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Problem Statement:

The Parallel Flow Visualization (PFV) project seeks to improve the wide-area view of Reliability Coordinators (RCs) in the Eastern Interconnection (EI) such that they better understand the current operating state of the bulk electric system and are better equipped to assign relief obligations during periods of congestion that are more representative of those actually contributing to congestion.  It also addresses the use of static data in the IDC that results in questionable NNL relief obligations as well as the default assumption in the NNL calculation that all generators in the EI have firm transmission service.  The role of the NAESB WEQ Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) is to develop a mechanism to assign TLR curtailment priorities to the Generation to Load (GTL) impacts.  Two methodology options to assign curtailment priorities have been identified for further examination by the BPS – Hybrid Option and Flowgate Allocation Option.  This document seeks to act as a “strawman” for the Hybrid Option which merges the Tag All Non-Firm and Generator Prioritization Options previously considered as standalone options.  
i. The Tag All Non- Firm component seeks to identify and provide transmission service priorities utilized by all generating units to the congestion management process through the use of expanded tagging requirements. 
ii. The Generator Prioritization component provides a mechanism to assign priorities of GTL impacts that may be used in the IDC to assign relief obligations during TLR.  The NERC ORS has approved modifications to the IDC to collect data and make a centralized GTL impact calculation.  In order for the IDC to curtail these impacts on a pro-rata basis along with tags, appropriate transmission service priorities must be assigned to these GTL impacts.
Detail Description of Solution:

The Purchasing/Selling Entity or Transmission Service Provider shall identify the transmission service priority for all energy produced by generators located in their BA and modeled in the IDC.  Firm and non-firm transmission service priorities associated with generators shall be submitted via the SDX and/or Intra-BA Transactions.  The default IDC treatment of generator transmission service priority level is firm.  A Transmission Service Provider will be required to declare for each of its BAs whether they will use the Tag All Non-Firm Component or the Generator Prioritization component (for calculation of non-firm impacts) but will not use both components concurrently within a single BA.  This is being done to prevent double counting.   Within the Tag All Non-Firm Component and the Generator Prioritization Components there are some common requirements.  The common requirements are listed below followed by the component specific requirements.
Common Requirements

1. There be a two tier approach that provides incentive to have seams agreements that honor external constraints when providing transmission service (PTP and Network).  The seam agreement and two tier curtailment requirements are documented below.
· Seams Agreement Requirements
· Limit the provision of transmission service as it impacts other parties’ systems by respecting the constraints as described in the seams agreement.

· Near Term (13 months or less) - Will utilize AFC values calculated by the owning Transmission Service Providers according to MOD standards when providing transmission service.  

· Beyond Near Term (beyond 13 months for which NERC standards do not require ATC/AFC calculations) - Will address providing transmission service beyond Near Term (13 months) (Point-to-Point, Network Service and other GTL service).

· Will address the treatment (scheduling and curtailment) of all transmission service (Point-to-Point, Network Service and other GTL service) of other parties in congestion management procedures (will use TLR or other Local procedure)

· Will address both cross border transmission service, internal transmission service and internal GTL in congestion management procedures

· If any party is jurisdictional the agreement will be filed with FERC  

· Parties, if requested, will establish seams agreements where they share Coordinated Flowgates. (expect NERC to establish the criteria for Coordinated Flowgate (test) 

· Will address the curtailment priority of grandfathered service (pre-OATT).

· Outside Minimum Agreement Requirements

· In the event the parties cannot agree to a seams agreement a unilateral agreements may be filed with FERC.

· Definitions

· Seams Agreement – is an agreement between two or more parties or an agreement that share reciprocal treatment between all other parties that have executed such agreements.  

· Two-Tier Requirements – Those entities entering into seams agreements will utilize the following rules for First-to-Curtail and Last-to-Curtail
· Firm transmission service provided by the Transmission Service Provider experiencing congestion on their own system will be classified as Last-to-Curtail firm.

· The impacts from generators with firm transmission service on the  system of the Transmission Service Provider experiencing congestion are firm.

· The impacts from transactions with firm transmission service on the system of the Transmission Service Provider experiencing congestion are firm.

· Firm transmission service provided by a Transmission Service Provider not experiencing congestion that contributes to congestion   on another Transmission Service Provider’s system where a seams agreement is in place between the Transmission Service Providers shall be classified as Last-to-Curtail firm:

· Agreements to honor flowgates between two Transmission Service Providers will result in Last-to-Curtail firm curtailment priority of firm generation on both Transmission Service Providers systems.

· Agreements to honor flowgates between two Transmission Service Providers will result in Last-to-Curtail firm curtailment priority of firm transmission service on either Transmission Service Providers system. 

· Firm transmission service provided by the Transmission Service Provider not experiencing congestion that contributes to congestion on another Transmission Service Provider’s system where no seams agreement is in place between the Transmission Service Providers shall be classified as First-to-Curtail firm:

· Where no agreement exist between Transmission Service Providers, the curtailment of parallel flow impacts from other Transmission Service Providers that are classified as First-to-Curtail firm will be considered prior to the curtailment of impacts that are classified as Last-to-Curtail firm when determining relief assignments during TLR Level 5.
2. A BA may be assigned a GTL relief obligation during TLR due to GTL 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 GTL impacts (net of forward and reverse impacts) will be computed for the BA prior to starting redispatch

· A target GTL flow will be determined by taking the differences between the net GTL flow and the relief obligation from the BA.

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

· The net GTL 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 GTL subpriorities for the next hour.

· Since reloading of GTL 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 GTL 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.

Tag All Non-Firm Component

The Tag All Non-Firm Component would allow a BA to tag intra-BA non-firm transactions rather than submitting generator priorities.  By doing so, the congestion management process will have tags for non-firm intra-BA secondary network, non-firm intra-BA point-to-point and all inter-BA transactions. These can be subtracted from the outputs of generators identified as source generation on a tag, with the remaining generator output to be deemed to be using firm transmission service within the IDC.  This deemed firm transmission service includes both intra-BA firm network and intra-BA firm point-to-point transactions; however, this is not a limitation of the methodology since both of these transaction types receive the same treatment in the TLR process.

Requirements for Tagging All Non-Firm Component
1. The PSE/LSE will be responsible for submitting the tags. 
2. The Tag All Non-Firm Component would require the tagging of all intra-BA non-firm transactions flowing within a BA.  
3. Generators electrically resident in, but physically located outside of, a BA through the use of pseudo-tie(s) will utilize intra-BA tags for each non-firm transaction ascribable to those generators.  Firm transactions identified as sourcing from these generators are not required to be tagged.  This untagged generation output utilizing firm transmission service priority will be subject to NNL treatment within the IDC.

Generator Prioritization Component

In the Generator Prioritization Component the Transmission Service Provider will establish the firm/non-firm transmission priorities consistent with the Transmission Provider’s tariff.  The methodology for establishing the Priority Schedules will be posted on the Transmission Service Provider’s OASIS, such that it is publicly available.  The Transmission Service Provider shall identify firm/non-firm transmission service usage for all units on the Transmission Service Provider’s system and submit Priority Schedules through the System Data eXchange (SDX) to the IDC.  Impacts from generators will be assigned curtailment priorities based on the generators’ transmission service priorities.  

A detail list of the requirements for establishing the priorities is found below.  
Requirements for Establishing Generator Priorities
1. The Transmission Service Provider shall identify firm/non-firm transmission usage and submit Priority Schedules to the SDX for all generators serving load in their transmission footprint.

· A Priority Schedule is a schedule provided by the Transmission Service Provider that indicates the transmission service priority of the generator output.  There are different types of Priority Schedules described further in this document in this section under requirement 5. 
2. Each Transmission Service Provider will post on a public website their minimum requirements for considering firm use of transmission on their own system.

3. 

4. If a unit has multiple Transmission Service Providers represented as separate units in the IDC, each Transmission Service Provider will send a Priority Schedule for their share of the unit. This is only applicable for pseudo-tied units with owners in different Transmission Service Provider footprints.
5. Priority Schedules

· NERC Requirement:  NERC will add a new SDX message for submittal of generator Priority Schedules.  Generator Priority Schedules may be tracked using long-term (Unit-default Priority Schedule) or short-term (Short-term Priority Schedule) records where the required information for each record would include start/stop times (profiles), MW value or percent, and a flag to identify if it is a MW value or percent.  
· NAESB Requirement: The Transmission Service Provider will be responsible for sending the Generator Priority Schedules to the IDC through the SDX whenever the priorities change, but not more frequently than every 15 minutes.

· NAESB Requirement: The Transmission Service Provider will submit Generator Priority Schedules.  Generator Priority Schedules can be one of  two types:
· Unit-default Priority Schedule (long-term unit specific priority schedules which must be a minimum of six months).

· Short-term Priority Schedule (can be for a Transmission Service Provider specific time length)

· NERC Requirement: IDC Default Processing Requirements

· If there are Short-term Priority Schedules, the Short-term Priority Schedules are used.  (Short-term Priority Schedules override the Unit-default Priority Schedules.)

· If there are no Short-term Priority Schedules, the Unit-default Priority Schedule is applied.

· If the Unit-default Priority Schedule has expired the unit will go to the System-wide Priority Default (notifications will be sent prior to the expiration and after expiration at some periodicity.)

· If no Unit-defaults Priority Schedules have been submitted, the System-wide Priority Default will be used. The System-wide Priority Default is managed by the IDC in the event no active Unit-default or Short-term Priority Schedule is submitted from the Transmission Service Provider.  The System-wide Priority Default is firm. 

· NERC Requirement: Sometime before a Unit-default Priority Schedule expires a warning message will be sent from the IDC to the Transmission Service Provider.  The Transmission Service Provider will have the ability to establish how it receives the message (example via email, at logon, etc.).  The time prior to the expiration needs to be determined if this option is selected.
6. 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
Detail Explanation for Implementing Solution
 (What is required to implement the solution?)

Tag All Non-Firm Component Specific Changes

The implementation of Tag All Non-Firm Component results in the tagging of all generation output using a non-firm transmission service priority.  Dynamic tags can be employed to reflect the priority of a specific generator output to network and native load commitments.  Inter-BA transactions will be tagged and treated as they are today with no change.  In order to avoid “double counting” of generation flows for purposes of Network and Native Load (NNL) treatment within the area-wide congestion management process, the following sequential implementation procedures can be considered in the accounting of tagged generation flows; whereby a:

•
Specific generation unit is named as Source generation on the tag; the MW value of the tag is subtracted from the specified generation unit output.

•
Specific generation plant is named as Source generation on the tag; the MW value of the tag is subtracted from the total specified generation plant output and, on a pro-rata basis, from each of the specified plant’s generating unit’s output.

•
System generation fleet, as defined in the TSIN Registry, is named as Source generation on the tag, the MW value of the tag is subtracted from all total generation plant outputs in the system fleet on a pro-rata (on-line total generation plant capability) basis and from each generating unit’s output on a pro-rata basis.

The use of a pro-rata allocation procedure as a proxy for economic dispatch is intended to reflect conditions as they are today under the second and third bullet points and could introduce possibly substantial errors in the generator prioritization calculations.  Implementation of a NERC Source mapping requirement and Change Order #283 would result in Plant and System Fleet sourced transactions being mapped directly to individual generating units.

Reporting of dynamic tag values to the IDC should be synchronized with the reporting of generator output values in the required fifteen minute periodicity.  Since all generation flow that remains utilizes firm transmission service to serve firm point-to-point and firm network commitments for native load, the modified (original outputs minus tag values) generation outputs will be utilized in the NNL procedure within the IDC.

In summary, generator priorities will be determined based on generator total output and the subtraction of all tagged transactions from that total output.  The priority of the portions of the generator output associated with a tag will be assigned based on the appropriate transmission service priority utilized by each tag.  The remainder of the generator output will be deemed as firm.

Generator Prioritization Component Specific Changes

· NERC Changes

· A new message will need to be developed by the IDCWG for uploading Unit-default and Short-term Priority Schedules to the SDX to be used by the IDC.  
· A message will need to be developed by the IDCWG that will notify a Transmission Service Provider xx number of days prior to a Unit-default Priority Schedule expiring.  The “number of days prior” will be configurable by Transmission Service Provider.
· Additional logic will have to be added to the IDC to support the System-wide Priority Default, and the Unit-default and Short-term Priority Schedules.

· The Transmission Service Provider will be required to submit Unit-default and/or Short-term Priority Schedules or accept the System-wide Priority Default.

Assumptions:

· All generating resources in the EMS model will be included in the Parallel Flow Visualization process.  If a generator is in the EMS model it should also be in the IDC model. This will include pseudo-ties.
· It is assumed that all requirements for inter-BA interchange transactions will remain unchanged.

· A mechanism will be provided for mapping each TSIN registered Source to an individual or group of generating unit(s) provided that NERC establishes a standard that provides such a mapping.

· Transaction tags which utilize multiple transmission service priorities (horizontally and/or vertically stacked) will receive appropriate treatment in the generator prioritization processes and in the IDC.

· It is assumed that a mechanism exists for the reservation of non-firm network service.

· The assumption is made that there is no need for additional detail with regard to the identified Sink for a given transaction.
Impacted Entities 
(e.g. Marketer/Brokers, Transmission Service Providers/Transmission Providers, Generators, Balancing Authorities, Reliability Coordinators) 
	Impacted Entity
	Description of Impact(s)

	Transmission Service Providers
	The Transmission Service Providers will be required to upload Unit-default and/or Short-term Priority Schedules to the SDX for the Generator Prioritization Component.  For the Tag All Non Firm Component the Transmission Service Provider will also be required to implement the assumed cross reference mapping of TSIN Sources to individual (loads or Sinks?)

	Purchasing-Selling Entities (PSE)
	PSE’s will be required to submit a larger volume of tags in order to include non-firm secondary, non-firm point-to-point and (by FERC Order 693) firm point-to-point, intra-BA transactions for the Tag All Non-Firm Component.

	Interchange Authorities (IA)


	IAs will be required to process a larger volume of tags under the Tag All Non-Firm Component.  

	
	


Benefits:
Tag All Non-Firm Component
· Includes intra-BA transactions flowing in the Eastern Interconnection previously not accounted for in the IDC.

· Deals with the situation within a BA Area where the flow of inter-BA transactions utilizing Firm transmission service is made subordinate to the flow of intra-BA transactions which utilize Non-Firm Transmission Service.

· Provides a mechanism for identifying transmission service priority utilized by all generation output, but not unit specific.
Generator Prioritization Component

· The option allows for proper identification and for changes/override to unit default long-term generator priority schedules.
Drawbacks:

Tag All Non-Firm Component Drawbacks
· “Generation system fleet” and “generation plant” sourcing introduces an obstacle into the calculation of remaining generation output levels.  The mapping of TSIN registered Sources to individual generators would reduce this error. 

· The BPS has discussed the alternative of relying on Designated Network Resource (DNR) status for generation priorities – remainder of DNR generator output is firm, remainder of non-DNR unit is non-firm.  This, however, also introduces error.

· In using dynamic schedules for tagging of all intra-BA transactions except firm intra-BA transactions, the timing of the reported value of the dynamic schedule along with the generator output is critical.  Any skewing of this timing results in a misrepresentation of the total generator output.  Where dynamic schedules are not utilized, the introduced error is expected to be much greater due to the necessity of updating the tag in concert with the reporting of the generator output.  In either case, timing requirements are critical to the process.

· Also, in using dynamic schedules, it is possible to have a resultant mix of firm and non-firm schedules.  The process must be able to assure that priorities can be accurately defined for each generator output.

· Some Transmission Providers sell firm and non-firm point-to-point transmission service under their FERC approved Open Access Transmission Tariffs (OATT) in the form of financial rights rather than “physical” point-to-point service.  Under these tariffs, Transmission Customers are required to pay transmission congestion costs.  For these Transmission Providers, it will be difficult to develop intra-BA generator to load tags.

· Use of a pro-rata approach for assigning certain transmission service priorities as a proxy for economic dispatch can be an obstacle when identifying incremental units as Sources for transactions.
Generator Prioritization Component Drawbacks

· Entities that are not FERC-jurisdictional may classify all of its generation as firm.
General Drawbacks

· Entities that are not FERC jurisdictional are not required to follow NAESB business practices.  

Impact on NERC Standards and NAESB WEQ Business Practice Standards 

Current NAESB Business Practice Standards
 Include WEQ Business Practice Standard number and section number with a description of what needs to change.
	WEQ BPS Reference
	Description of Change

	WEQ-008 
	Changes will be required for sections of WEQ-008.

	WEQ-004
	Coordinate Interchange will need to be updated to tagging all Intra-BA Non-Firm Transactions and Intra BA firm Point-to-Point service

	
	

	
	


Current NERC Standards
 Include NERC Standard and Requirement Number with a description of what needs to change.

	NERC Standard
	Description of Change

	IRO-006
	Curtailment of tags within a market.

	
	

	
	

	
	


New NAESB Business Practice Standards 
Include WEQ Business Practice Number where changes would be applied and a description for each of the changes.
	WEQ BPS Reference
	New Standard Description

	WEQ-008 – Transmission Loading Relief
	New language will have to be added to WEQ-008 to address the requirements listed in the Detail Description of the Solution section.

	WEQ-001
	It will be dependent on whether the BPS wants to put specificity on where methodology for determining unit-default and short-term priority schedules shall be posted.  If the methodology is posted on OASIS coordination would be required to make changes to WEQ-001.

	Tbd
	Posting on a public website the minimum requirements for considering firm use of transmission on their own system

	
	


New NERC Standards
 Include NERC Standards where changes would be applied and a description for each of the changes.
	NERC Standard 
	Description of Change

	
	

	NERC/NAESB
	Provision for Cross-Reference of TSIN Registered Sources to individual generating units.

	
	

	NERC
	Implementation of a NERC mapping requirement to support the Tag All Non-Firm Component


Impact on IDC Change Order 310:

· None
Coordination with Other Groups 
(e.g. OASIS Subcommittee, Joint Electric Scheduling Subcommittee, IDC Working Group, Coordinate Interchange Standard Drafting Team, TLR Standard Drafting Team) - include the group and what coordination needs to occur.
	Entity Name
	Coordination Required

	
	

	
	

	OASIS Subcommittee
	For Tag All Non-Firm Component – Assignment of Priorities 

For Generator Priority Component - It will be dependent on whether the BPS wants to put specificity on where methodology for determining unit-default and short-term priority schedules shall be posted.  If the methodology is posted on OASIS coordination would be required to make changes to WEQ-001.  If we remain silent on where the methodology is posted then coordination is not required.

	IDCWG
	Will need to coordinate modifications to Change Order 310.
A new change order will need to be developed in support of TLR changes.  Since Change Order 283 has been accepted a new IDC change order will be required to support the Generator Prioritization Components identified in this document.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Outstanding Issues Not Addressed in Solution:

1. How to address a second TLR after the firm generation was cut and left the non-firm generation (Would you curtail firm before you cut the non-firm wind?)  (Credit for re-dispatch already taken?)
Status: To do this would require the Transmission Service Provider to identify the generators that were moved to provide the relief obligation and by how much and then reported to the IDC.  It would have to be limited to just those units that were moved because of the TLR.  Because of the changes in the system you cannot identify which units are moving for which TLR.  This issue is not going to be addressed in this proposal.  This issue exists today.
2. May be a user defined request via the GUI as to when notifications are received for pending expirations of priority schedules.  May be an automated message sent to the Transmission Service Provider.
Status: This issue can be addressed once this solution has been accepted to move forward.

3. Will percentages or MW values be uploaded to the IDC to determine firm and non-firm?  An option is to use percentages where 100% of the unit output or pmax is firm or non-firm or MW amounts that represent firm entitlements.
Status: This issue has already been addressed through the implementation of Change Order 283.

4. If this option is selected the BPS will need to develop the metrics for data collection during the parallel test mode in order to assess the appropriateness of the approach.  Failing to meet acceptance criteria could result in the creation of a new approach.  
Status: A BPS task force is developing metrics for the Permanent Solution.
5. The non-firm priority levels for System-wide Priority Defaults will need to be addressed if this option is selected to move forward.

Status: This issue has been resolved. The BPS agreed to use a firm System-wide default.
6. Impact on internal billing functions.

Status: Don't know that this causes any new impacts, with the exception that there may be a need for a new class of tags which are to be excluded from billing (e.g., NF dynamic tags for SPP).  This is beyond the scope of the BPS. 
Appendix A – Credit for Redispatch – Discussion
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. GTL relief requested will be determined based solely on forward GTL impacts.

3. Relief provided will be measured based on the change to net GTL 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):

	GTL 
	pre-cut
	relief request
	redispatch result
	total redispatch provided
	Non-firm available for next relief request

	PJM forward firm GTL (fGtL7) = 100
	100
	 
	75
	 
	 

	PJM reverse firm GTL (rGtL7) = 75
	100
	 
	102
	 
	 

	net firm
	0

	 
	-27
	 
	 

	PJM forward non-firm GTL (fGtL2) = 50
	100
	10
	100
	27
	73

	PJM reverse non-firm GTL (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:

7. A BA may be assigned a GTL relief obligation during TLR due to GTL 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 GTL impacts (net of forward and reverse impacts) will be computed for the BA prior to starting redispatch

· A target GTL flow will be determined by taking the differences between the net GTL flow and the relief obligation from the BA.

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

· The net GTL 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 GTL subpriorities for the next hour.

· Since reloading of GTL 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 GTL 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 GTL 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.   
Appendix B – Considerations for Seams Agreements

The following are considerations when developing a seams agreement.

· Would use the AFC or ATC calculation results of the owning entity of the limiting facility in approving new requests provided the data meets a certain quality standard defined by the parties

· Seams agreements can extends beyond the immediate neighbor 

· On-the-path and off-the-path rules when providing transmission service 

· On the path transaction logic – If the transaction is between PJM and Midwest ISO for example, the PJM process would ignore MISO AFC calculated values.  This is done with the assumption that the customer would need to submit another transaction on Midwest ISO OASIS in order to complete the transaction path.  Therefore, if there are any Midwest ISO constraints they would show up at this time.

·  Off the path transaction logic – If the transaction is between PJM and TVA for example, PJM will honor Midwest ISO AFC calculated values.  This is done because Midwest ISO would not see the transaction or have the opportunity to evaluate the transaction between PJM and TVA in the Midwest AFC calculation.  Ignoring the Midwest ISO AFC values in the evaluation of the request could potentially over subscribe the Midwest ISO System.

· To the extent one of the parties has an agreement with another entity that provides comparable treatment among a number of parties, then reciprocal treatment will be provided to that entity by all parties.

· Data exchange is implemented in support of the timelines of the calculation process.

· Will address the treatment of existing transmission commitment and other components of AFC or ATC of other parties
Appendix C – Coordination with External Entities Discussion
Discussion Topic: 
Coordination with external entities when evaluating and providing transmissions service and to address curtailment priorities of existing approved transmission service.

Alternative Options: 

Objective is to require coordination with external entities when evaluating and providing transmissions service and to address curtailment priorities of existing approved transmission service (How to treat the transmission service that was provided before/without coordination).

(1) Should NAESB have requirement to have seams agreements that honor external constraints when providing transmission service (PTP and Network) for all entities; or

a. Impact on Hybrid Option is that there will be no two tier curtailment priorities.

b. Impact on Allocation Option is that a two tier approach will still be needed to address subordinate treatment (where the allocation amount is not sufficient for all of the firm service granted by the TSP i.e, where flows associated with the TSP’s firm service exceeds TSP’s allocation of the flowgate) of firm service.  It is unlikely that a two tier approach could be justified under this option.  

c. Seams agreements provide flexibility to address other issues beyond minimum requirements.

d. How do you require parties to enter into seams agreement negotiations in good faith without having specific requirements, and how is dispute resolved?

e. There is a concern that a TP has executed all of the required seams agreements with transmission providers across the Eastern Interconnection. (Compliance Issue)

(2) Should there be standards developed by NERC and NAESB to mandate honoring external constraints for providing transmission service (PTP and Network); or 

a. Impact on Hybrid Option is that there will be no two tier curtailment priorities.

b. Impact on Allocation Option is that a two tier approach will still be needed to address subordinate treatment (where the allocation amount is not sufficient for all of the firm service granted by the TSP i.e, where flows associated with the TSP’s firm service exceeds TSP’s allocation of the flowgate) of firm service.  It is unlikely that a two tier approach could be justified under this option.  

c. This is less flexible than having a seams agreement.  Standard needs to be very specific or prescriptive for all entities whereas seams agreement can be on a case by case basis.

d. Seams agreements could optionally be developed to address other issues beyond minimum requirements.

e. If there are NERC requirement that need to be changed/created, it could be a lengthy process.

f. There is no longer a concern that a TP has executed all of the required seams agreements with transmission providers across the Eastern Interconnection. (Compliance Issue).

(3) Should there be a two tier approach that provides incentive to have seams agreements that honor external constraints when providing transmission service (PTP and Network).

a. Impact on Hybrid Option is that there will be two tier curtailment priorities.

b. Impact on Allocation Option is that a two tier approach is already needed for the hybrid option and this option remains viable.  

c. Seams agreements provide flexibility to address other issues beyond minimum requirements.

d. How do you require parties to enter into seams agreement negotiations in good faith without having specific requirements, and how is dispute resolved?

e. There is no longer a concern that a TP has executed all of the required seams agreements with transmission providers across the Eastern Interconnection. (Compliance Issue).

f. Under this approach, transmission customers may not know which level of firm service they will receive and they will not have the ability to guarantee last to curtail because firmness is dependent on a TP action (entering into a seams agreement).

NOTE: DISCUSSION ITEMS ABOVE DO NOT REPRESENT BPS CONCENSUS AND ARE GOING TO BE USED FOR DISCUSSING OPTIONS.
Appendix D – NAESB Business Practice Standards in Lieu of Required Seams Agreements
Minimum Requirements

Need to have a list of minimum requirements, for NAESB Business Practice Standards in lieu of required seams agreements (not to duplicate NERC standards and may implicate modified or new NERC standards). 

1. Granting  of Transmission Service

a. At a minimum Include all first-tier neighbor reservations are included and decrement the TSPs ATC posted for the granting of transmission service (to the extent it doesn’t provide double counting of impacts)

b. Reservations should be exchanged daily or more frequently for the purpose of including ATC values used for granting of transmission service

c. Exchange ratings and existing transmission commitments daily or more frequently 

d. Granting of transmission service will be limited based on the most restrictive limit on internal or first-tier transmission service provider system including all of the ETC components and ratings listed above.

e. Limit the provision of transmission service as it impacts other parties’ systems by respecting the constraints as described in the seams agreement.

i. Near Term (13 months or less) - Will utilize AFC values calculated by the owning Transmission Service Providers according to MOD standards when providing transmission service. 

ii. Beyond Near Term (beyond 13 months for which NERC standards do not require ATC/AFC calculations) - Will address providing transmission service beyond Near Term (13 months) (Point-to-Point, Network Service and other generation to load service).
f. The process used for granting transmission service for near term and beyond near term would be posted on the TSP OASIS
2. Those entities that have financial-based transaction systems will apply limits to ATC/AFC in their day-ahead and hour-ahead solution instead of granting transmission service reservations. Such limits will include those found in Item 1 (above). 

3. Real –time congestion management needs to be included in the NAESB Business Practice Standards

a. Will address the treatment (scheduling and curtailment) of all transmission service (Point-to-Point, Network Service and other generation to load service) of other parties in congestion management procedures (will use TLR or other Local procedure)

i. Will address both cross border transmission service, internal transmission service and internal generation to load in congestion management procedures

b. Will address the curtailment priority of grandfathered service (pre-OATT).
4. Unless otherwise stipulated, a seams agreement would take precedence over such business practice standards 
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