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EPSA is generally supportive of the elements of the Annual Plan published for comment on December 16th.  The only area where we would like to provide comments is with respect to the TLR project and our comments relate to process and timing, rather than substance.

We do not agree that AP item 1.c.i needs to, or should, await the completion of NERC's revised standard on parallel flow visualization and mitigation.  The TLR procedure is arguably the protocol that is the most integrated between NERC and NAESB.  Indeed, as soon as the separate standards were created, there was an identified need for a jointly developed procedures manual.  In addition, there is already a joint subcommittee comprised of the NAESB BPS and the NERC TLR Standard Drafting Team, that is meeting regularly to discuss such matters.    

We therefore recommend that the work on this project commence as soon as the NERC SAR is approved and the WEQ Annual Plan is approved by the NAESB Board and that the work be led by this joint NERC/NAESB subcommittee.  In the absence of such an approach, the NERC work on the reliability component will proceed in the absence of full knowledge of its impact on the equity components.  Similarly, the equity work will

be done at a time that changes in the Reliability standards that might better accommodate equity issues without negatively impacting reliability will be very difficult to achieve.

We acknowledge that the two standard development activities would not necessarily be in "lock-step" as certain NERC work may need to precede some NAESB work or vice versa.  In addition, the subcommittee could decide to subdivide some work to a NERC TF or NAESB TF to deal with.  A similar approach has occasionally been considered in some NAESB subcommittees where portions of a standard affect only a specific sector or region.  However, by having this joint subcommittee responsible for developing both standards, the development of all related standards can be fully integrated.

EPSA also has questions concerning the inter-relationship between item 1.c.i and Provisional Item 7.  In fact, it appears to us, that Provisional Item 7 is being proposed as an alternative to item 1.c.i.  While EPSA is not at this time agreeing to the concept discussed in the paper attached by footnote to Provisional Item 7, it appears that a more

expeditious process would be to include this item as part of AP item 1.c.i and, within the subcommittee mentioned above, debate the relative merits of all recommended approaches to dealing with the equity issues of the TLR procedure.  From a timing and process point of view, this seems to be consistent with the approach suggested in the footnoted MISO/PJM Memorandum (although we assume that they are suggesting a draft proposal by year end 2009, not 2008).  The actual suggested approach would require further subcommittee discussion and EPSA offers no opinion on the substance at this time.
