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

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

Thursday, November 13, 2011 – 9:30 a.m.
Attendance
Members:

	Alvarez, Eli
	Brownsville PUB
	

	Armke, James
	Austin Energy
	

	Jones, Randy
	Calpine
	

	DeTullio, David
	Air Liquide
	

	Garrett, Mark
	Direct Energy
	

	Gedrich, Brian
	NextEra Energy
	

	Green, Bob
	Garland Power and Light
	

	Greer, Clayton
	Morgan Stanley
	

	Hatfield, Bill
	Lower Colorado River Authority
	

	Helyer, Scott
	Tenaska Power Services
	

	Holloway, Harry
	GDF Suez Energy Marketing
	

	Juricek, Mike
	Oncor Electric Delivery
	Alt. Rep. for K. Donohoo

	Keetch, Rick
	Reliant Energy
	

	Kunkel, Dennis
	AEP Service Corporation
	

	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
	

	Schwarz, Brad
	E.ON Climate and Renewables
	

	Williams, Blake
	CPS Energy
	

	Wittmeyer, Bob
	Residential Consumer
	


Proxy Assignment(s):

· Brian Gedrich to Brad Schwarz
Guests:

	Brandt, Adrianne
	Austin Energy
	

	Diller, Josh
	Oncor
	

	Gibbens, David
	CPS Energy
	

	Grimes, Mike
	Horizon Wind Energy
	

	Hampton, Brenda
	Luminant
	

	Hassink, Paul
	AEPSC
	

	Henry, Mark
	Texas Reliability Entity
	

	Jacoby, Jim
	AEP
	

	Jones, Liz
	Oncor
	

	Kemper, Wayne
	CenterPoint Energy
	

	Kolodziej, Eddie
	Customized Energy Solutions
	

	Lane, Rob
	Luminant Energy
	

	Ögelman, Kenan
	CPS Energy
	

	Owens, Frank
	TMPA
	

	Reid, Walter
	Wind Coalition
	Via Teleconference

	Thormahlen, Jack
	LCRA
	

	Wagner, Marguerite
	PSEG TX
	

	Woitt, Wes
	CenterPoint Energy
	


ERCOT-ISO Staff:

	Albracht, Brittney
	
	

	Anderson, Troy
	
	

	Billo, Jeff
	
	

	Culberson, JC
	
	

	Frosch, Colleen
	
	

	Landin, Yvette
	
	

	Rickerson, Woody
	
	

	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.  2011 ROS members introduced themselves.  Bob Wittmeyer noted that he is appointed by the Office of Public Utility Council (OPUC), and disclosed that he will be providing consulting services for Denton Municipal Electric’s rate case.  Mr. Wittmeyer invited Market Participants to contact him with any concerns.

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)
Renewable Technologies Working Group (RTWG) Update

Mark Garrett reminded Market Participants that the RTWG had been reformed as the Emerging Technologies Working Group (ETWG) reporting to the Wholesale Market Subcommittee (WMS) rather than to TAC.  Brian Gedrich, chair of the ETWG, offered to bring updates and issues as they arise to ROS attention.  Clayton Greer requested that ETWG notice the ROS listserve of its meetings, characterizing ETWG issues as unavoidably ROS-related.

2011 ROS Leadership Election

Mr. Helyer noted that Mr. Donohoo had agreed to continue to serve as ROS Chair, if nominated; Mr. Helyer stated that he would continue to serve as ROS Vice Chair if needed, but requested that another ROS member be nominated for 2011 ROS Vice Chair.

Brittney Albracht reminded Market Participants of the subcommittee leadership election procedures as described in the TAC Procedures, and opened the floor for 2011 ROS Chair nominations.  

Mr. Helyer nominated Mr. Donohoo for 2011 ROS Chair.  Harry Holloway offered a second to Mr. Donohoo’s nomination.  Mr. Wittmeyer moved that nominations cease and Mr. Donohoo be named 2011 ROS Chair by acclamation.  There were no objections.
Mr. Helyer nominated Blake Williams for 2011 ROS Vice Chair.  James Armke offered a second to Mr. Williams’ nomination.  Mr. Wittmeyer moved that nominations cease and Mr. Williams be named 2011 ROS Chair by acclamation.  There were no objections.

Mr. Helyer yielded the chair to Mr. Williams.
Nodal Update (see Key Documents)

Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) Report

Jim Jacoby provided a summary of discussion topics and recent activities of the NDSWG.  No questions were offered.  Mr. Jacoby requested direction regarding NDSWG’s Nodal updates.  Mr. Williams suggested that NDSWG return to the customary ROS working group reporting format; there were no objections.
Transmission Service Provider (TSP) Resource Asset Registration Form (RARF) View

Jay Teixeira noted that a directory has been created for the RARF; that samples are available of the first iteration.
Steady State Working Group (SSWG) Report

ERCOT Planning Go-Live Update

Method of Creating 12DSA/12DSB Base Cases

Mr. Williams requested that Market Participants hold questions until after all presentations had been made.
Wes Woitt presented the three options for building the 12DSA and 12DSB cases as developed at the December 15, 2010 SSWG/Nodal Planning Go-Live Workshop at ERCOT Austin.  Mr. Teixeira stated ERCOT Staff’s preference for Option 1 and reviewed Option 1 considerations.  Mr. Teixeira also reviewed ERCOT Staff’s concerns regarding Option 2 and offered revisions to Option 2 that he characterized as improvements; and noted that Option 3 maintains the current process.  Mr. Teixeira reviewed the consistency spectrum and noted that there is an internal audit underway reviewing consistency.  
Mr. Woitt reviewed Options 1 and 2 from the perspective of a transmission planner, and expressed concern that Option 1 requires inputting data that did not come from the Topology Processor, or is in a format different from what is needed.  Mr. Woitt noted that Option 2 begins with the planning-ready case, and characterized Option 2 as more accurate as Standard Planning Model Change Requests (PMCRs) are not required, and 68 pages of manually entered text files do not need to be maintained.  Mr. Woitt stated that TSPs were unanimous in their support of Option 2 at the December 15, 2010 SSWG meeting.  Mr. Williams noted that neither ERCOT nor TPS support Option 3.  

Paul Rocha asked if SSWG would be amenable to refreshing the analysis in approximately one year, to see if Option 1 would then be viable in its estimation.  Mr. Woitt noted that the time would allow an additional time for learning MOD, and that SSWG could revisit the question in a year.  
Market Participants discussed model consistency; that documenting differences is a beginning and would be resolved in the stated tolerances, unless there is a specific reason for the difference; and whether consistency would need correction every time, or would be part of the seed case.  Market Participants also discussed that some documented difference will continue to exist; that planners and operators use the models for different purposes.  Mike Juricek expressed concern that the Topology Processor is a “black box” and modelers do not know if a change made in the operations model will be translated to the planning model; and opined that Option 2 allows Entities to continually test and understand how the system works, providing an opportunity to learn impacts of changes, though it might produce more System Change Requests (SCRs).   
ERCOT Staff opined that much discomfort is derived from the fact that the Nodal Protocols are not plain as to the definition of consistency; that ERCOT and TSPs have different interpretations and that a unified view of consistency would improve the evaluation of SCRs; and that at the December 15, 2010 meeting, TSPs committed to building a 2012 case and submitting PMCRs per the Option 1 process.  Woody Rickerson characterized the last point as essentially a “Planning Go-Live market trial”, opining that if completed as discussed, 95 percent of Planning Go-Live is achieved, and asked if the 2012 case dry run was to be abandoned.  Mr. Rickerson expressed concern that Option 2 would double the workload.  

Mr. Woitt noted that the discussion was held before the timing of SCR760, Recommended Changes Needed for Information Model Manager and Topology Processor for Planning Models, was known; that TSPs were driven to Option 2 upon learning the amount of time required for Standard PMCRs; and that continuing the dry run effort has not been discussed.  Mr. Rickerson noted that ERCOT is counting on the use of Option 1 to produce the 2012 case in order to understand the size of the issue; that selection Option 2 would be to select something that is unfinished.
Mr. Rocha moved that ROS endorse Option 2 as fulfilling the Nodal Protocol requirement and, if approved by TAC and the ERCOT Board, direct SSWG to define the process in cooperation with ERCOT Staff, including the meaning of consistency; and that the methodology be reviewed in December 2011.   Dennis Kunkel seconded the motion.  Mr. Juricek expressed concern that there is not a planning expectations document, and offered that if time were taken to develop such a document, it could offer guidance.  Mr. Rickerson noted that ERCOT could help spearhead a planning expectations document, but expressed concern that consistency must be defined first.
Mr. Wittmeyer offered an amendment to the motion to remove the phrase “if approved by TAC and the ERCOT Board” for redundancy.  Mr. Rocha and Mr. Kunkel accepted Mr. Wittmeyer’s amendment.

Mr. Greer expressed concern for the Congestion Revenue Right (CRR) auctions, noting that what goes into the CRR market needs to be consistent with what operators will constrain around.  Mr. Greer offered an amendment to redefine the development of the CRR auction.  Mr. Rocha declined to accept Mr. Greer’s amendment; there were no objections.
Paul Hassink stated that Entities need a user’s manual for the Topology Processor to match the operations model to the planning model, and that without one, Entities cannot be efficient and are forced to make guesses.  Mr. Teixeira noted that ERCOT is requesting a mapping document from Siemens.  Mr. Rickerson added that ERCOT Staff will support the ERCOT Board decision; that ERCOT Staff prefers Option 1 and a rigorous effort to complete SCR760; and that ERCOT does not recommend Option 2.
The motion carried with four objections from the Independent Generator Market Segment and one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.

ROS Voting Items (see Key Documents)
Draft November 11, 2010 ROS Meeting Minutes
Mr. Helyer moved to approve the November 11, 2010 ROS meeting minutes as posted.  Mr. Garrett seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Consumer Market Segment.

Working Group Comments
Mr. Greer reiterated concerns regarding working groups and task forces’ lack of a voting structure; and that comments might be provided under the auspices of a working group or task force that represent the view of a limited number of stakeholders that may or may not be regularly engaged in the group.  Randy Jones countered that some working groups and task forces are highly specialized, and that their opinion is at times specifically requested by voting bodies and should not have to come back through ROS before being provided; and that individuals and voting bodies should take into their own consideration how much weight to give to a set of comments.  Mr. Moore added that ROS working groups provide technical advice, and that he had never seen comments from a few that received the imprimatur of the whole.

Mr. Armke moved that working group and task force leadership seek ROS Chair or ROS Vice Chair permission to file working group or task force comments to revision requests.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  ERCOT Staff requested direction in the instance that working group comments are filed the day before a Protocol Revision Subcommittee (PRS), and ROS leadership cannot be contacted.  Mr. Armke suggested that the individual making the filing should confirm that ROS leadership permission has been granted.  Mr. Greer expressed concern that some group might claim censorship if not allowed by ROS leadership to file comments.  Mr. Helyer said he was sympathetic to the concern, but that comments may also be filed by individuals.  The motion carried with one objection from the Cooperative Market Segment.

Nodal Operating Guide Revision Request (NOGRR) 057, Daily Report Containing Loss of Generation Greater than 450 MW 
Mr. Wittmeyer moved to grant NOGRR057 Urgent status.  Mr. Greer seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Jack Thormahlen reviewed the proposed language.  Market Participants discussed whether the information should be posted on the Market Information System (MIS) Public or Secure area; and that the amount for both the lost generation and lost Load contributing to the event should be included in the report.  ERCOT Staff offered that since the information is historical and not confidential, that it might be published to the ERCOT website instead of the MIS in order to minimize impacts.  Market Participants proposed language revisions.

Mr. Helyer moved to recommend approval of NOGRR057 as revised by ROS.  Rick Keetch seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Nodal Protocol and Guide Resolution Task Force (NPGRTF)

Market Participants discussed that NPGRTF should succeed the Nodal Protocol/Reliability Standards Alignment Task Force (NPRSA); that the NPGRTF would report to ROS; and that both ROS and PRS will need to retire the NPRSA.

Mr. Rocha moved to establish the NPGRTF and to recommend that the NPGRTF succeed the NPRSA.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

NERC Reliability Working Group (NRWG)

JC Culberson presented language for the formation of the NRWG for ROS consideration, noting that the working group would be a companion effort to the Critical Infrastructure Working Group (CIPWG). 

Market Participants expressed concern that a NRWG might duplicate efforts of the Texas Reliability Entity (Texas RE) Reliability Standards committee; that ROS, rather than the NRWG, serves as an advisory panel to the TAC and ERCOT Board; that Entities’ compliance staffs will be required to attend more meetings; and that Entities have existing compliance programs that the NRWG would duplicate.  Mr. Culberson explained that the NRWG is proposed as a stakeholder forum to discuss such issues as best practices, concerns with standards, and audit experiences, and to address all NERC Standards that are not CIP-specific; and that there is currently not such a forum except that which reports to the Texas RE.  

Mr. Helyer suggested that such a group be formed as a forum, rather than being formalized as a working group, as a work product would then be expected.  Mr. Culberson noted that the working group structure was offered based on requests from stakeholders wishing to vote on particular ballots, but seeking to understand impacts to ERCOT.  Mr. Culberson added that he would be open to a non-formalized structure, and is seeking ROS direction.  Market Participants reiterated concerns for redundancy, and that a working group with not voting structure might file comments on behalf of the region.  

Kent Saathoff offered that Mr. Culberson proposed the working group language as the value of open and closed CIPWG sessions has been demonstrated in sharing interpretations and ideas, but that a body has not been found to address issues related to Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Order No. 693 with the same consistency.  Mr. Rocha stated that he is interested in the concept, though he has concerns; opined that the working group proposal has merit; and thanked Mr. Culberson for his initiative.

Mr. Rocha moved to defer consideration of the NRWG to the February 10, 2011 ROS meeting.  Mr. R. Jones seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Performance, Disturbance, Compliance Working Group (PDCWG) Scope Revision

Mr. R. Jones moved to approve the revised PDCWG scope as posted.  Bob Green seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

SCR760, Recommended Changes Needed for Information Model Manager and Topology Processor for Planning Models
Mr. Woitt reviewed the 1/7/11 SSWG comments to SCR760.  

Mr. Rocha moved to endorse the 1/7/11 SSWG comments as revised by ROS.  Mr. Kunkel seconded the motion.  Mr. Woitt noted that SSWG intends SCR760 to supersede SCR759, acLineSegment Name Length Increase in Information Model Manager.  Troy Anderson advised Market Participants that, while unusual, there have been instances where ERCOT Board-approved items were superseded, and that ERCOT Staff could ensure that a proper course is taken in removing SCR759 from the Nodal parking deck.  The motion carried unanimously.

NOGRR044, Clarification of a PSS In-Service 
Market Participants discussed comments filed to NOGRR044.  ERCOT Staff expressed concern for the use of the term “low stability limit” versus Lower Sustained Limit (LSL) as it pertains to a trigger for the activation and responsiveness of a Power System Stabilizer (PSS), as the former term is not defined and would invite confusion.  Market Participants sought clarification regarding when PSSs are to be in-service, whether when a unit synchronizes to the grid, or when a unit is ramping to LSL, and whether PSSs are to be installed when units, previously lacking PSSs, are replaced or modified.

Mr. Thormahlen noted that all manufacturers indicated that PSSs are “on” when synchronized to a system, but that the PSS will not respond to a system disturbance until a unit passes the stability limit as determined by the generator.  ERCOT Staff countered that a unit’s stability is determined by conditions, rather than by a manufacturer or a generation owner.  

Mr. R. Jones moved to recommend approval of NOGRR044 as amended by the 1/11/11 Austin Energy comments.  Mr. Holloway seconded the motion.  The motion carried with one abstention from the Independent Power Marketer (IPM) Market Segment.

NOGRR052, Conductor/Transformer Facility Rating 
Mr. Rocha moved to recommend approval of NOGRR052 as recommended by OWG in the 12/15/10 OWG Report.  Randy Ryno seconded the motion.  Mr. Juricek conveyed concerns that the Rating definitions in the Nodal Protocols might conflict with the terms being added to the Nodal Operating Guides.  Market Participants discussed that operating Ratings do not coincide with planning Ratings, though the values are close; and that it might make sense to group the Ratings together, just as other definitions are grouped together.  ERCOT Staff agreed to review the language for potential conflicts and provide guidance as to the proper location for the ratings.  The motion carried unanimously.

ERCOT Reports (see Key Documents)

Parking Deck Prioritization

Mr. Anderson presented ERCOT’s initial prioritization recommendation for the development of Impact Analyses for parking deck items, noting that 2011 is a unique year in which there are alternate funding sources that apply to different types of projects.  Mr. Anderson added that the Impact Analysis for SCR760 would be updated based on ROS’ vote earlier in the day; that as Protocol Revision Request (PRR) 799, ERCOT CEO Approval of NPRRs and SCRs Prior to Posting on MIS, is no longer in effect, Impact Analysis are also underway for new items as they are filed; that ERCOT Staff welcomes Market Participant input on Impact Analyses that should be conducted in Phase 1 and Phase 2; and that a revised recommendation would be presented for consideration and a request for endorsement at the February 10, 2011 ROS meeting.  

November/December System Planning Reports – Questions Only 
Market Participants requested that information regarding congestion be provided to ROS on a monthly basis; and discussed that some information, such as contingencies, overloaded elements, shadow prices, and transmission Outages, is available on the Market Information System (MIS), but can be difficult to find; and that as some files are not archived on the MIS, the information is difficult to gather if the Market Participant is not tracking it.

Market Participants discussed the recent sale of PSEG Texas assets and questioned whether there is a process whereby an asset owner reports to ERCOT its intention to leave the system.  ERCOT Staff noted that there currently exists only the Notice of Suspension of Operations.  Market Participants discussed that as part of the generation adequacy procedures, switchable units report intentions; and that the Capacity Demand Reserve (CDR) Report comes out in May and December, but that monthly or quarterly information would be helpful in understanding the health of generation.  ERCOT Staff noted that retired assets are removed from models, and must come through interconnect procedures if returning to service.  Mr. Greer suggested that consideration might be given to broadening notification processes to include generation exiting the system; and that the monthly report might track mothballed/exiting generation as well as new generation.  
November/December Operations Reports – Questions Only

Market Participants discussed that there is some confusion in the wind farm community as to what is meant by holding to the base case; and how to capture in reporting the shutdown of wind units due to a sudden high wind speed event.  Mr. Schwarz noted that Wind-powered Generation Resources (WGRs) telemeter wind speeds to ERCOT; that ERCOT has WGRs’ power output curves; and that as MWs drop, ERCOT can understand the cause.  Mr. Grimes noted that ERCOT is working on an experimental tool to warn of higher probabilities of sudden wind events; Mr. Reid added that the tool would be able to give multiple hour notice of ramps for a number of causes.  Market Participants requested that ERCOT Staff provide an update on the wind ramp probability tool at the February 10, 2011 ROS meeting.
November/December ROS Working Group/Task Force Reports (see Key Documents)

CIPWG

Dynamics

Operations

PDCWG
Planning

System Protection
No questions were offered regarding the November or December 2010 ROS working group reports.
Adjournment
Mr. Williams adjourned the January 13, 2011 ROS meeting at 3:09 p.m.
� Key Documents referenced in these minutes may be accessed on the ERCOT website at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2011/01/20110113-ROS" �http://www.ercot.com/calendar/2011/01/20110113-ROS� 
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