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North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org


Home Page: www.naesb.org

TO:
NERC/NAESB Transmission Loading Relief (TLR) Subcommittee Participants and Interested Parties 

FROM: 
DeDe Kirby, Meeting/Project Manager, NAESB 

RE:
Final Minutes from the NERC/NAESB Transmission Loading Relief (TLR) Subcommittee Conference Call, February 18, 2005
DATE:

February 22, 2005
Wholesale Electric Quadrant
NERC/NAESB TLR Subcommittee
February 18, 2005; 1:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. Central
Final Minutes
1.
Welcome & Administration
Mr. Desselle welcomed the participants to the meeting and introductions were made.  Ms. Kirby gave the antitrust advice.  The adoption of the February 2-3, 2005 draft minutes was postponed until the March 30-31 meeting of the TLR Subcommittee.  A topic was added under agenda item #4 “Next Steps/Other Business” for the discussion of the first draft of the NAESB TLR business practices and items designated as potential IDC reference guide materials.  The revised agenda was adopted by consensus.
2.
Review of PJM Congestion Management Process
Mr. Desselle stated that the purpose of the meeting was to review the PJM credit redispatch process and to subsequently make a recommendation to the NERC Operating Reliability Subcommittee (ORS).   (Please see “Determining Redispatch Credit”, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_tlr021805w1.doc.)  He added that the ORS would then make a recommendation regarding the PJM process to the NERC Operating Committee (OC) at the March 16, 2005 meeting.

Mr. Kezele stated that the PJM process was discussed at the previous meeting of the ORS.  He added that the ORS had come to a resolution (please see “ORS Resolution Regarding Redispatch Credits revised”, located on the NAESB website a http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_tlr021805a1.doc.)  Mr. Kezele added that the ORS would review related generic standards and business practices as they are developed and make subsequent recommendations to the NERC OC.  Mr. Desselle clarified that the TLR Subcommittee would proceed with their consideration of the PJM process and recommendation to the ORS.  Mr. Dison suggested that if the PJM process is approved by the TLR Subcommittee, the subcommittee could then recommend that the process be implemented on an interim basis until standards are developed.

Mr. Rodriquez began the review of “Determining Redispatch Credit.”  The group discussed requirement #2 “The ability to calculate impacts of individual generators on transmission facilities on at least an hourly basis”.  Mr. Rodriquez stated that the requirement applied only to internal flowgates specific to the RTO and applied only to those generators supplying redispatch.  

Mr. Davis asked for clarification on the phrase “prior to an Operating Entity beginning to actively control a constraint” in the first paragraph of the Process section.  Mr. Dison suggested that a clear statement of policy was needed for when PJM begins controlling and begins to take credit.  Mr. Davis also noted that Entergy has concerns over how PJM calculates its impact on each flowgate.  Mr. Desselle stated that although concerns would be noted, the subcommittee did not have the authority to change the procedures PJM employees today.  Mr. Rodriquez said the process used to calculate PJM’s impact on flowgates is included in PJM’s reliability plan and has been approved by the FERC and NERC.  He added that PJM calculates the forward and backward flow through the PJM state estimation model and that the OC has stated that this is sufficient.  Mr. Dison suggested a statement be added to requirement 2, clarifying that the calculation methodology used was approved by NERC.  (Please see “Determining Redispatch Credit – V2 Redline, located on that NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_tlr022505w2.doc.)

Mr. Fidrych stated that when the OC approved the PJM method of calculation, it was approved on a very specific basis and not for more generic purposes.  Mr. Dison stated that the TLR Subcommittee was providing clarity and possibly approval for specifics to a very general provision in the TLR procedure for credit for real-time redispatch.  He added that the subcommittee was also discussing the development of a more generic business practice regarding credit for real-time redispatch.  Mr. Dison added that to avoid confusion, a clarification statement should be added to the introduction portion of the process document that PJM procedures are already in existence, and that PJM is not applying for a waiver.  (Please see “Determining Redispatch Credit – V2 Redline, located on that NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_tlr022505w2.doc.)
Mr. Cox asked if PJM could keep redispatching to avoid a TLR.  Mr. Rodriquez explained that criteria had been developed between PJM and MISO as to when TLR would be implemented.  

Next, Mr. Rodriquez reviewed the examples included in “Determining Redispatch Credit.”  He added that the ability to redispatch prior to a TLR 5 is available to all.  Mr. Rodriquez explained that the goal of PJM was not to limit other entities in their processes for redispatch and determining credit for redispatch.  Mr. Kezele stated that the process could lead to more TLR level fives.  Mr. Dison stated that the number of TLRs could also be lowered due to internal processes employed.    
3. 
Decision/Recommendation on Congestion Management Process
Mr. Rodriquez stated that the following action items/revisions had been listed for the PJM process during the above discussion: 1) reference existing NERC policy concerning TLR and redispatch in the introduction; 2) clarify the introduction that calculations employed by PJM have been approved by NERC and FERC; 3) clarify in requirement 2 that calculation methodology must be verified by NERC; 4) clarify and explain the phrase “Operating Entities actively controlling the restraint” and; 5) clarify at what threshold PJM begins redispatch.  (Please see “Determining Redispatch Credit – V2 Redline, located on that NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_tlr022505w2.doc.)  

The group decided an additional conference call was necessary to review these changes.  The conference call was set for February 25, 2005.  Mr. Rodriquez stated that he would submit a motion for the TLR Subcommittee to consider and utilize in their recommendation to the ORS. (Please see “TLRTF Motion” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_tlr022505w3.doc.)       
4.
Next Steps/Other Business
Mr. Dison stated that at the February 2-3, 2005 TLR Subcommittee meeting, several items in TLR were mentioned for inclusion in an IDC Reference Guide.  The reference guide is under discussion and consideration by the subcommittee.  He added that the document “TLR Version 1 BPS Draft 1 – 2/21/05” (updated and located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_tlr033005w1.doc) was the first draft of NAESB TLR business practices.  He added the items highlighted yellow were suggested for additional review and consideration by the TLR Subcommittee.  

Additionally, Mr. Dison stated that as the business practices were being drafted, several issues were identified for incorporation in the IDC Reference Guide.  Those items are listed at the end of the document.  He added that the document should be added to the agenda for the March 30-31, 2005 TLR Subcommittee meeting.

Mr. Fidrych stated that he and Mr. Kezele would discuss the above document, in conjunction with the document “Revised TLR Version 1 Markup 2/02/05” (located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps020205a1.doc), with NERC and be prepared to discuss the developed NAESB business practices at the next meeting.  Mr. Desselle stated that a presentation regarding the division of TLR and the development of Version 1 NAESB TLR business practices and NERC reliability standards would be made at the next NERC Technical Steering Committee meeting and at the next NERC Operating Committee meeting (March 16, 2005).  Mr. Desselle stated that in order to move forward with the development of the standards, feedback was needed from these committees as early as the next meetings.  Mr. Fidrych stated that it would be helpful to discuss the standards with Mr. Cauley prior to the Technical Steering Committee meeting.     

6.
Adjourn
Mr. Dison motioned to adjourn and Mr. Cox seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned absent objection at 2:40 p.m. Central.
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