Credit for Redispatch Using the Hybrid Option
Under the hybrid option, the transmission service priority of the generator will determine the priority of the GTL impacts created by that generator.  If there are non-firm GTL impacts greater than 5% reported to the IDC on a flowgate that experiences congestion, the BAs with generator impacts greater than 5% will be assigned a relief obligation during TLR 3 depending on the amount of flowgate reduction requested.  This is a change from the past.  The production IDC assumes all generators in the NNL calculation have firm transmission service.  Under the current TLR process, a relief obligation only occurs during TLR 5.  Meeting the relief obligation is demonstrated by adjusting generator pairs whose combined impact produces the amount of the relief obligation.
Under the PFV TLR process, there will be relief obligations during both TLR 3 and 5.  Having GTL relief obligations during TLR 3 creates additional complexity in how the relief obligation is met.  Because the priority of the impacts is based on the type of transmission service arranged by the generator, the cleanest approach is to curtail the non-firm generators creating the impacts.  In doing so, however, the BA should not replace the curtailed generation by using other non-firm generators that have a 5% or greater impact.  With the non-firm generators curtailed, when a future hour TLR is determined, the PFV software will recognize the non-firm generators are cut and will no longer report non-firm GTL impacts.  Consequently, future hour TLRs will not double count steps taken in the first hour to meet the relief obligation.

While this is the cleanest approach, it has limited flexibility and may not be the most efficient approach to meet the relief obligation.  The BA may prefer to redispatch its generators to meet their relief obligation on a least cost basis which may not result in the non-firm generators being curtailed.  Even though the BA met its relief obligation by redispatching other units, when a future hour TLR is determined, the PFV software will still see the non-firm generators on the system are creating non-firm impacts and are subject to future hour curtailment.  So future hour TLRs will double count the non-firm generators (they were counted in the first hour TLR event and then again in the second hour TLR event even though steps were taken to remove their first hour impacts) and effectively ignore the steps taken in the first hour to meet the relief obligation.
For BAs such as markets that use constrained economic dispatch to manage congestion, this double counting of impacts is problematic and must be resolved before the hybrid option can be considered viable for markets.  The markets rely on price signals to manage congestion.  These price signals are the output of the market solution which finds the least cost dispatch to meet congestion.  Those units that respond are compensated for the steps they took.  While manual steps can be taken outside of the market solution where specific units are asked to manually move to a new output level, this is not a preferred approach because there is no market compensation under manual redispatch (it is outside the market solution).  So the issue of receiving some kind of credit for redispatch taken in earlier hours when future hour TLR is determined must be part of the hybrid option.  Otherwise, this option will not work for the markets.
The following represent credit for redispatch concepts that need further discussion by the NAESB BPS:

1. Interchange transaction practices are not directly affected.

2. Generation-to-load relief requested will be determined based solely on forward generation-to-load impacts.

3. Relief provided will be measured based on the change to net generation-to-load impacts (net firm plus net non-firm).

4. Relief provided reduces the amount of forward flow eligible for curtailment in additional rounds of curtailment.

TLR 3b Example (for a single entity):

	Generation-to-load 
	pre-cut
	relief request
	redispatch result
	total redispatch provided
	Non-firm available for next relief request

	PJM forward firm generation-to-load (fGtL7) = 100
	100
	 
	75
	 
	 

	PJM reverse firm generation-to-load (rGtL7) = 75
	100
	 
	102
	 
	 

	net firm
	0

	 
	-27
	 
	 

	PJM forward non-firm generation-to-load (fGtL2) = 50
	100
	10
	100
	27
	73

	PJM reverse non-firm generation-to-load (rGtL2) = 50
	50
	 
	50
	 
	 

	net non-firm
	50
	 
	50
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	total forward
	200
	 
	175
	 
	 

	total reverse
	150
	 
	152
	 
	 

	net
	50
	 
	23
	 
	 

	relief provided (this round)
	 
	 
	27
	 
	 


 The Generator Prioritization Component section of the hybrid option white paper contains the credit for redispatch requirements:

1. A BA may be assigned a generation-to-load relief obligation during TLR due to generation-to-load impacts in the IDC.  The BA will have two alternatives to meet the relief obligation:

· Alternative 1: Curtail generation in those priority buckets assigned proportional curtailments by the IDC.  In this case, the next hour TLR will recognize curtailments made in the previous hours.

· Alternative 2: Where a BA would like to meet its relief obligation using generators in those priority buckets not assigned proportional curtailments by the IDC, the BA will take the following redispatch steps to meet their relief obligation such that the next hour TLR will recognize the use of other generation that was redispatched in previous hours.

· The net generation-to-load impacts (net of forward and reverse impacts) will be computed for the BA prior to starting redispatch

· A target generation-to –load flow will be determined by taking the differences between the net generation-to-load flow and the relief obligation from the BA.

· The BA will redispatch its system to meet the target generation-to-load flow. This can be accomplished by either reducing forward flows or increasing reverse flows.

· The net generation-to-load flow will be evaluated at 30 minutes from the start of the redispatch time to assess whether the relief obligation was met.  Failure to meet the relief obligation will affect the BA generation-to-load subpriorities for the next hour.

· Since reloading of generation-to-load impacts are used in the next hour relief obligation, the fact that lower priority generators that were assigned a curtailments in previous hours have not been reduced will not result in a double counting of the lower priority generation-to-load impacts.  A credit for the redispatch that was accomplished at 30 minutes from the start of the redispatch will be applied to the next hour relief obligation calculation by the IDC.

There are a number of issues with these draft requirements that need to be resolved:

· The evaluation of net generation to load flow versus a target will be made for all BAs (not just those that selected the second option).  

· An evalulation will be made using impacts down to 0% and impacts down to 5%.  Must demonstrate met the relief obligation in either case to get a proper credit and avoid GTL subpriority impacts in the next hour.

· Since MISO and PJM use a market-to-market process to manage congestion on internal flowgates, the combined relief obligation can be met by either markets or a combination of the two.  The same will apply to other entities that may develop market-to-market agreements in the future.
· Because the BA with the congested flowgate manages total flow on the flowgate and not just their GTL flow, they should not be assigned a subpriority impact if they do not meet their relief obligation.

· Since those BAs that select alternative 2 have to remove actual flows off the flowgate whereas those BAs that select alternative 1 only have to cut the non-firm generation, there is a concern that these two approaches may not be comparable.  Will track how the net GLT flows reduce using alternative 1 to see whether cutting the non-firm generation is producing the expected unloading of the flowgate.

· The other concern about comparable treatment is the fact that those BAs that select alternative 1 can replace the curtailed non-firm generation with firm generation.  So their net GTL impacts (firm and non-firm combined) may increase.  How is this comparable with alternative 2 where the BA has to reduce their combined firm and non-firm GTL impacts by the amount of the relief obligation?
· The comparability issues between those using alternative 1 and alternative 2 described above only apply to TLR 3 where non-firm GTL impacts are being cut.  During TLR 3, this can be accomplished by replacing non-firm generators with firm generators.  However, during TLR 5, it is no longer a matter of removing non-firm generators.  In this situation, those BAs that selected alternative 1 would have the same requirement as those BAs that selected alternative 2 and would have to reduce their net GTL flow (both firm and non-firm) or be subject to subpriority impacts.  A possible way to address this is say that failure to meet the TLR 3 relief obligations would not have subprority impacts (those BAs that selected alternative 2 would still get a credit for redispatch) while failure to meet the TLR 5 relief obligations would have subpriority impacts (there is no such thing as a credit for redispatch during TLR 5).
· This effectively removes the current practice of assigning a relief obligation to a BA during TLR 5 and having them identify a pair of generators whose combined impact meets the relief obligation.  Using this new approach, the BA must redispatch its entire system and reflect the reduction in its net GTL flow (both firm and non-firm) in order to meet its relief obligation.

· Alternative 2 states the GTL flows will be evaluated at 30 minutes from the start of the redispatch time to assess whether the relief obligation was met.  There are a couple of issues with this.  First, the PFV software is only making the GTL calculation every 15 minutes based on data received from the BAs/RCs.  Assuming there will be some time delay between when the generator output snapshot is taken, when it gets posted to the SDX, when the PFV software triggers another GTL calculation and when results are available in the IDC to provide a credit, at what point in the process does the snapshot have to be taken and still provide useful results that can be used in the next hour TLR relief obligation calculation.  Second, what happens to the redispatch that is accomplished after the snapshot is taken?  If the answer is no credit, then the BAs should stop binding the moment the snapshot is taken knowing that they will not receive credit for the redispatch.
· Those that are familiar market flows know there is another value called unconstrained market flows that are used to assign relief obligation.  The unconstrained market flows assume no binding has occurred.  The credit for redispatch gets applied when the target market flows are assigned.  Unconstrained market flows are needed due to the reloading logic that is applied to market flows and tags.  Calculation unconstrained GTL flows was part of CO 283 requirements.  Need to have further discussions with Nelson on how this is being applied in the PFV software.   
