MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE NEPOOL


REGIONAL TRANSMISSION OPERATIONS COMMITTEE (TOC)


HELD ON MONDAY, MAY 11, 1998


WESTBOROUGH, MASSACHUSETTS








PRESENT:





S. S. Garwood, Chairman			-  Central Maine Power Company


M. A. Cannella, Vice Chairman			-  United Illuminating Company


G. R. Baker					-  Bangor Hydro Electric Company


L. G. Drees					-  Vermont Electric Power Company, Inc.


P. A. Fiocchi					-  Commonwealth Energy System Companies


T. J. Gentile		(Alternate)		-  Eastern Utilities Associates Companies


P. H. Krawczyk		(Alternate)		-  Commonwealth Energy System Companies


J. McCluskey		(Temporary Alternate)	-  Bangor Hydro Electric Company


B. W. McKinnon		(Temporary Alternate)	-  Mass. Municipal Wholesale Electric Company


D. Pileggi		(Alternate)		-  New England Power Company


K. D. Rogers		(Temporary Alternate)	-  Northeast Utilities Service Company


M. H. Rosenqvist				-  New England Power Company


G. F. Spring		(Alternate)		-  Vermont Electric Power Company, Inc.


G. R. Sullivan					-  Boston Edison Company


E. Wisniewski		(Alternate)		-  Boston Edison Company








GUESTS:





R. C. Baslow					-  Green Mountain Power Corporation


P. Belval					-  Day, Berry & Howard


C. D. Blinn					-  Day, Berry & Howard


D. J. Capra					-  New England Power Company


D. P. Ciullo					-  Dighton Power Associates Limited Partnership


R. Coxe					-  TransEnergy US


D. Disher					-  Weil and Howe


L. Eisenstat					-  USGen / Dickstein, Shapiro


C. R. Ide					-  ISO New England Inc.


P. G. Kozlowski					-  ISO New England Inc.


R. V. Kowalski					-  ISO New England Inc.


G. Lambert					-  USGen


D. LaPlante					-  ISO New England Inc.


S. Lee						-  Sithe


D. J. Lorden					-  American National Power


P. A. Savage					-  Brown, Olson & Wilson


D. Walters					-  New England Power Company	


G. Zito						-  United Illuminating Company








Report on the May 6, 1998 NEPOOL Administrative Committee (NAC) Meeting





Mr. Cannella described the proposed framework for the compliance filing which was supported by the majority of the TOC at their May 5th meeting and presented to the NAC at their May 6th meeting.  The proposed framework included:





Implementation of point to point service.


Designation of network resources.


Implementation of expansion cost pricing based on “higher of”.





He reported that the NAC directed the TOC to do the following:





At their May 11th and 12th meetings, the TOC is to identify potential Market issues associated with the FERC Order and the proposed framework for the compliance filing.  Mr. Ide from ISO staff will be available to assist.


Mr. Garwood and Mr. Cannella will present the proposed framework and the Market issues to the MOC at their May 13th meeting.


The TOC should address compliance to the FERC Order to the fullest extent possible consistent with the Market that has been proposed and in such a manner as to not delay implementation of the Market in the fourth quarter.





Mr. Cannella distributed and reviewed a working paper describing the concepts of the proposed framework, “Tariff Impact of FERC’s Order”, which led to a discussion of transmission and Market issues.








Congestion Pricing Mechanism





Following is a summary of the main points of the discussion of the interim congestion pricing mechanism:





1.	Does not address transmission rights.


2.	Has two key assumptions:


a.	There is no internal congestion.


b.	There is no new significant generation.





It was noted that PJM and NYPP deal with transmission rights as a financial product after the fact using transmission congestion contracts.  Units are not physically dispatched based on transmission rights.  By January 1, 2000, NEPOOL will need to have a congestion pricing mechanism in place that recognizes transmission rights or a security constrained dispatch.








Energy Market





The group discussed the following options concerning dispatching units bid into the energy Market taking into account transmission priorities:





If a resource is not designated and does not have firm point to point transmission service, it bids into the power exchange on an as available transmission basis.


If an interface is constrained, dispatch units with non-firm transmission service to their conditional operating limit identified in their 18.4.








Installed Capacity (ICAP) Market





The group discussed the following options concerning the ICAP Market:





There is firm capacity value only with firm transmission. Therefore, separate the energy market from the capacity market.


Allow resources in the energy market to operate on the bid based market system.


Allow resources which are designated or which have firm point to point transmission service to participate in the capacity (reliability) market.


Requiring firm transmission for ICAP is beyond compliance to the FERC Order.








Operable Capacity Market





Mr. Ide stated that Participants made a conscious decision in the design of the Market that operable capacity is not impacted by congestion.








Designation of Resources





The group discussed the following options concerning designation of resources:





Apply designated resources only to the ICAP Market.


Change the ICAP Market to a firm market


Allow all of the other Markets to operate under secondary service.


Until January 1, 2000, consider all resources currently on line as designated NEPOOL resources.


Inform FERC in the compliance filing that NEPOOL really meant not to include designation of resources in the Tariff.


Designation of resources does not work with the Market design.


ISO already has network resource information.





A benefit of requiring designation of network resources is that it assists in identifying the design requirements of the transmission system.








Firm Point to Point Service





Mr. Cannella explained that point to point service would really be more of a point to pool service and that firm point to point service would have equal priority to network service.





Mr. Kowalski noted the following benefits of offering firm point to point service and by default secondary network service:





Potentially reduces the study queue by reducing the number of generators requesting to be fully integrated under firm point to point service.


Potentially reduces the study time and the time to get on line for the generators opting not to be fully integrated under secondary network service.


Firm point to point service requires a deposit.


Identifies design requirements for the transmission system.


Identifies how much capacity is available under a conditional 18.4.








System Sales





The group decided that the MOC should address system sales and power marketer to power marketer sales.








ISO Staff Concerns





Mr. LaPlante stated that for the second effective date and until a congestion pricing mechanism is implemented, the Market design can not recognize transmission priority in physical system dispatch or in Market Settlements.








Revised Proposed Framework





Based on the above discussions, the following revised proposed framework was outlined:





Implement firm point to point service to hold some yet to be defined transmission rights in the future.


Require designation of resources which in the short run will be relatively meaningless.


Implement expansion cost pricing based on “higher of”.


All Markets including ICAP can use secondary network service. However, the TOC would like the MOC to consider requiring firm transmission for the ICAP Market.








Second Series of Questions re: Drafting Conforming Tariff Changes (dated May 6, 1998)





The TOC addressed two series of questions distributed by Day, Berry & Howard concerning drafting conforming tariff changes.  The questions are attached.





A1.	Structure point to point like network service.





A2.	No, not if the sale is to a designated network load.  Yes, if the sale is not to a designated network load.





A3.	Open.  Action Item: Mr. Savage will develop an example.





A4.	No minimum.  No maximum.


 


A5.	During the transition, yes and yes.





A6.	During the transition, yes and yes.  Customers connected directly to the PTF only pay LNS, therefore, they should take RNS.








Questions re: Drafting Conforming Tariff Changes (Dated May 4, 1998)





A1.	No.  No.





A2.	No.





A3.	No.





A4.	Yes, if Restated NEPOOL Agreement acts as network operating agreement for Participants.





A5.	No.  Action Item:  Financial Assurance Policy Committee should address deposits for network service from Participants and Non-Participants and procedures to establish credit history and return of deposits. The procedure should be included in the Tariff.





A6.	Yes.





A7.	No.





A8.	No.





A9.	Yes.  No.





A10.	No waivers.





A11.	No.





A12.	No,





A15.	No the MOC / TOC should be designated. Once a year all LSEs should be invited to attend.





A16.	All Participant transactions entered into after the effective date of the Tariff.





A17.	Action Item:  Ask MOC to address. 





A18.





A19.	No.





A20.	Yes.








Next Meetings





Tuesday	May 12, 1998	at 0830		Westborough, MA	Energy Institute


Monday		May 18, 1998	at 0930		Northborough, MA	Auditorium


Wednesday	May 20, 1998	at 0930		To be determined


Thursday	May 21, 1998	at 0900		Westborough, MA (Joint MOC / TOC meeting)


Friday		May 22, 1998	at 0830		Westborough, MA	Commons B


Friday		May 29, 1998	at 0930		Westborough, MA	Energy Institute


Monday		June 1, 1998	at 0930		Westborough, MA	Energy Institute


Tuesday	June 2, 1998	at 0830		Northborough, MA	Auditorium


Tuesday	June 9, 1998	at 0930		Northborough, MA	Auditorium


Wednesday	June 10, 1998	at 0830		Westborough, MA	Energy Institute


Wednesday	June 17, 1998	at 0930		Northborough, MA	Auditorium


Thursday	June 18, 1998	at 0830		Northborough, MA	Auditorium














Respectfully Submitted,














Pamela G. Kozlowski


