1. This is the proposed definition for ‘Existing Transmission Commitments (ETCs)’ — Any combination of Native Load uses, Contingency Reserves not included in Transmission Reliability Margin or Capacity Benefit Margin, existing commitments for purchases, exchanges, deliveries, or sales, existing commitments for transmission service, and other pending potential uses of Transfer Capability. Is this definition sufficient to calculate the ETC in a consistent and reliable manner?  If not, please explain.
	Question #1

	Commenter
	Yes
	No
	Comment

	AECI
	(
	
	Response: None 

	APPA
	
	(
	The definition is too vague to be used as a major component of the ATC Calculations.  Therefore a Standard needs to be developed to determine the rules for what is ETC, where to post ETC, and the requirements for archiving the ETC for future Compliance Records and Auditing.

	Response: The ATC Standards Development Team will be developing a standard for ETC.  The standard will define the components that go into ETC and provide in detail the method for determining each of the components.  The standard will include a clearer definition of “pending potential uses of Transfer Capability” if it is determined that it is needed. 
At this time it has not been determined if the standard will be a stand alone standard or incorporated into MOD-001-01. 


	APS
	(
	
	Response: None

	BPA
	
	(
	This definition merely describes a universe of explicit contractual or planning commitments that can be included in the calculation of ETC.  To actually calculate ETC, however, these commitments must be translated into a representation of power transfers, i.e., the use of transfer capability.  BPA does not agree that ETC should be addressed as a subcomponent of MOD-001-1 as suggested in P243 or Order 890; rather, it should be addressed in its own standard.

	Response: See response to APPA.

	CAISO
	(
	
	We agree with most of the components except “other pending potential uses of Transfer Capability”. This component is subject to interpretation and is difficult to demonstrate the need and quantify it for inclusion. Also, we question the need to specify “exchanges” and “deliveries” given that purchases and sales are already included.

	Response: See response to APPA.

	Cargill
	
	(
	Phrase “other pending potential uses” too broad and open to interpretation and could allow discrimination.  Order 890 states that ETC should include: native load commitments, grandfathered transmission rights, point-to-point reservations, rollover rights, and other uses identified through the NERC process.  We feel that “other pending potential uses” does not comply with Order 890.  All components of ETC should be specifically defined.

	Response: See response to APPA.

	Duke Energy
	
	(
	he definition of ETC is too ill defined.  There probably needs to be a separate standard for ETC (as exists for TRM and CBM).  "Native load" should be "Network/Native load".  All Contingency Reserves has too general to be used for ETC calculation - only reserves considered under TRM and CBM should be allowable for ETC calculation.  What are the "existing commitments for purchases, exchanges, deliveries, or sales" that do not fall under the "existing commitments for transmission service" category?  This phrase should be eliminated from the definition.

	Response: See response to APPA.

	Entergy
	
	(
	Definition of ETC is broad and can not be used to calculate the ETC in a consistent and reliable manner.  Since ETC will vary depending on what ATC calculations this is used for, its components can vary.  For example, for Firm ATC calculation, there is no need to include non-firm reservations.  A detailed Standard could to be developed or details included in MOD-001 for ETC calculations that should describe requirements and components to be included in ETC calculations.  However, in view of para 243 of FERC Order 890, ETC should  be addressed by including the requirements in MOD-001 rather than through a separate reliability standard.

	Response: See response to APPA.

	ERCOT
	
	
	ERCOT does not have a transmission service market.  Therefore, this concept does not have meaning in ERCOT operations as described in this definition.

	Response: No response required.

	FRCC
	(
	
	Response: None

	Grant County PUD
	
	(
	I have no specific suggestions, but in reading the definition for the first time, I am not sure how to interpret this.  I have had to read it several times, and could interperet the defintion several ways as to our situation.  Dynamic (and or psudo tie) uses for wind, and hydro generation, grandfathered system rights, and flow through from other systems that don't follow schedule paths, but physical paths, could all be problematic.

	Response: In developing the standard (See response to APPA) the components will be defined such that there should problems with interpretation. 

	HQT
	(
	
	We question the use of “other pending potential uses of Transfer Capability”. This component is subject to interpretation and is difficult to demonstrate the need and quantify it for inclusion.

	Response: See response to APPA.

	IESO
	(
	(
	We agree with most of the components except “…other pending potential uses of Transfer Capability”. This component is subject to interpretation and it is difficult to demonstrate a quantifiable need for the inclusion of this component. Also, we question the need to specify “exchanges” and “deliveries” given that “purchases” and “sales” are already included in the definition.

	Response: See response to APPA.

	IRC
	(
	(
	We agree with most of the components except “other pending potential uses of Transfer Capability”. This component is subject to interpretation and is difficult to demonstrate the need and quantify it for inclusion. Also, we question the need to specify “exchanges” and “deliveries” given that purchases and sales are already included.

	Response: See response to APPA.

	ISO-NE
	(
	
	We agree with most of the components except “other pending potential uses of Transfer Capability”. This component is subject to interpretation and is difficult to demonstrate the need and quantify it for inclusion. Also, we question the need to specify “exchanges” and “deliveries” given that purchases and sales are already included.

	Response: See response to APPA.

	ITC Transco
	
	(
	Other pending potential uses" does not sound like an existing commitment.  The definition should reference "other uses" or "other pending uses" or "other committed uses" but a "potential use" is not a commitment.  There are lots of potential uses of the transmission system, but the only ones that matter in the context of this definition are those for which transmission capacity needs to be reserved.

	Response: See response to APPA.

	KCPL
	
	(
	This definition is open ended. It would be better as a definition to include all components that can be thought of and amend the definition as the need arises.  This definition needs to stand alone and not make reference to TRM and CBM.  If there are items missing from the TRM and CBM that need to included in them, then it should be included and not left for ETC to clean up.

	Response: In addition to the ETC Standard the Team is also addressing the need for TRM and CBM Standards and include these thoughts in those standards as well when they are developed.  See response to APPA.

	Manitoba Hydro
	
	(
	Manitoba Hydro believes that the definition is close but you would have to develop the definition further  to describe when it is appropriate to describe reserves as ETC.

	Response: See response to APPA.

	MEAG Power
	
	
	No comment.

Response: None

	MidAmerican
	
	(
	The definition of ETC must be modified to comply with Order 890, Paragraph 244.  In addition, the definition does not define “other pending potential uses” of Transfer Capability, or explain how the other individual components of ETC are to be calculated.

	Response: See response to APPA.  A part of the standard development will be insuring all definitions comply with Order 890.  

	MISO
	
	(
	The definition for ETC is very generic. With the FERC Order 890 requirements of transparency in ATC/AFC calculations, this definition needs to be revisited to add more speficity to it. The definition specifically needs to include modeling of transmission commitments due to transmission service from other transmission providers. Midwest ISO is currently addressing this through two approaches – 1. Seams agreements that address modeling of transmission commitments from other entities. 2. a forecast error term which is currently under development that will address AFC predictions in real time to accommodate for errors in load, generation outage and loopflow forecasts. The standard needs to be revisited to make the computation of transmission commitments in both AFC and ATC methodologies transparent to transmission customers. Include thirdy party generation to load impacts.

	Response: Transparency will be a key element in all standards developed pertaining to ATC.  The Team will address  modeling and forecasting concerns.

	MRO
	
	(
	It is not clear in the definition whether the words existing commitments is to apply only to purchases or also exchanges, deliveries, or sales.  In other words, is it the intent of the Drafting Team that only existing commitments for exchanges, deliveries, or sales be included in ETC?  If it is the latter than the definition should be changed to say existing commitments for exchanges, existing commitments for deliveries, or existing commitments for sales or else use punctuation such as semi-colons to make clear the meaning.  If it is the former than the MRO suggests that exchanges deliveries, or sales be moved before the words existing commitments for purchases, such as exchanges, deliveries, or sales, existing commitments for purchases, existing commitments for transmission services, etc.

	Response: See response to APPA.  In developing the standard the team will discuss and take into account these comments.

	NCMPA
	
	
	No comment.

Response: None

	NPCC CP9
	(
	
	Response: None

	NYISO
	(
	
	We agree with most of the components except “other pending potential uses of Transfer Capability”. This component is subject to interpretation and is difficult to demonstrate the need and quantify it for inclusion. Also, we question the need to specify “exchanges” and “deliveries” given that purchases and sales are already included.

	Response: See response to APPA.  

	ODEC
	
	(
	The last catch all phrase of 'other pending potential uses of Transfer Capability' causes great concern.  What does this mean?  It is not clear, therefore, the definion of ETC is not clear.  Should non-firm schedules be included, it is not clear from this definion, but it needs to be very clear so everyone is calulcating ETC the same way.

	Response: See response to APPA.  

	PG&E
	
	
	No comment.

Response: None

	Progress Energy Marketing
	
	
	No comment.

Response: None

	Progress Energy
	(
	
	Response: None

	SCE&G and

SERC ATCWG
	
	(
	The ETC definition reference to "Native Load uses" is not applicable to ATC calculations.  By definition, a transfer analysis determines the amount of import (or export) capacity possible in addition to the native load service modeled in the base case.  Internal transfers to serve network loads are not included in TTC values and should not be subtracted from TTC to obtain ATC.  Conversely, since TFC is similar to a facility rating, not a (n-1) transfer analysis , the impacts of serving native load must be considered in calculating AFC and are therefore appropriate in an AFC calculation.

Either the ETC definition should be changed to reflect the differences between ATC and AFC calculations or the ATC formula should be changed to remove ETC from the calculation.  This could be accomplished by using the following ATC calculations.

Firm ATC = TTC - CBM - TRM - Firm Interface Commitments Non-firm ATC = TTC - All Interface Commitments + Postbacks of Unscheduled Service

In addition, the ETC definition should be modified to remove references to Contingency Reserves, which are not an Existing Transmission Commitment.  The ATC equations allow for uncertainties such as CBM and TRM.  To the extent additional reserve margins are required, they should accounted for as such in the AFC or ATC equations, not by lumping them into ETC.  Also, references to pending uses should be removed.  ETC should include only commitments, not potential uses.  A suggested ETC definition is provided below.

ETC:  Used in the context of calculating AFC, ETC reflects the impacts of power flows associated with serving native loads, commitments for firm and non-firm transmission service, and any other commitments for transmission service not covered by OATT requirements.

	Response: Due to the different methods for determining TTC and ATC these comments may apply in some regions and not in other regions.  The work on ETC will insure that each method is taken into account when developing the standard.  See response to APPA.  

	Southern
	
	(
	The ETC definition reference to “Native Load uses” is not applicable to ATC calculations.  By definition, a transfer analysis determines the amount of import (or export) capacity possible in addition to the native load service modeled in the base case.  Internal transfers to serve network loads are not included in TTC values and should not be subtracted from TTC to obtain ATC.  Conversely, since TFC is similar to a facility rating, not a (n-1) transfer analysis, the impacts of serving native load must be considered in calculating AFC and are therefore appropriate in an AFC calculation. 
Either the ETC definition should be changed to reflect the differences between ATC and AFC calculations or the ATC formula should be changed to remove ETC from the calculation.  This could be accomplished by using the following ATC calculations.

Firm ATC = TTC - CBM - TRM - Firm Interface Commitments

Non-firm ATC = TTC - All Interface Commitments + Postbacks of Unscheduled Service

In addition, the ETC definition should be modified to remove references to Contingency Reserves, which are not an Existing Transmission Commitment.  The ATC equations allow for uncertainties such as CBM and TRM.  To the extent additional reserve margins are required, they should accounted for as such in the AFC or ATC equations, not by lumping them into ETC.  Also, references to pending uses should be removed.  ETC should include only commitments, not potential uses.  A suggested ETC definition is provided below.

ETC:  Used in the context of calculating AFC, ETC reflects the impacts of power flows associated with serving native loads, commitments for firm and non-firm transmission service, and any other commitments for transmission service not covered by OATT requirements

	Response: See response to SCE&G and SERC ATCWG.

	SPP
	(
	
	Response: None

	Tenaska
	
	
	No comment.

Response: None

	WECC ATC Team
	
	(
	Although the definition is sufficient to “describe” Existing Transmission Commitments, it is not sufficient to “calculate the ETC.”  ETC is an essential variable in the ATC calculation on par with TTC, CBM and TRM.  As such, ETC should be addressed in its own freestanding standard to be consistent with the other ATC variables and to further promote clarity, consistency and transparency of this essential ATC component.  This group does not concur that ETC should be addressed as a subcomponent of MOD-01 as stipulated in P243 of Order 890.

To bring the definition in line with Order 890, P. 244, this Team suggests: 

The following language should be used as the definition for Existing Transmission Commitments.

To bring the definition into accord with Order 890, the Team suggests striking any reference to Contingency Reserves from the definition.  

Existing Transmission Commitments (ETC):

Any combination of:

1. Native Load commitments (including network service),

2. Load forecast error

3. Losses

4. Existing commitments for energy purchases, exchanges, deliveries, or sales and existing commitments for transmission service,

5. Appropriate point-to-point reservations

6. Rollover rights associated with long-term service
7. Other pending potential uses of transfer capability, either TTC or AFC, identified through the NERC process.

	Response: See response to APPA.  


