APPROVED
Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) Meeting

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

Thursday, January 14, 2010– 9:30 a.m. – 3:30 p.m.
Attendance
Members:

	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
	

	Helyer, Scott
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	Holloway, Harry
	SUEZ
	

	Keetch, Rick
	Reliant Energy
	

	Kunkel, Dennis
	AEP
	

	McDaniel Rex
	Texas New Mexico Power
	

	Rocha, Paul
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Ryno, Randy
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

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

	Vander Laan, Dirk
	Exelon Generation
	

	Williams, Blake
	CPS Energy
	


The following proxy was assigned:

· Tony Marsh to Mark Garrett
Guests:

	Alvarez, Eli
	BPUB
	

	Berger, James
	AEP/ETT
	

	Bogen, David
	Oncor
	

	Crews, Curtis
	Austin Energy
	

	Gibbens, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Hassink, Paul
	AEP/ETT
	

	Holloway, Milton
	CCET
	

	Jacobs, Jim
	AEP
	

	John, Ebby
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant
	

	Jones, Don
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Kremling, Barry
	GVEC
	

	Looney, Sherry
	Luminant
	

	Milner, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Myers, Steve
	ERCOT
	

	Niemeyer, Sydney
	NRG Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON
	

	Thormahlen, Jack
	LCRA QSE
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG TX
	

	Ward, Jerry
	Luminant
	

	Woods, Brad
	LCRA
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Lasher, Warren
	
	

	Rickerson, Woody
	
	

	Teixeira, Jay
	
	

	Villanueva, Leo
	
	


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

2009 ROS Chair Ken Donohoo called the ROS meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. 
Antitrust Admonition

Scott 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
There were no changes to the agenda.
Approval of Draft ROS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents)

Mark Garrett moved to approve the December 9, 2009 ROS meeting minutes as amended.  Harry Holloway seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Update (see Key Documents)
Mr. Donohoo noted TAC approval of Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 029, Synchronization of OGRR224, Special Protection System (SPS) Operations Under No Contingency; Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 811, Real Time Production Potential; and Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 223, Real Time Production Potential.  
Mr. Donohoo reported that Brad Jones and Kenan Ögelman were elected as 2010 TAC Chair and Vice Chair respectively; that the ROS and Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) recommendations regarding the Multiple Interconnections for Generators Task Force (MIG TF) white paper was tabled for one month, and that TAC assigned to ROS review of the 01/05/10 E.ON comments to PRR833, Primary Frequency Response Requirement from Existing WGRs.
Mr. Garrett reported that the Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG) met on January 12, 2010; that work continues on the quarterly Texas Renewables Implementation Plan (TRIP) report; and that Henry Durrwachter is not planning to continue as RTWG Chair.
2010 ROS Leadership

Brittney Albracht reported that the method of selecting ROS leadership must be determined annually, and reviewed the following proposed process: 

Election Process:

· Open floor for nominations for chair. 

· Close nominations for chair. 

· Vote on nominations for chair. 

· Voting: 

· Use ballots if more than one candidate, or if requested by ROS member.

· One vote per Entity. 

· Simple majority of votes wins (51%).

· If no simple majority is reached, take top two candidates and conduct another vote.  Continue until simple majority reached or acclamation of ROS.

· Open floor for nominations for vice chair. 

· Close nominations for vice chair. 

· Vote on nominations for vice chair (see voting above).

Rick Keetch moved to approve the proposed ROS Leadership election process.  Mr. H. Holloway seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  

Paul Rocha nominated Ken Donohoo for 2010 ROS Chair and Mr. Keetch for 2010 ROS Vice Chair.  Mr. Donohoo accepted the nomination; Mr. Keetch declined.  Mr. Donohoo was named 2010 ROS Chair by acclamation.

James Armke nominated Mr. Helyer for 2010 ROS Vice Chair.  Mr. Helyer accepted the nomination and was named 2010 ROS Vice Chair by acclamation.
Nodal Single Entry Model (SEM) Implementation (see Key Documents)
Woody Rickerson reported 309,451 data and data attribute changes since the beginning of SEM implementation; and reviewed Transmission Service Provider (TSP) model change activities.  In response to questions, Mr. Rickerson noted that TSPs declare ownership of assets by direct entry in the model; that those changes go through validation; and that should Resource Entities and TSPs both claim an asset, that the parties are contacted to reach resolution between themselves.  
Mr. Rickerson noted that validation of the model is taking longer than expected and is affecting model loading periodicity; that there is no prescribed method in the Protocols as to how the model will be validated; and that monthly loading of the model would be simpler but makes modeling more difficult, while loading the model more frequently would be difficult but would make for easier modeling.
Market Participants discussed that manpower and systems are factors contributing to model loading issues; that daily model loading would be unnecessary; and that extensive use of pseudo switched contributes complexities when parties misinterpret elements that are in place but are not in use.  
Market Participants further discussed that modeling issues are onerous to TSPs and also effect contingency analyses, Outage analyses, State Estimator, and line operator displays; that pseudo switches seem to pose the potential for errors with catastrophic results and safety implications in the field. David Bogen added that pseudo switches are used at the discretion of the enterer, that he does not use them himself, and that Market Participants should also consider impacts to the base cases, as 18 months of pseudo devices will create massive confusion to the options and long term models.  Mr. Rickerson concluded by stating that more interim updates made to the model increases validation time and decreases database loading frequency.
Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) Update

Mr. John reviewed highlights of the December 15, 2009 NDSWG meeting. 

ROS Voting Items (see Key Documents)
System Change Request (SCR) 758, Enhancements to the Proposed Transmission Outage Report
Clayton Greer moved to recommend approval of SCR758 as submitted.  Mr. Keetch seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
OGRR233, Backup Control Plan Submission Process 

Mr. H. Holloway moved to recommend approval of OGRR233 as recommended by OWG in the 10/21/09 Recommendation Report.  Fernando Gutierrez seconded the motion.  Mr. Rocha commended OWG for seeking additional guidance regarding OGRR233 and expressed concern that conflicting requirements between the ERCOT Operating Guide and the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Reliability Standard, EOP-008-0, Plans for Loss of Control Center Functionality, would pose audit issues, and urged that the motion be rejected.  ERCOT Staff stated that the issue of double jeopardy does not exist at this time; that the NERC requirement and the ERCOT requirement are for different purposes; and that Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) and Transmission Operators are required to submit back-up plans for ERCOT-specific reasons.  
Mr. Rocha reiterated his concern that Entities otherwise exempt from EOP-008-0 would have requirements applied to them with the approval of OGRR233 and that much would be clarified through the Joint Registration Organization (JRO) meetings.  Bob Green expressed concern that OGRR233 lacked enforceability. 
The motion carried with two objections from the Cooperative and Investor Owned Utility (IOU) Market Segments, and four abstentions from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) (2) and Municipal (2) Market Segments. 
NOGRR028, Synchronization – Backup Control Plan Submission Process 

Mr. H. Holloway moved to recommend approval of NOGRR028 as recommended by OWG in the 10/21/09 Recommendation Report.  Randy Ryno seconded the motion.  The motion carried with two objections from the Cooperative and IOU Market Segments, and four abstentions from the IPM (2) and Municipal (2) Market Segments. 
NOGRR031, Synchronization with OGRR218, Revise Training Requirements for QSEs
ERCOT Staff clarified that language referencing “QSEs that do not operate Generation Resources” as applicable to QSEs that represent Generation Resources.  

Mr. Ryno moved to recommend approval of NOGRR031 as recommended by OWG in the 12/16/09 OWG Recommendation Report.  Mr. Keetch seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Dynamics Working Group (DWG) Procedures
David Milner presented revised DWG Procedures for ROS consideration.
Mr. Rocha moved to approve the revised DWG Procedures as presented.  John Moore seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Steady State Working Group (SSWG) Procedures 
Brad Woods presented revised SSWG Procedures for ROS consideration.  Mr. Garrett requested that the item be tabled for one month, as the red-line version of the document was made available only that morning, though the black-line version of the document was posted timely. 

Mr. Garrett moved to table the revised SSWG Procedures.  Mr. Armke seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Multiple Interconnections for Generators Task Force (MIG TF) Charter Revision
Market Participants discussed that both ROS and the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) considered the MIG TF white paper at their respective December 2009 meetings; that TAC tabled consideration of the white paper for one month; and that Bob Wittmeyer suggested that reconsideration of the MIG TF charter not be taken up until after TAC takes action.

TAC Assignments
Review of E.ON Comments to PRR833, Primary Frequency Response Requirement from Existing WGRs 
Mr. Keetch reported that TAC tabled PRR833 and assigned review of the E.ON comments to ROS.  Mr. Helyer referred the item to the Performance, Disturbance, Compliance Working Group (PDCWG) and requested that the group provide a preliminary update at the February 11, 2010 ROS meeting.  Mark Soutter added that the extra deliberation time allowed for PRR833 should not be construed as delaying implementation of the language, as there is no suggestion to alter the effective date of PRR833.

Review TAC Open Action Items Assigned to ROS

Load Forecast Accuracy 

Mr. Keetch noted that the items have been on the ROS agenda for several meetings, and suggested that Mr. Helyer discuss the items with Mr. Donohoo.

AEP – Draft OGRR for Certified Renewable Energy Zone (CREZ) Communication
Paul Hassink asserted that the unique challenges and opportunities presented by the CREZ project calls for new kinds of requirements and asserted that ROS should develop a plan as to how ERCOT should evaluate CREZ beyond the Regional Planning Group (RPG).  Mr. Hassink argued that ERCOT Market Participants will be pressed to move towards state-of-the-art technologies for redundancy in protection systems, noting that AEP is prepared to submit an OGRR to set a minimum requirement for CREZ system design, and that the standard for CREZ should anticipate NERC expectations.  Walter Reid opined that a coordinated effort would be an investment in the future; Mr. Hassink added that maximizing the technology requires the direction of ROS and its working groups.
Market Participants discussed how or whether ROS would properly engage in the discussion; that fiber optics have been in the static wires since the 1980s without an Operating Guide revision; and that stipulating how data will be communicated in the Operating Guide might not be prudent.  Market Participants also discussed that Optical Ground Wire (OPGW) might provide extensive benefit for relatively low costs; that an ROS agenda item regarding operating centers for new CREZ providers might be suggested; and that the Wind Operations Task Force (WOTF) might be take up consideration of the issues.
Mr. H. Holloway proposed that ROS take no action at this time, asserting that interested parties will advocate revisions through the established stakeholder process, and that any necessary studies may be taken up by ERCOT or those interested parties.  Mr. Reid countered that studies might not illuminate policy issues that would be a step forward in the overall structure of systems, and that ROS might be able to speak to any support for this kind of policy.  Randy Jones agreed that policy is the issue; that he viewed the approach as part of the due diligence of upgrading the system; and that it is prudent to use the best technology available for communications and protective relaying.

Market Participants discussed that wind farms present new planning challenges; that the latest technology is not always the best technology; that OPGW might best serve CREZ, but that stakeholders should not jump to that conclusion; and that OPGW might be a way to increase the value of the CREZ lines.

Mr. Hassink reiterated that a draft OGRR should be bifurcated from the overall discussion; that any proposed revisions should always go through the established stakeholder process; and that the intent of the presentation is not to make any new technology compulsory, but to raise issues for the sake of due diligence.  Mr. Helyer recommended that Mr. Hassink file the OGRR; Mr. Hassink stated that filing the OGRR would not compel the required policy discussion being sought.  Market Participants discussed which ROS groups might be appropriate to take up various discussions; and that new expertise might be required.  No action items were assigned to ROS working groups.
Update on Center for the Commercialization of Electric Technologies (CCET) Projects
Milton Holloway provided an update on the development of Synchrophasor applications for the ERCOT grid, including Real-Time Dynamic Monitoring System (RTDMS); and the North American Synchrophasor Initiative (NASPI) meeting scheduled in Austin for February 24-25, 2010.  Mr. M. Holloway highlighted the three components of a Department of Energy (DOE) grant for the phasor project.
Market Participants discussed that the phasors provide 30 readings per second, angle changes between two points on the grid, and some indication of event causes; that small signal oscillations may be monitored; and that the data may be used to more accurately predict performance under contingency conditions in order to optimize transmission.  Market Participants also discussed that some phasors have already been deployed; that reliability coordinators with early access to the technology have been impressed with its capabilities; and that the technology enables Entities to compare oscillations that occur during an actual event with models, among other benefits.
ERCOT Reports (see Key Documents)
December Operations Report
Market Participants discussed Out of Merit (OOM) down orders to correct binding due to a voltage issue; and that the model has been tuned to take into account a change in topology.  

December System Planning Report (Includes Congestion)
Market Participants discussed that the Austrop-Decker line should not pose congestion issues in 2011; that January 22, 2010 is the anticipated date for the Yellow Jacket phase shifting transformer addition; and that data is missing from the chart at the bottom of page two of the December System Planning Report. 

Update – CREZ Reactive Study
Warren Lasher reported that preliminary results of the study are beginning to come forward, with the final study expected in July 2010; that study efforts are currently concentrated on the reactive condition of the ERCOT system with all CREZ lines in place, maximum export for high- and low-wind conditions, and system peak scenarios, as well as sub-synchronous issues.  Mr. Lasher noted that the intent of the study is, to the extent possible, to minimize the likelihood of sub-synchronous interaction impacts.
Mr. Lasher reported that the consultants will also specifically consider the change of reactive needs over the course of a day in response to shifting wind across a large area of wind farms, buffer zones, the number of times equipment will switch in and out over the course of a day, and maintenance issues, among others, and that it will fall to the Transmission Operators to turn specifications of the study into equipment requisitions.

Mr. Lasher reminded Market Participants of the CREZ System Design and Operations Technical Conference scheduled at ERCOT Taylor on January 26, 2010.

ROS Working Group Reports – Questions Only (see Key Documents)
Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group (CIPWG)

No CIPWG report was provided.

Dynamics Working Group (DWG)
There were no questions regarding the posted DWG report.  Mr. Armke asked if there had been any resolution to the Vestas modeling issues discussed at the December 10, 2009 ROS meeting.  Mr. Milner noted that all models had now been received from vendors.  Mr. Moore added that Juan Santos of Vestas had contacted him with the assurance that modeling information would be delivered timely.
OWG

There were no questions regarding the posted OWG report.

PDCWG
There were no questions regarding the posted PDCWG report.  Mr. Helyer reminded Market Participants that PDCWG would provide an update regarding their review of E.ON Comments to PRR833 at the February 11, 2010 ROS meeting.
System Protection Working Group (SPWG)

There were no questions regarding the posted SPWG report.
SSWG
There were no questions regarding the posted SSWG report.  Mr. Helyer reminded Market Participants that the revised SSWG Procedures will be considered at the February 11, 2010 ROS meeting.
WOTF
WOTF did not meet in December 2009.  
Other Business (see Key Documents)
2009 Accomplishments, 2010 Goals
2010 ROS Working Group Leadership
Mr. Keetch reminded working groups and task forces to send their 2009 accomplishments and 2010 goals to 2010 ROS leadership prior to the February 4, 2010 TAC meeting; and reminded Market Participants that ROS working group leadership will be endorsed at the February 11, 2010 ROS meeting.

Adjournment
Mr. Helyer adjourned the meeting at 2:11 p.m.

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

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

Thursday, February 11, 2010 – 9:30 a.m.

Attendance

Members:

	Alvarez, Eli
	BPUB
	

	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
	

	Helyer, Scott
	Tenaska Power Services
	Via Teleconference

	Holloway, Harry
	SUEZ
	

	Kunkel, Dennis
	AEP
	

	Marsh, Tony
	Texas Power
	

	McDaniel Rex
	Texas New Mexico Power
	

	Moore, John
	South Texas Electric Cooperative
	

	Palen, John
	Reliant Energy
	Alt. Rep. for R. Keetch

	Rocha, Paul
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Ryno, Randy
	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

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

	Vander Laan, Dirk
	Exelon Generation
	

	Williams, Blake
	CPS Energy
	

	Wybierala, Peter
	NextEra Energy
	


The following proxy was assigned:

· Clayton Greer to Dirk Vander Laan

Guests:

	Brannon, Eileen
	Oncor
	

	Crews, Curtis
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Gibbens, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Grammer, Kent
	Texas Regional Entity
	

	Jacoby, James
	AEP
	Via Teleconference

	John, Ebby
	CenterPoint Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Jones, Brad
	Luminant
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	Lane, Rob
	Luminant Energy
	

	Mokry, Stephen
	CPS Energy
	

	Niemeyer, Sydney
	NRG Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Parker, Jim
	AMSC
	

	Quinn, Michael
	Oncor
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON
	

	Thormahlen, Jack
	LCRA QSE
	

	Trout, Seth
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG TX
	

	Ward, Jerry
	Luminant
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Longhorn Power
	

	Woitt, Wes
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Woods, Brad
	LCRA TSC
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Blackmer, Kelly
	
	

	Blevins, Bill
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Dye, Kenneth
	
	

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Mereness, Matt
	
	

	Rickerson, Woody
	
	

	Teixeira, Jay
	
	

	Thompson, Chad
	
	

	Villanueva, Leo
	
	


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.

Mr. Donohoo announced that, for the sake of efficiency and full engagement, comments at ROS meetings would be taken from seated ROS members first, then meeting attendees, and then finally seated ROS members again.  Mr. Donohoo invited additional recommendations as to how future ROS meetings might be improved.

Approval of Draft ROS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents)

Tony Marsh moved to approve the January 14, 2010 ROS meeting minutes as amended.  Blake Williams seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Update (see Key Documents)
Mr. Donohoo noted March 4, 2010 TAC action regarding ROS items and the TAC directive regarding the switching timeline for Multiple Interconnected Generators (MIGs).  Market Participants discussed concerns for time to run studies; allowing switching along as rapid a timeline as possible without impacting reliability; that moving one Generator doubles the number of studies; that RMR units require even more studies; and that multiple Generators requesting switching increases variables and study complexity.

Market Participants further discussed the 91 day timeline in relation to Nodal model validation requirements; the difficulty of running power flows and contingency analyses if various unit locations are not known; relay coordination issues; and Power System Stabilizer (PSS) setting issues, among others.  Randy Jones recommended that Market Participants review comments to Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 425, Section 8 Outage Coordination, when criteria were developed, opining that the issue is about Outages, rather than switching.  Mr. Donohoo stated the issue is not limited to Outage scheduling, but is a topology change in the system.  Scott Helyer added that ROS should detail the study needs, Nodal requirements, and reliability concerns for TAC, and allow TAC to determine if Protocol revisions are in order.

Market Participants also discussed that a cushion in the timeline should be preserved due to increased complexity of integrating new technologies, and that all upcoming needs for secure operation are not known at this time; that the timeline might be reduced in the future as new tools are developed; that ERCOT might require more staff to run studies to accommodate shorter timelines; and that a 91 day switch timeline might discourage Entities from seeking alternative interconnections.  Mr. Donohoo requested that ERCOT examine tool and resource needs required to shorten the timeline if possible, and report findings to ROS.

Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG)
Mark Garrett reported that work progresses on the Texas Renewables Implementation Plan (TRIP) report, and that the RTWG is now chaired by Mark Bruce.

Nodal Single Entry Model (SEM) Implementation (see Key Documents)

Woody Rickerson reported 346,440 data and data attribute changes since the beginning of SEM implementation, and reviewed SEM issues.  Mr. Rickerson noted that some Resource Entities have submitted ownership of lines owned by Transmission Service Providers (TSPs), overwriting TSP entries and that systems are now in place to mitigate those types of errors; and that ERCOT will begin attempting one-week database loading in April 2010.

Market Participants discussed difficulties posed by requiring that model change requests be made four months in advance; Mr. Rickerson noted that the current debate is on reaching an optimal point between monthly and daily model loading.  Mr. Rickerson reported that approximately 210 Resource Asset Registration Forms (RARFs) have been modeled, and that approximately half of the ERCOT Polled Settlement (EPS) meter validation packets have been sent out; that there are some outstanding fixes to the model required of the vendor to address performance issues; and that the patch to allow Operator entry rights is expected in late March 2010.  
Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) Update
James Jacoby reported that NDSWG would meet with the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) to discuss database loading issues and possible market implications.  Mr. Jacoby noted TSP concerns regarding safety and reliability issues associated with the use of pseudo switches.  Market Participants requested that the list of safety and reliability concerns be included as part of the NDSWG report at the March 11, 2010 ROS meeting.

Nodal Network Model Validation Efforts/Metrics

Matt Mereness reminded Market Participants of SEM post go-live activities; reviewed model validation and Nodal activities; presented a SEM Go-Live Update; noted discussion of completing validation efforts; and proposed a metric to measure model validation completion.  Mr. Mereness noted ERCOT’s intent to activate the metric at the end of February 2010 and invited ROS discussion.

Ebby John noted TSP concerns with the lack of a definition of validation, and whether the metric would be the equivalent of attesting to particular Protocols.  Mr. Donohoo expressed concern that changes in the RARF data be documented and communicated in an auditable manner. 

Topology Processor/Modeling Issues
Jay Teixeira reviewed Nodal Protocol requirements for Planning; noted work in conjunction with the Steady State Working Group (SSWG) on the Network Operations Model synchronization and efforts for consistency by using a common database; reviewed the planning model go-live timeline; and reported that meeting frequency is being increased to every two weeks.  Mr. Teixeira reviewed the case building process and noted that the first data transfer to TSPs took place on December 15, 2009, that another transfer is scheduled for the week of February 15, 2010, and that weekly transfers would follow.  

Market Participants discussed the unexpectedly large volume of the data transfers; that some data is not being transferred, yet TSPs are requested to re-enter the data; and whether there is a better way to enter data than through Network Operations Model Change Requests (NOMCRs).  Mr. Donohoo noted that many planners do not know the NOMCR process, characterizing the manual process as tedious, and asked if there might be some way to reduce the workload so that planning engineers may be kept on planning activities, and still meet ERCOT’s needs.  Market Participants expressed concern for the present and on-going level of NOMCRs; the possibility that errors will increase with compressed timeframes; and that new processes are not fully developed, but that planning is being rushed into with new software; and that tasks must be completed as quickly as possible, but that there must be a commitment to data quality.

ERCOT Staff noted that NOMCR is currently the only entry mechanism, but that a tool might be built to make entry easier; and that ERCOT has difficulty matching lines between operations and planning.  Mr. Donohoo expressed concern also for verification of the massive amounts of data.  ERCOT Staff offered to work with SSWG to prioritize what is needed and report back to ROS.

Wes Woitt reviewed topology processor issues and challenges to using the operations model.  Mr. Donohoo expressed concern for moving into the planning environment until issues with the operations environment are resolved, and requested that SSWG work with ERCOT to resolve issues and develop alternatives.  Market Participants discussed that the operations model will yield incorrect results if it is not developed with the same details as the planning model, or if it is altered to make workable.  Dan Woodfin offered that the synchronization process is highlighting issues with the operations model, that consistency between the operations and planning models has always been an issue, and that the goal has been to correct the inconsistencies through the process; encouraged Market Participants to not direct that the process be abandoned; and asked if there might be something that can be done in the interim while issues continue to be worked.

Mr. Donohoo suggested that additional pressure be applied to vendors; Paul Rocha suggested that SSWG have an open discussion with ERCOT to achieve the consistency goal according to the timeline, whether the process and the August 31, 2010 deadline is really necessary or if some other path is more realistic, and that SSWG provide options for ROS consideration.  

ROS Voting Items (see Key Documents)
Use of Consent Agenda 

Mr. Donohoo noted that ROS leadership had given some discussion to the use of a Consent Agenda for ROS voting items, in the interest of efficiency.  Market Participants requested that a number of the day’s voting items be discussed further before voting.

2010 ROS Working Group Leadership Endorsement
Mark Garrett moved to endorse the 2010 ROS working group leadership:

· Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group (CIPWG)

· Chair – David Grubbs, Garland Power & Light

· Vice Chair – Scott Rosenberger, Luminant

· Dynamics Working Group (DWG)

· Chair – John Moore, STEC

· Vice Chair – Charles DeWitt, LCRA

· NDSWG
· Chair – Jim Jacoby, AEP

· Vice Chair – Trieu Vo, CPS
· Operations Working Group (OWG)

· Chair – Frank Owens, TMPA

· Vice Chair – Brad Calhoun, CNP

· Performance, Disturbance, Compliance Working Group (PDCWG)

· Chair – Sydney Niemeyer, NRG Energy

· Vice Chair – Nikolay Moutaftchiev, IPA Operations, Inc.

· System Protection Working Group (SPWG)

· Chair – Sam Woolard, TNMP

· Vice Chair – Peter Belkin, AEP

· SSWG
· Chair – Wes Woitt, CenterPoint Energy

· Vice Chair – Tony Hudson, TNMP

Mr. Rocha seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Nodal Operating Guides Review and Revision Task Force Proposal

Market Participants discussed that the Nodal Protocol traceability effort might prove a useful resource; and whether delaying the task force might be considered to reduce redundant efforts in reviewing for Nodal issues, and then Joint Registration Organization (JRO) issues.

Bob Green moved to establish the Nodal Operating Guides Review and Revision Task Force.  Harry Holloway seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that the task force would report to ROS.  The motion carried unanimously.
System Change Request (SCR) 758, Enhancements to the Proposed Transmission Outage Report

ERCOT Staff reminded Market Participants that SCR758 would be initiated as a System Investigation Report (SIR) and opined that SCR758 would require approximately one month for implementation upon ERCOT Board approval.  

Mr. Rocha moved to endorse and forward the 01/14/10 ROS Report and the Impact Analysis for SCR758 to TAC.  Mr. Garrett seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

PRR838, Fast Response Distributed Energy Resource (DER)

Mr. Donohoo noted that discussions regarding PRR838 continue and that no action on PRR838 was requested at this time.  

SPWG Procedures

Mr. Rocha moved to approve the SPWG Procedures.  Mr. Green seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment.

SSWG Procedures

Market Participants discussed whether the SSWG Procedures contain inconsistencies regarding the acquisition of Generator data; self-serve Generation requirements; and communicating line ratings to ERCOT.

Mr. Garrett moved to approve the SSWG Procedures.  Mr. Rocha seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Black Start Task Force (BSTF) 

Mr. Donohoo noted concerns regarding the open attendance policy for BSTF meetings and conference calls by some parties, and the protection of confidential information, particularly regarding critical assets.  Market Participants discussed precautions taken in recent years regarding Black Start plans; recent discussions for further safe guards including closed BSTF meetings and Non-Disclosure Agreements (NDAs); that BSTF meetings should not be open, in light of FERC and NERC efforts to designate most equipment as critical; and that parties with legitimate interests may sign NDAs and continue to participate in BSTF meetings.

Mr. Rocha moved to endorse closed BSTF meetings and the use of NDA agreements for the BSTF, and direct the BSTF to coordinate with the CIPWG on recommendations for protecting Black Start information as it relates to critical assets.  Mr. Vander Laan seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

ROS Action Items
PDCWG Review of E.ON Comments to PRR833, Primary Frequency Response Requirement from Existing WGRs  

Mr. Niemeyer reviewed the 02/10/10 PDCWG Comments to the  01/05/10 E.ON Comments to PRR833, and reported PDCWG concerns that tripping large blocks of Generations would create a low frequency event; that the PDCWG recommends proportional Primary Frequency Response at traditional dead bands as the preferred method of implementation of Primary Frequency Response, adding that each wind farm would have to calculate how many turbines would have to be tripped, and that turbines would be allowed to return to production as soon as frequency crosses the turbines’ respective trip points.  Mr. Niemeyer added that the E.ON methodology would provide frequency response to high frequency events, but not to low frequency events when wind farms are curtailed.  

Market Participants discussed that the PDCWG comments should be forwarded to the Qualified Scheduling Entity (QSE) Managers Working Group (QMWG) for review; that is should be made clear that the methodology is not comprehensive; that bi-directional value is prescribed in the original PRR833 and remains to be addressed; and that new Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs) must provide complete Primary Frequency Response, while PRR833 is only applicable to existing WGRs. 

ERCOT Reports (see Key Documents)

January 2010 Operations Report
There were no questions regarding the posted January 2010 Operations Report.

January 2010 System Planning Report 
There were no questions regarding the posted January 2010 Operations Report.

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

CIPWG

There were no questions regarding the posted CIPWG report.

DWG

There were no questions regarding the posted DWG report.  

OWG

There were no questions regarding the posted OWG report.

PDCWG

Market Participants requested that the PDCWG provide a comprehensive review of the January 28, 2010 event at the March 11, 2010 ROS meeting.

SPWG

There were no questions regarding the posted SPWG report.
SSWG

There were no questions regarding the posted SSWG report.  

WOTF
There were no questions regarding WOTF.
Other Business 

Planning Guides/Operating Guides/Working Group Procedures  

Mr. Donohoo reviewed the current ROS Procedures and a draft list of issues.  Market Participants discussed some concern that ROS is not addressing issues quickly enough; that some task forces might be disbanded; and that ROS is the appropriate stakeholder group to prioritize and give visibility to certain policy and technical issues.   

Market Participants further discussed that some working groups might be combined for the sake of efficiency and in light of new data handling, planning standards, and system requirements; that consideration should be given to how to best interact with the Regional Planning Group (RPG); that the independence of the RPG should be maintained; and that a planning guide might require ERCOT Board approval. 

Regarding a possible Planning Working Group (PLWG), Market Participants discussed that the group should be open to Market Participants; that consideration should be given as to how to address confidential information; that a planning guide will provide documentation for processes, a change control process, and a central repository for procedures; and that the PLWG will allow stakeholders to anticipate system needs associated with new technologies such as solar, smart grid initiatives, and plug-in vehicles.

Mr. Donohoo requested that Market Participants send him prioritization suggestions and additional list items, and noted that a PLWG, with a primary task of developing a planning guide, would be considered at the March 11, 2010 ROS meeting.

Stability Study – Small Signal Study – PSS
Clayton Greer asked how, as a voting body, ROS might encourage PSSs to be installed.  Market Participants discussed that the discussion might be out of ROS scope; that current language addressing PSSs is permissive; and that language exists in the Nodal Operating Guides, but not the zonal Operating Guides, requiring installation of PSSs when exciters are changed.  Mr. Holloway noted difficulty two years ago with scheduling a meeting with ERCOT as to how to correctly set up a PSS.  Mr. R. Jones noted training classes in years past regarding tuning of PSSs, and recalled some discussion of tuning for local oscillations absent a directive from ERCOT.  Mr. Greer asked if Competitive Renewable Energy Zones (CREZ) resolves the issue of units’ electrical remoteness, and opined that if under CREZ small signal stability remains an issue, ROS will need to consider what might be done.  
Adjournment
Mr. Donohoo adjourned the meeting at 3:05 p.m.
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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.

Approval of Draft ROS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents)

Randy Ryno moved to approve the February 11, 2010 ROS meeting minutes as amended.  Dennis Kunkel seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Antitrust Training

Dave Seibert provided Antitrust training.
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Update (see Key Documents)
Mr. Donohoo reviewed highlights of the March 4, 2010 TAC meeting.  Mr. Donohoo requested that Market Participants review the draft Nodal Market Guiding Principles posted with the day’s Key Documents, noting that TAC will consider the principles at the May 6, 2010 TAC meeting.

Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG)

Mark Garrett reviewed recent RTWG activities and reported that, per the RTWG updated issues list, ROS is requested to consider if new Ancillary Services are needed to reliably integrate the large amounts of wind generation coming into the ERCOT market, and to develop a list of topics for use in development of a training session for Wind-powered Generation Resource (WGR) operators.  Mike Grimes added that some discussion was given to whether revisions proposed for the Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF) should instead be placed in the Planning Guides.  

Nodal Update (see Key Documents)

Single Entry Model (SEM) Implementation 

Woody Rickerson provided an update regarding SEM implementation and noted that a Network Model Forum Group has been established and is targeted directly for modal users with more specific information than Market Notices, though there will be a corresponding Market Notice issued in the event of an outage; and proposed that SEM updates to ROS be dispensed with, as there is no new information to provide, and planning and build-out information is provided in Matt Mereness’ Nodal updates.  Mr. Donohoo opined that Mr. Rickerson’s recommendation is consistent with the evolution of the project and thanked Mr. Rickerson for his reporting efforts and recommendation.  There were no objections to the cessation of SEM implementation updates to ROS.
Nodal Update
Mr. Mereness reviewed the Nodal update provided at the March 4, 2010 TAC meeting, and highlighted the status of the model for the Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR) auction.  Mr. Donohoo noted that a software update corrected some issues and created others, and that as result, progress has been extremely limited, despite significant work.  Paul Rocha added that data that must be changed in order to work results in lost consistency.  Mr. Donohoo expressed concern for the potential for more issues to be created with the May 28, 2010 delivery of ERCOT Topology Processor enhancements; Mr. Mereness joined Mr. Donohoo’s concern and noted that early delivery is being considered as a mitigation tool.

Mr. Mereness reviewed justifications for the Nodal Planning Model go-live in 2010; Mr. Donohoo noted that the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Standards Requirements and data and processing paths for auditors are additional justifications.  Mr. Mereness noted that metric MP15-A, Real-Time Market Daily Participation has a current status of “green” and indicates stellar performance by Market Participants in doing their part to get Security Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) running.

Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG)Update

Jim Jacoby reviewed discussions held at the February 15, 2010 NDSWG meeting, and noted that discussions regarding pseudo switches are on hold until it is determined if ERCOT can achieve a weekly database load.  Mr. Jacoby opined that nothing in the ERCOT Protocols prevent ERCOT from entering and managing pseudo equipment as a modeling tool at its own discretion, and reviewed the NDSWG recommendation to ERCOT and the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) that pseudo devices not be implemented at all, if at all possible.

Steady State Working Group (SSWG)Modeling Solutions Update 

Wes Woitt reviewed recent SSWG efforts and expressed appreciation for ERCOT’s agreement to accept bulk data for Network Operations Model Change Request (NOMCR) creation where possible.  Mr. Woitt noted that connectivity nodes will have to be corrected by SSWG by April 30, and that that they cannot be addressed by a bulk mechanism.

ROS Voting Items (see Key Documents)
Disband Wind Operations Task Force (WOTF) and Long Term Solutions Task Force (LTSTF) 
Performance, Disturbance, Compliance Working Group (PDCWG) Scope

Clayton Greer moved to disband the WOTF and the LTSTF, and to approve the revised PDCWG scope.  Harry Holloway seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Creation of Planning Working Group (PLWG) and Development of Planning Guide
Mr. Greer moved to establish the PLWG and name Wayne Kemper and Rob Lane as PLWG Chair and Vice Chair respectively.  Mr. Garza seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Cooperative Market Segment.

Mr. Donohoo directed PLWG leadership to draft a PLWG scope and suggest elements of the Planning Guide for consideration at the April 12, 2010 ROS meeting.  Mr. Donohoo noted that ROS would be the voting body for PLWG, as with other working groups; and that discussion of confidential data will remain in the customary working groups, as the PLWG will be an open working group.  Mr. Donohoo invited Market Participants to e-mail PLWG leadership with recommendations regarding the PLWG scope.

Mr. Donohoo opined that much language for the Planning Guides already exists and should not be revised as it is compiled, but rather that revisions should take place once the Planning Guide is assembled in order to avoid confusion and expedite the process, noting that targeted completion by the end of 2010 is a very aggressive timeline.  Mr. Donohoo added that Planning Guide revision requests will be considered by the ERCOT Board, much like Protocol Revision Requests (PRRs).

Creation of Joint Task Force for the Evaluation of Operating Guide Revision Requests (OGRRs)
Mr. Owens reviewed the Operations Working Group (OWG) recommendation for the formation of a joint task force, to include members of OWG, the System Protection Working Group (SPWG), SSWG, the Dynamics Working Group (DWG), the Critical Infrastructure Working Group (CIPWG), communications experts, and other parties as deemed necessary by ROS, to evaluate OGRR240, CREZ Facility Protection and Control Requirements.  Mr. Owens noted that OGRR242, Section 7 System Protection, Revisions to Meet Pending NERC Requirements for New Construction, had not been reviewed by OWG, but instead came immediately to ROS.  Market Participants discussed that the task force would be a fact-finding body with a short timeline to review ways to implement some of the technology discussed in the OGRRs; and that an evaluation matrix might be developed and presented for further direction from ROS.  Some Market Participants requested that consideration of potentially establishing a task force be delayed until later in the day’s proceedings, when ROS would take up consideration of OGRR240 and OGRR242.

PRR833, Primary Frequency Response Requirement from Existing WGRs
Sydney Niemeyer presented 02/10/10 PDCWG comments to PRR833.  John Dumas noted that ERCOT filed comments after PDCWG; that the 02/24/10 ERCOT comments were discussed at QMWG; and that ERCOT recognizes PDCWG concerns for tripping too much generation, and that when frequency hits the identified trigger points, WGRs will not be at maximum output.  Mr. Dumas added that ERCOT further refined comments so that the relay settings are based on the five percent droop characteristic; that for every .02 Hz increase another five percent is added; and that the 02/24/10 ERCOT comments are complimentary rather than contradictory to the 02/10/10 PDCWG comments.

Mr. Niemeyer agreed with the ERCOT process, but expressed concern for instability caused by a significant response at the first trigger point; and implications for inertia.  Eric Goff highlighted the PDCWG note that the methodology does not provide Primary Frequency Response for low frequency and is an incomplete approach.  Mr. Greer opined that the PDCWG seems to reject the methodology proposed by E.ON; Mr. Niemeyer added that the PDCWG would prefer a full proportional frequency response.

Mr. Dumas agreed that it is ideal for all WGRs to have Primary Frequency Response similar to thermal units; that E.ON submitted comments to address existing WGRs; that it is understood that costs will be different for each turbine and wind farm, but that doing nothing is not preferable.  Mr. Dumas reiterated his preference for actual governor-like response from WGRs, and to do away with the proposed tripping scheme.  Peter Wybierala argued that with the number and sizes of units engaged in the scheme, the end result will look like proportional tripping.  Mr. Niemeyer countered that the scheme still does not address low frequency events.  Randy Jones encouraged Market Participants to review the Calpine presentation to the March 4, 2010 TAC meeting regarding the use of fleet Verbal Dispatch Instructions (VDIs); and that with the use of tripping resources to control frequency, problems arise in brining units back on.

Walter Reid opined that the proposal would provide a backstop against high frequency events that is not currently available; is an alternative to retrofitting WGRs for Primary Frequency Response; and that ERCOT running out of Regulation on a regular basis is an entirely different issue, as the current system has a 20 minute delay.  Mr. Greer countered that a slope exists on the current system that in every instance is being corrected by conventional units; that doing nothing is not the answer; and that if small segments of units can be tripped off and brought back on in a controlled fashion, and to the satisfaction of PDCWG, such a solution might be worth considering.

Mr. Rocha moved to recommend approval of PRR833 as recommended by the Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS) in the 11/19/09 PRS Recommendation Report and as revised by ROS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Mr. Rocha opined that the existing language allows for dialogue between ERCOT and existing WGRs.  Mr. Dumas asked if Mr. Rocha meant that ERCOT has the latitude to ask the WGR to install over-frequency relays, should that Generator claim “technical infeasibility.”  Mr. Rocha confirmed that to be his understanding, and that ERCOT can determine that it is technically feasible for the WGR to install over-frequency relays, at the least.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Generator Market Segment and one abstention from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segment.  
OGRR232, Revise the Process for Submitting Biennial Unit Reactive Limits (Lead and Lag)

Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 027, Revise the Process for Submitting Biennial Unit Reactive Limits (Lead and Lag)

Mr. Rocha moved to recommend approval of OGRR232 as amended by the respective 02/24/10 ERCOT comments, and NOGRR027 as recommended by OWG in the 02/19/10 OWG Recommendation Report and as revised by ROS.  Mr. Ryno seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

OGRR240
OGRR242

For the purpose of OGRR240/242 discussion, Mr. Donohoo yielded the chair to ROS Vice Chair Scott Helyer.  Mr. Helyer asked how ROS would prefer to proceed regarding the items.  John Moore opined that both items require additional deliberation; that the debate surrounding OGRR242 had been contentious; and that consensus support from SPWG and OWG should be sought; James Armke concurred. 

Mr. Rocha moved to establish the OGRR240/242 Task Force for the evaluation of Competitive Renewable Energy Zone (CREZ) communication and relaying issues outlined in OGRR240 and OGRR242; to consider the 03/04/10 Luminant comments and 03/04/10 Oncor comments to OGRR240; and to provide a recommendation or options for consideration at the April 12, 2010 ROS meeting.  Mr. Goff seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that communication and relaying are the two main issues for considerations; that irrespective of decisions pertaining to relaying, decisions pertaining to communications will need to be made fairly soon; that at least two people from each of the working groups listed in the OWG recommendation should participate in the task force; and that other interested parties, such as CREZ Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) and WGRs are encouraged to participate.
Mr. Holloway moved to refer OGRR240 and OGRR242 to the OGRR240/242 Task Force.  Mr. Armke seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Helyer requested that Mr. Owens schedule and chair the first OGRR240/242 Task Force meeting, that the working groups identify participants for the joint task force, and that ROS leadership be apprised of the task forces’ eventual chair selection.

CREZ Reactive Study

John Daniel of ABB reported on the progress of the CREZ Reactive Study.  Market Participants discussed results indentified related to subsynchronous interactions between thermal generation and reactive compensation; and Steady State and Dynamic criteria being applied for performance of voltage recovery.  Market Participants also discussed impacts to Transmission Cost of Service (TCOS), should the need for Thyristor-Controlled Series Capacitors be determined; and that ERCOT put in some placeholders for series compensation, and that follow-on studies based on routing will be necessary.

ROS Action Items

ROS Issues List

Market Participants discussed the ROS issues list and assigned the following action items:

Operations Reactive Power and Voltage Control

Market Participants discussed that changes to Procedures for how Reactive Power is managed might be necessary.  It was determined that ROS should conduct a historical review of generation changes that would impact reactive power and voltage control, and that voltage control guides might need to be adjusted based on ongoing studies.
Planning Reactive Power Analysis

Market Participants determined to re-examine available data cases and analysis to improve ongoing reactive power planning.
Network Model Management System (NMMS) Model on Demand (MOD) in Planning Environment

It was noted that the SSWG is addressing the item.

Off Peak Modeling (MW and Mega Volt-Amperes reactive (MVAr)) and Cases

Market Participants discussed that cases are not necessarily supporting Planning; that if ERCOT needs to take an active role, the Transmission Operators will need to provide assistance; and that certain information will have to be redacted and remain available only to ERCOT or Transmission Operators.  It was determined that ROS should investigate available data and determine appropriate cases to support analysis.
Stability Analysis Models and Data (includes RARF)

Market Participants discussed that some data is already provided through testing, but is re-requested via the RARF; the importance of a central repository for data for the sake of quality control; and that a communication method is needed in the event that data must be tuned, in order to understand appropriate tuning.  It was determined that ROS should work with ERCOT Staff to develop a central database and validation method that includes feedback loops to the database supplier. 
Expansion of Series Capacitors (Compensation) and Possible Interactions with Power System Elements

It was noted that an ERCOT study is underway, and that ROS should develop policies to address subsynchronous issues.

Planning Compliance Coordination

It was determined that ROS should develop a matrix of planning responsibilities, working with ERCOT Staff and TSPs.   
Creation of Planning Guides and Working Group (PLWG)

Market Participants noted that ROS has established the PLWG and that Planning Guide work has begun.

Renewable Integration Reduced Load Level Analysis 

Market Participants discussed concerns that inadequate analysis has been done during low Load times, but when wind is available; that “shoulder months” might be considered; and that most planning has been done around on-peak cases.  It was determined that ROS and ERCOT Staff should examine creating cases in order to develop lower Load levels with increased input of renewable generation.

Integration of New NERC Standards in Criteria and Guides

Market Participants discussed the need to ensure that NERC Standards are not violated in the eventual ERCOT Planning Guide; that it is assumed that all Resource Entities are watching the impacts of the NERC Standards on their individual compliance, but that a working group might be useful in coordinating what changes are needed; and whether such a group might make ERCOT the interpreter of NERC Standards.

Market Participants also discussed that Entities should provide comments regarding proposed NERC Standards, and that a subset of the PLWG might provide Market Participants with issue reminders; whether efforts are being duplicated; that to repeat NERC Standards in Planning Guides might introduce double jeopardy; and that many NERC Standards require methodology, and that various guides might be an appropriate place to house those methodologies.

It was determined that consideration should be given to the creation of a task force to monitor NERC Standards development to keep ROS apprised of activities, and that Texas Regional Entity (TRE) Reliability Standards Committee (RSC) might be able to meet this need.

Generator Expectation Communication and Certification

Market Participants discussed that the RARF will likely never be finalized, but will continually evolve in order to improve.  Some Market Participants argued that a process should be developed for generator certification; others countered that there will never be a certificate issued that a Generator has done all that will ever be required of it; that when Generators sign the Standard Interconnection Agreement, they are attesting that they are compliant with ERCOT Protocols; and that it is incumbent upon the Generator to be compliant, whether ERCOT confirms their compliance or not.  It was determined that ROS should support ERCOT Staff efforts in communication and certification.

Consolation of Working Groups 

It was determined that this issue is being addressed by the PLWG effort.

Automation of PDCWG analysis

Market Participants discussed that in the Nodal Market, analysis will be given to each unit, necessitating some automated analysis; that to the extent that criteria becomes enforceable by the TRE, criteria should be objective,  It was determined that the PDCWG should give consideration to possible ways to automate and improve event analysis.  
Smart Grid Incorporation in Planning and Operations

Energy Efficiency and Loss Reduction

Market Participants discussed the impact of Smart Meters and synchrophasors; reconfiguration of the grid, possibly even dynamic reconfiguration, to meet reliability needs; and implications to Settlement; and that the issues are related to some of the items the Department of Energy has asked ERCOT to consider in a long-term study.  ROS action items remain to be determined. 
Wind Event of January 28, 2010
Mr. Niemeyer presented the PDCWG review of four one-hour periods that had below-normal frequency control on January 28, 2010.  Mr. R. Jones opined that fleet VDIs pump energy into the market in the form of a proxy for Regulation, or rather that resources are providing more Regulation out of their operating reserves, creating a vulnerability for the next contingency; and that consideration might be given to whether sufficient Regulation is being procured on days when a weather front is expected that might affect wind availability.

ERCOT Reports (see Key Documents)

February 2010 Operations Report
There were no questions regarding the posted February 2010 Operations Report.

February 2010 System Planning Report 
There were no questions regarding the posted February 2010 System Planning Report.

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

CIPWG

There were no questions regarding the CIPWG report.

DWG
Mr. Armke asked what percentage of WGRs are modeled using generic models.  Mr. Moore did not know the percentage, but noted that in discussion it was indicated specific models are available for each turbine type.  
OWG

There were no questions regarding the posted OWG report.

PDCWG

There were no questions regarding the PDCWG report.
SPWG

There were no questions regarding the SPWG report.
SSWG

There were no questions regarding the SSWG report.  

Other Business 

Mr. Dumas reviewed how ERCOT will evaluate reactive curves for all units across ERCOT, noting that the evaluation is not a test, but rather will look at the curve submitted in the RARF.  Mr. Dumas added that the methodology adds consistency for curves, as not all units have the same voltage profiles.
Adjournment
Mr. Donohoo adjourned the meeting at 3:40 p.m. 
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Unless otherwise indicated, all Market Segments were present for a vote.

ROS Chair Ken Donohoo called the ROS meeting to order at 9:33 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 items remanded to ROS by Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) would be discussed during the TAC update.

Approval of Draft ROS Meeting Minutes (see Key Documents)

Rick Keetch recommended a typographical correction.  Consideration of the draft March 11, 2010 ROS meeting minutes were taken up with other ROS voting items.

TAC Update (see Key Documents)
Mr. Donohoo reported that Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 833, Primary Frequency Response Requirement from Existing WGRs, was recommended for approval by TAC and would be considered at the May 18, 2010 ERCOT Board meeting.
Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 233, Backup Control Plan Submission Process
Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 028, Synchronization - Backup Control Plan Submission Process 
Mr. Donohoo reported that OGRR233 and NOGRR028 were remanded to ROS by TAC and requested that interested parties submit comments in time for consideration at the May 13, 2010 ROS meeting.  Mr. Donohoo added that some Market Participants remain concerned that OGRR233 poses double jeopardy issues.  ERCOT Staff cautioned that some language should be retained to address backup plans for Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs).  Kristy Ashley opined that Regional Standards should not be addressed via NOGRRs, and that the issue belongs at the Texas Regional Entity (TRE).  Jerry Ward added that discussion was given at a recent TRE Reliability Standards Committee (RSC) meeting that reliability requirements should be codified in a federal standard.

Market Participants expressed concern for the length of time to enact a North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Standard; and discussed what might be unique to ERCOT QSEs to require a backup plan, when the requirement is not made in other markets.  

Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 146, ICCP Telemetry Information Submittals
Mr. Donohoo reported that TAC tabled NPRR146, as the item is connected to the issue of how often ERCOT will load the Network Operations Model (NOM), and requested that ROS consider the 4/6/10 ERCOT comments to NPRR146.  Mr. Donohoo directed the Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) and the Operations Working Group (OWG) to review the 4/6/10 ERCOT comments and report their findings at the May 13, 2010 ROS meeting. 

Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG) Update

Mark Garrett reported that RTWG is drafting the Texas Renewables Integration Plan (TRIP); that ROS and other Market Participants’ input is being sought; and that TAC has asked to review an updated draft at the May 6, 2010 TAC meeting.

Nodal Update (see Key Documents)

Matt Mereness provided an update regarding Transmission Service Provider (TSP) Nodal Engagement and noted that a new TSP bi-weekly call had been introduced, and that the next TSP call is scheduled for April 21, 2010.  Market Participants requested that Mr. Mereness provide a State Estimator update at the May 13, 2010 ROS meeting.

Mr. Mereness noted that TSPs are being very responsive in commenting on approximately 1,500 missing telemetry points, but that it has been difficult for ERCOT to keep up with the rate of feedback.  Mr. Donohoo noted that go-live for telemetry is actually September 1, 2010, 90 days before December 1, 2010.

NDSWG Update
Jim Jacoby reviewed issues discussed at the March 16, 2010 NDSWG meeting, and reported the filing of NOGRR034, noting that the item was given much discussion at the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF).  Mr. Jacoby added that NDSWG would like ROS to direct ERCOT to evaluate system impacts for implementing a telemetry tracking system for implementation after the Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID).

John Dumas stated that ERCOT would prefer to continue to post the reports according to Protocol requirement; and that the reports are built but lack a mechanism to allow Market Participants to tell ERCOT which telemetry points to remove.  Mr. Dumas added that ERCOT would prefer to set the metric at Pass/Fail, which would accommodate a certain number of planned outages; that a second option would allow a “failing” Market Participant to present evidence to the auditing body that the Market Participant was tracking the points; and that a third and least preferred option would be to gray box the language and not have a telemetry metric going forward, opining that the language would likely never be implemented, as it is costly to modify the outage scheduler to track the points.  Mr. Dumas clarified that it is not the case that ERCOT cannot comply with NERC Standard TOP-003-0, Planned Outage Coordination, without a tracking system for planned outages. 

Mr. Jacoby opined that a tracking system would benefit all Market Participants.  Mr. Dumas reiterated that ERCOT is not opposed to the concept; that there will be many points when a remote terminal unit goes out of service that can and should be manually replaced and will positively rather than negatively impact a Market Participant’s metric; and that ERCOT expects a reasonable effort to replace as much as can be replaced.    Market Participants discussed availability percentages for telemetry points; that observability must be maintained; and that certain buses that cause a majority of congestion need to be reported differently.  Mr. Jacoby opined that NDSWG will propose a tracking system; Paul Rocha requested that ERCOT package its opinion as an option for ROS consideration.  Mr. Rocha also requested that specific numbers be provided to the extent possible.  

Steady State Working Group (SSWG) Modeling Solutions Update 

Wes Woitt reviewed the SSWG schedule and planning model activities, and noted the number of Connectivity Node Groups (CNGs) requiring correction.  Mr. Woitt noted that ERCOT has had discussions with Resources that have issues and that SSWG will work with ERCOT to submit Network Operations Model Change Requests (NOMCRs) to place Connectivity Nodes into the correct CNGs; Jay Teixeira added that ERCOT Staff can make some of the corrections, and that others listed are not currently high priority issues. 

Mr. Woitt noted that a System Change Request (SCR) will be necessary to address character/naming issues in the Information Model Management for Topology Processor changes to be utilized correctly, and that changes are unlikely to occur until after TNMID.  Mr. Woitt added that having no ratings on zero impedance line segments is a major modeling issue recently discovered and is just beginning to be understood.
ROS Voting Items (see Key Documents)
 Cesar Seymour moved to:  

· Approve the March 11, 2010 ROS meeting minutes as amended

· Approve the Draft Guiding Principles of the Nodal Market 

· Approve the Planning Working Group (PLWG) Scope 

· Recommend approval of NOGRR032, Use of Consistent Rating Terminology, as recommended by OWG in the 3/17/10 OWG Recommendation Report

· Recommend approval of NOGRR033, Alignment with NPRR203, Amend Telemetry Bus Accuracy Requirements, as recommended by OWG in the 3/17/10 OWG Recommendation Report

Mr. Garrett seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Addition of Member to BAL-001-TRE-1 Drafting Team 

Mr. Keetch moved to approve the addition of Sandip Sharma of ERCOT to the BAL-001-TRE-1 drafting team.  Clayton Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

TRE Information

Don Jones reported that the TRE would fully separate from ERCOT as of July 1, 2010 and would become the Texas Reliability Entity.

Draft TRIP

Mark Bruce presented the draft TRIP and noted that the document, by necessity, respects the resource requirements of the Nodal implementation projects; that Phase I of the TRIP addresses the waning days of the zonal market and the approach of the Nodal market; that Phase II looks beyond the Nodal stabilization period; and that Phase III focuses on subsequent version of the Nodal market and the impact of emerging technologies such as storage and plug-in electric vehicles on systems.

Market Participants discussed that recommendations captured in the TRIP come from standing stakeholder groups; that RTWG-identified issues are communicated via liaisons for consideration by stakeholder groups; that the TRIP will be used to apprise the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) of stakeholder positions on various issues and how those issues are being addressed, and as an issue tracking document.  Market Participants also discussed that certain ROS working groups should vet elements of the TRIP; and that the TRIP will evolve over time.  Randy Jones suggested that all comments to the TRIP should be catalogued, addressed, and preserved, whether or not the comments are incorporated, as the TRIP might be utilized by some parties to inform policy; that the RTWG should continue to develop placeholders in the document; and that final endorsement of the document not be sought until after TNMID, so that adequate resources may be allocated to evaluating the TRIP.   

Mr. Greer preferred that goals not be included in the document, noting that the RTWG is not a voting body and opining that goals should be developed in the stakeholder processes.  Mr. Greer added that the TRIP would carry the imprimatur of ERCOT and the stakeholder process to the PUCT and the media, and should be thoroughly vetted.  Mr. Donohoo thanked Mr. Bruce for the early view of the draft and encouraged Market Participants to provide comment.

Mr. Rocha moved that ERCOT Staff, PLWG, OWG, and Performance Disturbance Compliance Working Group (PDCWG) review the draft TRIP and provide comment in time for the May 13, 2010 ROS meeting.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  Mr. Bruce noted that an effort is being made to strike a balance between the need to produce the highest quality document and answer the call from the PUCT and the ERCOT Board for a plan in the near future; offered to reach out to working group leadership, and post TRIP comments to the RTWG page; expressed concern that the document should be thoroughly vetted by Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) and stakeholder groups; and suggested that the motion might be better suited for the May 13, 2010 ROS meeting.  Mr. Rocha withdrew the motion.
Mr. Donohoo encouraged working groups to begin reviewing the draft TRIP.  Mr. Bruce added that an updated draft would be presented at the May 6, 2010 TAC meeting.

Planning Guide Outline 

Mr. Donohoo noted that the PLWG scope had been approved; that work would continue on the Planning Guide outline; and that ROS would take up consideration of the outline at the May 13, 2010 ROS meeting.

OGRR240, CREZ Facility Protection and Control Requirements/OGRR242, Section 7 System Protection, Revisions to Meet Pending NERC Requirements for New Construction Task Force (OGRR240/242 TF)
Mr. Owens reported that ERCOT Planning and Operations staff would be at the next OGRR240/242 TF meeting, at the request of the task force; that much had been identified for discussion; and that should discussions conclude early, an e-mail vote of ROS might be possible, given the urgent timeline for the topic.  Mr. Donohoo opined that the items should be considered at a ROS meeting.

Paul Hassink expressed concern for the lack of engagement by needed parties at the task force meeting and encouraged broad participation from personnel with operations, communications, system protection and dynamics experience in the effort.  Mr. Owens added that all necessary groups received notice of the meeting.  Mr. Donohoo agreed that the task force is addressing an important set of OGRRs; that the items cannot languish and should be considered at the May 13, 2010 ROS meeting; and encouraged concerned Market Participants to be involved in the work of the task force.

2011 Project Priority List (PPL) Process (see Key Documents)

Troy Anderson reviewed the proposed PPL schedule and process for 2011, as well as additional considerations, in light of TNMID, and the current and pending Nodal parking deck items.  Mr. Anderson noted that it is unknown what priorities will be in 2011, so estimates cannot be made at that level, but that the Project Management Office (PMO) will come forward with a funding estimate.

Mr. Rocha noted that Market Participants are working with ERCOT to develop the planning cases for the operational models, and that the effort’s schedule cannot be disrupted, despite the workload for such things as longer character pneumonics for cases and zero impedance ratings.  Mr. Rocha requested that Mr. Anderson work with the SSWG and ERCOT Staff in April 2010 to surface some of the particularly problematic issues that are unlikely to be addressed in time for September 1, 2010, and develop SCRs for fall-back options.  Mr. Anderson agreed to engage the issue with the appropriate groups.

ROS Action Items (see Key Documents)

Mr. Donohoo reminded Market Participants that action items were assigned to various ROS groups at the March 11, 2010 ROS meeting, and that some of the items had been given a high priority ranking and should be under review by the assigned groups.

ERCOT Reports (see Key Documents)

March 2010 Operations Report
There were no questions regarding the posted March 2010 Operations Report.
March 2010 System Planning Report 
There were no questions regarding the posted March 2010 System Planning Report.

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

CIPWG

There were no questions regarding the CIPWG report.

DWG

There were no questions regarding the posted DWG report.

OWG

There were no questions regarding the posted OWG report.

PDCWG

There were no questions regarding the PDCWG report.
SPWG

There were no questions regarding the SPWG report.
Other Business 
Yvette Landin reviewed NPRR and OGRR submission, review, and implementation timelines, and offered to discuss the timelines with working groups.

Consent Agenda 

Mr. Greer requested that consent agendas be built before the meeting, rather than at the meeting.  Mr. Donohoo opined that all items noticed for vote are eligible for a consent agenda, and that Market Participants may pull any item off the consent agenda for discussion.

Adjournment
Mr. Donohoo adjourned the meeting at 12:51 p.m.
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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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	Jones, Randy
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	Kremling, Barry
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	Lane, Rob
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	Owens, Frank
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	Read, Brent
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	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON
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	Ward, Jerry
	Luminant
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG TX
	

	Whittington, Pam
	PUCT
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Longhorn Power
	

	Woods, Brad
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ERCOT-ISO Staff:
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	Blevins, Bill
	
	Via Teleconference
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	Dumas, John
	
	

	Frosch, Colleen
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	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Teixeira, Jay
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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 p.m.
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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.
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	Crews, Curtis
	Texas Reliability Authority
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	Owens, Frank
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	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Thormahlen, Jack
	LCRA QSE
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	PSEG TX
	

	Wheeler, Ron
	Optim
	

	Woitt, Wes
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	Via Teleconference

	Culberson, JC
	
	

	Dumas, John
	
	

	Frosch, Colleen
	
	

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Teixeira, Jay
	
	

	Villanueva, Leo
	
	


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.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Update (see Key Documents)

Mr. Donohoo thanked Clayton Greer for providing the ROS report at the July 1, 2010 TAC meeting and noted that a Special TAC meeting is scheduled for July 20, 2010 to consider granting readiness certification for the nodal market go-live of the Network Operations Model.

Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG) Update

Mark Garrett noted that the Texas Renewables Integration Plan (TRIP) is on various working group agendas in the coming weeks.  Mark Bruce added that the Performance Disturbance Compliance Working Group (PDCWG) had submitted comments addressing four issues, and that the RTWG will have a two day meeting on July 26 and 27, 2010 to review additional comments.  Mr. Bruce requested that additional comments to the TRIP be sent directly to Mr. Garrett and himself, and that efforts will be made to consider the draft TRIP at the September 2, 2010 TAC meeting.

Nodal Update (see Key Documents)

Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) Report
Jim Jacoby presented the NDSWG report and noted that ongoing problems with the Network Model Management System (NMMS) regarding lengthy validation times are top priority and are receiving the full attention of ERCOT Staff and vendors.  Mr. Jacoby noted that issues lists are being developed by Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) and possibly the Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs).
Steady State Working Group (SSWG) Report

Wes Woitt presented the SSWG report and noted the concerted efforts regarding resolution of Connectivity Node Groups (CNG) issues, as well as work on Data Set A and Transmission Project Information Tracking (TPIT) updates; and that model updates continue to cause issues for planning, though not for market or operations, due to the creation of extra buses.  Market Participants discussed that a Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) is being drafted to align the Nodal Protocols with Zonal Protocols and expand how Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs) are modeled; whether draft revision requests should be circulated to the ROS listserve before being posted; that filing revision requests and then holding technology workshops, if necessary, would be a more efficient method of soliciting comment; and that the Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF) requires revision if it is to serve as the modeling standard.  

Nodal Parking Deck (see Key Documents)
Troy Anderson reviewed the current Nodal parking deck and prioritization guidelines, noting that the roughly prioritized list assists ERCOT Staff as it begins to assess impacts and plan initial releases.

ROS Voting Items (see Key Documents)
Draft June 10, 2010 ROS Meeting Minutes 
Draft June 25, 2010 ROS Meeting Minutes 
Brittney Albracht reviewed revisions to the draft June 10, 2010 ROS meeting minutes offered by CenterPoint Energy regarding the CenterPoint Energy presentation on Load forecasting.   

Randy Ryno moved to approve the June 10, 2010 ROS meeting minutes as amended, and the June 25, 2010 ROS meeting minutes as posted.  Paul Rocha seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

ROS Procedures
Ms. Albracht reviewed proposed revisions to the ROS Procedures to add the Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group (CIPWG) and the Planning Working Group (PLWG) to the list of ROS working groups.

Mr. Rocha moved to recommend approval of the revised ROS Procedures.  Dennis Kunkel seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

System Change Request (SCR) 759, acLineSegment Name Length Increase in Information Model Manager
Mr. Woitt noted that SCR759 is limited to planning and would not affect operations, but that if not approved would result in requiring a problematic workaround that would increase TSP workload and potentially introduce errors to the model.  Market Participants discussed that SCR759 will require a project and will be considered by PRS as it is deemed not necessary prior to the Texas Nodal Market Implementation Date (TNMID) and will be added to the Nodal parking deck.  

Mr. Woitt expressed concern that SCR759 will continue to be delayed, creating additional burdens.  Jay Teixeira clarified that to implement SCR759 requires a change to the central data base, which would affect all systems that utilize the central data base, and therefore cannot be implemented prior to TNMID.  Market Participants discussed that planning will go live the first time Data Set cases are created, likely March 2011; that consideration might be given to delaying the implementation of planning go-live; that workarounds remove data consistency; and that SCR759 should eventually be granted a priority of High.

Mr. Rocha moved to recommend approval of SCR759 as submitted.  Mr. Ryno seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 034, Rescind Telemetry Performance Calculation Exclusions 
Ms. Landin noted that ROS recommended approval of NOGRR034 at the June 10, 2010 ROS meeting, and that the item was again before ROS to recommend a priority for the grey-boxed language.

Mr. Rocha moved to recommend a priority of Medium for the proposed grey-box language in NOGRR034.  Mr. Kunkel seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NOGRR038, Synchronization with OGRR243, Disturbance Monitoring Requirements Clarification 
ERCOT Staff noted that the 7/6/10 ERCOT comments to NOGRR038 remove potential conflicts with the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Reliability Standards, and noted that another revision request would be submitted to relieve Market Participants of the burden of submitting the applicable recorded fault data to ERCOT.

Mr. Rocha moved to recommend approval of NOGRR038 as recommended by the Operations Working Group (OWG) in the 6/16/10 OWG Recommendation Report and as revised by the 7/6/10 ERCOT comments.  Mr. Kunkel seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Nodal Protocol/Reliability Standards Alignment Task Force (NPRSA)

Ms. Landin reported that the task force would report to both PRS and ROS; would consider NPRRs and NOGRRs for alignment with NERC Reliability Standards; and that the existing charter for the NPRSA might require revision.

Mr. Rocha moved to endorse the creation of the joint PRS and ROS NPSRA Task Force.  Mr. Ryno seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that the task force should be populated with members of both PRS and ROS.  Mr. Owens offered to serve as chair, should PRS not offer leadership. The motion carried unanimously.

ERCOT Reports (see Key Documents)
June System Planning Report 
No questions were offered regarding the posted report.

Installed Capacity/Actual Wind Production v. ERCOT Load
Mr. Teixeira reviewed the monthly average wind output as a percentage of total ERCOT Load and the total installed wind capacity versus wind generation as a percent of ERCOT Load.  Market Participants discussed that some old conclusion and perceptions regarding wind production are falling away as a result of experience with operations; debated the relationship of wind to Ancillary Services and the validity of the use of averaging in the report; and requested that the report be made a regular part of the ERCOT operations report.

Mr. Kunkel requested that ERCOT report on the delta change in wind as a function of time and expressed concern for equipment damage due to large swings and exhausted dynamic capability, adding that large shifts across a section of wind farms is problematic.  Market Participants discussed whether grouping farms in some sort of regional pattern would be enlightening; and how might reactive devices be monitored and operations adjusted.  Ms. Wagner suggested that consideration should be given to the implications of interconnecting new technologies, and noted that the interconnection process does not currently have a component that looks at how equipment will operate.  John Dumas noted ERCOT’s concern for how wind farms are operated, adding that more will be learned as issues are worked through, that Transmission Operator operations centers and EROCT operations will need to work together to manage swings, and that Nodal tools will help with contingency analyses.  

Market Participants further discussed that developers might not entirely grasp all requirements; that Entities need to provide ERCOT and Transmission Operators decent models so that the effects of various technologies may be fully understood; that the potential for Distributed Generation and its implications needs to be better understood; that the Protocols and Operating Guides might provide false assurance that Entities are performing as expected, and that consideration might be given to a pre-commercial date check list.  Randy Jones reiterated that an interconnection checklist should be developed. Market Participants discussed that many elements would have to be fit together; that all Entities are resource constrained in the approach of the Nodal Market; that TSPs have interconnect requirements that must be met by Resources; and that there are operational requirement gaps that should be addressed in some forum to develop an affirmative process.
June Operations Report 
Market Participants discussed elements of the June operations report.  Mr. Dumas noted that each year an ERCOT engineer reruns the small signal study and the matrix is updated based on the current topology and current system; that a recent Market Notice regarded the annual update on the West to North stability limit; and that there was not a material change to the limit.  Mr. Dumas added that the matrix is made of certain scenarios and generation combinations, and that ERCOT takes care to not be too specific, lest unit specific information be revealed.  

Energy Emergency Alert (EEA) Event of June 23, 2010

Naga Kota reported on the EEA event of June 23, 2010.  Mr. R. Jones complimented ERCOT Staff on getting out of a Disturbance Control Standard (DCS) event timely and noted that 45 percent of Combined Cycle units had either low or no governor response, opining that the statistic points to the intersection of economics and reliability in an energy-only market and to the need for more reserves at certain times that can provide response; and concluded that consideration should be given to a deep analysis on the dynamics of responding and non-responding units during a DCS event.  

ROS Working Group Reports (see Key Documents)

CIPWG
No questions were offered regarding the posted report.

Dynamics Working Group (DWG)

John Moore provided the DWG report and highlighted concerns for the use of DWG resources and noted his intention to incorporate changes to the DWG process during the second revision review of the Planning Guides, as well as clarification as to what is expected for the dynamics portion of the full interconnect studies.  Mr. Moore requested that ERCOT provide comment before the work begins if it sees that something is missing from a study scope that impacts reliability, adding that DWG will also propose changes to the study scoping process for inclusion in the Planning Guides.   

Market Participants expressed concern that significant resources have been recently lost in the area of dynamics due to retirements; that replacing expertise is increasingly challenging; that should DWG Procedures be modified, ERCOT would need to have resources in place; and that ERCOT has voluntarily taken up much of the burden in the interim.  Market Participants also debated whether ERCOT should give consideration to retaining a consultant to do studies as required; that the market cannot afford to delay studies due to personnel shortages or Request For Proposal (RFP) processes; that as the central repository for data, ERCOT should develop in-house expertise to run the more routine system studies; that budget issues are an ongoing consideration; and that ROS might develop a strongly-worded resolution to assist ERCOT in demonstrating the ongoing need for more resources directed at studies.  Mr. Moore added that ERCOT is indeed developing expertise in dynamics and that dedicating resources would make a transition possible.

Mr. Donohoo opined that placing studies for new generation facilities and new transmission facilities within the interconnection study process will slow all processes; that while the system studies are needed, they are not specifically related to interconnection; and that an annual or biannual process to evaluate all generation coming on the system is needed, and would be part of the work of planning, rather than having the costs be borne by generators.  

OWG
No questions were offered regarding the posted report.

PDCWG
No questions were offered regarding the posted report.

PLWG
No questions were offered regarding the posted report.

System Protection Working Group (SPWG)
No questions were offered regarding the posted report.
Other Business 

Working Group/Task Force Revision Request Filings/Comments

Ms. Landin reminded Market Participants of previous ROS discussions directing working groups to present draft revision requests to ROS before filing the items, or voting on draft revision language via e-mail, and opined that, due to the approaching TNMID, it would be better for revision requests to enter the vetting process as soon as possible via filing, and if concerns are raised, the item would be added to the ROS agenda for discussion.  Mr. Donohoo added that it is preferable that experts be able to voice concerns regarding particular issues as soon as possible.

WGR Telemetry – Update 

Mr. Dumas reported that progress is being made regarding the collection of meteorological data from WGRs and that the Nodal Metric MP21 – Wind Generation Resources ICCP Meteorological Telemetry scorecard is available and is being populated; that a red status indicates that at least one point of data is out of tolerance with no mitigation on file, while a yellow status indicates that mitigation is on file; and that the scorecard will eventually go to the Texas Reliability Entity (Texas RE).
Notice of Withdrawal
Mr. Donohoo noted that as Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 240, CREZ Facility Protection and Control Requirements, had been approved, OGRR242, Section 7 Revisions to Meet Pending NERC Requirements for New Construction, would be withdrawn.

Load Frequency Control (LFC) Tests
Mr. Reid suggested that ERCOT Staff provide ROS a report regarding the LFC tests, once analysis is complete.  Mr. Dumas noted that he would be involved with future LFC tests and will be available to answer questions at ROS, but that ERCOT resources are fully obligated and are unlikely to be able to provide additional reporting beyond the established forums.  Mr. Reid added that ROS members should attend NATF meetings.  Mr. R. Jones expressed appreciation for ERCOT Staff gathering Generation Resource Energy Deployment Performance (GREDP) information and that the data revealed tuning and parameter issues that need to be corrected, and encouraged Market Participants with interests in network reliability to engage be engaged at NATF.  Mr. R. Jones added that the 168-Hour Test is being redefined by Market Participants and ERCOT Staff; encouraged ROS members to engage in the discussion; and that ROS should provide comment as to what will be the exit criteria for the 168-Hour Test.

Adjournment
Mr. Donohoo adjourned the July 15, 2010 ROS meeting at 3:30 p.m.
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	KPUB & SBEC
	

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Read, Brent
	College Station
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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.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Update (see Key Documents)

Mr. Donohoo reported the disposition of ROS voting items at the August 5, 2010 TAC meeting, and reminded Market Participants that a TAC workshop would be held immediately after the day’s ROS meeting to review comments to the proposed Nodal 168-Hour Test methodology.

Mr. Donohoo noted that the Nodal Advisory Task Force (NATF) and the Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) would have a joint meeting on August 17, 2010 to review the modeling expectations white paper, and expressed concern that the white paper addresses mostly operations issues and that the Steady State Working Group (SSWG) has not had the opportunity to review the white paper for planning input.  Wes Woitt noted that SSWG would meet the following day on August 18, 2010. 

Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG) Update – Draft Texas Renewables Integration Plan (TRIP)
Mark Bruce expressed hope that a robust draft of the TRIP would be available for review at the September 16, 2010 ROS meeting and noted discussion at the ERCOT Board and other stakeholder venues that there is not a standardized checklist for certifying readiness for new generation, and that there is some question of which Entity has the responsibility to provide certification.  Mr. Bruce opined that the issue is properly placed before ROS initially, though the issue might eventually go to the Regional Planning Group (RPG), and noted that the write-up of the issue will be on the August 25 and 26, 2010 RTWG agenda, and that Market Participant input would be appreciated.

Nodal Update (see Key Documents)

NDSWG Report

Trieu Vo presented the NDSWG report.  Mr. Donohoo complimented NDSWG, the Steady State Working Group (SSWG) and ERCOT staff for their work on issues and noted the August 15, 2010 deadline for Connectivity Node Groups (CNGs), adding that the software is not yet in production mode, but rather still in testing.  Mr. Donohoo expressed ongoing concern for slow validation times for the Network Model Management System (NMMS) and that he would appreciate an action plan from ERCOT Staff for that and other outstanding issues.  Mr. Vo noted that the navigation and timeout issue for NMMS is somewhat improved, but concurred that very long validation times are consuming resources.

Market Participants discussed the potential for confusion due to delays in equipment moving from the Network Operations Model Change Request (NOMCR) to the Outage Scheduler.  Mr. Vo conveyed the explanation that Entities have 45 days to submit equipment as a planned Outage, but that if the entry is too close to the energizing day, there is a chance that the planned Outage will not be approved.  Mr. Vo added that NDSWG sought but did not receive further clarification.  Mr. Kunkel expressed concern that lines could potentially have two different names for as long as half a year, causing confusion for operators.  

SSWG Report

Wes Woitt reviewed issues discussed at recent SSWG meetings, noting that as of July 30, 2010, 147 CNGs still needed to be assigned the correct bus numbers, but that much progress had been made and that the number of CNGs requiring assignment is unlikely to drop below the current five.  Mr. Woitt also noted that some irregularities had been detected in version eight of the topology processor; that SSWG will meet on August 18, 2010 to discuss the issues, and that an attempt will be made to use the version to create the 2010 test case for use in the 2010 Data Set A case.

Mr. Woitt highlighted that SSWG discussed possibly altering the 2014 minimum case slightly to create a high wind/high transfer case as suggested by the Dynamics Working Group (DWG).  Mr. Woitt added that the revision would only be to dispatch and not Load levels, and that ERCOT Staff is currently working on written procedures to explain how dispatch was developed for that case. 

Rob Lane noted that ERCOT has a standing conference call on Tuesdays and Thursdays at 10:00 a.m. to allow Market Participants to introduce deep-dive issues resulting from Day-Ahead Market (DAM) market trials.  Mr. Lane encouraged Market Participants to engage in the calls and suggested that ERCOT consider posting the calls to the ERCOT calendar.  Mr. Donohoo cautioned that ERCOT Staff and Market Participants are working rapidly to address issues in preparation for the Nodal Market, and that ROS members must remain vigilant in identifying risks to system reliability.  

ROS Voting Items (see Key Documents)
Draft July 15, 2010 ROS Meeting Minutes 
Brittney Albracht noted that CenterPoint Energy recommended addition of a clarifying phrase to the discussion of System Change Request (SCR) 759, acLineSegment Name Length Increase in Information Model Manager.
Randy Ryno moved to approve the July 15, 2010 ROS meeting minutes as amended.  Fernando Gutierrez seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

2011 Project Priority List 
This item was not taken up.

System Protection Working Group (SPWG) Use of ASPEN for Submission of Short Circuit Cases 
This item was not taken up.

Revisions to TAC0706060, Telemetry Standards 
Mr. Vo presented comments to TAC0706060, Telemetry Standards.  Mr. Donohoo requested that all comments be combined into one document and published for review, and advised ROS members he might later call for an e-mail vote on the item.  

SCR759
Yvette Landin noted that ROS recommended approval of SCR759 at the July 15, 2010 ROS meeting, and that ROS would now need to recommend a priority for the item for the Nodal parking deck.

Paul Rocha moved to endorse and forward the 7/15/10 ROS Report and Impact Analysis for SCR759 to TAC with a recommended priority of High.  Clayton Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 039, Synchronization of Section 1 with Nodal Protocols 
Mr. Rocha moved to recommend approval of NOGRR039 as recommended by the Operations Working Group (OWG) in the 7/21/10 OWG Recommendation Report.  Mr. Ryno seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NOGRR050, Resolution of Reporting Issues

Mr. Greer moved to waive notice in order to consider NOGRR050.  Mr. Rocha seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Bob Green moved to grant NOGRR050 Urgent status.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Rocha noted that NOGRR050 is related to Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 219, Resolution of Alignment Items A33, A92, A106, and A150 - TSPs Must Submit Outages for Resource Owned Equipment and Clarification of Changes in Status of Transmission Element Postings, which requires Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) to manage Outage Scheduler entries for Resource Entities; and that NOGRR050 grey-boxes Outage Scheduler metrics until ERCOT systems can be corrected to include only TSP Outages in the metrics.  Mr. Rocha recommended that the grey-box language in NOGRR050 be assigned the same priority as the grey-box language in NPRR219, which will be considered at the August 19, 2010 PRS meeting.  

Mr. Rocha moved to recommend approval of NOGRR050 as submitted.  Mr. Green seconded the motion.  Mr. Greer suggested that ultimately, Resource Entities should be granted access to enter Outages.  Liz Jones noted that such access would require a million-dollar system change.  The motion carried unanimously.

ERCOT Reports (see Key Documents)
July System Planning Report 
No questions were offered regarding the posted report.

July Operations Report 
No questions were offered regarding the posted report.

ROS Working Group Reports (see Key Documents)

Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group (CIPWG)
No questions were offered regarding the posted report.

DWG

No questions were offered regarding the posted report.

OWG

No questions were offered regarding the posted report.

Nodal Protocol/Reliability Standards Alignment
Mr. Owens reported that the Nodal Protocol and Guides Resolution Task Force has drafted a scope document and recruited more than one dozen volunteers, and will begin meeting immediately after nodal go-live.

Performance, Disturbance, Compliance Working Group (PDCWG)
In response to a question from Marguerite Wagner, ERCOT Staff will review why Regulation Service deployments seem to be going beyond the percentage allowed by Protocol during Nodal market trials.

Planning Working Group (PLWG)
No questions were offered regarding the posted report.

SPWG
No questions were offered regarding the posted report.
Other Business 

Generation Interconnect List

Mr. Greer asked if there is any follow-up reporting for interconnections in the queue, and if there is any incentive to improve project status reporting to ERCOT, and opined that it is the responsibility of the owner of the interconnection to update ERCOT on such items as the status of a project, a change in the in-service date, or if there is no longer an intent to build a particular project.  Mr. Donohoo offered that such reporting would be properly addressed via the Generations Interconnect procedures.  Mark Soutter added that such reporting is addressed during interconnection with the TSP rather than reported to ERCOT.  Mr. Greer clarified that he is suggesting that an active and withdrawn list be maintained.  Mr. Donohoo suggested that interested parties offer revisions to the Interconnect Agreement in the Planning Guides. 

Subcommittee/Working Group/Task Force Structure

Scott Helyer reported that TAC and subcommittee leadership would meet to discuss the efficiency of the stakeholder governance model, and that he and Mr. Donohoo would be interested in any immediate thoughts that Market Participants might offer.  Mr. Donohoo asked if ROS needed to maintain a monthly meeting schedule.  Mr. Greer noted that ROS did experiment with a bi-monthly schedule in previous years, but that it proved a hindrance to other committees.  

Market Participants discussed whether certain working groups might alter meeting schedules to allow more time to review reports; and that ROS should be more engaged in NATF-review of certain topics, such as the Load Frequency Control (LFC) tests.  Mr. Greer noted that the TAC leadership is meeting as a result of a recommendation tied to the Sunset Advisory Commission report that the TAC and stakeholder process be dismantled, and that concern has been expressed that Consumer representatives cannot attend all stakeholder forums.  Mr. Greer countered that issues vetted by stakeholders are detailed and cannot be sufficiently addressed in one meeting; that certain groups require particular expertise or confidentiality requirements; that the Market Participants should educate ERCOT Board members and legislators on the amount and kind of work that is done in the stakeholder process; and that review should be given to charters to determine the need for some stakeholder groups.  

Market Participants discussed that it would be useful to clarify the level of resources and expertise being provided via the stakeholder process; whether meeting each month is necessary, or if meeting on a bi-monthly or quarterly schedule would place extra pressure on the vetting of topics and the approval process; and that despite the utility of reviewing the stakeholder governance structure, implementation of the Nodal Market is the most pressing priority, and processes should not be altered until the Nodal Market is stabilized. 

Mr. Helyer expressed concern that ROS does not spend sufficient time addressing planning issues and suggested that the ROS charter be reconsidered if it does not intend to review such issues.  Market Participants discussed that certain elements of planning are appropriately discussed at ROS, and that other elements are appropriately discussed at RPG; that TAC leadership is asking Market Participants to consider issues more structural in nature than the ROS schedule.  Ms. Jones noted that some parties have drawn the conclusion that the ERCOT stakeholder process requires too many resources.  Market Participants suggested that ROS leadership add planning issues to ROS agendas; and that subcommittees employ full WebEx functionality to further improve meeting access.  

Tony Grasso opined that at issue is not that ROS should meet less, but should be more effective.  Mr. Grasso expressed concern that ROS members at times seem to focus on minimizing their organizations’ cost exposure, and reminded Market Participants that system reliability should be ROS’ first and only consideration, and that economics and cost of compliance should in no way be considered at ROS.  Mr. Grasso complained that the stakeholder process is at times a failure, not for lack of competence, but for consideration of economic questions, and that many solutions to problems do not advance due to economic considerations.  Mr. Grasso opined that financial considerations are fundamental to a well-functioning market, but should be considered outside of ROS, in other venues such as the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS). Mr. Grasso added that Market Participant expertise is essential in preventing bureaucratic errors, and that the ERCOT stakeholder process is successful when parties communicate well and is well advanced of processes in other markets; and reiterated that ROS and its subgroups should not consider economic issues, and by applying financial criteria to its deliberations, ROS becomes ineffective. 
Adjournment
Mr. Donohoo adjourned the August 12, 2010 ROS meeting at 11:12 a.m.
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Minutes of the Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) Meeting

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

Thursday, September 16, 2010 – 9:30 a.m.

Attendance

Members:

	Alvarez, Eli
	Brownsville PUB
	

	Armke, James
	Austin Energy
	

	DeTullio, David
	Air Liquide
	

	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
	Lower Colorado River Authority
	

	Helyer, Scott
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	Holloway, Harry
	SUEZ
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	Alt. Rep. for K. Donohoo

	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 Cooperative
	

	Soutter, Mark
	Invenergy
	

	Thormahlen, Jack
	Lower Colorado River Authority
	Alt. Rep. for B. Hatfield

	Vander Laan, Dirk
	Exelon Generation Company
	

	Williams, Blake
	CPS Energy
	

	Wybierala, Peter
	NextEra Energy
	


Guests:

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Burkhalter, Bob
	ABB
	

	Calhoun, Brad
	CNP
	

	Garza, Marcos
	CNP
	

	Gibbens, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Gonzales, Daniel
	City of Eastland
	

	Grasso, Tony
	PUCT
	

	Jacoby, Jim
	AEP
	

	Kemper, Wayne
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Kremling, Barry
	GVEC
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Lane, Rob
	Luminant Energy
	

	Niemeyer, Sydney
	NRG Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG TX
	

	Walker, DeAnn
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Ward, Jerry
	Luminant
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Consumer – Residential 
	

	Woitt, Wes
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Woolard, Sam
	TNMP
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Frosch, Colleen
	
	

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Rajagopal, Raj
	
	

	Showalter, Dana
	
	

	Sills, Alex
	
	

	Teixeira, Jay
	
	

	Villanueva, Leo
	
	


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

ROS Vice Chair Scott Helyer called the ROS meeting to order at 9:30 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

There were no changes to the agenda.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Update
Mr. Helyer reported that discussions regarding the stakeholder committee structure are on-going and opined that there would be no significant changes in the near future.
Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG) Update

Mark Garrett reported the recommendation that RTWG be renamed the Emerging Technologies Working Group to encompass technologies such as storage and flywheels; and noted that the draft Texas Renewables Integration Plan (TRIP) will be distributed to ROS and TAC in October 2010.  Mr. Garrett added that a comment process for revisions to the TRIP has been drafted and is very similar to the revision request form.  

Nodal Update (see Key Documents)

Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) Report
Jim Jacoby reported on recent NDSWG activities and noted that Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) have identified 16 issues that must be addressed in 2011.  No questions were offered.

Steady State Working Group (SSWG) Report
Wes Woitt reviewed recent SSWG activities and highlighted that SSWG completed the task of correcting Connectivity Node Groups (CNGs) by the August 15, 2010 deadline.  Mr. Woitt noted that work continues on Topology Processor issues, and that SSWG expressed concern for differences in Power System Simulator for Engineering (PSS/E) version formats for file outputs; and that SSWG is using a new method and tools to create a test planning case, and that the 2010 Summer Peak case will be simulated using new tools to find deficiencies.  Liz Jones amplified SSWG concerns for file format versions, noting that Version 32 has been available for more than a year, and that the issue needs to be resolved before planning go live.  

ROS Voting Items (see Key Documents)
Draft August 12, 2010 ROS Meeting Minutes
Tony Grasso requested the addition of one sentence to his comments on page six of the draft August 12, 2010 ROS meeting minutes to clarify that financial issues should be considered in venues other than ROS.  
Dennis Kunkel moved to approve the August 12, 2010 ROS meeting minutes as amended.  David DeTullio seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

2011 Project Priority List (PPL)
Troy Anderson noted that he would provide an update regarding the 2011 PPL, but would not be seeking a ROS endorsement of any funding amount, as Nodal stabilization is a major component of the ERCOT budget, and until a number of discussions are held at the Board level, ERCOT Staff is not positioned to seek approval of a specific amount.  

Mr. Anderson reviewed prioritization guidelines and the current Nodal parking deck, and additional items for consideration.  Clayton Greer suggested that it would be helpful to list which systems are touched by various parking deck items, and that synergies might be more apparent; Mr. Anderson added that ERCOT will be transparent as to which items are included in releases, and that it is anticipated that target release times will be determined after Nodal Go-Live.

System Protection Working Group (SPWG) Use of ASPEN for Submission of Short Circuit Cases
Sam Woolard presented the SPWG recommendation for the purchase of ASPEN for ERCOT’s use in updating ERCOT short circuit cases.  Mr. Woolard noted that it was considered that some utilities do not have ASPEN and that those Entities could use PSS/E.

Mr. Greer moved to endorse the SPWG recommendation that ERCOT update its license with ASPEN so that future case updates can be submitted in ASPEN format.  Mr. Kunkel seconded the motion.  Market Participants discussed that four Entities do not use ASPEN; and whether there is a commitment by ASPEN to maintain conversion to PSS/E format.  Mr. Woolard opined that the steady state model will always be different from other models, and that a full model of a generator will help with unbalanced analysis.  Market Participants discussed functionality provided by ASPEN versus PSS/E.  Some Market Participants argued that ASPEN is the better tool for the bulk of processes without affecting internal processes; that any standardization should be approached as finding the best tool for a job, and not just for the sake of standardization.  It was noted that ERCOT used to own ASPEN, and the recommendation from SPWG brings to up to date a maintenance agreement for the tool.
The motion carried with two objections from the Investor Owned Utility (IOU) and Municipal Market Segments, and one abstention from the IOU Market Segment.

Subcommittee/Working Group/Task Force Structure

It was noted that discussions of the TAC subcommittee structure are ongoing.  ROS took no action.

Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 041, Synchronization of Section 2 with Nodal Protocols

NOGRR042, Synchronization of Section 3 with Nodal Protocols 

NOGRR045, Synchronization of OGRR219, Time Error Correction 

NOGRR046, Synchronization of Sections 4 and 5 with Nodal Protocols

NOGRR047, Synchronization of Sections 6 and 7 with Nodal Protocols 

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NOGRR041, NOGRR042, NOGRR045, NOGRR046, and NOGRR047 a recommended by OWG in the respective 8/18/10 OWG Reports.  Mike Grimes seconded them motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NOGRR043, Synchronization with OGRR208, Voltage Ride-Through (VRT) Requirement

ERCOT Staff reviewed the 9/13/10 ERCOT comments to NOGRR043.  Mike Grimes expressed concern that proposed language requires a Wind-powered Generation Resource (WGR) to become two WGRs.  Brad Schwarz noted that VRT capability is on a WGR basis and not an individual turbine basis; that element such as transmission and underground collection also speak to capability; and that the current language might require an upgrade that is not needed.  Mark Soutter noted that the VRT requirement is at the Point of Interconnect and not at the turbine, and expressed concern that requirements are being mixed in the proposed language.

Bob Green moved to recommend approval of NOGRR043 as recommended by OWG in the 8/18/10 OWG Report and as revised by ROS.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  It was discussed that OWG might need to develop a separate NOGRR to address newly installed or replaced turbines.  Concerns were raised regarding the requirements of replacing new turbines and the additional VRT capability needed from WGRs.  
Mr. Greer moved to table NOGRR043 until after the lunch recess.  Fernando Gutierrez seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Market Participants discussed additional revisions to the language, as well as proposed administrative revisions.  The motion carried unanimously.
NOGRR050, Resolution of Reporting Issues Related to NPRR219
Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 219, Resolution of Alignment Items A33, A92, A106, and A150 - TSPs Must Submit Outages for Resource Owned Equipment and Clarification of Changes in Status of Transmission Element Postings 
Ms. L. Jones suggested that NPRR219 and NOGRR050 be considered at the same time.
Bill Blevins noted that NPRR219 was an effort to provide clarity to Nodal Protocol language.  Bill Hatfield expressed concern for the possible unintended consequences regarding registration, and asked how ERCOT currently handles Outage submissions.  Mr. Blevins answered that, with one exception, there are agreements that the TSP enters Outages on behalf of the Resource Entity; and that there is an emergency back-up wherein ERCOT can submit the Outage, but that it is not an assigned role.  Ms. L. Jones expressed concern for the potential collision of system capabilities, state responsibilities, and federal responsibilities.  DeAnn Walker recalled discussions in April 2010 that ERCOT would assume the responsibility, and then that ERCOT was incapable of making the entries, and expressed frustration in hearing that ERCOT is able to make entries for one Entity.

ERCOT Staff clarified that ERCOT can make entries, if ERCOT is logged in as the TSP; and that via testing, ERCOT acquired proxy capability only in the previous two weeks.  Market Participants discussed whether ROS needed to take any action on NPRR219; that NOGRR050 changes the way statistics are calculated, and that NPRR219 codifies requirements that TSPs take action on behalf of Resource Entities.

Mr. Greer moved to waive notice so that NPRR219 and NOGRR050 might be considered.  Mr. Hatfield seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
Ms. L. Jones moved that ROS communicate its belief that there is a conflict between Outage Scheduler responsibilities in ERCOT and Outage Scheduler responsibilities in North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) registration and federal Reliability Standards.  Mr. Hatfield seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segment.
NOGRR053, Synchronization with OGRR226, Generation Resource Response Time Requirement 

Paul Rocha moved to grant Urgent status for NOGRR053.  Mr. Green seconded the motion.  It was discussed that Urgent status is needed to transition language in the zonal Operating Guides to the Nodal Operating Guides.  The motion carried with one objection from the Independent Retail Electric Provider (IREP) Market Segment.
Mr. Ryno moved to recommend approval of NOGRR053 as submitted.  Mr. Rocha seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one objection from the IREP Market Segment.

NPRR258, Synchronization with PRR824 and PRR833 and Additional Clarifications

Mr. Greer moved to endorse the 9/9/10 Performance Disturbance Compliance Working Group (PDCWG) comments to NPRR258.  Mr. Keetch seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NOGRR051, Synchronization with OGRR192 and OGRR238 – URGENT 

Some Market Participants expressed concern with limiting the generator droop characteristic to three percent.

Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NOGRR051 as amended by the 9/10/10 ERCOT comments and as revised by ROS.  James Armke seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Generator Market Segment.

ERCOT Reports (see Key Documents)
Alex Sills reminded Market Participants that the Telemetry Standard was revised by ROS and TAC; reported for the sake of transparency that due to a loophole in the revision process, an Impact Analysis was not performed; that it was discovered during the CEO review that the cost would be minimal; and that the item would be implemented before Nodal Go-Live so long as the item retains priority.  

Mr. Kunkel reiterated his concern that the Telemetry Standard has been revised due to focus on an index that does not show State Estimator at peak times, when it tends to fail.  Mr. Kunkel added that focus should be given to what the State Estimator does across the peak periods and as it compares overall to the index.
August  System Planning Report – Questions Only 
No questions were offered regarding the posted report.

August Operations Report – Questions Only

No questions were offered regarding the posted report.

Energy Emergency Alert (EEA) Level 1 Event – August 20, 2010

Naga Kota presented a summary of the ERCOT Operations report on the EEA even of August 20, 2010.  Leo Villanueva noted that some valve settings were too sensitive, and that the Generation owner has since revised their procedures and settings. 

ROS Working Group Reports (see Key Documents)

Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group (CIPWG)

No questions were offered regarding the posted report.

Dynamics Working Group (DWG)

No questions were offered regarding the posted report.

Operations Working Group (OWG)

No questions were offered regarding the posted report.

Nodal Protocol/Reliability Standards Alignment

No report was provided.

PDCWG
Regarding Nodal LFC testing, Sydney Niemeyer noted that in the Zonal Market, Qualified Scheduling Entities (QSEs) control the ramp, but that in the Nodal Market, there is no ramp window for starting a unit.  It was discussed that discussions between ERCOT and the six QSEs that did not deliver Responsive Reserve (RRS) are confidential, but that it is standard procedure for ERCOT to verify data with the QSE.

Planning Working Group (PLWG)
No questions were offered regarding the posted report.

SPWG
No questions were offered regarding the posted report.
Other Business 

Ms. Landin provided notice of withdrawal of Operating Guide Revision Request (OGRR) 245, Alignment with NERC Reliability Standard PRC-001-1, System Protection Coordination.
Adjournment
Mr. Helyer adjourned the September 16, 2010 ROS meeting at 1:40 p.m.
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	Alvarez, Eli
	Brownsville PUB
	

	Armke, James
	Austin Energy
	

	DeTullio, David
	Air Liquide
	

	Donohoo, Ken
	Oncor
	

	Garrett, Mark
	Direct Energy
	Via Teleconference

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Gutierrez, Fernando
	BP Energy
	

	Hatfield, Bill
	Lower Colorado River Authority
	

	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 Cooperative
	

	Vander Laan, Dirk
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	Wybierala, Peter
	NextEra Energy
	


Proxy Assignment(s):

· Mark Soutter to Mike Grimes

Guests:

	Ashley, Kristy
	Exelon Generation
	

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Burke, Tom
	APM
	

	Crews, Curtis
	Texas Reliability Entity
	

	Gibbens, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Glaser, Tompall
	LCRA
	

	Goff, Eric
	Reliant
	

	Grasso, Tony
	PUCT
	

	Hampton, Brenda
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	Hassink, Paul
	AEPSC
	

	Henry, Mark
	Texas Reliability Entity
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Kemper, Wayne
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Lane, Rob
	Luminant Energy
	

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Penney, David
	Texas Reliability Entity
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	Via Teleconference

	Richard, Naomi
	LCRA
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Vo, Trieu
	CPS Energy
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG TX
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Consumer – Residential 
	

	Woitt, Wes
	CenterPoint Energy
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	Via Teleconference

	Culberson, JC
	
	

	DiPastena, Philip
	
	

	Rickerson, Woody
	
	

	Teixeira, Jay
	
	

	Villanueva, Leo
	
	


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

ROS Chair Ken Donohoo called the ROS meeting to order at 9:35 a.m., and noting the observance of Veterans’ Day, thanked those in attendance who had served in the United States Armed Forces.

Mr. Donohoo expressed condolences to the family, friends, and colleges of John Jonte and noted Mr. Jonte’s considerable service in the market.  

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 there were no changes to the agenda, but that as he would be presenting during Agenda Item #4, Nodal Update, he would yield the chair to Scott Helyer at the appropriate time.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Update (see Key Documents)
TAC Subcommittee Structure

Mr. Donohoo noted that after review of the TAC subcommittee structure, there would be no additional changes to the ROS working group and task force structure, and expressed a preference that ROS working groups continue to be allowed to directly submit comments on revision requests.  Mr. Donohoo opined that as the Market Participant experts are active at the working group level, insight and commentary would be most quickly and efficiently delivered via direct working group comment.  Market Participants discussed that ROS would still have the opportunity to opine on working group comments at ROS meetings, and that the considerable work of the working groups should not be hindered.  Walter Reid recommended that working groups include a list of meeting attendees with comments; Mr. Donohoo agreed with Mr. Reid’s recommendation.

Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG) Update

Mark Garrett provided an RTWG update and reported TAC endorsement of four recommendations out of the Emerging Technologies Integration Plan (ETIP):

· Revise and expand the scope of and rename the RTWG the Emerging Technologies Working Group (ETWG)

· Place the new ETWG under the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS)
· Improve emerging technologies issue tracking system

· Provide ERCOT Staff support for ETWG activities

Nodal Update (see Key Documents)

Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) Report

Trieu Vo presented a review of recent NDSWG activities, and highlighted the desire by most Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) to view and help validate Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF) data prior to the data being modeled in Network Model Management System (NMMS) by ERCOT.

Steady State Working Group (SSWG) Report

Transmission Planning Nodal Base Case Development Process 

Mr. Donohoo yielded the chair to Mr. Helyer and provided a presentation regarding the use of NMMS to build Planning cases.  Mr. Donohoo reminded Market Participants that the issue is not one for December 1, 2010 Nodal go-live, but affects Planning go-live, and stressed that the new planning environment provides new possibilities for errors and requires a validation and documentation processes.  Mr. Donohoo also noted that new and more rigorous standards are coming. 

Wes Woitt reviewed recent SSWG activities and provided a detailed presentation on the current and NMMS processes for building cases; summarized currently identified issues, noting that some are generic issues while other are addressed in System Change Request (SCR) 760, Recommended Changes Needed for Information Model Manager and Topology Processor for Planning Models; and noted that the summarized issues are essentially listed in order of importance.  Mr. Woitt presented a summary of TSP concerns and requested that ROS recommend approval of SCR760 as submitted by SSWG.
ERCOT Planning Go-Live Update

Jay Teixeira reviewed ERCOT’s concerns regarding Planning go-live and reiterated that ERCOT does not oppose SCR760, but does desire that models align.  Regarding the SCR resolution methodology, Woody Rickerson noted that anywhere there is a Common Information Model (CIM) modification, the current Nodal Energy and Market Management System (EMMS) and Market Management System (MMS) will be affected and have to be tested.  Mr. Donohoo stated that had systems been available earlier, changes could have been made, but compressed timelines to reach Nodal Market go-live contributed to the current issues.  

Troy Anderson opined that SCR760 could be considered for post-Nodal Market go-live work, and that prioritization will assist ERCOT in understanding the market’s position, and reminded Market Participants that settled language will be necessary to conduct an Impact Analysis, though it is not unusual for additional information to come during the Impact Analysis process.  Clayton Greer noted that there will be much competition for items to be included in Nodal stabilization efforts, and noted that it would assist Market Participants’ understanding of how to maximize resources if ERCOT were to frame which items might be accomplished in light of available resources, and that it would then be incumbent on Market Participants and various subcommittees to champion various efforts.  

Mr. Teixeira reiterated that ERCOT prefers the Topology Processor/Model on Demand integrated system; Mr. Rickerson added that if the Model on Demand separated system is selected, the current differences between Planning and Operations will still exist.  It was discussed that SCR760 should be assigned a priority of Critical in order to address deficiencies as soon as possible.

Regarding the Topology Processor/SSWG case comparison, Mr. Teixeira asserted that comparison of Planning models has never exceeded 90 percent; Mr. Woitt disagreed with the numbers presented, and asserted that comparisons are now possible that previously were not.

Mike Grimes recommended that issues related to the RARF be carved out of SCR760 and be addressed in a Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR).  Mr. Greer expressed concern that the Operations model be exactly right, and asked for clarification as to which deficiencies might be addressed by certain dates.  Mr. Donohoo questioned whether the unity of the Operations and Planning models is an illusion; opined that Planning Model Change Requests (PMCRs) are more time consuming than the current change process; and asked whether Data Set A might be created under the old process.

SCR760
Mr. Greer moved to grant SCR760 Urgent status.  Blake Williams seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Donohoo moved to recommend approval of SCR760 as submitted.  Mr. Rocha seconded the motion.  Mr. Woitt noted that SCR760 does not speak to delaying the start of Planning go-live.  Mr. Rocha opined that it is impractical for the TSPs to continue in the current process.  Mr. Rickerson noted that some elements of SCR760 might be quickly accomplished and asked whether the item might be divided into relatively simple and difficult tasks, and asked if once built, whether the PMCRs would be reusable, posing less maintenance effort than build effort.  Mr. Woitt noted that build and maintenance would not require exactly equal amounts of work, but that as accuracy would have to be confirmed each time, maintenance would still require much time; Mr. Donohoo added that his organization would rebuild cases every year from its own internal Planning database.  Mr. Rocha expressed concern that Model on Demand has not been proven to work well, and opined that an exit strategy must be envisioned.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segment.
Mr. Greer requested that Subject Matter Experts and Market Participant advocates for SCR760 be present at the November 18, 2010 PRS meeting to discuss the potential for grey-boxing some elements of SCR760.  Market Participants discussed the number of cases required; that Model on Demand might be used to test product; and that SSWG should bring options for Data Set A and Data Set B to the December 9, 2010 ROS meeting.  

Liz Jones suggested that it might be particularly useful to for ROS to expressly instruct a working group to file comments to SCR760.  Mr. Greer expressed concern with granting working groups carte blanche in filing comments.  Mr. Rocha reminded Market Participants that there was no objection to Mr. Donohoo’s earlier assertion that ROS working groups should continue to file comments directly, per ROS custom.  Mr. Donohoo offered to further consider the issue of working group comments at the December 9, 2010 ROS meeting.
September NDSWG and SSWG Reports

Mr. Grimes inquired as to the possibility of getting copy of the Voltage Ride Through (VRT) study, and noted that the Wind-powered Generation Resource (WGR) data that TSPs are interested in adding to the RARF is the same data that was requested by PB Power.  Mr. Teixeira answered that the VRT study is still under review as to what may be released.  Mr. Donohoo opined that data should be corrected before it is entered into the model.  It was requested that the RARF issue be a discussion item on the next ROS agenda.  

ROS Voting Items (see Key Documents)
Draft September 16, 2010 ROS Meeting Minutes 
Mr. Greer moved to approve the September 16, 2010 ROS meeting minutes as posted.  Mr. Harry Holloway seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 049, Alignment with NERC Reliability Standard PRC-001-1, System Protection Coordination
Mr. Greer moved to recommend approval of NOGRR049 as recommended by Operations Working Group (OWG) in the 10/20/10 OWG Report.  Rick Keetch seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Discussion of Planning Issues (see Key Documents)

Wayne Kemper presented Planning issues and priorities being discussed at the Planning Working Group (PLWG).  Mr. Greer asked if there are rules in place for sun-setting the documents being transferred into the Planning Guides.  Mr. Kemper noted that while timelines have not been set, once a portion of the guides is approved, the existing document would expire, though not stated explicitly.  Mr. Greer expressed concern for compliance issues, and suggested that it would be helpful to have language to the effect that once a particular Planning Guide Revision Request (PGRR) is approved, language in the previous document is no longer in effect.  

NPRR292, Add Key Provisions of RPG Charter to Protocols 

Mr. Kemper presented NPRR292 for ROS consideration.  Mr. Greer noted Market Participant concerns with placing the entirety of the charter language into the Nodal Protocols, particularly as it pertains to economic projects.  Mr. Kemper reminded Market Participants that, at length, it was determined that it would be most efficient to place the entirety of the charter into the language, so that revisions could then be made through the established stakeholder vetting process.  Market Participants discussed that ROS should endorse reliability elements of NPRR292 and should request that the appropriate subcommittees, such as WMS, consider the economic aspects of NPRR292.

Mr. Keetch moved to endorse the reliability aspects of NPRR292 as submitted with a recommendation that the economic aspects be considered by the appropriate subcommittees.  Mr. Holloway seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

ERCOT Reports (see Key Documents)
September/October System Planning Report
September/October Operations Report 
ERCOT Staff provided System Planning reports and Operations reports for September and October 2010.  

Texas Reliability Entity (TRE) Report (see Key Documents)

Misoperation Reports

Curtis Crews reviewed changes in relay misoperation reporting, noting that there will be a comparison, region to region, or misoperations, and that in 2009, 50 percent of misoperations were attributable to human error.

North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Events Analysis Process

Mark Henry reviewed the field test and background for the NERC Events analysis process.  Mr. Henry encouraged Market Participants to take advantage of self-reporting if a compliance issue is discovered during analysis; Mr. Henry stressed the importance of demonstrating a culture of compliance.  

Mr. Villanueva asked if it is mandatory for Entities to complete the Lessons Learned sections of reports.  Mr. Henry opined that everything observed has value and encouraged Entities to complete the section.

Mr. Henry requested Market Participant feedback regarding the feasibility of the Electric Reliability Organization (ERO) Event Analysis timeline, as well as the content and process.   

September/October ROS Working Group/Task Force Reports (see Key Documents)

September and October 2010 reports were posted for Critical Infrastructure Protection Working Group (CIPWG), Dynamics Working Group (DWG), OWG, Performance, Disturbance, Compliance Working Group (PDCWG), PLWG, and System Protection Working Group (SPWG).  

Other Business 

Brittney Albracht reminded Market Participants that the 2011 ERCOT Membership date-of-record is November 12, 2011, and that Market Segment representative elections would begin on November 15, 2010.

Mr. Donohoo noted the possibility that the December 9, 2010 ROS meeting might be cancelled.

Adjournment
Mr. Donohoo adjourned the November 11, 2010 ROS meeting at 2:41 p.m.
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