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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:
Draft Minutes from the NERC/NAESB Transmission Loading Relief (TLR) Subcommittee Meeting with Web Conferencing –June 28, 2005
DATE:

July 7, 2005
Wholesale Electric Quadrant
NERC/NAESB TLR Subcommittee
June 28, 2005
Draft Minutes

1.
Welcome & Administration
Mr. Desselle welcomed the participants and introductions were made.  Ms. Kirby gave the antitrust advice.  Mr. Busbin moved to adopt the agenda and Mr. Cox seconded the motion.  The agenda was adopted by consensus.  Mr. Busbin moved to adopt the April 27, 2005, May 9, 2005, and June 1-2, 2005 draft minutes.  Mr. Cox seconded the motion and the minutes were adopted by consensus. 
 
2.
Update from NERC Congestion Management Meeting
Mr. Kezele stated that the meeting was held on May 11, 2005 to present to the vendor community the Request for Information (RFI) on the future of congestion management.  He stated that over 20 individuals attended the meeting, with several more on conference call.  He added that a slight redraft of the RFI was made at the meeting.  He added that the responses to the RFI would be reviewed under agenda item #4.  

3. 
Review Comments Submitted on Option 3A
The group reviewed “Comments on IDC Granularity Option 3A submitted by A. Rodriquez, PJM Interconnection” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr062805w2.doc.  Mr. Rodriquez stated that although there was merit in added granularity, PJM had three main concerns with the proposal.  First, under the present system it is unlikely that all entities would be able to participate.  Mr. Rodriquez stated that there must be a mandatory method for all entities to participate or a method in which to provide for an equitable solution if some entities choose not to or cannot participate.  Second, Mr. Rodriquez stated that commitment of generator capacity would preclude it from being made available elsewhere on the market.  He added that thought should be given to compensation for the capacity or incentive to commit the capacity.  Third, Mr. Rodriquez stated that the system for credit for redispatch at PJM and MISO were costly to develop and a method should be included in this proposal to allow for such systems to continue.  Overall, Mr. Rodriquez stated that such a proposal should be implemented in stages.  
The group reviewed “Comments on IDC Granularity Option 3A submitted by G. Troxell, CMPC” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr062805w9.doc.  Mr. Desselle stated that from the comments, the Congestion Management Process Council (CMPC) also supported more granularity and a possible phased approach to the proposal.  However, the CMPC noted that there were several commercial issues related to implementing such a proposal that would need to be addressed.  

The group reviewed “Comments on IDC Granularity Option 3A submitted by N. Saini, Entergy” located at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr062805w7.doc.  Mr. Davis noted that the development of this proposal should proceed through the NAESB standards process.  He added that several issues had been noted concerning the collection or redispatch costs and the bidding process.  Mr. Davis stated that because the proposal is a new TLR process, Option 3A should be considered a business practice.  Members of the group noted that there were both commercial and reliability aspects of the proposal.  Mr. Davis stated that the “how to” of curtailment and redispatch were business issues.  

The group reviewed “Comments on IDC Granularity Option 3A submitted by D. Dees, MEAG Power” located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr062805w5.doc.  The group discussed MEAG’s comment that a cost benefit analysis was needed.  MEAG’s comments also stated that it had not been proven that such an option was necessary to maintain reliability on the grid.  

The group reviewed “Comments on IDC Granularity Option 3A submitted by Midwest Reliability Organization (MRO)”, located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr062805w3.doc.  The group noted that these comments supported additional granularity in the system.  

The group reviewed “Comments on IDC Granularity Option 3A submitted by R. Carter, Southern Company Generation” located at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr062805w4.doc.  Mr. Carter questioned what advantage there was to having firm transmission over non-firm in this proposal.  In addition, Mr. Carter asked for further clarification in the proposal on whether or not Balancing Authorities (BAs) are compensated for the IRR redispatch to alleviate a “through and out” type transaction.  Also, Mr. Carter stated that issues of confidentiality under the Option 3A proposal would require further discussion.  Last, he stated more details were needed on the negotiation process once the redispatch is sent to the Transmission Service Provider (TSP).  He questioned whether or not it would be a non-negotiable transaction and at what levels prices would be set.  

The group reviewed “Comments on IDC Granularity Option 3A submitted by J. Busbin, Southern Company Transmission”, located at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr062805w6.doc.  Mr. Busbin stated that Southern Company Transmission cannot support a proposal that seeks to socialize cost from one geographic region to another.  Mr. Busbin also questioned if Option 3A would be faster and more efficient than the current TLR process.  He stated that issues could also arise over injecting a Reliability Coordinator (RC) into a commercial process, when a RC is asked to state a clearing price in the negotiation process.  He added that Southern Company Transmission did support added granularity in the redisptach and curtailment process, but stated that more revisions could be made to the current IDC tool to increase efficiency and effectiveness.  

The group reviewed “Comments on IDC Granularity Option 3A submitted by Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA)”, located at  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr062805w11.doc.  Ms. Mangum-Goins stated that problems with the current TLR tool were not universal and the proposal was not a global fix for all entities.  TVA comments state that perhaps a hybrid of this proposal and the current tool would be more amenable to all entities involved.  

4.
Discuss Development of RFI for Option 3A 
The group reviewed “NERC RFI Summary” located at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr062805w8.ppt.  Mr. Kezele stated that many vendors and industry participants commented on the RFI at the May 11th NERC Congestion Management meeting and the results of the comments are summarized in this presentation.  He added that the results of the meeting indicated that Option 3A was feasible and that a phased implementation was possible.

The group discussed slide 5 of the presentation and the issue of the cost of implementation.  Mr. Kezele stated that the NERC data structure would be sufficient and that there was already a product in place to make NERC.net able to handle the data load.  Mr. Kezele stated that slide 9 described several business or commercial related issues that would need to be resolved before implementation could occur.  Mr. Kezele stated that slide 12 stated issues that arose concerning the potential compromise of reliability. He stated that slide 13 described the various tools and options by which this proposal could be implemented.  

Mr. Kezele stated that more discussion and work was necessary in defining the new business practices standards and reliability practices that surrounded the proposal.  Mr. Cox stated that issues related to generator bid offer systems and dispute resolution were discussed extensively in the Inadvertent Interchange Payback Task Force and that as of yet, had no resolution.  He added that these issues would have to be addressed before Option 3A could be implemented.  

Mr. Rodriquez questioned if the $2-10 million price quote included the cost to the industry to implement these changes.  Mr. Kezele stated that the cost to the industry had not yet been evaluated.   Mr. Kezele stated that the development effort and funding for the proposal would be discussed by the NERC Finance Committee and the Regional Managers.  
Mr. Kezele explained that NERC had received a letter from the Regional Managers requesting a RFP for the implementation of Option 3 for IDC granularity by January 2006.  He added that the Operating Reliability Subcommittee (ORS) had requested the development of a business case for Option 3, or an option similar too, by September of 2005.  

Mr. Davis questioned what had been done in relation to Option 1 of the Future of Congestion Management White Paper.  (Located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps120904a3.doc).  Mr. Kezele stated that the NERC Operating Committee (OC) had decided to implement Option 1 on June 1, 2005.  He added that the ORS had delayed further action on Option 1 until after the results had been established on Option 3A.  

The group discussed the “IDC Change Order: 163 Document” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr062805w10.pdf.  Mr. Cox noted that a cost benefit analysis was needed on the cost of the system, the cost to implement, the cost of upgrading tools, and the cost to implement new business practices and reliability standards.  In addition, the financial burden to all participants in the system would need to be included.  Mr. Muller stated that the $2-10 million estimate varied because of the expectations on what the RFI was.  

Mr. Yeung asked when the Regional Managers would be notified if Option 3A was not feasible.  Mr. Kezele stated that they would be notified as to the results of this meeting.  Mr. Yeung stated that at this point it did not seem the group could put together a business case for Option 3A and that this result should be communicated to the Regional Managers in order to stay on schedule.  

Ms. Mangum-Goins questioned what other options were available.  Mr. Kezele stated the other methods of increasing granularity included pseudo-tagging and marginal control zones.  

Mr. Muller stated that the biggest change noted in the change order was the modeling requirements under granularity.  He added that the Transmission Providers (TPs) would have to map out their individual sources and sinks in order to map out the modeling requirements.  

Mr. Kezele also noted that data archival will require substantial change and those changes will result in added costs.  

5.
Disposition of further development for Options 3 & 3A
Mr. Desselle stated that the consensus of the comments was that although added granularity would be beneficial, the industry was not prepared to move forward with Option 3 and/or Option 3A.  He added that the comments stated that a number of business and reliability issues would need to be resolved before industry could go forward with such a proposal.  Mr. Kezele submitted a draft motion on the future of a business case for IDC Granularity Option 3A in the NERC/NAESB TLR Subcommittee.  Mr. Desselle stated that the group had been asked to draft a business case for Option 3A and that the resolution should state why the group could not do so, if that was the consensus of the group.  

The group made several changes to the draft motion in order to more clearly state the findings of the NERC/NAESB TLR Subcommittee.  Members of the group stated that motion should state that although this option was technically feasible, because of the noted reliability and commercial issues, more discussion and development was needed.  The group added a conclusion to clearly state the need for greater industry involvement and for a detailed industry wide analysis of the issues, needs, and requirements involved in Option 3A before a business case could be developed.  Those revisions can be viewed in “Attachment – Option 3A Resolution (Redlined)”, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr062805a2.doc.    

Mr. Busbin moved to adopt the resolution of the NERC/NAESB TLR Subcommittee as stated in “Attachment – Option 3A Resolution”, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr062805a1.doc.  Mr. Davis seconded the motion.  The motion was supported by all present with the following three abstentions: Mr. Nelson, Mr. Helyer, and Mr. Guildea. 
Next Steps/Other Business
Mr. Kezele will inform the ORS and the IDC Working Group as to the resolution of the NERC/NAESB TLR Subcommittee.  Mr. Desselle will inform the Operating Committee of the resolution.  
Mr. Desselle noted that ATC/AFC issues may involve the TLR Subcommittee.  He stated that the TLR Joint Implementation Guide had been assigned to the NERC ORS and the NAESB WEB Business Practices Subcommittee for development.  He added that the TLR Subcommittee could be asked to review or provide assistance in this drafting of this guide.  He stated that the group might also be asked to provide guidance on the drafting of the NERC TLR reliability standards and the NAESB TLR business practices.  The group discussed disbandment of the subcommittee.  However, due to the issues noted above, the group decided that the subcommittee would become inactive until its assistance or involvement was required. 
6.
Adjourn

Mr. Kezele moved to adjourn and Mr. Busbin seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 3:10 p.m.

7.
Attendance

	Name:
	
	Organization:
	In Person/via Phone

	Aycoef
	Bill
	Entergy
	In Person

	Busbin
	Jim
	Southern Co
	In Person

	Carter
	Roman
	Southern Co
	via Phone

	Cox
	Phil
	American Electric Power
	In person

	Davis
	Ed
	Entergy
	In Person

	Desselle
	Michael
	American Electric Power
	In Person

	Gildea
	Michael
	Constellation
	via Phone

	Helyer
	Scott
	Tenaska
	via Phone

	Kezele
	Larry
	NERC
	In Person

	Kirby
	DeDe
	NAESB
	In Person

	Klempel
	Dan
	BEPC
	In Person

	Lemmons
	David
	Xcel Energy
	In Person

	Mangum-Goins
	Sue
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	In Person

	Muller
	Nelson
	OATI
	In Person

	Norman
	Jeffrey
	NERC
	via Phone

	Rager
	Denise
	NAESB
	In Person

	Rodriquez
	Andy
	PJM
	In Person

	Shanahan
	Pat
	American Transmission Co.
	via Phone

	Yeung
	Charles
	Southwest Power Pool
	In Person

	York
	Kathy
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	In Person
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