MOD-001-2 — Modeling, Data, and Analysis — Available Transmission System Capability

C. Compliance
1. Compliance Monitoring Process:
1.1. Compliance Enforcement Authority:

As defined in the NERC Rules of Procedure, “Compliance Enforcement Authority” refers
to NERC or the Regional Entity in their respective roles of monitoring and enforcing
compliance with the NERC Reliability Standards.

1.2. Evidence Retention:

The following evidence retention periods identify the period of time a registered entity
is required to retain specific evidence to demonstrate compliance. For instances in
which the evidence retention period specified below is shorter than the time since the
last audit, the Compliance Enforcement Authority may ask the registered entity to
provide other evidence to show that it was compliant for the full time period since the
last audit.

¢ Implementation and methodology documents shall be retained for five years.

e Components of the calculations and the results of such calculations for all values
contained in the implementation and methodology documents.

0 Hourly values for the most recent 14 days;
0 Daily values for the most recent 30 days; and
0 Monthly values for the most recent 60 days.

e If a Transmission Operator or Transmission Service Provider is found non-compliant,
it shall keep information related to the non-compliance until mitigation is complete
and approved.

e The Compliance Enforcement Authority shall keep the last audit records and all
requested and submitted subsequent audit records.

1.3. Compliance Monitoring and Assessment Processes:

o Asdefined-inthe NERCRules-of Procedure; “Compliance Monitoring and Assessment
Processes” refers to the identification of the processes that will be used to evaluate
data or information for the purpose of assessing performance or outcomes with the
associated reliability standard.

1.4. Additional Compliance Information:

e None
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Table of Compliance Elements

Time
Horizon

Lower VSL

Violation Severity Levels (VSLs)

Moderate VSL

High VSL

Severe VSL

R1

Operations
Planning

Lower

Each Transmission
Operator that
determines TFC or TTC
has not described its
method for accounting
for one of the
limitations listed in
part 1.1 in its written
methodology. (1.1)

OR

Each Transmission
Operator that
determines TFC or TTC
has not described its
method for accounting
for one of the element
listed in part 1.2 in its
written methodology,
provided that element
impacts its TFC or TTC
determination. (1.2)

Each Transmission
Operator that
determines TFC or TTC
has not described its
method for accounting
for two of the
limitations listed in
part 1.1 in its written
methodology. (1.1)

OR

Each Transmission
Operator that
determines TFC or TTC
has not described its
method for accounting
for two, three, or four
elements listed in part
1.2 in its written
methodology,
provided those
elements impacts its
TFCor TTC
determination. (1.2)

Each Transmission
Operator that
determines TFC or TTC
has not described its
method for accounting
for any of the
limitations listed in
part 1.1 in its written
methodology. (1.1)

OR

Each Transmission
Operator that
determines TFC or TTC
has not described its
method for accounting
for five, six, or seven
elements of listed in
part 1.2 in its written
methodology,
provided those
elements impacts its
TFCor TTC
determination. (1.2)

OR

Each Transmission
Operator that
determines TFC or TTC
did not develop a
written methodology
for describing its
current practices for
determining TFC or
TTC values.

OR

Each Transmission
Operator that
determinesuses TFC or
TTC developed a
written methodology
for determining TFC or
TTC but the
methodology did not
reflect its current
practices for
determining TFC or
TTC values.

Draft 23: Oeteber4December 11, 2013
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MOD-001-2 — Modeling, Data, and Analysis — Available Transmission System Capability

Time Violation Severity Levels (VSLs)

Horizon
Lower VSL Moderate VSL

High VSL

Severe VSL

Each Transmission
Operator that
determines TFC or TTC
has not described the
process for including
any reliability-related
constraints that have
been requested by
another Transmission
Operator, provided the
constraints are also
used in the requesting
Transmission
Operator’'s TFC or TTC
calculation and the
request referenced
part 1.3.(1.3)

OR

Each Transmission
Operator that
determines TFC or TTC
has not used (i) an
impact test process for
including requested
constraints, (ii) a
process to account for
requested constraints

Draft 23: Oeteber4December 11, 2013

Page 14 of 20
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Time
Horizon

Lower VSL

Violation Severity Levels (VSLs)

Moderate VSL

High VSL

Severe VSL

that have a five
percent or greater
distribution factor for
a transfer between
areas in the TTC
determination, or (iii) a
mutually agreed upon
method for
determining whether
requested constraints
need to be included in
the TFCor TTC
determination. (1.3.1,
1.3.2,1.3.3)

R2

Operations
Planning

Lower

Each Transmission
Service Provider that
determines AFC or ATC
has not described its
method for accounting
for one of the
elements listed in part
2.1 in its written
methodology,
provided that element
impacts its AFC or ATC
determination. (2.1)

Each Transmission
Service Provider that
determines AFC or ATC
has not described its
method for accounting
for two, three, or four
elements listed in part
2.1 inits written
methodology,
provided the elements
impact its AFC or ATC
determination. (2.1)

Each Transmission
Service Provider that
determines AFC or ATC
has not described its
method for accounting
for five, six, or seven
elements listed in part
2.1 in its written
methodology,
provided the elements
impact its AFC or ATC
determination. (2.1)

OR

Each Transmission
Service Provider that
determines AFC or ATC
did not develop an
ATCID describing its
AFC or ATC
methodology.

OR

Each Transmission
Service Provider that
determines AFC or ATC
did not reflect its
current practices for

Draft 23: Oeteber4December 11, 2013

Page 15 of 20




MOD-001-2 — Modeling, Data, and Analysis — Available Transmission System Capability

Time
Horizon

Lower VSL

Violation Severity Levels (VSLs)

Moderate VSL

High VSL

Severe VSL

Each Transmission
Service Provider that
uses the Flowgate
Methodology did not
use the AFC
determined by the
Transmission Service
Provider for reliability-
related constraints
identified in part 1.3.
(2.2)

determining AFC or
ATC values in its
ATCID.

R3

Operations
Planning

Lower

None.

None.

None.

Each Transmission
Service Provider that
uses-determines CBM
values did not develop
a CBMID describing its
method for
determining CBM
values.

OR

Each Transmission
Service Provider that
uses-determines CBM
values did not reflect
its current practices
for determining CBM
values in its CBMID.

Draft 23: Oeteber4December 11, 2013
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Time
Horizon

Lower VSL

Violation Severity Levels (VSLs)

Moderate VSL

High VSL

Severe VSL

R4 | Operations | Lower None. None. None. Each Transmission
Plannin Operator that uses
4 .
determines TRM
values did not develop
a TRMID describing its
method for
determining TRM
values.
OR
Each Transmission
Operator that uses
determines TRM
values did not reflect
its current practices
for determining TRM
values in its TRMID.
RS | Operations | Lower Each Transmission Each Transmission Each Transmission Each Transmission
Planning Operator or Operator or Operator or Operator or
Transmission Service Transmission Service Transmission Service Transmission Service
Provider did not Provider did not Provider did not Provider failed to
respond in writing toa | respond in writingtoa | respond in writingtoa | respond in writing to a
written request by one | written request by one | written request by one | written request by one
or more of the or more of the or more of the or more of the
registered entities registered entities registered entities registered entities
specified in specified in specified in specified in
Requirement R5 within | Requirement R5 within | Requirement R5 within | Requirement R5.
45 calendar days from | 76 calendar days from | 106 calendar days

Draft 23: Oeteber4December 11, 2013
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Time
Horizon

Lower VSL

Violation Severity Levels (VSLs)

Moderate VSL

High VSL

Severe VSL

the date of the
request, but did
respond_in writing
within 75 calendar
days.

the date of the
request, but did
respond._in writing
within 105 calendar
days.

from the date of the
request, but did
respond._in writing
within 135 calendar
days.

R6

Operations
Planning

Lower

Each Transmission
Operator or
Transmission Service
Provider did not
respond to a written
request for data by
one or more of the
registered entities
specified in
Requirement R6 by
making the requested
data available within-in
45 calendar days from
the date of the
request, but did
respond within 75
calendar days.

Each Transmission
Operator or
Transmission Service
Provider did not
respond to a written
request for data by
one or more of the
registered entities
specified in
Requirement R6 by
making data available
within 76 calendar
days from the date of
the request, but did
respond within 105
calendar days.

Each Transmission
Operator or
Transmission Service
Provider did not
respond to a written
request by one or
more of the registered
entities specified in
Requirement R6 by
making data available
within 106 calendar
days from the date of
the request, but did
respond within 135
calendar days.

Each Transmission
Operator or
Transmission Service
Provider failed to
respond to a written
request for data by
making data available
to one or more of the
entities specified in
Requirement R6.

Draft 23: Oeteber4December 11, 2013
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D. Regional Variances
None.

E. Interpretations
None.

F. Associated Documents

None.
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Application Guidelines

Guidelines and Technical Basis

Please see the MOD A White Paper for further information regarding the technical basis for
each requirement.
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Implementation Plan
Project 2012-05 MOD A \

Implementation Plan for MOD-001-2 — Available Transmission System Capability

Approvals Required
MOD-001-2 — Available Transmission System Capability

Prerequisite Approvals
There are no other standards that must receive approval prior to the approval of this standard.

Revisions to Glossary Terms
None

Applicable Entities
Transmission Operator

Transmission Service Provider

Applicable Facilities
N/A

Conforming Changes to Other Standards
None

Effective Dates

The standard shall become effective on the first day of the first calendar quarter that is 18 months
after the date that the standard is approved by an applicable governmental authority or as otherwise
provided for in a jurisdiction where approval by an applicable governmental authority is required for a
standard to go into effect. Where approval by an applicable governmental authority is not required,
the standard shall become effective on the first day of the first calendar quarter that is 18 months after
the date the standard is adopted by the NERC Board of Trustees or as otherwise provided for in that
jurisdiction.

Justification

The proposed 18-month implementation period is designed to allow the North American Energy
Standards Board (NAESB) to include in its Wholesale Electric Quadrant Standards for Business Practices
and Communication Protocols for Public Utilities (WEQ Standards), prior to the effective date of
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proposed MOD-001-2 and the retirement of currently effective Reliability Standards MOD-001-1, MOD-
004-1, MOD-008-1, MOD-028-2, MOD-029-1a and MOD-030-2 (MOD A Standards), those elements
from the MOD A Standards that relate to commercial or business practices and are not included in
proposed MOD-001-2. NERC and the standard drafting team recognize that even though certain of the
requirements in the MOD A Standards do not address reliability issues and, in turn, are not included in
proposed MOD-001-2, those requirements may be essential for market or commercial purposes and
should be considered by an organization, like NAESB, that administers business practice standards for
the electric industry.

The proposed implementation period should provide NAESB sufficient time, working through its
business practice development process, to adopt revised WEQ Standards to include the commercial
elements of the MOD A Standards and for the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to incorporate by
reference the revised WEQ Standards into its regulations. NERC expects that NAESB will adopt revised
WEQ Standards to become effective on the same date as the proposed MOD-001-2 and the retirement
of the MOD A Standards will become effective.

Retirements

MOD-001-1a, MOD-004-1, MOD-008-1, MOD-028-1, MOD-029-1a, and MOD-030-2 shall be retired at
midnight of the day immediately prior to the effective date of MOD-001-2. The effective retirement
date should coincide with the effective date of revised WEQ Standards adopted by NAESB.

Project 2012-05 ATC Revisions 2
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Compliance Operations
Draft Reliability Standard Compliance Guidance for MOD- 001 2
October 21, 2013 S .

Introduction

The NERC Compliance department (Compliance) worked with the MOD A standard drafting team (SDT) to review
the proposed standard MOD-001-2. The purpose of the review was to discuss the requirements of the proposed
standard to obtain an understanding of its intended purpose and the evidence necessary to support compliance.
The purpose of this document is to address specific questions posed by the MOD A SDT in order to aid in the
drafting of the requirements and provide a level of understanding regarding evidentiary support necessary to
demonstrate compliance.

While all compliance evaluations require levels of auditor judgment, participating in these reviews allows
Compliance to develop training and approaches to support a high level of consistency in audits conducted by the
Regional Entities. The following questions and answers are intended to assist the SDT in further refining the
standard and to serve as a resource in the development of training for auditors.

MOD-001-2 Questions

Question 1
In Requirements R1, R2, R3, and R4, what is meant by “current” practices and methodologies in determining
various values and what will an auditor need to see to meet the compliance aspects of the requirements?

Compliance Response to Question 1

With regards to “current” practices, the auditor will focus on the last determined value for each requirement and
the method the entity used to determine that value. The auditor may also ask for a forward looking demonstration
of the value to determine that the registered entity follows its methodology to determine the given value.

Question 2
How will an auditor verify whether a Transmission Operator determines TFC or TTC values (R1) or that a
Transmission Service Provider determines AFC or ATC values (R2)?

Compliance Response to Question 2

Although a registered entity may meet the registration criteria to be registered as a Transmission Operator, there
are instances where that Transmission Operator does not determine TFC or TTC values. Similarly, a registered entity
may meet the registration criteria to be registered as a Transmission Service Provider, there are instances where
that Transmission Service Provider does not determine AFC or ATC. In these instances, as the registered entity does
not determine these values, it would therefore not be unable to fulfill the requirements.

An auditor will first come to an understanding of how the entity operates and whether they determine TFC or TTC.
In the event that it is clear to the auditor that the entity does not determine TFC or TTC, this will be sufficient
evidence for the auditor that the appropriate requirements are not applicable to that entity. In the event that it is
less clear, the auditor will look to see whether the entity operates facilities that are used by a Transmission Service
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Provider for transmission service or a monitored path or Flowgate elements to establish whether the requirement
is applicable. If questions remain after this verification, the auditor could look to neighboring entities for
confirmation.

Question 3

Originally, the MOD A ad hoc group included clauses within Requirements R3 and R4 for those registered entities
that do not determine CBM or TRM to state that within its CBMID or TRMID. In consideration of comments, the SDT
removed that language as it met the Paragraph 81 criteria of an administrative burden. Therefore, how will an
auditor verify that those registered entities do not determine CBM or TRM?

Compliance Response to Question 3

An auditor will be looking for an attestation that the registered entity does not determine CBM (R3) or TRM (R4)
and may further look into the registered entity’s ATC equations for previous determined values to see that CBM or
TRM values are not determined.

This approach to compliance assessment is supported in FERC Order 729 at P 298, FERC stated, “though MOD-004-1
[CBM] is not as explicit with regard to its applicability, we believe that its applicability is implicitly reserved to those
entities that maintain capacity benefit margin. Thus, it does not appear that Entergy, or any other entity, would be
in violation of MOD-004-1 [CBM] or MOD-008-1 [TRM] if it does not maintain transmission reliability margin or
capacity benefit margin.”

Conclusion

Following final approval of the Reliability Standard, Compliance will develop the final Reliability Standards Auditor
Worksheet (RSAW) and associated training. Attachment A represents the version of the proposed standard
requirements referenced in this document.

Draft Reliability Standard Compliance Guidance for MOD-001-2
October 21, 2013 2
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Standards Authorization Request Form

NERC welcomes suggestions to imm

reliability of the bulk power system through\

When completed, please email this form to:
sarcomm@nerc.com

improved reliability standards. Please use this form
to submit your request to propose a new or a

revision to a NERC’s Reliability Standard.

Request to propose a new or a revision to a Reliability Standard

Title of Proposed Standard: | Available Transmission System Capability

Date Submitted: Revised: September 25, 2013
Original: July 3, 2013

SAR Requester Information

Name: Ryan Stewart

Organization: | NERC

Telephone: 404-446-2569 E-mail: | Ryan.Stewart@nerc.net

SAR Type (Check as many as applicable)

X] New Standard X] Withdrawal of existing Standard
|X| Revision to existing Standard |:| Urgent Action

SAR Information

Industry Need (What is the industry problem this request is trying to solve?):

The industry need is to resolve FERC directives, incorporate lessons learned, update standards, and to
incorporate initiatives such as results-based, Paragraph 81, etc. The industry is also reviewing the
assessments and recommendations of the Independent Experts Review Panel in support of
transforming the existing set of NERC Reliability Standards to steady-state.
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Standards Authorization Request Form

SAR Information

Purpose or Goal (How does this request propose to address the problem described above?):

The SAR proposed modifying standards MOD-001, MOD-004, MOD-008, MOD-028, MOD-029, and
MOD-030 by combining them into one standard by consolidating the reliability components of the
existing standards, retiring the administrative components and transferring market-based requirements
out of the NERC Reliability Standards.

Identify the Objectives of the proposed standard’s requirements (What specific reliability deliverables
are required to achieve the goal?):

The objectives are to address the outstanding directives from FERC Order 729, remove administrative
and market-based requirements from the requirements, and, as possible, incorporate lessons learned.
Lessons learned include best practices by entities, compliance audit experiences with regard to clear
requirements and measures, and growth and maturity in the methods for determining Total Transfer
Capability (TTC), Total Flowgate Capability (TFC), Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM), Capacity Benefit
Margin (CBM), Available Transfer Capability (ATC) and Available Flowgate Capability (AFC).

Brief Description (Provide a paragraph that describes the scope of this standard action.)

Develop a single standard that consolidates the existing MOD-001-1a, MOD-004-1, MOD-008-1, MOD-
028-1, MOD-029-1a, and MOD-030-2 into a single standard that covers the reliability-related impact of
ATC and AFC calculations, such as the need for Transmission Service Providers to implement their ATC
or AFC calculations in a consistent manner and share ATC or AFC data with their neighboring
Transmission Service Providers or other entities who need such data for reliability purposes.

The requirements are placed within a new version of MOD-001 (MOD-001-2).

Detailed Description (Provide a description of the proposed project with sufficient details for the
standard drafting team to execute the SAR. Also provide a justification for the development or revision
of the standard, including an assessment of the reliability and market interface impacts of implementing
or not implementing the standard action.)

Detailed description of this project can be found in the Technical White Paper of the original SAR
submittal package.

NERC is working with the North American Energy Standards Board (NAESB) to affect a transfer of the
requirements in the currently effective Reliability Standards MOD-001-1, MOD-004-1, MOD-008-1,

Project 2012-05 Standards Authorization Request
September 25, 2013 2




Standards Authorization Request Form

SAR Information

MOD-028-2, MOD-029-1a and MOD-030-2 (i.e., the MOD A Standards) that are not included in
proposed MOD-001-2 to NAESB to be reviewed for possible inclusion in NAESB’s business practice
standards. NERC and the Project 2012-05 ATC Revisions standard drafting team recognize that even if
certain requirements in the existing MOD A Standards do not address reliability issues and, in turn, are
not included in proposed MOD-001-2, those requirements or components within them may be essential
for market or competition purposes and should be transitioned to an organization that focuses on
market-based standards. Given its role in developing commercial business practices for the electricity
industry, NAESB is likely to be selected by FERC as the appropriate organization to review the
requirements in the currently effective MOD A Standards that are not included in proposed MOD-001-2.

Reliability Functions

The Standard will Apply to the Following Functions (Check each one that applies.)

|:| Regional Reliability
Organization

Conducts the regional activities related to planning and operations, and
coordinates activities of Responsible Entities to secure the reliability of
the Bulk Electric System within the region and adjacent regions.

[ ] Reliability Coordinator

Responsible for the real-time operating reliability of its Reliability
Coordinator Area in coordination with its neighboring Reliability
Coordinator’s wide area view.

[]

Balancing Authority

Integrates resource plans ahead of time, and maintains load-
interchange-resource balance within a Balancing Authority Area and
supports Interconnection frequency in real time.

Interchange Authority

Ensures communication of interchange transactions for reliability
evaluation purposes and coordinates implementation of valid and
balanced interchange schedules between Balancing Authority Areas.

Planning Coordinator

Assesses the longer-term reliability of its Planning Coordinator Area.

Resource Planner

Develops a >one year plan for the resource adequacy of its specific loads
within a Planning Coordinator area.

O OO O

Transmission Planner

Develops a >one year plan for the reliability of the interconnected Bulk
Electric System within its portion of the Planning Coordinator area.

Project 2012-05 Standards Authorization Request
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Reliability Functions

Transmission Service
Provider

Administers the transmission tariff and provides transmission services
under applicable transmission service agreements (e.g., the pro forma
tariff).

Transmission Owner

Owns and maintains transmission facilities.

Transmission
Operator

Ensures the real-time operating reliability of the transmission assets
within a Transmission Operator Area.

Distribution Provider

Delivers electrical energy to the End-use customer.

Generator Owner

Owns and maintains generation facilities.

Generator Operator

Operates generation unit(s) to provide real and reactive power.

Purchasing-Selling
Entity

Purchases or sells energy, capacity, and necessary reliability-related
services as required.

Market Operator

Interface point for reliability functions with commercial functions.

OO O |ood X O X

Load-Serving Entity

Secures energy and transmission service (and reliability-related services)
to serve the End-use Customer.

Reliability and Market Interface Principles

Applicable Reliability Principles (Check all that apply).

|:| 1. Interconnected bulk power systems shall be planned and operated in a coordinated manner
to perform reliably under normal and abnormal conditions as defined in the NERC Standards.

2. The frequency and voltage of interconnected bulk power systems shall be controlled within

defined limits through the balancing of real and reactive power supply and demand.

3. Information necessary for the planning and operation of interconnected bulk power systems

shall be made available to those entities responsible for planning and operating the systems

reliably.

Plans for emergency operation and system restoration of interconnected bulk power systems

shall be developed, coordinated, maintained and implemented.

5. Facilities for communication, monitoring and control shall be provided, used and maintained

for the reliability of interconnected bulk power systems.

6. Personnel responsible for planning and operating interconnected bulk power systems shall be

trained, qualified, and have the responsibility and authority to implement actions.

OO X0

Project 2012-05 Standards Authorization Request
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Reliability and Market Interface Principles

maintained on a wide area basis.

D 7. The security of the interconnected bulk power systems shall be assessed, monitored and

[]] 8 Bulk power systems shall be protected from malicious physical or cyber attacks.

access commercially non-sensitive information that is required for compliance
with reliability standards.

Does the proposed Standard comply with all of the following Market Interface Enter
Principles? (yes/no)
1. Areliability standard shall not give any market participant an unfair competitive Ves
advantage.
2. Areliability standard shall neither mandate nor prohibit any specific market Ves
structure.
3. Arreliability standard shall not preclude market solutions to achieving compliance Yes
with that standard.
4. A reliability standard shall not require the public disclosure of commercially
sensitive information. All market participants shall have equal opportunity to Yes

Related Standards

Standard No. Explanation
MOD-001-1a Available Transmission System Capability
MOD-004-1 Capacity Benefit Margin
MOD-008-1 Transmission Reliability Margin Calculation Methodology
MOD-028-1 Area Interchange Methodology
MOD-029-1a Rated System Path Methodology
MOD-030-2 Flowgate Methodology

Related SARs

SAR ID Explanation

Project 2012-05 Standards Authorization Request
September 25, 2013
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EEIE IS

Regional Variances

Region Explanation

ERCOT | FERC Order No. 729 at P 298 states: “...it is appropriate to exempt entities within ERCOT from
complying with these Reliability Standards. We agree that, due to physical differences of
ERCOT’s transmission system, the MOD Reliability Standards approved herein would not
provide any reliability benefit within ERCOT.”

FRCC None

MRO None

NPCC None

RFC None

SERC None

SPP None

WECC None

Project 2012-05 Standards Authorization Request
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Standards Authorization Request Form

NERC welcomes suggestions to imm
When completed, please email this form to: iiabilitv of the b ngg . P th h
sarcomm@nerc.com reliability of the bulk power system throug

improved reliability standards. Please use this form
to submit your request to propose a new or a

revision to a NERC’s Reliability Standard.

Request to propose a new or a revision to a Reliability Standard

Title of Proposed Standard: | Available Transmission System Capability

Date Submitted: #y-30riginal: July 3, 2013
Revised: September 25, 2013

SAR Requester Information

Name: Ryan Stewart

Organization: | NERC

Telephone: 404-446-2569 E-mail: | Ryan.Stewart@nerc.net

SAR Type (Check as many as applicable)

X] New Standard X] withdrawal of existing Standard
|E Revision to existing Standard |:| Urgent Action

SAR Information

Industry Need (What is the industry problem this request is trying to solve?):

Reselve-The industry need is to resolve FERC directives, incorporate lessons learned, update standards,

and te-incorporate ERO initiatives, including drafting sueh-as-results-based ;or; performance-based;

standards consistent with Paragraph 81 ;-etcriteria. The industry need is to also reviewing the

assessments and recommendations of the Independent Experts Review Paneliasuppertef

ansforming the existing set of NERC Reliability-Standardsinto-steady-state. The industry reliability

need is to ensure that determinations of available transfer capability are accomplished in a manner that
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SAR Information

supports the reliable operation of the Bulk Power System;-ete.

Purpose or Goal (How does this request propose to address the problem described above?):

The proforma-standardSAR proposeds (1) modifying standards MOD-001, MOD-004, MOD-008, MOD-
028, MOD-029, and MOD-030 by eeminingconsolidating them into enea single standard by-consolidates
consehdatingfocused exclusively on the reliability components of the existing standards and retires-(2)
transferring the market-based requirements to another organization, like NAESB, that administers

business practice standards for the electric industry.

Identify the Objectives of the proposed standard’s requirements (What specific reliability deliverables
are required to achieve the goal?):

The objectives are to address the outstanding directives from FERC Order 729, remove market-based
requirements from the requirements, and incorporate lessons learned. Lessons learned include best

practices by entities, sharing of those best practices, compliance audit experiences, and growth and

maturity of the markets. As noted above, the objective is to draft a standard that helps ensure that

determinations of available transfer capability are accomplished in a manner that supports the reliable

operation of the Bulk Power System.

Brief Description (Provide a paragraph that describes the scope of this standard action.)

0 0 atThis project will address
the eensehda%es—consolldatatlon of the eX|st|ng standards I\/IOD 001 1la, MOD-004-1, MOD-008-1, MOD-
028-1, MOD-029-1a, and MOD-030-2 into a single standard that covers the reliability-related impact of
Available Transfer Capability (ATC) and Available Flowgate Capability (AFC) calculations, such as the
need for Transmission Service Providers to implement their ATC or AFC calculations in a consistent
manner and share ATC or AFC data with their neighboring Transmission Service Providers or other
entities who need such data for reliability purposes.

The pro forma standard requirements are placed within a new version of MOD-001 (MOD-001-2).

Detailed Description (Provide a description of the proposed project with sufficient details for the
standard drafting team to execute the SAR. Also provide a justification for the development or revision
of the standard, including an assessment of the reliability and market interface impacts of implementing
or not implementing the standard action.)

Detailed description of this project can be found in the Technical White Paper efthisprovided in the

initial SAR submittal package.

Project 2012-05 Standards Authorization Request
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SAR Information

NERC is working with the North American Energy Standards Board (NAESB) to affect a transfer of the
requirements in currently effective Reliability Standards MOD-001-1, MOD-004-1, MOD-008-1, MOD-
028-2, MOD-029-1a and MOD-030-2 (i.e., the MOD A Standards) that are not included in proposed
MOD-001-2 to NAESB to be reviewed for possible inclusion in NAESB’s business practice standards.
NERC and the Project 2012-05 ATC Revisions standard drafting team recognize that even if certain
requirements in the existing MOD A Standards do not address reliability issues and, in turn, are not

included in proposed MOD-001-2, those requirements or components within them may be essential for

market or competition purposes and should be transitioned to an organization that focuses on market-

based standards. Given its role in developing commercial business practices for the electricity industry,

NAESB is likely to be the appropriate organization to review the requirements in the currently effective
MOD A Standards that are not included in proposed MOD-001-2. [consider moving this up to objectives

section]

Reliability Functions

The Standard will Apply to the Following Functions (Check each one that applies.)

i L Conducts the regional activities related to planning and operations, and
Regional Reliability . . ) . _
o ot coordinates activities of Responsible Entities to secure the reliability of

rganization
& the Bulk Electric System within the region and adjacent regions.

Responsible for the real-time operating reliability of its Reliability
|:| Reliability Coordinator | Coordinator Area in coordination with its neighboring Reliability
Coordinator’s wide area view.

Integrates resource plans ahead of time, and maintains load-
|:| Balancing Authority interchange-resource balance within a Balancing Authority Area and
supports Interconnection frequency in real time.

Ensures communication of interchange transactions for reliability
|:| Interchange Authority | evaluation purposes and coordinates implementation of valid and
balanced interchange schedules between Balancing Authority Areas.

|:| Planning Coordinator | Assesses the longer-term reliability of its Planning Coordinator Area.

|:| Resource Planner Develops a >one year plan for the resource adequacy of its specific loads

Project 2012-05 Standards Authorization Request
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Reliability Functions

within a Planning Coordinator area.

[]

Transmission Planner

Develops a >one year plan for the reliability of the interconnected Bulk
Electric System within its portion of the Planning Coordinator area.

Transmission Service
Provider

Administers the transmission tariff and provides transmission services
under applicable transmission service agreements (e.g., the pro forma
tariff).

Transmission Owner

Owns and maintains transmission facilities.

Transmission
Operator

Ensures the real-time operating reliability of the transmission assets
within a Transmission Operator Area.

Distribution Provider

Delivers electrical energy to the End-use customer.

Generator Owner

Owns and maintains generation facilities.

Generator Operator

Operates generation unit(s) to provide real and reactive power.

Purchasing-Selling
Entity

Purchases or sells energy, capacity, and necessary reliability-related
services as required.

Market Operator

Interface point for reliability functions with commercial functions.

O 4 O |Ogdd )Xo o X

Load-Serving Entity

Secures energy and transmission service (and reliability-related services)
to serve the End-use Customer.

Reliability and Market Interface Principles

Applicable Reliability Principles (Check all that apply).

X

1. Interconnected bulk power systems shall be planned and operated in a coordinated manner
to perform reliably under normal and abnormal conditions as defined in the NERC Standards.

|:| 2. The frequency and voltage of interconnected bulk power systems shall be controlled within
defined limits through the balancing of real and reactive power supply and demand.
3. Information necessary for the planning and operation of interconnected bulk power systems
X shall be made available to those entities responsible for planning and operating the systems
reliably.
|:| 4. Plans for emergency operation and system restoration of interconnected bulk power systems

shall be developed, coordinated, maintained and implemented.

Project 2012-05 Standards Authorization Request
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Reliability and Market Interface Principles

5. Facilities for communication, monitoring and control shall be provided, used and maintained
for the reliability of interconnected bulk power systems.

6. Personnel responsible for planning and operating interconnected bulk power systems shall be
trained, qualified, and have the responsibility and authority to implement actions.

The security of the interconnected bulk power systems shall be assessed, monitored and
maintained on a wide area basis.

8. Bulk power systems shall be protected from malicious physical or cyber attacks.

O Oy O O

Does the proposed Standard comply with all of the following Market Interface Enter
Principles? (yes/no)
1. A reliability standard shall not give any market participant an unfair competitive Yes
advantage.
2. A-reliability standard shall neither mandate nor prohibit any specific market Yes
structure.
3. Avrreliability standard shall not preclude market solutions to achieving compliance Yes
with that standard.
4. A reliability standard shall not require the public disclosure of commercially
sensitive information. All market participants shall have equal opportunity to Yes

access commercially non-sensitive information that is required for compliance
with reliability standards.

Related Standards

Standard No. Explanation
MOD-001-1a Available Transmission System Capability
MOD-004-1 Capacity Benefit Margin
MOD-008-1 Transmission Reliability Margin Calculation Methodology
MOD-028-1 Area Interchange Methodology
MOD-029-1a Rated System Path Methodology
MOD-030-2 Flowgate Methodology

EEIE IS

Project 2012-05 Standards Authorization Request
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EEIE IS

SAR ID Explanation

Regional Variances

Region Explanation

ERCOT | FERC Order 729 states, in Paragraph 298, “...it is appropriate to exempt entities within ERCOT
from complying with these Reliability Standards. We agree that, due to physical differences of
ERCOT’s transmission system, the MOD Reliability Standards approved herein would not
provide any reliability benefit within ERCOT.”

FRCC None
MRO None
NPCC None
RFC None
SERC None
SPP None
WECC | None

Project 2012-05 Standards Authorization Request
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NERC

I
NORTH AMERICAN ELECTRIC
RELIABILITY CORPORATION

Project 2012-05 Mapping Document
Transition of MOD-001-1a, MOD-004-1, MOD-008-1, MOD-028-1, MODTO?‘Qia, and
MOD-030-2 to Proposed - MOD-001-2 .

The below mapping document provides information on how the approved requirements within MOD-001-a, MOD-004-1, MOD-008-1,
MOD-028-1, MOD-029-1a, and MOD-030-2 transition into the proposed MOD-001-1. As a general statement, the reliability-based
components of those Reliability Standards are captured in MOD-001-2 while non-reliability-based components will be transition out of the
NERC Reliability Standards. Where a prescriptive existing requirement does not easily map into the proposed MOD-001-2, a description and
change justification is provided.

Standard: MOD-001-1a — Available Transmission System Capability
Reliability Components Transition to the

Requirement in

A SR Below Requirement in New Standard or Description and Change Justification

Other Action

The proposed Reliability Standard requires disclosure of the method

MOD-001-1a R1 Requirement R2 used'to calculgte Avallab!e Transfer Capability (ATC? I?ut no Ior'lger '
requires a registered entity to select a method explicitly described in
the NERC Reliability Standards.

MOD-001-1a R2 Requirement R2 The proposed Reliability Staerard will require dlsFIosure of calculatlon
frequency but does not specify the range of required calculations.

MOD-001-1a R2.1 Requirement R2 See comments on Requirement R2.

MOD-001-1a R2.2 Requirement R2 See comments on Requirement R2.

MOD-001-1a R2.3 Requirement R2 See comments on Requirement R2.

RELIABILITY | ACCOUNTABILITY




Standard: MOD-001-1a — Available Transmission System Capability
Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or Description and Change Justification
Other Action

Requirement in
Approved Standard

Requirement R2 of the proposed Reliability Standard retains the
obligation to have an Available Transfer Capability Implementation

MOD-001-1a R3 Requirement R2 Document (ATCID) that reflects its method for calculating Available
Flowgate Capability (AFC) or ATC.

MOD-001-1a R3.1 Requirement R2 This |'nformat|on would be included within the ATCID created under
Requirement R2.

MOD-001-1a R3.2 Requirement R2 This description would be included within the ATCID created under

Requirement R2.

This description would be included within the ATCID created under
MOD-001-1a R3.2.1 Requirements R2 & R5 Requirement R2 and may be addressed under Requirement R5 in
response to a request for clarification.

This rationale would be included within the ATCID created under

MOD-001-1a R3.2.2 Requirement R2 Requirement R2.

MOD-001-1a R3.3 Requirement R2 This |'nformat|on would be included within the ATCID created under
Requirement R2.
The identity of the TSPs and Transmission Operators (TOPs) for which it

MOD-001-1a R3.4 Requirements RS &R6. prow.des data'ls captured wh'en a registered entity formally requests
that information under Requirements R5 or R6 of the proposed
Reliability Standard.

MOD-001-1a R3.5 Requirement R2 This c'lescrlptlon would be included within the ATCID created under
Requirement R2.

MOD-001-1a R3.6 Requirement R2 This description would be included within the ATCID created under

Requirement R2.

Project 2012-05 ATC Revisions
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Requirement in
Approved Standard

MOD-001-1a R3.6.1

Standard: MOD-001-1a — Available Transmission System Capability

Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or
Other Action

Requirement R2

Description and Change Justification

This description would be included within the ATCID created under
Requirement R2.

MOD-001-1a R3.6.2

Requirement R2

This description would be included within the ATCID created under
Requirement R2.

MOD-001-1a R3.6.3

Requirement R2

This description would be included within the ATCID created under
Requirement R2.

MOD-001-1a R4

MOD-001-1a R4.1
MOD-001-1a R4.2
MOD-001-1a R4.3
MOD-001-1a R4.4
MOD-001-1a R4.5
MOD-001-1a R4.6

Requirement R5

The requirement for a Transmission Service Provider (TSP) to notify
registered entities when a change is made to its ATCID is an
administrative burden and provides little to no reliability benefit.
Posting on its company website or Open Access Same-Time
Information System (OASIS) provides notice that a change has been
made. Although not specifically required under the proposed Reliability
Standards, a registered entity may continue to provide such notice.

MOD-001-1a R5

Requirement R5 for an ATCID provided upon
formal request.

Requirement R5 of the proposed Reliability Standard obligates the TSP
to provide its ATCID to any registered entity that needs it for reliability
upon request.

MOD-001-1a R6

The Requirement has been retired.

Ensuring that ATC, Total Transfer Capability (TTC), Available Flowgate
Capability (AFC), and Total Flowgate Capability (TFC) calculations use
assumptions no more limiting than those used in the planning of
operations does not serve a clear reliability goal. The ATCID will have a
description of how ATC, TTC, AFC, or TFC is calculated, with sufficient
detail to allow for a comparison.

Project 2012-05 ATC Revisions
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Standard: MOD-001-1a — Available Transmission System Capability
Reliability Components Transition to the

Requirement in . .
9 Below Requirement in New Standard or

Description and Change Justification

Approved Standard

MOD-001-1a R7

Other Action

The Requirement has been retired.

Ensuring that ATC, TTC, AFC, and TFC calculations use assumptions no
more limiting then those used in the planning of operations does not
serve a clear reliability goal. The ATCID will have a description of how
ATC, TTC, AFC, or TFC is calculated, with sufficient detail to allow for a
comparison.

MOD-001-1a R8

The Requirement has been retired.

The reliability component of ATC is disclosure of a registered entity’s
practice which is still captured, but not the performance aspect of the
ATC calculations. Mandating the frequency with which ATC is
calculated does not serve a reliability benefit.

MOD-001-1a R8.1

The Requirement has been retired.

See comments on Requirement R8.

MOD-001-1a R8.2

The Requirement has been retired.

See comments on Requirement R8.

MOD-001-1a R8.3

The Requirement has been retired.

See comments on Requirement R8.

MOD-001-1a R9

MOD-001-1a R9.1

MOD-001-1a R9.1.1

MOD-001-1a R9.1.2

MOD-001-1a R9.1.3

MOD-001-1a R9.2

Requirement R5

Requirement R6 of the proposed Reliability Standard requires a TOP or
TSP, within 45 calendar days of receiving a written request, to make
available the data or explain why it is not doing so due to
confidentiality, regulatory, or security concerns.

See comments for Requirement R9.

See comments for Requirement R9.

See comments for Requirement R9.

See comments for Requirement R9.

See comments for Requirement R9.

Project 2012-05 ATC Revisions
October 4, 2013




Standard: MOD-004-1 — Capacity Benefit Margin
Reliability Components Transition to the

Requirement in . .
9 Below Requirement in New Standard or

Approved Standard

Description and Change Justification

MOD-004-1 R1

Other Action

Requirement R3

The proposed standard will require registered entities that use Capacity
Benefit Margin (CBM) to have a Capacity Benefit Margin (CBMID) that
reflects its current practices for determining CBM. The proposed
Reliability Standard does not dictate how CBM must be calculated.

MOD-004-1 R1.1

Requirement R3

See comments above.

MOD-004-1 R1.2

Requirement R3

See comments above.

MOD-004-1 R1.3

See comments above.

Requirement R3

Requirement R5 of the proposed Reliability Standard requires TSPs to

MOD-004-1 R2 Requirement part R5.2.2 share its CBMID with entities that request it and have a reliability need
for that data.
The applicability of the proposed Reliability Standard has been changed
MOD-004-1 R3 Requirement R3 so that the LSE is not an applicable registered entity within the

Reliability Standard. The method by which a TSP determines CBM will
be included in its CBMID.

See comment above.

See comment above.

The applicability of the proposed Reliability Standard has been changed
so that the Resource Planner (RP) is not an applicable registered entity
within the Reliability Standard. The method by which a TSP determines
CBM will be included in its CBMID.

See comment above.

See comment above.

MOD-004-1 R3.1
MOD-004-1 R3.2

Requirement R3
Requirement R3

MOD-004-1 R4 The Requirement has been retired.

MOD-004-1 R4.1
MOD-004-1 R4.2

The Requirement has been retired.
The Requirement has been retired.

Project 2012-05 ATC Revisions
October 4, 2013 5




Standard: MOD-004-1 — Capacity Benefit Margin

Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or
Other Action

Requirement in
Approved Standard

MOD-004-1 R5 Requirement R3

Description and Change Justification

The proposed Reliability Standard will require TSPs that use CBM to
have a CBMID but does not specify what must be included or how it is
calculated.

MOD-004-1 R5.1 Requirement R3

The proposed standard will require TSPs that use CBM to have a CBMID
but does not specify what must be included or how it is calculated.

MOD-004-1 R5.2 Requirement R3

The proposed standard will require TSPs that use CBM to have a CBMID
but does not specify what must be included or how it is calculated.

MOD-004-1 R6 The Requirement has been retired.

The applicability of the proposed standard has been changed so that
the Transmission Planner (TP) is not an applicable registered entity
within the standard. The method by which a TSP determines CBM will
be included in its CBMID.

MOD-004-1 R6.1 The Requirement has been retired.

See comment above.

MOD-004-1 R6.2 The Requirement has been retired.

See comment above.

The proposed standard does not explicitly require that the TSP to notify
Load-Serving Entities (LSEs) and RPs of the amount of CBM set aside.
The SDT determined this requirement provided little to no reliability

MOD-004-1 R7 The Requirement has been retired. benefit. The proposed Reliability Standard only requires the TSP to have
a CBMID and make that available to other registered entities, including
LSEs and RPs.
The applicability of the proposed Reliability Standard has been changed
MOD-004-1 R8 The Requirement has been retired. so that the TP is not an applicable registered entity within the Reliability

Standard.
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Standard: MOD-004-1 — Capacity Benefit Margin
Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or Description and Change Justification
Other Action

Requirement in
Approved Standard

The new Requirement R6 requires TSPs to share the data used in CBM

MOD-004-1 R9 Requirement R6 calculations with registered entities that have a reliability need for that
data. TPs are not longer subject to the Reliability Standard.
MOD-004-1 R9.1 Requirement R6 See comment above.
MOD-004-1 R9.2 Requirement R6 See comment above.
The applicability of the proposed Reliability Standard has been changed
MOD-004-1 R10 The Requirement has been retired. so that the LSE or Balancing Authority (BA) are not applicable registered

entities within the Reliability Standard.

The proposed Reliability Standard will require entities that use CBM to
MOD-004-1 R11 Requirement R3 have a CBMID but does not dictate what must be included or how it is
calculated.

The proposed Reliability Standard will require entities that use CBM to
MOD-004-1 R12 Requirement R3 have a CBMID but does not dictate what must be included or how it is
calculated.

The proposed Reliability Standard will require entities that use CBM to
MOD-004-1 R12.1 Requirement R3 have a CBMID but does not dictate what must be included or how it is
calculated.

The proposed Reliability Standard will require entities that use CBM to
MOD-004-1 R12.2 Requirement R3 have a CBMID but does not dictate what must be included or how it is
calculated.

The proposed Reliability Standard will require entities that use CBM to
MOD-004-1 R12.3 Requirement R3 have a CBMID but does not dictate what must be included or how it is
calculated.
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Requirement in
Approved Standard

MOD-008-1 R1

Standard: MOD-008-1 — Transmission Reliability Margin Calculation Methodology

Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or
Other Action

Requirement R4

Description and Change Justification

Requirement R4 requires a TRMID that reflects the TOPs current
practices for determining TRM. The proposed Reliability Standard does
not dictate how TRM must be calculated as such detail provides little to
no reliability benefit.

MOD-008-1 R1.1

Requirement R4

See comment above.

MOD-008-1 R1.2

Requirement R4

See comment above.

MOD-008-1 R1.3

Requirement R4

See comment above.

MOD-008-1 R1.3.1

Requirement R4

See comment above.

MOD-008-1 R1.3.2

Requirement R4

See comment above.

MOD-008-1 R1.3.3

Requirement R4

See comment above.

Requirement R4 requires a TRMID that describes how TRM values are
determined. Prescribing that the value must come from a predefined

MOD-008-1 R2 Requirement R4 list of uncertainties or that the value does not double count with CBM
does not provide any reliability benefit.

MOD-008-1 R3 Requirement R5 Requirements R5 a'nd R6 require disclosure of TRMID .an'd unqerlying
data upon request if not already posted on OASIS or similar site.
Requirement R4 requires a TRMID that includes the frequency of

MOD-008-1 R4 Requirement R4 updating; setting an arbitrary date to recalculate TRM does not

contribute to reliability.
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Standard: MOD-008-1 — Transmission Reliability Margin Calculation Methodology
Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or Description and Change Justification
Other Action

Requirement in
Approved Standard

Requirements R2 and R4, the ATCID and TRMID respectively, would
contain information on how the value is shared and on what frequency.
Setting an arbitrary frequency is unnecessary to meet the reliability
goal of disclosure.

MOD-008-1 R5 Requirements R2 & R4

Standard: MOD-028-1 — Area Interchange Methodology
Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or Description and Change Justification
Other Action

Requirement in
Approved Standard

Requirement R1 requires a TOP to have a written methodology for
determining TTC or TFC. Requirement R2 requires a TSP to have an
MOD-028-1 R1 Requirements R1 & R2 ATCID that describes how ATC or AFC is determined, which would
include any parts of the TTC/TFC development not covered by a TOP
under Requirement R1.

MOD-028-1 R1.1 Requirements R1 & R2 See comment above.
MOD-028-1 R1.2 Requirements R1 & R2 See comment above.
MOD-028-1 R1.3 Requirements R1 & R2 See comment above.
MOD-028-1R1.4 Requirements R1 & R2 See comment above.
MOD-028-1 R1.5 Requirements R1 & R2 See comment above.
MOD-028-1 R1.5.1 Requirements R1 & R2 See comment above.
MOD-028-1 R1.5.2 Requirements R1 & R2 See comment above.
MOD-028-1 R1.5.3 Requirements R1 & R2 See comment above.
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Requirement in
Approved Standard

MOD-028-1 R1.5.4

Standard: MOD-028-1 — Area Interchange Methodology

Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or
Other Action

Requirements R1 & R2

Description and Change Justification

See comment above.

MOD-028-1 R2

Requirements R1 & R2

This requirement serves no direct purpose other than serving as a
bridge to the requirement parts below.

MOD-028-1 R2.1

Requirements R1 & R2

Requirements R1 and R2 require disclosure by the TOP and TSP
respectively of their practice that meets the reliability need of this
requirement; further specification or instructions on how to perform
this task do not address the reliability goal of disclosure.

MOD-028-1 R2.2

Requirements R1 & R2

Requirements R1 and R2 require disclosure by the TOP and TSP
respectively of their practice that meets the reliability need of this
requirement; further specification or instructions on how to perform
this task do not address the reliability goal of disclosure.

MOD-028-1 R2.3

Requirements R1 & R2

Requirements R1 and R2 require disclosure by the TOP and TSP
respectively of their practice. In addition, R1 requires the TOP to use
the defined facility ratings and SOL's, as appropriate, to determine the
TTC value.

MOD-028-1 R3

Requirement R1, Part 1.2

Requirement R1, Part 1.2 requires the use of these elements to the
extent that they impact the determination of TFC or TTC. These
requirements were modified to the list in Requirement R1, Part 1.2 and
Requirement R2, Part 2.1 with the requirement that each methodology
shall describe the method used to account for the elements that impact
the determination of TFC, TTC, AFC or ATC.

MOD-028-1 R3.1

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.

MOD-028-1R3.1.1

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.
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Standard: MOD-028-1 — Area Interchange Methodology
Reliability Components Transition to the

Requirement in

Below Requirement in New Standard or Description and Change Justification
Approved Standard .
Other Action
MOD-028-1 R3.1.2 Requirements R1 & R2 See comment above.
MOD-028-1 R3.1.2 Requirements R1 & R2 See comment above.
MOD-028-1 R3.2 Requirements R1 & R2 See comment above.
MOD-028-1 R3.2.1 Requirements R1 & R2 See comment above.
MOD-028-1 R3.2.2 Requirements R1 & R2 See comment above.
MOD-028-1 R3.2.2 Requirements R1 & R2 See comment above.

This requirement serves no direct purpose other than serving as a

MOD-028-1 R4 R i R1 & R2
0D-028 equirements R1 & bridge to the requirement parts below.
MOD-028-1 Rd.1 Requirements R1 & R2 Reqwrgments R1 and R2 set this obligation upon the TOP and TSP,
respectively.
Requirements R1 and R2 require disclosure of practice, which is the
MOD-028-1 R4.2 Requirements R1 & R2 reliability need for this requirement. Verification that a contract is being

followed is primarily a commercial issue and not a NERC Reliability
issue.

Requirements R1 and R2 maintain the reliability portion of these
requirements upon the TOP or TSP, respectively, and Requirement R1
specifically addresses documentation of their process and reliability
points. The remainder of the material in the requirement provides
MOD-028-1 R4.3 Requirement R1, Part 1.2 instructions on determining TTC, which is not necessary within a NERC
requirement to protect reliability. The TTC methodology will describe
how these services are used and any necessary clarifications can be
sought under Requirement R5. Having a long list of methods of
incorporating these service did not contribute to reliability.
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Standard: MOD-028-1 — Area Interchange Methodology
Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or Description and Change Justification
Other Action

Requirement in
Approved Standard

This requirement serves no direct purpose other than serving as a
bridge to the requirement parts below.

Requirements R1 and R2 require disclosure of practice which is the
reliability need for this requirement; the frequency or freshness of a
calculation will be discussed within the ATCID and driven by either
MOD-028-1R5.1 Requirements R1 & R2 reliability or market needs, whichever provides for a tighter time frame.
The required periodicity of a TFC or TTC calculation is a method and
region specific issue, and it is not necessary to reliability to specify such

MOD-028-1 R5 Requirements R1 & R2

a value.
MOD-028-1 R5.2 Requirements R1 & R2 See comment above.
MOD-028-1 R5.3 Requirements R1 & R2 See comment above.
MOD-028-1 R6 Requirements R1 & R2 Thlls requirement s.erves no direct purpose other than serving as a
bridge to the requirement parts below.
Requirements R1 and R2 maintain the reliability portion of these
requirements upon the TOP or TSP respectively, and R1 specifically
MOD-028-1 R6.1 Requirement R1 and Parts 1.1 and 1.2.1 addresses documentation of their process and the reliability points. The

remainder of the material in the requirement provides instructions on
determining TTC; using a requirement to explain a method of
calculating TTC does not support a reliability need.
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Standard: MOD-028-1 — Area Interchange Methodology
Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or Description and Change Justification
Other Action

Requirement in
Approved Standard

Requirements R1 and R2 maintain the reliability portion of these
requirements upon the TOP or TSP, respectively, and R1 specifically
addresses documentation of their process and the reliability points. The
remainder of the material in the requirement provides instructions on
determining TTC; using a requirement to explain a method of
calculating TTC does not support a reliability need.

Requirements R1 and R2 maintain the reliability portion of these
requirements upon the TOP or TSP, respectively, and R1 specifically
addresses documentation of their process and the reliability points. The
remainder of the material in the requirement provides instructions on
determining TTC; using a requirement to explain a method of
calculating TTC does not support a reliability need. The new Reliability
Standard does not prevent "Sum of Facility Ratings" as a limit on the
path, however it does not prescribe it either. "Sum of Facility Ratings"
is a commercial concept; the reliability aspect was addressed in
determining the Incremental Transfer Capability (ITC).

MOD-028-1 R6.2 Requirements R1, Part 1.2.1

MOD-028-1 R6.3 Requirements R1
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Requirement in
Approved Standard

MOD-028-1 R6.4

Standard: MOD-028-1 — Area Interchange Methodology

Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or
Other Action

Requirements R1

Description and Change Justification

Requirements R1 and R2 maintain the reliability portion of these
requirements upon the TOP or TSP, respectively, and R1 specifically
addresses documentation of their process and the reliability points. The
remainder of the material in the requirement provides instructions on
determining TTC; using a requirement to explain a method of
calculating TTC does not support a reliability need. Contractual rights
imply there is already a contract and obligation in place, there is no
reliability benefit in NERC monitoring this contract. The Reliability
Standard does not prevent this from being a limit, but does not
prescribe it either

MOD-028-1 R7

Requirement R1

This requirement serves no direct purpose other than serving as a
bridge to the requirement parts below.

MOD-028-1 R7.1

Requirement R1 & R6

Requirement R1 of the proposed Reliability Standard requires
disclosure of the frequency of update, which is the reliability need this
requirement addresses. The frequency of disclosure is set by
agreement with the TSP or other factors, and there is no reliability
benefit in setting an arbitrary frequency of providing the value.

MOD-028-1 R7.2

Requirement R1 & R6

Requirement R1 of the proposed Reliability Standard requires
disclosure of the frequency of update, which is the reliability need this
requirement addresses. The frequency of disclosure is set by
agreement with the TSP or other factors, and there is no reliability
benefit in setting an arbitrary frequency of providing the value.
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Standard: MOD-028-1 — Area Interchange Methodology
Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or Description and Change Justification
Other Action

Requirement in
Approved Standard

This requirement is primarily a definition of what Existing Transfer
Commitments (ETC) is and does not provide for system reliability.
Breaking ETC into its component parts is a guide for determining ETC
MOD-028-1 R8 This Requirement has been retired. but does not establish a reliability requirement. Under their
agreements with which the transmission commitments are made the
registered entity is obligated to respect those commitments and there
is no need for NERC to monitor this commercial arrangement.

This requirement is primarily a definition of what ETC is and does not
provide for system reliability. Breaking ETC into its component parts is a
guide for determining ETC but does not establish a reliability
MOD-028-1 R9 This Requirement has been retired. requirement. Under their agreements with which the transmission
commitments are made the registered entity is obligated to respect
those commitments and there is no need for NERC to monitor this
commercial arrangement.

Requirements R10 and R11 do not appear verbatim in the new
Reliability Standard; however, Requirement R2 will require disclosure
MOD-028-1 R10 This Requirement has been retired. and the NERC Glossary of Terms defines ATC. Beyond that
Requirements R10 and R11 just provided additional educational
reference to ATC, but did not establish a reliability requirement.
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Standard: MOD-028-1 — Area Interchange Methodology
Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or Description and Change Justification
Other Action

Requirement in
Approved Standard

Requirements R10 and R11 do not appear verbatim in the new
Reliability Standard; however, Requirement R2 will require disclosure
and the NERC Glossary of Terms defines ATC. Beyond that
Requirements R10 and R11 just provided additional educational
reference on what ATC was but did not establish a reliability
requirement.

MOD-028-1 R11 This Requirement has been retired.
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Requirement in

Approved Standard

MOD-029-1a R1

Standard: MOD-029-1a — Rated System Path Methodology

Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or
Other Action

Requirements R1 & R2

Description and Change Justification

This requirement serves no direct purpose other than serving as a
bridge to the requirement parts below.

MOD-029-1a R1.1

Requirements R1 & R2

Requirement R1, Part 1.2 requires the use of these elements to the
extent that they impact the determination of TFC or TTC. These
requirements were modified to the list in Requirement R1, Part 1.2 and
Requirement R2, Part 2.1 with the requirement that each methodology
shall describe the method used to account for the elements that impact
the determination of TFC, TTC, AFC or ATC.

MOD-029-1a R1.1.1

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.

MOD-029-1a R1.1.1.1

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.

MOD-029-1a R1.1.1.2

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.

MOD-029-1a R1.1.1.3

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.

MOD-029-1a R1.1.2

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.

MOD-029-1a R1.1.3

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.

MOD-029-1a R1.1.4

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.

MOD-029-1a R1.1.5

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.

MOD-029-1a R1.1.6

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.

MOD-029-1a R1.1.7

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.

MOD-029-1a R1.1.8

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.

MOD-029-1a R1.1.9

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.

MOD-029-1a R1.1.10

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.
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Standard: MOD-029-1a — Rated System Path Methodology

Reliability Components Transition to the

Below Requirement in New Standard or Description and Change Justification
Other Action

Requirement in
Approved Standard

Requirement R1, Part 1.1 describes the method used to account for
MOD-029-1a R1.2 Requirement R1, Part 1.1 Facility Ratings as well as system voltage, transient stability, voltage
stability, and other SOLs.

This requirement serves no direct purpose other than serving as a

MOD-029-1a R2 Requirements R1 & R2 . .
bridge to the requirement parts below.
Requirement R1, Part 1.2 requires the use of these elements to the
extent that they impact the determination of TFC or TTC. These
MOD-029-1a R2.1 Requirement R, Part 1.2, Requirement R2 requirements were modified to the list in Requirement R1, Part 1.2 and

Requirement R2, Part 2.1 with the requirement that each methodology
shall describe the method used to account for the elements that impact
the determination of TFC, TTC, AFC or ATC.

Requirement R1 specifically requires the TOP to respect transmission
element ratings, Requirements R1 and R2 requires disclosure of the
TOP and TSP's practices in this regard. The revised Reliability Standard
does not go into detail to require that the starting case for an analysis
meet these criteria. Requirement R1, Part 1.1 requires that TTC
accounts for these elements, but does not require that the starting case
meet the criteria described under MOD-029 Requirement R2, Part 2.1.
Trying to list this detail would require a textbook level description of
the process and would not set a reliability goal.

Requirement R1, Parts 1.1 & 1.2,

MOD-029-1a R2.1.1 Requirement R2

Requirement R1, Parts 1.1 & 1.2,

. See comment above.
Requirement R2

MOD-029-1a R2.1.2
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Standard: MOD-029-1a — Rated System Path Methodology

Reliability Components Transition to the

Below Requirement in New Standard or Description and Change Justification
Other Action

Requirement in
Approved Standard

Requirement R1, Parts 1.1 & 1.2,

MOD-029-1a R2.1.3 Requirement R2

See comment above.

This is not a reliability requirement but a business practice to provide
for some sort of result when a reliability constraint can't be reached.
MOD-029-1a R2.2 This requirement part has been retired. This level of information is appropriate in an instructional context but is
not a reliability requirement. The current Requirement R1 requires the
TOP to describe how it does this, but does not prescribe a method.

As the name implies, there is already an obligation between the parties
to respect a value and Requirement R1 just requires that TTC not
MOD-029-1a R2.3 Requirements R1 & R2 exceed reliability limits, it does not rule out a lower limit due to
contractual obligations. There is no reliability benefit to NERC
monitoring to ensure that contractual obligations are met.
Requirements R1 and R2 maintain the reliability portion of these
requirements upon the TOP or TSP, respectively, including
documentation of their process and the reliability points addressed in
R1. The remainder of the material in the requirement provides
instructions on determining TTC; using a requirement to explain a
method of calculating TTC does not support a reliability need.

MOD-029-1a R2.4 This requirement part has been retired
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Requirement in
Approved Standard

MOD-029-1a R2.5

Standard: MOD-029-1a — Rated System Path Methodology

Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or

Other Action

This requirement part has been retired.

Description and Change Justification

Requirements R1 and R2 maintain the reliability portion of these
requirements upon the TOP or TSP, respectively, including
documentation of their process and the reliability points addressed in
R1. The remainder of the material in the requirement provides
instructions on determining TTC; using a requirement to explain a
method of calculating TTC does not support a reliability need.

MOD-029-1a R2.6

Requirements R1 & R2

As the name implies, there is already an obligation between the parties
to respect a value and Requirement R1 just requires that TTC not
exceed reliability limits, it does not rule out a lower limit due to
contractual obligations. There is no reliability benefit to NERC
monitoring to ensure that contractual obligations are met.

MOD-029-1a R2.7

Requirements R1 & R2

Requirements R1 and R2 maintain the reliability portion of these
requirements upon the TOP or TSP, respectively, including
documentation of their process and the reliability points addressed in
R1. The remainder of the material in the requirement provides
instructions on determining TTC; using a requirement to explain a
method of calculating TTC does not support a reliability need.

MOD-029-1a R2.8

Requirements R1 & R2

Requirements R1 and R2 address this need by requiring a methodology,
and in the effort to demonstrate that the methodology was followed
the necessary reports will be developed.

MOD-029-1a R3

Requirements R1 & R2

Requirement R1, Part 1.1 requires that SOLs be accounted for in the
method used in determining TTC. Requirement R2 requires disclosure
of practices for determining ATC.
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Standard: MOD-029-1a — Rated System Path Methodology

Reliability Components Transition to the

Below Requirement in New Standard or Description and Change Justification
Other Action

Requirement in
Approved Standard

Requirement R1 of the proposed Reliability Standard requires
disclosure of the frequency of update, which is the reliability need this
requirement addresses. The frequency of disclosure is set by
agreement with the TSP considering individual facts and circumstances,
and there is no reliability benefit in setting an arbitrary frequency of
providing the value. Requirement R6 requires disclosure of data and
Requirement R5 requires disclosure of methods and responding to
requests for clarification.

This requirement is primarily a definition of what ETC is and does not
provide for system reliability. Breaking ETC into its component parts is a
guide for determining ETC but does not establish a reliability
MOD-029-1a R5 This requirement has been retired. requirement. Under their agreements with which the transmission
commitments are made the registered entity is obligated to respect
those commitments and there is no need for NERC to monitor this
commercial arrangement.

This requirement is primarily a definition of what ETC is and does not
provide for system reliability. Breaking ETC into its component parts is a
guide for determining ETC but does not establish a reliability
MOD-029-1a R6 This requirement has been retired. requirement. Under their agreements with which the transmission
commitments are made the registered entity is obligated to respect
those commitments and there is no need for NERC to monitor this
commercial arrangement.

MOD-029-1a R4 Requirements R1, R5, & R6
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Standard: MOD-029-1a — Rated System Path Methodology

Reliability Components Transition to the

Below Requirement in New Standard or Description and Change Justification
Other Action

Requirement in
Approved Standard

Requirements R7 and R8 do not appear verbatim in the new Reliability
Standard; however, Requirement R2 will require disclosure and the
MOD-029-1a R7 This requirement has been retired. NERC Glossary of Terms defines ATC. Beyond that Requirements R7 and
R8 just provided additional educational reference on what ATC was but
did not establish a reliability requirement.

Requirements R7 & R8 do not appear verbatim in the new Reliability
Standard; however, Requirement R2 will require disclosure and the
MOD-029-1a R8 This requirement has been retired. NERC Glossary of Terms defines ATC. Beyond that Requirements R7 and
R8 just provided additional educational reference on what ATC was but
did not establish a reliability requirement.

Standard: MOD-030-2 — Flowgate Methodology
Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or Description and Change Justification
Other Action

Requirement in
Approved Standard

This is a summary of the requirement parts and does not in itself

MOD-030-2 R1 Requirements R1 & R2 establish and obligation.
Requirement R1, Part 1.2 requires the use of these elements to the
extent that they impact the determination of TFC or TTC. These
MOD-030-2 R1.1 Requirement R1 & R2 requirements were modified to the list in Requirement R1, Part 1.2 and

Requirement R2, Part 2.1 with the requirement that each methodology
shall describe the method used to account for the elements that impact
the determination of TFC, TTC, AFC or ATC.
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Requirement in

Approved Standard

MOD-030-2 R1.2

Standard: MOD-030-2 — Flowgate Methodology

Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or
Other Action
Requirements R1 & R2

Description and Change Justification

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R1.2.1

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R1.2.2

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R1.2.3

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R1.2.4

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R2

Requirements R1 & R2

This requirement serves no direct purpose other than serving as a
bridge to the requirement parts below.

MOD-030-2 R2.1

Requirements R1 & R2

This requirement serves no direct purpose other than serving as a
bridge to the requirement parts below.

MOD-030-2 R2.1.1

Requirement R1, Parts 1.3 & 1.3.1

Requirement R1, Part 1.3 requires each methodology to describe the
process for including any reliability-related constraints requested to be
included by another TOP based on if the requesting TOP includes those
constraints in its TFC or TTC determination. Furthermore, Requirement
R1, Part 1.3.1 states that each TOP that uses the Flowgate methodology
shall include in its methodology an impact test process for including
requested constraints. If a generator to Load transfer in a registered
entity’s area or a transfer to a neighboring registered entity impact the
requested constraint by five percent or greater, the requested
constraint shall be included in the TFC determination, otherwise the
requested constraint is not required to be included.

MOD-030-2 R2.1.1.1

Requirement R1, Parts 1.3 & 1.3.1

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R2.1.1.2

Requirement R1, Parts 1.3 & 1.3.1

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R2.1.1.3

Requirement R1, Parts 1.3 & 1.3.1

See comment above.
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Standard: MOD-030-2 — Flowgate Methodology
Reliability Components Transition to the

Requirement in

Below Requirement in New Standard or Description and Change Justification
Approved Standard .
Other Action
MOD-030-2 R2.1.2 Requirement R1, Parts 1.3 & 1.3.1 See comment above.
MOD-030-2 R2.1.2.1 Requirement R1, Parts 1.3 & 1.3.1 See comment above.
MOD-030-2 R2.1.2.2 Requirement R1, Parts 1.3 & 1.3.1 See comment above.
MOD-030-2 R2.1.2.3 Requirement R1, Parts 1.3 & 1.3.1 See comment above.
MOD-030-2 R2.1.3 Requirement R1, Parts 1.3 & 1.3.1 See comment above.
MOD-030-2 R2.1.4 Requirement R1, Parts 1.3 & 1.3.1 See comment above.
MOD-030-2 R2.1.4.1 Requirement R1, Parts 1.3 & 1.3.1 See comment above.
MOD-030-2 R2.1.4.2 Requirement R1, Parts 1.3 & 1.3.1 See comment above.
MOD-030-2 R2.2 This requirement part has been retired. The required periodicity of updating a list is not of a reliability benefit.
MOD-030-2 R2.3 This requirement part has been retired. The required periodicity of updating a list is not of a reliability benefit.
Requirement R1, Part 1.1 requires that SOLs be accounted for in the
MOD-030-2 R2.4 Requirement R1, Part 1.1 & Requirement R2 | method used in determining TTC. Requirement R2 requires disclosure

of practices for determining ATC.
Requirements R1 and R2 require disclosure of practice which is the
reliability need for this requirement; the frequency or freshness of a

MOD-030-2 R2.5 Requirements R1 & R2 calculation will be discussed within the ATCID and driven by either
reliability or market needs whichever provides for a tighter time frame.
The frequency of disclosure is set by agreement with the TSP

MOD-030-2 R2.5.1 This requirement part has been retired. considering the individual facts and circumstances, and there is no

reliability benefit in setting an arbitrary frequency of providing the
value.
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Requirement in
Approved Standard

MOD-030-2 R2.6

Standard: MOD-030-2 — Flowgate Methodology

Reliability Components Transition to the

Below Requirement in New Standard or
Other Action

This requirement part has been retired.

Description and Change Justification

The frequency of disclosure is set by agreement with the TSP
considering the individual facts and circumstances, and there is no
reliability benefit in setting an arbitrary frequency of providing the
value.

MOD-030-2 R3

Requirement R6

Requirement R6 requires data sharing.

MOD-030-2 R3.1

Requirement R6

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R3.2

Requirement R6

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R3.3

Requirement R6

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R3.4

Requirement R6

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R3.5

Requirement R6

See comment above.

Requirement R1, Part 1.2 requires the use of these elements to the
extent that they impact the determination of TFC or TTC. These
requirements were modified to the list in Requirement R1, Part 1.2 and

MOD-030-2 R4 Requirements R1, part 1.1 & R2 Requirement R2, Part 2.1 with the requirement that each methodology
shall describe the method used to account for the elements that impact
the determination of TFC, TTC, AFC or ATC.

MOD-030-2 RS Requirements R1 & R2 This requirement serves no direct purpose other than serving as a

bridge to the requirement parts below.
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Requirement in
Approved Standard

MOD-030-2 R5.1

Standard: MOD-030-2 — Flowgate Methodology

Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or
Other Action

Requirements R1 & R2

Description and Change Justification

Requirements R1 and R2 maintain the reliability portion of these
requirements upon the TOP or TSP, respectively, including
documentation of their process and the reliability points addressed in
R1. Specifically, Requirement R2, Part 2.2 requires each TSP that uses
the Flowgate Methodology to use the AFC determined by the TSP for
reliability constraints identified in Requirement R1, Part 1.3.

MOD-030-2 R5.2

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R5.3

Requirements R1 & R2

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R6

This requirement has been retired.

This requirement is primarily a definition of what ETC is and does not
provide for system reliability. Breaking ETC into its component parts is a
guide for determining ETC but does not establish a reliability
requirement. Under their agreements with which the transmission
commitments are made the registered entity is obligated to respect
those commitments and there is no need for NERC to monitor this
commercial arrangement.

MOD-030-2 R6.1

This requirement part has been retired.

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R6.1.1

This requirement part has been retired.

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R6.1.2

This requirement part has been retired.

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R6.2

This requirement part has been retired.

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R6.2.1

This requirement part has been retired.

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R6.2.2

This requirement part has been retired.

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R6.3

This requirement part has been retired.

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R6.4

This requirement part has been retired.

See comment above.
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Standard: MOD-030-2 — Flowgate Methodology
Reliability Components Transition to the

Requirement in . .
9 Below Requirement in New Standard or

Approved Standard

Description and Change Justification

MOD-030-2 R6.5

Other Action

This requirement part has been retired.

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R6.6

This requirement part has been retired.

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R6.7

This requirement part has been retired.

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R7

This requirement part has been retired.

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R7.1

This requirement part has been retired.

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R7.2

This requirement part has been retired.

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R7.3

This requirement part has been retired.

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R7.4

This requirement part has been retired.

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R7.5

This requirement part has been retired.

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R7.6

This requirement part has been retired.

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R7.7

This requirement part has been retired.

See comment above.

MOD-030-2 R8

This requirement has been retired.

Requirements R8, R9, R10 and R11 do not appear verbatim in the new
Reliability Standard; however, Requirement R2 will require disclosure
and the NERC Glossary of Terms defines ATC. Beyond that these
requirements just provided additional educational reference on what
ATC was but did not establish a reliability requirement.

MOD-030-2 R9

This requirement has been retired.

Requirements R8, R9, R10 and R11 do not appear verbatim in the new
Reliability Standard; however, Requirement R2 will require disclosure
and the NERC Glossary of Terms defines ATC. Beyond that these
requirements just provided additional educational reference on what
ATC was but did not establish a reliability requirement.
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Standard: MOD-030-2 — Flowgate Methodology
Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or Description and Change Justification
Other Action

Requirement in
Approved Standard

Requirements R8, R9, R10 and R11 do not appear verbatim in the new
Reliability Standard; however, Requirement R2 will require disclosure
MOD-030-2 R10 This requirement has been retired. and the NERC Glossary of Terms defines ATC. Beyond that these
requirements just provided additional educational reference on what
ATC was but did not establish a reliability requirement.

Requirements R8, R9, R10 and R11 do not appear verbatim in the new
Reliability Standard; however, Requirement R2 will require disclosure
MOD-030-2 R10.1 This requirement has been retired. and the NERC Glossary of Terms defines ATC. Beyond that these
requirements just provided additional educational reference on what
ATC was but did not establish a reliability requirement.

Requirements R8, R9, R10 and R11 do not appear verbatim in the new
Reliability Standard; however, Requirement R2 will require disclosure
MOD-030-2 R10.2 This requirement has been retired. and the NERC Glossary of Terms defines ATC. Beyond that these
requirements just provided additional educational reference on what
ATC was but did not establish a reliability requirement.

Requirements R8, R9, R10 and R11 do not appear verbatim in the new
Reliability Standard; however, Requirement R2 will require disclosure
MOD-030-2 R10.3 Requirement R2 and the NERC Glossary of Terms defines ATC. Beyond that these
requirements just provided additional educational reference on what
ATC was but did not establish a reliability requirement.
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Standard: MOD-030-2 — Flowgate Methodology
Reliability Components Transition to the
Below Requirement in New Standard or Description and Change Justification
Other Action

Requirement in
Approved Standard

Requirements R8, R9, R10 and R11 do not appear verbatim in the new
Reliability Standard; however, Requirement R2 will require disclosure
MOD-030-2 R11 Requirement R2 and the NERC Glossary of Terms defines ATC. Beyond that these
requirements just provided additional educational reference on what
ATC was but did not establish a reliability requirement.

New Requirements not found in existing MOD standards

Requirement in Transitions to the below Requirement in Description and Change Justification
Approved Standard New Standard or Other Action
N/A N/A N/A
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R1 Supporting Evidence and Documentation

R1. Each Transmission Operator that determines Total Flowgate Capability (TFC) or Total Transfer
Capability (TTC) shall develop a written methodology (or methodologies) for determining TFC or TTC
values. The methodology (or methodologies) shall reflect the Transmission Operator’s current
practices for determining TFC or TTC values.

1.1 Each methodology shall describe the method used to account for the following limitations in
both the pre- and post-contingency state:

111
1.1.2
1.13
1.14
1.15

Facility ratings;

System voltage limits;

Transient stability limits;

Voltage stability limits; and

Other System Operating Limits (SOLs).

1.2 Each methodology shall describe the method used to account for each of the following
elements, provided such elements impact the determination of TFC or TTC:

1.2.1

1.2.2
1.23
1.24
1.2.5
1.2.6
1.2.7

The simulation of transfers performed through the adjustment of generation, Load, or
both;

Transmission topology, including, but not limited to, additions and retirements;
Expected transmission uses;

Planned outages;

Parallel path (loop flow) adjustments;

Load forecast; and

Generator dispatch, including, but not limited to, additions and retirements.

1.3 Each methodology shall describe the process for including any reliability-related constraints that
are requested to be included by another Transmission Operator, provided that (1) the request
references this specific requirement, and (2) the requesting Transmission Operator includes
those constraints in its TFC or TTC determination.

13.1

Each Transmission Operator that uses the Flowgate Methodology shall include in its
methodology an impact test process for including requested constraints. If a generator to
Load transfer in a registered entity’s area or a transfer to a neighboring registered entity
impact the requested constraint by five percent or greater, the requested constraint shall
be included in the TFC determination, otherwise the requested constraint is not required
to be included.
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1.3.2 Each Transmission Operator that uses the Area Interchange or Rated System Path
Methodology shall describe the process it uses to account for requested constraints that
have a five percent or greater distribution factor for a transfer between areas in the TTC
determination; otherwise the requested constraint is not required to be included. When
testing transfers involving the requesting Transmission Operators area, the requested
constraint may be excluded.

1.3.3 Addifferent method for determining whether requested constraints need to be included
in the TFC or TTC determination may be used if agreed to by the Transmission Operators.

M1. Each Transmission Operator that determines TFC or TTC shall provide its current methodology (or
methodologies) or other evidence (such as written documentation) to show that its methodology (or
methodologies) contains the following:

A description of the method used to account for the limits specified in part 1.1. Methods of
accounting for these limits may include, but are not limited to, one or more of the following:

o TFCor TTC being determined by one or more limits.
o Simulation being used to find the maximum TFC or TTC that remains within the limit.
o The application of a distribution factor in determining if a limit affects the TFC or TTC value.

o Monitoring a subset of limits and a statement that those limits are expected to produce the
most severe results.

o A statement that the monitoring of a select limit(s) results in the TFC or TTC not exceeding
another set of limits.

o A statement that one or more of those limits are not applicable to the TFC or TTC
determination.

A description of the method used to account for the elements specified in part 1.2, provided such
elements impact the determination of TFC or TTC. Methods of accounting for these elements
may include, but are not limited to, one or more of the following:

o A statement that the element is not accounted for since it does not affect the determination
of TFC or TTC.

o A description of how the element is used in the determination of TFC or TTC.

(1.3) A copy of the request and a description of the method used to perform the impact test
(1.3.1) or account for the requested constraints (1.3.2).

The Transmission Operator shall also be using their current method to determine TFC or TTC.
Evidence of this could be, but is not limited to, a demonstration that a selection of currently
active TFC or TTC values were calculated based on the current methodology.
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Registered Entity Response to General Compliance with this Requirement (Required):

Describe, in narrative form, how you meet compliance with this Requirement. Provide a brief explanation, in your own
words, of how you meet compliance with this Requirement. References to supplied evidence, including links to the
appropriate page, are recommended.

Evidence Requested4:

Provide the following evidence, or other evidence to demonstrate compliance. If the provisioning of this
evidence is burdensome or otherwise unreasonable, contact your CEA to arrange for sampling or other means
of reduction of the quantity of evidence submitted.

See M1 for evidence to demonstrate compliance.

See notes to auditor section when the TOP does not determine TFC or TTC values.

Registered Entity Evidence (Required):

The following information is recommended for all evidence submitted:

File Name, Document Title, Revision, Date, Page(s), Section(s), Section Title(s), Description

Also, evidence submitted should be highlighted and bookmarked, as appropriate, to identify the exact location
where evidence of compliance may be found.

Audit Team Evidence Reviewed (This section to be completed by the Compliance Enforcement Authority):

Compliance Assessment Approach Specific to MOD-001-2, R1
This section to be completed by the Compliance Enforcement Authority

The RSAW Developer will complete this section with a set of detailed steps for the audit process. See the
RSAW Developer’s Guide for more information.

Review the methodology (or methodologies or other evidence per M1) and determine whether it
addresses all the sub-requirements of Requirement R1.

Note to Auditor: With regard to “current” practices, the auditor may at their discretion ask for a live
demonstration during the audit of currently determined values, or may ask for written evidence that
demonstrates the values were calculated based on the current practice, or both.

* Items in the Evidence Requested section are suggested evidence that may, but will not necessarily, demonstrate compliance. These
items are not mandatory and other forms and types of evidence may be submitted at the entity’s discretion.
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Although a registered entity may meet the registration criteria to be registered as a Transmission Operator,
there are instances where that Transmission Operator does not determine TFC or TTC values. In these
instances, as the registered entity does not determine these values, it would therefore not be required to
fulfill the requirements.

An auditor will first come to an understanding of how the entity operates and whether they determine TFC or
TTC. In the event that it is clear to the auditor that the entity does not determine TFC or TTC, this will be
sufficient evidence for the auditor that the appropriate requirements are not applicable to that entity. If
guestions remain after this verification, the auditor could look to neighboring entities for confirmation.

Auditor Notes:

R2 Supporting Evidence and Documentation

R2. Each Transmission Service Provider that determines Available Flowgate Capability (AFC) or Available
Transfer Capability (ATC) shall develop an Available Transfer Capability Implementation Document
(ATCID) that describes the methodology (or methodologies) it uses to determine AFC or ATC values.
The methodology (or methodologies) shall reflect the Transmission Service Provider’s current
practices for determining AFC or ATC values. Each methodology shall describe the method used to
account for the following elements that impact the determination of AFC or ATC:

2.1. Each methodology shall describe the method used to account for the following elements that
impact the determination of AFC or ATC:

2.1.1.

2.1.2.
2.1.3.
2.1.4.
2.1.5.
2.1.6.
2.1.7.

The simulation of transfers performed through the adjustment of generation, Load, or
both;

Transmission topology, including, but not limited to, additions and retirements;
Expected transmission uses;

Planned outages;

Parallel path (loop flow) adjustments;

Load forecast; and

Generator dispatch, including, but not limited to, additions and retirements.

2.2. Each Transmission Service Provider that uses the Flowgate Methodology shall, for reliability
constraints identified in part 1.3, use the AFC determined by the Transmission Service Provider
for that constraint.
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M2. Each Transmission Service Provider that determines AFC or ATC shall provide its current ATCID or
other evidence (such as written documentation) to show that its ATCID contains the following:

e A description of the method used to account for the elements specified in part 2.1, provided such
elements impact the determination of AFC or ATC. Methods of accounting for these elements
may include, but are not limited to, one or more of the following:

o A description of how the element is used in the determination of AFC or ATC.

o A statement that the element is not accounted for since it does not affect the determination
of AFC or ATC.

o A statement that the element is accounted for in the determination of TFC or TTC by the
Transmission Operator, and does not otherwise affect the determination of AFC or ATC.

e Each Transmission Service Provider that uses the Flowgate Methodology shall provide a
description of the method in which AFC provided by another Transmission Service Provider was
used for the reliability constraints identified in part 1.3.

e The Transmission Service Provider shall also be using their current method to determine AFC or
ATC. Evidence of this could be, but is not limited to, a demonstration that a selection of currently
active AFC or ATC values were calculated based on the current methodology.

Registered Entity Response to General Compliance with this Requirement (Required):

Describe, in narrative form, how you meet compliance with this Requirement. Provide a brief explanation, in your own
words, of how you meet compliance with this Requirement. References to supplied evidence, including links to the
appropriate page, are recommended.

Evidence Requested”:

Provide the following evidence, or other evidence to demonstrate compliance. If the provisioning of this
evidence is burdensome or otherwise unreasonable, contact your CEA to arrange for sampling or other means
of reduction of the quantity of evidence submitted.

See M2 for evidence to demonstrate compliance.

See notes to auditor section when the TSP does not determine AFC or ATC values.

Registered Entity Evidence (Required):

The following information is recommended for all evidence submitted:
File Name, Document Title, Revision, Date, Page(s), Section(s), Section Title(s), Description

® Items in the Evidence Requested section are suggested evidence that may, but will not necessarily, demonstrate compliance. These
items are not mandatory and other forms and types of evidence may be submitted at the entity’s discretion.
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Also, evidence submitted should be highlighted and bookmarked, as appropriate, to identify the exact location
where evidence of compliance may be found.

Audit Team Evidence Reviewed (This section to be completed by the Compliance Enforcement Authority):

Compliance Assessment Approach Specific to MOD-001-2, R2
This section to be completed by the Compliance Enforcement Authority

The RSAW Developer will complete this section with a set of detailed steps for the audit process. See the
RSAW Developer’s Guide for more information.

Review the methodology (or methodologies or other evidence per M2) and determine whether it
addresses all the sub-requirements of Requirement R2.

Note to Auditor: With regard to “current” practices, the auditor may at their discretion ask for a live
demonstration during the audit of currently determined values, or may ask for written evidence that
demonstrates the values were calculated based on the current practice, or both.

Although a registered entity may meet the registration criteria to be registered as a Transmission Service
Provider, there are instances where that Transmission Service Provider does not determine AFC or ATC. In
these instances, as the registered entity does not determine these values, it would therefore not be required
to fulfill the requirements.

An auditor will first come to an understanding of how the entity operates and whether they determine AFC or
ATC. In the event that it is clear to the auditor that the entity does not determine AFC or ATC, this will be
sufficient evidence for the auditor that the appropriate requirements are not applicable to that entity. If
guestions remain after this verification, the auditor could look to neighboring entities for confirmation.

Auditor Notes:

R3 Supporting Evidence and Documentation

R3. Each Transmission Service Provider that determines Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM) values shall
develop a Capacity Benefit Margin Implementation Document (CBMID) that describes its method for
establishing CBM. The method described in the CBMID shall reflect the Transmission Service
Provider’s current practices for determining CBM values.
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M3. Each Transmission Service Provider that determines CBM shall provide evidence, including, but not
limited to, its current CBMID, current CBM values, or other evidence (such as written documentation,
study reports, or supporting information) to demonstrate that it established CBM values consistent
with its methodology described in the CBMID. If a Transmission Service Provider does not maintain
CBM, examples of evidence include, but are not limited to, an affidavit, statement, or other
documentation that states the Transmission Service Provider does not maintain CBM.

Registered Entity Response to General Compliance with this Requirement (Required):

Describe, in narrative form, how you meet compliance with this Requirement. Provide a brief explanation, in your own
words, of how you meet compliance with this Requirement. References to supplied evidence, including links to the
appropriate page, are recommended.

Evidence Requestede:

Provide the following evidence, or other evidence to demonstrate compliance. If the provisioning of this
evidence is burdensome or otherwise unreasonable, contact your CEA to arrange for sampling or other means
of reduction of the quantity of evidence submitted.

See M3 for evidence to demonstrate compliance.

See notes to auditor section when the TSP does not determine CBM values.

Registered Entity Evidence (Required):

The following information is recommended for all evidence submitted:

File Name, Document Title, Revision, Date, Page(s), Section(s), Section Title(s), Description

Also, evidence submitted should be highlighted and bookmarked, as appropriate, to identify the exact location
where evidence of compliance may be found.

Audit Team Evidence Reviewed (This section to be completed by the Compliance Enforcement Authority):

® ltems in the Evidence Requested section are suggested evidence that may, but will not necessarily, demonstrate compliance. These
items are not mandatory and other forms and types of evidence may be submitted at the entity’s discretion.
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Compliance Assessment Approach Specific to MOD-001-2, R3
This section to be completed by the Compliance Enforcement Authority

The RSAW Developer will complete this section with a set of detailed steps for the audit process. See the
RSAW Developer’s Guide for more information.

Review evidence and determine whether it describes the entity’s current method for establishing CBM.

Note to Auditor: In cases where a registered entity asserts it does not determine CBM, this requirement is not
applicable. An auditor could use his or her knowledge of the entity and the BES in its area, obtained through
general knowledge or research conducted prior to the audit, to assess the reasonableness of this claim. An
auditor could also obtain an attestation that the registered entity does not determine CBM and may further
look into the registered entity’s ATC equations for previously determined values to see that CBM was not
determined.

This approach to compliance assessment is supported in FERC Order 729 at P 298, FERC stated, “though MOD-
004-1 [CBM] is not as explicit with regard to its applicability, we believe that its applicability is implicitly
reserved to those entities that maintain capacity benefit margin. Thus, it does not appear that Entergy, or any
other entity, would be in violation of MOD-004-1 [CBM] or MOD-008-1 [TRM] if it does not maintain
transmission reliability margin or capacity benefit margin.”

Auditor Notes:

R4 Supporting Evidence and Documentation

R4. Each Transmission Operator that determines Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM) values shall
develop a Transmission Reliability Margin Implementation Document (TRMID) that describes its
method for establishing TRM. The method described in the TRMID shall reflect the Transmission
Operator’s current practices for determining TRM values.

M4. Each Transmission Operator that determines TRM shall provide evidence including, but not limited
to, its current TRMID, current TRM values, or other evidence (such as written documentation,
study reports, or supporting information) to demonstrate that it established TRM values
consistent with its methodology described in the TRMID. If a Transmission Operator does not
maintain TRM, examples of evidence include, but are not limited to, an affidavit, statement, or
other documentation that states the Transmission Operator does not maintain TRM.

Registered Entity Response to General Compliance with this Requirement (Required):

Describe, in narrative form, how you meet compliance with this Requirement. Provide a brief explanation, in your own
words, of how you meet compliance with this Requirement. References to supplied evidence, including links to the
appropriate page, are recommended.
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Evidence Requested7:

Provide the following evidence, or other evidence to demonstrate compliance. If the provisioning of this
evidence is burdensome or otherwise unreasonable, contact your CEA to arrange for sampling or other means
of reduction of the quantity of evidence submitted.

See M4 for evidence to demonstrate compliance.

See notes to auditor section when the TOP does not determine TRM values.

Registered Entity Evidence (Required):

The following information is recommended for all evidence submitted:

File Name, Document Title, Revision, Date, Page(s), Section(s), Section Title(s), Description

Also, evidence submitted should be highlighted and bookmarked, as appropriate, to identify the exact location
where evidence of compliance may be found.

Audit Team Evidence Reviewed (This section to be completed by the Compliance Enforcement Authority):

Compliance Assessment Approach Specific to MOD-001-2, R4
This section to be completed by the Compliance Enforcement Authority

The RSAW Developer will complete this section with a set of detailed steps for the audit process. See the
RSAW Developer’s Guide for more information.

Review evidence and determine whether it describes the entity’s current method for establishing TRM.

Note to Auditor: In cases where a registered entity asserts it does not determine TRM, this requirement is not
applicable. An auditor could use his or her knowledge of the entity and the BES in its area, obtained through
general knowledge or research conducted prior to the audit, to assess the reasonableness of this claim. An
auditor could also obtain an attestation that the registered entity does not determine TRM, and may further
investigate the registered entity’s ATC equations for previously determined values to see that TRM was not
determined. If the Transmission Operator is not a Transmission Service Provider, then the Transmission
Service Provider that uses the Transmission Operator’s TFC or TTC Values (if there is one) can be contacted (at
the auditor’s discretion) to confirm they do not use a TRM provided by the Transmission Operator.

" Items in the Evidence Requested section are suggested evidence that may, but will not necessarily, demonstrate compliance. These
items are not mandatory and other forms and types of evidence may be submitted at the entity’s discretion.
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This approach to compliance assessment is supported in FERC Order 729 at P 298, FERC stated, “though MOD-
004-1 [CBM] is not as explicit with regard to its applicability, we believe that its applicability is implicitly
reserved to those entities that maintain capacity benefit margin. Thus, it does not appear that Entergy, or any
other entity, would be in violation of MOD-004-1 [CBM] or MOD-008-1 [TRM] if it does not maintain
transmission reliability margin or capacity benefit margin.”

Auditor Notes:

R5 Supporting Evidence and Documentation

RS.

MS5.

Within 45 calendar days of receiving a written request that references this specific requirement
from a Planning Coordinator, Reliability Coordinator, Transmission Operator, Transmission
Planner, Transmission Service Provider, or any other registered entity that demonstrates a
reliability need, each Transmission Operator or Transmission Service Provider shall provide:

5.1.

5.2.

5.3.

A written response to any request for clarification of its TFC or TTC methodology, ATCID,
CBMID, or TRMID. If the request for clarification is contrary to the Transmission Operator’s
or Transmission Service Provider’s confidentiality, regulatory, or security requirements
then a written response shall be provided explaining the clarifications not provided, on
what basis and whether there are any options for resolving any of the confidentiality,
regulatory, or security concerns.

If not publicly posted on OASIS or its company website, the Transmission Operator’s
effective:

5.2.1 TRMID; and
5.2.2 TFC or TTC methodology.

If not publicly posted on OASIS or its company website, the Transmission Service Provider’s
effective:

5.3.1 ATCID; and
5.3.2 CBMID.

Examples of evidence include, but are not limited to:

e Dated records of the request and the Transmission Operator’s or Transmission Service
Provider’s response to the request;

e A statement by the Transmission Operator or Transmission Service Provider that they have
received no requests; or
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e A statement by the Transmission Operator or Transmission Service Provider that they do not
determine one or more of these values: AFC, ATC, CBM, TFC, TTC or TRM.

Registered Entity Response to General Compliance with this Requirement (Required):

Describe, in narrative form, how you meet compliance with this Requirement. Provide a brief explanation, in your own
words, of how you meet compliance with this Requirement. References to supplied evidence, including links to the
appropriate page, are recommended.

Evidence Requested®:

Provide the following evidence, or other evidence to demonstrate compliance. If the provisioning of this
evidence is burdensome or otherwise unreasonable, contact your CEA to arrange for sampling or other means
of reduction of the quantity of evidence submitted.

See M5 for evidence to demonstrate compliance.

Registered Entity Evidence (Required):

The following information is recommended for all evidence submitted:

File Name, Document Title, Revision, Date, Page(s), Section(s), Section Title(s), Description

Also, evidence submitted should be highlighted and bookmarked, as appropriate, to identify the exact location
where evidence of compliance may be found.

Audit Team Evidence Reviewed (This section to be completed by the Compliance Enforcement Authority):

Compliance Assessment Approach Specific to MOD-001-2, R5
This section to be completed by the Compliance Enforcement Authority

The RSAW Developer will complete this section with a set of detailed steps for the audit process. See the
RSAW Developer’s Guide for more information.

Through either discussions with the entity under audit or other Planning Coordinators, Reliability

8 ltems in the Evidence Requested section are suggested evidence that may, but will not necessarily, demonstrate compliance. These
items are not mandatory and other forms and types of evidence may be submitted at the entity’s discretion.
DRAFT NERC Reliability Standard Audit Worksheet

Audit ID:
RSAW Version: RSAW_MOD-001-2_2013_v1 Revision Date: October 31, 2013

13




Coordinators, Transmission Operators, Transmission Planners, Transmission Service Providers, or any
combination thereof, determine if a request was made in accordance with parts 5.1 through 5.3. If such a
request was made, then determine that the entity under audit responded in accordance with parts 5.1
through 5.3 within 45 calendar days from receipt of the request.

Note to Auditor: In general, evidence obtained from independent third parties is stronger than assertions
from the entity under audit. However, based upon the auditor’s perception of the risk of this requirement to
the BES and the entity’s management practices (or internal controls) a simple assertion may provide sufficient
evidence of compliance in many cases.

The aforementioned 45 day time period begins on the day when the written request was received by the
entity. Dated emails would constitute one example of appropriate evidence of receipt and response under this
requirement.

Auditor Notes:

R6 Supporting Evidence and Documentation

R6. Each Transmission Operator or Transmission Service Provider that receives a written request from
another Transmission Operator or Transmission Service Provider for data related to AFC, ATC, TFC,
or TTC determinations that (1) references this specific requirement, and (2) specifies that the
requested data is for use in the requesting party’s AFC, ATC, TFC, or TTC determination shall take
one of the actions below. [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning]

6.1. Inresponding to a written request for data on an ongoing basis, the Transmission Service
Provider or Transmission Operator shall make available its data on an ongoing basis no later
than 45 days from receipt of the written request. Unless otherwise agreed upon, the
Transmission Operator or Transmission Service Provider is not required to:

6.1.1 Alter the format in which it maintains or uses the data; or

6.1.2 Make available the requested data on a more frequent basis than it produces the
data and in no event shall it be required to provide the data more frequently than
once an hour.

6.2 Inresponding to all other data requests, each Transmission Operator or Transmission Service
Provider shall make available the requested data within 45 days of receipt of the written
request. Unless otherwise agreed upon, the Transmission Operator or Transmission Service
Provider is not required to alter the format in which it maintains or uses the data.

6.3 If making available any requested data under parts 6.1 or 6.2 of this requirement is contrary
to the Transmission Operator’s or Transmission Service Provider’s confidentiality, regulatory,
or security requirements, the Transmission Operator or Transmission Service Provider shall
not be required to make available that data; provided that, within 45 days of the written
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request, it responds to the requesting registered entity specifying the data that is not being
provided, on what basis and whether there are any options for resolving any of the
confidentiality, regulatory or security concerns.

Me6. Examples of evidence for a data request that involves providing data at regular intervals on an
ongoing basis (6.1), include, but are not limited to:

Dated records of a registered entity’s request, and examples of the response being met;

Dated records of a registered entity’s request, a statement from the requestor that the
request was met (demonstration that the response was met is not required if the requestor
confirms it is being provided); or

A statement by the Transmission Operator or Transmission Service Provider that they have
received no requests under this requirement.

Examples of evidence for all other data requests (6.2) include, but are not limited to:

Dated records of a registered entity’s request, and the response to the request;

Dated records of a registered entity’s request, a statement from the requestor that the
request was met; or

A statement by the Transmission Operator or Transmission Service Provider that they have
received no requests under this requirement.

An example of evidence of a response by the Transmission Operator or Transmission Service
Provider that providing the data would be contrary to the registered entity’s confidentiality,
regulatory, or security requirements (6.3) includes a response to the requestor specifying the data
that is not being provided, on what basis and whether there are any options for resolving any of
the confidentiality, regulatory, or security concerns.
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Registered Entity Response to General Compliance with this Requirement (Required):

Describe, in narrative form, how you meet compliance with this Requirement. Provide a brief explanation, in your own
words, of how you meet compliance with this Requirement. References to supplied evidence, including links to the
appropriate page, are recommended.

Evidence Requestedg:

Provide the following evidence, or other evidence to demonstrate compliance. If the provisioning of this
evidence is burdensome or otherwise unreasonable, contact your CEA to arrange for sampling or other means
of reduction of the quantity of evidence submitted.

See M6 for evidence to demonstrate compliance.

Registered Entity Evidence (Required):

The following information is recommended for all evidence submitted:

File Name, Document Title, Revision, Date, Page(s), Section(s), Section Title(s), Description

Also, evidence submitted should be highlighted and bookmarked, as appropriate, to identify the exact location
where evidence of compliance may be found.

Audit Team Evidence Reviewed (This section to be completed by the Compliance Enforcement Authority):

Compliance Assessment Approach Specific to MOD-001-2, R6
This section to be completed by the Compliance Enforcement Authority

The RSAW Developer will complete this section with a set of detailed steps for the audit process. See the
RSAW Developer’s Guide for more information.

Through either discussions with the entity under audit or other Transmission Service Providers,
Transmission Operators, or any combination thereof, determine if a request was made in accordance with
Requirement R6. If such a request was made, then determine that the entity under audit responded in
accordance with parts 6.1 through 6.3 within 45 calendar days from receipt of the request.

Note to Auditor: In general, evidence obtained from independent third parties is stronger than assertions
from the entity under audit. However, based upon the auditor’s perception of the risk of this requirement to
the BES and the entity’s management practices (or internal controls) a simple assertion may provide sufficient
evidence of compliance in many cases.

The aforementioned 45 day time period begins on the day when the written request was received by the
entity. Dated emails would constitute one example of appropriate evidence of receipt and response under this
requirement.

® ltems in the Evidence Requested section are suggested evidence that may, but will not necessarily, demonstrate compliance. These
items are not mandatory and other forms and types of evidence may be submitted at the entity’s discretion.




DRAFT NERC Reliability Standard Audit Worksheet

TEMPLATE
Auditor Notes:
Revision History
Version Date Reviewers Revision Description
1 10/31/2013 NERC Compliance, New Document

Standards

DRAFT NERC Reliability Standard Audit Worksheet

Audit ID:

RSAW Version: RSAW_MOD-001-2_2013_v1 Revision Date: October 31, 2013
17




NERC

NORTH AMERICAN ELECTRIC
RELIABILITY CORPORATION

Project 2012-05 - ATC Revisions (MOD A)
Consideration of Directives (November 12, 2013) \

Project 2012-05 ATC Revisions (MOD A)

Directive Consideration of Directive
NERC S-Ref 10204 — Order No. 729 at P 129 Consistent with FERC’s directive, proposed MOD-001-2 requires

applicable registered entities to retain the implementation and
methodology documents required under Requirements R1-R4 for
five years. For the components of the calculations and the results of
such calculations for all values contained in the implementation
and methodology documents, the proposed standard provides a
graduated time frame for the calculations of hourly, daily, and
monthly values. Evidence of hourly values must be retained for 14
days, daily values for 30 days and monthly values for 60 days. The
standard drafting team (“SDT”) concludes there is little to no
benefit of requiring entities to retain such detailed supporting data
of the calculations for longer periods. The SDT notes that to comply
with Commission requirements under Order No. 670, however,
entities may be required to retain such supporting data for longer
periods.

129. If the Commission determines upon its own review of the data,
or upon review of a complaint, that it should investigate the
implementation of the available transfer capability methodologies,
the Commission will need access to historical data. Accordingly,
pursuant to section 215(d)(5) of the FPA and section 39.5(f) of our
regulations, the Commission directs the ERO to modify the Reliability
Standards so as to increase the document retention requirements to a
term of five years, in order to be consistent with the enforcement
provisions established in Order No. 670.

1 Prohibition of Energy Market Manipulation, Order No. 670, 71 FR 4244 (Jan. 26, 2006), FERC Stats. & Regs. 9 31,202, at PP 62- 63 (2006) (citing 28 U.S.C. § 2462
(2000)).
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Directive Consideration of Directive
NERC S-Ref 10206 — Order No. 729 at P 151 Consistent with the Commission’s directive, Requirement R5 of the
proposed standard requires that the implementation documents be
made available to any registered entity that demonstrates a
reliability need for such information, subject to confidentiality,
regulatory, and security requirements.

151. Nevertheless, the Commission believes that the lists of required
recipients of the implementation documents may be overly
prescriptive and could exclude some registered entities with a
reliability need to review such information. Accordingly, pursuant to
section 215(d)(5) of the FPA and section 39.5(f) of our regulations, the
Commission directs the ERO to develop a modification to the
Reliability Standards pursuant to the ERQO’s Reliability Standards
development process to require disclosure of the various
implementation documents to any registered entity who
demonstrates to the ERO a reliability need for such information.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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Directive

Consideration of Directive

NERC S-Ref 10207 — Order No. 729 at P 160

160. In Order No. 890, the Commission also expressed concern
regarding the treatment of reservations with the same point of receipt
(generator), but multiple points of delivery (Load), in setting aside
existing transmission capacity. The Commission found that such
reservations should not be modeled in the existing transmission
commitments calculation simultaneously if their combined reserved
transmission capacity exceeds the generator’s nameplate capacity at
the point of receipt. The Commission required the development of
Reliability Standards that lay out clear instructions on how these
reservations should be accounted for by the transmission service
provider. The proposed Reliability Standards achieve this by requiring
transmission service providers to identify in their implementation
documents how they have implemented MOD-028-1, MOD-029-1, or
MOD-030-2, including the calculation of existing transmission
commitments. Thus we will not direct the ERO to develop a
modification to address over-generation, as suggested by Entegra.
Nonetheless, in developing the modifications to the MOD Reliability
Standards directed in this Final Rule, the ERO should consider
generator nameplate ratings and transmission line ratings including
the comments raised by Entegra and ISO/RTO Council.

The SDT determines that it is not necessary to address this directive
in the proposed reliability standard. First, in a recent Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, the Commission proposed to withdraw this
directive.? Additionally, the SDT concludes that the comments
regarding generator nameplate ratings and transmission line
ratings do not relate to the reliability issues associated with
Available Flowgate Capability (AFC) and Available Transfer
Capability (ATC) calculations. The SDT notes that the comments
relate to the determination of existing transmission commitments
(ETC), which is a component of ATC or AFC that would be disclosed
in an entity’s Available Transfer Capability Implementation
Document (ATCID) under Requirement R2 of the proposed
standard. Specifying the manner in which ETC is determined, which
would include generator nameplate ratings and transmission line
ratings, where appropriate, is not necessary for reliability purposes.

NERC is working with the North American Energy Standards Board
(NAESB) to transfer those elements from the MOD A standards that
relate to commercial or business practices and are not included in
proposed MOD-001-2 into NAESB’s business practice standards.
When considering whether to incorporate those elements into its
business practice standards, NAESB could consider whether it is
appropriate to address this directive.

2 Electric Reliability Organization Proposal to Retire Requirements in Reliability Standards, 143 FERC 9] 61,251 at P 85, Attachment A (2013).

VRF and VSL Justifications




Project 2012-05 ATC Revisions (MOD A)
Directive \ Consideration of Directive

NERC S-Ref 10208 — Order No. 729 at P 162 The SDT concludes that the proposed standard is responsive to the
Commission’s concern regarding the accuracy of ATC/AFC values as
system conditions change. Requirements R1 (part 1.2) and R2 (part
2.1) of the proposed standard require that a Transmission
Operator’s (TOP’s) and a Transmission Service Providers (TSP’s)
models for determining Total Flowgate Capability (TFC) or Total
Transfer Capability (TTC) or AFC/ATC, respectively, account for
system topology, including additions and retirements as well as
expected system usage, planned outages, Load forecast and
expected generation dispatch when such elements impact the
determination of TFC, TTC, AFC or ATC. By describing how its
methodology accounts for these elements, adjacent systems will be
able to effectively model their own transfer or flowgate capabilities.
The SDT concludes, however, that because each part of the country
has a different sensitivity to these elements and the frequency with
which they change, there is no additional reliability benefit in
mandating the frequency with which a TOP or TSP must benchmark
or update its models. Under Requirement R6 of the proposed
standard, registered entities are required to share their data with
others, which also increases the amount of up to date information
available for the determination of AFC/ATC values. Additionally,
under Requirements R5 of the proposed standard, a TSP or a TOP
could be asked to clarify its benchmarking or updating practices, if
not already set forth in its documented methodology, and share
data underling those practices. As such, the proposed reliability
addresses the Commission’s directive toward increasing accuracy by
improving transparency.

162. In Order No. 890, the Commission directed public utilities,
working through NERC, to modify MOD-010 through MOD-025 to
incorporate a periodic review and modification of various data
models. The Commission found that updating and benchmarking was
essential to accurately simulate the performance of the transmission
grid and to calculate comparable available transfer capability values.
On rehearing, the Commission clarified that the models used by the
transmission provider to calculate available transfer capability, and
not actual available transfer capability values, must be benchmarked.
Updating and benchmarking of models to actual events will ensure
greater accuracy, which will benefit information provided to and used
by adjacent transmission service providers who rely upon such
information to plan their systems. Accordingly, pursuant to section
215(d)(5) of the FPA and section 39.5(f) of our regulations, the
Commission directs the ERO to develop benchmarking and updating
requirements to measure modeled available transfer and flowgate
capabilities against actual values. Such requirements should specify
the frequency for benchmarking and updating the available transfer
and flowgate capability values and should require transmission service
providers to update their models after any incident that substantially
alters system conditions, such as generation outages.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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NERC S-Ref 10209 — Order No. 729 at P 173 The SDT determines that it is not necessary to address this directive
in the proposed standard. The SDT concludes that this directive
does not relate to the reliability issues associated with ATC or AFC
determinations. Specifically, the directive relates to the inputs for
calculating ETC, which is not relevant to reliability. The SDT
concludes that there is no reliability purpose served by mandating
how generation and network resources should be treated so long
as it is transparent. The SDT notes that under Requirement R2 of
the proposed standard, a TSP should describe its practices related
to the treatment of base generation schedules and the effect of
designating and undesignating a network resource. Under
Requirement R5 of the proposed reliability standard, the TSP will be
required to respond to requests for clarification of its practices on
this issue. The SDT notes that NAESB could consider whether to
address this directive from a commercial perspective.

NERC S-Ref 10211 — Order No. 729 at P 179 The SDT determines that it is not necessary to address this directive
in the proposed standard. In a recent Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, the Commission proposed to withdraw this directive.3
Additionally, the SDT concludes that the frequency of updates for
constrained facilities is not relevant to reliability but relates to
commercial access to the constrained paths. The SDT notes,
however, that an entity’s ATCID should address this issue. NAESB
could consider whether to address this directive from a commercial
perspective.

173. The Commission therefore directs the ERO, pursuant to section
215(d)(5) of the FPA and section 39.5(f) of our regulations, to develop
a modification to MOD-028-1 and MOD-029-1 to specify that base
generation schedules used in the calculation of available transfer
capability will reflect the modeling of all designated network
resources and other resources that are committed to or have the legal
obligation to run, as they are expected to run, and to address the
effect on available transfer capability of designating and
undesignating a network resource.

179. We agree that, in order to be useful, hourly, daily and monthly
available transfer capability and available flowgate capability values
must be calculated and posted in advance of the relevant time period.
Requirement R8 of MOD-001-1 and Requirement R10 of MOD-030-2
require that such posting will occur far enough in advance to meet this
need. With respect to Entegra’s request regarding more frequent
updates for constrained facilities, we direct the ERO to consider this
suggestion through its Reliability Standards development process.

3 Electric Reliability Organization Proposal to Retire Requirements in Reliability Standards, 143 FERC 9] 61,251 at P 85, Attachment A (2013).
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NERC S-Ref 10212 — Order No. 729 at P 179 The SDT determines that it is not necessary to address this directive
in the proposed standard. The proposed standard is limited to
addressing  reliability  issues associated with  AFC/ATC
determinations. The need to update due to material changes in
system condition is not needed for reliability but serves the
purpose of providing the best information to the market. As such, it
may be appropriate for NAESB to address this issue in its business
practice standards. The SDT notes, however, that an entity’s ATCID
could address this issue.

179. Further, we agree with Cottonwood regarding unscheduled or
unanticipated events. Therefore, pursuant to section 215(d)(5) of the
FPA and section 39.5(f) of our regulations, we direct the ERO to
develop modifications to MOD-001-1 and MOD-030-2 to clarify that
material changes in system conditions will trigger an update whenever
practical. Finally, we clarify that these Reliability Standards shall not
be used as a “safe harbor” to avoid other, more stringent reporting or
update requirements.

NERC S-Ref 10214 — Order No. 729 at P 184 The SDT concludes that the proposed standard is responsive to the
Commission’s concern. By requiring the documentation and
disclosure of the methodologies for determining TTC/TFC, AFC/ATC,
Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM) and Transmission Reliability Margin
(TRM), registered entities will understand how a neighboring entity
calculates these values and, in turn, reduces the reliability risks
associated with potentially double-counting any data inputs and
assumptions. NAESB may also consider whether the possibility of
double-counting needs to be addressed in greater detail in its
business practice standards.

184. As proposed, MOD-001-1 does not restrict a transmission service
provider from double-counting data inputs or assumptions in the
calculation of available transfer or flowgate capability. To the extent
possible, available transfer or flowgate capability values should reflect
actual system conditions. The double-counting of various data inputs
and assumptions could cause an understatement of available transfer
or flowgate capability values and, thus, poses a risk to the reliability of
the Bulk-Power System. We note that, in the Commission’s order
accepting the associated NAESB business standards, issued
concurrently with this Final Rule in Docket No. RM05-5-013, the
Commission directs EPSA to address its concerns regarding the
modeling of condition firm service through the NERC Reliability
Standards development process. We reaffirm here that modeling of
available transfer capability should consider the effects of conditional
firm service, including the potential for double-counting. Accordingly,
pursuant to section 215(d)(5) of the FPA and section 39.5(f) of our
regulations, the Commission directs the ERO to develop modifications
to MOD-001-1 pursuant to the ERQ’s Reliability Standards
development process to prevent the double-counting of data inputs
and assumptions. In developing these modifications, the ERO should
consider the effects of conditional firm service.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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NERC S-Ref 10215 — Order No. 729 at P 192 The SDT concludes that the proposed standard is responsive to the
Commission’s concern. By requiring that TSPs and TOPs document
192. In its filing letter, NERC states that it requires applicable entities | their methodologies for determining TTC/TFC, AFC/ATC, CBM and
to calculate available transfer capability or available flowgate | TRM to reflect their current practices, the TSP/TOP must provide
capability on a consistent schedule and for specific time frames. In | information regarding their modeling practices, including whether
keeping with the Commission’s goals of consistency and transparency | those modeling practices are used consistently. Additionally,
in the calculation of available transfer capability or available flowgate | Requirement R5 allows registered entities to request that the
capability, the Commission finds that transmission service providers | TSP/TOP clarify its methodology, which includes requests about the
should use consistent modeling practices over different time frames. If | TSP’s/TOP’s modeling practices. Should NAESB see a need for
a transmission service provider uses inconsistent modeling practices | additional detail on modeling practices for purposes of ensuring a
over different time frames that should be made explicit in its | non-discriminatory market, it may further consider this directive.
implementation document along with a justification for the
inconsistent practices. Accordingly, pursuant to section 215(d)(5) of
the FPA and section 39.5(f) of our regulations, the Commission directs
the ERO to develop a modification to the Reliability Standard pursuant
to its Reliability Standards development process requiring
transmission service providers to include in their implementation
documents any inconsistent modeling practices along with a
justification for such inconsistencies.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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NERC S-Ref 10216 — Order No. 729 at P 200 The SDT determines that it is not necessary to address this directive
in the proposed standard. In a recent Notice of Proposed
200. With regard to Midwest 1SO’s concern, while the terms | Rulemaking, the Commission proposed to withdraw this directive.*
“assumptions” and “no more limiting” as used in Requirements R6 | There is no additional reliability benefit to specifically including a
and R7 could benefit from further granularity, we find these | requirement that the TOP explain how it uses consistent or less
Requirements to be sufficiently clear for purposes of compliance. | limiting assumptions than their operations planning. This issue may
Likewise, with regard to Entegra’s concern, we agree that | be considered further by NAESB if it is important for commercial
transmission service providers should use data and assumptions for | purposes.

their available transfer capability or available flowgate capability and
total transfer capability or total flowgate capability calculations that
are consistent with those used in the planning of operations and
system expansion. Under Requirements R6 and R7, transmission
service providers and transmission operators must not overstate
assumptions that are used in planning of operations. We believe these
requirements are sufficiently clear as written. Nonetheless, we
encourage the ERO to consider Midwest ISO’s and Entegra’s
comments when developing other modifications to the MOD
Reliability Standards pursuant to the ERO’s Reliability Standards
development procedure.

4 Electric Reliability Organization Proposal to Retire Requirements in Reliability Standards, 143 FERC 9] 61,251 at P 85, Attachment A (2013).
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NERC S-Ref 10217 — Order No. 729 at P 220 The SDT determines that it is not necessary to specifically address
this directive in the proposed standard. Under the proposed
standard, the method of calculating CBM is determined by the TSP
and must be described in the TSP’s CBMID. The SDT concludes that
no reliability benefit is provided by placing a requirement on Load
Serving Entities (LSEs) and Resource Planners (RPs) to determine
generation capability import requirements by reference to one or
more relevant studies and applicable reserve margin or resource
adequacy requirements. This issue may be considered further by
NAESB if it is important for commercial purposes.

220. We agree with NERC that a transmission service provider should
consider any information provided in establishing an appropriate level
of capacity benefit margin. Similarly, we agree with the Georgia
Companies that all relevant information should be considered in
establishing an appropriate level of capacity benefit margin, including
information provided by customers. However, in determining the
appropriate generation capacity import requirement as part of the
sum of capacity benefit margin to be requested from the transmission
service provider, it would not be appropriate for a load-serving entity
or resource planner to rely exclusively on a reserve margin or
adequacy requirement established by an entity that is not subject to
this Standard. Thus, we hereby adopt the NOPR proposal to direct the
ERO to develop a modification to Requirements R3.1 and R.4.1 of
MOD-004-1 to require load-serving entities and resource planners to
determine generation capability import requirements by reference to
one or more relevant studies (loss of load expectation, loss of load
probability or deterministic risk analysis) and applicable reserve
margin or resource adequacy requirements, as relevant. Such a
modification should ensure that a transmission service provider has
adequate information to establish the appropriate level of capacity
benefit margin.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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NERC S-Ref 10218 — Order No. 729 at P 222

222. We agree with the Midwest ISO that I1SOs, RTOs, and other
entities with a wide view of system reliability needs should be able to
provide input into determining the total amount of capacity benefit
margin required to preserve the reliability of the system. However,
Requirements R1.3 and R7 already make clear that determinations of
need for generation capability import requirement made by a load
serving entity or resource planner are not final. Further, the third
bullet of Requirements R5 and R6 explicitly lists reserve margin or
resource adequacy requirements established by RTOs and ISOs among
the factors to be considered in establishing capacity benefit margin
values for available transfer capability paths or flowgates used in
available transfer capability or available flowgate capability
calculations. In fact, it is for this reason that we uphold the NOPR
proposal. Therefore, pursuant to section 215(d)(5) of the FPA and
section 39.5(f) of our regulations, the Commission directs the ERO to
modify MOD-004-1 to clarify the term “manage” in Requirement R1.3.
This modification should ensure that the Reliability Standard clarify
how the transmission service provider will manage situations where
the requested use of capacity benefit margin exceeds the capacity
benefit margin available.

Consideration of Directive

The SDT determines that it is not necessary to specifically address
this directive in the proposed standard. Under the proposed
reliability standard, the method of calculating CBM is determined
by the TSP and must be described in the TSP’s CBMID. The Capacity
Benefit Margin Implementation Document (CBMID) should describe
the manner in which the TSP will manage situations where the
requested use of CBM exceeds the CBM available. The SDT
concludes that no reliability benefit is provided specifically
requiring such a description. This issue may be considered further
by NAESB if it is important for commercial purposes.

VRF and VSL Justifications

10




Project 2012-05 ATC Revisions (MOD A)

Directive
NERC S-Ref 10219 — Order No. 729 at P 231

231. The Commission understands sub-requirement R2.2 of MOD-028-
1 to mean that, when calculating total transfer capability for available
transfer capability paths, a transmission operator shall use a
transmission model that includes relevant data from reliability
coordination areas that are not adjacent. While we believe that the
provision is reasonably clear, the Commission agrees that the term
“and beyond” could be better explained. Accordingly, pursuant to
section 215(d)(5) of the FPA and section 39.5(f) of our regulations, the
Commission directs the ERO to develop a modification sub-
requirement R2.2 pursuant to its Reliability Standards development
process to clarify the phrase “adjacent and beyond Reliability
Coordination areas.”

Consideration of Directive
The SDT determines that it is not necessary to specifically address
this directive in the proposed standard. In a recent Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, the Commission proposed to withdraw this
directive.> Additionally, the proposed standard does not use the
phrase “adjacent and beyond Reliability Coordination areas.”

NERC S-Ref 10220 - Order No. 729 at P 234

234. The Commission believes that, as written, the time frames
established in Requirement R5 are just and reasonable because they
balance the need to reliably operate the grid with the burden on
transmission operators to recalculate total transfer capability even
when total transfer capability does not often change. Nevertheless,
the Commission agrees that a graduated time frame for reposting
could be reasonable in some situations. Accordingly, the ERO should
consider this suggestion when making future modifications to the
Reliability Standards.

The SDT determines that it is not necessary to specifically address
this directive in the proposed standard. In a recent Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, the Commission proposed to withdraw this
directive.® The SDT considered this issue and concludes that there
is no reliability benefit in requiring specific time frames for an Area
Interchange Methodology user to update their TTC based on an
outage. Under the proposed reliability standard, the time frame
within which a value is recalculated and reposted based on an
outage would be addressed by the TOP in its methodology. This
issue may be considered further by NAESB if it is important for
commercial purposes.

Electric Reliability Organization Proposal to Retire Requirements in Reliability Standards, 143 FERC 4] 61,251 at P 85, Attachment A (2013).

Electric Reliability Organization Proposal to Retire Requirements in Reliability Standards, 143 FERC 9] 61,251 at P 85, Attachment A (2013).
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NERC S-Ref 10221 — Order No. 729 at P 237

237. The Commission agrees that any distribution factor to be used
should be clearly stated in the implementation document, and that to
facilitate consistent and understandable results the distribution
factors used in determining total transfer capability should be applied
consistently. Accordingly, pursuant to section 215(d)(5) of the FPA
and section 39.5(f) of our regulations, the Commission directs the ERO
to develop a modification to MOD-028-1 pursuant to its Reliability
Standards development process to address these two concerns.

Consideration of Directive

The SDT concludes that the proposed reliability standard is
responsive to the Commission’s concern. First, the proposed
reliability standard requires disclosure of the TOP’s method of
addressing TTC/TFC and the TSP’s method of determining ATC/AFC.
These methods will describe the manner in which TOPs and TSPs
use distribution factors. The description must reflect current
practices. The proposed standard also allows neighboring TOPs to
request that a TOP consider a transmission constraint in its TTC/TFC
determination. Users of the Area Interchange or Rated System Path
Methodology must describe the process they use to account for
requested constraints that have a five percent or greater
distribution factor for a transfer between areas in the TTC
determination.

NERC S-Ref 10222 — Order No. 729 at P 246

246. Puget Sound’s request is reasonable, and insofar as calculating
non-firm available transfer capability using counterschedules as
opposed to counterflows achieves substantially equivalent results,
using them will not be considered a violation. However, we do not
have enough information to determine that the terms are generally
interchangeable in all circumstances. The ERO should consider Puget
Sound’s concerns on this issue when making future modifications to
the Reliability Standards.

The SDT determines that it is not necessary to specifically address
this directive in the proposed standard. In a recent Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, the Commission proposed to withdraw this
directive.” Additionally, the SDT concludes that the issue raised by
Puget Sound is outside the scope of the reliability issues associated
with ATC/AFC determinations.

7 Electric Reliability Organization Proposal to Retire Requirements in Reliability Standards, 143 FERC 9] 61,251 at P 85, Attachment A (2013).
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NERC S-Ref 10223 — Order No. 729 at P 269

269. As noted above, the Commission approves the proposal to make
these Reliability Standards effective on the first day of the first
calendar quarter that is twelve months beyond the date that the
Reliability Standards are approved by all applicable regulatory
authorities. Although MOD-030-2 defines its effective date with
reference to the effective date of MOD-030-1, the Commission finds
that this direction is sufficiently clear in the context of the current
proceeding. To the extent necessary, we clarify MOD-030-2 shall
become effective on the first day of the first calendar quarter that is
twelve months beyond the date that the Reliability Standards are
approved by all applicable regulatory authorities. The Commission
also directs the ERO to make explicit such detail in any future version
of this or any other Reliability Standard.

Consideration of Directive
The SDT determines that this directive is no longer relevant.
Additionally, in a recent Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, the
Commission proposed to withdraw this directive.®

NERC S-Ref 10226 — Order No. 729 at P 304

304. The Commission believes that the definition of Postback is not
fully determinative. NERC should be able to define this term without
reference to the Business Practices, another defined term.
Accordingly, the Commission adopts its NOPR proposal and directs the
ERO to develop a modification to the definition of Postback to
eliminate the reference to Business Practices. Although we are
sensitive to Puget Sound’s concern that the required Postback
component may increase the recordkeeping burden on some entities,
in other regions the component may be critical. We disagree that the
term’s existence assumes that once a reservation is confirmed on a
particular point of reservation or point of receipt combination the
impact of the confirmed reservation will always be present in the
available transfer capability calculation. However, we would consider
suggestions that would allow entities to comply with the
requirements as efficiently as possible, such as a regional difference
through the ERO’s standards development procedure.

Because the term “Postback” is not used in the proposed standard,
it is not necessary to address this directive. The term “Postback” is
not used in any other standard. Any necessary revisions to NERC’s
Glossary of Terms to remove the term “Postback” will be addressed
in a subsequent project modifying the NERC Glossary.

Electric Reliability Organization Proposal to Retire Requirements in Reliability Standards, 143 FERC 9] 61,251 at P 85, Attachment A (2013).
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NERC S-Ref 10227 — Order No. 729 at P 305

305. The Commission also adopts its NOPR proposal to direct the ERO
to develop a modification to the definition of Business Practices that
would remove the reference to regional reliability organizations and
replace it with the term Regional Entity. We also direct the ERO to
develop a definition of the term Regional Entity to be included in the
NERC Glossary.

Consideration of Directive
Because the term “Business Practices” is not used in the proposed
standard, it is not necessary to address this directive. Any
necessary revisions to NERC’s Glossary of Terms related to the term
“Business Practices” will be part of any subsequent project
modifying the NERC Glossary

NERC S-Ref 10229 — Order No. 729 at P 306

306. We agree with SMUD and Salt River that the definition of “ATC
Path” should not limit a transmission provider’s flexibility to treat
multiple parallel interconnections between balancing authorities as a
single path, and that available transfer capability paths may comprise
multiple, parallel interconnections between Balancing Authorities
when such treatment is appropriate to maintain reliability. We also
agree that the definition should not reference the Commission’s
regulations. The Commission’s regulations are not applicable to all
registered entities and are subject to change. We therefore direct the
ERO to develop a modification to the definition of “ATC Path” that
does not reference the Commission’s regulations.

Because the term “ATC Path” is not used in the proposed standard,
it is not necessary to address this directive. The term “ATC Path” is
not used in any other standard. Any necessary revisions to NERC's
Glossary of Terms to remove the term “ATC Path” will be part of
any subsequent project modifying the NERC Glossary.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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Violation Risk Factor and Violation Severity Level Justifications
MOD-001-2 — Available Transmission System Capability e

This document provides the Standard Drafting Team’s (SDT) justification for assignment of violation risk factors (VRFs) and violation severity
levels (VSLs) for each requirement in MOD-001-2 — Available Transmission System Capability. Each requirement is assigned a VRF and a VSL.
These elements support the determination of an initial value range for the Base Penalty Amount regarding violations of requirements in
FERC-approved Reliability Standards, as defined in the Electric Reliability Organizations (ERO) Sanction Guidelines. The SDT applied the
following NERC criteria and FERC Guidelines when proposing VRFs and VSLs for the requirements under this project.

NERC Criteria - Violation Risk Factors

High Risk Requirement

A requirement that, if violated, could directly cause or contribute to Bulk Electric System instability, separation, or a cascading sequence of
failures, or could place the Bulk Electric System at an unacceptable risk of instability, separation, or cascading failures; or, a requirement in a
planning time frame that, if violated, could, under emergency, abnormal, or restorative conditions anticipated by the preparations, directly
cause or contribute to Bulk Electric System instability, separation, or a cascading sequence of failures, or could place the Bulk Electric
System at an unacceptable risk of instability, separation, or cascading failures, or could hinder restoration to a normal condition.

Medium Risk Requirement

A requirement that, if violated, could directly affect the electrical state or the capability of the Bulk Electric System, or the ability to
effectively monitor and control the Bulk Electric System. However, violation of a medium risk requirement is unlikely to lead to Bulk Electric
System instability, separation, or cascading failures; or, a requirement in a planning time frame that, if violated, could, under emergency,
abnormal, or restorative conditions anticipated by the preparations, directly and adversely affect the electrical state or capability of the Bulk
Electric System, or the ability to effectively monitor, control, or restore the Bulk Electric System. However, violation of a medium risk
requirement is unlikely, under emergency, abnormal, or restoration conditions anticipated by the preparations, to lead to Bulk Electric
System instability, separation, or cascading failures, nor to hinder restoration to a normal condition.
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Lower Risk Requirement

A requirement that is administrative in nature and a requirement that, if violated, would not be expected to adversely affect the electrical
state or capability of the Bulk Electric System, or the ability to effectively monitor and control the Bulk Electric System; or, a requirement
that is administrative in nature and a requirement in a planning time frame that, if violated, would not, under the emergency, abnormal, or
restorative conditions anticipated by the preparations, be expected to adversely affect the electrical state or capability of the Bulk Electric
System, or the ability to effectively monitor, control, or restore the Bulk Electric System.

FERC Violation Risk Factor Guidelines

Guideline (1) — Consistency with the Conclusions of the Final Blackout Report

The Commission seeks to ensure that Violation Risk Factors assigned to Requirements of Reliability Standards in these identified areas
appropriately reflect their historical critical impact on the reliability of the Bulk-Power System. In the VSL Order, FERC listed critical areas
(from the Final Blackout Report) where violations could severely affect the reliability of the Bulk-Power System:

* Emergency operations

¢ Vegetation management

e Operator personnel training

* Protection systems and their coordination

» Operating tools and backup facilities

* Reactive power and voltage control

e System modeling and data exchange

e Communication protocol and facilities

* Requirements to determine equipment ratings
¢ Synchronized data recorders

e Clearer criteria for operationally critical facilities

VRF and VSL Justifications
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* Appropriate use of transmission loading relief.

Guideline (2) — Consistency within a Reliability Standard
The Commission expects a rational connection between the sub-Requirement Violation Risk Factor assignments and the main Requirement

Violation Risk Factor assignment.

Guideline (3) — Consistency among Reliability Standards
The Commission expects the assignment of Violation Risk Factors corresponding to Requirements that address similar reliability goals in
different Reliability Standards would be treated comparably.

Guideline (4) — Consistency with NERC's Definition of the Violation Risk Factor Level
Guideline (4) was developed to evaluate whether the assignment of a particular Violation Risk Factor level conforms to NERC’s definition of
that risk level.

Guideline (5) —Treatment of Requirements that Co-mingle More Than One Obligation

Where a single Requirement co-mingles a higher risk reliability objective and a lesser risk reliability objective, the VRF assignment for such
Requirements must not be watered down to reflect the lower risk level associated with the less important objective of the Reliability
Standard.

NERC Criteria - Violation Severity Levels

Violation Severity Levels (VSLs) define the degree to which compliance with a requirement was not achieved. Each requirement must have
at least one VSL. While it is preferable to have four VSLs for each requirement, some requirements do not have multiple “degrees” of
noncompliant performance and may have only one, two, or three VSLs.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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Violation severity levels should be based on NERC’s overarching criteria shown in the table below:

Lower VSL
The performance or product
measured almost meets the full
intent of the requirement.

Moderate VSL
The performance or product
measured meets the majority of
the intent of the requirement.

High VSL
The performance or product
measured does not meet the
majority of the intent of the
requirement, but does meet
some of the intent.

Severe VSL
The performance or product
measured does not
substantively meet the intent of
the requirement.

FERC Order of Violation Severity Levels
FERC’s VSL guidelines are presented below, followed by an analysis of whether the VSLs proposed for each requirement in the standard
meet the FERC Guidelines for assessing VSLs:

Guideline 1 - Violation Severity Level Assignments Should Not Have the Unintended Consequence of Lowering the Current

Level of Compliance

Compare the VSLs to any prior levels of non-compliance and avoid significant changes that may encourage a lower level of compliance than
was required when levels of non-compliance were used.

Guideline 2 — Violation Severity Level Assignments Should Ensure Uniformity and Consistency in the Determination of

Penalties

A violation of a “binary” type requirement must be a “Severe” VSL.

Do not use ambiguous terms such as “minor” and “significant” to describe noncompliant performance.

Guideline 3 — Violation Severity Level Assignment Should Be Consistent with the Corresponding Requirement
VSLs should not expand on what is required in the requirement.

Guideline 4 — Violation Severity Level Assignment Should Be Based on a Single Violation, Not on a Cumulative Number of

Violations

VRF and VSL Justifications
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... unless otherwise stated in the requirement, each instance of non-compliance with a requirement is a separate violation. Section 4 of the
Sanction Guidelines states that assessing penalties on a per violation per day basis is the “default” for penalty calculations.

VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R1

Proposed VRF

LOWER

NERC VRF Discussion

A VRF of “Lower” is assigned to this requirement.

The reliability objective is for a Transmission Operator (TOP) to have a written methodology for
determining Total Transfer Capability (TTC) or Total Flowgate Capability (TFC), which are the starting
points for determinations of Available Transfer Capability (ATC) and Available Flowgate Capability (AFC).
Although AFC and ATC values influence Real-time conditions and have the ability to impact Real-time
operations, these values do not directly control the reliable operation of the Bulk-Power System.
Accordingly, a violation of this requirement would not be expected to adversely affect the electrical state
or capability of the bulk electric system, or the ability to effectively monitor and control the bulk electric
system. A Lower VRF is thus appropriate.

Additionally, currently effective Reliability Standards MOD-001-1a, MOD-028-2, MOD-029-1a, and MOD-
030-2, which are being retired as part of this project, assign a Lower VRF to requirements addressing the
documentation of TTC/TFC methodologies. The proposed Lower VRF is thus consistent with the VRFs for
previous FERC approved requirements related to TTC/TFC determination.

FERC VRF G1 Discussion

Guideline 1- Consistency w/ Blackout Report
N/A.

FERC VRF G2 Discussion

Guideline 2- Consistency within a Reliability Standard
The Lower VRF is applicable to all parts of the requirement.

FERC VRF G3 Discussion

Guideline 3- Consistency among Reliability Standards

VRF and VSL Justifications
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VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R1

This requirement is similar to FERC approved MOD-028-2, Requirement R1 and MOD-029-1a, Requirement
R2, which deals with TTC and were assigned a VRF of Lower. MOD-028-2 and MOD-029-1a are replaced by
Requirement R1, and therefore the proposed Lower VRF is consistent with those in the previously
approved standards.

The VRF for Requirement R1 is also consistent with the Lower VRF assignment in FAC-013-2, which also
contains requirements for documenting transfer capability.

FERC VRF G4 Discussion

Guideline 4- Consistency with NERC Definitions of VRFs
A violation of this requirement would not be expected to adversely affect the electrical state or capability
of the bulk electric system, or the ability to effectively monitor and control the bulk electric system.

FERC VRF G5 Discussion

Guideline 5- Treatment of Requirements that Co-mingle More than One Obligation

The proposed requirement has a single objective, to ensure that a TOP documents its TTC or TFC
methodology and accounts for relevant operating limits and system conditions. Therefore, the
requirement has one VRF that is appropriate for its single obligation.

Proposed VSL

Lower

Moderate High Severe

Each Transmission Operator
that determines TFC or TTC has
not described its method for
accounting for one of the
limitations listed in part 1.1 in
its written methodology. (1.1)

OR

Each Transmission Operator
that determines TFC or TTC has
not described its method for
accounting for two of the
limitations listed in part 1.1 in
its written methodology. (1.1)

Each Transmission Operator that
determines TFC or TTC has not
described its method for
accounting for any of the
limitations listed in part 1.1 in its
written methodology. (1.1)

Each Transmission Operator that
determines TFC or TTC did not
develop a written methodology for
describing its current practices for
determining TFC or TTC values.

OR
OR OR

VRF and VSL Justifications
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VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R1

Each Transmission Operator
that determines TFC or TTC has
not described its method for
accounting for one of the
element listed in part 1.2 in its
written methodology, provided
that element impacts its TFC or
TTC determination. (1.2)

Each Transmission Operator
that determines TFC or TTC has
not described its method for
accounting for two, three, or
four elements listed in part 1.2
in its written methodology,
provided those elements
impacts its TFCor TTC
determination. (1.2)

Each Transmission Operator that
determines TFC or TTC has not
described its method for
accounting for five, six, or seven
elements of listed in part 1.2 in its
written methodology, provided
those elements impacts its TFC or
TTC determination. (1.2)

OR

Each Transmission Operator that
determines TFC or TTC has not
described the process for including
any reliability-related constraints
that have been requested by
another Transmission Operator,
provided the constraints are also
used in the requesting
Transmission Operator’s TFC or
TTC calculation and the request
referenced part 1.3. (1.3)

OR

Each Transmission Operator that
determines TFC or TTC developed
a written methodology for
determining TFC or TTC but the
methodology did not reflect its
current practices for determining
TFC or TTC values.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R1

Each Transmission Operator that
determines TFC or TTC has not
used (i) an impact test process for
including requested constraints,
(ii) a process to account for
requested constraints that have a
five percent or greater distribution
factor for a transfer between areas
in the TTC determination, or (iii) a
mutually agreed upon method for
determining whether requested
constraints need to be included in
the TFC or TTC determination.
(1.3.1,1.3.2,1.3.3)

FERC VSL G1

Violation Severity Level
Assignments Should Not Have
the Unintended Consequence
of Lowering the Current Level
of Compliance

The VSLs assigned to this requirement do not lower the current levels of compliance.

FERC VSL G2

Violation Severity Level
Assignments Should Ensure

Guideline 2a:
The proposed VSL is not binary.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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Uniformity and Consistency in
the Determination of Penalties

Guideline 2a: The Single
Violation Severity Level
Assignment Category for
"Binary" Requirements Is Not
Consistent

Guideline 2b: Violation Severity

Level Assignments that Contain
Ambiguous Language

VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R1

Guideline 2b:

The proposed VSL does not use ambiguous terms, supporting uniformity and consistency in the
determination of similar penalties for similar violations.

FERC VSL G3

Violation Severity Level
Assignment Should Be
Consistent with the
Corresponding Requirement

The proposed VSLs are worded consistently with the corresponding requirement.

FERC VSL G4

Violation Severity Level
Assignment Should Be Based on
A Single Violation, Not on A
Cumulative Number of
Violations

The VSLs are based on a single violation, not cumulative violations.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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Proposed VRF

VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R2

LOWER

NERC VRF Discussion

A VRF of “Lower” is assigned to this requirement.

The reliability objective is to ensure that a TSP has a written methodology for determining Available
Transfer Capability (ATC) or Available Flowgate Capability (AFC). Although AFC and ATC values influence
Real-time conditions and have the ability to impact Real-time operations, these values do not directly
control the reliable operation of the Bulk-Power System. A violation of this requirement would not be
expected to adversely affect the electrical state or capability of the bulk electric system, or the ability to
effectively monitor and control the bulk electric system. As such, a Lower VRF is appropriate.

Additionally, currently effective Reliability Standards MOD-001-1a, MOD-028-2, MOD-029-1a, and MOD-
030-2, which are being retired as part of this project, assign VRFs of Lower for requirements related to the
documentation of ATC/AFC methodologies. This proposed Lower VRF is thus consistent with previously
FERC approved requirements.

FERC VRF G1 Discussion

Guideline 1- Consistency w/ Blackout Report
N/A.

FERC VRF G2 Discussion

Guideline 2- Consistency within a Reliability Standard
The Lower VRF is applicable to all parts of the requirement.

FERC VRF G3 Discussion

Guideline 3- Consistency among Reliability Standards

This requirement is similar to FERC approved MOD-028-2 Requirement R1 and MOD-030-2 Requirement
R1, which deal with TSPs that determine ATC to develop an ATCID and were assigned a VRF of Lower.
MOD-028-2 and MOD-030-2 will be replaced by Requirement R2, and therefore the Lower VRF is
consistent with the previously approved standards.

RELIABILITY | ACCOUNTABILITY
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VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R2

FAC-013-2 also contains similar requirements for documenting transfer capability and aligns with the
proposed Lower VRFs in MOD-001-2. There are no other standards addressing this issue.

FERC VRF G4 Discussion

Guideline 4- Consistency with NERC Definitions of VRFs
A violation of this requirement would not be expected to adversely affect the electrical state or capability
of the bulk electric system, or the ability to effectively monitor and control the bulk electric system.

FERC VRF G5 Discussion

Guideline 5- Treatment of Requirements that Co-mingle More than One Obligation

The proposed requirement has a single objective, which is that a TSP’s ATC or AFC methodology must be
documented for those registered entities that determine ATC or AFC values and the document is to reflect
current practices. Therefore, the requirement has one VRF that is appropriate for its single obligation.

Proposed VSL

Lower

Moderate

High

Severe

Each Transmission Service
Provider that determines AFC
or ATC has not described its
method for accounting for one
of the elements listed in part
2.1 in its written methodology,
provided that element impacts
its AFC or ATC determination.
(2.1)

Each Transmission Service
Provider that determines AFC
or ATC has not described its
method for accounting for two,
three, or four elements listed in
part 2.1 in its written
methodology, provided the
elements impact its AFC or ATC
determination. (2.1)

Each Transmission Service Provider
that determines AFC or ATC has
not described its method for
accounting for five, six, or seven
elements listed in part 2.1 in its
written methodology, provided the
elements impact its AFC or ATC
determination. (2.1)

OR
Each Transmission Service Provider

that uses the Flowgate
Methodology did not use the AFC

Each Transmission Service
Provider that determines AFC or
ATC did not develop an ATCID
describing its AFC or ATC
methodology.

OR

Each Transmission Service
Provider that determines AFC or
ATC did not reflect its current
practices for determining AFC or
ATC values in its ATCID.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R2

determined by the Transmission
Service Provider for reliability-
related constraints identified in
part 1.3. (2.2)

VRF and VSL Justifications
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VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R2

FERC VSL G1

Violation Severity Level
Assignments Should Not Have
the Unintended Consequence
of Lowering the Current Level
of Compliance

The VSLs assigned to this requirement do not lower the current levels of compliance.

FERC VSL G2

Violation Severity Level
Assignments Should Ensure
Uniformity and Consistency in
the Determination of Penalties

Guideline 2a: The Single
Violation Severity Level
Assignment Category for
"Binary" Requirements Is Not
Consistent

Guideline 2b: Violation Severity
Level Assignments that Contain
Ambiguous Language

Guideline 2a:
The proposed VSL is not binary.

Guideline 2b:

The proposed VSL does not use ambiguous terms, supporting uniformity and consistency in the
determination of similar penalties for similar violations.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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FERC VSL G3

Violation Severity Level
Assignment Should Be
Consistent with the
Corresponding Requirement

VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R2

The proposed VSL is worded consistently with the corresponding requirement.

FERC VSL G4

Violation Severity Level
Assignment Should Be Based on
A Single Violation, Not on A
Cumulative Number of
Violations

The VSLs are based on a single violation, not cumulative violations.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R3

Proposed VRF

LOWER

NERC VRF Discussion

A VRF of “Lower” is assigned to this requirement.

The reliability objective is to ensure that a TSP that determines Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM), a
component of ATC/AFC values, documents its methodology for developing its CBM values, which is an
important aspect of the TSP’s ability to communicate to TOPs how its AFC or ATC value was determined.

As noted above, because ATC/AFC do not directly control the reliable operation of the Bulk-Power System,
a VRF of Lower is appropriate. Furthermore, the proposed Lower VRF is consistent with the FERC approved
MOD-004-1, in which the VRF is Lower for TSPs that maintain CBM.

FERC VRF G1 Discussion

Guideline 1- Consistency w/ Blackout Report
N/A.

FERC VRF G2 Discussion

Guideline 2- Consistency within a Reliability Standard
Requirement R3 does not have any sub-parts or sub-requirements. The Lower VRF is applicable to the
entire requirement.

FERC VRF G3 Discussion

Guideline 3- Consistency among Reliability Standards

The proposed Lower VRF is consistent with Lower VRF in FERC approved MOD-004-1, which requires TSPs
that maintain CBM to prepare and keep current a CBMID. MOD-004-1 will be retired upon approval of
MOD-001-2. There are no other standards addressing this issue.

FERC VRF G4 Discussion

Guideline 4- Consistency with NERC Definitions of VRFs
A violation of this requirement would not be expected to adversely affect the electrical state or capability
of the bulk electric system, or the ability to effectively monitor and control the bulk electric system.

FERC VRF G5 Discussion

Guideline 5- Treatment of Requirements that Co-mingle More than One Obligation

VRF and VSL Justifications
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VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R3

The proposed requirement has a single objective, to ensure that a TSP documents its CBM methodology in
an implementation document and ensure the document reflects current practices. Therefore, the
requirement has one VRF for its single obligation.

Proposed VSL

Lower

Moderate High Severe

None.

None. None. Each Transmission Service
Provider that determines CBM
values did not develop a CBMID
describing its method for
determining CBM values.

OR

Each Transmission Service
Provider that determines CBM
values did not reflect its current
practices for determining CBM
values in its CBMID.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R3

FERC VSL G1

Violation Severity Level
Assignments Should Not Have
the Unintended Consequence
of Lowering the Current Level
of Compliance

The VSLs assigned to this requirement do not lower the current levels of compliance.

FERC VSL G2

Violation Severity Level
Assignments Should Ensure
Uniformity and Consistency in
the Determination of Penalties

Guideline 2a: The Single
Violation Severity Level
Assignment Category for
"Binary" Requirements Is Not
Consistent

Guideline 2b: Violation Severity
Level Assignments that Contain
Ambiguous Language

Guideline 2a:

The proposed VSL is binary, and therefore, a single severe VSL is necessary.

Guideline 2b:

The proposed VSL does not use ambiguous terms, supporting uniformity and consistency in the
determination of similar penalties for similar violations.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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FERC VSL G3

Violation Severity Level
Assignment Should Be
Consistent with the
Corresponding Requirement

VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R3

The proposed VSL is worded consistently with the corresponding requirement.

FERC VSL G4

Violation Severity Level
Assignment Should Be Based on
A Single Violation, Not on A
Cumulative Number of
Violations

The VSLs are based on a single violation, not cumulative violations.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R4

Proposed VRF

LOWER

NERC VRF Discussion

A VRF of “Lower” is assigned to this requirement.

The reliability objective is to ensure that TOPs that determine Transmission Reliability Margin (TRM)
values, a component of ATC/AFC, document their methodology for determining the TRM values for use in
the TSP’s determination of AFC and ATC.

As noted above, because ATC/AFC do not directly control the reliable operation of the Bulk-Power System,
a VRF of Lower is appropriate. Furthermore, the proposed VRF is consistent with the VRF for the FERC
approved version of MOD-008-1, which is Lower for TOPs that maintain TRM.

FERC VRF G1 Discussion

Guideline 1- Consistency w/ Blackout Report
N/A.

FERC VRF G2 Discussion

Guideline 2- Consistency within a Reliability Standard
Requirement R4 contains one VRF for the single obligation for a TOP that determines TRM to document its
methodology to determine TRM.

FERC VRF G3 Discussion

Guideline 3- Consistency among Reliability Standards

The proposed Lower VRF is consistent with the Lower VRF in FERC approved MOD-008-1, which requires
TOPs that maintain TRM to prepare and keep current a TRMID. MOD-008-1 will be retired upon approval
of MOD-001-2. There are no other standards addressing this issue.

FERC VRF G4 Discussion

Guideline 4- Consistency with NERC Definitions of VRFs
A violation of this requirement would not be expected to adversely affect the electrical state or capability
of the bulk electric system, or the ability to effectively monitor and control the bulk electric system.

FERC VRF G5 Discussion

Guideline 5- Treatment of Requirements that Co-mingle More than One Obligation

The proposed requirement has a single objective, to ensure that a TOP documents its TRM methodology in
an implementation document and ensure the document reflects current practices. Therefore, the
requirement has one VRF for its single obligation.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R4

Proposed VSL

Lower Moderate High Severe

None. None. Each Transmission Operator that
determines TRM values did not
develop a TRMID describing its
method for determining TRM
values.

None.

OR

Each Transmission Operator that
determines TRM values did not
reflect its current practices for
determining TRM values in its
TRMID.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R4

FERC VSL G1

Violation Severity Level
Assignments Should Not Have
the Unintended Consequence
of Lowering the Current Level
of Compliance

The VSLs assigned to this requirement do not lower the current levels of compliance.

FERC VSL G2

Violation Severity Level
Assignments Should Ensure
Uniformity and Consistency in
the Determination of Penalties

Guideline 2a: The Single
Violation Severity Level
Assignment Category for
"Binary" Requirements Is Not
Consistent

Guideline 2b: Violation Severity

Level Assignments that Contain
Ambiguous Language

Guideline 2a:
The proposed VSL is binary, and therefore, a single severe VSL is necessary.
Guideline 2b:

The proposed VSL does not use ambiguous terms, supporting uniformity and consistency in the
determination of similar penalties for similar violations.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R4

FERC VSL G3

Violation Severity Level
Assignment Should Be
Consistent with the
Corresponding Requirement

The proposed VSL is worded consistently with the corresponding requirement.

FERC VSL G4

Violation Severity Level
Assignment Should Be Based on
A Single Violation, Not on A
Cumulative Number of
Violations

The VSLs are based on a single violation, not cumulative violations.

VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R5

Proposed VRF

LOWER

NERC VRF Discussion

A VRF of “Lower” is assigned to this requirement.

The purpose of the requirement is for a TSP or TOP to provide or clarify an element of its TFC or TTC
methodology, ATCID, CBMID, or TRMID, within 45 days of a request. The Lower VRF is appropriate
because the failure for a TOP or TSP to respond to requests on their methodology document(s) in a timely
manner would not put the BES in any immediate risk situation.

FERC VRF G1 Discussion

Guideline 1- Consistency w/ Blackout Report
N/A.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R5

FERC VRF G2 Discussion

Guideline 2- Consistency within a Reliability Standard
The VRF is applicable to all parts of the requirement.

FERC VRF G3 Discussion

Guideline 3- Consistency among Reliability Standards

This proposed Lower VRF is consistent with the VRF assigned to similar Reliability Standards, including:
FAC-008-3 Requirement R5, which requires TOs or GOs to provide a response to a requesting registered
entity on its Facility Ratings methodology; FAC-010-2.1 Requirement R5, which requires a Planning
Authority to provide a response to an information request to its System Operating Limit (SOL)
methodology; FAC-011-2 Requirement R5, which requires the Reliability Coordinator to provide a
response to an information request of its SOL methodology; and FAC-013-2 Requirements R3 and R5,
which require a Planning Coordinator to provide a response to an information request of its Transfer
Capability methodology or assessment results.

FERC VRF G4 Discussion

Guideline 4- Consistency with NERC Definitions of VRFs
A violation of this requirement would not be expected to adversely affect the electrical state or capability
of the bulk electric system, or the ability to effectively monitor and control the bulk electric system.

FERC VRF G5 Discussion

Guideline 5- Treatment of Requirements that Co-mingle More than One Obligation

The proposed requirement has a single objective, which is information sharing on requests for clarification
of a registered entity’s methodologies and determinations of TTC, TFC, ATC, AFC, CBM, or TRM. The
requirement has one VRF for its single obligation.

Proposed VSL

Lower

Moderate High Severe

Each Transmission Operator or
Transmission Service Provider
did not respond in writing to a
written request by one or more
of the registered entities

Each Transmission Operator or
Transmission Service Provider
failed to respond in writing to a
written request by one or more of

Each Transmission Operator or
Transmission Service Provider did
not respond in writing to a written
request by one or more of the
registered entities specified in

Each Transmission Operator or
Transmission Service Provider
did not respond in writing to a
written request by one or more
of the registered entities

VRF and VSL Justifications
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specified in Requirement R5
within 45 calendar days from
the date of the request, but did
respond in writing within 75
calendar days.

VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R5

specified in Requirement R5
within 76 calendar days from
the date of the request, but did
respond in writing within 105
calendar days.

Requirement R5 within 106
calendar days from the date of the
request, but did respond in writing
within 135 calendar days.

the registered entities specified in
Requirement R5.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R5

FERC VSL G1

Violation Severity Level
Assignments Should Not Have
the Unintended Consequence
of Lowering the Current Level
of Compliance

The VSLs assigned to this requirement do not lower the current levels of compliance.

FERC VSL G2

Violation Severity Level
Assignments Should Ensure
Uniformity and Consistency in
the Determination of Penalties

Guideline 2a: The Single
Violation Severity Level
Assignment Category for
"Binary" Requirements Is Not
Consistent

Guideline 2b: Violation Severity

Level Assignments that Contain
Ambiguous Language

Guideline 2a:
The proposed VSL is not binary.

Guideline 2b: The proposed VSL does not use ambiguous terms, supporting uniformity and consistency in
the determination of similar penalties for similar violations.

FERC VSL G3

Violation Severity Level
Assignment Should Be
Consistent with the
Corresponding Requirement

The proposed VSL is worded consistently with the corresponding requirement.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R5

FERC VSL G4

Violation Severity Level
Assignment Should Be Based on
A Single Violation, Not on A
Cumulative Number of
Violations

The VSLs are based on a single violation, not cumulative violations.

VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R6

Proposed VRF

LOWER

NERC VRF Discussion

A VRF of “Lower” is assigned to this requirement.

The purpose of the requirement is for a registered entity to provide data related to its AFC, ATC, TFC, or
TTC determinations to other entities that need such data for their own determinations. The VRF of Lower
is appropriate because a failure for a TOP or TSP to respond to requests for data on their ATC equation
determinations in a timely manner would not put the BES in any immediate risk situation.

FERC VRF G1 Discussion

Guideline 1- Consistency w/ Blackout Report
N/A.

FERC VRF G2 Discussion

Guideline 2- Consistency within a Reliability Standard
The VRF is consistent for all parts of the requirement.

FERC VRF G3 Discussion

Guideline 3- Consistency among Reliability Standards

VRF and VSL Justifications
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VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R6

This proposed Lower VRF is consistent with VRFs for similar Reliability Standards, including, FAC-013-2
Requirement R6, which requires Planning Coordinator to provide data to support the assessment results
on transfer simulations within 45 calendar days of a request.

FERC VRF G4 Discussion

Guideline 4- Consistency with NERC Definitions of VRFs
A violation of this requirement would not be expected to adversely affect the electrical state or capability
of the bulk electric system, or the ability to effectively monitor and control the bulk electric system.

FERC VRF G5 Discussion

Guideline 5- Treatment of Requirements that Co-mingle More than One Obligation

The proposed requirement has a single objective to ensure that TOPs and TSPs share their data related to
ATC/AFC, TTC/TFC, CBM and TRM determinations with other TOPs and TSPs that need such data to
conduct their own determinations.

Proposed VSL

Lower

Moderate

High

Severe

Each Transmission Operator or
Transmission Service Provider
did not respond to a written
request for data by one or
more of the registered entities
specified in Requirement R6 by
making the requested data
available within in 45 calendar
days from the date of the
request, but did respond within
75 calendar days.

Each Transmission Operator or
Transmission Service Provider
did not respond to a written
request for data by one or
more of the registered entities
specified in Requirement R6 by
making data available within 76
calendar days from the date of
the request, but did respond
within 105 calendar days.

Each Transmission Operator or
Transmission Service Provider did
not respond to a written request
by one or more of the registered
entities specified in Requirement

R6 by making data available within
106 calendar days from the date of

the request, but did respond
within 135 calendar days.

Each Transmission Operator or
Transmission Service Provider
failed to respond to a written
request for data by making data
available to one or more of the
entities specified in Requirement
R6.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R6

FERC VSL G1

Violation Severity Level
Assignments Should Not Have
the Unintended Consequence
of Lowering the Current Level
of Compliance

The VSLs assigned to this requirement do not lower the current levels of compliance.

FERC VSL G2

Violation Severity Level
Assignments Should Ensure
Uniformity and Consistency in
the Determination of Penalties

Guideline 2a: The Single
Violation Severity Level
Assignment Category for
"Binary" Requirements Is Not
Consistent

Guideline 2b: Violation Severity

Level Assignments that Contain
Ambiguous Language

Guideline 2a:
The proposed VSL is not binary.

Guideline 2b: The proposed VSL does not use ambiguous terms, supporting uniformity and consistency in
the determination of similar penalties for similar violations.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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FERC VSL G3

Violation Severity Level
Assignment Should Be
Consistent with the
Corresponding Requirement

VRF and VSL Justifications — MOD-001-2, Requirement R6

The proposed VSL is worded consistently with the corresponding requirement.

FERC VSL G4

Violation Severity Level
Assignment Should Be Based on
A Single Violation, Not on A
Cumulative Number of
Violations

The VSLs are based on a single violation, not cumulative violations.

VRF and VSL Justifications
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Final Ballot Now Open through December 20, 2013

Now Available
A final ballot for MOD-001-2 is open through 8 p.m. Eastern on Friday, December 20, 2013.
Background information for this project can be found on the project page.

Instructions for Balloting
In the final ballot, votes are counted by exception. Only members of the ballot pool may cast a ballot;

all ballot pool members may change their previously cast votes. A ballot pool member who failed to
cast a ballot during the last ballot window may cast a ballot in the final ballot window. If a ballot pool
member does not participate in the final ballot, that member’s vote cast in the previous ballot will be
carried over as that member’s vote in the final ballot.

Members of the ballot pool associated with this project may log in and submit their vote for the
standard by clicking here.

Next Steps
Voting results for the standard will be posted and announced after the ballot window closes. If

approved, it will be submitted to the Board of Trustees for adoption and then filed with the
appropriate regulatory authorities.

Standards Development Process
The Standard Processes Manual contains all the procedures governing the standards development

process. The success of the NERC standards development process depends on stakeholder
participation. We extend our thanks to all those who participate.

For more information or assistance, please contact Wendy Muller (via email),
Standards Development Administrator, or at 404-446-2560.
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A final ballot for MOD-001-2 concluded at 8 p.m. Eastern on Friday, December 20, 2013.

The standard achieved a quorum and sufficient affirmative votes for approval. Voting statistics are listed
below, and the Ballot Results page provides a link to the detailed results for the ballot.

Ballot Results

Quorum: 87.16%
Approval: 86.40%

Background information for this project can be found on the project page.

Next Steps
The standard will be submitted to the Board of Trustees for adoption and then filed with the
appropriate regulatory authorities.

Standards Development Process

The Standard Processes Manual contains all the procedures governing the standards development
process. The success of the NERC standards development process depends on stakeholder
participation. We extend our thanks to all those who participate.

For more information or assistance, please contact Wendy Muller (via email),
Standards Development Administrator, or at 404-446-2560.
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] Ballot Period: 12/11/2013 - 12/20/2013

Log in Ballot Type: Final Ballot

Register Total # Votes: 319

Total Ballot Pool: 366

Quorum: 87.16 % The Quorum has been reached
-Ballot Pools

-Current Ballots Weighted Segment
-Ballot Results Vote:
-Registered Ballot Body ote:
-Proxy Voters

86.40 %

Ballot Results: | A quorum was reached and there were sufficient affirmative votes for approval

‘ Summary of Ballot Results

Home Page

Affirmative Negative
Negative
Vote
Ballot Segment # # without a No

Segment Pool Weight Votes Fraction Votes Fraction Comment Abstain Vote
- 105 1 63 0.818 14 0.182 0 19 9
Segment 1
2 -
Segment 2 10 0.7 6 0.6 1 0.1 0 1 2
3- 78 1 52|  0.867 8  0.133 of 10 8
Segment 3
4 -
Segment 4 28 1 15 0.833 3 0.167 0 5 5
>- 81 1 45 0.833 9 0.167 0 12 15
Segment 5
6 -
Segment 6 51 1 30 0.811 7 0.189 0 7 7
7 -
Segment 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 -
Segment 8 4 0.3 3 0.3 0 0 0 0 1
9 -
Segment 9 2 0.2 2 0.2 0 0 0 0 0
10 -
Segment 7 0.7 7 0.7 0 0 0 0 0
10

Totals 366 6.9 223 5.962 42 0.938 0 54 47

| IndividualBallot PoolResults |
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Ballot NERC
Segment Organization Member Notes
1 Vijay Sankar
1 Ameren Services Eric Scott Affirmative
SUPPORTS
1 American Electric Power Paul B Johnson Negative |THIRD PARTY
COMMENTS
1 American Transmission Company, LLC Andrew Z Pusztai Affirmative
1 Arizona Public Service Co. Robert Smith Negative COMMENT
RECEIVED
1 Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. John Bussman Affirmative
1 ATCO Electric Glen Sutton Abstain
1 Austin Energy James Armke Affirmative
1 Avista Utilities Heather Rosentrater Abstain
1 Balancing Authority of Northern California Kevin Smith Affirmative
1 Baltimore Gas & Electric Company Christopher J Scanlon Abstain
1 BC Hydro and Power Authority Patricia Robertson Affirmative
1 Bonneville Power Administration Donald S. Watkins Affirmative
SUPPORTS
1 Brazos Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. Tony Kroskey Negative |THIRD PARTY
COMMENTS
1 Bryan Texas Utilities John C Fontenot Affirmative
1 CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric, LLC John Brockhan Abstain
1 Central Electric Power Cooperative Michael B Bax Affirmative
1 Central Maine Power Company Joseph Turano Jr. Affirmative
t |Giilties, Light Division, dba Tacoma Power _|Ca9 G Cho Afirmative
1 City of Tallahassee Daniel S Langston Affirmative
1 Clark Public Utilities Jack Stamper Affirmative
1 Cleco Power LLC Danny McDaniel
1 Colorado Springs Utilities Paul Morland Affirmative
1 Consolidated Edison Co. of New York Christopher L de Graffenried| Affirmative
1 CPS Energy Richard Castrejana Affirmative
1 Dairyland Power Coop. Robert W. Roddy Affirmative
1 Dayton Power & Light Co. Hertzel Shamash Affirmative
1 Deseret Power James Tucker
1 Dominion Virginia Power Michael S Crowley Abstain
1 Duke Energy Carolina Douglas E. Hils Affirmative
1 El Paso Electric Company Pablo Onate Abstain
1 Entergy Transmission Oliver A Burke Affirmative
1 FirstEnergy Corp. William J Smith Affirmative
1 Florida Keys Electric Cooperative Assoc. Dennis Minton Negative
1 Florida Power & Light Co. Mike O'Neil Affirmative
1 Gainesville Regional Utilities Richard Bachmeier Negative
1 Georgia Transmission Corporation Jason Snodgrass Affirmative
SUPPORTS
1 Great River Energy Gordon Pietsch Negative |THIRD PARTY
COMMENTS
1 Hydro One Networks, Inc. Ajay Garg Abstain
1 Hydro-Quebec TransEnergie Martin Boisvert Affirmative
1 Idaho Power Company Molly Devine Affirmative
1 Icrgtfprnational Transmission Company Holdings Michael Moltane Affirmative
1 JDRIJC Associates Jim D Cyrulewski Affirmative
1 JEA Ted Hobson Affirmative
1 KAMO Electric Cooperative Walter Kenyon Affirmative
1 Kansas City Power & Light Co. Jennifer Flandermeyer
1 Lakeland Electric Larry E Watt Negative
1 Lee County Electric Cooperative John Chin Affirmative
1 Lincoln Electric System Doug Bantam Abstain
1 Long Island Power Authority Robert Ganley
1 Lower Colorado River Authority Martyn Turner Negative
1 M & A Electric Power Cooperative William Price Affirmative
1 Manitoba Hydro Nazra S Gladu Affirmative
1 MEAG Power Danny Dees Affirmative
1 MidAmerican Energy Co. Terry Harbour Affirmative
1 Minnkota Power Coop. Inc. Daniel L Inman Affirmative
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1 Muscatine Power & Water Andrew J Kurriger
1 N.W. Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. Mark Ramsey Affirmative
1 National Grid USA Michael Jones Abstain
1 Nebraska Public Power District Cole C Brodine Affirmative
1 New Brupswick Power Transmission Randy MacDonald
Corporation
1 New York Power Authority Bruce Metruck Affirmative
1 Northeast Missouri Electric Power Cooperative|Kevin White Affirmative
1 Northeast Utilities David Boguslawski Affirmative
1 Northern Indiana Public Service Co. Julaine Dyke Affirmative
1 NorthWestern Energy John Canavan Abstain
SUPPORTS
1 Ohio Valley Electric Corp. Robert Mattey Negative |THIRD PARTY
COMMENTS
1 Oklahoma Gas and Electric Co. Terri Pyle Affirmative
1 Omaha Public Power District Doug Peterchuck Affirmative
1 Oncor Electric Delivery Jen Fiegel
1 Orange and Rockland Utilities, Inc. Edward Bedder Affirmative
1 Orlando Utilities Commission Brad Chase Affirmative
1 Otter Tail Power Company Daryl Hanson Abstain
1 Platte River Power Authority John C. Collins Affirmative
SUPPORTS
1 Portland General Electric Co. John T Walker Negative |THIRD PARTY
COMMENTS
1 PPL Electric Utilities Corp. Brenda L Truhe Affirmative
1 Public Service Company of New Mexico Laurie Williams Affirmative
1 Public Service Electric and Gas Co. Kenneth D. Brown Affirmative
1 Public Utility District No. 1 of Okanogan Dale Dunckel Abstain
County
1 Puget Sound Energy, Inc. Denise M Lietz Affirmative
1 Rochester Gas and Electric Corp. John C. Allen Affirmative
1 Sacramento Municipal Utility District Tim Kelley Affirmative
1 Salt River Project Robert Kondziolka Affirmative
1 San Diego Gas & Electric Will Speer Abstain
1 SaskPower Wayne Guttormson Abstain
1 Seattle City Light Pawel Krupa Affirmative
1 Sho-Me Power Electric Cooperative Denise Stevens Affirmative
1 Sierra Pacific Power Co. Rich Salgo Abstain
1 Snohomish County PUD No. 1 Long T Duong Affirmative
1 South Carolina Electric & Gas Co. Tom Hanzlik Abstain
1 South Carolina Public Service Authority Shawn T Abrams Affirmative
SUPPORTS
1 Southern California Edison Company Steven Mavis Negative |THIRD PARTY
COMMENTS
1 Southern Company Services, Inc. Robert A. Schaffeld Affirmative
1 Southwest Transmission Cooperative, Inc. John Shaver Negative
1 Sunflower Electric Power Corporation Noman Lee Williams Negative
1 Tampa Electric Co. Beth Young Affirmative
1 Tennessee Valley Authority Howell D Scott Negative
1 Texas Municipal Power Agency Brent J Hebert Abstain
1 Trans Bay Cable LLC Steven Powell Affirmative
1 Tri-State G & T Association, Inc. Tracy Sliman Affirmative
1 U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Richard T Jackson Abstain
1 United Illuminating Co. Jonathan Appelbaum Affirmative
1 Westar Energy Allen Klassen
1 Western Area Power Administration Lloyd A Linke Affirmative
1 Xcel Energy, Inc. Gregory L Pieper Abstain
2 |BC Hydro Vvenkataramakrishnan Affirmative
Vinnakota
2 California ISO Rich Vine Affirmative
2 Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc. Cheryl Moseley Abstain
2 Independent Electricity System Operator Barbara Constantinescu Negative
2 ISO New England, Inc. Kathleen Goodman Affirmative
2 Midwest ISO, Inc. Marie Knox Affirmative
2 New Brunswick System Operator Alden Briggs
2 New York Independent System Operator Gregory Campoli
2 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. stephanie monzon Affirmative
2 Southwest Power Pool, Inc. Charles H. Yeung Affirmative
SUPPORTS
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3 Rayburn Country Electric Coop., Inc. Eddy Reece
3 Rutherford EMC Thomas M Haire Abstain
3 Sacramento Municipal Utility District James Leigh-Kendall Affirmative
3 Salt River Project John T. Underhill Affirmative
3 Santee Cooper James M Poston Affirmative
3 Seattle City Light Dana Wheelock Affirmative
3 Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. James R Frauen Affirmative
3 Sho-Me Power Electric Cooperative Jeff L Neas Affirmative
3 Snohomish County PUD No. 1 Mark Oens Affirmative
3 South Carolina Electric & Gas Co. Hubert C Young Affirmative
3 Tacoma Public Utilities Travis Metcalfe Affirmative
3 Tampa Electric Co. Ronald L. Donahey Affirmative
3 Tennessee Valley Authority Ian S Grant Negative
3 Tri-County Electric Cooperative, Inc. Mike Swearingen Affirmative
3 Tri-State G & T Association, Inc. Janelle Marriott Affirmative
3 Westar Energy Bo Jones
3 Wisconsin Public Service Corp. Gregory J Le Grave Abstain
3 Xcel Energy, Inc. Michael Ibold Abstain
4 Blue Ridge Power Agency Duane S Dahlquist Affirmative
4 City of Austin dba Austin Energy Reza Ebrahimian Affirmative
4 City of Clewiston Kevin McCarthy
4 City of_ N<_ew Smyrna Beach Utilities Tim Beyrle
Commission
4 City of Redding Nicholas Zettel Affirmative
SUPPORTS
4 City Utilities of Springfield, Missouri John Allen Negative |THIRD PARTY
COMMENTS
4 Ec{lét.ellation Energy Control & Dispatch, Margaret Powell Abstain
4 Consumers Energy Company Tracy Goble Abstain
4 Detroit Edison Company Daniel Herring Affirmative
4 Flathead Electric Cooperative Russ Schneider Affirmative
4 Florida Municipal Power Agency Frank Gaffney Negative
SUPPORTS
4 Fort Pierce Utilities Authority Cairo Vanegas Negative |THIRD PARTY
COMMENTS
4 Georgia System Operations Corporation Guy Andrews Affirmative
4 Herb Schrayshuen Herb Schrayshuen Affirmative
4 Integrys Energy Group, Inc. Christopher Plante Abstain
4 Madison Gas and Electric Co. Joseph DePoorter Affirmative
4 Modesto Irrigation District Spencer Tacke
4 Ohio Edison Company Douglas Hohlbaugh Affirmative
4 Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County |Henry E. LuBean Affirmative
4 Public Utility District No. 1 of Snohomish John D Martinsen Affirmative
County
4 Sacramento Municipal Utility District Mike Ramirez Affirmative
4 Seattle City Light Hao Li Affirmative
4 Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. Steven R Wallace Affirmative
4 South Mississippi Electric Power Association |Steven McElhaney
4 Tacoma Public Utilities Keith Morisette Affirmative
4 Utility Services, Inc. Brian Evans-Mongeon Abstain
4 Wisconsin Energy Corp. Anthony Jankowski Abstain
4 WPPI Energy Todd Komplin
SUPPORTS
5 AEP Service Corp. Brock Ondayko Negative |THIRD PARTY
COMMENTS
5 Amerenue Sam Dwyer
5 Arizona Public Service Co. Scott Takinen Negative
5 Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. Matthew Pacobit Affirmative
5 Avista Corp. Steve Wenke Affirmative
5 BC Hydro and Power Authority Clement Ma Affirmative
5 Boise-Kuna Irrig_ation District/dba Lucky peak Mike D Kukla Affirmative
power plant project
5 Bonneville Power Administration Francis J. Halpin Affirmative
5 Brazos Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. Shari Heino Negative
5 BrightSource Energy, Inc. Chifong Thomas
5 City and County of San Francisco Daniel Mason Abstain
5 City of Austin dba Austin Energy Jeanie Doty Affirmative
5 City of Redding Paul A. Cummings Affirmative
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5 City of Tallahassee Karen Webb Affirmative
5 City Water, Light & Power of Springfield Steve Rose
5 Cleco Power Stephanie Huffman
5 Cogentrix Energy Power Management, LLC Mike D Hirst Abstain
5 Colorado Springs Utilities Kaleb Brimhall Affirmative
5 Consolidated Edison Co. of New York Wilket (Jack) Ng Affirmative
5 Consumers Energy Company David C Greyerbiehl
5 CPS Energy Robert Stevens Affirmative
5 Dairyland Power Coop. Tommy Drea Affirmative
5 Dominion Resources, Inc. Mike Garton Abstain
5 DTE Energy Mark Stefaniak Abstain
5 Duke Energy Dale Q Goodwine Affirmative
5 El Paso Electric Company Gustavo Estrada Abstain
5 Electric Power Supply Association John R Cashin
5 Entergy Services, Inc. Tracey Stubbs
5 Essential Power, LLC Patrick Brown
5 Exelon Nuclear Mark F Draper Abstain
5 First Wind John Robertson Affirmative
5 FirstEnergy Solutions Kenneth Dresner Affirmative
5 Florida Municipal Power Agency David Schumann Negative
SUPPORTS
5 Great River Energy Preston L Walsh Negative |THIRD PARTY
COMMENTS
5 Hydro-Québec Production Roger Dufresne Abstain
5 JEA John J Babik Affirmative
5 Kansas City Power & Light Co. Brett Holland Affirmative
5 Kissimmee Utility Authority Mike Blough Negative
5 Lakeland Electric James M Howard Negative
5 Lincoln Electric System Dennis Florom
5 Los Angeles Department of Water & Power Kenneth Silver Affirmative
5 Lower Colorado River Authority Karin Schweitzer Affirmative
5 Luminant Generation Company LLC Rick Terrill Abstain
5 Manitoba Hydro S N Fernando Affirmative
5 Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale Electric David Gordon Abstain
Company
5 MEAG Power Steven Grego Affirmative
5 Muscatine Power & Water Mike Avesing Affirmative
5 Nebraska Public Power District Don Schmit Affirmative
5 New York Power Authority Wayne Sipperly Affirmative
5 NextEra Energy Allen D Schriver Affirmative
5 Oglethorpe Power Corporation Bernard Johnson Affirmative
5 Oklahoma Gas and Electric Co. Henry L Staples Affirmative
5 Omaha Public Power District Mahmood Z. Safi Affirmative
5 Orlando Utilities Commission Richard K Kinas Affirmative
5 PacifiCorp Bonnie Marino-Blair Affirmative
. ] COMMENT
5 Portland General Electric Co. Matt E. Jastram Negative RECEIVED
5 PPL Generation LLC Annette M Bannon Affirmative
5 PSEG Fossil LLC Tim Kucey Affirmative
5 Public Utility District No. 1 of Lewis County Steven Grega
5 Publiq Utility District No. 2 of Grant County, Michiko Sell
Washington
5 Puget Sound Energy, Inc. Lynda Kupfer Affirmative
5 Sacramento Municipal Utility District Susan Gill-Zobitz Affirmative
5 Salt River Project William Alkema Affirmative
5 Santee Cooper Lewis P Pierce Affirmative
5 Seattle City Light Michael J. Haynes Affirmative
5 Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. Brenda K. Atkins Affirmative
5 Snohomish County PUD No. 1 Sam Nietfeld Affirmative
5 South Carolina Electric & Gas Co. Edward Magic
5 Southern California Edison Company Denise Yaffe Affirmative
5 Southern Company Generation William D Shultz Affirmative
5 Tacoma Power Chris Mattson Affirmative
5 Tampa Electric Co. RJames Rocha Affirmative
5 Tenaska, Inc. Scott M. Helyer
5 Tennessee Valley Authority David Thompson Negative
5 Tri-State G & T Association, Inc. Mark Stein Affirmative
5 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Melissa Kurtz Abstain
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5 USDI Bureau of Reclamation Erika Doot Abstain
5 Westar Energy Bryan Taggart Affirmative
5 Wisconsin Public Service Corp. Scott E Johnson Abstain
5 WPPI Energy Steven Leovy
5 Xcel Energy, Inc. Liam Noailles
SUPPORTS
6 AEP Marketing Edward P. Cox Negative |THIRD PARTY
COMMENTS
6 Ameren Energy Marketing Co. Jennifer Richardson
: COMMENT
6 APS Randy A. Young Negative RECEIVED
6 Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. Brian Ackermann Affirmative
6 Bonneville Power Administration Brenda S. Anderson Affirmative
6 City of Austin dba Austin Energy Lisa Martin Affirmative
6 City of Redding Marvin Briggs Affirmative
6 Cleco Power LLC Robert Hirchak
6 Colorado Springs Utilities Shannon Fair Affirmative
6 Con Edison Company of New York David Balban Affirmative
6 Constellation Energy Commodities Group David J Carlson Abstain
6 Dominion Resources, Inc. Louis S. Slade Abstain
6 Duke Energy Greg Cecil Affirmative
6 FirstEnergy Solutions Kevin Querry Affirmative
6 Florida Municipal Power Agency Richard L. Montgomery Negative
6 Florida Municipal Power Pool Thomas Washburn Negative
6 Florida Power & Light Co. Silvia P Mitchell Affirmative
SUPPORTS
6 Great River Energy Donna Stephenson Negative [THIRD PARTY
COMMENTS
6 Kansas City Power & Light Co. Jessica L Klinghoffer Affirmative
6 Lakeland Electric Paul Shipps Negative
6 Lincoln Electric System Eric Ruskamp Abstain
6 Los Angeles Department of Water & Power Brad Packer
6 Luminant Energy Brenda Hampton Abstain
6 Manitoba Hydro Blair Mukanik Affirmative
6 Modesto Irrigation District James McFall Affirmative
6 Muscatine Power & Water John Stolley Affirmative
6 New York Power Authority Saul Rojas Affirmative
6 Northern California Power Agency Steve C Hill Affirmative
6 Northern Indiana Public Service Co. Joseph O'Brien Affirmative
6 Oklahoma Gas & Electric Services Jerry Nottnagel Affirmative
6 PacifiCorp Kelly Cumiskey Affirmative
6 Platte River Power Authority Carol Ballantine Affirmative
6 Power Generation Services, Inc. Stephen C Knapp
6 PPL EnergyPlus LLC Elizabeth Davis Affirmative
6 PSEG Energy Resources & Trade LLC Peter Dolan Affirmative
6 Public Utility District No. 1 of Chelan County |[Hugh A. Owen Abstain
6 Sacramento Municipal Utility District Diane Enderby Affirmative
6 Salt River Project Steven J Hulet Affirmative
6 Santee Cooper Michael Brown Affirmative
6 Seattle City Light Dennis Sismaet Affirmative
6 Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. Trudy S. Novak Affirmative
6 Snohomish County PUD No. 1 Kenn Backholm Affirmative
6 Southern California Edison Company Lujuanna Medina
6 Southe_rn Company Generation and Energy John J. Ciza Affirmative
Marketing
6 Tacoma Public Utilities Michael C Hill
6 Tampa Electric Co. Benjamin F Smith II Affirmative
6 Tennessee Valley Authority Marjorie S. Parsons Negative
6 Westar Energy Grant L Wilkerson
6 Wester_n Area Power Administration - UGP Peter H Kinney Affirmative
Marketing
6 Wisconsin Public Service Corp. David Hathaway Abstain
6 Xcel Energy, Inc. David F Lemmons Abstain
8 Edward C Stein
8 Roger C Zaklukiewicz Affirmative
8 Massachusetts Attorney General Frederick R Plett Affirmative
8 Volkmann Consulting, Inc. Terry Volkmann Affirmative
9 Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department Donald Nelson Affirmative
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9 Natioqal Association of Regulatory Utility Diane J Barney Affirmative
Commissioners
10 Florida Reliability Coordinating Council Linda Campbell Affirmative
10 Midwest Reliability Organization Russel Mountjoy Affirmative
10 New York State Reliability Council Alan Adamson Affirmative
10 Northeast Power Coordinating Council Guy V. Zito Affirmative
10 ReliabilityFirst Corporation Anthony E Jablonski Affirmative
10 SERC Reliability Corporation Joseph W Spencer Affirmative
10 Western Electricity Coordinating Council Steven L. Rueckert Affirmative
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Exhibit H

Standard Drafting Team Roster for Project 2012-05 ATC Revisions
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