Resource Adequacy Technical Committee Meeting

February 28, 2008 – 10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.
Northwest Power and Conservation Council Office
Notes
ATTENDEES;  John Fazio, Wally Gibson, Jeff King, Massoud Jourabchi and Michael Schilmoeller (NWPCC), Mary Johannis, Eric King, Birgit Koehler, Tim Misley and Peggy Miller (BPA), Clint Kalich (Avista) and Villamor Gamponia (PSE)
PHONE PARTICIPANTS: Dave Levee (PowerCast), Becky King (Chelan), Rob Diffely (BPA), Howard Schwartz (CTED/NWPCC) and Steve Weiss (NW Energy Coalition)
I Introductions and Review of 1/17/08 Technical Committee Notes
After introductions, the notes were accepted without change.

II Synopsis of 1/29/08 Steering Committee Meeting
The Steering Committee recommended the PNW Resource Adequacy Standard to the Council for adoption.  At their February 14, 2008 meeting the Council voted to release the standard for public comment.  The Council will address comments at their March 11 meeting and adopt the standard unless there are major outstanding issues.  John Fazio recounted some of the history of the development of the resource adequacy standard. The adoption by the Council of the final form of the standard will be a major milestone of the Forum effort.  
The Steering Committee also indicated support for the Regional Sustained Hydro Peaking Capacity Analysis, which is proposed to be evaluated using a contractor.
III Status of Wind Capacity Value Assessment Effort
Wind Simulation Data—BorisMetrics Contract:
Mary Johannis presented the wind subcommittee’s approach to evaluate the contribution of wind capacity toward capacity adequacy by simulating historical wind data over a long period of record to use in the GENESYS model and in an analysis of cold snap and heat wave events.  Mary suggested that we may want to come up with a different capacity value for wind for each region we analyze, given the different attributes of wind generation in the Gorge versus Montana.  
There is a difference of opinion on the frequency distribution of the wind data. Boris Prokop’s (the contractor from BorisMetrics) frequency distribution for the Gorge over the entire period of simulated record did not show a high enough value for the zero generation bucket to reasonably match actual data. However, Boris then sent a plot that did show a higher zero value component. The Council staff will try to resolve this issue.  In a preliminary analysis, the Council’s statistical analysis is more in line with the original BPA graph.  
Michael Schilmoeller suggested that if the unit sizes are different, then the apparent discrepancy could be explained. However, Peggy Miller said that she normalized the numbers for each group of wind data by calculating the percent for each.  

The question was raised whether the historical generation output for two years of operation is representative of all 60 years? Boris has not looked at that.  A question was asked if a lot of the zero values were either unusually high maintenance or outages?  

ACTION ITEMS RESULTING FROM DISCUSSION: 
1. Peggy agreed to compare the wind speed over the entire 60 year record with the shorter record of actual generation to determine if the limited period of actual record is less windy than the longer period of record.  

2. The 4th order polynomial equation used to simulate historical wind generation may need to be fine-tuned.  Council/BPA staff might consider a piece-meal approach – that is, use a different relationship for the low end values than for the remainder of the generation regime.
3. Develop a wind capacity factor (and maybe energy also) for each region.

Steve asked if the aggregate capacity factor for wind would be higher than the separate factors for each region because of the diversity of the time of generation.  The answer seems to be that yes, it could be.  However, Mary suggested that the benefit of the geographic-specific capacity factors to inform decisions by utility resource planners and resource developers might outweigh any missing diversity accounting.
4. Check whether there is a correlation between wind and hydro, especially in the wintertime.  BPA staff indicated that an initial analysis suggested a lack of correlation.  BPA staff will try to find the initial study.  Council staff will investigate whether there is any correlation between temperature and wind.  The results of these efforts will determine if wind, temperature, and/or hydro should be lock-stepped in Genesys?  
Massoud Jourabchi was asked why the February 1989 cold snap does not show up in slide 11 of Mary’s presentation. He did not know why, but said he would look into it.  These are load events covering 18 hours.  During a later part of the meeting, Massoud indicated that the February 1989 event was very close in magnitude to the loads of the events shown on his table.  So, Massoud decided to expand the table to include a number of additional significant events.  
5. Massoud or Jeff King will send out the event spreadsheet to the technical committee members.

BPA Presentation of Actual Wind in BPA Control Area:
Peggy presented graphs showing actual generation for 5 wind farms consisting of: Nine Canyon, Hopkins Ridge, Bighorn, Klondike 1 & 2 and Jones Canyon (Leaning Juniper).  These graphs are of net generation (gross minus station service).  Peggy checked that the wind fleet did not experience major start-up problems during the period of time of the analysis.
The graphs were for periods of all of the hours of the months and 18 hour periods.  There was quite a bit of discussion of how to calculate wind capacity over the 18 hour period.  Should it be the average, median, or an 80 - 90% exceedence value over the 18 hours?  Decision: The committee decided that the wind generation should be summed over the 18 hours and divided by 18 to provide the sustained wind peaking capacity defined by the Capacity Adequacy metric.  Then the distribution of sustained wind peaking capacities over cold snaps and heat waves should be evaluated to see the type of distribution we have.  If the distribution is skewed, a decision could be made regarding how to appropriately use this 18 hour sustained wind capacity data.  Clint Kalich suggested that the limited period of record of actual wind generation may not be sufficient to allow us to reach conclusions on the sustained wind capacity.  The need for a longer record to be able to evaluate a statistically significant number of cold snaps and heat wave events was the reason the wind sub-group decided that a contractor should be hired to develop a long-term record of simulated historical wind generation based on the correlation between actual wind generation and wind speed.  

IV Regional Sustained Hydro Peaking Capacity Contract
Mary described the current scope of work for the Sustained Hydro Peaking Capacity contract.  Based on comments from the January 17 meeting, the scope was changed to provide a more general description of the sustained hydro capacity evaluation and to show two phases for the work to complete the contract.  John suggested adding a point of contact for B.C. Hydro so that the contractor could check on assumptions for Upper Columbia River releases out of Canada.

Eric King went through a PowerPoint to describe his efforts to select possible summer and winter runoff conditions.  Eric could not find one historical runoff condition, which worked for both summer and winter months.  However, he presented recommendations of separate summer and winter historical runoff conditions, which were reasonably close to lower quartile runoff for all of the major PNW river systems.  Decision:  The committee accepted using 1992-93 runoff as the January adverse hydro condition and 1978-79 as the July adverse hydro condition.
Action Item:  The Technical Committee is asked to review the scope of work one more time in advance of BPA starting the process to request bids on the contract.
V Defining Variables for the Adequacy Standard
John reviewed some of the variables that still need to be defined better to allow the Council to perform resource adequacy assessments against the standard.  Some of the variables, which need additional work include:
A Wind Capacity: this topic was discussed extensively this morning and may be decided next meeting.
B Hydro peaking capacity:  The regional study to be performed under the contract described above will help inform this effort.  An approach discussed in previous meetings is to look at how hydro is dispatched in GENESYS when there are curtailments.
C Demand-side Management Resources:  Are DSM resources included in the load, or can they be accounted for separately.
Action Item:   John will check on whether historical and future demand-side management is subtracted from load in the Council’s load forecasts.
D Uncontracted Merchant Generation within Region:  BPA’s analysis of the availability of this generation to the Region should be presented at the next meeting.  This assumption needs to be updated on a regular basis as does the assumption regarding the availability of California winter surplus capacity.
E Loads:  Massoud discussed his work to estimate hourly loads 2 to 5 years out.  Hourly loads are derived in part by using daily temperature data from 4 airports weighted by the load centers represented by these airports.  Should the analysis be done for the entire 80 years of temperature record, or a more recent period because of global warming concerns?  A recent Council analysis did not indicate the need to limit the load data to the more recent data set.  An analysis of the data could not discern a definite global warming trend.
There was a concern that the peak load in Dick Adam’s NRF is quite different than the Council’s peak load.  Reasons for the difference include coincidence/non-coincidence and the different methodologies for calculating temperature neutral load by the different entities submitting the data.
Action Item:  A compilation of different approaches to temperature normalization will be sent out including: a BPA methodology presented at a recent Regional Dialogue workshop, the NOAA methodology and Massoud’s approach.
F Definition of Loss of Load Probability:  Is a 1 in 20 probability still appropriate?  Are the thresholds, as defined currently defined, still appropriate?

G Definition of the year:  August through July operating year, calendar year or October through September operating year?

VI Schedule Next Meeting:  John and Mary will send out an email requesting the Technical Committee participants to indicate good dates for the next meeting. 
