ETC – Questions Related Grandfathered Commitments

Standard MOD-028-1 — Area Interchange Methodology (Draft 4: April 16, 2008)
R8. 
When calculating Existing Transmission Commitments (ETCs) for firm commitments (ETCF) for all time periods for an ATC Path the Transmission Service Provider shall use the following algorithm: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning]
 ETCF = NITSF + GFF + PTPF + RORF + OSF
GFF 
is the firm capacity set aside for Grandfathered Firm Transmission Service and contracts for energy and/or Transmission Service, where executed prior to the effective date of a Transmission Service Provider’s Open Access Transmission Tariff or “Safe Harbor Tariff” accepted by FERC on ATC Paths that serve as interfaces with other Balancing Authorities. 
R9. 
When calculating ETC for non-firm commitments (ETCNF) for all time periods for an ATC Path the Transmission Service Provider shall use the following algorithm: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning]
ETCNF = NITSNF + GFNF + PTPNF + OSNF
GFNF 
is the non-firm capacity reserved for Grandfathered Non-Firm Transmission Service and contracts for energy and/or Transmission Service, where executed prior to the effective date of a Transmission Service Provider’s Open Access Transmission Tariff or “Safe Harbor Tariff” accepted by FERC on ATC Paths that serve as interfaces with other Balancing Authorities. 
Standard MOD-029-1 — Rated System Path Methodology (Draft 4: April 16, 2008)
R5.
When calculating ETC for firm Existing Transmission Commitments (ETCF) for a specified period for an ATC Path, the Transmission Service Provider shall use the algorithm below: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning] 

ETCF = NLF + NITSF + GFF + PTPF + RORF + OSF

GFF 
is the firm capacity set aside for grandfathered Transmission Service and contracts for energy and/or Transmission Service, where executed prior to the effective date of a Transmission Service Provider’s Open Access Transmission Tariff or “Safe Harbor Tariff” accepted by FERC.

R6. 
When calculating ETC for non-firm Existing Transmission Commitments (ETCNF) for all time horizons for an ATC Path the Transmission Service Provider shall use the following algorithm: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning] 

ETCNF = NITSNF + GFNF + PTPNF + OSNF

GFNF 
is the non-firm capacity set aside for grandfathered Transmission Service and contracts for energy and/or Transmission Service, where executed prior to the effective date of a Transmission Service Provider’s Open Access Transmission Tariff or “Safe Harbor Tariff” accepted by FERC.

Standard MOD-030-1 — Flowgate Methodology (Draft 4: April 16, 2008)
R6.
When calculating the impact of ETC for firm commitments (ETCFi) for all time periods for a Flowgate, the Transmission Service Provider shall sum the following: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning] 

R6.5.
The impact of any Grandfathered firm obligations expected to be scheduled or expected to flow for the Transmission Service Provider’s area.
R6.6.
The impact of any Grandfathered firm obligations expected to be scheduled or expected to flow that have a distribution factor equal to or greater than the percentage used to curtail in the Interconnection-wide congestion management procedure used by the Transmission Service Provider for all adjacent Transmission Service Providers and any other Transmission Service Providers with which coordination agreements have been executed.
R7.
When calculating the impact of ETC for non-firm commitments (ETCNFi) for all time periods for a Flowgate the Transmission Service Provider shall sum: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning] 

R7.3.
The impact of any Grandfathered non-firm obligations expected to be scheduled or expected to flow for the Transmission Service Provider’s area. 

R7.4.
The impact of any Grandfathered non-firm obligations expected to be scheduled or expected to flow that have a distribution factor equal to or greater than the percentage used to curtail in the Interconnection-wide congestion management procedure used by the Transmission Service Provider for all adjacent Transmission Service Providers, and any other Transmission Service Providers with which coordination agreements have been executed.
Scope B:

1. consistency - no issues

2. sufficient specificity – no issues

3. clarity – no issues

· No further discussion needed

Scope C:
Issues – how much/what information should be posted on OASIS? 

· Regarding the contract, 
· regarding how included in the determination of ETC (and ATC); 

· may need transparency regarding “expected to be scheduled or expected to flow” determinations and the time frames of those determinations (MOD 30 only)
In Attachment C – expect generic description 

Do we need a business practice to require more specificity? 

· If so, what level of specificity (composite number or contract by contract) 

· If posting is required then how do you post (proxy TSR, a descriptive document, multiple formats – if something doesn’t lend itself to being a proxy TSR) Allow reference to a proxy TSR if all contracts are listed in one document (e.g. spreadsheet)
· Bullet list of information required? 

· de minimus criteria?
· Allow for confidential treatment of information if the GF is not otherwise “publicly available”

· May individually list contracts but must post magnitude of MW impact (on ATC) on each posted path for the aggregate GFs? Would this be posted as a systemdata component (which could be very difficult)?

For MOD-30

· Should the TP be required to post information on how “expected” is 
· determined and modeled. If so, how (descriptive, MW impact, other)?

· If required to post information on how “expected” is determined, should the TP be required to explain it for each horizon (e.g. planning, scheduling, operating)
Scope D:

1. consistency – issues-consistency between TP’s when modeling a particular GF, consistency with modeling similar GF arrangements
· If there were identical contracts held by two different TPs, are they/should they be treated the same. How would a determination be made as to whether 2 contracts are identical? Transparency will help detect any issues, not sure could answer these questions today.

2. sufficient specificity – no issues
· No further discussion needed

3. clarity – non-standard contract and taking a reduction against TTC based on that contract; there could be a fair bit of judgment on how (and quantity) to make that reduction
· Assume we required the contract be posted (see scope C), how does the market understand how that contract translates into the MW, path, etc. used in the determination of ETC? Is an explanation needed?
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