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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 Meeting with Web Conferencing - March 30-31, 2005
DATE:

April 5, 2005
Wholesale Electric Quadrant
NERC/NAESB TLR Subcommittee
March 30-31, 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 an update on the PJM Credit for Redispatch be given under agenda item #2 “Update from NERC March 14-18 Operating Committee (OC) Meeting.  The modified agenda was adopted by consensus.  
Mr. Rodriquez moved to adopt the following sets of draft minutes: February 2-3, 2005, February 18, 2005, and February 25, 2005.  Mr. Busbin seconded the motion and the draft minutes were adopted absent objection.  

2.
Update from NERC March 14-18 Operating Committee (OC) Meeting
Mr. Kezele gave the March 4, 2005 NERC Operating Reliability Subcommittee (ORS) and March 14-18, 2005 NERC OC meeting updates.  He stated that the ORS Executive Committee (EC) had approved the following motion during its March 4, 2005 conference call:

Moved that the ORS EC seek OC endorsement to implement IDC CO-157 (Non-firm Redispatch Credit).  The ORS will then take actions to implement the IDC CO-157 as soon as practicable, following its detailed review of implementation processes, procedures, and schedule.  
He stated that the Operating Committee approved the following motion related to the implementation of IDC CO-157: 

Moved to approve the ORS resolution with the additional stipulation that it is applicable to any organization with the capability to implement the provisions of IDC CO-157. The IDC Working Group will oversee the implementation of the change order, and the ORS will ensure the reliability issues are addressed.  
Mr. Kezele stated that IDC CO-157 had not yet been evaluated by the IDC vendor.  After the evaluation is complete, the IDC Working Group and the ORS will work to establish an implementation timeline.

Mr. Desselle stated that objective 7 of the TLR Subcommittee concerning credit redispatch was accomplished and the remaining steps were to be completed by NERC. (Please reference “Agenda Background Revised” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps120904a2.doc.)  
Mr. Kezele stated that the NERC Technical Steering Committee had given permission to the ORS to develop technical guides, as long as the guides contain no imbedded business practices.  He added that progress would be made on an IDC Implementation Guide as the TLR Subcommittee definitively set aside items to be included.  Mr. Kezele stated that the implementation guide would become an appendix or reference document to IRO 006.    

3. 
Review and Development of TLR Standards
Mr. Dison recapped the decisions regarding the division of NERC and NAESB TLR standards from the February 2-3, 2005 TLR Subcommittee meeting.  He stated that the subcommittee had yet to reach a position where members of NERC and NAESB gave approval to the TLR division.  Mr. Desselle stated that a consensus on the division would have to be reached in order to progress on the drafting of the standards.  Mr. Dison stated that once the division has been agreed upon, the NAESB Business Practices Subcommittee would begin drafting the business practices.  

Mr. Desselle suggested the group review the February 2-3 division of TLR, “Revised TLR Markup – 02/02/05” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps020205a1.doc. (Hereafter referred to as “TLR Master Markup.”)  Mr. Desselle stated that the group should be mindful of the original goal; to divide the Version 0 TLR standards between NERC and NAESB and retire Version 0 by year end.  He said that the NERC and NAESB Version 1 TLR standards would then take effect at the beginning of 2006.  Mr. Rodriquez stated that the operators’ convenience should be kept in mind as the division is completed.  
Mr. Desselle explained that eventually NERC and NAESB would both complete clean copies of the divided standards.  He added that the NERC TLR working group would draft a Standards Authorizing Request (SAR) for the NERC TLR reliability standards.   Mr. Desselle added that to shorten the duration of time needed for the SAR process, the NERC TLR working group might submit an urgent action request.  Mr. Desselle stated that the RCWG would review the work of the TLR Subcommittee and provide support for the SAR process.  He stated that the group would discuss process later in the meeting.  (Please see item #4 “Next Steps/Other Business”.) 
NERC TLR Draft
Section 1
Mr. Koza reviewed the document “TLR Reliability Appendix 03/03/05 – Redline” posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr033005w2.doc.  (Hereafter referred to as the NERC Markup.)  Mr. Koza explained that the reporting practices contained in requirement 1.4.3.1 were now NAESB business practices.  Mr. Koza stated that requirement 1.5 was kept due to IDC references.  Mr. Kezele added that placeholders for future revisions would be kept in the NERC document in reference to IDC Implementation Guide items.  Mr. Koza stated that requirement 1.5.3 had been excluded by the group because the provisions were covered in requirement 1.5.4.  However, the requirement was added back in for additional clarity on curtailment exemptions.  Mr. Rodriquez stated that the word “curtailment” was inaccurately employed throughout the requirements.  He suggested a word substitution of “relief action” for “curtailment”.  

Mr. Koza stated that the business practice portion of requirement 1.8 had been deleted from the NERC markup.

Section 2

Mr. Koza stated that the business practices portions of section 2 had been deleted, and that the NERC section 2 now consisted of the conditions of TLR levels.  The group discussed the proper division for requirement 2.5.2.  Mr. Koza stated that the NERC team would review the language of 2.5.2 and the reliability portion (NERC reallocation deadline) would be drafted to complement the NAESB BP.  

Section 3

Mr. Dison stated that requirements in section 3 would have to be included in either the NERC standards or the NAESB standards.  Mr. Koza listed the inclusion of section 3 as a NERC action item.

Appendix A

Mr. Koza and Mr. Kezele stated that the drafting of appendix A was also a NERC action item.  

Mr. Koza reiterated that the only portion of the divided work load and requirements revisited by NERC were holding interchange transaction issues found in section 2 (emphasis on requirement 2.5.2).   
NAESB TLR Draft
Mr. Dison stated that the document “TLR Version 1 BPS Draft 1 (2/21/05)” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_tlr033005w1.doc (hereafter referred to as NAESB draft) was a clean version of the business practices divided from TLR.    He explained that many of the divided out business practices had to be reworded in order to be complete in a stand alone NAESB document.  Mr. Dison stated that section 1 included general requirements regarding the use of interconnection procedures.  He added that section 2 included service priorities and section 3 contained the procedures for curtailment of interchange transactions.  Mr. Dison stated that section 4 was reserved for potential market based congestion procedures.  

The group discussed a change in terminology for “TLR Levels”.  Mr. Dison stated that the term “Emergency Loading Levels” was used in place of “TLR Levels” in the NAESB draft.   He added that the change of language was done to allow for more flexibility.  Mr. Dison stated that when drafting the document the perspective was that NERC would define the conditions that exist for these levels and NAESB standards would state the actions to be taken.  The group did not agree on the use of the term “Emergency.”  Other suggestions include “Facility Congestion Levels” and “Transmission Congestion Levels.”  Mr. Koza stated that the suggestions would be considered.

Section 1
Mr. Dison began the process with explaining that requirement 1.2 of TLR Master Markup was rewritten and included as an applicability statement in the NAESB draft.  He added that that statement of applicability explains that the IDC guide will include all models needed to invoke this procedure.
The group discussed requirement 1.4 of the NAESB draft.  Mr. Koza commented that the commercial notification should be fused with local procedure.  The group discussed whether clarification for Eastern Interconnection was necessary in the requirement.  Mr. Dison commented that requirement 1.4 would be discussed further by the NAESB WEQ BPS.  He added that all wording for requirements would be further discussed in the BPS.  

Section 2
Mr. Dison stated that when drafting requirement 2.4, he did not notice direct correlation between the priorities listed in section 2 (NAESB draft) and the reallocation procedure.  Mr. Dison requested assistance from members of the NERC working group in drafting the appropriate procedural language to establish the link to section 3 and reallocation.  

Section 3
Mr. Dison noted that holding issues were also contained in the first part of section 3.  He added that the reallocation procedures began at requirement 3.3.2.  Ms. Mangum-Goins questioned whether requirement 3.3.2.3.1 was inaccurate for non-firm transmission. After discussion, Mr. Dison noted that requirement 3.3.2.3.1 would be reviewed and reworded to clarify that non-firm transmission was sub-priority and not given priority on a pro-rata basis.  Ms. Mangum-Goins stated that the use of the term “insufficient” was inaccurate in requirement 3.3.2.3.3. Mr. Dison noted that requirement 3.3.2.3.3 would be reworded to clarify that all non-firm transmission would be curtailed before entering a TLR level 5. 

The group discussed the inaccuracy of requirement 3.3.2.4.1.  Mr. Dison noted that even though the requirement is worded directly from the original NERC requirement, it may be inaccurate as to actual implementation.  
Mr. Dison stated that several requirements would be reviewed for containing potential reliability issues including requirement 3.2.2, 3.4.2, and 3.5.2.  The group discussed the development of a reliability statement that complemented the commercial aspects of requirement 3.2.3. 
Mr. Kezele noted that he would assist Mr. Dison in the rewording of requirement 3.4.4.1.  It was also noted that the language of 3.4.4.1 should be used as a guide for the rewording of requirement 3.3.2.3.3.  The group discussed whether Network Native Load (NNL) should be asked to relieve their load in 3.6.1.2.1.  Mr. Dison noted that requirement 3.6 and requirement 3.7 would be reworded to remove the “step” language.   He also noted that no specific business practices are associated with a TLR level 6 (requirement 3.8).  Mr. Dison explained that the curtailment threshold was stated at 5% in requirement 3.9.  The group discussed the justification of the 5% threshold.  Mr. Desselle stated that the 3% threshold was a pilot test.  Mr. Dison stated that need for a recommendation or explanation of how the industry arrives at the 5% level.  Mr. Dayney stated that the TLR Subcommittee should set this level and provide the explanation.  Mr. Desselle stated that the review of Alliant’s and Entergy’s request for a 3% threshold was objective 6 of the subcommittee.  Mr. Dayney stated that the Long Term ATC/AFC Task Force (LTATF) had analyzed the impact of regressing from a 5% threshold to a 3% threshold.  Mr. Desselle stated that the LTATF document would be posted for the April 28-29, 2005 TLR Subcommittee meeting. 
Mr. Dison included a note on requirement 3.10.2.2 that the BPS may extract specific procedures out of the NERC Parallel Flow Calculation Procedure Reference Document.  He added that a further goal of these requirements may be the elimination of the need for the NERC reference document.  
The group discussed the requirements of section 7 and 6 and noted that they should be included in the IDC reference document.  Mr. Fidrych stated that the NERC ORS would take on this task.   
A consensus was reached by the group on the above division of TLR.

Mr. Koza stated that neither document yet addressed Proxy Flow Gates.  Even though the item is not part of IRO 006, Mr. Koza stated that it should be addressed.  Mr. Desselle stated that the issue should be noted for further development as a business practice.  Mr. Dison stated that certain reliability aspects could be involved as well.      

4.
Next Steps/Other Business
Next Steps for TLR drafts
The NERC and NAESB drafting teams will take the assigned action items and revise the NERC and NAESB TLR drafts for the April 28-29, 2005 meeting.  The drafts will be a clean version for both the reliability and commercial standards.   At the next meeting for TLR drafting, the group will compare and contrast the NERC and NAESB drafts to the original NERC TLR Policy to check for consistency and possible oversights.   Ms. Crockett stated that she would also check the drafts against the matrix she has developed and is updating, “February 2, 2005 NERC/NAESB TLR Matrix” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr033005w4.xls.   

Mr. Desselle stated that a NERC SAR and NAESB Request for Standards would be developed based on the drafts.  He added that the SAR and Request would be submitted to the Joint Interface Committee (JIC) for approval.   

IDC Granularity Option 3 Project

Mr. Desselle stated that the purpose of the April 11th TLR meeting in Houston, Texas was to progress on the IDC Granularity Option 3 project.  Mr. Kezele gave an update on the project in order to prepare for the April 11th meeting.  He stated that the Operating Committee had discussed the implementation for IDC Granularity Option 3 and stated the need for a business case to be completed by fall 2005.  The business case should address the implementation schedule, budgetary cost, functional implications, and other additional elements in order to draft a SAR.  Mr. Kezele stated that technical advice and advice on commercial aspects would be needed from the TLR Subcommittee.  Mr. Kezele stated that after cost/benefit analysis, further development on Option 1 was delayed until after the business case for Option 3 is complete.  

Mr. Kezele stated that a team at NERC had begun addressing the project plan for Option 3.  He added that the goal was to complete that document and circulate it in the NERC April 8th newsletter.  He added that the NERC IDC Granularity White Paper would be posted on the NERC website as well as the scoping document for Option 3.  He added that a meeting with prospective bidders and the NERC team to request information could be as scheduled as early as May 11th.  Mr. Kezele stated that a website would be set up at NERC where potential vendors for Option 3 will be able to submit questions to be answered by the NERC team.  He added that the TLR Subcommittee April 11th meeting would be beneficial in discussion commercial aspects of Option 3, such as projections on settlement calculations.  He added that the funding issue was still under discussion.

Mr. Dison stated that several policy questions would need to be answered such as the commercial aspects of voluntary v. mandatory participation in redispatch.  Mr. Kezele stated that the NERC team would like to have a basis of knowledge of the depth of commercial issues involved in order to determine the method in which to progress.  Mr. Dison stated that another Option 3 policy question was which transactions from what regions a Balancing Authority would curtail, when curtailment was necessary.  Mr. Shanahan said that these issues were part of Option 2, rather then Option 3.  Mr. Dayney stated that no current mechanism exists currently to address cost recovery in the redispatch that is recovered from the Reliability Authority (RA).  Mr. Dison stated that in order to be in compliance with tariffs the costs would have to be correctly assigned.  He added that the business case would need to address these types of issues.

Mr. Rodriquez suggested a group within the TLR Subcommittee should be formed to address these issues further and chart examples of Option 3 at work.  Mr. Rodriquez, Mr. Dayney, Mr. Busbin, Mr. Dison, Mr. Saini, and Ms. Mangum-Goins volunteered as members of the group.           

5.
Adjourn
Mr. Busbin moved to adjourn and Ms. York seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned by consensus at 10:45 a.m. on March 31, 2005.  

6.
Attendance

	Name:
	
	Organization:
	In Person/via Phone
	Days Attended

	Balu
	Neal
	WPSR
	In Person
	March 30 & 31

	Busbin
	Jim
	Southern Co
	In Person
	March 30 & 31

	Crockett
	Valerie
	TVA
	In Person
	March 30 & 31

	Dayney
	Steve
	Xcel Energy
	via Phone
	March 30 & 31

	Desselle
	Michael
	AEP
	In Person
	March 30 & 31

	Dison
	Joel
	Southern Co
	In Person
	March 30 & 31

	Falsetti
	Ron
	Independent Electricity Operator
	via Phone
	March 30 & 31

	Fidrych
	Mark
	WAPA
	In Person
	March 30 & 31

	Hartwell
	James
	NPCC
	via Phone
	March 30

	Hoerauf
	Roy
	HCI
	In Person
	March 30 & 31

	Kedrowski
	Barb
	We Energies
	via Phone
	March 30 & 31

	Kezele
	Larry
	NERC
	In Person
	March 30 & 31

	Kirby
	DeDe
	NAESB
	In Person
	March 30 & 31

	Klempel
	Dan
	BEPC
	In Person
	March 30 & 31

	Koza
	Frank
	PJM
	In Person
	March 30 & 31

	Mangum-Goins
	Sue
	TVA
	In Person
	March 30 & 31

	Mendrala
	Cheryl
	ISO New England
	via Phone
	March 30

	Rager
	Denise
	NAESB
	In Person
	March 30 & 31

	Rodriquez
	Andy
	PJM
	In Person
	March 30 & 31

	Saini
	Narinder
	Entergy
	In Person
	March 30 & 31

	Shanahan
	Patrick
	American Transmission Co.
	via Phone
	March 30 & 31

	Yeung
	Charles 
	Southwest Power Pool
	In Person
	March 30 & 31

	York
	Kathy
	TVA
	In Person
	March 30 & 31
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