MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE NEPOOL


REGIONAL TRANSMISSION OPERATIONS COMMITTEE (TOC)


HELD ON TUESDAY, MAY 5, 1998


WESTBOROUGH, MASSACHUSETTS








PRESENT:





M. A. Cannella, Vice Chairman			-  United Illuminating Company


K. Belcher		(Temporary Alternate)	-  Bangor Hydro - Electric Company


P. A. Fiocchi					-  Commonwealth Energy System Companies


T. J. Gentile		(Alternate)		-  Eastern Utilities Associates Companies


P. H. Krawczyk		(Alternate)		-  Commonwealth Energy System Companies


B. W. McKinnon		(Temporary Alternate)	-  Mass. Municipal Wholesale Electric Company


K. D. Rogers		(Temporary Alternate)	-  Northeast Utilities Service Company


M. H. Rosenqvist				-  New England Power Company


F. J. Small		(Temporary Alternate)	-  Central Maine Power Company


G. F. Spring					-  Vermont Electric Power Company, Inc.


P. J. Taglianetti					-  Eastern Utilities Associates Companies


E. Wisniewski		(Alternate)		-  Boston Edison Company








GUESTS:





C. D. Blinn					-  Day, Berry & Howard


D. J. Capra					-  New England Power Company


D. P. Ciullo					-  Dighton Power Associates Limited Partnership


P. G. Kozlowski					-  ISO New England Inc.


R. V. Kowalski					-  ISO New England Inc.


P. A. Legrow					-  Boston Edison Company


P. A. Savage					-  Brown, Olson & Wilson


D. Walters					-  New England Power Company	


G. Zito						-  United Illuminating Company








Options for Direction Concerning Point to Point Service and Sixth Supplement





The TOC discussed the following options and took a straw poll.





Option 1.	Implement point to point service.


		Designate network resources.


		Implement expansion cost pricing based on “higher of”.





Option 2.	Implement point to point service (for bilaterals).


		Generators selling into the Market use RNS.


Provide adequate reasons why NEPOOL is not requiring designating network resources.


		File Sixth Supplement separate from compliance filing to cover upgrades.





Option 3.	Request clarification on point to point service, designating network resources, and expansion cost pricing.





Option 1 was supported by the majority of the TOC.  Options 2 and 3 were not supported by the majority of the TOC.





NEPOOL counsel stated that the Option 1 framework was consistent with compliance with the FERC Order..





Subsequent to the straw poll, a fourth option was suggested.





Option 4.	Implement point to point service.


		Generators selling into the Market use RNS.


Generators pay for all upgrades and potentially receive a credit for benefiting the grid as determined by ISO or by RTPC.





Mr. Blinn stated that selling Option 4 to FERC would be difficult.








Questions re Drafting Conforming Tariff Changes





Mr. Blinn distributed a list of questions concerning drafting conforming tariff changes.





Action Item: 	TOC members to review questions for discussion at the May 11th  meeting.








Point to Point Rate Design





The TOC discussed the following phase in point to point rate design presented by Mr. Belcher.  If a generator is selling to a specific load, the customer pays the point to point rate based on where the load resides.  If the generator is selling into the Market, the generator pays the point to point rate based on where the generator is located.





BHE	Year	RNS	LNS	Total NW	RPTP	LPTP	Total PTP 


2	2.80	29.20	32.00		2.80	29.20	32.00


3	4.90	27.10	32.00		4.90	27.10	32.00


4	7.00	25.00	32.00		7.00	25.00	32.00


5	9.10	22.90	32.00		9.10	22.90	32.00


6	7.39	24.61	32.00		7.20	24.61	32.00





UI	Year	RNS	LNS	Total NM	RPTP	LPTP	Total PTP


2	5.20	24.67	29.87		5.20	24.87	29.87


3	9.10	20.77	29.87		9.10	20.77	29.87


4	13.00	16.87	29.87		13.00	16.87	29.87


5	16.90	12.98	29.87		16.90	12.98	29.87


6	19.22	10.65	29.87		19.22	10.65	29.87





Mr. Cannella suggested the following modification to keep the regional point to point rate the same throughout the region.





BHE	Year	RNS	LNS	Total NW	RPTP	LPTP			Total PTP 


2	2.80	29.20	32.00		15.00	(32.00 – 15.00)		32.00


3	4.90	27.10	32.00		15.00	(32.00 – 15.00)		32.00


4	7.00	25.00	32.00		15.00	(32.00 – 15.00)		32.00


5	9.10	22.90	32.00		15.00	(32.00 – 15.00)		32.00


6	7.39	24.61	32.00		15.00	(32.00 – 15.00)		32.00





Mr. Taglianetti presented the following point to point rate design.





	Assumptions:


$15.00 Pool Point to Point Rate (for load and for generation)


		800 MW TP load


		$12.00 / kw-yr TP


$9.00 / kw-yr PTF component


$3.00 / kw-yr non-PTF component


TP Revenue Share is 4 %





TP Total Revenue Requirement (RR) = 800 MW x $12.00 / kw-yr = $9,600,000





	Year 2 Pool Revenue Requirement = 17,500 MW x $4.00 / kw-yr = $70,000,000





	Year 2 TP Revenue Share = $70,000,000 x 4 % = $2,800,000





	TP Total RR	- Year 2 TP Revenue Share	= TP needs to recover in LN charge


	$9,600,000	- $ 2,800,000			= $6,800,000





	LN charge = $6,800,000 / 800 MW = $8.50 / kw-yr





	100 MW of the 800 MW load takes point to point service





	100 MW x 1.3 (CR) = 130 MW


	130 MW x $15.00 / kw-yr Pool Point to Point Rate = $1,950,000


	130 MW x $3.00 / kw-yr non-PTF component = $390,000





	Year 2 Pool RR	- $ collected from Pool PTP rate = $ collected from RNS


	$70,000,000	- $1,950,000			= $68,050,000


	Impact on RNS = $68,050,000/(17,500 MW pool load–100 MW PTP load) = $3.91 / kw-yr





LN Charge	- $ collected from non-PTF component	= $ collected from LNS


	$6,800,000	- $390,000				= $6,410,000


	Impact on LNS = $6,410,000/(800 MW local load–100 MW PTP load) = $9.16 / kw-yr





Action Item:	Mr. Zito will develop a spreadsheet demonstrating several scenarios of the above point to point rate design. 








Market Issues





The TOC discussed the following Market issues which may be potentially impacted by the compliance filing.





Market designed to work with network service.  The Order requires providing the option of point to point service.  The unit commitment software does not recognize transmission priority (Firm network, firm point to point, non-firm (secondary) network, non-firm point to point).


Market rules do not require firm transmission service for the ICAP Market.  The Order requires the designation of network resources which should include ICAP resources.


Potential Market impact of reinstating the pro forma tariff language as it concerns system sales.


LBMP may be an option to examine to address congestion management in Phase 2.








Tie Owner Rights for Native Load Requirements





Ms. Kozlowski stated that the section of the Order discussing Tie access priorities was unclear concerning what rights if any Tie Owner’s have referring to the following language: “Tie capacity … to the extent not committed to existing uses, including the transmission provider’s native load requirements.”  Mr. Blinn stated the Order means the Tie Owner’s native load requirements; however, other than honoring existing Tie Owner reservations made under Owner Priority Capacity, Owner Priority Capacity is rejected.








Credits for Curtailments of Non-Firm Service





Ms. Kozlowski asked Mr. Blinn to update the TOC concerning credits for curtailments of non-firm service as the issue has evolved since it was discussed at the April 30th TOC meeting.  Mr. Blinn stated that the Order concerns credits for interruption (due to economic factors) of non-firm service, not for curtailment (due to reliability reasons).  For the specific transaction for which curtailment of non-firm service has occurred, the customer should not be credited.  Ms. Kozlowski indicated that ISO may seek clarification on this issue as the mixing of the terms “interruption” and “curtailment” in the various FERC Orders is ambiguous at best.  Mr. Blinn felt that asking for clarification would be unwise.








Next Meetings





Monday		May 11, 1998	at 0930		Westborough, MA, Commons B


Tuesday	May 12, 1998	at 0830		Westborough, MA, Energy Institute














Respectfully Submitted,














Pamela G. Kozlowski


