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PRELIMINARY

The 2015 Summer Meeting of the NEPOOL Participants Committee was held at The

Stoweflake Resort & Conference Center, Stowe, Vermont, on Tuesday, June 23, Wednesday,

June 24, and Thursday, June 25, 2015, pursuant to notice duly given. A quorum determined in

accordance with the Second Restated NEPOOL Agreement was present and acting throughout

the meeting. All motions acted on at the meeting were voted on Thursday, June 25. Attachment

1 identifies the members, alternates and temporary alternates attending the meeting and voting

that day.

Mr. Joel Gordon, Chair, presided and Mr. David Doot, Secretary, recorded for all three

days.

JUNE 23, 2015 SESSION

The June 23, 2015 session began at 2:00 p.m., following morning meetings among the

Sectors, ISO Board and New England regulators, an opportunity which Mr. Gordon emphasized

continued to be viewed by the NEPOOL members as extremely beneficial. Mr. Gordon

welcomed the members, alternates and guests who were present, and extended a special welcome

to the representatives of the New England State Commissions and other state officials, NECPUC

and NESCOE (the States), the FERC, and members of the ISO Board.

OPENING AND WELCOMING REMARKS

Mr. Gordon highlighted the valuable relationships among NEPOOL, NECPUC and

NESCOE that had strengthened over the past several years. He emphasized that NEPOOL

members welcomed participation by, and input and perspectives of, State representatives at the

NEPOOL table. He also thanked the ISO Board members for their participation. He stated that

NEPOOL’s relationship with the ISO Board had, going back to the Board’s formation, always

included some level of interaction, but he wished to specially recognize the current Board
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members for their enhanced level of engagement. He suggested that the level of engagement of

the ISO Board members should be considered a best practice across all the organized markets.

He likewise thanked the FERC representatives for their participation in so many of the Principal

Committee meetings, but particularly when they attend in person and gave additional

opportunities inherent in two-way communications. Mr. Gordon made special mention of Mr.

Eric Jacobi, who was unable to attend but had recently taken a position with FERC as its

representative on the ground in New England, working out of the ISO’s facilities in Holyoke.

Mr. Gordon previewed the remainder of the business agenda and meeting schedule, and

thanked the NEPOOL team from Day Pitney for their efforts planning and facilitating the

Summer Meeting.

Mr. Gordon then invited Commissioner Paul Roberti of the Rhode Island Public Utilities

Commission (RI PUC) to provide opening remarks on behalf of NECPUC. Commissioner

Roberti began by relaying NECPUC President Meg Curran’s regrets for being unable to

participate in the Summer Meeting. He then proceeded to read the comments that Chairperson

Curran had prepared for the meeting, which provided her insights and appreciation gleaned over

the past few months for the NEPOOL process, collaboration, and relationship building.

Commissioner Christopher Recchia, Vermont Public Service Department, on behalf of

the State of Vermont, officially welcomed NEPOOL to the Green Mountain State. He thanked

the members and ISO Board members for the opportunity to attend the meeting and meet with

them. He described his experiences with NEPOOL, highlighting the level of cooperation among

the Participants. He found the Sector meetings useful, and noted his perception of a level of

commonality that would provide an opportunity for the region to collaborate successfully on

energy security, energy stability, and economic competitiveness with the rest of the nation.
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FERC REGIONAL UPDATE

Mr. Gordon introduced Ms. Jignasa Gadani, the Deputy Office Director of the Office of

Energy Policy and Innovation (OEPI) at the FERC. Ms. Gadani reminded the Committee that, at

the 2014 Participants Committee Summer Meeting, she had reported on plans to establish a New

England regional office under the auspices of the Office of Energy Market Regulation (OEMR).

She reported that the office had been established and that Mr. Jacobi would be the Energy

Industry Analyst focusing on New England activities for that office. She thanked NEPOOL for

its support for that initiative.

Ms. Gadani then noted that she had taken her new position with OEPI six months before,

and provided an overview of OEPI. She explained that OEPI provided leadership in the

development and formation of policies and regulations to address emerging issues affecting

wholesale energy markets. Ms. Gadani then identified and provided a brief overview of the

following four key policy issues of focus for OEPI: (1) gas-electric coordination; (2) price

formation; (3) fuel assurance; and (4) Order 1000 implementation.

In response to a question on how best to provide information and input to her and OEPI,

both at the Summer Meeting and going forward, Ms. Gadani suggested that Participants could

meet with either her or her colleague from OEMR, Mr. Kristopher FitzPatrick, who was also in

attendance, through the end of the meeting, or reach them by phone, e-mail, or in-person at the

FERC. She explained OEPI worked closely with the FERC’s Office of General Counsel and

OEMR on emerging issues/trends. She encouraged outreach to any of those officers, specifically

noting that Ms. Jamie Simler and Mr. Kurt Longo of OEMR could also direct Market

Participants to the appropriate staff person depending on the issue.

Ms. Gadani summarized in response to a question the procedural status of Order 809

(Coordination of the Scheduling Processes of Interstate Natural Gas Pipelines and Public



3480

Utilities) and the FERC’s proceeding to evaluate price formation issues in RTO/ISO energy and

ancillary services markets. She indicated that RTO/ISO responses to Order 809 were due shortly

and FERC Staff was still reviewing the comments submitted in the price formation proceeding.

Given the status of the proceedings, she was not able to provide a specific timeline for FERC

action on either proceeding.

EXTERNAL MARKET MONITOR (EMM) REPORT

Dr. David Patton, Ph.D, President, Potomac Economics, the ISO’s EMM, presented

highlights from the EMM’s 2014 Markets Report (EMM Annual Report), which had been

circulated and posted in advance of the meeting. He explained that the purpose of the Report

was to reflect Potomac Economics’ assessment of the efficiency and competitiveness of New

England’s wholesale power markets in 2014, to identify and recommend necessary changes to

existing and proposed Market Rules, Tariff provisions, and market design elements, and to

evaluate the quality and appropriateness of mitigation by the ISO’s Internal Market Monitor

(IMM). He reported, based on the EMM’s evaluation of the markets, that New England’s energy

and ancillary services markets performed competitively in 2014. He had recommended

improvements to increase the competiveness of New England’s Forward Capacity Market

(FCM) that would be reviewed in his presentation.

Dr. Patton reviewed the short- and long-term benefits of New England’s Markets. In the

short-term, he noted that the Markets facilitate the efficient daily commitment of New England’s

resources and the efficient dispatch and management of congestion. He stated that the price

formation issues being addressed by the FERC provide important incentives for suppliers to be

flexible and to respond well to dispatch signals, which in turn provides enhanced reliability

through improved system coordination. Over the long-term, market signals should facilitate

efficient investment and retirement decisions by Participants.



3481

Dr. Patton then turned to a series of graphs illustrating a comparison of energy and

natural gas prices in 2013 and 2014. He explained that 2014 was characterized by extremely

cold weather and tight natural gas market conditions in the first quarter, followed by very mild

weather and historically low natural gas prices through the rest of the year. Natural gas prices

increased 73% in the first quarter from 2013 prices and then decreased 26% through the rest of

the 2014, resulting in a net price increase of 16% in 2014 over 2013. He reported that energy

prices rose 77% in the first quarter from 2013 prices and decreased 23% through the rest of 2014,

resulting in a net price increase of 14% in 2014 over 2013. He concluded that the strong

relationship between energy and natural gas prices indicated a well-functioning, competitive

market.

Turning to a comparison of 2013 and 2014 Day-Ahead and Real-Time prices, Dr. Patton

stated that 2014 implied heat rates were slightly higher than the 2013 rates, indicating there were

some tight conditions that contributed to higher energy prices that exceeded the increase

generated by natural gas prices. One Market Participant commented that the annual average

implied heat rate in 2014 was 8.5 MMbtu/MWh, up slightly from 2013, but down slightly from

2012, and asked whether more analysis of long-term trends was needed. Dr. Patton explained

that one factor causing the implied heat rate to be higher in some years was comparatively higher

energy prices during July and August because of periods of tightness. Because winter 2013/14

was so mild that phenomenon did not occur; explaining why implied heat rates were lower than

in 2012. Commenting on the chart reflecting the implied heat rates, a member questioned why

some average heat rates broken down by month were below the most inefficient heat rate on the

system. Dr. Patton responded that a drawback of the implied heat rate was the assumption that

gas was always setting the price, because in any period when Participants switch away from gas

to non-gas units on the margin, the result can be deceptively low implied heat rates. He stated
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that it was important to recognize that implied heat rates also could be materially impacted by

significant spreads among the region’s natural gas pipeline fuel prices. To address that concern,

a member requested that Dr. Patton create a chart reflecting the average prices among the three

natural gas pipelines in New England and the higher oil prices in order to get a smoother curve

on the heat rate to better measure fluctuations throughout the year.

Dr. Patton then reviewed a comparison of Real-Time price volatility in 2013-2014

between the New England Markets and some of the other RTOs in the Eastern Interconnection.

He referred to a chart reflecting the average change from one 15-minute period to the next, with

New England experiencing significantly lower volatility than any of the other RTOs. He

attributed New England’s lower volatility to a number of factors including: (i) longer dispatch

periods in MISO and PJM than in NYISO and New England, who each dispatch on a five-minute

basis, creating significantly less flexibility and more frequent ramp constraints than New

England and New York; (ii) fewer large schedule changes for imports and exports; and (iii)

higher shortage pricing in the other RTOs. However, he added that New England price volatility

would increase, and become more comparable to the other RTOs, with the recent changes to the

Reserve Constraint Penalty Factor (RCPF) and the addition of the Supplemental Reserve

Category.

In response to a member’s question, Dr. Patton stated that implementation of Inter-

Regional Interchange Scheduling (IRIS) and coordinated transaction scheduling (CTS) between

New York and New England would change price volatility. He stated CTS would allow

operators to improve assumptions and reliance on Real-Time interface response, reducing

reliability commitments and lowering NCPC, but increasing volatility. There would also be

periods where shortages would be avoided due to more efficient interface scheduling, reducing

volatility.
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Dr. Patton then reviewed a chart reflecting average and peak load during 2012-2014,

noting two periods in 2014 that were distinctly different: (i) the very high loads in the 1st quarter

and (ii) the very mild loads during the 2nd through 4th quarters. He concluded that these load

conditions impacted the frequency of shortages experienced through the year and helped explain

some of the pricing patterns.

Dr. Patton reported that Operating Reserve prices were slightly lower in 2014 than 2013,

but were roughly consistent with the kind of prices seen in other markets for similar products.

He noted that New England was one of the only RTOs that did not have day-ahead reserve

markets. The EMM viewed this as a shortcoming and had been recommending and continued to

recommend that New England implement a day-ahead reserve market. He explained that day-

ahead reserve markets are valuable because they provide commitments to suppliers who can

procure fuel day-ahead for the next day. Because of these earlier commitments, the RTOs can

effectively jointly optimize the procurement of reserves and energy in the day-ahead timeframe

when commitment instructions are established, which should produce a more efficient

commitment of resources. Dr. Patton pointed out that New England Forward Reserve Market

(FRM) prices did not resemble Real-Time 30-Minute or 10-Minute Operating Reserve prices.

In response to comments and clarifying questions, Dr. Patton acknowledged that

differences in reserve pricing from market to market were influenced by requirements and types

of resources, noting that New England had a fair number of combined cycle units, which were

really good providers of reserves, particularly spinning reserves. He explained that fast-start

resources were fully priced in New England’s Reserve and Energy Markets, and units were

providing the System with two benefits in particular: (1) assistance satisfying resource adequacy

planning requirements; and (2) the ability to satisfy reserve requirements and meet energy

demands during a contingency or period of higher than expected load. The FRM, he explained,
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was essentially a specialized capacity market, rather than an actual reserve product market. The

FRM did not correspond to reliability requirements from an operating standpoint, did not result

in reserves in Real-Time, and had very little impact on Real-Time prices. He explained that a

day-ahead reserve market would produce somewhat higher day-ahead reserve prices than Real-

Time prices (except during shortages when prices tended to equalize).

Comparing uplift costs during 2013 and 2014 among New England, NYISO and MISO,

Dr. Patton indicated that New England used to have among the largest uplift, primarily due to

second contingency protection costs incurred in Boston and Connecticut. After transmission

upgrades were put in place, NCPC decreased significantly. Although NCPC was lower than

prior years on a per MWh load basis, NCPC was much higher in comparison to MISO and

significantly higher than in NYISO. The uplift related to local reliability issues were down

significantly in 2014 from 2013. He stated one of the EMM recommendations addressed Real-

Time uplift, both local reliability and system-wide, which was anticipated to be much higher in

2015 than in 2014 due to Energy Market Offer Flexibility (EMOF) changes implemented in

December 2014. He concluded that uplift in New England was higher even before the EMOF

changes, suggesting room for significant improvement. Dr. Patton was pleased that the FERC

shared his focus on improving price formation so LMPs better reflect the full cost, thereby

reducing uplift.

Dr. Patton reported that gas price volatility and certain peaking conditions had materially

impacted uplift, with 45% of NCPC accrued in January. In 2015, the relatively significant

NCPC levels continued. He expressed concern with the $60 million in new NCPC associated

with the EMOF changes, which he concluded was the sole reason why NCPC levels in 2015 had

not dropped nearly as much as expected in comparison to the Polar Vortex period. Both the

EMM and the ISO were studying this development.
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Turning to FCM and comparing results from FCA8 and FCA9, Dr. Patton highlighted

that there were administrative pricing rules triggered in both FCAs, with the Insufficient

Competition Rule triggered in FCA8, which resulted in the bifurcated pricing that paid new

resources $15/kW-mo. and existing resources $7/kW-mo. Dr. Patton found that result

particularly disturbing because almost the entire theory and benefit of FCM hinges on robust

competition from new capacity. As a result, a number of the EMM recommendations focused on

facilitating participation by new resources and improving the competitiveness of participation by

those resources. In FCA9, he reported the Inadequate Supply administrative pricing rule was

triggered, resulting in local prices in the SEMA zone of $17.73/kW-mo. for new resources and

$11 /kW-mo. for existing resources.

Dr. Patton highlighted another recommendation to develop local demand curves based

on observations of local demand curves that had been implemented by other RTOs. He stated

that implementation of local demand curves would provide the mechanism to price Inadequate

Supply. He identified concerns with the form of zonal curve solution that the region had

considered which treats subareas of the System independently and recommended that any zonal

curve solution recognize the interdependence of subareas. He stressed the importance of sloped

demand curves in local zones and the transition away from the Insufficient Competition/

Inadequate Supply administrative pricing rules.

Following a brief review and discussion of charts reflecting long-term price signals and

net revenue for 2014, potential physical and economic withholding, and Real-Time automated

market power mitigation in 2014, Dr. Patton concluded his presentation by reviewing the

following recommendations with respect to the Energy, Reserve and Capacity Markets, and

addressing numerous follow-up questions:

• Allow the costs of fast-start resources, operator actions, and demand response
deployments to be reflected in Real-Time prices;
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• Implement provisions to coordinate the physical interchange between New York and
New England in Real-Time;

• Modify allocation of “Economic” NCPC charges to make it more consistent with
“cost causation” principles;

• Eliminate Real-Time NCPC payments intended to recover commitment costs for non-
fast-start resources scheduled in the Day-Ahead Energy Market;

• Utilize the lowest cost configuration for multi-unit generators when committing
resources for local reliability;

• Consider introducing Day-Ahead Operating Reserve markets that are co-optimized
with the Day-Ahead Energy Market;

• Consider eliminating the Forward Reserve Market;

• Introduce eligibility requirements governing the use of Non-Price Retirement De-List
Bids;

• Determine sloped demand curves for FCA11 that recognize the interdependence of
the demand for capacity in different zones and system-wide; and

• Modify interconnection and FCM rules to foster robust competition from new
resources and imports in the FCA.

The June 23 session then adjourned at 4:55 p.m., with the meeting to be reconvened

promptly at 8:30 a.m. on June 24.

JUNE 24, 2015 SESSION

The Summer Meeting reconvened at 8:30 a.m. on June 24, 2015. Opening the session,

Mr. Gordon introduced Commissioner Recchia, who offered brief remarks then introduced the

Honorable Peter Shumlin, Governor of Vermont.

REMARKS BY VERMONT GOVERNOR PETER SHUMLIN

Governor Shumlin welcomed everyone to Vermont. Governor Shumlin offered his

thoughts and observations on the challenges facing Vermonters, the New England region, and

the electric industry and its professionals. He described efforts underway in Vermont to increase

innovation, create jobs, save Vermonters money, and continue progress combating climate
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change. He discussed issues associated with the build-out of generation resources, transmission

bringing shale gas, hydropower and other renewable resources into the region, and Vermont’s

participation in those efforts. He expressed his hope that, together, the region could achieve

more predictable, lower cost, cleaner and greener energy. Governor Shumlin concluded his

remarks by encouraging members to enjoy and to make the most of their time in Vermont.

REMARKS BY FERC COMMISSIONER COLETTE HONORABLE

Mr. Gordon welcomed and introduced the Honorable Colette Honorable, the most

recently appointed FERC Commissioner. Commissioner Honorable thanked the Committee for

welcoming her. She stated that it had been a pleasure to meet with NEPOOL members and

representatives and hear more about the region’s history, processes and current efforts. She

recognized numerous regulators with whom she had worked previously in her leadership role in

the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC), and Participants with

whom she had met prior to the Summer Meeting.

Referring to the 2014 NEPOOL Annual Report, Commissioner Honorable highlighted

the Report’s emphasis on collaboration and consensus. That emphasis was particularly poignant

to her. She explained that collaboration and consensus formed the foundation for the work that

had to take place, as the region and industry faced emerging, fast-paced, and dynamic challenges.

She stated that the ability to address the major issues, like transmission planning, cost allocation,

system constraints and capacity issues, all turned on trust, and a belief that colleagues would help

carry the weight. She encouraged Participants to share with her and her staff the region’s

concerns, priorities, processes, and impacts of FERC orders, rulemakings, and policy statements,

particularly from an “on the ground perspective.”

Commissioner Honorable then proceeded to explain three key areas of current focus in

her role as a FERC Commissioner: reliability, infrastructure and fuel diversity, and markets.
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With respect to reliability, Commissioner Honorable addressed the work being undertaken in

response to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) proposed Clean Power Plan

(EPA Clean Power Plan), then the predominant issue at the FERC. She suggested that the work

was indicative of new challenges facing the industry and how the FERC was responding to the

need for a cleaner, more sustainable and affordable energy future. She commended the

Northeast for its efforts and leadership, noting the abundant clean resources available to the

region. Commissioner Honorable observed that not all regions were equally blessed with

sources of renewable power, and stated that she respected regions’ needs to use the resources

available to them, which in turn supported the need for regional diversity. Above all, however,

she stated that the FERC needed to be vigilant with respect to, and improve upon, what she

characterized as the most reliable system in the world.

To that end, she indicated that the FERC had provided feedback to EPA, signed by all

five Commissioners, urging the EPA to provide resources with a “reliability safety valve”

(allowing for some advance notice of a need for a generation resource to run in emergent or

unexpected events, but with an opportunity to make up for additional emissions after the fact),

and to solicit and coalesce in a broader process the perspectives of all those who regulate or

participate in the industry. That feedback reflected, in turn, the comments submitted to the

FERC at the regional technical conferences. She thanked all who participated in those

conferences.

Commissioner Honorable commended the New England region for its work on

transmission issues, which she viewed as a model for the rest of the country. She also

highlighted the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI) as a leading model on how to

address carbon issues going forward.
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Addressing infrastructure and fuel diversity, Commissioner Honorable stressed the need

for sufficient infrastructure to enable a cleaner, more sustainable energy future. She suggested

the need, nationally, for additional and better transmission and pipelines. She stated that she

supported an “all of the above” approach, which avoided the need to pick winners and losers, and

would ensure that all fuels could be competitive. She was confident that, with commitment and a

strong collaborative foundation, the industry could achieve consensus and collectively move

towards a cleaner energy future that serves the ultimate consumer. Examples of such efforts

included the work on Order 1000 on the electric side (with work on the first cycle of regional and

interregional filings just completed), the FERC’s policy statement on cost treatment of

modernization of natural gas infrastructure (of particular importance to New England during the

peak winter months), and swifter compensation for infrastructure modifications enhancing

resiliency, reliability, safety, or environmental purposes. She added that each of these also

illustrated the FERC’s openness to new ideas and new ways of doing things in order to move

towards a cleaner and more sustainable energy future.

Turning to markets and price formation issues, Commissioner Honorable stressed that

making markets work was imperative. Referring to information and understandings converged

in the price formation rule-making docket (AD14-14), she acknowledged the industry’s need for

certainty in the markets, comprehensive, consistent treatment of market issues, and transparency

and openness to build confidence and participation in the wholesale markets. She referenced the

FERC’s efforts in the gas-electric interdependency proceeding, explaining the FERC’s efforts to

balance the diverse needs of both the gas and electric markets by requiring additional intra-day

nomination cycles to allow for more market flexibility. She cautioned that the work on these

issues was on-going. She encouraged stakeholders to continue sharing their thoughts on

improvements.
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In response to questions, Commissioner Honorable, referring to her experience as a

stakeholder in the Southwest Power Pool, confirmed that the FERC recognized and respected the

challenges in achieving consensus. She opined that the FERC should be disciplined about

jumping into regional issues, though not hesitant to show leadership, if and to the extent

necessary, and make a call where consensus was not attainable or a just and reasonable outcome

must be ensured. She stressed that the FERC must demonstrate and support confidence in the

stakeholder process and certainty and comfort that the process be given a chance to work in the

first instance. She acknowledged the challenges that philosophy presented, but encouraged

stakeholder persistence and hard work nonetheless. She also suggested that the FERC could help

guide regions by (1) encouraging robust stakeholder processes (reviewing, where and as

necessary, state transmission plans); (2) employing administrative tools, like technical

conferences, to encourage dialogue and support the challenging balancing act that RTO/ISOs

were asked to perform; and (3) staying involved in and staying committed to improving

stakeholder processes.

Commissioner Honorable reiterated her observation that the NEPOOL stakeholder

process appears to be robust and to work effectively. She urged Participants to reflect on the

region’s accomplishments, which she believed were the fruit of a significant investment of time,

talent and resources. She cautioned that the region was still facing a number of challenges,

particularly related to reliability in the winter months, and with respect to capacity issues,

challenges that she was confident could be worked through and addressed.

PANEL DISCUSSION: “2015 STATE LEGISLATIVE ENERGY DEVELOPMENTS”

Mr. Gordon introduced the following panelists: Ms. Sandi Hennequin, Vice President,

U.S. Public Affairs, Emera Energy, Mr. Daniel Allegretti, Vice President, Energy Policy, Exelon

Corporation, and Mr. Joseph Dalton, Director, Government & Regulatory Affairs, GDF Suez



3491

Energy North America. Mr. Dalton, after singing a few lines from the classic Saturday morning

cartoon “I’m Just a Bill”, moderated an update and discussion of energy legislative developments

in, and across, the New England States, with Ms. Hennequin and Mr. Allegretti summarizing

developments in each of the New England states. As a complement to the discussion, a printed

copy of the 2015 legislative summary capturing those developments (Summary) was distributed.

Mr. Dalton thanked Ms. Jennifer Galiette and Mr. Harold Blinderman (NEPOOL Counsel) for

their efforts preparing the Summary, and Ms. Heather Hunt (NESCOE) and Ms. Rachel

Goldwasser (NECPUC) for their efforts in finalizing the state representatives’ contributions.

Mr. Dalton described through examples a recent evolution from individual state efforts to

coordinated and cooperative multi-state efforts. He identified efforts in the most recent

legislative sessions across New England to introduce and enact legislation to support and

advance those cooperative efforts. He also noted, on the Federal side, the substantial level of

Federal activity and interest, citing energy-related bills offered and sponsored by members of

New England’s delegation. Energy legislation, he summarized, had moved to front and center

from both a State and Federal perspective.

Connecticut

Mr. Allegretti began by noting that, while a host of bills are introduced every year in each

of the New England states, Connecticut is the one state where each year there is active energy

legislation and some new energy law enacted. He highlighted two major pieces of Connecticut

legislation -- Public Act Nos. 15-107 (An Act Concerning Affordable and Reliable Energy)

(Competitive RFPs Act) and 15-90 (An Act Concerning Variable Electric Rates) (Variable Rates

Act). He summarized the competitive RFPs Act, which authorized Connecticut regulators to

direct long-term contracting for renewables, for the support of natural gas pipeline infrastructure,

and for the transmission and supply of hydro power from Canada, and allows electric distribution
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companies to seek cost recovery for the costs of entering into any long-term agreement selected

by the regulators through the RFP process.

Mr. Allegretti explained that the other major piece of legislation, the Variable Rates Act,

focused on the retail market. Picking up where Public Act 14-75 (which provided for a more

comprehensive set of consumer protections and industry obligations to retail customers in part in

response to price volatility issues experienced by customers under pass through rates during the

Polar Vortex) left off, some advocates, including AARP, tried to ban pass-through (or month-to-

month) rates altogether. He reported that, rather than an outright ban, a compromise had been

achieved that directed the Public Utilities Regulatory Authority to develop and report back to the

legislature on recommendations regarding rate structures for residential customers switching to

variable rate contracts and what increases might be just and reasonable when a customer

transitions from a fixed rate contract to month-to-month rates. He provided additional insight

into 11th hour efforts, ultimately unsuccessful, to clarify language in the Variable Rates Act

through an subsequent, omnibus energy bill.

New Hampshire

Moving north, Ms. Hennequin provided background and context with respect to

legislation necessary to support a settlement agreement reached between Eversource (formerly

Public Service Company of New Hampshire) and New Hampshire state officials addressing cost

recovery for certain installed environmental controls at Eversource’s Merrimack Station,

divestiture of Eversource’s entire rate-based generation portfolio, and securitization of the related

stranded costs (SB221 – An Act Relative to Electric Rate Reduction Financing). She reported

that the bill, supported by both chambers, and which would be effective upon passage, had been

submitted to the New Hampshire Governor for signature.
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Ms. Hennequin turned to HB572 (An Act Relative to Taking Land by Eminent Domain

for High Pressure Gas Pipelines and Relative to the Siting of High Pressure Gas Pipelines),

which she explained was, in part, a response to local opposition to Kinder Morgan’s Northeast

Energy Direct Project. She stated that the Act required the New Hampshire Site Evaluation

Committee to adopt rules on and provide guidelines for gas siting within 12 months. The Act

also required the Site Evaluation Committee to consider interventions in FERC proceedings

involving siting of high pressure gas pipelines. She predicted that Act was likely to move

forward and become law. She highlighted other energy bills that were retained in committee and

would be taken up at the beginning of the next session.

Ms. Hennequin reported that, as in Connecticut, there had been a number of bills focused

on cost and consumer protections, particularly given large increases in the state’s utilities’ winter

default rates. Of those, SB 170 (An Act Requiring the Public Utilities Commission to Ensure

Ratepayer Protections with Electric Power Suppliers and Extending the Time for the Site

Evaluation Committee to Adopt Certain Rules) was the most likely to become law. She

summarized other bills introduced, but which were tabled or died, to change how RGGI auction

proceeds are rebated or invested in energy efficiency programs, to change renewable portfolio

standards, and recurring bills in response to opposition to Northern Pass.

Massachusetts

Mr. Allegretti began by distinguishing the Massachusetts legislative process from others

in New England, including its year-round legislative sessions and committee structures. He

reported that several energy bills covering a broad spectrum of topics had been considered,

including legislation addressing regional infrastructure (natural gas pipeline expansion, Canadian

hydropower-related transmission, off-shore wind) and more local energy issues (microgrids,

increasing solar energy sales, adjusting net metering caps).
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He went on to explain, however, how a broader disagreement among legislators regarding

Massachusetts’ tradition of having a mix of joint- and single-chamber committees had effectively

created “cameral grid lock”. Notwithstanding the Joint Committee on Telecommunications,

Utilities and Energy’s history of productive and successful collaboration, broader concerns with

and disagreements regarding the joint committee structure were effectively preventing any

energy legislation from getting through the full chambers. Mr. Allegretti stated that it was not

likely that any major energy legislation would be passed until sometime in 2016. Such

legislation was likely to include many of the issues identified he identified earlier and package

them in an omnibus fashion.

Maine

Ms. Hennequin explained that, like Massachusetts, Maine also has a Joint Committee on

Energy, Utilities and Technology, which experienced significant political change as it entered the

2015 portion of Maine’s two-year legislative session, with two-thirds of the committee being

new members, including both chairs. In addition, the Joint Committee was tasked with

nomination hearings for, and making recommendations to, the senate on two new Maine Public

Utilities Commission (MPUC) Commissioner appointees.

Ms. Hennequin reported that there were more than 30 energy bills introduced during the

session, including two meant to address the unintentional omission of the word “and” from prior

legislation. She explained that the omission had the potential to cost the state efficiency program

(Efficiency Maine Trust) more than $38 million annually. The first bill, which proposed to just

correct for the omission, had passed, but had been vetoed by the Governor. The Governor

preferred a second bill, which he had introduced, that corrected the omission, but also would

make the director of the Efficiency Maine Trust a cabinet level position, and empower the
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governor to name Efficiency Maine Trust Director. The governor’s bill was proceeding through

the process.

Ms. Hennequin next described a bill, that passed and had been signed into law, that

created a threshold capacity of 500 MW for a nuclear power plant for which a referendum

approving construction is required as part of Maine’s siting process. She also briefly

summarized a number of other bills that had been considered and either rejected or carried over

to the second portion of Maine’s legislative session. Bills carried over would have allowed the

MPUC to contract for the storage and distribution of liquefied natural gas (LNG) during peak

winter months, would have created the necessary framework for governmental entities to enter

into contracts with private entities to develop or operate infrastructure projects, including power

generation or fuel supply facilities, and oil or gas pipelines, and would have allowed investor-

owned transmission and distribution utilities to own generation assets if the MPUC determines

that ownership is beneficial to the utility's ratepayers. She explained that carried over bills

would have to be acted on in early 2016. She expected there to be fewer energy bills in the 2016

portion of the legislative session.

Vermont

Mr. Allegretti described the background behind Vermont legislation creating a renewable

energy standard for the State’s retail electricity providers (An Act Relating to Establishing a

Renewable Energy Standard (H. 40)). H. 40, which addresses concerns with the counting of

renewable energy credits (REC) and consistency with underlying public policy goals, allows

Vermont’s providers to participate in New England’s REC marketplace on the same terms as

those in other New England states. He reported that H. 40 was signed into law by Governor

Shumlin on June 12 and would take effect on January 1, 2017.
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Rhode Island

Ms. Hennequin explained that Rhode Island did not have a legislative committee

dedicated to energy, meaning energy bills typically make their way through the Environmental,

Commerce, or Finance Committees. She stated that the big issue in the 2015 legislative session,

similar to other New England States, was concern over high electric rates. With National Grid

having announced a significant rate increase for their default customers during the winter period

ahead of the session, much of the energy legislation introduced was driven by rate concerns, as

demonstrated by the fact that more than one-half of the 13 energy-related bills addressed the rate

increase issue.

Two other bills of interest that had passed the House during the 2015 session included

one which revised the definition of “Renewable Net Metering Credit” and increased the

maximum allowable capacity for eligible net-metering systems from 5 MW to 10 MW. The

second would direct the RI PUC to establish a bill of rights for retail consumers. Both had been

scheduled for Senate Commerce Committee consideration that week (and prior to the end of the

session), which kept the possibility alive that the bills could, rather than die, move forward into

the next session.

Mr. Dalton noted that the Legislative Summary, while current as of the date of printing,

was still under development. Mr. Blinderman stated that the Report in its current version would

be posted in the NEPOOL eLibrary and would then be updated to capture any remaining

developments from the closing days of the States’ sessions and re-posted in the NEPOOL

eLibrary.

INTER-REGIONAL ISSUES DISCUSSION WITH NYISO PRESIDENT & CEO

Mr. Gordon introduced and welcomed Mr. Stephen Whitley, President and CEO of the

New York ISO (NYISO) to discuss interregional issues affecting New York and New England.
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Mr. Whitley began his discussion by providing an overview of the recently completed

NYISO 15-Year Review of the markets. The Review described the benefits achieved over the

past 15 years from New York’s wholesale markets, which included: $6.4 billion in reduced fuel

costs due to system efficiency improvements that exceeded national efficiency gains by 300%;

$540 million in cost savings from reduced reserve requirements; 25 million tons of carbon

emissions avoided in 2013 verses 1999; and integration of enough wind generation to provide

power to almost 500,000 homes per year in New York (with another 3,000 MW of wind in the

queue).

Mr. Whitley then highlighted the evolving interregional challenges and opportunities

facing New York (and as well other regions). First, he noted that energy demand in New York

was not growing and, with increased energy efficiency and distributed resource impacts, demand

was projected to be flat over the next decade. He explained that the #1 challenge for both New

York and New England was the growing dependence on natural gas. While New York was

fortunate to have a lot of non-gas resources in the north with hydro, wind and nuclear, generation

in southern New York was almost exclusively fueled by gas or oil. Given this reality Mr.

Whitley opined that getting more natural gas pipeline infrastructure built in New York and

having dual-fuel capability were imperatives.

Given the importance of having the flexibility to switch to oil when needed, he noted one

of his concerns with the EPA’s Clean Power Plan, which would put restrictions on oil use even

for the few hours that such fuel would be needed during times of system stress. Speaking further

on the proposed Clean Power Plan, Mr. Whitley also expressed concerns that the Plan would

affect over 80% of the total capacity in New York and that the Plan would not recognize the

progress that New York had already made in reducing carbon emissions because, as proposed,

the EPA would not count existing renewable generation for compliance purposes. He
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highlighted an overarching concern that the Clean Power Plan would be disruptive to the markets

and explained that his goal for the industry to work together with the EPA, the New York

Department of Public Service and other States to come up with a regional solution to these

issues.

Mr. Whitley then described a third challenge facing New York and other regions from the

increased growth of distributed energy resources (DG) and highlighted the need to develop a

balanced plan to ensure reliability of the centralized grid and integrity of the wholesale markets.

With respect to this issue, he also provided the Committee with an overview of New York’s

Reforming the Energy Vision (REV), which is a plan to create a marketplace at the distribution

level and integrate that market into the wholesale level to bring value to consumers.

Mr. Whitley concluded his remarks by identifying areas of interregional collaboration

where success had been and continued to be achieved, including RGGI, the Broader Regional

Markets initiative, market solutions to improve the efficiency of electricity trades between

regional markets (e.g., the Coordinated Transaction Scheduling (or CTS) project), interregional

planning efforts through the Eastern Interconnection Planning Collaborative (EIPC), and

interregional data sharing efforts through the Eastern Interconnection Data Sharing Network

(EIDSN). He ended by stating his belief that the regions worked well together, that the markets

had worked well, and that he looked forward to continued interregional efforts to help address

the major challenges facing the regions.

In response to questions, Mr. Whitley commented that, with respect to New York’s

transmission infrastructure needs, a transmission build-out would be required as more renewable

power in northern New York needs to get to load centers in Downstate New York. Mr. Whitley

contrasted his experiences working for an RTO in a single-state region (like New York) versus

an RTO spanning multiple states (like New England). He explained that pressure exerted in a
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single-state region concerning short-term cost impacts of the wholesale markets was more

challenging, but that reliability issues were sometimes easier to address.

On behalf of NEPOOL, Mr. Gordon thanked Mr. Whitley for his remarks and the June 24

session then adjourned at 11:45 a.m., with the meeting to be reconvened at 9:30 a.m. on June 25.

JUNE 25, 2015 SESSION

The Summer Meeting reconvened at 9:30 a.m. on June 25, 2015, with reports on the

organized networking events held the prior afternoon. Mr. Gordon then shared comments he had

presented as Participants Committee Chairman at the recent NECPUC Symposium, synthesizing

NEPOOL’s history, the make-up of its members, NEPOOL’s roles and objectives, and the

NEPOOL processes that help navigate and bring about the ongoing evolution of the wholesale

electric power industry. He thanked the members for their unique perspectives, their

participation and engagement in the stakeholder process, and their support during his term as

Chairman.

REPORT OF THE ISO CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER

Mr. Gordon van Welie thanked the Sectors for their engagement in the Sector/ISO Board

meetings that had been held prior to the meeting’s first session and for the conversations during

the various meeting activities. He reported positive feedback from Board members and

Participants alike, indicated that the structure of the meetings appeared to be working, and

encouraged anyone with thoughts on refinements to that structure to let him or Mr. Gordon

know.

Mr. van Welie then previewed a preliminary 2016/17 budget presentation to be presented

by Mr. Robert Ludlow, ISO Vice President, Chief Financial & Compliance Officer, and

proceeded to describe a proposed process to accelerate the discussion of business priorities
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during the work plan/budget cycle. Mr. Gordon added that, based on Participant feedback, the

process was intended to permit NEPOOL to provide more proactive feedback on priorities to be

undertaken during the following fiscal year. He reviewed the preliminary timeline for

accomplishing that task.

REPORT OF THE ISO CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

Mr. Ludlow then referred the Committee to the ISO 2016/17 Preliminary Operating and

Capital Budget presentation included with the materials posted in advance of the meeting, which

he indicated had also been shared and discussed with state representatives at the NECPUC

Symposium the week before. He described key differences from the 2015 operating budget,

which included increases related to cyber security investments (including a 24 x 7 cyber security

control center), market monitoring activities (to support FCM-related efforts), and administrative

expenses (compensation and employee benefits). He stated that the 2016 and 2017 operating

budgets were projected to each increase by 4%, while the 2016 capital budget was projected to

decrease by $1 million from the 2015 budget. Mr. Ludlow identified key items that could

require additional resources and funding, including cyber security initiatives, legal and material

litigation costs, and new federal and state policies. He noted and explained why the costs of

Order 1000 implementation and Price Responsive Demand (PRD) integration had been deferred

and not included in the operating budget.

Mr. Ludlow and Mr. Ken Dell Orto, Budget & Finance Subcommittee Chairman,

identified the schedule for the remaining processes for budget review and votes by the

Participants Committee. The proposed budgets were scheduled for review with the Budget &

Finance Subcommittee and State representatives in late August and with the Participants

Committee in September. In early October, the Participants Committee would be asked to vote

on the budgets, and then they would be submitted to the ISO Board to approve. The 2016
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Budgets would then be filed with the FERC in mid-October with a requested January 1, 2016

effective date.

In response to questions regarding the preliminary 2016 $/KWh rate, Mr. Ludlow

explained that roughly 60% of the percentage increase from the 2015 rate was attributable to the

difference between the $9.8 million true-up (from prior years’ over-collections) reflected in the

2015 rate and the much smaller $0.6 million true-up reflected in the 2016 rate. He also

confirmed that estimated staffing levels did not yet account for additional efforts, yet to be

defined, associated with Order 1000 implementation. He explained expectations that existing

resources could be used to cover such activities when they are defined, backstopped as necessary

by contingency funds built into the budgets.

CONSENT AGENDA

Mr. Gordon referred the Committee to the Consent Agenda that was circulated in

advance of the meeting. Following motion duly made and seconded, the Consent Agenda was

unanimously approved, with abstentions noted by Eversource, Littleton (NH), UI, VEC, and

VPPSA.

ORDER 1000 INTERREGIONAL COMPLIANCE CHANGES

Mr. Donald Gates, Transmission Committee Chair, referred the Committee to and

summarized the materials circulated and posted in advance of the meeting related to revisions to

the ISO Tariff and to the Amended and Restated Northeastern Planning Coordination Protocol

(the Protocol) proposed in response to the FERC’s May 14, 2015 order on interregional

compliance with Order 1000. He reported that the Transmission Committee had recommended

unanimously Participants Committee support for both sets of changes at its June 18 meeting. He

also reported that, since that meeting, further revisions to the Protocol had been made following

review by PJM, which had not completed its review before the Transmission Committee’s
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consideration. He said those further revisions were circulated and posted with the additional

materials for the Participants Committee meeting, and that he, and Mr. Jose Rotger,

Transmission Committee Vice-Chair, agreed that the revisions were non-substantive. Mr. Gates

indicated that the motions to support the Tariff and Protocol changes would have been on the

Consent Agenda but for the timing of the Transmission Committee action.

The following two motions were then duly made, seconded, and together were

unanimously approved:

RESOLVED, that the Participants Committee supports the revisions
to Sections I and II of the ISO-NE Tariff proposed in response to the
FERC’s May 14 Interregional Compliance Order, as reflected in the
materials distributed to the Participants Committee for its June 25,
2015 meeting, together with such non-substantive changes as may be
agreed to after the meeting by the Chair and Vice-Chair of the
Transmission Committee.

and

RESOLVED, that the Participants Committee supports the revisions
to the Protocol in response to the FERC’s May 14 Interregional
Compliance Order, as reflected in the revised materials distributed to
the Participants Committee for its June 25, 2015 meeting, together
with such further non-substantive changes as may be agreed to after
the meeting by the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Transmission
Committee.

WINTER RELIABILITY PROGRAM FOR WINTER PERIODS PRIOR TO JUNE 1,
2018

Ms. Allison DiGrande, Markets Committee Chair, referred the Committee to and

summarized materials circulated and posted in advance of the meeting regarding revisions to

Market Rule 1, Appendix K to implement a winter reliability program for winter periods prior to

the June 1, 2018 implementation of the ISO’s Pay-For-Performance (PFP) mechanism (Interim

Program). She reviewed the procedural background that led to the proposals for an Interim

Program considered by the Markets Committee. She then explained that the ISO had proposed

an Interim Program to include not only oil and LNG options available in the past winter’s
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program, but to expand the program to provide compensation for any dispatchable (or self-

scheduled) resource with on-site fuel storage, including nuclear, coal, biomass and certain hydro

resources and to eliminate the past winter’s program option for demand response (the ISO

Proposal).

She reported that, at its June 2-3, 2015 meeting, the Markets Committee considered and

voted for the ISO’s recommended proposal and ultimately recommended a proposal (the

NEPOOL Proposal) that contained two material amendments to the ISO’s proposal. The first

amendment modified the LNG component of the Interim Program to permit gas-fired Generator

Assets to be eligible for compensation, but only for those assets that were capable of receiving

pipeline gas or supplies of LNG (Exelon Amendment). The second amendment revised the ISO

Proposal to include the core components of the 2014-15 Winter Reliability Program that would

provide compensation for any oil inventory and LNG contract volumes that had not been used by

the specified end of the winter period and that would continue a supplemental Demand Response

Program, but would not expand the program to pay other resource types, like nuclear, coal and

hydro. The Markets Committee supported the NEPOOL Proposal by a 84.51% Vote in favor.

Following that vote, the ISO requested Markets Committee action on a modified ISO Proposal

(with the Exelon Amendment included) (the ISO Proposal). The Markets Committee did not

support the ISO Proposal, which garnered a 19.36% Vote in favor.

Mr. Gordon stated that an additional amendment considered, but not supported, by the

Markets Committee would be presented, and that the ISO would seek a vote on the modified ISO

Proposal if the Participants Committee supported the NEPOOL Proposal as recommended by the

Markets Committee. The following main motion was then duly made and seconded:

RESOLVED, that the Participants Committee supports revisions to
Market Rule 1, Appendix K, as recommended by the Markets
Committee and circulated to this Committee in advance of this
meeting (NEPOOL Proposal), together with such non-substantive
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changes as the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Markets Committee
may approve.

Calpine Amendment

The Committee then proceeded to consider a motion to amend the main motion, made by

the Calpine representative, which was duly seconded, so as to change the compensation formula

for the LNG component of the Winter Program so that Participating Generator Assets could be

compensated for purchased LNG quantity (up to a specified cap), instead of unused LNG

quantity (Calpine Amendment). The Calpine representative explained the underlying reasoning

for the Calpine Amendment and emphasized the importance of LNG to winter reliability by way

of anecdotal evidence and example. Without discussion, the Calpine Amendment was then

voted and failed to pass with a 49.61% Vote in favor (Generation Sector – 10.28%; Transmission

Sector – 8.56%; Supplier Sector – 11.85%; Alternative Resources Sector – 10.79%; Publicly

Owned Entity Sector – 0%; End User Sector – 8.11%; and Provisional Member Group – 0.02%).

(See Calpine Vote on Attachment 2)

Vote on NEPOOL Proposal

The unamended main motion (NEPOOL Proposal) was then voted and approved with an

87.10% Vote in favor (Generation Sector – 7.34%; Transmission Sector – 17.12%; Supplier

Sector – 14.01%;1 Alternative Resources Sector – 14.37%; Publicly Owned Entity Sector –

17.12%; End User Sector – 17.12%; and Provisional Group Member – 0.02%). (See NEPOOL

Proposal Vote on Attachment 2)

1 The representative for Repsol and Vitol clarified that the votes for those Participants
should have been registered as abstentions, rather than in favor. With those votes changed, the
Supplier Sector share in favor was 14.01% and the NEPOOL Vote 87.10% in favor (rather than
14.49% and 87.58%, respectively, as announced immediately following the vote).
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Vote on ISO Proposal

Following comments from a number of members expressing disappointment that the ISO

was unable to support the NEPOOL Proposal, the Committee, at the request of the ISO, voted

but failed to support the ISO Proposal, with a 13.43% Vote in favor (Generation Sector –

11.41%; Transmission Sector – 0%; Supplier Sector – 2.02%; Alternative Resources Sector –

0%; Publicly Owned Entity Sector – 0%; End User Sector – 0%; and Provisional Group Member

– 0%). (See ISO Proposal Vote on Attachment 2)

LITIGATION REPORT

Mr. Doot referred the Committee to the June 24 Litigation Report that had been posted in

advance of the session, noting the high level of activity notwithstanding the brief period of time

covered since the June 4 Report was circulated. He encouraged anyone with comments or

questions on the June 24 Report to contact NEPOOL Counsel.

COMMITTEE REPORTS

Mr. Dell Orto announced that the next regularly-scheduled meetings of the Subcommittee

would be held August 13, following the conclusion of the Markets Committee Summer Meeting,

and August 26 (where, as noted earlier, the 2016 ISO and NESCOE budgets would be

considered). Mr. Robert Stein, Reliability Committee Vice-Chair, reported that the Joint

Summer Meeting of the Reliability and Transmission Committees would be held July 14-15 in

Brewster, Massachusetts at The Ocean Edge Resort. At that meeting, Mr. Rotger, Transmission

Committee Vice-Chair, indicated that there would be a presentation on the Regional Network

Service rate for the 2015/16 Power Year, and encouraged those interested to attend. For the

Markets Committee, Mr. Stacy Dimou, Vice-Chair, stated that the July 8-9 meeting would

include consideration of further Coordinated Transaction Scheduling (CTS) changes and the
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Summer meeting would be held August 11-13 at Mill Falls at the Lake in Meredith, New

Hampshire.

OTHER BUSINESS

Mr. Jeff Bentz, NESCOE, reported that the request for proposals regarding clean energy

and transmission (New England Clean Energy RFP) would be filed with the Massachusetts

Department of Public Utilities and the RI PUC later that day. Mr. Doot reported that the next

Participants Committee meeting was scheduled to be held August 7 in Providence, Rhode Island.

There being no further business, the June 25 session and the Summer Meeting adjourned

at 10:43 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,

______________________
David T. Doot, Secretary
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MEMBERS AND ALTERNATES PARTICIPATING IN
THE PARTICIPANTS COMMITTEE

JUNE 23-25, 2015 SUMMER MEETING

PARTICIPANT NAME
SECTOR/
GROUP

MEMBER NAME ALTERNATE NAME PROXY

Ashburnham Municipal Light Plant Publicly Owned Gary Will

Belmont Municipal Light Department Publicly Owned Phil Smith

Boylston Municipal Light Department Publicly Owned Gary Will

BP Energy Company Supplier Nancy Chafetz

Brookfield Energy Marketing/Cross-Sound Cable (CSC) Supplier Aleks Mitreski Nicolas Bosse

Calpine Energy Services, L.P. Supplier John Flumerfelt Brett Kruse

Central Maine Power Company Transmission Eric Stinneford

Chester Municipal Electric Light Department Publicly Owned Phil Smith

Chicopee Municipal Lighting Plant Publicly Owned Gary Will

Competitive Energy Services, LLC Supplier Glenn Poole

Concord Municipal Light Plant Publicly Owned Phil Smith

Connecticut Municipal Electric Energy Coop. Publicly Owned Brian Forshaw

Connecticut, State of, Office of Consumer Counsel End User Dave Thompson

Conservation Services Group (CSG) AR Doug Hurley (tel)

Consolidated Edison Energy, Inc. (ConEd) Supplier Jeff Dannels

Danvers Electric Division Publicly Owned Phil Smith

Dominion Energy Marketing, Inc. Generation Jim Davis

DTE Energy Trading, Inc. Supplier Nancy Chafetz

Dynegy Marketing and Trade, LLC Supplier Bill Fowler

Elektrisola, Inc. End User Gus Fromuth

Emera Maine Transmission Jeff Jones (tel) Jose Rotger Stacy Dimou

Energy America, LLC Supplier Ron Carrier Nancy Chafetz

EnerNOC, Inc. AR Herb Healy

Entergy Nuclear Power Marketing, LLC Generation Ken Dell Orto Bill Fowler

Essential Power, LLC Generation M.Q. Riding Bill Fowler

Eversource Energy Transmission James Daly Joseph Staszowski

Exelon Generation Company Supplier Steve Kirk Bill Fowler

Fairchild Semiconductor Corporation End User Gus Fromuth

Galt Power, Inc. Supplier Nancy Chafetz

GDF SUEZ Energy Marketing NA, Inc. Generation Thomas Kaslow

Generation Group Member Generation Dennis Duffy Abby Krich (tel) Bob Stein

Georgetown Municipal Light Department Publicly Owned Phil Smith

Granite Ridge/Merrill Lynch Supplier Bill Fowler

Groton Electric Light Department Publicly Owned Gary Will

Groveland Electric Light Department Publicly Owned Phil Smith

H.Q. Energy Services (U.S.) Inc. Supplier Louis Guibault Bob Stein

Harvard Dedicated Energy Limited End User Paul Peterson

High Liner Foods (USA) Incorporated End User William P. Short III

Hingham Municipal Lighting Plant Publicly Owned Phil Smith

Holden Municipal Light Department Publicly Owned Gary Will

Holyoke Gas & Electric Department Publicly Owned Gary Will

Hudson Light and Power Department Publicly Owned Gary Will

Hull Municipal Lighting Plant Publicly Owned Gary Will

Industrial Energy Consumer Group End User Don Sipe Fred Plett

Ipswich Municipal Light Department Publicly Owned Gary Will

Jericho Power, LLC AR Phil Smith

Long Island Lighting Company (LIPA) Supplier William Killgoar

Littleton (MA) Electric Light & Water Department Publicly Owned Phil Smith

Littleton (NH) Water & Light Department Publicly Owned Craig Kieny David Mullett

Maine Public Advocate Office End User Agnes Gormley Tim Schneider
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MEMBERS AND ALTERNATES PARTICIPATING IN
THE PARTICIPANTS COMMITTEE

JUNE 23-25, 2015 SUMMER MEETING

PARTICIPANT NAME
SECTOR/
GROUP

MEMBER NAME ALTERNATE NAME PROXY

Maine Skiing, Inc. End User Don Sipe Fred Plett

Mansfield Municipal Electric Department Publicly Owned Gary Will

Marble River, LLC Supplier Seth Kaplan Steve Garwood

Marblehead Municipal Light Department Publicly Owned Gary Will

Massachusetts Attorney General’s Office (MA AG) End User Fred Plett

Mass. Development Finance Agency Publicly Owned Phil Smith

Mass. Municipal Wholesale Electric Company (MMWEC) Publicly Owned Gary Will

Merrimac Municipal Light Department Publicly Owned Phil Smith

Middleborough Gas and Electric Department Publicly Owned Gary Will

Middleton Municipal Electric Department Publicly Owned Phil Smith

MoArk, LLC End User Gus Fromuth

National Grid Transmission Timothy Brennan Timothy Martin

New Hampshire Electric Cooperative (NHEC) Publicly Owned Steve Kaminski Brian Forshaw

New Hampshire Office of Consumer Advocate (NH OCA) End User Paul Peterson

NextEra Energy Resources, LLC Generation Michelle Gardner

NRG Power Marketing, Inc. Generation Dave Cavanaugh

Pascoag Utility District Publicly Owned Phil Smith

Paxton Municipal Light Department Publicly Owned Gary Will

Peabody Municipal Light Plant Publicly Owned Gary Will

PowerOptions End User Paul Peterson

Princeton Municipal Light Department Publicly Owned Gary Will

PSEG Energy Resources & Trade LLC Supplier Joel Gordon

Repsol Energy North America Company Supplier Nancy Chafetz

Rowley Municipal Lighting Plant Publicly Owned Phil Smith

Russell Municipal Light Dept Publicly Owned Gary Will

Shipyard Brewing LLC End User Gus Fromuth

Shrewsbury Electric & Cable Operations Publicly Owned Gary Will

Small Load Response Group Member AR Doug Hurley (tel)

Small Renewable Generation Group Member AR Erik Abend (tel)

South Hadley Electric Light Department Publicly Owned Gary Will

South Jersey Energy Company Supplier Nancy Chafetz

St. Anselm College End User Gus Fromuth

Sterling Municipal Electric Light Department Publicly Owned Gary Will

Stowe Electric Department Publicly Owned Phil Smith

Sun Edison (First Wind Energy Marketing, Inc.) AR John Keene Bob Stein

Tangent Energy Solutions Provisional Member Brad Swalwell (tel)

Taunton Municipal Light Department Publicly Owned Phil Smith

Templeton Municipal Lighting Plant Publicly Owned Gary Will

Texas Retail, LLC Supplier Chris Hendrix

The Energy Consortium End User Paul Peterson

TransCanada Power Marketing Ltd. Generation Dan Congel

Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) End User Francis Pullaro

United Illuminating Company, The Transmission Chris Bilcheck Alan Trotta (tel)

Utility Services, Inc. End User Paul Peterson

Vermont Electric Cooperative Publicly Owned Craig Kieney David Mullett

Vermont Electric Power Company, Inc. Transmission Francis Ettori Mark Sciarotta

Vermont Energy Investment Corporation AR Doug Hurley (tel)

Vermont Public Power Supply Authority Publicly Owned David Mullett

Verso Maine Energy LLC Generation Glenn Poole

Vitol Inc. Supplier Nancy Chafetz
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PARTICIPANT NAME
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MEMBER NAME ALTERNATE NAME PROXY

Wakefield Municipal Gas and Light Department Publicly Owned Gary Will

Wallingford DPU Electric Division Publicly Owned Phil Smith

Wellesley Municipal Light Plant Publicly Owned Phil Smith

West Boylston Municipal Lighting Plant Publicly Owned Gary Will

Westerly Hospital End User Gus Fromuth

Westfield Gas & Electric Light Department Publicly Owned Gary Will

ZTECH, LLC End User Gus Fromuth
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VOTES TAKEN AT

JUNE 23-25, 2015 PARTICIPANTS COMMITTEE SUMMER MEETING

TOTAL

Sector/Group
Calpine
Amend

NEPOOL
Proposal

ISO-NE
Proposal

GENERATION 10.28 7.34 11.41

TRANSMISSION 8.56 17.12 0.00

SUPPLIER 11.85 14.01 2.02

ALTERNATIVE RESOURCES 10.79 14.37 0.00

PUBLICLY OWNED ENTITY 0.00 17.12 0.00

END USER 8.11 17.12 0.00

PROVISIONAL MEMBERS 0.02 0.02 0.00

% IN FAVOR 49.61 87.10 13.43

GENERATION SECTOR

Participant Name
Calpine
Amend

NEPOOL
Proposal

ISO-NE
Proposal

Dominion Energy Marketing, Inc. O O F

Entergy Nuclear Power Marketing A O F

Essential Power, LLC F F A

GDF SUEZ Energy Marketing NA F O F

Generation Group Member A A A

NextEra Energy Resources, LLC O O F

NRG Power Marketing, LLC A A A

TransCanada Power Marketing A F O

Verso Maine Energy LLC F F O

IN FAVOR (F) 3 3 4

OPPOSED (O) 2 4 2

TOTAL VOTES 5 7 6

ABSTENTIONS ( A) 4 2 3

TRANSMISSION SECTOR

Participant Name
Calpine
Amend

NEPOOL
Proposal

ISO-NE
Proposal

Central Maine Power Company A F A

Emera Maine F S S

Emera Maine - F O

Emera Energy Services Subsidiaries - A A

Eversource Energy O F A

National Grid O F A

The United Illuminating Company F F O

Vermont Electric Power Company A F O

IN FAVOR (F) 2 5.5 0

OPPOSED 2 0 2.5

TOTAL VOTES 4 5.5 2.5

ABSTENTIONS (A) 2 0.5 3.5

ALTERNATIVE RESOURCES SECTOR

Participant Name
Calpine
Amend

NEPOOL
Proposal

ISO-NE
Proposal

Renewable Generation Sub-Sector

Jericho Power LLC O F O

SunEdison (First Wind) A A O

Small RG Group Member F F O

Distributed Generation Sub-Sector

Conservation Services Group A F O

Load Response Sub-Sector

EnerNOC, Inc. F F O

VT Energy Investment Corp. A F O

Small LR Group Member A F O

IN FAVOR (F) 2 6 0

OPPOSED 1 0 7

TOTAL VOTES 3 6 7

ABSTENTIONS (A) 4 1 0

SUPPLIER SECTOR

Participant Name
Calpine
Amend

NEPOOL
Proposal

ISO-NE
Proposal

BP Energy Company A F O

Brookfield Energy Marketing/CSC O O O

Calpine Energy Services F F O

Competitive Energy Services, LLC F F O

Consolidated Edison Energy, Inc. F A O

DTE Energy Trading, Inc. O F O

Dynegy Marketing and Trade, LLC F O F

Energy America, LLC O F O

Exelon Generation Company F A A

Galt Power, Inc. A F O

Granite Ridge/
Merrill Lynch Commodities

F A F

H.Q. Energy Services (U.S.) Inc. A A A

LIPA (Long Island Power Authority) A F O

Marble River, LLC A A O

PSEG Energy Resources & Trade F F O

Repsol Energy North America F A O

South Jersey Energy Company O F O

Texas Retail, LLC F A O

Vitol Inc. A A O

IN FAVOR (F) 9 9 2

OPPOSED 4 2 15

TOTAL VOTES 13 11 17

ABSTENTIONS (A) 6 8 2
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VOTES TAKEN AT
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.

END USER SECTOR

Participant Name
Calpine
Amend

NEPOOL
Proposal

ISO-NE
Proposal

Conn. Office of Consumer Counsel O F O

Elektrisola, Inc. F F O

Fairchild Semiconductor Corp. F F O

Harvard Dedicated Energy Limited O F O

High Liner Foods (USA) Inc. F F O

Industrial Energy Consumer Group O F O

Maine Public Advocate Office O F O

Maine Skiing, Inc. O F O

Mass. Attorney General's Office O F O

MoArk, LLC F F O

NH Office of Consumer Advocate O F O

PowerOptions, Inc. O F O

St. Anselm College F F O

Shipyard Brewing Co., LLC F F O

The Energy Consortium O F O

Union of Concerned Scientists F F O

Utility Services Inc. O F O

Westerly Hospital F F O

Z-TECH, LLC F F O

IN FAVOR (F) 9 19 0

OPPOSED 10 0 19

TOTAL VOTES 19 19 19

ABSTENTIONS (A) 0 0 0

PUBLICLY OWNED ENTITY SECTOR

Participant Name
Calpine
Amend

NEPOOL
Proposal

ISO-NE
Proposal

Ashburnham Municipal Light Plant O F O

Boylston Municipal Light Dep’t O F O

Belmont Municipal Light Dep’t O F O

Chester Municipal Light Dep’t O F O

Chicopee Municipal Lighting Plant O F O

Concord Municipal Light Plant O F O

Conn. Mun. Electric Energy Coop. O F O

Danvers Electric Division O F O

Georgetown Municipal Light Dep’t O F O

Groton Electric Light Department O F O

Groveland Electric Light Dep’t O F O

Hingham Municipal Lighting Plant O F O

Holden Municipal Light Dep’t O F O

Holyoke Gas & Electric Dep’t O F O

Hudson Light and Power Dep’t O F O

Hull Municipal Lighting Plant O F O

Ipswich Municipal Light Dep’t O F O

PUBLICLY OWNED ENTITY SECTOR (cont.)

Participant Name
Calpine
Amend

NEPOOL
Proposal

ISO-NE
Proposal

Littleton (MA) Electric Light Dep’t O F O

Littleton (NH) Water & Light Dep’t O F O

Mansfield Municipal Electric Dep’t O F O

Marblehead Municipal Light Dep’t O F O

Mass. Development Finance Agc’y O F O

Mass. Mun. Wholesale. Elec. Co. O F O

Merrimac Municipal Light Dep’t O F O

Middleborough Gas & Elec. Dep’t O F O

Middleton Municipal Electric Dep’t O F O

New Hampshire Electric Coop. O F O

Pascoag Utility District O F O

Paxton Municipal Light Dep’t O F O

Peabody Municipal Light Plant O F O

Princeton Municipal Light Dep’t O F O

Rowley Municipal Lighting Plant O F O

Russell Municipal Light Dep’t O F O

Shrewsbury's Elec. & Cable Ops. O F O

South Hadley Electric Light Dep’t O F O

Sterling Mun. Elec. Light Dep’t O F O

Stowe (VT) Electric Department O F O

Taunton Municipal Lighting Plant O F O

Templeton Mun. Lighting Plant O F O

VT Electric Cooperative O F O

VT Public Power Supply Authority O F O

Wakefield Mun. Gas & Light Dep’t O F O

Wallingford (CT) Div. Pub. Utils. O F O

Wellesley Municipal Light Plant O F O

West Boylston Mun. Lighting Plant O F O

Westfield Gas & Elec. Light Dep’t O F O

IN FAVOR (F) 0 46 0

OPPOSED 46 0 46

TOTAL VOTES 46 46 46

ABSTENTIONS (A) 0 0 0

PROVISIONAL MEMBERS

Participant Name
Calpine
Amend

NEPOOL
Proposal

ISO-NE
Proposal

Tangent Energy Solutions, Inc. F F A

IN FAVOR (F) 1 1 0

OPPOSED 0 0 0

TOTAL VOTES 1 1 0

ABSTENTIONS (A) 0 0 1


