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	Reference to Slide/Bullet/Point

Presented at August 4, 2005 Meeting


	Comment/Question/Issue



	General Questions/Comments
	(1)
Clarify whether New England should be or is moving toward a pure market-based model or a model that is a set of administrative rules based on market principles. 

(2)
How and to what extent should the IC value calculation reflect or consider how the system is being operated or is capable of being operated?  

(3)
How are security issues (in contrast to adequacy issues) addressed in the model?  What is the intersection between security and adequacy in the model?  9/27/05 – Discussed.  Security issues are not addressed in the current model.

(4)
What look-ahead forecasts and forecast periods should be utilized?  How should those look ahead forecasts align with the setting of requirements in any particular year?  


(5)
To what extent, if at all, should locational issues be considered in addressing capacity requirements issues?  Is the ICR process the appropriate forum to address the locational issues?  9/27/05 – Discussed.  NPCC requires that capacity requirements take into account transmission limitations, and this forum should continue to address this issue.



	(Wong Slide 5)  NPCC Resource Adequacy – Design Criteria (Document A-2):  Each Area’s probability (or risk) of disconnecting any firm load due to resource deficiencies shall be, on average, not more than once in ten years.  Compliance with this criteria shall be evaluated probabilistically, such that the loss of load expectation [LOLE] of disconnecting firm load due to resource deficiencies shall be, on average, no more than 0.1 day per year . . .”


	(6)
What is the intent of the NPCC criteria and how has the phrase “on average” been interpreted and applied historically?  

(7)
Is the concept of “average” “temporal” or “geographic” or something else?  9/27/05 – Discussed.  This issue is under review at the NPCC.

(8)
How should the concept of “on average” as used in this NPCC Design Criteria be applied in an environment in which there are LICAP Zones?



	(Wong Slide 5 – above)
	(9)
How has the term “Area” been interpreted and applied historically?  9/27/05 – Discussed.  Area is defined by NPCC as the entire control area.

(10)
If the term “Area” has been historically interpreted and applied to mean the New England control area as a whole, what changes must be made to the model, assumptions, etc. to apply this requirement to an environment in which there are LICAP zones.



	
	Regarding the 0.1 LOLE requirement:

(11)
Define and clarify what “loss of load expectation of disconnecting firm load due to resource deficiencies [is] no more than 0.1 per day per year” is.  Is it equivalent to 2.4 hours per year of firm load interruption? Does it depend on the MW quantity of firm load potentially disconnected?  Does it require a region-wide event, or is any MW interruption counted?  9/27/05 – Discussed.  The presentation covered this in detail. There is no hour or MW meaning to the LOLE values. It is the likelihood of a loss-of-load event occurring, not a measure of the duration or severity of the event.

(12)
How is the 0.1 LOLE criterion to be applied in an environment in which you have LICAP zones?

(13)
Is the 0.1 LOLE criterion an appropriate criterion to use in a competitive market environment?  Is the 0.1 LOLE consistent with consumer expectations for the reliability of electric service? 

(14)
If performance on a regional and/or national basis routinely surpasses 0.1 LOLE, do we need to look at new or different yardsticks for measuring reliability?

(15)
Historically, what loss of load events have been considered in determining whether the 0.1 LOLE standard was being met and what events have not been considered?  Is that historic approach appropriate going forward?  9/27/05 – Discussed.  A historical analysis is generally not performed and is not considered in developing the ICR for the upcoming year.

(16)
Can a control area choose a different standard than NPCC’s criterion of 0.1 LOLE?  What is the NPCC process?

9/27/05 – Discussed.  A control area can plan to any metric it chooses, as long as it can demonstrate that it meets the NPCC standard.



	Peter Wong comments that a key assumption in the current IC methodology is that no internal transmission constraints are modeled – all resources can serve all loads; single electric bus representation.  


	(17)
Is this model still appropriate given LICAP zones?  Should internal transmission constraints be modeled and, if so, how?
9/27/05 – Discussed, but still an open question.

	(Wong Slide 10) Assumptions Considered in IC Requirement Determination
	(18)
How should the model account for demand response resources and energy efficiency resources?

(19)
How do/should economics fit into the determination of available resources/resource adequacy?  11/3/05 – economics are not looked at;  should issue to be looked at
(20)
Define the criteria for determining when an addition or attrition is “known” for purposes of this process.  11/3/05 – I.3.9 process plus actual knowledge regarding actual construction progress.
(21)
Need to clarify how price responsive demand resources will be treated or considered.



	(Wong Slide 15) Summary of OP4 – Action During a Capacity Deficiency

(Wong Slide 16) How Characteristics of Loads, Resources and OP4 Can Affect IC Requirement

(Wong Slide 17) Example of IC Requirement Breakdown
	(22)
To what extent is it appropriate to “rely” on OP4 actions in a market-based system as part of the resources available for determining needed capacity?

(23)
From a policy standpoint, what is the appropriate role for/value of the OP4 process in determining how to satisfy IC requirements?

(24)
To what extent should DR be taken out of the “emergency” and OP4 category and treated like a resource with economic as well as physical performance characteristics?

(25)
Does the model appropriately differentiate between DR that is properly treated as ICAP and DR that is properly treated as an OP4 resource?

(26)
Regarding the illustration in Slide 17, is the proper model to consider ICAP and OP4 as a ratio, rather than additive as illustrated?  10/27/05 – Correct as illustrated; it is additive; 



	Process Based Questions
	(27)
To what extent will/should the ICSC become involved in the development of 2006/2007 IC values?  What should the relationship between the PSPC and the ICSC be with respect to 2006/2007 IC values?  Addressed:  2006/2007 IC values development will proceed pursuant to current stakeholder process.  IC Steering Committee and Working Group will focus on 2007/2008 and beyond process.  

(28)
To what extent should the model used for 2005/2006 IC Values be applied to develop 2006/2007 IC values?

(29)
How will the NECPUC/NESCOE process interact with the NEPOOL stakeholder Participant Processes (PSPC, RC, NPC)?

(30)
How will the NECPUC/NESCOE process interact with the ICSC process?

(31)
How will the ICSC interact with the NEPOOL stakeholder Participant Processes?

(32)
What communications mechanisms need to be put into place to facilitate the efforts of the ICSC?

(33)
Should the dollar impact of decisions made regarding 2006/2007 IC values be considered by the ICSC?



	Issues To Be Addressed at PSPC
	(34)
Should the Westinghouse or MARs model be used?

(35)
What Tie Reliability Benefit scenarios should be considered?




	Reference to Slide/Bullet/Point

Presented at September 27, 2005  Meeting


	Comment/Question/Issue



	Wayne Coste Presentation – Slide 6 (Regarding 0.1 LOLE)
	(36)
If every hour were to be modeled, would 0.1 LOLE still be the correct standard, or would some different standard apply?



	Wayne Coste Presentation – Slide 11

(Regarding factors not considered in the Westinghouse Model)
	(37)
Should generation maintenance outages be taken into account so long as transmission limitations are taken into account?  (Point raised during discussion)



	Wayne Cost Presentation – Slide 36 (Regarding components of the formula for determining the IC requirement)


	(38)
What is “Actual.Installed.Capacity”?  How is it defined?  How should it be defined?


	Reference to Slide/Bullet/Point

Presented at October 6, 2005   Meeting


	Comment/Question/Issue



	Dave Ehrlich Presentation – Slide 5 (Price of Electricity Bullet)
	(39)      How should the price of electricity be determined and modeled in the short term forecast? 



	Dave Ehrlich Presentation – Slide 10
	(40)      The approach in the current model is to forecast the aggregate region-wide loads, then break down to locational load forecasts as needed.  Should the model reflect building up locational forecasts into an aggregate?  



	Dave Ehrlich Presentation – Slide 13
	This slide contains an error regarding August data that will be corrected.



	Dave Ehrlich Presentation – Slide 17
	(41)     NOTE TO WORKING GROUP:  A QUESTION WAS RAISED HERE REGARDING THE CONCEPT THAT “AVERAGE” REFERS TO AVERAGE OF THE WHOLE DISTRIBUTION, BUT 50/50 ONLY LOOKS AT ‘PEAK’ PART (95th Percentile) OF TOTAL DISTRIBUTION.  Would the person who raised this issue please contact Scott Myers (spmyers@dbh.com; 860-275-0361) so that we can more clearly articulate your concern if you believe it rises to the level of an item to be included on this matrix.  Thanks.  



	Dave Ehrlich Presentation – Slide 30
	(42)     We have abandoned on a gross level sum of company forecasts, but in this element of C&LM we appear to be taking the opposite approach:  taking as historical basis loads as if C&LM had not occurred, forecasting and then backing out company or state forecasts of C&LM.  Does that improve our results as opposed to taking observed energy and peak results (including the effects of C&LM) and forecasting off of that basis?



	Dave Ehrlich Presentation – Slide 33
	A member asked that the ISO provide data on error margins with respect to forecasting winter peaks.



	Dave Ehrlich Presentation – Slide 33
	(43)  What is causing the underforecasting bias?  How does the underforecasting bias affect the process of setting requirements over a longer term period?  What systematic or methodology changes should be considered to address the underforecasting bias?  10/22/05 – One of the elements of the bias appears to be the assumption regarding load factor.  ISO proposes to assume a continuing trend of declining load factor in this year’s forecast.  Other elements of the underforecasting bias may still need to be identified and addressed.


	Dave Ehrlich Presentation – Slides 33, 34 and 35 
	(44)   Given the underforecasting bias, is the methodology currently in use for forecasting the right methodology?

(45)  Especially given the underforecasting bias, and even if the bias is corrected, what is the proper use of the forecasts for purposes of setting reserves?  


	Reference to Slide/Bullet/Point

Presented at October 27, 2005   Meeting


	Comment/Question/Issue



	Wong Presentation – IC Requirement – Slide 4 
	(46)  Regarding the list of factors considered in resource modeling under ISO PP3 (Resource Adequacy Criterion) – Information was requested as to the similarities and differences in these areas between New England, NYISO and PJM

(47)  What level of confidence is used for these factors when projected out into the future?  What levels of confidence do NYISO and PJM use?  

(48)  How should these factors be “coordinated” with market operations?

(49)  What is the appropriate modeling of Demand Response Resources?  

(50)  What is the appropriate modeling for factors such as 

fuel supply adequacy?  If that is an operable capacity rather than installed capacity issue, how is the issue addressed for purposes of operable capacity?

(51)  What is the proper way to model deliverability constraints given that the MARS model does not consider deliverability of the capacity to serve load?

 

	Wong Presentation – IC Requirement – General Discussion Items


	(52)  Should New England follow PJM route for setting IC Requirements (identify types of fuel resources needed) or rely on market mechanisms to incent what is needed or rely on a more “pure” capacity model?

(53) What is the appropriate balance to strike between focusing on the overall comprehensiveness of the planning rather than focusing on peak hour issues and planning?



	Wong Presentation – IC Requirement – Slide 10
	(54)  To what extent is it appropriate to rely on OP4 actions in establishing IC requirements in a market-based environment?



	Wong Presentation – IC Requirement – Slide 23
	(55)  What value should properly be ascribed to OP 4 Actions 14, 15 and 16 (public appeals to conserve)?  How have these actions been implemented historically?

(56)  Suggestion that a more detailed explanation be provided as to how the ISO determines the extent of relief available from a particular OP4 action and how those determinations are updated.  




	Reference to Slide/Bullet/Point

Presented at October 27, 2005   Meeting


	Comment/Question/Issue



	Hodgdon Presentation – HQICCs – Slide 7


	Slide will be modified to reflect action of the PSPC

	Hodgdon Presentation – HQICCs – Slide 8 
	Request to clarify last bullet to reflect that it is CPAS as calculated by the formula.



	Hodgdon Presentation – HQICCs – Slide 11
	(57)  What is the basis for the 1200 MW limit?  What is the impact of reserve sharing arrangements and inter-control area operating agreements on IC requirement calculations?




	Reference to Slide/Bullet/Point

Presented at October 27, 2005   Meeting


	Comment/Question/Issue



	Coste – TRB Presentation – Slide 4
	(58)  For purposes of the TRB analysis, to what extent should obligations and rules in neighboring control areas taken into account in establishing the TRB value?



	Coste – TRB Presentation – Slide 8
	(59)  To what extent should common mode failure be considered in the TRB analysis?



	Coste – TRB Presentation – Slide 12
	If two identical control areas are interconnected, shouldn’t the reliability of each be increased?  Is the confidence level the same in both systems?  (Wayne Coste to consider and advise.)



	Coste – TRB Presentation – Slide 15
	(60)  To the extent there are capacity resources available from demand response and other control areas, should they be factored in as “load reducers” to determine the requirement or factored in as resources available to meet the requirement?

(61)  To what extent is it appropriate to view the interconnected control areas on an “as-is” or “degraded” basis?



	Coste – TRB Presentation – Slide 27
	Slide will be modified to make clear that the results are the 2002 Study Results




	Reference to Slide/Bullet/Point

Presented at October 27, 2005   Meeting


	Comment/Question/Issue



	General Discussion 
	(62)  Should New England be more systematic about pricing tied to OP4 actions to send proper market signals?  If so, which market – capacity, energy, both or neither?  

(63)  What policy choices should guide the use of/reliance on OP4 actions?

(64)  What is the best method to determine how reliable New England actually is?

(65)  How reliable should New England be?




	Reference to Slide/Bullet/Point

Presented at 

November 3, 2005 Meeting


	Comment/Question/Issue



	Hodgdon Slide 3 – ISO PP3 – Resource Adequacy Criteria


	(66)
Should PP3 be amended to reflect market issues, for example rather than “planned and installed,” should PP3 include “owned” and “operated”?

(67)
How should the word “Resources” as used in PP3 be defined?

(68)
How should the term “resource deficiency” as used in PP3 be defined?
 


	Hodgdon Slide 4 – ISO PP3 Resource Adequacy Criteria Factors
	(69)  Bullet “f” (Available Operating Procedures) should be amended to identify the applicable Operating Procedures.  Is this something more than OP4?


(70)  Bullet “e” – How is the term “proper maintenance requirements” defined or applied?

(71)  Bullet “h” – Historically, what are the “other factors as from time to time [may] be appropriate”?  How should these be treated?


	Hodgdon Slide 5 – IC Requirement
	(72)  What is the “true” willingness of non-interruptible customers to be interrupted?  How is that measured?



	Hodgdon Slide 7 – Westinghouse Model Input Requirements
	(73)  With respect to Resource inputs, should factors such as  the economics or age of the unit be modeled and if so how?


	Hodgdon Slide 9 – Modeling of Resources


	(74)  Should the current model for voltage reduction be refined to be based on a less than annual (i.e., a seasonal) basis?

(75)  Are intermittent resources being modeled appropriately?


	Hodgdon Slide 13 – Resource Assumptions
	(76)  Is a “firm resource” the same as a “firm sale”?



	Hodgdon Slide 18 – Unit Availability Assumptions
	(77)  In what areas is it appropriate to use a “worst case” scenario assumption?  In what areas is it appropriate to use an “average” or some other assumption?  


(78)  How does the “coordinated maintenance” assumption apply in a shortage hours capacity payment framework?


	Reference to Slide/Bullet/Point

Presented at 

November 3, 2005 Meeting


	Comment/Question/Issue



	Coste – Risk Profile Presentation – Slide 5


	(79)  Should the model consider “policy level issues” – for example, establishing criteria that provide that OP4 will only be utilized a defined number of times per year?


	Coste – Risk Profile Presentation – Slide 7 
	(80)  How should NPCC shared reserves arrangements be considered in OP4 Actions 6, 11 and 12?

(81)  How are arrangements such as the Pinpoint Power units and the SWCT RFP reflected in the OP4 steps?



	Coste – Risk Profile Presentation – Slide 25
	(82)  How should the MW amount of load relief associated with OP4  be allocated to the sub-areas?

(83)  How should OP4 actions be modeled at the sub-area level?

(84)  How should operating reserve be allocated to the sub-area level (e.g., share of total pool OR or N-2 transfer limit model)?


(85)  In applying the risk profile to sub-areas, should the 0.1 Loss of Firm Load criterion be used or something less than 1.60 days/year dependence on OP4?



	Reference to Slide/Bullet/Point

Presented at 

November 3, 2005 Meeting


	

	Ethier – Historical IC Requirements, Actual Capacity and Actual Loads
	(86)  Can an analysis be done correlating the risk analysis historical surplus with the occurrence of OP4 actions?


	Reference to Slide/Bullet/Point

Presented at 

November 18, 2005 Meeting


	

	Sulzberger Presentation 
	(87)  Is the assumption of full deliverability appropriate in the LOLE calculation?  
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