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	Maria Agustin (Secretary)
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Syed Ahmed
	-
	National Grid

	Roger Bacon
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Pete Brandien
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Bijoy Chattopadhyay
	-
	NSTAR

	Pradip Chattopadhyay
	-
	NH PUC

	Quan Chen
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Wayne Coste
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Fernando DaSilva
	-
	FPL Energy, LLC

	Don Downes
	-
	CT DPUC

	Dean Ellis
	-
	Dynegy

	Dave Errichetti
	-
	Northeast Utilities System Companies

	Bill Fowler
	-
	Sigma Consulting

	Pete Fuller
	-
	NRG

	James Gawronski
	-
	The United Illuminating Co.

	Chris Hamlen
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	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

	Tim Peet
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Fred Plett
	-
	State Attorney General’s Office

	Phil Smith
	-
	Mirant

	Bob Stein
	-
	Signal Hill Consulting Group, LLC for H.Q. Energy Services (US) Inc. & NRG

	Pam Stonier
	-
	Vermont Dept of Public Service

	Peter Wong (Chair)
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Fei Zeng
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	
	
	

	Teleconference
	
	

	Cal Bowie
	-
	Northeast Utilities System Companies

	Ken Bekman
	-
	Consolidated Edison

	Tim Brennan
	-
	National Grid

	Dorothy Capra
	-
	American National Power

	Nancy Chafetz
	-
	Customized Energy Solutions

	Stacy Dimou
	-
	Duke Solutions

	Mike Erskine
	-
	Central Maine Power

	Yuri Fishman
	-
	Keyspan Energy

	Jim Hyland
	-
	MMWEC

	Chris James
	-
	Synapse

	Hans Mertens
	-
	Vermont Dept. of Public Service

	Jose Rotger
	-
	ESAI

	Bill Ryan
	-
	CVPS

	Doug Smith
	-
	National Grid

	Sharon Weber
	-
	PPL EnergyPlus, LLC

	Steve Wemple
	-
	Consolidated Edison


1.0 – Administrative
1.1 – Chair Report
Mr. Wong noted the “issues list” has been posted on the ISO-NE web site to inform the PSPC of items related to the tie benefits methodology discussions to be addressed by the Reliability Committee (RC).  This “issues list” will be discussed at a future PSPC meeting after all technical material has been presented.  Mr. Wong stated the items on Page 4 of the “issues list” will be discussed by the PSPC and either a consensus opinion or up to two options will be presented to the RC for their vote.  Mr. Bijoy Chattopadhyay requested information on the alternative proposal process.  Mr. Wong replied that alternative proposals would need to be presented at the September 24th PSPC meeting.  Mr. Killgoar noted it would be difficult to make a proposal at the PSPC without knowing ISO’s position on the issues.  Mr. Wong stated that finalization of the PSPC options to be presented to the RC will be made by the September 29th meeting.
1.2 – Minutes of Meeting 262 & 264
Mr. Wong noted that due to lack of time, he has not yet reviewed the draft Minutes of PSPC Meetings 262 and 264.

2.0 – Risk Profile with Various Amounts of Tie Benefits
Mr. Wong reviewed the presentation entitled “Risk Profile Analysis with Various Amounts of Tie Benefits.”
Mr. Bijoy Chattopadhyay wished to know if there is an Operating Procedure No. 4, Action During a Capacity Deficiency, (OP 4) implementation threshold that the ISO is willing to accept in determining the maximum amount of tie benefits.  Mr. Wong replied that the Risk Profile analysis projects how often New England would have to use OP 4 load and capacity relief in order to meet the projected load and operating reserves.  The Risk Profile analysis is simply another piece of information in order to make policy decisions.  Mr. Bijoy Chattopadhyay asked if there are other references, such as other ISO or RTO data, to determine what the maximum OP4 implementation threshold should be.  Mr. Wong replied that it would be difficult to compare regions to satisfy this request.

Mr. Pradip Chattopadhyay questioned the downward trend in OP 4 implementation over the study years.  Mr. Wong responded that as the Installed Capacity Requirement (ICR) increases over time, while the fixed assumption in percent of available OP 4 load and capacity relief (MW) becomes a smaller portion of the ICR; and therefore, there is less reliance on OP4.
3.0 – Assumptions for 2010/2011 ICR 3rd Annual Reconfiguration Auction (ARA)
3.1 – Tie Reliability Benefits
Mr. Wong reviewed the presentation entitled “Tie Benefits Assumptions for Calculating ICR for the 2010/2011 3rd Annual Reconfiguration Auction” and noted that the presentation addresses issues raised at the August 13th PSPC meeting.
Mr. Errichetti asked if the New York Special Case Resources (SCR) were modeled the same for the “as is” and “at criteria” studies and Mr. Zeng confirmed that they were.
Mr. Bekman asked if there is enough time to change the Market Rules to eliminate the “as is” tie benefits calculation requirement.  Mr. Karl indicated that the RC and Participants Committee (PC) would need to vote on any proposed market rule changes, but it could be possible.
Mr. Bijoy Chattopadhyay asked for further information on why the “at criteria” study results decreased from the 1,860 MW calculated for the 2010/11 Forward Capacity Auction (FCA) to the 1,525 MW value recently calculated.  Mr. Wong responded that New York now has 900 MW of SCR modeled within their Emergency Operating Procedures (EOP); therefore, New York will need to go deeper and more frequently into their EOPs within the model.  Mr. Zeng verified that 1,860 MW of tie benefits for 2010/11 were calculated in 2007 with a different set of study assumptions and system conditions.  He pointed out that tie benefits calculated in 2009 for the 2012/13 FCA, which use the updated New York SCR assumptions, were 1,665 MW.  The PSPC discussed the modeling of the New York SCR in more detail.
Mr. Wong reviewed the table showing the resulting reserve margins with various levels of tie benefits.  He noted that 3,415 MW tie benefit value calculated with the “as is” system conditions will not be used because the system cannot be reliably operated with this amount of tie benefits.  Mr. Brennan questioned what process will be used to determine the tie benefits value, if the 3,415 MW is unacceptable to the ISO and the 1,525 MW value is unacceptable to many Stakeholders.  Mr. Wong replied that this will be discussed by the PSPC.  Mr. Bijoy Chattopadhyay wished to know what the maximum amount of historical tie benefits the ISO has received for the New England region, when requesting emergency assistance from neighboring Control Areas.  Mr. Wong responded that there are a lot of variables such as system size, topology conditions, etc. when the need for tie benefits has arisen in the past.
Mr. Stein recalled that New York has objected to the “as is” tie benefits Market Rule filing and would probably object to these filed results.  Mr. Plett asked if the ISO supported the Market Rule filing.  Mr. Karl responded that ISO support was based on projections that the “as is” system conditions would result in a small magnitude increase in overall tie benefits. The ISO did not anticipate relying on 10% of our overall capacity requirements from external capacity within other systems that has no obligations to serve New England.   He added that with this new amount of tie benefits within the 3rd ARA, the ISO would need to dump another 2,000 MW into the auction and thus, suppliers would be able to sell their obligation below what they were paid for.
Mr. Ryan stated that as one of the original negotiators of this Market Rule, he did not expect this type of results.  He added that while the 3,415 MW of tie benefits assumption would personally benefit his company, he is convinced that this is now a reliability issue and an error on our part.  Mr. Brennan disagreed, stating that it is reliable to count on surplus capacity this close to the final commitment period.
Mr. DaSilva asked what Mr. Brandien and ISO Operators think of this potential tie benefit assumption.  Mr. Brandien responded that the fact that he is at this PSPC meeting shows he is very concerned with an assumption of3,415 MW of tie benefits.  He noted that at an LOLE of 0.1 days/year, the modeling assumes that all operating reserve has been depleted and the ties to external areas would be fully loaded. The sharing of operating reserves with other interconnected systems would not be possible.
Mr. Killgoar asked how the ISO would schedule generator maintenance with the potentially reduced the pool of available internal resources.  Mr. Wong responded it depends on which resources leave the market.  Mr. Karl agreed there could be maintenance schedule issues.

Mr. Fuller stated that while it sounds like this could be a reliable system on paper, in practice, there may be harsh realities.  There should be some limit on tie benefits based on what ISO Operations thinks is necessary to reliably operate the system.  Mr. Brennan responded to the contrary, stating that to simply have an operating concern and ignoring the tie benefits the model says are available is not acceptable.
The PSPC discussed the current “as is” tie benefits Market Rule and how the ISO would file the tie benefit results if it did not follow the Market Rule.  Mr. Karl responded that if a reasonable tie benefit result could not be determined under the existing Market Rules, the ISO would make an exigent filing.
3.2 – All Other Assumptions
This item was delayed to the next PSPC meeting due to time constraints.

4.0 – Tie Benefits Calculation Methodology
4.1 – Calculation of Individual Line Tie Benefits
Mr. Wong noted that the four possible methodologies to determine individual line tie benefits are the LIPA proposal, the Probabilistic States Average, a deterministic method or the current methodology.  He noted that the PSPC discussions today will focus on the LIPA proposal and the Probabilistic Stated method due to time constraints.
4.1.1 – Deterministic Approach
 This item was delayed to the next meeting due to time constraints.
4.1.2 – LIPA Proposal
Mr. Wong reviewed the presentation entitled “Issues Relating to the Calculation of Tie Benefits:  Determination of Individual Tie Line Contributions – Modified LIPA Proposal.”
Mr. Bijoy Chattopadhyay questioned what purpose the LIPA proposal served.  Mr. Wong responded that the LIPA proposed methodology could be one method used to determine the tie benefit contribution of individual tie lines.

Discussion ensued on whether the LIPA methodology is an “at criteria” or “as is” analysis.  Mr. Coste and Mr. Pradip Chattopadhyay agreed that the LIPA proposed methodology is not a traditional “at criteria” methodology.

Mr. Bijoy Chattopadhyay asked why the tie benefit results decrease when there are internal transmission constraints modeled.  Mr. Wong replied that internal transmission constraints would prevent the full amount of tie benefits from reaching the desired load areas.  He added that the message he is trying to bring to the PSPC is how the system is brought to criterion influences tie benefit results.  He then noted that slides 27-29 show how removing surplus capacity using different methodologies gives different tie benefit results.  Mr. Stein felt the New York tie benefits results are more influenced by New York’s surplus capacity than its transfer capability.  Mr. Kaslow stated that he brings away from this discussion that modeling internal transmission constraints within tie benefits studies does affect the tie benefit results.

The PSPC had some questions regarding the sum of the individual tie benefits relative to the total tie benefits.  Mr. McKinnon stated that he thinks of an adjustment in terms of fine-tuning the rersults.  However, these are large adjustments, and he is not comfortable with the proposed methodology and would like to see some additional, follow-up information. 
Mr. Wong stated that the ISO is not a proponent of the LIPA proposal.  He added that LIPA will have to answer the questions relating to their proposal and that the ISO is running additional simulations and will bring the results to the PSPC when complete.  Mr. Rotger stated that determining a methodology for calculating tie benefits contribution of individual ties is a compliance obligation for the ISO.  Mr. Wong agreed.  Mr. Rotger asked if the ISO will have a final recommendation.   Mr. Wong responded the ISO will have a proposal.
4.1.3 – Current Methodology
Mr. Wong noted that since the PSPC is familiar with this tie benefit methodology, it will not be discussed in detail at this meeting.

4.1.4 – Average of Probabilistic States

Mr. Zeng reviewed his presentation entitled “Calculation of Tie Benefits for Individual Ties” which he described as a follow up to the presentation he gave on this same topic at the last PSPC meeting.
Mr. Errichetti struggled with using the average of the different methodologies to produce a result for individual tie line contributions to tie benefits.     Mr. Wong clarified that this is not an average of different methodologies but an average of probabilistic states.  He added that this methodology is a more robust method of developing the contribution of individual tie lines to tie benefits and indicated that the PSPC can discuss whether this methodology has merit.
4.2 – Modeling Additional Control Areas
Mr. Zeng reviewed his presentation entitled “Issues Relating to the Calculation of Tie Benefits: Effects of Modeling Additional Control Areas of PJM and Ontario.”  He noted that it took approximately two weeks of computation time using ten computers to bring the six control areas to an LOLE of 0.1 days/year simultaneously.  In response to questions, Mr. Zeng confirmed that the four currently modeled control areas’ dataset is the 2010 ARA study.

Mr. Stein stated that he does not believe that the entire PJM system would need to be modeled and suggested “cutting-off” the modeling at the “PJM Classic” definition in order to save computation time.  Mr. Zeng thought that only the PJM SW areas would be eliminated.  
Mr. Wong responded that the deliverability of tie benefits from these control areas is unknown.  Mr. Bekman stated that without modeling internal constraints, you are not getting the effects of the overall system (topology) conditions that would be needed to produce correct results.  Mr. Errichetti added that we would then have to divide these resultant tie benefits to only the Quebec, Maritimes and New York interfaces.  The PSPC decided there needs to be more discussion on this issue.  Mr. Coste suggested deliverability issues should be given a lot of thought also.  

4.3 – Modeling Internal Transmission Constraints
Mr. Wong stated that the ISO has only presented tie benefit results using modeling of internal transmission constraints for only the LIPA proposal.  He added that the ISO is currently working on a methodology to model internal transmission constraints within the context of the existing tie benefits methodology.
Mr. Killgoar thanked the ISO for the tremendous amount of work that has been performed on this topic.
6.0 – Next Meeting

The next meeting of the PSPC is scheduled for 9:30 am, September 29, 2009 at the offices of the ISO.
Respectfully Submitted,

Maria Agustin
Secretary, NEPOOL Power Supply Planning Committee
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