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UNITED STATESOF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Accounting and Financial Reporting for ) Docket No. RM 04-12-000
Public UtilitiesIncluding RTOs

COMMENTSOF

ISO/RTO COUNCIL ON
NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING

The Alberta Electric System Operator (“AESO”), California Independent System
Operator, Inc. (“CAISO"), Electric Reliability Council of Texas (“ERCOT”), the Independent
Electricity System Operator of Ontario (*IESO”), ISO New England, Inc. (“1SO-NE”), Midwest
Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. (“MISO”), New Y ork Independent System
Operator, Inc. (“NY1S0O”), PIM Interconnection, L.L.C. (“PIM"), and Southwest Power Pool
(“SPP”) hereby jointly submit comments® as the ISO/RTO Council (“IRC")? in response to the
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (“NOPR”) issued in this proceeding on June 2, 2005.°

The NOPR proposes to amend and update the Commission’ s regulations concerning

accounting requirements for public utilities that are subject to the Commission’sjurisdiction.* In

! In addition to supporting these joint comments, certain IRC members will submit
individual comments in this proceeding.

% The nine functioning Independent System Operators (“1SOs”) and Regional
Transmission Organizations (“RTOS") in North Americaformed the IRC in April 2003. The
IRC’s mission is to work collaboratively to develop effective processes, tools and standard
methods for improving competitive electricity markets across North America. In fulfilling this
mission, it isthe IRC’s goal to provide a perspective that balances reliability standards with
market practices so that each complements the other, thereby resulting in efficient, robust
markets that provide competitive and reliable service to customers.

% Accounting and Financial Reporting for Public Utilities Including RTOs, Docket No.
RM04-12-000, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 111 FERC 161,352 (June 2, 2005).

* AESO, IESO and ERCOT, while supporting these comments, are not subject to the
Commission’sjurisdiction or a proposed rule on this matter.
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particular, the NOPR proposes to establish new accounting categories for ISOsand RTOs. The
IRC supports the Commission’s goal of developing accounting systems that will enable it to
more effectively review |SO/RTO costs, as well as the costs of other public utilities. The IRC
recently sent aletter” to the Commission endorsing the NOPR as an important step towards
identifying, and comparing, the costs of transmission, reliability and market services. Overall,
the NOPR'’ s proposed reforms to the Uniform System of Accounts will advance the
Commission’s plan to improve the transparency and comparability of all transmission providers
financial information.

There is one NOPR proposal, which would require 1ISOs and RTOs to include new cost
breakdowns in their monthly settlement statements, that the IRC urges the Commission to
modify. In Section I, below, the IRC proposes an alternative approach that would achieve the
Commission’s policy objectives without imposing unnecessary costs on ISOs/RTOs. Section Il
identifies another element of the NOPR that cannot be fully met by the ISOs/RTOs related to
providing information on the transmission of electricity for others. The IRC respectfully asks
that the Commission not include this requirement in the final rule as applied to 1ISOs and RTOs
or, in the aternative, clarify that aggregated data will be acceptable for compliance with the rule
on January 1. It isimportant that the Commission act on these requests for clarification quickly
so that ISOS/RTOs will have as much time as possible to meet the anticipated January 1, 2006

effective date for rules adopted in this proceeding.

5 See ISO/RTO Council’s June 24, 2005 letter in Docket No. RM 04-12-000.
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Flexibility IsNecessary In Providing The Specified Billing Information To
CustomersIn Order To Minimize The Cost Of Compliance

Section I11.F.4 of the NOPR proposes to establish three new sub-accounts for
Commission-jurisdictional entitiesto use when recording costs billed by ISOsand RTOs. The
NOPR also proposes that each ISO/RTO “include in its monthly settlement statements a
breakdown of the allocation of [their] operational costs within each of the three sub-
accounts....”® The IRC does not object to the requirement that ISOS/RTOs divide their costs into
the three categories specified by the NOPR for customer information purposes. The IRC’s
members, however, expect it to be expensive to include such cost breakdowns in monthly
customer settlement statements. |SOS/RTOs have sophisticated billing software that is not easy
to modify. A number of ISOS/RTOs would have to make expensive and time-consuming
changesto their billing systems in order to incorporate the required cost information directly into
monthly settlement statements.

The IRC therefore asks that the Commission not adopt an absol ute rule that information
on the three new cost sub-accounts be part of the settlement statements. Individua 1SOs and
RTOs should instead have the flexibility of making the information available through
comparable means. A more flexible approach would recognize the redlity that different 1ISOs
and RTOs have different software capabilities and allow each entity to comply with the
Commission’ s requirement in an efficient way. Possible aternative methods could include
providing the information through a posting on the ISO/RTO’ s website or communicating the

information directly to customers through means that do not involve their billing systems. The

® NOPR at P 66.
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Commission could require each ISO/RTO to give it notice of the particular method it intends to
use after afinal ruleisissued in this proceeding.

. Requested Change or, in the Alternative, Clarification to the Proposed Rule

As isdiscussed below, the NOPR'’ s proposal concerning the reporting of “ Transmission
of Electricity for Others’ requires explanatory details before any information system
maodifications can begin and simply cannot be fully complied with as proposed. The
implementation challenges associated with the reporting of “Transmission of Electricity for
Others” is described below. The IRC respectfully requests that the Commission clarify the
issues raised below and make the proposed modifications to the rule as quickly as possiblein
order to allow 1SOs/RTOs to be able to target compliance by January 1, 2006. Given the
importance of the reforms proposed in this proceeding all of the ISOSRTOs will strive to make
the deadline. However, their efforts would be aided greatly if the Commission provides the
requested explanatory details expeditioudly.

A. As Proposed, the Requirementsfor Reporting “ Transmission of Electricity
for Others’ Cannot be Fully Met.

Section I11.D.4 of the NOPR proposes to require ISOs/RTOs to report the detailed data
currently required from other public utilities on the “ Transmission of Electricity for Others”
schedule to Form 1 and Form 3-Q.” The requested datais extensive and includes certain
information which the ISOS/RTOs simply do not have given the design of their markets.
Specificaly, the “ Transmission of Electricity for Others’ schedule to Form 1 and Form 3-Q
requests the following detailed data concerning specific transactions utilizing the transmission

system:

” Account 456 reported on pages 328 to 330 of Form 1 and Form 3-Q.
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1. Column (a) — Payment By

2. Column (b) — Energy Received From

3. Column (c) — Energy Delivered To

4. Column (d) — Statistical Classifications

5. Column (e) — FERC Rate Schedule of Tariff

6. Column (f) — Point of Receipt

7. Column (g) — Point of Delivery

8. Column (h) —Billing Demand (MW)

9. Column (k) — Revenue: Demand Charges

10. Column (m) — Revenue: Other Charges

11. Column (n) — Revenue: Total Revenues

12. Column (i) — Transfer: Megawatthours Received

13. Column (j) — Transfer: Megawatthours Delivered

14. Column (l) — Revenue: Energy Charges
Many ISOs/RTOs do not currently organize transaction datain away that would allow them to
report the information specified on pages 328 to 330. Specifically, they may not have
information on: (1) Energy Received From, (2) Energy Delivered To, (3) Point of Receipt, and
(4) Point of Delivery given the location of the energy transferred to and from the ISO/RTO is
entirely within the boundaries of the ISO/RTO itself. They may also not have the remaining
information reservation-by-reservation, only at an aggregate level for the ISO/RTO as awhole.
As such, they will not be able to come into compliance with this rule given that the individual
ISOS/RTOs treat most service within their footprint as network service rather than individual

point to point transactions requiring individual schedules. At most, ISOSRTOs will be able to
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report either aggregated flows, without transaction-specific source and sink information, or very
general information about reservations on their systems. As aresult, the ISOYRTOs will ssimply
not be able to comply with this rule absent extremely expensive software and design changes
which, in the long run, could be of questionable overall value given the limited use of the
requested data.®

The IRC therefore respectfully asks that the Commission not include this requirement in
thefinal rule as applied to ISOSRTOs or, in the alternative, clarify that the aggregated flow data
outlined above will be acceptable for compliance with the rule on January 1. To the extent that
the Commission wants | SOS/RTOs to report more specific information, it should seek additional
comment after the balance of the ruleisin effect. Through these subsequent inquiries, it would
be helpful for the Commission to describe its needs and provide |SOSRTOs with the opportunity

to comment on the feasibility, timing and cost of compliance.

8 The Midwest ISO, as a service to its Transmission Owners, currently files all of the
requested information except MWHSs Received and MWHs Délivered and plans to continue to do
so notwithstanding the IRC request. However, like the other RTOg/1SOs, the Midwest 1SO does
not now, and will not be able in the future, to report the MWHSs Received and MWhs Delivered
by transaction absent extensive and expensive system modifications.



[1. Conclusion
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The IRC supports the NOPR and is committed to helping the Commission achieve the

important policy objectives that the NOPR is designed to serve. In order to ensure smooth and

timely compliance, the Commission should, however, eliminate the requirement, as proposed,

for ISOS/RTOs to report “Transmission of Electricity for Others” and expeditiously grant the

other clarifications requested above.

Respectfully submitted,

/sl Craig Glazer

Craig Glazer

Vice President -- Government Policy
PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.

1200 G Street, NW, Suite 600
Washington, D.C., 20005

/s/ Matthew F. Goldberg
Matthew F. Goldberg
Senior Regulatory Counsel
ISO New England Inc.
One Sullivan Road
Holyoke, MA 01040

/sl KimWarren

Kim Warren

Manager, Regulatory Affairs
Independent Electricity System Operator
of Ontario

655 Bay Street, Suite 410

Toronto, Ontario, M5G-2K 4, Canada

/s Stephen G. Kozey

Stephen G. Kozey

Vice President and General Counsel
Midwest Independent Transmission System
Operator, Inc.

701 City Center Drive

Carmel, Indiana, 46032

/s/ Charles Robinson

Charles Robinson

Vice President and General Counsel
California Independent System Operator
Corporation

151 Blue Ravine Road

Folsom, CA 95630

/s/Robert E. Fernandez

Robert E. Fernandez

Vice President and General Counsel
Elaine Robinson

Director of Regulatory Affairs

New Y ork Independent System Operator,
Inc.

290 Washington Avenue Extension
Albany, N.Y. 12203
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[s/Larry Kram /sl Sacey Duckett

Larry Kram Stacey Duckett

Senior Legal Counsel Genera Counsel and Corporate Secretary
Alberta Electric System Operator Southwest Power Pool
Calgary Place 415 N. McKinley

2500 330 - 5" Avenue SW #140, Plaza West

Cagary, AB T2P0L4 Little Rock, AR 72205-3020
/s Mark Walker

Mark Walker

Deputy General Counsel

ERCOT

7620 Metro Center Drive
Austin, TX 78744

August 26, 2005



200508265037 Recei ved FERC OSEC 08/ 26/ 2005 03: 04: 00 PM Docket# RM4-12-000

Subm ssi on Cont ents

Comments of | SO RTO Council On Notice of Proposed Rul emaking
| RCRESPONSETONOPR. QOG- + + + + » = s s ot ettt et e e e ettt e e e e e e e



	200508265037
	IRCRESPONSETONOPR.doc
	Submission Contents


