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Resource Adequacy Technical Committee Meeting

June 20, 2007 – 10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.
Notes
PARTICIPANTS:  John Fazio, Massoud Jourachi, Wally Gibson and Terry Morlan (NWPCC), Mary Johannis (BPA), Greg Mendonca (PNGC), Villamor Gamponia (PSE), Dick Adams and Shauna McReynolds (PNUCC), Chris Robinson (Tacoma), Steve Weiss (NW Energy Coalition), Brian Kuehne (PGE), Clint Kalich (Avista) and Dave LeVee (Pwrcast)
PHONE PARTICIPANTS: Nick Garcia (WA UTC) and Becky King (Chelan) 

I Comparison of Top-Down and Bottom-Up Assessments 
Dick Adams provided a comparison of the PNUCC, NWPCC and White Book energy assessments for the year 2010, which corresponds with the three year planning time horizon for the resource adequacy assessment methodology.  PNUCC’s Northwest Regional Forecast (NRF) does not include energy from uncontracted Independent Power Producers (IPP) within region nor does it include the planning adjustment, which consists of out-of-region market resources assumed to be available to the PNW in the winter and hydro flexibility/nonfirm resources.  The Council’s assessment includes both of these components.  The total difference between PNUCC’s NRF and the Council’s assessment is on the order of 6,000 aMW, of which 4,000 aMW can be ascribed to the inclusion or non-inclusion of the above two components.  Since PNUCC did not perform a capacity assessment, capacity assessments were not included in this discussion.
 A comparison of the total energy load forecast indicates all three assessments are fairly similar.  The major difference appears to be in the forecast of DSI loads. The question arose whether to include or exclude nonfirm load.  Although no decision was made, a number of the meeting participants felt it should not be included.

In comparing resources, a key difference is in the combustion turbine (CT) energy.  The Council’s is estimating the maximum capability and the NRF may be stating the expected operation.  Clint Kalich indicated that environmental constraints limit some of the Avista units to run only three months out of the year.  Dick Adams stated that the way we count these resources should be tied to the question we are trying to answer.  Mary Johannis suggested that in the energy assessment, we should probably use the energy-constrained estimate of energy available from these resources.  However, in the capacity assessment, the resources should probably be shown fully available.  Clint agreed with this approach; he stated that Avista keeps sufficient hours in reserves on these resources to cover possible cold snap or heat wave events.  On the energy side, John Fazio and Steve Weiss suggested that the availability shown in GENESYS should be the resource energy shown on the spreadsheet.  John indicated that environmental constraints can be incorporated into the GENESYS model to limit availability.  The group decided that the energy availability from CTs should be limited by environmental constraints.  Clint stated that in actually, Avista’s CTs are run generally less than 5% of the time, so the assumption that they available when truly needed appears correct.  Dick suggested that the other differences may be due to data differences, which are still in the process of being resolved.
Dick asked how do we reconcile the differing conclusions from the NRF’s and the Council’s assessments, i.e. that the Region is either deficit or surplus 3 years out.  It was pointed out that the Council is assessing resource sufficiency based on the bare minimum physical standard; in contrast, the Council’s Fifth Power Plan resource plan is based on a quasi-economic standard with the purpose of not just keeping the lights on, but also keeping prices reasonable. Under the Fifth Power Planl, the Region is much closer to load/resource balance three years out than under the minimum standard.  Individual utilities’ Integrated Resource Plans often show gaps between forecasted loads and future resources based on their risk methodologies. Clint pointed out that one option for utilities is to contract with uncommitted existing resources.  Action Items: The Technical Committee participants need to identify purposes and messages from the various adequacy assessments.  There needs to be further work to assure that the data reported to the NRF follows consistent protocols and that the Council’s data takes into account resource constraints.  Brian Kuehne pointed out that Renewable Portfolio Standards and other state mandates will require the acquisition of resources for other than just for resource adequacy purposes. 
II Capacity Metric Assessment Decision
John summarized the work he did on the comparison of hydro sustained peaking capability as a function of peak duration period and average load as a function of peak duration period. He could draw no conclusion as to the appropriate peak duration to be used for planning based on this analysis.
Mary then presented BPA’s work on the sustained peaking period.  BPA’s suggestion is to use 6 non-consecutive hours (at least for the winter period) over a 3 or 5 day period as the sustained peaking period.  Using the 10-hour consecutive loads over 5 days sometimes misses the second peak in winter months. 
The argument for using the 6-hour peak duration is to better capture the need for resources to cover the peakiness of the winter peak loads. For assessment purposes the load would be the average over the 6 hours under normal temperatures over the 3 or 5 day period. 

Wally Gibson agreed that the load hours should be non-contiguous, but was not convinced that the duration should be 6 hours rather than the 10 hours in the Pilot Standard. He stated that the analysis might point to a 10-hour discontinuous period.  Mary said that the shorter period is needed to really identify the capacity needs for a utility; a longer period tends to indicate the Heavy Load Hour (HLH) needs of a utility.  Wally stated that the graph does not show a realistic operation especially with regard to how hydro flex is used.  Mary responded that that this is not a depiction of an economic dispatch, but rather a plot of the pilot capacity standard numbers to fill in under the load shape.  
Dick asked whether any period duration would work. John said that it would because the real standard is the 5% capacity LOLP. John went on to say that if a single hour duration were used, the planning reserve margin would be 45% counting hydro capability based on reservoir head.  The other option is de-rate the single hour hydro capability and select a more “reasonable” reserve margin.  The methodology to de-rate hydro for a single hour capacity metric would likely be different for hydro utilities with significant storage versus those without much storage.
The committee was wondering why we are trying to refine a complicated hydro capacity accounting system, since many utilities would have a difficult time performing this assessment.  After all, the regional quantification of resource needs comes from the LOLP analysis.  Clint supported the previous suggestion to report hydro based for a single hour and de-rate hydro. Steve Weiss agreed that using a simpler number would be best, especially if individual utilities are going to be reporting their hydro generation.  If a single hour capacity metric is used for reporting hydro, then the key issue will be developing a methodology to de-rate hydro perhaps as a function of storage.  This de-rate could come from an assessment of regional hydro capability over the sustained peaking period in the capacity standard, or alternatively be reported by individual utilities.  Mary pointed out that the development of such a methodology could be quite contentious.
After lunch, the Technical Committee decided that for reporting purposes, both loads and resources should be reported based on a 1 hour capacity metric because this approach would simplify utility reporting both to PNUCC and to WECC.  As mentioned above, a critical requirement is to develop an appropriate methodology for de-rating hydro.  Mary asked if the committee would be interested in putting together a subcommittee to look into how individual utilities would de-rate their hydro.  Brian mentioned that winter and summer periods are very different, and we should have capacity assessments for both, including a different de-rate.  Action item: Form a hydro de-rate subgroup.   Chris Robinson indicated he would like to be on the subgroup.  Clint will assign someone from Avista.  In addition, Mary (other BPA staffers) and John will be on the group.   This subgroup will also have the responsibility to further investigate the appropriate duration for the sustained peaking period.  The notice for the work group will be sent to the Technical Committee so any others who are interested can participate.
III Prototype Utility-Level Guidance Tool
John presented a PowerPoint, which summarizes a number of options for providing simple “rule-of-thumb” guidance to utilities for planning resources aligned with the regional resource adequacy standards.  A key part of the guidance revolves around how much non-firm resources a utility might count on to meet its energy and capacity needs and still be aligned with the standads.  
The first two options suggest maximum % of load that could be met with non-firm resources and still be aligned with regional resource adequacy standards.  The first option suggests that a utility should not rely on more than 18% non-firm resources to meet load.  The second option differentiates between hydro and thermal utilities in allocating the maximum % of load, which could be met by non-firm resources.  The third option is for utilities to plan their resources consistent with an LOLP approach.  Dave LeVee presented a PowerPoint for how utilities could perform these analyses.  Steve Weiss questioned whether this option might result in overbuilding of resources because if all the Region’s utilities plan to a 5% LOLP, then the regional LOLP would likely be less than 5%.  Conclusions from Dave’s presentation were: 
· Utilities would need to include purchase commitments in their portfolios equivalent to that assumed in the regional LOLP analysis to achieve the 5% target.
· Purchase commitments provide revenue base for utilities and certainty for IPPs resulting in regional development.

· Lack of long-term assurance of adequate supply would likely result in under development of supply.

The ensuing discussion pointed out that some utilities might use Option 1, others Option 2 and still others Option 3.  This is especially likely to be the case because the smaller utilities are unlikely to perform LOLP analysis.  Wally pointed out that Option 3 could also be used in a deterministic sense by suggesting utilities plan to a common reserve margin once decisions are made for how non-firm resources might be divided.  After much discussion, the Technical Committee participants decided to recommend Option 1 to the Steering Committee. 
IV Next Meeting 
The next meeting will take place on June 18 from 10 am to 3 pm at the Council’s offices.

________________________________________
________________________________________
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