NAESB Energy Day Proposed Standards

The California Independent System Operator (CAISO) thanks NAESB for the opportunity to comment on the proposed standards that were developed at the March 1-2, 2005 meeting, and revised 3/2/05.

In general, the CAISO has few concerns about NAESB creating standards that will establish an appropriate level of communications protocol between power plants and pipeline providers.  However, CAISO objects to NAESB attempting to create a communications protocol that inappropriately interferes with existing, established ISO, RTO, BA, and Reliability Coordinator emergency procedures and practices.  In addition, CAISO does not agree that existing CAISO market timelines should be modified in order to force an ill-fitting NAESB national standard into regions in which the standard has little or no applicability.  Moreover, CAISO believes that NAESB continues to trespass on NERC responsibilities as it attempts to duplicate NERC’s efforts in addressing gas fuel reliability, and its resulting impact on electric system grid reliability. 

As a rule, an “emergency” on the electric system is measured by availability of generating capacity and energy, and its resulting impact on the reliability of the electric grid.  Energy and capacity shortages can occur for any number of reasons (also see response to P1 below), and certainly not only because of weather concerns, or gas fuel supply or delivery limitations (although these are very real issues).  In the electric industry, emergency operating procedures and practices have been developed by the reliability authorities (i.e. ISOs, RTOs, BA, etc.) over time, and as a result of experience.    Emergency operating procedures clearly outline actions that need to take place, and the necessary communication requirements.  These emergency procedures are very specific to that entity, but it is vital that these emergency procedures also dovetail with the emergency procedures of other regional entities, including those of the Regional Reliability Coordinators.  Since emergency conditions like these involve local and regional electric system reliability, they fall under the responsibility and purview of NERC.  As a result, CAISO suggests that the emergency procedures described in S-6 have no business being developed in the NAESB arena, and are certainly not applicable as a nationwide standard.  

Moving on to the specific comments:

Section D1.  The Power Plant Operator is identified as a “Point Operator”, although there is no other discussion in this paper to clarify why the undefined term “Point Operator” is used, what it means, or why it is even used in this document.  Clearly, the loose wording in this definition could apply to a generating station control room operator or the dispatch function of an ISO and RTO.  More clarity is necessary.

Section P1.  An ISO/RTO/BA can experience a “potential energy shortfall” for any number of reasons.  An electric system energy and/or capacity shortage can be caused by, among other things, higher than anticipated system demand, a loss of sufficient in-area generation, or even reduced ability to import energy from extra-area resources.  Any of these conditions can occur at a time when there is more than sufficient gas supply and pipeline capacity.  CAISO has suffered through many energy and capacity shortages when there has been an abundance of gas available in the state.  There was simply an insufficient amount of generating resources, and gas supply was not an issue.  With this in mind, there does not appear to be any reason to require that an ISO/RTO/BA should “…promptly communicate when any of these parties receives a severe weather forecast or foresees a potential energy shortfall” if these events are not related to gas system limitations.  Demanding that these parties promptly communicate at times when the gas industry cannot help the electric industry is foolish and adds an unnecessary layer of communications during critical times.  Communications between the two industries should occur only when it makes sense.

Section P3.  CAISO does not argue that it would be “appropriate that gas and electric personnel maintain adequate familiarity with the EBB and OASIS websites”.  However, the CAISO cautions that EBBs and OASIS’ provide insufficient detail to allow the viewer to fully determine the status of either the gas or electric system, or to determine if either system is in an emergency condition.  CAISO has found that timely conference calls with gas transportation providers will reap far more information in an efficient manner than could be accomplished by perusing the various EBBs for questionable data that would probably still require additional evaluation.  There is no substitute for receiving information directly from an informed source, and there is no substitute for direct verbal communication with the appropriate parties whenever there is a problem.  The CAISO has already established this level of communications with the appropriate regional gas industry pipeline operations personnel.  

In conclusion, we believe that NAESB’s standards development has exceeded its authority  in  attempting to develop a standard that prescribes the response of ISOs, RTOs, BAs, and Reliability Coordinators during emergency conditions.  Internal and external communications during emergency conditions are already well established in CAISO Emergency Operating Procedures.  In addition, NERC Standard EOP-002 clearly delineates the responsibilities for Balancing Authorities and Reliability Coordinators during times of capacity and energy emergencies.  NAESB’s incursion into this electric industry emergency operations arena is intrusive and highly inappropriate.    

Because of the impact it would have on grid operations emergency management, its intrusion into reliability-related (a clear NERC responsibility) emergency operations, and the fact that the S-6 has very little applicability to all regions, section S-6 should be eliminated in its entirety.  The provisions in S-6 are very specific to the Northeastern United States and are probably not applicable to the rest of the nation.  NAESB needs to take regional diversity into account long before it attempts to establish a nationwide standard. 

As stated by CAISO in earlier comments provided to NAESB, NERC is currently in the process of developing a SAR that will address fuel reliability as part of its Resource Adequacy Assessment.  In its Detailed Description section, the SAR provides this statement:

“Each Region should be required to demonstrate periodically, through analysis, that Regional resource adequacy requirement (such as reserve margins, capacity margins, etc.) satisfy the applicable resource adequacy criteria (such as, LOLE or LOLP).  As a part of the demonstration, each Region should describe the expected resource capacity characteristics for the study period and demonstrate that possible fuel supply interruptions have no adverse impact on system reliability.  Each Region should also describe available mechanisms to mitigate the impacts of fuel interruption(s) on its ability to service load reliably.  Other factors such as expected transmission constraints and/or environmental restrictions that may impact the Region’s resource adequacy should be examined.”

It is clear that NERC recognizes that the reliability of generating resources can be compromised by a loss of fuel supply (and not just gas fuel), and that fuel supply and deliverability are reliability issues that should fall under the auspices of NERC and not NAESB. 
� NERC Standard Authorization Request, Resource Adequacy Assessment, Request Date November 11, 2004, and revised February 17, 2005. 





