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EPSA Comments to NAESB-Submitted by Jack Cashin and Barry Green 

2008 WEQ Annual Plan Items 2.a.iv.4, 2.a.vi.4 and 2.b.ii.1

Related to ETC
EPSA is not able to support approval of this standard as we do not believe this standard as recommended by the majority of the subcommittee provides sufficient transparency to meet the intent of FERC Order 890.  It is also EPSA’s opinion that the requirements of the Annual Plan have not been met.  The Annual Plan item states:
Develop the Business Practice Standards complementary to NERC Reliability Standards for Existing Transmission Commitments (ETC) to create a “consistent approach for determining the amount of transfer capability a transmission provider may set aside for its native load and other committed uses”, including the elements of ETC for full implementation of the NERC MOD-001 reliability standard.

NERC has defined Existing Transmission Commitments (ETC) as being comprised of Network Integration Transmission Service, Grandfathered Agreements, Rollover Rights, Point-to-Point Service and Other Services not otherwise included.
The subcommittee reviewed each of the components of this definition separately and the results of some of these discussions are supported by EPSA.  EPSA’s opinion on NAESB’s proposed approach to each of the ETC component parts is detailed below.  

The rollover rights portion of this standard is acceptable to EPSA, and on a stand-alone vote we would support it.

The Network Integration Portion of ETC is not yet available for comment as it is currently under debate at the ESS/ITS subcommittee so EPSA offers no comment at this time.

We also agree with the conclusion of the subcommittee that information already available on OASIS related to point-to-point service provides sufficient transparency and no additional standards are required.  

However, for the two remaining components of ETC, Grandfathered Agreements and Other Services, the proposed standards are, in EPSA’s opinion, unacceptable.  These are the two components of ETC where, almost by definition, there is virtually no standardization and transparency is therefore most important.  As a result EPSA is not able to support the proposal being submitted to the Executive Committee.  
As mentioned, our objection is related primarily to the lack of transparency.  
Grandfathered agreements are, by definition, non-standard.  They were negotiated and signed in a time period where the pro forma tariff did not exist.  The terms point-to-point and network service had not yet been created.  The agreements were negotiated in many cases to cover very specific circumstances reflecting the needs and constraints of the two or more parties involved.  However, these contracts have been imported into the post Order 888 market environment and TPs are required to provide the agreed service in that environment.  As a result, they would have had to make accommodations or interpretations to “fit” them into the current structure of OASIS reservations and ATC calculations such that:

· The appropriate amount of TTC/ATC/AFC on the appropriate transmission interfaces has been removed from service;
· What we today call roll-over rights have been granted if appropriate;

· The customers are provided the right to re-direct the service if appropriate with appropriate adjustments being made to the ATC postings;

· The service is classified as firm or non-firm as appropriate, although those terms may  not appear in the contracts, or if they do their meaning may be different than in today’s usage; 
· The transmission provider, perhaps an integrated utility when the contract was negotiated, may have certain obligations to backup the transmission service; etc.

With all of those non-standard provisions of potentially multiple contracts, standard 001-x.1 recommended by a majority of the subcommittee states that: 

“The Transmission Provider shall post on OASIS the aggregate MW value for the grandfathered agreements component of ETC associated with the ATC value posted on OASIS.”  
Therefore, for a transmission customer trying to understand the ATC calculation in order to make an informed commercial decision that may underlie a commitment to a transmission purchase over multiple years, supporting a purchase or sale of energy over that time period, a single aggregate MW value for the grandfathered agreements represents the total information that will be made available.

For FERC, wanting to verify that there is not undue discrimination resulting from implementation of these grandfathered contracts on OASIS, where some of the contracts might have involved an affiliate of the transmission provider as a party to the contract, a single aggregate MW value for the grandfathered agreements represents the total information that will be made available.  
EPSA believes this is insufficient.
Further we are being asked to accept that this single aggregate MW value for the grandfathered agreements represents fulfillment of the Annual Plan requirement to provide a “consistent approach for determining the amount of transfer capability a transmission provider may set aside for its native load and other committed uses”.   


EPSA does not agree.
With respect to the “other services” component of the ETC calculation, the standard before the Executive Committee indicates that the majority of the subcommittee determined that NERC’s definition was sufficient.  Other services (firm or non-firm) is defined by NERC in MOD 28 and 29 as “the firm or non-firm capacity reserved for any other service(s), contract(s), or agreement(s) not specified above using Firm or Non-firm Transmission Service, including any other firm or non-firm adjustments to reflect impacts from other ATC Paths of the Transmission Service Provider as specified in the ATCID.”  However, the ATC Information Link standard previously recommended by the majority of the subcommittee and approved by the Executive Committee includes a provision that:

The posting of this information [which includes the ATCID] would be subject to the Transmission Provider’s ability to redact certain provisions due to market, security or reliability sensitivity concerns.

The terms market, security or reliability sensitivity concerns have not been defined, leaving the transmission provider with virtually unfettered rights to redact information contained within the ATCID, including information related to Other Services.
EPSA believes this is insufficient.

For all of the above reasons, EPSA does not support this standard.

EPSA also notes that the proposal by the subcommittee does not recommend a standard for ETC, but rather standards for the component parts where, as is the case for point-to-point service, they do not already exist.  As a result of this and the multitude of other WEQ-001 changes over the last several months, we believe that WEQ-001 is now a very difficult document to follow, from a user’s point of view and would recommend that a re-organization of the document be undertaken.  However, our objection to this standard, as documented above is much more fundamental.

