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

8. In Requirement 2, the Transmission Service Provide that calculates ATC is required to recalculate ATC when there is a change to one of the values used to calculate ATC-TTC, TRM, CBM or ETC.  When TTC, TRM, CBM or ETC changes, how much time should the Transmission Service Provider have to perform its recalculation of ATC?

Summary Consideration:
	Question #8

	Commenter
	Yes
	No
	Comment

	AECI
	
	
	No comment.

	APPA
	
	
	This will depend on if you are talking about Monthly, Daily, or Hourly ATC.  If you are talking about Hourly ATC the change will need to be made quickly; however, if the ETC for Monthly changes the need to repost is not so important since the need for the Transmission capacity is much further into the future
.

	Response: The drafting team agrees.

	APS
	
	
	The Transmission Service Provider should have no more than an hour to perform its recalculation of ATC.  In the west, the clock should only start after it is determined that the TTC needs changing.

	Response: The drafting team feels that the frequency of updates should be consistent, regardless of methodology.  Therefore, R2 be modified to match R7.

	BPA
	
	
	The transmission service provider should recalculate ATC contemporaneously with any formal changes in TTC, TRM or CBM.  The transmission provider should recalculate ATC immediately upon any event that changes ETC in the Operating Horizon and scheduling horizon.  The transmission provider should recalculate ATC within two business days of any changes in ETC that affect the Operations Planning Horizon or beyond.

	Response: The drafting team feels that the frequency of updates should be consistent, regardless of methodology.  Therefore, R2 be modified to match R7.

	CAISO
	
	
	We think one day is reasonable in case of TTC, TRM or CBM changes.


If ETC changes, then re-calculation should be done within 1 or 2 hours.

	Response: The drafting team feels that the frequency of updates should be consistent, regardless of methodology.  Therefore, we are going to recommend that R2 be modified to match R7.

	Cargill
	
	
	No comment.

	Duke Energy
	
	
	No comment.

	Entergy
	
	
	Calculation and posting of ATC for Constrained Path is included in FERC Order 889 section 37.6(3)(i)(C)(2) as "The capability posted ………. must be updated when transactions are reserved or service ends or whenever the TTC estimate for the Path changes by more than 10 percent.  Calculations and posting of ATC for Unconstrained Paths are included in FERC Order 889 section 37.6(3)(ii)(A) as " ….These postings are to be updated whenever the ATC value changes for more than 20 percent. "  Therefore, calculation of ATC values on all paths when any of the components changes may not be required.  If the ATC is recalculated and not posted it does not do any good.  Timing of Posting on OASIS should determine when the ATC and AFC values should be recalculated.  Since these timing requirements will be included in NAESB Business Practice Standard there is no need for a requirement R2 in MOD-001 for recalculation of ATC values.

	Response: The drafting team feels that the frequency of updates should be consistent, regardless of methodology.  Therefore, we are going to recommend that R2 be modified to match R7.

	ERCOT
	
	
	ERCOT does not have a transmission service market and does not use this methodology.

	Response: The comment does not address the question.

	FRCC
	
	
	The amount of time needs to correlate with the product and the timeframe effected. For example, an ETC change in future month 8 the length of time to update the posting should be days. If a line trips changing the TTC for the next day then the length of time to update should be hours.

	Response: The drafting team feels that the frequency of updates should be consistent, regardless of methodology.  Therefore, we are going to recommend that R2 be modified to match R7.

	Grant County PUD
	
	
	Specifying a time is difficult, since it is arbitrary.  If the process is automated, it could be immediately.  If it is manual, more time is needed.  If extensive study is needed, it could take some time, especially if it has to be coordinated with another TSP.  It should be as soon as reasonably practicable.

	Response: The drafting team feels that the frequency of updates should be consistent, regardless of methodology.  Therefore, we are going to recommend that R2 be modified to match R7.

	HQT
	
	
	Will depend on the Time Frame.

	Response: The drafting team feels that the frequency of updates should be consistent, regardless of methodology.  Therefore, we are going to recommend that R2 be modified to match R7.

	IESO
	
	
	No more than 1 hour.

	Response: 

	IRC
	
	
	We think one day is reasonable in case of TTC, TRM or CBM changes.


If ETC changes, then re-calculation should be done within 1 or 2 hours.

	Response: It is not clear why you should differentiate the reason for the change in ATC, but rather that a change in ATC has occurred.  The drafting team feels that the frequency of updates should be consistent, regardless of methodology.  Therefore, we are going to recommend that R2 be modified to match R7.

	ISO-NE
	
	
	We think one day is reasonable in case of TTC, TRM or CBM changes.


If ETC changes, then re-calculation should be done within 1 or 2 hours

	Response: It is not clear why you should differentiate the reason for the change in ATC, but rather that a change in ATC has occurred.  The drafting team feels that the frequency of updates should be consistent, regardless of methodology.  Therefore, we are going to recommend that R2 be modified to match R7.

	ITC Transco
	
	
	No comment.

	KCPL
	
	
	Recalculation of ATC may be in the OATT agreements and is not needed here.

	Response: 

	Manitoba Hydro
	
	
	In an automated system, why wouldn't this be immediately (or as soon as the information is loaded into the system that calculates ATC/AFC.

	Response: 

	MEAG Power
	
	
	No comment.

	MidAmerican
	
	
	The timing requirements of R2 should be the same as the timing requirements of R7.

	Response: The drafting team agrees and will make the appropriate changes.

	MISO
	
	
	The calculation frequency should be the same regardless of the calculation methodology.

	Response: The drafting team agrees and will make the appropriate changes.

	MRO
	
	
	Once the TSP is aware that something has changed, then the TSP has to determine what changes in the components are appropriate via analysis which is often times off-line, then changes are perhaps incorporated into an automatic process for ATC postings.  From the question it is the MRO’s opinion that the Drafting Team is interested in getting a reading on the time required to post a change in ATCs once the amount of component change is determined.  The entire process from the time that it is clear that a component needs to be changed to when new ATCs are posted typically takes two weeks.  The time once the changes in the components are determined is typically a one day process.  It is presumed that the latter time frame is the time frame in which the Drafting Team is interested.

	Response: The drafting team feels that the frequency of updates should be consistent, regardless of methodology.  Therefore, we are going to recommend that R2 be modified to match R7.

	NCMPA
	
	
	No comment.

	NPCC CP9
	
	
	No comment.

	NYISO
	
	
	We think one day is reasonable in case of TTC, TRM or CBM changes. If ETC changes, then re-calculation should be done within 1 or 2 hours.

	Response: It is not clear why a calculator should differentiate between the reasons for the change in ATC, but rather that a change in ATC has occurred.  The drafting team feels that the frequency of updates should be consistent, regardless of methodology.  Therefore, we are going to recommend that R2 be modified to match R7.

	ODEC
	
	
	It needs to be a short time, but reasonable to meet for the TSP.  I would say 15 minutes or less.

	Response: The drafting team feels that the frequency of updates should be consistent, regardless of methodology.  Therefore, we are going to recommend that R2 be modified to match R7.

	PG&E
	
	
	No comment.

	Progress Energy Marketing
	
	
	No comment.

	Progress Energy
	
	
	For ATC calculations and posting of next-hour up through the next 14 days, the TSP should be given one hour to recalculate it’s ATC and then it should post the new value as soon as practicable.  For all longer term ATC calculations (e.g. 15 days out and further), ATC calculations and posting should have more time.

	Response: The drafting team feels that the frequency of updates should be consistent, regardless of methodology.  Therefore, we are going to recommend that R2 be modified to match R7.

	SCE&G and SERC ATCWG
	
	
	No comment.

	Southern
	
	
	We agree with this requirement for ATC. We do not agree that TTC should be recalculated whenever a parameter changes.

	Response: This question is related to timing of recalculation of ATC. 

	SPP
	
	
	We think one day is reasonable in case TTC, TRM or CBM changes.

If ETC changes re-calculation should be done within 1 of 2 hours.

TTC typically only changes with upgrade of the flow gate element.   TRM values change when the TP re-calculates the  TRM values, twice a year or something like that.  So TTC and TRM don’t change on a daily basis, more on a Seasonal Basis.   It can take SAS 70 related  Change Control Approvals to get the values changed in the AFC databases.   Getting approvals can take an hour or more if it is defined as an Emergency Change. After adding the new values to the AFC databases, it can take  an hour or more before all Horizons are updated in Oasis Automation.  The EMS AFC Calculator has to re-run  all hours and days of the Horizons and that takes a little more than an hour.   So starting from the time a new TRM or TTC value is submitted to TP, it can take a few hours before it is in Oasis and Oasis Automation.      Also in many cases the Transmission owner doesn’t immediately inform the TP of an upgrade the minute it happens, most of time a few days later.  So it is in general not considered critical to immediately update the ATC and AFC values when TTC or TRM changes.

	Response: The drafting team feels that the frequency of updates should be consistent, regardless of methodology.  Therefore, we are going to recommend that R2 be modified to match R7.

	Tenaska
	
	
	No comment.

	WECC ATC Team
	
	
	The WECC Team concurs that ATC should be recalculated anytime there is a change to any of the ATC variables.  However, once the ATC is recalculated, the periodicity of posting the ATC is a business practice that should be deferred to NAESB.

	Response: The drafting team agrees with both comments.  The drafting team feels that the frequency of updates should be consistent, regardless of methodology.  Therefore, we are going to recommend that R2 be modified to match R7.


9. Do agree you with the frequency of exchanging data as specified Requirement 6?
General comment from the drafting team:  One of the goals of this standard is to significantly increase the coordination between all Transmission Service Providers.  Sharing data between providers is one of the keys to make this happen.  If any transmission provider feels it should have data from one of its neighbors, the neighboring TSP should make all efforts to share this data with a frequency that makes the data useful.

Summary Consideration:
	Question #9

	Commenter
	Yes
	No
	Comment

	AECI
	(
	
	

	APPA
	(
	
	The need to exchange data will depend upon which component is changing.  If the TTC or TFC is changing in the operating time horizon the Reliability Coordinator will need to exchange this information quickly to several Reliability Functions including Transmission Service Providers.  Again in the operating time horizons if the ETC, CBM, or TRM changes the Transmission Service Providers need to recalculate ATC and post this new information quickly to keep the Transmission Customers updated in the quick moving operating horizon.

	Response: The question is not answered in the response, but the drafting team agrees with the comments.

	APS
	
	
	Not applicable.

	Response: 

	BPA
	
	(
	Requirement 6 appears to only apply to a transmission service provider that calculates AFC.  BPA declines comment on this provision until such time as the distinction between the various methods becomes more clear.  (see response to question #5.)

	Response: No response needed here.

	CAISO
	(
	
	While the seven days timeframe may be appropriate, the requirement’s lack of specificity for the start of this timeframe (i.e. Before changes, after a change, after seven days from an agreement) is confusing.  Is “as agreed upon” acceptable if it is greater than every seven days?

	Response: Your comment is very valid.  The reference to 7 days is confusing.  This section will be revised to explain that 7 days is the maximum time required to provide certain data unless mutually agreed upon a different time.  Some data needs to be provided at a more frequent interval and the language will be changed to reflect that.

	Cargill
	
	
	No comment.

	Duke Energy
	
	
	Frequency should be as agreed upon or 30 days.

	Response:   Exchanging hourly AFC values every 30 days doesn’t seem to make much sense.  This section will be reworded to explain that 7 days is the maximum time required to provide certain data unless mutually agreed upon a different time. Some data needs to be provided at a more frequent interval and the language will be changed to reflect that.

	Entergy
	
	(
	A limit of 7 days does not appear real.  The Data Exchange should be on an agreed upon schedule as some data like line and generation outages, if exchanged within 7 days may not be of any use for calculations of real time or day ahead ATCs and AFCs.  Since the data is exchanged for coordinating ATCs and AFCs it should be left to the entities that need this information to develop frequency of daa exchange rather than this standard putting some upper limit.  In addition, current Requirement 6 applies only to Transmission Service Providers using AFC Method. Data need to be exchanged for ATC calculation also for coordination with the neighboring systems.  Several items in Requirement 6 are applicable to ATC calculation such as TTC, ETC etc.  This is especially true if a Transmission Provider is using a Network Response Method for calculation of ATC values.

	Response: Your comments are very valid.  The language in this section will need to be reworded and other sections will need to be reworded to include TSPs that use ATC and make the data and frequency of exchange comparable.

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

	Response: No response needed here.  The comment here does not address the question.

	FRCC
	
	(
	General requirement of (7) calendar days referenced in general requirement R6 is inconsistent with the individual requirements contained in R6.1.-r6.10 which often reference specific time frames example R6.10 says " when revised once per hour" or R6.2 that states " as changes occur."

	Response: Your comments are very valid.  The language in this section will need to be reworded and other sections will need to be reworded to include TSPs that use ATC and make the data and frequency of exchange comparable.

	Grant County PUD
	(
	
	As long as this is not overly burdensome on smaller TSPs.

	Response: No response needed.  

	HQT
	(
	
	

	Response: 

	IESO
	(
	(
	We agree with the frequency of exchanging data as specified in Requirement 6. However, we do not agree with the sub-requirement 6.5. 

Not all TSPs perform load forecasting. They should not be required to provide this information. Beside, load forecast information is already included in the base model a TSP uses in calculating AFCs. This is met by virtue of meeting R6.4.

	Response: The response to this is conditional upon finding out the frequency of update on the base model.  Is the load forecast and model used a seasonal, monthly, weekly, or daily update?  The drafting team feels that updating uses of the transmission system,  either with a model or data the goes into the model need to be done to meet R6.5.

	IRC
	(
	
	While the seven days timeframe may be appropriate, the requirement’s lack of specificity for the start of this timeframe (ie. Before changes, after a change, after seven days from an agreement) is confusing.  Is “as agreed upon” acceptable if it is greater than every seven days?

	Response: Your comment is very valid.  The reference to 7 days is confusing.  This section will be revised to explain that 7 days is the maximum time required to provide certain data unless mutually agreed upon a different time.  Some data needs to be provided at a more frequent interval and the language will be changed to reflect that.

	ISO-NE
	
	(
	While the seven days timeframe may be appropriate, the requirement’s lack of specificity for the start of this timeframe (i.e. Before changes, after a change, after seven days from an agreement) is confusing.  Is “as agreed upon” acceptable if it is greater than every seven days?

	Response: Your comment is very valid.  The reference to 7 days is confusing.  This section will be revised to explain that 7 days is the maximum time required to provide certain data unless mutually agreed upon a different time.  Some data needs to be provided at a more frequent interval and the language will be changed to reflect that.

	ITC Transco
	(
	
	

	KCPL
	(
	
	

	Manitoba Hydro
	(
	
	

	MEAG Power
	
	
	No comment.

	MidAmerican
	
	(
	In the Eastern Interconnection, the timing requirements of R6 should match the related timing requirements of the MISO/MAPP/PJM/SPP/TVA SOAs/JOAs.

	Response: This section needs to be revised and the drafting team will take the comments into consideration when revising this section.

	MISO
	
	(
	The frequency does not allow for any analysis before the ATC/AFC values are posted to the OASIS. The requirements should be more along the lines of using same ATC/AFC values and providing the same to the neighbouring transmission providers.

	Response: The comment is a very valid.  The Standard will need to address not only the sharing of data, but also the use of the data that is being shared.

	MRO
	
	(
	If the Transmission Service Reservation information can be provided every hour why can not the requirements of R6.5, R6.6, and R6.7 be revised to provide hourly reporting as well?

	Response: The drafting team does not think that R6.6 and R6.7 should need to be shared hourly, since it shouldn’t change very often, but should be shared as changes are made.


	NCMPA
	
	
	No comment.

	NPCC CP9
	
	
	No comment.

	NYISO
	(
	
	While the seven days timeframe may be appropriate, the requirement’s lack of specificity for the start of this timeframe (i.e. Before changes, after a change, after seven days from an agreement) is confusing.  Is “as agreed upon” acceptable if it is greater than every seven days?

	Response: Your comment is very valid.  The reference to 7 days is confusing.  This section will be revised to explain that 7 days is the maximum time required to provide certain data unless mutually agreed upon a different time.  Some data needs to be provided at a more frequent interval and the language will be changed to reflect that.

	ODEC
	(
	
	

	PG&E
	
	
	No comment.

	Progress Energy Marketing
	
	
	No comment.

	Progress Energy
	
	(
	The intent of R6 is unclear.   It is unclear whether data exchange is for forward looking or historical time periods.  The requirement for beginning data exchange within 7 days is ambitious.  A realistic time frame would be 90 days if it is forward looking.

	Response: The reference to 7 days is confusing.  This section will be revised to explain that 7 days is the maximum time required to provide certain data unless mutually agreed upon a different time.  Some data needs to be provided at a more frequent interval and the language will be changed to reflect that.

	SCE&G and SERC ATCWG
	
	(
	It is unclear whether data exchange is for forward looking or historical time periods.  The requirement for beginning data exchange within 7 days is ambitious.  A realistic time frame would be 90 days if it is forward-looking.

	Response: The reference to 7 days is confusing.  This section will be revised to explain that 7 days is the maximum time required to provide certain data unless mutually agreed upon a different time.  Some data needs to be provided at a more frequent interval and the language will be changed to reflect that.

	Southern
	(
	(
	The posting and reposting of data in the OASIS system needs to be taken out of this standard and requirements be put into NAESB standards. Most of this we already do.  G&T outages on SDX, dispatch order would be new, power flow model on request, load forecast will be posted on OASIS, Flowgates OK, TFC-our ratings are provided in our cases today, ETC=TSRs is on OASIS]  Question: Is R6 dictating duplication of already available information in a different format?

Also, does 6.8 require 168 models to be created each hour, or just changes in 168 hours of AFC values based upon changes in transmission service requests?  Same question for daily.  The document refers to OASIS several times.  Why specify update intervals here rather than simply referring to FERC OASIS requirements or NAESB business practices?  This sets up possible conflict.  There is no reliability driver for these particular update frequencies.

	Response: R6 does not address the OASIS system in any manner.  R6 is meant to require the sharing of data from the provider to entities that need the data.  R6.8 is meant to be AFC values on that provider’s flowgates.  The drafting team will need to address the questions and comments on the OASIS posting requirements, but this standard could exceed FERC requirements.  The question on duplication should be addressed with the person requiring the data.  If you are already providing data to a specific location and someone needing that data can get it from that same location, you can agree to use that location as a means to provide the data.

	SPP
	(
	
	The requirement’s are very general and don’t specify data exchange before changes, after a change, after seven days from an agreement.  It is not clear if “as agreed upon” is acceptable if it is greater than every seven days.

	Response: The reference to 7 days is confusing.  This section will be revised to explain that 7 days is the maximum time required to provide certain data unless mutually agreed upon a different time.  Some data needs to be provided at a more frequent interval and the language will be changed to reflect that.

	Tenaska
	
	
	No comment.

	WECC ATC Team
	
	
	The question is specific to entities using the AFC methodology and should be reserved for comment by those entities.

	Response: 


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:
	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: 

	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: 

	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: 

	Cargill
	
	
	No comment.

	Duke Energy
	
	
	One methodology is sufficient for Duke Energy.

	Response: 

	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: 

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

	Response: 

	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: 

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

	Response: 

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

	Response: 

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

	Response: 

	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: 

	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: 

	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: 

	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: 

	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: 

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

	Response: 

	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: 

	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: 

	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: 

	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: 

	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: 

	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: 


11. Do you think that Requirement 13 in this proposed standard necessary?

Summary Consideration:
	Question #11

	Commenter
	Yes
	No
	Comment

	AECI
	(
	
	

	APPA
	
	(
	It is not necessary in this Standard.  It will be necessary to explain difference in one of the Standards that spell out the rules for TTC, ETC, CBM or TRM.  This is part of the posted assumptions that is necessary for the Transmission Service Provider to post when showing the values of the components that was used to calculate the number for ATC.  MOD-001 is only for the rule of calculating ATC, i.e. maximum time between calculations and rules for recalculations; and posting ATC values and posting values and assumptions for the components.  Rules for the components are in other standards.


	Response: Not sure how to comment…need to discuss with Nick and DT.

	APS
	
	
	Requirement 13 needs clarification, not sure if agree or disagree.

	Response: The drafting team agrees that R13 needs clarification.

	BPA
	
	(
	BPA does not understand requirement 13 as written.  A transmission provider would normally approve a transmission request if transfer capability required by the request is LESS than the value of ATC available.  If the transmission provider approves a request using a value for ATC lower than posted ATC, then the transmission provider should not have to identify or explain its actions.  On the other hand, it would make sense to require an explanation if a transmission provider approves a transmission request using a value for ATC that is HIGHER than the value of ATC that is posted.

	Response: The drafting team would agree that R13 needs to be re-written.  The drafting team is more concerned about the situation when the provider it granting service when the request is above the ATC, but also equally concerned about not approving service when request is lower than the ATC value.

	CAISO
	
	(
	Approving a request with insufficient AFC might happen for next hour Non-Firm if available flow gate capacity in real time justifies accepting a Non-Firm request, while Non-Firm AFC (that still has some unused Reservations included in end-result) is insufficient. This is a common practice and should not have to be documented (justified) after the fact. 


It might happen also if a re-dispatch agreement is accepted by a TP that requires a Transmission Customer to re-dispatch a certain amount to cover for the negative AFC created on flow gate by accepting Reservation. This is documented by the TP.

Approving a service request at a value less than the ATC or AFC is a commercial issue, which does not affect reliability. This issue should be addressed in the Business Practice.

	Response: The drafting team disagrees with this position and not selling service can cause a reliability issue.

	Cargill
	
	
	No comment.

	Duke Energy
	
	(
	Delete Requirement 13.

	Response: The drafting team disagrees with this position and feels that transmission customers need to fully understand the process for obtaining service.

	Entergy
	(
	
	Transmission Service Provider may allocate capability of transmission element to different users based on their ownership interest and any other agreements.  This requirement allows use of different ATC or AFC values based on such arrangements.  However, it does not have to be limited to only lesser of the calculated value used for approving Transmission Service Request.  In case a Transmission Service Provider is using higher than the calculated value (in some emergency cases, TP may use emergency rating of limiting line/equipment which may result in higher than the normal calculated ATC value), it may be putting the reliability of the system at risk.  Therefore, the Transmission Service Provider should identify how it determines ATC values for approving Transmission Service Requests if those are different from the calculated values, whether higher or lesser than the calculated value.

	Response: The drafting team agrees with the comment and will be revising R13.

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

	Response: The drafting team accepts your first sentence.

	FRCC
	(
	
	There is a strong reliability need for this. It is believed that the word " posted" needs to be inserted in front of the word value in the statement " other than and less than its value"  i.e. the statement should read " other than and less than its posted value."

	Response: The drafting team agrees with your comment and is going to reword this section to add clarity.

	Grant County PUD
	
	(
	No one would have an issue if the Transmission Service Requests are approved.  When they are denied justification needs to be made.

	Response: The drafting team agrees with your comment and is going to reword this section to add clarity.

	HQT
	(
	
	

	IESO
	
	(
	Requirement 13 is not required. Approving a service request at a value less than the ATC or AFC is a commercial issue, which does not affect reliability. This issue can be addressed in the Business Practice.

	Response: The drafting team disagrees with this position and not selling service can cause a reliability issue.

	IRC
	
	(
	Approving a request with insufficient AFC might happen for next hour Non-Firm if available flow gate capacity in real time justifies accepting a Non-Firm request, while Non-Firm AFC (that still has some unused Reservations included in end-result) is insufficient. This is a common practice and should not have to be documented (justified) after the fact. 

It might happen also if a re-dispatch agreement is accepted by a TP that requires a Transmission Customer to re-dispatch a certain amount to cover for the negative AFC created on flow gate by accepting Reservation. This is documented by the TP. 

Approving a service request at a value less than the ATC or AFC is a commercial issue, which does not affect reliability. This issue should be addressed in the Business Practice.

	Response: Whether or not service is granted is a reliability issue.  The manner in which it is done is a business practice.

	ISO-NE
	
	(
	Approving a request with insufficient AFC might happen for next hour Non-Firm if available flow gate capacity in real time justifies accepting a Non-Firm request, while Non-Firm AFC (that still has some unused Reservations included in end-result) is insufficient. This is a common practice and should not have to be documented (justified) after the fact. 


It might happen also if a re-dispatch agreement is accepted by a TP that requires a Transmission Customer to re-dispatch a certain amount to cover for the negative AFC created on flow gate by accepting Reservation. This is documented by the TP. 

Approving a service request at a value less than the ATC or AFC is a commercial issue, which does not affect reliability. This issue should be addressed in the Business Practice.

	Response: Whether or not service is granted is a reliability issue.  The manner in which it is done is a business practice.

	ITC Transco
	
	(
	The requirement is curious.  If a service request is approved, who cares if the Service Provider used an ATC/AFC lower than its posted ATC/AFC?  I'd be more concerned about a TSR that was rejected because of a lower ATC/AFC, and would want to know how the TSP calculated the lesser value.

	Response: That is the purpose of this requirement.

	KCPL
	(
	
	Please consider changing "identify how it calculated" to "provide the basis for calculating" in the R13 Reliability Standard.  I think it is more important to know why the value changed rather than how the value changed.

	Response: This comment is valid and will be considered.

	Manitoba Hydro
	
	
	It is hard to say as requirement 13 seems unclear.

	Response: 

	MEAG Power
	
	
	No comment.

	MidAmerican
	(
	
	The phrasing of R13 should be clarified.  As currently drafted, it reads:

If the Transmission Service Provider approves a Transmission Service Request using a value other than and less than its value for ATC or AFC, then the Transmission Service Provider shall identify how it calculated the lesser value.

MidAmerican believes this is intended to mean, and should be clarified to say:

If the Transmission Service Provider denies a Transmission Service Request for less than its value for ATC or AFC (or for less than its share of ATC or AFC on reciprocal coordinated flowgates), then the Transmission Service Provider shall identify why the service was denied.  This calculation methodology should also be posted.

	Response: 

	MISO
	
	(
	This requires policing the tags after the fact, and really has nothing to do with the calculation of ATC/AFC.

	Response: Not sure what this comment means, but is not related to tags in any manner, but rather the approval or denial of transmission service.

	MRO
	(
	
	

	NCMPA
	(
	
	

	NPCC CP9
	
	
	No comment.

	NYISO
	
	(
	Approving a request with insufficient AFC might happen for next hour Non-Firm if available flow gate capacity in real time justifies accepting a Non-Firm request, while Non-Firm AFC (that still has some unused Reservations included in end-result) is insufficient. This is a common practice and should not have to be documented (justified) after the fact. 

It might happen also if a re-dispatch agreement is accepted by a TP that requires a Transmission Customer to re-dispatch a certain amount to cover for the negative AFC created on flow gate by accepting Reservation. This is documented by the TP. 
Approving a service request at a value less than the ATC or AFC is a commercial issue, which does not affect reliability. This issue should be addressed in the Business Practice.

	Response: Whether or not service is granted is a reliability issue.  The manner in which it is done is a business practice.

	ODEC
	
	
	No comment.

	PG&E
	
	
	No comment.

	Progress Energy Marketing
	
	
	No comment.

	Progress Energy
	
	(
	

	SCE&G and SERC ATCWG
	
	
	No comment.

	Southern
	
	(
	This was put in here to cover the AFC’s AFTFC (?).  If this requirement stays in the standard, a suggested rewording is needed.  A value “less than” automatically implies a value “other than.”  The requirement states, “If the TSP approves a TSR....”  What if the TSP denies a TSR?  This reads like a policy, not a reliability requirement.  TSPs already have requirements under the OATT to provide justifications from approving/denying service.

	Response: This is an attempt to clarify that OATT requirement and will need to be reworded to be more clear.

	SPP
	
	(
	It might happen for next hour Non-Firm if available flow gate capacity in real time justifies accepting Non-Firm request, while Non-Firm AFC (that still has some unused Reservations included in end-result) is un-sufficient. This is a common practice and should not have to be documented (justified)  after fact.  

It might happen also if a re-dispatch agreement is accepted by TP that requires a Transmission Customer to re-dispatch a certain amount to cover for the negative AFC created on flow gate by accepting Reservation. This is documented by TP.

	Response: Whether or not service is granted is a reliability issue.  The manner in which it is done is a business practice.

	Tenaska
	
	
	No comment.

	WECC ATC Team
	
	
	The WECC Team would like an example as to why the NERC Team believes this Requirement is necessary.

The WECC Team believes that if ATC is posted on OASIS, the entire posted amount must be made available for purchase.  For example, if an entity requests 100 MW of legitimately posted ATC and the TSP refuses the 100 MW request but grants 80 MW instead, that TSP must provide to the requesting entity a full and written explanation of why the full 100 MWs of posted ATC were not made available.

	Response: The drafting team agrees with the comment and will work to clarify this requirement.


�I would hope that most of these calculations are automated, and a change in any component would prompt an immediate recalculation and posting of ATC regardless of time period.


�R13 is addressing the case where a TSR is refused because the TSP is using an ATC or AFC value that is less than the calculated and/or posted value for some reason.  I don’t believe it is referring to the components of ATC or AFC.  I think R13 is necessary.





