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Wednesday August 20th, 11:00 am – 5:00 pm, CPS Energy Training Center
1. Antitrust admonition briefing conducted.
2. May 2008 meeting minutes were approved with several changes.
3. The responsive reserve study (RRS) was discussed. DWG must determine a time-line for completion of remaining tasks, such as choosing which sensitivities to simulate and writing the report.  The original study plan identified several variables to determine in the study. Jose suggested the group narrow the focus to work towards satisfying the most important inquires.  DWG evaluated the responsive reserve study scope again to determine whether the scope can be reduced. Evaluating the results after each run might dictate which additional scenarios to simulate and which to omit. DWG members will review Section 3 of the responsive reserve study scope outside of the meeting and provide ideas for reducing the scope of the study to expedite completion.
4. Jose presented the results for the initial RRS simulations.  Dynamic plots were shown for different levels of Laar, with Comanche peak and STP as the contingencies (both units). Plots showing Laar of 50% through 75% were presented for both 2300 MW and 2800 MW responsive reserve. The simulations did not show over-shoot. DWG discussed and determined the dropping of both STP or Comanche were too large relative to the amount of Laar drop to produce over-shoot. Group discussed testing for over-shoot by dropping a smaller unit. Breaker and relay delays for the Laar tripping might be hiding overshoot.  Relays are tested in order to participate in Laar. So, it was agreed that the relay delays as modeled for the study were okay, but breaker delays could be investigated.  

Discussion led to the belief that there is not enough governor response in the simulations to depict the full range of possible system responses. The plots showed that the frequency never recovered after the Comanche Peak and STP contingencies; the frequency drop was only arrested.  The governor models were analyzed.  A large amount of combined cycle governors are being used for the spin portion of the responsive reserve in the study.  Roy asked about a more responsive generation dispatch where less combined cycle units are on-line and more simple-cycle gas units are on-line. Would this result in over-shoot due to simple-cycle gas units having better response?
Testing for overshoot. Remove the combined cycle models and replace them with the generic IEESGO model. Trip a smaller unit in the 600-700 MW range using the spring case simulating 50% through 75% Laar.  In addition, add units to better simulate a spring dispatch, like simple-cycle gas units. Also, reduce power output of all units with governors to simulate more response.  DWG group members will provide Tony with a list of simple cycle generation in their respective areas.  Lastly, sensitivity runs will investigate breaker delay time for frequency over-shoot events.

Tony wanted to check the total spin which responded for the simulations by plotting the total electrical power during each simulation.
The group agreed that running simulations of frequency tiers would not be analyzed.

Bus voltages at the wind farms should be investigated for each simulation.
Important conclusion:  With a slow response, the simulations show no firm load shed for 2800 MW RR.  However, the DWG did agree that additional simulations need to be conducted to investigate the possibility of over-shoot in order to fully endorse 2800 MW RR.
5. Vance brought up the topic of power system stabilizers. Vance noticed the Nodal Operating Guides state that ERCOT must conduct a system wide study to verify/determine PSS settings in ERCOT. The last system wide small-signal stability study was conducted several years ago.  New generation interconnections require generator owners to conduct a local study for determination of PSS settings.  
What is the liability to ERCOT (DWG) when recommending PSS settings to generation?  Clarification of who can tell a generator owner to change a PSS setting needs to be discussed and determined.  Who should sponsor/pay for a system wide small-signal study?  A system study is supported by the group, but not a study where the objective is to state new PSS settings to be implemented by generation owners.
Vance read from the nodal operating guide explaining PSS requirements.
Vance stated he thought a system study would be useful to identify the modes which currently exist. New generating units in south Texas have created some concern on their impact to the system damping.  New units connecting in Laredo will be conducting a local area study and these settings may also help damp inter-area oscillations, which might impact the west Texas transfer limit.
John Moore informed the group of the importance of evaluating the west Texas transfer limit, because the market would like the limit verified and raised if justified through studies.  System Damping Ratio was discussed for the West Texas transfer limit. What happens to the machines in going from a damping ratio of 3.5% to 3%? 
6. DWG Procedure Manual updates were discussed. The topic of better documentation of the flat start process and the idevs used to modify the power flow base case prior to converting the power flow base case were discussed. Several ideas were expressed, such as better idev documentation or a procedure detailing all the steps taken to build the case.
A question about whether to include the UFLS data in the flat start book was brought up. A vote was taken, and it was decided to keep the UFLS data in the stability book.
Thursday August 21st, 8:30 am – 12:00 pm, CPS Energy Training Center

1. Continue with discussion of DWG Procedure Manual updates. Lots of discussion on how to include data not normally collected but required for special studies, such as sub-synchronous resonance and some voltage stability studies.  Data for the modeling of over-excitation limiter models, tap-changing models, etc. are labor intensive to compile.  How and when the data are collected is sensitive from a NERC compliance perspective.  DWG agreed to add wording under Section A General that an entity requesting data must have a specific purpose in mind for requesting this data.
A question came up about how often the load frequency dependant model (LDFRAL) should be reviewed and updated. ERCOT wants to insure the LDFRAL is updated to reflect network and load changes on the grid. The DWG will consult with Reza to get his opinion. Also, the group thought it beneficial to include in the DWG procedural manual how the LDFRAL model parameters are determined. The DWG decided to not edit the statements in the DWG Procedure Manual pertaining to LDFRAL during the August meeting and will include it as an agenda item for the next meeting. 
The year and season to build the wind flat start was discussed.  ERCOT would like to see an off-peak high wind flat start base case and would like the case to be a DWG approved flat start base case.  DWG agreed that such a case would be useful.  A statement was included in the DWG Procedure Manual to give the DWG the flexibility to choose to flat start additional base cases.
The topic of the dynamic data recorder (DDR) program was discussed and what conditions require the installation of a DDR.  A parenthetical statement which limits the location of DDR’s to dynamic events, excluding transient stability, was a topic of debate.  The DWG decided to review the DWG meeting minutes from 1999-2000 when the DDR requirements were added to the DWG Procedure Manual and any NERC requirements pertaining to a DDR program.  The DWG will re-visit the DDR program at a later meeting.
DWG Procedure Manual update review ended at Section 3 C2.      
2. Fred presented the wind flat start base case results. The DWG discussed the suitability of the wind models provided from wind manufactures to ERCOT and the TSP’s. ERCOT is seeing a large mix of different wind manufactures resulting in many different types of wind models. This mix of different wind models is making it difficult to flat start a high wind base case.  DWG should propose a new procedure for the submission of wind models from the manufactures.
VestasV90 model causing some problems.  DWG decided to Gnet the VestasV90 units.   

3. Tom presented the future year flat start base case results. 

Changed machine 1702 RMPCT = 200.
Machine 1 and 2 bus 580 change RMPCT.
Ran a series of idevs to fix the errors.
Changed 1702 RMPCT = 150.
4. Adjourn 1600.

Draft Minutes 8/20-8/21 2008 DWG
Page 2
11/20/2008

