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May 25, 2005
Joint NERC/NAESB TLR Task Force

Care of: North American Energy Standards Board
1301 Fannin - Suite 2350

Houston, TX 77002

Re:  Request for Comments on IDC Granularity Option 3A (as proposed by NERC/NAESB TLR Subcommittee)
Members of the NERC/NAESB TLRTF,

PJM appreciates the opportunity to comment on the IDCGTF Option 3 and NERC/NAESB TLRTF Option 3A Proposals.  While we agree in general with the goals and concepts described within the documents, we believe they are leading to a solution that does not appropriately recognize the needs of the industry at this time, and recommend that the proposals be reconsidered.

As we understand the proposals, there is intended to be a general paradigm shift from the way the IDC works today.  This shift would be primarily focused on an interconnection-wide redispatch program.  While we believe there is general merit in such redispatch, we believe it will be politically and operationally unattainable within the foreseeable future due to various regulatory and commercial complexities.  The specific concerns we would like to express are listed below.

1.) It would seem that as currently envisioned, both options would require all entities within the interconnection utilizing the process to modify their OATTs and/or Tariffs to allow for billing and payment for congestion.  In many cases, this may be difficult to accomplish from a regulatory perspective.  Since many entities remain non-FERC-jurisdictional, we find it unlikely that interconnection-wide adoption of the proposed processes will occur in the foreseeable future.  However, if congestion is to be managed this way, it would seem that everyone would be REQUIRED to participate.  For example, if one party was either unable or elected not to participate, how would the cost of the mitigation of impacts associated with their use of the transmission system be recovered in a fair and equitable manner?

2.) The options seem to indicate that the identification of generators that can move in response to a congestion event would need to be determined based on voluntary supply of bids and/or costs from generation owners.  However, commitment of that generation capacity would likely preclude it from being made available elsewhere.  For example, if a generator bids 50MW of its capacity as available for Option 3 redispatch, that 50MW cannot be used in any other market; otherwise the capacity might not be available for the Option 3 redispatch.   Without any sort of compensation for this providing of “reserve capacity for redispatch,” it seems unlikely that any entity would be willing to lose the use of their generation capacity in other markets.  If entities are forced to hold reserve capacity for this process, it would seem likely that this would stifle economic opportunities within other markets (both bilateral and centralized).

3.) At NERC’s insistence, PJM has recently undertaken significant efforts to integrate our operations more directly with the existing NERC IDC.  These efforts have been costly and extensive. We feel that any major change to the NERC congestion management process that invalidates or obsoletes these efforts must be thoroughly examined prior to any change.  Specifically, we would ask for identification of how such a change would a.) enhance PJM’s ability to respond to congestion management needs, and b.) utilize the components which PJM already developed as a part of fulfilling the requirements of its Reliability Plan and IDC Change Order 114.
At various times in the past, the concept of the “new” IDC has been raised.  PJM believes that many of the generic concepts described in both the Option 3 and 3a proposals, as well as the numerous options discussed in the past, are of value and should not be eliminated.  Specifically, we greatly endorse the concept of identifying entity impacts and assigning relief obligation only, without prescriptive requirements as to how relief must be provided.  We would suggest that the IDCGTF and NERC/NAESB TLRTF revisit this topic and attempt to identify ways in which this concept can be implemented.  We believe that an approach that focuses on improving the impact calculation process and accurately assigning relief responsibility is the key to success for an increase in congestion management performance.  We propose the following model for consideration instead:
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Under this approach, entities that were unwilling or unable to participate in redispatch initiatives would be able to rely on the existing TLR process to curtail tagged transactions and develop NNL relief.  However, entities who are either a.) participating in the implementation of the PJM/MISO Congestion Management Process, or b.) have executed inter-company Redispatch Coordination Agreements would have the ability to utilize redispatch to provide the relief required of them.  

While we do believe the proposed Options 3 and 3A can provide for reliable operations, PJM believes that the commercial requirements for implementing these options would prove ultimately unattainable.  As such, we believe it to be an unrealistic strategy for improving congestion management and cannot support either option at this time.  We would encourage the IDCWG and the TLRTF to investigate less drastic methods for enhancing the existing process, and suggest the above as a reasonable approach for moving forward.
Andrew J. Rodriquez
Senior Analyst, Operations Development
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