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	Comments


AEP supports Oncor’s September 9, 2019 comments on Nodal Protocol Revision Request (NPRR) 966.  Like Oncor, AEP supports a long-term goal of voltage and reactive control coordination within ERCOT, and believes there is merit in the development of a Reactive Power coordination (RPC) tool.  AEP generally supported ERCOT’s suggestions during stakeholder discussions regarding the development of a reactive optimization tool that could be used to provide general guidance or recommendations to Transmission Operators (TOs) on reactive devices and reactive control.  AEP cannot support the proposed mandatory, hourly operating instructions sent simultaneously to all TOs that ERCOT contends will be produced by an optimization tool that has not yet been finalized and fully tested.  AEP supports Oncor’s proposal that NPRR966 should be withdrawn or rejected until the RPC tool is developed, piloted and tested in coordination with the TOs.   
AEP believes that in lieu of this NPRR, ERCOT and TOs could constructively and collaboratively discuss the design and development of the RPC tool, the necessary inputs into the tool, and evaluate, pilot and test the completed optimization tool, long before  revisions to the Protocols should even be contemplated.  Such collaboration would allow parties to identify and address variables contributing to system complexity that likely would improve the quality and effectiveness of the tool in providing guidance and recommendations to TOs for reactive devices.  
As discussed during the September 5, 2019 Reliability and Operations Subcommittee (ROS) meeting and the September 6, 2019 NPRR966 workshop, AEP believes that due to system complexities, TOs would have to deviate frequently from the tool’s optimization solutions and instructions.  The TOs’ necessary deviations from ERCOT’s voluminous, mandatory, multiple action, hourly instruction set to TOs would create a significant compliance burden on the TOs to document deviations from ERCOT’s instruction.  As requested by ERCOT Staff, AEP provides the following examples of potential issues that could lead to a TO deviating from the RPC tool’s solutions:

1) How will auto-transformers that are auto-controlled through a small tap range and then manually controlled through the remaining range be modelled?  Since actual auto controls will be changing in Real-Time it is likely the TOs will be frequently deviating from ERCOT’s RPC instruction plan. 
2) How will a TO’s Reactive Power Controllers that can auto control capacitors in an area with an option of three control levels -- RPC controlled, manual control or relay device controlled – be modelled and addressed in the optimization tool? 
3) Going forward, will ERCOT run restoration contingencies?  It would seem that the application would need to adjust reactive selection based on restoration events of sectionalized breaker-to-breaker segments.  Otherwise, this difference would create situations in which the TOs would likely need to deviate from ERCOT’s RPC instruction plan unless ERCOT decided to monitor for these restoration events.    
4) How would the tool account for renewable generation within certain reactive ranges, and the TOs reactive switching sequence?  The reactive curves for renewables are currently not always matching actual capability on the low 10% and the high end.  Since there is no current obligation to provide reactive below 10%, it will likely be difficult for the application to match actual conditions.
5) Sequencing of Planned Outages between companies and switching of reactive devices between companies would create more of a communication burden between companies and potentially creates a deviation from the longer-term reactive plan.   
6) How does ERCOT intend to address modeling of statcoms that are not currently modeled as a unit?  Are there other reactive devices that are not currently modeled, as they actually behave, and if so, how would this affect the RPC tool’s optimization recommendations and the need to deviate from the RPC instruction?  
7) How will the tool address reactive devices behind the meter for generation and Private Use Networks that may be switched independently of a TO’s instruction?   
8) How will the tool address reactive changes of Distributed Generation (DG) that is connected and not modeled? Due to the difficulty of accounting for these reactive changes, TOs likely would have to deviate from the mass instruction plan.
9) How will the RPC tool account for generation trips, voltage ride through issues or generation Current Operating Plans (COPs) in its optimization plan? 
10) Has ERCOT considered the impact that any adjustment in the selectable solution parameters (during the same shift or following shifts) will cause a re-sequencing of the reactive switching plan and thus create a significant adjustment by TOs?
11) Assuming the RPC tool will attempt to adjust for high voltage Real-Time Contingency Analysis (RTCA) issues, has ERCOT evaluated the potential system risk for multiple contingency situations if the tool’s solution is to push system voltage to a lower level overall in order to meet overall bounds? 
12) Some TOs have distribution-level capacitors in the station that are not modeled by ERCOT.  Because ERCOT does not model distribution-level capacitors and they would not be incorporated into the RPC tool’s solutions, TOs would likely have to deviate from ERCOT’s RPC instruction.  
Similar to ONCOR, AEP believes there is merit in the concept of an RPC tool for the ERCOT Region, but is opposed to this NPRR’s requirements that 1) ERCOT issue a voluminous, mandatory, hourly Reactive Power optimization Dispatch Instruction, and 2)  TOs must implement ERCOT’s mandatory, hourly Reactive Power optimization Dispatch Instruction.  AEP encourages ERCOT to withdraw NPRR966 and to continue stakeholder discussions to develop, test and pilot an optimization tool. We offer these comments in response to ERCOT Staff’s request, and anticipate participating in any upcoming discussions about the RPC tool. 
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