APPROVED
Minutes of the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) Meeting

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

Thursday, March 11, 2010 – 9:30 a.m.
Attendance
Members:

	Armke, James
	Austin Energy
	

	DeTullio, David
	Air Liquide
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	

	Garrett, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	Garza, Sergio
	LCRA
	Alt. Rep. for B. Hatfield

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant Energy
	Alt. Rep. for R. Keetch

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Helyer, Scott
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	Holloway, Harry
	SUEZ
	

	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
	

	Vander Laan, Dirk
	Exelon Generation
	

	Williams, Blake
	CPS Energy
	

	Wybierala, Peter
	NextEra Energy
	


The following proxy was assigned:

· Bob Green to James Armke
Guests:

	Bell, Paul
	Oncor
	

	Brannon, Eileen
	Oncor
	

	Burkhalter, Bob
	ABB
	

	Cochran, Seth
	Sempra Trading
	

	Cook, Tim
	CCT
	

	Crews, Curtis
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Gibbens, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Grammer, Kent
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Grasso, Tony
	PUCT
	

	Hassink, Paul
	AEPSC
	

	Jacoby, Jim
	AEP
	Via Teleconference

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Kremling, Barry
	GVEC
	

	Lane, Rob
	Luminant Energy
	

	Lee, Jerry
	EPE
	

	Niemeyer, Sydney
	NRG Energy
	

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	Via Teleconference

	Parker, Jim
	AMSC
	

	Pieniazek, Adrian
	NRG Texas
	

	Quinn, Michael
	Oncor
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Rosenberger, Todd
	Oncor
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON
	

	Thormahlen, Jack
	LCRA QSE
	

	Ward, Jerry
	Luminant
	

	Woitt, Wes
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Woolard, Sam
	TNMP
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Culberson, JC
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Dye, Kenneth
	
	Via Teleconference

	Frosch, Colleen
	
	

	Hanson, Kevin
	
	

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Mereness, Matt
	
	

	Rickerson, Woody
	
	

	Rose, Jonathan
	
	

	Teixeira, Jay
	
	

	Villanueva, Leo
	
	


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 February 11, 2010 ROS meeting minutes as amended.  Dennis Kunkel seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Antitrust Training

Dave Seibert provided Antitrust training.
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Update (see Key Documents)
Mr. Donohoo reviewed highlights of the March 4, 2010 TAC meeting.  Mr. Donohoo requested that Market Participants review the draft Nodal Market Guiding Principles posted with the day’s Key Documents, noting that TAC will consider the principles at the May 6, 2010 TAC meeting.
Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG)
Mark Garrett reviewed recent RTWG activities and reported that, per the RTWG updated issues list, ROS is requested to consider if new Ancillary Services are needed to reliably integrate the large amounts of wind generation coming into the ERCOT market, and to develop a list of topics for use in development of a training session for Wind-powered Generation Resource (WGR) operators.  Mike Grimes added that some discussion was given to whether revisions proposed for the Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF) should instead be placed in the Planning Guides.  
Nodal Update (see Key Documents)

Single Entry Model (SEM) Implementation 
Woody Rickerson provided an update regarding SEM implementation and noted that a Network Model Forum Group has been established and is targeted directly for modal users with more specific information than Market Notices, though there will be a corresponding Market Notice issued in the event of an outage; and proposed that SEM updates to ROS be dispensed with, as there is no new information to provide, and planning and build-out information is provided in Matt Mereness’ Nodal updates.  Mr. Donohoo opined that Mr. Rickerson’s recommendation is consistent with the evolution of the project and thanked Mr. Rickerson for his reporting efforts and recommendation.  There were no objections to the cessation of SEM implementation updates to ROS.
Nodal Update
Mr. Mereness reviewed the Nodal update provided at the March 4, 2010 TAC meeting, and highlighted the status of the model for the Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) auction.  Mr. Donohoo noted that a software update corrected some issues and created others, and that as result, progress has been extremely limited, despite significant work.  Paul Rocha added that data that must be changed in order to work results in lost consistency.  Mr. Donohoo expressed concern for the potential for more issues to be created with the May 28, 2010 delivery of ERCOT Topology Processor enhancements; Mr. Mereness joined Mr. Donohoo’s concern and noted that early delivery is being considered as a mitigation tool.
Mr. Mereness reviewed justifications for the Nodal Planning Model go-live in 2010; Mr. Donohoo noted that the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Standards Requirements and data and processing paths for auditors are additional justifications.  Mr. Mereness noted that metric MP15-A, Real-Time Market Daily Participation has a current status of “green” and indicates stellar performance by Market Participants in doing their part to get Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) running.

Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG)Update

Jim Jacoby reviewed discussions held at the February 15, 2010 NDSWG meeting, and noted that discussions regarding pseudo switches are on hold until it is determined if ERCOT can achieve a weekly database load.  Mr. Jacoby opined that nothing in the ERCOT Protocols prevent ERCOT from entering and managing pseudo equipment as a modeling tool at its own discretion, and reviewed the NDSWG recommendation to ERCOT and the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) that pseudo devices not be implemented at all, if at all possible.
Steady State Working Group (SSWG)Modeling Solutions Update 

Wes Woitt reviewed recent SSWG efforts and expressed appreciation for ERCOT’s agreement to accept bulk data for Network Operations Model Change Request (NOMCR) creation where possible.  Mr. Woitt noted that connectivity nodes will have to be corrected by SSWG by April 30, and that that they cannot be addressed by a bulk mechanism.

ROS Voting Items (see Key Documents)
Disband Wind Operations Task Force (WOTF) and Long Term Solutions Task Force (LTSTF) 
Performance, Disturbance, Compliance Working Group (PDCWG) Scope
Clayton Greer moved to disband the WOTF and the LTSTF, and to approve the revised PDCWG scope.  Harry Holloway seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Creation of Planning Working Group (PLWG) and Development of Planning Guide
Mr. Greer moved to establish the PLWG and name Wayne Kemper and Rob Lane as PLWG Chair and Vice Chair respectively.  Mr. Garza seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Cooperative Market Segment.

Mr. Donohoo directed PLWG leadership to draft a PLWG scope and suggest elements of the Planning Guide for consideration at the April 12, 2010 ROS meeting.  Mr. Donohoo noted that ROS would be the voting body for PLWG, as with other working groups; and that discussion of confidential data will remain in the customary working groups, as the PLWG will be an open working group.  Mr. Donohoo invited Market Participants to e-mail PLWG leadership with recommendations regarding the PLWG scope.
Mr. Donohoo opined that much language for the Planning Guides already exists and should not be revised as it is compiled, but rather that revisions should take place once the Planning Guide is assembled in order to avoid confusion and expedite the process, noting that targeted completion by the end of 2010 is a very aggressive timeline.  Mr. Donohoo added that Planning Guide revision requests will be considered by the ERCOT Board, much like Protocol Revision Requests (PRRs).

Creation of Joint Task Force for the Evaluation of Operating Guide Revision Requests (OGRRs)
Mr. Owens reviewed the Operations Working Group (OWG) recommendation for the formation of a joint task force, to include members of OWG, the System Protection Working Group (SPWG), SSWG, the Dynamics Working Group (DWG), the Critical Infrastructure Working Group (CIPWG), communications experts, and other parties as deemed necessary by ROS, to evaluate OGRR240, CREZ Facility Protection and Control Requirements.  Mr. Owens noted that OGRR242, Section 7 System Protection, Revisions to Meet Pending NERC Requirements for New Construction, had not been reviewed by OWG, but instead came immediately to ROS.  Market Participants discussed that the task force would be a fact-finding body with a short timeline to review ways to implement some of the technology discussed in the OGRRs; and that an evaluation matrix might be developed and presented for further direction from ROS.  Some Market Participants requested that consideration of potentially establishing a task force be delayed until later in the day’s proceedings, when ROS would take up consideration of OGRR240 and OGRR242.

PRR833, Primary Frequency Response Requirement from Existing WGRs
Sydney Niemeyer presented 02/10/10 PDCWG comments to PRR833.  John Dumas noted that ERCOT filed comments after PDCWG; that the 02/24/10 ERCOT comments were discussed at QMWG; and that ERCOT recognizes PDCWG concerns for tripping too much generation, and that when frequency hits the identified trigger points, WGRs will not be at maximum output.  Mr. Dumas added that ERCOT further refined comments so that the relay settings are based on the five percent droop characteristic; that for every .02 Hz increase another five percent is added; and that the 02/24/10 ERCOT comments are complimentary rather than contradictory to the 02/10/10 PDCWG comments.
Mr. Niemeyer agreed with the ERCOT process, but expressed concern for instability caused by a significant response at the first trigger point; and implications for inertia.  Eric Goff highlighted the PDCWG note that the methodology does not provide Primary Frequency Response for low frequency and is an incomplete approach.  Mr. Greer opined that the PDCWG seems to reject the methodology proposed by E.ON; Mr. Niemeyer added that the PDCWG would prefer a full proportional frequency response.

Mr. Dumas agreed that it is ideal for all WGRs to have Primary Frequency Response similar to thermal units; that E.ON submitted comments to address existing WGRs; that it is understood that costs will be different for each turbine and wind farm, but that doing nothing is not preferable.  Mr. Dumas reiterated his preference for actual governor-like response from WGRs, and to do away with the proposed tripping scheme.  Peter Wybierala argued that with the number and sizes of units engaged in the scheme, the end result will look like proportional tripping.  Mr. Niemeyer countered that the scheme still does not address low frequency events.  Randy Jones encouraged Market Participants to review the Calpine presentation to the March 4, 2010 TAC meeting regarding the use of fleet Verbal Dispatch Instructions (VDIs); and that with the use of tripping resources to control frequency, problems arise in brining units back on.
Walter Reid opined that the proposal would provide a backstop against high frequency events that is not currently available; is an alternative to retrofitting WGRs for Primary Frequency Response; and that ERCOT running out of Regulation on a regular basis is an entirely different issue, as the current system has a 20 minute delay.  Mr. Greer countered that a slope exists on the current system that in every instance is being corrected by conventional units; that doing nothing is not the answer; and that if small segments of units can be tripped off and brought back on in a controlled fashion, and to the satisfaction of PDCWG, such a solution might be worth considering.
Mr. Rocha moved to recommend approval of PRR833 as recommended by the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) in the 11/19/09 PRS Recommendation Report and as revised by ROS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Mr. Rocha opined that the existing language allows for dialogue between ERCOT and existing WGRs.  Mr. Dumas asked if Mr. Rocha meant that ERCOT has the latitude to ask the WGR to install over-frequency relays, should that Generator claim “technical infeasibility.”  Mr. Rocha confirmed that to be his understanding, and that ERCOT can determine that it is technically feasible for the WGR to install over-frequency relays, at the least.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment and one abstention from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segment.  
OGRR232, Revise the Process for Submitting Biennial Unit Reactive Limits (Lead and Lag)
Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 027, Revise the Process for Submitting Biennial Unit Reactive Limits (Lead and Lag)
Mr. Rocha moved to recommend approval of OGRR232 as amended by the respective 02/24/10 ERCOT comments, and NOGRR027 as recommended by OWG in the 02/19/10 OWG Recommendation Report and as revised by ROS.  Mr. Ryno seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

OGRR240
OGRR242
For the purpose of OGRR240/242 discussion, Mr. Donohoo yielded the chair to ROS Vice Chair Scott Helyer.  Mr. Helyer asked how ROS would prefer to proceed regarding the items.  John Moore opined that both items require additional deliberation; that the debate surrounding OGRR242 had been contentious; and that consensus support from SPWG and OWG should be sought; James Armke concurred. 
Mr. Rocha moved to establish the OGRR240/242 Task Force for the evaluation of Competitive Renewable Energy Zone (CREZ) communication and relaying issues outlined in OGRR240 and OGRR242; to consider the 03/04/10 Luminant comments and 03/04/10 Oncor comments to OGRR240; and to provide a recommendation or options for consideration at the April 12, 2010 ROS meeting.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that communication and relaying are the two main issues for considerations; that irrespective of decisions pertaining to relaying, decisions pertaining to communications will need to be made fairly soon; that at least two people from each of the working groups listed in the OWG recommendation should participate in the task force; and that other interested parties, such as CREZ Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) and WGRs are encouraged to participate.
Mr. Holloway moved to refer OGRR240 and OGRR242 to the OGRR240/242 Task Force.  Mr. Armke seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Helyer requested that Mr. Owens schedule and chair the first OGRR240/242 Task Force meeting, that the working groups identify participants for the joint task force, and that ROS leadership be apprised of the task forces’ eventual chair selection.

CREZ Reactive Study

John Daniel of ABB reported on the progress of the CREZ Reactive Study.  Market Participants discussed results indentified related to subsynchronous interactions between thermal generation and reactive compensation; and Steady State and Dynamic criteria being applied for performance of voltage recovery.  Market Participants also discussed impacts to Transmission Cost of Service (TCOS), should the need for Thyristor-Controlled Series Capacitors be determined; and that ERCOT put in some placeholders for series compensation, and that follow-on studies based on routing will be necessary.
ROS Action Items

ROS Issues List
Market Participants discussed the ROS issues list and assigned the following action items:

Operations Reactive Power and Voltage Control

Market Participants discussed that changes to Procedures for how Reactive Power is managed might be necessary.  It was determined that ROS should conduct a historical review of generation changes that would impact reactive power and voltage control, and that voltage control guides might need to be adjusted based on ongoing studies.
Planning Reactive Power Analysis
Market Participants determined to re-examine available data cases and analysis to improve ongoing reactive power planning.
Network Model Management System (NMMS) Model on Demand (MOD) in Planning Environment
It was noted that the SSWG is addressing the item.
Off Peak Modeling (MW and Mega Volt-Amperes reactive (MVAr)) and Cases

Market Participants discussed that cases are not necessarily supporting Planning; that if ERCOT needs to take an active role, the Transmission Operators will need to provide assistance; and that certain information will have to be redacted and remain available only to ERCOT or Transmission Operators.  It was determined that ROS should investigate available data and determine appropriate cases to support analysis.
Stability Analysis Models and Data (includes RARF)

Market Participants discussed that some data is already provided through testing, but is re-requested via the RARF; the importance of a central repository for data for the sake of quality control; and that a communication method is needed in the event that data must be tuned, in order to understand appropriate tuning.  It was determined that ROS should work with ERCOT Staff to develop a central database and validation method that includes feedback loops to the database supplier. 
Expansion of Series Capacitors (Compensation) and Possible Interactions with Power System Elements

It was noted that an ERCOT study is underway, and that ROS should develop policies to address subsynchronous issues.

Planning Compliance Coordination

It was determined that ROS should develop a matrix of planning responsibilities, working with ERCOT Staff and TSPs.   
Creation of Planning Guides and Working Group (PLWG)

Market Participants noted that ROS has established the PLWG and that Planning Guide work has begun.
Renewable Integration Reduced Load Level Analysis 
Market Participants discussed concerns that inadequate analysis has been done during low Load times, but when wind is available; that “shoulder months” might be considered; and that most planning has been done around on-peak cases.  It was determined that ROS and ERCOT Staff should examine creating cases in order to develop lower Load levels with increased input of renewable generation.

Integration of New NERC Standards in Criteria and Guides
Market Participants discussed the need to ensure that NERC Standards are not violated in the eventual ERCOT Planning Guide; that it is assumed that all Resource Entities are watching the impacts of the NERC Standards on their individual compliance, but that a working group might be useful in coordinating what changes are needed; and whether such a group might make ERCOT the interpreter of NERC Standards.

Market Participants also discussed that Entities should provide comments regarding proposed NERC Standards, and that a subset of the PLWG might provide Market Participants with issue reminders; whether efforts are being duplicated; that to repeat NERC Standards in Planning Guides might introduce double jeopardy; and that many NERC Standards require methodology, and that various guides might be an appropriate place to house those methodologies.

It was determined that consideration should be given to the creation of a task force to monitor NERC Standards development to keep ROS apprised of activities, and that Texas Regional Entity (TRE) Reliability Standards Committee (RSC) might be able to meet this need.

Generator Expectation Communication and Certification

Market Participants discussed that the RARF will likely never be finalized, but will continually evolve in order to improve.  Some Market Participants argued that a process should be developed for generator certification; others countered that there will never be a certificate issued that a Generator has done all that will ever be required of it; that when Generators sign the Standard Interconnection Agreement, they are attesting that they are compliant with ERCOT Protocols; and that it is incumbent upon the Generator to be compliant, whether ERCOT confirms their compliance or not.  It was determined that ROS should support ERCOT Staff efforts in communication and certification.
Consolation of Working Groups 
It was determined that this issue is being addressed by the PLWG effort.
Automation of PDCWG analysis
Market Participants discussed that in the Nodal Market, analysis will be given to each unit, necessitating some automated analysis; that to the extent that criteria becomes enforceable by the TRE, criteria should be objective,  It was determined that the PDCWG should give consideration to possible ways to automate and improve event analysis.  
Smart Grid Incorporation in Planning and Operations

Energy Efficiency and Loss Reduction

Market Participants discussed the impact of Smart Meters and synchrophasors; reconfiguration of the grid, possibly even dynamic reconfiguration, to meet reliability needs; and implications to Settlement; and that the issues are related to some of the items the Department of Energy has asked ERCOT to consider in a long-term study.  ROS action items remain to be determined. 
Wind Event of January 28, 2010
Mr. Niemeyer presented the PDCWG review of four one-hour periods that had below-normal frequency control on January 28, 2010.  Mr. R. Jones opined that fleet VDIs pump energy into the market in the form of a proxy for Regulation, or rather that resources are providing more Regulation out of their operating reserves, creating a vulnerability for the next contingency; and that consideration might be given to whether sufficient Regulation is being procured on days when a weather front is expected that might affect wind availability.
ERCOT Reports (see Key Documents)
February 2010 Operations Report
There were no questions regarding the posted February 2010 Operations Report.
February 2010 System Planning Report 
There were no questions regarding the posted February 2010 System Planning Report.

ROS Working Group Reports – Questions Only (see Key Documents)

CIPWG
There were no questions regarding the CIPWG report.
DWG
Mr. Armke asked what percentage of WGRs are modeled using generic models.  Mr. Moore did not know the percentage, but noted that in discussion it was indicated specific models are available for each turbine type.  
OWG

There were no questions regarding the posted OWG report.

PDCWG

There were no questions regarding the PDCWG report.
SPWG
There were no questions regarding the SPWG report.
SSWG
There were no questions regarding the SSWG report.  

Other Business 

Mr. Dumas reviewed how ERCOT will evaluate reactive curves for all units across ERCOT, noting that the evaluation is not a test, but rather will look at the curve submitted in the RARF.  Mr. Dumas added that the methodology adds consistency for curves, as not all units have the same voltage profiles.
Adjournment
Mr. Donohoo adjourned the meeting at 3:40 p.m.
� Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/02/20100211-ROS" ��http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/02/20100211-ROS� 
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