DRAFT
Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) Meeting

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

Thursday, October 15, 2009– 9:30 a.m. – 3:30 p.m.
Attendance
Members:

	Allen, Thresa
	Iberdrola Renewables
	

	Armke, James
	Austin Energy
	

	DeTullio, David
	Air Liquide
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	

	Garrett, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Gutierrez, Fernando
	BP Energy
	

	Helyer, Scott
	Tenaska Power Services
	Via Teleconference

	Holloway, Harry
	SUEZ
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Keetch, Rick
	Reliant Energy
	

	Kunkel, Dennis
	AEP
	

	Marsh, Tony
	Texas Power
	

	McDaniel, Rex
	Texas-New Mexico Power
	

	Moore, John
	South Texas Electric Cooperative
	

	Rocha, Paul
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Ryno, Randy
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	Alt. Rep. for J. Franklin

	Vanderlaan, Dirk
	Exelon Generation
	Alt. Rep. for W. Kuhn

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG Texas
	

	Williams, Blake
	CPS Energy
	

	Willms, Jerry
	LCRA
	Alt. Rep. for B. Hatfield


Guests:

	Alvarel, Eli
	BPUB
	

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	AE
	

	Bruce, Mark
	NextEra Energy Resources
	

	Burkhalter, Bob
	ABB
	

	Carroll, Marianne
	Brown McCarroll
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra
	

	Cook, Tim
	CTT
	

	Davison, Brian
	PUCT
	

	DeLaRosa, Lewis
	PUCT
	

	Gibbens, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Grammer, Kent
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Grasso, Tony
	PUCT
	

	Gresham, Kevin
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Hutson, Michael
	RES Americas
	

	Jackson, Pat
	Cities
	

	John, Ebby
	CenterPoint Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Jones, Dan
	Potomac Economics
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Kimbrough, Todd
	NextEra Energy Resources
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Kremling, Barry
	GVEC
	

	Lima, Leonardo
	Siemens PTI
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Palmisano, Augie
	CSU
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	Via Teleconference

	Roberts, Terry
	Duke
	

	Robinson, Lane
	Bluarc
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON
	

	Shields, Tom
	Iberdrola Renewables
	

	Shumate, Walt
	Shumate and Associates
	

	Stephenson, Randa
	Luminant
	

	Thormahlen, Jack
	LCRA QSE
	

	Ward, Jerry
	Luminant
	

	Whittington, Pam
	PUCT
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Longhorn Power
	

	Wybierala, Pete
	NextEra
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Kota, Naga
	
	

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Maggio, David
	
	

	Rickerson, Woody
	
	

	Teixeira, Jay
	
	


Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

ROS Chair Ken Donohoo called the ROS meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. 
Antitrust Admonition

Mr. Donohoo 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.  
Agenda Review
There were no changes to the agenda.  
Approval of Draft ROS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents)

Randy Ryno moved to approve the September 10, 2009 ROS meeting minutes as posted.  Randy Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Update (see Key Documents)
Mr. Donohoo reported extensive discussion of Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 822, Removing Access to Restricted Computer Systems, Control Systems and Facilities, at the October 1, 2009 TAC meeting; and that TAC had proposed language revisions and sent it for consideration at the October 20, 2009 ERCOT Board meeting.  
2010 ERCOT Membership Record Date/Segment Elections
Brittney Albracht reported that the ERCOT Membership date-of-record is November 13, 2009; that Market Segment representative elections would begin on November 16, 2009; and that potential Bylaw revisions would prevent ERCOT Board members and Board alternates from voting on TAC and TAC subcommittees.
Renewable Technologies Working Group (Questions Only)
Mark Garrett noted that the RTWG report was posted with the day’s Key Documents.  There were no questions.

Nodal Single Entry Model (SEM) Implementation (see Key Documents)
Woody Rickerson provided a SEM implementation update and noted that owner/operator issues will not need to be revisited once corrected, unless a breaker is moved or added, or ownership changes.  Mr. Rickerson reviewed Transmission Service Provider (TSP) model change activity and Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) coordination efforts.  Market Participants discussed that modeling responsibilities in the nodal market are shifted to TSPs, with ERCOT providing validation, and that TSPs are encountering modeling details that are, in many instances, new to them.
NDSWG Update

Ebby John reviewed Network Model Management System (NMMS) issues.  Market Participants discussed that TSPs cannot knowingly falsify a record and cannot state owner/operator for convenience; and that “modeling authority” might be a suitable term.  Mr. Donohoo opined that modeling is a unique skill, and directed NDSWG to bring a timely recommendation for ERCOT consideration.
ERCOT Reactive Capability Testing Requirements (see Key Documents)
Mr. Donohoo reminded Market Participants that ROS’ chief focus is grid reliability; that there are planning and operating considerations; that review is given to normal, contingency, and secondary contingency conditions; and that there are a number of variables beyond anyone’s control.  Mr. Donohoo opined that the greatest problem with voltage is dynamic Meg Volt-Amperes reactive (MVArs), and reviewed temporary solutions; and noted that Oncor has taken much more interest recently in MVArs for all units.  Mr. Donohoo expressed concern that procedure to ensure the planning and operating models are correct is incomplete. 
Market Participants discussed that enforcement is a missing key component; that audits provide a failsafe for the system, and that the Texas Regional Entity (TRE) might need additional resources to ensure that testing is being done.  Mr. Donohoo confirmed that transmission is built with the understanding that Generators are compliant with Protocols and with what is in the models; and expressed concern for how data in the data bases are confirmed to the operations and planning models.  John Dumas noted that for operations, the test results are reviewed against the stated curve for 90% comportment and that a test is then designed to validate the data.    

Market Participants discussed that the Steady State Working Group (SSWG) is responsible for updating the planning cases; Mr. Donohoo opined that a procedure is needed to ensure that planning and operations models match the data provided in the Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF).  Market Participants discussed non-coordinated and coordinated testing; that the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) should provide direction if Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs) are to be treated differently than other forms of Generation; and that the PUCT supports the stakeholder process and ROS is responsible to provide technical advice as it pertains to reliable operation of the grid.
Market Participants further discussed that the Standard Generations Interconnect Agreement represents a compromise; that in exchange for providing Reactive Power capability, Generators are connected to the grid without charge; that there are times in the summer months when systems are both stressed and expected to be tested, and that the 90% criteria is a recognition of system conditions; in recognition of system conditions, 90% capability is accepted; and that due to changes in the grid, many voltage events are now off-peak.

ROS Voting Items (see Key Documents)
PRR830, Reactive Power Capability Requirement 
Mr. Dumas stated that PRR830 does not represent a change in philosophy, and that at issue is not the capabilities of various technologies but what is required for planning and reliable operation of the ERCOT grid; that the revised definition of WGR is for modeling purposes and alleviates concerns for impacts to the curve when one or more turbines are down for maintenance; and that the 0.95 lead/lag requirement is still met at the Point of Interconnect (POI).  Mr. Dumas added that a change in philosophy from a base set of standards will have impacts to the planning process and will open the door for continuous challenges any time Generation is connected to the system.  Mr. R. Jones opined that a homogenous set of rules is needed for the reliable operation of the grid.    
Mr. R. Jones moved to endorse PRR830 as submitted.  Bob Green seconded the motion.  
Mr. R. Jones recalled that during deliberations for the development of the ERCOT Protocols, he was disabused of the notion of a proportional degradation in obligation.  Mr. R. Jones also recalled that Unit Reactive Limit (URL) was not referred to in the plural, but rather in the singular for a unit; that intent was to measure maximum output at 0.95 power factor; and that PRR830 maintains fidelity to the intent of the Protocols.  Mr. R. Jones invited Market Participants to confirm his assertions with others that participated in the deliberations.  Market Participants discussed the potential for catastrophic system failure due to the loss of dynamic capability and extreme frequency swings with minimal reaction time.  
Mark Soutter asked what a unit is expected to do when the High Sustainable Limit (HSL) changes, and if the 0.95 ration would remain the same.  Mr. Dumas stated that though output changes, the capability remains the same, and the requirement would be 33 MVArs 0.95 at the POI.  Mr. Soutter asked if units below their Low Sustainable Limit (LSL) are not expected to produce Reactive Power.  Mr. Dumas noted that a WGR can be online with the breaker closed, and that a compromise was inserted to recognize that LSL can be zero, but that at cut-in must provide 30 MVAr, as WGRs can sit at zero and be stable, while other units cannot.
Todd Kimbrough asked Mr. Dumas how the Protocols and the RARF are reconciled.  Mr. Dumas reiterated that he believes the Protocols require the rectangle obligation and that pictures in the RARF are for example and do not reflect the requirement; that the RARF is to reflect accurate capability so that power flows may be run; and that whether a unit’s capability is compliant is a separate matter.  Harry Holloway added that ERCOT requires an updated Corrected Unit Reactive Limit (CURL), and that during times that his units have not been able to produce a 0.95, the CURL has been submitted and not rejected by ERCOT.  Marguerite Wagner opined that PRR830 maintains a consistent standard; that the technical issues are complex but the solution is straightforward; and that the question to be solved is which party pays for the upgrades for those units that do not meet the requirement.
Mike Grimes opined that a lack of communication is at play; that Horizon Wind Energy and others interpreted the Protocols differently; that installations were made in the belief that units would be operating as required; and that the offering was not questioned, though some additional equipment was installed.  Mr. Grimes opined that PRR830 represents rule changing and expressed concern for expensive retrofitting and regulatory uncertainty for Entities planning to relocate to Texas.

Walter Reid provided a presentation asserting that “virtual” units do not make sense; that the triangle has always been acceptable; that conventional generators are not required to comply with the rectangle, citing the CURL; that PRR835, Reactive Capability Requirement, provides modeling solutions; and that PRR830 established a new requirement.  Mr. R. Jones countered that CURL establishes a new Reactive Power obligation and is still a rectangle, but on a smaller scale; that Mr. Reid’s assertions that other facilities test in aggregate is not true, that facilities test regularly for real power and Reactive Power individually; and that conventional generators have never considered anything less than the rectangle to be their obligation.  Mr. Reid expressed confidence that CURLs may be found that encroach on the rectangle.  Mr. Dumas requested that Mr. Reid produce a list of those units not meeting the requirement and without exemptions, and noted that in the Protocols any conventional generation older than 1999 has an exemption, and that any WGR older than 2004 has an exemption from the requirement. Mr. Donohoo encouraged Market Participants to utilize the services of their ERCOT Client Services Representative, and not just read the Protocols and act.
Mr. Reid opined that many engineering firms arrived at an interpretation of the Protocols allowing the triangle; that Entities signed agreements with TSPs with more experience with ERCOT Protocols; and that some TSPs did studies resulting in more reactive requirements.  Mr. Donohoo added that interconnect agreements state that ERCOT Protocol requirements must be met.  Mr. Rocha recalled that the requirement is 0.95 at the unit’s maximum output.

Mark Bruce stated that NextEra filed PRR835 rather then filing the elements of PRR835 as comments to PRR830, as it was understood that PRR830 would be easier to consider without the elements contained in PRR835.  Mr. Bruce added that NextEra requested that the presentation regarding PRR835 be made available for discussion in conjunction with PRR830 discussion, and expressed his disappointment that the PRR835 presentation would not be reviewed; and that should the motion to endorse PRR830 carry, the time of ROS need not be taken to consider PRR835.
Mr. Donohoo directed Mr. Bruce to be ready to make the PRR835 presentation promptly upon reconvening.  Upon reconvene, Mr. R. Jones stated that a motion remained on the floor, that he did not object to the presentation regarding PRR835, but that ROS should recognize that he was yielding the floor to Mr. Bruce.  
Mr. Bruce expressed his appreciation to pause before the vote to review PRR835 and, he opined, complete the discussion.  Peter Wybierala asserted that the current ERCOT Protocols regarding Reactive Power capability requirements is obsolete; that retroactive measures adversely affect systems already in operation; that PRR835 is forward-looking, based on need and not just obligation, and adapts to changing technology.  Mr. Wybierala stated that PRR835 avoids fixing a problem that NextEra does not believe exists, and opined that there is not a need in West Texas for additional reactive capability.
Mr. Wybeirala introduced Leonardo Lima of Siemens-PTI, noting that NextEra engaged the services of Siemens-PTI to assess the current need for additional reactive resources in western ERCOT.  Mr. Lima reviewed the study assumptions, sensitivity scenarios, and results.  Clayton Greer asserted that the analysis performed under the presented scenario is meaningless; and that the operating stakes are not available without knowledge of the location of maintenance Outages.  Mr. Donohoo added that planning is frequently trumped by operations.  Ms. Wagner opined that NextEra posed good points for other markets, but that ERCOT has different technical requirements and does not provide compensation for Reactive Power.  Mr. Rocha added that the Siemens-PTI study is not independent analysis, as is ERCOT’s.  The motion carried via roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Mr. Donohoo directed the Dynamics Working Group (DWG), the Operations Working Group (OWG), SSWG, and ERCOT Operations and Planning Staff work to verify that the correct data go into all models; suggested that a procedure might need to be developed, or that existing procedures might require modification; and requested that an update be provided at the January 2010 ROS meeting.
PRR835, Reactive Capability Requirement
No vote was taken on PRR835.  See discussion above.
Ancillary Service Methodology
Mr. Dumas noted that ERCOT is required to receive annual ERCOT Board approval of the Ancillary Service methodology, and that ERCOT is reviewing proposed revisions with ROS, Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) and TAC before presenting language to the ERCOT Board.  Mr. Dumas reviewed proposed revisions, opining that the proposed approach accomplishes market goals without posing a risk to reliability.
Mr. Green moved to endorse the 2010 Ancillary Service methodology as proposed.  Blake Williams seconded the motion.  Market Participants commended ERCOT Staff for supporting more market-based tools for Ancillary Services, and discussed that a North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Disturbance Control Standard (DCS) event is defined as 80% of the largest unit; whether maximum coincident loss or geographic concentrations should also be considered; and that ERCOT should develop procedures, parameters, and communication for its operational choices.  Mr. Dumas noted that uncertainty and risk has changed with the increase of wind on the system; that Ancillary Service needs are determined on the 20th of each month and posted to provide transparency.  
Mr. Green and Mr. Williams accepted Ms. Stephenson’s amendment that hour 2300 be included.  Ms. Stephenson contended that hour 2300 represents the second highest interval for deployment of NSRS.  Market Participants discussed the possibility that NSRS deployment at hour 2300 is due to schedule changes and depletion of Regulation Service rather than capacity issues; that a floor cannot be applied to a single hour, but only to a four-hour block; that an exception would have to be written to redefine the block; and that the methodology should move forward as proposed by ERCOT for observation before additional measures are taken.  Ms. Stephenson stated that she would not want to affect an entire four-hour block; would not object to the initial proposal of hours 0700-2200; and that she would highlight the issue at the WMS.  Mr. Green and Mr. Williams then rejected Ms. Stephenson’s hour 2300 revision.  The initial motion carried unanimously.
PRR833, Primary Frequency Response Requirement from Existing WGRs
Mr. R. Jones moved to endorse PRR833 as submitted.  Mr. Ryno seconded the motion.  Mr. Soutter opined that PRR833 would retroactively apply standards inappropriate except for in extreme circumstances; and stated that data had not been supplied in support of PRR833.  Mr. R. Jones stated that PRR833 was submitted by a wind-only Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE).  The motion carried with two objections from the Independent Generator and Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segments.  
NPRR194, Synchronization of Zonal Unannounced Generation Capacity Testing Process
Jerry Ward noted that Luminant submitted comments in an effort to address ERCOT’s operational needs; opined that the proposed language changes the meaning of HSL; and expressed concern that HSL is used for other purposes that would be impacted by a change in definition.  Mr. Ward proposed that QSEs provide ERCOT a telemetry stating what may be achieved from the current position; and noted that the proposal would require each Generator to make a non-trivial calculation.

Mr. Dumas expressed understanding for Resource concerns, but stated that NPRR194 is a synchronizing revision request; that the issues were previously vetted during consideration of PRR750, Unannounced Generation Capacity Testing; and that in an emergency situation, reserves need to be responsive within an hour, rather than four hours.  Mr. Dumas agreed that managing 24 HSLs is challenging, but was a compromise made during PRR750 discussions; and reiterated that PRR750 improved confidence in reserves and drove much uncertainty from the market.
Mr. Ward stated that HSL is used in many additional calculations in the Nodal market; agreed that PRR750 is improving confidence in the availability of reserves; and opined that the information should be provided to ERCOT in a different manner, such as a calculation that is telemetered at the time a test is called.  Mr. Ward argued that in the nodal market, ERCOT controls where a unit is, and that the only way a unit may pass the test in nodal is to raise the LSL to 80-85%.  Market Participants discussed that PRR750 allowed for the discontinuation of the Reserve Discount Factor (RDF) and improved market function; that NPRR194 would require submission of a number that is called an HSL but does not comport with other Protocols; and that telemetering a new number to ERCOT will require a system change.
Mr. Green moved to endorse NPRR194 as submitted.  The motion failed for lack of a second.
Mr. Holloway moved to table NPRR194 for one month.  The motion failed for lack of a second.

Market Participants discussed that there is technical merit to the proposal by Luminant, but requires every QSE to input the calculation; that implementation impacts to ERCOT should be considered.  Mr. Dumas stated that the same concerns were raised at the consideration of PRR750; that QSEs have been able to manage their HSLs; that ERCOT Operations has gained confidence in the availability of reserves; and that while Mr. Ward’s points are well taken, the greater good is to move forward with NPRR194.
Mr. Green moved to endorse NPRR194 as submitted.  Mr. Rocha seconded the motion.  The motion carried with three objections from the Independent Generator (2) and IPM Market Segments, and four abstentions from the Independent Generator (2), Investor Owned Utility (IOU) and Municipal Market Segments.

Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 026, Change the name of Emergency Electric Curtailment Plan (EECP) to Energy Emergency Alert (EEA) and Synchronization of EEA Steps with Protocols

Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 223, Real Time Production Potential
OGRR226, Generation Resource Response Time Requirement
Market Participants noted that ERCOT submitted comments to OGRR226; that clarification might be made to language regarding voice communication; that one minute for voice communication might be insufficient; and that further discussion of OGRR226 by OWG might be necessary.  

Mr. Rocha moved to recommend approval of NOGRR026 and OGRR223 as recommended by OWG in the respective 09/15/09 OWG Recommendation Reports; and to remand OGRR226 to OWG.  Mr. Ryno seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

TAC Assignment
Review TAC Open Action Items Assigned to ROS

RPRS Decommitment

Load Forecast Accuracy 
Mr. Donohoo recommended that, due to time constraints, discussion of these TAC assignments to ROS be postponed to November 12, 2009 ROS meeting.  There were no objections.

Multiple Interconnection for Generators Task Force (MIG TF) (see Key Documents)

Bob Wittmeyer reported that a draft spreadsheet was posted with the day’s Key Documents; and that a white paper is in development. 
ERCOT Reports – Questions Only (see Key Documents)
September Operations Report
Ms. Wagner asked why Regulation Service Up was depleted in five periods in September.  Ms. Frosch responded that there could be a number of reasons, including QSEs being off their schedules or changes in the wind, and that each instance would need to be reviewed individually to determine an answer.  Market Participants discussed that AEP will work with ERCOT to define operating parameters for phase shifters being placed in the south zone; and that understanding their operation is important for modeling and optimization.
September System Planning Report (Includes Congestion)

The September 2009 System Planning Report was posted with the day’s Key Documents.  No questions were offered.
ROS Working Group Reports – Questions Only (see Key Documents)
Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group (CIPWG)
There were no questions regarding the posted CIPWG report.

DWG
There were no questions regarding the posted DWG report.
OWG

There were no questions regarding the posted OWG report.

Performance Disturbance Compliance Working Group (PDCWG)

There were no questions regarding the posted PDCWG report.
System Protection Working Group (SPWG)

There were no questions regarding the posted SPWG report.
SSWG
The SSWG report was posted with the day’s Key Documents.  Market Participants discussed that the Transmission Project Information Tracking (TPIT) timing modification was not a delay but rather a synchronization to cases by one month.
Wind Operations Task Force (WOTF)
There were no questions regarding the posted WOTF report.

Other Business (see Key Documents)
2009 Accomplishments/2010 Goals
Mr. Donohoo reminded Market Participants to review 2009 accomplishments and 2010 goals at their upcoming working group and task force meetings.
2010 ROS Meeting Dates 

Mr. Donohoo noted that 2010 ROS meeting dates were posted for review.  Market Participants briefly discussed that the schedule remains similar to recent years and would be suitable.
ROS Procedures 
Due to time constraints, this item was not taken up.
Other

Mr. Reid noted that he would work with PDCWG to develop and submit an OGRR regarding a testing procedure governor response for future WGRs.  Mr. R. Jones recommended that Mr. Reid and PDCWG also develop an OGRR regarding testing procedures for existing WGRs as well.  There were no objections.
Adjournment
Mr. Donohoo adjourned the meeting at 3:31 p.m.
� Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


 � HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2009/10/20091015-ROS" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2009/10/20091015-ROS�  
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