
March 21, 2005 
 
Dear Mike, 
 
I have reviewed your February 23, 2005 letter to the NPCC RCC et al, and the attached 
“Whitepaper on NERC Recommendation 8c.”  George Smith, Bill Clagett and I have 
been working on a Defensive Strategies project for the New York State Reliability 
Council (NYSRC).  The three of us are three of the four unaffiliated members of the 
NYSRC Executive Committee – the fourth being Bruce Ellsworth, who currently serves 
as Chairman. 
 
I also find myself in the perhaps unenviable position of being the last remaining person 
who was involved in NPCC at the very beginning, has been involved throughout its 
existence, and is still involved.  (Believe me, this in not conducive to feelings of youth!)   
 
From the perspective of an individual who has been involved in NPCC since its 
inception, I find myself somewhat troubled by certain statements and implications 
included in the paper, and have the following comments. 
 

1. The letter copies the “Task Force on System Planning.”  This may be an error.  
Perhaps you meant the Task Force on System Studies. 
 
2. In the section entitled “Planning Adequate Infrastructure,” as well as in 
following sections, the white paper refers to several benefits of inter-Area ties, 
including “increased short circuit availability necessary for system stability”; it’s 
unclear whether the reference is to short circuit currents which initiate breaker 
operation in the event of a fault, or to what is more commonly characterized as 
“inertial response” or “inrush current” from all units in a synchronous 
interconnection following the trip of a generator. 
 
3. In the same section, the capital “A” used in “inter-Area ties” is confusing.  
NPCC convention generally reserves this reference for NPCC Areas only – if the 
paper intended to refer to ties to all systems, including those external to NPCC, 
“Area” perhaps should not be capitalized.   
 
4. I believe George Smith will be writing to you concerning the “Design of 
Protection Systems” section, as well as other portions on the paper referring to 
protection.  I’ll defer to George, as his strengths lie in the system protection area. 
 
5. Portions of the next section, “Inter-Area Tie Line Consideration,” are in 
varying degrees inappropriate, misleading, or incorrect. 
 
 a) The third paragraph states that the “trip of inter-Area ties could have 
unexpected adverse consequences,” and then cites a couple of examples.  But the 
trip of ties, inter-area or otherwise, can preserve part of a system from going 
unstable.  We currently rely on fault protection systems to do that.  The most 



recent example is the tripping of the New York – New England ties during the 
August 13, 2003 blackout.  The opening of the ties along or close to the NY-NE 
border effected a separation of most of New England and the Maritimes from the 
collapsing systems to their west, and preserved both the bulk power systems and 
service to customers throughout most of New England and the Maritimes. 
 
 b) In the fourth paragraph the words “difficult” and “challenging” are used 
to argue against even consideration of disturbance protection relay schemes.  It 
has not been the case in the past and it should not be the case now to shy away 
from studying potential solutions to problems because their implementation might 
be “difficult” and “challenging.”   
 
 c) The fifth paragraph of this section is particularly egregious.  The paper 
mentions that the cost of using HVDC “would be prohibitively high,” yet it cites 
neither cost estimates nor studies of same.  We have both, and our cost estimates 
have a very firm basis from multiple sources.  Further, the paper does not indicate 
where the line between acceptable and “prohibitively high” cost should be drawn.  
In any case, the cost of going to a smaller interconnection with HVDC ties would 
probably be less expensive than another blackout. 
 
 d) Here and in other sections the paper refers to HVDC ties, but never 
mentions “smaller interconnection.”  Yet establishing a new, smaller synchronous 
interconnection, separate from the Eastern Interconnection but tied to it with 
HVDC transmission, is an essential part of the concept.  This should be correctly 
described so that those not well versed in the technical aspects of synchronous 
operation may better understand both the proposal and the issues. 
 
 e) Further, the paper cites a list of negatives, many of which are untrue and 
others unproven.  These include “short circuit availability, poorer tie line 
availability, and more complicated operation of the system.”  The first and third 
are patently untrue (which I can easily prove); the second is questionable at best.  
The paper goes on to state that the “fragmentation of the North American grid 
would severely hinder the strategy of mutual shared assistance currently in place.”  
A smaller interconnection with HVDC ties would actually make shared assistance 
easier than it is today.  In addition, it is incorrect and inappropriate to characterize 
smaller synchronous interconnections as “fragmentation.”  Hydro-Quebec, a full 
member of NPCC, has operated as a smaller, separate synchronous 
interconnection since Day 1.  So has ERCOT.  Most would not consider Quebec’s 
presence as causing “fragmentation” of NPCC, nor would they characterize 
ERCOT in that manner.  Both systems participate in many large power and 
energy transactions with systems in other interconnections, and provide assistance 
to their neighbors.  (ERCOT does business with both the Eastern Interconnection 
and the Western Interconnection.) 
 
 f) The italicized conclusion to the “Inter-Area Tie Line Consideration” 
section completely discredits the concepts of both tripping inter-area ties and 



using smaller interconnections, yet not a single piece of supporting documentation 
is provided.   
 
6. The paper’s support for Phasor Measurement Systems is constructive, but we 
must acknowledge the fact that many (perhaps most) instances of system 
instability happen too quickly to permit effective operator intervention. 
 
7. Recommendation 5) is unsubstantiated and may be detrimental to future 
attempts to maintain a reliable bulk power system in NPCC.  In effect, it would 
include in NPCC Criteria a prohibition on two of the most promising technologies 
to effect defensive strategies.  Such a prohibition would be unprecedented in the 
40 year history of NPCC. 
 
8. What is rather surprising is the fact that the paper makes no mention of the 
ongoing attempts to make NERC Standards less stringent then they were in the 
past.  Several have already been made less stringent, and a revision is now out for 
comment which would eliminate from the operating criteria any contingencies 
which result in the loss of more than a single system element.  Thus the long-
standing inclusion of breaker failures or loss of two lines on common towers 
would disappear – these have been included in all versions of NPCC Criteria 
since the first edition was developed almost 40 years ago.  Even if NERC should 
allow Regional Councils to maintain certain standards more stringent than its 
own, NPCC might find itself vulnerable to blackouts due to contingencies in 
neighboring systems – contingencies which fall within NPCC’s criteria, but not of 
the neighbor’s.   
 
9. Should this NERC revision come about, NPCC would do well to study any and 
all possible defensive strategies.  It recalls the situation NPCC was in after Hydro-
Quebec proposed the Phase 2 HVDC tie with New England.  At that time, Quebec 
used criteria less stringent than NPCC’s; to protect its other Areas, NPCC decided 
to consider loss of the entire Quebec system as a first contingency.  This decision 
had considerable economic impact, but it protected Ontario, New York, New 
England and the Maritimes from “normal” contingencies in Quebec. 

 
I have not tried to disprove the errors and misstatements in the white paper here, citing 
counter-arguments, supporting evidence, etc.  To correctly portray the defensive 
strategies being investigated by the NYSRC would make this already lengthy document 
even longer.  However, we would like to propose that we meet with the TFCP, and/or the 
RCC, to discuss them.  Concepts which we are currently exploring have been incorrectly 
characterized and unfairly attacked, and we would like an opportunity to defend 
ourselves.  Also, I strongly suggest that this white paper not be taken further in the NPCC 
hierarchy until such a meeting can take place. 
 
Finally, I would like to add that we are not proposing that either disturbance protection or 
smaller interconnections be adopted; we are merely proposing that they be considered – 
fairly and objectively, but fully.  To rebuke a proposal to conduct a study, or even just a 



fair presentation of the concept, seems to be both unfair and inconsistent with the history 
and traditions of the Northeast Power Coordinating Council. 
 
I hope to hear from you soon. 
 
Very truly yours, 
George C. Loehr 
 
Member (unaffiliated), NYSRC Executive Committee 
Member, NYSRC Reliability Compliance Monitoring Subcommittee 
Former Executive Director, NPCC 


