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

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

Thursday, May 13, 2010 – 9:30 a.m.
Attendance
Members:

	Alvarez, Eli
	Brownsville PUB
	

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon Generation 
	Alt. Rep. for D. Vander Laan

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	Alt. Rep. for J. Armke

	DeTullio, David
	Air Liquide
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	

	Garrett, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

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

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Gutierrez, Fernando
	BP Energy
	

	Helyer, Scott
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	Holloway, Harry
	SUEZ
	

	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 Coop.
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Sutherland, Dave
	LCRA
	Alt. Rep. for B. Hatfield

	Williams, Blake
	CPS Energy
	

	Wybierala, Peter
	NextEra Energy
	


The following proxy was assigned:

· Kristy Ashley to Clayton Greer (afternoon only)  
Guests:

	Brown, Jeff
	Shell Energy
	

	Bruce, Mark
	NextEra Energy Resources
	

	Chronister, Mark
	Oncor
	

	DeMano, Don
	AEPSC
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant Energy
	

	Grammar, Kent
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Hassink, Paul
	AEPSC
	

	Henry,  Mark
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Jacoby, Jim
	AEP
	

	Jones, Don
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Lane, Rob
	Luminant Energy
	

	Lopez-Lopez, Tony
	AEP/URS
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Rosenberger, Todd
	Oncor
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON
	

	Thormahlen, Jack
	LCRA QSE
	

	Turner, David
	Lone Star Transmission
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG TX
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Longhorn Power
	

	Woitt, Wes
	CenterPoint Energy
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Frosch, Colleen
	
	

	Hanson, Kevin
	
	

	Jue,  Stephanie
	
	

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Teixeira, Jay
	
	

	Villanueva, Leo
	
	


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

ROS Vice Chair Scott Heyler called the ROS meeting to order at 9:33 a.m. 
Antitrust Admonition

Mr. Helyer 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
Mr. Helyer opined that, due to time limitations, some agenda items might be taken up at a later ROS meeting.  There were no formal revisions to the agenda.
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Update (see Key Documents)
Ken Donohoo reported lengthy discussion of Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 209, Data Posting Changes to Comply with P.U.C. Subst. R. 25.505, at the May 6, 2010 TAC meeting, and that TAC approved Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 032, Use of Consistent Rating Terminology, and NOGRR033, Alignment with NPRR203, Amend Telemetry Bus Accuracy Requirements.
Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG) Update
Mark Garrett yielded the floor to Mark Bruce

Draft Texas Renewables Integration Plan (TRIP)
Mr. Bruce presented the draft TRIP, a list of specific issues the RTWG requests review by ROS working groups, and an issues description template.  Mr. Bruce requested that Market Participants provide comments to the specific issues as well as to the document overall, and suggest integration issues that are not yet captured in the document.  Mr. Bruce noted that efforts will be made to complete the TRIP by mid-summer 2010, and that the June 10, 2010 ROS meeting will be only the first round of ROS’ opportunity to comment on the document.
Market Participants discussed how the identified issues might be most efficiently reviewed; that a majority of the identified issues will not require lengthy discussion, but rather fact-checking and the perspective of working group members; that all comments to the draft, particularly those not incorporated, should be retained and readily available on the RTWG page of the ERCOT website; and that a merged set of comments should be provided for final review by subcommittees.  
Market Participants congratulated Mr. Bruce and the RTWG on the draft TRIP; and discussed whether review of the items would conflict with pressing Nodal program activities; whether the Wind Operating Task Force (WOTF) should be reinvigorated; that it might not be possible for the subcommittees to provide an actual endorsement of the document, given its size and breadth of topics, but rather that the subcommittees might only review and forward the draft TRIP.

Mr. Helyer expressed concern for timely review of the issues by working groups, as well as timely submission of comments for ROS review; and directed that the issues list be distributed to the ROS email exploder and that the working groups address the assigned issues in the coming two weeks.  Mr. Bruce offered that a two month process would be acceptable, with a general discussion at the June 10, 2010 ROS meeting, and that meaningful comments might be offered in time for the July 15, 2010 ROS meeting.  Mr. Helyer revised his direction and requested that working groups give as much review to the issues as possible before the June 10, 2010 ROS meeting, and that Market Participants focus on the reliability aspects of the draft TRIP.
Nodal Update (see Key Documents)

State Estimator

This item was not taken up.
Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) Report

Jim Jacoby reviewed recent NDSWG efforts.  John Dumas requested that NOGRR034, Rescind Telemetry Performance Calculation Exclusions, be advanced at the June 10, 2010 ROS meeting; that the item has been reviewed by the Nodal Adivsory Task Force (NATF); that ERCOT Staff recommends that a reasonable Pass/Fail would accommodate most planned outages, would not pose system impacts, and would leave a telemetry performance standard in place.  Mr. Dumas added that the language recommended by the Operations Working Group (OWG) basically restates current Operating Guide language allowing Market Participants to request ERCOT to remove certain points from the telemetry performance standard, and that ERCOT’s systems are not built to do that.
Steady State Working Group (SSWG) Modeling Solutions/SSWG Report

Wes Woitt reviewed recent SSWG activities.
Revision Request Submittal Discussion

Mr. Woitt asked whether SSWG, or any working group, is required to bring draft revision requests for ROS endorsement before the language is filed.  Clayton Greer opined that, as working groups do not have a voting structure, all language should be considered at the subcommittee level before filing.  Mr. Greer added that language filed by a working group carries the imprimatur of officialdom, and reiterated that working groups lack a voting structure.  Market Participants discussed that items that pose system changes or costs might be brought to ROS in draft form; that TAC would serve as a voting body for items not considered first by ROS; and that timelines might be disrupted should all draft items be considered by ROS before filing, as filing allows for the item to receive a number, and launches the comment period.

Mr. Greer noted that some working group meetings draw as few as two or three people, but that ROS has quorum requirements; and suggested that draft items might be bundled for an ROS e-mail vote.  Eric Goff noted that individuals may file revision requests, but opined that items listing a working group as the author should be vetted first by ROS.  Mr. Donohoo expressed concern for impacts to the Nodal program; noted that ROS leadership may utilize e-mail votes for endorsement of draft language; and directed that ROS working groups bring forward draft language for ROS consideration before filing.

2011 Project Prioritization List – Initial Review

This item will be taken up at the June 10, 2010 ROS meeting.

TAC Assignments (see Key Documents)

NPRR146, ICCP Telemetry Information Submittals
Woody Rickerson reviewed issues associated with data, data modification, in-service dates, and model loads along various timelines.  Mr. Rickerson noted that a model load is a 46 step process spanning six ERCOT departments.  

Bob Green moved to recommend approval of NPRR146 as revised by the 5/3/10 NDSWG comments.  Fernando Gutierrez seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed posting timelines; that Market Participants should be allowed two weeks before each model load to make changes to the data; and that the Nodal Protocols, as written, are problematic.  Mr. Rickerson noted that ERCOT Systems are built according to Nodal Protocols; that systems can bend to only to a certain point; and that without an Impact Analysis, it is unknown whether system or software changes would be necessary to accommodate Market Participant requests, but that it might be assumed that additional personnel would be required.  
Market Participants expressed concern that changing Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE)/Resource Entity relationships would be hampered; Mr. Rickerson proposed workarounds and opined that concerns regarding a potential relationship change should not drive the model load.  Mr. Rickerson reiterated that NPRR146 as revised by the 5/3/10 NDSWG language is not possible with current ERCOT systems; that an Impact Analysis would be required to understand if the language could be supported and at what cost; and that the ERCOT proposed language could be supported with no impact to the systems.  The motion carried with two abstentions from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment.
ROS Voting Items (see Key Documents)
NPRR220, Nodal Requirement of Declaring an EEA for Reserves More than 500 MW 
Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 241, Special Protection System Monitoring Requirements 
NOGRR035, Synchronization – Special Protection System Monitoring Requirements
Mark Soutter moved to table NPRR220, OGRR241 and NOGRR035 for one month.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Draft April 12, 2010 ROS Meeting Minutes
Mr. Ryno moved to approve the April 12, 2010 as amended.  Mr. DeTullio seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

Planning Guide Outline
Wayne Kemper presented a draft Planning Guide outline, and requested additional representation from ROS working groups at Planning Working Group (PLWG) meetings, though he recognized that all Entities are experiencing considerable resource constraints.  Market Participants discussed items that would be suitable for inclusion in the Planning Guide.  Mr. Donohoo noted that the PLWG is an open group and that Market Participants should provide comment to PLWG leadership as soon as possible as to additional items that might belong in the Planning Guide.  
Mr. Greer moved to approve the preliminary Planning Guide outline and direct the PLWG to develop the document.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

OGRR233, Backup Control Plan Submission Process

NOGRR028, Synchronization - Backup Control Plan Submission Process
ERCOT Staff offered that Market Participant concerns for double jeopardy are understandable, but that some of the proposed language affects system reliability, as some Entities that will serve as Transmission Operators will not be registered with the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) and will not be party to the Coordinated Functional Registration (CFR)/Joint Registration Organization (JRO) agreement, and therefore, will be without guides and requirements.  Paul Rocha expressed concern that language cannot be adequately resolved during the day’s discussion and noted that he has questions regarding the characterization of the JRO/Transmission Operator as a voluntary agreement.  
Liz Jones noted the intersection of state and federal jurisdiction in the issue and opined that to the extent that there is a gap in the federal standards, Market Participants’ first responsibility is to register additional parties as needed.  Ms. Jones discouraged addressing gaps in the federal standards with state standards, unless absolutely necessary.  Mark Henry reiterated that the first priority is to maintain system reliability and offered that should stakeholder groups deem that the NERC Reliability Standard adequately addresses reliability, there might be some opportunity for simplification of the proposed language.  Market Participants and ERCOT Staff agreed to collaborate on revised language.
Mr. Rocha moved to table OGRR233 and NOGRR028 for one month.  Adrianne Brandt seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

OGRR238, WGR Primary Frequency Response
Mr. Dumas expressed concern that the language, as written, creates a new definition for wind farms that does not align with how generation units would be aggregated in the Protocols, and will require different aggregation methods within the same wind farm.  Mr. Dumas reminded Market Participants that, for modeling purposes, only turbines of the same size are to be aggregated; and opined that testing for primary frequency response should remain on a unit-by-unit basis.
Mr. Soutter opined that the language is an unintended consequence of the redefinition of Wind-powered Generation Resource (WGR) in PRR830, Reactive Power Capability Requirement, and noted that wind units are a collection of turbines; and that testing individual turbines will have different results than testing at a meter.  Walter Reid noted that a wind farm is controlled by one control system; that there is no objection for a refined definition of WGRs for the purposes of modeling, but that a number of fictitious units are created that are not directly metered in the same sense that a unit is metered.  Mr. Dumas noted that many plants have ERCOT-Polled Settlement (EPS) meters with multiple units that have SCADA.  Mr. Reid countered that testing criteria should be based on whether the system is receiving what is expected from the point of interconnect.  

Mr. Dumas reiterated his understanding that only new turbines can provide primary frequency response, and asked if old turbines would also be used to deliver primary frequency response.  Mr. Reid countered that old versus new turbines is a separate discussion.  Peter Wybierala stated that he would avoid comingling exempt and non-exempt turbines. Mr. Goff noted that in Load Acting As a Resource (LaaR) testing, if units are linked in a control system, the QSE may request that the units remain linked for the purposes of testing.
Market Participants proposed language revisions and discussed which stakeholder group might be able to develop further revisions in a timely manner; Mr. Donohoo requested that Mr. Dumas work with Market Participants to develop suitable language revisions.  Mr. Dumas suggested that the definition in question be removed and language inserted to allow testing of all units at a site simultaneously.  Mr. Donohoo noted that a ROS e-mail vote regarding OGRR238 would be taken up by Tuesday, May 25, 2010 and would conclude in time for inclusion in the June 2010 TAC packet.

NPRR224, Remove Dynamic Rating Requirements for Annual Planning Models
Mr. Woitt reviewed NPRR224 language and opined that specific cases should be limited to static ratings, as those cases are used for particular studies.  Mr. Donohoo stated that Dynamic Ratings are already being used in Real-Time operations by Oncor; that the use has assisted considerably with maintenance clearances; and that implementation of NPRR224 would take time away from modeling and the nodal effort.

Mr. Rocha moved to recommend approval of NPRR224 as submitted.  Mr. Kunkel seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

OGRR240, CREZ Facility Protection and Control Requirements 
OGRR242, Section 7 System Protection, Revisions to Meet Pending NERC Requirements for New Construction 
Mr. Donohoo noted that he would retain the chair, but that Ms. Jones would represent Oncor for the purposes of the discussion.  Mr. Donohoo hoped to dispel a rumor that TSPs have not been cooperating, and noted that TSPs had recently been engaged in many formal and informal discussions and site visits, and are working together to resolve language issues.  Mr. Donohoo complimented AEP for their efforts regarding the items.  Mr. Rocha noted that he would be comfortable rejecting both items out-of-hand; opined that there is not need for the incremental requirements in the items; and expressed concern that some of the language might provide a disincentive for Entities to make upgrades.  
Mr. Rocha moved to reject OGRR240 and OGRR242.  John Moore seconded the motion.  Paul Hassink expressed frustration that he was previously instructed to file language; that considerable effort went into developing language; and that now there is a motion to reject items before debate.  Mr. Hassink added that the concepts in the language have existed for all along, and opined that they could have been incorporated in projects earlier.
Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) Staff reminded Market Participants that the PUCT is charged by the Texas Legislature to develop CREZ; expressed appreciation for the efforts of the Market Participants; opined that proposed costs are relatively inexpensive on the whole; and suggested that Market Participants consider elements that will contribute to a robust system.  Mr. Wybierala discussed the prohibitive costs of retrofits; that CREZ is a unique system; and all efforts should be made to ensure its success.  Mr. Rocha noted that what started as CREZ-specific language had become global.
Mr. Green reminded Market Participants that AEP initially made a conceptual presentation to ROS on the topic, that ROS requested that the concept be filed as language, so that it might be vetted via the established stakeholder process; and that much effort by individual Market Participants and working groups went into developing the proposed language.  Ms. Jones added that OGRR240 and OGRR242 represent different approaches to the same goal.

Market Participants discussed that consensus exists to a large extent, though the proposal is not what was initially discussed.  Mr. Rocha opined that there is not a gap in the NERC Reliability Standards that OGRR240 or OGRR242 would close.  Mr. Wybierala opined that while ERCOT is not the only system integrating wind, CREZ is far ahead of other systems, and that other systems will follow ERCOT’s lead.  Mr. Rocha stated that the incremental cost is not an issue, but rather opined that the requirements do not add value and even create an unnecessary potential for cyber risks.  Mr. Hassink rejected as a mischaracterization that the language poses cyber risks; noted use of the word “should” rather than making an outright requirement for the technology; and reiterated that high bandwidth and current differential are simple, non invasive best practices that should be encouraged in the CREZ build-out.  The motion failed on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Frank Owens reviewed the various options proposed in OGRR240.  Mr. Greer noted that the title of OGRR240 should be revised, as the item is no longer CREZ specific.  Mr. Hassink reviewed Option 1 for Section 7.2.5.3, Specific Application Considerations, and noted that current differential requires wide bandwidth communication.  Ms. Jones opined that Option 2 could result, appropriately, in different SPSs in different places; and that the “should be considered” language would result in serious consideration of the technology by Oncor.
Mr. Greer moved to endorse Option 2 for Section 7.2.5.3, Specific Application Considerations.  Mr. Rocha seconded the motion.  Mr. Hassink noted that the options for Section 7.2.5.3 are tied to the options for Section 8.3.4, TDSP and QSE Supplied Communications.  Mr. Greer withdrew the motion.
In review of the options for Section 8.3.4, TDSP and QSE Supplied Communications, Ms. Jones noted that Oncor is not opposed to fiber optics and intends to use the technology on a number of lines and opined that Mr. Hassink’s proposal is unlikely to produce the standardized results expected; that if the PUCT had wanted all utilities to build the CREZ lines in the same manner, it would have given such direction, but given topology and geographic differences, to conclude that a standard is necessary is to ignore what Market Participants have learned in their practices.  Ms. Jones cautioned that the application of standardized solutions might not yield the desired results; that stakeholders should remain open to technologies that would serve needs and not foreclose possibilities by mandating certain technologies; and that language should be adopted to set high standards and leave room for innovation.  
Market Participants proposed language revisions. 

Mr. Kunkel moved to recommend approval of OGRR240 as amended by the 5/7/10 OGRR240/242 Task Force comments as revised by ROS.  Mr. Wybierala seconded the motion.  The motion carried on roll call vote.  (Please see ballot posted with Key Documents.)
Market Participants discussed that an Impact Analysis might be sent directly to TAC; that the System Protection Working Group (SPWG) proposed withdrawing OGRR242 upon approval of OGRR240; and that as OGRR240 might not achieve the necessary votes at TAC, Market Participants should file comments.

NOGRR034, Rescind Telemetry Performance Calculation Exclusions
This item was not taken up. 

ROS Action Items (see Key Documents)
This item was not taken up.
ERCOT Reports (see Key Documents)
April 2010 Operations Report
Mr. Donohoo noted increased reactive and voltage concerns around that Dallas/Ft. Worth metroplex.  Leo Villanueva noted that ERCOT Staff is working with Oncor on a revised study, and commended Oncor’s planning personnel for proactively contacting ERCOT Staff.
Marguerite Wagner commented on the Balancing Energy prices for the first quarter of 2010, and that the system heat rate seems to be below seven, indicating that some units are not automatically starting.  Ms. Wagner opined that Market Participants should work with the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) to ensure that the ERCOT market design is correct, rather than using a transmission solution.
Regarding the Pre-Contingency Action Plan (PCAP) for Fort Mason-Gillespie and Yellow Jacket, Mr. Villanueva noted that AEP requested that ERCOT work with them to protect the 138KV line.  Ms. Wagner opined that solutions other than the most convenient one were not explored; questioned whether it would be appropriate to use the System Protection Scheme (SPS) for the breaker so that the breaker opens and the line goes radial; and that it would be useful to understand the communication about the phase shifter.  
April System Planning Report 
There were no questions regarding the posted April 2010 System Planning Report.

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

Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group (CIPWG)
There were no questions regarding the CIPWG report.
Dynamics Working Group (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 PDCWG report.
PLWG
There were no questions regarding the PLWG report.
SPWG
There were no questions regarding the SPWG report.
Other Business 
Mr. Donohoo noted that Dan Woodfin would provide a Voltage Ride Through (VRT) study presentation at a June 25, 2010 Special ROS meeting.

Tony Grasso noted that the Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF) was discussed at the May 11, 2010 NATF meeting, and that it has been discovered that an incorrect equation is being used for the droop, and that the equation for proportional droop should be inserted.  Jack Thormahlen encouraged Market Participants with generation to attend PDCWG.  

Yvette Landin noted ERCOT Staff concerns for procedural issues should revision requests filed by working groups be routinely considered via e-mail votes, as was discussed earlier in the day, and requested that additional consideration be given to the issue.  Ms. Landin also reviewed revision request submission timelines for 2010. 
Adjournment
Mr. Donohoo adjourned the meeting at 3:40 p.m.
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