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   OPST Meeting Minutes
ERCOT Taylor TCC1 Room 253
November 28, 2012 

Attendees: James Armke (AE, Chair); Mike Holland (Oncor); David Milner (CPS); Jeff Billo (ERCOT); Ed Svihla (Luminant);  Dennis Kunkel (AEP); Wes Woitt (CNP); Shirley Mathew (Texas RE); Reza Ebrahimian (AE); Bill Blevins (ERCOT) 
On the Phone: Sergio Garza (LCRA); David Turner (LST); Sharmila Gurrala (CPS); Mark Garrett (Direct Energy)
Chair Armke started the meeting and read the antitrust admonition.
The group started reviewing the Issues Matrix.

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

 (a) Shirley: I did not see any Transmission Watch listed in the ROS meeting material. She mentioned that there is a section for Transmission Watch in the ERCOT ROS Operations reports; however, she noticed that it was left blank. 

Bill:  Watches are indeed posted. However, if there is a mitigation plan then the Watch is not mentioned. Even if a Watch is listed initially, if someone comes up with mitigation plan then that Watch is deleted.

(c) Bill: NPRR393 implementation may take care of this. He mentioned that NPRR393 implementation begins from January  2013, and reporting is planned to be completed by June 2013. 

(e) Dennis: the RTCA reports at AEP are produced with a description. He asked if ERCOT RTCA produces similar reports? 
Bill responded that ERCOT RTCA reports are very large and are not very useful for real-time operation. There are thousands of records and to follow and review all the records for one problem is very cumbersome—every instance of every contingency is listed.

Jeff:  perhaps we should mention in the Issues Matrix that for this item no change is required.

James:  therefore, we agree that NPRR393 will take care of this.

Bill:  ERCOT can provide reports based on category of constraints. However, we need feedback from the Market Participants on what categories should be used. 

James:  in my opinion categorizing is good. What is most important is that the planners be aware of the constraints.
 (f)  Bill: posting and managing TOAP on the MIS is difficult. 
 James:  since this is burdensome for ERCOT we should consider whether the benefit for this effort would outweigh the cost. 
Dennis: How about asking ERCOT to provide the info as archive files, rather than try to update on continuous basis. 
Bill: the operators are very busy working with TSPs to develop the TOAPs. Hence, posting them during their development is burdensome. Even posting the TOAPs later is very time consuming and we would probably need a full time or part time FTE. However, if we come up with a reasonable criterion we may be able to manage providing some of the info useful to the planners.
II. Appropriate Ratings (Issue #4)

(a) James: is the current wording in the Matrix sufficient?  (OPSTF attendees generally agreed that it was sufficient.)
(b)  Bill:  we are currently very busy with TSAT for modeling wind generation, which currently is in phase b, and will have to complete phase c before we start on DRAP. When all wind generation come on line in 2013 we will likely need to handle low voltage issues and need to prepare for that. He mentioned that DRAP implementation may not begin until sometime in 2013, however, when it comes on line it should take care of 4b. 

(c)  Wes: we should mention in the Matrix that for most companies Rate A is equal to Rate B. 
Dennis pointed out that Rate A and B may be related to the design and when a facility was built. 
David Milner asked if these ratings would include double circuits and transformers as well.
 James responded yes it does.

(d) James discussed that as was mentioned by Jeff in the last meeting there are not dynamic ratings in planning cases.
 Jeff: In the ERCOT economic studies, within Uplan and Promod, dynamic ratings are used.
 James: a change to 95% of emergency rating should take care of this.

III. Appropriate Load Levels (Issue #5)
(b) Jeff: the use of undiversified load may not be the right approach. 
Mike: undiversified load may be OK for small load pockets, however, is not the right method for large load zones and regions. Hence, we can use undiversified load for small pockets and use 90th percentile for large load zones and regions.
Bill: how about considering different weather scenarios in different weather zones.
 Jeff: we do consider 90th percentile for each weather zone in the ERCOT studies. However, we consider each zone separately, since there is not enough generation to consider 90th percentile load for all zones simultaneously. 

Wes: CNP considers undiversified load for small load pockets. 
James: hence, we will suggest 90th percentile for large areas such as weather zone, and undiversified load for small load pockets. Bill pointed out that if this is not in a guide, it may be difficult to justify. 
Wes: we have been using this approach and have conducted sensitivity analysis and proposed projects based on these types of analysis and have not faced any difficulties. However, I am not sure about the possible dangers of being too prescriptive.
Jeff volunteered to write the proper language to add to the matrix.
(c) Jeff mentioned that he did not think there needs to be a validation procedure in place. 
James: perhaps it should be considered depending on the type of projects it may result in. 
Wes agreed that it may be a good idea to tie this validation with the resulting projects. When we consider an industrial load, we can show letters of agreement as a concrete evidence for the project need.
Jeff: perhaps we can address this based on project Tiers. For example, we can require a letter of agreement for Tier one.

James suggested that we discuss this in our next meeting since it appears that there is no consensus at this time. 

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


(Evaluate appropriate use of double circuit contingencies.)

Jeff mentioned that we should not plan the system with the current ERCOT double circuit criterion. 

Bill:  we don’t have any special tool to predict cascading outage. Since double circuit outages lead to server overload and, hence, to cascading outage if we change our process and not consider double circuit outages, perhaps we need to have a tool to identify cascading effects. If you have a cascading outage, it could turn into an IROL violation which have additional constraints. At this point we don’t have a tool for such a complicated evaluation.
 James asked if we should have an ad hoc task force to look at this. Jeff agreed we should. James asked all the members to send him a list of what they thought that the ad hoc task force should consider.
(b) Bill mentioned that DRAP will take care of this.
V. Long-term Unavailability of Autotransformers (Issue #7)
Issue #7 has been completed and approved by ROS.
VI. Consideration of Maintenance Outages in Planning Studies (Issue #9)


(a) Jeff agreed for ERCOT to perform n-1-1 studies to handle this issue.


VII. Clarifications and Improvements to the Five Year Transmission Plan Process (Issue #3)
Jeff was tasked with this item in the last meeting. He provided the following responses.

(a) Jeff: ERCOT has committed to target completion of the ERCOT 5-year plan by December 31 of each year.

(b)  Jeff: this can be implemented by modifying ERCOT internal process. We may include this in the 5-year plan document.  Jeff suggested that no PGRR is needed.
(c)  Jeff: I don’t agree with exempting any Tier 3 project from review. I recommend no change.

(d) Jeff: This already being done, no additional action is needed.

(e) Jeff: adding a 6th planning year and looking at the 95% rating will address this.
VIII. Generating Unit Unavailability and Modeling Issues (Issue #8)
(a) James asked if there was a Guide on how to handle Combined Cycle plant contingencies.
 Jeff responded that it is already in the Planning Guides in Section 2 on definition of Credible Contingency.

(c)  James mentioned that some of the extreme scenarios were not considered in the Valley reliability issues.
 Ed added what if new environmental issues emerge that put restrictions on units in large cities?

Jeff suggested that the new TPL-001-2 will address these issues. 

James asked, therefore, are we suggesting that we consider this issue as a recommendation, however, not a requirement? 
Wes: maybe we should recommend supplemental sensitivity studies to consider this but not make it a requirement.

James: should we recommend that ERCOT consider this in their in the LTSA 10-year studies?

Shirley and Ed also agreed to include this in the LTSA 10-year studies.

(d) James: relative to this item perhaps we should endorse PGRR024.
(e) Wes: RARF data goes through the operations model then to the SSWG cases. Currently, there are some issues related with entering P and Q gross generator values, whereas they should be net values.
Shirley: I have noticed that Pmax values that are larger than what is stated in the RARF forms. Ed asked how CDR calculations fit into this issue.  James suggested that we need to discuss this with Jay Teixeira. 
IX. Planning Cases and Scenarios (Issue #12)


(a) Dennis mentioned that machines in the models regulate the high side, whereas in reality for most machines the excitation system is monitoring the low side—although some indeed regulate the high side. 
Wes: when we perform steady state voltage stability studies, using PV analysis, we model regulation on the low side. 
Bill: We ask the resources where actually they regulate. 

Reza: using a steady state tool for steady state analysis of a system, it may be more accurate to model the regulation on the high side if operators are indeed monitoring and adjusting the voltage on the high side, even though the excitation system is controlling the low side. This is because the steady state tool is not modeling the performance of the excitation system; rather it is modeling the voltage set point location.
(b) Bill: do the planners look at the reactive tests or manufacturer ratings for reactive capabilities?
Wes: This indeed is a problem for us at CNP. After looking at the test results on the website, then we try to come to an agreement with ERCOT on what we should assume for reactive limits in our studies.

Shirley: I looked at 20 thermal units and noticed that the gross Qmax & Qmin  values were included in the SSWG base cases instead of the net values. In general in the SSWG cases the values of Qmax were larger because the auxiliary MVAr loads were not subtracted from the gross Qmax values listed in the RARF (MVAR4LAG).  A cumulative difference of about 600 MVAr was observed when the 2013SUM1 case Qmax values were compared to the RARF data and a difference of about 1300 MVAR for these 20 units when compared the 2013SUM1 case with the 2009SUM1 case.
Dennis: In operations we are trying to model gross, with the auxiliary loads, particularly the large motors.

Reza: In general in a steady state simulation, for conventional generation, it is best to model the generator output limits as the net values for real and reactive powers. This is because the values of auxiliary loads can change, and adding additional loads to the model makes the model more complex without making the results more accurate. 

 Bill: some of the market participants combine their static and dynamic reactive capabilities, which lead to inaccuracies.

Dennis: It is best to somehow separate the two. We have observed that for some wind generation the static and dynamic reactive capabilities are mixed.
Wes: We have observed that in the tests, for about 80% of the time, the high point of the D curve is inaccurately approximated as being round, whereas it is flat. 

Bill: perhaps we should invite the ERCOT test group lead to the ROS and improve the test results and validation process.

Shirley: perhaps we should aim for cleaning up the data before the next 5-year plan studies.

Jeff: I suggest perhaps a couple years before we get there, since this is not an easy undertaking.

Shirley: ERCOT needs to at least address the gross versus net reactive issue before the next 5-year plan studies.
Bill: NDCRC was originally designed to provide input to the operations model.

David: how about ambient temperature considerations

Wes: We consider highest temperature which is the most conservative.

James: Maybe we should include both Jay and Isabel in our next meeting or on the phone.
Wes: currently, ERCOT allowing changing the Qmax, however, is requiring a written explanation

Shirley: How about using the real-time values for Qmax?

Bill: If a generator operates beyond its known limit, we take that value to be the new limit.
James: I will have this as an agenda item and will include Jay and Isabel on the phone.

(b) Dennis: this item may be related to industrial load models.

David and Wes: this is related to reporting load on ALDR.

X. Alignment in the use of Generic Transmission Limits (Issue #2)
Bill: GTL is a replacement value limit used as a measure for voltage or a combination of voltage and thermal issues.
ERCOT uses VSAT and RTCA in real-time to calculate GTL.
Ed: Using Uplan we can calculate transfer limits across an interface. Can planners do this using PSSE?

Reza: Yes, PSSE also allows contingency analysis while defining and monitoring an interface.

Ed: Therefore, I would suggest that planners also look at interface limits as well.

Bill: GTL is mainly a market issue; however, it can also be an SOL.

Jeff: GTL is market issue and should only be considered in economic analysis, however, we should respect this limit when it becomes an SOL which includes a possible IROL.

James: therefore no special revision is needed. Just consider all the SOLs as the planners already do.

XI. Simultaneous Feasibility of Dispatch Solutions (Issue #11)
Jeff: There are tools out there that can consider different dispatch solutions. However, TSPs in ERCOT currently don’t have such tools.
Ed: Uplan and PowerWorld allow for redisptch.

Jeff: Currently most generators in ERCOT cost the same. This is perhaps the reason that we only have one economic project in the 5-year plan.

Jeff: may I suggest that item 11 is complete.

XII. Security-constrained Deliverability of Ancillary Services (Issue #10)
Ed: we can model ancillary services using Uplan. It is simply another constraint that can drive up the LMP prices. 

Bill: we use SASM a lot. It has shown that sometimes ancillary services are not deliverable. Previously ancillary services were handled using bilateral approach, now most are asking ERCOT to handle ancillary services dispatch.

Jeff: SCED does consider ancillary services

Bill: SCED will avoid deploying in the ancillary services range, except in the case of emergency.

Jeff: For planning purposes the problem is that we don’t know which units will carry responsive or regulation reserve.

XIII. Next Meeting 








Thursday January 17, 2013; Chair will send the logistics of the meeting.
(The next meeting was later set for January 16 at the ERCOT Austin Offices (Met Center Room 168).


The meeting was adjourned by the Chair at approximately 3:00 PM.
� ERCOT Planning Criteria does not allow any thermal or voltage violations for the loss of a double circuit in excess of 0.5 miles in length.  Did Jeff intend to say that the ERCOT Operations should not consider double circuits in their contingency analysis?


�Please include the TPL-002 Requirement that addresses this issue
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