1. The proposed standard assigns all requirements for developing ATC and AFC methodologies and values to the Transmission Service Provider.  Do you agree with this? If not, please explain why.
Summary Consideration:
Yes – 25
No – 3

	Question #6

	Commenter
	Yes
	No
	Comment

	AECI
	(
	
	

	APPA
	
	(
	As written the Standard is unclear and could not be audited for compliance.  Numerous requirements have been omitted or written so incomplete that it is uncertain what a Transmission Service Provider is to do to provide a accurate ATC/AFC that is consistent with other TSPs.  Requirements listed in MOD-001, particularly for flowgate, are the responsibility of the planners and operators for determining transfer capability.  Many of the requirements, particularly for Flowgate are rules for determining ETC, not posting ATC values.

	Response: 

DDC Note: It is difficult to adequately respond to the commenter’s comment without some clarification.  It is not stated which parts of the standard would present auditing and compliance concerns.  The commenter also does not identify or explain which requirements that “have been omitted or written so incomplete.” Maybe the APPA representative (Nick?) could assist in clarifying this comment. However, we might want to reconsider the applicability of some of the requirements for AFC.  {NOTE: The incomplete requirements and omitted requirements are so numerous that it would be impossible for the itemized list to be included in the questionnaire.  The SDT has been put on notice through this questionnaire that numerous problems exist.  It is up to the SDT to develop a Standard that adequately protects the Bulk Power System reliability.  In general, so many of the Requirements are so incomplete or totally omitted that it is easy to look at the Measurement and Compliance Sections and see that the Requirements as written cannot be supported by a compliance program of the Regional Entities.}

	APS
	(
	
	

	BPA
	(
	
	

	CAISO
	(
	
	

	Cargill
	
	
	No comment.

	Duke Energy
	(
	
	

	Entergy
	(
	
	Since ATC and AFC calculations are performed for selling the Transmission Service (Capability) to customers based on the Open Access Transmission Tariff which is administered by the Transmission Service Provider, it makes sense to assign requirements for ATC and AFC calculations to Transmission Service Providers.

	Response: No response is needed.

	ERCOT
	
	(
	The transmission service provider seems appropriate, however, there is need for a broader oversight or review to coordinate.  Without such an "umbrella" there is likely to be differing values calculated by different transmission service providers for the same parts of the transmission system.

	Response:  To improve the accuracy of the values calculated, this standard requires the Transmission Service Provider to share and/or coordinate the data used to determine ATC and AFC with other TSPs and affected entities.  However, even with this level of coordination, the calculated values for ATC and AFC can inherently be different between TSPs due to the differing of inputs (i.e. transmission service that is sold).  {If the SDT cannot develop a Standard that provides for a level of consistency of calculation of the STD for the same part of the Bulk Power System, then the SDT has written a Standard that is business as normal, which is unacceptable to FERC and other.  ERCOT has pointed out a valid caveat that must be addressed by the SDT.}

	FRCC
	(
	
	The B.A. and LSE should have obligations to provide the information in R6 i.e. dispatch order, forecasted loads, etc that are applicable.

	Response: The SDT agrees with this comment.

	Grant County PUD
	(
	
	This is consistent with the Functional Model.

	Response: No response is needed.

	HQT
	(
	
	

	IESO
	(
	
	

	IRC
	(
	
	

	ISO-NE
	(
	
	

	ITC Transco
	(
	
	

	KCPL
	(
	
	

	Manitoba Hydro
	(
	
	

	MEAG Power
	
	
	No comment.

	MidAmerican
	(
	
	

	MISO
	(
	
	The standard is very generic for the ATC methodology/rated system path method. The standard does not provide for transparent and consistent computation of ETC which is the biggest driver in ATC/AFC calculations. To address the Order 890 requirements of consistency and transparency, the standard needs to be methodology neutral.

	Response: 1. Additional and more specific requirements for the TTC portion of the Network Response and Rated System Path methodologies will be contained in FAC-012 and/or FAC-013 standard(s).  The SDT will work to expand and clarify the items to be considered in the determination of ETC.  This will clarify or replace the existing ETC definition. The SDT will address Order 890 requirement concerns in future revisions of MOD-001.

	MRO
	(
	
	

	NCMPA
	(
	
	

	NPCC CP9
	(
	
	

	NYISO
	(
	
	

	ODEC
	(
	
	Transmission Provider should be calculating the ATC and AFC by following details standards from NERC/NAESB on how to perform this task.

	Response: No response is needed.

	PG&E
	
	
	No comment.

	Progress Energy Marketing
	
	
	No comment.

	Progress Energy
	
	(
	The standard should assign all requirements for developing ATC to the TSP ; AFC is just an engine.  But “YES”, the TSP, regardless of the engine and/or inputs it uses, should be responsible for developing its ATC methodology.

	Response:  The SDT will include a conversion from AFC to ATC in the next version of MOD-001.

DDC Note: Based on the comments, it appears that the commenter should have check “Yes.”

	SCE&G and SERC ATCWG
	
	
	No comment.

	Southern
	(
	
	

	SPP
	(
	
	

	Tenaska
	
	
	No comment.

	WECC ATC Team
	(
	
	


