PSEUDO TIE EXAMPLE
The diagram presents a situation where a generation only BA is located within BA1 and has a 600 MW generator where 78 MW of that generator has been pseudo-tied into BA3 and is being used to serve a specific load in BA3.  This example assumes that a combination of firm and non-firm service (both PTP and network service) has been arranged along the contract path (Gen BABA1 BA2  BA3  Load).
BA1        7F Service            78 MW
BA2        7F Service            50 MW
                5NF Service        28 MW
BA3        6N Service           78 MW
Although BA4 is not on the path and does not provide transmission service, it still experiences parallel flows from this transaction.
Because this involves the use of a pseudo-tie and not an interchange transaction, there is no tag to curtail.  This means the transaction impacts on flowgates A, B, C and D will be represented in GTL flows and that the Constrained Path Method (CPM) and Weakest Link (WL) Method will apply.  The description of the CPM and WL Method that are applied to tags appears in the NERC IDC Process for the Eastern Interconnection section of the Two-Tier Firm Curtailment Support Position Paper (see material posted for the July 12-13, 2011 BPS meeting, refer to the NERC IDC Process for the Eastern Interconnection section pages 4-6).
By applying these same rules to GTL flows, you come-up with the following TSP/flowgate specific priority buckets for the 78 MW pseudo tie transaction:
On-the-Path Using CPM
                             Amount               Priority
Flowgate A         78 MW                  7F
Flowgate B         50 MW                  7F
                             28 MW                  5NM
Flowgate D         78 MW                  6N   
Off-the-Path Using WL Method
Flowgate C 	50 MW		6N
23 MW		5NM
While it is fairly obvious how to apply these methods to this example, it introduces a complexity into the GTL calculation in that they now have different curtailment priorities (i.e. a mix of firm and non-firm and a mix of PTP and network service) for each TSP/flowgate.  Although the BPS has addressed the complexity of the use of first-to-curtail firm versus last-to-curtail firm through the use of a matrix, this example shows different curtailment priorities for each TSP on the path versus third party TSPs being impacted by parallel flows.  
This complexity does not exist in the current NNL calculation because of the assumption that all generators have firm transmission service.  If pseudo-tied generators always used firm transmission service along the entire path, the BPS could ignore this problem and always assign these GTL flows as firm.  However, there is no requirement to always use firm service for pseudo-tied generators and the hybrid option design must accommodate a mix of service.  
This will require not only the ability to enter the priority schedules for the pseudo-tied generation of each TSP along the path but will also require making multiple GTL calculations that are specific to the service sold along the path that also takes into account parallel flows experienced by third party TSPs.

