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 re: TESTIMONY OF ROBERT BLOHM


New Haven replies to the submissions of VELCO, the DPS and ISO-NE on Mr. Blohm’s completed testimony.

1. VELCO’s and ISO-NE’s Briefs on Mr. Blohm’s Testimony

VELCO’s Reply Brief Part VI, page 50, relies upon the the May 2004, NERC Audit Report, pertaining to NEPOOL’s contingency planning.   VELCO argues that Mr. Blohm’s failure to mention this report shows he is not credible.  VELCO quotes one sentence of the report out of context, apparently unaware that the same page of the report, and other pages,
 actually corroborate Mr. Blohm’s testimony and are impossible to reconcile with the testimony of VELCO’s Planning Panel.

This is the key paragraph of the executive summary of the Audit report, on page 7 (underlining added):

System wide operating reserves are carried to respect the NPCC criteria of 100% of the most severe, first contingency loss as 10-minute reserve and a further 50% of the next contingency loss as 30-minute reserve. ISO-NE operates the power system to the N-1 contingency level with operating limits and commits and dispatches locational reserves to respect the post contingency levels. To ensure the system can be re-dispatched in accordance with NERC Policy 2, ISO-NE studies the N-2 contingencies and

operates the system to limits that ensure reserves and transfer limits can be re-established within limits for the second contingencies within 30 minutes.

The Audit Report concludes that ISO-NE  “operates the power system to the N-1 contingency level.”  That is single contingency, not double
.   However, ISO-NE “studies” the double-contingency possibilities and operates the system so that reserves and limits can be re-established within 30 minutes for second contingencies.  Second contingencies are those which can be responded to within 30 minutes.  In fact, the report says this explicitly on page 14.  It says that second-contingency planning involves “resources that can respond within 30 minutes, to prepare for the worst second contingency.”  This is essentially the same standard as the NPCC standard cited in New Haven’s 12/17/04 Reply Brief, at page 4. These standards are found in NPCC Document A-2,  Planning Panel Exhibit 10.  At page 9, section 6.3 states:

6.3 Post Contingency Operation

Immediately after the occurrence of a contingency, the status of the bulk

power system must be assessed and transfer levels must be adjusted, if

necessary, to prepare for the next contingency. If the readjustment of

generation, including the use of operating reserve, phase angle regulator

control and HVdc control, is not adequate to restore the system to a

secure state, then other measures such as voltage reduction and shedding

of firm load may be required. System adjustments shall be completed as

quickly as possible, but in all cases within 30 minutes after the

occurrence of the contingency.

Once the outage exceeds 30 minutes, it can no longer be considered part of “post-contingency” operation.  Contingency response must be completed within 30 minutes. 


A day-long or summer-long outage of Highgate cannot be a first or second contingency after the first 30 minutes of outage.  Mr. Blohm was correct. While it is prudent to study extended duration contingencies such as longterm outages of Highgate  -- and the NERC, NPCC and NEPOOL standards all call for studies of how to respond to extreme contingencies such as this, as discussed in New Haven’s Reply Brief -- the NPCC and NEPOOL/ISO-NE double-contingency standards do not address this problem.   It is incorrect to justify the NRP on the grounds that a longterm outage at Highgate, or of the PV20 line, or any other transmission facility, may place Vermont in violation of the double-contingency standard.


In sum, in the Audit Report NERC commends ISO-NE and NEPOOL for operating the system to the second-contingency standard but NERC, ISO-NE and NEPOOL define that standard in a meaningful and useful way that does not bundle economic planning with sudden-response reliability.  Second-contingency resources are those “resources that can respond within 30 minutes, to prepare for the worst second contingency.”  That is the basic point Mr. Blohm has been seeking to explain.  The NRP is not designed to meet a second-contingency standard as NERC and NPCC and NEPOOL use that term. 


It is critical to note that ISO-NE has not performed its own critical load flow analysis to justify the NRP.  ISO-NE relied on VELCO’s analysis --  that is, the analysis which treated longterm outages as contingencies and concluded that Vermont has a double contingency problem. ISO-NE’s Blohm brief, like ISO-NE’s RTEP, relies on VELCO’s critical load study, not any study it performed itself.  See 12/1704 Supplemental Brief  Regarding  Blohm Testimony p.4.

  
It is also important to note that the definition of reliability is so broad, within the RTEP process, that the State of Vermont and the State of Maine are on record as arguing that it fails to address real issues of reliability.   Some of the same upgrades that ISO-NE now treats as “reliability” upgrades, according to FERC’s 12/2/04 December 2, 2004, In re NEPOOL and ISO-NE, 109 FERC ¶ 61, 252, until recently were not treated by ISO-NE as reliability upgrades.  They were “economic.”: 

30. Central Maine and Vermont Commission state that NEPOOL and ISO-NE have attempted to evade a cost-benefit analysis of their proposed economic upgrades by simply reclassifying all of them as reliability projects. Central Maine and Vermont Commission claim that the Commission has permitted a use of the definition of "reliability project" that is so broad as to encompass nearly all future transmission upgrades in New England, thus eliminating even the need to apply the " net benefits" test. Central Maine argues that the Commission failed to address evidence showing that the projects listed in ISO-NE's RTEP for 2003 were not reliability projects, and that the Commission's withdrawal from its earlier statements as to the necessity of distinguishing between economic and reliability upgrades and the necessity of determining who benefits from an upgrade so as to properly allocate costs is inconsistent with a recent order regarding cost allocation in NYISO.

31. Maine Commission further states that it has shown that the beneficiaries of particular projects are, in fact, identifiable through the RTEP process and state siting proceedings, and the Commission has failed to engage in reasoned decisionmaking by ignoring the availability of this evidence. Central Maine claims that the projects identified through the RTEP process in 2002 and 2003 include a number of projects that would increase transfer capability out of Maine, that these are economic rather than reliability projects, and that NEPOOL and ISO-NE have refused to acknowledge evidence to this effect and reclassified these projects as necessary for reliability solely out of expediency. Central Maine also asserts that NEPOOL and ISO-NE  have not pointed to any specific changes in the bulk power system, other than fuel price volatility, that would require the reclassification of economic projects as reliability projects.

32. More broadly, Maine Commission, Central Maine and Vermont Commission state that the Commission erred in accepting a regulatory scheme whereby market participants cannot challenge ISO-NE's determinations as to cost allocation unless they file complaints with the Commission. Central Maine states that this shifts the burden of proof of demonstrating that a project's cost allocation is reasonable from the project sponsors to ratepayers. Central Maine alleges that this shift will lead to the "gold-plating" of projects, since parties opposing particular aspects of a project will have limited opportunities to challenge those costs and limited access to information.

ISO-NE’s and NEPOOL’s response to these assertions was not to deny their truthfulness.  They admitted this had happened,  but argued that Maine and Vermont could complain about it later by filing a complaint with FERC on an upgrade-by-upgrade basis. See, e.g., ¶ 33 (“As to the question of whether the RTEP02 and RTEP03 upgrades were properly reclassified as reliability rather than economic upgrades, despite in some cases having initially been designated otherwise by their sponsors, NEPOOL and ISO-NE state that ‘the change in categorization reflects the dynamic nature of planning and the evolving needs of the system..’”)  FERC agreed with ISO-NE and NEPOOL, finding that any impropriety may be raised later by complaint to FERC.  See fn. 33. 


Thus, the entire justification for the NRP as required to meet double-contingency standards cannot be accepted.   VELCO’s planners used a definition of contingency that NERC, NPCC, ISO-NE and NEPOOL do not accept, and that FERC has not used (as noted in New Haven’s Reply Brief, page 5).  ISO-NE’s RTEP process did not justify PTF treatment based on any double-contingency analysis that it had performed.  If the Vermont Public Service Board approves the NRP, or any part of the NRP, on the basis that it is needed to bring Vermont into compliance with the double-contingency standard, the Board necessarily will be finding that a long-term outage is a first or second contingency.  That decision, if rendered, will be the first such published decision in the United States.



ISO-NE focuses its brief on Mr. Blohm’s reliance on single-contingency analysis.  ISO-NE argues that the double-contingency standard is more appropriate.  The Board should bear in mind that Mr. Blohm’s testimony was that if the Board wants to compare the reliability needs of Vermont with the standards met elsewhere, it would  be best to compare apples to apples and use the N-1 standard.  ISO-NE agrees that other regions use single-contingency.  The Board should also bear in mind that Mr. Blohm’s fundamental point is not that single or double contingency is better than the other, but that reliability analysis needs to be based on reliability concerns rather than economic planning.


ISO-NE also appears to agree with Mr. Blohm that TRM in fact will govern the allocation of transmission capacity when companies outside New England seek to use the new 115 kv or 345 kv facilities.  See ISO-NE Supplemental Brief fn. 1.  ISO-NE does not dispute that Hydro-Quebec or any other non-New England entity could purchase all of the new capacity beyond TRM.


2. The DPS Brief on Mr. Blohm’s Testimony

The DPS brief challenges Mr. Blohm’s expertise.  It fails to explain why the Board should disagree with the position of the NPCC, NEPOOL and NERC that a contingency, whether first or second, cannot be days or weeks in duration if it is to be covered by the N-2 standard.  


The DPS brief is silent on the consistency of Mr. Blohm’s testimony with the position taken by the DPS itself before FERC, as reported in FERC’s December 2, 2004 decision.  


3. Conclusion



The Briefs of VELCO, ISO-NE and DPS focus on whether this Board should adopt a single or a double-contingency standard.   The Briefs do not address what constitutes a contingency.  NPCC standards state that once 30 minutes have elapsed, the  system operator is no longer within contingency operation.  Even according to the Audit Report which VELCO asks the Board to rely upon to impeach Mr. Blohm’s testimony,  ISO-NE and NEPOOL cease treating an outage or other event as a second contingency at the end of the 30th minute.  The conclusion is inescapable that if the Vermont Public Service Board approves the NRP, or any part of the NRP, on the basis that it is needed to bring Vermont into compliance with the double-contingency standard, the Board necessarily will be finding that a long-term outage is a first or second contingency, since that is the assumption in the Planning Panel’s studies.  That decision, if rendered, would be the first in the nation.    


The Board should, therefore, recognize that the evidence does not leave Vermont with the choice between complying with or violating NEPOOL or ISO-NE policies, whatever the “legal’ effect of those policies.  Instead, the Board is free to address the more important question that Board members have asked various witnesses.  What are Vermont’s real reliability needs and how can they be met?  These are summarized in CLF’s Reply Brief, to which New Haven again refers the Board. 


Date: 12/122/04




















James A. Dumont, Esq.








for the Town of New Haven

� The same point may be found at pages 14 and 29 of the Audit report.


�  Planning Standards, the subject of Mr. Blohm’s testimony, are not the same as Operating Standards, and the NERC Audit Report was commending NEPOOL for adherence to N-2 Operating Standards, not N-2 Planning Standards.  However, Planning and Operating Standards necessarily share the same meaning of “contingency.”   Otherwise the two sets of standards would be incompatible. 
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