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Purpose 

 Explain why Motion 47 as currently written 
causes PCM to fail  
 Illustrate how Motion 47 reduces or 

impedes C&P for the BPA system 
 Provide the customers with BPA’s 

suggested alternative to Motion 47 
 Strategize with customers on how to move 

forward with NAESB on this topic 
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Commercially Similar Paths – Motion 47 
 Motion 47 came into being with the notion that  
 Defenders should be those Request and Reservations with 

Commercially Similar Paths as the Challenger, and  
 that the Defender should not have to give up a 

disproportionate amount to what the Challenger gains, and  
 that whatever rules are developed for a flowgate methodology 

would also apply to contract path methodology. 
 Motion 47 as written: 

When a Challenger cannot be accommodated because AFC is 
not available on one or more flowgates, the Transmission 
Provider must identify potential Defenders. A potential Defender 
must provide relief on all of the flowgates where AFC is not 
available for the Challenger. The capacity taken away from the 
Defender shall not be more than 105% (rounded to the nearest 
MW) of the capacity made available to the Challenger. 
 

Motion 47 also includes a second paragraph with similar 
wording, but for ATC paths.  
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Concerns with current motion 47 
– In application, it is overly restrictive when compared to the 

original intent behind the motion.  
– Preemption/Competitions are about Reservations (POR-POD), 

and the current language of Motion 47 delves into TP evaluation 
of AFC. 

– On BPA’s flowgate based system, Motion 47 effectively 
eliminates the likelihood of conducting preemption and 
competition except for identical POR-POD combinations. Paul 
Sorenson’s statement that Motion 47 “literally stops preemption 
and competitions” has been proven out on BPA’s flowgate 
network. 

– Everyone agrees that you should not take away 100 MW from 
the Defender to provide 10 MW of relief to the Challenger, but 
you also can’t take away 4 MW from a Defender to provide the 
final 3 MW of relief to the Challenger. 

– It is based upon individual or multiple flowgate TDF settings 
which are hard to understand let alone audit. 

– TDFs and individual flowgate capacity may change over the time 
of a reservation which will change any given recall to gain ratio.  
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Motion 47 – Analysis of Current Language 
Motion 47 has two parts 
 

1. A potential Defender must provide relief on all of the flowgates where 
AFC is not available for the Challenger.  

The purpose for this was to ensure that each individual Defender 
would in and of itself provide some relief to the Challenger. They 
would not be harmed if the challenger got no gain. Besides the 
confusion of trying to understand flowgate TDFs in calculating this 
provision, it is really unnecessary given the second part of the 
motion. If the Defender gives up anything to give the Challenger 
nothing, then it exceeds the 105% rule. 

 

2. The capacity taken away from the Defender shall not be more than 
105% (rounded to the nearest MW) of the capacity made available to the 
Challenger. 

The purpose for this was to guard against a defender having to give 
up a disproportionate amount of capacity compared to what the 
Challenger would gain. For instance, a Defender should not have to 
give up 100 MW of capacity in order to give the Challenger 10 MW. 
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Part 1 – BPAT Recommendation 
The first part of Motion 47 

• deals with flowgates, not reservations, 
• is very confusing and hard to explain,  
• difficult to audit because the TDF calculations 

involved vary with each POR-POD 
combination, 

• is not needed given the 105% rule of Motion 
47 (if the Defender gives up anything to give 
the Challenger nothing, then it exceeds the 
105% rule). 

 
Recommendation: The following wording, “A 
potential Defender must provide relief on all of the 
flowgates where AFC is not available for the 
Challenger.” should be deleted from the motion.  
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Part 2 – Illustration of 105% Rule 
Purpose: To make sure that not “too much more” capacity is taken from the 
Defender than will be made available to the challenger. What is too much? 
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Part 2 – 105% Rule (Real BPA Examples) 

• The Challenger and Defender are both for 100 MW, but on dissimilar paths. 
• There is zero AFC on any of the Flowgates. 
• Of the 100 MW needed by the Challenger, 75 MW goes through CCN. 
• Of the 100 MW held by the Defender, 19.4 goes through CCN 
• 100% of the Defender capacity is needed to satisfy 26% of the Challenger need, 

so 100 MW will need to be Recalled to increase the Challenger by 26 MW. 
• Defender Recall (100 MW) / Challenger Gain (26 MW) = 387%, well over the 
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Part 2 – 105% Rule (BPA POR/POD Examples) 
What 
about 
very 

similar 
paths? 
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Part 2 – 105% Rule Real BPA Example 1 

• The Challenger and Defender are both for 100 MW, but on very similar paths. 
• There is zero AFC on any of the Flowgates. 
• Of the 100 MW needed by the Challenger, 57 MW goes through NOH. 
• Of the 100 MW held by the Defender, 31 MW goes through NOH. 
• 100% of the Defender capacity is needed to satisfy 54% of the Challenger need, 

so 100 MW will need to be Recalled to increase the Challenger by 54 MW. 
• Defender Recall (100 MW) / Challenger Gain (54 MW) = 185%, well over the 
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Part 2 – 105% Rule Real BPA Example 2 

• The Challenger and Defender are both for 100 MW, but on very similar paths. 
• There is zero AFC on CCN, but 100 MW on the rest of the Flowgates. 
• Of the 100 MW needed by the Challenger, 18.4 MW goes through CCN. 
• Of the 100 MW held by the Defender, 19.4 MW goes through CCN. 
• 95% of the Defender capacity is needed to satisfy 100% of the Challenger need, 

so 95 MW will need to be Recalled to increase the Challenger by 100 MW. 
• Defender Recall (95 MW) / Challenger Gain (100 MW) = 95%, well under the 
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Part 2 – 105% Rule Real BPA Example 3 

• The Challenger and Defender are both for 100 MW, and on very similar paths. 
• There is zero AFC on all of the Flowgates. 
• Of the 100 MW needed by the Challenger, 4 MW goes through WJD. 
• Of the 100 MW held by the Defender, 3 MW goes through WDJ. 
• 100% of the Defender capacity is needed to satisfy 75% of the Challenger need, 

so 100 MW will need to be Recalled to increase the Challenger by 75 MW. 
• Defender Recall (100 MW) / Challenger Gain (75 MW) = 133%, well over the 

105% Rule 
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Part 2 – 105% Rule Real BPA Example 4 

• The Challenger is for 50 MW and Defender has 100 MW. Same paths as before. 
• There is zero AFC on all but WJD which has enough to satisfy the challenger. 
• Of the 50 MW needed by the Challenger, 34 MW goes through CCN. 
• Of the 100 MW held by the Defender, 64 MW goes through CCN. 
• 53 MW of the Defender capacity is needed to satisfy 50 MW of the Challenger 

need.. 
• Defender Recall (53 MW) / Challenger Gain (50 MW) = 106%, just over the 

105% Rule, but only 3 extra MW to satisfy the Defender. 
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Part 2 – 105% Rule Over Time 

• Flowgate AFC changes over time as do TDFs if there is an outage 
• A Defender could fail the 105% rule on one day and pass on another day. 
• In the above example, the TP loses 14 MW on Day 1, gains 17 MW on Day 2, 

and loses 5 MW on Day 3 for a net loss of 2 MW. 
• Is this a valid Defender? 
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Part 2 – 105% Rule Real BPA Examples 
Lessons Learned 

1. As written, a Reservation can be a Defender against a certain 
POR-POD Challenger one time but not another depending 
upon which flowgate(s) are constrained at the time. 

2. Different flowgates can be constrained at different times over 
the course of a competition timeline causing different results 
over time. 

3. The 105% rule must apply to the total capacity given up over 
time, not to a given flowgate at a particular time. 

4. For BPA Motion 47 would make preemption and competition 
almost impossible because on a flow-based system 
reservations with similar POR/PODs there would most likely 
be a flowgate that would not meet the 105% rule.   
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Proposed New Motion 47 
 The net capacity taken from a defender over time cannot 

be more than the greater of 105%, and/or some marginal 
loss capacity set by the TP, than the net gained by the 
challenger over time. Any marginal loss capacity must be 
posted in the TP's Business Practices. 
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