1.
This is the proposed definition for ‘Existing Transmission Commitments (ETCs)’ — Any combination of Native Load uses, Contingency Reserves not included in Transmission Reliability Margin or Capacity Benefit Margin, existing commitments for purchases, exchanges, deliveries, or sales, existing commitments for transmission service, and other pending potential uses of Transfer Capability. Is this definition sufficient to calculate the ETC in a consistent and reliable manner?  If not, please explain.



Jerry Smith

Summary Consideration: The consensus is that more definition is required, which would require the development of a separate, detailed ETC standard. 

Response: The ATC Standards Development Team will be developing a standard for ETC.  The standard will define the components that go into ETC and provide in detail the method for determining each of the components.  The standard will include a clearer definition of “pending potential uses of Transfer Capability” if it is determined that it is needed. 

At this time it has not been determined if the standard will be a stand alone standard or incorporated into MOD-001-01.

We are anticipating that ETC will be developed as a separate standard, closely linked to the three methodologies in MOD-001-1 

2.
This is the proposed definition for ‘Transmission Service Request’ — A service requested by the Transmission Customer to the Transmission Service Provider to move energy from a Point of Receipt to a Point of Delivery.  Should this definition be expanded or changed?



DuShaune/Marilyn 

Summary Consideration:  Yes – 18 
No – 13  
Need to distinguish between moving energy as scheduled and reserving capacity.  

This is the proposed definition for ‘Transmission Service Request’ — A service requested by the Transmission Customer to the Transmission Service Provider that may move energy from a Point of Receipt to a Point of Delivery.  Should this definition be expanded or changed? 

Response: See response to APPA.  In addition, Network Integration Transmission Service should have a separate request for each different POR/POD combination for ATC calculation purposes. The drafting team will evaluate changes to the definition for both transmission service and transmission service request.
	CAISO

(
	Definition is already sufficient and should not be expanded or changed.

The definition should be modified to recognize the need for transmission requests for A/S capacity, not just actual energy. Insert “and/or Ancillary/Services” after the word “energy”. The SDT should also review the definition of transmission service for consistency.

The definition should include reference to ultimate Source and Sink. Add to end of proposed definition “… and from ultimate Source to ultimate Sink.”


Response: See response to APPA. The SDT does not agree the ultimate Source and Sink are a requirement of every Transmission Service Request.
MMF and DDC Note: We think the commenter’s “Definition is already sufficient and should not be expanded or changed” comment was made in error.

The reservation of Ancillary Services is a separate FERC requirement.  The drafting team believes that A/S are not part of ATC/AFC, and should not be included in the definition of a transmission service request.  The NERC glossary already has a definition for Ancillary Services  

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



Nate

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

Which definition do you prefer?

Summary Consideration:  Proposed 24    Approved 5  
The drafting team will remove the second sentence.

4.
The drafting team believes that formal definitions are needed for the various time frames used in the standard.  As a straw man, the drafting team would like to have industry comment on the proposed definitions below:



Don Williams


Summary Consideration:  

5.
Do you agree with the remaining definition of terms used in the proposed standard?  If not, please explain which terms need refinement and how.



Narinder
Summary Consideration:  
	MidAmerican

(
	The AFC definition is acceptable, but the equation in R4 does not match the definition.  The equation in R4 should read:

AFC = TFC – TRM – CBM – ETC

	Response: Since definition of AFC includes impacts of ETC, CBM, and TRM, the equation in R4 is correct.  This reflects the impact of these quantities on AFC.  The drafting team will re-evaluate the equation, given the clarification from Mid-American.


6.
The proposed standard assigns all requirements for developing ATC and AFC methodologies and values to the Transmission Service Provider.  Do you agree with this? If not, please explain why.



DuShaune

Summary Consideration:  
Yes – should be TSP.  
The BA and LSE requirements will be handled in ETC requirements.  
Will modify MOD-017-0 to add the TSP to the recipients of the LSE load information. 

7.
In Requirements 1 and 4, the standard drafting team has identified three methodologies in which the ATC and AFC are calculated (Rated System Path — ATC, Network Response — ATC and Network Response — AFC, methodologies). Should the drafting team consider other methodologies? (Note that the difference between the Rated System Path methodology for calculating ATC and the Network Response methodology for calculating ATC use identical equations, but there are distinct differences between these methodologies that will become more clear when the drafting team issues its proposed changes to the standards that address Total Transfer Capability or Transfer Capability.) Please explain.



Cheryl/Shannon
Summary Consideration:  
We propose that the drafting team reconsider the three approaches in the original MOD-001 posting and revise the standard to contain two basic ATC approaches; the ‘traditional’ ATC approach and the ‘flowgate’ ATC approach. 
The ‘traditional’ approach would be used by TSPs where the approval of a single POR-POD request would reduce only the ATC posted for that POR-POD; this approach is directly dependent on TTC, TRM, CBM and ETC.  
The ‘flowgate’ approach would be used by TSPs where the approval of a single POR-POD request could/would reduce the ATC on multiple POR-PODs; this approach is directly related to AFC, where AFC is dependent on TFC, TRM, CBM and ETC.  
There would no longer be a Rated System Path method or a Network Response method mentioned in the ATC standard.  

Related issue for group discussion: For entities that utilize the AFC approach, the resulting number of ATC paths that would need to be posted to capture all possible POR-POD combinations may be SUBSTANTIAL and posting all of those paths is not necessarily feasible.  Despite the FERC directions, it is suggested that we avoid saying that all possible ATCs associated with the “flowgate” methodology need to be posted.  Instead we should encourage that the standard include the formula to convert AFC to ATC along with a requirement that the TSP must provide all information necessary on OASIS such that the customer may calculate the ATC for their desired POR-POR with that available information (there must also be a corresponding requirement that the TSP provide a description of how to calculate the ATC from the information provided on OASIS). 

Response: 
1. The requirements R5, R6 and R7 are not required to perform the ATC calculation associated with the Rated System Path methodology.  

2. The drafting team will address this in the calculation of TTC/TFC.

3. The Drafting Team agrees with this comment, next MOD-001 revision will reflect this.
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?



Dennis 
Summary Consideration: 
FAC-12/FAC-13 (for MOD-001-1 R.2) and MOD-001-1 R2 will be modified to match MOD-001-1-R7.   
The drafting team believes that timeframes need to be consistent regardless of methodologies.  



9.  Do you agree with the frequency of exchanging data as specified Requirement 6?


Dennis

Summary Consideration:
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.



Cheryl/Abbey
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.

The standard needs to specify which function would choose which methodology is to be used. Also need to determine whether the choice is per flowgate/path or for an entire entity.

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



Dennis
Summary Consideration:  
The drafting team will rewrite R13 to be more precise, and place those requirements in either MOD-001 or FAC-12/FAC-13.  Need to clarify whether it is a real-time or an option within the methodology.  Need to clarify whether the values are calculated or adjusted and documentation of why they are different.  Need to be clear what is available for commercial use.

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

Kiko/Chuck/Shannon
Summary Consideration:
Will review comparison of tags to reservations.  Does not apply to rated system path.
The drafting team will evaluate ways to be consistent on Source or sink and may specify an electrical equivalent if ultimate source or sink are not known.  
Will not apply to Rated System Path in the ATC for 11.2 to 11.5 and R12.  
May include requirements for POR and POD.  
May apply to TTC, CBM, and TRM.

R3: This information is needed for reliabllity-related needs. Will remove reliability need verbiage.  

R6 addressed sending entities, R7 addresses receiving entities, and the wording will be clarified.
R8 – R14 – drafting team agrees, The translation between AFC and ATC will be specified.  
R11.2 - Drafting team will clarify “internal expansion plan”.  R11.5 – will be clarified



13.
Should the proposed standard include further standardization for the components of the calculation of ATC or AFC (i.e., should the proposed standard be more prescriptive regarding the consistency and standardization of determining TTC, TFC, ETC, TRM, and CBM)? If so, please explain.



Laura Lee/Ron
Summary Consideration: 

none
14.
Do you agree that Total Transfer Capability (TTC) referenced in the MOD standards and Transfer Capability (TC) references in the FAC-012-1 and/or FAC-013-1 standards are the same and should be treated as such in developing this standard?  If you don’t believe these are the same, please explain what you feel are the differences between TC and TTC.



Nick /Ross
Summary Consideration: 
Will be in FAC12-13
15.
As mentioned in the introduction, the drafting team has deferred development of requirements for the calculation of Total Flowgate Capability (TFC) pending industry comments.  The drafting team would like to know whether the industry believes that MOD-001-1 needs to address TFC methodology and documentation as opposed to having the TFC methodology addressed by revising the existing Facility Rating FAC-012-1 and/or FAC-013-1 standards.  Please explain your answer.:



Nate/Daryn

Summary Consideration: 

Will be in FAC12-13

ERCOT needs to apply for a Regional Variance, and provide the drafting team with documentation as to why the standard does not apply to ERCOT.
16.
When calculating ATC and monthly, daily, weekly, and hourly AFC values, what time horizon(s) for CBM should be used and which reliability function(s) should make the CBM calculations?  Please explain.


Ray/Don

Summary Consideration: 

Defer to the CBM team – not in the MOD-001.
17.
When calculating ATC and monthly, daily, and hourly AFC values, what time horizon(s) for TRM should be used, and which reliability function(s) should make the TRM calculations?  Please explain.



Ray/Don

Summary Consideration: 

Defer to the TRM team – not in the MOD-001.

18.
Are you aware of any conflicts between the proposed standard and any regulatory function, rule/order, tariff, rate schedule, legislative requirement or agreement?



Bill

Summary Consideration:
Regardless of who actually performs the calculation, the TSP is still responsible.
19.
Do you have other comments that you haven’t already provided above on the proposed standard?


Kiko/Chuck

Summary Consideration:   The use of ATC or AFC (or Rated System Path) methodology is a choice of the Transmission Planner C.    
We updating the equation.
The drafting team will develop a standard for determining ETC, which would include counter-flows.


