All – At the July 12 Joint CMWG/PLWG meeting, our work product had two specific items that, in the interest of time, we agreed to take up outside of the meeting.  Please provide comments and/or join us on a WebEx that will be scheduled for this Thursday from 10:00 - Noon, during which we will be working on the language.  The specific items to be addressed are shown below.

Thanks,

Rob  

Current Work Product Language
4.1.1.1          Planning Assumptions

The Credible Single Contingency for Transmission Planning studies will be performed for reasonable variations of Load level, generation schedules, planned transmission line Maintenance Outages, and anticipated power transfers.  At a minimum, this should include projected Loads for the upcoming summer and winter seasons and a five-year planning horizon.  To support the determination of ‘reasonable’ variations as described above, the following study conditions may be used:

(1)        The goal is to ensure a robust planning process for transmission capacity
  and avoid insecure state 
 occurring in Real Time operations
 .
 
 insecure state 
 occurring in Real Time operations
 .
 
 
(a) For load, historical variations of temperature and other non-weather (e.g. economic growth) drivers of ERCOT system peak load for the upcoming summer and winter seasons and a five-year planning horizon may include:

(i) 90th percentile (i.e. 1 in 10 year) temperature-driven variations above expected (i.e., 50th percentile) peak load conditions based on 30 years of NOAA actual temperature data for the applicable study region as provided and periodically updated by ERCOT.

(ii) Non-weather driven area load forecast sensitivities as determined by the Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) for their respective areas.
 
 
Discussion Item 1
Alternatives discussed for sentence (1) above.

A. Use the most recent edit as shown above since the term “insecure state” is the same term used in Protocol 6.5.7.1.10.

B. Drop the sentence completely.

C. Replace with “The goal is to ensure a robust planning process for transmission capacity.

D. Any other recommendations?

Discussion Item 2
Refinement of (ii) above, due to a concern about the current draft language being too broad and may allow planners to incorporate speculative load.  There was a discussion about adding specific examples to guide the reader of the intent.  Please comment on the below attempt to address the concerns discussed.

(i) Non-weather driven study area load forecast sensitivities, such as, but not limited to:

a. Econometric load growth sensitivities

b. Non-Coincidental load forecast

Speculative loads, such as a potential industrial load addition that does not have a contractual commitment with a TSP, is not considered a legitimate load forecast sensitivity for the purpose of justifying a proposed transmission project.  

 Sergio suggests putting a “.” after the word “capacity”


 “Insecure state” matches Protocol 6.5.7.1.10


 Wind Coalition suggests introducing the word “potential” before insecure state 


 Wayne K asks if this sentence can be dropped.


 Rob to craft refined language, vet with small group, and then send new proposed language out for comment.


 “Insecure state” matches Protocol 6.5.7.1.10


 Wind Coalition suggests introducing the word “potential” before insecure state 


 Wayne K asks if this sentence can be dropped.


 Rob to craft refined language, vet with small group, and then send new proposed language out for comment.


 Can this be too broad and potentially include speculative large load additions? As an example.  �“known non-coincidental load”


Append to the end: such as, but not limited to, econometric load growth sensitivities, study area non-coincident peak load sensitivities, (Rob to craft language with help of Eric G., CNP and possibly others, and then send to Joint WG for comment.





