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	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Fei Zeng
	-
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	Teleconference
	
	Affiliation

	Syed Ahmed
	-
	National Grid

	Cal Bowie
	-
	Northeast Utilities System Companies

	Tim Brennan
	-
	National Grid

	Pradip Chattopadhyay
	-
	NH PUC

	Nancy Chafetz
	-
	CES-LTD

	Dave Errichetti
	-
	Northeast Utilities System Companies

	Bill Fowler
	-
	Sigma Consulting

	Jim Hyland
	-
	MMWEC

	Tom Kaslow
	-
	GDF Suez and Calpine Energy 

	Bruce McKinnon
	-
	CMEEC

	Tim Morrissey
	-
	Dominion

	Paul Peterson
	-
	Synapse Energy

	Jose Rotger
	-
	ESAI

	Bill Ryan
	-
	CVPS

	Sharon Weber
	-
	PPL


1.0 – Administrative
1.1 – Chair Report
Mr. Wong discussed the question from the November 5th PSPC meeting regarding the potential decrease in Hydro-Quebec Interconnection Capability Credits (HQICCs) from 911 MW calculated for the 2011/12 Forward Capacity Auction (FCA) to the 623 MW proposed for the 2nd Annual Reconfiguration Auction (ARA), noting that he is seeking an opinion from the ISO-NE Legal Department.  Mr. Stein asked whether the proposal is now to use the current HQICCs value of 911 MW for all FCAs and ARAs and Mr. Wong agreed that this has been proposed.  Mr. Errichetti asked that when Mr. Wong gets an answer in writing from the ISO-NE Legal Department, he should then clarify whether regional load will only pay for 623 MW of HQICCs, if the tie benefits values change from the FCA to the ARA.
Mr. Wong stated that the Installed Capacity Requirement (IRC) Values motions from the November 5th Reliability Committee (RC) meeting will be sent to the Participants Committee (PC) Meeting for vote at their next meeting, and then ISO-NE will file the proposed ICR values with FERC.  Mr. Bijoy Chattopadhyay asked about the process for proposing a possible amendment to the ICR motions for PC consideration.   Mr. Wong provided clarification on the three outstanding motions to be voted on at the RC: 1) the HQICCs, 2) the proposed Market Rule changes relating to tie benefits, and 3) the ICR values for the 2011/12 ARA2.
Mr. Wong noted that the PSPC may require additional meetings for further discussion on the tie benefits stakeholder process issues.  Mr. Ahmed requested a status report to review prior PSPC discussions regarding tie benefits related issues.
2.0 – 2011/12 2nd ARA
2.1 – Tie Benefits
Mr. Wong reviewed the status of the tie benefits study for the 2011/12 ARA2.  He noted that ISO-NE has calculated tie benefits of 1,075 MW while modeling all 2,284 MW of cleared import contracts.  He added that another interpretation of the market rule is to calculate tie benefits using only grandfathered import resources, then if the tie benefits value plus capacity imports are greater than transmission interface capability, a reduction in tie benefits would occur. 
Mr. Wong stated the objective of the discussions will be to narrow all possible scenarios down to two sets of tie benefit values.  The current FCA tie benefit value of 1,800 MW and a new “at criteria” tie benefits value for use within the 2011/12 ARA2.  He added that he does not know how FERC will rule on the tie benefits Market Rule change filed by the ISO.  Mr. Stein asked if the ISO’s position is that tie benefits should be calculated modeling all cleared capacity imports.   Mr. Wong replied that ISO-NE currently has no position on that proposal and is looking for PSPC input.  Mr. Stein stated that all known capacity imports should be modeled within the tie benefit analysis.

Mr. Bijoy Chattopadhyay asked for ISO’s position on whether capacity imports should have priority over tie benefits.  Mr. Wong responded that from a priority standpoint, capacity imports should have priority over tie benefits since ISO-NE has already committed to pay for them under FCM, noting that the remainder of the transmission interface could then be used for supplying any available tie benefits.  Tie benefits would have priority only if import capacity had no obligation to serve.  Mr. Bijoy Chattopadhyay asked to have noted within the minutes that the current market rules do not explicitly state what the specific treatment of import capacity for ARAs is within tie benefit studies.  

Mr. Errichetti stated that ISO-NE should review Mr. Runge’s statements from the June PSPC meeting concerning tie benefits priority.   He does not believe that calculating tie benefits without modeling the cleared capacity imports impinges on their ability to participate within the FCM.

Mr. DaSilva noted that to support both capacity imports and the amount of tie benefits currently being proposed, additional transmission capacity is probably needed.  He noted that ISO-NE is not enforcing the market rules that have been created.  

Mr. Kaslow stated that in the tie benefits calculation for FCA2, only 495 MW were attributed to capacity imports.  He noted that to continue to use the 1,800 MW tie benefit value for ARA2, ISO-NE would overstate the available transfer capacity on all external transmission interfaces for tie benefits use and that ISO-NE will under-procure capacity to meet LOLE requirements.    He continued that if his statements differ from ISO-NE position, he would like a commitment from ISO-NE to have these issues addressed as part of the FCA4 process.  Mr. Wong will bring Mr. Kaslow’s request back to ISO-NE for assessment.
Mr. Killgoar recalled in prior discussions of the Installed Capacity Working Group (ICWG), that once capacity imports were committed to under FCM, they would then be included within the tie benefit assumption sets moving forward into the respective ARAs.  Mr. Bijoy Chattopadhyay asked how tie benefits can be decreased to 1,075 MW by modeling these imports in the analysis, if tie benefits have priority over capacity imports.  Mr. Pradip Chattopadhyay voiced concern with the fact that having additional capacity imports causes an increased ICR.  He stated that the overall capacity requirement should not be affected by a tie benefits value that changes due to an increase in the amount of imports modeled.  Mr. DaSilva added that he believes there is either inconsistency in the Market Rules or they are being misinterpreted.  Concern was expressed over the potential “double-counting” of external transfer capability used to satisfy the need of both the capacity imports and tie benefits.  
Mr. Wong clarified that tie benefits is a probabilistic assessment resulting from a Monte Carlo simulation.  For the1,800 MW of tie benefits is possible, ISO-NE would have to see if there is adequate room on the external transmission interfaces for the 1,800 MW of tie benefits and the cleared imports.   If there is not, then an “administrative limit” could then be applied.  Mr. Brennan agrees that the FCA commitment needs to be honored for all capacity imports, but thinks they should be ignored within the ARA tie benefits calculation and then a check should be made to make sure there is sufficient room on the interfaces for tie benefits and imports.
2.2 – ICR, LSR and MCL
Mr. Wong indicated that the next step is to add an additional ICR scenario with 1,570 MW of tie benefits which has been calculated with only the grandfathered imports modeled.  He added that those model runs are currently being conducted.   Mr. Wong indicated that ICR and related values may be calculated using the two tie benefit assumptions and would be submitted for RC consideration.
3.0 – Tie Benefits Methodology Discussions
3.1 – Modeling Internal Transmission Constraints
Mr. Wong noted that there is a prior PSPC request to review the results of individual tie line benefits as a result of modeling internal transmission constraints and that this analysis is currently being conducted. 
3.2 – Impact of Modeling Orrington-South Constraint
Mr. Wong reviewed the PSPC’s request to analyze tie benefits modeling the Orrington-South transmission constraint.  He reviewed the study methodology and noted the 260 MW delta in the resultant tie benefits due to modeling the Orrington-South transmission constraint.  He stated that modeling this export constraint does affect tie benefit results and ISO-NE will need to perform further analyses to determine the full effect and what exactly is the impact is that causes the 260 MW delta. 
Mr. Bijoy Chattopadhyay asked if the Orrington-South transmission interface is the only internal constraint that has impacts on tie benefits.  Mr. Wong responded that the ISO has not reviewed any other internal constraints.  Mr. Bijoy Chattopadhyay then asked about the potential impacts on the overall tie benefit results under modeling multiple transmission constraints.  Mr. Zeng noted that he had performed one study modeling three internal transmission constraints and the resultant tie benefits were approximately 1,480 MW.  Mr. Wong clarified that the issue of how the areas are brought to criterion (i.e. 0.1 day/year) has more impact on the tie benefit results than other assumptions.  Mr. Kaslow thanked both Mr. Zeng and Mr. Wong and looks forward to the ISO’s further analysis.
Mr. Errichetti asked if using the proportional method to distribute the load to bring the system to criterion would have made the tie benefits results lower.  Mr. Wong responded that it would.  Mr. Errichetti asked if ISO-NE could calculate a Maximum Capacity Limit (MCL) for the region north of the Orrington-South interface.   Mr. Wong agreed that it could be done from study standpoint. 

Mr. Coste pointed out differences in tie benefits that flow across the state of Maine versus those tie benefits attributable to the New York control area.  Mr. Chen added that ISO-NE will need a second set of tie benefit runs, holding all other conditions constant, in order to gauge full effects of the constraints.
3.3 – Using “At Criteria” or “As Is” Conditions for Calculating Tie Benefits for FCA and

ARA
Mr. Wong stated that the ISO-NE straw proposal will be to use the “At-Criteria” methodology to develop one set of tie benefit values for both FCA and ARAs.  Mr. Kaslow responded that the ISO’s proposed approach does not address the question of cleared capacity imports.  Mr. Wong replied that the probabilistic model produces the expected tie benefit values and those values can then be use as representative of tie benefit results that are physically achievable.  Mr. Kaslow responded that these simulations are then an exercise in futility.

Mr. Errichetti stated the current Market Rule says that ISO-NE may review the tie benefit assumptions once every three years.  Mr. McKinnon felt that the ISO-NE straw proposal is ignoring the true problem.  Mr. Stein stated that the current Market Rules are very specific with respect to treatment of capacity imports.   Mr. Errichetti replied that the critical point to be made here is that if you require the full amount of transmission capability to achieve 1,800 MW of tie benefits, there is no more room for capacity imports.

Mr. Wong asked the PSPC if they agreed upon using the “at criteria” modeling methodology for all FCAs and ARAs.  Mr. Pradip Chattopadhyay stated he does not believe the final ARA should be performed “at criteria.”  Mr. Bowie stated that he doesn’t feel that one assumption should remain constant while other assumption change and he agreed with Mr. Pradip Chattopadhyay that some amount of surplus capacity could be included to reduce overall (ICR) costs to consumers.  He also noted the current NESCOE position on this issue.

Mr. Peterson supported dynamic changes be reflected within the modeling as we move from FCA to ARA.  Mr. Wong asked if any party supports using the FCA tie benefit assumptions within the ARA tie benefit modeling.  Mr. Bowie was willing to accept the ISO’s proposal for the 2010/11 ARA3 but not as a forward going assumption. 
Mr. Wong stated he has heard some PSPC support for a consistent tie benefits methodology for all FCAs and ARAs.  Mr. Wong asked if anyone supported Mr. Bijoy Chattopadhyay’s proposal for NSTAR.   Mr. Pradip Chattopadhyay favored the “as is” tie benefit approach, adding that the NGRID’s approach is not purely “as is” but utilizes only part of the capacity surplus.  Mr. Peterson agreed that the PSPC might develop new market rules to address the large surplus or large deficiency.

Mr. Wong stated that he would like to discuss other issues such as New York’s Special Case Resources (SCR) which also is affecting the tie benefit results.   He asked if the PSPC wished to have Mr. Bijoy Chattopadhyay review his tie benefits methodology proposal at the next PSPC meeting, since not every PSPC member has heard it.   PSPC agreed to address the NSTAR proposal, to see if it is a viable alternative and for which auctions it could be applied to.

 Mr. Ryan stated that he is still willing to negotiate a position somewhere in between “as is” and “at criterion” tie benefit values for use within ARA3, and would be interested in developing a hybrid proposal, adding however, that FCAs and earlier ARAs should be calculated “at criteria.”

Mr. Wong clarified that there could be situations in the future where large amounts of tie benefits are available even when using “at criterion” system conditions.   He may support using an administrative limit for tie beenfits.  He noted that he is currently working with ISO-NE System Operations to try to develop  an overall tie benefit limit that is realistic in real-time. 
4.0 – Next Meeting
The next meeting of the PSPC is scheduled for 9:30 am, December 1, 2009 at the offices of ISO New England in Holyoke, MA.
Respectfully Submitted,

Maria Agustin
Secretary, NEPOOL Power Supply Planning Committee
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