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Questions/Answers

Contingency Reserves

Please summarize where the benefits were realized; Carrying lower levels than currently; carrying the same level but more efficiently? (Bill Pascoe)  The latter is the case. 

Chuck Durick summarized that the analyses for these two reserves categories were done differently and could benefit from further work.  

Regulating Reserves

Please further explain the NERC CPS1? (Wally Gibson)

The standard is 100%, however, the provider can meet compliance between 0 and 200%; the PNW transmission providers meet this at a level that is higher than 100%.  Mr. McReynolds indicated that machine movement could be reduced (achieve 120%).  Any control area can do this, however, doing this through consolidation is seen as more plausible and doable. 

The current NERC standard is relaxed from what it was before and some groups are thinking that it is relaxed too much.  This standard may be tightened, so it is important to be careful with respect to how much relaxation is adopted.  (Jack Bernhardson)

Redispatch Efficiencies

What explains the huge difference between the 4CCA and the 10 CCA? (Steve Weiss)

Larger area, significantly more distant, much more generators are available.  In addition, the 10 CCA cases were not fully scrubbed – we didn’t have all of the other TOs at the table.  It is probably high, however, it should be at least twice and potentially 3 times the 4 CCA case.  The CAs that are short end up producing significant savings.  We included dynamic schedules where we could.  

The $412 million – the total fuel costs for the 10 CCA case is $990 million and that assumes that hydro is zero cost. 

1-2% if you assume $15/MWh for the 10 CCA case

For the hydro, how much flexibility was allowed?  (Pat Mahar)

The WECC cases reflect typical operations; the disturbance case was to reflect actual conditions.  We don’t know the actual hydro conditions, the WECC cases have min/max operating limitations.  We put in a hydro cost assumption and let the OPF run.  

I spent a lot of time looking at these models and am confident in item #2; PowerWorld is being used far beyond its capabilities by extrapolating from 5-6 hours into 8760 hours.  The paper seems to justify this extrapolation based upon load duration curves. 

The model is causing BPA to buy power during the day and sell such during the HLH.  Linc gave examples of why the modeling is unreasonable. 

The opportunity cost assumptions are incorrect – the costs should reflect tomorrow’s operations.  The winter-light period 

(Linc Wolverton) 

Alan – the purpose of the seminar was to ask clarifying questions.  

Wally – this debate is really useless – I haven’t read the report and I can’t follow Linc’s concerns. 

Paul Kroger – I think we need to defer this to a later time (based upon Linc’s believed savings, power costs 3 cents a MW-hour).  

We need questions/comments in writing.  (Kurt Conger)

Randy Hardy – there was some discussion about doing load following.  Model use always brings about criticism.  The standard should be do we have a tool; is it and is the tool that is 

These vary concerns about not having enough data – we didn’t even quantify the load following benefits which is a $30 - 50 million/year item. 

Kevin O’Meara – substantial benefits are under the assumption that removing transmission constraints will enable further flex of the hydro system.  This may not be doable – we need to look at the rationality test. 

Chuck Durick – I wanted to pick up a point that Rich Bayless made; this seems to capture about a 1-2% of the cost of production and the total dispatch of production.  This level of savings doesn’t seem unreasonable and moving 1% of hydro doesn’t seem to overrun the river system.  The present ability to trade in the energy balance (real-time) is squeezing out value.  The analysis should not so much look at more and more depth and precision – the focus on is should be is this reasonable?

Ed Groce – Isn’t load following included in the regulation analysis?  The reg analysis addressed capacity; the load following will focus on energy.  We have been struggling with how the analysis would be done. 

 Reliability

Wouldn’t the likelihood be that the outage would occur during HLH hours (weekdays).  (Public Power gent in shorts)

The numbers for Cascading outage do not reflect the right number – discuss with Janelle. 

Intrinsic conservatism in these estimates which looks at willingness to pay (Larry Nordell).

Cascading outages are hard to extrapolate; a number of RTOs in place for a number of years may provide information regarding the limiting of outages and duration. K Conger referenced the IEEE article.  The PJM example has added up hundreds of cases where momentary and sustained outages have been mitigated.  Massoud indicated that he tried but didn’t find any specific analysis on that.  There is no common approach to collecting this information; GW could establish more transparent methods. (Kevin O’Meara)

The numbers that Massoud measured reflects customer costs not utility costs. (Ed Groce)  The assumption is that with GW and the system is more reliable, there will be some 

Joe Eto wanted to clarify the purpose of his work.  The study pulled together what was publicly-available.  The study was intended to provide a method for analysis.  These reliability benefits are significant.  Some of the key assumptions go to the deriving of outages attributable to transmission.  This study was intended to wake up regulators.  (Joe Eto)

Both BPA and Pac researched WECC records for the purpose of correlating outages to transmission.  (Rich Bayless)

Pancakes

The low case (Henwood) needs to be revised ($4 million/year).

Is the bottom-line savings, fuel expenses?  Yes in the CCA.  On a regional basis, there are secondary and tertiary impacts. How is this different from redispatch – is this additive or duplicative?  This is additive due to the time frame: pre-schedule vs. real-time.  (Ed Groce)  Reference the timeframe in the paper (TSLG).

Reconfiguration

Construction Deferral

Conservation and Demand-side

Need to correct the low-end number in the report (s/b $3.7 million/year)

Market Innovation

Additional questions:

Bob Kahn: Remind all of us to reflect on the work that has been done.  No one said it was going to be easy and no one said that we had to agree all of the time.  Quality commitment and real collaboration.  Having said all of that, remind ourselves of where we are in terms of developing GW.  The depth and credibility of the work product will be taken on and furthered under the independent DB.  This was good enough…

Bud Krogh – next week the RRG will meet (7/27) where the integrated package will be presented.  That package will be out at the end of the day Friday.

The Colstrip parties have experienced significant curtailments due to problems on the BPA system.  Usually, within the 45 days, can’t make change, however, if you look further out, you may be able to have an impact. (Ed Groce)

Market monitoring is one of the largest concern and yesterday’s presentation didn’t clarify the mechanics of the MM.  The idea is that data would be collected from within, however, the MMU would be reporting to an Independent Board.  (Dwight ____)

Unpredictable Costs

Well if we do this and it is good enough, let’s do it (pay for it) anyhow. 

Uncertain Efficacy of Planning Process

Example of starting in 2005 to develop transmission in 2013; generation started in 2011 and is less expensive; DSM could be put in place in 2012.  The question is what is the decision made in 2005. You can’t plan if market signals are not very good.  The planners will only build transmission 

Larry Nordell – how would Grid West make this worse?  GW doesn’t answer the problem. 

Unaccounted for Costs

Lost revenues and replacement revenues may expand and may be a bigger problem than anticipated. 

The allocation of costs may be a problem.

FERC Engagement

Governance

The salmon issue has not been successful. 

Milton Freedman was talking about parties not getting involved unless there is a focused economic interest. 

Cost Shifts

Uneconomic Real Power Loss

Move power from Roseburg to Eugene would reduce losses.  Linc claims that there will be an underrecovery resulting from losses as a result of participating in the RCS market. 

Short-Term Time Horizon

Probably more of a problem in an LMP system. 

This is probably not a problem for GW.

Conservatism in Operation

This is institutional behavior – institutional bias of transmission.

Market Power

The biggest problem is BPA – dominant player on both sides of so many constraints. 

This is not a GW problem, just a general problem. 

Erosion of Existing Transmission Rights

Maybe not a problem.

Loads Pay

I have a problem when one group has to pay and others make the decisions.

Market Mismanagement

MISO example that goes to the capacity market.

Relationship between RTO market and customers – 

I am trying to temper the enthusiasm for Grid West.

Your arguments should be tied to Grid West – risks should be associated with GW but your list either is a list of issues that we face now or not particular to GW.  Follow-on work should focus on this.  (Larry Nordell)

Is there another industry where some entity other than loads pay?  Linc’s point is how they pay and which load pays?  E.g., taxes.  (Paul Kroger)

Thank you to all – I was looking for a rough idea or structure of the benefits.  All of the risks are legitimate, they are known, have been discussed, and are not novel.  The question is it is worth continuing development.  Our eyes are open in terms of the cost drivers and knowing where to look for the benefits.  (Aleka Scott)

I see that the biggest problem is the transmission-centric focus of GW.  This is not any longer the big, honking, one utility model.  We need to address the timing issue and funding issue of considering more than transmission solutions.  (Steve Weiss)

One item that wasn’t included in benefits is that GW will issue rights. Grid West will be better able to award rights when it allows open seasons.  Finally, we are looking at GW vs. not GW – however, that is not the case.  There is a TIG alternative as well.  To inform this issue, is not doing “nothing” but choose between GW and TIG.  Which of these elements can only be achieved by GW?   (Steve Weiss)

Follow-up on claim that GW will be a transmission-centric organization.  I don’t think that that will be the case.  Today, our systems stumble over standards of conduct, we need something to fix the disconnect.  There is a problem with the incentive of putting plant on the books. Today, there is a lack of transparency, e.g., in the AS markets.  We do a relatively poor job in identifying price transparency. (Chuck Durick)

Benefits of clear prices and DSM being able to bid in.  (Steve Weiss)

Rich: The planning issue, we have seen more wide-spread planning as bringing in other solutions. Doing planning on a more wide-spread basis should be helpful. Pac believes that benefits are realized out of markets.  

The next step for BPA – in the process of writing an analysis of its own.  This will be BPA’s take on the regional benefits.  

Carol

A lot of work needs to be done – both quantitative (10 CCA) and the non-quantified

This is home-grown – we are assessing what is in this for us. 

TIG isn’t Canadian-friendly

Ray Bliven – I want to stress that this is a work-in-progress.  Just as the pricing group didn’t give final answer, much more work needs to be done to get to a benefits assessment.  

Linc – we are interested in the bottom-line benefits.  We may prefer a almost-as-good TIG rather than the Gold Standard Grid West.

Jack Bernhardtson – I don’t come to these meetings but I care for stability.  I come defensively – I am happy to say that for the first time in 10 year – the structure and focus of this proposal has the potential to solve some of the problems that I am concerned about.  I can’t speak to congestion management but the tools that are proposed work with me.  This is all doable stuff.

Alan Davis – I have actively participated in these efforts.  This is orders of magnitude better than what has been done before.  Recall Dick Byers – the purpose of a C/B study is to inform not make the decision.  Is there enough to inform – I think so.  The one suggestion would be some benchmarking – are these reasonable expectations and how do these compare with other systems.  Finally, I can’t not say anything about TIG – bilateral agreements do nothing for us. 

Natalie – I didn’t review the other cost studies – pleased and impressed with the details.  I suggest unquantified and qualitative items – the potential may be able to be quantified.  

Is the study group going to do any distributional analysis?  Steve Wright wants to see something done on state-by-state analysis.  (Janelle)  Pac thinks that more detailed, state-by-state work will need to be done.  (Rich Bayless)

Ray Nelson, TIG is not a closed club.  The agreements are what makes the group closed. PRM is representing the Canadian parties. However, PRM is not in the TIG camp in exclusion to Grid West.  We will look at both and give our wisdom on both.  The GW information, especially on the cost side, was helpful.  The benefits were softer.

Thanks all of the people who have worked on this – the depth and breadth is impressive. I recognize that the quality of work and appreciate your professionalism and candidness.  (Dwight Langer)

Randy Hardy – I want to seek a clarification – with all of the caveats on the benefits and costs:  1.5 ($135 million) : 1 ($85 million) ratio.

Lou Ann Westerfield – I am grateful.  This will be very helpful to the states.  Previous studies have been way too black box. 

