From: Voeck, Julie

Sent: Tuesday, November 15, 2005 11:48 PM

Subject: NAESB TLR Business Practice Standard – American Transmission Company Comments

1. In Final Consensus Division of TLR for Version 0 Reliability Practices - June 1, 2005 (http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr060105a1.doc), 
Appendix A: Transaction Management and Curtailment Process
Chart still has Operating Security Limit (OSL). This should be eliminated. 
There is a need for clarification of the processes under SOL and IROL. To distinguish between these two, recommendation is that two sub-charts are created: 
IROL Transaction Management and Curtailment Process 
SOL Transaction Management and Curtailment process 
They are somewhat similar but different. The main difference comes from whether it is a 
local or wide area problem. In addition, time reporting requirement. This statement will 
lead to the next comment:
BPS: Comment should be provided to NERC.
2. Under SOL or IROL, what is the time requirement to return the system to a reliable state (if in violation)? Furthermore, what is the reporting requirement that System Operator should respect if either violating SOL or IROL. This is still vaguely defined. IROL is no later then 30 minutes System Operator must returned the system to a reliable state, otherwise reporting to NERC will follow. What about SOL?
BPS: Comment should be provided to NERC. 
3. Curtailment Threshold for the Eastern Interconnection shall be 0.05 (5%).
Comment: If there are any exceptions to this (waiver for a specific lower threshold application is received and approved by group), then they should be listed to eliminate confusions (e.g. ATC Flow South) .
BPS: Exception to the 5% rule (PJM/MISO) can be found in Appendix D of this recommended standard.  
4. Flowgate 2006 (Eau Claire-Arpin 345kV) is inappropriately used in Example 1 of Appendix B. This example is dated and does not represent the MISO market start-up. The example must be changed or update to reflect existing practices.
BPS: ATC is asking to change Eau Claire-Arpin to non-descript names.  This is noted as a Version 1 change and will be kept on file as such.  
5. The definition of Flowgate is taken from the NERC glossary. It differs from the Flowgate "term" used in the NERC Flowgate Administration Reference document (shown below) 
(From document/glossary) 
Flowgate A designated point on the transmission system through which the Interchange Distribution Calculator calculates the power flow from Interchange Transactions.
(From the Flowgate Administration reference document) 
Flowgate A single transmission element, or group of transmission elements, intended to model MW flow impact relating to transmission limitations and transmission service usage. Within the IDC, Transfer Distribution Factors (see PTDFs and OTDFs as defined below) are calculated to approximate MW flow impact on the Flowgate caused by point-to-point power transfers.
BPS: Until the NERC Glossary is modified or revised, NAESB will recognize the official NERC Glossary definition.  
 

6. Duplicates of Footnotes. The numbers are poorly referenced.
In Appendix D [PJM/Midwest ISO, Inc. - Enhanced Congestion Management Method (Curtailment/Reload/Reallocation)] in NAESB Transmission Loading Relief Business Practices Draft - October 12, 2005 (http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/r04013a_rec_attachment.doc ) the same footnote is listed under 1, 3, and 5. Number 3 and 5 footnotes should be eliminated as they are duplicates of footnote 1, listed below: 
The RTO will conduct sensitivity studies to determine which external Flowgates (outside the RTO’s footprint) are significantly impacted by the market flows of the RTO’s control zones (currently the Balancing Authorities that exist today in the IDC). The RTO will perform the 4 studies as described in the MISO/PJM Paper "Managing Congestion to Address Seams" White Paper (Version 3.2, May 16, 2003, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_bps101205w3.pdf) to determine which external Flowgates the RTO will monitor and help control. An external Flowgate selected by one of these studies will be considered a coordinated Flowgate (CF).
BPS:  Although the reference is the same, the discussion will still be included.  
7. Reciprocal Flowgate Process versus Coordinated Flowgate Process. 
ATC hasn't seen anywhere in Appendix D in NAESB Transmission Loading Relief Business Practices Draft - October 12, 2005 (http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/r04013a_rec_attachment.doc ) language that describes distinction between Coordinated Flowgate and Reciprocal Flowgates. There should be language that describes how Coordinated Flowgates are utilized to establish reciprocal coordination agreements with neighboring entities (PJM and MISO). Coordinated flowgates are associated with a specific entity’s operation sphere of influence. Reciprocal Coordinated Flowgates are associated with the implementation of a reciprocal coordination agreement between two entities. So reciprocal agreements go beyond the coordination processes described in the Appendix D.
BPS: Appendix D covers a NERC approved waiver for PJM and MISO.  Changes to this appendix should be included in a request for standards modification to NAESB.  
8. Describe process of creating "Flowgates on the fly" or Dynamic Creation of Flowgates
Even though this doesn't necessarily falls into TLR Business Practice Draft (it is more appropriate to be included in Flowgate Administration Process document), it is important to be included in here. Who should create Flowgates on the Fly? What is the time involved in creating the temporary flowages and when the Operating Entity will incorporate the new flowgate into the monitoring process and when IDC will make possible calculation of market flows and NNL values. 
BPS:  Although there is a process in place at NERC for “flowgates on the fly”, this comment is appropriate to the NERC Reliability portion of TLR process.  
