Comment Form — 4th Draft of Standard MOD-004—Capacity Benefit Margin
Project 2006-07

Please use this form to submit comments on the current draft of MOD-004.  Comments must be submitted by June 23, 2008.  If you have questions please contact Andy Rodriquez at Andy.Rodriquez@nerc.net or by telephone at 202.393.3998.

Background Information
Project 2006-07 was initiated in 2006 to revise the then existing NERC reliability modeling standards to ensure the consistent and transparent calculation, verification, preservation, and use of Total Transfer Capability (TTC)/Available Transfer Capability (ATC)/Available Flowgate Capability (AFC). Project 2006-07 requires specific reliability practices be incorporated into the TTC/ATC/AFC calculation and coordination methodologies and adds requirements for documentation of the methodologies used to coordinate TTC/ATC/AFC. Such changes will enhance the reliable use of the bulk power transmission system without arbitrarily limiting commercial activity. 

On February 17, 2007, FERC issued Order 890 which directed, among other things, a number of reforms in the determination of ATC by requiring consistency in how TTC/ATC/AFC is evaluated, as well as providing greater transparency about how a transmission provider calculates and allocates TTC/ATC/AFC. Then on March 16, 2007 FERC issued Order 693 which provided directives on modifying the NERC standards, including those related to modeling.

The drafting team has created the following proposed standard:

MOD-004 — Capacity Benefit Margin.  A standard that describes the calculation and use of CBM.
The drafting team has also created five other standards (MOD-001, MOD-008, MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030), for which comments are being sought through a different commenting period.  

The drafting team also proposes the retirement of the following standards:
MOD-005 — Procedure for Verifying CBM Values.  Now addressed in compliance for MOD-004.

MOD-006 — Procedure for the Use of CBM.  Now addressed in MOD-004 R10, R11, and R12.  Also to be addressed in future NAESB Business Practices.

MOD-007 — Documentation of the Use of CBM.  To be addressed in future NAESB Business Practices.

This standard was balloted March 3 to March 12, 2008.  Many entities submitted negative ballots, and many submitted comments with their ballots.  The drafting team has reviewed the comments submitted with ballots, and has made some changes to the standard to address these comments. 

1. Based on industry comments, as well as those of the Functional Model Working Group, the Planned Resource Sharing Group (PRSG) has been eliminated.  To address regional CBM processes, the Resource Planner was added as an applicable entity.  Entities still may elect to register as a Joint Registration Organization (JRO), as well as delegate tasks.

2. The drafting team has modified the standard to be less prescriptive and allow for more flexibility in how the need for CBM and CBM itself is determined.

3. The requirement to waive timing and ramping requirements was modified to have a VRF of medium, as it has a direct impact on current-day operations and can result in the inadvertent denial of an interchange transaction needed to maintain reliability.  

4. The requirement for a Transmission Service Provider to approve transactions using CBM if the CBM is available was modified to apply additional criteria to the evaluation for approval.

5. A more graded approach was applied to the VSLs where appropriate 

The drafting team is now seeking comments on these changes.

You do not have to answer all questions.  
1. The drafting team has modified the Violation Risk Factor for R11 and R12 of MOD-004 from Lower to Medium.   NERC’s VRF definitions are listed below:

High Risk Requirement: 

(a) is a requirement that, if violated, could directly cause or contribute to Bulk-Power System instability, separation, or a cascading sequence of failures, or could place the Bulk-Power System at an unacceptable risk of instability, separation, or cascading failures; or 

(b) is a requirement in a planning time frame that, if violated, could, under emergency, abnormal, or restorative conditions anticipated by the preparations, directly cause or contribute to Bulk-Power System instability, separation, or a cascading sequence of failures, or could place the Bulk-Power System at an unacceptable risk of instability, separation, or cascading failures, or could hinder restoration to a normal condition.

Medium Risk Requirement:
(a) is a requirement that, if violated, could directly affect the electrical state or the capability of the Bulk-Power System, or the ability to effectively monitor and control the Bulk-Power System, but is unlikely to lead to Bulk-Power System instability, separation, or cascading failures; or 

(b) is a requirement in a planning time frame that, if violated, could, under emergency, abnormal, or restorative conditions anticipated by the preparations, directly affect the electrical state or capability of the Bulk-Power System, or the ability to effectively monitor, control, or restore the Bulk-Power System, but is unlikely, under emergency, abnormal, or restoration conditions anticipated by the preparations, to lead to Bulk-Power System instability, separation, or cascading failures, nor to hinder restoration to a normal condition.

Lower Risk Requirement: is administrative in nature and
(a) is a requirement that, if violated, would not be expected to affect the electrical state or capability of the Bulk-Power System, or the ability to effectively monitor and control the Bulk-Power System; or 

(b) is a requirement in a planning time frame that, if violated, would not, under the emergency, abnormal, or restorative conditions anticipated by the preparations, be expected to affect the electrical state or capability of the Bulk-Power System, or the ability to effectively monitor, control, or restore the Bulk-Power System.

Are the current VRFs established correctly?    

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No preference 

If “No,” please identify which VRFs are incorrect, how they should be modified, and a justification for their modification.  Comments:       

2. The drafting team modified the applicable entities for the standard.  Do you believe the applicable entities are correct?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No preference 

If “No,” please identify entities should be applicable and what their roles should be.  Comments:      
3. The Drafting Team eliminated the detail regarding the request and response process for CBM.  Do you believe this reduction in detail is appropriate?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No preference 

If “No,” please explain.  Comments:      
4. The drafting team has modified the Violation Severity Levels for MOD-004 to reflect industry concerns that they were too “pass/fail” oriented. Are the current VSLs established correctly?    

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No preference 

If “No,” please identify specific VSLs and suggest changes to the language.  Comments:       

5. The drafting team has modified the measures and compliance elements for MOD-004 based on industry comments.  Do you believe these changes to the measures and compliance elements are appropriate?    

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No preference 

If “No,” please identify your concerns.  Comments:       

6. Please provide any other comments (that you have not already provided in response to the questions above) that you have on the proposed MOD-004. Comments:      
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