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Dean and Doug,

I had a little difficulty understand exactly how congestion would be judged from the document.  I wondered if the first goal was to make that definition or is there already a definition in place already?  

In examining different future generation scenarios, I thought that economic value needs to be considered.  It may well be that congestion could be reduced by some hypothetical dispatch, however without considering the cost of that scenario versus the historic scenario, you have no way to know how expensive the problem is and therefore have no way to judge whether it is worth investing to reduce the congestion. 

Finally, in looking at congestion, I think you need to time synchronize the data in order to understand how many congestion events there are.  When congestion occurs, more that one element may be impacted.  I that case, hitting limits in more than one place at the same time, would be be a single event.  It would be difficult to sync the data, but otherwise you might over count the number of events.

Steve Walton

Grid West Coordinating Team

Thanks Steve. This is being invented on the fly.  My comments on your

questions are in CAPS below.

Doug

________________________________

From: Steven Walton [mailto:swiftcreekconsulting@msn.com] 

Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2005 4:27 PM

To: Doug Larson; Dean Perry

Cc: ekrogh@serv.net 

Subject: Re: Western Proposal to DOE on Evaluation of Congestion in the

WI

Dean and Doug,

I had a little difficulty understand exactly how congestion would be

judged from the document.  I wondered if the first goal was to make that

definition or is there already a definition in place already?   THE

GENERAL AGREEMENT AT THE WEDNESDAY MEETING WAS THAT BOTH CONGESTION

RELATED TO MAINTAINING RELIABILITY AND CONGESTION RELATED TO ADDING

LOWER COST GENERATION TO MEET LOAD GROWTH SHOULD BE IN THE DEFINITION OF

CONGESTION. WE HAD BOTH TERMS IN THE ORIGINAL OUTLINE AND DECIDED TO

REMOVE THEM SINCE THERE WAS NO WAY WE COULD THINK OF TO DEFINE THESE TWO

ITEMS.  DOE WILL FACE THE TOUGH TASK OF DEFINING CONGESTION.  THE INTENT

FROM WEDNESDAY'S MEETING WAS TO MAKE THAT DEFINITION BROAD BUT WE HADN'T

DEVELOPED ANY LANGUAGE. 

In examining different future generation scenarios, I thought that

economic value needs to be considered.  It may well be that congestion

could be reduced by some hypothetical dispatch, however without

considering the cost of that scenario versus the historic scenario, you

have no way to know how expensive the problem is and therefore have no

way to judge whether it is worth investing to reduce the congestion.

AGREED 

Finally, in looking at congestion, I think you need to time synchronize

the data in order to understand how many congestion events there are.

When congestion occurs, more that one element may be impacted.  I that

case, hitting limits in more than one place at the same time, would be

be a single event.  It would be difficult to sync the data, but

otherwise you might over count the number of events.   DEAN, DOES THE

HISTORICAL ANALYSIS OF PATH USE PROVIDE A CLUE TO ANSWER STEVE'S

CONCERN?  I AM ASSUMING THE PRODUCTION COST MODELING OF FUTURE

CONGESTION DOES TAKE INTO ACCOUNT MULTIPLE LIMITS; THAT IS, IN THE MODEL

POWER WILL NOT FLOW UNLESS THERE IS SUFFICIENT TRANSMISSION ON ALL THE

PATHS TO ALLOW THE MODEL TO MOVE THE POWER FROM THE LOW LMP SITE TO THE

HIGH LMP SITE.  

Steve Walton

Grid West Coordinating Team

Dean,

When you state below that "...from the 5 Subregional Planning Groups,

that we should present this proposal to DOE."  The "we" means the

"Western Interconnection" - right?  Not from SSG-WI, or WECC, or WGA

specifically - the spin should be this is a "West-wide" suggestion.

Regards,

B. Easton

Dean,

I support your suggestion and I think this approach is better than the

other alternatives we discussed.

Rob K.

Dean,

it should be a WECC document and can carry lot of weight.

Mohan

Dr. Mohan Kondragunta

Transmission and Interconnection Planning

GO 3, 3rd Floor

(626)302-4725, (626) 302-9647 (Fax)

Kondram@sce.com 

Right.  To me, it would be a Western Interconnection proposal.  If this

goes forward, I think we should set up a team to develop the specific

proposal consisting of a representative from WECC, SSG-WI, CREPC and

each of the 5 subregional groups.

Perhaps WECC could be the vehicle through which the proposal is sent to

DOE.  Would this be OK?

Louise,

That is good news. I briefed Dave Areghini on this subject to ensure he

was aware of how quickly this moving. He wanted you to know that he is

willing to help as needed.

I believe DOE has done about as good of a job as possible in working

with WECC and others in the western interconnection. Julia Souder of DOE

expressed positive feedback on the meeting as well. Julia would not

commit to how DOE would perform the analysis work and the basis of the

modeling. This is the area where most of the members have concerns. I

believe it is important for you to know that those present were able to

agree that building on the current efforts and working together through

WECC would provide the best opportunity to make this successful and

minimize the amount of criticism on how the results were developed.

We are glad to support your efforts on this endeavor.

Rob K.

We never really talked about requirement 2b (I hadn't noticed it

before).

Addition to analysis comparison of ATC, schedules and flows

I assume this is the work Doug is doing with FERC now.  Is it the

intention of this proposal that the output of that effort would be

submitted to DOE or is there work here for SSG-WI to do?

Marv

Marv,

We discussed very briefly, but not how to implement. One of the things

we learned when we held the WestConnect Technical Workshops on TTC/ATC

was the lack of understanding of the different ATC products. An

important part of this work will be to select the right ATC product for

analysis. We will get very different results if we chose to compare

annual ATC versus hour ahead ATC. Using annual ATC will be easiest, but

will provide the least accurate results when compared to actual flow.

Using hour ahead ATC will provide the most accurate results, but will be

the hardest and most time consuming to perform. Hopefully everyone can

give this some thought if we elect to include this as part of this scope

of work.

Rob K. 

Dean,

If OATI can provide this, it would cover 22 companies. But OATI only

started this past year and I don't know if all of the past data has been

provided to them. But this is a good idea and if automated, a spot check

of what the results look like using the different approaches (hourly,

weekly, monthly, yearly).

Great idea Dean and thanks for letting me know.

Rob 

I really appreciate what you are doing.  This is going to take

coordination among all the players in the West.  Tim Newton, Steve

Rueckert, Kevin Moran (WGA) and I met with DOE folks last week and they

want a collaborative effort, but they have not fully developed what they

mean by that, and I hope we can make progress this afternoon.

Lousie

Surprisingly, I am in agreement with the comments that have been sent

out to date. I have to agree with Doug that because of timing we will

need to go ahead with some form of the SSG-WI Reference cases for the

analysis. The reference case may need additional tweaking then what is

being prepared to date since the current reference cases are intended

for different purposes. As Mohan suggested the proposal should to be a

WECC (and CREPC supported) proposal, so careful thought should be given

as to how we get buy-in from all of the WECC and CREPC members. The ATC

and historical congestion question also needs some more thought but we

may need to go with what we have do date.

I believe that we will need to caveat the findings for the first go

round coupled with a consensus action plan for completing an improved

analysis for next year.  

Chris Reese

Does SSG-WI have the funding to do the analysis? 

Marv

I agree with the plan and comments received thus far -- with a couple of

caveats.  It really behooves DOE to define "national interest corridor"

and the criteria that it will use to make this designation so that the

analyses that can be tailored to meet the need.  There's a lot of work

being proposed here, yet there's no clear target or specification by DOE

as to what it requires.  We should take care to avoid open-ended

analytical commitments (such as additional generation studies by WECC)

until DOE sets its objectives and better defines its needs.

One other thing:  if we focus the analysis on historical and future

congestion relief only, we may miss the boat when it comes to

designating national interest corridors.  In the West, some prime

candidates for designation may entail long-range, strategic transmission

designed to diversify fuels and bring low cost generation to West Coast

markets, such as Frontier Project, Alberta oil sands, CDEAC-related

renewables, etc.  This kind of long-range expansion is oriented less

toward relieving congestion than toward strategically diversifying fuels

and reducing/stabilizing the West's production costs.   

____________________________

Michael DeWolf

Dir., Strategic Analysis

I strongly agree with the points Mike DeWolf makes. I think system planners 

need to be less timid and  more focused on the long term than in the past. 

USDOE needs to define its goals and think paradigm shift beyond the existing 

grid which was built around hydro and coal generation and has failed to keep 

pace with growth in southwest and northwest load centers. As Mike says, 

historical and future congestion relief may not get us there.

Roger Hamilton

