TVA Comments on NAESB TLR BP:
Item 1:

Section 3.4.2 and 3.4.3: 

These sections need clarification to match IRO-006 section 7.4.  We propose one of the following in order of preference:  
Changing 3.4.3 to add the phrase “in the current hour or” after SOL or IROL.  This would handle our concerns with 7.4.

Proposed language for 3.4.3….To continue mitigation of the SOL or IROL in the current hour or for the beginning of the next hour, the Reliability Coordinator shall curtail additional Interchange Transactions using Non-Firm Transmission Service to provide transmission capacity for Interchange Transactions using Firm Transmission Service or Interchange Transactions using higher priority Non-Firm Transmission Service utilizing the a procedures as specified in Requirement 3.3.

OR second choice….

Proposed language for 3.4.2 …. To mitigate a SOL or IROL in the current hour, the Reliability Coordinator shall curtail Interchange Transactions using Non-Firm Transmission Service that are at or above the Curtailment Threshold as defined in section 3.10 to allow Interchange Transactions using Firm Transmission Service that are scheduled to start through the use of the Interchange Transactions Priorities for use with Interconnection-wide Procedures.  
Item 2:
In addition, the holding procedures for Non-firm (first sentence in IRO-006 2.4.2) have been left out of the NAESB BP.  Unless the group can identify where this language is located in the Business Practice, we propose adding the following sentence from IRO-006 before Requirement 3.4.1:
The Reliability Coordinator shall hold all new Interchange Transactions using Non-Firm Transmission Service that are at or above the Curtailment Threshold during the period of the SOL or IROL Violation. 

Item 3:
The version of NERC IRO-006 SAR that is out for comment shows the references to the NAESB Business Practices.  In our original separation meetings, we decided that sections 7.5 and 7.6 from the original IRO-006 be included in the NERC document.  We cannot locate these sections in the document that’s out for review.  Instead, there is a reference in the NERC document that states that these standards are covered in the NAESB Business Practice.  We cannot locate this language in the BP either.  The original separation called for NAESB to include only the language found in section 7.4 in the business practice standard.  We believe that perhaps all three sections (7.4, 7.5, and 7.6) should stay together.  Was there a particular reason that only 7.4 was selected to be included in the NAESB BP?  If not, do we need to add the information found in 7.5 and 7.6 into the NAESB BP?  That language reads:
IRO-006 Section 7.5:  The Reliability Coordinator shall not allow existing Interchange Transactions using Non-firm Point-to-Point Transmission Service that are not curtailed to increase (they may flow at the same or reduced level).
IRO-006 Section 7.6:  The Reliability Coordinator shall not reallocate Interchange Transactions using Non-firm Point-to-Point Transmission Service during a TLR 3b.

Item 4:
IRO-006 Section 3.3.1.1 which was assigned to NAESB doesn’t appear in total in the NAESB BP Section 3.6.  We would like to add the following clarification to more closely match the language in IRO-006 which reads:
IRO-006 Section 3.3.1.1:  TLR Level 5a:  Enable additional Interchange Transactions Using Firm Point-to-Point Transmission Service to be implemented after all Interchange Transactions using Non-firm Point-to-Point Service have been curtailed, or ….. (continues in section 3.3.1.2)

The Current BP language for 3.6 reads:  When a Reliability Coordinator has initiated a TLR Level 5a (Reallocation of Transmission Service by curtailing Interchange Transactions using Firm Transmission Service on a pro rata basis to allow additional Interchange Transactions using Firm Transmission Service), the Reliability Coordinator shall take the following actions:

We propose adding the following requirement before the existing 3.6, because the RC can start a TLR event at any level that is needed to mitigate the problem.  We believe that our current BP language makes the assumption that each level builds upon the other.  We believe that the language for each level should include all steps.
New Section language:  When a Reliability Coordinator has initiated a TLR Level 5a, the RC shall allow additional Interchange Transactions using Firm Transmission Service to be implemented after all Interchange Transactions using Non-Firm Transmission Service have been curtailed.
We also propose the following modification to the language in section 3.6:

The Reliability Coordinator shall reallocate Transmission Service by curtailing on a pro rata basis Interchange Transactions using Firm Transmission Service to allow additional Interchange Transactions using Firm Transmission Service to start on a pro rata basis.

Item 5:
We believe the language found in the NAESB BP section 3.11 does not put firm point-to-point transmission service on the same footing as Network Integrated and Native Load Services for calculating parallel flows.

The language in IRO-006 Section 5.1.1 indicates that all three levels of service should be included in the calculation.  The language reads:

IRO-006 Section 5.1.1:  The Reliability Coordinator initiating a curtailment shall identify for curtailment all firm transmission services (i.e. PTP, NI, and service to NL) that contribute to the flow on any Constrained Facility by an amount greater than or equal to the Curtailment Threshold on a pro rata basis.

We propose that the language listed above from IRO-006 section 5.1.1 be added as the first requirement in NAESB BP section 3.11 and then pick up with the steps identified in sections 3.11.1 – 3.11.2.  
Item 6:
Along the same issues described in Item 5, we would like clarification if the group thinks that NAESB BP sections 3.11.2.2 and 3.11.2.3 properly reflects that language found in IRO-006 Section 5.2 which reads:
IRO-006 Section 5.2 Calculation Method:  The calculation of the flow on a Constrained Facility due to NI transmission service or service to NL shall be based on the GSFs of a Balancing Authority’s assigned generation and the LSF’s of its native load, relative to the system swing bus.  The GSFs shall be calculated from a single bus location in the IDC.  The IDC shall report all generators assigned to native load for which the GLDF is greater than or equal to the Curtailment Threshold.

The NAESB BP language in question reads as follows:

NAESB BP Section 3.11.2.2:  GLDFs shall be calculated for each NI transmission service and NL customer as the Generation Shift Factors (GSFs) of the NI transmission service or NL customer’s assigned generation minus its Load Shift Factors (LSFs),

     3.11.2.2.1:  GSFs shall be calculated from a single bus in the study case.
     3.11.2.2.2:  LSFs shall be calculated by scaling load.
     3.11.2.2.3:  The Generator to Load Distribution Factors (GLDFs) must be

                         greater than or equal to the Curtailment Threshold to be 

                         considered.

    3.11.2.2.2.4:  GLDFs whose contributions are counter to the constraint

                         (i.e. counter flow) shall be ignored for the purposes of the

                        calculation.

NAESB BP Section 3.11.2.3:  Each generator shall be assigned to a given NI transmission service or NL customer within a Balancing Authority Area for the purposes of calculating their contribution to a given constraint.  Exceptions may include special cases where generators are only included for case modeling purposes.
In addition, we would like to clarify where the majority of the language in section 3.11 was derived?  We cannot locate most of it in the Parallel Flow Calculation Procedure Reference Document and/or Appendix D of IRO-006.

Item 7:
We propose changing the phrase “to allow the initiation of” in NAESB BP section 3.3.2.3 with the word “with” to match the NERC IRO-006 language in section 6.1.3.  We believe that the term used in the NAESB BP might relate only to new transactions starting versus those that are already flowing and carrying a higher priority.

The proposed new language for BP section 3.3.2.3 would read:

The Reliability Coordinator shall displace Interchange Transactions utilizing lower priority transmission service with Interchange Transactions utilizing higher priority Non-Firm or Firm Transmission Service.

Issue 8:

We proposed adding to NAESB BP section 3.3.2.1.1 language from IRO-006 Section 6.18 that clarifies what the statement.  We propose adding after the only sentence in that BP section:

This applies to Interchange Transactions using either Non-firm Transmission Service or Firm Transmission Service.  If an Interchange Transaction using Firm Transmission Service is submitted after the NERC Approved Tag Submission Deadline and after the TLR is declared, that Transaction shall be held and then allowed to start in the upcoming hour.
Issue 9:

We could not locate IRO-006 Sections 7.7 and 7.8 in the NAESB BP.  Will this be included in the NERC Document?  We believe that we may need to add some language in NAESB section on TLR 5b – Section 3.7.

The language in IRO-006 Section 7.8 reads:

RC shall progress to TLR Level 5b as necessary if there is still insufficient transmission capacity for Interchange Transaction using Firm Transmission Service to start as scheduled after all Interchange Transactions using Non-Firm Transmission Service have been curtailed.
Our concern is that we haven’t stated what warrants an RC to move to the 5b level as stated above.

