DRAFT

Resource Adequacy Technical Committee Meeting

November 27, 2007, 10:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m.
Notes
Participants:  Mary Johannis and Eric King (BPA), Dick Adams and Shauna McReynolds (PNUCC), Barbara Miller and Bolyvong Tanovan (Corps), Greg Mendonca (PNGC), Chris Robinson (Tacoma), Clint  Kalich (Avista) and Steve Weiss (NW Energy Coalition)
Phone Participants:  John Fazio (NWPCC), Brian Kuepper (BPA), Phil Devol (IPC), Dave Levee (Pwrcast), Cam LeHouillier and Don Tinker (Seattle), and Becky King and Willard Fields (Chelan)
Synopsis:
I SCHEDULE

A brief overview of the major milestones indicates that the GENESYS model validation and calibration effort is on track to provide results to the Technical Committee to allow for a decision on the final form of the capacity adequacy standard to be reached at the next meeting.  A meeting of the wind subgroup is scheduled for December 18th to review the status of the wind capacity evaluation.  It is hoped that recommendations regarding the capacity adequacy standard and numerical targets can be made by the Technical Committee to the Steering Committee at their next meeting, probably in early February.  Assuming Steering Committee consensus, the Council will be asked to approve the Steering Committee’s decision on the final form of the capacity adequacy standard by the March/April timeframe.  This standard will again include a provision for periodic adjustments to the targets based on the changing regional load/resource picture.
II CONTRIBUTION OF HYDRO CAPACITY TOWARDS CAPACITY ADEQUACY
Mary Johannis provided an overview of a suggested methodology for valuing the Region’s hydro capacity in the Planning Reserve Margin capacity tabulation.  She indicated that the Pilot Standard tabulates regional hydro capacity as the 50-hour sustained peaking capacity under critical hydro conditions and adds 2,000 MW of winter and 1,000 MW of summer hydro flexibility.   The goal is to depict hydro capacity in the regional tabulation as closely as possible to the way GENESYS actually dispatches it to meet load.
The proposed methodology evaluates hydro capacity under:

· A 1 in 20 probability event considering both adverse hydro and adverse load conditions;

· An 18 hour sustained peaking period; and
· “Reasonable” assumptions of off-peak and shoulder peak purchases. 
The group discussed that the Trapezoidal Approximation could be used to evaluate 18-hour sustained hydro peaking capacity for the Region’s hydro power plants for selected adverse hydro conditions (one for winter and one for summer).  
The problem is how to select these adverse hydro conditions?  Eric King of BPA had provided a suggested historical year for the winter condition at the last meeting without the group reaching a decision.  Mary discussed the possibility of hiring a consultant with BPA and Council funding to perform regional sustained hydro peaking studies for a number of adverse water conditions to help in the selection of a winter and summer adverse water condition for which to evaluate hydro capacity.  An important caveat is that regional hydro utilities would need to be willing to provide data (unless precluded by confidentiality issues) and check the consultant’s analyses of their hydro projects to ensure that the application of the 18 hour sustained peaking capacity methodology is correctly applied to their projects.  Another important purpose of this effort is to double check the Council’s estimate of regional sustained hydro peaking capacity calculated by the Trapezoidal Approximation.  Columbia Vista was mentioned as a possible model to perform this analysis.   However, the meeting participants voiced concerns that it might be too cumbersome a model for this type of analysis since the economic dispatch of hydro is not important.  Another approach might be to use data from Columbia Vista and perform the analysis using a different model.  Brian Kuepper stated that the Columbia Vista model does not currently include data for all of the Region’s hydro power plants.

The group recognized that a consultant contract to perform a bottom-up evaluation of sustained hydro capacity might require 6 months or more to complete.  Therefore, Mary suggested the following approach to finalizing the capacity adequacy methodology in the timeframe needed for the Regional Dialogue, while still providing an opportunity to fine-tune the specific hydro assumptions at a later date:
· Use the validated and calibrated GENESYS model for the foundational LOLP analyses;

· Evaluate the threshold events, or possibly one definition for the threshold condition, above which curtailments count toward loss of load; 
· Calculate the Planning Reserve Margin (PRM) targets under the 18-hour sustained peaking period; and 
· Depict sustained hydro peaking capacity under an adverse water condition, which may not be the one ultimately selected.
Action Item:  Mary will develop a scope of work for the consultant contract and circulated to the Technical Committee for review.
III REPORTING HYDRO CAPACITY
John Fazio reminded the group that part of the reason for coming to agreement on a methodology for evaluating hydro capacity is that WECC is requesting a better representation of hydro capacity from the Northwest than the capacity associated with the peak hour under critical or adverse hydro conditions.  In other word, it needs to be the one hour peak capacity from a sustained peaking capacity modeling run.  The Council’s Wally Gibson, as chair of the WECC Loads and Resource Subcommittee, is particularly anxious that a realistic reporting of hydro capacity be provided as soon as possible.
Dick Adams and Shauna McReynolds described how PNUCC historically calculated hydro capacity on a peak hour rather than sustained peaking basis.  Following are some of the underlying assumptions for this analysis:
· The adequacy metric and target used is a peak hour reserve margin ranging from 12% in the next year to 20% 10 years out.  The analytical foundation for this range of reserve margins is not known, but the concept is that uncertainty in terms of both loads and resources increases in the further out timeframe;

· The reserve margin is calculated on a monthly basis for the peak hour;

· Only firm resources and firm contracts are counted toward meeting load and reserve margin requirements, which means uncommitted Independent Power Producer (IPP) generation is not counted; California surplus capacity in the winter also does not figure into this analysis;

· Hydro capacity is the peak hour capability of the hydro system under 1936-37 hydro conditions with some derate to reflect hydro operations under normal loads.
Although Dick and Shauna expressed the desire that future PNUCC capacity assessments be comparable to historical analyses, they did agree that the goal of a single regional metric and target for measuring capacity adequacy is important.   The purpose of such a metric and target is to provide an indicator to the Region when new generation infrastructure is needed because of insufficient capacity as opposed to the energy metric and target, which points to the need for new infrastructure to address energy deficiencies.
The group discussed how PNUCC would need to ask questions in order to solicit a consistent set of responses in regard to hydro capacity.  What question does PNUCC need to ask to get the one hour equivalent for a 6 hour by 3 day sustained peaking period?  Does PNUCC need to provide elevation and inflow assumptions in order to assure consistency?  Perhaps the consultant analysis could be the basis for PNUCC’s hydro capacity assessment?
Dick pointed out that the PNUCC assessment tries to reflect industry conclusions on the need for new resources to meet energy and capacity needs from both a physical reliability perspective and utilities’ risk tolerances.   These analyses are done from utility-specific perspectives. Some of the utility representatives in the room discussed their hydro assessments.  Clint Kalich stated that Avista does not derate its hydro capacity for a 1 hour load/resource balance.  Chris Robinson indicated that Tacoma focuses more on energy in its planning than capacity.
IV STATUS OF GENESYS MODEL CALIBRATION AND VALIDATION
Because of time limitations, John provided a very high level overview of the model improvement efforts:

· Although the results from the HOSS & Trapezoidal Approximation comparison are mixed, the actual hydro dispatch in GENESYS matches the load following pattern of historical generation fairly well.  This means that the hydro dispatch is highly dependent on load shape and water conditions.
· Recent GENESYS runs point to the need to replace the HELM algorithm in GENESYS with the Council’s new short-term load algorithm.  

· John’s spreadsheet macro, which identifies the misses in the GENESYS runs, should help the Forum select the threshold(s) above which to count misses.
V NEXT MEETING

The next Technical Committee Meeting is scheduled for January 17, 2008. 
Page 1 of 4

