
 

 

Ke n  Lotte rh os: 

 

Qu estion  1 – 

Regarding Sect ion  5.4 Linear  Transfer  Ana lysis Result s – Tables 1 and 2, is there 

any correla t ion  between these two tables and the types of t ransfers listed in  the 

mat r ix for  the MRN-NEEM ana lysis?  They don’t  seem to match  up. 

 

The linea r  t ransfers performed on  the Roll Up case comprised of different  t ransfers 

between different  defined a reas than  the NEEM regions; therefore, there is lit t le, if 

any, correla t ion  between Tables 1 and 2 found in  Sect ion  5.4 of the Roll Up repor t  

and the t ransfer  limits determined for  use in  the MRN -NEEM model. 

 

Qu estion  2 – 

Regarding Appendix E: Area  In terchange Schedules , he didn’t  see a  schedule for  the 

ISO New England to New York Zone J K a rea  t ransfer  on  the NNC t ie (100 MW?) 

listed in  the in terchange schedule. 

 

In  Appendix E, ISO-NE and NYISO didn 't  separa te the NNC t ie out  from the rest  of 

the t ie lines between the two a reas. The 100 MW t ransfer  is included in  the 81 MW 

tota l on  a ll AC t ies between NYISO and ISO-NE. This is consisten t  with  the way 

other  phase-sh ifter -regula ted t ies between New York and New England a re t rea ted, 

such  as the phase sh ifters a t  Blissville, VT and  Sandbar , VT, which  a re a lso lumped 

in to the 81 MW tota l. 

 

Qu estion  3 – 

Regarding F lowgates, can  we ident ify which  lines/elements make up each  of the 

flowga tes? 

 

Appendix D of the Roll Up repor t  provides the limit ing facilit ies, or  flowga tes, for  

the linea r  t ransfer  ana lyses performed on  the Roll Up case.  

 

Wil Burn s: 

 

Qu estion  1 – 

Regarding Gap Analysis in  Sect ion  3, severa l issues a re ident ified with  respect  to 

potent ia l cont ingencies and then  facility issues.  It  was a  lit t le confusing as to how 

th is fit  in  with  the crea t ion  of the Roll Up case.  The way it  was expla ined was tha t  

the Roll Up case was crea ted and solved, a nd there were no cont ingencies tha t  



 

 

caused any viola t ions.  But  then  there is the Gap Ana lysis tha t  seems to show some 

potent ia l facility issues based on  cer ta in  cont ingencies.  Can you expla in  how the 

Gap Ana lysis may be different  from the NERC planning t est s tha t  were done?  

 

The object ive of th is screening ana lysis was to ident ify potent ia l power  flow 

in teract ions from an  in terconnect ion  wide perspect ive tha t  may have resu lted from 

the effect s of one P lanning Author ity’s plans on  another . Potent ia l gaps were 

ident ified and repor ted in  Sect ion  3 of the Roll-Up repor t .  The potent ia l gaps a re 

cont ingent  viola t ions in  the 2020 Roll-Up model. The understanding tha t  there were 

no cont ingent  viola t ions in  the case is incorrect .  Potent ia l solu t ions (Sect ion  4 of the 

Roll-Up repor t ) will be refer red to the regiona l planning processes of the P lanning 

Author it ies for  deta iled assessments. As noted in  the Roll-Up repor t , deta iled 

ana lysis may or  may not  indica te a  need for  system upgrades in  fu ture planning 

cycles. 

 

Qu estion  2 – 

Regarding the Roll Up case, when the case was in it ia lly crea ted there were cer ta in  

types of NERC test ing performed, possibly ca tegor ies A and B, and tha t ’s rea lly the 

quest ion  – was it  A, B and C or  something else?.  Sta r t ing with  the Roll Up  case, 

wha t  type of NERC cont ingency test ing was performed on  the case?  How was the 

system st ressed pr ior  to cont ingency analysis?  There is the NERC cr it ica l system 

st ress, was anyth ing done for  th is?  How is the Gap Ana lysis different  from what  

was found in  these NERC test s? 

 

Per  the SSMLFWG Procedura l Manua l loca ted on  the EIPC website 

(h t tp://eipconline.com/uploads/SMLFWG_Procedure_Manua l_Rev0_Final.pdf), each  

PA performed reliability ana lyses applicable to their  planning a rea  pract ices and 

individual requirements.  The summer  peak condit ion  is considered a  st ressed or  

cr it ica l system condit ion  per  NERC TPL standards. 

 

The same quest ions apply for  the Baseline Infrast ructu re case.  It  is st ill somewhat  

confusing as to how the Gap Ana lysis seems to show potent ia l issues and how it  

cont rast s to wha t  else was done. 

 

The Baseline Infrast ructure case was a  stakeholder  requested ca se where limited, if 

any,  r eliability analysis was performed.  The PAs had previously determined tha t  

facilit ies included in  the Roll Up case were needed to meet  the rel iability needs of 

http://eipconline.com/uploads/SMLFWG_Procedure_Manual_Rev0_Final.pdf


 

 

their  a rea .  The Baseline Infrast ructure case was not  suppor ted by the PAs as being 

a  reliabilit y based case. 

 

Qu estion  3 –  

Regarding t ransfer  limit s , he had submit ted specific quest ions, simila r  to wha t  Ken 

was ta lking about , with  respect  to - how do you go from these linea r  t ransfer  

ana lyses to (come up with) the specific NEEM limit s tha t  were used?  There doesn’t  

seem to be any rea l explana t ion  of tha t  and there’s been  very lit t le t ransparency in  

it .  No explana t ion  as of yet  a s to how the NEEM t ransfer  limit s were produced.  

 

The descr ipt ion  of how each  NEEM t ransfer  limit  was determined was provided 

a long with  the t ransfer  limit s and a re loca ted on  the EIPC website: 

h t tp://eipconline.com/uploads/NEEM_Transfer_Limits_Input_Descr ipt ions_FINAL_

2-5-11.xlsx  Addit ionally, there were mult iple conference ca lls to address specific 

quest ions regarding the NEEM t ransfer  limit s.  There were very few quest ions 

dur ing those ca lls. 

http://eipconline.com/uploads/NEEM_Transfer_Limits_Input_Descriptions_FINAL_2-5-11.xlsx
http://eipconline.com/uploads/NEEM_Transfer_Limits_Input_Descriptions_FINAL_2-5-11.xlsx

