Planning Working Group


PLWG Meeting Minutes 
Dec 18, 2024

	1.
	Antitrust Admonition was given.
	Chair

	2.
	Agenda was reviewed.
	Chair

	3.
	PLWG Meeting Minutes (Nov 12) were reviewed.
	Chair

	4.
	General Updates

· At its December 5 meeting, ROS referred PGRR 119 back to PLWG for review and assigned PGRR 122 to PLWG for review.

· Dylan Preas (Chair) opened the floor to nominations for 2025 chair and vice-chair.

· Harsh Naik (Oncor) nominated Mina Turner (AEP) to be chair. There were no other nominations.

· Alexandra Miller (EDF Renewables) nominated Kristin Cook (Southern Power) to be vice-chair. There were no other nominations.

· There was discussion about the 2025 meeting schedule for PLWG, specifically about decoupling the RPG & PLWG meetings or reducing the frequency of in-person meetings. Mina Turner (Vice-Chair) will develop the schedule.
	Chair

	5. 
	PGRR115 (related to NPRR1234) – Interconnection Requirements for Large Loads and Modeling Standards for Loads 25 MW or Greater

· The following comments were discussed:

· 115PGRR-10 ERCOT Steel Mills 092524
· 115PGRR-13 CenterPoint Comments 121224

· 115PGRR-14 Joint TSPs Comments 121224

· 115PGRR-15 Oncor Comments 121224
Discussion included:

· 115PGRR-10; Floyd Trefney (ERCOT Steel Mills) reviewed his comments and his concern about disconnecting large industrial loads without prior notice to plant personnel.

· Agee Springer (ERCOT) – The ERCOT Steel Mills comments were addressed by ERCOT in its August 12 comments. The changes proposed by ERCOT Steel Mills are unnecessary since the rules proposed by ERCOT will not compromise safety.

· Floyd Trefney (ERCOT Steel Mills) – ERCOT should reiterate the exceptions stated elsewhere in the Planning Guide and Nodal Protocols again in Section 9.2.5.

· Martha Henson (Oncor) – Safety provisions, including notification of service disruptions, are already included in TDSP tariffs. Large industrial loads can and should register as critical loads with their TDSP, as necessary.

· Floyd Trefney (ERCOT Steel Mills) – I am specifically concerned about the clause that allows the remote disconnection of a large industrial load.

· Agee Springer (ERCOT) – The goal of Section 9.2.5 is to require that all large loads be capable of remote interruption.

· 115PGRR-13; CenterPoint Energy proposes clarifications to the LLIS process and to define Load Point & Load Service Point and eliminate the Transmission Service Bus definition.

· Agee Springer (ERCOT) – ERCOT wrote certain portions of PGRR 115 to give ERCOT flexibility when implementing certain aspects of the LLIS process.

· Bill Blevins (ERCOT) – ERCOT is comfortable with the Oncor comments and is still reviewing the CenterPoint Energy and Joint TSPs comments.

· Monica Jha (Vistra) – ERCOT should define the project data format to ensure consistency across TDSPs.

· Agee Springer (ERCOT) – ERCOT prefers to use the term “material change” in lieu of the proposed “qualified change”.

· Raja Kakarla (CenterPoint Energy) – ERCOT should define the term “material change”.

· 115PGRR-14; Joint TSPs propose to increase the threshold at which stability study is required and to give the lead TSP more discretion to decide if & when it will perform a stability study.

· Andrew Hamann (LCRA) – Section 5.3.1 defines Security Screening Study for generators. Are Joint TSPs proposing a definition for “screening study” in Section 9.3.4.3?

· Wes Woitt (CenterPoint Energy) – The criteria for a “screening study” will be defined in the DWG Procedure Manual.

· Sun Wook Kang (ERCOT) – ERCOT supports the general idea proposed by the Joint TSPs but wants to work through the details internally and at DWG.

· Bill Blevins (ERCOT) – ERCOT supports the idea of reducing unnecessary or superfluous studies, but the details and technical rationale need to be worked out.

· 115PGRR-15; Oncor proposes to include 1000 MW criteria in PGRR 115.

· Monica Jha (Vistra) – It is not clear what data “load parameters” refers to.

· Sun Wook Kang (ERCOT) – Section 4.1.1.2 criteria apply to all studies, not just large loads.

· Ping Yan (ERCOT) – Criteria that distinguishes between “new” and “existing” facilities is difficult to implement and deviates from the intention of PGRR 122.

· Harsh Naik (Oncor) – Oncor would be amenable to relocating the criteria in Section 4.1.1.2 to Section 9.

· Action – Table PGRR 115 pending further comments and discussion at the January meeting. Julie Snitman (ERCOT) said that ERCOT is planning to file comments prior to the January meeting. ERCOT would like to reach consensus at the January meeting.
	PLWG
ESM

CEHE

Joint TSPs

Oncor

	6.
	PGRR119 – PGRR119, Stability Constraint Modeling Assumptions in the Regional Transmission Plan
· The following comment was discussed:

· 119PGRR-06 Joint Commenters Comments 120224

· Alex Miller (EDF Renewables) reviewed Joint Commenters comments.

Discussion included:

· Ping Yan (ERCOT) and Alexandra Miller (EDF Renewables) agreed that ERCOT should and will use the best available data when modeling current & future stability limits. ERCOT will work with the Joint Commenters to refine the language (e.g., use the term “stability limit” in lieu of “GTC limit”) prior to the January meeting.
· Action – Table PGRR 119 pending further comments and discussion at the January meeting.
	PLWG

Joint Commenters

	7.
	PGRR120 – SSO Prevention for Generation Interconnection

· The following comment was discussed:

· 120PGRR-05 Southern Power Comments 121724
· Kristin Cook (Southern Power) reviewed comments.
Discussion included:

· Freddy Garcia (ERCOT) – ERCOT needs to review the Southern Power comments internally.

· Sunil Dhakal (Lone Star) – Lone Star does not agree with the blanket ban proposed by ERCOT, which ignores existing and future SSO mitigation measures.
Action – Table PGRR 120 pending further comments and discussion at the January meeting.

	ERCOT

Southern Power

	8.
	PGRR122 – Reliability Performance Criteria for Loss of Load

· The following comment was discussed:

· 122PGRR-01 ERCOT 111124
· Jeff Billo (EROT) reviewed PGRR122.
Discussion included:

· Harsh Naik (Oncor) – Oncor addressed some of the overlap between PGRR 115 and PGRR 122 in its December 12 comments for PGRR 115.

· Harsh Naik (Oncor) – What is the rationale for including a NERC Category P6 (N-1-1) contingency event?

· Jeff Billo (ERCOT) – The P6 contingency event will address a maintenance outage condition. System adjustments would be allowed after the first contingency event.

· Harsh Naik (Oncor) – The new contingency event in Section 4.1.1.2(1)(c) in PGRR 115 could – according to the logic of the proposed language – preclude more than 1,000 MW at a single site regardless of how many lines feeds that single “Large Load”.

· Jeff Billo (ERCOT) – ERCOT does not want more than 1,000 MW of load to be served from the same electrical location.

· Andrew Hamann (LCRA TSC) – New criteria has been appended to Section 4.1.1 (e.g., Section 4.1.1.7 Minimum Deliverability Criteria or Section 4.1.1.8 Maintenance Outage Reliability Criteria). Does ERCOT strongly prefer that the new loss-of-load criteria be in Section 4.1.1.1, or would it be amenable to creating a new subsection? This would also make it easier to elaborate the criteria to address Harsh’s concerns.

· Jeff Billo (ERCOT) – ERCOT would not be opposed to relocating the language to a new subsection.
· Jeff Billo (ERCOT) – Based on ongoing discussions, ERCOT may revisit the contingency scenario/criteria requirements.

Action – Table PGRR 122 pending further comments and discussion at the January meeting.
	ERCOT



	9.
	NERC Topics Roundtable (future topics):

· CIP-014-4 - Physical Security

· TPL-008 - Transmission System Planning Performance Requirements for Extreme Temperature Events
	PLWG

	10.
	Review Open Action Items

· Align the use of the terms “load” and “Load” in the Planning Guide with the defined term in Protocol Section 2.
· Section 1; no occurrences of “load” or “Load”

· Section 2; no occurrences of “load” or “Load”

· Section 3; 28 occurrences of “load” or “Load”
· PLWG reviewed Planning Guide Section 3 for occurrences of “load” or “Load” and made edits to align with the defined term in Protocol Section 2.
· These edits will be posted to the PLWG events page and PLWG will continue its review in future PLWG meetings.
	PLWG

	11.
	No other business was discussed.
	PLWG

	12.
	Meeting was adjourned.
	Chair


	Open Action Items
	Responsible Party

	Align the use of the terms “load” and “Load” in the Planning Guide with the defined term in Protocol Section 2.
	PLWG
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