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NERC/NAESB TLR Subcommittee
February 2-3, 2005
Final Minutes

1.
Welcome & Administration
Mr. Desselle welcomed the participants to the meeting and introductions were made.  Ms. Kirby gave the anti-trust.  Mr. Desselle suggested that items agenda item #3 “Review of NERC White Paper on IDC Granularity” should come after item #4 “Presentation on PJM Market Flow Calculation and TLR Credit” in the agenda.  The modified agenda was adopted by consensus.  

Mr. Kezele stated that the acronym ORS represented the term “Operating Reliability Subcommittee.”  The modification was made to the December 9-10, 2004 draft minutes.  Mr. Kezele made a motion to adopt the revised draft minutes, and Mr. Dison seconded the motion.  The revised draft minutes were adopted absent objection.   
 
2.
Review and Discuss Division of TLR
Mr. Dison explained that he and Mr. Kezele had used the principles in “Proposed Strawman Definitions of Reliability Requirements v. Business Practices” (located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps120904a1.doc) to complete the first divided mark-up of TLR.  That document, “TLR Version 1 Markup”, is located on the NAESB website at  http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps020205w1.doc (hereafter referred to as “Markup 1”).  

Mr. Dison explained that business practices were highlighted in blue and the reliability standards were highlighted in yellow.  He added that notes were highlighted in purple.  
Section 1

The group discussed requirement 1.2 of TLR.  Mr. Wong stated that requirement 1.2 was a business practice because it was an allocation of a mitigation effort.  Mr. Dison stated that the argument could be made that the requirement was reliability, because it grants the Reliability Coordinator the right to use TLR to alleviate reliability conditions.  Mr. Cox stated that NAESB did not make statements in its business practices that compel NERC or reliability entities to act.   The group decided to flag the requirement for further discussion.  Later in the meeting, the requirement was highlighted blue for a business practice and noted that the requirement would be reworded to reflect an applicability statement.  Please note that revisions made in the meeting to the “TLR Version 1 Markup” can be viewed in “Revised TLR Markup – 2/2/05” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps020205a1.doc, hereafter referred to as “Revised Markup”.  

The group discussed requirement 1.4, originally marked as a business practice.  After further discussion, the requirement was marked as a reliability standard.  Requirement 1.4.3.1 was deleted and the group noted the development of a business practice that identifies the commercial simultaneous notification to all.  Mr. Dison explained that the contents of requirement 1.5.1 were included in NERC standard IRO-006.  He added that the last sentence of 1.5.1 should remain a reliability standard and the requirement should be noted that the group recommended NERC modification of IRO-006 to recognize commercial content.  The group discussed whether a Standards Authorization Request (SAR) at NERC was necessary for these revisions.  Mr. Dison stated that a SAR would be needed for the reliability standards of TLR at NERC, because currently TLR was an attachment to IRO-006.  Mr. Desselle stated that further discussion on this matter was needed with Mr. Cauley of NERC.  

Mr. Rodriquez commented that requirement 1.6.5 should be reworded for the term curtailment to reflect a more appropriate use of language.  Mr. Dison noted that all requirements would be reviewed for this purpose.  Also, a note was attached to requirement 1.6.5 regarding the linkage with the IDC.  Mr. Dison noted that requirement 1.8 reflected both business practices and reliability standards.  Mr. Kezele noted that the requirement states that the Reliability Coordinator shall complete the TLR procedure log.  Mr. Dison added that access to the logs by the public for evaluation was a business practice aspect of the requirement.  The requirement was highlighted green for containing both reliability and business practice aspects.  A note was attached to the requirement that reliability requires the log and business practice requires access to the log.  

Requirement 1.9.2 was marked blue for business practice and noted that the requirement would be reworded to replace the term “Market Committee.” For disposition of other requirements in section1, please see “Revised Markup.”
Section 2  
Mr. Dison explained that section 2 of TLR contained the definitions of different levels of TLR.  He explained that the division of this section was based on NERC defining levels of emergency and NAESB defining TLR levels consistent with those levels of emergency.  Mr. Kezele stated that requirement 2.1.2 should be deleted because the contents were already contained in requirement 1.4.1.  The note boxes beside requirement 2.3 and requirement 2.2 were highlighted blue to be developed as a business practices.  The last portion of requirement 2.5.2 dealing with submittals to the IDC by 25 minutes past the hour was marked as reliability.  The rest of requirement 2.5.2 was marked business practice with a note attached that both portions needed rewording.  
A note was attached to requirement 2.6.2.4 that it should be reworded to reflect an allocation of resources requirement in a business practice.  Mr. Dison noted that a business practice may be needed to define how costs are recovered in requirement 2.7.2.  For disposition of other requirements in section 2, please see “Revised Markup.”

Section 3
Mr. Dison noted that requirement 3.1.2 should reference requirement 4 to specify the process used.  Requirements 3.2 and 3.3 were deleted due to their content being duplicative of requirements already contained in TLR.  For disposition of other requirements in section 3, please see “Revised Markup.”

Section 4
Mr. Dison explained that most of section 4 was marked business practice because it dealt with defining priority of transmission service.  Section 4 was agreed upon as entirely business practice.

Section 5
The group designated requirement 5 as entirely business practice.  A note was attached to requirement 5.1 that the inclusion of the NERC reference document per generator method should be considered.  Another note was added to requirement 5.2 that specifics of the NERC parallel flow calculation procedure reference document may need to be extracted and included in this section to eliminate the need of the reference document.
Section 6

Mr. Dison explained that most of section 6 was business practice.  A note was attached to the section under requirement 6.1.8 that the section was editorial in nature.  Mr. Rodriguez added that editorial portions of the requirements were beneficial for explanatory purposes.  Due to the inclusion of some reliability language, a note box was added to requirement 6.2 stating that some sections may be considered reliability and rewording may be needed.  After discussion, the group noted the entire requirement 6.2.5 seemed to include more IDC reference issues.  The group noted that requirement 6.2.5 may need to be moved to appendix E of TLR or considered reliability, but further review for BP implications was needed.  Mr. Desselle stated that this group would identify maintenance items related to the IDC and notify the appropriate entity at NERC.

Section 7

Mr. Dison stated that section 7 had been marked both reliability and business practice in Markup 1.  After discussion, the entire section was highlighted blue for business practice.  A note was added to requirement 7.1 that the requirements 7.1-7.8 may need rewording or could possibly be deleted from TLR because of duplication.  Because of the IDC issues contained in requirements 7.9 and 7.10, a note was attached to identify and rewrite the appropriate business practice for both requirements and IDC specifics would be moved to appendix E of TLR.  
Appendix A
After discussion, the group designated appendix A, with a note attached that rewording may be necessary.

Appendix B
The group noted that appendix B was a reference to a business practice.

Appendix C
Appendix C was deleted from TLR.  

Appendix D
After discussion, appendix D was designated business practice.

Appendix E

Mr. Rodriquez commented that appendix E appeared to be IDC documentation.  The group discussed keeping the text as an appendix that both and NERC and NAESB would reference.  Mr. Dison stated that the text was an implementation guide.  Mr. Rodriquez asked that the text beginning at the second sentence of point 2 under “IDC Calculations and Reporting” and the table directly under be flagged for development as a business practice.  A note was attached to appendix E and states that it should be developed into a stand alone NERC IDC Implementation Guide for review and discussion.  

Appendix F
Appendix F was marked blue for business practice with a note for rewording because of IDC timing issues included.

Appendix G
Appendix G was marked blue for business practice with a note for rewording because of IDC timing issues.

Action Items
Mr. Dison will lead the NAESB effort for development of the business practices in TLR.  Mr. Rodriquez and Mr. Koza will lead the NERC effort for development of the reliability requirements.  Mr. Kezele will discuss and review the development of appendix E as an IDC implementation guide with the Operating Reliability Subcommittee (ORS) at the next ORS meeting.  
The group discussed the process of going forward with standards development, in light of the TLR division made at the meeting.  Mr. Desselle stated that a discussion with Mr. Cauley of NERC, not present at the meeting, regarding the NERC process of developing the reliability TLR requirements was necessary.  The group discussed reviewing the decisions made at this meeting with the NERC ORS.   

3. 
Presentation on PJM Market Flow Calculation and TLR Credit

Mr. Rodriguez gave the presentation entitled “Presentation by A. Rodriguez, P.J.M. Interconnection, L.L.C.” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps020205w2.ppt.  The presentation reviewed the PJM congestion management process implemented in May 2004.  MISO will implement the process in March 2005.  After the presentation, Mr. Rodriguez explained that NERC Operating Committee (OC) had asked the TLR Subcommittee to assist in the determination of credit due PJM in light of their congestion management process.  The group discussed resolving the issue by coming to a resolution that real time re-dispatch should receive credit.  Mr. Rodriguez stated that more investigation was also needed on how to determine credit for day ahead re-dispatch.  

The group discussed the necessity of written documentation on how PJM implemented the congestions management process.  Mr. Dison made the following motion: PJM will provide the TLR Subcommittee with written documentation on how the congestion management process is implemented and after review the TLR Subcommittee will make a recommendation to the OC and MC on whether the process is an appropriate representation of policy.  In addition, a request for standards development will be submitted to NAESB to modify the procedure and conditions on how re-dispatches are applied to all market participants.  Mr. Lawson seconded the motion.  Mr. Dison explained that the first part of the motion was to assist NERC in determining credit due PJM for real time re-dispatch in expeditious manner.  He added that the second part of the motion was to standardize the process as it applies to all re-dispatch situations.

The group discussed whether examples were needed on how PJM proceeds under the PJM congestion management process.  In addition, PJM will show how it is in compliance with NERC Policy 9 F 3.3, NERC Appendix 9C1 (introduction section), NERC Appendix 9C1 A 6.5, NERC Appendix 9C1 E, and TLR Version 0 requirement 1.6.5.  

The motion passed by consensus.  The meeting recessed for the day.   

4.
Review of NERC White Paper on IDC Granularity
The group reviewed Option 3 of the NERC IDC Granularity Task (IDCGTF) Force White Paper on the Future of Congestion Management, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps120904a3.doc.  Ms. Pierce described the three different options included in the White Paper.  She explained that brief summaries of these options and a recommendation on how to proceed by the IDCGTF are located in the executive summary portion of the paper, pages 1-2.  Ms. Pierce explained that it was the recommendation of the IDCGTF that Option 1 be implemented immediately.  She added that no assistance by the TLR Subcommittee was necessary for Option 1.  Mr. Pierce stated that Option 3 was the preferred long-term strategy for the IDC.  Ms. Pierce stated that determinations of what entities are responsible for relief and what entities perform relief were central to the strategy of Option 3.  Mr. Cox stated that the issues surrounding Option 3 were similar to those currently under discussion by the NAESB Inadvertent Interchange Payback Task Force (IIPTF).  Mr. Shanahan stated that page 3 of the White Paper enumerates six different problem issues that Option 3 would address.     
Mr. Kezele suggested the group utilize a project plan worksheet when discussing and determining these issues.  Mr. Kezele explained that if a worksheet were completed, it would serve as the business case for Option 3.  Mr. Desselle stated that the worksheet would be posted for different participants to provide feedback on for the TLR subcommittee.  (The worksheet “Project Plan Template” is posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps020205a2.doc.)  He added that the feedback would be reviewed and collated by the subcommittee.  Mr. Kezele stated that it had not been conclusively decided that NERC would go forward with Option 3.  Mr. Shanahan stated that NERC would not proceed without a business case.  
Ms. Pierce added that the goal of a business case for Option 3 was fall of 2005.  The group discussed the difficulty of including a cost benefit analysis in the business case for Option 3.  The group discussed the timeline for business cases deadlines.  Mr. Desselle stated that business cases without cost benefit analysis would be reviewed by the subcommittee at an early spring meeting.  The group discussed the process of including a cost benefit analysis for Option 3.  Ms. Pierce stated that a proof of concept would provide such information if a vendor with capabilities would test the Option 3 strategy.      


5.
Next Steps/Other Business

A February 18th conference call was scheduled to further discuss the PJM Congestion Management Process.  Meetings were scheduled for March 30-31 and April 28-29 to discuss the development of TLR Version 1 requirements.  A conference call was scheduled for April 11th to discuss Option 3 of the NERC IDCGTF White Paper.  
  
6.
Adjourn
Mr. Busbin made a motion to adjourn and Mr. Cox seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 10:15 a.m. Central on February 3rd, 2005 by consensus.

7.
Attendance

	Name:
	
	Organization:
	In Person/via Phone
	Days Attended

	Balu
	Neal
	WPSR
	In Person
	Feb 2 & 3

	Braun
	Gary
	ComEd
	In Person
	Feb 2 & 3

	Busbin
	Jim
	Southern Co
	In Person
	Feb 2 & 3

	Carter
	Roman
	Southern Co
	via Phone
	Feb 2

	Cox
	Phil
	AEP
	In Person
	Feb 2 & 3

	Crockett
	Valerie
	TVA
	In Person
	Feb 2

	Davis 
	Ed
	Entergy
	via Phone
	Feb 2

	Desselle
	Michael
	AEP
	In Person
	Feb 2 & 3

	Dison
	Joel
	Southern Co
	In Person
	Feb 2 & 3

	Green
	Barry
	OPG
	In Person
	Feb 2

	Hoerauf
	Roy
	HCI
	In Person
	Feb 2 & 3

	Kezele
	Larry
	NERC
	In Person
	Feb 2 & 3

	Kirby
	DeDe
	NAESB
	In Person
	Feb 2 & 3

	Klempel
	Dan
	BEPC
	In Person
	Feb 2 & 3

	Koza
	Frank
	PJM
	In Person
	Feb 2 & 3

	Lawson
	Barry
	NRECA
	via Phone
	Feb 2

	Pierce
	Julie
	MISO
	via Phone
	Feb 2& 3

	Prejean
	Ryan
	Entergy
	In Person
	Feb 2 & 3

	Rager
	Denise
	NAESB
	In Person
	Feb 2 & 3

	Rhodes
	Robert
	SPP
	In Person
	Feb 2

	Rodriguez
	Andy
	PJM
	In Person
	Feb 2 & 3

	Saini
	Narinder
	Entergy
	In Person
	Feb 2 & 3

	Shanahan
	Patrick
	American Transmission Co.
	via Phone
	Feb 2 & 3

	Wong
	Hamish
	Wisconsin Public Services Resources
	via Phone
	Feb 2

	York
	Kathy
	TVA
	In Person
	Feb 2
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