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November 23, 2020

Subject:  CGNP's Comments RE DCDEP Public Meeting

Dear Mr. Lee:

Californians for Green Nuclear Power, Inc. (CGNP) continues to object to
"putting the cart before the horse" in planning to voluntarily shut down
Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) in 2025.  On October 26, 2020 CGNP
filed a Complaint with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
opposing this voluntary plan. FERC opened Docket EL21-13-000 the next
day. There are currently 56 entries in the FERC EL21-13 docket.

DCPP supports California electric grid reliability, supplying almost 10%
of California's in-state generation, safely, reliably, cost-effectively,
and without producing any greenhouse gas emissions. DCPP operates
independently of California's aging and vulnerable bulk natural gas
transmission and storage system. During inevitable California natural
gas delivery constraint events, DCPP helps to assure reliability of
California's natural gas system by decreasing demand for natural gas.
95% of California's natural gas system is supplied by imports from out
of state. About 60% of California's dispatchable in-state generation is
supplied by burning natural gas. As the NERC region under
ReliabilityFirst Corporation illustrates, nuclear power is the solid
foundation for electric generation resource adequacy. ReliabilityFirst
has almost 40% of the U.S. nuclear generation fleet. On the other hand,
within WECC's vast geographic area there are only six power reactors.
One third of WECC's reliable generation would disappear in 2025 under
this voluntary plan.

The voluntary plan to shut down DCPP appears to be driven by business
interests that will profit from a closure of DCPP, not by scientific,
engineering, and economic principles. In summary, the voluntary plan to
close DCPP does not serve the public interest, which is the foundational
principle for any regulatory action involving public utilities.

Attached find the Federal Register notice which opened FERC Docket
EL21-13, a November 19, 2020 Power Magazine article summarizing the
issues being considered in FERC Docket EL21-13, and a CGNP analysis of
NERC's 117 Reliability Standards that calls into question NERC's alleged
focus on generation reliability in NERC regions other than the
ReliabilityFirst region.
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https://www.powermag.com/battle-brewing-about-californias-role-in-diablo-canyon-nuclear-plant-retirement/ 


Battle Brewing About California’s Role in 
Diablo Canyon Nuclear Plant Retirement 


Nov 19, 2020  by Sonal Patel
An assortment of entities have sought to intervene in a complaint alleging that the 
California Independent System Operator (CAISO) and California state agencies violated 
bulk power system reliability standards when they approved retirement of the 2,240-MW 
Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) by 2025.  


Before the comment deadline on Nov. 16, at least 15 entities sought intervention in the 
Oct. 26 complaint filed with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) by 
nonprofit nuclear advocacy group  Californians for Green Nuclear Power Inc. (CGNP) 
over regulatory approvals of Pacific Gas & Electric Co. (PG&E’s) voluntary plan to 
permanently shutter the nuclear plant near Avila Beach, California. Intervenors include 
nuclear advocacy organizations, trade groups, power companies, and environmental 
and citizen groups. 


A Dispute About Resources and Reliability


PG&E announced it would shutter the 1,138-MWe Unit 1 and the 1,151-MWe Unit 2, 
both Westinghouse pressurized water reactor units,  in June 2016, upon the expiration 
of the reactors’ operating licenses—November 2024 for Unit 1 and August 2025 for Unit 
2.  


The utility reached the decision after reaching a “joint proposal” with labor and 
environmental groups that sought to increase investment in energy efficiency, energy 
storage, and renewables beyond the state’s 2015 mandates to source 50% of its power 
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from renewables, while also phasing out nuclear power in California by 2025. While the 
CPUC approved PG&E’s application to shutter the plant in January 2018, an 
initiative to replace the plant’s power with zero-carbon options was enshrined in 
state law by California’s former Gov. Jerry Brown in September 2018.   


But in its complaint (Docket No. EL21-13-000), CGNP claims CAISO, the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), the California State Water Resources Control 
Board (CSWRCB), and California State Lands Commission (CSLC) violated the North 
American Reliability Corp.’s (NERC’s) bulk power system standards when the CPUC 
approved PG&E’s plan to close the two-unit plant by 2025 “without first properly 
analyzing the adverse bulk electric system and adverse bulk natural gas system 
consequences, in light of known California-specific hazards, including those caused by 
seismic activity and the Public Safety Power Shutoff (PSPS) policies enacted by” the 
CPUC.  


The complaint also alleges NERC and the Western Electricity Coordinating Council 
(WECC) “failed to conduct proper oversight or enforced NERC’s reliability standards,” 
which “will be violated” by removing Diablo Canyon’s 2,240 MW from California’s grid. 
“Recent events, including the August 2020 blackouts that affected millions of California 
utility customers, point to the underlying reliability issue facing California’s electric grid, 
even with DCPP continuing to operate,” it says. “The premature closure of DCPP will 
only exacerbate current reliability issues, and is inconsistent with federal law.” 
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Located in San Luis Obispo County, Calif., opponents of the 2,240-MW Diablo Canyon 
facility have long pointed to seismic concerns as a reason that the plant should be 
closed. Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) announced on June 21, 2016, that it would not 
seek license extensions for the units, which entered commercial operations May 7, 
1985, and March 13, 1986, respectively, and would instead focus on increasing 
renewable generation. As such, Unit 1 will retire when its current license expires on 
Nov. 2, 2024, with Unit 2 following on Aug. 26, 2025. Courtesy: PG&E 


Risks Amplified by a Recent Power Crisis


As POWER has reported, according to a preliminary investigation released on Oct. 6 by 
CAISO, the CPUC, and the California Energy Commission (CEC), the state’s most 
recent reliability crisis is rooted in faulty resource planning targets, “which have not 
kept pace to lead to sufficient resources that can be relied upon to meet demand 
in the early evening hours.” The entities noted those challenges were “amplified” 
by high system demand, unanticipated loss of supply, and low net import availability, all 
stemming from an extreme heat wave, which sent temperatures soaring into the triple 
digits.  
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California’s goal today is to procure 60% of its electricity from renewable resources by 
2030, and source 100% clean energy by 2045. Currently, California has 13.3 GW of 
installed large-scale solar and 6.98 GW of wind generation, which are “non-firm 
renewable generation resource,” the complaint notes. 


Only one coal-fired power plant operates in California—the 63-MW Argus cogen 
plant in San Bernardino County—and during the rolling blackouts on Aug. 14 and 
Aug. 15, natural gas–fired generation supplied about 56.23% and 58% of the 
supply during net demand peaks. Both units at Diablo Canyon, which generate 
about 10% of the state’s electricity, operated at 100% power, reliably supporting 
the grid during the mid-August blackouts, but the Palo Verde nuclear plant in 
Arizona, which regularly exports energy to California, also operated its three 
units at 100% output.  


As CGNP noted in its complaint, DCPP’s key role in helping to ensure California’s 
reliability, however, is rooted in its ability to operate independently of California’s 
“aging and vulnerable bulk natural gas transmission and storage system.” 
Because about 60% of the state’s dispatchable in-state power system is powered by 
natural gas, the state’s power system is tightly coupled to the reliability of the state’s 
natural gas transmission and storage system. But about “95% of California’s natural 
gas is imported from out of state via the bulk natural gas transmission system,” 
and “even partial disruptions to California’s bulk gas transmission system have 
the potential to disrupt reliable natural gas system operation to a supplied area,”
it argues.  


In documents attached to the complaint, CGNP showed that it warned CAISO in 
2017 about the risks to reliability, as well as the state’s eventual reliance on fossil 
fuels if the state lost Diablo Canyon’s 18 TWh high capacity factor, reasonably 
priced electricity. The DCPP, it has previously noted, can also play a role in 
storing electricity because it was designed in conjunction with the 1-GW Helms 
Pumped Storage project, with which it shares a “dedicated power pathway.”   


Complaint Asks for Diablo Canyon–Centered Reliability Analysis


CGNP asked FERC for two relief requests. First, FERC should conduct a reliability 
analysis “focused on how the continued safe operation of [Diablo Canyon] 
provides the reliability benefits” described in the complaint. FERC should also 
take “action to enforce NERC’s reliability standards, as well as review and initiate 
remediation of the significant reliability concerns raised in this complaint,” it said. 


The organization’s request is supported by other nuclear groups, including the 
American Nuclear Society (ANS). On Monday, the international professional 
organization of engineers and scientists told POWER that it agrees with 
measures to reconsider “the shortsighted decision to shutter prematurely 
California’s largest clean energy resource.”
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In comments filed in favor of the complaint on Nov. 12, ANS Executive 
Director/CEO Craig Piercy and President Mary Lou Dunzik-Gougar pointed to 
Diablo Canyon’s reliability. “In wake of any blackout or extreme event, Diablo 
Canyon’s fuel-secured, reliable and safe baseload power will surely be needed to 
restore power in California,” they said. “We prefer the Diablo we know over the 
costs, risks and uncertainty of a power grid without it.”  


Pro-nuclear group Generation Atomic also refuted common arguments against keeping 
the plant open, including that the DCPP cannot withstand earthquakes (it pointed 
to federal regulatory seismic analyses). The group also noted a major reason PG&E 
considered closing the units was to comply with California’s 2010–adopted once-
through cooling (OTC) policy. 


“In 2016, PG&E again explored strategies to come into compliance with OTC 
regulations, and this time, seeking a justification for closing 20% of California’s low 
carbon power, 1,500 good paying jobs, 6% of the tax base, manufactured an economic 
argument against DCPP by insisting that $2 billion dollar cooling towers would be 
needed instead, dramatically inflating the cost estimates of continued operation past 
2025,” it said.  


CGNP also has the backing of the Climate Coalition, which said: “We reject the 
popular opinions and complaints that nuclear plants are somehow not safe or 
represent unacceptable risk. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is the 
global gold standard for nuclear safety, including seismic assessments. Over half 
a century of real-world evidence shows how nuclear is the safest of all reliable 
electricity sources.”  


But the environmental group went even further, asking Diablo Canyon’s owners to 
“immediately” make an application to the NRC for a 20-year operating license. It 
also urged for a “halt” to the dismantlement of the now-shuttered San Onofre 
Power Plant and an exploration of “the possibilities for refurbishment and re-
licensing.”  


Other support came from as far away as New York, which, despite ambitious 
climate goals, is grappling with the recent shutdown of Indian Point Unit 2, and 
the April 2021 shutdown scheduled for Unit 3. Explaining the rationale behind its 
intervention, nonprofit New York Energy and Climate Advocates, whose mission is to 
analyze the energy and climate policies being developed by New York State, said: 
“[New York] has set, through legislation, a goal of achieving an electricity system in 
2040 that emits no greenhouse gases. It is attempting to achieve this, as in California, 
with renewable sources alone, principally solar and wind, including especially offshore 
wind.” 


But it added: “Our analyses show that such a system would be an unreliable 
source of electric power. Therefore, the material being developed, and any 
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decisions reached therein, are of great material interest to us and others in New 
York State.”  


The Edison Electric Institute (EEI), a group that represents all the nation’s 
investor-owned utilities (IOU), also intervened, noting its members “may be 
affected by the outcome” of how the proceeding may impact NERC’s mandatory 
reliability standards. Though it didn’t take a position, competitive generator 
Calpine Corp. also intervened, citing a “direct and substantial interest in the 
outcome of this proceeding.” 


Opposition Says Complaint is ‘Unsupported and Legally insufficient‘ 


For its part, Diablo Canyon’s IOU owner PG&E filed a joint answer opposing complaint 
with environmental groups Friends of the Earth and the Natural Resources Defense 
Council. The entities argued that FERC was “not the appropriate forum to address the 
issues” because responsibility for resource planning rests with state authorities. 


PG&E also noted: “In its 2018 decision authorizing the retirement of Diablo Canyon, the 
CPUC first addressed the impacts of the plant’s retirement on grid reliability and found 
no adverse impacts. And, in the CPUC’s ongoing state-wide Integrated Resource 
Planning (IRP) proceeding, the CPUC, CAISO, and others in California are actively 
considering whether additional resources are needed to ensure system reliability 
after the closure of Diablo Canyon.”


NERC and WECC urged the complaint’s dismissal by FERC in their answer, mainly 
because they said NERC and WECC aren’t covered by the “statutory authority of 
Section 206 of the Federal Power Act (FPA).” NERC, which FERC certified as the 
electric reliability organization (ERO), and WECC, which supports NERC as a regional 
entity, “monitor, assess, and enforce compliance with Reliability Standards,” and FERC 
earlier this year found that NERC continues to satisfy the statutory and regulatory 
criteria for certification as ERO, the entities argued.  


CPUC, represented by the the state of California, also urged FERC to dismiss the 
complaint because it is “unsupported and legally insufficient.” Though the state did not 
address reliability shortcomings in its answer, it echoed NERC and the WECC in 
its emphasis that federal reliability standards do not apply to the CPUC, and it 
also argued that CGNP did “not identify a single federal reliability standard that 
the CPUC has violated.” But it went further, claiming that CGNP was “collaterally 
attacking the outcome of a state regulatory proceeding regarding a matter within 
state authority.”  


“As CGNP has acknowledged, the CPUC conducted a formal proceeding, including 
testimony, evidentiary hearings and briefing, to address PG&E’s application to retire its 
Diablo Canyon power plant. That proceeding resulted in a decision approving the 
retirement of Diablo Canyon. The majority of the arguments raised by CGNP here were 
raised by CGNP at the CPUC and were considered and rejected by the CPUC,” it said.  
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California’s State Water Board and the State Lands Commission, in a lengthy 
explanation, also reiterated this argument. The water board said it considered potential 
effects on the grid when it decided to adopt its OTC policy in 2010, and it conducted 
special studies for Diablo Canyon and San Onofre to consider potential  
compliance alternatives, it said. 


“Following conclusion of the special study on OTC Policy compliance at the two nuclear 
plants, PG&E independently proposed retiring the DCPP at the end of its current NRC 
license periods. The State Water Board had no role in discussions of the proposed 
retirement, nor was the State Water Board involved in the proceeding before the 
CPUC,” it said.  


Notably, however, owing to growing grid reliability issues first identified in March 2019, 
the state water board in January this year convened a multi-agency statewide 
advisory committee to address the OTC policy’s reliability impact. On Sept. 1, 
four members of the state water board voted unanimously to adopt the advisory 
committee’s recommendations to amend the policy in order to reflect new 
information and forecasting on grid reliability needs in California and  grant 
compliance reprieves to nine aging natural gas units. 


During that meeting the board also approved amending the OTC compliance dates for 
Diablo Canyon’s Unit 1 by two months to November 2024 and Unit 2 by 8 months to 
August 2025 to match their NRC operating licenses. According to the water board’s 
answer to the complaint, however, the “DCPP revision was clearly stated as 
unrelated to those [Statewide Advisory Committee on Cooling Water Intake 
Structures] recommendations and reflected no position on how the retirement 
would or would not affect the energy grid.” 


—Sonal Patel is a POWER senior associate editor 
(@sonalcpatel, @POWERmagazine).
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4 18 CFR 385.214. 
5 18 CFR 157.10. 
6 Hand delivered submissions in docketed 


proceedings should be delivered to Health and 
Human Services, 12225 Wilkins Avenue, Rockville, 
Maryland 20852. 


7 The applicant has 15 days from the submittal of 
a motion to intervene to file a written objection to 
the intervention. 


8 18 CFR 385.214(c)(1). 
9 18 CFR 385.214(b)(3) and (d). 


1 The Federal Power Act, 16 U.S.C. 791 et seq., 
the Energy Policy Act of 2005, 42 U.S.C. 13201 et 
seq. (2005), the Natural Gas Act of 1938 15 U.S.C. 
717(b) et seq., and Federal Pipeline Safety 
Regulations, 49 CFR 192 (2020). 


2 18 CFR 385.206 (2020). 


the option to file a motion to intervene 
in this proceeding. Only intervenors 
have the right to request rehearing of 
Commission orders issued in this 
proceeding and to subsequently 
challenge the Commission’s orders in 
the U.S. Circuit Courts of Appeal. 


To intervene, you must submit a 
motion to intervene to the Commission 
in accordance with Rule 214 of the 
Commission’s Rules of Practice and 
Procedure 4 and the regulations under 
the NGA 5 by the intervention deadline 
for the project, which is November 10, 
2020. As described further in Rule 214, 
your motion to intervene must state, to 
the extent known, your position 
regarding the proceeding, as well as 
your interest in the proceeding. [For an 
individual, this could include your 
status as a landowner, ratepayer, 
resident of an impacted community, or 
recreationist. You do not need to have 
property directly impacted by the 
project in order to intervene.] For more 
information about motions to intervene, 
refer to the FERC website at https://
www.ferc.gov/resources/guides/how-to/ 
intervene.asp. 


There are two ways to submit your 
motion to intervene. In both instances, 
please reference the Project docket 
number CP21–5–000 in your 
submission. 


(1) You may file your motion to 
intervene by using the Commission’s 
eFiling feature, which is located on the 
Commission’s website (www.ferc.gov) 
under the link to Documents and 
Filings. New eFiling users must first 
create an account by clicking on 
‘‘eRegister.’’ You will be asked to select 
the type of filing you are making; first 
select ‘‘General’’ and then select 
‘‘Intervention.’’ The eFiling feature 
includes a document-less intervention 
option; for more information, visit 
https://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/efiling/ 
document-less-intervention.pdf; or 


(2) You can file a paper copy of your 
motion to intervene, along with three 
copies, by mailing the documents to the 
address below.6 Your motion to 
intervene must reference the Project 
docket number CP21–5–000. 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary, Federal 


Energy Regulatory Commission, 888 
First Street NE, Washington, DC 
20426 
The Commission encourages 


electronic filing of motions to intervene 
(option 1 above) and has eFiling staff 


available to assist you at (202) 502–8258 
or FercOnlineSupport@ferc.gov. 


Motions to intervene must be served 
on the applicant either by mail or email 
at: 3250 Lacey Road, Suite 700, Downers 
Grove, Illinois 60515–7918 or at kevin_
palmer@kindermorgan.com. Any 
subsequent submissions by an 
intervenor must be served on the 
applicant and all other parties to the 
proceeding. Contact information for 
parties can be downloaded from the 
service list at the eService link on FERC 
Online. Service can be via email with a 
link to the document. 


All timely, unopposed 7 motions to 
intervene are automatically granted by 
operation of Rule 214(c)(1).8 Motions to 
intervene that are filed after the 
intervention deadline are untimely, and 
may be denied. Any late-filed motion to 
intervene must show good cause for 
being late and must explain why the 
time limitation should be waived and 
provide justification by reference to 
factors set forth in Rule 214(d) of the 
Commission’s Rules and Regulations.9 
A person obtaining party status will be 
placed on the service list maintained by 
the Secretary of the Commission and 
will receive copies (paper or electronic) 
of all documents filed by the applicant 
and by all other parties. 


Tracking the Proceeding 


Throughout the proceeding, 
additional information about the project 
will be available from the Commission’s 
Office of External Affairs, at (866) 208– 
FERC, or on the FERC website at 
www.ferc.gov using the ‘‘eLibrary’’ link 
as described above. The eLibrary link 
also provides access to the texts of all 
formal documents issued by the 
Commission, such as orders, notices, 
and rulemakings. 


In addition, the Commission offers a 
free service called eSubscription which 
allows you to keep track of all formal 
issuances and submittals in specific 
dockets. This can reduce the amount of 
time you spend researching proceedings 
by automatically providing you with 
notification of these filings, document 
summaries, and direct links to the 
documents. For more information and to 
register, go to www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/ 
esubscription.asp. 


Intervention Deadline: 5:00 p.m. 
Eastern Time on November 10, 2020. 


Dated: October 27, 2020. 
Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., 
Deputy Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 2020–24327 Filed 11–2–20; 8:45 am] 


BILLING CODE 6717–01–P 


DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 


Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 


[Docket No. EL21–13–000] 


Californians for Green Nuclear Power, 
Inc. v. North American Electric 
Reliability Corporation, Western 
Electricity Coordinating Council, 
California Independent System 
Operator Corporation, California Public 
Utilities Commission, California State 
Water Resources Control Board, and 
California State Lands Commission; 
Notice of Complaint 


Take notice that on October 26, 2020, 
pursuant to the Federal Power Act, the 
Natural Gas Act of 1938, the Federal 
Pipeline Safety Regulations,1 and 
section 206 of the Rules of Practice and 
Procedure of the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission,2 Californians 
for Green Nuclear Power, Inc. 
(Complainant) filed a formal complaint 
against North American Electric 
Reliability Corporation, Western 
Electricity Coordinating Council, 
California Independent System Operator 
Corporation, California Public Utilities 
Commission, California State Water 
Resources Control Board, and California 
State Lands Commission, (Respondent) 
alleging that, Respondents failed to 
properly analyze the bulk electric 
system and bulk natural gas system 
consequences in light of certain 
California-specific hazards in 
connection with the approval of the 
voluntary plan to close Diablo Canyon 
Power Plant in 2025, all as more fully 
explained in the complaint. 


The Complainant certifies that copies 
of the complaint were served on the 
contacts listed for Respondents in the 
Commission’s list of Corporate Officials. 


Any person desiring to intervene or to 
protest this filing must file in 
accordance with Rules 211 and 214 of 
the Commission’s Rules of Practice and 
Procedure (18 CFR 385.211, 385.214). 
Protests will be considered by the 
Commission in determining the 
appropriate action to be taken, but will 
not serve to make protestants parties to 
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the proceeding. Any person wishing to 
become a party must file a notice of 
intervention or motion to intervene, as 
appropriate. The Respondent’s answer 
and all interventions, or protests must 
be filed on or before the comment date. 
The Respondent’s answer, motions to 
intervene, and protests must be served 
on the Complainants. 


The Commission strongly encourages 
electronic filings of comments, protests 
and interventions in lieu of paper using 
the ‘‘eFiling’’ link at http://
www.ferc.gov. Persons unable to file 
electronically may mail similar 
pleadings to the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, 888 First Street 
NE, Washington, DC 20426. Hand 
delivered submissions in docketed 
proceedings should be delivered to 
Health and Human Services, 12225 
Wilkins Avenue, Rockville, Maryland 
20852. 


In addition to publishing the full text 
of this document in the Federal 
Register, the Commission provides all 
interested persons an opportunity to 
view and/or print the contents of this 
document via the internet through the 
Commission’s Home Page (http://
ferc.gov) using the ‘‘eLibrary’’ link. 
Enter the docket number excluding the 
last three digits in the docket number 
field to access the document. At this 
time, the Commission has suspended 
access to the Commission’s Public 
Reference Room, due to the 
proclamation declaring a National 
Emergency concerning the Novel 
Coronavirus Disease (COVID–19), issued 
by the President on March 13, 2020. For 
assistance, contact the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission at 
FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, or call 
toll-free, (886) 208–3676 or TYY, (202) 
502–8659. 


Comment Date: 5:00 p.m. Eastern 
Time on November 16, 2020. 


Dated: October 27, 2020. 


Kimberly D. Bose, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 2020–24275 Filed 11–2–20; 8:45 am] 


BILLING CODE 6717–01–P 


DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 


Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 


[Docket No. ER21–207–000] 


Rancho Seco Solar, LLC; 
Supplemental Notice That Initial 
Market-Based Rate Filing Includes 
Request for Blanket Section 204 
Authorization 


This is a supplemental notice in the 
above-referenced Rancho Seco Solar, 
LLC’s application for market-based rate 
authority, with an accompanying rate 
tariff, noting that such application 
includes a request for blanket 
authorization, under 18 CFR part 34, of 
future issuances of securities and 
assumptions of liability. 


Any person desiring to intervene or to 
protest should file with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 888 
First Street NE, Washington, DC 20426, 
in accordance with Rules 211 and 214 
of the Commission’s Rules of Practice 
and Procedure (18 CFR 385.211 and 
385.214). Anyone filing a motion to 
intervene or protest must serve a copy 
of that document on the Applicant. 


Notice is hereby given that the 
deadline for filing protests with regard 
to the applicant’s request for blanket 
authorization, under 18 CFR part 34, of 
future issuances of securities and 
assumptions of liability, is November 
16, 2020. 


The Commission encourages 
electronic submission of protests and 
interventions in lieu of paper, using the 
FERC Online links at http://
www.ferc.gov. To facilitate electronic 
service, persons with internet access 
who will eFile a document and/or be 
listed as a contact for an intervenor 
must create and validate an 
eRegistration account using the 
eRegistration link. Select the eFiling 
link to log on and submit the 
intervention or protests. 


Persons unable to file electronically 
may mail similar pleadings to the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
888 First Street NE, Washington, DC 
20426. Hand delivered submissions in 
docketed proceedings should be 
delivered to Health and Human 
Services, 12225 Wilkins Avenue, 
Rockville, Maryland 20852. 


In addition to publishing the full text 
of this document in the Federal 
Register, the Commission provides all 
interested persons an opportunity to 
view and/or print the contents of this 
document via the internet through the 
Commission’s Home Page (http://
ferc.gov) using the ‘‘eLibrary’’ link. 
Enter the docket number excluding the 


last three digits in the docket number 
field to access the document. At this 
time, the Commission has suspended 
access to the Commission’s Public 
Reference Room, due to the 
proclamation declaring a National 
Emergency concerning the Novel 
Coronavirus Disease (COVID–19), issued 
by the President on March 13, 2020. For 
assistance, contact the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission at 
FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov or call 
toll-free, (886) 208–3676 or TYY, (202) 
502–8659. 


Dated: October 27, 2020. 
Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., 
Deputy Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 2020–24329 Filed 11–2–20; 8:45 am] 


BILLING CODE 6717–01–P 


DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 


Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 


[Docket No. ER21–202–000] 


Centrica Business Solutions Optimize, 
LLC; Supplemental Notice That Initial 
Market-Based Rate Filing Includes 
Request for Blanket Section 204 
Authorization 


This is a supplemental notice in the 
above-referenced Centrica Business 
Solutions Optimize, LLC’s application 
for market-based rate authority, with an 
accompanying rate tariff, noting that 
such application includes a request for 
blanket authorization, under 18 CFR 
part 34, of future issuances of securities 
and assumptions of liability. 


Any person desiring to intervene or to 
protest should file with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 888 
First Street NE, Washington, DC 20426, 
in accordance with Rules 211 and 214 
of the Commission’s Rules of Practice 
and Procedure (18 CFR 385.211 and 
385.214). Anyone filing a motion to 
intervene or protest must serve a copy 
of that document on the Applicant. 


Notice is hereby given that the 
deadline for filing protests with regard 
to the applicant’s request for blanket 
authorization, under 18 CFR part 34, of 
future issuances of securities and 
assumptions of liability, is November 
16, 2020. 


The Commission encourages 
electronic submission of protests and 
interventions in lieu of paper, using the 
FERC Online links at http://
www.ferc.gov. To facilitate electronic 
service, persons with internet access 
who will eFile a document and/or be 
listed as a contact for an intervenor 
must create and validate an 
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NERC Reliability Standards for the Bulk Electric System of North America Updated July 20, 2020 


This NERC Standards document has 2,249 pages. 


Only two of the above 117 standards include both phrases central to electric grid reliability, namely 
"Resource Adequacy" and "Long Term Planning." The two sections above are marked with an asterisk. 


1. Title: Planning Resource Adequacy Analysis, Assessment and Documentation


2. Number: BAL-502-RF-03 


3. Purpose: To establish common criteria, based on “one day in ten year” loss of Load expectation 
principles, for the analysis, assessment and documentation of Resource Adequacy for Load in the 
ReliabilityFirst Corporation (RF) region. 


Number of instances of "Resource Adequacy" in Standard BAL-502-RF-03: 31


Number of instances of "Longer Term Planning" in Standard BAL-502-RF-03: 6 


The numbers in parentheses in the next two sentences are the number of nuclear power reactors in 
each state from the NRC Map of Power Reactor Sites as of November 23, 2020. 


Per the Wikipedia article regarding ReliabilityFirst (RF) Corporation, the region encompasses, "all or 
portions of New Jersey (3), Pennsylvania (8), Delaware, Maryland (2), Virginia (4), West Virginia, Ohio 
(2), Michigan (4), Kentucky, Tennessee (4), Indiana, Illinois (11), Wisconsin (2), and the District of 
Columbia." 


Per the Wikipedia article regarding the Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) the region 
incorporates all or portions of 13 western states. (Washington (1), Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Utah, 
Wyoming, California (2), Nevada, Utah, South Dakota, Arizona (3), New Mexico, and Texas,) British 
Columbia and Alberta, Canada, and a portion of Baja California, Mexico. 
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To insure generation resource adequacy, the number of nuclear power reactors in the ReliabilityFirst 
region is 40 versus 6 power reactors in the geographically much larger WECC region. Within WECC's vast 
geographic area there are only six power reactors. One third of WECC's reliable generation would 
disappear in 2025 under this voluntary plan.  Per the NRC, there are currently 94 nuclear power reactors 
in the United States. The northeast blackout of 2003 began on August 14, 2003 in the state of Ohio as a 
consequence of inadequate transmission right-of-way maintenance, a problem currently plaguing 
California utility PG&E. CGNP believes that as a consequence of the 2003 blackout, ReliabilityFirst has 
become much more vigilant relative to other NERC regions in preventing blackouts.. Recently, as a 
consequence of a policy shift during the past decade to unreliable solar and unreliable wind generation 
with questionable environmental benefits, California had its first rolling blackouts in mid-August 2020 
since the ENRON debacle two decades ago. 


CGNP believes that to insure dispatchable generation resource adequacy this 
important NERC Standard should encompass the entire United States instead of 
only the ReliabilityFirst region. 


The term "Capacity Benefit Margin" is used in modeling transmission resource adequacy.  


1. Title: Capacity Benefit Margin 


2. Number: MOD-004-1 


3. Purpose: To promote the consistent and reliable calculation, verification, preservation, and use of 
Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM) to support analysis and system operations. 


Number of instances of "Resource Adequacy" in Standard MOD-004-1: 4 


Number of instances of "Longer Term Planning" in Standard MOD-004-1: 3 


R1.1. The process through which a Load-Serving Entity within a Balancing Authority Area associated with 
the Transmission Service Provider, or the Resource Planner associated with that Balancing Authority 
Area, may ensure that its need for Transmission capacity to be set aside as CBM will be reviewed and 
accommodated by the Transmission Service Provider to the extent Transmission capacity is available. 


R1.2. The procedure and assumptions for establishing CBM for each Available Transfer Capability (ATC) 
Path or Flowgate. 


R1.3. The procedure for a Load-Serving Entity or Balancing Authority to use Transmission capacity set 
aside as CBM, including the manner in which the Transmission Service Provider will manage situations 
where the requested use of CBM exceeds the amount of CBM available. 







Sincerely,

/s/ Gene Nelson, Ph.D.  CGNP Legal Assistant
Californians for Green Nuclear Power, Inc. (CGNP)
1375 East Grand Ave Ste 103 #523
Arroyo Grande, CA 93420-2421
(805) 363 - 4697 cell
Government@CGNP.org email
http://CGNP.org website

http://cgnp.org/

