Bonneville Power Administration Comments on the Multiple Reliability Limits Proposals
Bonneville Power Administration BPA respectfully makes the following comments on the three options for multiple reliability limits posted October 3, 2008 and due November 4, 2008.

Design 1:  BPA does not support Design 1.  Design 1 does not meet the objectives specified in the problem statement.  Specifically, this design puts the responsibility for managing multiple reliability limits on the issuers of the limits.  Issuers of reliability limits will be required to evaluate all requests either manually or via custom validation tools to determine the impact of the new request on previous requests.  This design does not substantially increase the functionality as reliability entities already have the ability to “Re-Curtail” if another company overrides their curtailment.  It is BPA’s opinion that the Cons for Design 1 far outweigh the Pros.
Design 2:  BPA does not support Design 2.  Design 2 also does not meet the objectives specified in the problem statement.  This design has all the limitations of Design 1 with the additional burden of an entity being able to “Reload” over another entities’ curtailment.  If, for example, Company A issues a curtailment and Company B issues another lower curtailment.  Company A could approve or deny the new lower curtailment.  If company B subsequently reloads the limit, Company A would not have approval rights as they were not the “last approved reliability limit”.  It is BPA’s opinion that the Cons for Design 2 far outweigh the Pros.

Design 3:  BPA strongly supports Design 3.  This is the only design that completely meets the objectives specified in the problem statement.  We feel that the Pros substantially outweigh the Cons for this design.  We also feel that the perceived difficulties of the implementation will be short lived and will provide ongoing benefits to the industry. 
