SRP and Duke Energy Formal Comments
NAESB EC Task Force Recommended

ATC Information List

2008 Annual Plan item 2.c.

The Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement and Power District (“SRP”) and Duke Energy appreciate the opportunity to comment on the NAESB EC ATC Information List Task Force (Task Force) recommended “ATC Information List” business practice.  As noted below, SRP and Duke Energy support transparency in information used to calculate available transfer capability (ATC) on transmission systems along with full compliance with regulations for ensuring open access and equal opportunity to purchase and use the high voltage transmission system in the United States.  On the other hand, as explained in these comments, SRP and Duke Energy oppose any and all undue and burdensome duplicative requirements that fail to enhance transparency and only create administrative work for transmission providers without conferring benefits to transmission customers.  The ATC Information List is duplicative of existing requirements and contradicts FERC orders and decisions on expansion of required data postings related to ATC.  SRP and Duke Energy respectfully urge NAESB to reject the Task Force’s ATC Information List and focus NAESB’s resources on development of business practices needed to fill voids in the detailed implementation of FERC requirements.  

The Task Force’s ATC Information List is being proposed under the following NAESB Annual Plan items:
Annual Plan item 2: 
Develop business practice standards in support of the FERC RM05-25-000 and RM05-17-000 (OATT Reform)

Annual Plan item 2c:  Develop version 1 business practice standards to support transparency reporting and related functions that may be required as a result of the final order.  Assigned to EC Task Force. 

COMMENTS

Summary


The Task Force has not answered the threshold question of whether additional business practice standards are needed to support “transparency reporting and related functions”.  The documentation in support of the ATC Information List, as prepared by the Task Force
 does not demonstrate that this proposal will support NAESB’s goal of increasing efficiency of transactions within the energy industry.  

The proposed additional posting requirement is not mandated by FERC and in fact directly contradicts FERC’s conclusion in Order 890 regarding ATC/TTC Posting requirements. Specifically, FERC stated in ¶ 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.”  In fact, the proposed posting appears to be an end-run around a rehearing request demanding this very type of posting that was submitted by Constellation and rejected by the Commission.  In ¶ 148 of Order 890-A, the Commission declined a request to require the posting of a large list of data ruling, “We decline, however, to require the transmission provider to post this information on OASIS, as Constellation suggests. We conclude that making this information available on request provides sufficient transparency for customers without unduly burdening the transmission provider.”
The proposed ATC Information List is unnecessary in light of other recently ratified ATC standards addressing the identical issue of a link to ATC information.  The proposed ATC Information List is a duplicative obligation on transmission providers to repeat information already available and in many cases addresses information not needed, used, or required by NERC standards.   
The proposed standards are duplicative
The core elements of the proposed ATC Information List were fully addressed in 2008 Annual Plan Item 2.b.vii: WEQ-001 changes for “ATC Information Link” on OASIS and TTC and ATC methodologies and values, as ratified on June 27, 2008. 

These ratified standards already require, among other things, posting of
· An ATC Methodology Contact
· ATCID  (Available Transfer Capability Implementation Document)

· CBMID (CBM Implementation Document)

· TRMID (TRM Implementation Document)

· Load Forecast Descriptive Statement  
Ratified standards also already require the transmission provider to respond to questions related to the underlying assumptions and data inputs regarding ATC within one week. It is confusing, burdensome and redundant to once again require posted information on where and how to access this information. 

NAESB facts on record do not support the need for or value of having a list such as is proposed:

· ESS/ITS/BPS subcommittee determined no work was needed

· Subcommittee minutes referenced in Section 4 of the recommendation refer only to 2008 AP items 2.b.vii and 2.b.v.2, not the 2008 AP item 2.c being addressed here

· ATC Information List task force notes say that the second to last sentence of paragraph 348 of FERC Order 890 is the key to the transparency issue.
 This paragraph, however, references posting a list of “system planning studies or specific network impact studies performed for customers” which is not what is addressed in this recommendation.
Note: There are no notes posted for the July 18, 2008 or August 14, 2008 meetings.

Transmission providers should not be required to post a statement that they are following specific NAESB, NERC or FERC rules

The proposed ATC Information List addresses data elements not even required to be calculated by the NERC MOD Reliability Standards.  Specifically:

· NERC MOD-01 requires transmission providers to have an ATCID, TRMID and CBMID to be available to a transmission operator, transmission service provider, planning coordinator or reliability coordinator and such additional information is solely and specifically “for use in the requestor’s ATC or AFC calculations”; but does not require other information be developed: only that the transmission provider produce additional information within 30 days of request from a transmission operator, transmission service provider, planning coordinator or reliability coordinator; and

· A requirement that transmission providers must post a statement repeating other requirements, that customers and the public in fact have access to information that the transmission provider may or may not actually use in calculating transmission availability, is not useful and obscures the ease of use of OASIS postings of actually useful and relevant information.
The proposed ATC Information List exceeds the intent of NERC MOD-001 standard which does not require this specific information to be maintained on OASIS for set periods of time.  Unlike the ATCID, TRMID and CBMID, the extraneous information included in the proposed ATC Information List is only required, by NERC and FERC, to be made available to a transmission operator, transmission service provider, planning coordinator or reliability coordinator within 30 days.  The record on the proposed ATC Information List is silent as to any benefit for exceeding the NERC and FERC requirements for posting and maintaining information.  The record also does not address the facial conflict between FERC’s denial of Constellation’s rehearing request and the requirements imposed by the standard.
FERC has rejected past requests to create similar requirements

FERC expressly rejected comments to expand the ATC/TTC posting requirements.  For example, in Order 890, ¶ 350, FERC rejected Constellation’s and Great Northern’s proposals to require transmission providers to provide upon request or regularly post information not specified in FERC regulations or orders.  FERC explained that transmission providers are already obligated to make available, upon request and in electronic format, all information related to the calculation of ATC and TTC for any constrained path, concluding “[A]ccordingly, we see little benefit to require transmission providers to provide upon request or regularly post additional information suggested by these commenters.”  
Moreover, in Order 890 ¶ 323, FERC adopted 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.  FERC explained that 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. 

Finally, as noted above, the Commission rejected Constellation’s request that the following information be posted on OASIS:  (1) load flow base cases and generation dispatch methodology; (2) contingency, subsystem, monitoring, change files and accompanying auxiliary files; (3) transient and dynamic stability simulation data and reports on flowgates which are not thermally limited; (4) list of transactions used to update the base case for transmission service request study;(5) special protection systems and operating guides, and specific description as to how they are modeled; (6) model configuration settings; (7) dates and capacities of new and retiring generation; (8) new and retired generation included in the model for future years; (9) production cost models (including assumptions, settings, study results, input data, etc.), subject to reasonable and applicable generator confidentiality limitations; (10) searchable transmission maps, including PowerWorld or PSSE diagrams; (11) OASIS names to Common Names table and PTI bus numbers; and, (12) flowgate and interface limits including limit category (thermal, steady state or transient, voltage or angular).

It is clear that FERC has rejected requests to mandate additional ATC posting requirements and so the proposed ATC Information List table format is not inferred from any FERC order and, if approved, should be advisory in nature and not a requirement. 

Conclusion

As detailed in these comments, the proposal to create a list of information as a standard, contradicts FERC direction and, give a business reason for such a list should not be made a standard. Requiring a transmission provider to fill out a table that is largely populated with statements of compliance with other NAESB standards or statements of inapplicability does not confer value to the public or transmission customers.  Critically, Standard 001-13.1.5 already requires ATCID, TRMID, CBMID and Load Forecast descriptive information to be posted. Standard 001-13.1.5 also requires contact information be posted such that a transmission customer can easily request specific information from a transmission provider.  For all of these reasons, there is neither a valid basis nor justification for a NAESB standard as proposed and there are multiple reasons why such a standard would be confusing, potentially misleading and an unreasonable use of the often strained resources of transmission providers as they seek to maintain and update important OASIS information postings.  If NAESB remains convinced of the value of any such ATC Information List, this proposal should be recast as advisory in nature only. 

� The proposed standards were not accepted by the subcommittee, contrary to statements otherwise in the recommendation.


� Draft Minutes, May 13, 2008 Executive Committee Meeting, references only 2008 AP 2.b.v.2, not 2.c.


� WEQ EC ATC Information List Task Force June 6, 2008  Meeting notes 
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