Public DRAFT
Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) Meeting

ERCOT Austin – 7620 Metro Center Drive – Austin, Texas 78744

Thursday, November 8, 2007 – 9:30am – 4:00pm
Attendance

Members:

	Armke, James
	Austin Energy
	

	Garrett, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	Gibbens, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power & Light
	

	Hausman, Sean
	BP Energy
	

	Helyer, Scott
	Tenaska
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Keetch, Rick
	Reliant
	

	Kunkel, Dennis
	AEP Corporation
	

	McCann, James
	Brownsville PUB
	

	McDaniel, Rex
	TNMP
	

	Nelson, Stuart
	LCRA
	

	Rankin, Ellis
	Oncor
	

	Rocha, Paul
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Ryan, Marty
	NRG Energy
	

	Ryno, Randy
	Brazos Electric Power Coop.
	

	Samsel, Matt
	Excelon
	

	Sweeney, Jason
	SUEZ
	


Guests:

	Bogen, David
	Oncor
	

	Brady, Hill
	LCRA
	

	Brown, Jeff
	Coral
	

	Bruce, Mark
	FPL Energy
	

	DeTullio, David
	Air Liquide
	

	Greer, Clayton
	J Aron
	

	Helton, Bob
	IPA
	

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant
	

	Dan Jones
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jonte, John
	CNP
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Kremling, Barry
	Guadalupe Valley EC
	

	Lane, Rob
	Luminant
	

	Marciano, Tony
	PUCT
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS
	

	Potts, Robert
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Rainey, John
	Consumers
	

	Seymour, Cesar
	SUEZ
	

	Thormahlen, Jack
	LCRA QSE
	

	Trefny, Floyd
	Reliant
	

	Williams, Blake
	CPS Energy
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	BEERTF
	

	Wood, Henry
	STEC
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney

	Bridges, Stacy

	Chai, Rickson

	Crews, Curtis

	Dumas, John

	Gonzáles-Pérez, Carlos

	Healy, Jeff

	Krein, Steve

	Lasher, Warren

	Seely, Chad

	Villanueva, Leo


Stuart Nelson called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m.
Antitrust Admonition

Mr. Nelson directed attention to the displayed ERCOT Antitrust Admonition and noted the requirement to comply with the ERCOT Antitrust Guidelines.  A copy of the guidelines was available for review.  
Mr. Nelson reviewed assigned proxies and designated alternative representatives for the day, noted that the meeting would contain lengthy discussions of the Balancing Emergency Interruptible Load Service (EILS) and Extra Reserves Task Force (BEERTF) items, that State Estimator and Telemetry Criteria would be discussed in the afternoon, and requested that presenters be mindful of the schedule.
Approval of the Draft October 11, 2007 ROS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents) 

Mr. Nelson asked for any edits to the draft October 13, 2007 ROS meeting minutes.  Randy Ryno moved to approve the minutes as posted.  Ellis Rankin seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The Consumer Segment was not represented.
November 2007 Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting Update
Mr. Nelson reported that BEERTF questions comprised the bulk of the November TAC meeting.  Mr. Nelson also reported his inquiry to the possibility of distributing the GAP Charter to ROS.
ROS Voting Items (see Key Documents)
Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 002, Nodal Operating Guides – Section 2, System Operations and Control Requirements 

Mr. Nelson noted that NOGRR002 language had not been resolved.  No vote was taken. 
Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 198, Firm Load Shed Implementation Time Periods
Henry Wood reviewed recent task force activity relating to OGRR198, noted the desire that the Texas Regional Entity (TRE) have information to determine an entity’s compliance during an event, and emphasized the necessity that requirements aid in preventing loss of Load.  

Mr. Wood expressed concern that the response window might be enlarged, and requested that ERCOT gather data via a survey as to how many MWs are available and within what time, to serve as a starting point for modeling.  John Dumas noted that some year-old information was available and would be distributed to ROS.
BEERTF

Bob Wittmeyer reviewed the Board remand and TAC directive on the extra 500MW Replacement Reserve Service (RRS) issue, and presented questions from the Board for ROS consideration, as well as potential answers.
Is there any level of Increased Loads Acting as a Resource (LaaR) participation (above 1150 MW) that ERCOT can endorse without a detailed Engineering Study, (if RRS were increased to 2800 MW)?
Market Participants discussed that ERCOT is currently operating to 2600MW Adjusted RRS (ARRS); that ERCOT takes command and control actions before entities are able to redispatch their systems, and costs are socialized; whether 1150MW or 50% was the real limit on LaaR participation; and whether frequency tiers might be employed.

Market Participants also discussed that 2300MW procurement has been in place since the mid-1980s; that the Discount Factor (DF) is applied in real-time to previously discounted MW, and amounted to double-dipping; that the extra 500MW RRS represents an attempt to procure the minimum requirement according to what is deliverable; and that subsequent studies might say that the minimum deliverable should be even higher than 2300-2800MW.

Paul Rocha moved that the ROS answer to question 4(a):
Is there any level of Increased LaaR participation (above 1150 MW) that ERCOT can endorse without a detailed Engineering Study, (if RRS were increased to 2800 MW)?
be given as:
No.  A 2002, study had concluded that if all load trips at one frequency (as is currently done), then 1150 MW is the limit. If load shed is tiered, then it would be possible to increase LaaR participation up to 1725 MW.  (Going to tiered frequency response is a significant market change, which would likely take more than 6 months to implement).

Mark Garrett seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The Consumer Segment was not represented.
What impact does increasing RRS by 500MW (to 2800 MW) during these hours have on the probability of shedding firm load? 

Mr. Garrett moved that the ROS answer to question 6(c):
What impact does increasing RRS by 500MW (to 2800 MW) during these hours have on the probability of shedding firm load? 
be given as:
Additional RRS would reduce the probability of shedding firm load by putting more generation units online than otherwise would be the case.  
Dennis Kunkel seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The Consumer Segment was not represented.

What impact does 500 MW of EILS participation on the probability of shedding firm load? 
Market Participants discussed that EILS and RRS have different values to the market; that EILS has the potential to be converted to contingency reserves, but cannot right now under current rules; and that EILS is an additional tool, but its effectiveness depends on the rate of decay for any specific event.  

Mr. Rocha moved that the ROS answer to 6(d):

What impact does 500 MW of EILS participation on the probability of shedding firm load? 

be given as:

Depending on the sequence of events that might take ERCOT into EECP, 500 MWs of EILS can represent significant value to the ISO in avoiding the firm load shedding in Step #4, or can represent little or no value based on his perception of 1) it's availability, and 2) the ability to dispatch EILS with enough time to measure its impact and thereby forestall using firm load shedding.  The most significant factor governing the usefulness of dispatched load shedding schemes is the rate of change of the decay of available reserves.  A high rate of change limits the ISO operator's ability to react and restricts the toolset he has available to him.  A low rate of change allows him to use all the tools available and allows him time to evaluate the effectiveness of those tools.  For events where the decay of system frequency is rapid the EILS product will be skipped over and the ISO will go right to Step #4 in order to ensure that he has done all he can to preserve system frequency and protect turbine components sensitive to low frequency events (high mass, low pressure turbines).  When a decline of reserves leads to a slow decay of frequency the ISO operator may judge from the rate of change in reserves that if he enters EECP he may have enough time to effectively deploy EILS, provided there aren't any sympathetic trips to the contingency that initially caused reserves to decline (i.e., he's looking at a situation where total generation is stable but load is moving toward its peak for the day).

Randy Jones seconded the motion.  Mark Smith expressed concern that the question was moot, and that the explanation was too long, subject to disagreement, and complicates the matter.  Market Participants countered that ROS would answer all questions asked and leave the determination of moot to the TAC and the Board.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) segment.  The Consumer Segment was not represented.
Could the need for 500 MWs of RRS be solved by developing temperature-sensitive supply curves for unit specific generation resources instead of RDF? What would be the cost to do so?  Is there a correlation between improved confidence in the capability of the generators and additional RRS? 
Market Participants noted that the question did not come from the Board; that new technology has imposed ambiguity on the meaning for High Sustained Limit (HSL); that a potential effect of unit testing would be conservatism on the part of units, rather than ERCOT Operations; and that the topic merited further discussion, particularly in light of ongoing efforts by ERCOT to reduce the DF.

Mr. R. Jones moved that ROS table discussion of question 10: 
Could the need for 500 MWs of RRS be solved by developing temperature-sensitive supply curves for unit specific generation resources instead of RDF? What would be the cost to do so?  Is there a correlation between improved confidence in the capability of the generators and additional RRS? 
Marty Ryan seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The Consumer Segment was not represented.
RRS/Discount Factor 

Mr. Dumas reviewed the objectives of additional RRS; the history of the 7% DF, noting that no discount is applied to LaaRs; and how the proposed 500WM number was derived.  Mr. Dumas noted that experience teaches that purchased RRS is not fully available for various reasons.

Market Participants discussed that units pick up capacity hour-by-hour as temperatures drop, and that a dynamic temperature adjustment is needed.  Mr. Dumas noted that a Protocol Revision Request (PRR) is being developed to gather data by which to adjust the DF, and would include dynamic temperature adjustment and weather zone considerations.  

Texas Nodal Implementation (see Key Documents)

TPTF Update

Stacy Bridges reviewed the recent activities of TPTF, presented major accomplishments, and announced agenda items for future meetings.  
Telemetry for EDS

John Webb reviewed options for improving estimations for non-telemetered points, noting that 600-700 points need to be addressed, and that the points were evenly distributed across Transmission Service Providers.
Market Participants discussed that implementation would require a minimum of five weeks of engineering before data could be entered for validation and calculation; that Option 3 requires more work to understand impacts; and that despite schedule restraints, a method must be determined to get accurate Locational Marginal Prices within the given timeframe.  
Market Participants also discussed that some points are not observable because reliability is not impacted; that the State Estimator does not work on common sense, and will direct error to points that are not estimateable; that it is important to have all estimateable points possible; that price signals will be important if paths in question are constrainable; and that boundary flows are still correct, even if there exists and internal mismatch.
Mr. Nelson noted that the three options presented are valid according to Protocol, that a schedule of deliverables should be determined, along with mitigation plans to address missing points, that a model is needed to reach solution criteria of 97%, and requested that monthly updates be given regarding solved points.

Task Force Reports

Power System Stabilizer TF (PSSTF) / HSL-Corrected Unit Reactive Limit (CURL) TF

Mr. Rocha reviewed recent activity of the PFF/HSL-CURL TF, and noted that tentative agreements were reached for consideration, but were not translated into language.  
Mr. R. Jones noted that ROS has revisited PSS requirements a number of times, and asserted that the most recent study of 2002 made clear ERCOT’s obligation to run a study every two years, but that nothing had been delivered.  Mr. R. Jones expressed disappointment in a e-mail sent from the TRE stating that PSSs are required to be in-service if installed, and asserted that the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Standard requires notification of a change in status, not that the PSS be engaged at all times, and that the e-mail  subverted the NERC Standard.  Mr. R. Jones expressed concern that the TRE is not providing guidance or interpretation of the NERC Standard, that there is no collaboration to ensure compliance, and opined that the TRE should hold the e-mail in abeyance until the PSSTF is able to address outstanding issues. 

Mr. Dumas noted that he had not seen the e-mail from the TRE, agreed with Mr. R. Jones that ERCOT is required to know PSS status and does not, and noted that the PowerTech study was specific to tuning to certain scenarios on the grid, and that with new technologies PSSs are needed to tune out some excitability.  Market Participants discussed that PSS activation requires coordination; that the TRE has expectations that ERCOT Operations maintain a PSS status log, and the survey is an attempt to gather status information; and expressed concern that the survey cover letter assumed that all PSSs are turned on.

Market Participants stated that efforts to create a necessary PSS status log was communicated in an alarming way, and requested that Mr. Dumas review the e-mails and make a revised communication. 
Mr. R. Jones moved to waive notice of vote in order that ROS might consider an endorsement of Mr. Dumas reissuing an e-mail seeking only PSS statuses.  Mr. Rocha seconded the motion.  Mr. Nelson noted that notice may not be waived except in the case of an emergency.  Market Participants argued that the item was on an urgent timeline and wished to formalize their request of Mr. Dumas.  The motion carried unanimously.  The Consumer Segment was not represented.  
Mr. R. Jones moved that ROS endorse Mr. Dumas reissuing an e-mail seeking only PSS status.  Mr. Rocha seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  The Consumer Segment was not represented.

ROS Working Group Reports (see Key Documents)

DWG
Vance Beauregard reported no additional items for discussion.
Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG)

David Bogen reviewed issues associated with the State Estimator and Locational Marginal Pricing (LMP), noted that neither ERCOT nor Market Participants have sufficient expertise to move the discussion forward, that little information exists regarding best practices, and that ROS should direct ERCOT to discover costs associated with gathering answers.  Mr. Dumas added that some questions should be directed to ERCOT Market Operations.

Market Participants discussed acquiring operational experience as a base for developing requirements; that ERCOT is currently developing metrics even though the market did not reach consensus; that reasonable measurements should be determined at least; and that telemetry improvements should prioritized along the best Return on Investment.  Mr. Bogen added that FERC will be initiating projects to explore how to make quality State Estimator and other control room applications.  
Operations Working Group (OWG)
Jack Thormahlen reported recent effort on Black Start drills, that Black Start training dates are finalized for each region, and that the Winter Storm Drill is scheduled for November 14, 2007.  Mr. Thormahlen also reported that Kent Grammer accepted an Action Item regarding Continuing Education Hours (CEHs) at the Annual ERCOT Operations Training Seminar.
ERCOT Operations Report (see Key Documents)

October Monthly Report

Jeff Healy presented the October 2007 Operations Report.  Market Participants discussed a recent Laredo RMR notice, and that a line from San Miguel to Laredo is still years from completion; and that some procedural steps might be taken to improve CPS1 and 2 scores.

Transmission Planning (see Key Documents)

Ancillary Service (AS) Study Status Update

Warren Lasher provided a report on the AS Wind Task Force meeting of October 22, 2007, that some slides of the posted presentation would be revised, and that another meeting will be scheduled when draft results for Phase II become available.  
Mr. Lasher noted that, from an AS perspective, 4000-5000MW of wind will not present a reliability issue, that the GE study is based on the supposition that ERCOT will have a coordinated forecast of next-day wind, and that there will not be a significant increase in AS needs.  Mr. Dumas added that ERCOT is working with AWS Truwind to set up a forecasting tool to achieve 80% confidence in the forecast.  

Leo Villanueva reported that six additional responses to the Operations wind survey had been received, and that another update would be provided at the December 2007 ROS meeting.
TRE Compliance Report

Jeff Whitmire reported that the audit schedule is confirmed, and that the Implementation Plan draft is available on the TRE site.  Market Participants requested information on the types of Protocol violations under investigation.
Other Business

2008 Schedule

Mr. Nelson noted that the 2008 meeting schedule is available online, and recommended maintaining a monthly ROS meeting, rather than skipping months.  Market Participants requested that Regional Planning Group meetings continue to meet the day after ROS.  Hearing no objections, Mr. Nelson directed that the second day of the December 2007 ROS meeting (December 7, 2007) be cancelled.

Mr. Nelson noted that efforts are underway for ROS to charter a GAP Analysis to map guides to standards.
Adjournment

Mr. Nelson adjourned the meeting at 3:43 p.m.
� Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/11/20071108-ROS.html" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2007/11/20071108-ROS.html�   
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