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	Comments


Oncor Electric Delivery Company LLC appreciates the opportunity to comment on System Change Request (SCR) 760, Recommended Changes Needed for Information Model Manager and Topology Processor for Planning Models.  Oncor supports the SCR in its entirety.  Contrary to the current configuration, the IMM/TP/MOD applications should not be viewed as static software programs.  The model applications will need to be updated on a regular and frequent basis to meet and support the changing operations and planning environments.
The most appropriate, efficient and cost effective method to support the changing operations  and planning environments is to include the planning data/models in the core NMMS data base. 
The process ERCOT has articulated instead adds data in the middle or at the end of the process.  Adding substantial amounts of data outside of the database creates more possibilities for differences and errors.  If the data base system works correctly, the data/models only need to be added once in the core data base and ongoing maintenance is greatly simplified for both ERCOT and TSPs.
ERCOT's current approach is analogous to the method of only building basic cars and then adding the accessories at the dealership before the car is delivered.  The owner gets the accessories, but they not fully integrated into the car systems.  They are attached where possible, e.g., air conditioners that hang under the dash instead of being inside of the dash.  Add-on systems are problematic and hard to maintain because of the incremental, post-hoc nature of the changes, in spite of the superficial advantage of customization.
In addition to the SCR modifications, Oncor also urges ERCOT to address documentation and TSP inclusion in generation data process (RARF submission and vetting) before Planning Go-Live:
Software/Processes Documentation
Oncor requests full software documentation/processes on IMM, TP, MOD and validation processes to ensure proper use of the systems to avoid errors.  The documentation is also required to support NERC standards requirements   There is a tendency to undervalue documentation if an application “works”, but in the nodal systems that value judgment cannot be made purely on the basis of observable results.
Generator Data TSP Inclusion

ERCOT should modify the current generation data process (RARF to explicitly include TSPs in the information stream).  The nodal generator RARF submissions have a much greater impact on the operations and planning models than the zonal counterparts; the TSPs should have an opportunity to view and comment on the RARFs in advance of the consequent operating/planning model changes.  TSPs have repeatedly articulated this need in the market participant process.  It is unclear whether any generators oppose the sharing of information, particularly when it envisions that only ERCOT could require a RARF modification, and TSPs could not unilaterally reject a RARF.  
One process to meet both ERCOT and TSP requirements would be more efficient, prevent errors, and be cost effective.  Currently generators send the data to ERCOT and sometimes TSP’s separately.  ERCOT by itself validates and processes the RARF data; then places some of the data in the models.  Many times the model update creates new differences, CNG problems and model errors that the TSP is required to fix and directly communicate with the generator to providing feedback. 
Oncor requests: 
· Improved access to RARF data

· Access to MW and  Mvar ongoing test results for generating units 

· Notification of changes in advance of modeling
· Easy/ready identification of changes

SCR760 Topical Comments 

	Deficiency Number
	Deficiency Description
	Reason for Need (example)
	Reason MOD Environment not suitable

	1
	Topology Processor Upgrade to output PSS/E v32 (and future versions)
	Waiting one or more years after the release of a new version puts ERCOT participants outside the update period for the release.  Oncor is responsible for approximately 50% of the transmission data uses PSSE version 32.  Version 32 has been on the market since 06/2009 and has many software fixes, expanded models and data; we are not able to realize the benefits with older versions of software used by ERCOT (version 30 for IMM and MOD).  ERCOT should create a process to meet new software releases within 3 to 6 months after initial release.  May also be a NERC standards issue to use best software, data and models for planning analysis.
	The output of the topology processor is the central piece in linking the operations model to the planning model and therefore must be consistent with the most up to date version of PSS/E.

The final MOD product is compatible with version 32; however the data format is version 30.  This does not allow TSPs to use the latest software enhancements such as non-conforming load modeling, enhanced stability models, addition of breakers and switches, improved solution analysis and corrective action control.  See note *.

	2
	Distribution Cap Banks
	IMM model only receives transformer loading data.  Planning data is load forecast data and shunt data, Oncor has over 300 stations with distributive capacitor bank and those devices are not modeled as they are actually in the field due to IMM not receiving the proper data.
	IMM/MOD does not allow proper modeling of devices such as distribution capacitor banks.  Planning base cases maintain the distribution cap banks to be consistent with the actual field configuration; otherwise another “profile” will have to be created to modify the cases output by ERCOT.  See note *.

	3
	Zero Impedance line ratings
	Zero impedance lines represent an actual field device such as bus-tie circuit breakers or short line sections (like jumpers).  These circuit breakers / devices have actual rating values that need to be monitored.
	The current IMM / MOD environment does not assign proper ratings for zero impedance lines.  It currently assigns a faulty value of 9999. Another “profile” will have to be created to modify the cases output by ERCOT.   See note *.

	4
	Associate Loads and Caps with the correct CNG
	Planning needs the ability to model electrical devices as they are physically in the field.  Some capacitors are connected to a bus yet when IMM/MOD trips a line connected to a CNG bus that has a capacitor connected to it, the capacitor is removed from service, however in reality the capacitor would still be in service.
	The current IMM/MOD environment does not allow capacitors connected to a bus/CNG to remain in service under certain circumstances when they really are still in service.  See note *.

	5
	Additional Autotransformer data for Planning
	See response from Item 4
	See response from Item 4.  See note *.

	6
	FACTS Devices
	ERCOT should not specify future needs.  TP should allow for the full use of PSS/E and all of its functionality.  Version 32 of PSSE allows proper modeling of FACTS devices.  Oncor currently has 2 SVCs in the DFW Metroplex that cannot be modeled properly in the current IMM/MOD environment.
	Current IMM/MOD environment does not allow proper modeling of FACTS devices.  They are currently being added into the MOD environment after case creation from IMM.  See note *.

	7
	Assign valid PSSE IDs to Breakers/Switches/Series Devices
	Assigning invalid IDs to devices opens up case to faulty errors / violations.  Oncor would like to see proper / valid IDs assigned to anything modeled in cases.
	Oncor does not see any reason why valid PSSE IDs are not assigned to all elements in the model.   See note *.

	8
	Phase shift of Autos for short circuit studies
	Oncor attempts to build cases such that Planning, Operations and System Protection can use the same data.  This includes trying to incorporate short circuit data in the model.
	Current IMM/MOD environment does not allow phase shift data to be included for short circuit calculations.  See note *.


Note * - .  Oncor supports the SCR in its entirety.  Contrary to the current configuration, the IMM/TP/MOD applications should not be viewed as static software programs.  The model applications will need to be updated on a regular and frequent basis to meet and support the changing operations and planning environments.  The underlying PSSE program is being updated and improved on a regular basis, with eleven updates/patches since V30 and with at least one revision each year.  All training provided by the software vendor uses the most current version; training new engineers with old versions in place is inefficient and not cost effective.  Oncor has already moved to PSSE V32 and many companies are moving to most current version.  Oncor is currently working with PTI to include an accurate and appropriate standard model for the Parkdale and Renner SVC’s in version 33.   Many of these issues will continue to be issues until the IMM/TP/MOD process is brought up to the same standard as other software utilized by TSPs.  Planning is sacrificing some detail of the planning models to accommodate the current IMM/TP processor.  Oncor believes the software used to output data for case building should change with the improvement of the analysis software and system requirements.  Additionally, Oncor does not believe a case produced by MOD should be used for any purpose until the case can be thoroughly tested and evaluated for correctness and validity.
Oncor Comments on ERCOT slide presentation:

Oncor Response to ERCOT Slide 2

· Coordinated Node Groups (CNG) does not work as needed for planning purposes.  As his flowcharts show, the CRR cases are not impacted by TP changes needed by planning.  (I.E. cap banks on line-side of breaker cause issues with modeling and TP, requiring the addition of extra buses so that removing a line also removes line-side capacitors, otherwise the capacitor has to be connected to bus and remains in service with the loss of the line)

· In certain situations (as above) current CNG process creates more work and inaccurate representation of field connections.

· Our line shunt reactors would encounter the same single contingency issue in TP (our internal special contingency file catches most of ours)

· Other companies will not be able to catch that in a .con file.

· Operations and planning will have to ensure that CNGs are not modified without notifying the other group.  If Ops makes a change in a station that could possibly alter CNG and its associated connections.

· Temporary jumpers, etc. would require constant (monthly) checking of the model to make sure all CNGs are consistent from case to case.  This adds even more work.

· This is a very inefficient process and has room for more errors because of all the manual process 

· Who determines what a major unforeseen problem is and what is not?  Individual TSPs could be greatly impacted by something that does not affect any other TSP.  Does ERCOT have sole authority of determining what is major?

· Commit Major resources
TSP have committed significant resources along with expending thousand’s of man hours and added staff to support nodal along with regular duties.
· ERCOT is making multiple simultaneous requests for TSP efforts:
· Regular annual update of base cases
· Testing and resolving errors in NMMS

· Quarterly update of base cases

· Preparation of ALDR
· RPG activites
· Participation in development of ERCOT Five-year Transmission Plan

· Participation in ERCOT’s Long-term Study Task Force   

· Participation in CREZ Reactive Study
· ROS working groups
TSPs seek and desire involvement in ERCOT activities.

· Testing timelines are tight only if Go-Live is next spring.

· Planning Go-Live should not happen until adequate testing is performed on software

· Testing should be performed by ERCOT and Siemens and should then be verified by TSPs

Oncor Response to ERCOT Slide 3

· PLWG was considering need for ALL bases cases currently being created by SSWG based upon need to support all ERCOT activities.  The discussion was not to get rid of DSA cases, but addressing what cases were needed for future use.

· SSWG is not proposing delaying the build of DSA cases.  Cases would still be built as currently performed, regardless of who uses them.  Delay on Planning Go-Live has NO impact on building DSA cases in 2011, since cases could still be built.
· ERCOT needs to consider the benefit creating cases more reflecting current situations.  As example the current Off-Peak cases are minimum load on the peak day not a true off peak minimum load case.
Oncor Response to ERCOT Slides 5 - 7

· CRR models not impacted by Planning Go-Live

· Flowcharts indicate that there is much more work for TSPs, however there does not appear to be much additional work for ERCOT planning (i.e. - Slide 5 and 6: Comparing these slides gives a good picture of the different amount of work for the TSPs in the process.  Slide 6 shows many more activities in orange than blue activities in Slide 5.  Slide 6 also graphically demonstrates the additional opportunities for errors due to manual processing of data).

· TSPs are very supportive of slide 7 (SSWG voted to support this process) with the additional testing on TP to ensure TP (in slide 6) is functionally accurate and vetted.

Oncor Response to ERCOT Slide 8

· Our intent was to focus more on 2012 test case so switched shunt data was only major change of Oncor for MOD 2010 test case.  This was because 2010 MOD test case was to be used for comparison purposes, while the 2012 MOD test case was to be used for case-building processes.

· Oncor’s standard PMCR for 2010 MOD test case included 253 switched shunt devices added (255 buses modified)

· Chart is out of date.  Data was not due to ERCOT until Friday 11/5, thus data on chart is much smaller than what is more likely to be the actual changes, chart is incomplete.

· This chart data indicates just how much more work and data changes (which equals more opportunities for errors) there will be in the future using MOD and standard PMCRs

Oncor Response to ERCOT Slide 9

· Understanding is that current CIM model in use is already “custom”, so it should not be that much more trouble to “customize” some more to accommodate planning requests.

· The future will require work/updates/new versions of software.  The software will not be a static application, thus arguing that CIM schema change will have a big impact on downstream and upstream portions seems facetious, since future software will require modifications of some sort.
· Only market data in the schema would affect market software, planning data is not used by the market

Oncor Response to ERCOT Slide 10

· How was timeline created since neither Siemens nor anybody else has verified that this was a viable timeline.  Software developers have not even been given what changes are going to be asked of them.  Using the Integrated system in July may not be viable.
· ERCOT staff was not coordinating until the ROS meeting discussion
Oncor Response to ERCOT Slide 11

· TSPs are not hesitant because of lack of preparation.  Hesitation is founded more on lack of/poor performance of TP software and case development process.

· ERCOT did not provide training or other preparation to ‘beta test’ this software.  There has been no documentation for the different pieces of the software, how they work and how they are involved in the process.  There have not been any instruction manuals on how to work through the different processes (MOD, PMCRs, etc.)  There were a few pages of screenshots during the MOD training, but not instructions on how to perform actions pertaining to each process 

· ERCOT has delayed schedule/implementation of GO-Live on multiple occasions and are now asking TSPs to make up the time.

· Oncor does not believe Integrated System could be used without excessive and inefficient work (this would likely require a line-by-line, bus-by-bus evaluation of the entire system output in PSSE to ensure everything came out of the TP correctly).

· We would recommend the Separated system over the Integrated System (as did the rest of SSWG)

· This would allow the testing of a smaller portion of the software for the Go-Live process while building the cases.

· The differences between the operations model and planning model can be addressed during this process, (outside of TP), until TP functionality is acceptable.

Oncor Response to ERCOOT Slide 13

· Protocols say “ensure consistency of data…” not identical, consistency is not defined

· Oncor already has processes to correct ALL important differences between Operating and Planning models, not just those with 5% difference
· More standard PMCRs means the cases will not be consistent with Operations.  They want consistency, the SCR gets it closer.  MOD helps produce cases, but it is TP that needs to be fixed.  The original idea of the IMM/TP/MOD was to reduce manual manipulation of cases so all market participants use similar cases.
	Revised Business Case for Proposed System Change


None at this time.
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