Consideration of Comments on 1st Draft of MOD-001-1 / WSB Comments to the comments.  4/2/2007 11:26:48 AM


QUESTION #12 RESPONSES 

SORTED BY 

COMPANY
 12.  Do you agree with the other proposed requirements included in the proposed standard?  If not please explain with which requirements you do not agree and why.

Summary Consideration:
	Question #12

	Commenter
	Yes
	No
	Comment

	AECI
	(
	
	

	APPA
	
	(
	General Many of the requirements listed in MOD-001 are requirements needed in the Standards that set the rules for TTC, TFC, CBM, TRM, and ETC.  The characteristic of each component will be made available to the industry if the Standards for the components are written properly.  If MOD-001 is written in a manner that requires those characteristic to be provided to the TSP and require the TSP the post characteristics the SDT will meet its obligations. APPA
R14 should be eliminated.  Requiring the same ultimate source and ultimate sink on the Transmission Service Request and the Interchange Transaction Tag will harm commercial use of transmission service.  It will force transmission users to redirect transmission service on OASIS every time a source or sink changes, even within the same control areas, while providing little, if any, benefit for reliability.  If the drafting team feels this requirement is still needed, it should be passed to NAESB for inclusion as a business practice. APPA

	Response: General: The drafting team agrees.  

R14: The drafting team will revise the language of the requirement to be compliant with FERC Order 890.  However Order 890 requires NERC to develop requirements in MOD-001 that specify “a consistent approach on how to simulate reservations from points of receipt to points of delivery when sources and sinks are unknown” so there will be a requirement that addresses sources and sinks and how they are to be consistently modeled (simulated).  The drafting team will consider moving the tagging requirement to a NAESB practice.

	APS
	
	(
	The requirements in R11.2, R11.3, R11.4, R11.5 and R12 do not apply to entities that use the Rated System Path method and should not apply to their ATC calculations.  For those that use the Rated System Path method these requirments should apply to the TTC calculations. APS

	Response: The drafting team agrees that these requirements do not apply to ATC calculations for Rated System Path method.  Drafting team will revise.

	BPA
	
	(
	See BPA's response to question 19.

	Response: See drafting team response to Q19.

	CAISO
	(
	(
	R6.8.1  We are not re-sinking 7 days of hourly values every hour, however the way Oasis Automation works it updates AFC with every Reservation that is submitted and with every Reservations that changes status. (for example Study(refused). CAISO 


R6.8.3   and R6.8.2 is same, if you have daily AFC for 30 days, you automatically have weeklies for 4 weeks, however not weekly value but daily values to represent the AFC of the 4 weeks. If that is the intension then we agree. CAISO

R6.9  Not sure what ETC is intended to be included in R6.9, Gen to Load ETC only or also ETC as result of Reservations?  TP’s typically exchange Net Interchange based on Schedules and sometimes reservations.  However that assumes that all Reservations will be scheduled. It doesn’t reflect directional ETC. A combination of  ETC for a Gen to Load situation and the Reservations as referenced in R6.10 will result in the “true” ETC of the system. It can not be provided in an initial Power Flow Model. CAISO
R6.10    We don’t think the “once per hour” should apply to all types of Reservations such as Weekly, Monthly and Yearly. It should be based on term of Reservation. CAISO
R7    This requirement might have to be split up in a requirement for the Sending Entity and a requirement for the Receiving Entity.   The Receiving Entity could update the AFC data on an hourly basis.  If the Sending Entity doesn’t update the data on an hourly basis, it is not effective. CAISO
R11.2  The term “same criteria”  is too general, it should be more specific. CAISO

R11.4  The term “Identify contingencies” is too general. It is unclear whether this refer to outages or the contingency elements of flow gates. CAISO
R12 – First, this requirement should be placed under R11, because R11 contains the items that must be ‘identified’ in the TSPs ATC methodology 

Second, exchanging data with neighboring TSPs is important only if the data held by one TSP is necessary for another TSP to calculate its ATC.  Therefore, R12 should be redrafted to read as follows:

· “Identify any other Transmission Service Providers from which data is received for use in calculating its ATC or AFC”

Data exchanges that are required as part of the TTC calculation should be specified in the TTC Standard. CAISO    
R14   Over stringent, particularly if AFCs are not calculated to the level or scope of granularity. CAISO

	Response: 
R6.8:  The drafting team does not agree with the comment for R6.8.1.  The requirement is to recalculate and update the AFC once per hour for the rolling 168 hours with updated information.  The drafting team does not agree with the comment for R6.8.2 and R6.8.3.  The requirements are to recalculate the different products at specific frequency.  Although the frequency is the same, the products are not and may be subject to different requirements for determining TRM, CBM, or ETC.

R6.9:  The drafting team agrees that the language in the requirement must be revised, and specify how and what ETC information must be exchanged.

R6.10:  The drafting team agrees that the requirement must be revised.

R7:  The drafting team does not understand this comment, however, the team will consider moving this requirement to a NAESB practice.

R11.2:  The drafting team agrees that the language should be more specific and will revise.

R11.4:  As a sub-requirement to R11, the requirement is to include or address each sub-requirement.  The drafting team believes that the requirement to include or address the contingencies considered is appropriate.  Nevertheless we agree that requirement R11.4 needs to be clarified to specify whether if is the outages or the contingencies associated with flowgates or both that need to be identified.  

R12:  The drafting team will reword the requirement and consider moving it to a sub-requirement of R11.

R14: The drafting team will revise the language of the requirement to be compliant with FERC Order 890.  However Order 890 requires NERC to develop requirements in MOD-001 that specify “a consistent approach on how to simulate reservations from points of receipt to points of delivery when sources and sinks are unknown” so there will be a requirement that addresses sources and sinks and how they are to be consistently modeled (simulated).  The drafting team will consider moving the tagging requirement to a NAESB practice.

	Cargill
	
	(
	We disagree with R14, which would require a Transmission Service Provider to require Transmission Customers to provide ultimate source and ultimate sink on Transmission Service Requests and further would require that Transmission Customers must use the same source and sink on Interchange Transaction Tags.  Our reasons for not supporting this requirement are several, based on our belief that the requirement (1) is impractical under well-established trading and scheduling practices, (2) has not been shown to be necessary to the reliability of the North American bulk electric system, (3) is not consistent with the Market Interface Principles, which are an integral part of NERC’s Reliability Standards Development Procedure and (4) conflicts with Order 890.  Further, it is not apparent from the records of the draft team’s development process that due consideration was given to whether the source/sink requirement adheres to NERC’s Reliability and Market Interface Principles.

The source/sink requirement is incompatible with the market’s trading and scheduling practices.  Forward hedging is commonly transacted at Hubs, with the product defined as an “into-HUB,” (e.g., into-Entergy).  A supplier who delivers energy to an “into-Hub” sale cannot foresee where the buyer will ultimately sink the energy.  That supplier may need to purchase transmission to the Hub’s interface, but cannot know in advance what sink to input in a Transmission Service Request on an upstream system.  Likewise, the buyer does not know the source until the time of day-ahead scheduling, and, therefore, cannot plan his transmission purchases to coordinate with his into-Hub energy purchase.  The seller may choose to deliver the “into-HUB” energy at different interfaces day to day.  

When scheduling energy flows between regions, the timelines for notifying counterparties of sources/sinks may not be consistent.  Though a Purchasing-Selling Entity may learn by 10:00 AM where his purchase is being generated for the next day, he may not know until 11:00 AM where that energy is sinking.  The party responsible for transmission in the upstream path may have to submit a Transmission Service Request, due to a transmission provider’s timing requirements, before the downstream must declare a sink.  So transmission providers’ timing requirements may not coincide with scheduling and tagging timelines.  Further, characteristics of today’s organized electricity markets are not compatible with the proposed source/sink requirement.

When energy is sourced from an organized market (i.e./ LMP system), the actual generating source cannot be identified, as economic dispatch determines generation levels on 5-minute intervals.  Thus, for a transaction tagged with a source in an LMP system, the Transmission Service Request and Interchange Transaction Tag may never match.  Similarly, in the WECC when a Mid-C product is purchased and taken to delivery, it could be generated at any of numerous hydro-generation facilities, all included in the definition of the Mid-C energy product.  The proposed source/sink requirement would put certain market participants at a disadvantage.  A Purchasing-Selling Entity who intends to buy transmission to move purchased energy from a Hub to a customer who will transmit the energy downstream beyond the Hub is at the greatest disadvantage with a source/sink requirement.  Such a Purchasing-Selling Entity, without known generation or load, may be ignorant of both the source and the sink until the time of scheduling.  It is important that the proposed standard is incompatible with trading and scheduling practices.  The following is taken from NERC’s Reliability Standards Development Procedure: “While NERC reliability standards are intended to promote reliability, they must at the same time accommodate competitive electricity markets.”

The MOD-001-1 drafting team recognizes at least two distinct methods for ATC calculations, the Rated System Path Methodology and the Network Response Methodology.  The addition of the source/sink requirement in R14, however, seems to ignore the key difference in the two methods.  The Rated Path method looks at the capability of the direct wires between two points, and those points are not necessarily the source or the sink.  The draft team’s records do not disclose claims that the lack of the proposed source/sink requirement has degraded reliability in those systems where the Rated System Path method is employed.  Apparently, source/sink requirements such as proposed in R14 are not necessary to the reliability of the North American Bulk Electric system for those areas using the Rated System Path method.  In fact, it is documented in the draft team’s working papers that source/sink modeling identification is “not relevant for Rated System Path Method for ATC Modeling.”  (See draft team’s document titled NOPRitems.XLS at http://www.nerc.com/~filez/standards/MOD-V0-Revision-RF.html, dated 7/19/06.)  The reason for the subsequent addition of the source/sink requirement to the proposed standard cannot be determined from the draft team’s records.

The impetus for the development and revision of MOD-001-1 was the Final Report of the Long-Term AFC/ATC Task Force.  In that report, in the section titled “Source and Sink Points – Calculation Process for AFC/ATC,” is the following statement: “The task force suggests that the sources and sinks (injections and withdrawals) used in the calculation of AFC/ATC and the evaluation of transmission service requests should replicate the anticipated use of service when utilized.” (Emphasis added.)  This statement assumes that requiring source/sink information with a Transmission Service Request and requiring that information to match the Interchange Transaction Tag is not necessary.  The next sentence in the report states, “It is important that Transmission Service Providers have business practices outlining when they will allow confirmed transmission reservations to be used in a manner that is not equivalent to how the request for the service was evaluated.” Once again, it is granted that source/sink information is not required to match from reservation to tag.  And Appendix B of the report states the case even more plainly: “Source and sink points … do not necessarily correspond to the source or sink fields on a transmission reservation, but are constructs that mimic the expected actual change in generation dispatch that would be used to affect that power transfer in real-time.”

Further practical considerations show that the R14 source/sink requirement is not necessary to the reliability of the bulk electric system.  For instance, Southwest Power Pool (SPP) employs an “electrical equivalent” concept.  According to SPP’s Business Practices an exception is allowed when the source/sink of a reservation does not match the source/sink of the tag, so long as the source/sink on the reservation is considered electrically equivalent to the source/sink on the tag.  SPP also allows an exception when a customer combines two SPP reservations on the same tag, so long as one reservation has the correct source/sink (or electrical equivalent) and the PORs and PODs are contiguous, such a scheduled reservation/tag is valid.  (See 4.3 of SPP’s Open Access Transmission Tariff Business Practices.)  Additionally, consider schedules that flow across DC ties.  There is no need, for the purposes of calculating ATC, for transmission providers in the WECC to know where in the Eastern Interconnect a transaction flowing west to east on one of the DC ties is sinking.  Likewise, for an energy schedule sourced in ERCOT to a sink in SERC, there is no need for the transmission providers in ERCOT to know the ultimate sink.  And no need for the transmission providers in the Eastern Interconnect to know the ultimate source.  Source/sink information matching from reservation to tag is not necessary to reliability in these cases.

The proposed source/sink requirement conflicts with NERC’s Reliability Standards Development Procedure, which includes two sets of guiding principles, Reliability Principles and Market Interface Principles.  “Consideration of the market interface principles is intended to ensure that reliability standards are written such that they achieve their reliability objective without causing undue restrictions or adverse impacts on competitive electricity markets.”  Market Interface Principle 2 states, “An Organization Standard shall not give any market participant an unfair competitive advantage.”  As mentioned earlier, market participants without known generation resources or load obligations can be put at a definite disadvantage with the proposed source/sink requirement.  Market Interface Principle 3 states, “An Organization Standard shall neither mandate nor prohibit any specific market structure.”  The indirect result of R14 would be to so inhibit markets operated with the Rated System Path Methodology so as to essentially prohibit the prevailing market structure operating where that method is employed.  Transmission providers and customers would be forced to transact differently, potentially disrupting long-established and efficient markets.  Most importantly, Market Interface Principle 4 states, “An Organization Standard shall not preclude market solutions to achieving compliance with that standard.”  The title of the standard at issue is ATC and AFC Calculation Methodologies.  Yet no explanation can be found in the draft team’s records as to how the source/sink requirement in R14 will improve ATC calculations.  In reviewing the records of the drafting team, no examples can be found showing that the lack of the source/sink requirement causes degraded reliability.  In fact, markets that do not require that ultimate source/sink be provided on a reservation and then match on an Interchange Transaction Tag have obviously determined and implemented solutions to calculating ATC, without such a requirement.  The record of the drafting team simply does not provide evidence to the contrary.

Finally, in reviewing FERC’s Order 890, it is apparent that R14’s source/sink requirement is inconsistent with established protocols for transmission service reservations.  At paragraph 297 of Order 890 the Commission states, “Regarding transmission reservations modeling, we direct public utilities, working through NERC, to develop requirements in reliability standard MOD-001 that specify (1) a consistent approach on how to simulate reservations from points of receipt to points of delivery when sources and sinks are unknown and (2) how to model existing reservations.”  Obviously, it is understood that not only existing reservations may not have provided source/sink information, but also, by distinguishing existing reservations, FERC has assumed that future transmission service requests may not provide source/sink information.  Indeed the definition of Transmission Service Reservation proposed in the MOD-001-0 standard references Point of Receipt and Point of Delivery, but not source and sink (see 2. at page 4 of this document.)

In summary, the proposed source/sink requirement is inconsistent with established trading and scheduling protocols, is not necessary to the reliability of the bulk electric system, conflicts with the principles established to guide the development of reliability standards and is inconsistent with FERC Order 890.  For the reasons stated herein, we disagree with the proposed source/sink requirement in MOD-001-1. Cargill

	Response: R14: The drafting team will revise the language of the requirement to be compliant with FERC Order 890.  However Order 890 requires NERC to develop requirements in MOD-001 that specify “a consistent approach on how to simulate reservations from points of receipt to points of delivery when sources and sinks are unknown” so there will be a requirement that addresses sources and sinks and how they are to be consistently modeled (simulated).  The drafting team will consider moving the tagging requirement to a NAESB practice.

	Duke Energy
	
	(
	As written with the requirement to provide ultimate source and ultimate sink, R14 should only apply to reservations and tags on systems that calculate AFC.  In general, on systems that calculate ATC or AFC, source and sink granularity on the reservation must be sufficient to allow adequate assessment of the impact on the capacity offering (ATC or AFC).  Source and sink granularity on the e-tag must be sufficient to allow adequate assessment of the e-tag’s impact on the transmission system.  The Point of Receipt (POR) and the Point of Delivery (POD) must be the same on the reservation and the e-tag.  If the source or sink on the e-tag is different from the source and sink on the reservation and the impact is substantially different from the expected impact of the reservation, the TP may deny or curtail the e-tag. Duke Energy

	Response: R14: The drafting team will revise the language of the requirement to be compliant with FERC Order 890.  However Order 890 requires NERC to develop requirements in MOD-001 that specify “a consistent approach on how to simulate reservations from points of receipt to points of delivery when sources and sinks are unknown” so there will be a requirement that addresses sources and sinks and how they are to be consistently modeled (simulated).  The drafting team will consider moving the tagging requirement to a NAESB practice.

	Entergy
	
	(
	(R3.) There is no need to include ATC and TTC values to be provided when requested within 7 days as these are expected to be posted on OASIS and be available per OATT requirement. Entergy  
(R4.) The equation assumes that the TRM, CBM and ETC are for each path that has a Distribution Factor factor to each flowgate.  Therefore, the language in the standard should be changed to include "respective" before the Distribution Factor for TRM and CBM.  In addition, the definition of Distribution Factor included in the NERC Standard Booklet "The portion of Interchange Transaction, typically expressed in per unit that flows across a transmission facility (Flowgate)" can only be used if the TRM, CBM and ETC are allocated on each Interchange Transaction which is from control area to control area.  If the TRM, CBM and ETC standards do not require such allocation, the formula will be invalid. Entergy  
(R5.1) This requirement should also be applicable to ATC calculations if Transmission Service Provider uses impact on interface differently for the Firm and Non-Firm reservation.  At a minimum Transmission Service Provider should be required to include method of adjusting the ATCs for Firm and Non-Firm Reservations for transparency purposes. Entergy  
(R5.2) Comment similar to that for  R5.1 applies to this requirement as this requirement should be applicable to ATC calculation. Entergy  
(R 5.3) This requirement is poorly written as it is not clear what is required to be on OASIS, Is assumptions used for base case and transfer generation dispatch for both external and internal system need to be on OASIS?  If so, it does not make sense. Entergy  
(R6.3)  The monitoring of the requirement of exchanging generation dispatch order that is updated at least prior to each peak load season or the generation participation factors of all units on an affected Balancing Authority basis that is updated as required by changes in the status of the unit will be difficult as these are inconsistent.  The participation factors theoretically will change any time the generator status changes and will have to be recalculated and shared with all entities.  Transmission Service Providers should be required to exchange participation factors when updated and at a minimum prior to each peak load season rather than required to calculate when generator status changes. Entergy
(R6.8) This requirement is applicable only to AFC calculations as AFC values for different periods need to be updated at certain interval.  First this requirement is based on FERC Order 889 and is of commercial nature, therefore, it should be included in NAESB business practices.  Secondly, this requirement is also applilcable to ATC values, if it is included in this standard, this should also be made applicable to ATC calculations. Entergy  
(R 6.10)  Transmission Service Reservations are available on line on OASIS and need not be included in this standard to be exchanged.  Also Transmission Service Reservations may be included in ETC when standard for ETC is developed. Entergy  
(R7)  The requirement for updating AFC values should be in NAESB Business Practices.  This requirement is also applicable to ATC calculations. Entergy  
(R11) There are more requirements to be included in the AFC methodlogy than the ATC methodology (R5 and R11 are applicable to AFC, and only R11 is applicable to ATC).  There does not appear to be a requirement for Transmission Providers using ATC to include items in R1 - R3 in ATC calculation Methodology.  It should be made consistent. Entergy  (R12), (R13), (R14) These requirements can be included in R11 as additional sub requirements.  There does not seem to be any justification to keep them as separate requirements and not to be included in the calculation methodology. Entergy

	Response: 
R3:  The drafting team does not agree that ATC and TTC need not be included.  Historical values of ATC and TTC are not available on the OASIS.  The drafting team agrees that the language of the requirement must be clarified.

R4 The SDT agrees that the word “respective” needs to be added for the TRM, CBM and ETC distribution factor.  We also agree that the equation would not apply for internal paths as you suggest and needs to be modified to accommodate this condition.
R5.1 The SDT agrees that this requirement applies to the rated system path methodology as far as requiring the Transmission Service Provider to identify his method of adjusting the ATCs for Firm and Non-Firm Reservations for transparency purposes.
R5.3 The SDT agrees that this requirement needs clarification. 
R6.3  The SDT agrees that the requirement should be written such that the Transmission Service Providers is required to exchange participation factors when updated and at a minimum prior to each peak load season rather than required to calculate when generator status changes
R6.8 The SDT agrees that AFC values should be converted to ATC at the same intervals as those specified for AFC. 
R6.10 The SDT agrees that transmission reservations need not be included in this requirement since they are available on OASIS. 
R7.  The SDT agrees that this is a business practice issue as well as a reliability issue.  We also agree that the AFC values should be converted to ATC values at the same frequency as they are being updated. 
R12:  The drafting team will reword the requirement and consider moving it to a sub-requirement of R11.

R13:  The drafting team does not agree that R13 should be included in R11 as a sub-requirement.

R14: The drafting team will revise the language of the requirement to be compliant with FERC Order 890.  However Order 890 requires NERC to develop requirements in MOD-001 that specify “a consistent approach on how to simulate reservations from points of receipt to points of delivery when sources and sinks are unknown” so there will be a requirement that addresses sources and sinks and how they are to be consistently modeled (simulated).  The drafting team will consider moving the tagging requirement to a NAESB practice.

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

	Response: The drafting team may consider regional differences after the standard is revised.

	FRCC
	(
	
	

	Grant County PUD
	
	(
	"R11.4 Identify the contingencies considered in the ATC and AFC calculation methodology".  Is this appropriate?  This could be an extensive list in some cases, it could create a security risk, or it could be leveraged for market power. Grant County PUD
"R14  The Transmission Service Provider shall require that the Transmission Customer provide both ultimate source and sink on the Transmission Service Request and shall require that that Transmission Customer use the same source and sink on the Interchange Transaction Tags."  Shouldn't the TSP only focus on that part of the transmission that he is providing service for?  POD and POR?  I am not sure if the intent here is to do specific point of generation to point of usage scheduling.  If it is, this is not appropriate for our situation.  We meet our schedules with a portfolio of generation and meet our loads with a series of contiguous PORs.  We do not to be overly specific and burdensome. Grant County PUD

	Response: 
R11.4:  As a sub-requirement to R11, the requirement is to include or address each sub-requirement.  The drafting team believes that the requirement to include or address the contingencies considered is appropriate.  

R14: The drafting team will revise the language of the requirement to be compliant with FERC Order 890.  However Order 890 requires NERC to develop requirements in MOD-001 that specify “a consistent approach on how to simulate reservations from points of receipt to points of delivery when sources and sinks are unknown” so there will be a requirement that addresses sources and sinks and how they are to be consistently modeled (simulated).  The drafting team will consider moving the tagging requirement to a NAESB practice.

	HQT
	
	(
	Refer to 7

R12 – First, this requirement should be placed under R11, because R11 contains the items that must be ‘identified’ in the TSPs ATC methodology 

Second, exchanging data with neighboring TSPs is important only if the data held by one TSP is necessary for another TSP to calculate its ATC.  Therefore, R12 should be redrafted to read as follows:

•
“Identify any other Transmission Service Providers from which data is received for use in calculating its ATC or AFC”

Data exchanges that are required as part of the TTC calculation should be specified in the TTC Standard. HQT

	Response: R12:  The drafting team will reword the requirement and consider moving it to a sub-requirement of R11.



	IESO
	
	(
	(i) The text box next to R5 says: [Please note that it may appear that the AFC methodology contains more requirements than that ATC methodology. Due to the characteristics of the ATC methodology, the corresponding level of detail will be contained in the standard that determines TTC (e.g. FAC 12 or FAC 13) when it is revised.] 
We interpret this text box applies to both R5 and R6. 

We agree that the two methods are different and therefore may need different detailed requirements in certain aspects. However, many of the sub-requirements in R5 and R6 appear to be applicable to the ATC calculation methodology as well hence the detailed requirements can also be addressed in this standard. Moreover, addressing detailed ATC calculation requirements in FAC-012 or –013 appears to be a misfit since the latter standards deal with Transfer Capabilities (and to be revised to deal with Total Transfer Capabilities as suggested in Q14, below), which are solely reliability parameters. Moreover, having the detailed ATC calculation requirements placed in a separate standard would leave room for confusion to the standard users. IESO
(ii) R6.5. Please see comments under Q9. IESO
(iii) R11.4 The contingencies considered and applied in determining the ATC or AFC would be the same sets used for operating studies and planning studies which could include all possible Category B and Category C contingencies on the TSP’s system. It would be near impossible to identify them all. This requirement is implied by R11.2, and where necessary, R11.2 can be expanded to ensure that the ATC and AFC shall be determined with the same set of contingency criteria applicable to the reliability assessment of the like time frame. IESO
R11.5 We do not understand this requirement. Does it mean that for ATC and AFC calculation, the model and assumptions must be the same as those used for expansion planning? Note that calculations of ATC and AFC need to consider planned outages to BES facilities, whereas expansion planning may not. Also, if this is the requirement, what are the parallel requirements for ATC and AFC calculation in time frames less than 13 months? IESO

	Response: 
R5. The SDT considered the change in formatting you suggest and agree that it would work as well. However, the concensus of the group was that the formatting that is employed in the current draft of MOD-001 will be less confusing for the user since all of the requirements applicable to each methodology are grouped together. 
R11.5 The SDT agrees that this requirement needs to be clarified such that R11.5 and R11.2 are complementary. 
R11.4:  As a sub-requirement to R11, the requirement is to include or address each sub-requirement.  The drafting team believes that the requirement to include or address the contingencies considered is appropriate.  



	IRC
	(
	(
	R6.8.1  We are not re-sinking 7 days of hourly values every hour, however the way Oasis Automation works it updates AFC with every Reservation that is submitted and with every Reservations that changes status. (for example Study(refused). IRC

R6.8.3   and R6.8.2 is same, if you have daily AFC for 30 days, you automatically have weeklies for 4 weeks, however not weekly value but daily values to represent the AFC of the 4 weeks. If that is the intension then we agree. IRC

R6.9  Not sure what ETC is intended to be included in R6.9, Gen to Load ETC only or also ETC as result of Reservations?  TP’s typically exchange Net Interchange based on Schedules and sometimes reservations.  However that assumes that all Reservations will be scheduled. It doesn’t reflect directional ETC. A combination of  ETC for a Gen to Load situation and the Reservations as referenced in R6.10 will result in the “true” ETC of the system. It can not be provided in an initial Power Flow Model. IRC
R6.10    We don’t think the “once per hour” should apply to all types of Reservations such as Weekly, Monthly and Yearly. It should be based on term of Reservation. IRC

R7    This requirement might have to be split up in a requirement for the Sending Entity and a requirement for the Receiving Entity.   The Receiving Entity could update the AFC data on an hourly basis.  If the Sending Entity doesn’t update the data on an hourly basis, it is not effective. IRC

R11.2  The term “same criteria”  is too general, it should be more specific. IRC

R11.4  The term “Identify contingencies” is too general. It is unclear whether this refer to outages or the contingency elements of flow gates. IRC
R12 – First, this requirement should be placed under R11, because R11 contains the items that must be ‘identified’ in the TSPs ATC methodology 

Second, exchanging data with neighboring TSPs is important only if the data held by one TSP is necessary for another TSP to calculate its ATC.  Therefore, R12 should be redrafted to read as follows:

· “Identify any other Transmission Service Providers from which data is received for use in calculating its ATC or AFC”

Data exchanges that is required as part of the TTC calculation should be specified in the TTC Standard. IRC    
R14   Over stringent, particularly if AFCs are not calculated to the level or scope of granularity. IRC

	Response:  

R6.8:  The drafting team does not agree with the comment for R6.8.1.  The requirement is to recalculate and update the AFC once per hour for the rolling 168 hours with updated information.  The drafting team does not agree with the comment for R6.8.2 and R6.8.3.  The requirements are to recalculate the different products at specific frequency.  Although the frequency is the same, the products are not and may be subject to different requirements for determining TRM, CBM, or ETC.

R6.9:  The drafting team agrees that the language in the requirement must be revised, and specify how and what ETC information must be exchanged.

R6.10:  The drafting team agrees that the requirement must be revised.

R7:  The drafting team does not understand this comment, however, the team will consider moving this requirement to a NAESB practice.

R11.2:  The drafting team agrees that the language should be more specific and will revise.

R11.4:  As a sub-requirement to R11, the requirement is to include or address each sub-requirement.  The drafting team believes that the requirement to include or address the contingencies considered is appropriate.  Nevertheless we agree that requirement R11.4 needs to be clarified to specify whether if is the outages or the contingencies associated with flowgates or both that need to be identified.  

R12:  The drafting team will reword the requirement and consider moving it to a sub-requirement of R11.

R14: The drafting team will revise the language of the requirement to be compliant with FERC Order 890.  However Order 890 requires NERC to develop requirements in MOD-001 that specify “a consistent approach on how to simulate reservations from points of receipt to points of delivery when sources and sinks are unknown” so there will be a requirement that addresses sources and sinks and how they are to be consistently modeled (simulated).  The drafting team will consider moving the tagging requirement to a NAESB practice.

	ISO-NE
	(
	(
	R6.8.1  We are not re-sinking 7 days of hourly values every hour, however the way Oasis Automation works it updates AFC with every Reservation that is submitted and with every Reservations that changes status. (for example Study(refused). ISO-NE

R6.8.3   and R6.8.2 is same, if you have daily AFC for 30 days, you automatically have weeklies for 4 weeks, however not weekly value but daily values to represent the AFC of the 4 weeks. If that is the intension then we agree. ISO-NE

R6.9  Not sure what ETC is intended to be included in R6.9, Gen to Load ETC only or also ETC as result of Reservations?  TP’s typically exchange Net Interchange based on Schedules and sometimes reservations.  However that assumes that all Reservations will be scheduled. It doesn’t reflect directional ETC. A combination of  ETC for a Gen to Load situation and the Reservations as referenced in R6.10 will result in the “true” ETC of the system. It can not be provided in an initial Power Flow Model. ISO-NE
R6.10    We don’t think the “once per hour” should apply to all types of Reservations such as Weekly, Monthly and Yearly. It should be based on term of Reservation. ISO-NE

R7    This requirement might have to be split up in a requirement for the Sending Entity and a requirement for the Receiving Entity.   The Receiving Entity could update the AFC data on an hourly basis.  If the Sending Entity doesn’t update the data on an hourly basis, it is not effective. ISO-NE

R11.2  The term “same criteria”  is too general, it should be more specific. ISO-NE

R11.4  The term “Identify contingencies” is too general. It is unclear whether this refer to outages or the contingency elements of flow gates. ISO-NE
R12 – First, this requirement should be placed under R11, because R11 contains the items that must be ‘identified’ in the TSPs ATC methodology 

Second, exchanging data with neighboring TSPs is important only if the data held by one TSP is necessary for another TSP to calculate its ATC.  Therefore, R12 should be redrafted to read as follows:

“Identify any other Transmission Service Providers from which data is received for use in calculating its ATC or AFC”
Data exchanges that are required as part of the TTC calculation should be specified in the TTC Standard. ISO-NE
R14   Over stringent, particularly if AFCs are not calculated to the level or scope of granularity. ISO-NE

	Response: R6.8:  The drafting team does not agree with the comment for R6.8.1.  The requirement is to recalculate and update the AFC once per hour for the rolling 168 hours with updated information.  The drafting team does not agree with the comment for R6.8.2 and R6.8.3.  The requirements are to recalculate the different products at specific frequency.  Although the frequency is the same, the products are not and may be subject to different requirements for determining TRM, CBM, or ETC.

R6.9:  The drafting team agrees that the language in the requirement must be revised, and specify how and what ETC information must be exchanged.

R6.10:  The drafting team agrees that the requirement must be revised.

R7:  The drafting team does not understand this comment, however, the team will consider moving this requirement to a NAESB practice.

R11.2:  The drafting team agrees that the language should be more specific and will revise.

R11.4:  As a sub-requirement to R11, the requirement is to include or address each sub-requirement.  The drafting team believes that the requirement to include or address the contingencies considered is appropriate. Nevertheless we agree that requirement R11.4 needs to be clarified to specify whether if is the outages or the contingencies associated with flowgates or both that need to be identified.  

R12:  The drafting team will reword the requirement and consider moving it to a sub-requirement of R11.

R14: The drafting team will revise the language of the requirement to be compliant with FERC Order 890.  However Order 890 requires NERC to develop requirements in MOD-001 that specify “a consistent approach on how to simulate reservations from points of receipt to points of delivery when sources and sinks are unknown” so there will be a requirement that addresses sources and sinks and how they are to be consistently modeled (simulated).  The drafting team will consider moving the tagging requirement to a NAESB practice.

	ITC Transco
	(
	
	

	KCPL
	(
	
	

	Manitoba Hydro
	
	
	No comment.

	MEAG Power
	
	
	No comment.

	MidAmerican
	
	(
	General As noted in our General Comments above, MidAmerican does not believe the standard as currently drafted complies with FERC Order No. 890. MidAmerican

	Response: The drafting team agrees that the standard must be revised in order to comply with FERC Order 890.

	MISO
	
	(
	General The standard needs to be revisited in light of the Order 890 to make sure consistent measures are applied to all calculations. MISO

	Response: The drafting team agrees that the standard must be revised in order to comply with FERC Order 890.

	MRO
	(
	
	

	NCMPA
	
	(
	R14 should be eliminated.  The proposed source/sink requirement is inconsistent with established trading and scheduling protocols, is not necessary to the reliability of the bulk electric system and conflicts with the principles established to guide the development of reliability standards.  Requiring the same ultimate source and ultimate sink on the Transmission Service Request and the Interchange Transaction Tag will harm commercial use of transmission service.  It will force transmission users to redirect transmission service on OASIS every time a source or sink changes, even in cases where the source/sink combinations are electrically equivalent.  This new practice will provide little, if any, benefit for reliability. 
If the drafting team feels this requirement is still needed, it should be passed to NAESB for inclusion as a business practice. NCMPA

	Response:   R14: The drafting team will revise the language of the requirement to be compliant with FERC Order 890.  However Order 890 requires NERC to develop requirements in MOD-001 that specify “a consistent approach on how to simulate reservations from points of receipt to points of delivery when sources and sinks are unknown” so there will be a requirement that addresses sources and sinks and how they are to be consistently modeled (simulated).  The drafting team will consider moving the tagging requirement to a NAESB practice.

	NPCC CP9
	
	(
	R12 – First, this requirement should be placed under R11, because R11 contains the items that must be ‘identified’ in the TSPs ATC methodology 

Second, exchanging data with neighboring TSPs is important only if the data held by one TSP is necessary for another TSP to calculate its ATC.  Therefore, R12 should be redrafted to read as follows:

“Identify any other Transmission Service Providers from which data is received for use in calculating its ATC or AFC”

Data exchanges that are required as part of the TTC calculation should be specified in the TTC Standard. NPCC CP9

	Response: R12:  The drafting team will reword the requirement and consider moving it to a sub-requirement of R11.

	NYISO
	(
	(
	R 6 - We suggest that we require that a requester must demonstrate a reliability related need for the data. This will ensure an effort to provide the data is warranted. NYISO 

R 6.3 - It is unclear what the phrase 'generation dispatch order' refers to. NYISO
R6.8.1  We are not re-sinking 7 days of hourly values every hour, however the way Oasis Automation works it updates AFC with every Reservation that is submitted and with every Reservations that changes status. (for example Studyrefused). NYISO 

R6.8.3   and R6.8.2 is same, if you have daily AFC for 30 days, you automatically have weeklies for 4 weeks, however not weekly value but daily values to represent the AFC of the 4 weeks. If that is the intension then we agree. NYISO

R6.9  Not sure what ETC is intended to be included in R6.9, Gen to Load ETC only or also ETC as result of Reservations?  TP’s typically exchange Net Interchange based on Schedules and sometimes reservations.  However that assumes that all Reservations will be scheduled. It doesn’t reflect directional ETC. A combination of  ETC for a Gen to Load situation and the Reservations as referenced in R6.10 will result in the “true” ETC of the system. It can not be provided in an initial Power Flow Model. NYISO
R6.10    We don’t think the “once per hour” should apply to all types of Reservations such as Weekly, Monthly and Yearly. It should be based on term of Reservation. NYISO

R7    This requirement might have to be split up in a requirement for the Sending Entity and a requirement for the Receiving Entity.   The Receiving Entity could update the AFC data on an hourly basis.  If the Sending Entity doesn’t update the data on an hourly basis, it is not effective. NYISO
R11.2  The term “same criteria”  is too general, it should be more specific. NYISO

R11.4  The term “Identify contingencies” is too general. It is unclear whether this refer to outages or the contingency elements of flow gates. NYISO
R12 – First, this requirement should be placed under R11, because R11 contains the items that must be ‘identified’ in the TSPs ATC methodology 

Second, exchanging data with neighboring TSPs is important only if the data held by one TSP is necessary for another TSP to calculate its ATC.  Therefore, R12 should be redrafted to read as follows:

•
“Identify any other Transmission Service Providers from which data is received for use in calculating its ATC or AFC”

Data exchanges that is required as part of the TTC calculation should be specified in the TTC Standard. NYISO   

R14   Over stringent, particularly if AFCs are not calculated to the level or scope of granularity. NYISO

	Response: 
R6.8:  The drafting team does not agree with the comment for R6.8.1.  The requirement is to recalculate and update the AFC once per hour for the rolling 168 hours with updated information.  The drafting team does not agree with the comment for R6.8.2 and R6.8.3.  The requirements are to recalculate the different products at specific frequency.  Although the frequency is the same, the products are not and may be subject to different requirements for determining TRM, CBM, or ETC.

R6.9:  The drafting team agrees that the language in the requirement must be revised, and specify how and what ETC information must be exchanged.

R6.10:  The drafting team agrees that the requirement must be revised.

R7:  The drafting team does not understand this comment, however, the team will consider moving this requirement to a NAESB practice.

R11.2:  The drafting team agrees that the language should be more specific and will revise.

R11.4:  As a sub-requirement to R11, the requirement is to include or address each sub-requirement.  The drafting team believes that the requirement to include or address the contingencies considered is appropriate. Nevertheless we agree that requirement R11.4 needs to be clarified to specify whether if is the outages or the contingencies associated with flowgates or both that need to be identified.  

R12:  The drafting team will reword the requirement and consider moving it to a sub-requirement of R11.

R14: The drafting team will revise the language of the requirement to be compliant with FERC Order 890.  However Order 890 requires NERC to develop requirements in MOD-001 that specify “a consistent approach on how to simulate reservations from points of receipt to points of delivery when sources and sinks are unknown” so there will be a requirement that addresses sources and sinks and how they are to be consistently modeled (simulated).  The drafting team will consider moving the tagging requirement to a NAESB practice.

	ODEC
	
	(
	General I think we need to have a firm definion for the ATC/CBM/TRM terms before a final standard on them should be voted upon as this will impact the language in the standard. ODEC

	Response:   The drafting team agrees.  The standards on ATC/CBM/TRM/AFC/ETC should be voted upon as a complete package so that all definitions are understood in the context of related standards.

	PG&E
	
	
	No comment.

	Progress Energy Marketing
	
	(
	Progress Energy Marketing disagree with R14, which would require Transmission Customers to provide ultimate source/sink on the Transmission Service Request. By your own definition, a Transmission Service Request is a service request by the Transmission Customer to the Transmission Service Provider to move energy from a Point of Receipt to a Point of Delivery. 

The ultimate source/sink requirement is incompatible with the market's trading and scheduling practices. Forward hedging is commonly transacted at Hubs, with the product defined as an "into-HUB". A supplier who delivers energy to an "into-HUB" sale cannot foresee where the buyer will ultimately sink the energy. The supplier may need to purchase transmission to the Hub's interface, but cannot know in advance what sink to input in a transmission Service Request on an upstream system.

The ultimate source/sink requirement would have an adverse impact on market development as well as market activity Progress Energy Marketing

	Response:   R14: The drafting team will revise the language of the requirement to be compliant with FERC Order 890.  However Order 890 requires NERC to develop requirements in MOD-001 that specify “a consistent approach on how to simulate reservations from points of receipt to points of delivery when sources and sinks are unknown” so there will be a requirement that addresses sources and sinks and how they are to be consistently modeled (simulated).  The drafting team will consider moving the tagging requirement to a NAESB practice.

	Progress Energy
	
	(
	R3 – What is the intent of this requirement?  If the intent is to provide data within 7 days of the request then the requirement needs to be reworded. Progress Energy
R8 – R14 should apply to “ATC” not “ATC and AFC” because AFC is just an ATC engine, and these requirements should be moved to the beginning of the standard, followed by the engine-specific calculation requirements. Progress Energy 
R11.2 – “internal expansion plan” does not apply within 13 month horizon.  Should instead be “internal near-term planning” Progress Energy 

R11.5 – reject inclusion of “use the same power flow model” as this is impossible to apply.  Many ATC models use NERC MMWG models as their basis.  In planning studies, additional lower voltage detail is included. Progress Energy
General Also,  the standard should have only one requirement that defines the when and where of ATC methodology ; If you want the same process to be applied across the whole system and across time horizons then say that plainly in one requirement instead of splitting the where and when between R9 and R11. Progress Energy

	Response: 

	SCE&G and SERC ATCWG
	
	(
	R3 - The requirement is not clear on timeframes.  Is it talking about the current ATC values or values into the future?  If so, how far into the future. What is intent?  If the intent is to create the obligation to provide current data within 7 days of the request, then the requirement needs to be reworded.  SCE&G and SERC ATCWG
R4 - IN AFC methodology, TRM and CBM are a flowgate attribute not a path attribute, therefore the formula should be modified. SCE&G and SERC ATCWG 

R5.1 and R5.2 - Needs clarification of the clause "with respect to how each is treated in the Transmission Service Provider's counter flow rules."  This clause appears to limite consideration to counterflows only when other issues impact firm versus non-firm reservations and schedules. SCE&G and SERC ATCWG 

R5.3 - delete "on OASIS" since it is covered in R10. SCE&G and SERC ATCWG 

R6 - specify whether forward-looking or historical; SCE&G and SERC ATCWG 

R6.1 and 6.2- "coordinated transmission system element" is not understood.  Rephrase to state "coordinated schedules of transmission system elements to be taken out of service" SCE&G and SERC ATCWG
R6.8.3 - This requirement should allow the use of a minimum daily value during a week for posting as weekly ATC. SCE&G and SERC ATCWG
6.10 - remove "when revised". SCE&G and SERC ATCWG 

R7 - state "at the minimum frequency" to be consistent with R6.8. SCE&G and SERC ATCWG
R8-R14 all apply to ATC so remove "or AFC" - also move R8-R14 to the beginning of the standard, followed by the engine-specific calculation requirements. SCE&G and SERC ATCWG
R11.2 - "internal expansion plan" does not apply within 13 month horizon.  Should instead be "internal operational planning". SCE&G and SERC ATCWG 

R11.5, change "the same power flow models, and the same assumptions regarding load, generation dispatch, special protection systems, post contingency switching, and transmission and generation facility additions and retirements as those used in the expansion planning for the same time frame." to "power flow models containing assumptions consistent with expansion planning for the same time frame." SCE&G and SERC ATCWG

	Response: 
R3. The SDT agrees that the intent of this requirement needs to be  clarified  regarding time frame limitations (i.e. current ATC values or values into the future) 
R4 The SDT is unclear on the comment; however, TRM and CBM are attributes of all three methodologies.

R5.1 AN AFC METHODOLOGY USER NEEDS TO ADDRESS THIS COMMENT  
R5.2 AN AFC METHODOLOGY USER NEEDS TO ADDRESS THIS COMMENT  
R5.3 The SDT does not agree that the “on OASIS” requirement in R5.3 is covered in R10. Moreover, R5.3 is talking about base cases and generation dispatch whereas R10 is talking about calculation methodology which are obviously not the same subjects. 
R6 The SDT agrees that this requirement needs to be clarified to identify whether the data to be exchanged is historical data or forward-looking data or both. 
R6.1 The SDT agrees that this requirement needs to be clarified. 
R6.2 The SDT agrees that this requirement needs to be clarified. 
R6.8.3 SDT WAS NOT IN AGREEMENT OVER THE RESPONSE TO THIS COMMENT Yes- dt needs to specify this is the case

WSB.  Disagree.  If we start to write “it may be this or that” this is a business practice  - not a “requirement.”
R6.10 THIS RESPONSE DOES NOT AGREE WITH THAT PROVIDED TO ENTERGY ON THIS REQUIREMENT Yes- should be provided whether it is revised or not.

WSB.  Concur.  “…once per hour.”

R7. The SDT agrees that this requirement should be changed such that it is consistent with R6.8 by adding the pharse “at a minimum.”
R8-R14  The SDT agrees that all of the requirements need to be clarified such that when the phrase “The Transmission Service Provider that calculates ATC…” is used it is clear whether this refers to the Rated System Path or the Network Response-ATC or the Network Response-AFC methodology since ATC is the end product of all three methodologies. 
R11.2 The SDT agrees that this requirement needs clarification. 
R11.5 The SDT agrees that the suggested wording clarifies the requirement. 


	Southern
	
	(
	R1 and R4 for calculations both firm and non-firm. All references to TTC and TFC need to be move off to FAC 12 and 13. R11.2 phrase “internal expansion planning” be removed. Southern 
R11.2-11.5 is referencing to TTC and TFC/AFC calculations should be moved to FAC 12-13. Southern 
R7 what updated information should be coordinated and for what purpose? Is this not a posting issue? The posting and reposting of data in the OASIS system needs to be taken out of this standard and requirements be put into NAESB. Southern 
R14 the ultimate source and sink hold for. Southern

	Response: 
R1 & R4 As TTC and TFC are both essential variables within the ATC calculation, they cannot be excluded from the formula.  How these variables are calculated can be correctly addressed in the FACs.
R11.2-11.5  The SDT agrees that R11.2-11.5 do not apply to users of the Rated System Path Methodology for the calculation of ATC.  The do apply to the Rated System Path Methodogy for the calculation of TTC and will be addressed in FAC-012 & FAC-013. 
R14. The SDT does not understand the intent of the comment “the ultimate source and sink hold for . Southern” 

	SPP
	
	(
	R6.8.1  We are not re-sinking 7 days of hourly values every hour, however the way Oasis Automation works it updates AFC with every Reservation that is submitted and with every Reservations that changes status. (for example Studyrefused). SPP

R6.8.3   and R6.8.2 is same, if you have daily AFC for 30 days, you automatically have weeklies for 4 weeks, however not weekly value but daily values to represent the AFC of the 4 weeks. If that is intension we are OK. SPP

R6.9  Not sure what ETC is intended to be included in R6.9, Gen to Load ETC only or also ETC as result of Reservations.  TP’s typically exchange Net Interchange based on Schedules and sometimes Reservations , however that assumes that all Reservations will be scheduled. It doesn’t reflect directional ETC.     A combination of  ETC for a Gen to Load situation and the Reservations  as referenced in R6.10 will result in the “true” ETC of the system. It can not be provided in an initial Power Flow Model. SPP

R6.10    We don’t think the “once per hour” should apply to all types of Reservations such as Weekly, Monthly and Yearly. It should be based on term of Reservation. SPP 


R7    This requirement might have to be split up in a requirement for the Sending Entity and a requirement for the Receiving Entity.   We (receiving Entity) update the AFC data on an hourly basis however if the Sending Entity doesn’t update the data on an hourly basis, it is not effective. SPP
R11.2  “same criteria”  is to general, should be more specific. SPP
R11.4  “Identify contingencies” is to general. Does this refer to outages or the contingency elements of flow gates. SPP
R14   Over stringent, particular if AFC aren’t calculated  to the level or scope of granularity. SPP

	Response:   R6.8:  The drafting team does not agree with the comment for R6.8.1.  The requirement is to recalculate and update the AFC once per hour for the rolling 168 hours with updated information.  The drafting team does not agree with the comment for R6.8.2 and R6.8.3.  The requirements are to recalculate the different products at specific frequency.  Although the frequency is the same, the products are not and may be subject to different requirements for determining TRM, CBM, or ETC.

R6.9:  The drafting team agrees that the language in the requirement must be revised, and specify how and what ETC information must be exchanged.

R6.10:  The drafting team agrees that the requirement must be revised.

R7:  The drafting team does not understand this comment, however, the team will consider moving this requirement to a NAESB practice.

R11.2:  The drafting team agrees that the language should be more specific and will revise.

R11.4:  As a sub-requirement to R11, the requirement is to include or address each sub-requirement.  The drafting team believes that the requirement to include or address the contingencies considered is appropriate.  Nevertheless we agree that requirement R11.4 needs to be clarified to specify whether if is the outages or the contingencies associated with flowgates or both that need to be identified.  

R14: The drafting team will revise the language of the requirement to be compliant with FERC Order 890.  However Order 890 requires NERC to develop requirements in MOD-001 that specify “a consistent approach on how to simulate reservations from points of receipt to points of delivery when sources and sinks are unknown” so there will be a requirement that addresses sources and sinks and how they are to be consistently modeled (simulated).  The drafting team will consider moving the tagging requirement to a NAESB practice.

	Tenaska
	
	(
	We disagree with R14 which requires the Transmission Service Provider to require Transmission Customers to provide ultimate source and sink on Transmission Service Requests and Transmission Customers must use the same source and sink on Interchange Transaction Tags.  The main reasons we disagree with this requirement are that it is incompatible with current market trading and scheduling practices and is not always relevant.

When a Transmission Customer reserves transmission for use in a trading hub transaction (e.g., "into Entergy", "into Southern"), it is not always possible for the Transmission Customer to know what the actual source or sink will be at the time of making the reservation. 

When the source or sink is within a pool, it is not possible to identify the actual generating source or ultimate sink. Tenaska

	Response:   R14: The drafting team will revise the language of the requirement to be compliant with FERC Order 890.  However Order 890 requires NERC to develop requirements in MOD-001 that specify “a consistent approach on how to simulate reservations from points of receipt to points of delivery when sources and sinks are unknown” so there will be a requirement that addresses sources and sinks and how they are to be consistently modeled (simulated).  The drafting team will consider moving the tagging requirement to a NAESB practice.

	WECC ATC Team
	
	(
	


QUESTION #19 RESPONSES

SORTED BY

COMPANY

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

	Commenter
	Yes
	No
	Comment

	AECI
	
	
	General The standard does not provide a clear distiction for use of ATC verses AFC.  It is our understanding that Requirements R1-R3 do not apply if the AFC methodology is used.  For R4 to R6 if the AFC methodology is used then the TSP is not required to post ATC values, however AFC values would be posted. AECI

	Response:   The use of ATC or AFC (or Rated System Path) methodology is a choice of the Transmission Provider.  Requirements R1-R3 apply to all of the methods because ATC is required to be calculated by whichever method is chosen.  The drafting team will revise the standard to clarify its application.

	APPA
	
	
	General MOD-001 needs to address how the AFC calculations should be converted to the ATC calculations.  MOD-001 needs to show that the ATC formulas for Monthly, Daily, and Hourly calculations are for different paths or networks.  MOD-001 needs to show the formula to determine ATCnonfirm for Monthly, Weekly, and Daily calculations.  The “future development plan must be modified to include the introduction and assistance of the NERC Compliance Staff to assist the team in developing Measurements, VRFs, and suggested terms of the compliance sections of the Standard. APPA

	Response:   The drafting team agrees with all of these comments.

	APS
	
	
	None.

	BPA
	
	
	R4.  The formula in R4 describing AFC calculations is not accurate in the way it describes the application of distribution factors.  Distribution factors are not necessarily applied to all of the components of the AFC calculation.  Distribution factors are applied to transactions to allocate the percentage of the transaction that will flow on each applicable flowgate. BPA
R14.  The requirement to provide the ultimate source and sink on the Transmission Service request, especially when the source or sink is on the other side of an interchange point, is not necessarily required for a Transmission Service Provider to determine the ATC/AFC impacts of a request.  Additionally, this requirement may create difficulties for Transmission Customers since the ultimate source and sink may not be known at the time of the request submittal. BPA

	Response:   R4.  The drafting team agrees that the formula in R4. must be clarified and that “respective distribution factor” should be explained.

R14: The drafting team will revise the language of the requirement to be compliant with FERC Order 890.  However Order 890 requires NERC to develop requirements in MOD-001 that specify “a consistent approach on how to simulate reservations from points of receipt to points of delivery when sources and sinks are unknown” so there will be a requirement that addresses sources and sinks and how they are to be consistently modeled (simulated).  The drafting team will consider moving the tagging requirement to a NAESB practice.

	CAISO
	
	
	General To provide clarity and uniform application in the calculation of AFC and ATC the CAISO offers the following:  When calculating AFC in the forward markets, this calculation should include counter transmission service requests.  In WECC, there is currently no virtual schedules and transmission reservations are expected to provide energy flows real-time (or adjustments are made in real-time to ensure ties are not overscheduled). The formula for AFC would look like: AFC=TFC-(TRM*distribution factor) –(CBM*distribution factor)- the sum of(ETC impacts * respective Distribution Factors) + (counter transmission reservations *respective distribution factions).  A similar formula could be provided for calculation of ATC. CAISO

	Response:   The drafting team does not agree with the recommended formula.  Counter-flow requests cannot be considered in the AFC (or ATC) calculation because the transmission created by a requested counter-flow transaction is not “available” until the requested transaction is confirmed, in which case the transaction becomes part of ETC.  

	Cargill
	
	
	No comment.

	Duke Energy
	
	
	General We have not factored impacts of FERC Order 890 into these comments. Duke Energy  
Editorial comment on R.12 - should read "Each Transmission Service Provider shall identify other Transmission Service Providers with which the data used in the calculation of ATC or AFC is exchanged." Duke Energy

	Response:  The drafting team agrees that the current standard must be significantly revised.  The draft standard was posted before FERC Order 890 was released.

R12:  The drafting team will reword the requirement and consider moving it to a sub-requirement of R11.

	Entergy
	
	
	General The Standard Drafting Team has a difficult task of including FERC expectation of making ATC calculations consistent and transparent.  Due to different operating practices in different regions of the country, it will be difficult to come up with consistent (one size fits all) method.  Regional differences should be recognized keeping in view how these are affecting reliability.  Any issues that are commercial in nature should be left to NAESB to include in their Business Practices Standards. Entergy

	Response:  The drafting team agrees with all of these comments.

	ERCOT
	
	
	General Yes.  No Regional Differences are identified in this draft.  However, ERCOT does not use this methodology and therefore this shall not apply to operating activities and market activities in ERCOT.  The standard should provide for ERCOT's non-transaction-based methodology. ERCOT

	Response:   The drafting team may consider regional differences after the standard is revised.

	FRCC
	
	
	No comment.

	Grant County PUD
	
	
	Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  Other comments will arise after further refinement of this standard, and our further study of it.

	Response: The drafting team also thanks you for your comments.

	HQT
	
	
	General The drafting team must engage in additional drafting to address the concerns raised by Order No 890. HQT

	Response:   The drafting team agrees that the current standard must be significantly revised.  The draft standard was posted before FERC Order 890 was released.

	IESO
	
	
	R12 Requirement 12 should be R11.6. IESO

	Response:  R12:  The drafting team will reword the requirement and consider moving it to a sub-requirement of R11.

	IRC
	
	
	No comment.

	ISO-NE
	
	
	No comment.

	ITC Transco
	
	
	No comment.

	Response: 

	KCPL
	
	
	No.

	Manitoba Hydro
	
	
	General  It is of paramount that a standard is developed that standardizes assumptions and processes.  There are many reasonable processes available to develop and study impacts on flowgates.  If all transmission providers would be able to contain all the impacts from their operation on their systems, there would not bee the need for this standard.  Each transmission provider could use what ever set of assumptions that the wished as long a reliability on their system was maintain. But the very fact that this is not possible to contain impacts requires standardization of assumptions and processes.  This is required to insure that when a transmission provider is assessing the impact on a flowgate in a neighbouring system that the assumptions used to assess the impacts are the same assumptions used to develop and study the flowgate.  This can only be done if every transmission provider is using one set of assumptions and on set of processes.

It appears by what has been presented here that the team is trying to accommodate various processes that are used by the industry today.  In my opinion, this can only be done by compromising the reliability.

It also appears (and I may be wrong) that the team has not fully come to terms with what is a reliability concern and what is a commercial concern.  For example, in my opinion, CBM is mostly a commercial concern.  CBM has historically been used to account for shortfalls in adequacy studies. I am the first to admit that this is purely a reliability concern. However once the adequacy study has determined the  shortfall, there are many methods of mitigating that shortfall ranging from simply putting a CBM value on the ties with your neighbour who is most likely to have excess capacity when you need it to belong to a capacity reserve sharing pool that will reserve transmission through the use of CBM.  The only reliability concern in all of this is the identification of the adequacy concern and need to have a posting value to mitigate the adequacy concern.  The commercial concerns of how to mitigate those concerns should be left to NAESB. Manitoba Hydro

	Response: 
The SDT concurs with Manitoba as well as FERC that the fine line between reliability and commercial interests is not easily discernable.  The SDT further concurs that buysiness practices should be left to NAESB as is the parallel NAESB process currently underway

	MEAG Power
	
	
	No comment.

	MidAmerican
	
	
	General See General Comments above.  FERC Order No. 890 makes the current standard obsolete and it must be significantly revised.
In addition, each of the three methodologies should address contract path limitations.  Not only should each methodology address physical limitations of the system, but contractual limitations as well. MidAmerican

	Response:   The drafting team agrees that the current standard must be significantly revised.  The draft standard was posted before FERC Order 890 was released.  

The drafting team also agrees that contract path limitations must be addressed by all three methodologies, probably more appropriately in the calculation of TTC.

	MISO
	
	
	General The standard includes formulas. The formulas should be left to the business practices of the provider and the terms. MISO

	Response:   The drafting team disagrees.  A standard that is intended to make the calculation of values consistent for the purpose of maintaining a reliable system should include the formulas needed to make the calculations.

	MRO
	
	
	a. General With FAC 010, 011,012, and 013 why is MOD-001-1 needed for reliability?  MOD 001-1 seems to be an OATT business practice issue. MRO
b. General Informational references to the corresponding development of NAESB business are irrelevant in the Canadian context as Canadian jurisdictions are not obligated to follow NAESB business practices. MRO

	Response:   The drafting team does not agree that MOD-001 is a business practice issue.  NERC and NAESB are working together to draft companion standards where NERC requirements address reliability concerns and NAESB addresses business practices.

	NCMPA
	
	
	No comment.

	NPCC CP9
	
	
	General  The drafting team must engage in additional drafting to address the concerns raised by Order No 890. NPCC CP9

	Response:   The drafting team agrees.  The draft standard was posted before FERC Order 890 was released.

	NYISO
	
	
	No comment.

	ODEC
	
	
	No comment.

	PG&E
	
	
	No comment.

	Progress Energy Marketing
	
	
	No comment.

	Progress Energy
	
	
	General PE suggests renaming the Standard “ATC Calculation Methodologies” and restate Purpose.  AFC is just one engine type used to calculate ATC. Progress Energy

	Response:   The drafting team will consider re-titling the standard, in light of the FERC Order 890 requirement to convert AFC to ATC.  The standard drafting team does not understand the comment “AFC is just one engine type used to calculate ATC.”  Although AFC is not yet officially defined by NERC, the drafting team’s definition does not define AFC as an engine type. 

	SCE&G and SERC ATCWG
	
	
	General Suggest renaming standard to ATC Calculation Methodologies and restate Purpose.  AFC is just one of the engines used to calculate ATC. SCE&G and SERC ATCWG

	Response:   The drafting team will consider re-titling the standard, in light of the FERC Order 890 requirement to convert AFC to ATC.  The standard drafting team does not understand the comment “AFC is just one engine type used to calculate ATC.”  Although AFC is not yet officially defined by NERC, the drafting team’s definition does not define AFC as an engine type.

	Southern
	
	
	R5.1 and R5.2 only cover the aspects of non-firm with dealing with an entity’s counter flow rules.  This could be resolved by adding equations that outline the firm and non-firm aspects of AFC.  Firm and non-firm also differ in the treatment of TRM/CBM and postbacks of unscheduled service. Southern 

R8 If Firm and Non-firm equations are used for ATC/AFC this requirement would not be necessary. Southern
R11.2: There is no “internal expansion planning” during these time frames.  The phrase should be deleted.  It is unclear what is meant by “use the same criteria and assumptions used to conduct reliability assessments and internal expansion planning for different time frames”

Generally, expansion planning considers an N-2 approach as opposed to an N-1 in the operating horizon.  Expansion planning also generally considers more robust dispatch assumptions in the local area under review.  Also, although transfer analysis is a consideration in expansion planning, generally expansion plans are driven by local load serving constraints (thermal or voltage), not ATC considerations (limits to transfers).  It would be inappropriate to utilize the same assumptions for ATC as expansion planning. Southern
R11.3: R11.2 states that the same criteria should be used and R11.3 states that the rationale for any differences should be documented.  Does this allow of differences in R11.2? Southern
R11.4:  This is not a big deal, but contingencies would be considered in the TTC and not the ATC.  It is unclear what is meant by “Identify the contingencies considered in ATC”.  Is this a general statement of N-1 or specific contingencies used in the TTC assessment? Southern
R11.5:  This is a planning issue, but this requirement could be problematic and difficult to comply with, especially using the same power flow models.  The intent was to make sure that the requirements that you use to grant service were no more stringent that those used to plan for system expansion.  We might want to consider suggesting a rewording.  Generic ATC values calculated beyond 13 months are not used for addressing TSRs.  I am not aware of yearly transmission service being evaluated absent a TSR study of the specific transfers, which would be performed under the planning process, so the models would be one in the same.  I assume the “for the same timeframe” language indicates that the assumptions for beyond 13 months do not need to match the assumptions within the 13 monthly timeframe.  In addition to the differences in expansion planning discussed above, planning models generally include firm commitments for long term service which may be inappropriate to use in operations (such as CT plant modeled on in April). Southern
R14 Under the OATT, transmission customers are not required to buy full path transmission service.  This would also seem to significantly complicate the redirecting of service, another customer right offered under the OATT. Southern

	Response: 
R5.1 & R5.2 The SDT agrees that this requirement needs clarification with regards to how counterflow rules are applied. 
R8. The SDT agrees with the comment that if equations are provided in the standard for both firm and non-firm ATC R8 would not be needed.  The SDT will consider doing as suggested. 

R11.2-11.5  The SDT agrees that R11.2-11.5 do not apply to users of the Rated System Path Methodology for the calculation of ATC.  They do apply to the Rated System Path Methodogy for the calculation of TTC and will be addressed in FAC-012 & FAC-013. 

R14. The SDT does not understand the intent of the comment “the ultimate source and sink hold for . Southern”

	SPP
	
	
	None.

	Tenaska
	
	
	No comment.

	WECC ATC Team
	
	
	General Yes.  The drafting team should be encouraged to include in the MOD-01 a formula describing how AFC is converted into ATC for the subsequent posting of ATC by those entities utilizing AFC. 

“The Commission also required each transmission provider using an Available Flowgate Capacity (AFC) methodology to explain its definition of AFC, its calculation methodology and assumptions, and its process for converting AFC into ATC.”  P. 189. WECC ATC Team
R3. This requirement states that the TSP “…shall, when requested, provide or make available, the following values…”  What is the retention period for the TSP such that the data will still be available when requested?  The drafting team should modify this requirement such that the TSP is only required to respond to requests for data that are within the time frames established within their filed Tariff.  For example, TSP’s should not have to provide ATC values that would require a System Impact Study. WECC ATC Team
R3. & R6. This requirement states that the TSP provide certain data when requested and when the requestor “…has a reliability related need for the values.”  How does the TSP judge whether the requester has a reliability related need or not? The drafting team needs to establish a criterion for the need or strike this phrase from the requirement. WECC ATC Team 

R11.2 & R11.3  This requirement states that TSP’s, "Require that the calculation of ATC or AFC use the same criteria and assumptions used to conduct reliability assessment and internal expansion planning for different time frames etc." and that they "Document the criteria used for calculating ATC or AFC values for the different time frames etc. and the rationale for any differences between these."

Those TSPs who use the Rated System Path Methodology rely heavily on criteria and assumptions for calculating the TTC for a path but not for the calculation of ATC.  Once the TTC for a path is determined the determination of ATC is simple math with little concern for criteria or assumptions.

We recommend that the drafting team restrict these two requirements to those TSP's who use the AFC Calculation Methodology and create a parallel requirement for the calculation of TTC for those TSP's who use the Rated System Path Methodology. WECC ATC Team
R11.4 & R11.5  This requirement states that TSP’s must "Identify the contingencies considered in the ATC and AFC calculation methodologies." and that they "..use the same power flow models, and the same assumptions regarding load, generation dispatch, special protection systems etc. as those used in the expansion planning for the same time frames."  This would be important for those who use the AFC Calculation Methodology and build power flow models to determine if capacity will be available.  For those using the Rated System Path Methodology these factors are important for the determination of TTC but not for the determination of ATC.  Rated System Path Methodology users do not build power flow cases and study contingencies to determine “ATC”; rather, these case studies are done to determine the TTC rating of paths.  Therefore we recommend that the drafting team restrict these two requirements to those TSP's who use the AFC Calculation Methodology and create a parallel requirement for the calculation of TTC for those TSP's who use the Rated System Path Methodology. WECC ATC Team
R12.  This requirement states that TSP’s must "Identify the Transmission Service Providers with which the data used in the calculation of ATC or AFC is exchanged."  Coordination of data is important but for those using the Rated System Path Methodology this coordination takes place when the TTC for the path and not the ATC for the path is calculated.  We recommend that the drafting team make this requirement apply only to those using the AFC Methodology in MOD 001 and create a comparable requirement in the TTC calculation standard for those using the Rated System Path Methodology. WECC ATC Team
R14.  This requirement states that "The Transmission Service Provider shall require that the Transmission Customer provide both ultimate source and ultimate sink on the Transmission Service Request and shall require that the Transmission Customer use the same source and sink on  Interchange Transaction Tags."

The WECC Team suggests this Requirement should be applicable only to entities using the AFC methodology.

For entities using the Rated System Path (re: the majority of WECC) the source and sink are already part of the Tagging system.  At minimum that makes the Requirement redundant for the Rated System Path participants.  Further, since Tagging is a business practice, this requirement would fall into the purview of NEASB.  Lastly, unlike those using the AFC methodology, the source and sink of each request and subsequent schedule is not needed to determine ATC as it is for those determining AFC using Flowgates.  Since entities calculating AFC need to know the source and sink for Flowgate modeling purposes (whereas those using the Rated System Path method do not), the logical application for this Requirement is to those using the AFC methodology.  WECC ATC Team    

	Response: 
General- The SDT acknowledges that the MOD-01 as drafted will require the addition of a calculation converting AFC into ATC. Order 693, P. 1031 / issued after the Standard was drafted states, “Accordingly, transmission providers using an AFC methodology must convert flowgate (AFC) values into path (ATC) values for OASIS posting. See also Order 890, P. P. 211
R3. The SDT agrees that the requirement should be modified such that the Transmission Service Provider is only required to respond to requests for data that are within the time frames established within their filed Tariff
R3 & R6  The SDT agrees it needs to establish a criterion for the “reliability need for the values” or strike this phrase from the requirement.  The next draft of the standard will address this shortcoming.  

R11.2 & R11.3 The drafting team agrees that these requirements do not apply to ATC calculations for Rated System Path method.  Drafting team will revise.
R11.4:  As a sub-requirement to R11, the requirement is to include or address each sub-requirement.  The drafting team believes that the requirement to include or address the contingencies considered is appropriate.  The drafting team also agrees that the requirement should not apply to ATC for Rated System Path method calculators, rather it should apply to calculation of the TTC.  

R11.5  The drafting team agrees that the requirement and its intent must be clarified.  

R12:  The drafting team will reword the requirement and consider moving it to a sub-requirement of R11.

R14: The drafting team will revise the language of the requirement to be compliant with FERC Order 890.  However Order 890 requires NERC to develop requirements in MOD-001 that specify “a consistent approach on how to simulate reservations from points of receipt to points of delivery when sources and sinks are unknown” so there will be a requirement that addresses sources and sinks and how they are to be consistently modeled (simulated).  The drafting team will consider moving the tagging requirement to a NAESB practice.
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