From: Andy Rodriquez [mailto:Andy.Rodriquez@nerc.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2009 12:09 PM
To: Hils, Doug; Akens, Larry G; Stephen Crutchfield; Herbsleb, H.W.; Darrel Richardson
Subject: 3-Way Discussion Call This AM - Summary

Bill had computer problems today, so it was just Doug and I on the call.  Doug, please let me know if you would like to add or correct anything in here.
 

We discussed three topics:
 

1.) The BAL-012 standard (Reporting ACE).  Doug provided some good feedback:
  a.) He suggested that we make the BA specify/identify their metered boundaries, and then clearly establish that they all should be accounted for in the ACE equation.  He also suggested that they should be accounted for consistently through all the areas modeling as well, but recognized this might be outside our scope.  
  b.) He suggested that we mandate the max sampling rate be 6 seconds (we may put this someplace else, but we've talked about the need for it)
  c.) He suggested we specify the number of significant digits for Fa.
  d.) He suggested that we (NERC) should probably have a standard that described when it is and is not appropriate to use a pseudo-tie.
  e.) He suggested that we need to pay attention to ACE Diversity Interchange and make sure we understand it's implications on tie-line flows (i.e., recognize it is untagged).
  f.) Related to (a), we should make sure that it is clear that all pseudo-ties need to be included in system models
 

2.) We talked about Inadvertent and the potential need for additional Control Performance standards (instead of penalties for large inadvertent balances). We reviewed the 6 sources of Inadvertent, and Doug provided the following input:
  a.) Schedules differ between adjacent BAs - should be addressed in INT.
  b.) Generator performance <> schedule - Some of the standards being worked n by the RBC should address this
  c.) Loss of Telemetry - suggested we might want to consider a standard here
  d.) Mis-calibration of metering - suggested we might want to consider a standard here
  e.) Unilateral Inadvertent Payback - suggested that if we eliminate CPS2, BAAL may cover this while still allowing entities to payback if it helps frequency
  f.) General Poor Performance - BAAL will address
 

3.) Andy gave an overview of the discussion with FERC regarding reserves.  FERC's suggestion: define reserve types, then develop a formula for determining how much based on case-specific inputs.  Doug suggested we look at the old Policy 10 work (I told him we were already considering this), and also pointed out there is a MISO conference on this topic coming up soon.
 

Additional food for thought provided by Doug: we need to think about the way to handle variable bias.
 
 

 

Andy Rodriquez 
Manager, Business Practice Coordination
North American Electric Reliability Corporation
Washington, D.C. Office: 202-393-3998
Mobile: 609-947-3885
andy.rodriquez@nerc.net


From: Hils, Doug [mailto:doug.hils@duke-energy.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2009 3:01 PM
To: herbslhw@pjm.com; Andy Rodriquez; lgakens@tva.gov; Stephen Crutchfield; Darrel Richardson
Subject: RE: 3-Way Discussion Call This AM - Summary
A few more thoughts are provided below:

1.) The BAL-012 standard (Reporting ACE).  Doug provided some good feedback:
  a.) He suggested that we make the BA specify/identify their metered boundaries, and then clearly establish that they all should be accounted for in the ACE equation.  He also suggested that they should be accounted for consistently through all the areas modeling as well, but recognized this might be outside our scope.  
  b.) He suggested that we mandate the max sampling rate be 6 seconds (we may put this someplace else, but we've talked about the need for it) 

This is addressed for AGC, but not clear on acquisition of ALL points that make up ACE – but I’m not sure it needs to. Regarding Dynamic Transfers implemented as Pseudo-Ties, do we care if the values are updated every 6, 10, or 30 seconds as long as both BAs are operating to the same value (equal in magnitude, opposite in sign)?  Typically the 6-second or less threshold is applied to Pseudo-Ties and Dynamic Schedules when associated with the self-provision of regulation service.  In today’s environment of RC/BA/TOP coordination requirements under the NERC Standards, it makes much more sense to implement Dynamic Transfers as Dynamic Schedules because the BA boundaries don’t change – with pseudo-ties, the TOP has to gather information and coordinate activities with whatever BA the load is metered into at that time. 

  c.) He suggested we specify the number of significant digits for Fa.
  d.) He suggested that we (NERC) should probably have a standard that described when it is and is not appropriate to use a pseudo-tie. 

Most pseudo-ties that I’m aware of fall under grandfathered transmission service between adjacent systems and are implemented in the system models. We should ask what would prevent a BA in FRCC from implementing a Pseudo-Tie with a BA in Indiana? To better capture the impacts of that transfer, shouldn’t it be implemented as a Dynamic Schedule going into the IDC for the TLR process?
  e.) He suggested that we need to pay attention to ACE Diversity Interchange and make sure we understand its implications on tie-line flows (i.e., recognize it is untagged). 

If the only interchange that goes into the reported ACE is either Actual Interchange (modeled ties and pseudo-ties) or Scheduled Interchange (fixed Interchange Transactions and Dynamic Schedules), what variable is used for ADI and how is the transfer between BAs captured in the system model or the IDC?
  f.) Related to (a), we should make sure that it is clear that all pseudo-ties need to be included in system models
 

2.) We talked about Inadvertent and the potential need for additional Control Performance standards (instead of penalties for large inadvertent balances). We reviewed the 6 sources of Inadvertent, and Doug provided the following input:
  a.) Schedules differ between adjacent BAs - should be addressed in INT. 

We could make this a non-issue: similar to each BA providing its ACE every ten seconds to the RC, we have the technical capability have each BA provide its Net Scheduled Interchange to the RC and have a system compare that against what the IDC has for each BA’s e-Tagged net scheduled interchange – the only differences should be the difference between tagged and real-time Dynamic Schedules, along with real-time systems incorporating the ramp.
  b.) Generator performance <> schedule - Some of the standards being worked n by the RBC should address this 

Covered under the RBC standard to be developed for short-duration frequency excursions.
  c.) Loss of Telemetry - suggested we might want to consider a standard here. 

We’d have to be more specific to relate this to ACE and generation control, and define at what point is the loss of telemetry a reliability issue – if a meter is out and two BAs are manually entering a value to operate to in the interim, there isn’t  unaccounted-for energy.
  d.) Mis-calibration of metering - suggested we might want to consider a standard here 
Regarding tie-line metering, I’m not sure at what level this becomes a reliability issue – the impact to frequency is zero as long as both systems are operating to the same value, but transmission models may or may not be accurate (does it matter if a tie-line flow is off by 1% if it’s not near its limit?). Regarding frequency metering, one could find that after recalculating ACE and the performance metrics, that the BA was impacting the interconnection less than originally reported – defining what amount of error is significant would be a challenge. If the BA could be subject to whatever penalties resulted from recalculation of ACE and performance, I would bet we wouldn’t find many mis-calibrated frequency meters.
  e.) Unilateral Inadvertent Payback - suggested that if we eliminate CPS2, BAAL may cover this while still allowing entities to payback if it helps frequency.
  f.) General Poor Performance - BAAL will address
 

For a) and c) we would have to consider whether or not both BAs (source and sink) operated to the same value. In the case where one BA found that its schedule was in backwards, should there be a standard that looks at the impact to the interconnection by the failure to accurately schedule (a MW times frequency-error measure or adjustment to reported CPS1/BAAL?).
3.) Andy gave an overview of the discussion with FERC regarding reserves.  FERC's suggestion: define reserve types, then develop a formula for determining how much based on case-specific inputs.  Doug suggested we look at the old Policy 10 work (I told him we were already considering this), and also pointed out there is a MISO conference on this topic coming up soon.

Flywheel and energy storage technologies, among others, are challenging our historic view of operating reserves. Wind Generation is driving the development of better products that can “ramp down”. The integration of more demand response products as contingency reserves can be operationally challenging if you’re replacing resources that can ramp up and ramp down when no longer needed, with resources that provide the equivalent of “ramping up” but then have to stay at that state for an hour or more. DCS compliance is driving BAs to over-perform (pushing on the system within 15 minutes), requiring the BA to ensure that some amount of its contingency reserves can back off after 15 minutes, or have to carry additional downward regulating reserves. Certain frequency responsive reserves can also be regulating or contingency reserves, while others may not. A new product that I’d consider to be “limited-duration reserves”, are also coming around the bend which will require backup resources that can ramp up to replace them in 20-30 minutes, while still needing to replenish reserves on top of that.

I think the industry needs guidance on the setting of qualification rules (are all reserves based upon a 10-minute deployment measure?) and other parameters so that we don’t artificially restrict ANY resource from participating in a particular category as long as key qualification points are met. I believe however that the BA should be able to pick-and-choose what resources best enable it to comply with the balancing standards in a reliable manner.

Thanks,

Doug


From: herbslhw@pjm.com [mailto:herbslhw@pjm.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2009 12:13 PM
To: Andy.Rodriquez@nerc.net; Hils, Doug; lgakens@tva.gov; Stephen.Crutchfield@nerc.net; Darrel.Richardson@nerc.net
Subject: RE: 3-Way Discussion Call This AM - Summary

I would suggest that the ACE equation note the limitation for unilateral payback as an off-set to ACE and control but not to the reporting ACE.

Bill Herbsleb
PJM Performance Compliance
Phone 610-666-8874
