Consideration of Comments on 1st Draft of MOD-001-1

Question 3
3.  This is the proposed definition for ‘Flowgate’ — A single transmission element, group of transmission elements and any associated contingency(ies) intended to model MW flow impact relating to transmission limitations and transmission service usage.  Transfer Distribution Factors are used to approximate MW flow impact on the flowgate caused by power transfers.

This is the definition of Flowgate in the NERC Glossary of Terms Used in Reliability Standards:  A designated point on the transmission system through which the Interchange Distribution Calculator calculates the power flow from Interchange Transactions.

Which definition do you prefer?
Summary Consideration:  

	Question #3

	Commenter
	Proposed
	Already Approved
	Comment

	AECI
	(
	
	

	APPA
	(
	
	Flowgate are also used in the Western Interconnection where there is not an IDC.

	Response: None needed

	APS
	(
	
	

	BPA
	(
	
	Although the proposed definition is superior to the existing NERC definition, BPA believes that it may be too expansive.  Specifically, the proposed definition does not clarify what is contemplated by the term "any associated contingencies".  If the proposed standards are intended to ensure specificity and transparency of the contingencies, margins and/or uncertainties that may be considered when determining ATC, then BPA thinks any contingencies should be explicitly identified and quantified in the determination of TTC/TFC, TRM and/or CBM, and not in the definition of a flowgate.  Also, it is not clear why a definition for transfer distribution factors is included in the definition of a flowgate.  It would seem more appropriate to provide a separate stand-alone definition of transfer distribution factors.

	Response: The Drafting Team feels the word contingencies is an industry accepted term that is defined in the NERC glossary as, “The unexpected failure or outage of a system component, such as a generator, transmission line, circuit breaker, switch or other electrical element.”  By using the term “Any associated contingencies”, flexibility is given to allow a flowgate to be defined in such a way to keep the system reliable.  The second sentence is not a definition of transfer distribution factors.  It was intended to show how the MW impact of a power transfer can be applied to a flowgate.  The Drafting Team now feels this second sentence is superfluous and will remove it.

	CAISO
	(
	
	

	Cargill
	
	(
	But change to, “A designated point, element or group of elements on the transmission system through which the Interchange Distribution Calculator calculates the power flow from Interchange Transactions.”

	Response: Because the Western Interconnection does not use an IDC, the drafting team felt it should be removed from the definition.  Flowgates can also be used in different types of load flow analysis not just in the IDC and therefore we felt a more general definition was warranted.

	Duke Energy
	(
	
	Delete the second sentence of the proposed definition.

	Response: The Drafting Team now feels this second sentence is superfluous and will remove it.

	Entergy
	(
	
	

	ERCOT
	
	
	ERCOT does not typically use the term "Flowgate".  ERCOT analysis considers monitored elements and a list of contingencies used in contingency analysis.  However, the definition of monitored element, while similar to Flowgate, does not require the inclusion of associated contingencies.  Both definitions, as prescribed, do not have meaning in ERCOT operations.

	Response: 

	FRCC
	(
	
	Last sentence of new definition is not necessary. It is extraneous to the definition.

	Response: The Drafting Team now feels this second sentence is superfluous and will remove it.

	Grant County PUD
	
	(
	We start to create a problem if standards have their own meanings for a term.  This creates an abiguity and needs to be avoided at all costs.

	Response: The drafting team agrees.  We are proposing changing the definition in the NERC Glossary which is used by all standards.

	HQT
	(
	
	"any associated contingency" needs to be explained. Why should contingencies be associated to an element or group of transmission elements?

	Response: The majority of monitored elements have a worst contingency that has the largest negative impact on the flows on that monitored element.  When using flowgates to analyze a transmission system, instead of studying all contingencies for a monitored element, the worst contingency is coupled with the monitored element and is called a flowgate.  That is why when defining a flowgate the flexibility is given to include “any associated contingency or contingencies”.

	IESO
	(
	
	

	IRC
	(
	
	

	ISO-NE
	(
	
	

	ITC Transco
	(
	
	

	KCPL
	(
	
	Propose the following refinement to the proposed definition:

Flowgate - a single transmission element or group of transmission elements that may include an associated transmission contingency(ies) intended to model MW flow impact relating to transmission limitations and transmission service usage by the use of Transfer Distribution Factors.
Transmission Distribution Factor is not included in the NERC Glossary.  Should Transmission Distribution Factor be defined or should it be excluded from the above definition?

	Response: The Drafting Team now feels this second sentence is superfluous and will remove it.

	Manitoba Hydro
	
	(
	Between the two definitions the second is clear enough to be used in a standard.  Manitoba Hydro believes you could work on the proposed definition to improve it without changing the meaning.  For example, the phrase "model MW flow impact relating to transmission limitations and transmission service usage" could be replaced with "model congestion through all Horizons" 

I suggest that the team has erred in including the contingencies in the definition of the flowgate.  The contingency may define what type of flowgate it is, e.g. OTDF as compared to PTDF, and will certainly define where the location of the flowgate is but it does not define what a flowgate is. A flowgate could be created by a planned/forced transmission outage, a planned/forced generator outage, or a by an interregional stability concern.  It may be good practice to include the contingency in the naming of flowgates, e.g. x for loss of y, but in my opinion y is not part of the flowgate.

In defining a flowgate as a single transmission element or a group of transmission elements, I believe the team would be doing a great service to the industry by determining if one type of flowgate, single transmission element or group of transmission elements, is preferable.  There is a concern that multi-facility flowgates provide less overall reliability (by their proxy nature) than single element flowgates.  The team should also determine if and when it is appropriate to use proxy flowgates.

Finally I believe "that Transfer Distribution Factors are used to approximate MW flow on a Flowgate… “ is actually a second definition (Flowgate Impact).  The information is useful but extraneous when defining what a flowgate is.

	Response: Because the Western Interconnection does not use an IDC, the drafting team felt it should be removed from the definition.  Flowgates can also be used in different types of load flow analysis not just in the IDC and therefore we felt a more general definition was warranted.  Flowgates are not necessarily only a monitored element.  The majority of monitored elements have a worst contingency that has the largest negative impact on the flows on that monitored element.  When using flowgates to analyze a transmission system, instead of studying all contingencies for a monitored element, the worst contingency is coupled with the monitored element and is called a flowgate.  That is why when defining a flowgate the flexibility is given to include “any associated contingency(ies)”.  The Drafting Team feels the word contingencies is an industry accepted term that is defined in the NERC glossary as, “The unexpected failure or outage of a system component, such as a generator, transmission line, circuit breaker, switch or other electrical element.”  By using the term “Any associated contingencies”, flexibility is given to allow a flowgate to be defined in such a way to keep the system reliable.

The second sentence is not a definition of flow impact.  It was intended to show how the MW impact of a power transfer can be applied to a flowgate.  The Drafting Team now feels this second sentence is superfluous and will remove it.

	MEAG Power
	(
	
	

	MidAmerican
	(
	
	

	MISO
	
	
	Neither – The proposed definition and NERC definition creates the impression that any set of transmission elements could be used to make up a flowgate resulting in inconsistencies in flowgate usage between selling transmission service and curtailing transmission service.  "Flowgates are pre determined set of constraints on the transmission system that are expected to experience loading problems in real-time. " This should result in neighbouring transmission providers using consistent set of flowgates for evaluating transmission service. The requirements should address making this list of flowgates and their parameters transparent.

	Response: The drafting team is strengthening the coordination and transparency in the standards referring to flowgates.  We will address the transparency of flowgates and their parameters and will also address the coordination of flowgates.

	MRO
	(
	
	

	NCMPA
	
	
	No comment.

	NPCC CP9
	
	
	No comment.

	NYISO
	(
	
	

	ODEC
	(
	
	I prefer the new defiinion, but think we might be able to improve on it.

	Response: No response needed.

	PG&E
	
	(
	The alternative definition is confusing by including contingenies with transmission elements.  It seems to assume that the contingencies that should be considered for each flowgate are fixed, but in reality, the contingencies that would have the most impacts on the power flow through a flowgate changes as the system change.

	Response: Flowgates are not necessarily only a monitored element.  The majority of monitored elements have a worst contingency that has the largest negative impact on the flows on that monitored element.  When using flowgates to analyze a transmission system, instead of studying all contingencies for a monitored element, the worst contingency is coupled with the monitored element and is called a flowgate.  It is true that the contingencies that would have the most impacts on the power flow through an element can change as a system changes.  That is why it is important to reevaluate flowgates often.

	Progress Energy Marketing
	
	
	No comment.

	Progress Energy
	(
	
	

	SCE&G and SERC ATCWG
	(
	
	

	Southern
	(
	
	Make sure that the correlation to other standards is correct when making this change.

	Response: We agree.  The other standards will be examined.

	SPP
	(
	
	

	Tenaska
	
	
	No comment.

	WECC ATC Team
	(
	
	


15. As mentioned in the introduction, the drafting team has deferred development of requirements for the calculation of Total Flowgate Capability (TFC) pending industry comments.  The drafting team would like to know whether the industry believes that MOD-001-1 needs to address TFC methodology and documentation as opposed to having the TFC methodology addressed by revising the existing Facility Rating FAC-012-1 and/or FAC-013-1 standards.  Please explain your answer:
Summary Consideration:
	Question #15

	Commenter
	Yes
	No
	Comment

	AECI
	
	(
	TFC is well defined in the definitiond of terms in the standard section.

	Response: 

	APPA
	
	(
	A Flowgate is another tool to plan and operate to the BES.  The Flowgate development and assumptions will be developed by the planners or operation personnel depending on the time horizon.  The flowgate rating is determined as part of the FAC package for system rating, SOL determinations, and TTC (TC) determinations.

	Response: 1 Vote for FAC

	APS
	
	
	No comment.

	BPA
	
	(
	TFC is similar to TC and should be addressed similarly to TC by revising the existing Facility Rating FAC-012-1.

	Response:  1 Vote for FAC

	CAISO
	
	(
	TTC and TFC are reliability parameters that are determined by the transfer capability methodologies stipulated in FAC-012. These values are not determined by the TSP but by the RC or TOP. In ATC and AFC calculations, these values serve as the upper bound for assessing and managing available transmission services only.

	Response: 1 Vote for FAC

	Cargill
	
	
	No comment.

	Duke Energy
	(
	
	TFC and AFC need to be in the same standard because they are interlinked with market issues.  FAC-012 and FAC-013 focus on calculation of TC for reliability studies.

	Response: 1 vote for MOD

	Entergy
	
	(
	TFC and TTC methodology should be included in the same standard.  Since FAC-012 includes TTC, the same standard should include requirements for TFC calculations.

	Response: 1 Vote for FAC

	ERCOT
	
	
	ERCOT does not use this methodology and has no comment.  The standard should provide for ERCOT's non-transaction-based methodology.

	Response: There are three available methodologies to choose from in the proposed MOD-001.  These are the only methodologies available to use.  If ERCOT’s non-transaction-based methodology does not fit within one of the three proposed methodologies, ERCOT should explain to the Drafting Team why another acceptable methodology is needed.

	FRCC
	(
	
	All transfer related matters need to be contained in one standard not spead out over multiple documents.

	Response: 1 vote for MOD

	Grant County PUD
	
	
	No opinion.

	HQT
	
	(
	If TFC is similar to TTC, it should be dealt in another Standard e.g. the same one that would deal with TTC.

	Response: 1 vote for FAC

	IESO
	
	(
	TTC and TFC are reliability parameters that are determined by the facility rating methodologies stipulated in FAC-012 and FAC-013, and these values are not determined by the TSP. In ATC and AFC calculations, these values serve as the upper bound for assessing and managing available transmission services only.

	Response: 1 vote for FAC

	IRC
	
	(
	TTC and TFC are reliability parameters that are determined by the transfer capability methodologies stipulated in FAC-012. These values are not determined by the TSP but by the RC or TOP. In ATC and AFC calculations, these values serve as the upper bound for assessing and managing available transmission services only

	Response: 1 vote for FAC

	ISO-NE
	
	(
	TTC and TFC are reliability parameters that are determined by the transfer capability methodologies stipulated in FAC-012. These values are not determined by the TSP but by the RC or TOP. In ATC and AFC calculations, these values serve as the upper bound for assessing and managing available transmission services only.

	Response: 1 vote for FAC

	ITC Transco
	
	
	No comment.

	KCPL
	(
	
	The purpose of the MOD Reliability Standards is to provide the "how to" for modeling and determining operating parameters.  The purpose of the FAC Reliability Standards is to provide "you will use" the results of the MOD to operate the bulk electric system.  TFC methodology should be defined in the MOD and then how it is used in the FAC.

	Response: 1 vote for MOD

	Manitoba Hydro
	
	(
	I think that the team was well advised to defer this to the facility rating standard team.  However a flowgate can be defined by single or multi elements.  the team should ensure that the team developing FAC-012 and/or FAC-013 is cover both as well.

	Response: 1 vote for FAC

	MEAG Power
	
	
	No comment.

	MidAmerican
	(
	
	MOD-001 should address the methodology and documentation.

	Response: 1 vote fore MOD

	MISO
	
	(
	As explained earlier, the standard needs to be methodology neutral.

	Response: 

	MRO
	
	
	Both MOD-001-1 and FAC-012-1 should reference the flowgate capability.

	Response: 

	NCMPA
	
	
	No comment.

	NPCC CP9
	
	
	No comment.

	NYISO
	
	(
	TTC and TFC are reliability parameters that are determined by the transfer capability methodologies stipulated in FAC-012. These values are not determined by the TSP but by the RC or TOP. In ATC and AFC calculations, these values serve as the upper bound for assessing and managing available transmission services only.

The drafting team needs to work with FAC-012/013 to coordinate the determination of TTC and TFC. We believe these values are closely related and are the same on a closed interface.

	Response: 1 vote for FAC

	ODEC
	
	
	No comment.

	PG&E
	
	
	There is no reliability need to develop a TFC separate from that already developed in the FAC Standards by the Planning Coordinator in the planning horizon and the Reliability Coordinator in the operating horizon.

	Response: 1 vote FAC

	Progress Energy Marketing
	
	
	No comment.

	Progress Energy
	(
	
	All of the calculations related to ATC should be addressed in the same standard.  PE suggests that all requirements be included in MOD-001.

	Response: 1 vote MOD

	SCE&G and SERC ATCWG
	(
	
	All of the calculations related to ATC (TFC, TTC, AFC) should be addressed in the same standard. Suggest that all requirements be included in MOD-001 and that FAC-012 and FAC-103 should be retired.

	Response: 1 vote MOD

	Southern
	
	
	The TFC methodology should be developed in the FAC12-13 standard and not in MOD-001.

	Response: 1 vote FAC

	SPP
	
	
	It looks like FAC-012-1 is more related to Reliability function and MOD-001-1 is more related to Tariff function. FAC-012 should probably describe how the Normal Rating and Emergency Rating should be calculated, using what weather conditions and what safety margin for equipment.   MOD-001-1 could refer to those definitions and indicate (as an example) that Normal Rating  could be used for single element PTDF flow gates and  Emergency Rating for OTDF flow gates.

	Response: 1 vote MOD

	Tenaska
	
	
	No comment.

	WECC ATC Team
	(
	
	TFC methodology should be addressed in the same standard as is TTC methodology.  This is the logical parallelism to addressing AFC and ATC in the same standard.  

	Response: 


12 Votes FAC

7 Votes MOD

