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890 Work Plan

Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM) Business Practices 

· Business practice standards to set forth “how the CBM value shall be determined, allocated across transmission paths, and used” and how transmission providers will “reflect the set-aside of transfer capability as CBM in the development of the rate for point-to-point transmission service.” (Paragraph 257 will require coordination with the NERC Order 890 reliability standards development)

WEQ 2008 Annual Plan Item 2(b)(iii)(1)

Status: The ESS/ITS and BPS have begun identifying complementary business practices to NERC MOD004.  The ESS/ITS and BPS have identified the NAESB business practice standards that may be needed to address CBM, including where the CBM value shall be posted; how to allocate priority use of CBM; how to allocate the amount of CBM; the ability to audit CBM usage; a new request type on OASIS to distinguish a CBM reservation; and for the posting of CBM on the OASIS systemdata template.

· Business practice standards that include an OASIS mechanism to “allow for auditing of CBM usage.” (Paragraph 262 does not require coordination with the NERC Order 890 reliability standards development)

WEQ 2008 Annual Plan Item 2(b)(iii)(2)

Status:  The ESS/ITS and BPS are continuing to evaluate and review the templates and practices for CBM, including auditing of CBM usage. 8/16/07.  If we are using existing templates and the existing templates have corresponding “Audit Templates”, additional work may not be needed.
· Any additional business practice standards needed to complement the NERC CBM reliability standards (MOD004) created as a result of this effort.  (This item is a catchall section in case there are areas where business practices are needed as a result of the NERC CBM reliability standards.  This item will require coordination with the NERC Order 890 reliability standards development).

WEQ 2008 Annual Plan Item 2(b)(iii)(3)

Status:  The ESS/ITS and BPS have begun identifying complementary business practices to NERC MOD004.

Order 890

256. The Commission concludes that it is appropriate to allow LSEs to retain the option of setting aside transfer capability in the form of CBM to maintain their generation reliability requirement.  We agree with commenters that, without CBM, LSEs would have to increase their generation reserve margins by contracting for generation capacity, which may result in higher costs without additional reliability benefits.  We require, however, the development of standards for how CBM is determined, allocated across transmission paths, and used in order to limit misuse of transfer capability set aside as CBM.  Transmission providers also must reflect the set-aside of transfer capability as CBM in the development of the rate for point-to-point transmission service to ensure comparable treatment for point-to-point to customers.  

257. The Commission therefore adopts a combination of the NOPR options one and two, and declines to adopt option three.  First, we require public utilities, working through NERC and NAESB, to develop clear standards for how the CBM value shall be determined, allocated across transmission paths, and used.  We understand that NERC has already begun the process of modifying several of the CBM-related reliability standards and that the drafting process is a joint project with NAESB.  Second, we require transmission providers to reflect the set-aside of transfer capability as CBM in the development of the rate for point-to-point transmission service.

258. We note that there is broad concern that eliminating CBM (option three) would impose extraordinary costs for meeting generation reliability criteria, which then may lead utilities to reduce their generation reliability requirement to avoid the cost increase.  We believe that the reforms reflected in combining options one and two are sufficient to remedy undue discrimination and that the adverse effects associated with option three are neither warranted nor required.  We reject Morgan Stanley’s call for CBM elimination on the grounds that CBM is acting as a disincentive to undertake needed generation resource additions.  It would be inappropriate for the Commission to restrict the ability of an LSE to determine how best to meet its generation reliability criteria.  

259. To ensure CBM is used for its intended purpose, CBM shall only be used to allow an LSE to meet its generation reliability criteria.  Consistent with Duke’s statement, we clarify that each LSE within a transmission provider’s control area has the right to request the transmission provider to set aside transfer capability as CBM for the LSE to meet its historical, state, RTO, or regional generation reliability criteria requirement such as reserve margin, loss of load probability (LOLP), the loss of largest units, etc. 

260. We direct public utilities, working through NERC, to develop clear requirements for allocating CBM over transmission paths and flowgates.  While we do not mandate a particular methodology for allocating CBM to paths and flowgates, one approach could be based on the location of the outside resources or spot market hubs that an LSE has historically relied on during emergencies resulting from an energy deficiency.  

261. We concur with TAPS’ proposal that all LSEs should have access to CBM and meaningful input into how much transfer capability is set aside as CBM.  In the transparency section below, we provide detailed requirements regarding availability of documentation used to determine the amount of transfer capability to be set aside as CBM and the posting of CBM values and narratives.  Access to this documentation will enable LSEs to validate how much transfer capability is set aside as CBM on each system and provide them with information to question whether the set-aside is consistent with the reliability standards and this Final Rule. 

262. Concerning TAPS’ proposal to remove the reservation decision from the sole discretion of transmission providers, we determine that LSEs should be permitted to call for use of CBM, if they do so pursuant to conditions established in the reliability standards development process.  We direct public utilities working through NERC to modify the CBM-related standards to specify the generation deficiency conditions during which an LSE will be allowed to use the transfer capability reserved as CBM.  In addition, we direct that transmission set aside as CBM shall be zero in non-firm ATC calculations.  Finally, we order public utilities to work with NAESB to develop an OASIS mechanism that will allow for auditing of CBM usage.

263. We also require transmission providers to design their transmission charges to ensure that the class of customers not benefiting from the CBM set-aside, i.e., point-to-point customers, do not pay a transmission charge that includes the cost of the CBM set-aside.  To do this, transmission providers are required to submit redesigned transmission charges that reflect the CBM set-aside through a limited issue FPA section 205 rate filing as part of its initial ATC-related compliance filing.  These filings, which may be submitted within 120 days after the publication of the Final Rule in the Federal Register, may be limited to the rate design change only, i.e., they will not require the submission of cost of service data or a revision to the transmission provider’s revenue requirement. 

264. With respect to TAPS’ proposal that all LSEs should be allowed to use CBM to meet their reserve-sharing needs, we believe that TRM is the appropriate category for that purpose, not CBM.  We reject TAPS’ proposal to use CBM for the LSE’s reserve-sharing needs, but instead make TRM available for the incremental power flows resulting from reserve sharing, as explained next.

265. As we are rejecting option three, which would have required the reservation of transfer capability rather than using CBM, we also reject Williams’ proposal to require the reservation of transfer capability on both sides of an interface for CBM. 

ORDER 890-A
266. The Commission directed public utilities, working through NERC and NAESB, to develop clear standards and business practices for how the CBM value is determined, allocated across transmission paths and flowgates, and used.  To ensure that CBM is used for its intended purpose, the Commission provided that CBM shall only be used to allow an LSE to meet its generation reliability criteria.  The Commission rejected requests to allow CBM to be used to meet reserve-sharing needs, explaining that TRM is the appropriate category for that purpose.  Public utilities were directed to work with NAESB to develop an OASIS mechanism that will allow for auditing of CBM usage.  

267. The Commission clarified that each LSE within a transmission provider’s control area has the right to request the transmission provider to set aside transfer capability as CBM for the LSE to meet its historical, state, RTO, or regional generation reliability criteria requirement such as reserve margin, loss of load probability, the loss of largest units, etc.  It also determined that LSEs should be permitted to call for the use of CBM, pursuant to conditions established in the reliability standards development process.  Public utilities were directed to work through NERC to modify the CBM-related standards to specify the generation deficiency conditions during which an LSE will be allowed to use the transfer capability reserved as CBM.  The Commission also directed public utilities, working through NERC, to develop clear requirements for allocating CBM to paths and flowgates and concluded that transmission capacity set aside as CBM shall be zero in non-firm ATC calculations.

268. Finally, the Commission required the transmission provider to design their transmission charges so that the class of customers not benefiting from the CBM set-aside, i.e., point-to-point customers, do not pay a transmission charge that includes the cost of the CBM set-aside.  Transmission providers were permitted to submit redesigned transmission charges that reflect the CBM set-aside through a limited issue FPA section 205 rate filing.  The Commission noted that these filings may be limited to the rate design change only, i.e., they would not require the submission of cost of service data or a revision to the transmission provider’s revenue requirement. 
69. The Commission clarifies in response to Duke that utilities do not need to make CBM available to LSEs on their system if the utilities do not reserve for themselves CBM or its equivalent.  Comparability only requires transmission providers to make CBM available when they set aside for themselves transfer capability to meet generation reliability criteria.
  In order to provide transparency and consistency regarding the use of CBM, public utilities, working through NERC, must develop clear standards for how CBM is determined, allocated across transmission paths, and used.
  
70. The Commission did not mandate a particular methodology for allocating CBM over transmission paths and flowgates in Order No. 890.  We therefore reject Southern’s argument that development of a consistent methodology for calculating CBM would be harmful to LSEs because reserve needs vary from area to area.  While we expect the NERC and NAESB process to produce a consistent and transparent process for setting aside and allocating CBM based on LSE requests, we decline to prescribe a specific method for how CBM should be obtained or allocated or otherwise determine the amount of capacity that the transmission provider has to set aside in response to requests from multiple LSEs.  
71. We disagree that a consistent CBM methodology that allows LSEs access to historically used resources would impair reliability, conflict with the rights of native load under FPA section 217, or otherwise implicate varying regional and state mandates governing adequacy issues.  In any event, it is premature to consider these questions since NERC and NAESB have yet to complete their work on the reliability standards and business practices.  We also disagree with Southern that a consistent CBM methodology will remove the economic benefit associated with CBM.  Rather, a consistent methodology for determining how the CBM value is determined, allocated, and used will remove excess discretion that transmission providers previously had and allow all LSEs to have the benefits associated with CBM.
72. Regarding TDU Systems’ request to use CBM for reserve-sharing arrangements, we reiterate that TRM is the appropriate category for reserve-sharing arrangements and that CBM is to meet verifiable generation reliability criteria in times of emergency generation deficiencies.
  As the Commission explained in Order No. 890, TRM may be used for other transmission-related uncertainties as well.
  Because the transmission provider may set aside transfer capability for TRM to operate the system reliably, we reject TDU Systems’ request to use CBM for reserve-sharing purposes.  
73. With regard to cost recovery of the CBM set-aside, we affirm the decision in Order No. 890 to require transmission providers to design their transmission charges to ensure that the class of customers not benefiting from the CBM set-aside, i.e., point-to-point customers, do not pay a transmission charge that includes the cost of the CBM set-aside.  Only network customers and the transmission provider on behalf of its native load may request that transmission capacity be set aside as CBM and, therefore, only those users of the system should bear its costs.  We disagree with Southern that, because CBM is used by network customers, all the costs associated with CBM are already borne by network customers through their load ratio share responsibility.  As Southern acknowledges, the rates for point-to-point service are also calculated based on a share of total transmission system cost.  If the costs associated with CBM are not excluded from the universe of costs allocated to all point-to-point customers, then every point-to-point customer will end up paying a portion of those costs.  The Commission’s rate design ruling is therefore consistent with, not contrary to, the Commission’s directive in Order No. 888-A for network customers and native load to bear the cost of capacity not used by point-to-point customers.
  

74. We acknowledge, as Southern claims, that point-to-point customers do reap some indirect benefits from the CBM set-aside in that related capacity that is not used is made available on a non-firm basis and that, in turn, can generate revenues that are credited to the transmission cost of service to the benefit of point-to-point customers.  We do not believe this justifies charging all point-to-point customers for the cost of the CBM set-aside.  These costs should instead be allocated to the entities that have the exclusive right to request the set-aside in the first instance.  We agree that, in certain circumstances, this may necessitate modification of other rate design elements to ensure that costs are appropriately allocated and that the transmission provider fully recovers any reduction in revenues resulting from the change in the rates for firm point-to-point service.  Nothing in Order No. 890 precludes transmission providers from proposing modification of rates for other services (such as network service) as necessary to recover CBM-related costs previously paid by point-to-point customers.  Similarly, we expect that transmission providers would address in their rate design filings any possibility for particular customers to receive an inappropriate credit for non-firm use of capacity set aside for CBM.
75. We disagree that requiring transmission providers to design their rates to properly allocate CBM-related costs conflicts with the nature of network service or disadvantages network customers using CBM.  Under the pro forma OATT, transfer capability is made available for network resource designations and firm point-to-point reservations on a non-discriminatory basis.  It is therefore appropriate to design rates so that network customers and point-to-point customers pay rates based on the service available to each.  
76. We decline to defer the filing of CBM-related rate design proposals until completion of the NERC/NAESB standardization process.  To the extent a transmission provider’s rates currently collect the costs associated with the CBM set-aside from point-to-point customers, those rates must be redesigned in accordance with Order No. 890.  We acknowledge, however, that the on-going NERC and NAESB standardization processes may result in CBM being set aside and used differently in the future.  To the extent such changes implicate the allocation of costs among those that are eligible to request or use the set-aside, the transmission provider should file with the Commission any necessary rate changes to ensure that CBM costs continue to be allocated appropriately. 

77. Finally, we decline to address here what changes may be necessary to a particular rate settlement in order to ensure that costs associated with the CBM set-aside are allocated properly.  All proposals to allocate CBM costs will be considered on a case-by-case basis, whether they involve rates stated in a settlement or otherwise.  

NERC CBM REQUIREMENTS
B. Requirements

R1. The Transmission Service Provider shall prepare and keep current a “Capacity Benefit Margin Implementation Document” (CBMID) that includes, at a minimum, the

following information: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations

Planning, Long-term Planning]

R1.1. Its procedure for a Load-Serving Entity or Planned Resource Sharing Group within a Balancing Authority associated with the Transmission Service Provider to request the Generation Capability Import Requirement (GCIR) including the disposition and handling of deficient requests.

R1.2. Its procedure and assumptions for setting CBM for each ATC Path or Flowgate based on Load-Serving Entity or Planned Resource Sharing Group GCIR.

R1.3. Its procedure to request the use of Transfer Capability set aside as CBM.

R1.4. A statement of whether the Transmission Service Provider allows ATC or AFC to be less than zero due to CBM.

R2. The Transmission Service Provider shall make available its CBMID and any changes to the CBMID to the Transmission Operators, Transmission Service Providers, Reliability Coordinators, Transmission Planners, and Planning Coordinators that are within or adjacent to the Transmission Service Provider’s area prior to the effective date of a change. [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning]

R3. A Load-Serving Entity or Planned Resource Sharing Group that wants Transfer Capability to be set aside in the form of CBM shall: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning, Long-term Planning]

R3.1. Submit an annual GCIR request to the Transmission Service Provider and Transmission Planner per the specifications in the CBMID that includes:

R3.1.1. The GCIR, specifying:

3.1.1.1. A monthly GCIR value for each month for the next 24 months. If monthly values are not a requirement as per the applicable reserve margin and resource adequacy

requirements documented in R3.1.2, a yearly GCIR value for the current and following year will be sufficient .

3.1.1.2. An annual GCIR value for each subsequent year for each Balancing Authority or Posted Path not to exceed 10 years into the future.

3.1.1.3. The location of the load served by the GCIR (e.g., Balancing Authority, zones, markets …).

3.1.1.4. Assumed external resources (e.g., Balancing Authority(ies), specific generators, markets …) from which generation supporting each GCIR value of 3.1.1.1 and 3.1.1.2 will be supplied or the specific ATC Paths to be used for import of the generation supporting the GCIR.

R3.1.2. Identification of all applicable reserve margin and resource adequacy

requirements, and the entity(ies) responsible for establishing them, such as municipalities, state commissions, regional transmission organizations, independent system operators, Regional Reliability Organizations, or regional entities. 

3.1.2.1. The process and periodicity of calculating or recalculating GCIR if the entities specified in R3.1.2 require calculating GCIR on a frequency different than specified in R3.1.1

R3.1.3. A summary of the results of resource studies performed to determine the amount of the request, not to include confidential information. 

R3.1.4. All resource studies (and supporting information) performed to determine the amount of the request.

R3.2. Every thirty-one calendar days, each Load Serving Entity or Planned Resource Sharing Group shall adjust its GCIR request, if necessary per 3.1.1 or 3.1.2.1, to reflect any incremental increase or decrease in required GCIR by either simple adjustment or through recalculation. .

R3.3. Base the request provided per R3.1 on studies conducted in accordance with verifiable historical, state, regional transmission organization or regional entity criteria.

R4. Within fourteen calendar days of receiving a request or change to a GCIR request that meets the requirements defined in R3.1, the Transmission Service Provider shall set the CBM for the next 13 months requested as described in R3.1 as follows: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning]

R4.1. Determine the amount of CBM (for use in R4.2) for each request by using one of the following:

R4.1.1. For the Area Interchange Methodology and the Rated System Path Methodology, using the requested Generation Capability Import Requirement for the appropriate ATC Path(s)

R4.1.2. For the Flowgate Methodology, determining the significant impacts of each request on each Flowgate

4.1.2.1. Determine impacts of a request by multiplying the requested GCIR by the Distribution Factor for the import relative to the Flowgate or model the GCIR explicitly in the AFC model per R3.1.1.3 and R3.1.1.4.

R4.2. For the Area Interchange Methodology and the Rated System Path

Methodology, set CBM for each ATC Path equal to the sum of all requests such that all requests can be met simultaneously or all firm ATC has been allocated to CBM as follows:

R4.2.1. If the situation exists where there is insufficient capability on the ATC Path to satisfy the sum of all GCIR requests and the Transmission Service Provider, per R1.4, does not allow ATC to be less than zero, then the Transmission Service Provider shall set the CBM such that the monthly ATCs equal zero

R4.2.2. If the situation exists where there is insufficient capability on the ATC Path to satisfy the sum of all GCIR requests and the Transmission Service Provider, per R1.4, allows the ATC to be less than zero, then the Transmission Service Provider shall set the CBM equal to the sum of the requested GCIR for that ATC Path.

R4.3. For the Flowgate Methodology set CBM for each Flowgate equal to the sum of all requests on that Flowgate such that all requests can be met simultaneously or all firm ATC has been allocated to CBM as follows:

R4.3.1. If the situation exists where there is insufficient Flowgate AFC to satisfy the sum of all GCIR requests and the Transmission Service Provider, per R1.4, does not allow the Flowgate AFC to be less than zero, then the Transmission Service Provider shall set the CBM such that the monthly Flowgate AFCs equal zero

R4.3.2. If the situation exists where there is insufficient Flowgate AFC to satisfy the sum of all GCIR requests and the Transmission Service Provider, per R1.4, allows the Flowgate AFC to be less than zero, then the Transmission Service Provider shall set the CBM equal to the sum of the requested GCIR for that Flowgate.

R5. Within sixty calendar days of receiving a request or change to a GCIR request that meets the requirements defined in R3.1, the Transmission Planner shall: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning]

R5.1. As per R3.1.1.3 and R3.1.1.4, model the GCIR explicitly in the ATC/AFC model or use the CBM calculated using requirements R4.1 through R4.3 for all years requested beyond 13 months not to exceed 10 years

R5.2. If so requested, provide the Transmission Service Provider with the following:

R5.2.1. The total amount of CBM for each ATC Path or Flowgate on the Transmission Service Provider’s system in each of the years specified in the original CBM request not to exceed 10 years.

R5.2.2. If less than the sum of all requests was established as the CBM for any period, for each ATC Path or Flowgate, a list of the values of each GCIR used to set the CBM for each of the years specified in the original request not to exceed 10 years.

R6. Within seven calendar days of the determination of CBM as described in R4 or R5, the Transmission Service Provider shall provide each Load-Serving Entity or Planned Resource Sharing Group that requested CBM and the Balancing Authority hosting its (their) load with a report that includes: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning]

R6.1. The total amount of CBM for each ATC Path or Flowgate on the Transmission Service Provider’s system in each of the months or years specified in the original request.

R6.2. If less than the sum of all requests was established as the CBM for any period:

- For each ATC Path or Flowgate, a list of the values of each GCIR used to set the CBM for each of the months and years specified in the original

request

- The option to pursue alternatives, including expansion, with the

Transmission Service Provider.

R7. The Transmission Service Provider and Transmission Planner shall each provide copies of the supporting data, including any models, used for allocating CBM over each ATC Path or Flowgate to the following: [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning, Long-term Planning]

R7.1. Each of its associated Transmission Operators within thirty calendar days of their making a request for the data.

R7.2. To any Transmission Service Provider, Reliability Coordinator, Transmission Planner, or Planning Coordinator within thirty calendar days of their making a request for the data.

R8. The Load-Serving Entity or Balancing Authority that wants to schedule energy over firm Transfer Capability set aside as CBM shall submit an Arranged Interchange, and shall not request to schedule energy over firm Transfer Capability set aside as CBM unless experiencing a declared NERC Energy Emergency Alert (EEA) 2 or higher. [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Same-day Operations]

R9. When reviewing an Arranged Interchange using CBM, the Balancing Authority and Transmission Service Provider shall waive, within the bounds of reliable operation, any real-time timing and ramping requirements. [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Same-day Operations]

R10. The Transmission Service Provider shall approve any Arranged Interchange using CBM that is submitted by an Energy Deficient Entity1 under an EEA2 if the CBM is available. [Violation Risk Factor: Medium] [Time Horizon: Same-day Operations]

C. Measures

M1. Each Transmission Service Provider shall produce its CBMID evidencing inclusion of all information specified in R1. (R1)

M2. Each Transmission Service Provider shall have evidence (such as dated logs and data, copies of dated electronic messages, or other equivalent evidence) to show that prior to the effective date of a change to its CBMID, it made the CBMID available to the Transmission Operators, Transmission Service Providers, Reliability Coordinators, Transmission Planners, and Planning Coordinators specified in R2. (R2)

M3. Each Load-Serving Entity or Planned Resource Sharing Group that wants CBM shall provide a copy of its GCIR request with the supporting information specified in R3.1 to show that it is compliant with R3.1. (R3)

M4. Each Load-Serving Entity or Planned Resource Sharing Group that requests changes to its GCIR as per R3.2 shall provide dated copies of its updated GCIR along with studies or documentation of the changes that support its request; such as Transmission Service Requests, generator outage reports, and load-forecast changes that affect its resource adequacy requirements documented in R3.1.2. (R3).

M5. Each Load-Serving Entity or Planned Resource Sharing Group that wants CBM shall provide evidence (such as studies, historical data, copies of state or regional transmission organization reliability criteria, regional generation reliability criteria or other equivalent evidence) that it has based its GCIR request on verifiable historical, state, regional transmission organization, or regional generation reliability criteria in accordance with R3.3. (R3)

M6. Each Transmission Service Provider shall provide evidence including copies of GCIR requests and requests for GCIR changes and other evidence such as copies of the actual computations to set CBM, or other equivalent evidence to show that CBM for the months requested as described in R3.1.1 has been established using the process described in R4. (R4)

M7. Each Transmission Planner shall provide evidence including copies of GCIR requests and requests for GCIR changes and other evidence (such as written documentation of studies and supporting study models that model base load flow, copies of actual computations to set CBM, or other equivalent evidence) to show that the GCIR has been used to either model GCIR or calculate as per the process described in R5. (R5)

M8. Each Transmission Service Provider shall provide copies of the reports sent to Load-Serving Entities and Balancing Authorities along with other evidence (such as logs and data, copies of electronic messages, or other equivalent evidence) to show that within seven calendar days of the determination of CBM, a report meeting the requirements described in R6 was provided as specified. (R6).

M9. Each Transmission Service Provider and Transmission Planner shall each provide evidence including copies of dated requests for data supporting the calculation of CBM along with other evidences such as copies of electronic messages or other evidence to show that it provided the required entities with copies of the supporting data, including any models, used for allocating CBM as specified in R7. (R7)

M10. Each Load-Serving Entity that scheduled energy over firm Transfer Capability set aside as CBM shall provide evidence (such as logs, copies of tag data, or other data from its Reliability Coordinator) that at the time they requested the schedule using CBM, they were in an EEA2. (R8)

M11. Each Balancing Authority and Transmission Service Provider shall provide evidence (such as operating logs and tag data) that it waived real-time timing and ramping requirements when approving an Arranged Interchange using CBM (R9)

M12. Each Transmission Service Provider shall provide evidence including copies of CBM values along with other evidence (such as tags, reports, and supporting data) to show that it approved any Arranged Interchange using CBM for any Energy Deficient Entity where the total CBM available was greater than the amount of CBM requested in the Arranged Interchange. (R10)

Joint BPS/ESS/ITS Meeting Minutes

March 7, 2007

MOD006 (Procedure for Use of CBM Values) (WEQ 2007 Annual Plan Item 2 and Request No. R05004A Item 2); paragraphs 196, 257, and 262 of Order 890

1. NERC plans to retire MOD006 and recommend that the requirements included in MOD006 be adopted as NAESB Business Practices. The agenda for the April 17 meeting will include drafting NAESB Business Practices based on the requirements in MOD006.  The participants noted that the Business Practices need to include a mechanism for Load Serving Entities to call for the use of CBM.  It is not yet clear whether this will be an online request or done outside of OASIS.  The Business Practices should also include the tagging requirements for use of CBM Values.

2. The ESS/ITS and BPS plan to post a recommendation that includes NAESB Business Practices based on the requirements in NERC MOD006 for formal comment on August 1, 2007.

April 17, 2007
MOD006 (Procedure for use of CBM Values):  NERC plans to retire these requirements and recommend that they be NAESB business practices.  The ESS/ITS and BPS have not discussed the merits.  (need to develop mechanism for LSEs to call for use of CBM: not clear will be an online request or done outside of OASIS and come up with mechanism to track the usage of CBM (tagging requirements, etc.)  (WEQ 2007 Annual Plan Item 2 and R05004A Item 2)

July 6, 2007

Review drafting language to be submitted by Mr. Wood that complements NERC MOD004 (CBM) and MOD008 (TRM) 

Next, the subcommittee reviewed the work paper submitted by Mr. Wood that includes proposed business practices/revisions to existing business practices to complement the NERC reliability standards MOD004 (CBM) and MOD008 (TRM):  Changes to CBM and and TRM Submitted by JT Wood, Southern Company.  Mr. Wood provided an overview of the proposed language in his work paper.  The majority of the modifications would be modifications to the NAESB OASIS business practice standards included in WEQ 001.

Mr. Gildea asked what information would be provided publicly according to the proposal submitted by Mr. Wood.  Mr. Wood stated that the method for the CBM evaluation, as defined in NERC draft Reliability Standard MOD004, would be made public.  The most recent values will be what is posted on the systemdata template.  The procedure used to determine CBM will be posted on INFO.HTM.  Mr. Mucci asked if in addition to the methodology for CBM there would be a posting for what was actually used, i.e., how much was used for native load.  Mr. Saini said that the additional information of what was actually used would be posted.  Mr. Mucci noted that in the draft language for WEQ-001-1.6(b)(2)(ii) it states “On request, the Responsible Party must make all data used…”.  He stated that in earlier meetings there was discussion that some information would not be made available publicly because of national security or confidentiality reasons.  Mr. Wood stated that the language cited has always existed in the NAESB OASIS business practice standards and he was not proposing to change that part of the existing language.  Ms. Rehman stated that the data may be provided but it may be in an aggregated form so that parties can still perform the calculations.

Mr. Wood suggested that the subcommittee review the language to prepare for a more detailed discussion during the July 23-24 meeting in Houston.

July 23-24, 2007

Review drafting language submitted by Mr. Wood at the July 6, 2007 meeting that complements NERC MOD004 (CBM) and MOD008 (TRM) 

The Subcommittee reviewed the work paper submitted by Mr. Wood that includes proposed business practices/revisions to existing business practices to complement the NERC reliability standards MOD004 (CBM) and MOD008 (TRM):  Changes to CBM and TRM Submitted by JT Wood, Southern Company.  Mr. Wood explained that the work paper reflects the language on pages 1043-1060 from Order 890 verbatim.  He stated that in his opinion incorporating the language directly from Order 890 is the proper way to meet the requirements of the Order.  Mr. Saini discussed postponing the drafting of the definitions for CBM and TRM, until the definitions developed by NERC have become finalized.  

The subcommittee undertook to review the Comments on Changes to CBM and TRM Work paper, Submitted by EPSA, and asked Mr. Gildea to present his proposed modifications.  Mr. Gildea stated that he and Mr. Bennett collaborated to draft the comments, and that the definition for TRM is too vague.  He stated that the scope needs to be understood, and that the use of the term “reasonable” in the definition makes it too broad.  Mr. Wood noted that the scope of these terms is currently being debated at NERC.  Mr. Gildea stated that it was his impression that the NERC team had deferred the issue to NAESB.   Mr. Saini and Mr. Wood explained that the definitions in the business practice standard are more general, while the definitions under development by NERC are to be more specific.  Mr. Wood stated that NERC is the proper forum to discuss the calculations and methodologies of determining TRM, and that NAESB is responsible for development of business practice standards for posting TRM.  Mr. Smith concurred with Mr. Wood’s explanation.  Mr. Gildea stated that he believes the definition and the scope of the definition is a commercial issue and therefore under the purview of NAESB.  Mr. Sorenson asked the group if there is something in the current NERC definition of TRM that needs to be better stated.  Mr. Gildea asked how the group intended to make TRM transparent.  Ms. Rehman responded that NAESB will satisfy transparency by defining a place to post the TRM.  Mr. Gildea asked the group which document contained the posting information.  The group directed Mr. Gildea to Draft Language for NAESB business practices to complement MOD001, MOD004, MOD008, and MOD028-30 - 7/6/07.  Mr. Gildea asked the purpose of the work of the Subcommittee if NERC is supposedly handling the substantive issues.  Mr. Pritchard answered that NAESB provides the place and method for posting, while NERC provides the calculations and methodologies for what is posted.  The group discussed the Draft Language for NAESB business practices to complement MOD001, MOD004, MOD008, and MOD028-30.
  The group decided to present NERC with the comments from EPSA at the next joint meeting so that both groups could work to determine which aspects of the comments should be addressed by the NAESB ESS/ITS and BPS and which aspects of the comments should be addressed by the NERC ATC Drafting Team.

August 16-17, 2008
Responses to the NAESB assigned EPSA Comments on the changes to CBM and TRM

During the August 9, 2007 Joint NERC/NAESB ATC meeting the two groups reviewed and assigned the comments submitted by EPSA in response to the NAESB ESS/ITS/BPS’s Changes to CBM and TRM submitted by Southern Company.  The assignments distributed at that meeting can be found on the NAESB website at:  http://naesb.org/pdf2/weq_atc_afc081607w1.doc.  

The group undertook to draft responses to the NAESB assigned comments submitted by EPSA.  Ms. York began the discussion by reviewing the EPSA redline modifications to WEQ 001-1.6(b)(2)(ii).  She stated that she was uncertain of EPSA’s intent in the use of the term “topology” in the redline modifications.  Mr. Wood stated that “topology” could be interpreted very broadly to require posting of an entire study used to calculate ATC.  Mr. Pritchard stated that it is not appropriate to post the entire study for every ATC calculation.  Ms. Mendrala echoed Mr. Pritchard’s comment and noted the data storage difficulties with such a requirement.  Ms. Mendrala also stated that EPSA removed the “publicly available” language from WEQ-001-1.6(b)(2)(ii).  The group discussed the benefits of making the data “publicly available” only upon request as opposed to requiring that all data be posted for every ATC calculation.  Mr. Wood suggested only incorporating the modifications requested by the FERC in Order 890 into WEQ 001 and then address the issues presented by EPSA and other commentors in other business practices such as the S&CP and Implementation Guide.  Ms. Rehman and Mr. Saini supported Mr. Wood’s suggestion.  Mr. Pritchard collaborated with Ms. Otondo and drafted a response to the EPSA comment capturing the group’s conclusion, and noted that some commercially sensitive data will not be made publicly available.  

The group drafted a variation of the same response to EPSA’s proposed modifications to WEQ 001-1.6(b)(3)(i)(A)(1) and WEQ 001-1.6(b)(3)(i)(B).  The final Responses to Comments on Changes to CBM and TRM submitted by EPSA can be found on the NAESB website at:  http://naesb.org/pdf2/weq_atc_afc081607a2.doc 

Ms. Mendrala presented her second comment to the group.  She stated that ISO New England has suggested to the ESS/ITS in comments on the S&CP that the TP be allowed to post TTC/CBM/TRM values using the TS_CLASS approach or the systemdata approach.  Mr. Woods, supported by Ms. Rehman, responded that the FERC regulations require the values to be put into systemdata, but there is no restriction against putting the values in the transpost and transoffering templates.  Ms. Mendrala stated that the goal for allowing either is to let the TP’s have the option to map more clearly, and that there is no need to have the data posted twice.  The group discussed the proposition and determined the ESS/ITS should review the data dictionary and consider modifying the SYSTEM_ATTRIBUTE values to account for firm and non-firm TRM/CBM.

Ms. Mendrala stated that she understood the groups position to not deviate from the language provided in Order 890, and asked the group if there was currently a draft list of all the issues the group has identified and intends to address in other business practices.  Mr. Woods stated that there is not a formal list, but all of the issues have been identified and addressed in the comments submitted in response to the draft changes. The group continued reviewing the remaining comments and drafted responses.  These responses can be found on the NAESB website at:  http://naesb.org/pdf2/weq_atc_afc081607a1.doc.

August 28, 2008

Discussion on Draft Business Practices to Address CBM

Next, the group began discussions on addressing CBM.  Mr. Pritchard stated that NERC practice requires a report to be submitted to the TP on the CBM usage, and that the group could possibly create a form for that report.  Mr. Wood stated that he liked the idea of putting a reservation against the CBM set aside on OASIS.  Mr. Pritchard asked the group if e-Tag should be revised to address CBM even though NAESB has only been charged to develop mechanisms for auditing CBM in Order 890.  Ms. Rehman stated that the most logical way to audit CBM would be to create a template instead of a report.  Ms. Rehman also asked if the others thought there should be flag for scheduled data.  Mr. Wood and Mr. Pritchard responded that there should not be flag on OASIS for scheduled data.  Mr. Pritchard stated that another option would be to treat CBM as an emergency tag.  He also stated that no matter how the CBM auditing function is implemented,  it should work off of tag information.  Ms. Rehman concurred and added that if CBM is captured off of the tag everything would be already be in place and auditing could be done through the schedule detail template.  

Mr. Wood stated that he would find out the following during the joint NERC/NAESB meeting tomorrow:

· Are they envisioning a lump sum set aside or a per person network set aside?
· Could they envision the report they require being developed as a method of auditing?

September 11-12, 2007

Draft Business Practices to Address CBM

Next, the group undertook to begin drafting the business practices needed to address CBM.  They began by looking to the Order 890 Work Plan items for CBM and determining which items would need to be handled by NERC and which items needed to be handled by the ESS/ITS and BPS.  Mr. Wood stated that how to allocate transmission paths to customers in the first bullet is a NAESB item.  Mr. Rodriquez and the other group members agreed.  The group then decided to create a new work paper that would contain all of the items the group would need to discuss.  The group pasted the CBM work items from the Work Plan on the new work paper and began breaking them down into bulleted items.  Mr. Rodriquez stated that when the NERC team discussed allocation with FERC staff members, they that they supporting implementation of a firm CBM at higher cost and also providing a lower cost conditional CBM.  He also stated that the NERC team initially discussed allocating the CBM pro-rata, but after discussion decided to offer it as firm product.  

The group discussed the technical aspects of selling CBM and treating it as a margin versus a reservation.  Mr. Mucci noted that if CBM is not made a firm reservation that there could be potential to abuse the system by overbuying the unused CBM.  The group directed their focus towards the work paper. Mr. Wood asked the group if CBM is a system attribute how would it be made into a reservation.  Ms. Reheman and Ms. Franz stated that it could be a request type.  The group agreed to add the creation of a new request type as a bullet.  Ms. Rehman added that the systemdata template would need to be reviewed for purposes of a CBM request type.  The group agreed to make that a bullet item as well.  The work paper that was created can be found on the NAESB website at:  http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc091107a1.doc.

September 18, 2007

Continue drafting business practices to address CBM

Next, Mr. Wood reviewed the work paper he submitted for this meeting:  Draft CBM Requirements Submitted by JT Wood, Southern.  The subcommittee also reviewed the work paper:  Draft Business Practices to address CBM.

Mr. Barker asked how the NAESB subcommittees will address the two values of CBM.  Mr. Wood stated that NAESB would address which value would be posted, whether the total amount or an amount that is less than the CBM.  Mr. Barker stated that the CBM value would be posted on the systemdata template on OASIS and asked where the amount each Load Serving Entity (LSE) requested would be posted.  Mr. Wood stated that if the group moves forward with the thought that the LSE has to request the use of CBM on a reservation, a counteroffer may be submitted depending on how the allocation was submitted.  The subcommittee needs to determine how the allocation will be issued.  For example, if there were two or three customers on the same path and each request 50 mw – should the entire 150 mw be allocated or just 50 mw knowing that all three may not come on at the same time.  Mr. Middleton noted that the NERC ATC Drafting Team plans to address the distinctions of the allocations on the path during the meeting scheduled during the week of September 22-26, 2007.

Ms. Franz suggested that the standards reflect a first come first serve approach.  Ms. Rehman stated that the allocation should be based on historical use.

The subcommittee discussed whether there is firm and non-firm CBM.  Mr. Hackney stated that when CBM is set aside, but not scheduled, it is released as non-firm transmission.  Ms. Mendrala noted that language in Order 890 in the revision to Section 37.6 made her think that FERC is expecting the posting of non-firm CBM, even thought that value would be zero.  Ms. Rehman asked how to calculate so that non-firm CBM would be zero.  Mr. Middleton stated that the methodology uses an implied zero for non-firm CBM.

The subcommittee agreed that NAESB should draft standards for the approach used for making the unused CBM available.

The subcommittee also drafted several questions regarding CBM to submit to the NERC ATC Drafting Team that will provide the NAESB subcommittee with guidance on how to proceed with the CBM business practice standards.

After further discussion on how NAESB will post CBM values and audit the usage of  CBM, Mr. Wood stated that he would draft language using the discussion as a guide and provide a work paper for review at the next meeting.  The subcommittee revised the work paper and it is posted as an attachment to the minutes:  CBM Questions revised 09/18/07.

October 10, 2007

Review responses from NERC ATC DT on questions about CBM and review questions submitted by NERC ATC DT on CBM. 
The subcommittee reviewed and discussed the work paper titled, Response and Questions from NERC ATC DT on CBM. 

Subcommittee question to NERC:  Will requests for CBM be received through OASIS, similar to the TSR? 

NERC response: WE DON’T THINK IT WILL BE QUEUED LIKE A TSR, AND WE DON’T THINK IT IS A TSR, BUT WE DON’T REALLY CARE IF IT IS THROUGH OASIS OR NOT.  WE THINK IT IS UP TO NAESB TO DECIDE HOW TO HANDLE – DO YOU AGREE?  

Group discussion:  Mr. Wood commented that FERC has stated that CBM is not an allocation and that reservations are made against it and that it is a set aside value and he suggested the group will have to work around that definition.  Ms. Otondo recommended the group ask NERC for more clarification on this issue. 

Subcommittee question to NERC:  If the sum of the request for CBM for different entities exceeds TTC, how to allocate CBM to different entities?  Do you envision using a first come, first serve approach, and if so, do you need time stamped requests to accommodate that?  If not, do we need to establish a mechanism or a window of CBM request submission?

NERC response: WE HAVE DECIDED THE TSP WILL GRANT CBM TO THE VALUE AVAILABLE AND ADVISE ENTITIES OF THE MARGIN SET AND THE REQUESTS AGAINST IT.  WE WILL NOT ALLOCATE, AND WILL EXPECT NAESB TO DEAL WITH CONLIFCTING SCHEDULE REQUESTS FOR THE USE OF CBM IN REAL-TIME.  TSP WILL NOT HANDLE THIS AS FIRST COME FIRST SERVED, SO THE TSP SHOULD NOT NEED A TIME STAMP.   YES, THE TSP WILL NEED A WINDOW FOR SUBMISSION (WE WILL DEFINE THAT THE TSP HAS TO PICK THE DATE). 

Group discussion:  Mr. Wood commented that he believed this was a question for the group to contemplate.  Mr. Wood commented that the group should consider two questions.  First, should the first customer-in-time be pro-rated and secondly, should the second customer-in-time be denied.  There was no further discussion on this question. 

Subcommittee question to NERC :  At the time of scheduling against CBM, if the entity needs more than their reserved CBM shall they be allowed to schedule more than their reserved CBM, if unused CBM is available?

NERC response:  YES, AND WE’RE NOT SURE IF THERE ARE LIMITS HERE ANYWAY.  

Group discussion:    Mr. Wood stated that the LSE could only go above the allocation if their original request was greater than the amount allocated. No other discussion was noted.

Mr. Wood then read the following statement from NERC to the subcommittee;

TO NAESB FOLKS:

We have been discussing as part of our work on CBM the concept of how to treat competing CBM schedules.  The items below we deleted from the draft standard, as we think they are probably more appropriate for you guys to consider.  In short, this attempts to give priority to those entities that requested the CBM (since anyone who is in an EEA2 can schedule on CBM)

· R1.1. Entities that have not requested sufficient CBM shall only be entitled to schedule energy over transmission capacity set aside as CBM that is unused by entities that have requested and been granted CBM

· R1.2. The Transmission Service Provider shall take action to ensure that any entity that requested CBM may schedule energy on that CBM up to the amount of CBM granted.  These actions may include the partial or full curtailment of CBM schedules not associated with an approved CBM request.

· R1.3. The TSP shall ensure that if insufficient CBM exists to accommodate the schedules of all entities who requested CBM be set aside, the CBM shall be allocated pro-rata based on the CBM granted  to those entities wishing to schedule on CBM who requested CBM be set aside.

Group discussion:  Mr. Wood stated that R1.1 seems to contradict the previous allocation statements.  Mr. Pritchard stated that if there was sufficient CBM available to honor that tag then the entity must be given the available amount that is in the tag.  Mr. Green stated that under the interpretation of R1.1, entities are given incentive to under report and to request less then they actually need.  Mr. Wood also commented that entities have to submit studies to show what load they actually need.  Ms. Otondo commented that an entity may rely on the market if they are close to a hub.  Mr. Pritchard stated that verification that an entity is not under requesting is a NERC issue and not a NAESB issue.  He believes R1.3 is the section that gives entities incentive to be honest in their CBM requests. Ms. Otondo pointed out that FERC requires CBM Rate filing also.  Mr. Pritchard pointed out that this discussion revolves around emergency circumstances and not normal scheduling. There was no further discussion on this agenda item. 

November 7, 2007

Draft Standards to Address Auditing CBM Usage

Mr. Wood reviewed the Draft CBM Requirements work paper.  He stated that he tried to use the business practice standard format and that the language was taken directly from Order 890.  Ms. Otondo asked if the recommendation is premature since the NERC companion standards are not complete.  Mr. Wood responded that the auditing of CBM can be done independently of the NERC companion standard.

The participants discussed whether Transmission Providers should be able to evaluate the validity of requests for CBM.  Ms. Otondo stated that it is not the Transmission Provider’s responsibility to determine whose CBM requests are valid.  Mr. Green echoed her statement.  Mr. Sorenson stated that not allowing Transmission Providers to review and deny requests after evaluation could cause gross overestimations of CBM.  Ms. Weathers stated that the NERC standard allows for Transmission Provider review.  Ms. Otondo stated that Transmission Providers should not be held liable as the arbitrator of the validity of CBM requests.  Mr. Sorenson noted that CBM is an aggregate number and that anyone with CBM on the path can schedule against it.  Mr. Wood stated that the NERC standard allows parties to schedule above their entitlement, subject to penalty.  Ms. Otondo asked if the requests will be tagged.  Mr. Sorenson responded affirmatively and stated that CBM will be audited through the scheduledetail.

The participants discussed whether the functionality should be a new template or a new request type in system data.  Mr. Sorenson and Ms. Weathers stated that the easiest way to support the new functionality would be through a new request type.  The participants agreed.   Ms. Rehman asked if it would be the only request not subject to bumping.  Mr. Wood stated that CBM would not be bumped because it is not set against anything.  Ms. Otondo asked if the document covers more than what is needed for auditing CBM, because it addresses specific fields in the S&CP.

Next, the group discussed how tagging against CBM would work.  Mr. Wood stated that CBM will be an emergency tag that requires a reservation number to bounce the tag against.  Mr. Ecklecamp asked how the standard will handle after the fact tagging.  Mr. Sorenson suggested that the group create a requirement that tags must be submitted within one hour.  

Ms. Rehman noted that 001-x.1.2 is included in MOD008.  The participants discussed the potential for double jeopardy issues and decided to remove sections 001-x.1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.6, 1.9, and 1.10.  Mr. Wood suggested moving section 001-x.1.5 to the financial obligations section. The participants modified section 001-x.1 to reflect the discussion and wording preferences.  Mr. Wood suggested removing the financial obligations section.  The participants agreed that they were unnecessary and they were removed.  Ms. Weathers asked if the group thought there should be a place on the homepage for CBM.  

Mr. Sorenson asked the group how CBM should be treated in the queue process.  Mr. Sorenson said that he believes that it should be treated on par with long term point-to-point service or network service.  Mr. Wood agreed.

Next, the group discussed how curtailment would work.  Mr. Sorenson stated that if a request for CBM comes in from a party that has scheduled CBM and was granted an entitlement and one that has not, the party who scheduled should be granted the CBM.  Everyone agreed that the scheduled party trumps.  Ms. Otondo asked what happens if multiple parties who have scheduled, requests more CBM than is set aside.  Mr. Sorenson stated that you would have a curtailment and cut CBM pro rata.  Mr. Sorenson stated that if you give priority to those that have an entitlement, there must be tracking of the amount requested and the amount granted.  After further discussion the group decided when all schedules cannot be met, the first to be cut will be those MWs scheduled in excess of the CBM request MWs.  Then curtailments will be done on a pro-rata basis.     

The group decided to put the document out for an informal comment period ending November 16, 2008.  The group will continue to discuss the document and review the comments during the November 19, 2008 conference call.  Ms. Otondo stated that she would clean up the document so that it reflects the changes discussed during the meeting.

November 19, 2007

Review of Comments on Draft Standards to Address Auditing CBM Usage

Mr. Wood noted the large amount of comments submitted in response to the Draft Standards to Address Auditing CBM Usage.  He stated that the OATI and Southern comments proposed the biggest changes, and suggested that the group begin by reviewing those two sets of comments.  Ms. Otondo asked if Mr. Sorenson had any major concept changes.  Mr. Sorenson responded that he did not and recommended that the group nail down the large concepts before continuing.  

Mr. Wood reviewed the comments submitted by Southern Company.  Mr. Wood stated that Southern proposes that LSEs request CBM from Transmission Providers through OASIS TS_CLASS rather than as a specific REQUEST_TYPE.  He stated that TS_CLASS can be firm and non-firm making it less intrusive.  Mr. Sorenson stated that either could be used although it may be easier for implementation to use REQUEST_TYPE.  Mr. Wood stated that parties will have to key off the class anyway when going through the ATC calculations, and that CBM could just be another exclusion from the ATC calculation.  Ms. Otondo stated that the group discussed this issue last time and that any LSE can use any set a sides against any reservation.  Mr. Sorenson asked what parties will designate in their reservation field when scheduling.  Mr. Wood responded that parties will schedule against the reservation.  Mr. Sorenson stated that if the group goes this route they need to designate a key string to schedule against, so that parties don’t just pick other parties to schedule against.  

Mr. Saini stated that he believes that parties must request CBM on OASIS.  Mr. Hackney stated that he supports making it a REQUEST_TYPE.  Mr. Pritchard stated that if the group creates a special reservation which is updated monthly and scheduled against, there needs to be some sort of recall of the previous overlapping capacity.  Mr. Saini asked if anyone can schedule against another’s reservation.  Mr. Pritchard responded that the NERC MOD-004 R10 can be interpreted that way.  Mr. Saini stated that he does not see that explicitly in the NERC standard.  Mr. Wood asked Mr. Middleton about using CBM if in a footprint, but did not request the CBM.  Mr. Middleton stated that if a request is not made on a specific flow gate then the CBM comes off each flow gate during an EEA2 event and is done without the submission of an AREF.

Mr. Wood suggested that the group return to the original issue and determine how LSEs will request CBM from Transmission Providers.  Mr. Wood stated that he believes it will be easier to set up rules around a class type.  Mr. Sorenson said that he disagrees and that more could be done in terms of implementation with a request type.  A simple majority vote was taken on the issue and by a 6 to 3 margin the group decided that an LSE will request CBM from Transmission Provider through a class type.

Mr. Wood continued reviewing the Southern comments.  Mr. Pritchard stated that he does not believe that 001-x.1.7 is correct.  He stated that rights are not conveyed with CBM, because it is a margin.  Ms. Berdahl stated that rights are conveyed and that NERC MOD-004 is based on that assumption.  The group decided to leave x.1.7 in the standard.

Mr. Wood suggested that the group determine how parties should schedule CBM.  He stated that there are two options for scheduling.  The group could create a CBM set aside reservation that everyone schedules against, or if the aggregate CBM was included in the system data, then a special code for CBM in a tag could be bounced off of the system data total aggregate for validation.  No reservations would be used on the tags and the auditing could be done through the customer codes in the schedule detail.  Mr. Sorenson stated that he would prefer scheduling against the bulk CBM on the interface.  Ms. Rehman asked who would be responsible for putting the aggregate CBM onto the interface.  Mr. Wood responded that the Transmission Provider would.  Ms. Otondo asked for clarification on how the auditing would work.  Mr. Gilbert stated that if there is a generic reservation, then the specific customer will be on the tab for auditing, but if there is no reservation then auditing can be done through the schedule detail.  Mr. Pritchard asked if the group determines to use a CBM set aside reservation, that the reservation number remain constant.  After further discussion the group determined to use the CBM set aside reservation method for scheduling.  Mr. Sorenson suggested the following language be added to 001-x.1.10, “all requests to schedule use of CBM shall reference the transmission providers CBM set a side reservation for the applicable path.”  The participants decided that 001-x.1.10 would reference standard 001-x.3, explains how CBM is scheduled.

The participants continued through the Southern comments and made modifications to the language of standard 001-x.2.1, 2.2, and 2.4.  The group decided that standard x.2.3 was no longer needed given the other decisions made in the meeting.  The group also reviewed standard x.3.1 and modified the language to make clear that an LSE who has not requested CBM may still be granted it.  

The group began to review standard 001-x.3.2 but ran out of time.  At the next ESS/ITS/BPS meeting the group will continue to address the comments submitted in response to the draft standard.  The modifications made to the standard during the meeting can be found on the NAESB website at: http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc111907a1.doc
November 26, 2007

Review the comments submitted in response to request for informal comments on the CBM Auditing Requirements
The subcommittee reviewed comments submitted on the draft language for CBM Auditing Requirements:  Draft CBM Requirements - Revised 11/19/07.  Several comments were submitted on the language:  Comments Submitted by P. Sorenson, OATI, Comments Submitted by W. Lewis, Progress Energy, Comments Submitted by A. Pritchard, Duke, Comments Submitted by B. Green, rep. EPSA, Comments Submitted by R. Lamoureux, Midwest ISO, Comments Submitted by B. Rehman, BPA, Comments Submitted by JT Wood, Southern Company.  Mr. Wood had also submitted language on the auditing requirements that the subcommittee determined it would use in review of the comments:  Draft CBM Requirements - Revised 11/19/07.

First, the Progress Energy Comments were reviewed.  The first comments was on Section 001-x.1.4 and the reason the request period was drafted to be ten years.  Ms. Otondo stated that the proposed NERC requirement is ten years and that is why the subcommittee drafted the language to state such in the NAESB standard.  Mr. Middleton noted that the ten year period was included in the draft that is posted for comment in the NERC process now.  Section 1.4 was removed based on this discussion.

Next, the EPSA comments were reviewed.  The comment on x.1.1.1 asked whether a CBM request would affect non-firm ATC.  Ms. Otondo stated that the CBM request does not affect non-firm ATC, but the TP’s answer to the request would be entered on OASIS that it might impact ATC.

The next comment was on 001-x.1.3 and the meaning of the phrase “treated the same as”.  Mr. Wood stated that the language means that it has the same priority over short term and is treated like a long term request when studies are conducted.  After further discussion, the following language was added as an example to further explain the language “(e.g., queue position, system impact studies, etc.).”

Next, the subcommittee reviewed the comments from Midwest ISO.  Mr. Slagel stated that the comments on 001-x.1.4 and 001-x.1.5 were no longer necessary based on the modifications made during this meeting and the last meeting.  The next comment was on 001-x.2.2:  “There should be language added to this section that would allow the Transmission Provider to set the CBM based on criteria other than the aggregate of the CBM requests (language was put in the NERC MOD standards to account for this as well).”  Mr. Wood stated that the language represents the ability of one or more LSE to submit a reservation.  Ms. Otondo suggested revising the language in 001-x.1.1 to state that “The LSE on its own behalf or on behalf of a group of LSEs shall submit a Transmission Service Request on OASIS designating the amount of CBM requested on a given transmission path using the unique transmission service attributes assigned by the Transmission Provider for requesting CBM.”  Mr. Slagel stated that the rest of Midwest ISO’s comments had been addressed in earlier discussions.

Next, the subcommittee reviewed the comments submitted by Duke Energy.  The discussion of the Duke Energy comments brought about the notion that the language could not be further refined until the NERC language was further along in the reliability standards development stages.  Ms. Otondo requested an informal poll on who supported waiting until the NERC modifications are completed based on the first set of comments.  Ms. Otondo, Ms. York, Mr. Kovacs, Mr. Eckelkamp, Mr. Green, Mr. Slagel, Mr. Mucci, Mr. Williams, Mr. Wommack, Mr. Pritchard, Mr. Smith, and Ms. Rehman supported waiting for the NERC language.  Ms. Parker abstained.  It was agreed that the CBM Auditing requirements would need to wait until the NERC reliability standards were further along in the process and that the NAESB business practice development on this item was indeed dependent on the NERC language.  The revisions to the CBM auditing language as a result of this meeting are posted as an attachment to these minutes:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc112607a1.doc.  

December 7, 2007

Mr. Wood stated that the CBM standard was almost complete and asked if the group would be interested in taking the time to complete the recommendation.  Mr. Green suggested that the group delay the work on CBM, as it is a NERC related item.
March 10-13, 2008

Mr. Falls asked how the link to the CBMID would be relevant to SRP given that SRP does not post CBM.  Mr. Wood explained that the CBMID link would be linked to a page that states that SRP does not have a CBM methodology.  Ms. Otondo suggested that language be added to 001-13.1.5 making clear that information does not have to be posted if not applicable to the Transmission Provider’s methodologies. 

NERC NAESB Joint Meetings

March 1-2, 2007

Chairman Middleton led the drafting team in developing proposed changes to the CBM standards The team developed criteria for revising the standards with respect to the requirements of Order 890. The drafting team was requested to complete straw man requirements by March 11th to be ready for the March 13-14 ATCT drafting team meeting.

(1) Strawman bullet items and their assignments

(a) Emergency actions – Kiko Barredo

(b) Double counting – Ray Kershaw / Chuck Falls / Ross  

(c) Minority paper issues – Dennis Kimm

(d) Source / Sink requirements – Barbara Rehman

(e) Calculation methods – Nate Schweighart / Ray Kershaw

(i) Justification 

(f) Reciprocal agreements / Reserve sharing – Jerry Smith

(g) Replacement reserves (after operating reserves are used) –  DuShaune

(h) Import of ancillary services – Jerry 

(i) Generation outages – Kiko Barredo

(j) Uncommitted Generation components to be included – Nate / Kiko

(k) Relationship to Resource Adequacy SAR/Standard – Bill/Ron

(l) Review issues from NERC CBM SAR – Barbara Rehman

(m) Update on the NAESB CBM activities – which portions should be business practices and which should be reliability standards – Narinder Saini

(i) NAESB is looking at how CBM could be used under what circumstances

(n) Review of issues from NERC CBM whitepaper – Chuck Falls looking for unmet requirements

1. Review of definition 

(o) Documentation / transparency issues – Daryn Barker/ Ray Kershaw

(i) Include any aspects that might be handled by NAESB

(p) Cataloging of various uses and interpretations of CBM – drafting team

(i) Would it be better handled in NAESB? YES, according to some team members.

(ii) How does it related to LOLP for emergency uses?

(iii) How should they be differentiated?

(iv)  How would CBM be used in an explicit reservation?

(v)  Should CBM that is being utilized be deducted from CBM as it is deducted from ATC – or should the LOLP be recalculated?  How do you avoid double counting?  

(q)  How and if it would be made a requirement?  Ray Kershaw

(i) Re FERC Order 890 para 261

(ii) Re FERC Order 980 para 262

(iii) Would it be source to sink or partial path?

(iv) How it might impact systems that use CBM for resource adequacy?

(r) Whether there should be a reciprocal agreement for the use of CBM. – drafting team  work with NAESB -  should it be acknowledged that the entity on the other side of a CBM flowgate will make the transfer capability available.

(s) Should CBM be based on required or recommended planning reserve? –  this is reliability portion – Allan Silk and Ray Kershaw

(t) Whether entities should plan their systems for the amount of CBM being reserved – should it be included in internal networks How should CBM be made consistent with applicable planning criteria? – - DuShaune  

April 23, 2007

Ms. Long noted that language to be included in the NAESB business practices on Network Native Load would be evaluated against the CBM and TRM standards to ensure there was no double counting for the standards
Question 13: Should the proposed standard include further standardization for the components of the calculation of ATC or AFC (i.e., should the proposed standard be more prescriptive regarding the consistency and standardization of determining TTC, TFC, ETC, TRM, and CBM)? If so, please explain.

The NAESB team noted that the timing of the postings of the components of CBM and TRM is commercial in nature.  NERC is developing separate standards for CBM and TRM.

Question 16: When calculating ATC and monthly, daily, weekly, and hourly AFC values, what time horizon(s) for CBM should be used and which reliability function(s) should make the CBM calculations?  Please explain.

Mr. Lohrman noted that timing horizons for CBM will be addressed in the CBM standard, and the same for the TRM standard.  All of these horizons will be coordinated with FAC12.  NERC will define the calculations, but NAESB will be addressing when to post those calculations and how the information is posted.  There was discussion on whether these elements were totally reliability in nature.  It was noted the business practice standards should not provide instructions to Balancing Authorities.  Mr. Wood disagreed and stated that in issues of curtailment, the entity to first be cut was a commercial decision: how to call a CBM is commercial in nature.  Ms. Long stated that this is addressed in EOP-002 for emergency situations.  Mr. Mucci noted that it would be up to NAESB to address the transparency behind what drove the change in calculations and what impact the change will have.  

September 12, 2007

Draft Business Practices for CBM:  Mr. Wood reviewed the work paper posted for this meeting:  Draft Business Practices to address CBM.  He stated that the list in the work paper represents the items that NAESB needs to address Order 890 for CBM issues.

Mr. Rodriquez asked if the NAESB subcommittees would draft business practices for the “guaranteed” CBM v. the “available” CBM – i.e., how to allocate the priority use of CBM.  Mr. Rodriquez noted that during NERC’s meeting with FERC staff, FERC staff indicated that they consider CBM to be a margin used to maintain reliability not a firm product.

There was significant discussion on how to account for the use of CBM.  It was determined that the NERC ATC Drafting Team would create the reliability standard for how CBM will be calculated and NAESB will provide how use of CBM will be accounted for.  The group made modifications to the CBM work paper and it is posted as an attachment to these minutes:  CBM Business Practice requirements – 09/12/07.

November 7, 2007

Mr. Sorenson asked how CBM will be requested.  Mr. Rodriquez responded that it will be tagged.  Mr. Sorenson and Mr. Wood discussed the pros and cons of requesting CBM through tagging versus the reservation system.

January 18, 2008

1. Concern on NERC proposed approach for the establishment of CBM 

Alan Pritchard reviewed concerns that Duke and NAESB have with the establishment of CBM:  

· Relative priority of CBM request vis a vis transmission service request. Concern is that a CBM request can “trump” a long-term Firm request that is being studied (and for which the customer has already paid for the studies).  

· The appropriateness of request for near-term monthly adjustments to CBM.  Concern is the impact to rates if the amount of CBM is fluctuating.  

Dennis Kimm and Andy Rodriquez explained some of the ATCTDT’s current thinking and understanding of FERC’s Order.  The NAESB team indicated that whatever course of action is decided, the team should be sure to justify the reliability reasons for those actions.  Dennis agreed to bring these items to the CBM discussion scheduled to occur later in the day.

May 1, 2008

Update on NERC MODs posted for comment and MOD-004 (CBM)

Mr. Rodriquez stated that the NERC ATC Drafting Team is going to meet one more time on May 6, 2008 to complete the modifications to the CBM standard, before posting the standard on May 15, 2008.  Ms. Rehman asked Mr. Rodriquez to review the major objections to the original standard.  Mr. Rodriquez stated that most of the comments concerned the NERC process and indicated that the standard was too detailed or procedural.

Mr. Rodriquez stated that the ATC Drafting Team identified a couple of issues that they believe the NAESB side should consider.  He stated that NERC could not make a reliability argument regarding competing requests for CBM and in situations where more CBM is requested than could be provided.  Mr. Skiba undertook to add the issues to the CBM parking lot document.

Comments on Changes to CBM and TRM Work Paper, Submitted by EPSA with revisions made regarding assignments – Revised by the subcommittee on August 9, 2007 (From NERC/NAESB Meeting
Changes for CBM and TRM

1. Changes to SOC to comply with Order 890

WEQ-001-1.6(b)(1)(vii) Capacity Benefit Margin or CBM means the amount of TTC preserved by the Transmission Provider for load-serving entities, whose loads are located on that Transmission Provider’s system, to enable access by the load-serving entities to generation from interconnected systems to meet generation reliability requirements, or such definition as contained in Commission-approved Reliability Standards.

WEQ-001-1.6(b)(2)(ii),  The Transmission Provider must post  all data, formulas, assumptions and topology used to calculate ATC, TTC, CBM, and TRM for any posted paths (including the limiting element(s) and the cause of the limit (e.g., thermal, voltage, stability), as well as load forecast assumptions) in electronic form within one week of the posting. The information is required to be provided only in the electronic format in which it was created, . This information is to be retained for six months after the applicable posting period.  THIS BEING ADDRESSED BY NAESB.

WEQ-001-1.6(b)(3) Posting. The ATC, TTC, CBM, and TRM for all Posted Paths must be posted in megawatts by specific direction and in the manner prescribed in this subsection.

WEQ-001-1.6(b)(3)(i)(A)(1) The posting shall show ATC, TTC, CBM, and TRM (including supporting materials; allowing replication) for a 30-day period. For this period, postings shall be: by the hour, for the current hour and the 168 hours next following; and thereafter, by the day. If the Transmission Provider charges separately for on-peak and off-peak periods in its tariff, ATC, TTC, CBM, and TRM will be posted daily for each period.  THIS BEING ADDRESSED BY NAESB.

WEQ-001-1.6(b)(3)(i)(B) For non-firm ATC and TTC. The posting shall show ATC, TTC, CBM and TRM for a 30-day period by the hour and days (including supporting materials; allowing replication) prescribed under paragraph (b)(3)(i)(A)(1) of this section and, if so requested, by the month and year as prescribed under paragraph (b)(3)(i)(A) (2) and (3) of this section. The posting of non-firm ATC and TTC shall show CBM as zero.  THIS BEING ADDRESSED BY NAESB.

Within 7 days of use of any CBM on any interface, the Transmission Provider must post the customer identity of any use, the quantity (MW) used , and the calendar hours and term (length ) of use.  This posting must be remained posted for 30 days.  THIS BEING ADDRESSED BY NAESB.

If there is scarcity of CBM for customers when called for in any hour, CBM made available should be prorated on a load-share ratio among all loads calling for its use.

NERC Issue, currently being addressed in MOD-004.

Rollover rights do not exist for CBM since this transmission is held by the Transmission Provider and not owned by any Transmission customer.  NERC is trying to investigate exactly how CBM will work.  Based on this, the issue may not be a problem (e.g., if we do not treat like simultaneous use of firm capacity).

WEQ-001-1.6(b)(3)(ii)(A) Postings of firm and nonfirm ATC, TTC, CBM, and TRM shall be posted separately by the day, showing for the current day and the next six days following and thereafter, by the month for the 12 months next following. If the Transmission Provider charges separately for on-peak and off-peak periods in its tariff, ATC, TTC, CBM, and TRM will be posted separately for the current day and the next six days following for each period. These postings are to be updated whenever the ATC changes by more than 20 percent of the Path's TTC.

WEQ-001-1.6(b)(3)(iii) Calculation of CBM.

(A) The Transmission Provider must reevaluate its CBM needs at least every year. Docket Nos. RM05-17-000 and RM05-25-000 - 1049 – 

(B) The Transmission Provider must post its practices for reevaluating its CBM needs.

2. Changes to WEQ-002 (S&CP) and WEQ-011 (Implementation guide)

CBM & TRM data has already been defined in 002-4.3.4.4 and in 011-3.3.1

Information for the CBM & TRM methodology has already been defined in 002-4.5.1

CBM&TRM data 

August 16-17, 2007 Meeting 
Response to Cheryl Mendrala comments

1. Section (b).3.  There is an inconsistency between the wording of the required ATC component posting and the proposed templates provided for those postings.  The wording requires the posting of TTC, TRM and CBM to be ‘by the day’, ‘by the month’, ‘on-peak’ or ‘off-peak’. However, there is only a ‘start’/’stop’ in the systemdata template which does allow service increments to be specified in the posting.  However, if these components do not have a strong connection to the service increment, the proposed systemdata template would be adequate.  In comments on the S&CP, ISO-NE has suggested that the TRM and CBM be included in the TS_CLASS and that the Transmission Provider be allowed to choose if they will post the TTC/TRM/CBM values using the TS_CLASS approach or the simplified systedata approach.  We recommend that the Transmission Provider not be required to post the data in two formats.  Whichever approach is selected, the language of Section 3 should be modified to be consistent with that approach.  NAESB Response 8/16/07:   Posting to SYSTEMDATA is required.  There is no requirement for posting it on the offerings to TRANSPOST/TRANSOFFERING templates  but it is permitted.  The values in TRANSPOST/TRANSOFFERING must match values in SYSTEMDATA.  Data dictionary will be reviewed by the ESS/ITS to consider modifying the SYSTEM_ATTRIBUTE values to account for firm and non-firm TRM/CBM.

Response to EPSA Document

WEQ-001-1.6(b)(2)(ii),  The Transmission Provider must post  all data, formulas, assumptions and topology used to calculate ATC, TTC, CBM, and TRM for any posted paths (including the limiting element(s) and the cause of the limit (e.g., thermal, voltage, stability), as well as load forecast assumptions) in electronic form within one week of the posting. The information is required to be provided only in the electronic format in which it was created, . This information is to be retained for six months after the applicable posting period.

NAESB/NERC Response 8/9/07:  THIS BEING ADDRESSED BY NAESB.

NAESB Response 8/16/07:   Due to the fact that WEQ-001 follows Order 890 language, we will retain the original language here and will place specific requirements in other sections of Business Practice Standards.  These requirements will comply with 18CFR37.6(b)(2)(ii) and NERC standards by requiring TPs to respond to requests but may not require a general posting of all the data (for example,  due to CEII, commercial sensitivity, etc).

WEQ-001-1.6(b)(3) Posting. The ATC, TTC, CBM, and TRM for all Posted Paths must be posted in megawatts by specific direction and in the manner prescribed in this subsection.

WEQ-001-1.6(b)(3)(i)(A)(1) The posting shall show ATC, TTC, CBM, and TRM (including supporting materials; allowing replication) for a 30-day period. For this period, postings shall be: by the hour, for the current hour and the 168 hours next following; and thereafter, by the day. If the Transmission Provider charges separately for on-peak and off-peak periods in its tariff, ATC, TTC, CBM, and TRM will be posted daily for each period.

NAESB/NERC Response 8/9/07:   THIS BEING ADDRESSED BY NAESB.

NAESB Response 8/16/07:  Due to the fact that WEQ-001 follows Order 890 language, we will retain the original language here and will place specific requirements in other sections of Business Practice Standards.  These requirements will comply with 18CFR37.6(b)(3)(i)(A)(1).  The availability of supporting data is being addressed in response to WEQ-001-1.6(b)(2)(ii) and NERC Standards.

WEQ-001-1.6(b)(3)(i)(B) For non-firm ATC and TTC. The posting shall show ATC, TTC, CBM and TRM for a 30-day period by the hour and days (including supporting materials; allowing replication) prescribed under paragraph (b)(3)(i)(A)(1) of this section and, if so requested, by the month and year as prescribed under paragraph (b)(3)(i)(A) (2) and (3) of this section. The posting of non-firm ATC and TTC shall show CBM as zero.

NAESB/NERC Response 8/9/07:  THIS BEING ADDRESSED BY NAESB.

NAESB Response 8/16/07:  see response above for WEQ-001-1.6(b)(3)(i)(A)(1). 

Within 7 days of use of any CBM on any interface, the Transmission Provider must post the customer identity of any use, the quantity (MW) used , and the calendar hours and term (length ) of use.  This posting must be remained posted for 30 days.  

NAESB/NERC Response 8/9/07: THIS BEING ADDRESSED BY NAESB.

NAESB Response 8/16/07:  Standards will be developed to address this item.  See 890 Workplan item ATC Group Assignments (ESS/ITS and BPS) for CBM Business Practices. 

Rollover rights do not exist for CBM since this transmission is held by the Transmission Provider and not owned by any Transmission customer.

NAESB/NERC Response 8/9/07:   NERC is trying to investigate exactly how CBM will work.  Based on this, the issue may not be a problem (e.g., if we do not treat like simultaneous use of firm capacity).

September 12, 2007 (from meeting with NERC) Similar paper was posted on NAESB meeting from September 11-12, 2007
Draft Business Practices to address CBM document
· Where the CBM value shall be posted.

· How to allocate priority use of CBM.

· How to allocate the amount of CBM.

· Business practice standards that include an OASIS mechanism to “allow for auditing of CBM usage.”

· Any additional business practice standards needed to complement the NERC CBM reliability standards (MOD004) created as a result of this effort.

· A new request type to distinguish CBM reservation.

· Systemdata posting of CBM.

CBM Questions Revised September 18, 2007

Draft Business Practices to address CBM

· Business practice standards to set forth:

· Load Serving Entity (LSE) as used in this language means any LSE serving load within the Balancing Authority (BA)

· LSE must have a service agreement with the TP

· This may not be applicable to a market environment

· LSE amount requested

· For non-firm ATC calculation, CBM shall be zero.

· Determine ATC calculations for CBM usage

· For firm ATC calculations, ATC shall be decremented for CBM

· Where the CBM value shall be posted.

· CBM is currently posted via the systemdata template

· How to allocate priority use of CBM.

· LSE allocated amount

· Whether to consider all LSEs as the same priority, whether they requested CBM in the first place

· Consideration of priority of use for allocated amounts

· If the customer pays more does he get all of the allocation paid for and everyone else receives pro rata

· How to allocate the amount of CBM.

· First come, first serve

· Will all be served CBM if allocated to the max

· Prorated

· If the customer pays more will that result in higher priority?

· Business practice standards that include an OASIS mechanism to “allow for auditing of CBM usage.”

· Business practices will address tagging issues

· Business practices will address release of CBM

· Reservation usage will contain the auditable usage

· Any additional business practice standards needed to complement the NERC CBM reliability standards (MOD004) created as a result of this effort.

· Questions to be addressed for alignment between NERC reliability standards and NAESB business practice standards.  A threshold question for each of these issues is which organization should develop standards to address these issues.

· Is our understanding correct that requests from all LSEs will be added for allocating and setting aside CBM on a path/flowgate?

· Will requests for CBM be received through OASIS, similar to the TSR?

· If the sum of the request for CBM for different entities exceeds TTC, how to allocate CBM to different entities?  Do you envision using a first come, first serve approach, and if so, do you need time stamped requests to accommodate that?  If not, do we need to establish a mechanism or a window of CBM request submission?

· Do we need a mechanism to allow for adjustments of requests from year to year?

· Should mid-year adjustments to CBM be allowed based on specific criteria?  Will NERC provide the criteria?

· Should there be a mechanism to undesignate CBM and make the undesignation conditional upon acceptance of a firm network request?

· At the time of scheduling against CBM, if the entity needs more than their reserved CBM shall they be allowed to schedule more than their reserved CBM, if unused CBM is available?

� We note that Duke states, in its Attachment C compliance filing, that it has set CBM on all of its interfaces to zero because it uses short-term line ratings (where available), which yields an operating margin that may be used for unexpected conditions or inaccuracies in data.  See Compliance filing of Duke Energy Carolinas, Docket No. OA07-82-000 (Sep. 10, 2007); Open Access Transmission Tariff of Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC, FERC Electric Tariff Fifth Rev. Vol. No. 4, Original Sheet 170H.  The Commission will address the merits of that practice in Docket No. OA07-82-000.  


� Order No. 890 at P 256, 259.


� See id. at P 264.


� See id. at P 273.


� See Order No. 888-A at 30,220.


�Mr. Gildea submitted the following comments in relation to the discussion and to relay that he must sign off from the conference call:  “I disagree that we should be working on this document given the limited scope you portrayed to me earlier in the call.  I need to sign off from this call. But want to let the minutes reflect Constellation Energy does not support this language in any fashion. 


Michael Gildea”
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