Informal Comments on Proposed Changes to WEQ-001

Southern Company Generation (“SCGen”) appreciates the opportunity to provide the WEQ ESS/ITS Subcommittees with informal comments on their proposed FERC Order 890 updates to WEQ-001 to address Pre-confirmation Priority and other necessary modifications.  As a threshold matter, SCGen appreciates that the ESS/ITS is providing the industry opportunity to participate through this informal comment period, but notes that the ESS/ITS only provided two business days to compile such comments.  As such, SCGen has made an effort to review the proposed changes but cannot guarantee that it has thoroughly and properly vetted all of the issues within its organization.  Nevertheless, SCGen has several significant concerns with the proposed modifications.  Therefore, the following comments are respectfully submitted to the ESS/ITS on behalf of SCGen.

With Respect to Section 001-2.3.3.  The ESS/ITS proposes to add the term “CBM” to section 2 of WEQ-001, which is collectively referred to as the “Standard Terminology for Transmission and Ancillary Services”.
 The proposed terminology is as follows:

01-2.3.3
CBM

Transmission service that is set-aside by the Transmission Provider for reliability purposes to support the import of energy during a generation deficiency emergency.

SCGen notes that this is a new term added to section 2.3 defining the CBM service type.
  However, there are several significant problems with this proposed definition.  WEQ-001 already has a formal definition for CBM as proposed and adopted by the WEQ Executive Committee on November 6, 2007 as part of a recommendation associated with WEQ Annual Plan item 2 (c).  The definition for CBM can be found in WEQ-001-1.6 (b)(1)(vii).
  Although the CBM that is to be posted on OASIS pursuant to and defined by WEQ-001-1.6 (b)(1)(vii) is the same as the CBM which is to be made available through the CBM service type defined in WEQ-001-2.3.3, the two definitions are not entirely consistent.  Second, and perhaps more importantly for SCGen, SCGen provided formal comments on October 22, 2007 to the WEQ Executive Committee expressing its lack of support for the definitions adopted in WEQ-001-1.6 (b)(1)(vii).  Specifically, SCGen stated the following (redacted for brevity to include only the section related to CBM):

Item 1. WEQ-001-1.6 sections (b)(1)(v), (b)(1)(vi), (b)(1)(vii), and (b)(1)(viii) provide definitions for Available transfer capability, Total transfer capability, Capacity Benefit Margin, and Transmission Reliability Margin, respectively.  However, each of these definitions ends with the same phrase, “or such definition as contained in Commission-approved Reliability Standards.”  SCGen believes that this conjunctive addition to the definitions in WEQ-001-1.6 creates ambiguity and uncertainty to this standard.  Use of the conjunction “or” provides an alternative which can introduce discrepancies between the definition used by some entities and the definition used by other entities.  According to the grammatical structure of this standard, market participants will have the option to choose between the definition provided and the definition contained in FERC approved Reliability Standards.  Such would be acceptable so long as the provided definition and the definition used in the Reliability Standards were consistent.  That, however, cannot be guaranteed.  Furthermore, since there is no specific Reliability Standard referenced, there is the risk, remote but nevertheless plausible, that different Reliability Standards may contain different definitions for these terms.  Therefore, SCGen recommends that NAESB make a choice between one of the following:

· Providing a NAESB-specific definition that is applicable only to this NAESB Business Practice

· Reference a specific definition as provided in a specific Reliability Standard or 

· Reference a given publication date for the NERC Glossary of Terms used in Reliability Standards.  

As for SCGen’s preference, SCGen suggests the following definition changes to WEQ-001-1.6 section (b)(1):

(vii) Capacity Benefit Margin (“CBM”) shall have the same meaning as that provided in the NERC Glossary of Terms Used in Reliability Standards as adopted by the NERC Board of Trustees on May 2, 2007.

At its November 6, 2007 meeting, the NAESB Executive Committee remanded these and other comments back to the ESS/ITS Subcommittees with instructions to properly consider those comments and make any appropriate changes to WEQ-001 as a result.   The currently proposed changes to WEQ-001 not only fails to address SCGen’s prior comments, but exacerbates the concerns articulated in its October 22, 2007 correspondence by providing yet another definition for CBM.  SCGen recognizes that section 2.3 is specific to “service attributes” and that a service attribute for CBM is necessary.  Therefore, it suggests a “definition” of the CBM service type that ties directly to the formal definition for the CBM product.  Specifically, SCGen suggests the following:

01-2.3.3
CBM

Transmission service that is set-aside by the Transmission Provider at the request of Load Serving Entities for meeting their Capacity Benefit Margin requirements.

This service type definition would therefore tie directly back to the approved definition for CBM in WEQ-001-1.6 (b)(1)(vii).  In conjunction with this more appropriate approach for the CBM service type, SCGen also recommends that the ESS/ITS properly consider its October 22, 2007 comments regarding the definition of CBM in Section 001-1.6 (b)(1)(vii) and, hopefully, alter that definition as suggested by those comments.

As a more general matter that is not entirely within the scope of these requested informal comments, SCGen recognizes that WEQ-001 has “evolved” over the last several years based upon the conversion of existing S&CP protocols into NAESB Business Practice Standards.  However, SCGen struggles to understand how WEQ-001 can continue to have definitions existing in multiple areas of the standard.  Currently, WEQ-001 has a Definitions section (Section 001-0.1 thru 001-0.13), but it also has definitions in Section 001-1.6 (b)(1) (i thru viii) as well as in Section 001-2 (Standard Terminology for Transmission and Ancillary Services).  This situation only demonstrates the dangers of having definitions in multiple locations within the standard.  

With respect to WEQ-001-2.5.7.  The WEQ ESS/ITS proposes to add a term for the new FERC Order 890 mandated ancillary service, Generator Imbalance.  As a general matter, to be consistent with the other ancillary service definitions, Section 2.5.7 should be referred to as “Generator Imbalance Service (GI)”, not “Generator Imbalance (GI)”.  Second, the definition refers to a “Transmission Provider’s Control Area”.  Under the NERC Functional Model, Transmission Providers do not have control areas.  One cannot tie a control area directly to a Transmission Provider.   In fact, “control area” no longer exist under the NERC Functional Model and has been replaced with the term Balancing Authority.  SCGen notes that “control area” is used liberally throughout WEQ-001, WEQ-002, and WEQ-003, but the term “control area” is never defined anywhere within the WEQ Business Practice Standards.   By contrast, SCGen notes that the correct term, Balancing Authority, has been defined and used in WEQ-004.  SCGen understands the difficulty and complexity of scrubbing the entire WEQ standard set for all the uses of this antiquated term and it also understands that such is not within the scope of these proposed changes.  However, SCGen certainly does not agree with propagating the use of a term no longer in use by including it in the definition of a new term.  Rather, SCGen suggests that the definition for Generating Imbalance Service and all subsequent new definitions and uses within the WEQ standards shall use the more appropriate Balancing Authority term.  Therefore, the definition for Generator Imbalance Service could read something to the effect of:

001-2.5.7
Generator Imbalance Service (GI) - is a service provided by the Transmission Provider to a generator within a given Balancing Authority to account for differences between the actual output of the generator and the scheduled delivery from the generator over a single hour and in accordance with Schedule 9 of the pro forma tariff.
Furthermore, although not within the scope of these changes, SCGen would suggest that the ESS/ITS take advantage of any opportunities it may have to modify WEQ-001, WEQ-002, and WEQ-003 to remove all references to “control area”.

With Respect to Comment [P3].  Within the proposed standard modifications, the ESS/ITS have included several comments with questions to be resolved.  One of those questions is associated with competing requests of differing service lengths.  Specifically, the ESS/ITS appears to be asking the industry for its opinion as to whether multiple, consecutive, shorter term requests whose total service length exceeds a single, longer term request should be given higher priority.  The example given was whether or not 8 consecutive daily firm requests should have priority over a single 1-week request.  SCGen provides its opinion on the predicate that this question only has relevance within a given Service Request Tier (i.e. consecutive short term requests could never have higher priority than a long term request).  Given that predicate, SCGen differentiates between a single request containing multiple service increments and multiple requests for a single service increment.  If such a differentiation is possible, then SCGen could agree that “total duration” should be a determining factor over “service increment” whenever a single request is involved. For example, SCGen would be agreeable to a business practice that allowed a single request seeking 8 days of daily firm service to have higher priority than a single request for 7 days of weekly firm service.  In this case, total duration takes precedent over service increment.  However, such a request should not take priority over an “extended” weekly request of duration 8 days. In this case, the “total duration” is the same, so service increment becomes the deciding factor.  On the other hand, 8 single, consecutive requests for 1 day of service should not take priority over 1 request for 7 days of weekly service because each of the 8 consecutive requests are inferior in both total duration and service increment, even though together they “ may appear” to be of greater total duration.  Again, the differentiation being whether or not the service was being sought as a result of a single request for service or multiple requests for service.  SCGen believes such a differentiation is possible, but absent the ability to make such a distinction, SCGen would prefer to rely solely on service increment.

With Respect to Comment [P3].  SCGen prefers the consistent use of the term “pending”.

With Respect to Comment [P5].  This is a complicated issue and SCGen is concerned that industry has not been given proper time to think through the many complicating issues that may arise from this practice.  With the caveat that it has not had the time to properly vet these issues, SCGen would take the following position: a pre-confirmed request of lower price should not automatically pre-empt a non-pre-confirmed request of the same duration and higher price.

As always, thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback in this important industry process.
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� See pg 24 of the NAESB WEQ Standards Booklet dated October 31, 2007 with minor corrections applied November 16, 2007.


� In reality, Section 2.3 of WEQ-001 is not so much a set of definitions as it is a set of “service type attributes”.  However, as proposed, Section 2.3.3 essentially re-defines “CBM” for purposes of applying its use in OASIS.


� See pg 12 of the NAESB WEQ Standards Booklet dated October 31, 2007 with minor corrections applied November 16, 2007.


� For a complete copy of SCGen’s comments, refer to November 6 EC meeting materials.





