Comment Form for 1st Draft of MOD-008-1 

Please use this form to submit comments on the first draft of the Transmission Reserve Margin Calculation Methodology Standard (MOD-008-1 TRM Calculation Methodology).  Comments must be submitted by May 2, 2007.  You must submit the completed form by email to sarcomm@nerc.com with the words “TRM Calculation Methodology” in the subject line.  If you have questions please contact Bill Lohrman at wwlohrman@praguepower.com or 908-630-0289.

	Individual Commenter Information

(Complete this page for comments from one organization or individual.)

	Name: 
     

	Organization: 
     

	Telephone: 
     

	E-mail:
     

	NERC Region
	
	Registered Ballot Body Segment

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 ERCOT

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 FRCC

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 MRO

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 NPCC

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 RFC 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 SERC

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 SPP

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 WECC

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 NA – Not Applicable
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	1 — Transmission Owners

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	2 — RTOs, and ISOs

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	3 — Load-serving Entities

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	4 — Transmission-dependent Utilities

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	5 — Electric Generators

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	6 — Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, and Marketers

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	7 — Large Electricity End Users

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	8 — Small Electricity End Users

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	9 — Federal, State, Provincial Regulatory or other Government Entities

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	10 – Regional Reliability Organizations, and Regional Entities


	

	Group Comments (Complete this page if comments are from a group.)

Group Name: 

     
Lead Contact:

     
Contact Organization:
     
Contact Segment:

     
Contact Telephone:
     
Contact E-mail:

     

	Additional Member Name
	Additional Member Organization
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	Segment*

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     


*If more than one region or segment applies, indicate the best fit for the purpose of these comments.  Regional acronyms and segment numbers are shown on the prior page.

Background Information
The proposed standard labeled MOD-008-1 outlines requirements for the calculation of Transmission Reserve Margins (TRM).  The purpose of the revisions to MOD-008-0 is to promote consistent and transparent Transmission Reliability Margin calculation methodologies among Transmission Service Providers, Transmission Planners, and Transmission Operators.  

The drafting team is proposing to revise existing standards on TRM to require crisp and clear documentation of the calculation of TRM and to make various components of the methodology mandatory so there is more consistency across methodologies.
Upon approval of MOD-008-1, the drafting team will recommend that MOD-009-0 is no longer required, and that MOD-009-0 be retired.  MOD-009-0 mostly contains requirements for compliance monitoring by the Regional Entities, and compliance responsibilities will be contained in MOD-008-1.
Clarification of Capacity Benefit Margin will be subsequently addressed by the drafting team in proposed revisions to the respective standards dealing with those values.

The Standard Drafting Team would like to receive industry comment on the proposed requirements.  
You do not have to answer all questions.  
Insert a “check” mark in the appropriate boxes by double-clicking the gray areas.

1. Do you agree with the applicable entities defined in the standard?  If not, please specify to which entities the standard shall apply.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
2. Should the violation severity levels be individually specified for each applicable entity?  If yes, please specify to which entities the violation severity levels shall apply.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
3. Do you agree that the components included in R.2 (R2.1 through R2.9) are the only components that should be allowed to be considered in the calculation of TRM? If not, please identify which additional components should be allowed to be considered.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
4. Do you agree there is a difference between “aggregate load forecast error” (R2.1) and “load distribution error” (R2.2)? If not, please provide an explanation (including perhaps an example)
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
5. Do you agree there is a difference between “parallel paths (loop flow) impacts” (R2.5) and “simultaneous path interactions” (R2.6) clear ? If not, please provide an explanation (including perhaps an example).
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
6. Does requirement R9 eliminate the possibility of counting the same components of uncertainty in both the TRM and the CBM calculation (e.g. double counting the same reserves)?  If not, please provide your recommendation for wording of this requirement that would eliminate this possibility,
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
7. In FERC Docket Nos. RM05-17-000 and RM05-25-000, Order 890
, paragraph 275, FERC has suggested an appropriate maximum TRM could be predicated on modeling of the system assuming all facility ratings are reduced by a specific percentage range.  Should this standard be modified to allow for a TRM calculation methodology that specifies an across the board percentage reduction of facility ratings, such as 3% - 5%, outside which justification would be required?  If yes, please specify the percentage range and its rationale, and describe the reliability need for such a range. If not, please explain why?
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
8. Should the standard establish a cap or maximum allowable value for TRM as some have interpreted is the intent of Paragraph 275 of Order 890?  If yes, please describe the reliability need for such a cap.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
9. The amount of TRM required to maintain system reliability is generally considered to be time dependant, with a larger amount necessary for longer time horizons than for near-term time periods. Is there a need for the standard to account for the fact that uncertainties associated with the operation of the interconnected electric system increase as the time horizon increases?  Whether you answer yes or no please explain your answer.   

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
10. Does the standard need more specificity regarding how the uncertainties in R2.1 through 2.9 shall be included in the TRM calculation?  If your answer is yes please explain your answer and provide examples of methodologies for quantifying the uncertainties.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
11. Are you aware of any conflicts between the proposed standard and any regulatory function, rule/order, tariff, rate schedule, legislative requirement or agreement?  If yes, please explain your answer.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
12. Do you have any other comments on the proposed standard?  If yes, please explain your answer.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
Continued on next page
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Anticipatory questions for developing the CBM standard.  The drafting team is asking these questions to help it prepare for the development of the CBM standard, which will be addressed during its next several meetings.
13. Should CBM be reduced by the portion of TRM that was calculated for the same components of uncertainty (e.g., reserve sharing or operating reserves)?  If not, please explain how this would not lead to double counting.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
14. Questions for LSEs regarding input to CBM standard:

Note that the purpose of this question is to determine the various possible generation supply adequacy standards that might have a transmission requirement, implied or specified.  Determining this information would be helpful in preparing a CBM standard that can be applied to regulatory requirements.
a. Who is the responsible entity(ies) that establishes your Generation Reserve Requirement (commission, region, PUC, etc)?  

Comments:      
b. Please describe the generation supply adequacy standard requirement(s) that are transmission dependent and whether it (they) are mandatory?  Some examples could be:

· a Loss of Load Expectation based on a Loss of Load Probability (LOLP) that allows or establishes a transmission requirement for access to external resources

· A statutory obligation to meet a Regional standard (which might also be an LOLE requirement).  If the transmission requirement is definable, please explain.
· Any statute with a defined transmission obligation, implied or specified

· A generation requirement, such as loss of the largest unit, which can be translated into access to external resources to cover this loss.

Comments:      
� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ferc.gov/whats-new/comm-meet/2007/021507/E-1.pdf" ��http://www.ferc.gov/whats-new/comm-meet/2007/021507/E-1.pdf� 
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