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INTRODUCTION:  Below are pertinent cites From the FERC Final Order No. 890 regarding transparency of ATC/TTC information that may be applicable to the NAESB discussion regarding the list of ATC/TTC Information that is available/is not available with reasons given if the data is not to be publicly accessible.  Pages 1 and 2 show the specific language applicable to our discussions.  Following, pages 3-8, are additional cites that may be useful in the discussion.  
BACKGROUND:  We hope that this document will prove helpful to the WEQ EC group as it addresses the ATC-related information list (“list”) and preparing a recommended course of action for consideration by the WEQ EC.  The discussion on an ATC/TTC transparency list arose during the WEQ EC vote on 2008 AP 2.b.v.2, on May 13, a recommendation to develop no standards for data exchange for ATC modeling complementary to the related NERC reliability standards.  During subcommittee discussion, the list has varied in its definitions from a recitation of the ATC related information that will not be made publicly accessible via OASIS for a variety of reasons, to a recitation of both the information publicly available and the information not publicly available with reasons given for non-public access.  Also highlighted was the treatment of the list -- is it a standard or is it part of supporting documentation?  Should the list be treated as a supporting document, then should the list be included in the NAESB submittal to the FERC as part of the NAESB standards package in response to Order 890.

TASK:   The WEQ EC group should answer two threshold questions in the preparation of the recommendation:  The first question addresses the need for the list and its treatment by NAESB.  Is the list needed to support market transparency per FERC Order Nos. 890 and 890-A, or per industry need, and to be developed by NAESB?  If the list is not to be developed by NAESB, a rationale should be given for the decision.  If the list is to be created by NAESB, then its treatment should be addressed - is it a standard or is it part of supporting documentation?  Should the list be treated as a supporting document, then should the list be included in the NAESB submittal to the FERC as part of the NAESB standards package in response to Order 890.  The second question to be answered follows on a response that NAESB should create the list -- namely, what are the components of the list?
FERC Final Order No. 890 Language Pertaining to the Transparency of ATC/TTC Postings on OASIS

NOPR Proposal

340. The Commission’s existing regulations require certain ATC-related information to be posted on each transmission provider’s OASIS and other information to be provided on request.  To ensure that relevant information is available on a timely basis to all market participants, the Commission proposed in the NOPR to amend its regulations to allow potential customers greater access to information that will enable them to obtain service on a non-discriminatory basis from any transmission provider.

341. The Commission noted in the NOPR that existing regulations require ATC and TTC calculations to be performed according to consistently applied methodologies referenced in the transmission provider’s OATT and current industry practices, standards and criteria.  The Commission proposed that these calculations be based on the ERO reliability standards.

342. The Commission further proposed to maintain the requirement that transmission providers provide, on request, all data used to calculate ATC and TTC for any constrained paths.  Transmission providers also would remain required, on request, to make publicly available any system planning studies or specific network impact studies performed for customers and to post a list of such studies on OASIS.

Comments

343. Several commenters support the proposal to post ATC-related information on OASIS.
  TDU Systems supports each of the Commission’s proposals with respect to providing easier access to data underlying ATC calculations and greater transparency to the process.  Sacramento states that posting on OASIS will ensure proper public access, but will avoid the need for Commission approval of an OATT change.

344. Constellation strongly supports the need for additional transparency, stating that providing transmission customers with meaningful insight into the current “black box” determination of ATC will help minimize the mystery underlying many transmission provider responses to service requests.  According to Constellation, further transparency will assist customers in predicting the outcome of transmission service requests and facilitate increased commercial activity.  Constellation suggests that the Commission require transmission providers to provide transmission customers, on request, with specific details related to modeling data, modeling support information, modeling benchmarking and forecasting data, and transmission service request audit data.  It requests that the information be in a form and format usable by the transmission customers and that the Commission take steps to ensure that transmission customers understand how ATC is calculated and the data inputs are used to affect those calculations.

345. Great Northern likewise requests that the Commission enhance the requirement to provide all data on request, specifically on constrained paths, by requiring a posted tabulation of annual and monthly ATC calculation details.  Great Northern suggests including TTC, network load for each transmission customer, capacity reserved for each network resource, each point-to-point transmission service reservation, CBM and other deductions from TTC.

346. APPA members support the posting of ATC information, as it will assist in using ATC more efficiently, and they support the posting of system planning studies and specific network impact studies that the transmission provider performs for its own merchant function, as well as studies performed for customers.  In addition, APPA suggests the posting of facilities studies at the time they become available, assuming that this can be done consistent with CEII concerns.  TAPS goes further by urging the Commission to close gaps in the current OASIS requirements by requiring posting of all studies performed for transmission owners’ own transmission network resource designations and other uses of the system, including facilities studies as well as system impact studies, ensuring posted study lists are updated contemporaneously with the availability of new studies, and requiring retention of studies for a minimum of five years.

347. Nevada Companies and TVA support cost effective measures that increase transparency in transmission operations and, unless the requirement becomes unduly time consuming or burdensome, in general support more disclosure rather than less. 

Commission Determination 

348. The Commission adopts the proposal in the NOPR to continue to require transmission providers to comply with existing ATC-related posting obligations as supplemented by this Final Rule.  The Commission will continue to require transmission providers, on request, to make available all data used to calculate ATC and TTC for any constrained paths and any system planning studies or specific network impact studies performed for customers.  Transmission providers must also continue to post a list of such studies on OASIS.

349. In addition, we agree with the requests of APPA and TAPS to  require the additional posting of, at a minimum, a listing of all system impact studies, facilities studies, and studies performed for the transmission provider’s own network resources and affiliated transmission customers, to be made available upon request.  We note that appropriate procedures to accommodate CEII concerns should be developed to ensure eligible entities with a legitimate interest in transmission study data can receive access to it.  Also, we adopt TAPS’ suggestion that the studies be made available for five years to make the requirement consistent with data retention requirements pertaining to denial of service requests. 
350. The Commission rejects Constellation’s and Great Northern’s proposals to require transmission providers to provide upon request or regularly post additional information beyond that required in the regulations and this Final Rule.  The transmission provider is already required to make available, upon request and in electronic format, all information related to the calculation of ATC and TTC for any constrained path.  Accordingly, we see little benefit to require transmission providers to provide upon request or regularly post additional information suggested by these commenters.
	FERC Final Order No. 890 Language Pertaining to the Transparency of ATC Calculations

	Cites
	Notes

	Order 890

193
194

195

196      
	193.  In the NOPR, the Commission proposed to take action under FPA section 206 to remedy undue discrimination in the provision of transmission service.  The Commission recognized that while Order Nos. 888 and 889 require transmission providers to offer and post any available transfer capability (ATC) on their OASIS, and file the methodology they use to calculate ATC as Attachment C to their OATTs, the industry has not developed a consistent methodology for evaluating ATC nor have transmission providers adequately made their ATC calculation methodology transparent.  This inconsistency and lack of transparency creates the potential for undue discrimination in the provision of open access transmission service.  
194.  In the NOPR, the Commission proposed to address this potential for undue discrimination by requiring industry-wide consistency and transparency of all components of the ATC calculation methodology and certain definitions, data, and modeling assumptions.  The Commission proposed to provide guidance regarding aspects of ATC calculations that should be more consistent and proposed to direct public utilities, working through NERC
 and NAESB, to revise reliability standards and business practices that are relevant to ATC calculations.  The Commission also proposed to require increased detail in Attachment C of each transmission provider’s OATT and proposed amending the OASIS regulations to require increased transparency.  Although commenters challenged aspects of this proposed remedy, no commenters challenged the underlying finding that ATC reform is necessary to remedy undue discrimination in the provision of transmission service.  
195.  The Commission also indicated that the lack of consistent, industry-wide ATC calculation standards poses a threat to the reliable operation of the bulk-power system, particularly because a transmission provider may not know of its neighbors’ system conditions affecting its own ATC values.  As a result of this reliability impact, the Commission observed that the proposed ATC reforms are also supported by FPA section 215(d)(5), through which the Commission has the authority to direct the ERO to submit a reliability standard that the Commission considers appropriate to implement FPA section 215.
196.  In light of these concerns, we direct public utilities, working through NERC reliability standards and NAESB business practices development processes, to produce workable solutions to complex and contentious issues surrounding improving the consistency and transparency of ATC calculations.  We are directing our guidance to public utilities and require that they implement our direction by working with NERC to develop reliability standards that accomplish the ATC reforms required in this rulemaking.  We will coordinate our directives here with the ATC-related reliability standards that are pending in Docket No. RM06-16-000.
  The specifics of our findings with respect to ATC reform are discussed below.  
	Introductory language

	Order 890

247
	247.  We decline to adopt Williams’s proposal to require that native load growth be based on the verifiable data provided by an independent source.  Through increased consistency and transparency of ATC determinations, including requirements for posting additional data, third parties will be able to verify the accuracy of ETC, helping to eliminate opportunities for undue discrimination.
	Regarding ETC consistency

	Order 890

276
	276.  Because of the operational characteristics of the uncertainties that are to be accommodated using TRM, and their aggregate impact on reliable operation, we require each transmission provider to calculate, and allocate on the paths and flowgates, the aggregate TRM value for all LSEs within its area.  We support NERC’s plan to revise existing reliability standards for TRM to require clear documentation of the TRM calculation, as we expect the TRM value to be supported and fully transparent.  In addition, we require each transmission provider to make available all underlying documentation, including work papers and load flow base cases, used to determine TRM, to any transmission customer and LSE within its control area, subject to a confidentiality agreement,
 if necessary.  We agree with Santee Cooper’s comments that the Commission must ensure that service to native load and system reliability are not compromised.  We believe that our requirement for public utilities to work through NERC satisfies such concerns.
	Regarding TRM consistency

	Order 890

312
	312.  With respect to concerns regarding the exchange of data that may be a subject of confidentiality and commercially sensitive, we only require information necessary for purposes of ATC modeling to be exchanged.  As suggested by some commenters, proprietary generation or market information data that might harm a competitive position should not be publicly disseminated, since that would not enhance the ability of transmission providers to accurately calculate ATC.  If any of the data are subject to confidentiality and are commercially sensitive, they must be disclosed in accordance with a confidentiality agreement.
	Regarding Data Exchange consistency

	Order 890

323

324

327
	323.   The Commission adopts the NOPR proposal to increase transparency regarding ATC calculations by requiring each transmission provider to set forth its ATC calculation methodology in its OATT.  Each transmission provider must, at a minimum, include the following information in Attachment C to its OATT.  It must clearly identify which of the NERC-approved methodologies it employs (e.g., contract path, network ATC, or network AFC).  It also must provide a detailed description of the specific mathematical algorithm the transmission provider uses to calculate firm and non-firm ATC for the scheduling horizon (same day and real-time), operating horizon (day ahead and pre-schedule), and planning horizon (beyond the operating horizon).  In addition, transmission providers must include a process flow diagram that describes the various steps that it takes in performing the ATC calculation.  Furthermore, transmission providers must set forth a definition of each ATC component (i.e., TTC, ETC, TRM, and CBM) and a detailed explanation of how each one is derived in both the operating and planning horizons.  Requiring transmission providers to file a statement of their ATC calculation methodology along with a process flow diagram and more detailed definitions of ATC components in Attachment C of the OATT will provide greater transparency to transmission customers and assist in identifying any discrepancies that may arise in ATC determinations.  These new requirements will assist in alleviating any appearance of discrimination in the determination of ATC.
324.  We also require transmission providers to file a revised Attachment C to incorporate any changes in NERC’s and NAESB’s revised reliability standards and business practices related to ATC calculations, as requested by the Commission in this Final Rule.
327.  We also require transmission providers to document their processes for coordinating ATC calculations with their neighboring systems.  This requirement is particularly important with respect to seams between market and non-market areas, as identified by MISO, and with respect to the request of other commenters to increase regional coordination regarding ATC calculation.  While this Final Rule does not address all seams issues between market and non-market areas, it does take important steps towards that end by improving data exchange between transmission providers and providing increased transparency with respect to ATC calculation.
	Regarding the amount of transparency in Attachment C of a Transmission Provider’s OATT (generally)

	Order 890

337
	337.  The Commission adopts the NOPR proposal requiring additional information in the transmission provider’s OATT Attachment C regarding its determination of CBM.  Transmission providers must provide in Attachment C a narrative description detailing their CBM practices.  In addition, a transmission provider must explain its definition of CBM and list the databases used to derive its value.  These new requirements will provide transmission customers transparency into the CBM component of ATC and help discourage the potential for undue discrimination in the calculation and use of CBM.
	Regarding the amount of transparency in Attachment C of a Transmission Provider’s OATT (CBM)

	Order 890

348

349

350
	348.  The Commission adopts the proposal in the NOPR to continue to require transmission providers to comply with existing ATC-related posting obligations as supplemented by this Final Rule.  The Commission will continue to require transmission providers, on request, to make available all data used to calculate ATC and TTC for any constrained paths and any system planning studies or specific network impact studies performed for customers.  Transmission providers must also continue to post a list of such studies on OASIS.
349.  In addition, we agree with the requests of APPA and TAPS to  require the additional posting of, at a minimum, a listing of all system impact studies, facilities studies, and studies performed for the transmission provider’s own network resources and affiliated transmission customers, to be made available upon request.  We note that appropriate procedures to accommodate CEII concerns should be developed to ensure eligible entities with a legitimate interest in transmission study data can receive access to it.  Also, we adopt TAPS’ suggestion that the studies be made available for five years to make the requirement consistent with data retention requirements pertaining to denial of service requests. 
350.  The Commission rejects Constellation’s and Great Northern’s proposals to require transmission providers to provide upon request or regularly post additional information beyond that required in the regulations and this Final Rule.  The transmission provider is already required to make available, upon request and in electronic format, all information related to the calculation of ATC and TTC for any constrained path.  Accordingly, we see little benefit to require transmission providers to provide upon request or regularly post additional information suggested by these commenters.
	Regarding the ATC/TTC posting requirements on OASIS

	Order 890

354

355
	354.  The Commission adopts the CBM posting requirements proposed in the NOPR.  In doing so, we amend our OASIS regulations to incorporate the directives established in the CBM Order.  Accordingly, we require transmission providers to post (and update) the CBM amount for each path.  In addition, the Commission requires transmission providers to make any transfer capability set aside for CBM but unused for such purpose available on a non-firm basis and to post this availability on OASIS.  Furthermore, the Commission requires transmission providers to post (and update) the TRM values for the paths on which the transmission provider already posts ATC, TTC, and CBM.
355.  We reject EPSA’s request to require transmission providers to notify the Commission in writing and post a notice on OASIS within 24 hours of a transmission provider’s use of CBM to import emergency power and transfer capability set aside as CBM at each of the transmission provider’s interfaces.  The additional transparency of CBM-related information provided in this Final Rule, along with the reforms related to consistency of CBM, will cause sufficient information to be made available to customers concerning the use of CBM.  The use and allocation of CBM and TRM will be more transparent to transmission customers, thus reducing the potential for undue discrimination.
	Regarding the CBM/TRM posting requirements on OASIS

	Order 890

369
371
	369.  The Commission adopts the NOPR proposal, with the modifications discussed below, to require that the transmission provider post a brief, but specific, narrative explanation of the reason for a change in monthly and yearly ATC values on a constrained path.  Rather than requiring a narrative when a monthly or yearly ATC value changes as a result of transactions being reserved, service ending, or the TTC estimate for the path changing by more than 10 percent, we will require a narrative when a monthly or yearly ATC value changes only as a result of a 10 percent change in TTC.  This will reduce the number of ATC changes for which a narrative will be required and address concerns that the new requirement unduly burdens transmission providers.  Any remaining burden is justified by the benefit to transmission customers of receiving timely information regarding changes in TTC that result in changes to ATC.  In addition, we adopt NAESB’s suggestion that posted information include the (1) specific events which gave rise to the change and (2) new values for ATC on that path (as opposed to all points on the network).
371.  We do require, as suggested in the NOPR, a narrative with regard to monthly or yearly ATC values when ATC remains unchanged at a value of zero for a significant period, and will set that period at six months or longer.  This information will be valuable to customers and regulators in assessing the ability of a transmission provider’s facilities to meet existing service requests.  The information also will provide assurance to customers that the transmission provider is diligent in regularly evaluating ATC on all paths, monitoring persistent constraints and addressing them in its planning processes. 
	Regarding ATC/TTC Narratives

	Order 890

396
	396.  With respect to Williams’ request for additional OASIS postings, we agree that such additional data would be useful to transmission customers and is already posted on some ISO and RTO web sites and, to a lesser extent, on the NERC web site (TLR data).  Therefore, we require that all transmission service-related business practices and local procedures, including waivers, should be posted on or made available through OASIS.  With respect to real-time data and import/export limits by constrained area, estimated return-to-service dates and line de-ratings, we are confident that most of this data is already required by this Final Rule and shall be provided whenever TTC and ATC changes in value trigger the posting of a narrative explanation of the causes of those changes.  Moreover, the Final Rule requires a broad data exchange among transmission providers, including information on line outages and other data relating to ATC calculations.  Accordingly, we will not require additional OASIS postings for this data. 
	Regarding other OASIS issues

	Order 890

403

404
	403.  The Commission acknowledges that certain data and studies required to be made public under this Final Rule may contain CEII.  The Commission has a responsibility to protect this information.  However, the Commission agrees with APPA, Bonneville, and TDU Systems that those with a legitimate need for CEII information must be able to obtain it on a timely basis.  The Commission also shares EEI and Southern’s concerns that the data, models and assessments used to calculate ATC may contain information that raises security and confidentiality concerns, and ISO New England and Entergy’s concerns about commercial and market-sensitive information. 
404.  In order to provide transparency and avoid undue delays in providing information to those with a legitimate need for it, the Commission requires transmission providers to establish a standard disclosure procedure for CEII required to be disclosed by this Final Rule.  We note that transmission customers already have digital certificates or passwords to access publicly restricted transmission information on OASIS.  Transmission providers may set up an additional login requirement for users to view CEII sections of the OASIS, requiring users to acknowledge that they will be viewing CEII information.  Transmission providers may require customers to sign a nondisclosure agreement at the time that the customer obtains access to this portion of the OASIS.  Only information that meets the criteria for CEII, as defined in section 388.113 of the Commission’s regulations,
 should be posted in this section of the OASIS.  Transmission providers will be responsible for identifying CEII and facilitating access to it by appropriate entities, and the Commission will be available to resolve disputes if they arise.  
	Regarding CEII Information



	Order 890

416
	416.  With regard to posting of load forecasts and actual daily peak load, we conclude that such postings are necessary to provide transparency for transmission customers.  We agree with E.ON that RTO and ISO load data needs to be posted at a sufficient granularity to allow for meaningful comparison of control area and LSE load levels.  Most RTOs and ISOs post load data for the entire footprint, but few post it on an LSE or control area basis.  We therefore direct ISOs and RTOs to post load data for the entire ISO/RTO footprint and for each LSE or control area footprint within the ISO/RTO.  This will not create an undue burden on ISOs and RTOs, since the load data for the entire footprint is an aggregation of load data across the LSEs or control areas in the footprint.  We also agree with EEI that the peak load applies to system-wide load, including native load.  We direct transmission providers to post load forecasts and actual daily peak load for both system-wide load (including native load) and native load, as this data will be useful to customers and regulators.  We deny EEI’s request for a guarantee that transmission providers will not be held accountable for producing a reasonable load forecast.  While we do not intend to penalize transmission providers for failing to account for unforeseen circumstances, we retain our ability to investigate any allegations of manipulation of load forecasts, as this could be used as a means of inappropriately denying requested transmission service.
	Regarding load forecasts and actual daily peak load


� E.g., APPA, Constellation, FirstEnergy, Indianapolis Power, Sacramento, Suez Energy NA, TAPS, and TDU Systems.


� All references to NERC in the context of developing reliability standards are to NERC as the Electric Reliability Organization (ERO).


� We note that many of the ATC-related reliability standards filed in Docket No. RM06-16-000 were not addressed by the NOPR in that proceeding, pending the submittal of additional information.  See Mandatory Reliability Standards for the Bulk-Power System, 71 FR 64770 (Nov. 3, 2006), FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 32,608 at Appendix A (2006) (Reliability Standards NOPR).


� The agreement may appropriately restrict the sharing of sensitive information with customer personnel that are involved only in transmission functions, as opposed to merchant functions. 


� 18 CFR 388.113.
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