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Hi Chris and team,

Thank you for your accelerated presentation sharing high level thoughts on the possible scope
for the CAR project and the chance to provide feedback. RENEW Northeast provides the
following feedback for your consideration:

Mapping out the follow-up scope items - There is a lot of work to do on capacity market
reform and we recognize that not everything that is a good idea can be done on the first pass.
As many stakeholders voiced at the July 10 meeting, as ISO refines the scope and determines
which items will not be part of CAR, it would be very helpful to understand whether these are
items that ISO can commit to pursuing in a follow up project and what the timeline for that
might be. If ISO determines that something we would like to see in the scope is a good idea
but can’t be implemented until CCP20, our reaction would be very different (and more
positive) than if ISO simply said the item was not going to be in scope for CAR.

How ISO answers the question of what has the most value to the region could
inadvertently pick winners and losers - As ISO decides what has the greatest regional value
(scope objective 2), if it focuses narrowly on how large an existing class of resource is, it
could inadvertently wind up neglecting to address significant aspects of accreditation
modeling for growing resource classes. This could have the unintended consequence of
picking winners and losers in the market by focusing on the resource types with the most
existing MWs and spending little effort on those that are currently smaller but have the
potential to grow rapidly. The way ISO considers this value judgement could end up creating
barriers to the clean energy transition (e.g., there may be a more dollars at play on day 1 for
small corrections to the accredited value of combined cycle plants than for batteries right now,
but the share of batteries in the region is expected to grow rapidly in the coming years and
there is a need to set proper market signals for these resources as they are developed so they
can make reasonable assumptions about what their future accreditation will be). If the
accreditation portion of the CAR project is not able to accurately accredit both significant
existing resource classes and those that are poised for growth it will not send proper price
signals to the market.

Core Scope: Prompt Market - Among the questions that ISO noted would need to be
answered as part of the design of the prompt market is what new resources have to do to be
eligible to participate. While the prompt market will significantly benefit regional reliability
by reducing the participation of “phantom” resources, RENEW still believes that the market
must remain open to resources that are credibly expected to achieve commercial operation
between the qualification determination date (whenever that may be) and the beginning of the
capacity commitment period. Given the much shorter period of time between these two dates,


mailto:krich@boreasrenewables.com
mailto:cgeissler@iso-ne.com
mailto:jwoods@iso-ne.com
mailto:fpullaro@renew-ne.org

\‘ tr PO Box 383

il Madison, CT 06443

W Voice: 646-734-8768

‘ Email: fpullaro@renew-ne.org

" . ‘ Renewable Energy New England Web: renew-ne.org
May 4, 2012

Marianne Perben

ISO New England Inc.
One Sullivan Road
Holyoke, MA 01040

Subject: Overlapping Impact Standard Feedback and Suggestions

Marianne,

Renewable Energy New England, Inc. (“RENEW”) is a non-profit association uniting
the renewable energy industry and environmental interest groups with the goal of
promoting and increasing sustainable renewable energy in New England - a region
which has significant wind and other renewable energy resources.! Several of
RENEW’s members have concerns with the current overlapping impact test that is
part of the ISO-NE Forward Capacity Market qualification process.

Over the past several months you have made presentations at the Reliability
Committee about the current procedure for performing the overlapping impact test
and have solicited feedback from market participants on how the test is being
performed and suggestions for how it might be improved. This memo serves to
outline RENEW’s perspective on some of the key concerns we have with the
overlapping impact test. In addition to providing background information on our
concerns, we have attempted to suggest potential solutions to each of them.

We do not expect significant changes will be made to the test for the FCA 7
qualification process that is already underway, but we hope that ISO-NE will
consider these concerns and suggestions for FCA 8 and beyond. RENEW hopes to

1 RENEW's membership is comprised of the American Wind Energy Association, Anbaric Transmission,
Conservation Law Foundation, Deepwater Wind, First Wind Energy, EDP Renewables, Iberdrola
Renewables, Union of Concerned Scientists, and Vestas American Wind Technology. The comments
expressed herein represent the views of RENEW and not necessarily those of any particular member of
RENEW.
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collaborate with ISO New England and other stakeholders to develop workable
solutions to these concerns.

Sincerely,

Abigail J. Krich
Consultant to RENEW

Cc: Carissa Sedlacek
Mark Karl
Stephen Rourke
RENEW members
RC members
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I. Lack of Clarity on Upgrade Requirements for New Capacity to Qualify in
Areas with Existing Undeliverable Capacity

Background

All existing capacity in New England prior to FCA 1 was grandfathered at the
beginning of the FCM even in areas without sufficient transmission capacity to allow
those existing resources to be deliverable to the load zone, which is now required
for new resource qualification. As a result, new resources have understood that in
order to qualify they are required to fix transmission problems that were caused by
existing generators. We should clarify and potentially reconsider how existing
overhang is treated and whether it is a requirement for new resources to resolve
existing conditions on the system prior to being able to qualify and if so, whether
that is appropriate. In the interconnection process, a new generator is never
required to resolve pre-existing system conditions.

In the hope of of the MPRP upgrades increasing Maine transfer limits, a number of
new generation resources located north of the Orrington South interface filed
comments on ISO’s FCA 6 qualification filing as part of FERC Docket No. ER12-757,
objecting to ISO disqualifying these resources due to the overlapping impact test. In
its February 13t response, ISO states that the Orrington South transfer limit would
have to increase from today’s 1200 MW up to 1640 MW in order to deliver all of the
existing bottled-in capacity resources? and that to allow for qualification of an
additional new 109 MWs3, the limit would have to increase another 109 MW on top
of that, to 1,749 MW*. Because MPRP is not expected to increase the Orrington-
South interface limit by more than 150 MWS5, the overhang has not been eliminated
and no new generation can be qualified at this time.

At the March 2012 PAC meeting discussion of the MPRP transfer limits study,
participants asked for recommendations from ISO about how they could find out
what upgrade requirements the new Northern Maine generators would have to
make in order to qualify for future FCA’s. Al McBride said that a new resource
wishing to qualify would have to increase the transfer capability at Orrington South

? February 13" filing at page 11, footnote 19, the 1640 MW requirement stems from the sum of 975 MW of
existing generating capacity that was grandfathered into the FCM, 61 MW of active and 24 MW of passive
demand response cleared through FCA 5, and 1000 MW of NB electrical import capability, less 420 MW
of load.

3 Many filings in this docket reference 109 MW of disqualified new resources north of Orrington South, but
the original FCA 6 qualification filing, as detailed later, lists at least 121.7 MW of disqualified new
resources north of the Orrington South interface.

* February 13" filing at page 13

> February 13" filing at page 11
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enough to make that new resource incrementally useful and that they would not
have to overcome the existing overhang of undeliverable capacity. He said the
standard is simply that new capacity has to be incrementally useful to the system.

Though the policy Al described sounds reasonable, it seems to be contrary to the
comments in ISO’s February 13t filing. At the April 17, 2012 RC meeting Brent
Oberlin clarified the difference between the two positions. Because the MPRP
upgrades were regionally cost-allocated, any transfer limit increase would first be
allocated towards making the existing undeliverable capacity deliverable. If the
participants with 109 MW of new resources funded some additional upgrades that
allowed a further 109 MW increase to the Orrington South transfer limit, this would
allow the new resources to qualify even if existing undeliverable capacity remains.
The difference, as Brent described, is the source of funding for the upgrades that
increase the transfer limit.

Outside of the RC meeting minutes, I am not aware of any documentation of the
different treatment of pool-funded upgrades and new resource-funded upgrades in
allowing new resources to pass the overlapping impact test in areas with existing
undeliverable capacity. From PP-10° and the public record in the referenced FERC
docket, it appears that in order to qualify and compete in the capacity market, new
resources must upgrade the transmission system to allow all existing capacity as
well as the new resources to be deliverable. I am pleased to learn that this is not the
case if a participant funds a transmission upgrade, and would encourage ISO-NE to
make this explicit in PP-10 or another document it considers more appropriate.

Potential Solution

5 PP-10 Section 5.7.1.1 says that ‘harmer generation’ will only be turned up until a transmission element
reaches 100% of its loading. After that, the new generation will be added and the percent loading on each
element determined. This implies that existing undeliverable capacity does not need to become deliverable
to meet the overlapping impact test. However, Section 5.7.1.2 says that existing generation will be modeled
up to its CNR Capability, internal transfers up to their transfer limits, and imports up to the associated
capacity import limit. It is not clear which of these two sections takes priority. In other words, if a
monitored transmission element reaches 100% of its rated limit prior to existing generation reaching its
CNR Capability, internal transfers reaching their transfer limits, and imports reaching their capacity import
limits, will the addition of flows that would add to the loading of that transmission element cease even
though the other limits have not been reached? Additionally, Section 5.7.1.3, Upgrade Identification, says
that any overloads caused or worsened due to the addition of the new generator will be recorded and “the
study generator will be responsible for such recorded overloads” In the case of existing overloads that were
worsened by the new generator, this language does not make it clear that the study generator is not
responsible for resolving the existing overload and is only responsible for the “worsened” portion of the
overload.
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It would be very helpful for ISO to clearly document for participants what the
requirements are for a new resource to qualify in an area with excess, undeliverable

existing capacity.
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Il. Lack of Clarity on Import Interface Limits to be used in the Overlapping
Impact Test

Background

In FCA 5 and FCA 6 the import transfer capability from New Brunswick to Bangor
Hydro was reported to be 700 MW, down from 1000 MW previously’. However,
when the overlapping impact test was performed for FCA 6, according to ISO’s
February 13t FERC filing, the New Brunswick imports were set at 1000 MW, their
full operating limit, before looking at whether new capacity could be qualified.

The New Brunswick import level used in the overlapping impact test for new
resources was 300 MW over the import transfer capability, raising questions in my
mind about what transfer levels should be used in the test. The way PP-10 is written,
[ would have expected the 700 MW import transfer capability limit to have been
used in the overlapping impact test rather than the 1000 MW operating limit8.

Had the import transfer capability of 700 MW been used, only 140 MW of existing
undeliverable capacity would have remained north of Orrington-South during the
FCA 6 qualification process. In that scenario, if ISO-NE had determined in time for
the FCA 6 qualification process that the Orrington South limit could be increased by
150 MW due to MPRP, 10 MW of new capacity would have been able to qualify for
FCA 6. However, because ISO-NE used the 1000 MW import operating limit in the
overlapping impact studies for the FCA 6 qualification process, no new capacity was
able to qualify from an estimated 150 MW Orrington transfer limit increase.

Potential Solution

It is not clear from my review of the Tariff, Operating Procedures, and the FERC
record precisely when the import transfer capability is to be used versus when the
import operating limit is to be used, nor have I been able to find a clear definition of
either of these two values. In many places the two terms seem to be used

7ISO-NE’s filing on April 20, 2011 in FERC Docket No. ER11-3048 describes in detail the reason for the
reduction from 1000 MW to 700 MW, see pages 13-15. The Keene Road-Keswick interconnection was
designed with a 700 MW transfer capability that, even though not entirely deliverable, has essentially been
grandfathered in the same way as existing capacity at the start of the FCM. The second line to New
Brunswick, the Orrington-Pt. Lepreau interconnection, “was not designed to provide additional capacity
into New England” and “due to transmission system limitations in moving power across the Maine
interfaces, the second part of the New Brunswick ties was found to provide no incremental capacity after
accounting for the original 700 MW interconnection.”

¥ PP-10, Section 4 says “Transmission Interface Limits will be calculated for internal and external
interfaces using the network model... These transmission limits may be used for conducting all analyses
described within this procedure.”
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interchangeably. Because we appear to have two different values for two different
purposes, [ suggest that defining these two limits clearly, such as in Section I of the
Tariff, and making clear when each is supposed to be used would avoid confusion

going forward.
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lll. New Imports and Unused Import Capability are Prioritized over New
Domestic Capacity in the Overlapping Impact Test

Background

Focusing again on the new capacity resources north of the Orrington South interface,
the method used to consider imports from New Brunswick appears to give priority
to new imports (and even to unused space on existing import interfaces) over new
domestic capacity resources. Under the current PP-10 qualification rules the
transfer capability of any import tie line is “reserved” to its maximum capacity for
both tie benefits and imports seeking to qualify in the capacity market. This
transmission space cannot be used by either existing or new domestic resources to
compete in the capacity market.

For FCA 6, the New Brunswick import transfer capability was determined to be 700
MW. Tie benefits on this interface were determined to be 328 MW?, leaving 372 MW
of remaining capability on the existing import interface for new import capacity
supply obligations19. Only one new import resource from New Brunswick was
qualified for FCA 6 at 272 MW. This resource also cleared at 272 MW in FCA 611. As
early as the qualification process, it was clear that 100 MW of the 372 MW of
remaining capability on the NB interface would not be utilized. Over 121 MW of new
renewable generation and demand response resources located within Maine were
disqualified from participation in FCA 6 due to overlapping impacts?, yet 100 MW
of the space reserved for imports in the overlapping impact test was left unused. It
is not clear to me why our market has been set up in such a way to prioritize new
and unused import capability over new resources located within ISO-NE that desire
to provide capacity to the market, particularly when many of these new resources
are operating and participating in the energy market already.

? Slide 13 of PSPC presentation “Tie Benefits for 2015 (FCA 6)” made September 15, 2011

' There are no existing import capacity resources from New Brunswick, as seen in the ISO’s 6™ FCA Info
Filing made January 3, 2012.

""" As seen in ISO’s 6™ FCA Results Riling made April 30, 2012.

"2 Page 15 — 21 of the January 3, 2012 6™ FCA Info Filing show the following disqualifications totaling
121.7 MW of new generating capacity resources and an unlisted quantity of demand resources located
within Maine due to the Orrington South interface and the overlapping impact test: Champlain Wind, LLC
(Bowers Mountain) at 12.52 MW, Evergreen Wind Power II, LLC (Oakfield) at 30.670 MW, Evergreen
Wind Power III, LLC (Rollins) at 10.39 MW, Evergreen Wind Power V, LLC (Stetson) at 10.0 MW,
Stetson Wind II, LLC (Stetson Wind II) at 4.07 MW, Blue Sky East, LLC (Bull Hill) at 9.72 MW, Black
Bear Hydro Partners, LLC (Stillwater B, Orono A, Orono B, and Medway Expansion) at 9.206 MW, Verso
Maine Energy, LLC (Bucksport G5) at 25 MW, Quantum Utility Generation, LLC (Noble Passadumkeag)
at 10.1 MW, EnerNOC, Inc (Demand Response) at an unlisted MW quantity, and Hess Corporation
(Demand Response) at an unlisted MW quantity.
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Even if there had not been unused capability left on the existing NB import interface,
it is also unclear to me why our market prioritized the 272 MW of new import
capacity over the 121 MW of new renewable generating resources located within
northern Maine.

It is understandable that ISO-NE cannot allow new resources to clear in an FCA and
potentially degrade the utility of existing import interfaces for future tie benefits.
Just because the New Brunswick tie benefit level was 328 MW for FCA 6 does not
mean that the tie benefit level will not be higher in the future. If the remaining 372
MW of import transfer capability were committed indefinitely to individual capacity
resources, the tie benefit level would not be able to rise in the future. This, I believe,
is why new import capacity resources are only able to receive CSOs for a single
commitment year and must participate as new in every auction.

It seems to me that new capacity resources located within Maine that do not pass
the overlapping impact test due to the Orrington South interface should be
permitted to participate in the FCA in the same manner as new import capacity
resources from New Brunswick. Why should the region reserve hundreds of MWs of
limited transmission capability for new imports instead of allowing new domestic
resources to compete with the imports based on economics? If the new domestic
resources were able to participate in the auction together with New Brunswick
imports, both groups would be able to compete for one-year CSOs with the total
quantity limited to the import transfer capability less the year’s tie benefits. There
would be no reliability degradation from such a change and it would allow increased
competition among different types of new capacity resources.

Potential Solution

Allow increased competition in the market by permitting new capacity resources
that do not pass the overlapping impact test due to the Orrington South interface to
participate in the FCA in the same manner as new import capacity resources from
New Brunswick.

In the longer-term, ISO should also consider the possibility of allowing all of these
resources - imports, existing and new resources - to compete for the transmission
space to serve the local area. The overlapping impact test would simply be a
transmission capacity analysis under peak load conditions to determine the level of
generation or demand resources needed in specific areas and then allow all of those
resources to compete based on price.

10
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IV. Increased Transfer Levels Within New England Do Not Enable
Qualification of New Domestic Capacity Resources Where Increased
Imports Are Possible

Background

Section 111.12.9.2.4 of the Tariff says that external transfer capability determinations
are first made by reflecting the incremental capacity the interconnection was
designed to provide (as in the first 700 MW of the New Brunswick interconnection).
In the case where an interconnection was not designed to provide incremental
capacity (as in the additional 300 MW of the New Brunswick interconnection), ISO-
NE performs simulations to determine the amount of power that can be delivered
into New England over the interconnection without re-dispatching any existing
capacity resources. Such simulations showed that the additional 300 MW from the
New Brunswick interconnection were not deliverable to the Maine load zone due to
the interface limits domestic to Maine.

If MPRP or any other pool-funded project were to increase the transfer limits
internal to Maine, such a study might very well determine that some or all of the
additional 300 MW of the New Brunswick interconnection is deliverable into New
England. This newly-deliverable amount would then be added to the New
Brunswick import transfer capability, effectively reserving this space for imports
even though no import resources had paid for any of the pool-funded upgrades.

[ believe the way that PP-10 is written, Section 4 would have ISO-NE determine the
transmission interface limits according to the above procedure for use in all other
analysis such as the overlapping impact analysis described in Section 5. Prior to
determining whether any new domestic capacity could be qualified, ISO would
increase the import transfer limit as described above. This increased import
transfer limit is then used as an assumption in the overlapping impact test,
essentially reserving newly-available transmission space for imports before new
domestic resources have a chance to qualify.

Why is it that the capacity benefits of pool-funded upgrades that increase transfer
limits internal to New England should first go to imports and only the leftover

benefits remaining go to new domestic resources?

The FCM should stop giving preference to imports over new domestic capacity
resources.

Potential Solution

11
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One option would be to say that only the incremental transmission space created by
participant-funded upgrades shall be used to increase the associated import
transfer limits. This is parallel to the situation new domestic resources north of
Orrington are in.

Alternatively, and likely more palatable to all parties, would be the solution from the
previous section. If new domestic capacity resources that do not pass the
overlapping impact test due to the Orrington South interface were permitted to
participate in the FCA in the same manner as new import capacity resources from
New Brunswick, then it would no longer be of such concern if incremental
transmission space were used to increase the import transfer limit. Both imports
and new domestic capacity would be able to compete in the market to use this
newly-available transmission space.

12
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V. New and Existing Resources Should be Allowed to Compete for
Transmission Space in the Capacity Market Based on Price, not Based on
Year in Service

Background

In considering the overlapping impact test in light of potential market reform efforts
currently underway, the ISO should consider ways in which all resources could
compete for the transmission space to serve the region’s capacity needs, similar to
the competition that is allowed in the energy markets. As with the other New
England wholesale markets, capacity supply obligations should be awarded based
on competitive market offers, not on a protectionist system of priority by year in
service .

Potential Solution

The overlapping impact test could be removed entirely from the qualification
process, allowing all capacity resources - existing and new generation, demand
response, and imports - to compete to provide capacity based on economics and
subject to reliability constraints. This is essentially how new import resources are
handled in the market today. There is no overlapping impact test, but the quantity of
imports allowed to clear in the auction is limited by the import transfer limit.

This would require significant changes to the market clearing system, but might be
appropriate along with the longer-term market reforms planned for the coming
years. Particularly if the FCM moves to a sealed bid auction, the technical feasibility
of this option improves significantly.

13
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VI. The Differences Between the Generation and Demand Response
Overlapping Impact Tests are Harmful to New Generation Resources
Under the Current Market Rules

Background

New Passive demand response resources do not go through an overlapping impact
test to qualify for the FCM. Active Demand Response projects go through an
overlapping impact test, but it is not equivalent to the test performed for new
generation resources in two primary ways. First, no other new resources are
included in the system as the active DR overlapping impact test is performed, so
cumulative deliverability of all new active DR resources is not ensured in each
qualification cycle. Second, if any portion of the active DR resource is deemed
deliverable, then the entire resource passes the test. A new 5 MW active demand
response resource that is only able to deliver 1 MW under the overlapping impact
test is qualified at 5SMW.

On the flip side, when new generating resources are currently tested for overlapping
impact, all new, higher-queued generation resources are included in the base case to
capture cumulative impacts from new generation resources. Unlike active DR, only
the portion of the new generating resource that passes the overlapping impact test
is qualified. A new 5 MW generator that is only able to deliver 1 MW is qualified at 1
MW.

While the new passive and active DR resources that are able to qualify without fully
passing an overlapping impact test do not harm new generation resources going
through the overlapping impact test in the same qualification cycle, they do harm
new generation resources that attempt to qualify in future cycles. All existing DR
from previous rounds of qualification, both passive and active, whether having
passed an overlapping impact test or not, are included in the base case for new
generation overlapping impact tests. In export-constrained areas, in years where
new generation cannot qualify due to overlapping impacts, new DR resources are
able to qualify. The next year, the overhang of qualified but undeliverable capacity is
greater and the hurdle for a new generating capacity resource to qualify grows.

This is particularly apparent in the area of Maine north of Orrington. Behind the
1200 MW Orrington South interface limit used in the overlapping impact test, there
were 975 MW of grandfathered existing generation, 1000 MW of import capability,
and only about 397 MW of load?3, leaving the area with an overhang of 378 MW of

13 Slide 6 of the January 5, 2011 PSPC presentation “Capability of the New England Transmission System
to Import from New Brunswick” shows the 2011 base load to be 397 MW.

14
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undeliverable capacity behind the interface before any new resources even
attempted to qualify for FCA 1. No new generation has been able to qualify since the
beginning of the FCM due to this overhang of existing generation and imports that
are not themselves deliverable under the overlapping impact test.

However, between FCA 1 and FCA 5, 24 MW of passive DR and 61 MW of active DR
were qualified and became existing resources in this same export-constrained area,
increasing the overhang of undeliverable capacity from 378 MW in FCA 1 to 440
MW in FCA 6. Each year a new generating resource attempts to qualify in this area,
the overhang becomes larger and the transmission upgrade burden to become
deliverable grows.

Combining this with the earlier supposition that only 700 MW of New Brunswick
imports should be used in the overlapping impact test, had the 85 MW of demand
response that cleared in FCA 1 through FCA 5 not been included in the existing
capacity overhang used in the overlapping impact test for the FCA 6 qualification
process, only 55 MW of overhang would be left. In that case, a 150 MW Orrington
interface increase from MPRP would have allowed 95 MW of new capacity in
northern Maine to qualify, more than three quarters of the capacity of the new
resources in this area that were disqualified for FCA 6.

Potential Solutions

1. As a way to remove the harm currently being done to new generating resources,
the test could be changed such that DR resources that did not pass an overlapping
impact test themselves would not be included in future overlapping impact tests for
other resources. In this scenario, existing passive DR and the portions of active DR
that did not pass the test would not be included in the base case of future tests for
DR or generation. There is a minor reliability-impact of ISO qualifying new capacity
that is not “deliverable”, but it is not materially different from the current situation
in which ISO a) counts undeliverable, grandfathered generation and imports as
meeting the Installed Capacity Requirement or b) qualifies undeliverable DR.

2. All new DR could be subject to the same overlapping impact test that is used for
new generation. This solution is difficult for a number of reasons, and may not be
possible or desirable. Without a queue for demand response, there is no clear way
for ISO to prioritize DR resources for cumulative impact assessment and upgrade
responsibility. There are additional concerns with ISO not having the exact nodal
location of all new DR at the time of qualification, making it even more difficult to
assign transmission upgrade requirements resulting from an overlapping impact
test.
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3. As a longer-term solution, ISO could eliminate the overlapping impact test from
the qualification process and instead clear all capacity resources based on economic
offers subject to the reliability constraints of the system. This solution would resolve
the disadvantages currently produced by the variations in overlapping impact tests
while maintaining (and possibly even improving) system reliability.
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VII. Overlapping Impact Transmission Upgrade Requirements Are Not
Currently Clear

Background

The overlapping impact test results show which transmission elements are
overloaded and by how much. It is not clear from the overloads reported in a
Qualification Determination Notification what solutions to this overload are
acceptable to meet the FCM deliverability requirements.

1. The most simple option is to require the element rating to be increased such
that the overload is eliminated using the same base case as was used in the
original overlapping impact test.

2. Ifthe overload is very small, as small as a tenth of a MW, it may be possible
through engineering judgment to increase the line rating by 1 MW or less
without making any physical changes to the element. It isn’t clear now
whether this is an acceptable solution.

3. Ifahigher-queued project in the same area withdraws from the FCM before
reaching commercial operation and “frees up” space on the transmission
element, eliminating the overload, there is no reason why a physical upgrade
should still be required from the new resource. Is performance of a re-study
to show that the overload has been eliminated by the removal of the other
project sufficient to solve the overlapping impact? Under what process could
such a study be performed?

4. If system conditions change and cause the overload to disappear, a re-study
should be able to show that the overload is no longer expected and the
deliverability requirement should be considered to be met without the need
for physical transmission upgrades. Examples of system conditions changing
might be retirement of an existing generator or changing load patterns and
levels. There is currently no process in place to allow such a re-study to show
that the overload has been mitigated and remove the upgrade requirement.

The decision process for determining whether any suitable upgrade can be done in
three years is seriously flawed in that the Transmission Owners and ISO have a bias
towards the easy path of saying that the necessary upgrades cannot be completed in
time without identifying what those upgrades would need to be. There should be
additional transparency to this decision process and opportunities along the way for
a project sponsor to engage in the process before it is too late.

It is also not clear prior to the FCA what the project’s physical upgrade requirements

will be. The Tariff calls for a re-study following the FCA which will determine the
exact upgrade requirements. However, it is important for a project sponsor to know
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prior to taking on a commitment in an FCA what the worst-case requirements will
be.

Potential Solution

All of the above options should be sufficient to meet the overlapping impact
requirements for new resources. There should be a clarification of the options for
meeting the overlapping impact overloads identified in the qualification process.

A new process for re-studies should be put in place to allow a project sponsor the
ability to show that overlapping impact upgrade requirements have been reduced or
eliminated. Because ISO does not release the full power flow cases used to perform
the overlapping impact test, there is no way for a project sponsor to perform this
study themselves. These re-studies could be performed by ISO at the request and
cost of the project sponsor, potentially utilizing a process similar to the existing
process in Schedule 22 Section 6.2 or 7.3.

A second qualification deadline could be put in place for resources that cause
transmission overloads in the overlapping impact analysis. The Qualification
Determination Notification could say that a resource would be qualified only if it can
show to ISO by a later date whether it can make the necessary upgrades prior to the
start of the commitment period. Is the FERC filing and ruling timeline the only thing
preventing this from being possible?

There should also be a way to formally document prior to the FCA what the worst-
case upgrade requirements would be. A re-study after the FCA could find that fewer
upgrades are needed due to other projects not clearing in the auction, but project
sponsors need protection against the risk that upgrade requirements and costs will
be higher than expected after taking on a commitment.
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VIIl. Non-Commercial Existing Resources Can Create Unnecessary
Disqualifications

Background

When a new resource clears in an FCA (I'll call this Resource A), it may be treated as
existing capacity in as many as four additional auctions prior to achieving
commercial operation. In the qualification process for those four additional auctions,
other new resources (I'll call these Resource B) may fail the overlapping impact test
because of Resource A being included in the base case.

It makes sense that the Resource B would not be able to clear in the auctions as long
as Resource A maintains its market position. However, I think the process would be

improved if there were a way for Resource B to qualify for reconfiguration auctions

automatically if Resource A withdraws.

Potential Solutions

1. Another type of conditional qualification could be added in which Resource B
could be conditionally qualified should Resource A end up being terminated in the
FCM. At the point that Resource A is terminated, Resource B could automatically
become qualified to begin participating in reconfiguration auctions and would be
first in line to qualify for future FCAs.

2. Alternatively, if ISO determines that it is too difficult to set up a system where
Resource B would be automatically qualified after Resource A’s termination,
Resource B should be allowed to request a re-study, as discussed in the previous
section, to show whether the termination of Resource A would resolve its
overlapping impacts and allow Resource B to participate in reconfiguration auctions.
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IX. Resources Should Not be Penalized for Attempting to Qualify Too Early

Background

If a new generating resource attempts to qualify for FCA 3 and is required to make a
number of transmission upgrades due to overlapping interconnection impacts, that
resource may choose to delist during the auction and try their luck again for FCA 4
to avoid making the identified upgrades. If the FCA 4 qualification process allows
that same resource to qualify with no upgrades, the resource may go ahead and
clear in FCA 4 with no upgrade requirement. However, that resource will not be
allowed to participate in reconfiguration auctions for the FCA 3 commitment period
unless it makes the upgrades identified in the FCA 3 qualification process.

If that same resource had never tried to qualify for FCA 3 and first attempted to
qualify for FCA 4, ISO’s current policy is to allow that resource to participate in
reconfiguration auctions for the FCA 3 period. The effect of this is to penalize
resources for attempting to qualify too early, which should not be the case. Market
opportunities and requirements in a given year should not differ among resources
solely based on the timing that they first attempted to enter the market.

Potential Solutions

One way to resolve this would be to ignore the findings in overlapping impact
studies done during qualification cycles for FCAs in which a resource does not clear.
Only the overlapping impact test results from the year in which a resource first
clears an FCA would be required.

Another option is to allow re-studies for earlier commitment periods, as discussed
in previous sections, to allow such a resource to qualify for reconfiguration auctions
for earlier commitment periods if system conditions have changed since the initial
study.
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X. Unnecessary Loss of Queue Priority Order for New Generation
Resources that Fail to Clear in an FCA but Otherwise Maintain Their
Queue Position

Background

A new generation resource that participates in an FCA but does not clear (I'll call
this New Resource X) may still maintain its queue position for several years and
reach commercial operation under the Network Capability Interconnection
Standard. New Resource X may participate in another FCA utilizing the same queue
position, attempting to clear and secure Capacity Network Resource Interconnection
Service. However, if it wishes to participate in an FCA that will take place more than
four years after the initial Interconnection Request was submitted, it will have to
submit a new Interconnection Request (and $50,000 deposit) before submitting a
Show of Interest!4. At that point it will have to take the lowest available queue
position and will lose its original priority order in the overlapping impact test.

A new generation resource that waited six years after submitting its interconnection
request to participate in its first FCA (I'll call this New Resource Y) is able to
participate in that FCA using its original queue position. Why should New Resource
X have to submit a new interconnection request and lose its queue priority order to
participate in an FCA six years after its initial interconnection request when New
Resource Y does not? Why should New Resource X be penalized for attempting to
participate in an earlier FCA?

Particularly with the prospect of a Minimum Offer Price Rule that would
involuntarily prevent many new capacity resources from clearing in the FCA, why
should a generator that tried and failed to clear in an FCA be limited to maintaining
its queue priority in the overlapping impact test for only 4 years from the
Interconnection Request submittal? Why should a generator that participated but
did not clear in FCA 1, but went ahead and built anyway, be given lower priority in
the FCA 5 overlapping impact test than a brand new generator that just entered the

' Section 4.4 of Schedule 22, the Large Generator Interconnection Procedure, says “in the circumstance in
which the Interconnection Customer seeking New Generating Capacity Resource treatment for its
Generating Facility (pursuant to Section II1.13.1 of the Tariff) has offered into a Forward Capacity Auction
the full megawatt amount for which the CNR Interconnection Service was requested in the original
Interconnection Request (or as that amount has been modified in accordance with Section 4.4.1(a)), but the
entire amount did not clear in that Auction, no new Interconnection Request will be required if the
Interconnection Customer seeks to offer the uncleared amount in a subsequent Forward Capacity Auction
for which the associated Capacity Commitment Period begins less than seven (7) years from the date of the
original Interconnection Request.”
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interconnection queue and has not yet been built or even completed its
interconnection studies?

The problem New England has experienced with speculative generation “tying up”
valuable interconnection queue positions and preventing newer projects that are
actually ready to move forward and get built is not transferrable to the overlapping
impact test. The operating generator is not typing up valuable space in the queue on
speculation. If a system reliability upgrade is done that relieves the overlapping
impact, why should the earlier-queued generator not be the first in line to be able to
use the increased transfer capability?

As long as a new generation resource is able to maintain its queue position (i.e., it
achieves commercial operation within the allowed period of time without making
any material modifications) it should be able to participate in FCAs using that same
queue position.

Potential Solution

Remove the limitation on queue positions applying only for FCA qualification cycles
for commitment periods within 7 years of the initial Interconnection Request once a
resource participates but does not fully clear in an FCA. This would be done by
simply removing the words “for which the associated Capacity Commitment Period
begins less than seven (7) years from the date of the original Interconnection
Request” from Section 4.4 of the LGIP.
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XI. Concerns with Changing the Qualification Rules After SOl Submittals
Background

[ am concerned with the statement at the end of the April 17t RC presentation that
says we will discuss at the May meeting potential changes to the overlapping impact
test to be implemented for FCA 7. While minor changes that ease or streamline the
qualification process are reasonable in the middle of the qualification period,  am
concerned that FCM market changes are repeatedly made after the SOI deadline for
new resources. New resources commit a substantial amount of staff time and money
upon submitting a SOI based on their estimated likelihood of making it through the
qualification process and market earnings.

There are many changes to the FCM that will be made in the coming years, and as
this memo suggests, significant changes and improvements that could be made to
the overlapping impact test. While I would prefer to see no substantial changes to
the qualification process for FCA 7 at this point, [ would appreciate ISO’s
consideration of these more substantial changes for FCA 8 and beyond.

Potential Solution

ISO-NE should strive in the future not to change FCM qualification rules for an FCA
associated with a SOI deadline that has already passed.

23










JUNE 20 2012 | RELIABILITY COMMITTEE MEETING

Overlapping Interconnection

Impacts Standard
ISO  newengland

FCM Qualification

Marianne Perben

SUPERVISOR, RESOURCE ANALYSIS & QUALIFICATION





Background & Agenda

In prior Reliability Committee (RC) meetings, the ISO described the Forward
Capacity Market (FCM) overlapping interconnection impacts standard for
generating and demand resources as outlined in Planning Procedure 10 —
Planning Procedure to Support the Forward Capacity Market (PP-10)

At the May RC meeting, the ISO presented clarifications to the overlapping
interconnection impacts standard for generating and active demand resources
to be used in the seventh Forward Capacity Auction (FCA #7) qualification
studies
— It was agreed at the meeting that these clarifications would be rolled into PP-10
during the next PP-10 revision

Topics to be covered today:

— In May, RENEW (Renewable Energy New England, Inc.) submitted a memo to the
ISO raising certain concerns associated with the FCM overlapping interconnection
impacts standard and suggested potential solutions

— Today’s discussion will be focused on summarizing and discussing elements of
RENEW’s memo





Summary of RENEW’s Memo

* RENEW proposed an array of potential solutions to their
concerns ranging from short-term, scope-limited solutions to

longer-term market design changes
— An example of longer-term solutions that would require significant re-
design of the Forward Capacity Market would be the elimination of
the overlapping impact test from the qualification process where all
capacity (both new and existing) resources would clear based on
economic offers subject to the reliability constraints of the system,
regardless of their status in the interconnection process

* Onlyitems that could be implemented for near-term FCA’s
will be the focus of today’s discussion





Summary of RENEW’s Memo cont’d

10.

11.

Lack of clarity on upgrade requirements for new capacity to qualify in areas with existing undeliverable
capacity

Lack of clarity on import interface limits to be used in the overlapping impact test

New imports and unused import capability are prioritized over new domestic capacity in the overlapping
impact test

Increased transfer levels within New England do not enable qualification of new domestic capacity
resources where increased imports are possible

New and existing resources should be allowed to compete for transmission space in the capacity market
based on price, not based on year in service

The differences between the generation and demand response overlapping impact tests are harmful to
new generation resources under the current market rules

Overlapping impact transmission upgrades requirements are not currently clear
Non-commercial existing resources can create unnecessary disqualifications
Resources should not be penalized for attempting to qualify too early

Unnecessary loss of queue priority order for new generation resources that fail to clear in an FCA but
otherwise maintain their queue position

Concerns with changing the qualification rules after the SOI submittals





Discussion of Summary Topics

2. Lack of clarity on import interface limits to be used in the overlapping impact test

With regard to the cited example of the New-Brunswick interface, the overlapping
interconnection impacts analysis has been performed with imports from New-

Brunswick modeled at up to 1,000 MW

New-Brunswick imports and existing capacity north of a constraint all act like harmers
to the downstream internal constraint and will only be dispatched until the constraint
binds (as explained in the March RC presentation)

The actual amount of import flowing in the power flow is limited by the downstream
internal constraints (ex. Orrington-South); with all harmers upstream of the constraints
dispatched at their Capacity Network Resource Capability, the amount of import

flowing is much less than 1,000 MW

As part of the next PP-10 revision, the ISO intends to add more clarity regarding
transfer limits





Discussion of Summary Topics cont’d

3. New imports and unused import capability are prioritized over new domestic

capacity in the overlapping impact test

RENEW is proposing to allow new generating capacity resources that do not pass the
overlapping interconnection impacts test due to the Orrington-South interface to
participate in the Auction in the same manner as new import capacity resources and
obtain a Capacity Supply Obligation for a single Capacity Commitment Period

The ISO believes that this proposal is a significant market redesign that would require
substantial changes to the current interconnection, qualification and transmission

study rules and procedures

Further discussions should involve multiple committees including the Markets,
Transmission & Reliability Committees





Discussion of Summary Topics cont’d

4. Increased transfer levels within New England do not enable qualification of new
domestic capacity resources where increased imports are possible

— RENEW is suggesting that if pool-funded upgrades increase the Orrington-South
transfer limit, this increased capability should not automatically go to increasing the

New-Brunswick import transfer capability beyond 700 MW

The ISO is not in agreement with this proposal as it is inconsistent with Tariff Section
111.12.9






Discussion of Summary Topics cont’d

7. Qverlapping impact transmission upgrades requirements are not currently clear

— RENEW’s statement that “the ISO does not release the full power flow cases used to
perform the overlapping impact test” is inaccurate. It is available by contacting

Customer Support
— Some of RENEW’s suggested solutions include the introduction of additional analyses

after the release of the Qualification Determination Notifications (QDN) or the FCA to
better identify upgrade requirements

— However, the ISO does not believe that such additional analyses are necessary since

. Project Sponsors currently have the ability to identify such upgrade requirements well ahead
of the qualification process via an Elective Transmission Upgrade study or optional
overlapping impact analysis (as part of the project’s Feasibility or System Impact Study)

. A CNR group restudy is already being performed after the conclusion of the Auction to

determine the required transmission upgrades and associated cost responsibility to
accommodate the Interconnection Request

. After the release of the Qualification Determination Notifications, project sponsors have 4
months before they have to take on a commitment during the Auction; further discussions
with the Transmission Owners can and should take place during that time to further
understand the risks associated with the upgrade requirements

The ISO agrees that the description of the facilities that may be required as a result of
the overlapping interconnection impacts analysis can be improved in the QDN





Discussion of Summary Topics cont’d

6. The differences between the generation and demand response overlapping
impact tests is harmful to new generation resources under the current market
rules

— RENEW’s proposed short-term solution is that “existing passive DR and the portions of
active DR that did not pass the test would not be included in the base case of future

tests for DR or generation”

—  The ISO is concerned by this proposal since it will result in the qualification of
additional MWs that are not incrementally useful to the system

—  Asdiscussed at the May RC, the ISO is proposing instead to strengthen the DR
overlapping impact test by pursuing the following:

. Implement a DR overlapping interconnection impacts test for passive Demand Resources
when their nodal location is known

. Qualify active Demand Resources partially/pro-rata when only a portion of the active Demand
Resource(s) seeking qualification “fits”





Discussion of Summary Topics cont’d

1. Lack of clarity on upgrade requirements for new capacity to qualify in areas with

existing undeliverable capacity

At the May RC, the ISO confirmed that a project is only responsible to fix the
incremental issues created by the new resource where issues already exist and
committed to clarifying PP-10

8. Non-commercial existing resources can create unnecessary disqualifications

RENEW is proposing to revert the prior disqualification of a resource if an earlier
gueued resource is terminated or retired from the market

It is the ISO’s opinion that the rules currently in place already address this issue: if
resource A, which prevented the qualification of resource B is terminated or retires
from the market, resource A will be removed from the model in the upcoming CNR
Group Study at which point resource B will be able to qualify for the FCA and attempt
qualification for reconfiguration auctions for earlier Capacity Commitment Periods (in

accordance with Tariff Section 111.13.4.)
There also are on-going discussions at the Markets Committee to improve the Critical

Path Schedule Monitoring and termination processes in order to remove resource B
from the model as early as possible
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Discussion of Summary Topics cont’d

9. Resources should not be penalized for attempting to qualify too early

— RENEW is suggesting that if a resource qualifies with no overlapping interconnection
impact in an FCA, that resource will be “automatically” qualified to participate in
reconfiguration auctions for earlier Capacity Commitment Periods (consistent with the
resource’s COD)

—  On page 20 of its memo, RENEW states: “If that same resource had never tried to

qgualify for FCA 3 and first attempted to qualify for FCA 4, ISO’s current policy is to allow
that resource to participate in reconfiguration auctions for the FCA 3 period”

— This statement is not accurate. In accordance with Tariff Section 111.13.4.2.1.2., the
Annual Reconfiguration Auction (ARA) Qualified Capacity of a Generating Capacity
Resource may be “limited, as applicable, by the resource’s CNR Capability and any
relevant overlapping interconnection impacts as described in Section 111.13.1.1.2.3(f)”

. If there is a potential that a resource will not be incrementally useful to the system in earlier
Capacity Commitment Periods based on the certified transmission topology for these earlier
Capacity Commitment Periods, that resource may not be given a potential CNRC and the ARA
gualified capacity of that resource may be limited
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Discussion of Summary Topics cont’d

10. Unnecessary loss of queue priority order for new generation resources that fail to

clear in a FCA but otherwise maintain their queue position

This issue is related to Schedules 22 and 23 of the Tariff; even though these sections

ultimately impact the order of review in the analysis of overlapping interconnection

impacts, changes to these tariff sections should be pursued via the Transmission
Committee

11. Concerns with changing the qualification rules after the SOl submittals

The ISO is not proposing to make any changes to the qualification rules/overlapping
interconnection impacts standard for FCA #7

5. New and existing resources should be allowed to compete for transmission space

in the capacity market based on price, not based on year in service

This involves the core redesign of the market and was extensively discussed and
rejected during the FCM-Q redesign process

This market design issue should be discussed at the Markets Committee rather than the
RC
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Conclusions

The ISO will reflect clarifying changes discussed in this and earlier
presentations in the next PP-10 revision

The ISO will continue pursuing potential changes to the DR overlapping
interconnection impacts test for near-term FCA’s

RENEW’s suggestions that involve the redesign of the market/tariff will

need further discussions and will need to be discussed in a broader set of
committees
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Questions











the uncertainty related to such a resource’s critical path schedule should be dramatically lower
than in the current forward market, achieving the goal of reducing phantom resources while
still enabling new resources to compete in the market without delay.

Core Scope: Accreditation - Within the core scope item related to accreditation, we
appreciate ISO’s openness to continuing to examine and improve upon the accreditation
framework that was developed as part of the suspended RCA project.

During the meeting discussion I pointed out that the RCA impact analysis results for energy
storage showed much lower accreditation values than many expected or what’s being seen in
other regions like NYISO and PJM. I asked whether looking at unexpected results like that in
an attempt to determine whether they are an artifact of how ISO is doing its modeling or a true
reflection of the resource type’s marginal reliability value falls within this core scope item. I
think what I heard in ISO’s response was that doing this kind of review and follow up on
surprising impact analysis results does fall within the core project scope which I was pleased
to hear. But what I couldn’t tell was whether ISO considers the energy storage results we saw
in the RCA impact analysis to be ’surprising’ and worthy of a closer look in the CAR project
design. Given the enormous interest and focus in the region on developing storage resources
over the coming years, even small changes to these values could have a large impact on the
trajectory of the region’s future resource mix. While RENEW recognizes that energy storage,
as with all other technology types, has limitations that impact its marginal reliability value,
RENEW is concerned that the modeling methodology ISO is using may be under-counting
that value when it comes to storage. In particular, looking at the load shape, how it is scaled,
and the impact of bringing the system to 1-in-10 as part of the accreditation model are areas
that we believe are worth a closer look to understand how they are influencing the model
outcomes (specifically the duration of loss of load events) and whether the modeled risk (and
marginal reduction to that risk) is aligning with the actual risk that is expected on our system
in the coming year for which the accreditation is being performed.

RENEW also supports ISO looking at further modeling enhancements related to the
accreditation process, and encourages ISO to include these in the core accreditation scope (or,
barring that, to make clear commitments about when these enhancements will be addressed in
follow-up projects). In particular, ambient temperature adjustments for thermal resources and
correlated thermal generator outages are two areas that appear to offer high value to improving
the accuracy of the marginal accreditation process and we believe must be included in the
CAR accreditation scope. RENEW also had concerns about the co-located resource
accreditation proposal that ISO shared towards the end of the RCA discussions and would
support the simple adjustments to that process that we and some of our members suggested at
the Markets Committee and in follow up communications.

Market constraint for limited gas supply - RENEW continues to support ISO’s efforts to
accurately model the limited gas fuel supply in the region when performing resource
accreditation. The proposed market constraint for gas, as part of the seasonal market, appears
to be a significant improvement and we appreciate that ISO continues to plan for this as part of
the initial market reform effort.

What can be included in offer/bid prices - In ISO’s presentation, the topic of what costs a
capacity seller can include in their offer or bid prices under the prompt/seasonal market
construct was included as an additional item that may or may not ultimately be in the CAR
scope. As I said at the meeting, I do not know how a prompt/seasonal market could be



implemented without determining what costs can be included in the offers and bids. It seems
that this must be included in the core design scope.

Modeling inflexible resources - RENEW strongly agrees with statements from the ISO and
EMM recognizing that inflexible capacity resources (e.g., those with very long notification
and start up times) provide less reliability value to the region than flexible resources, and
continues to be concerned about the efficiency of a capacity accreditation system that does not
recognize this difference. RENEW also acknowledges that the ISO’s current modeling
software does not recognize this important resource characteristic, as it assumes every
resource is available in every hour that it is not on outage and has no ability to model
unexpected variations in load or resource availability. RENEW believes that this is a critically
important aspect of capacity accreditation that should be reflected in the ISO’s model, but also
understands that this presents challenges to implement due to the MARS limitations. RENEW
strongly encourages ISO to map out a plan for how this can be addressed - what would be
involved in implementing this modeling improvement, what resources would it take, what
would the tradeoffs be in order to include it in the CAR scope for FCA 19. If through this
evaluation ISO and stakeholders determine that the tradeoffs would be too high to implement
this as part of CAR, RENEW requests that ISO map out how and when this effort can be
implemented through a follow-on project. This would provide a proper signal to the
marketplace that this reliability difference will be addressed by a date certain, even if not
immediately.

Enabling competition between domestic capacity resources and imports behind a
common transmission constraint - For ISO’s consideration in mapping out capacity market
improvements in future projects after CAR, we request again that the capacity market enable
competition between domestic capacity resources and imports that are both behind a common
transmission constraint internal to New England. Since the FCM began, the Orrington-South
interface in Maine has been constrained, as the full quantity of existing capacity resources and
New Brunswick import capability were not deliverable across this interface when the FCM
was implemented. Because of that transmission constraint, no resources built in northern
Maine since the start of the Forward Capacity Market have been able to qualify to participate
in the market. In FCA 5, the New Brunwick capacity import limit (tie benefits plus capacity
market sales) in the FCM was limited from the 1,000 MW NB-NE interface limit to 700 MW
in recognition of the transmission constraint and the existing capacity overhang. Since then,
700 MW of capacity deliverability across the Orrington-South interface has been reserved for
imports, with no ability for new capacity resources built in northern Maine to compete in the
market with the imports. As announced at the July 16 Reliability Committee, the NB capacity
import limit is being increased to 980 MW, an increase that was enabled by increases to the
Orrington-South and Surrowiec-South interfaces within Maine. This 980 MW of capacity
deliverability across the Orrington-South and Surrowiec-South interfaces will be reserved for
NB imports (split between tie benefits and capacity market sales). Whether or not the imports
fully utilize that 980 MW capability, the policy decision to reserve this transmission transfer
capability for imports again prevents any new capacity resources built within Maine to the
north of the Surowiec-South interface from competing with the imports to sell their capacity.
In 2012 RENEW had identified that this was an inefficient use of the region’s limited
transmission transfer capability and proposed a solution that would allow domestic capacity to
compete on an annual basis with imports. This would allow for more efficient market
outcomes by allowing the transfer capability to be fully utilized even in years when imports
alone do not fully utilize it, and by allowing increased competition consumers would get the
best possible price in the market. Conceptually, RENEW believes that the proposal it laid out



in 2012 would work and would benefit the market. Where there are new capacity resources
that are unable to qualify for the capacity market due solely to an internal transmission
constraint that is shared with imports, these new capacity resources should be able to
participate in the capacity market on a 1-year basis on-par with capacity import sales. With the
recent change to the Maine interface limits, and the expected further change to those limits
that will result from certain interconnection-related upgrades that are currently under study by
ISO-NE, we believe it is time to take up this issue again. We recognize that this is beyond the
scope of what ISO may be able to accomplish as part of the CAR scope, but request that ISO
consider the concept and map out how it could be evaluated and hopefully implemented as
part of a future capacity market improvements project. We are attaching here the original
RENEW memo on this topic and ISO response from May/June 2012 for reference, since these
materials from more than 10 years ago are no longer on the ISO-NE website (items 3 and 4 of
the memo are the ones on this topic, with item 1 providing helpful background).

Design Objectives Need to Be Explicit, not Implicit - RENEW agrees with the many
stakeholders who expressed a desire to see clear design objectives for the CAR project. During
the July 10 discussion I think you had said that the objective of designing an efficient capacity
market that is J&R and meets the region’s reliability needs went without saying, but we think
the ISO’s CAR design objectives need to be made explicit and cannot be assumed.

RENEW understands that CAR is an enormous project that ISO is embarking on and
appreciates ISO is being so thoughtful and deliberate in laying out the project scope with the
opportunity for stakeholder feedback. We look forward to working collaboratively with ISO
on this project so that it will result in an improved market that will support the system as it
transitions to a clean energy future.

Be well,
Abby

Abigail Krich

President

Boreas Renewables, LLC

Pronouns: she, her

krich@BoreasRenewables.com

tel: 607.227.8100

www.BoreasRenewables.com

<A simple explanation of why Boreas Renewables does what it does: www.xkcd.com/1732>



