
North American Energy Standards Board

Request for Initiation of a NAESB Business Practice Standard for 

Transmission Market Definitions and Priorities

1. Submitting Entity & Address:

R.J. Rudden Associates, Inc.

898 Veterans Memorial Highway, Suite 430

Hauppauge, NY 11788
2. Contact Person, Phone #, Fax#, Electronic Mailing Address:

Name:
Richard Felak
Title: 
Senior Associate Consultant
Phone:
518-374-3855
Cell:


Fax:

631-348-4097
E-mail:
rfelak@rjrudden.com
3. Description of Proposed Standard or Enhancement:

Establish business standards relating to transmission services market product definitions and priorities which will address the following:

a. Definition & treatment of Firm/non-firm transmission (Seams issue #4).

This comment is offered in the context of the specific treatment of firm versus non-firm transmission within and between the New York Independent System Operator (NYISO) and ISO-New England (ISO-NE).  However, the issue addressed may be relevant to other ISOs nation-wide.

The treatment of firm versus non-firm transmission differs between New York ISO (NYISO) and ISO-New England (ISO-NE) in a manner which makes it difficult and inefficient for market participants to optimize the way they try to do business, and ultimately results in an increase in the overall cost of delivered power to end users.

Specifically, similar generation installed capacity (ICAP) “products” exist in the NYISO and ISO-NE, and it is possible to buy and sell ICAP between those two entities on a firm basis utilizing the transmission lines linking them.  For example, if a buyer in New York wanted to contract to purchase a certain amount of ICAP from a generator located in New England using a firm interconnecting transmission path of sufficient rating via an advance arrangement, it can theoretically be accomplished according to the existing tariffs of those two ISOs.

Nevertheless, in actual operation, currently when power system conditions change in New England such that the loading on an internal transmission element located there is found to be in need of relief even though it may not materially impact the existing inter-ISO transmission reliability, ISO-NE has the ability to cut off the supposedly firm ICAP transaction  -- and hence render it non-firm in practice.  However, the mirror image of this possibility does not currently exist within New York.  That is, if the same thing occurred with respect to the purchase of ICAP from New York by a buyer located in New England, such a transaction would not be disallowed by New York under similar conditions -- and hence that ICAP would still be considered firm by the New England purchaser.

Thus, the definitions and treatments of firm versus non-firm transmission availability with respect to ICAP need to be further harmonized between NYISO and ISO-NE.  This could be accomplished in a number of alternative ways.  For example, the lowest common denominator approach could be used -- whereby the availability of firm interconnecting transmission could be redefined as requiring the simultaneous firmness of all transmission paths, internal and external.  Of course, there are pros and cons to this concept.  Overall operating costs would increase because generating resources would be less optimally utilized overall.  As an alternative, it might be preferable to conduct a cost-benefit analysis to determine if it is better to restrict system usage due to the possible risk that an internal transmission element may become overloaded by not curtailing an ICAP transaction, or to keep it in force and do something else to react to the potential problem, such as drop load in the NYISO.
b. Transmission Service - Market participants require consistent treatment of transmission products across multiple control areas to reduce perceived market risk, scheduling confusion and uncertainty (Seams issues #103).

See comments in 3A above.

4. Use of Proposed Standard or Enhancement (include how the standard will be used, documentation on the description of the proposed standard, any existing documentation of the proposed standard and required communication protocols.

The proposed ICAP standard would better facilitate inter-regional transactions of ICAP transactions.  The two existing referenced ICAP definitions and operating procedures can be found in the respective NYISO and ISO-NE documentation. 
5. Description of Any Tangible or Intangible Benefits to the Use of the Proposed Standard or Enhancement:

The standard would serve to reduce costs by allowing for more efficient planning, price setting and dispatch of generation capacity within and among ISOs.

6. This request supports the efforts of NAESB to create standards that result in greater certainty for the market participant and encourages more efficient markets and use of the transmission system.     Estimate of Incremental Specific Costs to Implement Proposed Standard or Enhancement:

The implementation costs are unknown at this time.  Before adopting one jurisdiction’s rules as the preferred standard over their neighbors’, when possible, a cost-benefit analysis should be conducted to inform and guide such decisions.  That is, it is not sufficient to make similarly important changes just because enough “votes” have been garnered by various market participant groups who happen to be favoring them at the moment.

7. Description of Any Specific Legal or Other Considerations:

The legal considerations are not known at this time.  

8. If This Proposed Standard or Enhancement Is Not Tested Yet, List Parties Willing to Test Standard or Enhancement:

 NYISO and ISO-NE are currently using the two standards discussed.

9. If This Proposed Standard or Enhancement Is In Use, Who are the Parties:

NYISO and ISO-NE are currently using the two standards discussed.
10. Attachments:

None at this time
