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ATC Information List
EPSA supports full disclosure of all of the elements of the ATC calculation except where there are specific concerns with respect to reliability, security or commercial sensitivity.  We believe that many sections of the FERC Orders speak to greater transparency and it would have been appropriate for NAESB to develop a much more comprehensive standard.   At the appropriate time, we plan to make such representations to FERC.  However, based on discussions at the BPS/ESS/ITS subcommittee and at the special EC Task Force, we agree that the time and effort to develop such a standard at this point in time, would have been excessive. 

As a result, EPSA is willing to support the Standard on the ATC Information List as a reasonable compromise for NAESB to submit to FERC.

The standard relating to the ATC Information List that the Executive Committee Task Force prepared has the potential to improve the transparency of the ATC calculation process in that it requires the TP to affirmatively state which data it will make publicly available.  Much of the initiative for Order 890 was to address the potential for discrimination in the calculation and posting of ATC/AFC and transparency in that process is a key mitigating strategy.
In the fall of 2007, in the BPS/ESS/ITS subcommittee meetings addressing Order 890 implementation, an EPSA representative suggested and the subcommittee agreed that it should prepare a list of information that would not be publicly available.  The objective from EPSA’s point of view was to highlight, for transparency purposes, the non-availability of some of the information that was being used in calculating ATC/AFC.  
The preparation of this list has taken a number of forms in the interim.  Ultimately, NAESB developed this list, using the list of all of the information requirements identified in the NERC MOD standards as necessary for the calculation of ATC/AFC and their various components.  NERC’s MOD standards mandated that for reliability purposes, this information had to be shared amongst entities involved in the calculation of ATC/AFC.  However, NERC took no position on whether or not there was a benefit in sharing the information more broadly.  NERC determined that the decision on that question rested with NAESB.
The BPS/ESS/ITS subcommittee and later the EC Task Force, has wrestled with the question of whether or not to make this information publicly available.  Questions such as whether or not this should be a standard and what was meant by “publicly available” needed to be addressed.  Ultimately, based on a suggestion from Rae McQuade and a precedent from the Wholesale Gas Quadrant, the Task Force has prepared this standard that they have recommended.

The significant features of the standard are:

· The list is based on the NERC MOD standards, and identifies the elements of the ATC/AFC calculations that are already being dealt with by those entities involved in ATC/AFC calculations

· Compliance with this standard does not require TPs to perform any additional calculations
· This standard will impose no obligations for posting of any specific ATC/AFC information; it will only require the posting of the completed Table which will provide  an identification of which of these pieces of information will be available and which will not be
· This focus also assures that there is no concern for double jeopardy created by this standard.  Compliance with this NAESB standard only involves completing the table with a “Yes” or “No” indication and a reason.  

· The standard has the potential to increase transparency in the calculation of ATC/AFC and an opportunity for Transmission Customers to view how different Providers are dealing with questions of information disclosure.  
Therefore, in the spirit of compromise and without waiving its right to encourage FERC to adopt more transparent processes, EPSA suggests that the Executive Committee support the standard recommended by the Task Force as a reasonable compromise.

While EPSA does support adoption of this standard by the Executive Committee, we offer two amendments as detailed below, which we believe would add clarity to the standard.

1. At various times during the development of this standard at the subcommittee and at the EC Task Force, there have been differing interpretations of the transparency requirements/expectations of FERC.  As a result of these differing interpretations, although it may be redundant, we suggest that a footnote be added to this standard that clarifies that nothing in this standard would supersede information posting requirements defined in FERC Orders or FERC-approved tariffs.
2. EPSA suggests that the possible reasons for “no” responses in the Table and possible explanations of “yes” responses in the Table should be limited and clearly defined.  Allowing each TP to generate their own language for reasons or explanations may itself be a source of lack of clarity and confusion.  Therefore EPSA recommends that Footnote 3 of the standard be revised as follows by removing the words shown with strikeout and replacing them with the yellow highlighted words: 
All “No” responses should contain a reason in the Comment field. 
All “No” responses must contain one of the following reasons in the Comment field.
Potential “No” Comments:

a. Market Sensitive Information

b. CEII Information

c. Security Sensitive Information

d. Reliability Sensitive Information

e. Data not created by the Transmission Provider but provided to the Transmission Provider from xxx (include entity identity of information provider)

f. Data not utilized by the Transmission Provider

All “Yes” responses must contain one of the following explanations in the Comment field.
Potential “Yes” Comments:

a. Available on OASIS

b. Available upon request (in the electronic format in which it was created along with any necessary decoding instructions)

c. Available upon request (in the electronic format in which it was created along with any necessary decoding instructions) but may be subject to a confidentiality agreement

