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NAESB BPS REQUEST FOR COMMENTS CONCERNING

DRAFT NAESB TLR BUSINESS PRACTICES

Comments Due June 24, 2005

Ed Davis

Entergy Services, Inc.

The NAESB BPS requested comments on the draft NAESB TLR Business Practices – Due June 24, 2005, in an email dated June 18, 2005. The following are Entergy’s comments to that request.

Q1.      Have all the necessary commercial requirements from NERC TLR policy been transferred to the NAESB TLR Business Practices? 

COMMENT: Please see Entergy’s comments on the attached following pages.
Q2.      Requirement 1.3.1 states the following:
A.  “The Reliability Coordinator shall ensure that Interchange Transactions that have been identified as having been linked with a Regulatory-approved Market-Based congestion management or redispatch procedure are protected from further action which would have been a result of the Interconnection-wide procedure.”

Does this apply to credit for redispatch as stated in the last paragraph of “Determining Credit Redispatch” (located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_tlr022505w1.doc)?  Does the credit give lower priority transmission equal “weight” when it comes to pro-rating additional relief?  For instance, if a schedule using NH2 is allowed to continue to run because of previously redispatched credit and a TLR is eventually called, according to the redispatch credit this NH2 schedule gets treated as if a higher priority transaction.  Is this protected transaction now treated as firm? 

In addition, the BPS has proposed to revise the language of requirement 1.3.1 to more accurately capture the intent.  Below is the revised requirement:

B. “The Reliability Coordinator shall ensure that Interchange Transactions that have been identified as having been linked with a Regulatory approved Market-Based congestion management procedure are protected from further action in accordance with the approved Market-based congestion management procedure.” 
COMMENT: Entergy suggests the second wording (B) be used in the BP standards since the priority of the Interchange Transactions would be assigned by the procedures established by the Regulatory approved Market-based congestion management procedure. Wording (B) changes wording (A) as follows:
“The Reliability Coordinator shall ensure that Interchange Transactions that have been identified as having been linked with a Regulatory-approved Market-Based congestion management procedure are protected from further action in accordance with the Regulatory-approved Market-based congestion management procedure.”
3.      In all of requirements 2.2 and 2.3, point to point transmission service is referenced.  The BPS proposes that the point to point reference be removed to accommodate the treatment of Network Service.
COMMENT: We agree with the BPS changes.
4.      In requirement 3.3.2 the BPS suggests the phrase “consider for Reallocation those Interchange transactions using higher priority” is inappropriate and proposes the substitute phrase “consider for Curtailment those Interchange transactions using lower priority”, along with the addition of the following phrase to the last sentence “to allow higher priority non firm point to point transmission service schedules to start.”  The BPS suggests that this change more accurately states the intent of the requirement.
COMMENT: We agree with the BPS changes.

5.      The BPS revised the definition of Contract Path to the following:

Contract Path - A predetermined transmission service electrical path between contiguous transmission service providers established for scheduling and commercial settlement purposes that represents the continuous flow of electrical energy between the parties to a transaction. A predetermined electrical path established for scheduling and commercial settlement purposes that represents the continuous flow of electrical energy between the parties to a transaction. The contract path does not necessarily represent the path the energy actually will flow.

The definition of Reallocation was revised to the following:

Reallocation – The process used to totally or partially curtail Transactions during TLR Level 3a, 3b or 5a events to allow Transactions using equal or higher priority to be implemented.

Do these revised definitions more accurately reflect the intent of the terms and their usage in the NAESB TLR Business Practices?
COMMENT: We suggest the second sentence be deleted from the Contract Path definition: 
Contract Path - A predetermined transmission service electrical path between contiguous transmission service providers established for scheduling and commercial settlement purposes that represents the continuous flow of electrical energy between the parties to a transaction. 
We agree with the definition of Reallocation.
6.      The following requirement (1.6), developed by the NERC/NAESB TLR Subcommittee to replace NERC Policy 9 section 1.9.2 (giving the NERC Market Committee the ability to review TLRs), was added to the NAESB TLR Business Practices:

“Reviews may be conducted in coordination with NERC, ISO, RTO of certain TLR events based on the size and number of Interchange Transactions that are affected, the frequency that the TLR Procedure is called for a particular Constrained Facility, or other factors.”

Is the addition of this requirement appropriate and if so, which NAESB organization would perform the reviews in conjunction with NERC?

COMMENT: Requirement 1.6 contains the statement that “Reviews may be conducted in coordination with NERC, ISO, RTO of certain TLR events based on … “. We suggest the “reviews” referenced here be directed to the established NERC TLR review process. We also suggest the deletion of the terms “ISO, RTO” in this requirement. Therefore this requirement would read:

NERC procedures specify reviews of certain TLR events based on the size and number of Interchange Transactions that are affected, the frequency that the TLR Procedure is called for a particular Constrained Facility, or other factors
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Q1.      Have all the necessary commercial requirements from NERC TLR policy been transferred to the NAESB TLR Business Practices? 

ENTERGY COMMENTS: We have several general comments and several specific comments as follows:
GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Please define “Interconnection-wide Procedure” and “Local Procedure”.
2. IRO-006 and its predecessor Policy 9 contained requirements for the “reloading process” of transactions that had been held or curtailed when the TLR Level has been returned to TLR Level 0. Please add those reloading requirements into this draft standard.
3. This procedure does not seem to address the curtailment priority of transactions “off” the contract path when the transmission service on the Sink BA is “NITS from sources not designated as network resources” (NN), not “NITS from designated network resources” (FN). NERC had an interpretation of the TLR process to address these conditions. Please add the interpretation of these services and their priority to these draft standards.
4. Roger Harszy (Chair of the NERC Operating Reliability Subcommittee) submitted the Interchange Distribution Calculator (IDC) Reference Document to the NERC SAC as part of a SAR to develop the NERC TLR Process V1. That IDC Reference Document should not be a stand alone reference document, but should be part of this NAESB standard since it contains significant business practice requirements. We suggest the IDC Reference Document be made part of this NAESB standard.
5. Section 3.11 Parallel Flow Calculation Procedure for Reallocating or Curtailing Firm Transmission Service has many requirements that can not be verified against the existing standard IRO-006. These NAESB standards should not be advanced until those requirements are discussed, verified, and approved.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

6. Requirement 1.1 is a general requirement that one follows “procedures” but does not indicate procedures for what. Please add a statement indicating what procedures, similar to the following:

Use of Interconnection-wide procedures. All Reliability Coordinators shall be obligated to follow the transmission loading relief curtailment procedures associated with the appropriate Interconnection-wide procedure for their interconnection.


7. Requirement 1.3.1 states that transactions “linked with a Regulatory-approved Market-Based congestion management or redispatch procedure are protected from further action which would have been a result of the Interconnection-wide procedure.” We think this statement is too open ended. We wonder if non-firm transmission service that has been linked to a redispatch procedure on one transmission provider’s system would be exempt from curtailment by a second, parallel-path transmission provider with this wording of “would have been a result of the Interconnection-wide procedure”? We think the linked protection is for transmission service on the transmission provider’s system that granted the service, not unlimited protection from all TLRs on the whole Eastern Interconnection. Therefore we suggest the following wording change to make the indicated linkage to the regulatory approved rules:
“The Reliability Coordinator shall ensure that Interchange Transactions that have been identified as having been linked with a Regulatory-approved Market-Based congestion management procedure are protected from further action in accordance with the Regulatory-approved Market-based congestion management procedure.”
8. Requirement 1.6 contains the statement that “Reviews may be conducted in coordination with NERC, ISO, RTO of certain TLR events based on … “. We suggest the “reviews” referenced here be directed to the established NERC TLR review process. We also suggest the deletion of the terms “ISO, RTO” in this requirement. Therefore this requirement would read:
NERC procedures specify reviews of certain TLR events based on the size and number of Interchange Transactions that are affected, the frequency that the TLR Procedure is called for a particular Constrained Facility, or other factors
9. Requirement 3.1 concerns the notification of “all” RCs that a TLR has been called and it should state that all the RCs should ensure that transactions are posted to the IDC. Please modify the draft to make it conform to IRO-006 section 2.1.2 as follows:

When a Reliability Coordinator has initiated an TLR Level 1 (Notify all Reliability Coordinators of potential SOL or IROL Violations), the Reliability Coordinator shall take no action against any Interchange Transaction. All affected Reliabiility Coordinators shall check to ensure that Interchange Transactions are posted in the IDC.
10. Please change “log” in 3.2.1.2 to “NERC TLR Log”.

11. Please delete the note in 3.2.5 as follows:

The Reliability Coordinator shall allow all Dynamic Schedules, including adjustments made pursuant to NERC Standard INT-004 R5 using Firm transmission service to continue as normal.  
12. Requirement 3.3.4 contains an incorrect reference to “the top of the hour”. Please revise this requirement as follows:
The Reliability Coordinator shall consider for Reallocation Interchange Transactions that have met the NERC Approved Tag Submission Deadline at the start of the following hour.

13. Requirement 3.6.1.3 wording should be rearranged as follows to ensure proper interpretation:

The Reliability Coordinator shall curtail or reallocate on a pro-rata basis (based on the MW level of the MW total to all such Interchange Transactions) Interchange Transactions and ask for relief from the Transmission Provider’s Network Integration Transmission Service and Native Load as identified in requirement 3.6.1.2 to allow the start of additional Interchange Transactions utilizing Firm Transmission Service providing those transactions were submitted in accordance to the NERC Approved Tag Submission Deadline for Reallocation during TLR Level 5a.

14. Requirement 3.7.1.3 should have the word “firm” inserted to ensure conformance with IRO-006:
The Reliability Coordinator shall curtail Firm Interchange Transactions and shall ask for relief from the Transmission Provider’s Network  …….  

15. Requirement 3.8 should have “work together” replaced by “comply with” as follows:

When a Reliability Coordinator initiates a TLR Level 6 (Emergency Conditions), all parties shall comply with the Reliability Coordinator(s) to return the system to a safe and stable condition.

16. Please add a new requirement that introduces the requirement to reload transactions when the system has returned to TLR Level 0 and transactions that have been curtailed or held should be reloaded, as contained in IRO-006 section 2.9.1. The following is a suggestion for that new requirement:
3.9.1 The Reliability Coordinator shall reestablish Interchange Transactions at its discretion. Those with the highest transmission priorities shall be reestablished first if possible.

17. Please delete Requirement “4. Market-Based Congestion Management Solutions, 4.1 Reserved for OWL and/or Market Redispatch”. There is no need to reserve space in these standards. Sections will be added when new requirements are approved.
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