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1 AFTERNOON SESSION 1 changes to ERCOT databases to incorporate additional
2 TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 17, 2008 2 SCATA points. These impacts can be managed through
3 (1:18 p.m.} 3 the 0s&M budget. So the CEQ detexrmination on the PRR
4 12. TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORT 4 is no opinion and no impact to nodal.
5 (a) PRR830 5 So as you mentioned, there will be a
6 {b) APPEAL OF PRR830 6 presentation next by the TAC advocate. I just wanted
7 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Okay. I believe that 7 to mention that, number one, I recused myself as Chair
8 we're back on the webcast, and I'm going to reopen our 8 from selecting the advocate of the TAC position. I
9 open session of the Board meeting this afternocon. I'm 9 was the opposing vote to the PRR, and it's my client
10 going to handle these next couple of items a little 10 NextEra Energy Resources, that filed the appeal. So
11 bit differently than what's outlined on the agenda. 11 the vice chair, Shannon McClendon, who abstained from
12 What we have on our agenda is a presentation on BERR 12 the vote, selected Mr. Houston of CenterPoint Energy,
13 830, and then we have next an appeal of that PRR. 13 who actually made the motion to recommend approval of
14 This is a little unusual in terms of process, but we 14 the PRR.
15 have a number of parties who have asked to make 15 So, Mr. Houston, if you want to come up?
16 comments relative to this PRR. ’ 16 And he will outline for you the TAC's position on the
17 If this is all right with the Board -- 17 PRR.
18 and I will be open for suggestions —-- but rather than ig CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Thank you, Mark.
19 us discussing and voting on PRR 830 and then hearing 19 MR. HOUSTON: Can everyone hear me?
20 all the comments relative to the appeal, what I would 20 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Yes.
21 1like to do is let's open up the discussion on PRR 830 21 MR. HOUSTON: Help me out here -- oh,
22 and let's hear the TAC position, and then let's go 22 here we go.
23 through the various parties who have comments so that 23 Okay. As mentioned, I'm John Houston
24 the Board has the benefit of all the comments before 24 with CenterPoint Energy. And Shannon had asked for me
25 we ask the Board to vote on the PRR, rather than 25 to present the appeal of PRR ~~- to be the TAC advocate
115 117
1 having us vote and then hear and have to potentially 1 for the process.
2 make a different decision. 2 I'd like to start with -- let me see if
3 So I'm seeing some heads nod, but I 3 I can make this work here. Just a little bit as Mark
4 would open it for any concerns if that causes anyone 4 went through the history, but I just wanted to go
5 any concerns relative to process. 5 through a covple of items here.
& Okay. Seeing none, with that, Mark, 6 ERCOT originally proposed this to
7 would you kind of kick this off and kind of step us 7 clarify reactive power requirements applicable to all
8 through how we're going to try to approach this from 8 generators, and to provide a framework for people who
9 this point? 9 might not be compliant to be able to comply with this
10 MR, BRUCE: Yes, ma'am. Thank you. As 10 requirement of the protocols.
11 you noted, we've got the one PRR that was not approved 11 In September the PRS tabled this by
12 on the consent agenda for your discussion this month. 12 unanimous vote to send it to ROS for review of
13 That is PRR 830 reactive power capability requirement. 13 reliability effects of this proposed revision. The
14 The PRR clarifies the reactive power capability 14 ROS vote was -- recommended approval after
15 requirement for all generation resources, including 15 considerable comments and discussions and
16 existing WGRs who are not able to meet the 0.95 16 presentstions in its October 15th meeting.
17 lead/lag requirements with the resources —-- within the 17 It was then forwarded to the Protocol
18 resources unit reactive limit. 18 Revision Subcommittee. They considered it, again
19 This PRR was recommendeded for approval 19 extensive discussion took place, and market
20 by the TAC. It was a roll call vote. There was one 20 participant involvement was heavy. It was recommended
21 opposing vote from the independent generator segment. 21 approval and éent forward to TAC.
22 There was six abstentions from the I0U, the generator, 22 on November 5th we again taok up this —-
23 the two consumers and two independent power marketers. 23 we at TAC then took up this revision. And after
24 All the market segments were present for the vote. 24 considerable discussion -- as Mark just mentioned, we
25 The impact analysis shows only minor 25 had considerable discussion at TAC -~ and it was
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1 approved. I believe the vote was 23 to 1, and Mark 1 it in, would become effective upon your approval.
2 did recuse himself from selecting the TAC advocate. 2 PRR B30 provides the means and the time
3 Again, we're talking about ERCOT 3 frame for anyone who happens te be not compliant to
4 reactive power requirements required of generators. 4 fairly and equitably comply with the requirements of
5 The existing protocol had been vetted through the 5 the protocol revision of the current protocols. And
& stakeholder process I want to say back in 2003 and 6 they can do so without necessarily having to retxofit
7 2004, with significant involvement of the stakeholders 7 their unit, because they could provide a payment in
8 in development and provision of comments with regard 8 lieu of -- a payment of contribution or they can
9 to how reactive power would be supplied by generators. 9 submit alternatives to changing their generation.
10 Those requirements have been in place 10 As far as the need for studies, this
11 for several years. And under that approach, the 11 again was brought up at ~- I would say at all of the
12 requirements for both loads and generators are fixed 12 considerations of this protocol revision., TAC and the
13 at a set level; i.e., those requirxements don't change 13 othexr stakeholder groups heard and, in my opinion, the
14 after time passes and in the future. So loads and 14 votes suggest rejected arguments that studies should
15 generators are not subjected to the topography 15 be performed to determine whether compliance with the
16 changes, the addition of new generators to the system, 16 requirements are needed for reliability. That
17 new lines. Those become the responsibility of ERCOT 17 included presentations by NextEra and Siemens that
18 planning and transmission providers. 18 you'll probably hear or see some of those this
19 So that adds the certainty that 19 afterncon.
20 generators look for with regard to they can build the 20 As previously noted, the requirements
21 generating plant at its location, and they can achieve 21 for generators are fixed. I think that's a good thing
22 meeting the requirements for their output and their 22 if I was a generator. I think that would be
23 interconnection, in parxticular in this case their 23 appropriate for my ability to finance projects and
24 reactive requirements. 24 be —- my ability to have certainty about what my
25 Incremental needs that the system may 25 performance requirements were. They don’t vary over
119 121
1 need going forward are identified by engineering 1 time. Those needs for the dynamic support of the
2 analysis and Mr. Woodfin's folks and others at ERCOT. 2 system are provided by the transmission providers
3 All of that is to ensure voltage stability for the 3 after significant studies.
4 transmission system in ERCOT and that that can be 4 So taking the fixed capability of
5 provided by facilities and changes made by 5 generators and loads as input, that enables the
6 transmission providers. 6 transmission planning to take place, to assess the
7 There seems to be a lot of discussion —- 7 incremental needs as we change the topography, as we
8 and I'm sure we'll have a bit here in a moment more =-— 8 continue forward. They are then provided by the
9 but PRR 830 was proposed to clarify, not change, the 9 transmission owners.
10 existing requirements. So this in ~- all of these 10 So as to the current state of affairs,
11 considerations at ROS and PRS and at TAC, stakeholders 11 my belief -- and I think the members of TAC indicated
12 heard many of the arguments that you will hear this 12 it with their vote -- that this protocol is in
13 afternoon and rejected arguments that clarification of 13 existence and that these requirements are how we went
14 PRR 830 should not apply to certain existing 14 abovt planning this transmission system. I think
15 generators because existing requirements were 15 that's a very important part. How we got to where we
16 ambiguous. 16 are is the assumptions under this clarification or how
17 Now, that's Jjust not true. They wexe 17 we got to the transmission plan that we're now
18 clearly understood. And, in fact, they're recognized 18 operating under.
19 and have been by most of the members of ERCOT for 18 Now, if ~- that plan has resulted in us
20 many, many years. This PRR -~ and I want to be very 20 making decisions about investments in the transmission
21 clear here, I am not discussing at all any pending 21 system to enaﬁle réliable operation of ERCOT, the
22 proceedings at the Commission or ADRs or ~- that are 22 ERCOT grid. We're about to embark on a significant
23 applicable toward past compliance. That's not -— as 23 study of the reactive requirements associated with the
24 the TAC advocate, I'm not discussing that this 24 many billions of dollars associated with the CREZ
25 afterncon. We're talking PRR B30, if you were to vote 25 investment. It's intended that if this protocol is
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1 passed that that will give certainty to those 1 think I'm going to do is go in alphabetical order, if

2 decisions that need to be made with regard to the 2 that's okay. And I will just go according to the

3 dynamic reactive compensation that needs to be added 3 alphabetical list of companies as they're defined

4 in CREZ by the transmission providers who are 4 behind Tab 12({b}.

5 constructing the transmission assets that will bring 5 So we will start out -~- and then T will

6 this large amount of wind power to loads. 6 also ask if there are any other parties. I had

7 S0, in my opinion, this approach is fair 7 understood that we potentially had one ox two other

8 and workable. It adds certainty, and it provides us 8 parties that had desired to make comments that did not

9 the path forward for deoing the CREZ studies. It also 9 have an opportunity to get the materials to the Boaxrd
10 enables people who might not be compliant with a path 10 packet. So I will ask for those after we go through
11 to become compliant and provide the reactive support 11 this list of the companies who have provided
12 that the ERCOT system needs. 12 materials. So I'1ll start with AES Corperation, Robert
13 And I think I would encourage this Board 13 Sims. Is he here?

14 to consider reliability. T know you will hear a lot 14 MR. SIMS: Yes.

15 of comments azbout who has to pay what. But bear in 15 CHATIRMAN NEWTON: Oh. Thank you.

16 mind that the situation that yon as Board members are 16 And before we start the comments, if T
17 operating ERCOT under right now, if there are people 17 could, I want to be sure that everyone has an
1B who are non-compliant, they have basically taken some 18 opportunity to be heard on this. The Board had put
19 of the margin out of the reliability.of the ERCOT 19 together procedures to handle appeals and so forth,

20 system. That's being made up by ERCOT operations and 20 and I appreciate the companies that have tried to
21 being provided by other generators or operational 21 adhere to those procedures. But we do want to provide
22 constraints or considerations or decisions that are 22 an opportunity for the Board to hear any comments from
23 being made every day because of that noncaompliance. 23 any parties. However, in the sake of time, because
24 Going forward, it's essential that we 24 this is -- could be fairly lengthy, I would ask that
25 understand where we are when we plan this system. 25 as the presentations are made that we not hear the
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1 When we complete the recommendations and the planned 1 same comments repeated over and over again. So I

2 installations and investments by transmission 2 would ask that the presenters try to kind of keep that

3 providers to enable this 18,000 megawatts to seek 3 in mind as you go through your comments so that you

4 loads in this state. So I would ask you, as Board 4 will be presenting new ideas to the Board. And if you

5 members to consider your responsibility as members of 5 choose to endorse a prior-made comment, that's fine,

& the Board of the Electric Reliability Council of 6 but not to just restate the same positions over and

7 Texas. 7 over if possible.

8 That is basically, Madam Chairman, my 8 MR. SIMS: Thank you. Good morning.

9 comments this afternoon. 9 Robert Sims with AES Corporation, and my presentation
10 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Thank you, John. Are 10 is a little different. I thought it might be helpful
11 there any questions or comments for John at this 11 to give the Board a little perspective on the power
12 point? 12 factor issue by looking at what's been done in other
13 Appreciate you stepping up and providing 13 regions of the United States. So I'1ll just briefly
14 us TAC's perspective on this. 14 cover that.

15 My plan at this point is behind Tab 15 Basically, in 2005 and 2006, a
16 12(b) of the Board material is a memo that Mike Grable 16 considerable amount of work was performed by a large
17 was gracious enough to put together that kind of 17 and broad group of grid operators and stakeholders,

18 summarizes some of the companies who were wanting to 18 including wind generators, and ultimately this work
19 make appellate positions. Before I get into that, 19 lead to FERC issuing Ordex 661A, which is inclnded in
20 Mark, did you have something else you wanted to add 20 Exhibit G to ;he FERC Large Generator Interconnection
21 or -- 21 Agreement. That's now the standard and required
22 MR, BRUCE: No, I was going to 22 agreement across most of the USA. It's used by all
23 introduce, I thought, Mr. Markarian from NextEra was 23 investor-owned ntilities under FERC jurisdiction, and
24 going to -- 24 it's been adopted by a lot of non-FERC jurisdictional
25 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Well, actually what I 25 entities in many regions of the country.
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1 Just a little chronology on the work 1 That was finally followed in December of
2 that went together over that two~year period. 2 2005 when FERC issued Final Order 661A and the final
3 Initially in 2003 FERC issued Order 2003, and that 3 Exhibit G, the requirements for wind generator plants.
4 standardized the interconnection process requirements 4 Under the 661A process, there were a large number of
5 and agreement for all large generators over 5 parties that participated. I put together a list here
6 20 megawatts or 20 megawatts in aggregate. 6 from the FERC filing of all the parties that
7 In March 2004, as a result of 7 participated in that process. CenterPoint was the
8 stakeholder comments, FERC issued Order 20032, an 8 only one from the ERCOT region. Otherwise you see
9 amendment of that. And that recognized that 9 many of the grid operators here: ISO New York,
10 electrical machine technology differences affect the 10 midwest ISO, NERC themselves, New York ISO. A large
11 interconnection requirements. And with that they 11 working group that participatend in this project -—
12 provided what was termed Exhibit G, which was a blank 12 PJIM, Southern California Edison, et cetera, Xcel
13 sheet of paper to be completed by stakeholders in the 13 Energy.
14 wind power industry, recognizing that wind enexrgy 14 And here's the wording that was decided
15 technology was a little different. 15 upon under 616 A, which basically, "The wind
16 So following on to that, September 2004, 16 generating plant shall maintain a power factor within
17 FERC bosted a technical conference on requirements for 17 a range of .95, leading to .55 lagging as measured at
18 the interconnection of wind generators. The 18 the point of intexconnection". I won't go through and
19 conference was broadly attended. It was in Denver. I 19 read this entire thing, but it's basically the
20 was there. It went on for a full day with the FERC 20 triangle requirement or the cone requirement you are
21 commissioners there hearing positions about the 21 hearing discussed in the dialogue today.
22 requirements for wind turbines. That was followed a 22 Most wind turbine manufacturers then,
23 few months later in December 2004 NERC created the 23 based on the ruling in 2005, designed wind turbines
24 Wind Generation Task Force. And they were chartered 24 for deployment in the United States based on this
25 with “review the bulk electric system reliability 25 requirement, and that is now what's available through
127 128
1 implications and concerns of wind generation." So 1 most of the country. So we now have a situation where
2 under NERC, under the Transmission Working Group, 2 ERCOT is asking for high level -- higher level of
3 their group looked at this issue. They looked at 3 reactive support than required by FERC and NERC under
4 power factor. They looked at low voltage ride 4 the standardized large generation interconnection
5 through. And they looked at other aspects of 5 agreement, without really any technical basis or
& integrating large amounts of wind energy into the bulk 6 studies to demonstrate that need for a higher
7 power system. That group began a series of regular 7 standard.
8 working meetings. 8 Thank you.
9 In July 2005, FERC issued Order 661, 9 You want to do questions now or does
10 termed The Interconnection Requirements for a Wind 10 that come later on?
11 Generator Plant. The order defined the technical 11 CHATRMAN NEWTON: No, I think we
12 requirements, including low voltage ride~through, 12 should -- are there any questions for Robert?
13 which is now at issue coming up in ERCOT; power 13 Dr. Patton?
14 factor, which is relative to PRR 830. And also SCADA 14 MR. PATTON: Tell me how this is
15 communication requirements for meteorological 15 different from the proposed PRR?
16 information, units availability and so forth. And 16 MR. SIMS: Well, 661, that's the
17 those wexe all included in Exhibit G of the standard 17 triangular requirement or the cone requirement where
18 large generation interconnection agreement, as I 18 the power factor of the generator is maintained with
19 mentioned, and are now law under FERC jurisdictien. 19 an ability of plus or minus .95.
20 In 2005 NERC requested a rehearing on 20 MR. PATTON: Please go back to the
21 661 based on some continning woxk with a Generator 21 previous language. '
22 Task Force, primarily relating to finer details of the 22 MR. SIMS: Sure.
23 timing of low voltage ride~through, the level of 23 MR. PATTON: Where does it talk about a
24 voltage and the duration. There were no comments on 24 triangle?
25 the power factor requirement. 25 MR. SIMS: It really doesn't. It
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1 doesn't say triangle. 1 ride—-through. I don't think there was much discussion
2 MR. PATTON: Thank you. 2 at all as far as the powexr factor requirement.
3 MR. 5IMS: Questions? 3 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Anything else for
4 Thanks. 4 Robert?
5 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Andrew? 5 Yes, Mike?
3 MR. DALTON: In have one quick question. 6 MR. GRABLE: Just a brief comment. I do
7 This kind of relates to the 661A and how we're looking 7 agree with Dr. Patton's point that there is no
8 at FERC —— I mean, kind of more globally as, you know, § triangle or rectangle mentioned in this guote.
9 some support for what we're doing here in ERCOT on 9 Robert, would you flip to the last
10 wind. I know back when we had the LBRT discussion 10 slide, which I think is what Mike Gent was
11 several months ago, I think the wind generation 11 referencing?
12 community took the position that 661A, even though it 12 MR. SIMS: The very last?
13 had standards for LBRT, that didn't apply in ERCOT, it 13 MR. GRABLE: Yeah, asking for a higher
14 never happened in ERCOT, and now here you seem to be 14 level than that required by FERC and ERCOT. I think
15 taking the opposite position that, well, FERC set a 15 whether it's higher that that required by FERC is
16 standard,, so we should go with it. 16 debatable, and 661A can be interpreted. But it's the
17 And I'm trying to understand how we 17 end NERC part of this that troubles me a little bit.
18 should be looking at the FERC precedent and are we 18 NERC did express grave reservations with the wind
19 picking and choosing when we want fo rely on it or 19 position in 661A, and Chairman Kelliher pointed that
20 should we be doing this more systematically to be 20 out, that NERC was troubled. So I don't think it's
21 consistent with the federal standards, or should we be 21 gnite right to say that NERC was signed on to your
22 recognizing that ERCOT is probably unique in the 22 version of the appraach here. But I just want to
23 country because we have a lot more wind than any other 23 highlight that.
24 state? 24 MR. SIMS: Okay. Very well.
25 MR. SIMS: Well, I don't think I'm 25 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Thank you,

131 133
1 taking a position on any of those points. I'm letting 1 Robert.
2 you know what a laxge body of stakeholders determined 2 Okay. The next company ahead is AEP,
3 was the appropriate power factor regquirement for wind 3 Kip Fox.
4 generators in much of the US. 4 MR. FOX: Thank you, Madam Chairman.
5 MR. DALTON: All right. 5 lLet's see —— I believe you have our comments in your
6 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Mike Grable -- 6 Board package. The only thing I would like to add to
7 MR. GENT: On one of your previous 7 that frem AEP's perspective is that one of the things
8 slides I represented NERC in filing protests, and I 8 that we do find —- and not to belabor on some of the
8 can recall vividly -- this is prior -~ just prior to 9 points that John has brought up ~- is that we fight
10 my retirement -- that this was sprung on us and, I 10 these issues every day. The question that came up
11 will say, given very little attention or time to 11 during TAC is what's the indication that we have
12 respond. The FERC employee that was largely 12 problems in the system, and the fact is every life in
13 responsible for this was a former employee of AWEC, 13 the day of operations from the operations side of —-
14 whatever that wind associate —-- AWEA. Is that it? 14 as a TSP, we see the warning indicators every day. I
15 Oh, yeah. 2nd you'll notice, if you 15 mean, the fact that we have lot of operations going
16 read through, which I have on my screen now, read 16 through, and the fact that we're going through
17 through 661A, yon'll see all sorts of protests from 17 different kinds of requirements, we're doing switching
18 the industry, mostly having to do with low voltage 18 and all kinds of other things from an operational
18 ride-through. So we never really got around to all of 1% standpoint, tells us that this issue is becoming more
20 the issues and then FERC just went ahead and passed it 20 and more critical.
21 anyway. So I don't think using 6612 as a basis for an 21 2nd as thé Board considers this
22 argument is really something that's going to gain a 22 alternative and this PRR, we need to understand that
23 lot of traction within my circles. 23 ‘there are operational things out in the field that
24 MR, SIMS: Well, I do agree that most of 24 we're almost at the point that we can't handle
25 the discussion was around the low voltage 25 anymore. It should be -- it's not a reliability
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1 crisis right now, but it's growing. And we see this 1 not compliance. Their purpese is for us to get

2 more in ERCOT than we do at AEP in some of the othexr 2 accurate data on what is out there in real life so we
3 RTOs that we operate where there's wind available. 3 can appropriately model it. So they weren't

4 And I would say from an AEP perspective, 4 established for checking protocol compliance.

5 we see this isswe in the west more prevalent than we 5 But nevertheless, we did go back and

& do in our other locations. So to us these 6 look at them and see if the information reflected

7 requirements have been very clear in being a rectangle 7 there showed compliance with the rectangle, and we

8 rather than a cone for many years and in our other 8 contacted those that it appeared that they didn't meet
9 Jjurisdictions, and that's all I would like to add at 9 that requirement and to get additional information —-
10 this point in time. 10 or additional reactive resonrces that aren't reflected
11 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Thank you. 3Any 11 in your RARF, and, you know, we got various responses.
12 questions for AEP? 12 But we contacted 70 wind generators. oOf
13 Okay. Thank you very much. 13 those 70, 16 met the requirement, the rectangle; 29

14 Again going in alphabetical order, 14 met the triangle requirement, which, you know, we

15 ERCOT. Kent, are you handling ERCOT? 15 believe is not what the protocol requires; 8 didn't
16 MR. SAATHOE‘F: Yes. I just wanted —-— 16 meet eithexr the triangle or the rectangle; and 16 were
17 you know, the written comments you can read. I Jjust 17 pre-2004 wind generators that were exempt from the

18 want to go into a little bit of the history very 18 requirement.

19 briefly. 2As John mentioned, the PRR was passed in 19 So we essentially filed the protocol to
20 2004. And really the issue of compliance ox 20 establish a way for those 38 generators that don't

21 non-compliance with the PRR didn't raise up until last 21 comply to comply, and that was the primary purpose of
22 summer. And it became an issue in a wind workshop 22 the protocol.
23 that we had back in August. 23 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Any questions
24 And back in August, John Dumas made a 24 for Kent?
25 presentation where he stated the rectangle requirement 25 Yes.

135 137

1 was what the protocol required, which is that 1 MR. BIVENS: Kent, you said ~— I'm

2 generators are to provide a constant source of 2 trying to remember what you said =~ you said that the
3 reactive power over their entire operating range, 3 particular reguizement in this PRR, when you

4 which is based on the plus or minus .85 at their 4 established it in 2004, was not necessarily for

5 maximum power level. That was followed subsequently 5 compliance but --

by a market notice to that effect. 6 MR. SAATHOFF: ©No, the RARF -~

7 In the interim, it became apparent that 7 MR. BIVENS: The RARF -~

8 wind generators were having -- existing wind 8 MR. SAATHOFF: -- the Resource Asset

9 generators were having problems with that 9 Registration Forms that were created last year, mainly
10 interpretation and that requirement. So we worked 10 to get a good set of data for the -~ for our nodal

11 with them since the end of last year to determine a 11 model, yeah.

12 way that they could comply with what we believe was in 12 MR. BIVENS: So with most protocols,

13 the existing protocol. Unfortunately, we couldn't 13 when you find non-compliance, what do you do?

14 reach agreement with all of them, but we felt like we 14 MR. SAATHOFF: Well, this issue has come
15 should file this protocol to establish a way of 15 up before. We at ERCOT ISO do not have a compliance
16 compliance and, hopefully, go in that direction and 16 staff. So what we do is when we have a system

17 get full compliance. 17 incident that has occurred and we look into that

18 Back in June, we contacted -— we 18 incident and it locks like to us there may be some

18 reviewed the resource asset registration forms that 19 issnes of protocol compliance, we will forward a

20 were filed earlier last year, and contacted those 20 report on that to the TRE.

21 generators that, you know, appeared not to meet the 21 ‘MR. ﬁIVENS: Why was there a four-year
22 yeactive requirement in the protocol based on that 22 period before this became an issue?

23 information. And the resource asset registration 23 MR. SAATHOFF: You know, frankly, it

24 forms, which is mentioned in other comments and I'm 24 didn't come to our attention, and I assume everybody
25 sure will be mentioned later, their purpose was really 25 thought they knew what it meant. And apparently there
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1 is a difference of opinion on what it meant. 1 interconnection requests?
2 MR. BIVENS: Okay. 2 MR. SAATHOFF: That's right. Generation
3 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Andrew? 3 interconnection agreements are between the generator
4 MR. DALTON: Thank you. Kent, a couple 4 and the transmission provider.
5 of questions. As I was reading through your memo, a 5 MR. DALTON: Okay.
6 couple of thoughts occurred to me on this concept of [ MR. SAATHOFF: ERCOT is not a party to
7 parity among the generation resources. And it seems 7 those agreements.
8 that there are some pre-'99 units that are exempt, 8 MR. DALTON: Okay. And there's not some
9 some pre-2004 units that are exempt. Then there's 9 communication process between the TSPs and ERCOT
10 this 2004 to 2009 group of generators, and then 10 regarding what the s.tandards that are being imposed to
11 there's another group 2009 -- December 1, 2009 going 11 the interconnection process are?
12 forward. I mean how many generators are in each of 12 MR. SAATHOFF: There's —— I believe
13 those buckets? 13 there's a standard —- fairly standard generation
14 MR. SAATHOFF: You know, I don't have 14 interconnection agreement that I believe the PUC
15 that information at hand. The 1999 for conventicnal 15 approved. But as far as us being a party te
16 generatoxrs, and February 2004 for wind generators, 16 generation interconnection agreements, no, we're not.
17 that was established in the protocol. The -- from 17 And we have not been reviewing all those.
18 2004 to now and future, that's at issue right now. 18 MR. DALTON: Okay. And then, I guess,
19 But the protocol just had those two groups. 18 if we didn't pass 830 today, what would that do to all
20 I do know in 2004 we had about 1300 20 the modeling and the studies that have been done in
21 megawatts of wind, and right now we have over 21 the CREZ docket? I mean, would that throw everything
22 B500 megawatts of wind. 22 kind of inte disarray, or would we be able to modify
23 MR. DALTON: Okay. How much 23 that information or -- what does it do? How does it
24 conventional generation was on at that time that's 24 interplay with the CREZ work that's already been done?
25 still on today, a decade later. 25 MR. GRABLE: Kent, do you mind if I

138 141
1 MR. SAATHOFF: I certainly don't have an 1 answer this one? I think it's a procedural question.
2 exact number, but I would say, you know, 10, 20,000 2 MR. SAATHOFF: OCkay.
3 megawatts, somewhere in there. That's just a guess. 3 MR. GRABLE: If 830 doesn't pass,
4 MR. DALTON: And I support this parity 4 ERCOT's belief is that the protocol says what it says
5 concept. I think it's a good one that we keep all the 5 and we require the rectangle and we will model
6 generators on the same foot. I'm just tying to kind 6 according to that. There is more uncertainty as to
7 of get a sense for what are we talking about and how 7 whether —- you know, in what venue and how far down
8 does that affect the system, too? Because I'm 8 the road it will reach -- other people deciding one
9 somewhat sympathetic to making changes when the rules 9 way or the other on the issue, but that's how we'll
10 might not have been clear to everyone. 10 proceed.
11 But to get to that point, as we went 11 MR. DALTON: Okay. That's all I have
12 through the interconnection process with these 12 for now. Thank you.
13 generators or they were submitting their RARFs, I 13 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Mike?
14 mean, at what point did ERCOT know that there was an 14 MR. GENT: Kent, did you say that there
15 issue with some of these generators, and how gquickly 15 were —— from your study that you surveyed there were
16 did ERCOT react to that? 16 28 that could meet the requirement?
17 MR. SAATHOFF: Well, we really only 17 MR. SAATHOFF: No, there were 16.
18 became aware that there was an issue back last summer., 18 MR. GENT: 16 that could --
19 As a result of discussions with wind generators and 18 MR. SAATHOFF: That met the rectangle
20 other parties, we did the review of the resource 20 and 1€ were exempt.
21 registration -— of the RARFs last summer -- eXxcuse me, 21 ‘MR. éENT: All right. The question has
22 this summer, back in June. 22 to do with those 16, and it is how do they meet the
23 MR. DALTON: Okay. 5o this is —-— we 23 reguirement physically and is there a high voltage
24 learned it through the RARF process because ERCOT 24 issve with these 16?2
25 doesn't really directly participate directly with the 25 MR. SAATHOFF: Of the 16, five
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1 apparently meet the requirement with the generator. 1 means.
2 Apparently they have some of the newer generators that 2 I think we also had some
3 can provide a full dynamic requirement. Six met it 3 miscommunication here between the TSPs and ERCOT. And
4 after they provided additional information that was 4 I don't want to speak for them or our staff or get
5 not reflected in the their RARF. Four met it with 5 into who knew what or who thought what, but you've
6 essentially the way PRR 830 says, that you can meet it 6 heard from the TSPs —--~ yon've heard from one and
7 by the addition of additional static and dynamic 7 you'll hear from ~- well, you've heard from two and
8 devices in addition to the generation. And one B you'll hear from a third today as we go through this
9 submiéted a mitigation plan committing to do that in 9 1list -- that they believe it's the rectangle, that
10 the future. 10 were there interconnection agreements signed up where
11 ’ MR. GENT: I guess my question would ~- 11 the generator is going to tell us they should have
12 second guestion only deals with those four then. It 12 known we were talking about the triangle here, you
13 Jjust seems to me if you put in static capacitors 13 know, yeah. 5o there clearly are some communication
14 you're locking at a possible overvoltage situnation 14 issues we need to work on.
15 under certain system conditions as well, unless 15 MR. HELTON: Right. And that's what T
16 they're operating properly. 16 was getting at. I mean if -- because if the test
17 MR. SAATHOFF: That's right. And we 17 data and the model data was all -~ which exists for:
18 reviewed that to make that sure we were comfortable 18 every unit, then we would be able to know that right
19 with -- that that amount of capability could be 19 off the bat. I was just curious to see if we do need
20 operated within the requirements. 20 to change some procedures on that issuve.
21 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Is that all, Mike? 21 MR. GRABLE: I think we ought to flag
22 MR. GENT: Yes. Thank you. 22 that regardless of the PRR, regardless of any NOVs and
23 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Bob Helton, I think 23 regardless of any PUC action as a separate issue to
24 you were next. 24 take up and make sure that we report back to the Board
25 MR. HELTON: Just real quick gquestion, 25 that we're all on the same page.

143 145
1 Kent. TIs there a problem then with our procedures for 1 Danny, I wanted to go back and make sure
2 connecting to the grid itself? And what models —— T 2 your RARF question -- that's a form we created for
3 know whenever we turned in all of our data for oux 3 nodal readiness to make sure we understood what was
4 generation units we had to have every model and every 4 out on the grid -- setting aside compliance, just what
5 test and everything we did turned in to both planning 5 can you actually do. And, of course, the date of that
& and operations. Is there a different process or did 6 form is only within the last year. It's not something
7 we just do that and that's -- it's not in the 7 that existed in 2004 or prior yeaxrs, but it has a
8 procedure that you actually review that against the 8 different -~ you had a question about protocol
9 OGRs -- you know the operating guides protocol 9 compliance, and I think we've covered that. But I
10 requirements? I'm trying to figure out where there 10 just wanted to make sure we had returned back to that
11 may be a hole where we could catch something like 11 initial question.
12 this -- 12 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Did you have another
13 MR. GRABLE: Kent, can I jump in here, 13 gquestion?
14 too? I mean, there are two things I think we ought to 14 Okay. Dee?
15 look at. One is we rely on, as you know better than 15 MR. PATTON: Kent, you said that youn
16 anyone -- you know better than I do, Bob, the 16 became aware of this issue last year? This year?
17 generator itself certifies that it understands and 17 MR. SAATHOFF: Last year.
18 complies with all protocols. I think we need to make 18 MR. PATTON: What flagged that to you?
19 sure going forward that ERCOT staff and individual 18 MR. SAATHOFF: Well, there were a couple
20 generation owners and operators are on the same page 20 of events early last year where we had some high
21 with respect to all those items. We probably need to 21 voltage in thev west‘ and we -— we called on some wind
22 go through them one by one and make sure that when a 22 generators involved to deploy their reactive to lower
23 generator certifies that they're fully compliant with 23 the voltage, and that couldn't be done. So the
24 the protocols, they understand what that means, They 24 transmission operator, to avoid equipment damage,
25 understand what ERCOT staff understands that that 25 opened up the line. So that was the first hint we
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1 got. 1 say hew about producing .97 How about producing .85?
2 But then as we went to the wind 2 I wouldn't hear that millions and millions and

3 workshops and discussions on this issue, you know, we 3 millions of dollars comment many times over.

4 were certainly aware it was an issue at that point 4 So I -- that's not how it works. This
5 last summer. 5 works. It's fair. It's equitable. It's how we

[ CHAIRMAN NEWTOK: Danny? 6 planned the system. It's important to reliability.

7 MR. BIVENS: This may be a question for 7 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Dee?

8 I think every speaker, but one of the issues today is 8 MR, PATTON: I would just observe

9 probably going to be whether we vote this thing up or 9 that -- an observation on the actual system is the

10 down or whether it gets remanded back to TAC for 10 best study of all, requires no assumptions whatsoever.
11 further study or more looking at. And there's a 11 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Bob?

12 statement in Mr. Houston's comments of November 10th 12 MR. HELTON: Just real quickly. On the
13 and it's also on his slides. He basically says he —— 13 study —— on the CREZ study, the effect this would have
14 the reactive capability requirements for generators 14 on the CREZ study —— correct me if I'm wrong, Ken --—
15 and load are fixed and that if there's any variance at 15 the whole situation is if it was determined that every
16 all, then that's going to be done by the transmission 16 generatoxr needs to be in the rectangle, then the CREZ
17 owners. 17 study would base on that issue that everyone was in

18 So with respect to whether studies are 18 that and then any additional stuff that needed to be
19 needed, he makes a statement, "Studies arxe performed 19 done would be done by the transmission providers.
20 to identify the variable transmission owner 20 Corxect?

21 requirements,” so it's on the transmission owner. And 21 MR. SAATHOFF: The current CREZ reactive
22 I -— my question is -- I mean, probably everybedy -- 22 study is assuming the rectangle.

23 do yon agree that there are no -- there's no need fox 23 MR. HELTON: Right.

24 any further studies? And I think you said the same 24 MR. SAATHOFF: And so anything

25 thing in your comments as well. 25 additional to that would be, you know, provided by the
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1 MR. SAATHOFF: VYes, the whole premise is 1 transmission operator.

2 that the protocols set out the standards that 2 MR. HELTON: Right. So if something

3 generators have to meet. In other words, what they 3 happens and somebody decides that that's not the case,
4 bring to the table. Under those assumptions that 4 what would the actual change be, and say that somebody
5 those requirements are being met, then the 5 said it was the triangle, then youn would need --

6 transmission operators perform the studies to 6 knowing that, what that would change is the

7 determine what additional equipment they may need to 7 calculation on what the TDSPs would have to do to

8 put on the transmission system. 8 ensure stability. Correct?

9 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Yes, John? 9 MR. SAATHOFF: We would have to go back
io MR. HOUSTON: Yes. In answer to your 10 and redo the study with that changed assumption.

11 question, I think CenterPoint would again design and 11 MR. HELTON: Right. Okay. Thanks.

12 plan the system in conjunction with ERCOT to make all 12 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Dee?

13 the changes, assuming that the generators are 13 MR. PATTON: And that changed assumption
14 performing as per the protocols, and assuming loads of 14 would result in greater uplift to the consumer.

15 meeting their requirements. . As I pointed out in some 15 MR. SAATHOFF: Depending on what it

16 of my comments, for example, in Houston, we've just 16 showed. If it showed that you needed more reactive
17 invested over 25 million in dynamic reactive because 17 equipment because of that, yes. But you don't know
18 there isn't adeguate dynamic reactive capability in 18 until you've done it.

19 the existing generators in the Houston area to prevent 19 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Any other

20 veltage collapse. 20 questions for Kent?

21 S0, yes, we do make those, and we would 21 ‘oh, .Mike’:“

22 not go back to the generators. That would basically 22 MR. GRABLE: Bob, if I were a thermal
23 be every few years, if the study indicated it, instead 23 generator and wind were victorious in their

24 of building $25 million warth of dymamic reactive I 24 interpretation of the protocol at whatever level,

25 would have had to go back to the local generators and 25 whatever finality we end up with, Kent's right that
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1 that would immediately change the transmission 1 of our plant, what the generators were, what the

2 reactive support assumption. But if I were a thermal 2 equipment they were going to have in addition to that.
3 generator, I would want to clamber onto the deal that 3 We even -- through this study the TSP

4 wind got and we would need certainty as to that 4 recommended that we needed to have additional

5 outcome and then that could further affect what we 5 capacitor banks to provide voltage support, and we did
& need from transmission. 6 comply and we put those capacitor banks in. But

7 MR, HELTON: I'm not sure it being a 7 through all of this study, the reguirements that we

8 thermal I would agree with that aspect, because, you 8 were meeting were based off this curve here. And this
9 know, we've already designed and put up our -- we're 9 is the infamous triangle that we're talking about.

10 in as a triangle -- I mean, a rectangle, so we're io So if you read through the protocols in
11 already there. So there's not a deal to go get, I 11 & .5 .7.1 it talks about that a generator must meet
12 don't believe. 12 the .95 lead/lag requirement. So if yeu take the .5
13 MR. GRABLE: I understand. I've heard 13 lead/lag requirement, effectively what it means is as
14 that from your peers. 14 your generation goes up, you provide more voltage

15 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Okay. We'll move on. 15 support as your output goes. So this is a sliding

16 I have down next in alphabetical order Brian Hayes 16 scale effectively with how much you generate. So this
17 with Horizon Wind Energy. 17 is how our plant is designed to operate.

18 MR. HAYES: Okay. So before I get 18 We actually provide a little bit more on
19 started, I just wanted to first thank you guys. I 19 the top becaunse of the capacitor banks, but in the end
20 appreciate the time to come and present our side of 20 this was the —— this is how we were designing the
21 the story on this and, you know, just to give you a 21 plant and how we interconnected, and this is what was
22 little background. So horizon is active in the ERCOT 22 approved by the TSP and ERCOT prior to any -- prior to
23 market. We have a 400-megawatt plant in Albany, Texas 23 us putting any megawatts onto the grid.

24 just outside of Abilene. And it's been in operation 24 And, you know, I will say also that, you
25 since 2006 and 2007 is when it came on line. So it 25 know, all the parties were involved with this. So as
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1 was post the 2004, you know, that we're talking about 1 the —- after the studies were completed, we completed
2 here. 2nd, you know, I just want to let you guys 2 the GARF, which, you know, now they're on the RARF.

3 know, the reason I'm here today is because reliability 3 Right? But at the time this was the GARF, the

4 is, you know, paramount to us and to, I would say, 4 Generation Asset Resource Form, that was completed and
5 almost any wind generator in the room. 8o it's not a 5 went through and submitted and approved. And then on
& thing about concern about -~ so we are concerned about 6 the day the plant was energized, there was ERCOT on

7 reliability. 7 the line -~ I believe it was Oncor and then ourselves
8 But the concern that's been raised 8 ensuring that the plant was interconnected and working
9 through this PRR is just the methodology that we're 9 as it was designed to do.

10 going through to require the retrofitting of 10 So all these things have been checked.
11 facilities to have this ~- to meet this rectangle for 11 And then, as you know, which was discussed previously,
12 the wind generators, which I'll go through and discuss 12 then in August of last summer, there was —— there was
13 why our interpretation of the protocols at the time of 13 actually a conflicting message which I think wasn't

14 interconnect was not the rectangle. And it's going to 14 discussed prior, that in the morning ERCOT sent out a
15 be -- so it's a cost for us as a generator that will 15 page that basically shows that this is the ~— this is
16 in turn get passed on to consumers. So I just want to 16 how a wind generator resource provides reactive

17 make sure that ERCOI and the community is doing the 17 support. And you see the triangle. And then on the
18 prudent practices to make sure that we're going at 18 top is what a conventional dees which is more similar
19 this in the right way before we subject to a large 18 to the rectangle. And I will say that this was not
20 investment. 20 presented. This was sent out to all the pecple who
21 So let me just tell you a little bit 21 were going to éo to. the workshop in the morning. 2nd
22 about how we interconnected just to give the story on 22 then by the afternoon, the chart on the bottom right
23 how it worked for us. So as I said, our plant came 23 had changed to the rectangle.

24 online in 2006. We did, you know, numerous studies 24 But I will point out that the —-

25 with the TSP to -~ providing them all the information 25 actually the example did not change. And so when you
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1 can see the second bullet point it says, "Wind 1 on to the consumers.

2 generation output equals zexo megawatts and the 2 And I think the other thing that T --

3 megavar requirement is zera megavars," which is the 3 that has been somewhat frustrating is just that this

4 exact same definition that we're saying here, that 4 has been described as a clarification. And, you know,

5 it -- as your output goes down to zero, you stay at 5 as —— I think it's pretty clear, based on the number

6 zero; whereas, the protocol change that is in 6 of generators that don't meet this requirement today,

7 discussion is effectively trying to get us to provide 7 that it is much more than a clarification. And then

8 the reactive support at the highest levels, even when 8 with the dollars that are at stake and the amount of

9 we're at zero. 9 investment that's required, again it's haxrd to call
10 50 these were the conflicting messages 10 this a clarification. It's a very significant deal,
11 that then resulted in the interpretation that went out 11 and something that we think needs to make sure that
12 by ERCOT. And then this is the -~ and I guess further 12 there is a prudent stndy to ensure that the dollars
13 support of that will support the cone -- or the cone 13 are going in the right place.

14 or the triangle in 6.7.6, the language in red here. 14 Then I guess the -- I guess the last

15 Basically if you read this, it says, "The reguired 15 issue that we have has been brought up recently, and

16 installed reactive capability multiplied by the ratio 16 that's just that, you know, there's this disconnect

17 of the lower active power outut to the generating 17 between what was planned in the transmission versus

18 uwnit's continuouns rated active power output.” 18 how we're actually interconnecting and operating has

19 So if you go through and you turn that 19 raised a lot of concern. It seems counterintuitive

20 into a formula, it's effectively the triangle, and 20 that instead of actually going back and looking at how

21 it's a sliding scale. So as your output goss up, the 21 we're actually generating and then making the right

22 amount of reactive power that you have to provide 22 decision on what is —— where the investment were to

23 increases. And so when yon're at zero, it's zero. So 23 oceur, to just go back and unilaterally make us meet

24 this is how again we've operated and throughout -= you 24 whatever what was modeled to begin with.

25 know, since the plan has been energized and why we'zre 25 So anyway, those are my comments, and I
155 157

1 here today to talk to you about this furthex. 1 appreciate any gquestions.

2 So I guess, you know, taking this all in 2 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Are there any comments
3 context, this is -~ the issues that we have, you know, 3 or questions?

4 with this change that is come down and that we're 4 Kent?

5 discussing is that, one, since 2004 there's been 7,000 5 MR. SAATHOFF: Start with this, that is

& megawatts that have interconnected into ERCOT. And as 6 deployment of voltage support. Right? It's not
7 was described earlier, some of these meet the 7 voltage —— it's not reactive requirement, is it?

8 requirements, some of them don't. 8 MR. HAYES: Yes. Yes.

E} We have significant concern that there's 9 MR. SAATHOFF: .Okay. And the reactive
10 going to be a lot of money spent to get all of these 10 requirement is in a different section of the protocel.
11 generators to align with the rectangle. And there's 11 MR. HAYES: Right.

12 not been one study done to determine if this i2 MR. SAATHOFF: In the slide that you had
13 reactive —- if this equipment that we're going to put 13 up before from Mr. Duma's presentation --

14 in the ground is actually going be used. I mean, it 14 MR. HAYES: Yes.

15 could very well be the case that we could -- that all 15 MR. SAATHOEF: =~- is that his entire

16 these generators could go back and retrofit, spend the 16 presentation?

17 money, which for our client we have looked at is in 17 MR. HAYES: ©No, it is not.

18 the tens of millions of dollars, put the equipment in i8 MR. SAATHOFF: Okay. Thank you.

19 the ground and then that equipment could sit idle and 18 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: So it's an excerpt ox
20 never be used. It could be a stranded cost just 20 has it been modified?

21 because maybe it wasn't in the right place ox maybe 21 ‘MR. lSAATHoFF: Yeah. The point is

22 because it was never needed in the first place. 8o 22 there’'s a preceding slide that stated that we believe
23 there is a big concern to us that the studies not 23 the requirement was a rectangle.

24 being done will end up being a poor use of dollars for 24 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Mike?

25 the generators, which will then be, in the end result, 25 MR. GENT: Yes. In your background
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1 material and in the material you presented here, 1 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Andrew?

2 there's an implication that this information has been 2 MR. DALTON: Just one quick question,

3 made clear to ERCOT, and then I heard in Kent's 3 kind of a follow-up clarification. So it would be

4 explanation that the data is provided to the 4 your position then essentially what we should be doing
5 transmission owner. And in fact I have before me 5 is setting up a tiered process here, prior to 2004 no
& where —— if I hadn't heard this, I would make the 6 reactive power for wind from 2004 until December i,

7 assumption that you're doing these studies at ERCOT's 7 2003 or November 30th, 2009 the cone applies. From
8 request and behalf and that you presented all this to 8 December 1, 2009 forward the rectangle applies. Is
9 them and they signed off on it. Is that what you're 9 that a fair characterization?

10 trying to say here, that they signed off on your 10 MR. HAYES: That is correct.

11 inability to provide vars as they think are necessary? 11 MR. DALTON: Okay.

12 MR. HAYES: The transmission service 12 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Any other

13 provider has signed off that the studies were 13 comments for Brian?

14 completed. 14 Okay. Thank you, Brian.

15 CHAIRMAN NEWION: And maybe it's in your 15 Next we have NextEra.

16 background material, but for my clarification are you 16 MR. MARKARIAN: Good afternoon. We

17 supportive of the rectangle prospectively and only 17 actually brought this appeal. I'm Dave Markarian,

18 opposed to it retroactively? 18 managing attorney for NextEra Resources for litigation
19 MR. HAYES: VYes. So -- yes. So 19 and state regulatory, and we appear most respectfully
20 retrofitting in our view is -~ it's much more costly 20 before this body because we believe that
21 to do retrofits than to do -— than to build when 21 reinterpreting existing protocols and applying them
22 you're actually building a new plant. So the 22 retroactively is a bad idea.

23 prospective we have no concerns with doing anything 23 We believe we too are a reliability
24 prospective because we can build it into the plant. 24 leader. And we understand and take this very

25 And we can even make requirements from our turbine 25 seriously and we seek to do the right thing. But we
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1 suppliers that we meet certain requirements. 1 also believe that we're being entirely reasonable

2 CHATRMAN NEWFON: Well, I guess again, 2 here, and we fear that we're straying a little bit

3 just for clarification, my simple mind ~- 3 from common sense, which is why we're here.

4 MR. HAYES: VYes. 4 We have made a propesal or, if you will,
5 CHATRMAN NEWTON: ~- you don't have a S a countexproposal that we think is entirely

& problem -- 6 reasonable, which is this: If a study demonstrates

7 MR. HAYES: -- no problem -- 7 that more than a triangular reactive power

8 CHAIRMAN NEWION: ~- with the 8 configuration is required, we'res all in. No problem.
9 requirement for reliability to be the rectangle? 9 We believe it would be appropriate to examine
10 MR. HAYES: Going forward prospectively. 10 carefully any reliability events. I'm going to come
11 CHAIRMAN NEWION: Thank you. 11 back and tell you about what we have been told,
12 Yes, Miguel. 12 because we have been asking about this for a long
13 MR, ESPINOSA: Explain to me then why, 13 time, nearly six months.
14 if you go back and retrofit, you might have stranded 14 But clearly, as of last night, we were
15 assets, but if you go forward and install them going 15 told -- and today you were today -— that 21 and 17

1& on, you don't? 16 months ago there were two events. There's been no
17 MR. HAYES: That's a fair point. So 17 study done as to those two events, and yet those
18 there is the risk that they could be stranded assets, 18 events are being used to suggest that between 30 and
19 even if you do it going forward. But I would say that 15 $100 million in investment be deployed. I just
20 the amount of economic impact that you're contributing 20 watched with respect, bgwilderment and amazement at
21 is a lot less just because you're designing it into 21 your diligent debac;s over $11 million. This is a big
22 when the plant is being built. You don't have teo take 22 deal, and that's why we're here. And we hope no one
23 the plant down. There's a lot of factors that go into 23 feels as though we're wasting your time. I know it's
24 it that make retrofits much more -- a whole different 24 been up before, but we believe we can demonstrate to
25 game. 25 you that it hasn't been considered the right way or
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1 quite enough. 1 outside of these documents reflects everything
2 This proposal is a one size fits all 2 deleted, striking entire existing paragraphs,
3 proposal, when we all know that reactive power 3 inserting entirely new paragraphs, inserting new
4 capability should be a bus-to-bus analysis. Providing 4 technical standards and inserting new compliance
5 reactive power far from load doesn't always make 5 deadllines and plan approval processes. These are
6 sense. Even one of the parties that got up and spoke 6 clearly not the same thing. Moreover, as we just went
7 to us in support of PRR 830 has stated embedded in its 7 over, ERCOT has produced documents -~ I think someone
8 comments that if you don't guite do it this way, give 8 said it best this afternoon, there might be a
9 us the money and we'll use it more appropriately where 8@ communication problem. I think that's probably the
10 it shovld be properly located, where reactive power 10 best you can say about it.
11 isn't necessary out in the hinter lands, we can tell 11 ERCOT itself has produced documents that
12 you a better way to get this done, AEP. 12 demonstrate different reguirements for wind than what
13 We essentially focus on what we believe 13 the current PRR 830 reguirements would provide. And
14 are two myths, the first being that reliability 14 that's the document you focused on. This is clearly
15 requires it. We have been diligently questioning 15 an ERCOT document. It's not been doctored. It's from
16 whether there have been any true events. As recently 16 2008. It talks about a requirement. It talks about a
17 as July and August of this year, we were told there 17 triangle.
18 were no events in several meetings on several calls 18 And on the page that you were focused on
19 with numerous witnesses. There have been no system 18 earlier, look at this. Shown to the right are the
20 emergencies. There have been no advisories or alerts 20 reactive capability curves for a conventicnal
21 that are tied to non-compliance of 6571 or 67. And 21 generator and a wind turbine., It points you to this D
22 the first mention of any of that, ladies and 22 curve, and it points the wind generator to what we
23 gentlemen, was at the TAC meeting on November 5th. 23 have commonly called the triangle. Despite what ERCOT
24 S50 we began to ask a lot of questions. 24 might be saying today, just last year they were not
25 We couldn't get from ERCOT staff any dates, no 25 saying the triangle was bad. They were not saying it
163 165
1 descriptions, no analysis of these events, where they 1 had to be applied retroactively. They called it, in
2 were, when they were. But we did our own 2 this document, the requirement.
3 investigation and determined that not a single event 3 So regardless of whether you call this
4 related to voltage —- not a single event related to 4 confusion or a communication issue, one thing it is
5 voltage in 2009 in West Texas was reported in the 5 not is clear. We knew that because wind farms don't
& system operations reports to reliability and 6 4just spring up. Wind farms are built and
7 operations subcommittee or the Board of Directors or 7 interconnected in conjunction with the very best
8 in ERCOT public operations reports. We asked about 8 engineering minds in this state and from outside of
9 any events and were told as recently as two days ago 9 the state that operate in this state. That is the
10 that there has been no technical analysis that’s been 10 TSPs play a key role. And even though we've heard
11 fully performed by ERCOT staff as to these events. No 11 some of them come up today and say they approve of PRR
12 analysis as to the cause of events, no study. Most 12 830, they in fact have approved interconnection of
13 importantly, that the procedures you're being urged to 13 wind farms with something less than a rectangular
14 adopt today would be the proper action to take and 14 configuration and have taken a slightly different
15 would avoid these events. 15 position today.
16 The second myth, respectfully, is that 16 What I think we've all overlooked is
17 PRR 830 is nothing new. How can you possibly explain 17 that BERCOT has a statutory obligation to stay on top
18 ERCOT's report to you today that far more than half of 18 of -~ in fact, to be the ultimate in providing
19 the wind farms have been deployed with something less 15 supervision and responsibility as it relates to
20 than the rectangle configuration of reactive power? 20 transmission interconngction service. It is
21 The TAC advocate in its presentation 21 absolutely in the statute that governs this body —- I
22 told you that this requirement has been in place for 22 should say PUCT Substantive Rule 25.361.
23 several years. But if you look at PRR, it has been 23 and I know very well that ERCOT would
24 entirely rewritten. The red in the center of this 24 not approved anything that adversely affected
25 document reflects everything new. The red on the 25 reliability either implicitly or tacitly and allow it
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1 to continue for three or four years and only discover 1 view of how this decision will affect investment

2 17 or 20 months earlier that there was some 2 decisions in Texas. Here we believe that the Board

3 reliability event and, therefore, a problem, and then 3 has only imposed retroactive application of technical
4 failed to study it, failed to bring that study before 4 requirements where there was compelling evidence

5 you, but urge action on a matter that would be so 5 supporting it. I think we've emphasized the point

6§ costly, ultimately those costs being borne by those 6 enough that there hasn't been a study. And the one

7 we're here to protect. 7 study that's underway -- that could be used to answer
8 25.361 says shall, "ERCOT shall accept 8 some of these questions is underway. We heard about
9 and supervise all requests for interconnection, shall 9 it this morning. And it probably won't be done until
10 plan the transmission system.” We've heard excuses, 10 the end of this year or early in the next.

1l or at least explanations, to be a little more polite, 11 What we would respectfully ask you to

12 but clearly what was known to ERCOT was that at least 12 consider is that under Protocol 1.2, whatever you do,
13 80 RARFs were submitted to -- I should say this, it's 13 and whatever you decide is governed by ensuring access
14 been set forth by the opponents of this protocol 14 to the transmission and distribution systems on

15 revision review ~- at least 80 RARFs have been 15 non-discriminatory -- excuse me, non-discriminatory
16 submitted to and approved by ERCOT. I think the 16 terms, and to act in a mannexr that's reasonable.

17 explanation was given to us today that ERCOT has 17 And ask yourselves and guide yourselves
18 these, but they don't use them for the particular 18 by whether what we're asking be done is fair, whether
19 purpose the statute suggests is their obligation. 19 it's reasonable, whether it's non-discriminatory,
20 These RARFs demonstrate, if you examine 20 whether it's necessary. Because clearly if you have a
21 them and use them, look at them, that wind was not 21 system in which ERCOT tells you that more than half
22 designed to meet the rectangle, the rectangle at least 22 the wind farms it polled cannot state that they're in
23 in many, many instances. Local TSPs, some of the best 23 compliance with what is now being read as consistent
24 minds in the business, performed interconnection 24 with 830, then we are asking for something new to be
25 studies based upon the triangle. No problems with the 25 imposed.
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1 triangle have been identified. And probably most 1 ERCOT did publish the triangle under the
2 significantly, where there was an additional reactive 2 guise of it's a, guote, unquote, "requirement" and

3 component necessary, it was imposed upan the wind 3 there's a sea of wind farms conforming to something

4 generators. They put those components in, and did so 4 other than a rectangular configuration of reactive

5 based upon the studies. S power configurations. BAnd, you know, the definition
[ This information, these studies, as is 6 of good utility practice, if you loeck at the statute,
7 appropriate pursuant to Substantive Rule 25.361, is ’ 7 1is any practice, method or act engaged in or approved
8 available to ERCOT. Those were available for study 8 by a significant portion of the electric utility

9 and for compliance with ERCOT's obligations under 8 industry during a relevant time period.

10 25.3681. So we contend that not only were these 10 In our case alone LCRA, Brazos, AEP,

11 things known to the TSPs and studied by the TS5Ps, but 11 took the wind farms in question that we have built and
12 ultimately, pursuant to the operatioen of 25,361, 12 operate, looked at our reactive capabilities and

13 approved by ERCOT. 13 approved us for interconnection. All interpreting the
14 The real question we have with regard to 14 protocol essentially the way most if not all of the

15 this proposal is retroactivity because it sets bad 15 wind generators have been interpreting it.

16 precedent. It can be imposed on anyone literally 16 There shouldn't be any real guestion

17 under any situvation. It imposes huge regulatory risk 17 that this didn't exist as a requirement or it just

18 on future business decisions, affecting again anyone. 18 doesn't make sense that so much of the system would be
18 And if you look at the long view, a matter that should 19 out of compliance. I don't think ERCOT would allow
20 be of grave concern and something we shouldn't rush to 20 that to happen. This i; new. It's being applied

21 Jjudgment on. Again, the NextEra position is if a 21 retroactively.‘ The.re's no study confirming that it is
22 study justifies something beyond the triangunlar 22 necessary, and as soon as there is one that confirms
23 configuration, we'll step up, pay for it and implement 23 it's necessary, we'll be the first people to sign on
24 it. 24 and support it.

25 2and third, we have to look at the long 25 More importantly, there's no study that
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1 suggests that what's being proposed here will fix the 1 some of our competitors are -- if you will, sister

2 problem. And although it's been stated that there was 2 wind companies —— have indicated that in addition to

3 a lot of analysis of this, we really believe that 3 our expenditures it would total industry-wide $100

4 there was a rush to judgment. This was not assigned 4 million.

S to a working group. There was no task force assigned 5 MR. KARNEI: How much?

6 to it. There were several amendments, even some 6 MR. MARKARIAN: 10G.

7 supported by ERCOT staff, that were never voted on. 7 MR. KARNEI: Okay. Thank you.

8 And so in closing, before we rush to 8 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Charles?

9 spend huge dollars, tens to hundreds of millions of 9 MR. JENKINS: I'd like to understand a
10 dollars that is retroactively applied, that will chill 10 little bit more sbout your offer. You said if a study
11 dinvestment and result essentially in what is 11 shows that something else is needed, you would be glad
12 consumer-friendly pricing, that keeps electricity 12 to go back and install that on your existing farms --
13 prices low for consumers, and we'll just wipe that 13 MR. MARKARIAN: We absolutely have taken
14 out. Especially we believe this is unwise when therxe 14 that position.

15 have been no reliability events triggered by 15 MR. JENKINS: BHow far into the future
16 non-compliance —- that is by non-compliance with what 16 hold? 1If we study it next year and we figure out you
17 the proponents state is the propex application of the 17 need $5 million worth, and then 10 years after that we
18 protocol. BAnd no study of the reliability benefits 18 discover it needs 50 million. Are you okay with that?
18 that 830 would trigger. Thank you. 19 MR. MARKARTAN: That's right. There's
20 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: I'm going to ask you 20 no limit, and it would be an indefinite commitment.
21 the same guestion, and based upon a couple of your 21 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Is that all, Charles?
22 comments, I just want to be clear of my understanding 22 MR. JENKINS: Yes. Sorry.
23 of NextEra's position: Without a study you would not 23 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Dee.
24 support the rectangle prospectively? Or you would? 24 MR. PATTON: Why would you agree to
25 MR. MARKARIAN: I think we stated that 25 without a study comply proactively ———
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1 we would support it going forward. 1 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Prospectively.

2 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Well, that's what T 2 MR. PATTON: -~ period, I guess?

3 was wanting to clarify based upon the comments you 3 MR. MARKARIAN: Doctor, would you mind

4 made because — 4 if T ask Peter wYBIERALA to answer that. He's much

5 MR. MARKARIAN: I really meant to say 5 more technically astute and can perhaps ——

6 both things. If the study demonstrates -- well, I 6 MR. PATTON: No, it's -- it doesn't

7 guess we're actually saying exactly the same thing. 7 require an engineering analysis. Please answer the

8 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Well, but, no, 8 question.

9 I guess my gquestion is are you saying you would not -- 9 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Whichever one y'all
10 will you suppart prospective rectangle without a 10 want to is fine.

11 study? 11 MR. MARKARIAN: Got it. Doctor, I'm

12 MR. MARKARIAN: I think we're taking 12 sorry, I actually knew that and I had to get it

13 that position, yes, ma'am. 13 whispered back in my ear. We could easily have made a
14 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: It's only the 14 decision prospectively to rely more heavily on the

15 retroactive piece that's at question. 15 Siemens technology, which would have taken these

16 MR. MARKARIAN: That's correct. 16 concerns off the table.

17 CHAIRMAN NEWI'ON: Okay. Thank you. Any 17 MR. PATTON: But you're perfectly

18 other questions? 18 willing to go forward into it in infinity without a
18 Yes, Clifton? 19 stundy. Correct?

20 MR. KARNEI: Did I hear you throw out a 20 MR. MARKARIAN: I think it's preferable
21 number of the estimated capital cost to be in the 21 to know that évexyt’ihing we do has a purpose and makes
22 range of 30 million to 1302 And where deoes that come 22 sense., But so much of this -- I mean, I know that

23 from? 23 ERCOT is a quasi-public bod;r. But so much of this is
24 MR. MARKARIAN: Our estimated number for 24 compromise. And although we might from an engineering
25 our system would be about $27 million. And I think 25 perspective have one view, we also recognize that the
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1 reality is we all have to work together to try and do 1 do the triangle, then that is what would be from that
2 the very best we can. And I think what yon see in 2 point forward. So I'm not sure what you were asking

3 that position is not some sort of hypocrisy but a 3 and I'm not sure what your answer meant.

4 recognition that we all have to work together and 4 MR. JENKINS: 1I'll clarify what I

5 sometimes make compromises. S thounght I was asking.

3 MR. PATTON: Thank you. 13 MR. HELTON: Okay.

7 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Andrew? 7 MR. JENKINS: And that was -~ I was

8 MR. DALTON: I'm going to hold back. 8 assuming that discussion was leading toward there

9 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Mike? 9 would be some time frame of units between 2004 and

10 MR. GENT: You may have heard earlier 10 2009 perhaps that would be held initially as a minimum
11 Kent Saathoff said that they had done a survey of 70 11 to the triangle standard and be subject to further

12 wind farm owners, and that 16 of the 70 they surveyed 12 modifications in order to meet whatever a study showed
13 let ~-- were able to meet the requirements that they 13 actually was hecessary for reliability. Aand say a

14 feel is put out in the original version of this 14 yeax into it we figured out through study that a

15 standaxd? 15 certain amount of stuff was needed, and then over a
18 MR. MARKARIAN: Yes, sir, I heard that. 16 period of time conditions change in that part of the
17 MR. GENT: Would you suggest to us that 17 grid and it turns out more is needed, would they be

18 they should no longer be required to be held to that 18 willing to continue to hold open the reguirement that
19 as well? 19 they -- that they do retrofit when a study showed it
20 MR. MARKARIAN: No, what I'm guessing -~ 20 was necessary indefinitely, and they said they would.
21 and it's porely a guess -~ is that those are probably 21 MR. HELTON: Were -~ okay. So just to
22 units that opted for a particular technology. And as 22 clarify becanse I'm just trying to make svure we're all
23 technology maxrched forward -- you probably know that 23 listening, because I'm not sure he got that.

24 in and around 2000 I don't think there was a wind 24 MR. MARKARIAN: That's absolutely what I
25 turbine capable of producing reactive power, and as 25 intended to say.
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1 technology evolved there were options. And although I 1 MR. HELTON: oOkay. So in other words,

2 don't know the specifics of what the gentleman spoke 2 what you're saying if he -- you're not -— if you do

3 of, that would be my guess. 3 agree to go with the triangle and not the rectangle,

4 MR. GENT: So how would you feel about 4 then you're basically saying that they need to take

5 if we exempted wind generators from this requirement 5 ovexr -~ the question was would you take over the

6 in those installed after 2004 and before 20092 What 6 responsibility the TDSPs generally take over after the
7 about the combustion turbines and all the other units 7 original interconnection is done?

8 that are installed? Would we not also hold them to 8 MR. JENKINS: That was the thrust of my
8 the same requirement? 9 question, and I'm quite surprised by their answer,

10 MR. MARKARIAN: You're at the edge of my 10 quite frankly.

11 technological knowledge, but I don't know that that 11 MR. MARKARIAN: I don't think that's

12 would be an applicable concern for us for anybody. 12 exactly --

13 MR. GENT: Okay. You're not concerned? 13 MR. HELTON: That's why I'm -—-—

14 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Bob? 14 MR. MARKARIAN: Sir, I'm sorry, maybe I
15 MR. HELTON: One quick question, because 15 misunderstood. I don't think anyone suggested we take
16 I'm a little confused about Charles' question and your 16 over the job of TDSPs. I thought the snggestion was
17 answer. We were talking about doing the triangle 17 that we do what studies demonstrate is appropriate to
18 prospectively and then you're talking about doing 18 ensure system reliability. And that I did agree with.
18 another study later for $60 million and you're 19 MR. HELTON: Yeah, see what the question
20 agreeing to that —— 20 was is, like today —— ax_xd this is one of the things
21 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Bob, can you get a 21 that John Houston f:alked about and some of the

22 little closer to the mic? 22 others —— is when a generator connects, he's on the ~-—
23 MR. HELTON: =-- I'm not sure what that 23 the rectangle, then anything that changes in the

24 guestion meant and what that answer meant. Because if 24 system around that generator that creates an issue

25 we're looking at prospectively saying we're going to 25 with voltage is taken care of through the TDSP adding
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1 reactive or dynamic stability components on the 1 MR. GRABLE: Let me interrupt for just a
2 system. 2 second. I apologize. This is Mike.

3 What Charles is talking about is saying 3 If anybody who speaks who isn'f on the

4 if you agree to do a triangle, are you also agreeing 4 agenda or they don't have your information, please

5 that any upgrades that happen after that point, which 5 give them a business card. Thanks.

6 traditionally would be taken care of and paid for 6 MR. DALTON: I think this question will
7 through TCOS, that you're going accept that 7 be more simple. If -- I want to try to recharacterize
8 responsibility was what I understood. And T 8 your position a little bit similar to what I did with
9 understood that you agreed with that? Isn't that 9 AES. It would be your position that prior to

10 right, Charles? 10 Februvary 17th of 2004, no reactive power applies.

11 MR. JENKINS: Yeah. 11 From February 17th, 2004 until December 1, 2009, the
12 MR. HELTON: I'm just trying to make 12 cone or triangle should apply, unless a study shows

13 sure that you fully understand what you answered 13 something more is necessary? And prospectively, after
14 there. 14 December 1st, 2009, the rectangle should apply. Is
15 MR. MARKARIAN: Would you kindly mind 15 that fair?

16 repeating the question for us? Thank you. 16 MR. MARKARIAN: Essentially, yes.

17 MR. HELTON: Well, it wasn't my 17 MR. DALTON: Okay. Another point -— and
18 question. I'm just trying to figure out what you 18 this kind of gets into the retroactivity issue that ——
18 agreed to. But what -~ the way traditionally things 19 MR. MARKARIAN: Remember we sort of

20 are done is whenever I hook up one of my units and 20 positioned ourselves in the alternative as you

21 it's hooked up through the typical rectangle 21 probably know from reading the submission. So -- but,
22 situation, I'm on the system. As topology changes and 22 yes. Essentially yes.

23 things happen on the system that create different 23 MR. DALTON: Okay. With regard to this
24 needs for voltage support and studies are done by the 24 retroactivity issue that you're raising, I mean, am I
25 TDSP and/or ERCOT, and they have to — and they say, 25 correct to read the PRR that the standarxd doesn't kick
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1 oh, we've got a stability problem here and so they 1 in until December of 2010, December 3lst, 20107

2 will go to the TDSP. The TDSP will put in whatever 2 MR. MARKARIAN: I think the concern is

3 dynamic or static devices need to go in to ensure 3 it would require us -=- when we use the term

4 voltage control in that area. And what Charles' 4 retroactivity, we simply mean it would reguire us to

5 question was, was if you're going to do -— or would 5 go back and retrofit existing wind farms and spend

& yon agree that if you're doing the triangle, that any 6 significant sums of money to do so.

7 changes therefore that came about on the system for 7 MR. SCHAFER: Yeah, the standard is

8 whatever reason around those assets, that you would 8 compliance by that date.

9 take the cost of upgrading those devices. 9 MR. DALTON: Yes. But what I would

10 MR. SCHAFER: Sir, the answer to that 10 suggest is I think throwing this term retroactivity
11 question is no. 11 into the debate I think is disingenuous and really

12 MR. HELTON: That's what I'm trying to 12 unhelpful at this point, because everybody who's in
13 get to. Okay? 13 the business, whether it's refining, generating power,
14 MR. MARKARIAN: Yeah. I understood the 14 chemical plants, you get changed regulations that

15 original question to mean if there was some issue that 15 affect your business all the time. And they happen
16 was directly related to the reactive capability 16 and you have to make adjustments to your business

17 limitations of the wind turbine, we would stand up for 17 going forward.

18 that. 18 This is a proposed adjustment to your
18 THE REPORTER: I'm sorxy, I don't know 19 business going forward. You may not agree with it,

20 who the gentlemsn was walking across the room. 20 but it's not in any case I think retroactive. And I
21 MR. SCHAFER: Matt Schafer. 21 think that's z-;n un};elpful path to discuss. I think
22 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: BAre you with NextEra? 22 there are other realistic points that we need to

23 MR. SCHAFER: Yes. 23 debate and consider as a Board. I know I too am

24 CHATIRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Andrew? 24 concerned about having any group of parties in the

25 MR. DALTON: I think this question -~ 25 market have to pay $100 million that may or may not
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1 have significant benefits, but the idea that this is 1 whole email, but, you know, there is not exactly
2 retroactive I think is unhelpful. 2 confusion on that point. We did send out an incorrect
3 MR. MARKARIAN: Sir, if I could just 3 slide and it did refer to the triangle as the
4 clarify a bit, respecting what vou said about the use 4 requirement. But that mistake was corrected hours
5 of the term, I think our concern is a little bit 5 later the same day, and I don't think there can be
6 different and a little more nuanced. It is not 6§ confusion 5:10 p.m. last August 21st as to what at
7 retroactivity alone and in a vacuum. It's 7 least ERCOT staff believes is required. So I just
8 retroactivity without any sort of precise study. 8 wanted to clarify those two points and thank you for
9 CHAIRMAN NEWION: T think we've got it. 9 joining us.
10 Okay. 10 MR. MARKARIAN: And, Mr. Grable, if
11 MR, DALTON: And what I'm suggesting is 11 anything I said led you to believe that we believe
12 it's not retroactive in either event. 12 that our working relationship with ERCOT is anything
i3 CHATRMAN NEWION: Yeazh. I think we've 13 other than --
14 got it. 14 MR. GRABLE: You don't need to —- I
15 Mike, did you have something else? 15 don't have any concerns personally on that score
18 MR. GRABLE: I did very briefly. I 16 whatsoever.
17 don't want to debate points. I do want to say I love 17 MR. MARKARTAN: My only point was we've
18 your slide about entirely new on the PRR, and Christy 18 been very concerned about finding out about these
18 you should keep that for future stakeholder meetings. 19 relisbility events and trying to dig in.
20 If we limit the amount of revisions as a PRR goes 20 CHATRMAN NEWION: Okay. Thank you,
21 through the process, Mark, I think you'd love that, 21 gentlemen, very much. We appreciate it. We have two
22 too. So let's definitely hang onto that one. 22 more that I'm aware of, and then I'll open it for any
23 There were two comments related to ERCOT 23 others who may be in the audience. Next would be
24 staff and either their nonresponsiveness or their 24 Oncor, Ken Donchoo.
25 statements against interest, and I just want to 25 MR. JENKINS: Yeah, Ken's not here and
183 185
1 respond to those very briefly. Regarding the two 1 didn't intend to make a presentation. We'll just
2 reliability events, Dave, sometimes as you know events 2 stand by the comments. I will obsexrve that I've
3 can happen that —- for example, a nuclear event in 3 interviewed our transmission planners and I've
4 South Florida can xipple the frequency through the 4 interviewed our staff that does the work on generation
5 entire Eastern Interconnect. That's going to be 5 interconnection, and there's been no uncertainty in
6 public. Other times events are more confidential and 6 their mind that they've been planning for the wind
7 they may be referred to Texas Regional Entity here, 7 farms to have a rectangular-type configuration since
8 for example. So there may be reasons that staff is 8 2004.
9 not communicating with a party who wasn't involved in g CHATRMAN NEWTON: Thank you, Charles.
10 those events. I don't want to dispute your 10 The Wind Coalition, Walter Reid?
11 conclusion, but I did want to respond to that point. 11 MR. REID: And in your Board packets you
12 You made a lot about the August 2008 ROS 12 should have found a brief slide presentation called
13 slide, Slide 3 that John Dumas sent out. And I think 13 PRR 830 issues, and I will try to find it on here. If
14 you kind of acknowledged that there were -— you know, 14 anybody can -— there it is. Right there.
15 there's been some wind comments that said, "Oh, there 15 Okay. Got it. That's me.
16 are multiple versions. We don't know what to 16 ¥'all have been handling some pretty
17 believe." I think it's important to note for the 17 weighty matters up to this point -- oh, by the way,
18 record that that slide did go out as you highlighted 18 just to introduce myself briefly, I've been with ERCOT
19 it in the morning. And at 5:10 on the same day John 19 since -~ in ERCOT working for —- since 1970. And
20 Dumas revised it and sent it out again and told 20 about 15 years ago .I went into independent consulting
21 everyone on the ROS list, “The presentation that I 21 and five years ago started consulting with the wind
22 sent cut on voltage contrel covers an example of 22 coalition that represents over 30 members and, I'd
23 reactive cepabilities of a wind farm. The example 23 say, roughly two-thirds of the wind that's on ground
24 does not meet the protocols.” 24 in ERCOT.
25 And I'm not going to go through his 25 The issues you've -~ you know, hit are,
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1 of course, what do the protocols say and what do they 1 below each transformer —- so in this particulax
2 really mean as they're written today? And we've got 2 diagram —— let's see, I think I can use this somehow.
3 many thousands of megawatts that believe that, you 3 In this diagram there is one transformer
4 know, it says something different than what ERCOT is 4 shown that is bringing all of these wind generators up
5 saying. And, of course, that's a major issue that 5 to transmission voltages. If there were connections
6 needs to be resolved and, I suppose, is fundamentally 6 over here, there might be two transformexs, which by
7 a legal matter. 7 the way is pretty common in ERCOT, lots of
a8 But I guess the point I'd like to make 8 two-transformer installations for a number of reasons.
9 here is that we do need clarification. Because we've 9 What ERCOT is asking is that we identify
10 got so many folks that have already apparently 10 generators of a same type. So this might be —- just
11 interpreted it one way, we can't allow the next 8,000 11 to pull some names out of a hat -~ these might be GE
12 megawatts that are about to sign up relative to CREZ 12 wind generators. These red ones over here and here,
13 to not have some clear direction of what it is that we 13 they might be Siemens. And the rest of these might be
14 really intended to say. So we may not have meant what 14 Mitsubishi. And they all have different reactive
15 is in those protocols. Maybe we meant something 15 characteristics, and what ERCOT wants to know is how
16 different. And if that's true, we need to make it 16 many of them are operating today and, as a result,
17 clear. 17 they can then calculate and model what is it that my
18 What I'm about to talk about is going to 18 reactive capability today is for this particular wind
19 be a very technical issue. It's partly coming up to 19 range.
20 you -~ and I apologize that I'm having to bring it to 20 By taking t}?e WGR definition and moving
21 the Board level because we've had such a rapid 21 it from there and saying all of these blue -~ these
22 development of this issue. The first time that this 22 six blue ones -— are now WGR No. 1, these three red
23 was discussed at the ROS meeting to today it's 30 23 ones are WGR No. 2. And, of course, the rest are WGR
24 days. So in 30 days we've taken a very weighty, major 24 No. 3. We have all of a sudden created fictitous
25 issue, with a lot of concerns by a lot of people, and 25 things that don't have meter points. And, as a
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1 we've brought it to the Board in 30 days. 1 result, we're going to treat them just like units.
2 One of the issues is that ERCOT has 2 And if you look in the protocols, the word resource
3 intended to dc a better modeling job. And as I 3 and units occurs in the protocols and the guides overxr
4 understand primarily focused on their realtime systems 4 2,000 times. Now all of those don't apply to WGR no
5 so that they can reflect what the actual reactive 5 matter how you define them. But all of a sudden what
& capability of wind generators is. And in doing that, 6 we've been using and interpreting at this interconnect
7 in coming up with that, they are coming up with a 7 points has now got to be applied here.
8 redefinition of this thing called a WGR. And a WGR 8 and so, for instance, we're going to
9 has been -— that term has been in the protocols for I 9 have to treat them like any other generator would
10 don't know how long, but years. And it fundamentally 10 treat their units, and there's a lot of things that
11 applies to the whole wind turbine ranch facility. 11 don't make sense because of that. I'll be happy to
12 The new definition that ERCOT is putting 12 get into the details of why it doesn't make sense, but
13 forward creates fictitious subunits. We have great 13 what we proposed -— and you'll see it in the Wind
14 support for the idea of the modeling. We needed to do 14 Coalition comments —- is alternative woxding that, in
15 that years ago. So I'm thrilled with us doing this. 15 our opinion, provides 100 percent of the data that
16 But the problem that we're running into is WGR, as 16 ERCOT needs to do its modeling without changing the
17 written today, before 830 is adopted, WGR applies to 17 definition of WGR.
18 that interconnect point, that big red rectangle up 18 So this is a very, very simple thing,
19 there. And all of these wind turbines —-- there's 70 19 and I apologize that we're having to bring it up to
20 wind turbines in this diagram -- are feeding in via 20 the Board, but we just vhaven't had the opportunity to
21 some transformers up to that interconnect point, maybe 21 vet this yet.‘ Thils whole 830 has not been discussed
22 a transmission line between the substation for the 22 in any working group or in any task force where we can
23 wind generator and the intexconnect point with the 23 have the kind of give and take that it takes for us to
24 transmission service provider. 24 understand the problems that ERCOT is going to have
25 The new definition of WGR says that 25 with this modeling and the ones that we're going to
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1 have. 1 one case where we've got five different power lines

2 In addition, I did want to point out on 2 coming into a power plant and there's an EPS meter for
3 kind of the issues that were raised by some other 3 those five lines, but the individual units have

4 speakers, if I'm permitted. 4 realtime telemetry provided from an RTU of their

5 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Very quickly. 5 individual megawatt output, their individual limits

& MR. DALTON: Walter, one second. Could 6 provided through SCADA. So, I mean, that's a common
7 you hold off for one second on that? I wanted to 7 practice and that's how it's done with, you know,

8 follow up with John or Kent. B almost all of our units with -- providing telemetry

g Is there a reason why we're going back 9 that's from —— either from our control system or from
10 behind the point of interconnect in PRR 830 as opposed 10 a transducer that's out at the field.

11 to just characterizing the wind farm as a whole? 11 The other thing I wanted to point out,
12 MR. DUMAS: Yes, 12 Walter made a comment earlier that this PRR has only
13 MR. DALTON: Could you explain that to 13 been out there a month. We've been dealing with this
14 me? 14 issue for a long time now as we've been talking about,
15 MR, DUMAS: Sure. First of all, wind, 15 and we've had quite a few discussions. This PRR was
16 as Walter said, wind turbines have been aggregated 16 actually submitted, I believe, September 8th date. It
17 together to form a unit. In some cases it may be, you 17 was tabled -- it was presented at ROS to cover what's
18 know, one unit or multiple units. The concern is if 18 in the PRR, what we're trying to do. Then that went
19 you've got turbines that are very different in 19 to the PRS. PRS tabled it for a month for ROS to have
20 characteristics -- reactive capability for instance. 20 a discussion, and John Houston covered the history of
21 You've got maybe a group -— say you've got 20 turbines 21 those discussions.

22 that have great reactive performance, and then you 22 MR. DALTON: Just follow up on that —
23 have —- a lot with that, anothex 20 turbines that 23 MR. REID: TIf I could follow up on
24 doesn't have any. 24 that —— oh, I'm sorry.
25 If you lump those together in 40 25 MR. DALTON: I'm okay with the concept
191 183

1 turbines to form one unit, our models require one 1 of the telemetry and why you want the telemetry on the
2 reactive curve. 5o how are you going to design or 2 units. But it would seem to me that from a grid

3 draw one reactive curve that rxepresents 40 units with 3 reliability perspective, what you really want is

4 very dissimilar capability? 4 wherever they're connected to the grid to know what

5 So what we've proposed in PRR 830 is, 5 capability they're expected to deliver at that point
& well, you can aggregate turbines, but you need to &6 of interconnection -- I mean, if the generators, for
7 aggregate turbines that are the same model, same size, 7 whatever reason, can't deliver because there are some
8 have the same characteristic. So when we're running a 8 units down, that should be on them. And if they

9 power flow analysis or running realtime contingency 9 create a violation or if they create a grid problem,
10 analysis with one reactive curve for that unit, that 10 you know, the TRE or someone is going to come calling
11 that reactive curve is representative of the 11 on them for that. That's for them to deal with as

12 capability of those turbines that it represents. 12 opposed to trying to — I'm worried that creating

13 Becanse you can run into -- not only would you have 13 these little subunits inside of a single

14 difficulty creating a reactive curve to represent 20 14 interconnection potentially creates more reliability
15 dissimilar capabilities. What happens when you have 15 issues for the grid than it seolves, or am I wrong in
16 all -~ say 10 of your good performing turbines down 16 that assumption?

17 for maintenance? Then you've got little to no 17 MR, DUMAS: No, sir. Let me trot it out
18 reactive capability, but yet you've got a curve that 18 a little deeper and see if I can answer your

19 shows that you have more than you need to. 19 gquestions.

20 Now, a couple of points I want to make 20 MR. DALTON: Okay.

21 here. The point of interconnect, where that meter —— 21 MR. DUMAS: You've got to have a

22 that red meter that Walter has drawn -- is talking 22 reactive curve that represents the capability of that
23 about -- I assume he's referring to the EPS meter, the 23 unit, where it can go to. At the point of
24 poll settlement meter, it's very common on 24 interconnect, each unit has a —- what's called a

25 conventional units that we may have -- I can think of 25 voltage schedule where they're trying to hold the
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1 voltage. And the way they hold the voltage is they 1 But it could be that it could go -~ depending on the
2 supply either more vars or absorb vaxrs if the voltage 2 conditions of the grid —- it could be it could go to
3 is high. 3 345 and only put out 10 megavars. So you need to know
4 We also run realtime contingency 4 how that capability is going to vary based upon your

5 analysis where we simplate taking lines out of 5 cunrve when you run your study and the need of the

6 service, and we look to see what the vaoltage would go 6 simulation that you're doing.

7 to if we tock that line out of service. 7 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Okay, gentlemen, if I
8 Well, the way the software is going to 8 could -~

8 calculate where the voltage can go to is based on a 9 MR. DALTON: I'll yield.

10 capability curve supply. And it's going to lock at 10 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Well, we really need
11 that capability curve and say, okay, well how many 11 to get going here. Did you have a couple more

12 vars can you produce or how many vars can you take in? 12 comments, things that haven't been said by the other
13 So it's very important that that capability curve is 13 parties? -

14 representative of what that unit can do. 14 MR. REID: A response to a couple of

15 You also -~ if you have any devices in 15 things. First of all, to this reactive -- this

16 the substation such as cap banks, reactors, stack 16 discussion on the modeling. I 100 percent agree with
17 house, whatever the device is, you model those 17 everything Jobhn has just said in terms of the need to
18 separately. So they all contribute, but it's very 18 do the modeling and that it needs to be the extra

19 important that you know what the capability of that 19 detail. You really need to get to the low side of the
20 units is. It's not just the realtime output of the 20 transformer and show the pieces. If you look at my
21 unit. It's what it can do when you simulate these 21 wording, it does that. It just doesn't redefine WGR
22 contingencies. 22 in the process.

23 MR. DALTON: Are you aggregating all of 23 50 we're totally supportive of this.

24 that at the point of interxconnection or are you 24 I've been on about this for over a year, maybe even
25 aggregating at some other point on the grid? 25 two years, that we need this kind of detail in load

195 197

1 MR, DUMAS: It's aggregated however they 1 flow and operations, totally supportive, just don't

2 submit it in a resource plan. So as Walter pointed 2 redefine WGR in the process.

3 out, in a lot of cases it may be all the units at the 3 I would footnote that we've taken more

4 farm, whether it's -— you know, no matter what type 4 time here at the Board to discuss this one issue than
5 they are, whether it's a mixture of different 5 at all the committees or subcommittees that have

& turbines. & discussed this PRR to date. And I can discuss the

7 MR. DALTON: So say for example they had 7 flow of this. It's 30 days since this was first

8 these three sets of turbines, all different sizes, and 8 discussed that it came to here.

9 they had two capacitor banks and they aggregated that 9 The other things that I'd like to

10 and they said at the point of interconnectien we can 10 mention and be a little cutesy on it, but what we have
11 deliver you "x" reactive power. Is that sufficient 11 here is a failure to communicate. We've got a whole
12 for this or do you need more detail and granularity 12 bunch of folks out there that I think were trying to
13 than that? 13 do the best job they could, whether they were

14 MR. DUMAS: It's not sufficient because 14 transmission service providers or wind generators ox
15 what you need is to be able to hold the voltage. And 15 ERCOT.

18 you may need varying amounts of vars to be able to do 16 And my analysis of this over now —- over
17 that. So the var varies. What you're trying to do is 17 a year of being involved in it, is we've just had

18 hold the voltage. And what the requirement is with 18 people talking in conventional generator terms and

19 the .95 rectangle from a hundred megawatt unit, you've 18 people talking in wind generator terms. If you look
20 got to be able to deliver up to 33 megavars. That's 20 at the forms that they were asked to £ill out, if they
21 the requirement. 21 didn't £fil) them out, they wexen't going to get

22 S0 if the voltage goes low —— say it's a 22 interconnected. If they did fill them out, they had
23 345 bus -~ and the voltage goes low to 340, and the 23 to use a lot of engineering judgment, because what

24 vwvnit is putting out 33 megavars but it can't get the 24 they were asked to respond to doesn't fit their

25 wvoltage up past 340, then it met the requirement. 25 hardware and their systems. So you've got a lot of
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1 issues that were just very difficult, and we're all 1 basis?
2 learning on this. 2 MR. REID: On a prospective basis.
3 The voltage issues that we've had, the 3 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Thank you very
4 one that I'm aware of, that I think was —- highlighted 4 much.
5 here was a communication issue, as I recall it, where 5 Okay. Do we have any other comments or
6 various parties were trying to make something happen. 6 people who would like to make any comments?
7 This was, what, over a year ago —— in fact more than a 7 Okay. Please identify yourself and who
8 year ago. And as a result of that in some of the B you're representing.
9 workshops we had a lot of discussion. I appland AEP 9 MR. R. JONES: Thank you, Madam
10 and Oncor. Oncor sent theixr operators, every single 10 Chairman. My name is Randy Jones. I'm with Calpine
11 shift operator from Oncor went to a wind ranch to 11 Corporation, and we're in the independent generator
12 understand what they're doing, how they're built, how 12 segment. I have the unique privilege of serving this
13 they operate. I believe Ross Phillips gave them a 13 year on ROS, WMS, PRS and TAC. And I can certify to
14 guestionnaire to go get answered when you go out to 14 you that you have not met longer today than all those
15 the field so that all those operators understood. 15 groups have on this issue. Trust me on that.
18 We've got a history in ERCOT of all the 16 I come at this issue with a fairly deep
17 folks really working well together. And when they get 17 background in system operations, although I'm not an
18 on the phone or they see a typed message or an 18 engineer. I worked in realtime operations and managed
19 auvtomatic display on their computer, they've all had a 19 realtime operations for TNP for 13 years, both on a
20 lot of communication together. They all understand 20 control air generation side as well as the wire side,
21 what we're saying. We tend to speak in short words, 21 managing voltage support and reactive compensation.
22 take shortcuts on our communication. 22 Our view at Calpine is that voltage
23 We've got a new industry that's trying 23 support is a community sexrvice. No one gets paid for
24 to integrate. I think everybody has been working real 24 it. And as you're all aware, in the area of
25 hard to do it. We're all running together. I really 25 discipline of market design, the biggest enemy to any
199 201
1 encourage you to please do what we need to make it 1 community service is a free rider. It always creates
2 c¢lear for the new generators. And the generators that 2 problematic areas.
3 are there, they're there today, they're there 3 We view voltage support as an
4 tomorrow, they're there next month. Let's take the 4 obligation, one that we all share as generating
5 time it takes to figure out how we're going to handle 5 resources. And we believe that there have been enough
& that. And I don't want to get into discussing from my 6 provisions made in the protocels that everybody can
7 point of view what the right way to do that is. TIt's 7 carry their fair share.
8 certainly not in this forum. Thank you for your time. 8 As I look around the room, I can also
3 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: oOkay. Thank you. Did 9 tell youn that I'm probably the only person here who
10 the Wind Coalition take a position about this 10 participated in the Interim Voltage and Reactive
11 prospective and retroactive piece? 11 Standards Task Force many years ago that ROS put
12 MR. REID: Yes. And I say the Wind 12 together. 2nd in at least one of those meetings at
13 Coalition, we have not had a vote on it. And, as I 13 the old HL&P building, I asked the question not once
14 say, we have 30 members. And I think someone when 14 but twice: Does this mean that generators can provide
15 they were speaking from -- one of the Wind Cealition 15 a proportional amount of reactive output at lower real
16 members -~ used the word competitor. So getting all 16 power levels? And the resounding answer I got both
17 these guys in the same boat much less paddling in the 17 times was no. I think maybe one time it was hell
18 same direction is a challenge -- 18 no -- excuse my French,
19 CHAIRMAN NEWION: That's okay. If the 19 But I was disabused of the idea of a
20 answer is just no, that's fine. 20 system, particularly one operating in the shoulder
21 MR. REID: So most of those guys have 21 months at very low loads, where generators would only
22 all agreed that this rectangle is definitely where we 22 provide the triangular reactive capability. I still
23 need to go, and I know of no one that is going to 23 to this day believe that the folks who participated in
24 oppose it. 24 that group understood very clearly what the
25 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: On a prospective 25 requirements had to be. And if developers of wind
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1 facilities would have asked any of us, I'm certain 1 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: That was very brief.

2 they would have gotten the same answer. It's a 2 Thank you.

3 rectangle, folks. 3 Anyone else?

4 We believe that PRR 830 has been fully ] I'm not trying to cut anyone off. We'll

5 vetted. The debate has been beyond vigorous at times. 5 come back and take further comments. I would just

6 Despite what you've heard, we think that the time that 6 like a hands up or notification.

7 the stakeholders have had to evaluate this PRR has 7 Okay. Five minutes and we'll come back.

8 been more than adeguate. 8 {Recess: 3:20 p.m. to 3:27 p.m.)

1 It's a fundamental component of system 9 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Okay. I'm going to go
10 reliability and security. And the idea that you can 10 ahead and get started. I think we've got enough Board
11 take a snapshot and do a study today and that's good 11 members in the room, at least, and hopefully they will
12 enough to determine what a generator ought to provide 12 be in their seat shoxtly.

13 we believe is a huge myth. Over the life cycle of a 13 I think what I'd like to do right now is

14 unit you just can't continue to perform studies. And 14 before we actually discuss the path forward for the

15 I think you saw the fallacy in that kind of approach 15 board, there has been some nuances and discussions

16 when Charles Jenkins asked that question. There was a 16 regarding some of the other activities relative to

17 lot of trepidation about how you would approach that. 17 this issue that have been at the Commission. So,

18 fThat's why we believe there's a standaxd; that all 18 Mike, can you touch on those?

19 resources ought to meet it. And once they meet it i9 MR. GRABLE: Yeah, I'll be real brief

20 going forward, there’'s no question about where the 20 and try to be nentral. John Dumas touched on that

21 rest of the reactive compensation has to come from. 21 there have been a lot of staff and wind generator and

22 We would ask that you affirm the work of 22 TSP interactions, that this wasn't a blank slate that

23 the stakeholders, recognize the overwhelming votes for 23 began with PRR 830. One of the things that's been

24 PRR 830 through the stakeholder community, and affirm 24 occurring is we actually got an interpretation

25 the work of TAC in denying the appeal of NextBra and 25 request, which is a little known protocol where you
203 205

1 approving PRR 830. Thank you. 1 can ask ERCOT legal to issue an interpretation of the

2 CHAIRMAN NEWION: Any questions? 2 protocols, came from an interested party who was

3 Comments? 3 looking at building generation, and we replied to it

4 Okay. I think where that takes us -— 4 and published an interpretation, and it said this is

5 oh, I'm sorry. I didn't see her. We do need need to 5 what we think the PRR —— the protocols existing

& take a very brief break after this presentation 6 protocols mean.

7 because we've got our court reporters here that her 7 Wind generators took that, appealed it

8 fingers are probably about to fall off. I tried to 8 to the PUC, requested relief, essentially stating that

9 assure them I would try not to go more than two hours 9 the triangle was the appropriate —- or the cone was

10 and we are already past it, both this morning and this 10 the appropriate interpretation, and we kind of went
11 afternoon. So after this presentation, we are going 11 back and forth on that. We both mutually updated it,
12 to take just a two- or three-minute break. 12 tried to resolve the issues. We were unable to do so.
13 I would ask for people not to go real 13 That docket has been dismissed, and the
14 far -- I'll say five minutes, but be back. Okay? So 14 dismissal was upheld by the Commissionexs. On a
15 that's a forewarning ahead of time. 15 procedural basis, you know, I can't discuss any
16 Excuse me. Now you can go ahead. 16 pending ADRs or whether there will be a future
17 MS. DIFFEN: That's okay. I'm going to 17 commission action. I also can't discuss any referrals
18 make this really short. I'm Becky Diffen representing 18 to Texas Regional Entity and whether or not there is
19 Duke Energy. In the interest of time and as requested 19 ox may ever be an enforcement action related to any of
20 I'm not going to repeat any of the comments made 20 this, but there's nothing publie at this point in time
21 today. But Duke owns several hundred megawatts of 21 on those fronts.
22 wind generation in ERCOT, and we would just like the 22 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: I appreciate that. I
23 Board to know we support the comments made today and 23 think it's important for the Board to understand kind
24 filed previously by Horizon, NextEra, AESCS and the 24 of all of the activities that are going on relative to
25 Wind Coalition. That's all. 25 these issues.
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1 Okay. We've had a lot of discussion, 1 say it is the rectangle, then we can do that. But,
2 What I'1ll do at this point is bring up the 2 you know, my first thought when I first saw this whole
3 recommendation by TAC for approval of PRR 830 and see 3 thing was 830 isn't needed. If you say that this is
4 if we have any further discussion among the Board 4 what the protocols say, that's what they say.
5 members, and then I will see whether there will be a 5 Everybody has to comply, period. And then if there's
& motion for approval. 6 a disagreement with that, there are processes to take
7 So, Bob, do you want to start? 7 care of that. You don't have to -- you would not need
8 MR. HELTON: Yeah, I can start. I'm 8 this at all for retro or moving forward. But I can
9 sure cards are going to come up all over here in a 9 see with everything going on we might want to go ahead
10 minute. 10 and push 830 back to do ~— make sure that it addresses
11 From listening to all this -- and I know 11 only the going forward part and letting the NOV ADR
12 there's been a lot of confusion, thexe's been a lot of 12 processes take their place and let the process work
13 miscommunications, and a lot of what I was sitting 13 rather than circumventing it. So that's kind of where
14 here and watching and saw what we had going on was it 14 I would kind of throw out right now.
15 was basically -— I felt like I was an appellate Judge 15 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: So can I put that in
15 there for a while on making a decision, and that's 16 other words? I think what you're saying is you're
17 kind of the way I felt about it. Are the protocols 17 recommending that the Board remand back the
18 right or wrong is really a lot of what I heard today. 18 prospective decision, that the rectangle applies to
19 So what I see is in 830, so I'1l talk 12 everyone, all generation types, but remand it back
20 about that first. 830 sits out there and says hexe 20 from some period of time so it can come back to be
21 is —— as John and Kent have said, "Here is what the 21 explicit about the prospective piece --
22 requirement was, and here is a way to comply,"” and 22 MR. HELTON: Be prospective, right.
23 says there's people out there that do not comply. 23 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: =-- buot not to address
24 My problem with that is, if we have 24 the retroactive piece, let that go through the NoV
25 people out there that aren't complying with the 25 process?
207 208
1 protocols, as written, as you guys define them, you 1 MR. HELTON: We've already heard from
2 need to be filing notices of violations. Okay? That 2 ERCOT staff, from the TAC representative that that's
3 needs to be done, referred to -- or mot ERCOT do that. 3 what they believe the requirements were, were
4 They are referred to the TRE for that. I'll get the 4 rectangle. So protocols in their eyes and what they
5 procedure correct, and the TRE takes that. 5 said are there. There are processes to get that taken
As part of the NOV process, you figure 6 care of, which is, you turn it over to the TRE, the
7 out who is right, who is wrong, what those are. And 7 TRE makes a determination, and then they fight it out
8 then if there's mitigation that needs to take place, 8 wherever —— in whatever venues that is, and whoever
9 that's done through that process to get people to 9 wins, wins. If there's retrofit, then retrofit takes
10 where the protocols are —— or tell you you have to be, 10 place through mitigation plans that arxe done through
11 and if that's retrofit, that's retrofit. 11 that process. It takes us from being looking like
12 What I think that 830 does for the 12 that we are turning around and changing the rules and
13 retrofit piece is circumventing that process. I 13 making retrofits. It allows the process to work, and
14 understand what it was trying to do. It was trying to 14 I think this circumvents it the way it's written.
15 give people an avenue out there in the protocels to do 15 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Brad?
16 that, but it also loocks like ERCOT is changing the 16 MR. COX: Yeah, I think, you know, we've
17 rules and trying to make entities retrofit, and I 17 seen the split into the two pieces obviously, the
18 think doing this process takes that away. Let that be 18 prospective piece and what do we do with the existing
19 thought out through the NOV process, who is right, who 19 system and the existing wind farms, and I'm fine
20 is wrong and then what has to takes place. That would 20 with -- and it seems like everyone that's spoke is
21 be my suggestion, let the process work instead of 21 fine with having this réquirement on a prospective
22 circumventing it with a 30 on the retrofit. 22 basis for new facilities, I guess.
23 The othex side going foxward, if we feel 23 S0 the question is, what do we do with
24 the need, which I think we might want to ensure that 24 the system as it exists today, and the thing that
25 from this peint forward it needs to be clarified to 25 concerns me is I would -~ you know, I would really
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1 like to see some type of a study that says, "Here are 1 The second point I wanted to make -- and

2 the problem areas, and here is the most cost-effective 2 Charles has made some comments that made me rethink

3 way to deal with those."” And I don't —— I don't think 3 this, but I'll say it anyway. We could do what you

4 we have that, at least I haven't heard or seen 4 said, Bob, here in this meeting right now without

5 anything about that, that type of an analysis. 5 remanding it to TAC. I'm not recommending it. I'm

6 You know, I think Bob makes a good point 6 just pointing it out.

7 about letting the ADR process play itself out. I 7 CHATRMAN NEWTON: John?

8 don't have a problem with that, but I would =-- you 8 MR. DUMAS: Just one comment on the --—

9 know, if we decide to go down that path, let's go 9 something that Brad said about studies. Obviously T
10 ahead and figvure out what the circumstances are and 10 think John Houston made the point earlier that we have
11 what needs to be done and what's the most 11 standards that apply to generators and apply to loads,
12 cost-effective way to -- you know, if there are 12 and we've studied the transmission system to determine
13 changes that need to be made so that we don't, you 13 what variability, what variable equipment we need
14 know, lose time, you know, in respect to that. 14 there.

15 That's -- you know, after listening to all the 15 I think we don't want to get in the
16 discussion and reading the materials, that's where -- 16 position where in the future -- you know, the system
17 it seems to me the most reasonable approach. 17 is dynamic, the system changes, the needs change all
18 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Charles? 18 the time. I think Charles alluded to that earlier.
19 MR. JENKINS: I was going to talk on a 19 Needs are constantly changing. We don't want to be in
20 slightly different issue, and that was the WGR 20 a position where the standard gets challenged and
21 definition issue that Walter Reid brought up. And if 21 we're asked, "Well, okay, show me a study where I have
22 we do end up sending this back to TAC, I guess I would 22 to put this in or I have to meet this standard.”
23 encourage them to address the point he made. I think 23 That's a bad position for ERCOT to be in, number one.
24 it was a pretty valid one. 24 Number two, we are making some
25 If we go the direction Bob is suggesting 25 assumptions. We have been making some assumptions

211 213

1 of just letting the ADR process -—- those that are 1 about the capability of resources in all our planning

2 appealing 830 are sort of rolling the dice. Right now 2 studies going forward. We will be doing the CREZ

3 they've been offered somewhat of an "It's okay," and 3 reactive study, and we will be making assumptions in

4 you've just got to get in compliance by this date out, 4 that study as to what the capabilities are of

5 and so the mitigation is sort of already worked out 5 generators moving forward. So it's important that,

& and it's known. 6 you know, we make the right assumptions and don't have

7 If we just let it go, what does the 7 to go back and redo some of those analysis.

8 existing rule require, and if it's determined that it 8 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Mike?

9 does require something different than what they can 9 MR. GRABLE: Yeah, I first want to say
10 deliver today, you know, I don't know what the 10 something real quick that I should have said at the
11 mitigation is going to be. It may be worse or better 11 beginning, and that is I think you-all know I wear two
12 than what's in 830 today. 12 hats when I sit here, one is as counsel to the
13 So I sort of don't know how —- haw to 13 corporation and this Board, and the another is an
14 deal with that. I don't like the position that the 14 officer of ERCOT similar to the other officers sitting
15 Board is in on this matter. I think we need to remand 15 at the table. I think youn understand I've spoken
16 at least on the issue that Walter raised. I'm 16 today as an ERCOT staff member and on behalf of the
17 still —- I'm still not sure where I am on the broader 17 ERCOT staff a proponent of PRR 830, but I just want to
18 issue. 1B be absolutely clear on that, except for asking people
19 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Mark? 18 to give a business card to the court reporters.

20 MR. ARMENTROUT: I'd just like to point 20 Bob, I want to go back to why we filed
21 out that Chairman Smitherman is not in the room for a 21 this PRR and explain why, from a staff perspective, we
22 reason, and that reason is that the Commission will 22 would have concerns with sending this back to TAC to
23 rule on the retroactive issues, so just to put a 23 be rewritten to be prospective. I'm cextainly glad
24 leveling agent and how much time we want to put in to 24 the wind generators are okay with prospective for new
25 wvoting that piece. 25 units rather.
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1 But I kind of had three thoughts in 1 about the grace period piece because then you're
2 mind. One was create a grace period for compliance 2 wmaking it to where I'm saying, "Well, you, I*m going
3 for the generators that we know today are not 3 to give you a grace period." "You, no, I'm not giving
4 compliant with our version of how things should be, 4 you a grace period on this assumption,"” and I have a
5 and we understand there are major capital investments 5 real issue with that.
& that would be facing them to get compliant. [ That's why I'm saying -~ for right now I
7 The second was to clarify and increase 7 could say I agree with your interpretation even though
8 the flexibility that we already have, but to kind of 8 I know that's going to be challenged. T could say it
9 spell it out a little better, to help wind generators 9 right now if T wanted to. I agree with where you're
10 who can't do fuel dynamic with a mix of dynamic and 10 at. Go file with the TRE and say you have protocol
11 static or other alternatives to more better explain 11 violations. Let that process work. That's why I'm
12 the process by which we will be open to negotiations 12 saying that 830 -~ and I understand what you're trying
13 on alternative compliance. 13 to do. You're trying to help.
14 and third, do our best, as John Dumas 14 The wind -~ you know, talking about what
15 just said, to avoid erroneous assumptions flowing into 15 Charles was talking about, this is -- there's a roll
16 the CREZ studies, fully understanding that the ' 16 of the dice. The winds are —- the wind group says
17 Commission and possibly beyond the Commission are the 17 "We're right, they are wrong." Let them have their
18 ultimate decisionmakers on all of these points. We da 18 day in court, go through the process.
19 want to try to get it right, if we can. 19 By doing this, I think you're trying to
20 To do any of those three things, we have 20 help it with them, but you're boxing them in and
21 to understand what the protocols require today. If 21 circumventing that NOV process. I think we need to
22 the protocols do not support —— you know, if the Board 22 let the process work, and there is no grace period, as
23 does not share our sense of the protocols, we can't 23 far as I'm concerned. That's the only reason I was
24 accomplish any of the goals for which this PRR was 24 trying to push that out there.
25 filed. So that would be my concern with that 25 MR. GRABLE: Yeah, respectfully I think
215 217
1 approach, and obviously NOVs from TRE or PUC 1 you misunderstood —-
2 enforcement, there are none that I know of today and 2 MR. HELTON: I was hoping I did.
3 PUC appeals on this or other matters, ADRs and the 3 MR. GRABLE: -- what my intent was and
4 like are certainly not precluded. 4 really what I said. If this protocol revision request
5 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Bob, do you want to 5 passes today and creates a l2-month, or whatever the
6 address that? 6 time period is, timeline for compliance could -- you
7 MR. HELTON: Yeah, I do actually because 7 know, was the protocol what it was in November,
8 there's actually something you said there that 8 October, September? Yes. Could Texas Regional Entity
9 concerns me greatly, and I'1ll address just 2 and 3 ¢ or PUC enforcement and oversight bring an action based
10 first. 10 on noncompliance in Octobex of 2009, you know, if they
11 1 think that it's great to increase —— 11 agree with ERCOT staff's position? Yes. Does it
12 part of what 830 and looking forward, I think it's 12 color their evaluation of whether to do so if we have
13 great to increase that flexibility of the mix of what 13 a plan for compliance and ERCOT operations have signed
14 they could do to comply with the protocols, and you're 14 off on it as acceptable down the road? Yes.
15 absolutely right, you need to avoid. And I think 15 So don't misunderstand. I'm not
16 you're looking at this wrong. I think that if - if 16 offering on behalf of staff or anyone else carte
17 the Board says, "Let the NOV process work," we're not 17 blanche for interpretation of the existing protocol.
18 disagreeing with you. We're saying, "You said the 18 I'm just suggesting that it would -- that's our plan,
13 protocols are that, go file and put that over to the 1% is to develop a path to meet them over time, granted
20 TRE and do what the protocols say."” 20 with our interpretation, and I think that that would
21 My problem with No. 1 is, is I don't 21 color any enforcement decision. I don’t think it's a
22 believe ERCOT has the leeway on any compliance issue 22 given that NOVs must come first.
23 to create a grace period. You find a protocol 23 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Danny?
24 vielation, you file and turn it in, and then you let 24 MR. BIVENS: This may have bsen covered
25 the TRE and the process work. I'm really concerned 25 already, but I just -- you know, to the extent that
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1 there's been a circumvention of a process that's 1 incremental needs if the —- that generation doesn't --
2 already in place, you know, I kind of thought the same 2 isn't able to meet the protocol requirements.
3 thing at first, but as many of you in the room -- my 3 MR. DALTON: What's the timeframe for
4 background comes from a lot of years of just being in 4 the CREZ study, the reactive study?
5 the regulatory world, and that world, to try these 5 MR. WOODFIN: The current scope of it is
6 things on a case-by-~case basis instead of coming up 6 intended to be completed mid July of next year.
7 with a rule, and in this case protocol, that would 7 MR. DALTON: July 20107
8 apply to all so that everyone applies with the same B MR. WOODFIN: Yes.
9 rules of the road, I think is always superior. 4 MR. DALTON: So it's basically on a
10 2and I don't know what ERCOT's thinking 10 similar timeframe as the LVRT study.
11 was in coming up with this protocol, but, you know, 11 MR. WOODFIN: A little longer, yes.
12 when you go to doing the NOV process and start taking 12 MR. DALTON: A little longer, okay.
13 each one of these —— and how many of those generators i3 CHAIRMAN NEWFON: Okay. Nick?
14 are noncompliant? What was the number? You know, yon 14 MR. WOODFIN: Okay. Thank you.
15 start deing that, you know, everyone is going to be 15 MR. FEHRENBACH: And this has indeed
16 done on a different timeline. You're going to expend 16 been a nice, long discussion, and it's always good to
17 a lot of resources, and December 2010 gets here, which 17 see energetic discussion on an isspe. 2And, you know,
18 is the date that's in the protocol, you're not even 18 I listened to 21l the presentations, and the one thing
19 going to be close. So I don't know,.for whatever 19 I was looking for is really an explanation from the
20 that's worth. I don't prefer piecemeal or a 20 wind resources on why they thought this triangle ox
21 piece-by-piece approach to a rule. 21 cone applied. When you get down to it and you read
22 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Andrew? 22 the actual existing protocol language that's been
23 MR. DALTON: Yeah, Kent, I have kind of 23 there since 2004, I concur with ERCOT that it's a
24 a question for you or for John. We're talking about 24 rectangle, and it's always been a rectangle.
25 potentially having the wind folks spend a nontrivial 25 I have a problem if we decide to remand
218 221
1 sum of money. We already have the LVRT study 1 this or pass on it or drag this out further that, you
2 underway. Would it be even possible to add the 2 know, we have a group of entities that have
3 reactive power issues to the LVRT study without 3 essentially been in noncompliance with the protocols.
4 delaying the LVRT study? Is that a possibility, or is 4 And should we send an NVI? Probably. And even if we
5 that not a possibility? 5 pass this PRR, we can still do the notice of violation
[ MR. SAATHOFF: Let me get Dan up herxe. 6 for October or prior months, and that certainly can be
7 He's more familiar with the LVRT study. 7 done. Do they have -~ if they are complying with this
8 MR. WOODFIN: Yeah, I think at this 8 timeframe or window to get in compliance, that would
8 point we've made a lot of the assumptions about what 9 probably be a good defense to the NVI, but it
10 the characteristics of the units are and those kinds 10 shouldn't —— it doesn't stop the process from going
11 of things. As a part of that process, they are 11 through.
12 gathering the information. 1It's going to be a dynamic 12 But, you know, the only explanation
13 study. So it's going to include —- essentially it's 13 people could say why they misinterpreted is some
14 looking at the actual requirements, the actual 14 errant slide that may or may not have been in an ERCOT
15 capabilities, I believe, in that study from a dynamic 15 presentation that was corrected or some other language
16 perspective, so -- and it's only studying the 16 dealing with deployment rather than the actual
17 timeframe. It's studying a topology that's pre—CREZ, 17 requirement, and to me that's not compelling, and I
18 and that was specified in how the study was set up. 18 think the protocols were clear that it should have
19 So it may study kind of the in between 15 been a rectangle. I'm sorry if that costs money to,
20 now and CREZ requirements. T don't think it would be 20 you know, the ‘wind ‘gene;ation folks to retrofit, but
21 that difficult to actually address that issue in the 21 the protocols have been there since 2004. It
22 LVRT study for that timeframe. It will not cover the 22 shouldn't be a retrafit. It should have been stalled
23 ongoing needs of the system post-CREZ. We'd have to 23 initially, and I think it's time to move forward. If
24 include that in as an additional work item somehow to 24 through the ADR process or NV —-
25 the CREZ reactive study to look at kind of the 25 MR. DALTON: NOV.
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1 MR. FEHRENBACH: -- NOV process, you 1 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Okay.

2 know, peaple seek to get some other mitigation, they 2 MR. FEHRENBACH: ~- if, you know, we

3 can certainly do that, and they can do that even if we 3 want to fix that little piece of it.

4 adopt this and -- just to see if we can get a second 4 CHAIRMAN NEWION: Okay. We'll continue.
5 and move forward, I will move that we adopt PRR 830 5 Bob?

& and reject the appeal. 6 MR. HELTON: Yeah, just real quickly I
7 MR. DOGGETT: I'll second. 7 agree that sending it back to TAC is not the right

8 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. We have a 8 thing to do. It was just one of the thoughts I had.

9 motion from Nick Fehrenbach, and we have a second from 9 We could fix it like you had talked about, Mark, doing
10 Trip Doggett. Charles? 10 that prospectively here.

11 MR. MANNING: I was just going to say 11 And I understand what's trying to be

12 I'm going to support that motion. 12 done. I'm having a problem. I still believe that the
13 CHATRMAN NEWTON: And I'm sorry to 13 retrofitting piece in this, while I undexstand the

14 interject. Just for clarification, it was kind of a 14 full thing, I think it is a circumvention of the
15 double motion. It was a motion te approve the PRR and 15 process, and I don't think I can support it for that
16 reject the appeal. Correct? 16 reason. But I also know that this is a faster way of
17 MR. FEHRENBACH: Which I think actually 17 getting it over to the Commission because no matter
18 by approving the PRR we pretty much reject the appeal, 18 what we do here, it's going to get there. I was just
19 but I just wanted to make it clear that we were doing 19 trying to get it through a process that when they get
20 both. 20 over there it's not going to be kicked back over an
21 {inaundible) 21 appeal on a procedural issue because it didn't go
22 CHAIRMAN NEWION: I think we probably 22 through the right process, like they had on the other
23 need to do both. We have them both noted for vote. 23 side whenever they tried to circumvent the process to
24 MR. JENKINS: I think the quickest path 24 get it over there the first time. And I'm concerned
25 to resolution on this is for us to put this PRR 25 that by doing that, it could end up back again over —-
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1 forward. I agree with Mark the decision is going to 1 over a procedural issue. So that's my concern with

2 be made down the street, and kicking it back to TAC is 2 that.

3 not going to accomplish anything other than spend more 3 CHATRMAN NEWION: Okay. Bob Thomas?

4 time. 4 MR. THOMAS: Thank you. I'm going to

5 CHATRMAN NEWION: Dan? 5 support Nick's motion. I think the Board is good at
8 MR. WILKERSON: I just wanted to say I 6 setting policy and rules, but it's not good at

7 support the motion. I believe reactive capability 7 resolving legal and factual disputes that we have in

8 curves are a standard, and you don't really mess with 8 front of us. We need to get this ownt of here up to

9 standards. If it's going to be messed with, it needs 9 the Commission and let them apply their process to the
10 to be done down the street, and that's -- kicking it 10 dispute.

11 back to the technical folks who sent it to us with an 11 One thing I'1ll be listening for in that
12 overwhelming majority doesn't accomplish anything. 12 proceeding is the following: Very clear positions

13 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Trip? 13 that the requirement has been set for a number of

14 MR. DOGGETT: I was going to clarify 14 years, and I guess one question that hasn't been

15 that I would be flexible on the -- Walter's issue of 15 answered today that I'm going to be listening for is
16 WGR if there was an interest in a friendly amendment 16 why would —- if it's so clear, why would anyone spend
17 to ask TAC to revisit that issue. I talked to Walter 17 all that money knowing they were making a mistake?

18 and John out in the hall, and I think there might be is CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Andrew?

19 an opportunity to have further discussion on that 19 MR. DALTON: Yeah, I guess I have kind
20 issue. 20 of a more pragmatic concern to address. I mean, it
21 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Before we 21 seems any wayvyou look at this PRR, we were going to
22 continve with comments, Nick, you made the motion. 22 potentially give wind until December 31, 2010 to kind
23 Would you be amenable to that friendly amendment? 23 of build in to compliance. We have two studies

24 MR. FEHRENBACH: I don't have issue with 24 underway right now that might be able to give us a

25 that -— 25 very good picture of what compliance really ought to
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1 look like from a standpoint of total system 1 and being a voting person. Let's say it were a Brazos
2 reliability. 2 line and you were either an affirmative vote, say, ten
3 You know, we're going to have a lot of 3 to five vote, and you were either the second or just
4 issuves integrating more and more wind through the CREZ 4 an affirmative vote, it would be a problem either way.
5 process, integrating the wind that's on there now as 5 I will say that the duties with which
6 we increase our transmission capabilities to move that 6 ERCOT staff are charged are public interest and
7 wind to market. In doing so, it's going to cost money 7 reliability duties, and although Trip is an ERCOT
8 to wind generators, to everybody else on the system to 8 staffer and is voting in alignment with those
9 make that. 9 interests, I do not read any of our conflict rules or
10 Before we would embark on spending a 10 any general ethical dictate to require that the ERCOT
11 hundred million dollars or anything in that ballpark, 11 CEO recuse himself because BERCOT staff is a proponent.
12 I would like to know that we are spending that money 12 The ERCOT CEO has voted on countless ERCOT
13 in the most wise and efficient manner possible to the 13 staff-sponsored PRRs, OGRRs, everything. If you were
14 ultimate benefit of the grid long term. If there is a 14 to set that precedent, you might as well just
15 way to address this type of issue in the ongoing 15 decree —— you might as well -- we've got the bylaus
16 studies without prejudicing whatever this PRR does, I 16 coming up in a bit. You might as well make the CEO a
17 would strongly recommend to ERCOT staff to take that 17 nonvoting member because any action this Board votes
18 into consideration because I don't think whatever —-— 18 on almost by definition has an impact on ERCOT staff.
1% when this gets over to the Commission, this isn't 19 MR, KARNEI: 1I'll withdraw my comment.
20 going to be resolved by April or May. We're going to 20 Thank you.
21 have these studies coming out June and July. They 21 CHATIRMAN NEWTON: All right. Brad?
22 might give us the picture of what the grid really 22 MR, COX: Yeah, I'm largely in agreement
23 ought to look like going forward, and we ought to be 23 with the direction we're headed. 1I'll tell you the
24 working towards that as a solution because the 24 one thing that I'm hung up on, and it's similar to
25 Commission solution isn*t going to help us fix the way 25 what Andrew discussed earlier, is, you know, it's less
227 228
1 the grid ought to look and what wind generators ought 1 than certain —-- I mean, if we didn't have some
2 to do going forward. 2 ambiguity here, we wouldn't be spending all this time
3 We've been talking abouf getting the 3 discussing what the requirement is in the protocols as
4 right metrics and the right requirements for wind for 4 they are written today. And the concern I have is
5 the better part of a year now. I think we have an 5 that if the -~ you know, if whatever procedural route
6 opportunity to work that in, regardless of what we do 6 this takes after it leaves here the -—— you know, if
7 with this PRR, and I think we should take it. 7 the Commission determines that, yeah, there is
8 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: All right. Thank youn, 8 ambiguity or whatever, you know, it would seem to me
9 Andrew? 9 there ought to be, again, the flexibility to deal with
10 Clifton? 10 the existing system as opposed to imposing a blanket
11 MR. KARNEI: Yeah, I support the motion, 11 requirement over the existing system, so I —- because
12" but I guess my question is a little bit different, and 12 there may be more cost-effective ways to remedy, you
13 it's to Grable. 8ince it's clear that ERCOT staff has 13 know, whatever problems may exist.
14 a position in this and since Trip is technically an 14 I doubt that my request for that type of
15 ERCOT staff member, I question whether he should be 15 flexibility as a friendly amendment would be
16 the second on the motion and should vote on this or 16 entertained. T'll throw it out and make —- make that
17 possibly recuse himself. I'm just raising that as a 17 request, Nick, and see what your thoughts are. Do you
18 procedural thing for the second to the motion and 18 understand what I'm saying? It's -- they were getting
19 would like your comments on that, Mike. 19 pretty complicated here, but I'm just —- the track
20 MR. PATTON: I'll second that. 20 we're on right now really will put all of these
21 MR. KARNEI: If Trip withdraws his 21 resources on a --— on this rectangle standard with a
22 motion -- I'm not one to put Trip on the spot. I'm 22 grace period. Is that -— would you agree?
23 just saying — 23 MR. FEHRENBACH: I would concur, but, of
24 MR. GRABLE: There's no distinction 24 course, I also think that under the current protocols
25 really in terms of importance between being the secand 25 they should already be there.
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1 MR. COX: Right. 2And, you know, I'm 1 looks like the big issve, in my mind, is the

2 only trying to leave enongh flexibility to -- you 2 retroactive piece.

3 know, if circumstances are such that that flexibility 3 I fully understand the heartburn that

4 is warranted to allow for a more cost-effective 4 creates for the wind generators from an investment

5 solution down the road, and I'm —- this would be — 5 perspective. However, it looks like this thing is

6 I'm having a difficult time communicating this 6 going to get resolved, and the fastest way to get that
7 perhaps, but that's the one issue I have left with 7 piece resolved is for us to move forward. So I will

8 where we're headed. 8 be supporting it as an independent Board member.

9 MR, FEHRENBACH: And, you know, in 9 Dee?

10 reading 830 the way it was written, one of the things 10 MR. PATTON: Madam, I call the guestion.
11 that I thought was sort of innovative, and Bob Helton 11 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Okay. I've got one
12 would probably say is one of those problematic things, 12 other card, Dee. Can I -- can I just get Miguel's?

13 that it allowed the wind generators to come in 13 He's been pretty quiet, too.

14 compliance by actually paying the T&D utility to 14 MR. PATTON: I call the question.

15 install devices to make them compliant. And that's 15 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Okay.

16 sort of a stretch for us because I don't think we've 16 (Laughter} ’

17 done that in the past, let entities pay someone else 17 MR. GRABLE: That's a motion that

18 to install devices to make them compliant, but -~ and 1B requires a second and would have to be voted on to

19 I thought that was innovative, and that probably gets 19 determine if Miguel is heard or not. So is there a

20 into a cost-effective solution for some of those 20 second for the calling?

21 entities, but even that, you'll probably have pesople 21 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Miguel --

22 not wanting to go that route and possibly going 22 MR. ESPINOSA: Thank you.

23 through one of these other processes that are open to 23 CHATRMAN NEWTON: -- real quickly

24 them undexr law. 24 lets ——
25 CHAIRMAN NEWION: Okay. So I'm assuming 25 MR. ESPINOSA: T support the motion as
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1 that that is not an acceptable friendly amendment. 1 proposed. A, it seems to me like we should have been
2 MR. FEERENBACH: And again, I'm not sure 2 there already, and we're not. I'm heartened by the

3 exactly what the friendly amendment would be. So I 3 fact that nobody has gotten np and spoken against the
4 can't really accept it. 4 prospective issues for us. And if the looking back

5 CHAIRMAN NEWION: Okay. John, your caxd 5 the issue has to be resolved at 17th and Congress,

6 has been up -- down there for a while. I've been 6 sobeit.

7 trying to take the Board members first. 7 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. We have a

8 MR. HOUSTON: Yes. No, and I appreciate 8 motion. We have a second. Everyone clear on the

9 that, madam Chairman, and I just wanted to add my view 8 motion?

10 that we really need to address the issue of what is 10 {No response)

11 the standard. This Board needs to take a position, if 11 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: And with the friendly
12 nothing else, for future generators who are walking in 12 amendment. Okay?

13 the door asking to connect. It needs to be clear. 13 MR. GRABLE: 2nd, Madam Chair, let me —-
14 Certainty needs to be taken, and I think our whole 14 was there a second friendly amendment?

15 compliance regime of both ERCOT and participants is at 15 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: No, just -~ no, he's
16 risk if we do anything other than approve this going 16 talking about the motion included --

17 forward. 17 {Simnltaneous discussion)

18 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Well, I've been 18 MR. GRABLE: Oh, I see, right. The two
19 relatively quiet here, and I'm speaking as just a 15 pieces being approval under Item 12{a)} of the protocol
20 Board member myself here, but after listening to the 20 revision request a;xd rejection of the appeal under

21 debate, that's where I fall out, is that T 21 12(b). And I want to ask Mr. Doggett so we're

22 specifically asked most of the commenters, and 22 perfectly clear, his friendly amendment was to clarify
23 everyone seems to be in agreement, that prospectively 23 that the PRR 830 would be approved "as is" but a

24 everyone getting on the same page relative to this 24 separate instruction given to TAC to revisit the WGR
25 requirement is critical. And based upon that, it 25 issuve.
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1 MR. DOGGETT: That's affirmative.

2 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. I won't repeat

3 that. We now have a motion and a second for approval

4 of PRR 830 and rejection of the appeal to that PRR.

5 MR. ESPINOSA: And I accept Dr. Patton's

6 calling of the order.

7 (Laughter}

8 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: &All in favor?

g (All those in favor of the motion so
10 responded)
i1 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: Opposed? We have
12 one -- two oppositions, one from Andrew Dalton and one
13 from Bob Helton.

14 Abstentions?

15 (No response)

18 CHAIRMAN NEWTON: The motion passes.

17 Andrew?

18 MR. DALTON: One final point. I would

19 sincerely hope that no one who is a generator comes

20 forward after this meeting today and expresses any

21 confusion or concern that everyone expects the

22 rectangle will be implemented on a going—forward

23 basis.

24 (Laughter)

25 MR. DALTON: And if it comes np, we're
235

1 going to pull this transcript out.

2 MR. HELTON: Yes.

3 CHATRMAN NEWTON: Okay. Thank you very

4 much.

5 All right., Mr. Bruce, it's back to you.

& MR. BRUCE: Thank you, Madam Chairman.

7 That completes all of the PRRs for Board discussion

8 today.

9 12(c). LOAD PROFILING GUIDE REVISION REQUEST 035
10 MR. BRUCE: That leaves us with a Load
11 Profile Guide Revision Request No. 35. This guide
12 revision request is on the agenda for Board approval
13 because it does have system impacts. This load

) 14 profile guide revision request will allow the addition
15 of time of use schedules to profiles for IDR
16 meter-type data codes for the advanced meter
17 implementation project.
18 The impact analysis has minor impact ——
19 cost impacts to be managed under the 0&M budgets of
20 the affected departments. It's a low impact, but
21 there is an update to the Loadstar table that's
22 required. It does not have any code changes, though.
23 This is proposed to be effective upon Board approval,
24 but there is a 150-day market notice that's required.
25 So that notice would expire in mid April of next year,
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