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Attention: Gary D. Bachman 
  Attorney for Puget Sound Energy, Inc.  
   
Reference: Deficiency Notice Regarding Open Access Transmission Tariff 

Schedules 3 and 13  
   
Dear Mr. Bachman: 
 
 On June 6, 2011, you submitted, on behalf of Puget Sound Energy, Inc. (Puget), 
revisions to Puget’s Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATT) Schedule 3 (Regulation 
and Frequency Response Service) and Schedule 13 (Regulation and Frequency Response 
Service for Generators Selling Outside of Control Area).  Puget proposes to update the 
capacity rate for regulation and frequency response service under both schedules and to 
require intermittent generators exporting power from Puget’s balancing authority area 
(BAA) to purchase an amount of regulation capacity equal to 16.77 percent of the 
customer’s transmission reservation. 
  
 Please be advised that the filing is deficient and that additional information is 
required by the Commission to process the filing.  Please provide the information 
requested below: 
 

1. Puget’s Schedule 3 and Schedule 13 state that “a Transmission Customer must 
either purchase [regulation and frequency response] service from the Transmission 
Provider or make alternative comparable arrangements to satisfy its Regulation 
and Frequency Response Service Obligation.”1  What types of arrangements will 

                                              
1 Puget Sound Energy, Inc., OATT, Regulation, 008 Schedule 3 (2.0.0); Puget 
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Puget consider as comparable arrangements to satisfy its obligation? 
 
2. Puget states that it will work with customers to facilitate a dynamic transfer into 

Puget’s BAA of self-supplied regulation capacity or a dynamic transfer out of 
Puget’s BAA of the generator’s output.  How will Puget facilitate dynamic 
scheduling in its BAA, and what rules and procedures will Puget use to establish 
dynamic transfers into and out of Puget’s BAA?   

 
3. Puget describes a study it performed to determine the 16.77 percent purchase 

obligation for exporting intermittent generators.  However, Puget failed to provide 
support demonstrating that the 2.0 percent purchase obligation still accurately 
captures the burden imposed on Puget’s system by load (under Schedule 3) and by 
exporting dispatchable generators (under Schedule 13).  To remedy this 
deficiency, please provide the following information: 

 
a. Support for the proposed 2.0 percent regulation requirement for load and 

for exporting dispatchable generators.   
b. Please explain whether the purchase obligation in Schedule 3 is based only 

on load deviations within the BAA or deviations of both load within the 
BAA and generation used to serve that load.   

c. Further, to the extent the 2.0 percent regulation requirement in Schedule 3 
does not reflect the deviations of the generation serving the load within the 
BAA, please explain how the regulation costs for those deviations are 
recovered and explain whether it is unduly discriminatory to charge 
generators serving load outside of the BAA for regulating capacity based 
on their dispatchability but not similarly charge generators serving load 
within the BAA based on their dispatchability. 

 
4. Puget does not provide sufficient information regarding how Puget would account 

for the costs associated with regulating Puget’s Wild Horse wind facility.  Please 
demonstrate whether and/or how the increased variability from the Wild Horse 
facility is included in the computation of regulation reserve capacity under 
Schedule 3. 

 
5. In calculating the deviations for dispatchable generators that are used in 

determining the intermittent purchase obligation, Puget only uses data from six of 
its dispatchable generators.  Please explain why Puget excludes part of its 
dispatchable generation fleet from its calculations of deviations for determining 
the intermittent purchase obligation.  Please also explain how the data from these 
six dispatchable generators are used to calculate a ”portfolio-wide” system 

                                                                                                                                                  
Sound Energy, Inc., OATT, Generator Regulation, Schedule 13 (0.0.0). 
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diversity ratio, and if not used, please explain how the system diversity ratio was 
calculated. 

 
6. In calculating the proposed capacity charges, Puget only uses data from eight 

generation resources.  Please explain why Puget excludes part of its generation 
fleet and purchases from its calculations of the cost of providing regulation service 
and explain why it selected these particular eight generation resources.   

 
7. Puget uses nameplate capacity when calculating the 16.77 percent purchase 

obligation for exporting intermittent generators but applies the resulting charge 
based on transmission reservation.  Please provide justification for this differing 
treatment and explain why Puget should be allowed to use nameplate capacity in 
calculating the 16.77 percent intermittent purchase obligation for exporting 
intermittent generators under Schedule 13, while applying the resulting charge 
based on transmission reservation. 

 
8. In its calculation of the 16.77 percent purchase obligation, Puget uses 60-minute 

persistence forecasts in calculating all of the deviations for intermittent generators.  
As of June 28, 2011, transmission customers were able to change their schedules 
on an intra-hourly basis.  Please explain whether Puget’s calculation of the 16.77 
percent purchase obligation accounts for the possibility that resources would 
utilize intra-hour transmission scheduling now that it is available, and if not, why 
not. 

 
9. Please explain Puget’s use of 10-minute intervals to measure actual wind output. 

 
The information requested of Puget in this letter will constitute an amendment to 

Puget’s filing and a new filing date will be established, pursuant to Duke Power Co., 57 
FERC ¶ 61,215 (1991).  A notice of amendment will be issued upon receipt of Puget’s 
response.   
 

This letter is issued pursuant to 18 C.F.R. § 375.307(a)(1)(v) (2011) and is 
interlocutory.  This letter is not subject to rehearing pursuant to 18 C.F.R. § 385.713, and 
a response to this letter must be filed with the Commission within thirty (30) days of this 
letter.  
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In addition, please provide a copy of the response to all parties that have either 
requested or been granted intervention in this proceeding.  Pending receipt of the above 
information, a filing date will not be assigned to the filing.  Failure to respond to this 
letter within the time period specified may result in an order rejecting the filing. 
 
 
       Sincerely, 
 

 
                                                 
Steve P. Rodgers, Director 
Division of Electric Power  
Regulation – West 

 
cc:  All Parties 
 


