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North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org


Home Page: www.naesb.org

via email and posting

TO:
WEQ Seams Subcommittee Members, WEQ Business Practices Subcommittee Members, and Interested Industry Participants

FROM: 
James Cargas, Deputy Director

RE:

Request for Comments on Draft Request for Standards

on the Replacement of Contract Paths with Flow-Based Transmission Service

DATE:

August 23, 2004
An industry comment period begins today and ends on September 10, 2004 for the attached draft request for standards on the replacement of contract paths with flow-based transmission service.  This Request for Comments is one of three being sent by the Seams Subcommittee.

All comments received by the NAESB office by end of business on September 10 will be posted on the NAESB web site and reviewed at the next WEQ Seams Subcommittee conference call on September 27, 2004.  When available, an agenda for the conference call will be posted at: http://www.naesb.org/weq/weq_seams.asp.  Any comments received will be posted on the same page.  If there is consensus among persons on the September 27 conference call, this draft request will be amended based on the comment received, finalized and submitted to the Triage Subcommittee as coming from the Seams Subcommittee.

Background:  The Seams Subcommittee collected 134 seams issues in a Seams Catalog this past Spring which was submitted to the Joint Interface Committee (JIC).  The Seams Catalog may be downloaded from: http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_jic021804w6.pdf.  The Seams Catalog was subsequently submitted to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC).  Of the 134 issues in the catalog, the Seams Subcommittee identified 42 issues that could benefit from the development of NAESB business practices.  After surveying the industry, each was assigned a priority and grouped with similar issues.  This process resulted in 15 groupings.  From the 15, the Seams Subcommittee identified 3 high priority groups.  The attached NAESB Request for Standards addresses one of these high priority grouping of seams issues.

If you have difficulty retrieving this document, please call the NAESB office at (713) 356-0060.

    


Best Regards,

Jim Cargas

cc:  Rae McQuade, Executive Director

North American Energy Standards Board

Request for Initiation of a NAESB Business Practice Standard, Model Business Practice or Electronic Transaction

or 

Enhancement of an Existing NAESB Business Practice Standard, Model Business Practice or Electronic Transaction
   Date of Request:   8/20/2004

1.  Submitting Entity & Address:




    
______________________________________________________





______________________________________________________





______________________________________________________





______________________________________________________

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





Name 
:     
Jerry Smith





Title 
:     
Alliance/Partnership Manager





Phone :  
602-250-1135





Fax 
:
602-250-1155





E‑mail
:
jerry.smith@aps.com

3.  Description of Proposed Standard or Enhancement:

Establish business standards relating to the replacement of contract path with flow-based transmission service (Seams issue #141).

  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): 

Flow of energy through the transmission system is governed by the physical characteristics of the system and not contractual rules.   As a result where contractual flow transmission services are used the actual use of the transmission is not considered and in some cases unknown.
   The proposed standards result in the replacement of contract path with flow-based transmission services.  Flow-based transmission services are based on the flows of energy through the transmission system.  The result of flow-based transmission is better definition of the transmission used in a transaction and the effects that the transaction has on the interconnected transmission systems.
5.  Description of Any Tangible or Intangible Benefits to the Use of the Proposed Standard or Enhancement:

With contract path transmission services, neither energy schedules nor flows can exceed the physical limitations of the transmission facilities.  Because the contract path energy schedules and flows are not always the same, transmission capacity is often under utilized.  A corresponding increase in flows is observed on a parallel path, causing over utilization of that path.  With flow-based transmission services, the energy schedules and the flow are aligned and should minimize the under utilization.   (This should be expanded to include content of statement provided in text of example, “At a minimum the Contract Path Transmission service results in a misallocation of transmission and possibly results in under utilization of the transmission on some paths.”
Replacement of contract path with flow-based path transmission services results in the reallocation of transmission and provides a better picture of the transmission being use for each transaction.  Better knowledge of the transmission used in a transaction should lead to increased efficiency in the use of the transmission
.  Agreed
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. 
    

6.  Estimate of Incremental Specific Costs to Implement Proposed Standard or Enhancement:

Unknown at this time  Significant, the complex transmission system would require significant increases in monitoring and scheduling tools in order to track actual flow of energy transactions.  Cost/benefit analysis would be mandatory before implementation to access impact to transmission providers.
7.  Description of Any Specific Legal or Other Considerations:

Getting existing contract rights holders to except flow based transmission service.  Converting to a flow based transmission service without the existing contract rights holders losing their existing transmission capacity.

8.  If This Proposed Standard or Enhancement Is Not Tested Yet, List Trading Partners Willing to Test Standard or Enhancement (Corporations and contacts):

Unknown at this time

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

Flow Based transmission is being used in some parts of the eastern interconnection.  A more detailed explanation of the process employed in the eastern interconnection should be provided.
10.  Attachments (such as : further detailed proposals, transaction data descriptions, information flows, implementation guides, business process descriptions, examples of ASC ANSI X12 mapped transactions):

Attachment A – Contract Path vs. Flow Based 

ATTACHMENT A

Contract Path versus Flow Based Transmission Service 

Contract Path Transmission rights are assigned to specified paths over which the energy is deemed to flow.  Although the contract specifies the path, the actual flow is dictated by the physics of the interconnected facilities.  The two are not in alignment with one another most of the time.  Figure 1 is a simple example of how actual flows may compare to contract path.      
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In this example the contract paths rights are: A-B 20 MW; A-C 80 MW; B-C 20 MW; C-E 100 MW; no rights on the remaining paths.   With 100 megawatts injected at A and withdrawn at E, all paths will be affected.  The mismatch between the contract and actual flow is called loop flow (or parallel-path flow).  

In this example, with Contract Path Service, the true available capacity is not reflected on any of the paths.  As shown, the actual flow on A-C is 60 MW not 80 MW and on A-B the flow is 40 MW not 20 MW as assumed by the contract.  This results in the available capacity on A-C being 20 MW less than what is actually available and the available capacity on A-B is overstated by 20 MW.

At a minimum, the Contract Path Transmission service results in a misallocation of transmission and possibly results in under utilization of the transmission on some paths.    
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Figure 1


Contract Path vs. Actual Flow
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�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 1���Per Mike Pfeister: I understand the market impact yet this decision should be based on what control areas determine they need for reliability, not by desires of the market. If this type of service causes a degradation in  reliability by inhibiting  the abilitiy to monitor flows and schedules, it must not be implemented. Managing transmission using actual flows can involve many control area boundaries and paths. How can allocation of transmission that includes several paths be given to a TP who did not contribute to the construction of those facilities? A flow based model implies that a single entity in the region would monitor flows, and allocate transmission based on actual flows on every path in the interconnection. At what cost can this be achieved and how are these costs to be allocated? There aren't enough details provided to judge the merits of this model. There is not enough information to adopt this as a standard.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 1��� Per Mike Pfeister:  The actual use or flow characteristics of the transmission is considered when the scheduling limit is established. There is no effort put into accounting for where actual energy flows occurred related to the schedules except for some loss calculation methods.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 1��� Per Mike Pfeister:  It could also jeopardize reliability when a path outage occurs, requiring quick recalculation, assessment, redistribution of transmission allocations. This type of model sounds too complicated to provide the quick response required for stability limited transmission networks.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 1��� Per Mike Pfeister:  Whatever the outcome here, reliability entities must be able to take quick action in stability limited systems as exist in most of WECC. It should be up to the control areas to judge whether any proposal can satisfy their requirements.






