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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

TO:
NERC/NAESB Transmission Loading Relief (TLR) Subcommittee Participants and Interested Parties 

FROM: 
DeDe Kirby, Meeting/Project Manager, NAESB 

RE:
Final Minutes from the NERC/NAESB Transmission Loading Relief (TLR) Subcommittee Meeting with Web Conferencing – April 27, 2005
DATE:

May 10, 2005
Wholesale Electric Quadrant
NERC/NAESB TLR Subcommittee
April 27, 2005
Final Minutes

1.
Welcome & Administration
Mr. Cox welcomed the participants and introductions were made.  Ms. Kirby gave the antitrust advice.  Mr. Dison stated that his presentation on ERR calculations should be added to the agenda.  Mr. Kezele stated that “Discussion of the Option 3 Request for Information (RFI)” should be added to the agenda under agenda item #2 “Review of IDC Granularity Issues”.  The group also added “Review of Issue List” under agenda item #2.  The names of Ms. Pierce and Mr. Shanahan were removed from the first bulleted item “Review of examples on the ERR/IRR calculations” under agenda item #2.  In addition, the group added “RFI – develop Option 3A” as a bulleted item under agenda item #3 “Next Steps/Other Business”.  Mr. Dison moved to adopt the agenda as revised and Mr. Busbin seconded the motion.  The revised agenda was adopted by consensus.  

Mr. Busbin moved to adopt the April 11, 2005 draft minutes without revision and Mr. Dison seconded the motion.  The April 11, 2005 draft minutes were adopted by consensus.  


2.
Review of IDC Granularity Issues
Review of ERR/IRR Calculations (ERR Presentation by Mr. Dison)
The group reviewed “Congestion Management Option 3 ERR Example 4/27/05” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr042705w12.ppt.  Mr. Dison stated that he developed the presentation to explain commercial issues surrounding Option 3 of the IDC Whitepaper on Congestion Management.  Mr. Dison described slide 3 as a simple transaction of A purchasing from B, with the contract path represented by the arrow.  Slide 4 illustrates flow as it could potentially move in the 9 bus system of the example.  Slide 5 illustrates that B was not sourcing the transaction to A, but rather purchasing from G.  Slide 6 illustrates flow as it could potentially move in the slide five situation.  Slide 7 illustrates that G was not the source of the flow to B, but purchased from F.  Mr. Dison stated that in the example, F has only sold to G.  Slide 8 illustrates flow for F to G and slide 9 illustrates net flows for the F to A transaction.  Slide 10 illustrates a constrained flow from G to I.  Mr. Dison stated that in this situation, option 3 would consider all economic dispatches and calculate IRR to arrive at congestion cost for entities.  He added that for each Balancing Authority (BA) the net export and net import would be used to assign cost, but the remainder cost would be allocated to F and A.  Mr. Dison explained that this type of design caused many commercial issues because F had only sold to G and had no knowledge of the transactions from G to A.  He added that likewise, A had no knowledge of the transactions between G to B.  Slide 11 illustrates that F and A provide counter to the constraint represented in the example and are being charged congestion management cost.  He stated that commercially, the solution Option 3 offered in this situation was infeasible.  

Mr. Cox asked if credit given to F and A for alleviating restraint would address some of the commercial issues described by Mr. Dison.  Mr. Dison stated that cost allocation for redispatch should be addressed on a transactional basis.  Mr. Cox added that a commercially feasible option would also address credit for negative impacts on restraint.  Mr. Kezele stated that a two tiered approach could be formed to address redispatch to cover firm transmission and Native Network Load (NNL), and to address non-firm transmission on a transactional basis.  

Mr. Dison stated that arguments had been made that addressing costs for congestion management on a transactional basis often times did not illustrate the complete picture of redispatch cost.  He added that although credit should be given to parts of this argument, the commercially feasible option was to still allocate cost on a transactional basis.  He added that to the extent entities submit e-Tags, they agree to accept those transactional costs.  Mr. Dison explained that if a true representation was not made concerning source on a tag, a higher IRR would be calculated.  He added that this served as a deterrent for entities that do not represent source accurately.  

Mr. Shanahan stated that a different option should be developed in light of Mr. Dison’s presentation and concerns of cost allocation.  The group agreed that option be noted as Option 3A.  Mr. Shanahan added that Option 3 should be kept for referential and historical purposes.  He added that counter flow should be addressed in the new option with calculations to determine counter flow credit.  Mr. Shanahan stated that he would discuss the development of a new Option 3A with the IDC Granularity Task Force.  Mr. Kezele added that a RFI for Option 3A should be developed for the May 11th NERC Congestion Management Project Meeting.   Mr. Norman agreed to draft the RFI – Mr. Dison stated that the RFI would be further discussed later in the meeting.  Mr. Dison stated that a simple progression of calculations was needed to address Option 3A.  Mr. Kezele stated that in light of the original motion made at the April 2004 NERC Operating Reliability Subcommittee meeting and because Option 3 had been used as a starting place for discussion and development of options for congestion management, a new motion was not needed for the development of Option 3A.  (Motion is located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr042705a3.doc).    

The participants of TLR came to the following consensus:  The development of an Option 3A, including the consideration and possible development of credit for counter-flows, is the manner in which the TLR Subcommittee shall proceed in addressing IDC Granularity options for congestion management.  In addition, the group will assist with the development of the RFI for Option 3A.  Mr. Shanahan will discuss the development of Option 3A with the IDC Granularity Task Force.  A draft of Option 3A will be posted for the May 9th meeting of the TLR Subcommittee.       
Discussion of Option 3 RFI

Mr. Norman reviewed “RFI-Option 3”, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr042705w11.doc.  Mr. Norman stated that the RFI was developed to assist NERC in the development of a business case to replace the IDC.  He stated that the RFI proposed a series of questions on Option 3 in order to develop a Request for Proposal (RFP).  Mr. Norman stated that the block diagram on page 12 of the document illustrated the type of tool used to develop the RFP.  Mr. Dison questioned if the diagram included all of the elements necessary for the development of Option 3A.  The group reviewed each box of the diagram and created a purpose statement for each box.  Changes made to the RFI block diagram and purpose statements for each block can be seen in “Draft Block Diagram” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr042705a1.ppt#256,1,Slide 1.  Mr. Dison stated that the development of the RFI would need to take into consideration those entities that have obtained exemption for specific flows.  Mr. Cox stated that if generation exceeds load the excess is tagged under ICCP data.  Mr. Dison stated that self curtailment should also be considered in the RFI for Option 3A.  The block “Auto Curtailment for e-Tag” was added to the diagram and modified to include the following bulleted items: always curtail, never curtail, and notify to curtail.  

Mr. Kezele stated that as close to real time as feasible would be used in the calculations for the “Flow Gate Flow” calculator module.  A statement for flow updates every five minutes was added to the “System Information Module”.  

The group discussed the inclusion of block “Redispatch Solution Calculator.”  Mr. Dison stated that instead of determining generation shift pairs to relieve constraint, adjustments could be made to the ACE equation for the direction the generation moves.  The group also discussed manual versus automatic movement of generators as it pertains to an ACE adjustment.  Mr. Cox stated that manual movements could affect inadvertent.  Manual versus automatic movement of generators and the effect each have on ACE coordination of generator shifts and ACE adjustment was noted as an issue for further discussion by the group.
Mr. Kezele stated that changing the ACE equation would require changes in many EMS systems on the Interconnect.  Mr. Cox questioned if a mechanism was needed to suppress ACE on faster responding systems.  Mr. Busbin stated that the responses of the EMS system could be changed depending on the system’s capabilities.  Mr. Saini stated that if a new variable was added to the ACE equation, systems would have to recognize the component as not being inadvertent.  
The group reviewed the “Financial Input Module” of the block diagram.  The group noted that the form of transaction service (if any) required when a generator increments or decrements should be noted as an issue for further discussion.  
The group discussed how loads would be incorporated into Option 3A.  The group noted that if redispatch relief was not successful, TLR would be activated.         

3. 
Next Steps/Other Business
The group discussed the questions relating to the development of Business Practices in “RFI – Option 3.”  The group stated other issues to be answered in the RFI.  Mr. Norman said that he would revise the RFI in light of Option 3A.  Please see “RFI Revised (Option 3A)” located on that NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr050905w2.doc.  

The group noted issues for further discussion in “Attachment – Issue List Revised 4/27/05” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr042705a2.doc.  Mr. Cox noted that the agenda for the May 9th TLR meeting would be to prepare for the May 11th NERC Congestion Management Project Meeting.  

4.
Adjourn
Mr. Busbin moved to adjourn and Mr. Dison seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned by consensus at 5:15 p.m. Central.  

6.
Attendance

	Name:
	
	Organization:
	In Person/via Phone

	Berend
	Seth
	Calpine
	In Person

	Busbin
	Jim
	Southern Co
	In Person

	Cox
	Phil
	American Electric Power
	In Person

	Dayney
	Steve
	Xcel Energy
	via Phone

	Desselle
	Michael
	American Electric Power
	In Person

	Dison
	Joel
	Southern Co
	In Person

	Hoerauf
	Rob
	HCI
	In Person

	Kezele
	Larry
	NERC
	In Person

	Kirby
	DeDe
	NAESB
	In Person

	Mendrala
	Cheryl
	ISO New England
	via Phone

	Muller
	Nelson
	OATI
	via Phone

	Norman
	Jeffrey
	NERC
	via Phone

	Rager
	Denise
	NAESB
	In Person

	Reding
	Bill
	Minneapolis Consulting
	via Phone

	Saini
	Narinder
	Entergy
	via Phone

	Shanahan
	Pat
	American Transmission Co.
	via Phone

	Williams
	Dale
	Xerox
	via Phone

	York
	Kathy
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	via Phone
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