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

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

Thursday, June 10, 2010 – 9:30 a.m.
Attendance
Members:

	Alvarez, Eli
	Brownsville PUB
	

	Armke, James
	Austin Energy
	

	DeTullio, David
	Air Liquide
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	

	Garrett, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Gutierrez, Fernando
	BP Energy
	

	Hatfield, Bill
	LCRA
	

	Helyer, Scott
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	Holloway, Harry
	SUEZ
	

	Hudson, Tony
	Texas-New Mexico Power
	Alt. Rep. for R. McDaniel

	Keetch, Rick
	Reliant Energy
	

	Kunkel, Dennis
	AEP
	

	Marsh, Tony
	Texas 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 Company
	

	Williams, Blake
	CPS Energy
	

	Wybierala, Peter
	NextEra Energy
	


Guests:

	Bartos, Brian
	Bandera Electric Cooperative
	

	Birkhalter, Bob
	ABB
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Brannon, Eileen
	Oncor
	

	Bruce, Mark
	Stratus Energy Group 
	

	Duke, Dwain
	CPS Energy
	

	Henry,  Mark
	Texas RE
	

	Holmes, Bill
	Bandera Electric Cooperative
	

	Hutts, John
	GDS Associates/TexLa Elec. Coop.
	

	Jacoby, Jim
	AEP
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Juricek, Michael
	Oncor
	

	Kemper, Wayne
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Kremling, Barry
	GVEC
	

	Lane, Rob
	Luminant Energy
	

	Looney, Sherry
	Luminant
	

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Read, Brent
	City of College Station
	

	Reece, Eddy
	Rayburn Electric
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON
	

	Storm, Ashley
	AES/Buffalo Gap
	

	Thormahlen, Jack
	LCRA QSE
	

	Ward, Jerry
	Luminant
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG TX
	

	Whittington, Pam
	PUCT
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Longhorn Power
	

	Woods, Brad
	LCRA TSC
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Blevins, Bill
	
	Via Teleconference

	Culberson, JC
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Frosch, Colleen
	
	

	Hanson, Kevin
	
	

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Teixeira, Jay
	
	

	Thompson, Chad
	
	Via Teleconference


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
Mr. Donohoo noted that the 2010 Project Prioritization List (PPL) would not be taken up; that Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 242, Section 7 Revisions to Meet Pending NERC Requirements for New Construction, will likely be withdrawn and will not be discussed; and that a number of requests for discussion had been received for many of the other voting items.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Update (see Key Documents)
Mr. Donohoo reported that TAC gave some discussion to the Planning Working Group (PLWG) and that he would present the PLWG and Planning Guide information at the June 15, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting.

Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG) 
Mark Garrett yielded the floor to Mark Bruce.  Mr. Bruce noted that some working groups have discussed the draft Texas Renewables Integration Plan (TRIP), but that no specific comments have yet to be received by Mr. Garrett.  Mr. Bruce added that the RTWG would next meet on June 21, 2010 and would likely meet twice each month through the summer; and he is hopeful that comments will be available for review at the July 15, 2010 ROS meeting, and that a fully vetted TRIP would be made available to the TAC and ERCOT Board by September and October 2010 respectively.
Nodal Update (see Key Documents)

Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) Report
Jim Jacoby reviewed recent NDSWG activities and the Network Operations Model transition plan developed at the June 3, 2010 TAC meeting.  Mr. Jacoby noted that a white paper regarding modeling expectations is in development.  Mr. Donohoo complimented NDSWG and ERCOT for their significant efforts in developing a transition solution.

Steady State Working Group (SSWG) Modeling Solutions/SSWG Report

Tony Hudson presented recent SSWG activities and noted that as of late May 2010, 278 Connectivity Node Groups (CNGs) required correction; that SSWG will seek approval of System Change Request (SCR) 759, acLineSegment Name Length Increase in Information Model Manager, at the July 15, 2010 ROS meeting; and that expansion of circuit ID characters from two to 12 is specific to Information Model Management.  Market Participants discussed that there should be some feedback loop to the Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF) and Wind-power Generation Resources (WGRs) when modeling differences are found; Mr. Hudson added that it would seem that a change to the RARF would be needed, but that is not a conclusion at this time.  Mr. Donohoo again congratulated SSWG and ERCOT for their recent efforts in reaching solutions.
ROS Voting Items (see Key Documents)
2011 PPL 
This item was not taken up

OGRR242
Mr. Donohoo noted that, depending on the disposition of OGG240 at the June 15, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting, OGRR242 would likely be withdrawn by the System Protection Working Group (SPWG).  The item was not taken up.

Draft May 13, 2010 ROS Meeting Minutes
OGRR244, Synchronization with PRR821, Update of Section 21, Process for Protocol Revision 
Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 036, Synchronization with PRR821 and PRR804 
NOGRR037, Synchronization with OGRR217, Relay Misoperation Report Format Change 

Brittney Albracht noted the addition of Wayne Kemper to the list of attendees in the May 13, 2010 ROS meeting minutes.

Randy Ryno moved to recommend approval of OGRR244, NOGRR026 and NOGRR037 as recommended in the respective 5/19/10 Operations Working Group (OWG) Recommendation Reports, and to approve the May 13, 2010 ROS meeting minutes as amended.  Dennis Kunkel seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

OGRR243, Disturbance Monitoring Requirements Clarification (Vote)
Mr. Ryno moved to recommend approval of OGRR243 as recommended by the OWG in the 5/19/2010 OWG Recommendation Report.  Paul Rocha seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
OGRR247, Process for Transition to Nodal Operating Guide Sections (Vote)
Mr. Owens requested that OGRR247 be granted Urgent status in order to meet timelines.  Mr. Garrett asked if the item should have been addressed earlier, and so now is needed urgently; Mr. Owens answered that such was not the case.
Bob Green moved to grant Urgent status to OGRR247.  David DeTullio seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment.  

Mr. Rocha moved to recommend approval of OGRR247 as submitted.  James Armke seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Planning Guide Revision Request (PGRR) 001, Section 2 – Process for Planning Guide Revision (Vote)

Mr. Donohoo suggested that PGRR001 be tabled and taken up at the June 25, 2010 Special ROS meeting.  Mr. Kemper noted that a WebEx is scheduled for the June 14, 2010 PLWG meeting to review comments to PGRR001, and that Urgent status is requested for PGRR001 so that it may be considered at the June 25, 2010 Special ROS meeting.  Clayton Greer noted that the Planning Guide is not yet a binding document, but would become so upon TAC approval.  
Mr. Greer moved to grant PGRR001 Urgent status.  Mr. DeTullio seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Greer moved to table PGRR001.  Mr. Kunkel seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Greer asked if sections of the Planning Guide would become effective immediately upon their approval.  Mr. Kemper noted that the change process will become effective immediately, and that the PLWG will recommend that subsequent elements of the Planning Guide will become effective December 1, 2010, instead of piecemeal as sections are approved.
OGRR241, Special Protection System Monitoring Requirements (Vote)
Yvette Landin reviewed the 6/3/10 ERCOT comments and the 6/9/10 Luminant comments.  Mr. Donohoo expressed concern regarding ownership issues, noting that in some cases Special Protection Systems (SPSs), though the equipment is usually owned by the Transmission Service Provider (TSP), action is taken that is not owned by the TSP.  Market Participants debated the meaning of the terms “arming”, “action”, “status”; “in service” and “out of service”; whether “armed” means “in service” or something else; and whether an SPS may be “armed” but not operating, or if arming of an SPSs is the equivalent to activation of the SPS.  Mark Soutter sought to clarify the proper terminology for an SPS arms, but then stands down.  
Chad Thompson noted that uniform language is desired to indicate that a stimulus has been made such that an SPS is ready to take action, and that an action has been taken.  Liz Jones opined that clear language has not yet been developed to indicate that a threshold has been reached, and that a reaction has occurred.  Mr. Thompson offered that language should indicate whether the SPS is, or is not, listening for a threshold to be reached; and whether the SPS is not armed either because the threshold has not been reached, or because the SPS is not listening/is not in service.
Mr. Owens noted that a report is available as to how many times SPSs arm, but that the report has not been discussed in some time.  Mr. Jacoby expressed concern as to whether Entities might be required to install additional telemetry as a result of the use of the word “shall” and suggested that language be clarified.  Ms. L. Jones questioned whether the proposed language is intended to require retrofits or to require that available data already available be provided; Mr. Thompson answered that if additional data is already available, ERCOT would like to see it.  Market Participants suggested various language revisions.
Marguerite Wagner expressed concern for asymmetrical information and suggested that ERCOT be required to notify the market of a changed SPS status within one Business Day, and that an SPS not be allowed to change status until the completion of a 10 day window.  Market Participants discussed that the 10 day requirement would be appropriate for outages, but that some SPSs are only taken out of service, for as little as 10 minutes at a time, to prevent misoperation while maintenance is performed on the substation.  Market Participants recommended that language be added to indicate that in/out of service changes are posted to the Market Information System (MIS).  Market Participants also recommended continuation of the practice of issuing a Market Notice when an SPS is permanently disabled.
Mr. Soutter moved to recommend approval of OGRR241 as amended by the 6/9/10 Luminant comments as revised by ROS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NOGRR035, Synchronization – Special Protection System Monitoring Requirements
Mr. Ryno moved to recommend approval of NOGRR035 as amended by the 6/3/10 ERCOT comments as revised by ROS.  Mr. DeTullio seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
OGRR233, Backup Control Plan Submission Process
JC Culberson reviewed the 6/2/10 OGRR233 Discussion Group comments and noted that as March 15, 2010, the date by which Transmission Operators were to submit written backup control plans to ERCOT, has passed, the purpose of OGRR233 is now moot and that the issue addressed in OGRR233 will now need to be addressed via NOPGRR028, Synchronization – Backup Control Plan Submission Process.

Mr. Rocha moved to reject OGRR233.  Mr. Keetch seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NOGRR028, Synchronization - Backup Control Plan Submission Process
Mr. Culberson recommended approval of NOGRR028 as revised by the 1/28/10 ERCOT comments, and that a group such as the Nodal Protocols/Reliability Standards Alignment (NPRSA) Task Force work to harmonize the Nodal Operating Guides with the Nodal Protocols and the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Standards.  
Mr. Rocha moved to recommend approval of NOGRR028 as amended by the 1/28/10 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Keetch seconded the motion.  Ms. L. Jones noted that as the NPRSA is currently subject to the Protocol Revisions Subcommittee (PRS) for the refinement of Nodal Protocols, it would follow for the NPRSA to also review the Nodal Operating Guides; that it will be requested that NPRSA become subject to ROS for the purpose of guide review; and that removing conflicting language is difficult work, and compliance personnel are encouraged to participate in the effort.  The motion carried unanimously.
Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 220, Nodal Requirement of Declaring an EEA for Reserves More than 500 MW
Bill Blevins reviewed proposed NPRR220 language.  Mr. Green stated that he did not oppose the concept of the item, but observed that ERCOT would be deploying energy into the market, rather than releasing capacity for Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED).  John Dumas agreed with Mr. Green’s distinction, noted Mr. Green’s formerly expressed concerns regarding design, but added that with the design being a settled issue, ERCOT wishes to release the capacity needed and not call an Energy Emergency Alert (EEA) except on physical reserves below 2300MW.
Randy Jones expressed appreciation for the administrative burden on ERCOT Operations to declare an EEA, but added that concerns should have been voiced during Nodal’s design stage; that the Nodal systems are scoped so that SCED will restart upon the loss of a major Resource; and that the operator should allow SCED to deploy what ERCOT considers reserves, but what Market Participants consider the remainder of their Energy offer curves, so that a price signal may be given.  Mr. Dumas agreed with Mr. R. Jones regarding the pricing dilemma, but expressed concern that, given the ramp rates of the remaining offer curves, capacity would not be released in a manner timely to restore the disturbance.  Mr. Dumas added that if energy is released, a more timely response is possible.  Mr. Greer expressed concern that capacity would be released into the Balancing Energy stack at each unit trip, with inappropriate impacts to pricing.  Mr. Dumas agreed that most of the time the system would operate as designed, but added that it is inappropriate to not recover from a frequency disturbance within 15 minutes, having not released capacity.
Mr. Green moved to recommend approval of NPRR220 as submitted.  Mr. Wybierala noted that stakeholders desire to operate on economics as much as possible, but there might be instances when SCED will not have enough and reserves will have to be called upon.  Mr. Dumas added that in the zonal market, RRS is an energy deployment, but will be a capacity release in the Nodal market; that compromises occurred in system design; that cheaper energy might be released first regardless; and that if forced to call an EEA, even with reserves on the system, systems are not given the full range of options to recover from a disturbance.  Mr. Rocha seconded the motion.
Mr. Greer stated that ERCOT has the option to release, but opined that ERCOT does not want to fill out a form.  Mr. Greer added that not declaring an EEA as prescribed would be very disruptive to the market, recalling summer 2009 when Replacement Reserve Service (RPRS) was struck daily and prices were flat.  Mr. Dumas reiterated concerns for ramp rate issues and recalled a disturbance where recovery was not achieved within 15 minutes, noting that it appeared that recovery was progressing and so Loads Acting As a Resource (LaaRs) were not deployed, but that recovery then stalled, the 15 minutes elapsed, and ERCOT was penalized and required to carry more reserves.  
After additional discussion, Ms. Wagner observed that there is some confusion among Market Participants as to how SCED operates, and offered that ERCOT should provide ROS with an in-depth review of SCED at a future ROS meeting; Mr. Green concurred, but opined that such a session is unlikely to alter requirements or stakeholders’ opinions.  The motion carried with five objections from the Independent Generator, Independent Power Marketer (IPM) (3) and IREP Market Segments.
NOGRR034, Rescind Telemetry Performance Calculation Exclusions 
Ms. Landin noted that the 6/3/10 ERCOT comments to NOGRR034 should not be considered an endorsement of the item, but do offer refinements to the proposed revisions found in the 5/19/10 OWG Recommendation Report.  Mr. Dumas reiterated that the proposed language does not offer a system to enter planned outages, and that ERCOT would prefer that NOGRR034 be approved as originally submitted to maintain the metric as is, and adjust the metric to account for normal outages.  Mr. Dumas added that a second option might be to allow Market Participants, if audited, to produce evidence of monitoring; that a third option would be to grey box language and not have a telemetry standard at the beginning of the Nodal market, cautioning that the language might never be addressed; and that as OWG has gravitated to not having a standard, ERCOT’s comments are to clarify the OWG proposal.
Mr. Jacoby noted that ERCOT’s clarifications were discussed; that the Nodal market would be entered with the standards relaxed; and that OWG would eventually like a system to capture the metrics.  Mr. Rocha noted ERCOT’s preference that the proposal be rejected.  Mr. Green expressed concern with the proposal and requested that ERCOT provide additional language around the definition of failure, citing his organization’s recent experience with an outage associated with updating a bus, and all replaced points subsequently being reported as bad or failing.  Mr. Green added that more definition should be given in the ERCOT report as to what constitutes failure, and under what conditions the failure might not count against the Entity.

Mr. Rocha moved to recommend approval of NOGRR034 as amended by the 6/3/10 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Kunkel seconded the motion.  Mr. Dumas noted his appreciation that the item is advancing, but expressed concern with Mr. Green’s comments, adding that the points should not have been reported as failure, but that the proposed method is not ideal in that everything could be scheduled off and be given a mitigation plan with no consequences.  The motion carried unanimously.
Posted Reports – Questions Only (see Key Documents)
May Operations Report
No questions were offered.
May System Planning Report
Mr. Greer noted Panda Temple Power’s new Interconnect Agreement, and asked if the agreement was included in the Capacity Demand Reserve (CDR) report.  Jay Teixeira offered clarification that the reported 700MWs were gross and the 1090MWs were net, rather than representing two different agreements.  Mr. Greer noted that the next CDR report will be produced in December 2010 and opined that ERCOT is running low on future interconnections that are coal or gas powered.

Walter Reid noted that a report titled Interval Generation by Fuel Type is in a secured area, that he and potentially others would like to access it, and asked if ERCOT might publish the report differently or send it out to ROS periodically.  Mr. Donohoo expressed concern for much data being distributed via e-mail and requested that Mr. Reid consult with Mr. Teixeira to indentify the nature of the report’s information.
Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group (CIPWG)
No questions were offered.
Dynamics Working Group (DWG)

No questions were offered.
OWG

No questions were offered.
Performance, Disturbance, Compliance Working Group (PDCWG)
No questions were offered.
PLWG

No questions were offered.
SPWG
No questions were offered.
Load Projections/Forecasting and Steady State Base Cases (see Key Documents)
Introduction

Mr. Donohoo noted comments at the Regional Planning Group (RPG) that Loads modeled are higher than peaks.  Mr. Donohoo offered that the definitions for peak, on-peak, and off-peak are ambiguous; and that as the grid has changed and the Nodal market is approaching, consideration should be given to how cases are built, whether eight seasonal cases are still necessary, how to build a 10-year case, and the diverse needs of the market, operations and planning.
AEP

Mr. Kunkel presented on AEP’s methodology and noted that AEP models the ERCOT peak.   

Bandera Electric Cooperative

Brian Bartos presented on Bandera Electric Cooperative’s methodology and noted that Bandera is most concerned with winter versus summer peak, as the Hill Country has a significant winter peak which is steep but short-lived; and that forecasts are based on the best available information, and that experience is an additional, informal criteria in determining the validity of each forecast.  Mr. Bartos added that he uses seven days in a row of 100 degree days to develop the summer peak; that notes are kept regarding daily weather conditions; and that the summer forecast is usually prepared by October.  Mr. Donohoo observed that Bandera is a winter peaking Entity and that the Bandera peaks do not necessarily match the ERCOT peaks.
Brazos Electric Cooperative

David Albers presented on Brazos Electric Cooperative’s methodology and noted that the 16 member cooperatives provide a six-year non-coincident summer and winter peak forecast for each load; and that in conjunction with the cooperatives, Brazos Power Supply Group develops a yearly summer and winter coincident Brazos peak forecast.  
CenterPoint Energy
Mr. Kemper presented on CenterPoint Energy’s methodology and noted that the organization models the CenterPoint Energy peak Load rather than the CenterPoint Energy Load at the time of the ERCOT peak; that at the time of the 2009 peak, 14 percent of CenterPoint Energy’s Load was Transmission-level Load; and that the organization recognizes that it is appropriate to use other forecasts such as the ERCOT coincident peak Load forecast for some studies.
Austin Energy
Mr. Armke presented on Austin Energy’s methodology, and noted that Austin Energy models the Austin peak, with a one-year lead time; an average error of less than three percent; and employs statistically adjusted end-use modeling with economic drivers and demand-side management trends
City of College Station

Brent Read presented on the City of College Station’s methodology and noted that the system has a unique Summer Load curve due to the area’s student population; and that the base case is modeled on its own system peak.

CPS Energy

Dwain Duke and Blake Williams presented on CPS Energy’s methodology and reported that CPS models for its own system peak; and that the Annual Load Data Request (ALDR) contains two forecasts – the CPS non-coincident Load and the Load coincident with ERCOT.
LCRA

Brad Woods presented on the LCRA methodology, noting that LCRA reviews five-year historical meter data to determine the LCRA system peak and develop a coincident factor that is applied to the Load.  

Oncor

Michael Juricek presented on the Oncor methodology and noted planning for the Oncor system peak, rather than the ERCOT peak.  Mr. Juricek noted that there is not yet sufficient data to know if Smart Meters will impact forecasts.
STEC
John Moore presented on STEC’s methodology, noting that it is coincident with STEC’s peak rather than with the ERCOT peak.
Tex-La Electric Cooperative

John Hutts presented on Tex-La’s methodology, noting that Tex-La employs a non-coincident system peak by Point of Interconnection.
Farmers Electric Cooperative/Grayson Collin Electric Cooperative/Trinity Valley Electric Cooperative

Eddy Reece presented RCEC’s member cooperatives’ methodologies, noting their use of a non-coincident system peak by Point of Interconnection.

At the conclusion of presentations, Mr. Donohoo thanked Market Participants for their input and noted that most organizations are modeling their own peaks.  Market Participants discussed that different cases might need to be run; that too much Load in the cases are a result of organizations modeling their own peaks and building cases with Load higher than what ERCOT will realize, resulting in phantom problems; that the cases were historically used to plan Transmission but are now used for different reasons; and that some organizations are normalizing for weather and some are not.
Ms. Wagner suggested that the PLWG might consider the value of establishing a case where all organizations normalize to the ERCOT peak, and complimented the presenters’ review effort as a significant starting point previously unseen at ERCOT.  Market Participants also discussed that econometrics require different skill sets for large versus small organizations, and that care should be exercised in demanding standardized methodologies; and that localized issues require review of localized Load.

Mr. Donohoo again thanked the presenters, noted that the discussion would likely continue at the PLWG, and that no particular action items would be assigned at this time due to working groups’ existing Nodal commitments.   
Other Business 

Ms. L. Jones noted that NDSWG and SSWG have been working diligently to transition to Nodal; that there are some issues that working groups are not equipped or chartered to determine; that NATF will be reviewing and deciding many issues that may or may not rise to TAC; and that Market Participants should carefully monitor NATF meetings and attend when needed.

Mr. Greer conveyed recent reports that approximately half of WGRs are not providing ERCOT with reliable telemetry as required, and requested that ERCOT  provide an update at the July 15, 2010 ROS meeting regarding MP21, Wind Generation Resources ICCP Telemetry.
Mr. Donohoo reminded Market Participants of the June 25, 2010 Special ROS meeting at ERCOT Austin.
Adjournment
Mr. Donohoo adjourned the meeting at 3:30 pm.
� Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/06/20100610-ROS" �http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2010/06/20100610-ROS� 
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