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Doubletree Hotel, Westborough, MA
May 16, 2019
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Agenda Item No. 1: Chair’s Opening Remarks
The meeting was called to order and the Chair had those in the room and those participating by phone identify themselves. A quorum was present in all sectors.

The Chair reminded the Committee that those attending the summer meeting on July 16th and 17th should register for the meeting and reserve rooms at the Lodge at Spruce Peak in Stowe, Vermont.
Agenda Item No. 2: Minutes of the April 17, 2019 Transmission Committee (TC) Meetings
A motion was made, seconded, and approved by a show of hands, with no opposition and with an abstention noted in the End User Sector, to approve the minutes of the April 17, 2019 NEPOOL Transmission Committee meeting. 
Agenda Item No. 3: Proposed Revisions to Schedule 2 of Section II of the Tariff and ISO-NE Ancillary Service Schedule 2 Business Procedure to Accommodate Energy Storage Facilities and Administrative Changes

Kory Haag (ISO) summarized the proposed changes to Schedule 2 and to the Business Procedure to move requirements from the Business Procedure into Schedule 2 of the Tariff, incorporate Electric Storage Facility language into the Schedule 2 capacity cost compensation program (CCCP), update defined terms, make non-substantive changes for grammar clarity and reorganization of the document, and add two appendices to the Business Procedure for the CCCP QVAR waiver request and the Qualified Reactive Resource Termination Request forms. 

As there were no questions from the Committee on these revisions, the following motion was moved and seconded by the Transmission Committee:


Resolved that the Transmission Committee recommends Participants Committee support for the ISO’s revisions to Schedule 2 of Section II of the Tariff and the ISO-NE Ancillary Service Schedule No. 2 Business Procedure, as presented at the May 16, 2019 Transmission Committee Meeting, together with any changes agreed to at the May 16, 2019 meeting, and any non-substantive changes that are approved by the Chair and Vice Chair of the Transmission Committee after the meeting.
The motion was then voted and, based on a show of hands, passed with no opposition and with one abstention noted in the End User Sector.
Agenda Item No. 4: Proposed Modifications to the Interconnection Procedures to Clarify Adjustments to Interconnection Capability Following Partial Market Exits
Alan McBride (ISO) presented a discussion of the current rules for Interconnection Service adjustments as background to inform up-coming discussions of moving language from Planning Procedure No. 10 (PP10) into the Interconnection Procedures as agreed at the February NEPOOL Participants Committee meeting. The focus of the discussion was on reviewing the effect of new entry and retirements on the level of Interconnection Service.
In response to questions from the committee, the ISO:

· Explained that the appropriate location in the Tariff for the language from PP10 was not yet determined. It was further noted that the likely location would be in the Interconnection Procedures since these documents describe the Network Resource Interconnection Standard and the Capacity Network Interconnection Standard.
· Clarified that the reference to Market Rule 1, Section III.13.8.2 was to the FCA Results filing.

· Explained that where a Resource has a much higher winter capability than its summer capability, the ratio is still applied but may result in a much larger difference than in other cases.

· Noted that where a Resource retires equipment that only affects one season (e.g. chillers that do not affect the winter season) there was discussion (in the RC review of PP10 Sections 7.7 & 7.8) of looking at some exception mechanism for specific cases for which the ratio might not be appropriate. It was further noted that this will be further explored as part of this proposal.  

· Explained how Interconnection Agreements are frequently revised. For three-party agreements, the ISO revises the Agreement for the parties’ execution. For two-party agreements, the Transmission Owner (TO) files a revised agreement at the ISO’s direction.

· Explained that where a Resource seeks to re-establish its CSO by adding equipment (e.g. adding duct firing) it may do so under the FCM rules with consequences for significant increase or decrease and the status of the Resource as New or Existing determined by those rules. 
· Noted that CNRC will only be reduced if the resource submits and subsequently clears a Retirement De-List Bid, a Permanent De-List Bid, or a substitution auction demand bid, or is a new resource that is terminated for not meeting all of the FCM obligations.
Several stakeholders shared comments on the adjustment of unused Interconnection Capability following a partial market exit:
· A Committee member suggested that the unused Interconnection Capability should be taken away in all cases. The ISO noted that it was not proposing to take away all unused Interconnection Capability as part of its proposal and further noted that such a change would be a shift to the way the region has handled Interconnection Service.
· Several Committee members suggested that the adjustment for the cleared retirement quantity should be taken from the Capacity Network Resource Capability to preserve the unused Interconnection Capability.
· Several Committee members noted that as a result of Order 845 that unused Interconnection Capability now has value. The ISO clarified that Surplus Interconnection Service is only available under Order 845 to the extent that the original interconnection rights continue in effect.
· A Committee member noted its agreement with the current adjustments following a partial market exit as it enforces the CASPR design and its requirement that a resource actually retire to make room for new policy-sponsored resource through loss of Interconnection Capability.

· Several Committee members suggested that distinction on the adjustments following a partial market exit from a Retirement De-List Bid, Permanent De-List Bid, or substitution auction demand bid may be needed. 

Mr. McBride closed with reviewing the tentative stakeholder schedule for these revisions noting that the next discussion was scheduled to take place at the July 16-17th meeting with votes at the August 21st Transmission Committee meeting and the September 13th Participants Committee meeting. The Chair noted for the Committee that this schedule was likely to be expanded given the discussion at the meeting.
Agenda Item No. 5: Proposed revisions of the Large Generator Interconnection Procedures (Schedule 22) Regarding moving Provisions Associated with Wind Forecasting into Market Rule 1 

Jonathan Lowell (ISO) presented the proposal to delete wind forecast data requirements from the Large Generator Interconnection Procedures (LGIP) and add them, along with proposed solar forecast data requirements, to Market Rule 1. He noted that discussions to incorporate solar and wind forecast data requirements began at the May 7-8, 2019 Markets Committee meeting.
In response to questions from the Committee, the ISO:
· Clarified that the current language will not be removed from existing Interconnection Agreements, but the new pro-forma version will change.

· Explained that the solar facilities affected will be those that are registered as Generator Assets that are not Settlement Only Resources. Specific details are being worked out in the discussions going on at the Markets Committee.

· Clarified that this proposal will not require state-interconnected facilities to follow the Large Generator or Small Generator Interconnection Procedures. 

In closing, Mr. Lowell reviewed the stakeholder schedule, which noted a vote on the proposed revisions to the LGIP at the June 13, 2019 Transmission Committee meeting and a vote (on both these revisions and the MR-1 revisions from the Markets Committee) at the August 2, 2019 Participants Committee meeting.  

Agenda Item No. 6: Proposed New Schedule of Section II of the Tariff for Critical Infrastructure Protection (CIP) Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit (IROL) Compliance Costs
Mr. Lowell presented the formula rate framework and a draft proposed spreadsheet template to support the proposed new OATT schedule for CIP-IROL cost recovery (i.e. Schedule 17). He also discussed questions and open issues from the April 17, 2019 Transmission Committee meeting.

In response to questions from the Committee, the ISO:
· Noted that there are other rates (including the RNS Rate) that use projected or anticipated costs.

· Explained that the current ISO proposal did not contemplate a “true-up” of the incremental costs incurred to comply with IROL-related CIP requirements because the ISO had not heard a desire for that level of complexity in previous meetings and discussions on this topic. The ISO noted it would take this suggestion back for consideration on whether a “true-up” (perhaps as part of any informational filings provided for) could be accommodated.
· Explained that the ISO proposal covers only incremental costs due to ISO designation as critical. It would not include any payment for facilities already required for other reasons to meet the medium or high standard regardless of whether they are designated by the ISO.
· Explained that the template is being provided as a standardized format in which to present and identify costs to reviewers. It remains the facility owner’s responsibility to justify them. Whether a claimed cost is prohibited by or falls within an exception to the Filed Rate Doctrine or retroactive ratemaking prohibition is something FERC would determine based on the facility owner’s filing. The ISO’s objective is to end up with FERC-approved Recurring and Non-Recurring Costs that it can bill.
· Explained that a pre-filing review process would likely require either some protection for confidential data being shared or sharing only generalized data and using FERC’s regulations for confidential data once a filing is made. The concern here is that this data could, if released, undermine cyber security efforts.

· Noted that it had considered use of a proxy rate and concluded there was not enough data to develop one at this time. This hybrid approach is treading new ground and the ISO was unable to avoid the need for facility owners to make FERC filings.
· In response to concerns about this not being a template that numbers would be plugged into, and is rather a suggested template with options, noted that whenever it proposes a rate there has to be a Section 205 filing. When a formula rate is approved by FERC it is updated by whatever protocol FERC approves. In this case, the ISO can provide a template but cannot make it a formula rate (which the facility owners could not change) because the facilities need to be able to deviate from it to reflect their own accounting systems and differing operations. This reflects a balancing of interests.

Several Committee members shared additional comments on this proposal, including: 
· Costs anticipated in year three should not be charged in year one.

· Unlike the RNS rate, this rate covers something that is not the facilities’ general business and does not generate enough revenue to justify building a new accounting system. 

Ingrid Rayo (Burns & McDonnell) presented a summary of CIP Compliance costs and the proposed spreadsheets discussed by Mr. Lowell. She noted that recurring and non-recurring costs are embedded in the NERC Standards and explained that these costs are typically not tracked hourly so some estimation may be necessary. Ms. Rayo explained the categories that recurring and non-recurring CIP compliance costs are broken into including labor (facility staff, compliance staff, and other), equipment, software/application implementation, physical improvements, and outside services and fees. She noted that the spreadsheet/ template provides for input of labor rates and non-recurring and recurring costs, and breaks costs down by CIP Requirement. Ms. Rayo also provided examples of each cost category for recurring and non-recurring costs and pointed out that the reasonableness of each such cost would need to be shown. 
Agenda Item No. 6A: Eversource Alternative Proposal for Critical Infrastructure Protection Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit Compliance Cost Recovery 
Cal Bowie (Eversource) presented a proposal for an alternate cost allocation associated with CIP-IROL compliance cost recovery proposal. 

Mr. Bowie reviewed the three alternative cost allocations from last month’s presentation, a list of costs allocated to Regional Network Load from the ISO’s website, and typical retail bills for Eversource customers in Massachusetts, Connecticut, and New Hampshire. He then proposed that these costs be allocated in the same manner as Reliability Administrative Service Schedule 3 of the ISO’s Self-Funding Tariff (i.e. based on Non-Coincident Load Obligations). Mr. Bowie also reviewed with the Committee the proposed language changes to Schedule 17 needed for this change in allocation.

There were no questions from the Committee on this proposed amendment.

Agenda Item No. 7: Proposed Clarifications to Attachment K of Section II of the Tariff Associated with FERC Order 1000

Brent Oberlin (ISO) introduced the proposal regarding enhancements to the competitive transmission solicitation process. He noted that based on the results of the 2028 Boston Needs Assessment presented to the Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) the ISO plans to issue its first Request for Proposal (RFP) for a competitively developed transmission solution in December 2019. In preparation for the RFP, the ISO is proposing revisions to Attachment K, Section I.3.9.1, and Section I.2.2 of the Tariff as well as proposing the addition of a new Selected Qualified Transmission Sponsor Agreement (SQTPSA). The focus of these revisions include adding additional provisions, improvements or enhancements to existing provisions, and clarifications to correct references and eliminate ambiguity.
In response to questions from the Committee, the ISO:
· Noted it is not changing its current practice of resolving the time-sensitive needs first prior to addressing the non-time sensitive needs.

· Explained that incumbent Transmission Owners may submit multiple proposals, but only one may be designated as the Backstop Transmission Solution and be eligible for Phase One cost recovery. The others would be competitive proposals developed at the incumbent Transmission Owner’s expense.

· Noted that a QTPS can begin recovering its costs for Phase 2 related activities.

· Explained that it will be collecting questions and posting responses during the upcoming RFP process on the ISO website. 

· Explained that the factors for evaluating proposals will vary by published RFP. The submissions will be reviewed by ISO staff, with assistance from outside consultants on some aspects of the evaluation.

· Noted that nothing prohibits proposing cost caps in a non-competitive Solutions Study.

· Noted that while coordination with state siting authorities on preferred siting would be useful, it is not clear whether siting authorities can do that on projects not yet before them.

· Explained that the Backstop Transmission Solution is not developed through the Solutions Study process. It is developed by the incumbent Transmission Owner without ISO involvement.  The same evaluation criteria apply to all proposals, including the Backstop TransmissionSolution.
· For changes occurring after the RFP is issued, what would happen depends upon the nature of the change.  Changes such as ISO-developed upgrades would be picked up in the PPA process and would not affect the winner of the RFP unless large enough to affect the outcome.

· Clarified that financial data is less detailed in Phase One than in Phase Two. The Phase Two workbook requires that detailed financial data be provided on the proposed competitive transmission solution.
· Agreed to provide a memo summarizing what the SQTPSA does and how it relates to various other agreements.
· With regards to whether or not cost containment provisions would carry forward to assignees, noted that in the SQTPSA (which would be filed with the FERC) it includes cost containment in its section on survival of rights.

Several stakeholders offered additional comments and suggestions on the proposal:

· A stakeholder suggested that as part of the RFP process that all Qualified Transmission Project Sponsors should have equal access to information including NX-9 equipment data. The ISO noted it would take this back for additional consideration.
· Several stakeholders expressed concerns regarding the expectation that the selected Qualified Transmission Project Sponsor is responsible for the development of upgrades and modifications to incumbent Transmission Owner facilities. The ISO noted it would take this back for additional consideration.
· Several stakeholders noted that clarity on the evaluation criteria would be beneficial. The ISO encouraged stakeholders to share additional feedback on the evaluation criteria following the meeting.
· With regards to the SQTPSA, several committee members noted how it was similar to what was done in other regions which was helpful when reviewing the document.
· Several stakeholders suggested metrics for evaluating cost caps and cost containment measures. The ISO noted that the suggestions were similar to the RFP template the Planning Advisory Committee would begin discussing in June and encouraged interested stakeholders to participate in the upcoming discussion. 
Mr. Oberlin reviewed the Stakeholder Schedule for the Transmission Committee, which calls for: further review of the proposal and responses to stakeholders at the June 13, 2019 TC meeting; continued review, responses to stakeholders, and review of proposed amendments at the July 16-17, 2019 RC/TC Meeting and the August 21, 2019 TC Meeting; a vote at the September 13, 2019 TC Meeting; and a vote at the October 4, 2019 Participants Committee meeting. The Chair encouraged those with input on the evaluation criteria to provide written comments to Mr. Oberlin within the next two weeks.

Mr. Oberlin also encouraged those who want to participate in the upcoming RFP that are not yet Qualified Transmission Project Sponsors (QTPS) to apply soon given that it may take up to 6 months to get approval and the RFP is expected in December 2019. He explained that those who are not QTPS will not have access to the web based application, RFP 360.

Agenda Item No. 7A: Ideas for Transmission Cost Containment
Dorothy Capra (NESCOE) presented a brief summary of preliminary thoughts on cost containment in the design of competitive transmission solicitations. She began with a summary of the increasing cost of transmission and planned additions and their current and likely future impact on retail rates. 
Ms. Capra noted the potential for the competitive process under Order 1000 and the up-coming RFP for the 2028 Boston Needs Assessment, pointed out developments underway in other regions, and noted state RFPs that could be used as models for cost containment in RFP responses.

On the issue of evaluation criteria, Ms. Capra noted the complexity of the task and the need for collaboration in getting appropriate and effective mechanisms in place. She suggested that it might be appropriate to focus on revenue requirements on an annual basis rather than construction costs, gave examples of cost containment mechanisms that could be considered, and noted types of risks that developers might agree to absorb. She also suggested that comparison of projects with so many variables could prove challenging and suggested that one approach could be:
· Require developers to submit 20-year revenue requirement estimates for comparison;

· Evaluate the net present value for all projects using a common discount rate; and
· Evaluate the risk for consumers of each project based on either a rigorous risk analysis or a ranking on qualitative factors as high, medium or low.

In closing, Ms. Capra stressed that cost containment provisions ought to be addressed in all bids, acknowledged the complexity of bid comparisons, and expressed a strong interest in continuing this conversation in upcoming meetings. 
Agenda Item No. 8: Other Business
There being no further business before the committee the meeting was adjourned at 4:45 PM.

Respectfully submitted,

Jay Dwyer, Secretary
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