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	Affiliation

	Maria Agustin (Secretary)
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Bob Amelang
	-
	CVPS

	Ken Bekman
	-
	ConEd

	Cal Bowie
	-
	Northeast Utilities System Companies

	Tim Brennan
	-
	National Grid

	Bijoy Chattopadhyay
	-
	NSTAR

	Pradip Chattopadhyay
	-
	NH PUC

	Quan Chen
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Wayne Coste
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Fernando DaSilva
	-
	NextEra Energy

	Don Downes
	-
	NESCOE

	Dave Errichetti
	-
	Northeast Utilities System Companies

	Yuri Fishman
	-
	Keyspan Energy

	Bill Fowler
	-
	Sigma Consulting

	James Gawronski
	-
	The United Illuminating Co.

	Chris Hamlen
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Eric Jacobi
	-
	State of Connecticut

	Mark Karl
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Tom Kaslow
	-
	FirstLight Power Resources, Inc., Dynegy Power Marketing, Inc. & Calpine Energy Service, LP

	Bill Killgoar
	-
	Long Island Power Authority

	Bruce McKinnon
	-
	CMEEC

	Paul Peterson
	-
	Synapse Energy

	Fred Plett
	-
	MA Attorney General’s Office

	Bob Stein
	-
	Signal Hill Consulting

	Peter Wong (Chair)
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Fei Zeng
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Teleconference
	
	

	Syed Ahmed
	-
	National Grid

	Bob Amelang
	-
	CVPS

	Nick Bosse
	-
	Brookfield Power

	Hans Mertens
	-
	State of Vermont

	Jim Hyland
	-
	MMWEC


1.0 – Administrative
1.1 – Chair Report
Mr. Wong noted that due to the abbreviated meeting schedule he would not give a chair report for this meeting.
1.2 – Minutes of Meeting 263
Mr. Wong requested that the PSPC should review the Draft for Comment minutes of PSPC Meeting No. 263 and forward any comments to Ms. Agustin by Friday, November 13, 2009.
2.0 – ICR, LSR and MCL for the 2011/12 2nd Annual Reconfiguration Auction (ARA2)
2.1 – Tie Benefits
Mr. Wong reviewed the methodology and assumptions for the tie benefits study for 2011/12 ARA2.  Mr. Mertens asked if the New Brunswick-Maine interface will change as a result of the upcoming Hydro-Quebec and New Brunswick merger.  Mr. Stein noted that there is no physical interconnection increase that will occur before 2011/12.  
Mr. Bekman asked if the priority of tie benefits over internal generation in constrained areas has been addressed.  Mr. Wong replied that this issue is part of the Forward Capacity Market (FCM) stakeholder process, but will not be addressed before the 2011/12 ARA2, as tie benefits for use in the Installed Capacity Requirement (ICR) needs to be calculated now.  Mr. Bekman asked if the PSPC will be the committee to address this issue.  Mr. Wong responded that he has not been informed of this decision.
Mr. Kaslow commented that the ICR process is still not taking into account the internal transmission constraints relating to the Orrington - South interface and he would like to know when this topic will be addressed.  Mr. Wong responded that internal transmission constraints issue is being studied, but that specific transmission constraint has not yet been addressed.  ISO-NE is trying to address internal transmission constraint issues and will provide a preliminary answer on what will and will not be addressed within the tie benefit modeling.  Mr. Kaslow requested that issues relating to this topic should not be spread between multiple stakeholder committees.

In response to a question,  Mr. Wong noted the decrease in overall tie benefits is due to increased imports which have cleared in FCA2, and therefore consume more of the available transmission transfer capability.  Ms. Agustin also clarified that the resources modeled in the ICR calculation are the cleared FCM2 capacity (MW) prior to MW proration.
Mr. Peterson asked about the change in New York’s Emergency Operating Procedure (EOP) assumption.  Mr. Zeng responded that there are approximately 900 MWs more of this capacity in the revised NY EOPs due to Special Case Resource (SCR) which causes the NY system to not be as robust, and therefore, results in having less internal capacity available to provide emergency support to New England.  
Mr. Peterson asked if the decrease in the New York load forecast affects tie benefits from New York.  Mr. Zeng replied that the study is done with “at criteria” system conditions; therefore the load forecast will not affect the results as much as the SCR assumption.
Mr. Bosse asked if the decrease in tie benefits will relieve transmission constraints such that more imports could clear in ARA2.  Mr. Wong believes it would.
Mr. Errichetti asked if the Demand Resources considered as SCR in NY have moved from being modeled as generators to being modeled as EOP resources or if they are new resources.  Mr. Zeng thinks that the SCR increase is due to new enrollment.

Mr. Errichetti asked for settlement implications for the decrease in Hydro-Quebec Interconnection Capability Credits (HQICCs) from 911 MW to 623 MW.  Mr. Karl replied this is not well covered in the market rules right now, and ISO-NE needs to see what the implications are for a significant decrease in HQICCs.  He does not know if the market rules have enough detail to answer those types of questions and promised to look into this.

2.2 – ISO Proposal
Mr. Wong noted that two sets of ICR scenarios will be presented, based on two different tie benefit results (as calculated for ARA2 and the original values calculated for FCA2).  Mr. Stein asked which value will be filed with the FERC.  Mr. Karl said that it would depend on whether the FERC accepts the proposed market rule changes ISO-NE has filed to continue to use the same tie benefit values for ARAs which were calculated for the FCA.  Tie benefits would be set at 1,800 MW with the proposed market rule changes and subsequently set at 1,075 MW without the proposed market rule change.  Mr. Stein indicated he is having trouble coming to terms with using a value for tie benefits that is 800 MW higher than what the most recent system conditions show.
Mr. Errichetti said that the FERC recently ordered that imports should not trump tie benefits and asked how ISO-NE will address this issue when filing this ICR.  Mr. Wong replied that once the auction has purchased these imports, they become a capacity resource in New England with the same treatment as other capacity resources.  Mr. Peterson supported Mr. Stein’s position that “locking-down” a tie benefit value for three years when system conditions have changed does not make sense.  Mr. Stein responded that at $3/kW month, there is $25 million on the table, so it’s worth spending the time to get the right answer.  
In response to questions regarding the impact of the NY SCR on the tie benefit values, Mr. Wong agreed to run the model with the old NY SCR assumptions to gauge the effect of their increase.
Mr. Stein asked if load would pay for the “locked down” in HQICCs or if load pays for HQICCs in the year they are actually occurring.  He also questioned if this would then be considered as an under procurement in ICR.
Mr. Bijoy Chattopadhyay asked how imports could take precedent over tie benefits.  Mr. Wong replied this is the case within an ARA, when imports have already been purchased.  Mr. Pradip Chattopadhyay was confused by the logic that more imports would lead to an overall increase in ICR.  Mr. Wong replied that modeling more cleared imports in the tie benefits study lowers tie benefits because they use more of the available transmission transfer capability which would result in a higher ICR.
Mr. Brennan stated that ISO-NE needs to honor the commitment to imports by not allowing the transmission transfer capability needed for these imports be assigned to tie benefits.  He continued that we could calculate tie benefits without imports and then allow a “sell-off” to provide this additional benefit to regional load.  Mr. Wong stated that proposal would need to be addressed through a stakeholder process.
Mr. Kaslow asked how ISO-NE could assume 1,800 MW of tie benefits is available because it could have overlapping impact on transmission transfer capability with the cleared imports.  Mr. Killgoar added that in order to get 1,800 MW of tie benefits, the system needs much more transfer capability than the resultant 1,800 MW value.  Since ISO-NE was using tie line capacity for both imports and tie benefits, this could be, in effect, double counting.   Mr. Kaslow noted that this is not an issue for the second auction, since surplus capacity is not sold off, but it will be an issue for the 3rd ARA.  Mr. Errichetti requested to see the results of the tie benefits calculation with only the grandfathered import resources modeled and Mr. Wong agreed to provide this.

Mr. DaSilva stated there should be another set of assumptions that needs to be agreed upon relating to the calculation of Local Sourcing Requirements (LSR) and Maximum Capacity Limits (MCL).  Mr. Wong plans to calculate both LSR and MCL with both sets of ICR values.

3.0 – Tie Benefits Methodology Discussions
3.1 – Modeling Internal Transmission Constraints
Mr. Killgoar asked to see breakdown of individual Control Areas’ tie benefits for a constrained and unconstrained case of the cases presented at today’s discussion.  Mr. Zeng agreed to provide this.

The PSPC entered discussions of which transmission interface binds first in a tie benefits study with internal transmission constraints modeled.  Mr. Downes stated that the 1,680 MW tie benefit results shown is extremely dependant on what and where internal transmission constraints are modeled. 
Mr. Wong stated the message ISO-NE is trying to convey with the internal transmission constraints modeling is how systems are brought to the 0.1 days/year Loss of Load Expectation (LOLE) criterion impacts results more than other assumptions.  He added that the LSR and MCL methodology and the Regional System Plan (RSP) process mitigate some of these internal transmission constraint issues.  
Mr. Kaslow noted that the disconnect with the RSP process is that a transmission project is not accepted into the FCM process until it is certified.  MCL needs to be addressed, if not within the Forward Capacity Market Working Group (FCMWG), then here at PSPC.
3.2 – Using “At Criteria” or “As Is” Conditions for Calculating Tie Benefits for FCA and 
ARA
The PSPC postponed this discussion to their November 12th meeting.
4.0 – Next Meeting

The next meeting of the PSPC is scheduled for 9:30 am, November 12, 2009 at the ISO New England Offices in Holyoke, MA.
Respectfully Submitted,
Maria Agustin
Secretary, NEPOOL Power Supply Planning Committee
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