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NRG believes that the Hybrid Option, as reflected in the draft dated 1/17/11 could serve as a potential mechanism to assign TLR curtailment priorities to the GTL impacts generated by the IDC, and is worthy of further consideration by the BPS.  NRG’s basic understanding of the Hybrid Option leads it to believe that this option will either require a solution where 1) curtailed non-firm flows off a generating unit will result in a corresponding generation reduction in the source generator; or 2) the source generator output can remain unchanged and is subsidized through credits earned through redispatch of other generation within the BA which provides at least an equivalent amount of relief on the constrained flowgate.  Regardless of the solution selected, NRG believes the BPS should seriously consider addressing the following issues which may result from each:
1. If a curtailed non-firm transaction requires an accompanying reduction in the output of the source unit, then should that unit’s Pmin be considered and built into the IDC solution?  Not controlling for unit Pmin levels could force a unit offline, which may be undesirable in some cases.  This might especially be true for baseload or combined cycle units with longer minimum downtimes.  Likewise, should unit minimum runs times be honored for equipment protection? Additionally, debates might result in preferences being given to generator types versus transmission priority types if flows are treated differently depending upon the type of sourcing unit.  
2.
If non-firm generation is allowed to remain whole through redispatch, it is NRG’s understanding that this flow effectively becomes firm, provided the redispatch continues and is adjusted to meet future relief requirements as the severity of the constraint changes.   One area where NRG feels redispatch will run into problems lies in the responsibility of adhering to relief requirements belonging to the individual BA.  It has been NRG’s experience with redispatching in satisfying NNL during the past few years, that redispatch of generation is generally well understood in theory but when applied, the test to satisfying the redispatch is left to the BA and hence left to the BA’s understanding and interpretation of redispatch theory.  NRG has requested from one of its RCs and NERC to publish a user’s guide on redispatch to assist in understanding a series of items and surprisingly felt both groups were reluctant to issue hard/fast rules on process or procedures.  This is particularly disconcerting since the number of redispatch opportunities will presumably increase when redispatch for TLR levels less than Level 5 is implemented.  Additionally, the redispatch procedure used currently during NNL heavily relies on fairly static results generated by the IDC.  Currently results are generated from an hourly snap shot taken by the IDC.  
The last part of this solution which NRG feels deserves some consideration is what happens if redispatch is provided to protect a non-firm point to point flow during a level 3 TLR and later that TLR increases to a Level 5 which requires redispatch of network resources under NNL requirements.   Language in the pro forma tariff might need to be changed since it states in Attach G appendix B that redispatch of network service is not meant to protect non-firm service.  This is likely more complicated because redispatch under NNL is considered a transmission related cost that the pro-forma tariff allows for cost recovery from network customers on a load ratio share basis.  If redispatch is already being offered to protect non-firm point to point service how will this be backed out/differentiated from of the portion of redispatched generation qualifying for cost recovery?
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