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

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

Friday, June 25, 2010 – 9:30 a.m.
Attendance
Members:

	Armke, James
	Austin Energy
	

	DeTullio, David
	Air Liquide
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	

	Garrett, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Gutierrez, Fernando
	BP Energy
	

	Holloway, Harry
	SUEZ
	Via Teleconference

	Keetch, Rick
	Reliant Energy
	

	Kemper, Wayne
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Kunkel, Dennis
	AEP
	

	McDaniel, Rex
	Texas-New Mexico Power
	

	Moore, John
	South Texas Electric Cooperative
	

	Ryno, Randy
	Brazos Electric Power Coop.
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Vander Laan, Dirk
	Exelon Generation Company
	

	Williams, Blake
	CPS Energy
	

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

	Wybierala, Peter
	NextEra Energy
	


Guests:

	Baynard, Patsy
	WETT
	

	Belkin, Peter
	AEP
	

	Bruce, Mark
	Stratus Energy Group 
	

	Burke, Tom
	APM
	

	Cooperman, PJ
	Wind to Power Systems
	

	DeLaRosa, Lewis
	PUCT
	

	Durrwachter, Henry
	Luminant
	

	Fieger, Jen
	Oncor
	

	Hampton, Brenda
	Luminant
	

	Johnson, Justin
	Oncor
	

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Kremling, Barry
	GVEC
	

	Lane, Rob
	Luminant Energy
	

	Lee, Jerry
	EPE
	

	Parker, James
	AMSC
	

	Power, David
	Public Citizen
	

	Sahni, Mandhir
	PB Power
	

	Schmall, John
	ERCOT
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON
	

	Talati, Sunil
	PB Power
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG TX
	

	Waitley, Tod
	Oncor
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Billo, Jeff
	
	

	Levine, Jonathan
	
	

	Myers, Steve
	
	

	Woodfin, Dan
	
	


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.
Voltage Ride Through (VRT) Study (see Key Documents)

Mr. Donohoo noted that the VRT study came out of Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 208, Voltage Ride-Through (VRT) Requirement, and that there is some question as to if a new OGRR is needed as a result of the study.  Mr. Donohoo noted that OGRR208 requires that ERCOT publish study results “and provide recommendation to ROS no later than the scheduled ROS meeting of June 2010.”  Dan Woodfin noted that a Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) is being drafted.  
Mandhir Sahni presented the VRT study report and thanked the Dynamics Working Group (DWG), the PB Power team, and Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs) for timely submission of data.  Mr. Sahni noted that Case 3 does represent a voltage stability risk and that information has been conveyed to ERCOT.  Mr. Sahni added that the performance of Case 2 and Case 3 depend on the accuracy of the Dynamic Load models.  Regarding Case 3, Mr. Woodfin noted that the way the case was set, the transfer level was only limited by post contingency thermal limits, so if no conventional generation was on line, there was no stability limit; that a stability limit has now been put in; and that in actual operations, the level of transfer that was modeled would not actually be approached.
Mr. Donohoo asked if there is a timeframe for contacting Entities for mitigation of some of the more sever contingencies identified in the study.  Mr. Woodfin noted that a confidential report detailing the contingencies would be shared with Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) via DWG and that review will be given to mitigating particular contingencies.  Mr. Woodfin confirmed for Marguerite Wagner that any disconcerting discovery made in the various studies would be shared confidentially with the affected facility.  Mike Grimes requested that the white paper and presentation detailing the methodology by which data was collected from WGRs be shared with ERCOT and Market Participants so that WGRs understand the kind of data needed, and so that ERCOT can properly construct models.  

Department of Energy (DOE) Dynamic Line Rating Project (see Key Documents)

Mr. Donohoo noted Oncor’s receipt of a DOE award to work on tension based Dynamic Rating technology.  Justin Johnson reviewed factors governing Transmission line ratings; how weather conditions affect ratings; tension monitoring; and impacts on Transmission grid operations.    Mr. Johnson reviewed the project’s goals and objectives; existing commercial constraints; major participants; and timeline.  

Mark Garrett noted that the Wind Operations Task Force (WOTF) received a similar presentation almost two years prior; was encouraged to see the technology receiving additional attention; and opined that line ratings should be expanded to show which lines have the technology.  Rob Lane asked what approximate costs might be communicated to planners regarding hardware and installation; Mr. Johnson noted that Oncor is over-instrumenting approximately 20 miles of lines; that the $7 million is roughly evenly split between instruments and implementation; that angles and configuration of the lines also affects costs; and that costs will eventually be made available.  Mr. Johnson added that it is unknown where the study will lead, but that Oncor hopes to better understand rating duration times as a result of the study. 
Mr. Reid asked if the ratings would be entered into Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED); if the ratings would be sent to ERCOT in Real-Time; and if any of the eight lines being monitored are lines curtailing wind farms.  Mr. Johnson noted that the data would come in a platform similar to today’s Dynamic ambient ratings; Mr. Donohoo added that the project affects North-to-West transfers on more of a regional basis, and is based on what was seen in the summer of 2009.
Peter Wybierala noted that Dynamic line ratings have been available for at least 15 years, but that operators do not like them because they lose the spatial relation; that ROS should carefully consider how the technology should be deployed, and that it is probably not feasible to deploy across the entire system; that a certain amount of conservatism is called for, and that consideration might be given to requesting that ERCOT monitor select lines, see if there is a correlation to meteorological data, and then what might be applied across the system.  Mr. Donohoo agreed that the technology is not appropriate for all lines, but that data is needed first, and that planners are involved in the process. 
Planning Working Group (PLWG) Discussion (see Key Documents)

PGRR001, Section 2 – Process for Planning Guide Revision – Urgent 
Mr. Donohoo reported that the PLWG and the Planning Guide received good discussion and direction at the June 15, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting, and that follow-up had been conducted regarding ERCOT Board guidance.  Brad Jones noted that in subsequent discussions, a number of ERCOT Board members expressed a preference that all PGRRs receive ERCOT Board consideration, and that adoption of the 6/18/10 CenterPoint comments would accomplish moving all guide revisions to the ERCOT Board.  
Mr. Woodfin opined that moving to ERCOT Board review is in the right direction, but expressed concern regarding the type of items that would go into the guide as a result; and that out of a concern for the volume of items going before the ERCOT Board, needed transparency into such items as working group Procedures, might be reduced.  Mr. B. Jones concurred and noted that he informed acting ERCOT Board Chair Michael Gent that the ERCOT Board would see mundane items, and that it would be most simple to address most items via consent, and discuss items that did not achieved unanimity at TAC.  Mr. B. Jones added that currently, the ERCOT Board cannot discuss TAC-approved Operating Guide items that do not pose system impacts, except to direct TAC to create a new revision request to undo an approved OGRR.  Mr. B. Jones noted that while the ERCOT Board would like to see all PGRRs, he would prefer that revision requests for all guides go to the ERCOT Board.  

Ms. Wagner noted that other items go through the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS); that PGRRs go through ROS, but as they are not heard at PRS, the ERCOT Board would serve as the forum for public input.  Mr. Donohoo added that while PLWG lacks a voting structure, it is an open working group and is an improvement on previous, closed groups.

Wayne Kemper presented the 6/18/10 CenterPoint comments for ROS consideration.  Mr. Woodfin opined that in planning, as opposed to operations, it would be important to allow new Entities that might not yet be Market Participants to propose PGRRs, and that the term “may” is a clarification from ERCOT Legal, as the list of parties allowed to submit a PGRR is not comprehensive.  Ms. Wagner proposed that the language be struck entirely, as the proposed list is not exhaustive.  It was discussed that as the proposed language mirrors current Protocol language and is not restrictive, revisions to the language should be addressed via a Protocol Revision Request (PRR).
Ms. Wagner proposed that policy issues encountered by PLWG should flow through PRS and expressed concern that PGRRs will not be considered in a full-market forum.  Mr. Woodfin concurred and noted that he distributed a document detailing the portions of the PLWG charter that are more policy directed, as well as a draft PRR, so that some proposed elements of the Planning Guide might be moved into the Protocols.  Mr. Woodfin added that the policy issues would be addressed in the Protocols, and the implementation of the Protocols would be addressed in the Planning Guide.  Mr. Donohoo noted that that particular discussion would continue at the June 28, 2010 PLWG meeting and reiterated his concerns regarding miscommunication and the need for information in one place, concluding that the Protocols are a market document, and the Planning Guide is a planning document.  
Blake Williams moved to recommend approval of PGRR001 as amended by the 6/18/10 CenterPoint comments as revised by ROS.  Randy Ryno seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Ms. Landin reminded Market Participants of submission timelines and likely effective dates for OGRRs and NPRRs for the remainder of 2010.
Adjournment
Mr. Donohoo adjourned the June 25, 2010 ROS meeting at 2:00 p.m.
� Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/06/20100625-ROS" �http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/06/20100625-ROS� 
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