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Resource Adequacy Steering Committee Meeting

January 29, 2008 – 10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.
Notes
PARTICIPANTS:  John Fazio, Terry Morlan and Wally Gibson (NWPCC staff), Paul Norman and Mary Johannis (BPA), Brian Kuehne and Stefan Brown (PGE), Clint Kalich (Avista), Ted Coates (Tacoma), Dick Adams (PNUCC), Steve Weiss (NW Energy Coalition) and Richard House (OPUC)
PHONE PARTICIPANTS:  Melinda Eden, Jim Yost and Tom Karier (Council Members), Shirley Lindstrom and Howard Schwartz (NWPCC staff), Villamor Gamponia (PSE), Karl Bokenkamp (IPC), David Clement (Seattle) and Mark Ohrenschall (Clearing Up)
I Final Resource Adequacy Standard 
Tom Karier described the Council’s process for adopting the final standard, assuming a recommendation is forthcoming from the PNW Resource Adequacy Forum.  The Council plans to release the final standard for public comment at their February Meeting and adopt it at a subsequent meeting.

John Fazio provided the background, the objectives and the form of the proposed Final Resource Adequacy Standard using a PowerPoint.  This standard incorporates the already adopted energy adequacy standard and the Technical Committee’s recommendations on the final form of the capacity adequacy standard.  The standard document primarily describes the minimum physical standard sufficient “to keep the lights on” derived from the Council’s 5% Loss of Load Probability (LOLP) studies. This document also references the Economic Standard, which the Steering Committee previously recommended to be the magnitude of resources from the Council’s Power Plan.  The Economic Standard is the basis for the yellow indicator in the Council’s adopted Implementation Plan, which is attached as Appendix B.  Action Item: Steve Weiss suggested and John agreed to including the LOLP assumptions in Appendix A. Stefan Brown suggested including a footnote in the standard document referencing Appendix A for a description of “significant event,” which is the threshold for defining a loss of load event.
A ENERGY COMPONENT OF STANDARD:
John reviewed the energy load and resource balance assumptions shown in Appendix A, including the assumptions regarding the Region’s ability to depend on non-firm hydro and on out-of-region spot market resources, while achieving a 5% LOLP.  Clint Kalich pointed out that 200 aMW from California appears to be significantly too low.  Mary Johannis explained that 200 aMW are the average California market resources dispatched by GENESYS over the 50 to 300 simulations considering that in many years the Region does not need energy from California, but when it does, it is limited to 3,000 MW in the wintertime. The Steering Committee discussed the following options for how to present this part of the energy standard to a more general audience:

· As was previously the case, simply refer to the non-firm 1,300 aMW resources as a planning adjustment; 
· Refer to the 1,300 aMW planning adjustment, but indicate that this number assumes up to 3,000 MW is available from California in the winter and recognizes that in almost all years non-firm hydro is available; or
· Show that the Region is adequate if loads – resources is 1,300 aMW.  The 1,300 aMW consists of non-firm hydro and out-of-region market resources.
Paul Norman described the way this planning adjustment can be considered is as follows:  

· The Region is adequate when the sum of the Region’s utilities’ firm resources plus 1,300 aMW is approximately equal to the Region’s forecasted load requirements for a 3 to 5 year out planning horizon.

Decision:  The Steering Committee decided to use the footnote from the Council-adopted Energy Adequacy Standard, which describes the planning adjustment in the Final Resource Adequacy Standard.  Changes to the footnote include the recognition that the hydro component is the non-firm hydro that Region believes is prudent to plan on for energy adequacy.
B CAPACITY COMPONENT OF STANDARD

John described the 18 hour capacity metric and the associated loads and resources assumptions.  There was a discussion regarding the description of capacity resources.  Steve suggested that the maximum sustained hydro peaking capacity needs be referenced to a particular water condition.  In addition, Brian Kuehne suggested that the thermal resources be adjusted to reflect winter and summer capabilities constrained by transmission.  Similarly, the document should recognize that summer and winter sustained hydro peaking capacities will be different even for the same hydro condition.
There was a discussion regarding the description of the planning reserve margin (PRM).  This PRM is intended to cover operating reserve requirements, adverse temperature-induced load increases and thermal forced outages.  Dick Adams suggested that the PRM be described as the target resulting when the Region has an LOLP of 5%, given the listed assumptions.  He suggested an explicit footnote referencing the GENESYS model.  Decision:  The Steering Committee decided to modify the language in the standard to indicate that the PRM is the excess of defined resources over expected loads that yields a 5% loss of load probability.
C REVISIONS OF RESOURCE ADEQUACY STANDARD DOCUMENT

John revised the language in the Resource Adequacy Standard document to incorporate the above decisions.  He also made the following additional changes:

· In response to a suggestion from Dick, John revised the document to make it clear that the recommendation to the WECC is that WECC consider the PNW resource adequacy methodology when performing its resource adequacy assessment.
· There was additional fine-tuning of the footnotes.

· John indicated he would change Appendix A to match changes made in the main document.
· Hydro capacity was redefined as sustained hydro peaking capability under critical conditions and an incremental amount available in better than critical conditions.

Decision:  The Steering Committee decided to recommend the final Resource Adequacy Standard to the Council for adoption.
Dick suggested that the Council be made aware that the standard (i.e. the linkage to the LOLP of 5%) has not really changed even though some of the numbers have changed.  Steve stated that the standard is fine, but disagreed with the presentation of the planning adjustment component of the energy standard.
II Proposed Contract to Assess Sustained Hydro Peaking 

Mary walked through her presentation.  She discussed the various types of regional hydro studies and surmised that no one is performing a sustained hydro peaking capability analysis.  This type of analysis is needed to estimate sustained hydro peaking capacity for use in regional resource adequacy assessments and also possibly for individual utility planning work.  The peak-hour hydro capacity from such an analysis would be useful for WECC reporting purposes.

In discussing the methodology for evaluating sustained hydro peaking capacity, she pointed out that the 6 highest load hours may differ between expected loads and adverse temperature loads.  Even though expected loads are used to select the six highest load hours, a cold snap/heat wave load shape would be use to calculate the maximum hydro capability over the 18 hour sustained peaking period.
The contract is proposed to be divided into two phases.  Phase I would consist of selecting a contractor, who has NW hydro modeling experience.  This contractor would facilitate the development of a detailed scope of work, which would be implemented in Phase II.  Mary believes this contract may cost between $50K and $200K, which the Council and BPA would fund.  Hydro utilities would be asked to provide in-kind services in the form of data, sustained peaking analyses of their systems and quality control checks.  Key features of the contract include provisions for the contractor to keep data and analyses confidential and ensure consistent flow assumptions.
Terry Morlan asked about the timing for this contract.  Mary said it should be done fairly soon.  Terry suggested that it may not be that important to complete this assessment in time for the regional resource adequacy assessment in June, since the region still appears to be capacity surplus.  
Decision:  No one objected, so the Steering Committee decided to proceed with Phase I of the contract.  David Clement wanted to see more detail in who is doing what, i.e. a work plan or timeline.  Mary responded that this would be developed in Phase I and provided along with a recommendation as to how to proceed on this contract to the Steering and Technical Committees.  The contract would have a “stop/go” condition; so, if necessary, we could stop after Phase 1.  Mary asked if the Steering Committee needed to be convened in order to proceed to Phase 2.  Tom Karier said we could start with an email distribution; a committee meeting would be convened, only if necessary.

III Review of Work Plan—Next Steps
Mary presented the milestones PowerPoint.  Following are issues raised regarding some of the specific milestones.
A ECONOMIC STANDARD:  Dick asked how we would tie the economic standard to the power plan.  John responded that we would take the expected resource build for the selected point on the efficient frontier and convert that load/resource mix into economic targets for energy and capacity.

B UTILITY-SPECIFIC GUIDELINES:  Dick asked what the Steering Committee has to do to finish off this task?  Dick thought that we would provide a general and conceptual guideline not a detailed mathematical process.  Other questions included:
1 Is there a product that provides a nonbinding guideline? 
2 Is the Technical Committee going to provide assistance to individual utilities in this effort?  
Mary pointed out that the Regional Dialogue Policy Proposal includes utility-specific guidance as one of the milestones needed to deem the Resource Adequacy Forum effort a success.  Paul stated that high level guidance by the Forum should be sufficient to satisfy this milestone requirement.  Action Item:  Mary or John will mail out the Steering Committee notes with the decision on utility-specific guidance highlighted to document the decision to date on these guidelines.  The Steering Committee asked the Technical Committee to provide guidance to the extent that it can to those utilities requesting assistance in applying the regional Resource Adequacy Standard to their utility planning.  
C WIND CAPACITY VALUE ASSESSMENT:  Mary reported that the contract work for this assessment had been completed.  However, the Technical Committee still needs to reach consensus regarding the interpretation of the results of the contract work.  She said that there may be some policy decisions to make on the wind data.  The Steering Committee will be informed by email regarding the technical evaluation; again, a meeting will be convened, if necessary.
IV Next meeting:  The next meeting will be scheduled when needed.  
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