From: Rehman,Barbara M - TSSP-DITT1  
Sent: Monday, November 13, 2006 10:57 PM
To: Rager,Denise
Subject: RE: ****Nov 13 Informal Comments:1A/ 1D/ 3E (R05004A)
Please accept the following comments from the Bonneville Power Administration, as shown below in bold and inserted, following each question.  Many thanks


From: Rager,Denise 
Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2006 9:25 AM
Subject: ****Nov 13 Informal Comments:1A/ 1D/ 3E (R05004A)

TO:NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) Members and Interested Industry Participants

Dear NAESB WEQ Members and Interested Industry Participants,
 
The WEQ BPS and ESS/ITS met via conference call on October 27, 2006.  During that meeting, several questions were raised regarding the development of draft standards for Request R05004A Item 1A, Item 1D, and Item 3E.  Before moving forward with drafting language, the WEQ BPS and ESS/ITS requests responses to the following questions:

1.                  R05004A Item 1A (where the allocation of flowgate capability based on historical Network Native Load impacts the evaluation of transmission service requests, requiring the posting of those allocation values in conjunction with queries of service offerings on OASIS)
During the WEQ BPS and ESS/ITS September 7, 2006 conference call, the following scope was discussed for Item 1A:

Where the allocation of flowgate/contract path capability based on historical Existing Transmission Commitment (ETC) (such as calculation of Available Share of Total Flowgate Capability [ASTFC]) impacts the evaluation of transmission service requests, a draft standard would require the posting of allocation values in conjunction with queries of service offerings on OASIS.  If there is a denial of service linked to AFC, an explanation of the reasoning behind the denial should be posted to create greater transparency.  The business practice standard would say when and where the posting of AFC/ATC/TTC/ASTFC occurs.
The BPS and ESS/ITS request responses to the following questions regarding the development of a draft standard/s for Item 1A:

                     Should Transmission Providers be required to post the allocation value for the historical Native Network Load for Transmission Service Requests? No; those using a powerflow to determine ETC values may be unable to identify those flows contributed by Network load vs. PTP load. 

                     Is this also applicable to ATC calculations? Yes, our comment above would apply to ATC calculations as well. 

                     Under Order No. 889 (paragraph 37.6 (b)(2)(ii))
[1], data used to calculate ATC must be available upon request.  Should ETC for AFC and ASTFC be treated the same? Yes. 

                     Should the BPS and ESS/ITS draft standard reasons for denial of service? No, not beyond the standard definitions for Status Values,  as in WEQ-002-4.2.10.2.
                     Please note that the posting timing and location requirements for AFC/ATC/TTC/ASTFC will be included under Request R05004A, Item 3E.
2.                  R05004A Item 1D (defining whether contract path (for systems using flow-based analysis) is between control areas or between Transmission Service Providers (new requirement, would not apply to Western or ERCOT interconnection))
During the WEQ BPS and ESS/ITS September 7, 2006 conference call, the following scope was discussed for Item 1D:

Scope is to define contract path as existing between Transmission Service Providers.

The BPS and ESS/ITS request responses to the following questions regarding the development of a draft standard/s for Item 1D:

                     Should there be a requirement that defines Contract Path is between Control Areas or Transmission Service Providers?  If so, why?
                     If there is no requirement defining Contract Path as such, what issues arise?
                     Is this issue commercial or reliability?
                     Why should it only apply to systems using flow-based analysis?  

                     Should the definition apply to the Western Interconnection and ERCOT?
3.                  R05004A Item 3E (business practices for calculation and frequency of posting ATC calculation) (frequency of calculation and frequency of posting)
The BPS and ESS/ITS request responses to the following questions regarding the development of a draft standard/s for Item 3E:

                     How often do you think the posting of ATC and AFC should occur?  ATC and AFC postings should be adjusted with any change in the calculation factors.
                     How often should ATC be calculated?   ATC calculations should be adjusted with any change in the calculation factors.   
                     Is a business practice on the frequency of ATC calculation needed?

For further information on the meetings noted above, please see the September 7, 2006 and October 27, 2006 minutes (posted on the WEQ BPS and ESS/ITS page for ATC/AFC at http://www.naesb.org/weq/weq_atc_afc.asp.)  Comments submitted will be reviewed by the WEQ BPS and ESS/ITS during the November 15, 2006 meeting at the Magnolia Hotel in Dallas, TX.  Please return any comments you have on the document to the NAESB Office (naesb@naesb.org or 713-356-0067 fax) by November 13, 2006.  If you have any questions or need further assistance, feel free to contact the NAESB Office at 713-356-0060.

Best Regards,

DeDe Kirby

NAESB



�[1] Please see paragraph 37.6 (b)(2)(ii) of “Open Access Same-Time Information System (formerly Real-Time Information Networks) and Standards of Conduct”, Docket RM95-9-000, Order No. 889, (Issued on April 24, 1996.)  








