
Resource Adequacy Technical Committee Meeting

March 9, 2006 – 9:30 a.m. to 2:30 p.m.

Council Offices at 851 SW 6th Ave, Suite 1100 Portland, Oregon 97204

Call in Number 1-877-848-1997, Guest Code 318, Host 312

Notes

I Introductions and Review of the February 16th Notes 
After introductions, John Fazio noted that he had modified the notes based on comments received.   No one suggested any additional revisions to the notes, so the notes will be posted.
II Summary of the February 24th Steering Committee Meeting

Wally Gibson summarized the alternatives to implement a PNW Resource Adequacy (RA) Standard, which were discussed at the last PNW RA Steering Committee.  The Steering Committee decided on the first alternative, which entails utilities reporting to a neutral third party their forecasted loads and resources and the Council and/or PNUCC preparing a regional RA assessment.  This alternative relies on the transparency of regional assessments three years out and market discipline to motivate corrective actions.  The regional assessments would include both an evaluation of whether the regional RA targets are met using the PNW RA Forum’s metrics and utility-specific evaluations.  The small group, which prepared the original paper, is fleshing out this alternative including contingency options if this approach fails to adequately incentivize the construction/acquisition of sufficient resources to satisfy the regional RA Standard.  Clint Kalich questioned whether this mechanism could truly be counted on to reasonably assure resource adequacy going forward.
III Review of Current Annual Load/Resource Balance

WECC has requested entities within the Western Interconnection who perform energy assessments to provide these analyses to WECC for inclusion in their annual Power Supply Assessment (PSA).  Currently, the Pacific Northwest is the only area for which a number of entities perform such energy assessments on a regular basis.  John reviewed the assessment proposed for inclusion in this year’s PSA, which consists of a monthly energy load/resource balance for a 10-year period.  The hydro resources are depicted under critical, average and adverse hydro conditions.   In response to a question regarding why the monthly balances are the lowest in April for critical and adverse hydro conditions, John indicated that this is likely due to thermal maintenance outages, which generally occur in spring.  This assessment assumes the level of conservation based on the continuation of existing programs.  The Council includes future resources if construction is 25% complete.
There was some discussion regarding the appropriate assumptions for this energy assessment.  At the next meeting, we will discuss the level of conservation assumed in this assessment and the definition of future resources.  ACTION ITEM: John will provide a slide showing the load growth assumed for this assessment and will provide specific information regarding conservation resources and the definition of future resources.

John also explained the connection of this load/resource balance to the PNW energy metric and target, which the Steering Committee recently approved.  Using the energy metric and target, the annual surpluses shown would increase by the 1500 aMW Planning Adjustment.  
IV A Prototype Methodology to Assess Regional Capacity

Mary Johannis made a presentation (see website for the PowerPoint file).  Clint suggested that we should look at a 72 hour period.  John said that the 10 hour duration was equivalent to a 50 hour per week duration – 10 hours per day over 5 days.  The assumption behind this is that the reservoirs could refill during the light load hours.  For some utilities this assumption is not valid, so they should provide capacities for longer durations.  Is the 10 hour capability the same as the 50 hour? Not sure about this, more investigation is needed.  For some projects such as the mid-Cs, their peaking capability really depends on what Coulee provides.  Some utilities may have trouble assessing their peaking capacity until they know how the Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS) is being operated.  
The suggestion was made that BPA do its assessment first and others can base theirs on the BPA results.  This may require a small workgroup to discuss this further.  ACTION ITEM: A workgroup was set up including: Rod Noteboom (Grant), Eric King (BPA), Becky King or someone else (Chelan), Pete  Peterson (PGE) and Clint Kalich (Avista).  Eric is the group leader.  
The group discussed the need for additional participation in the sustained hydro analysis.  Specifically, it was noted that Idaho Power has not sent a representative to participate in the Technical Committee.   The group also discussed the importance of the availability of natural gas during a cold snap assumption.

ACTION ITEMS: Mary will contact them and request Idaho Power’s participation.  John will ask Terry to make a presentation on gas supply for a future Technical Committee meeting.

Lots of concern was expressed regarding the assumptions about wind capacity.  California is trying to use historical data for assessment.  But there is some concern about the California approach because it is not clear that the capability will be there when needed.  Clint thinks zero is too small.  ACTION ITEM: Clint offered to collect some statistics on the correlation between potential wind generation and cold snap temperatures.  John will send temperature data to Clint, who will develop a correlation study between wind and load.  Clint indicated he used the “Z” method to take a preliminary look at wind and came up with about a 12% availability factor.  Clint could also look at generation distribution curves to assess what the single hour or multiple hour capability might be.

The suggestion was made to invite a meteorologist to discuss wind patterns at a future meeting.
Questions the group asked included: How available does it have to be? What kind of confidence interval is required for the capacity assessment?  Perhaps we can use a similar confidence interval for wind as for thermal plants?  Clint suggested looking at the highest load hours per year historically and looking at the percent of wind running during those times.

V Continued Discussion of the Capacity Methodology

John presented a regional capacity assessment, which uses the trapezoidal approximation method.  The assumption is that load is shaped like a trapezoid.  The model contains sufficient data and logic for all the hydro plants in the PNW Region to allow hourly simulations of hydro operations.  The model uses the HYDSIM monthly hydro operation simulation as an input.  It then looks forward three days to evaluate sustained peaking hydro capacity for 1, 2, 4 and 10 hour increments over the day under analysis.   Non-hydro generation includes all thermal generation assuming no forced outages; wind is included as a constant over the time increments. In the initial analysis, no spot market purchases are assumed.   The results appear to indicate that the Region would need on the order of 35% planning reserves to cover adverse temperatures combined with a critical water condition.  Since this is an extremely unlikely event, it is probably not appropriate to base an RA target on this condition.  Another revelation of this analysis is the significant reduction in regional sustained hydro capacity when moving from a 1-hour to a 2-hour duration.  Planning reserves decreased from 54% to 22%.
There was a discussion of whether this type of analysis is needed, given that GENESYS already looks at capacity and energy concurrently.  However, the way the threshold is defined in GENESYS might result in significant capacity events not being counted toward decrementing the LOLP.
ACTION ITEMS: John will revisit his presentation on how to define the threshold in GENESYS.  John will try to correlate a 5% LOLP to a capacity target.
Other questions and suggestions included:  Perhaps we also need to look at different duration events, i.e. 6 hour and 8 hour?  How full should the reservoirs be at the start of the cold snap?  The Federal releases will drive the sustained hydro capacity in the Columbia basin.  What are reasonable assumptions regarding the out-of-region spot market.  The suggestion was made that each utility should specify their market assumptions to allow the Council to aggregate them and decide on their reasonableness.
ACTION ITEM:  It was decided that Mary would send out the revised non-Federal hydro table and request each utility fill in their estimates of sustained hydro peaking capability for the various durations agreed upon, i.e. 1, 2, 4, 10, 24 and 72 hours.  The approach is to compare aMW load over these time durations with aMW sustained peaking capacity assuming that the 1 and 2 hour durations define the maximum hydro capacity available to meet peak load.  This action item will be completed after Eric’s subgroup decides on a reasonable Columbia River basin hydro operation.
VI Data Reporting needs

The group did not discuss this topic because Dick Adams of PNUCC, the likely entity to collect the resource adequacy data had to leave the meeting early.
VII Schedule next meeting and adjourn

The next meeting will be on April 19 from 9:30 to 2:30, either on the 13th floor of the Council’s Offices or at the airport.  If the meeting is at the airport, it may allow for a longer meeting duration.
