ISO New England Comments on Changes to e-Tag to Support Multiple Reliability Limits:

The JISWG is seeking comments on this proposed solution. Specifically, does it resolve the problem? If not, why and how could the solution be modified to address the issue(s)?

Based on our understanding of the proposal, it does seem to resolve the issue as presented in this example. Please see attached table of the example providing a comparison of what would happen today versus what is desired.  In reviewing the current result and the desired result, we would like to see if there a different approach that can be taken to gain some/most of the benefit without such substantial changes being required?

Does it create any new problems? If so, how could the proposed solution be modified to address these?

The actual implementation of this approach is not clear in this conceptual proposal and seems to be very complicated.  Additional discussion and vetting of that implementation should occur before any decision is made on how to proceed.  

A question on the implementation: If an entity were using CURTAIL to a higher MW level rather than a RELOAD, would the proposal still work as described?
Should the RC be given the capability of modifying (or eliminating) limits set by other reliability entities?

No, the RC should continue to maintain an overview role.  The RC function today does not have approval  rights on an eTag. While some entities that have eTag approval rights also perform the RC function, it is not the RC function that is approving the eTags.  If the RC sees changes that are required to eTags for reliability, the RC function should continue to communicate with the entities performing the eTag approval to facilitate that change. 
In response the question regarding the requirement for active approval of reliability adjustments or limit clearing .
ISO New England agrees with JISWG’s interpretation of the current NERC INT standards and believes that those requirements are appropriate. 
	ACTION
	Entity
	Segment
	Start
	Stop
	MW
	CURRENT VALUES
	New AllClear Flag
	NOTES
(any times not noted in CURRENT VALUES are at 100 MW)

	1
	Source BA
	1,2
	0530
	0600
	75
	
	
	
	
	

	
	TODAY  = 

DESIRED
	
	
	
	
	0530
	0600
	75
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	TSP2
	3
	0500
	0800
	25
	
	
	
	
	

	
	TODAY  = 

DESIRED
	
	
	
	
	0500
	0800
	25
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	TSP2
	3
	0500
	0800
	Cleared
	
	
	
	
	Today, the clearing for time 5-8 causes the that time to revert to 100 MW.  However, Action 1 should still be active.

· If Source BA had denied RELOAD, 25 MW restriction would remain.  

· If the TSP had profiled their RELOAD to match the Source BA, then the Source BA would never be sure if they could RELOAD to something higher than what TSP2 RELOADED to.

	
	TODAY
	
	
	
	
	0000
	2400
	100
	
	

	
	DESIRED
	
	
	
	
	0500

0530

0600


	0530

0600
0800

	100

75

100


	Y
N
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	4
	TSP1
	1
	0500
	0600
	85
	
	
	
	
	Note that there’s a typo on the proposal where the ‘75’ here is noted as ‘65’.

	
	TODAY
	
	
	
	
	0500
	0600
	85
	
	

	
	DESIRED
	
	
	
	
	0500

0530
	0530

0600
	85

75
	N
N
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	TSP1
	2
	0500
	0600
	65
	
	
	
	
	This is more restrictive for the entire time so overrules all previous actions

	
	TODAY
	
	
	
	
	0500
	0600
	65
	
	

	
	DESIRED
	
	
	
	
	0500
	0600
	65
	N
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	Source BA
	1,2
	0530
	0600
	Cleared
	
	
	
	
	In this Action, the resulting Current Value and the distributed profile described in the example would be different [the current profile is 0500-0600, but the distributed profile in the proposal shows a time of 0530 – 0600]

	
	TODAY
	
	
	
	
	0500

0530
	0530

0600
	65

100
	
	

	
	DESIRED
	
	
	
	
	0500
	0600
	65
	?
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	TSP1
	1
	0500
	0600
	Cleared
	
	
	
	
	Segment 1 is Cleared but Segment 2 limit is still in effect

	
	TODAY
	
	
	
	
	0000
	2400
	100
	
	

	
	DESIRED
	
	
	
	
	0500
	0600
	65
	N
	


