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Posting 1 

The WECC-0124 ATEC Modification Drafting Team (DT) thanks those who submitted comments on the 

proposed document. 

Posting 

This document was posted for a 45-day public comment period from October 3 through November 17, 

2016.         

The notice of the posting was distributed on September 27, 2016.  The DT requested that stakeholders 

provide feedback on the proposed document through a standardized electronic template. WECC 

received five comments in response to Posting 1. 

Location of Comments 

All comments received on the document can be viewed in their original format on the WECC-0124 

project page under the “Submit and Review Comments” accordion. 

Changes in Response to Comments 

In response to Avista, the drafting team is adding the following phrase to Requirement R1, M1, M2, 

M4, M6 and M7 to make the entire document consistent: “Western Interchange Tool (WIT) or its 

successor electronic confirmation tool.” 

In response to the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP), the following question is 

proposed for Posting 2 to achieve consensus. 

“As the industry moves increasingly towards use of renewable resources is the proposed 

threshold too stringent (60 L10 prior to month-end adjustment)?  If so, please explain why and 

submit supporting empirical data to support any alternative threshold.  Specific proposed 

language changes would be greatly appreciated.”   

In response to Arizona Public Service (APS), the drafting team concluded it was not adverse to 

expanding the measurement window to a rolling six-to-twelve months to allow entities to ensure that 

activities target real-time, reliability benefits.  The drafting team requested that APS provide suggested 

language. 
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Minority View 

In response to PacifiCorp’s request to explain why any changes were needed, the drafting team 

concluded, inter alia:  

“Changes are necessary to BAL-004-WECC-2 because there is no clear requirement for BAs to 

make sure that they operate to centralized calculations of PII accum made in the WIT or successor 

electronic tool.  Additionally, the existing Accumulated Primary Inadvertent Interchange (PII 

accum) threshold is based on Peak Load or Peak Generation for which there is no commonly 

known, readily available, annually published source for existing or new BAs. The source data is 

open for interpretation.” 

Effective Date 

The proposed Effective Date is the first day of the second quarter following applicable regulatory 

approval.  

Action Plan 

On November 11, 2016, the DT agreed by majority vote to post Posting 2 of the project for a 30-day 

comment period.  The posting would open January 16, 2017 and close February 15, 2017.  The DT will 

reconvene on March 21, 2017, from 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. (MT) to address comment received.     

Contacts and Appeals 

If you feel your comment has been omitted or overlooked, please contact W. Shannon Black, WECC 

Consultant. In addition, there is a WECC Reliability Standards Appeals Process. 

The WECC Standards Voting Sectors are: 

1 — Transmission Sector 

2 — Generation Sector  

3 — Marketers and Brokers Sector 

4 — Distribution Sector  

5 — System Coordination Sector 

6 — End Use Representative Sector 

7 — State and Provincial Representatives Sector 

8 — Other Non-Registered WECC Members and Participating Stakeholders Sector 

 

 

mailto:sblack@wecc.biz
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Commenter Organization 
WECC Standards Voting 
Sectors 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Craig Figart Avista Corp X X X X     

James Wells LADWP X X X X X    

Gary Nolan AZPS X X X X X    

Tom Daufel PacifiCorp X X X X X    

Johnny Anderson Idaho Power Company X X       
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Index to Questions, Comments, and Responses 

Question  

1. The drafting team invites comments on all aspects of the proposed document.  

Summary Consideration: See summary in the preamble of this document.  

Commenter Yes No Comment 

Avista Corp   I agree with proposed R1 PIIaccum cap and reconciliation with 
"WIT or successor electronic confirmation tool".  For Avista, this 
cap STILL provides MORE than enough room. Let’s reference the 
centrally managed tool per INT-021-WECC-CRT-2.1 as the "WIT or 
successor electronic confirmation tool" per recent PWG 
discussions. 

The Drafting Team welcomes comments on all aspects of the 
document.  

I would also recommend making a similar change in Requirement 
R4 to compute PII hourly, PII accum, and IATEC in "WIT or 
successor electronic confirmation tool". So then, trim the R4 
measures for acceptable compliance to ONLY allow data as 
calculated by the "WIT or successor electronic confirmation tool". 

I would also recommend making similar Measures data 
reconciliation to "WIT or successor electronic confirmation tool" 
changes to other Requirements:  M1, M2, M4, M6, M7. 

The DT adopted Avista’s suggestion adding the following phrase to Requirement R1, M1, M2, M4, M6 and 
M7 to make the entire document consistent: “Western Interchange Tool (WIT) or its successor electronic 
confirmation tool.” 

LADWP   LADWP agrees that BA should reconcile PII with "WIT or successor 
electronic confirmation tool" and believe that a common tool 
provides uniformity and consistency and eliminates invalid 
implementations of ATEC. 

LADWP has concerns with the proposed 60*L10 limit: 
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Summary Consideration: See summary in the preamble of this document.  

Commenter Yes No Comment 

 

1) RBC (BAL-001-2) went into effect 7/1/16 allowing loser BA 
controls.  With more renewable coming on system in coming years, 
could tightening PII working against RBC and an entity's ability to 
integrate renewables on system?  It is much harder to loosen 
requirements than to tighten them, thus if a limit that is 
unnecessarily restrictive is imposed it will be harder to regain that 
flexibility in the future.  LADWP thinks something on the order of 
magnitude of 100% peak load PII accumulation as a new PII Limit 
would be acceptable. 

2) Primary Inadvertent is associated with Automatic Time Error 
Correction, and a mechanism to reduce manual time error 
corrections.  With NERC recently voting to retire BAL-004-0, the 
industry appears to be signaling a reduced importance & reliability 
concern regarding time error.  Given these circumstances, is 
modifying PII limits to help manage/reduce TE worth the potential 
of adversely impacting a BAs needed flexibility moving forward.   

3) If many entities are already operating well below the current 
150% limit, how will tightening the limits near what BA currently 
operate to improve reliability.   

Automatically correcting Time Error is not the goal of the Automatic Time Error Correction (ATEC) standard. 

Time Error is merely an indication of system frequency performance over time and used in the calculation of 
PII as a benchmark to assess each Balancing Authority’s (BA) hourly contribution to that system frequency 
error.  With BAL-004-0 facing retirement, the DT is not as concerned about the benefit that ATEC 
theoretically provides in automatically managing Time Error. 

For the first three quarters of 2016, on average, BAs are managing their PII accumulations under 10% of Peak 
Load/Generation.  There are some BAs with excessive accumulations of PII.  (This conclusion is based on data 
received from WECC covered by non-disclosure rules and therefore not included in these responses.)   

The DT understands LADWP’s concerns noting that moving forward the benefit of any changes must 
beneficially counterbalance against the imposed burden.  The DT concluded that seeking additional industry 
input on the proposed thresholds would be in order. 
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Summary Consideration: See summary in the preamble of this document.  

Commenter Yes No Comment 

The following question is proposed for Posting 2 to achieve consensus. 

“As the industry moves increasingly towards use of renewable resources is the proposed threshold too 
stringent (60 L10 prior to month-end adjustment)?  If so, please explain why and submit supporting empirical 
data to support any alternative threshold.  Specific proposed language changes would be greatly 
appreciated.”   

AZPS   AZPS supports the strengthened controls for minimizing the 
excessive accumulation of inadvertent interchange, but is 
concerned that the one-month measurement window is 
unnecessarily restrictive.  As an example, CPS1 compliance, a 
critical indicator of real-time control limits, is maintained with a 
rolling 12-calendar month measurement.  It would be overly 
restrictive to require inadvertent interchange accumulations, 
which have no impact on real-time operations, to be maintained at 
a fraction of the time with no additional reliability benefit. 

Additionally, this modification would result in the entities 
expending significant effort to update and correct inadvertent 
interchange at a periodicity that is greater than the monthly 
interval to ensure that compliance is maintained where meter data 
or other corrections may have affected calculations and must be 
identified and corrected no less than monthly.  Further, there is a 
potential that Reliability-Based Controls could drive large amounts 
of inadvertent interchange upon a Balancing Authority in short 
order.  When this is coupled with the short measurement window, 
this could require a Balancing Authority to be constantly assessing 
and correcting inadvertent at a rate far exceeding the benefit. 

For the above reasons, AZPS would support an expanded 
measurement window of a rolling six to twelve months, which 
would allow entities to ensure that activities target real-time, 
reliability benefits. 

As to AZPS’ initial concern, please see the above response to LADWP regarding proposed changes to the 
thresholds.  The DT would request that AZPS provide specific language for inclusion in the document.  

PacifiCorp   PacifiCorp questions whether there is a rationale for the changes 
that are being proposed. Please provide the need that is driving 
these changes. 

PacifiCorp understands the intent of not allowing excessive 
inadvertent values but feels the proposed changes under R1.1 has 
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Summary Consideration: See summary in the preamble of this document.  

Commenter Yes No Comment 

the potential to affect BA's negatively by pushing the accumulated 
inadvertent outside of this new limit for regular interchange meter 
error adjustments and similar events.  

Also, has the task force considered that even with the current 
version of the standard, BA's are encouraged to delay making 
updates until the beginning of the next month for previous 
months’ errors identified to avoid non-compliance with this 
standard. For example, if a meter error correction is identified near 
the end of the month there may be insufficient time for the BA to 
pay back that inadvertent through ATEC by the end of the month. 
This incentivizes the BA to put off updating data until after the 
monthly assessment has run, rather than updating in a timely 
manner. 

In general, while the limits provide for regular management of 
inadvertent accumulation, they do not allow for after the fact 
schedule and meter error corrections that can push the BAA out of 
tolerance close to the compliance measurement date, without 
sufficient time to pay off the balance. 

Please see response to LADWP.  

According to the ATEC (I IATEC) definition of Hour (H) as the number of hours to payback Primary Inadvertent 

Interchange (PII) energy, ATEC was originally implemented with the intent that Balancing Authorities (BA) 

would payback PII energy balances over the subsequent three hours (H=3).  Without tightened accumulated 

PII (PII accum) thresholds, ATEC cannot effectively manage PII accumulations in a timely manner, nor 

discourage persistent BA-induced system frequency deviations. 

FERC acknowledged that “[l]arge accumulations of primary inadvertent [energy] point to an invalid 

implementation of ATEC, loose control, metering or accounting errors.”1  Further, FERC noted that a “BA that 

is operating out-of-balance for an extended period of time is ‘leaning on the system’ by relying on external 

resources to meet its obligations and could affect other entities within an Interconnection, particularly if 

another entity is reacting to a grid event while unaware that the first entity has not restored its ACE.” 

Unchecked, this operational practice produces large accumulations of Primary II energy forcing 

correspondingly sustained Secondary II energy accumulations in other BAs.   

Changes are necessary to BAL-004-WECC-2 because there is no clear requirement for BAs to make sure that 

they operate to centralized calculations of PII accum made in the WIT or successor electronic tool.  

Additionally, the existing Accumulated Primary Inadvertent Interchange (PII accum) threshold is based on Peak 
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Summary Consideration: See summary in the preamble of this document.  

Commenter Yes No Comment 

Load or Peak Generation for which there is no commonly known, readily available, annually published source 

for existing or new BAs. The source data is open for interpretation. 

Furthermore, the existing PII accum threshold had to be over-inflated as part of the initial WECC-0068 drafting 

team effort to accommodate substantial Month-End Corrections (per the existing Requirement R7) made by 

some large BAs.  This over-inflation can be eliminated by excluding Month-End Corrections per R7 from the 

PII accum threshold Month-End totals used for monthly assessment.  

Based on BA PII accumulation data trends, it appears to be the case that BAs can effectively manage to 
whatever limits are imposed.  Initial data reviews show that Month-End meter error corrections for large BAs 
are typically no more than 12% of Peak Load (based on one sampling so far). 

Idaho Power Company   Idaho Power believes the calculation for R1 would be easier to 
calculate. 

The drafting team appreciates Idaho’s continued involvement in the standards development process.  

 


