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	AESO Proposal

As Filed November 3, 2006
	Section and Page
	
	AESO Assessment
	
	Stakeholder Response

	
	
	
	Consensus Support
	
	Position
	Comments

	
	
	
	Achieved
	Possible
	Unlikely
	
	Support
	Not Opposed
	Opposed
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Application
	s1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	The AESO’s entire forecast revenue requirement is subject to deferral account treatment
	s1
p5
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	The AESO should continue to use Rate Riders B and C and deferral account reconciliations to recover actual incurred costs excluding losses
	s1
p5
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Revenue Requirement
	s2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	The 2007 Forecast of $429.8 million for TFO-wires related costs is reasonable
	s2
pp10-12
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	The 2007 Forecast of $8.5 million for non-wires costs is reasonable
	s2
pp13-15
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	The 2007 Forecast of $184.5 million for ancillary services costs is reasonable
	s2
pp16-19
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	The 2007 Forecast of $196.0 million for transmission losses is reasonable
	s2
pp20-21
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	The 2007 Forecast of $5.5 million for other industry costs is reasonable
	s2
pp22-23
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	The 2007 Forecast of $35.9 million for AESO administrative costs is reasonable
	s2
pp22-23
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	The 2007 Forecast of $1.2 million for interest costs is reasonable
	s2
pp22-23
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	The 2007 Forecast of $24.135 million closing balance for AESO transmission capital is reasonable
	s2
p24
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	The AESO’s cost allocation between transmission, energy market, and load settlement is reasonable
	s2
pp25-29
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rate Design
	s4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	The AESO’s tariff satisfies all legislative requirements regarding the recovery of transmission system costs from customers
	s4
pp3-4
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	Five rate design principles apply, with cost causation the primary consideration
	s4
pp4-5
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	The Local/Pod functionalization should be continued as in the original Cost Causation Study
	s4
pp6-7
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	Customer contributions should be functionalized as in the Cost Causation Update
	s4 p7
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	Recovering bulk system costs on a coincident peak basis cannot be justified
	s4
pp9-11
	
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	Billing capacity is an appropriate billing determinant for recovery of bulk system costs
	s4
pp11-12
	
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	

	18
	No changes to cost functionalization and classification should be made to adjust for TFO operations, maintenance, and administration costs 
	s4
pp12-13
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	19
	POD cost classification should be based on the Customer Contribution Study recommended cost function
	s4
pp 13-14
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	20
	Ancillary services cost classification should remain as in the current tariff
	s4
p15
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	21
	Bulk system and local system costs should be combined and recovered through a single system charge
	s4
p15-17
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	22
	The system charge should be designed using 48.6% average and 51.4% excess costs based on the length-weighted average 240 kV line load factor
	s4
p16
	
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	

	23
	The 48.6% average cost component of the system charge should be recovered as a $/MWh usage charge based on metered energy
	s4
pp16-17
	
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	

	24
	The 51.4% excess cost component of the system charge should be recovered as a $/MW demand charge based on billing capacity
	s4
pp16-17
	
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	

	25
	The observed variability of substation costs is reasonable considering different substation configurations, varying geography and construction conditions, and different levels of complexity for each project
	s4
p18
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	26
	Average costs of substations serving smaller loads are significantly different than average costs of substations serving larger loads
	s4
pp18-19
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	27
	The recommended cost function from the Customer Contribution Study provides a reasonable distinction between costs of PODs serving smaller and larger loads
	s4
p19
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	28
	Interconnections where the TFO does not own conventional transformation facilities should be eligible for the Primary Service Credit
	s4
pp20-22
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	29
	DTS bill impact should be assessed to determine if relief would be warranted for the 2007 tariff
	s4
pp22-23
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	30
	Bill impacts should be assessed based on changes from 2005 to 2007 rates rather than from 2006 to 2007 rates
	s4
p23
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	31
	Bill impacts should be assessed solely on DTS charges and should not include commodity charges
	s4
pp23-24
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	32
	Bill impacts should be assessed on individual DTS PODs rather than on customer aggregations of PODs
	s4
p24
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	33
	Bill impacts should be addressed through appropriate rate structures to as great an extent as possible
	s4
p24
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	34
	Individual POD increases higher than 300% due to the change from the 2005 to 2007 DTS rate should be mitigated
	s4
pp24-28
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	35
	Any POD that would see a decrease from 2006 to 2007 rates would not be capped
	s4
pp28-29
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	36
	Mitigation would be achieved through a rider that would cap the increase at individual PODs to 300% as calculated by the AESO
	s4
p29
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	37
	Any revenue shortfall due to the mitigation rider would be accommodated through the AESO’s deferral account
	s4
pp29-30
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	38
	The revised wording for the power factor deficiency charge more clearly indicates the basis for the calculation of the charge
	s4
p31
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	39
	Backup or standby service is appropriately accommodated through the proposed DTS rate design
	s4
pp31-39
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	40
	Scheduled generator maintenance service is appropriately accommodated through modifications to DOS Term
	s4
p39
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	41
	The proposed DOS 7 Minutes rate appropriately reflects the costs attributable to DOS 7 Minutes
	s4
pp39-42
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	42
	The proposed DOS 1 Hour rate appropriately reflects the costs attributable to DOS 1 Hour
	s4
pp39-43
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	43
	The proposed DOS Term rate appropriately reflects the costs attributable to DOS Term
	s4
pp39-44
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	44
	The proposed XTS rate appropriately reflects the costs attributable to XTS
	s4
pp46-47
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	45
	The proposed XOS 1 Hour rate appropriately reflects the costs attributable to XOS 1 Hour
	s4
pp47-49
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	46
	The proposed XTS 1 Month rate appropriately reflects the costs attributable to XOS 1 Month
	s4
pp47-49
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	47
	The IOS rate should be continued as currently approved
	s4
pp49-50
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	48
	Merchant export rates should be reduced by the amount of costs attributable to the existing inter-ties
	s4
p50
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	49
	The Primary Service Credit should be 40% of POD-related costs as determined from the PSC level approved in the current tariff
	s4
pp50-51
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50
	The maximum investment available to services eligible for the PSC should also be reduced by 40%
	s4
p52
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	51
	The revised wording for the DTS ratchet period more clearly defines the period
	s4
p53
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	52
	The revised wording for location-specific loss factors more clearly refer to the ISO Rule under which the loss factors are defined
	s4
p53
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	53
	The revised reference to energy transfer in t he IOS rate appropriately corrects the terminology
	s4
p53
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	54
	The combination of all information regarding regulated generating units is appropriately consolidated into a single appendix
	s4
p53
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	55
	No other changes to rates or riders are appropriate or necessary in this application
	s4
p53
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rate Calculations
	s5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	56
	The rate calculations determine the rates in accordance with prior approved methodology and with discussion in the text of the application
	s5
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Terms and Conditions of Service
	s6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	57
	The additions and changes to definitions for substation fraction, transmission interconnection requirements, and reliability standards are appropriate (Article 1)
	s6
pp2-3
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	58
	The clarification of capacity and system conditions limitations in the provision of service is appropriate (Article 3)
	s6
pp4-5
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	59
	The clarification of requirements for customers applying for new or expanded system access service is appropriate (Article 5)
	s6
pp5-7
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	60
	Reflecting the metering details in the AESO’s measurement system standard is appropriate (Article 7)
	s6
pp8-9
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	61
	Determining customer and system contributions when the customer commits to the project is appropriate (Article 9.2)
	s6
pp9-11
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	62
	Clarifying the treatment of staged loads and capacity increases when new facilities are required is appropriate (Article 9.7)
	s6
pp9-12
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	63
	Clarifying the tariff that applies when events result in changes to customer contributions is appropriate (Article 9.9)
	s6
pp9-13
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	64
	Applying prepaid operations and maintenance only to facilities in excess of standard is appropriate (Article 9.4)
	s6
pp13-15
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	65
	The data relied upon for the Customer Contribution Study reflects an appropriate number and diversity of projects (Article 9.6)
	s6
pp15-19
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	66
	The raw cost function determined in the Customer Contribution Study is reasonable (Article 9.6)
	s6
pp19-26
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	67
	The maximum investment function determined in the Customer Contribution Study is reasonable (Article 9.6)
	s6
pp26-30
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	68
	The resulting revisions to the determination of customer contribution in the terms and conditions is appropriate (Article 9.6)
	s6
pp30-32
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	69
	The modification to the discount rate formula to accommodate the EUB’s annual generic return on equity orders is appropriate (Article 9.14)
	s6
p32
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	70
	The explicit application of the dual-use ratio to all substations with multiple services is appropriate (Article 9.5)
	s6
pp32-33
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	71
	The clarifications to provisions associated with contract capacity increases are appropriate (Article 13)
	s6
pp33-34
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	72
	The clarifications regarding reduction or termination of capacity, including payment in lieu of notice, are appropriate (Article 14)
	s6
pp34-37
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	73
	The termination of RGUCC charges when regulated generating units are decommissioned early is appropriate (Article 14.6)
	s6
pp37-39
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	74
	The clarification of non-compliance, interest, and other charges related to security, billing, and payment terms is appropriate (Article 15)
	s6
pp39-41
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	75
	Other minor changes to the terms and conditions of service are appropriate
	s6
pp41-44
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	76
	The revisions to the pro forma system access service agreements are appropriate (Appendix C)
	s6
pp44-47
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tariff
	s7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	77
	The proposed tariff appropriately reflects the discussion in the text of the application
	s7
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Responses to Outstanding Matters
	s8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	78
	The chronological list provided in section 8.1 provides an accurate summary of the status of responses to outstanding matters
	s8
pp1-2
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	79
	The AESO’s proposal to continue to use external source pool price forecast appropriately responds to the EUB direction
	s8
pp3-4
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	80
	The AESO’s discussion of measure to prevent potential conflicts of interest between AESO functions appropriately responds to the EUB direction
	s8
pp5-6
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	81
	The AESO’s discussion of internal review controls for interconnections appropriately responds to the EUB direction
	s8
pp10-12
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	82
	The AESO’s business case for the use of external regulatory counsel appropriately responds to the EUB direction
	s8
pp13-15
	
	
	(
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Additional Issues (Added by Stakeholder)
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