Risk Reward Group Meeting
1. Agenda Review

Handouts? Survey, Module 5 Cost discussion

2. Goals/Timeline/Output

With survey, possibly need to increase activity

As decision points move out, does the RnR group need to set a firm timeline independent of DP2?

March or April?

To what extent does the TSLG work product affect schedule? Very substantial.
Also the CCA effort will affect schedule.

Need to integrate activity with TSLG and CCA before setting a firm date.

Interim results may be possible from survey results and other efforts.

Need to continue with discussion of current problems for example: How much capacity is unutilized when it is committed under contracts? This is covered in the survey.

1 more meeting in 2004. Every two weeks in 2005.

November 17th? Too soon.

December around RRG meeting.
3. Existing Models

A. TCA Study Relevance

Use of TCA for DP2 analysis.

Lon: not interested in using any of TCA. But not endorsing any of the more recent work either.

Jim Hicks: TCA goes on the record with all of its shortcomings. Need to move on.

Kurt Granat: TCA provided a complete set of results.

Linc: Other study also brings in results (Henwood)

Model results should be discussed with qualifying statements about all perceived limitations.

Cost side of TCA is also flawed.

B. Other—Henwood 
Linc: Need to take a closer look at Henwood to get more information about model assumptions and conclusions.

Carol: reluctant to go down the production cost model path

Lon: cannot see a complete CBA without quantitative modeling.

Concerned about cost for customers that have to interface with Grid West.

Carol: Survey may better inform areas where modeling could be effective.

Lon: a potential approach is to use Henwood and make adjustments.

Tom F: RnR group assumption was not to do additional modeling.

Linc: models cannot answer the question about contract path congestion. No ATC, but paths are not fully utilized.
Kurt G: Loading of DC tie in Henwood is unbelievable. Has some serious problems with a number of Henwood conclusions.

Linc/Lon: both studies are flawed.

Carol: reluctant to use results of a production cost model for analyzing the benefits of an RTO.

McMahon: SnoPUD is writing another contract to respond to questions about the model. Karin Bulova will be handling responses.
Janelle: Will collect questions on Henwood model that will be directed to Henwood for response.
Denise Hill: Can survey be used to quantify and inform production cost modeling efforts?
Kurt C: example of L-shaped, multi-segment schedules and impact on production costs.

Send questions by 11/17 to Janelle.

Conference call to clarify shortly thereafter.

First pass of questions with additional round as possible.
4. Cost Review
Are we in agreement that it is important to support the TSLG and CCA work needed to complete the cost analysis?
Lon: Costs coming out of TSLG tend to be revenue requirements oriented. GMC orientation.

Carol: CCA costs may not be components of GMC. 

Lon: what about costs incurred by market participants? Not part of TSLG Module 5. Has heard stories about new costs that may be incurred. Software, metering, staff, regulatory, etc.

Kurt G: given that the Grid West proposal allows participants to continue service with existing contracts, they should be able to completely avoid any incremental costs.

Each individual participant will likely need to evaluate the extent of these costs

Lon: not convinced that participation is entirely voluntary. 

This issue should be noted

Also should look at how costs of transmission have or may change for existing transmission providers. Transfer of functions.

Carol: things like the NERC version 0 standards may affect how the future would look for both base and w/RTO

Need to check in with the CCA to see how their activities 

Tom F: are there new technologies that are enabled by Grid West. Could be internal systems or opportunities for new technologies that face barriers (DR,DG, CHP). 

Denise: state of the market can affect other discrete options that have economic signals.
Lon: but look at ISO-NE (RMR, etc.) where the rules change frequently and there isn’t certainty.

Carol: may be able to employ services of The Structure Group to look at how these technologies have been affected.

This is survey related.

5. Survey

SDL attending to assist with this discussion.

Survey sent on 10/22.

Initial comments that survey is burdensome.

Survey method.

Information masking. 

Linc: does Carol have a conflict of interest? Is there a need for a protective order?
Carol: let’s identify what the objective is first and then address how to deal with information limitations.

Janelle: even if masked, is the respondent protected from harm by another party? Survey is discoverable.

SDL: a party could submit an FOIA to obtain a copy of a specific survey.

Could put an agreement together between Grid West and respondent that commits Grid West to protect participants. Adds friction to the process, but still need to test the recourse.
Need to make process simple enough to get forthcoming responses, facilitate response compilation, and protect confidentiality.

Jim Hicks: could a firm be hired to take the information for compilation with a commitment to shred it when the results are compiled.

Survey perceived as potential burden and has confidentiality concerns.

Need for an independent organization to compile and prepare report.

Kurt C: Need to encourage responses that are within each respondent’s comfort limit. We can circle back for details, but press only to the extent that respondents are comfortable responding.
Possible second round survey. Find out what respondents are comfortable with.

Hold the course with the current survey and then decide whether additional questions are needed.

Carol: still need an early follow-up to see where the sensitivities are.

Discuss further on 11/22 conference call.

Carol: could contact companies that may be able to compile survey work.

Attorney Work Privilege aside, parties could likely obtain survey information and basis for results.

Carol will follow up with respondents and ask which areas are most sensitive. If survey method adjustments are needed, RnR group should discuss any additional needs.

6. Next Meeting

December 8, afternoon.
