
OPSTF Meeting Notes

ERCOT Met Center Room 168

October 1, 2012 

Attendees: James Armke (AE, Chair); Kevin Sills (Oncor); Mike Holland (Oncor); David Milner (CPS); Sergio Garza (LCRA); Jeff Billo (ERCOT); Rob Lane (Luminant); Ed Svihla (Luminant);  Dennis Kunkel (AEP – on Phone); Clayton Greer (Morgan Stanley); Wes Woitt (CNP); Shirley Mathew (LST)

Chair James Armke started the meeting and read the antitrust admonition.

I. Use of an Operations Feedback Loop (Issue #1)





a. Part ‘c’: Congestion analysis for constraints that are consistently causing security violations similar to the concepts in NPRR393.








Rob Lane stated that NPRR393 –‘SCED Constraint Management Transparency’ was approved in April, 2012.  This NPRR provided transparency of Security-Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED) constraint management to the Market Participants.   Planners can potentially use the identified constraints in the Congestion Analysis that are consistently causing security violations.  Mainly the constraints that require load shed as part of the mitigation plan should be included in the Planning studies and assessed as a reliability concern.  Presently, ERCOT does not have adequate resources to meet the reporting requirements presented on this issue.

b. Par ‘d’: Real-time developed mitigation plans requiring load-shed for a credible single contingency, including duration of event and amount of planned load shed. 



ERCOT added the extra column to the ROS Operations Report to show the Mitigation Plan (MP) associated with the constraints which required load shed. 
If there is an ‘N’ in the column that means SCED resolved the constraint by not dropping load.  Conversely, if the MP column shows ‘Y’ then the mitigation plan included load shed. The MP column dropped off if the total number of days of congestion was 2 or less. ERCOT will investigate the reasoning for dropping the MP from the list for the constraints occurred less than two times a month.

The OPSTF members requested that ERCOT include the magnitude (maximum overload) of the overload to the list – Jeff Billo (ERCOT) will check with Operations to find out if the overload magnitude can be easily added to the list. Jeff stated that the overload magnitude might be distorted because of the ramp rate of the generator units. It could understate the magnitude of the overload, because the SCED moves generation when it sees violations greater than 100% and tries to resolve it by moving generation.

Recommendations from OPSTF are consistent with the language in NPRR393 and when the requirements of NPRR393 are implemented, the information would be useful to the planners.

c. Part ‘a’: Transmission elements associated with an ERCOT Transmission Watch.


The existing monthly ROS System Planning Report include the list of transmission elements under ERCOT watch and no further recommendations from OPSTF was made.

d. Part ‘b’: Transmission elements that are chronically denied Maintenance Outages.

The NERC TOP-002 standard requires that the operating personal must participate in the system planning and study process.  Naturally, each TSP operators know of the lines that are routinely denied maintenance outages by ERCOT.

Question for ERCOT:  Is there a list of lines that were consistently denied maintenance outage request?  Jeff Billo will check with Woody Rickerson or Bobby Reed.

ERCOT stated at an earlier meeting that if ERCOT detects operational constraint during an outage study, it will send a questionnaire for the TSPs to answer. The Operators are expected to coordinate with the Planners and collaborate on the responses. 

Action Item: TSPs to corroborate with their operators regarding the outage questionnaire requests and also if they received ‘Remove outage by ERCOT request’ from ERCOT.

e. Parts ‘e, f, & g”

Chair Armke will contact ERCOT Operations to address these issues at a later OPSTF meeting.





II. Appropriate Ratings (Issue #4)







Part ‘c’









Jeff Billo presented the results of implementing 95% thermal overload threshold for identifying future transmission plans using the 2015 cases in the 2012 5-year transmission planning study.  When ERCOT implemented 95% thermal overload limit on the 2015 cases, 44 additional violations were identified and when 90% thermal overload limit was enforced, 155 additional violations were identified. 

The group discussed that there are various catalysts that affect the loading on transmission elements: Construction delays, wide-area generation unavailability, dynamic line rating impact, load growth. The general consensus was that there needs to be some margin built into the planning process to account for these future uncertainties.

Action Item:  All TOs and TSPs to review the project list provided by ERCOT based on the 95% thermal and find out if the number of projects in their associated area is correct?  Also, the TSPs should identify the projects that are accelerated due to this criterion.   TSPs can also review the 90% thermal overload list and provide feedback.  TSPs should report the temperature level at which the transmission line ratings are calculated.

a. Part ‘a’









This may be included in the Part c, if the thermal overload margin is implemented.

b. Part ‘d’


Mike Holland and Julius did research on this item – No action on this item.

c. Part ‘b’ – Update on D-RAP project





Action Item: Chair Armke will contact Leo Villanueva at ERCOT for an update on this item.

III. Appropriate Load Levels (Issue #5)

a. Part ‘b’: Establish a basis for load variations, including area seasonal variations.






What is ‘reasonable’? The bounds are not defined now.  One option is for TSPs to provide the 90th percentile load profile for their corresponding areas.

This item will be included in the agenda for discussion at the next OPSTF meeting.

b. Part ‘c’: Review the planning process relative to validating load forecasting inputs of discrete load additions and determine whether process improvements need to be made.

Austin Energy stated that they conduct studies for all potential load additions to the system. However, solutions are identified and recommended after the customer makes firm commitments. CNP has similar criteria and any improvements are based on a firm commitment from the customer.  It seems that each TSP has its own planning process relative to validating load forecasts inputs.  This issue has been discussed at the PUC commission level.  ERCOT has a published procedure for PUNs to send the load data directly to ERCOT.  However, any private industrial customer needs to notify the interconnected TSP for service.  

ROS report: the consensus was that the customer should commit before transmission upgrades can be done or added to the case.  

This item will be included in the agenda for further discussion at the next OPSTF meeting.

IV. Use of Double Circuit Contingencies (Issue #6)


 

General Discussion of:






David Milner presented the ‘Use of double circuit contingencies’ to develop operating limits and stated that there are a few unanswered questions from ERCOT.

General comment was that the impact of the double circuit contingency was the driver rather than the frequency of occurrence.  ERCOT operating guide states that the double circuit contingencies will be considered under certain conditions, however, ERCOT cannot differentiate these conditions for normal operational studies, therefore all the double circuit contingencies are included in the operational analysis.

The general consensus was that the double ckt contingencies need to be considered in the Planning studies because the planning studies should have more leverage than the Operational studies. The overall opinion was that the if the operational studies shows constraints due to a double circuit contingency, then ERCOT should remove that double contingency from SCED and notify the appropriate TSP for further evaluation.

Action Item: Chair Armke will contact ERCOT Operations Manager, Bill Belvins, to address the double circuit contingency assessment in Operational studies.

V. Considering Maintenance Outages in Planning (Issue #9)


Wes Woitt presented how CNP Operations and Planning group worked together to resolve their ‘chronic’ maintenance outage problem.  By working together and sharing the information, they were able to identify cost effective solutions to minimize problems with “chronic” maintenance of transmission circuits.  

Planning software tools are available to identify and assess the problems and to develop solutions.  NERC TPL standards allow maintenance outages to be included in the planning assessment studies, but load shed is allowed.  If ERCOT Operations identify a security issue when assessing maintenance outage requests, they may contact the TSP to re-schedule the outage.  If the outage cannot be re-scheduled, then ERCOT allows load shedding.

Action Item: Wes Woitt and Mike Holland will present a recommendation for Issue#9

VI. Next Meeting 









Wednesday, October 31, 2012; Chair will send the logistic of the meeting.


The meeting was adjourned by Chair Armke.


