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Criteria

1. Is the proposed solution at least as equitable as the current TLR process? 

1.1. Identify specific impacts of the change.

1.2. If there is a significant change, is that change appropriate?  Does the proposed solution identify the parties contributing to the problem?

1.3. Does the proposed solution give appropriate priority to types of transmission service?

1.4. Does the proposed solution use appropriate discretion on the treatment of on/off path service? See the impact of running both with and without two-tier curtailments.

1.5. Seams agreements.  Review the results of the current agreements, optional participation and unanimous participation in seams agreements.

1.6. Review the success criteria against the current TLR process and the proposed permanent solution to see if these criteria are met to the same degree today and in the future. 

1.7. How do the priorities of the  market and non-market generation-to-load impacts change compared to today?  Compare how they differ and how curtailments are affected.  Pick flowgates of interest for review.

1.8. Review flowgate loading versus planning expectations.  [Comments from Alan Pritchard follow.  Planning expectations should carry to Available Transmission Capability (ATC).  ATC should mimic planning modeling.  Are planning results far from ATC calculation results?  Is ATC a reasonable projection of observed flowgate loading?  If high flowgate loading exists because ATC isn’t calculated appropriately, the permanent solution is only a Band-Aid on the problem.  This comment is with respect to seams agreements to some extent.]

1.9. Is there value to evaluating anything before the new NERC ATC standards are in place (April 1, 2011)?

2. How robust is the proposed solution?

2.1. Evaluate Generation-to-load distribution factors (GLDF) versus generation shift factors (GSF). [Alan Pritchard commented as follows. Should we evaluate different methods for determining impacts of intra-BA transactions consistent with  ER10-794-000.  Entergy filed a methodology with FERC recognizing that NERC doesn’t have a way to address intra-BA non-firm transactions. The order was issued April 23, 2010.]

2.2. Do load zones need to be load zone specific?  

2.3. Does the proposed solution work well in light load conditions?

2.4. Review AFC impact calculations versus generation-to-load impact calculations in real-time.

2.5. Compare next hour to real-time impact calculations.

2.6. Identify stale data, and validate data is up-to-date.

2.7. Compare one-tier and two-tier curtailment results.

3. How can the proposed solution be manipulated?

3.1. Compare the “tag all non-firm” and generator prioritization results. Is there an opportunity to manipulate results by selecting one method over the other?  May an entity choose a hybrid mix of the two?

3.2. There are multiple ways to determine which generators contribute to the loading and which generators should ultimately be curtailed (pro-rata, unit dispatch, etc.) when considering slice-of-system transactions.

3.3. How should priorities be set for internal generator loading in the non-firm-tagging option? Should the BPS take a position on this question? How do we know there is equitable treatment of internal transactions across BAs?

3.4. Will the proposed solution address the NOI question?  That is, will the proposed solution address the relative priority of non-firm network generator-to-load impacts compared to firm Point-to-Point interchange transaction impacts? 

4. What if particular entities (e.g., non-jurisdictional) don’t participate?

4.1. The BPS elected the use of firm as default priority.  Evaluate the use of a non-firm default.

4.2. What if some entities don’t submit generator priorities? If an entity doesn’t submit generator priorities, how are they treated? 

4.3. What does the Interchange Distribution Calculator do if generator output isn’t provided by an entity (e.g., an entity does not participate?
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