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North American Energy Standards Board
WEQ Inadvertent Interchange Payback Task Force

August 25-26, 2004 Meeting hosted by El Paso Corporation
Final Minutes
1.  
Welcome

Mr. Cox called the meeting to order and welcomed participants.  Mr. Oncken gave the antitrust advice.  Participants introduced themselves.  The agenda was reviewed and adopted by consent.  The redlined draft minutes for July 26-27, 2004 submitted by Mr. Blohm and Mr. Henery were reviewed.  All changes were accepted and the minutes were adopted by consent.  
2. Follow-up Discussion on WECC Time Error Control Method

Mr. Schaarschmidt gave a presentation on WECC Workshop Auto Time Error Correction (TEC) that provided a general overview of the procedure (see workshop slides dated March 11, 2003 under the WECC Link for IIPTF Efforts).  Mr. Schaarschmidt explained that time error and inadvertent interchange caused by net interchange schedules are closely related, so addressing time error will correct inadvertent interchange.  
Mr. Schaarschmidt paid special attention to the ACE equation and the TEC algorithm.  During discussion, it was noted that the TEC algorithm was excluded from ACE when calculating CPS-1, because some organizations expressed concern about staying within the performance standard while paying back inadvertent interchange.  Mr. Schaarschmidt explained that excluding the TEC algorithm was reasonable since all parties would be intentionally going off schedule in the same direction.  Mr. Vandervort added that CPS-1 is defined in NERC Policy 1, so individual regions could not deviate from the calculation.
Mr. Illian said that although the WECC TEC is not totally in compliance with CPS, it is a good method for paying back inadvertent interchange and maintaining time error.  Mr. Illian explained that the TEC term does not conform to the requirements for the validity of CPS and the way it bounds frequency – ie. the sum of the primary inadvertent interchange that has been added to ACE does not sum to zero.  Mr. Illian said that an easy solution would be to replace the single TEC term with the following two terms:  an interconnection wide TEC term locally calculated (this would be similar to the current ATEC, but would be a single frequency target for all the CAs); and a term that would schedule inadvertent interchange to be paid back over a specified period of time.  Mr. Illian stated the solution would be effective because all CAs would be scheduling to the same frequency.  Mr. Illian will submit a workpaper detailing this solution for the next IIPTF meeting.  Mr. Illian noted there would still be a difference between this calculation and the current definition of ACE, but it would remove any impediment to NERC adopting the WECC calculation as an appropriate ACE.  Mr. Vandervort suggested an enhancement to the algorithm to address the CPS problem could be included before it is proposed as a NAESB standard.  

During discussion of Slide 28, it was noted that hourly checkout data is required to calculate primary inadvertent interchange.  Mr. Schaarschmidt did not provide specific information on hourly checkouts.  However, Mr. Illian stated that each Control Area is capable of calculating their primary inadvertent interchange based on existing information.  Mr. Halpin estimated that it takes BPA 10 to 30 minutes to perform checkouts for approximately 150 interchanges, and disagreements in checkouts are referred to the WECC.  Mr. Cox noted performing hourly checkouts would be a departure from current procedures in the Eastern Interconnection, where peak and off-peak totals checked out and individual hours are only reviewed when there are large discrepancies.  Mr. Henery noted that numerous Control Areas had to change procedures when the TEC was implemented on the Western Interconnection.
There was extended discussion on implementation of the TEC, which begins on Slide 51. Participants discussed whether time error correction was a commercial or reliability issue.  Mr. Henery stated that the NERC Version 0 Standards Drafting Team categorized time error correction as a commercial issue, but it could be used as an indicator to determine if operational control is meeting goals.  Mr. Blohm stated that time error correction is different in the Eastern interconnection from the Western Interconnection, because there is some time error correction in the East that is not inadvertent interchange accumulation correction, such as a manual frequency check.  Mr. Blohm stated if that correction is discontinued in the East, there would be frequency drift.  Mr. Henery noted that manual time error corrections are still required under the TEC, but they occur much less frequently than before.   

Discussion of Questions on the WECC TEC from the July 26-27, 2004 Meeting

How is meter data error addressed such that the parties are not settling on erroneous data?  Mr. Henery explained that the algorithms are designed to input the corrected meter data or true-up data and recalculate the accumulated primary inadvertent interchange.  He added that timing was not important with this procedure.  During discussion it was noted that while the West might view meter error as a force majeure event, the East might view it differently.  Additionally, Mr. Cox noted a potential equity issue of inadvertent interchange that was caused by meter error that occurred during a high cost time period being paid back during a lower cost time period.  To further understand the equity issue, Mr. Cox requested sample data for expected monthly meter corrections at the next meeting.  

How are DCS events addressed?  Mr. Lemmons explained there is a potential problem with the WECC TEC related to DCS, because it possible to meet the ACE modified for TEC but violate NERC ACE in instances when the TEC responsibility is in the opposite direction.  He added that the problem is similar to the problem with CPS because NERC and the WECC have different ACE definitions and participants are held to both definitions. He noted there is a pending proposal for the CA that looses the unit to suspend TEC participation for 15 minutes to address the DCS event.  He said it would be an automated solution where the affected CA would revert back to NERC ACE upon losing a predetermined amount of generation capacity.  During discussion, it was noted the level would be different based on the contingency arrangements of the individual CAs.  Mr. Blohm stated that the new balancing standard being discussed by NERC replaces DCS with a measure that is less onerous in terms of its impact on ATEC.  
Mr. Schaarschmidt stated the WECC Performance Work Group is continuing to look at the issues surrounding CPS and DCS.  

How are balances that cannot be paid back within 3 hours due to operational parameters accounted for?  See discussion on Generation-only CAs.  
What is the implementation for Generation-only CAs that do not run 24-hours a day?  Mr. Schaarschmidt stated the implementation is the same for all CAs, noting that the procedure provides for transitioning between peak and off-peak time periods.  He stated the balances would just be moved forward, much like a peak balance is moved forward during an off-peak cycle.  However, it was noted that if all CAs are required to payback within three hours, they are technically deficient for not paying pack when they stop generating.  Mr. Illian stated the consequence would be less error to control within when they come back online, so when they do generate, they would have to contribute more than otherwise.  It was noted that it is possible for a GCA to be out of compliance with CPS without even running.
Mr. Lemmons stated the three hour payback is a target and there is no minimum boundary, but a hard limit of 20% of L10 up to L10 is being proposed.  It was noted that CAs in the West can be considered participating in TEC and not use three hours in their calculation.  
Mr. Halpin stated that the inadvertent interchange does not actually get paid back within three hours, but three hours is an input for the calculation.  The following example was given:  owe 30, hour 1 pay 10, hour 2 pay 1/3 of 20, etc.  The example demonstrated that the TEC payback is based on the accumulated primary inadvertent interchange instead of the previous hour’s inadvertent interchange.  Mr. Cox noted this affected the equity considerations previously discussed.  Mr. Cox stated there is nothing in the current TEC that would prevent a CA from accumulating primary inadvertent interchange in a high price hour and then paying it back over an extended period of time.  However, Mr. Cox said that since the current procedure differentiates between peak and off-peak, it brings it closer to equitable, but there is no guarantee.  Mr. Illian stated there are tradeoffs between equity and level of impact on system control.  
Provide an example of manpower and resource costs for implementation.  Mr. Schaarschmidt stated that Mr. McReynolds visited many of the CAs to assist them in implementing TEC.  During discussion, it was noted that all CAs on an interconnection must participate in TEC and it must be started at the same time for it to be effective.  Mr. Schaarschmidt stated that implementation costs would vary depending on the type of accounting currently being used, and costs could be large if a transition to hourly accounting was required.  Mr. Goins stated that since hourly readings are currently collected, implementation would probably not change the checkout procedure for the East.  It was noted that a possible alternative to hourly checkout would be to adjust the algorithm based on a meter checkout.  Mr. Goins added that CAs were more likely to reach agreement on checkout numbers if there was no money changing hands.  It was noted that additional staff would likely be required if the standard mandated 100% hourly checkout.  Mr. Blohm suggested rather than focusing on the expense of implementing the procedure, the cost/benefit should be reviewed.
Mr. Halpin stated the IT cost for implementation for BPA was very minimal, because it was just a couple hours of programmer code.  Mr. Schaarschmidt stated that his organization uses an off-shelf program to manage AGC and the cost was a marginal adder to the normal maintenance of the program.  

What changes are being considered for the algorithms?  See discussion on CPS and DCP.
Questions on the WECC TEC from the August 25, 2004 Meeting 

The following additional questions were developed during this meeting.  The questions are shown in bold and any discussion follows.
What procedure is followed if there is a system failure and the inputs cannot be factored into the ACE equation for a particular hour?

How are meter true-ups processed?  Mr. Blohm stated that since there is not accumulation under TEC, any true-ups would probably be settled financially to address any equity issues.  Mr. Illian added that another way to address the true-ups would be to agree to put corrections into the system at a defined hour at the end of the month.  Regardless of how the true-ups and meter hours are accounted for, Mr. Blohm said the algorithm is not impacted.  Mr. Vandervort said the difference in true-up is an important point.  

Are there any obvious roadblocks to implementing the WECC TEC in the East?  Mr. Illian said one impediment to using this procedure for the East was a general reluctance to change.

How are discrepancies addressed – have any data discrepancies been identified and what are they?    
How are system failures addressed?  It was noted that catastrophic failures don’t happen that often.  Please see discussion above.
How are disputes resolved – is there a dispute resolution process?  Mr. Lemmons stated disputes are referred to the WECC, with the potential for escalation to NERC.  Mr. Vandervort stated that since participation in the WECC TEC is required but paying pack in a defined time period is not, there is the potential for a dispute based on equity issues.  
End of month meter calculation ture-ups, how is that done?    

How are ramping, hour ending problems addressed through this process?  It is not impacted by this procedure.  

In response to all questions raised, Mr. Henery referred IIPTF members to the WEQ TEC FAQ.

Mr. Davis supported the WECC TEC because of the simplicity of the equation (see Slide 23).
3. Review draft of Inadvertent Interchange Standard 
This item was not discussed.  
4. Other Business

September 22-23, 2004 – meeting in Houston, TX at the NAESB Office

Agenda items:  Illian presentation on CPS modification, review and continued discussion on WEC TEC, discussion of meter correction values for a given month, and continued discussion of the strawman.  
5.
Adjourn

The meeting adjourned on August 25 at 2:30 p.m. Mountain.

6.
Attendees
	Name
	Organization
	Notes

	Robert Blohm
	Consulting Economist
	Phone

	Roman Carter
	Southern Company
	Phone

	Keith Comeaux
	Cleco Power
	Phone

	Phil Cox
	American Electric Power
	In Person

	Ed Davis
	Entergy
	Phone

	Michael Desselle
	American Electric Power
	In Person

	Larry Goins
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	Phone

	Francis Halpin
	Bonneville Power Admin.
	In Person

	Bryan Harper
	Cleco Power
	Phone

	Nick Henery
	SMUD
	In Person

	Howard Illian
	Energy Mark
	Phone

	David Lemmons
	Xcel Energy
	In Person

	Todd Oncken
	NAESB
	In Person

	Steve Schaarschmidt
	Colorado Springs Utilities
	In Person

	Dean Ulch
	Southern Company
	Phone

	Tom Vandervort
	NERC
	In Person

	Kathy York
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	In Person
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