Notes from July 19th Joint NERC/NAESB ATC Meeting - Potential Handoffs for NAESB
MOD-001:

Requirement 5 - NERC asked NAESB to review list of who will be notified upon changes to ATCID and see if we needed to add any other Entities such as PSE or LSE

NAESB Response (08/17/07):  NERC dropped the following language from MOD-001 with respect to notification of changes to the ATCID.  NAESB agrees that there is no longer a potential handoff in this area.

“Each party that has previously requested to be notified of such actions.” 

MOD-004:

Question 6 of NERC Comment Form

In the future, LSEs will be required to request CBM. Do you believe there should be a queuing process to deal with potential conflicts between requests for CBM and transmission service requests? If “Yes” please describe how you believe the queuing process should work and whether the process should be addressed in this standard or elsewhere.
In question 6 of the comment form, APPA asked about the queue process (when an entity only needs 10 MW set aside for CBM yet blocks out in 100 MW, is this fair and shouldn’t the remainder be released for others’ use?)  Their comment follows:

The needs to secure a transmission path to reach generation resources outside a LSE Balancing Authority Area that will “meet generation reliability requirements” are extremely important to reliable operations of the BES.  Since the Reliability Standards are written to insure reliable operations a TSP would be hard pressed to deny an LSE the ability to secure resources to meet “generation reliability requirements.”  If a TSP denied this service it could be exposed to acts of non-compliance should the BES’s integrity diminish because the TSP denied the LSE the CBM capacity
NERC Response:

None at time of meeting
The queing issue in MOD004 - this was handed off in response to the comments to question number 6 they recieved 
NAESB Response (08/17/07):  If there is a queuing process, it could be handled on OASIS, since OASIS has the ability to time-stamp requests and control submission windows.  We will defer action on this until NERC has finalized its CBM standard.  

Question 7 of NERC Comment Form:

Do you agree with R3.3 of MOD-004-1 that requires that CBM be algebraically subtracted from the path on which it was reserved, or should the CBM set aside be based on the response of the network by modeling the transaction from the POR to POD at the CBM import MW level?  Please explain your answer in the comments area.
In question 7, there were questions on roll-over rights.  Listed below is the comment filed by Duke:

The standard should be flexible enough to allow the Transmission Service Provider to use either method which best supports reliability in their control area.
NERC’s potential response is listed below:

that’s the way it’s going.  NOTE: WE’LL NEED TO ADDRESS THE WAY THIS REQUESTED.  WHAT IF SOMEONE WANTS TO RESERVE A MONTH OF CBM? A SEASON?  WE’LL NEED TO DISCUSS THIS IN QUEUEING AND SUCH.  WHAT ABOUT ROLL-OVER RIGHTS?
NAESB Response (08/17/07):  We will defer action on this until NERC has finalized its CBM standard.  At this point in time the Tariff only addresses rollover rights for long term firm reservations in section 2.2.  
Requirement 2 - post supporting data is going to NAESB as related to Question 10
Question 10 of Comment Form:

Are you aware of any conflicts between the proposed standard and any regulatory function, rule/order, tariff, rate schedule, legislative requirement or agreement?  If “Yes,” please identify the conflict in the comments area.  

Comments filed by Nova Scotia Power:

R2 requires documention to be "publically released" (published on OASIS) information that is either commercially sensitive or can include Critical Infrastructure Information, the wording of R8 in MOD-008 should be used in MOD-004 to protect information. The process of taking bids on CBM will require modifcations to transmission tariffs Tariffs and Market Rules may have to be updated to reflect the new requirements.
NERC’s Response:

We have changed R2 to not be publicly available, and expect that NAESB will address release of information to customers.  We don’t expect tariff changes for CBM.  See responses to question 6 regarding queuing.
NAESB Response (8/17/07):  NAESB is working jointly with NERC to determine what will be made publicly available.  We will defer action on this until NERC has finalized its CBM standard.
Posting of CBM Usage report  ????
MOD-008:

Posting of TRM report in relationship to Question 8 of Comment form which reads:

Please provide any other comments (that you have not already provided in response to the questions above) that you have on the draft standard MOD-008-1.

Duke submitted the following comment:

The "make publically available" Requirements R7 and R10 are inappropriate for NERC standards.  These are communications which should be in the NAESB standards.
NERC’s response:

The standard drafting team will work with NAESB to determine the proper method for the posting requirements in the TRM Methodology.
NAESB Response (8/17/07):  NAESB concurs with Duke Energy’s position and is working with NERC to identify what will be made publicly available.  This will be captured in a NAESB business practice.
Definitions:

Need a definition for Designated Network Resource
NAESB Response (8/17/07):  We will monitor FERC technical conferences and orders and will address in ESS/ITS work in NAESB 890 Work plan Group 3,  Network Service on OASIS. The Tariff has a definition of Network Resource.
Other Postings:

A list of commercially sensitive information that should not be made publicly available - we already started it and Narinder is working on it offline; awaiting more edits to NERC standards before completion
