2004 Dec 8 

RnR Meeting Notes
Survey

· Need to get responses onto a schedule

· Survey is intended to inform market design efforts
RRG

- Clarification on dual representation in subclasses

- Assessment and views on bylaws

- order of presentations

1. Introductions
2. Agenda

A. Review Survey progress

B. Linc’s analytical framework

C. Other

3. Survey

A. Summary of responses thus far

1 Response from Filers (BCTC)

1 Response from SnoPUD
rgrim@idahopower.com

B. Letters reacting to survey
1. PPC Letter
Rates and contracts committee took action.
Concerns: 

Substantive criticisms. 

Commercially sensitive information to market participants.

Reactions:

JS: Quantification of problems in the region identified by RRG. Need a compendium of problems, not a discussion of the effectiveness of solutions.

VS: Agrees with Janelle. 

CO: To the extent the questions can only be responded to qualitatively within time/resource constraints, please bring in responses.
LW: Does not think that the RRG problems are agreed to by consensus.

CO: task was to quantify existing problems

SB: Does not think the questions provide the type of information that the group needs.

LW: Does not think that the problems can be analyzed with potential GW solution.

LN: Provides basis for quantifying the problems
SDL: This may be a multi-pass process. First pass should inform what the next pass will be.

RK: RRG did a scoping function, this is a reconnaissance function. The next effort will be the detailed analysis.

LLP: Won’t survey be used by the TSLG. Further clarifications be needed? Survey may be too much to ask in the first pass. May need to get the word out that the first pass is high level.

JH: Can we agree that this is the first pass and that follow up questions may be raised.

LLP: Ask respondents about their confidentiality concerns.
CO: if the problem is Carol’s involvement, she will remove herself from the review process.

LN: is anyone collecting curtailment information?

LLP: Yes. BPA collects info.

VS: Reactions to the survey. First instinct is to say that they have better things to do. We need to point out that it is in the self-interest of the respondent to provide a response. Need to call respondents and explain the purpose and respond to questions that they have.

SDL: Could do a conference call that explains the purposes and approach for responses?

LW: Face to face meeting opportunities may also be a possibility.

RK: NAPA met with people.

VS: Narrow areas where there are confidentiality issues. Does not want to simplify any responses a priori.

NWPP OC Jan 19 & 20.

CO: Survey went out to 27 entities. Have points of contact. May be able to break up into groups.

JS: How do people feel about the current survey.
VS: scoping device.

SB: Need to decide “what” needs to be asked.

LW: Contract path and actual flow.

LLP: BPA Business Practices meeting presented some data that indicated scope of the curtailment problem. Data is available.

May need some conference calls and live meetings.
Kevin: Identifying as a scoping study works for PPC.

VS: need to have interaction 
CO: Believes all of the PPC questions were included in the survey, but in a more detailed set of questions.

LLP: 

KO: Questions whether the survey will produce data that is quantifiable. Concern that responses will be anecdotal.

VS: Need an iterative process.

LW: Need to look at the analytical information from the perspective of analysis.

LW: 
MM: Has a question-without-theory problem. Seems like we need a model.

2. Conference Call to Q&A on Questionnaire 

Possible times in January.
Identify clear agenda and times for each 

January 10th (afternoon), 2 hours (1 – 3 p.m.)

RSVP

Clarify purpose as a “scoping exercise”

VS: set the right message. If you have already begun, please continue.

Confidentiality.

4. Linc’s Analytical Framework

Explained table as a draft
VS: looks like a good framework. May be additional problems.

LW: Send comments and edits.

JS: Need to make sure that the baseline is set correctly.

SB: Baselines need to look at with and without, not before and after. 20 YO/50 YO example.

LLP: Question is what would we have without GW in 2 years, and some future scenario.

VS: there as some potentials that are difficult to forecast. 

SB: good start. Questions are not neutral.

CO: Column 3. What stage of GW are we going to analyze? Having a hard time deciding what the “with” stage is looking like.

Priority: Effort needs to be directed at survey and framework.

CO: Linc will lead the effort to shape the analytical framework.

This is needed for DP2 preliminary analysis.

5. Next Meeting

January. Plan to coincide with Survey conference call.

10 – 12 conference call
1 – 5 meeting.

