Resource Adequacy Technical Committee Meeting

April 19, 2006  – 9:00 a.m. to 2:30 p.m.

Portland Airport Conference Center

Multnomah A&B Room

NOTES

I Introductions and Review of Previous Meeting’s Notes
After introductions, the minutes were accepted unchanged.
II WECC Energy Assessment

John Fazio reviewed the load/resource spreadsheet proposed for inclusion in the WECC 2006 Power Supply Assessment (PSA).  The energy load/resource balance does not include a planning adjustment as is contemplated in the proposed PNW Resource Adequacy energy metric because the WECC energy analysis will eventually be done for the entire West.  The west-wide assessment will be included in the PSA once there is a model to perform the assessment.  It should show energy imports in the winter months to the PNW (which is the basis for the planning adjustment) and exports out of the PNW in the summer months under most water conditions.  Wally Gibson suggested that future resources be counted in the PNW energy assessment in the same way WECC is counting resources for the capacity assessments in the 2006 PSA.  The group agreed to this approach, but just for the WECC PSA Report.
Mary Johannis indicated that the report would clarify the differing assumptions for the PNW Resource Adequacy metrics and targets and for the WECC energy assessment.
John pointed out the following issue with using the historical 1937, as the critical water condition--the shape of the monthly generation in 1937 is not well-aligned with the assumed thermal power plant maintenance; thus, low generation or deficiencies are shown in April and May.  In reality, thermal power plant maintenance schedules would likely be adjusted to better accommodate hydro generation.  ACTION ITEM: John will use a non-continuous exceedence approach for developing monthly hydro numbers for various conditions for possible use in the WECC energy assessment.
III Assessing Sustainable Hydro Capacity

The steering committee would like the capacity metric to be in the form of a “sustained peak” reserve margin.  (See Mary’s PowerPoint.)  

Mary described the work Eric King did with his spreadsheet capacity model for the FCRPS.  That model is available for this committee to use.  

Tom Haymaker had a question regarding spill from the upper Columbia River hydro projects during cold snaps in order to increase generation at downstream projects.  Is spill allowed in order to get water to downstream projects?  The model assumes full discharge, but no spill at these projects.

Rod Noteboom of Grant PUD noted that his estimate for his project’s sustained peaking capacity depends on BPA’s actions.  He was a little concerned about what to assume for BPA’s operations.  He made the observation that his calculation of peaking capability for the power pool assumes much less water in the river than this study, in which the river is set up to provide significant releases to meet cold snap loads despite the poor water condition.  

Dave LeVee asked about the lead time required to plan for specific hydro operations.  BPA assumed that it had 3 days of lead time to set up the river for the cold snap operation assumed in this study.  

Clint Kalich asked whether BPA would actually “pull the trigger?”  If the region had a lot of surplus thermal capacity, would BPA take such extreme hydro actions? Mary suggested that it probably would not.  However, BPA does have a reliability protocol that it follows given the specific circumstances.   So, BPA would initiate these actions, if necessary, to “keep the lights on.”

John reminded the group that for adequacy purposes we will need the maximum sustained peaking capability, not just what is needed to meet loads.  We may have to allocate imports, that is, imports needed to restore reservoirs to operating levels so they can repeat the operation in following days.  Another question is how much spot market capacity should be assumed for aiding in meeting peak loads?

How should off peak hour imports be allocated?  Perhaps they could be allocated by load or pondage.  This is yet to be resolved.  

Clint suggested that Eric use his model to assess the sustained peaking capacity of the whole Columbia River System, if he can add the non-Federal power plants.  The group generally agreed that that this would be a good first step. Rod added that Eric is going to include the Mid-Columbia projects anyway, so there is not a lot left.

Clint questioned if the 3,000 MW import limit is reasonable for on-peak and off-peak hours?  Wally suggested that import limits should be based on current California resources and the inter-tie limits for off-peak periods. 

Chris Robinson asked about what month should be used to assess the non-federal hydro sustained peaking capacity.  Mary said we should use February ’89 temperatures for loads and using February ’37 water. And, we should assume elevations for February ’37.  

John suggested that we just assess the relationship between regional energy production and sustained peaking capability for reporting. It should be benchmarked perhaps by the “bottom up” approach.  Mary responded that WECC would ask individual control areas to provide this data also. 

Rod suggested we include irrigation projects also because they do provide generation to the grid, although not in the wintertime.  We should also show contracted hydro explicitly.  

Mary will send out a specific set of instructions for filling out the capacity template. It will include specific output from Hungry Horse and other relevant projects so that non-federal projects can be assessed.  

IV Linking LOLP with the Capacity Metric

John explained that the linkage between the Council’s Loss of Load Probability (LOLP) analysis and the energy metric is through the planning adjustment, which is added to the resource side to reflect the availability of the out-of-region spot market and the hydro flexibility for short periods of time.  In a similar manner, there is a desire to have a linkage between the Forum’s capacity metric and target and the Council’s LOLP analysis with a target of 5%.  

John presented a PowerPoint about the linkage between a regional capacity metric and LOLP.  The regional capacity hydro picture under today’s surplus conditions (i.e. LOLP=0%) results in reserve margins, which range from 54% to 32% for sustained peaking durations ranging from 1 hour to 10 hours.  Then John presented a regional picture with an LOLP=5% assuming some resources have left the region.  If we do not include any spot market resources, the reserve margin ranges from 16% to 38% depending upon the sustained hydro peaking duration.  There was a discussion whether to explicitly include 3,000 MW of out-of-region winter surplus capacity on the resource side; if it is included then the reserve planning margins increase.

Aliza Seelig questioned how the regional capacity target in terms of reserve planning margin could be applied to utilities that have a greater thermal percentage in their resource mix.  The group agreed that utilities with more thermal resources than hydro would probably need a lower reserve margin than utilities with more hydro generation.  The group agreed we need to eventually let utilities know how to translate the regional capacity metric and target to their systems, especially for systems with resource mixes significantly different from the regional one.  So, even if individual utility metrics and targets are not established, “rules of thumb” as to how the regional capacity metric and target could apply to utilities with a range of thermal/hydro mixes could be developed.

Wally pointed out that large reserve margins may just be a by-product of the energy metric and target since the objective of the LOLP analysis is to serve load in every hour of the study, which results in simultaneous objectives to meet energy and capacity needs.  So, if energy is the driving metric for the Region, reserve margins resulting from an LOLP analysis with a 5% target may be higher than if capacity was the driving metric.  Consequently, we may wish to reexamine linking the capacity metric and target to the LOLP analysis, since it may result in a higher capacity target than the Region needs.

ACTION ITEMS: 

1 Evaluate target reserve margins for all months.  

2 Analyze the sensitivity of target reserve margin to load.  

3 Assess the reserve margin target for an economic standard, perhaps starting with the Council’s economic standard in their Fifth Power Plan.

V Review of Comments Received for the Proposed Standard

John reviewed the comments submitted on the proposed energy metric and target.  The possibility of adding an economic target to serve as another indicator of regional status was suggested.  For example, if regional resources are in excess of the economic standard, the resource adequacy light for the Region would be green.   If resources are between the economic and reliability targets, then the light might be yellow.  If resources are insufficient to meet the adopted energy target, then the light would be red.

A couple of comments suggested holding off on adopting an energy metric and target until the process is further along.  No one on the Technical Committee supported the suggestion to delay the adoption of the energy metric and target.

Clint clarified one of Avista’s comments, i.e. that the RA implementation mechanism, which relies on the spot market to provide discipline, is insufficient to assure resource adequacy for the Region.

Dave discussed his comments on the energy metric and target.  The first issue he raised is that perhaps the measure of adequacy should be linked to an acceptable level of loss of load for various customer classes.  This might result in different answers depending on the season.  Another comment was that voluntary demand response may result in less need to add resources to maintain a certain level of LOLP.  He also suggested looking at diversity to model wind resources, John indicated that the Northwest Transmission Assessment Committee (NTAC) is looking at how much wind can be integrated into the grid.

VI Discussion of LOLP Definition
John presented the PowerPoint on this topic to the group.  John explained the history of the development of the GENESYS model including the definition of a threshold.  Any seasons with cumulative curtailments greater than loosing a load equivalent to the city of Seattle for 24 hours (28,800 mwh or 10 MW-seasons) is a bad season.  John then reviewed with the group alternative approaches for evaluating LOLP.  He presented the results of 50 games with an LOLP of approximately 5% using the current LOLP methodology in GENESYS.  John reviewed other methodologies.  For example, if there is no threshold, then the LOLP is 36%.  John proposed looking at events to evaluate LOLP.  John stated that events greater than 4 hours and greater than 4,000 Mwh result in an LOLP of 10%.  Wally suggested that we should look at both energy and capacity events simultaneously.  Perhaps events greater than a certain amount of energy and/or above a certain capacity curtailment would be considered a bad season.  John presented a graph, which shows that as the LOLP increases, the magnitude of curtailments increases.

VII Schedule Next Meeting

The next meeting will be May 24th at the PNGC offices in northeast Portland. The meeting will start at 9:30 a.m. 

________________________________________
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