EPSA has participated actively in the development of the Load Forecast standard as part of NAESB’s work on implementation of Order 890 and 890A.  
Unfortunately, at the end of this process, EPSA is unable to support the final product.  
The standard was approved by a sector vote of the participants in the March 10th meeting of the BPS/ESS/ITS subcommittee.  However, the EC should be aware that virtually the identical standard was rejected at a meeting of the same subcommittee on Feb. 27th, a clear indication that the acceptability of the standard has been dependant on sector representation at specific meetings.
In EPSA’s opinion, the current draft of the standard suffers from three fundamental deficiencies as specified below.  In each case, in EPSA’s opinion, the standard goes part way to addressing the requirements of the Order, but by narrowly interpreting the Order, has come up short in meeting the transparency and verifiability needs of the industry from both a commercial and regulatory perspective.  The three key shortcomings are:

1. With respect to the level of detail to be included responding to the FERC Order to provide the weather-related underlying load forecast assumptions, the subcommittee agreed only to provide a descriptive statement about the general methodology by which weather impacts the load forecast.  The specific motion passed by the subcommittee was:
The requirements for load forecast assumptions shall include a descriptive statement which includes the load forecaster (methodology), weather service (for example temperature, humidity, etc.), actual load assumptions (for example system wide load, native load, historical loads, existing contracts, etc.) rather than posting specific weather values used in the specific load forecast.

2. With respect to the publication of the load forecast, the consensus position was that only a single daily forecast value would be posted even if multiple values (such as hourly) are generated and used in the calculation of ATC values. 
3. There was consensus that the load forecast was to be ahead of the actual day, but there was no consensus on what time of the day the posting was to be done, so that by default the time requirement became midnight.
It is EPSA’s opinion that in each of the abovementioned examples, but most notably with respect to point 1 above, by taking a narrow interpretation of the FERC Orders, the standard does not fulfill the Orders’ clear objectives.  These objectives are stated clearly at, for example, in paragraph 416 of FERC Order 890 which states that:

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. (emphasis added) 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. (emphasis added)

Order 890A at paragraph 143 further clarifies this requirement by stating:
In response to Constellation, we clarify that underlying load forecast assumptions

should include economic and weather-related assumptions. (emphasis added) We revise our regulations to clearly state the obligation to post both actual daily peak load and load forecast data, as required in Order No. 890.60 We decline to adopt E.ON LSE’s request to delay release  load data required to be posted in Order No. 890. Posting load forecast and actual load data on a control area and LSE level provides necessary transparency to transmission customers and does not, in our view, raise serious competitive implications.61 If there is customer-specific information deemed confidential by the affected customer that impedes the ability of the transmission provider to post this data, we will consider requests for exemption from the posting requirement on a case-by-case base.

Note that footnote 60 above is a cite to Order 890 paragraph 416. 
In our opinion, a straightforward reading of these two paragraphs, particularly given FERC’s cross referencing between them, leads to the conclusion that the purposes for which FERC is requesting the publishing of weather-related assumptions with the load forecast are:

· for transparency for transmission customers, and 

· for enhancement of FERC’s ability to investigate allegations of manipulation of load forecasts and the resulting ATC calculations
The standard as currently drafted, providing only a “descriptive statement” of the methodology, adds no value in meeting either of these purposes.

Furthermore, given that FERC has committed to not “penalize transmission providers for failing to account for unforeseen circumstances”, the standard does not provide the necessary information by which FERC can meet this commitment.  In comparing, after the fact, a given load forecast to an actual load, how could FERC assess whether or not any difference resulted from “unforeseen circumstances” when the circumstances considered in preparation of the forecast, i.e. the weather-related assumptions, have not been specified in any detail whatsoever?
We acknowledge a concern raised by some Transmission Providers in the subcommittee deliberations concerning commercial sensitivity of weather data provided by 3rd parties.  This issue did not receive substantial discussion at the subcommittee as the notion of releasing this data was never accepted in principle.  However, EPSA would be prepared to consider alternative means for releasing information that was deemed commercially sensitive, such as masking it for a one week period.  It would seem that weather-related information that is one week old would have very limited commercial value.  If the subcommittee were to review examples of the data that is used in this process by some of the TPs, it might be able to propose alternative means for releasing the data, while still preserving its commercial value. While this would diminish the value of the data from a transparency point of view, it would still retain most of its value with respect to FERC’s investigative purposes.
With respect to point 2 above, during discussion at the subcommittee, it was clear that different Transmission Providers used different methodologies.  In some cases only a single daily forecast was produced.  In other cases, a peak value was forecast with a “standard profile” used to create hourly numbers from the forecast peak.  The motion at the subcommittee, to publish numbers based on whichever methodology was used by the TP, thus not forcing incremental work, was defeated.  The standard as drafted, therefore requires publication of only a single value, regardless of what load forecasts are used to derive the hourly ATC values.

Finally, on the third point, the timing of publication of the forecast load, several alternatives were discussed based on current processes in place, including a “Close of Business” standard, which most providers expected would become their business practice when this standard moved to implementation.  Again, however the only consensus that could be reached was that there should be no standardization, resulting in a default value of midnight.

In EPSA’s opinion, for the three reasons given above, but most particularly the lack of detail in the weather-related assumptions to be provided, this standard does not meet the intent of Orders 890/890A.   We urge the EC to change this standard to revise the level of detail to be provided in these three areas prior to submitting it to FERC.

