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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 – May 9, 2005
DATE:

May 25, 2005
Wholesale Electric Quadrant
NERC/NAESB TLR Subcommittee
May 9, 2005
Final Minutes

1.
Welcome & Administration
Mr. Desselle welcomed the participants and introductions were made.  Ms. Kirby gave the antitrust advice.  Mr. Cox moved to adopt the agenda and Ms. York seconded the motion.  The agenda was adopted by consensus.  Mr. Desselle stated that adoption of the April 27, 2005 draft minutes would be postponed until the June 28-29, 2005 TLR Meeting.  


2.
Discussion and development of Option 3A
Mr. Shanahan gave the presentation “PowerPoint – Future NERC Congestion Management Tool”, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr050905w4.ppt.  Mr. Shanahan stated that he had used Option 3A as the basis of the presentation.  Slide 1 explains the creation of Option 3A.  Slide 2 outlines the significant differences in Option 3 and Option 3A.  Mr. Shanahan stated that any aspect not specifically defined in Option 3A would remain the same as that in Option 3.  He explained that the Transaction Relief Responsibility (TRR) cost would be given by tag, but that a tag may have more than one Transmission Provider (TP) assigned to it.  Therefore, the cost may be divided between those TPs.  He added that the assignment of cost may be affected by priority of service.  Mr. Shanahan noted this topic for further discussion by the TLR Subcommittee.

Mr. Shanahan stated that Option 3A recognizes the need to include counter flows in the congestion management tool, as stated in slide 3.  Option 3A assigns counter flows to tags.  Ms. Mangum-Goins clarified that the counter flows would be scheduled tags and not reservation tags.  Mr. Shanahan explained that External Relief Responsibility (ERR) cost would be attributed by determining which tags contributed the most to the ERR calculation.  

Mr. Shanahan stated that each tag has an impact that it can create on flowgates and this impact is used to determine relief.  After determining how much relief is necessary, redispatch costs are split between those entities receiving that amount of relief.  For example, if a TLR was at a level 3, costs would be assigned to all those entities at a TLR level 3. 

Mr. Rodriquez stated that by TRR per tag concept, every tag flow could obtain some percentage of credit.  Mr. Shanahan stated that thresholds could be added.  

Slide 4 states that good faith estimates would be posted in real time.  Mr. Shanahan clarified that the good faith estimate would not reflect the actual amount owed.  Mr. Shanahan stated that posting requirements and registration should be more fully developed in the Request for Information (RFI).  Mr. Yeung stated that in addition to redispatch costs, cost calculations should be included for monitoring and tariff changes.  Mr. Kezele said that in addition to cost calculations, a timeline for the implementation of tasks would be developed by the TLR Subcommittee as well.  Mr. Yeung questioned if the TLR Subcommittee was the proper group to develop the calculations and options.

Mr. Rodriquez stated that Option 3A could provide a more complicated tool than the current IDC.  Mr. Shanahan stated that many aspects of Option 3A are less complex.  Ms. Mangum-Goins stated that participants would not participate unless they were aware of cost.

Mr. Shanahan reviewed slide 6 and stated that a financial time interval of approximately 20 minutes was appropriate to establish.  Mr. Shanahan stated that the questions in slide 7 were unanswered from the previous (April 27th) TLR meeting on IDC.  Mr. Shanahan stated that instead of adjusting tags, adjustments to the ACE equation were discussed at the previous meeting.  Mr. Kezele said that because of inadvertent implications, the ACE equation adjustment requires further clarification.

Mr. Shanahan emphasized the third bullet of slide 9 – “changes may be made to NERC procedures to require registration of tag source/sinks and their maximum MW contributions.”  Mr. Busbin stated that if tag registration under Option 3A cannot be monitored in real time, harm may be done due to the potential for gaming.  Mr. Shanahan stated that these types of issues would arise with the use of the TRR calculation.  
Mr. Shanahan reviewed slide 10 and said that implications of including different types of counter flow credits was an item for further discussion in the subcommittee.  He added that “Option 3 Counter Flow Credit Example”, located at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr050905w6.xls, provided examples of the various methods of determining credit for counter flow.  Mr. Rodriquez stated that providers with a net zero flow can be beneficial and those providers with a net zero flow should not be charged for positive flow.  

Mr. Shanahan stated that slides 11-14 provide further explanation for the counter flow credit example.  Slide 12 states two options for credit for counter flows; crediting counter flows up to active priority level and crediting all counter flows.  Slide 14 further expands on these options.  

Slide 19 gives specifics on time intervals involved in Option 3A.  Mr. Shanahan stated that a financial interval where costs are committed for 20 minutes or less should be part of Option 3A.  Slides 20-21 offer the pros of employing Option 3A and slide 22 states the cons.  Mr. Shanahan stated the more discussion was needed on crediting counter flows in Option 3A.

Mr. Rodriquez questioned if marginal zones should be employed in Option 3A.  He stated that PJM was successful in predicting the marginal zones from time interval to time interval.  Mr. Shanahan asked that PJM/MISO present with any special circumstances to be included in the congestion management tool business case.  Ms. Mangum-Goins stated that the options seemed to function more appropriately for market participants.  She added that many organizations would require a change in tariff.  Ms. Mangum-Goins stated that because of legal and statutory obligations, Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) would not be able to participate in Option 3A.  
Mr. Cox stated that further information was necessary on how to utilize or modify the infrastructure to accept bids, assign payments, and handle jurisdictional issues.  Mr. Shanahan said that much of this information could be found in Option 3.  Mr. Rodriquez stated that a more regional option for a congestion management tool might be more appropriate.  Ms. Mangum-Goins stated that the use of TLR was efficient for those outside of the market system.  Mr. Cox stated that inherent problems were still found in TLR concerning efficient timing.  Mr. Rodriquez said that the current tool was not efficient because it is not given all real time data.  Mr. Busbin stated that no guarantee of faster service existed in new methods.  Mr. Rodriquez said that from a regulatory standpoint, Option 3A would be very difficult to implement.  

Mr. Desselle stated that the task of this group was to develop a business case that used Option 3 as a basis.  Mr. Rodriquez stated that an agreement on a business case for Option 3A, as it exists, would be difficult.  Ms. Mangum-Goins stated that the discussion on implementation was beneficial to determine whether or not such an option could be utilized.  

Mr. Cox stated that different cost estimates would be submitted by vendors and would provide a more knowledgeable basis for determining the different costs involved.  He added that the individual cost per entity to employ Option 3A might vary dramatically.  Mr. Kezele said that further discussion in the TLR Subcommittee would be helpful in determining costs involved in Option 3A.   He added that extensive time had been spent at the April 27th TLR meeting to define the modules of use in Option 3A.  (Please see “Draft Block Diagram” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr042705a1.ppt.)  

Mr. Rodriquez questioned if there was a way to implement Option 3A on a smaller basis, or to do so piece by piece.  He added that many entities had already provided for congestion management tools that would now have to be changed under Option 3A.  Mr. Desselle stated that more information would be provided to the subcommittee with the development of the RFI at NERC.  Mr. Kezele stated that after the meeting with vendors on May 16th, NERC would begin receiving budgetary estimates.  Mr. Desselle stated after this information had been received by NERC, the TLR Subcommittee would discuss the various options and make a recommendation to NERC and NAESB on how to proceed.  Mr. Kezele stated that the projected timeline for a presentation to the Operation Committee (OC) was September of this year.  Mr. Kezele stated that a presentation to the regional managers would occur during the same time frame.  He added that the regional managers were trying to move the process forward but required membership approval.  Mr. Rodriquez stated that the TLR Subcommittee could provide a report on the option but choose not to advocate a position.  
Mr. Busbin said that no indication of industry approval for Option 3 or Option 3A was yet apparent.  Mr. Kezele stated that Option 3A should be posted at NERC and NAESB for comment.  Mr. Desselle agreed and stated that comments would give more direction to the subcommittee.  Ms. Mangum-Goins said that if an option for congestion management did not have 100% participation then bias would be assumed.  

Mr. Yeung questioned if certain aspects of the option could be implemented in a manner not to be dependent on other aspects of the option.  Mr. Desselle stated that questions on this type of functionality and flexibility should become part of the RFI.  

Mr. Kezele stated that more discussion was needed on financial time intervals included in the option.      

3. 
Review of RFI for Option 3A
Mr. Norman reviewed “RFI Revised (Option 3A)” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr050905w2.doc in coordination with Mr. Shanahan’s comments on the RFI (“Comments on the RFI for Option 3A – Shanahan” located at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr050905w3.doc).  Mr. Shanahan commented (section 3.2.2) that expansion was needed on the stages of implementation in the RFI.  Mr. Nelson stated that the new tool would function with current capabilities as well as utilize more detailed models.  Mr. Desselle stated that vendors could provide more information on how to more effectively outline the stages of implementation in the RFI.  He added that this expanded on the idea of creating a more flexible, modular option.  
Mr. Rodriquez stated that the following were the phases of implementation: development of an impact calculator in order to implement the TLR process; implementation of intra-BA re-dispatch; implementation of inter-BA re-dispatch; incorporation of counter flows and; implementation of re-dispatch throughout the entire Eastern Interconnection.  Mr. Norman stated that he would include a space for recommended stages of implementation in the RFI.  

Mr. Shanahan commented that modifications to SDX may be necessary (“breaker state” section on page 11 of “Comments on RFI for Option 3A”).  Mr. Nelson stated that modifications to SDX were dependent on how the transition was completed – i.e. if the SDX model was necessary in the new tool.  

Mr. Cox stated that questions on marginal zones would be useful in the RFI.  Mr. Cox questioned whether marginal zones could be implemented in addition to marginal generators.  He added that further discussion was necessary on how they would be incorporated in the tool.
The group discussed minimum preferred contract length and ownership of the tool.  Mr. Norman stated that these clauses were standard in the NERC contract.  

Mr. Rodriquez stated that vendors should include the performance mechanism by which they are to be graded.  Mr. Norman took the action item of revising the RFI in light of the above discussion.  The revised RFI is posted on the NERC website at ftp://www.nerc.com/pub/sys/all_updl/oc/cmt/Option-3-RFI-Rev-2.2.doc.       
· May 11th NERC Congestion Management Project Meeting

Mr. Kezele stated that the deadline for the presentation on the business case for the new congestion management tool was September of this year.  He added that the regional managers set a time goal of January 2006 to issues the RFP on the recommended option for congestion management.  

Mr. Nelson will investigate whether NERC has an exploder for the TSIN registry.  If so, Option 3A will be distributed on this exploder for comment.  Option 3A will be posted at NERC and NAESB for comment.  Mr. Shanahan stated that if the subcommittee wrote a White Paper on option 3A, the IDC working group requested that a new paper be written in which the White Paper on Congestion Management was referenced.  


4.
Next Steps/Other Business  
Agenda for the June 28-29 meeting in Houston will include a review of the comments submitted on Option 3A and the feedback from the May 11th NERC Congestion Management Project Meeting.  Mr. Desselle stated that after a review of the comments, the TLR Subcommittee would be better prepared to discuss and option and proposal for a congestion management tool.  He added that at this point no option had yet become the main and only focus of the TLR Subcommittee.     

5.
Adjourn
Mr. Rodriquez moved to adjourn and Ms. York seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned by consensus at 3:47 p.m. Central.

6.
Attendance

	Name:
	
	Organization:
	In Person/via Phone

	Balu
	Neal
	WPS Resources
	In Person

	Busbin
	Jim
	Southern Co
	via Phone

	Cox
	Phil
	American Electric Power
	In person

	Davis
	Ed
	Entergy
	via Phone

	Desselle
	Michael
	American Electric Power
	via Phone

	Kezele
	Larry
	NERC
	In Person

	Kirby
	DeDe
	NAESB
	In Person

	Klempel
	Dan
	BEPC
	In Person

	Mangum-Goins
	Sue
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	In Person

	Mendrala
	Cheryl
	ISO New England
	via Phone

	Muller
	Nelson
	OATI
	via Phone

	Nolan
	Brian
	NERC
	via Phone

	Norman
	Jeffrey
	NERC
	via Phone

	Rager
	Denise
	NAESB
	In Person

	Reding
	Bill
	Minneapolis Consulting Group
	via Phone

	Rodriquez
	Andy
	PJM
	In Person

	Saini
	Narinder
	Entergy
	In Person

	Shanahan
	Pat
	American Transmission Co.
	via Phone

	Yeung
	Charles
	Southwest Power Pool
	In Person

	York
	Kathy
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	via Phone
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