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	Comments


CenterPoint Energy supports SCR 760 as submitted.  The technical expertise for modeling planning base cases is found in the Steady State Working Group (SSWG) of the Reliability Operations Subcommittee (ROS).  SSWG submitted SCR 760 as being necessary to implement the Network Model Management System (NMMS) developed by ERCOT.  ERCOT filed comments before the ROS meeting and made a presentation at the ROS meeting, so ROS members had an opportunity to consider ERCOT’s point of view.  ROS unanimously endorsed SCR 760, except for one abstention.  CenterPoint Energy believes that PRS should give great weight to the input of SSWG, which is the working group charged with actually building the planning model base cases, and to the vote held by ROS, which is the subcommittee responsible for addressing reliability issues in ERCOT.
Due to CenterPoint Energy’s significant difference of opinion with the ERCOT comments posted on November 10, 2010, CenterPoint Energy submits the following responses to the comments.  While CenterPoint Energy disagrees with most of the comments, only significant portions will be addressed below.  CenterPoint Energy believes that ERCOT continues to under-estimate the time and costs to implement computer systems related to the nodal market transition for the Transmission Service Providers (TSPs).

General Comments
· The SCR Reason for Change is somewhat inaccurate in that it states the SCR is needed to “produce usable cases for planning analysis”.  A more accurate statement is the changes requested in this SCR will result in cases requiring the submission of fewer “Standard PMCRs” by TSPs.  It is important to remember that the Model On Demand (MOD) product that ERCOT is currently using produces cases that include all the functionality and features that are requested in this SCR.
CenterPoint Energy disagrees with ERCOT’s assertion that the use of the “Standard PMCRs” are an acceptable solution to the deficiencies identified in the planning model.  The point of SCR 760 is to minimize the number and size of the Standard PMCRs that are introduced by the current plan of using the Topology Processor case as the root case in MOD.  Creating and maintaining these Standard PMCRs will be a burdensome, manual process ripe with the introduction of unwanted errors that does not exist with the current zonal process.  ERCOT has indicated a need for automating their processes when compiling the data, and MOD is expected to assist with that automation.  CenterPoint Energy agrees with ERCOT’s need to reduce manual processes and supports the move to using MOD provided no major issues arise with MOD (it does need to be noted that MOD has yet to be fully tested by ERCOT and the TSPs).  However, CenterPoint Energy does not see the benefit of swapping one manual process for a different manual process.  Adopting the changes in SCR 760 will significantly reduce the number of Standard PMCRs needed; thereby, reducing the manual changes required by TSPs and ERCOT.
Deficiency #1

· This is generally included in annual maintenance fees but the ERCOT contract is through Siemens EMA and not directly with Siemens PTI.  Negotiations can be opened with Siemens to negotiate expected costs of keeping MOD up to date with PSS/E upgrades.
This statement by ERCOT is of significant concern to CenterPoint Energy, because it indicates that future versions of MOD are not automatically going to be implemented when available.  CenterPoint Energy does not believe this is acceptable.
· The ERCOT MOD product is currently in sync with the current PTI version (32).   New equipment can be added in MOD in that is available in PTI version 32.  This is the intended purpose of MOD.
CenterPoint Energy agrees that MOD is currently in sync with the latest PSS/E version, and Siemens has indicated its intent to keep it that way, although ERCOT’s previous statement above brings that into question.  However, CenterPoint Energy disagrees with the statement “This is the intended purpose of MOD.”  Existing equipment that has to be deleted from the model and then input as a new data type or with new data parameters because the Topology Processor is outdated was never the intended purpose of MOD.  MOD was intended to be the vehicle where future projects, loads, and generation levels are input into the model to create future cases.

· Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) need to specify the types of devices that will need to be added to satisfy current network model needs as well as future network model needs.  Specifying the need to add all device types in a given PSS/E release, even those types that are not being used adds unnecessary cost.
A TSP planner will not likely know whether they want to use a new feature until after the PSS/E release has occurred.  Making changes to the IMM/TP system when PSS/E is updated allows a TSP to utilize the full functionality of PSS/E.  By not making timely changes, it discourages TSPs from modifying their models to utilize a new data type, because that would require creating and maintaining Standard PMCRs until the change is implemented.  This raises other issues that will have to be addressed, such as if only one or two TSPs wish to use a data type, will their request be denied?
Deficiency #2,

· Distribution Cap banks and load devices (with cap bank capability removed) can be explicitly modeled in the Information Model Manager.  TSPs should model this explicitly if they need to model the distribution capacitors.

The options proposed in SCR760 all involve additions to the CIM schema resulting in loss of consistency of the planning model with the operational model which seems to contradict Protocols requiring consistency.  Protocols will have to be changed to allow this. ERCOT does not believe this is required but that it would better conform to current modeling practice of some TSPs.”  
Currently, TSPs follow ERCOT’s guideline to model network elements associated with transmission level voltages for operational purposes.  The recommendation to explicitly model distribution devices essentially suggests that TSPs need to start modeling distribution devices in the operational model, which is a practice not currently followed by TSPs or required by protocols.  The proposed solution presented in SCR 760 does not directly model distribution devices; they essentially act as placeholders for planning only distribution data needed for load flow models.  CenterPoint Energy does not understand ERCOT’s assertion that the Protocols would have to be changed to allow this modeling.  TSPs must model these capacitor banks in its planning studies, so they must be added at some point.  SCR 760 simply attempts to add these in the operations database rather than through the manual Standard PMCR process.  ERCOT’s statement implies that any data added through a Standard PMCR violates the Protocols requiring consistency.  CenterPoint Energy does not believe such can be the case.
· PSS/E does not allow multiple capacitor banks on the same bus so Option 3 is not viable.
This is an incorrect statement.  PSS/E 31 allows for more than one capacitor bank at a bus, when using the fixed shunt feature.  See screenshot below:
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Deficiency #4

· In most cases, the CNG that loads and switched shunts are associated with can be defined in the Information Model Manager.  In extreme cases, this cannot be done to the satisfaction of the modeler.  In most of these cases, a contingency can be redefined to remove the load or capacitor when a particular branch is outaged.  

This enhancement allows the modeler to move the load or switched shunt to another bus so they do not have to create a new contingency definition. The contingencies can be redefined such that the load or switch shunt can be included in the contingency.
ERCOT must not understand the importance of placing these loads and capacitor banks in the correct location.  CenterPoint Energy’s contingency analysis process has been developed over the course of over 20 years to utilize multi-section line definitions, load throwover capability, and automated contingency functions allowed in PSS/E to simplify the contingency definition file.  Creating Standard PMCRs to move these capacitor banks and loads to the correct location is far preferable than altering CenterPoint Energy’s automated contingency files to include these individual contingencies.  Implementing this item in the SCR would allow keeping the automated contingency definitions unchanged from current processes while not having to create the manual Standard PMCRs.
· ERCOT does not understand the use of the jumper class as described in SCR760.
The usage of jumpers is to provide the ability to create more than one Connectivity Node within a bus without altering the line topology.

Deficiency #5

· ERCOT understands that this enhancement is requested so that the transformer model used in the planning model can be different then the transformer model used in the operations model.   ERCOT believes that using different transformer models for planning and operations is not allowed under the Protocols.  Protocols would have to be changed to allow this differentiation.  ERCOT does not believe that operations transformer data should be different from the Planning transformer data.
CenterPoint Energy disagrees with ERCOT’s assertion that this violates any Protocol provisions.  As indicated in SCR 760, the additional planning data does not include ratings or impedance data.  TSPs can change the very same data by use of a Standard PMCR implemented in MOD.  ERCOT’s comments again suggest that any data added through a Standard PMCR violates the Protocols requiring consistency.  CenterPoint Energy does not believe such can be the case.
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