Resource Adequacy Technical Committee Meeting

January 17, 2008 – 10:30 a.m. to 3:30 p.m.
Portland International Airport Conference Center

Notes
Attendees: John Fazio, Wally Gibson, Jeff King and Massoud Jourabchi (NWPCC), Mary Johannis and Eric King (BPA), Dick Adams (PNUCC), Clint Kalich (Avista), Boris Prokop (Borismetrics) , Rod Noteboom (Grant), Ken Dragoon, Howard Schwartz (Washington), Greg Mendonca (PNGC), Cam Lehouillier (Seattle), Diane Lozovoy (PAC) and Brian Kuehne (PGE)
Phone Attendees: Rob Diffely and Peggy Miller (BPA), Michael Milligan (NREL), Don Tinker (Seattle), Phil Devol (IPC), Becky King and Janice Jaspers (Chelan)
Wind Capacity Value Assessment Subcommittee Meeting:
From 8:30 to 10:30 the wind subcommittee met to discuss Boris’ work on wind data.  The data was split into three areas for the Northwest (pages 6 and 7 in Boris’ presentation).  The non-Gorge data is from one site only and, therefore is not as rich statistically as data from the other areas.  When considering how to model wind, regional diversity will have to be discussed in more detail.  
A question came up regarding “station service,” that is energy needed at the site. When the wind is not blowing, the net output from the site is sometimes negative.  Should the data show negative values?  Ken suggested that if the data correctly reflects the site load then it should be counted but if it only indicates that no wind generation is being produced then perhaps it should be set to zero.  Is station service captured in other load forecasts?  Unfortunately, because the data came from so many different sources, we do not know whether the negative values are good load estimates or just indicators that no wind generation is available.  Ken suggested that a fourth-order polynomial and a piece-wise linear approach are not necessarily exclusive, that is, we could use the linear approach for the low end of the wind/generation chart.  
Action items: 1) determine if the negative data is real or just an indicator and 2) review the modeling assumptions to see if we can use a linear approach or a hybrid approach.

The econometric analysis is based on about 10,000 hours of actual generation data.  The historical wind data is then converted into generation using the statistical analysis from the actual generation data (for the East Gorge).  

Ken asked why temperature was not included. Boris said that his review of the temperature and wind data showed no strong correlation.  Ken said that a BPA analysis shows no correlation except during extreme temperatures.  Boris said he didn’t see a correlation even when he just looked at extreme temperatures because the definition of an “extreme” temperature event is for the west side but the wind generation is on the east side.
Action Item:  One of the next steps could be for Boris to perform an analysis to determine if west-side temperatures are correlated to wind generation.  It is important to establish whether such a correlation exists to decide whether to lock-step loads and wind generation in GENESYS eventually when a stochastic simulation of wind is incorporated into GENESYS.  Ken Dragoon stated that it is also important to understand if a temperature correlation should be incorporated into the wind simulation.
Jeff asked what the adequacy forum needed for wind capacity. Should it be based on extreme events or something else?  Mary suggested that we should use the extreme event capacity for wind in the adequacy assessment.  

Action item: 3) Provide Boris the 6 hours of the day to base the wind capacity on.  BPA specified hours 7, 8, 9 and 18, 19 and 20 for the winter extreme events.  The summer events will have other hours.    
Rod asked about “calibration,” that is, how do model results compare to actual generation?  

Action item:  4) Boris will try to provide a graph to show calibration results, both simulated generation vs. actual but also the “residuals.”    5) There is more data available. Should we spend more money on the contract to get this additional data?  6) Jeff will put together an outline of follow up efforts.  
Don Tinker asked how reserves for wind will be provided.  Jeff responded by saying that the capacity reported for wind would be net capacity, including integration requirements.  BPA has proposed holding a couple hundred megawatts of reserves for wind.  Mary suggested that this discussion is going on in another forum. 

PNW Resource Adequacy Technical Committee Meeting:
GOAL:  For the Technical Committee to agree on the final form for the capacity adequacy standard and forward it to the Steering Committee for its consideration.
Counting Wind Capacity toward Capacity Adequacy:  Once Boris calculates wind capacity for the 18 hour capacity metric for both summer heat wave and winter cold snap events, the Technical Committee will decide whether to select one event for summer and winter, or to average wind capacity over a number of events.
In response to a question by Dick Adams as to where wind modeling is headed in GENESYS, John Fazio stated that currently GENESYS includes expected wind generation, but eventually the plan is to model wind stochastically by having the Council use a Monte Carlo algorithm to randomly select wind generation.
Results from the GENESYS Benchmarking Exercise
John stated that on a monthly basis, GENESYS duplicates BPA’s HYDSIM hydro generation fairly closely.

The questions are: (1) Does GENESYS dispatch hydro and other resources realistically when it attempts to meet load on an hourly basis? And (2) is the load accurately modeled?  Although the historical hydro was operated to a different biological opinion, the graphs that John presented shows that the shape of historical and GENESYS hydro dispatch is fairly close.  During a cold snap, GENESYS operates higher than historical.  In reality, the hydro operators do not operate completely up to the limits.  In addition, during 1997, there was a lot of work done on hourly coordination that limited hydro operations of the Mid-Cs and the middle FCRPS plants.
A comparison of historical and simulated hourly loads shows:

· GENESYS appears to be over forecasting load during holidays

· The current level of air conditioning load is not completely captured

· Once the Council’s new load forecasting model is incorporated into GENESYS, these issues should be corrected

Approval of Regional Sustained Hydro Peaking Capacity Study Scope of Work
The idea is to hire a consultant who would look at hydro capacity under extreme conditions such as those identified in the wind analysis.  BPA would like to use this method as a surrogate to the LOLP approach for setting its capacity adequacy targets.  This would also standardize the way in which the region could report peak hydro to WECC.  This could also help as a check on the output from the LOLP analysis.  This would also help with consistency of data when calculating hydro peaking capability, i.e. what other projects are doing (filling or drafting under a predetermined water condition).  
Rod agreed that if we could come up with a “standard” to calculate hydro capacity, it would be a good thing.  

WECC requires hydro capacity under “adverse” hydro (lowest quartile).  Wally remarked that WECC is not interested in a joint temperature/water condition but just a bad water condition.  Dick asked if the WECC analysis is a load/resource spreadsheet analysis.  Wally said there is a model that does a non-stochastic analysis of west-wide load and resources.  Wally said that up till now, the NW has sent hydro peak hour capacity values along with a derate for adverse conditions to WECC.  But, that number is not realistic.  
Mary thinks this contract work will cost about $100,000 to $200,000.  Perhaps someone like Mike McCoy could do this work.  Rod said Don Long may be a good candidate.  
Dick said it is very important to ask the right question.  For example, what is the duration of the sustained peak, what hours do we count, under what conditions do we count the capability, etc?  Part of the analysis is to assess what the appropriate conditions are to make this calculation.  

The months should be changed to January and July to match WECC reporting.  And Wally suggested that a year with a “bad” January and July would be appropriate (i.e. in the bottom quartile).  Another question is how much “extra” water is to be assumed for the capacity assessment?  Dick identified that there is a lot of detail in how BPA assesses its capacity capability.  Do we want all utilities to make the same assumptions?  Mary said it should be the way that the system would be operated during a cold snap.  But then the WECC data might reflect more capacity than might be available for sale under normal conditions.  This issue was not resolved. 
Voting to proceed with the contract: Greg (PNGC) yes, Fazio (NWPCC) yes, Dick (PNUCC) not for now, develop the scope further, Eric (BPA) yes, Mary (BPA) yes, Don (Grant) not for now, Howard (Washington) with Ron and Dick, Brian (PGE) ambivalent, Clint (Avista) yes, Cam (Seattle) not for now.  

Action item: Put together a subcommittee to prepare a more detailed scope of work and proposal.  Perhaps getting a third party to help develop the scope would help.          
Review and Approve the Final Adequacy Standard Document

John Fazio decided to skip the PowerPoint presentation that summarized the proposed final adequacy standard.  Instead, the committee worked through the red-lined draft.  General comments included:

Moving all numerical values and assumptions to an appendix

Changing the sustained peak period to count the 6 highest load hours over 3 days, instead of 6 consecutive hours over 3 days

Identifying how all resources and loads will be counted (this includes firm and non-firm resources)

Adding separate line items for out-of-region market contributions and non-firm hydro (for both energy and capacity metrics)

Because time was running out, John suggested that he incorporate the committee’s comments into the draft document and send it around via email for members to review.  If the members were OK with the draft (email vote) then it would be forwarded to the steering committee for its consideration.  
Schedule Next Meeting 
The next Resource Adequacy Technical Committee meeting was scheduled for February 28th at the Council offices in Portland.
________________________________________
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