
   OPST Meeting Minutes
ERCOT Taylor TCC1 Room 253
October 31, 2012 

Attendees: James Armke (AE, Chair); Mike Holland (Oncor); David Milner (CPS); Sergio Garza (LCRA); Jeff Billo (ERCOT); Ed Svihla (Luminant);  Dennis Kunkel (AEP – on Phone); Wes Woitt (CNP); Shirley Mathew (Texas RE); Reza Ebrahimian (AE); Barry Kremling (GVEC); Matt Gomes (LST); David Turner (LST); Leo Villanueva (ERCOT); Paul Hassink (AEP)
On the Phone: Blair Giffin (LST); Randa Stephenson (LST); Jerry Willms (LST); Marguerite Wagner (Edison Mission)
Chair Armke started the meeting and read the antitrust admonition.

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


David Milner mentioned that a remaining topic for this issue is to discuss what should be done in real-time operation.

James Armke mentioned that this topic has been explored by a ROS task force in 2004-2005 timeframe.  It resulted in an Operating Guides revision requiring double circuit transmission line contingencies to be considered as credible contingencies in cases of high outage probability or high outage consequence. This revision is reflected in the current Nodal Operating Guide 1.4 where the definition of a Credible Single Contingency is defined to include double circuit outages if they have high probability or high consequence.  And a high consequence includes that the outage of the DCKT would result in equipment overloads.  In other words, if the DCKT outage causes congestion, it must be run in the DAM and real-time.
Leo Villanueva mentioned that the impact of the double circuit contingency was the driver rather than the frequency of occurrence.  ERCOT Operating Guides state that the double circuit contingencies will be considered under certain conditions, however, ERCOT does not differentiate these conditions for normal operational studies, and therefore all the double circuit contingencies are included in the operational analysis.
Jeff Billo mentioned that perhaps the whole double contingency outage issue needs to be re-evaluated. He mentioned that there is an IEEE paper showing that the probability of a double circuit outage may be less than n-1-1 contingencies. 

Sergio Garza mentioned that in 2004-2005 task force review concluded that the probability of double circuit outages exits, however, the level of this probability was not investigated.
Action Item: James Armke will contact ERCOT ROS Chair and discuss whether the double circuit contingency assessment should be looked at again as it was in 2004-2005.
II. Considering Maintenance Outages in Planning (Issue #9)


Wes Woitt gave a presentation on “Consideration of Transmission Maintenance Outages in Planning Studies”. He mentioned how the CNP Operations and Planning groups worked together to resolve an instance of a planned maintenance outage that was chronically difficult to implement.  By working together and sharing information, they were able to identify cost effective solutions to minimize problems with “chronic” maintenance of transmission circuits.  
He mentioned that ERCOT Planning Guide 4.1.1.1 states that “ … studies will be performed for reasonable variations of Load level, generation schedules, planned transmission line Maintenance Outages, and anticipated power transfers.” He suggested that the term “reasonable variation” to be retained in any revision to this guide.

He mentioned that NERC TPL-002, TPL-003, TPL-004 standards include Planned (including maintenance) outage of any bulk electric equipment at those demand levels for which planned (including maintenance) outages are performed.
He mentioned that when performing Planning Analysis the TSP Operations and Planning  workgroups should proactively determine the most difficult maintenance outages. These  analyses should include n-1-1 scans for sever loading or voltage violations for summer peak cases, and loading or voltage violations for off-peak cases. For Historical observations an archive of rejected outages or outages withdrawn by ERCOT request should be maintained. 
Wes concluded that no Protocol revision for this is required since current ERCOT criteria allows for considering maintenance outages. Furthermore, NERC TPL standards allow for this be considered as well. 

He further recommends that TSP planners utilize the list created for Issue 1b to handle difficult maintenance outages for future analysis. He recommends that the Planning groups utilize scanning techniques available in software (PSSE Version 33.0 provides a tool to perform this task) to identify potential problem outages. Furthermore, as is required by NERC Standards Operations and Planning groups need to communicate and coordinate their efforts.

Some suggested that ERCOT consider including the n-1-1 analysis scan as part of the ERCOT 5-year plan study process. 

Action Item: James will take this to ROS.
III. Use of an Operations Feedback Loop (Issue #1)

a. Transmission elements associated with an ERCOT Transmission Watch.

The OPSTF generally agreed with the following language prepared by the Chair: 
“OPSTF believes the current practice of publishing a list of Transmission Watches in the monthly ERCOT Operations Report to ROS is adequate to alert Transmission Planners to perform studies if needed.  Therefore, OPSTF believes no further action is needed for this sub-issue.”
b. Transmission elements that are chronically denied Maintenance Outages.

The OPSTF generally agreed with the following language prepared by the Chair:
“Transmission Planners should periodically confer with their System Operators to create a list of transmission elements that are difficult to take out of service for planned outages.  OPSTF believes no further action is needed for this sub-issue.”
It was mentioned that NERC TOP-002 Standard requires planners and operators to communicate and work together on issues like this.  It was suggested to perhaps send this issue to PLWG/RPG. Sergio mentioned that currently in PLWG their effort is mainly focused on suggesting revisions and this item may not be the right issue to be handled by that group.

c. Congestion analysis for constraints that are consistently causing security violations similar to the concepts in NPRR393.

The OPSTF generally agreed with the following language prepared by the Chair:
“Implementation of NPRR393 will provide the congestion analysis that Transmission Planners need to identify constraints that are consistently causing security violations.  Therefore, OPSTF believes no further action is needed for this sub-issue. “
d. Real-time developed mitigation plans requiring load-shed for a credible single contingency, including duration of event and amount of planned load shed.

The OPSTF confirmed its agreement with the following concept developed at a previous meeting:
“ERCOT should add an extra column to the ROS Operations Report to indicate that the Mitigation Plan (MP) associated with SCED Congestion Management Activity required a load shed plan.”  
ERCOT Operations has completed this change to the ROS Operations Report.
e. When ERCOT performs outage analysis, if redispatch of generation is needed to avoid congestion, then that information should be made known to the TSP.  This would enable TSPs to voluntarily reschedule the outages if there is flexibility in doing so.  Learning about generation redispatch costs after the fact is of limited value.

   The OPSTF generally agreed with the following language prepared by the Chair:
“Currently, if ERCOT detects an operational constraint during a planned outage study, it will send a questionnaire to the TSPs.  This should be adequate to alert Transmission Planners that redispatch of generation will be needed to avoid congestion.  Therefore, OPSTF believes no further action is needed for this sub-issue.”
f. Each ERCOT developed TOAP should be posted on the Nodal MIS on or before the effective date (preferably when outage is approved) and should include information such as the underlying scheduled outage that it is associated with and its date range, as well as, relevant load and generation unavailability assumptions used in its development.

The Chair presented the following question:

“Will it be very difficult for ERCOT Operations to post each TOAP on the Nodal MIS before the effective date?”
Leo responded that it is difficult to manage this on the MIS. 

Action Item: Jeff and Leo will talk to ERCOT Outage Coordinators about posting TOAPs on the MIS.

g.
ERCOT to report transmission clearance related congestion in more detail including the underlying scheduled outage, the congestion rents associated with the clearances, and the associated TOAP description, if applicable, as well as a basic description of which actual conditions were more stressful than study conditions.   
The Chair presented the following question:

“How difficult will it be for ERCOT Operations to report transmission clearance related congestion in more detail as described in this sub-issue?”
Dennis mentioned that this is included in the ERCOT congestion report. Ed mentioned that the congestion rents are not included. Jeff mentioned that the Planning reports contain the congestion rents.
IV. Appropriate Ratings (Issue #4)






a. Ensure Load and Ratings assumption consistency.

The Chair proposed the following language in response to this sub-issue:
“During high load periods when ambient temperatures are extremely high, transmission line ratings generally decrease.  OPSTF believes that to ensure Load and Rating consistency, transmission planners should compensate by monitoring line loading at a lower percentage like 95% of the rated value for example.”
At the October 31 meeting the OPSTF discussed recent ERCOT analysis based on 95% which indicated that a number of new projects (perhaps over 40) might be needed to meet a 95% loading threshold.

Sergio mentioned that LCRA uses 90% for transformers. Paul suggested we should first consider 95% and review the effect, then consider 90%. This way we can demonstrate that use of 95% perhaps does not provide sufficient margin and 90% is better. Wes mentioned that CNP uses Rate A which is 80% of Rate B, and does not want this to be disallowed in any new revision language.

b. Should SCED be limited by 2-hour ratings or make use of 15-minute ratings? 

The Chair proposed the following language in response to this sub-issue:
“This sub-issue should be taken care of when ERCOT Operations implements the DRAP system improvement.  Therefore, OPSTF believes no further action is needed for this sub-issue.”
Leo mentioned that due to resource constraints DRAP implementation currently is not a high priority item for ERCOT, and it is not known when it will be implemented. Some members felt that it may be implemented in 2014.

c. Should planning studies be more conservative by using the planning normal rating (Rate A) for a select set of contingencies? 
The Chair proposed the following language in response to this sub-issue:
“The ERCOT Planning Guides should be revised to direct transmission planners to propose system improvements when line loads reach 95% of their rating.”
Other attendees proposed a 5% threshold adjustment (95% loading) for Category ‘D’ contingencies and a 2.5% adjustment (97.5% loading) for Category ‘C’ contingencies.  Other attendees commented that the threshold should be at most 95% but the Guides should allow utilities to use a lower threshold if applicable.  For example, CNP uses Rate A which is 80% of Rate B as a threshold for certain contingencies. 

d.
Use of dynamic ratings in planning studies.
The Chair proposed the following language in response to this sub-issue:

“Most (about 80%) of the transmission lines in the ERCOT Planning Base Cases are already modeled as dynamically rated lines.  Therefore, OPSTF believes no further action is needed for this sub-issue.”
Jeff mentioned that lines are not rated dynamically in planning cases, however, they are modeled properly with dynamic rating in operations cases.
V. Appropriate Load Levels (Issue #5)
a. completed
b. Establish a basis for load variations, including area seasonal variations.
The Chair proposed the following language in response to this sub-issue:
“OPSTF recommends that transmission planners model seasonal load variations up to the 90th percentile load forecast level.”
Other attendees commented that when studying local areas or load pockets, it may be better to use undiversified load levels rather than the 90th percentile load forecast.
c. Review the planning process relative to validating load forecasting inputs of discrete load additions and determine whether process improvements need to be made.

James passed out a copy of Austin Energy’s policy for large distribution customers (4+ MW) which requires the customer to provide a bond equal to 50% of AE’s cost to provide infrastructure improvements.  If, after 18 months, the customer’s load is less than half its estimated amount, AE will collect the full amount of the bond.
Sergio mentioned that LCRA accepts these loads as real and plans for them. However, to actually start design and construction is another matter, and for that they require financial commitments and will establish an agreement to get compensated if the load does not materialize. 

There was a discussion about whether such discrete load projections should be validated though the RPG vetting process or during the ALDR process.  It was pointed out that there is currently no process to validate ALDR load data and so it is accepted pretty much accepted as is.  The group generally agreed that there needs to be some sort of oversight/validation process put in place to determine when such load projections and associated transmission improvements should be allowed in the SSWG base cases.  The group did not reach consensus on whether this should occur as part of the ALDR process or the RPG process.  Jeff asked if this should be a protocol revision or just a  best-practice suggestion.  
VI. Next Meeting 









Wednesday, November 28, 2012; Chair will send the logistic of the meeting.
(The next meeting has since been scheduled for 11-28-12 in ERCOT Austin MET Room 168 and is posted on the ERCOT calendar.)

Probable agenda items for the next meeting are Issues number 3, 8, and 12. Issue number 2 may also be added if time allows.  Jeff motioned that a PGRR is on the way for 8d—no number is yet assigned.  James asked Wes and Dennis to work on 12b and 12c. Jeff requested to invite Jay Teixeira for this topic.  Ed asked if possible to have a table showing the status of each issue. James responded that he had received a table from Blake Williams and will try to update and forward it.

The meeting was adjourned by Chair, James Armke at approximately 2:30 PM.
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