.BPA supports allowing NAESB to address all “posting” issues as they directly affect 
OASIS.  

b. MOD-001 

i.BPA supports allowing the use of more than one methodology for calculation of ATC by 
any one entity.  For example, the Team supports allowing any entity to use the Flowgate 
methodology inside their affected area while also using the Rated System Path 
methodology at its boundaries. 

ii.BPA supports allowing each entity to specify in its ATCID how it will treat counterflows. 

iii.BPA supports the aggregation of transmission capacity for grandfathered contracts 
when shared with neighboring requestors. 

iv.BPA supports the specifically limited universe of entities to which data sharing is 
required as prescribed in R10. 
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c. MOD-008 

i.R2 – Add the following language to strengthen the distinction between TRM and CBM:  
“Transmission capacity required for the period immediately following a contingency and 
before the market can respond (up to 59 minutes following the contingency) are 
included in TRM” 

d. MOD-029 

i.BPA strongly supports retention of the requirement(s) in R2.2 that accommodate paths 
which are “flow limited” by allowing the rating in the flow limited direction to be equal to 
the rating in the reliability limited direction.  This accommodates existing and functional 
practices without re-inventing the wheel where no such effort is required to meet FERC’s 
goals of transparency and consistency.  

ii.BPA strongly supports retention of the requirement(s) in R2.5 verifying that a given 
Posted Path does not adversely impact the TTC value of any existing path. 

iii.BPA strongly supports retention of the requirement(s) in R2.7 allowing the retention 
of existing and operationally proven TTCs without requiring a superfluous and redundant 
re-rating.  

iv.BPA strongly supports retention of the requirement(s) in R2.6 allowing for allocation 
of TTC via contract.  This avoids the needless renegotiation of contracts and potentially 
their associated operational agreements while supporting FERC’s mandate of 
transparency and consistency via MOD-01, R.3.6 wherein disclosure of allocation 
methodologies is required.  

v.BPA strongly supports the adoption of the proposed Counterflow definition as its 
adoption clarifies the application of Counterflows in each equation. 

e. MOD-030 

i.R10 – It is assumed this requirement has been included to promote transparency, but 
will in fact have the opposite effect due to a flood of posted data being required that is 
not used to process requests, and therefore is not used by market participants, and 
should be modified to the following:  “The Transmission Service Provider shall provide a 
tool to convert…” 

 

BPA has heard from a number of its Customers and other impacted parties that the 
posting of ATC, rather than AFC, will not promote transparency in the Northwest market 
or across BPA’s system.  BPA provides several tools on its website and OASIS site to 
facilitate interested parties’ access to AFC-to-ATC conversions.  These tools are easy to 
use and since a smaller quantity of data is posted to our OASIS site (i.e. 10 AFCs as 
opposed to several thousand ATCs), our OASIS system is more responsive and 
therefore, also easier to use. 
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Background Information 

Project 2006-07 was initiated in 2006 to revise the then existing NERC reliability modeling 
standards to ensure the consistent and transparent calculation, verification, and use of 
Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM), Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM), Total Transfer 
Capability (TTC), Available Flowgate Capability (AFC), and Available Transfer Capability 
(ATC). Project 2006-07 requires specific reliability practices be incorporated into these 
standards. Such changes will enhance the reliable use of the bulk power transmission 
system without arbitrarily limiting commercial activity.  

On February 17, 2007 FERC issued Order 890 which directed, among other things, a 
number of reforms in the determination of ATC by requiring consistency and transparency in 
how CBM, TRM, TTC, AFC and ATC are calculated and allocated. Then on March 16, 2007 
FERC issued Order 693 which provided directives on modifying the NERC standards, 
including those modeling standards related to the determination of ATC. 

The drafting team has created the following proposed standards: 

MOD-001 – Available Transfer Capability.  An “umbrella” standard requires the 
selection of a methodology, the updating of values, and the sharing of procedures and 
data. 

MOD-004 – Capacity Benefit Margin. A standard that describes the requesting, 
calculation, and use of CBM. 

MOD-008 – Transmission Reliability Margin. A standard that describes the 
calculation and use of TRM. 

MOD-028 – Area Interchange Methodology (previously called the Network 
Response ATC Methodology).  A standard that describes the calculation of TTC and 
ATC, as performed primarily in the Eastern Interconnection. 

MOD-029 – Rated System Path Methodology. A standard that describes the 
calculation of TTC and ATC, as performed primarily in the Western Interconnection. 

MOD-030 – Flowgate Methodology (previously called the Network Response 
Flowgate Methodology). A standard that describes the calculation of TFC and AFC, as 
well as the conversion of those values to TTC and ATC. 

The diagram on the next page shows, at a very high level, the arrangement of requirements 
within the revised set of standards.  The drafting team made many major changes to the 
standards based on feedback from stakeholders submitted in response to the last posting of 
these standards as well as feedback from NAESB and FERC.  Major changes include: 

- Defined several new terms – and changed the names of some of the methodologies.  
The most significant new term is, ‘Posted Path’ – this is used to define the boundaries 
for determining TTCs, TFCs, and ATCs. 

- Changed the applicability so that the Transmission Operator determines TTC or TFC and 
the Transmission Service Provider determines ATC.  

- Converted descriptive language into algorithms for calculating ETC and ATC.   

- MOD-001 includes the basic requirement for the TSP to have an Available Transfer 
Capability Implementation Document (ATCID) – but if a particular method of calculating 
TTC or TFC requires that the TSP’s ATCID have additional data or information, then the 
requirement for the TSP’s ATCID to have that additional data or information is in the 
standard that includes the method for calculating TTC or TFC. 
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- Removed all requirements to make data or information ‘publicly available’ – the drafting 
team has been working cooperatively with NAESB and all posting requirements will be 
addressed in NAESB Business Practices. 

- Added measures and compliance elements.
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MOD-004
Capacity Benefit Margin

(CBM)

-  CBM Implementation Document
-  Request CBM
-  Allocate CBM
-  Update CBM
-  Share CBM data and information
-  Real-time use of CBM

MOD-008
Transmission Reliability Margin

(TRM)

-  TRM Implementation Document
-  Calculate TRM
-  Share TRM data and information

MOD-028
Area Interchange Methodology

- Method-specific ATCID elements
- Modeling requirements
- Basic Area Interchange calculations:

-  TTC
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  ATC (firm and non-firm)

-  Share TTCs

MOD-029
Rated System Path Methodology

- Modeling requirements
- Basic Rated System Path calculations:

-  TTC
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  ATC (firm and non-firm)

-  Share TTCs

MOD-030
Flowgate Methodology

-  Method-specific ATCID elements
-  Identify Flowgates
-  Modeling requirements
-  Basic Flowgate calculations:

-  TFC
-  AFC (firm and non-firm)
-  ETC (firm and non-firm)
-  AFC to ATC

-  Share TFCs

MOD-001
Available Transfer Capability

(ATC)

-  Identify ATC methodology used
-  ATC Implementation Document
-  Follow counterflow rules
-  Calculate ATC at specified intervals
-  Share ATC data and information

Choose One or More Methodologies 

MOD-001, MOD-004, MOD-008 Apply to All Methodologies 

Arrangement of Requirements within the Proposed Set of ‘ATC’ Standards 
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The implementation plan includes the proposed retirement of the following standards: 

- FAC-012 – Transfer Capability Methodology.  Now addressed in MOD-028, MOD-
029, and MOD-030. 

- FAC-013 – Establish and Communicate Transfer Capabilities.  Now addressed in 
MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030. Also to be addressed in future NAESB Business 
Practices. 

- MOD-002 – Review of TTC and ATC Calculations and Results. Now addressed in 
MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030. Also to be addressed in future NAESB Business 
Practices. 

- MOD-003 – Regional Procedure for Input on Total Transfer Capability and 
Available Transfer Capability Methodologies and Values.  To be addressed in 
future NAESB Business Practices. 

- MOD-005 – Procedure for Verifying Capacity Benefit Margin Values.  Now 
addressed in MOD-004. 

- MOD-006 – Procedures for the Use of Capacity Benefit Margin Values.  Now 
addressed in MOD-004 

- MOD-007 – Documentation of the Use of Capacity Benefit Margin. Now addressed 
n MOD-004 

- MOD-009 – Procedure for Verifying Transmission Reliability Margin Values.  
Now addressed in MOD-008 

The standard drafting team was charged with revising the ATC-related modeling standards 
to comply with the FERC directives and industry participant consensus recommendations 
and is coordinating its efforts with NAESB to ensure that there are no gaps and no overlaps 
in the combined requirements.  Please review the revised standards and the implementation 
plan and then answer the questions on the following pages.  Please submit comments by 
December 14, 2007.   
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You do not have to answer all questions.  Enter All Comments in Simple Text 
Format.   

Insert a “check” mark in the appropriate boxes by double-clicking the gray areas. 

 

1. The drafting team has proposed an Implementation Plan for these standards.  Should 
additional time be provided for successful implementation?     

 Yes  

 No  

If “Yes,” please identify your concerns.  Comments: We have two concerns, discussed in 
our comments below, that if not addressed may be problematic for a 12 month 
implementation, as BCTC may have difficulty in achieving compliance with any of the 
three ATC methodologies within 12 months.  Our first concern is discussed in our 
comment 6.3 below regarding MOD-028-1, R7.  MOD-028-1 will not be an option for 
BCTC if we cannot continue to use interpolation between representative TTCs (that we 
calculate according to the process described in R7).  It will take BCTC longer than 12 
months, if it is even practical, to develop the systems to calculate TTC with the same 
level of accuracy as we do today without interpolation, given the complexity of our 
system, the range of variable, limitations, and contingencies we consider to determine 
TTCs.  Our second concern is discussed in our comment 6.5 with respect to MOD-029-1 
M-1.  We believe that this requirement is redundant to M4.  However, if it is retained as 
a specific requirement to produce models, BCTC will have a problem because it appears 
to retroactively require that models be produced for TTC calculations that were done in 
the past, and such models are no longer archived.  BCTC does not use flowbased 
methods, so MOD-030-1 is not applicable to us.  For these reasons, for BCTC to be 
compliant within 12 months, it is important to us that the concerns described above and 
discussed further in our comments 6.3 and 6.5 be accommodated within the standards.     

 

2. If there are any proposed definitions that you believe are incorrect, please identify the 
term and provide a substitute definition. 

Incorrect Definition:       

3. If there is a requirement in any of the proposed standards that you believe is technically 
incorrect, please identify the standard and requirement and identify what is incorrect.  If 
possible, provide alternate language that you believe would make the requirement 
technically correct.    

Incorrect Requirement:  

1.  MOD-001-1, R3.3 - The word "Facility" should be replaced with "Posted Path". 

2.  MOD-029-1, R1.6 - We suggest that the word "peak" be removed.  Often maximum 
TTC occur at off-peak conditions when load near to the generation is lower. 

 

4. The drafting team has proposed a set of measures and compliance elements for the 
standards.  If there is a measure or compliance element that you believe is incorrect, 
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please identify this for us, being as specific as possible with a suggestion for revising the 
language so it is correct.     

Incorrect Measure or Compliance Element:  
 
1. MOD-029-1, M4 and Compliance, 1.3 Data Retention, 4th bullet - The reference to 
R2.7 should be R2.6  (i.e. should be R2.1 through R2.6).  There are no models, reports, 
or study results required by R2.7.  Therefore, there is no point in having a Measure and 
a Compliance Process looking to see if models, reports, or study results have been 
produced and retained. 
 
2.  MOD-029-1, M7 - Should the reference be to R7 and R8?  R6 does not require the 
use of TTC. 
 
3.  MOD-029-1, M7 - The reference to R.1.2 is not clear.  Should this reference be to 
R2? 
 

 

5. Are you aware of any conflicts between the proposed standard and any regulatory 
function, rule/order, tariff, rate schedule, legislative requirement or agreement? 

 Yes  

 No  

If “Yes,” please explain why and provide supporting information.     
Comments:       

 

6. Please provide any other comments (that you have not already provided in response to 
the questions above) that you have on the draft standards.  

Comments:  

1.  MOD-028-1, R3.1 - We believe we understand the meaning of intra-day but are 
unfamiliar with the term intra-peak.  Does this mean hourly peak? 

2.  MOD-028-1, R3.1, R3.2, R4.1, R4.2 - The parenthetical "(at a minimum)" is subject 
to interpretation.  Does it mean that this is the minimum list of parameters to model or 
does it mean that these are the most conservative values allowed?   If additional 
parameters or some other values are used, the references need to be specified 
somewhere.  For example, if Peak Load is not used (because a higher TTC can be made 
available in shoulder hours), the ATCID needs a section describing what load to use.  We 
suggest that "(at a minimum)" be replaced with "(or other values and additional 
parameters as specified in the ATCID)". 

3.  MOD-028-1, R7 - The process for calculating TTC should also the Transmission 
Operator to calculate TTC by interpolating between TTC values that have been calculated 
according to the process outlined.  In complex systems with many assumptions in 
variables (e.g. load forecast, ambient temperature, generation dispatch), many possible 
limitations (e.g. thermal, transient stability, voltage stability, minimum voltage), and 
many single and multiple contingencies to run, it becomes impractical to calculate TTCs 
as described in R7. BCTC currently runs up to N-3 contingencies. BCTC, as well as an 
adjacent Transmission Operator, calculate TTCs using the process described in R7 for 
representative conditions, which on there own can require thousands of studies.  TTCs 
for other conditions are then found by interpolation between the representative cases.  
Any margin we need to allow for "interpolation error" is much less that the margin we 
would need to allow if we generalize generation dispatch, ignore transient stability, or 
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omit multiple contingency studies. Under no conditions do we extrapolate outside of the 
conditions bracketed by the studies.  We propose an item f be added as follows:   

f.  When two or more transfer capabilities have been established according to the above 
procedure which bracket the requirements described above, the TTC can be determined 
by interpolation between these established transfer capabilities.  

4. MOD-029-1, R4 - The double use of TTC is potentially confusing.  At a minimum we 
suggest rephrasing R4 to be "at the lesser of the TTC calculated in R1".   

5.  MOD-029-1, M1 - This measure is redundant.  M4 requires that the TO produce the 
models, reports, or study results that it used to establish TTC.  Since M4 already 
addresses models, M1 is redundant.   
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Background Information 

Project 2006-07 was initiated in 2006 to revise the then existing NERC reliability modeling 
standards to ensure the consistent and transparent calculation, verification, and use of 
Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM), Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM), Total Transfer 
Capability (TTC), Available Flowgate Capability (AFC), and Available Transfer Capability 
(ATC). Project 2006-07 requires specific reliability practices be incorporated into these 
standards. Such changes will enhance the reliable use of the bulk power transmission 
system without arbitrarily limiting commercial activity.  

On February 17, 2007 FERC issued Order 890 which directed, among other things, a 
number of reforms in the determination of ATC by requiring consistency and transparency in 
how CBM, TRM, TTC, AFC and ATC are calculated and allocated. Then on March 16, 2007 
FERC issued Order 693 which provided directives on modifying the NERC standards, 
including those modeling standards related to the determination of ATC. 

The drafting team has created the following proposed standards: 

MOD-001 – Available Transfer Capability.  An “umbrella” standard requires the 
selection of a methodology, the updating of values, and the sharing of procedures and 
data. 

MOD-004 – Capacity Benefit Margin. A standard that describes the requesting, 
calculation, and use of CBM. 

MOD-008 – Transmission Reliability Margin. A standard that describes the 
calculation and use of TRM. 

MOD-028 – Area Interchange Methodology (previously called the Network 
Response ATC Methodology).  A standard that describes the calculation of TTC and 
ATC, as performed primarily in the Eastern Interconnection. 

MOD-029 – Rated System Path Methodology. A standard that describes the 
calculation of TTC and ATC, as performed primarily in the Western Interconnection. 

MOD-030 – Flowgate Methodology (previously called the Network Response 
Flowgate Methodology). A standard that describes the calculation of TFC and AFC, as 
well as the conversion of those values to TTC and ATC. 

The diagram on the next page shows, at a very high level, the arrangement of requirements 
within the revised set of standards.  The drafting team made many major changes to the 
standards based on feedback from stakeholders submitted in response to the last posting of 
these standards as well as feedback from NAESB and FERC.  Major changes include: 

- Defined several new terms – and changed the names of some of the methodologies.  
The most significant new term is, ‘Posted Path’ – this is used to define the boundaries 
for determining TTCs, TFCs, and ATCs. 

- Changed the applicability so that the Transmission Operator determines TTC or TFC and 
the Transmission Service Provider determines ATC.  

- Converted descriptive language into algorithms for calculating ETC and ATC.   

- MOD-001 includes the basic requirement for the TSP to have an Available Transfer 
Capability Implementation Document (ATCID) – but if a particular method of calculating 
TTC or TFC requires that the TSP’s ATCID have additional data or information, then the 
requirement for the TSP’s ATCID to have that additional data or information is in the 
standard that includes the method for calculating TTC or TFC. 
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