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	Affiliation

	Maria Agustin (Secretary)
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Roger Bacon
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Quan Chen
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Wayne Coste
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Jeff Dannels
	-
	Con Ed

	Fernando DaSilva
	-
	NextEra

	Yuri Fishman
	-
	Keyspan Energy

	Bill Fowler
	-
	Sigma Consulting

	James Gawronski
	-
	The United Illuminating Co.

	Eric Jacobi
	-
	State of Connecticut

	Eric Johnson
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Bill Killgoar
	-
	Long Island Power Authority

	Bruce McKinnon
	-
	CMEEC

	Fred Plett
	-
	MA Attorney General’s Office

	Phil Smith
	-
	Mirant

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

	Peter Wong (Chair)
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	Fei Zeng
	-
	ISO New England Inc.

	
	
	

	Teleconference
	
	

	Syed Ahmed
	-
	National Grid

	Nick Bosse
	-
	Brookfield Power

	Cal Bowie
	-
	Northeast Utilities System Companies

	Tim Brennan
	-
	National Grid

	Stacy Dimou
	-
	Oxbow-Sherman

	Dave Errichetti
	-
	Northeast Utilities System Companies

	Mike Erskine
	-
	Central Maine Power

	Lisa Fink
	-
	State of Maine

	Mike Harrington
	-
	NH PUC

	Heather Hunt
	-
	NESCOE

	Jim Hyland
	-
	MMWEC

	Steve Kaminski
	-
	NHEC

	Tom Kaslow
	-
	SUEZ Energy Marketing NA, Inc.

	Paul Peterson
	-
	Synapse Energy

	Jose Rotger
	-
	ESAI

	Eric Runge
	-
	Day Pitney

	Bill Ryan
	-
	CVPS

	Tom Shotsky
	-
	TBD

	Pam Stonier
	-
	State of Vermont

	Sharon Weber
	-
	PPL


1.0 – Administrative
1.1 – Chair Report
Mr. Wong reported that the ISO proposed Installed Capacity Requirement (ICR) and related values for the 2010/11 3rd Annual Reconfiguration Auction (ARA3) was voted on at the Participants Committee (PC) and did not receive support.   He added that ISO-NE will file the ICR values for 2010/11 ARA3 by December 15, 2009.  Mr. Runge added that the NEPOOL will jointly file their ICR proposal with the ISO filing.  Mr. Wong informed the PSPC that the Reliability Committee (RC) will vote on 2011/12 ARA2 ICR and related values at their December 15th meeting.  

Mr. Stein announced that Mr. Forshaw will be the next NEPOOL PC chair.

1.2 – Minutes of Meeting 263
The Minutes of Meeting 263 were approved without comment.
2.0 – 2011/2012 2nd ARA 
2.1 – Tie Benefits
Mr. Wong reported that it is ISO-NE’s intention to propose that the same tie benefit assumptions used to calculate the ICR for the Forward Capacity Auction (FCA) of a particular year be used in the calculation of ICRs for all subsequent ARAs, if system conditions permit.  He noted that if FERC agrees with the ISO proposal, the ICR for 2011/12 ARA2 will be calculated with the FCA 1,800 MW of tie benefits value.  Several members raised concerns about using the same tie benefit value for the FCA and all ARAs, particularly the final ARA just prior to the Capacity Commitment Period, feeling that tie benefits would be underutilized.  A discussion ensued regarding the use of “as-is” versus “at-criteria” system conditions for determining the tie benefits associated with the last ARA.  
Mr. Wong added that another issue relating to calculation of tie benefits for ARAs is the interpretation of the market rule regarding which capacity imports to model.  He indicated that it is unclear whether only grandfathered imports or all existing capacity imports should be modeled in the tie benefits study.  He clarified that one interpretation of the rule is that the tie benefits study would only include the grandfathered capacity imports in the simulation and the resultant tie benefits values would then be adjusted if there was not room for the cleared capacity imports on the existing transmission interfaces.  Mr. Wong reported that the tie benefits scenario for the 2011/12 ARA2 with only the 394 MW of grandfathered contracts modeled results in 1,570 MW of tie benefits.  Mr. Wong stated the tie benefits values of 1,570 MW and 1,800 MW are the values that will be used to calculate ICR and these two scenarios will be presented to the RC.
2.2 – ICR, LSR & MCL
Ms. Agustin presented the ICR values for the three tie benefits scenarios.  She noted that one scenario reflected only the grandfather imports in determining the tie benefits, the other scenario reflected the tie benefit results assuming all capacity imports and then a third scenario used the tie benefits assumed in the calculation of ICR for the 2011/12 FCA.  Mr. DaSilva questioned whether using the 1,800 MW of tie benefits would mean double counting of transmission transfer capability on the external interfaces since the tie benefits would only be 1,075 MW with all the capacity imports modeled.   Mr. DaSilva also questioned the purpose of calculating the ICR with the 1,075 MW of tie benefits if it will not be voted on by the RC.  Mr. Wong responded the ISO-NE is presenting the PSPC with three scenarios based on different interpretations of the market rule.  If the committee agrees that the 1,075 MW of tie benefits is the correct tie benefits assumption, then ISO-NE will calculate ICR with this assumption.  Mr. DaSilva reiterated that he does not see how it is possible to have 2,284 MW of imports on the existing transmission system with 1,800 MW or 1,570 MW of tie benefits if the model gives results of 1,075 MW when these imports are included in the model.
Mr. Stein agreed with Mr. DaSilva, saying he is troubled by not assuming the cleared import contracts in the simulation.  Mr. Wong clarified that the PSPC had stated at the last meeting that they thought ISO-NE was not correctly interpreting the market rule and that tie benefits should be calculated with only grandfathered imports modeled.  ISO-NE was requested to calculate tie benefits with these assumptions.  He added that he considered both the 1,075 MW and 1,570 MW results to be calculated according to the market rule but with different interpretations regarding how to model capacity imports.
Mr. Ryan stated that although there is capacity surplus and New England is protected because this surplus will not be sold off in the second ARA, there is still a problem with locking in a procedure that is wrong.  He added the PSPC should encourage ISO to not follow through on this rule change filing.  
Mr. Dannels wished to know why the 1,075 MW value is not supported by the ISO.  He did not agree that one value is more reasonable than another.  Mr. Brennan stated tie benefits have priority.  He agreed we must not double count imports and tie benefits on the available transfer capability but as long as the sum of the two is not greater than the available transfer limits, then the one day in ten reliability criterion is being met.  Mr. Stein responded the market rule says contracts will be allowed up to the transfer capability minus the tie benefits.  It does not say tie benefits should be preserved.  Mr. DaSilva stated a method is needed that does not bring so much sensitivity to the tie benefits results.  The PSPC requested that ISO-NE consider all comments provided. Mr. Wong noted that he will share these comments with ISO management.
Mr. Kaslow believed the committee should decide what value to support based on current market rules.  He added that he does not see anything in the rules that says ignore existing import contracts when calculating tie benefits and wished to see the ISO position.  Mr. Wong gave his opinion that 1,570 MW is a reasonable interpretation of the rules.  Mr. Brennan agreed, stating the only rational interpretation is the 1,570 MW.  Mr. Errichetti also agreed based on tie benefits priority.

Mr. Wong doesn’t believe PSPC will be able to submit a single set of ICR values to the RC for vote, adding that ISO-NE will most likely need to present the three scenarios and make a recommendation to the RC at their December 15th meeting.

3.0 – Tie Benefits Methodology Discussions
3.1 – Modeling Internal Transmission Constraints
Mr. Zeng presented the results of his study relating to modeling internal transmission constraints in tie benefit calculations.  Mr. Fishman questioned why tie benefits increased when internal transmission constraints are modeled for New York.  Mr. Zeng responded that the New York LOLE is driven by transmission constraints and modeling internal constraints in this scenario has resulted in having more capacity resources in upstate New York that are available to assist New England.
Mr. Fishman also questioned if the locational requirements in New York zones J and K were honored when doing the analysis.  Mr. Zeng responded that if locational requirements in New York zones J and K were maintained, then the system would effectively see no transmission constraints, which defeats the purpose of modeling them.  Mr. Wong added the important thing to note is that methodology is critical to modeling internal constraints.
Mr. Wong stated ISO-NE has committed to model internal transmission constraints in other areas in tie benefit studies, noting that here are many ways to model the system and results would vary depending on how to bring the system to criteria.
3.1.1 – Impact of Modeling Orrington-South Export Constraints

Mr. Wong presented the results of the study modeling the Orrington-South Export constraints in Maine.  In response to questions, Mr. Wong clarified that the areas were brought to criteria by scaling the loads proportionately.
Mr. Errichetti questioned why the tie benefits value from New York decreased.  Mr. Wong noted these results were just produced and need more investigation.

Mr. Errichetti asked if any analysis has been done on how the loads are scaled to bring the system to the 0.1 reliability criterion.  Mr. Wong replied that this is something that needs to be addressed.

Ms. Fink asked if transmission projects from the Regional System Plan were included in the analysis and Mr. Wong responded projects that have been certified were included.
3.2 – Using “At Criteria” or “As Is” Conditions for Calculating Tie Benefits for FCA and 

ARA

Mr. Plett stated his reasons for supporting the “as is” methodology for the 3rd ARA, adding he feels there is room for a compromise solution.

Mr. Stein asked for clarification that “as is” or “at criteria” methodology issue was to be discussed for FCA and all ARAs.  Mr. Wong did not believe that was the case and added he is concerned that even an “at criteria” tie benefits methodology will provide results that are too high with new interconnections being proposed.  He added he would like an administrative limit imposed on the amount of tie benefits used as a resource to meet the resource adequacy planning criterion.
Mr. Peterson asked for a threshold for ISO-NE to consider tie benefits as acceptable.  He clarified that he is not looking for an actual number but a risk profile analysis that gauges risk.  Mr. Wong stated while the committee is suggesting using a risk profile to determine number of times the system may need to rely on tie benefits, an analysis has not been done to determine if these levels of tie benefits are available.  Mr. Coste added that one of the problems with a risk profile analysis is how to gauge how many times voltage reduction or loss of operating reserves is acceptable.
Ms. Fink asked what the issues are that fall outside of the probabilistic tie benefits model that would not make the tie benefits unavailable in real time.  Mr. Coste responded generator availability issues at peak hours, failure bunching at times of stress, voltage and VAR are some of the issues.  He added that these are not taken into account in the MARS model.

3.3 – ISO Strawman Proposal

Mr. Wong noted that he does not have a presentation for this agenda item as ISO-NE senior management will be reviewing recommendations.  He gave a high level summary of the recommendations noting that ISO-NE will recommend the probabilistic states method for determining the contribution of tie benefits by individual ties.  Mr. Bowie asked if individual values would be calculated for all ties.  Mr. Wong replied that individual values will only be calculated for the ties that results have been requested for.  Mr. Bowie asked if tie benefits could be calculated for all ties that benefit Connecticut.  Mr. Wong replied this request would need to be discussed as a next step.

For the issue of modeling additional control area, Mr. Wong noted that ISO-NE has study results showing some increase in tie benefits with the six area model but a lack of knowledge about these system means the model results are questionable.  ISO-NE will recommend not modeling other control areas outside of our direct interconnections.
For the issue of internal transmission constraints, ISO-NE will recommend modeling some internal transmission constraints in external control areas.  An internal transmission constraint could also be modeled in New England if there is no LSR or MCL associated with the constraint.

Mr. Wong stated that the ICR could be calculated with the MARS model using similar study assumptions as those used now. 
4.0 – Next Meeting

The next meeting of the PSPC is scheduled for 9:30 am, January 14, 2010 at the ISO New England Offices in Holyoke, MA.
Respectfully Submitted,

Maria Agustin
Secretary, NEPOOL Power Supply Planning Committee
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