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I.
INTRODUCTION


The New England Power Pool (“NEPOOL”) Participants Committee submits these comments on the Commission’s January 21, 2010 Notice of Inquiry regarding Integration of Variable Energy Resources.  [fill in]
II.
BACKGROUND 
[Provide high level overview of market design and tightly integrated transmission system in NE]

[Describe current state of VER development in NE—approx. 160 MWs of wind power,  xMWs of other VERs (e.g., run of river hydro) online—xMWs of VERs in queue]

[Describe status of VERs in ISO-NE markets—(1) exemption from DAM—(2) method for calculating capacity rating—(3) rules for external transactions and effect on VERs—(4) other?]
[Describe status of New England Wind Integration Study (“NEWIS”) and anticipated stakeholder process to follow this year, including consideration of potential Tariff changes resulting from the NEWIS]
[Describe process for forming the NEPOOL comments- recognize that many of the questions are premature in light of the status of the NEWIS and the stakeholder process to follow]

III. COMMENTS
A. Data and Forecasting
- Comment: NEPOOL supports the development within ISO-NE of a system of centralized forecasting and data collection for VERs to enable their further integration into the electric grid, while maintaining reliability and avoiding market inefficiencies.  New England has a long and successful history of centralized dispatch, system forecasting and data collection as a tightly integrated power pool. The specifics of the requirements that would support such a centralized system would need to be worked out in NE and they should be tailored to NE.  Having such a system should help reduce reliability issues and the costs of addressing the variable output of VERs. 
B. Scheduling Flexibility and Scheduling Incentives
- Comment:  We have security constrained economic dispatch in NE that dispatches resources on 5 minute intervals.  We have DA and RT scheduling of resources in the energy market on an hourly basis.  Worth looking into whether intra-hour scheduling internal to NE should be developed for VERs and all other resources.  Currently, there is an ISO led effort to develop intra-hour scheduling for market participants between NE and NY (give brief description of Intra-Hour Transaction Scheduling effort and status of it).  NEPOOL supports that effort.
C. Day-Ahead Market Participation and Reliability Commitments
- Comment:  Refer back to fact that we have made participation in DAM voluntary for VERs.  Some, however, choose to participate in DAM. VERs that do not participate in DAM are also exempt from RT deviation charge.  Although exemption from mandatory participation in DAM might be appropriate,  it might also be appropriate to require VERs to provide best estimate of DA schedule to ISO for forecasting purposes (see Comment A above).  Related issues that NE continues to consider: (1) should VERs that do not have to bid into DAM be shielded entirely from deviations in RTM; (2) all external resources must schedule in DAM and some of those external resources are VERs, which means that external VERs are treated differently than internal VERs; and (3) other? 
D. Balancing Authority Coordination

- Comment:  NEPOOL has no comment on whether it is desirable to create a multi-control area balancing authority for VERs; note that doing so would only make sense if there to do so for NE that are not outweighed by the costs. Would not want costs shifted from one region to another. We have tried to put in place the virtual regional dispatch to allow for intra-hour market transaction scheduling (see Comment B above) between NE and NY.  That effort could lead to some of the benefits the Commission is exploring in the questions about consolidating balancing authorities for VERs.  Also, the issue of reserve sharing between neighboring control areas has been considered at various times in NE over the years and bears further consideration, especially in connection with VERs.
E. Reserve Products and Ancillary Services

- Comment:  We don’t have sufficient information yet to answer the most of the questions regarding reserves/ancillary services and VERs.  The NEWIS study will provide some information about potential system problems that need to be addressed but will not make recommendations for market rule changes.  Expect that ISO-NE and/or stakeholders will have such recommendations but as yet there has been no stakeholder process on these questions.  We note that currently reserve products in NE are provided through markets rather than the OATT.  We have also explored the usefulness of storage devices and demand response resources through pilot programs [describe the programs].
F. Capacity Markets

- Comment:  When we developed the FCM design we incorporated a just and reasonable method for calculating the capacity rating of VERs.  We use site specific numbers based on historical data. These numbers are revised periodically to capture actual production.  Ours is a reasonable methodology that suits NE much better than standardized assumptions; we’ll continue to consider whether it can be refined/improved.  Don’ want standard rules across country.  We want to get capacity factor for NE right.  Even a standard process/methodology, as distinct from standardized capacity factor, does not make sense for the nation as a whole, because different regions have different peak periods and other conditions. As for other capacity market issues, we will evaluate these after NEWIS is complete.
G. Real-Time Adjustments

- Comment:  An issue has been raised as to whether DA tie-breaking rule used in curtailments can disadvantage VERs that do not participate in DAM.  NE will consider further in connection with the results of the NEWIS.
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