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· Joint Meeting with TNT
· A joint meeting of the NDSWG and SSWG with TNT representatives in October is not doable from a scheduling standpoint.

· The TNT is very busy during these months of September and October finalizing the TNT Protocols and fulfilling other related TNT requirements and obligations.
· I will continue to pursue a joint meeting for sometime in the near future.

· Some members suggested that it may still be beneficial for the NDSWG to meet with the SSWG regarding TNT requirements and impact.

· The SSWG has been contacted in this regard and will discuss the proposal at their next meeting.

· ROS Request for CSC dump
· ERCOT reported that the ROS requested a CSC dump from ERCOT indicating the county in which substations are located. This request is required by November.

· Co-Rated Lines
· ERCOT clarified that the ERCOT EMS software will choose the lesser rating of those submitted by co-owners of a transmission line.
· TSPs were reminded that TSPs, and not ERCOT, are responsible for communicating and coordinating with their co-ownership partners for the submission of data for co-owned lines and facilities.
· TSPs were also reminded that TSP co-owners must also agree upon the name of the line to be used in the ERCOT network model.

· SR Data Submission Forms
· ERCOT reported that not all TSPs were using the new SR data submission forms and reminded TSPs that they need to begin doing so.

· ERCOT reminded TSPs that future SRs submitted with old data forms will be rejected.

· AREVA MOTE User Discussion
· ERCOT reported that at last review, the AREVA MOTE was remotely accessed by 9 users at 90 hits.

· NDSWG members indicated that they were using the AREVA MOTE for congestion validation, data validation, SCADA one-line access, and comparisons of solution results with other network analysis models and programs.
· NDSWG members reiterated their desire for further training in the use of AREVA MOTE.

· ERCOT reiterated that providing a formal training on the use of AREVA MOTE was never within the scope of SCR 723.

· NDSWG members and ERCOT agreed that an hour or two of every future NDSWG meeting will be committed to short training segments and a user forum discussion on the use of MOTE as a tool for data validation and operations support, starting with the next NDSWG meeting in October.

· ERCOT agreed to make arrangements for computer network access to AREVA MOTE at the next meeting and possibly to have knowledgeable operation folks attend to facilitate the training.
· SCR-746 “Dynamic Rating Data to TSP Using ICCP Link”
· The NDSWG was made aware of a proposed SCR-746 to the ROS requiring that real-time dynamic ratings for line data in the ERCOT Operations Network model be delivered back to TSPs through ICCP.

· General consensus of the NDSWG was that providing real-time line rating data back to the TSP as a feedback is a good idea in principle.

· Many members, however, expressed reservations in the use of ICCP as the communication channel for delivery of this data, due to the relatively high overhead cost associated with using SCADA points (e.g., sizing/licensing, defining, maintaining, etc.) in ICCP to deliver non-telemetered data (especially for ERCOT and those TSPs that own a large number of transmission lines).
· ERCOT clarified that dynamic rating data used in their EMS were interpolated values calculated dynamically and not stored as existing SCADA points and not a pass through of ICCP values. TXU is the only TSP providing dynamic rating data through ICCP. All other TSPs provide lookup tables bound to temperature.

· New SCADA points would have to be defined by ERCOT for these feedback dynamic limit values regardless of whether the source values submitted to ERCOT were through ICCP. Also noted was that each transmission line has associated with it three ratings, requiring three new SCADA definitions (for each of the three ratings) per transmission line if feedback were to be provided through ICCP.

· It was suggested that a benefit of using ICCP to deliver dynamic rating feedback was that the values could be stored in a PI database in time sequence.

· Most members indicated that they preferred this data in a tabular format.

· A question was posed as to how SCR 746 fit within the SCOPE of pending TNT language and associated ERCOT system architecture plans.
· A question was raised regarding the impact of SCR 746 to ICCP performance and bandwidth, as mentioned in the ERCOT impact analysis, and whether ICCP infrastructure would have to be enhanced to accommodate additional data exchanges of non-telemetered data.

· Majority of NDSWG felt that ERCOT should be given the opportunity to investigate other alternatives (such as secure FTP) to the use of ICCP as a communication channel for the delivery of non-telemetered data, especially in light of the relatively high (and open) initial cost estimate provided by ERCOT for implementation. 
· PRR-633 Proposal
· The NDSWG reviewed the final draft for sponsorship of the proposed PRR to update Sections 8.8.2.1 and 8.8.2.2 to be consistent with the recent SR data forms adopted by ERCOT and TSPs through the NDSWG.
· The NDSWG reached consensus on the language of the PRR and agreed to sponsor the PRR.

· The PRR has since been submitted and assigned a number of PRR-633.

· Multi-Stage Projects
· ERCOT clarified that a separate SR must be submitted for each stage of a transmission project.
· ERCOT clarified that these stage SRs must also be provided in TPIT.

· ERCOT reminded members that all SRs must be submitted at least 30 days in advance of the actual in-service date.

· Models Comparison
· ERCOT reported on the “August 1” model comparison.

· ERCOT indicated that the SSWG 2005 Summer case with incremental “idev” updates received by 16 August were applied.

· ERCOT indicated that the ERCOT Operations model used was that of the 11 August database load with service requests received by August 1 applied.
· Fun numbers regarding line comparison progress:

	Comparison Month
	Corresponding Lines
	Corresponding Lines w/ Rating or Imped Gaps
	Percentage Corresponding Lines w/ Gaps

	January
	3622
	1272
	35.1%

	March
	3736
	1018
	27.2%

	July
	3763
	1095
	29.1%

	August
	3730
	860
	23.1%


· ERCOT requested that NDSWG members also review and resolve lines still remaining in the “Unknown Owner” spreadsheet provided in the comparison results.

· ERCOT indicated that the next line comparison will be performed in late September. Corrections to the operations case (in the form of an SR) or to the planning case (in the form of an idev) should be submitted to ERCOT by 15 September to be reflected in the September comparison.
· Several members questioned why corrections submitted in previous Service Requests still showed up as discrepancies in the comparison.

· ERCOT indicated that corrections submitted in Service Requests are only applied to the Network Operations model. If corresponding corrections to the SSWG planning case are not also submitted to ERCOT in the form of an IDEV, then associated discrepancies will continue to appear in the comparison results. ERCOT indicated that TSPs are responsible for coordinating within their own internal organizations the submission of transmission network operations and planning data to insure consistency.
· Some members expressed concern that the comparison was being performed on a moving target with regard to the current method of sequencing the SSWG planning case in time with the Network Operations model prior to performing a comparison. It was suggested by several NDSWG members that SSWG should maintain an as-built case that is updated incrementally from an established baseline case such that it is sequenced in time to be consistent with the as-built Network Operations model. This idea will be proposed to the SSWG by members of the SSWG in attendance of the NDSWG meeting.
· ERCOT performed in August a follow-up to the June comparison of transformers.

· The June comparison of transformers was based on a June 1 snapshot of the ERCOT operations network model and the SSWG 2005 Summer Peak case with “idevs” received by June 8 applied to synchronize the models in time.
· In the June transformer comparison, a total of 231 non-step-up transformers were correlated between operations and planning models, representing slightly more than half of these transformers in ERCOT.

· In the June comparison of transformers, 89 of the 231 transformers correlated, had discrepancies in ratings. Most discrepancies were 10 MVA or less.

· In the August comparison, the number of discrepancies dropped form 89 to 50. Of those, there are only 13 with a difference of 10 MVA or greater.

· The August comparison was based on a August 11 operations model compared with a SSWG 2005 Summer Peak case sequenced with “idevs” received by August 16.

· The next transformer comparison will be performed around Winter peak. ERCOT hopes to capture more than 50% correlation of the non-step-up transformers used in the correlation at that time.
· Another follow-up comparison of shunt data will be performed in the near future.

· Concern was expressed by some NDSWG members regarding the modeling distribution capacitors on the transmission high-side of distribution transformers. Concern is that reactive capacitance and loss is already included in the telemetered load modeled at the high side of distribution transformer.

· ERCOT emphasized their need to model distribution capacitors in the transmission model for the purpose of voltage control at the transmission level.
· ERCOT is exploring solution ideas to effectively capture distribution capacitors in the transmission operations model that is consistent with the modeling of telemetered distribution loads.

· ERCOT reminded TSPs that ERCOT market readiness requirements are bound to the Model Comparison effort. ERCOT was asked to provide a time-line with goals and completion milestones critical to ERCOT for the ERCOT Model Comparison effort.
The next meeting of the NDSWG is scheduled for Tuesday, 11 October 2005.
Minutes submitted by: Michael Bailey.
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