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

10. Requirement 9 indicates that the Transmission Service Provider shall have and consistently use only one methodology for the Transmission Service Provider’s entire system in which the ATC or AFC are calculated (Rated System Path — ATC, Network Response — ATC and Network Response — AFC, methodologies).  If choosing just one of these methods is not sufficient for your system, please explain why.

Summary Consideration:  The Standards Drafting Team (SDT) has reconsidered the requirement that each Transmission Service Provider (TSP) use only one ATC/AFC method in the original MOD-001 posting and is reformatting requirement nine of MOD-001.  While one methodology may be sufficient for a TSP, the SDT does not believe limiting all TSPs to use of only one method for their systems improves reliability.  Therefore, TSPs will be permitted to use as many of the proposed methods as the TSP chooses, however, there will be a requirement that each TSP choose one method for each path/flowgate/cutplane and that the chosen method must be applied consistently in all time horizons.
	Question #10

	Commenter
	Yes
	No
	Comment

	AECI
	(
	
	

	APPA
	
	(
	This Standard is written to make the industry believe that only one ATC will be calculated for each Transmission Service Provider.  In reality, the TSP will post several ATCs; one ATC for each path or network the TSP is marketing transmission capacity.  Each individual path or network will only use one method, but a TSP’s planners may use different methods to plan and operate different paths in their system.  MISO and PJM are entities that use two methods to market transmission capacity in its system.  They only uses AFC at the borders or seams of their system to determine how much transmission capacity is available at their seams, while they use LMP to determine how much transmission capacity is available on their interior system.  BPA will use flowgates to determine how much ATC is available to its Transmission Customer on the interior of their system, while BPA uses Transfer Path on its seams to determine how much transmission capacity is available to Transmission Customers exterior to their system.

	Response: The standard will be revised to ensure clarity with regards to the fact that each TSP calculates ATC for each constrained path or AFC for each constrained flowgate/cutplane.
See Summary Consideration.

	APS
	(
	
	

	BPA
	
	(
	The substantive differences between the three aforementioned methods are not yet clear.  However, if multiple methods are determined to be valid and acceptable approaches to calculating ATC/AFC, then the transmission provider should be able to employ multiple methods for calculating ATC/AFC on different parts of the transmission system, provided the various methods are applied consistently and are transparent.

	Response:   See Summary Consideration.

	CAISO
	(
	
	Comments: We question why the SDT requires this single methodology. The SDT should provide an explanation of the reliability problem(s) associated with applying more than one methodology as long as any methodology used is used consistently with transparency.
E.g. - CAISO currently uses one method on its ties (rated path)to other TSPs and one method for internal (network response).  Additionally, for ties if adjacent TSPs use differing methodologies, the rating would not agree, so are we looking at a situation where one methodology may have to be used for each interconnection?

The CAISO agrees with the WECC MIC MIS ATC Task Force that this requirement should be eliminated or the word sole removed.

	Response: See Summary Consideration.

	Cargill
	
	
	No comment.

	Duke Energy
	
	
	One methodology is sufficient for Duke Energy.

	Response: See Summary Consideration.

	Entergy
	
	
	Only one method for calculation of ATC or AFC should be used for each system so that there is consistency between the method used for approving transmission service requests and for planning and operation of the system as required in R 11.2.  In case more than one method is used it will be difficult to make these methods consistent.

	Response: See Summary Consideration.

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

	Response: If ERCOT uses a method not captured in this proposed standard, please explain such method to the SDT.

	FRCC
	(
	
	ifferent method are needed to address seams issues between areas that select different methodologies, different methods may be applicable to different interfaces etc. The transmission provider should have the flexibility to select the appropriate method.

	Response: See Summary Consideration.

	Grant County PUD
	
	(
	Its hard to answer this question without more detail to the ATC calculations.

	Response: See Summary Consideration.

	HQT
	
	(
	Methodology choice shall be solely based on the system topology and the path requirements.

	Response: See Summary Consideration.

	IESO
	(
	(
	See comments under Q7 on Rated Path Methodology – AFC (not included in the 3 methods).

	Response: See response to Question 7.

	IRC
	(
	
	We question why the SDT requires this single methodology. The SDT should provide an explanation of the reliability problem(s) associated with applying more than one methodology.
E.g. - CAISO currently uses one method on its ties (rated path)to other TSPs and one method for internal (network response).  Additionally, for ties if adjacent TSPs use differing methodologies, the rating would not agree, so are we looking

	Response: See Summary Consideration.

	ISO-NE
	(
	
	We question why the SDT requires this single methodology. The SDT should provide an explanation of the reliability problem(s) associated with applying more than one methodology.

	Response: See Summary Consideration.

	ITC Transco
	
	
	No comment.

	KCPL
	
	(
	

	Manitoba Hydro
	
	
	Requirement 9 should be interconnection wide.  TSPs do not only calculate ATC on their own systems, they calculate inpacts on a set of flowgates on neighbouring systems.  Using a differing methodology would needless impact reliability on those systems.

	Response: See Summary Consideration.

	MEAG Power
	
	
	No comment.

	MidAmerican
	
	(
	A single methodology should be required not only within each TSP’s system, but across a larger footprint, such as an RRO.

	Response: See Summary Consideration.

	MISO
	
	
	If the questions is one method only for one TP, the answer is no.  Due to contract obligations between transmission providers, there is a need to maitain a few contract paths while maintaining Network response method for AFC/ATC calculations.

	Response: See Summary Consideration.

	MRO
	
	
	Transmission Service Provider may use contract Path methodology in addition to one of the methods provided in the proposed NERC standard.

	Response: If MRO uses a method not captured in this proposed standard, please explain such method to the SDT.

	NCMPA
	
	
	No comment.

	NPCC CP9
	
	
	No comment.

	NYISO
	(
	
	We question why the SDT requires this single methodology. The SDT should provide an explanation of the reliability problem(s) associated with applying more than one methodology.

	Response: See Summary Consideration.

	ODEC
	
	
	No comment.

	PG&E
	
	
	No comment.

	Progress Energy Marketing
	
	
	No comment.

	Progress Energy
	
	
	One methodology should be used for the TSP’s system.  Change “its sole” to “a single” or to “one”.  Also,  the standard should have only one requirement that defines the when and where of ATC methodology ; If you want the same process to be applied across the TSP’s whole system and across all time horizons then say that plainly in one requirement instead of splitting the where and when between R9 and R11.

	Response: See Summary Consideration.

	SCE&G and SERC ATCWG
	
	
	Change "its sole" to "a single" or to "one."  The statement in the question above is clear — the language of the requirement was not as clearly stated.

	Response: See Summary Consideration.

	Southern
	
	
	One methodology is sufficient. For ATC, although there mat be situations where multiple approaches are appropriate to address radial vs. interdependent portions of a system. Also, flexibility may be required in calculating TTC. For example posting non-simultaneous values on radial interfaces and simultaneous values on interdependent paths.

	Response: See Summary Consideration.

	SPP
	(
	
	We convert AFC to ATC numbers on OASIS, however we start off from AFC numbers that are calculated using one and same methodology.

	Response: See Summary Consideration.

	Tenaska
	
	
	No comment.

	WECC ATC Team
	
	
	This requirement is unnecessary and should be deleted.  If the NERC team will not delete the Requirement, at minimum the word “sole” must be deleted from the Requirement. 

If, for example, a TSP has operational needs that dictate the use of the AFC Methodology for paths within its network and the Rated System Path for interfaces with its neighbors, either of these methodologies is allowed under MOD-01.  So long as the TSP consistently and transparently applies any of the NERC approved methodologies to it facilities and communicates that application to all appropriate entities, this approach should be allowed as it has met FERC’s core purposes without disrupting operations.

In contrast, this constrictive approach over reaches the FERC mandate of consistency and transparency, increases the potential for seams between interchanges and otherwise imposes a burden to alter operations where no remedy is needed.   

In support of the WECC Team’s position:    

FERC found in Order 890 that “the potential for undue discrimination stems from two main sources: (1) variability in the calculation of the components that are used to determine ATC and (2) the lack of a detailed description of the ATC calculation methodology and the underlying assumptions used by the transmission provider.” P. 209.  Neither of these concerns is at issue should a TSP use more than one NERC authorized methodology. 

Further, FERC found that so long as “all of the ATC components and certain data inputs and assumptions are consistent, the three ATC calculation methodologies being finalized by NERC through the reliability standards development process will produce predictable and sufficiently accurate, consistent, equivalent, and replicable results. It is therefore not necessary to require a single industry-wide ATC calculation methodology. The Commission instead concludes that use of the ATC calculation methodologies included in reliability standards currently being developed by NERC is acceptable.” P. 210.

	Response: See Summary Consideration.


