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1.0 – Administrative
1.1 – Chair Report
Mr. Wong reported that the Tie Benefits Methodology materials for the April 29, 2010 Reliability Committee (RC) meeting will be posted on April 23, 2010.  He added that ISO-NE is preparing its FERC filing for the Installed Capacity Requirement (ICR) and Related Valued for the 2013/14 Forward Capacity Auction (FCA 4) and he expects this to be filed by the end of April or early May.
1.2 – Minutes of Meeting 268 and 269
The Minutes of PSPC Meeting No. 268 were approved without comment.  Ms. Agustin asked that any comments on the Minutes of PSPC Meeting No. 269 be provided to her for review at the next PSPC Meeting.
2.0 – Representative Future LRA & MCL for 2014/15 – 2019/20
Ms. Agustin reviewed her presentation on the forecast of representative future Local Resource Adequacy (LRA) requirements and Maximum Capacity Limits (MCL).  These representative values will be published in the 2010 Regional System Plan (RSP10).
Mr. Plett suggested that the PSPC continue to discuss if the “at criteria” methodology is the correct methodology for tie benefits or any other studies such as this one.  Ms. Agustin noted that the Market Rules were modified to calculate LRA “at criteria” because the “as is” methodology produced results that were driven by the amount of capacity resources located in the subarea and were not an accurate representation of the portion of the “at criteria” calculated ICR that needed to be located and procured within the constrained zones. 
Mr. Chattopadhyay asked what the increase in the transmission transfer capability into Maine will be once the Maine Power Reliability Project (MPRP) is complete.   Mr. Kaslow stated that he believes no such study has been performed to determine this.  Ms. Agustin agreed to pose this question to System Planning’s Transmission Planning group at ISO-NE.
Mr. Chattopadhyay also indicated the assumption that resources remain constant should be revisited as the forecast of LRA and MCL could become critical in the future.  Mr. Wong responded that the analysis is done “at criteria” so that although the future resource mix could be different, the overall MW value is not really critical because this is an “at criteria” analysis.

Discussion of using the 1.5% voltage reduction assumption ensued and Mr. Whittier pointed out that it was under PSPC advisement that ISO-NE used the 1.5% assumption within the ICR model.  Mr. Wong replied that the PSPC would discuss this further under PSPC Agenda Item 7.0.
Mr. Wong noted that Ms. Agustin plans to give this same presentation at the April 27, 2010 Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) meeting.

3.0 – Representative Future Operating Reserve Requirements for RSP10
Mr. Zeng reviewed his presentation addressing Representative Future Locational Operating Reserve Requirements within SWCT, Connecticut and the NEMA/Boston Reserve Zones.  Mr. Whittier questioned why the 95th percentile of the distribution was chosen to establish the Locational Forward Reserve Market (LFRM) requirement for each Reserve Zone.  Mr. Zeng replied that this is a historical assumption and believed it was determined by the Markets Committee (MC).
Mr. Ahmed questioned where the 500 MW load shed limit is derived from.  Mr. Zeng indicated it is from ISO-NE Operating Procedures.

Mr. Stein believed there is a disconnect within the analysis by not including the Kleen Energy unit in the analysis, stating that the unit is expected to be in service by next year.  Mr. Zeng agreed to research this.

Mr. Chattopadhyay wished to know if the LFRM values could be calculated beyond the year 2014.  He also questioned the impact of the New England East - West Solution (NEEWS) project on the analysis.  Mr. Zeng stated that LFRM requirements are normally calculated for only five years.  He agreed to add in a scenario with NEEWS project in service and provide an update to his presentation at the PAC.
Mr. Ahmed questioned how the Cross-Sound Cable (CSC) was modeled in the analysis.  Mr. Zeng replied that exports on the CSC is captured in generation data and the only import into Connecticut is from the rest of New England.

Mr. Chen stated that he believed External Reserve Sharing (ERS) should be limited by the 30-minute ramping rate of the external control area.  Mr. Wong replied that he believed the unit ramp time would be built into the unit commitment process of the outside area.  After additional discussion, Mr. Wong agreed to research this topic in more detail.
4.0 – Questions Relating to the Reliability Calculations Workshop Part II

The discussion of this agenda item was postponed to a later date.
5.0 – Tie Benefits Methodology Review

5.1 – Modeling Additional Control Areas
Mr. Zeng reviewed his presentation on the “Effects of Modeling Additional Control Areas of PJM and Ontario - with Internal Transmission Constraints Modeled in External Control Areas.”  He noted this analysis is at the request of the RC, who at their March 22nd meeting, wished to know if PJM tie benefits could be realized if internal transmission constraints in New York were modeled.  Mr. Zeng added that New York’s Central East and Total East interfaces were chosen as the main limiting transmission interfaces for the investigation.
Mr. Ahmed indicated that the New York State Reliability Council (NYSRC) decided not to model any wheel-through import contracts from Hydro-Quebec (HQ) to New England through New York.  He questioned if this assumption should be accounted for within the New England models.  Mr. Wong replied that the NYSRC concern is with how wheeled-through capacity imports would impact their Installed Capacity requirement, which is why they choose not to model these contracts.
Mr. Plett asked how the transmission interface limits for Total East and Central East transfer limits were developed.  Mr. Zeng indicated they were obtained from the recent NPCC CP8 study.

Mr. Whittier would like to see what the results of the scenario presented as Case III would be with both Total East and Central East interfaces being modeled.  He also noted that modeling the North-South transmission constraint in New York could also make tie benefits higher, adding that the constraints to be modeled should not be chosen arbitrarily.  Mr. Zeng noted that Total East interface cannot be modeled with the four area model because the Total East interface includes the PJM control area.  The PSPC discussed if a new interface limit could be developed for this scenario request, based on a portion of Total East interface.  Mr. Chattopadhyay requested a scenario based on Case IV, but with Total East and Central East interfaces being modeled to see what is the PJM tie benefit contribution.  Mr. Zeng indicated that the purpose of the study is to see what interface is more limiting and if the Total East interface is captured, then the Central East interface is also effectively captured.  Mr. Zeng agreed to provide a scenario for the six area model, with only Central East interface modeled.

6.0 – ICR Schedule Update
Mr. Wong noted the revised version of the presentation of the ICR schedule was reposted early this morning.  He noted that the revisions included information that some ICR calculations, votes and filings may be combined.  He also added a slide with the schedule for the development of ICR for the 5th Forward Capacity Auction (FCA 5) and the revised dates for NEPOOL Committee review and the FERC ICR filing.
Mr. Ahmed indicated that LRA for FCA 4 would need to be calculated “as is” if FERC does not accept the proposed Market Rule changes.  Mr. Chattopadhyay asked if there will be a new ICR and related values filing date, if these values need to be recalculated.  Mr. Wong was not certain of the logistical procedure.
Mr. Chattopadhyay felt that combining the multiple ICR calculations could cause cases where the latest assumptions would not be used.  Mr. Wong responded that even without combining ICR calculations, there are issues with the timing of the load forecast that would require last year’s load forecast to be used if the auction schedule remains as it currently is.  He requested that Mr. Chattopadhyay bring up his concerns at the RC.
7.0 – ICR, LRA, TSA, LSR, and MCL for FCA5 (2014/2015)
Mr. Wong stated the purpose of this agenda item is for the development of an ICR assumptions issues parking lot.  He added that at a future PSPC meeting, they will discuss which issues need to be addressed prior to FCA 5.
Mr. Wong noted the RC will review the Market Rule changes to Section III.12.7 at their April 26, 2010 meeting.  He added these rules will allow only an import with a multi-year contract to be qualified as an existing capacity resource within the Forward Capacity Market (FCM).  Mr. Ahmed asked what the definition of “multi-year” is.  Mr. Bosse replied that it refers to a contract to deliver capacity to New England for two or more years.  Mr. Bosse added the proposed changes to the market rules should be rewritten to change the term “contract” to “commitment.”  Mr. Wong stated that this issue will be discussed at the RC meeting and the PSPC will adopt any changes to the Market Rules regarding imports within the ICR calculations.
Mr. Ahmed did not want to see wheel-through contracts being modeled within the ICR calculation, since the New York ISO (NYISO) is not accounting for them within their Installed Reserve Margin (IRM) study.  Mr. Wong stated that it is New York’s prerogative to make their own assumptions within their IRM, however, New England must assume that whatever resources is obligated to provide capacity to New England, will deliver this capacity.

Mr. Ahmed asked if it would possible to see the results of an ICR scenario without the wheel-through import contracts being modeled.  Mr. Wong replied that this request could be addressed when ICR for FCA 5 is being calculated.
7.1 – Identify Issues/Assumptions that Need Additional Review/Attention
Update of Transitional Grandfathered Rights at Chateauguay:

Mr. Wong stated that 1,090 MW of import capability on the Chateauguay transmission interface from Quebec into New York has been reserved for the Chateauguay Rights Holders (CRH).  He added that only 410 MW of transfer capability remains available for New York and that ISO-NE should only model the 410 MW as the transfer limit on the Chateauguay tie for the New England tie benefits study.
Mr. McKinnon asked if 1,090 MW is a transmission reservation on the line or firm imports MWs of capacity.  Mr. Wong replied that Mr. Dahl of the NYSRC will be at the April 29, 2010 RC meeting and Mr. McKinnon should ask him this question.  Mr. Stein thought the Chateauguay tie is treated the same way as Hydro-Quebec Phase II and therefore space is only reserved for firm contracts and not transmission rights.  Mr. Wong indicated the reason Mr. Dahl has been invited to the RC is clarify the NYSRC’s IRM process including its assumptions.

5% Voltage Reduction Data from August 9, 2001
Mr. Wong reported that he has verified the historical amount of 5% Voltage Reduction achieved on August 9, 2001 as per the PSPC request.  He noted that the total amount realized was only 0.6% of the total New England load, excluding Maine.  Mr. Wong added that company responses show some of the larger companies had voltage reduction responses below 1.5%.  Mr. McKinnon indicated the date of this voltage reduction is almost ten years ago and much has been done to bring participants into compliance since that time.  He added that this is only the response for the greater than 10-minute voltage reduction category and the bulk of voltage reduction response is within the less than 10-minute voltage reduction category.

Mr. Kaslow noted the fact that the voltage reduction was not called in Maine shows the importance of binding transmission interfaces in Maine.  Mr. Whittier asked if the historical response was being discussed as an open or ongoing issue.  Mr. Wong responded that this discussion is part of the assumptions for FCA 5 and he clarified that ISO-NE believes 1.5% voltage reduction is the correct value for the ICR assumption.

Tie Benefits Study for 2014/15

Mr. Wong will discuss the following tie benefits calculation methodology recommendations with the RC:
· Internal transmission constraints will be modeled in external control areas and in New England where there is not an LSR or MCL to address it.

· Use the average of the probabilistic states method to calculate tie benefits for individual ties.

Mr. Wong asked those with any other issues listed for the parking lot to please send them to him.
Mr. Fowler asked to have the issue of the higher unavailability of thermal units during hot weather addressed.
8.0 – Next Meeting

The next meeting of the PSPC is scheduled for 9:30 am, May 13, 2010 at the ISO New England Offices in Holyoke, MA.
Respectfully Submitted,

Maria Agustin
Secretary, NEPOOL Power Supply Planning Committee
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