November 3, 2005


Notes

SSG-WI Joint Planning WG/Technical Support Group Meeting

November 9, 2005

Portland Airport Conference Center

St. Helens A

10:00 am to 4:00 pm

 Phone Bridge: 1-800-503-3360 or 503-813-5600  Passcode 699292

1. Introductions and logistics
Dean Perry

2.   SSG-WI 2008 Study – Summary of Congestion Areas
Modeling Team

3.   SSG-WI 2015 Reference Case

Intro by Mike De

Objectives of today’s presentation: 1) Acceptance of economic method to be used to look at total cost of scenarios 2) clarification on assumptions – escalation factors, wind wear and tear factor, trans cost of gas, capacity credit for wind, hydro, thermal unit commitment for new resources 3) presentation of modeling results.  Need to agree on how we are going to gather fixed cost information.

Slide 2 – variable cost analysis, investment costs that are converted dto annual costs, than add annual variable and fixed costs.  Other projects would use the same process

Slide 3 – Comparison methodology table – Tom Foley, should include cost of DSM, did we?  May be a different capital recovery factor for DSM.  This year we are using unit commitment logic.  Asked about the logic for “wind wear and tear” cost, concern from Natalie.  Is it right to use “wear and tear” cost  if we already model unit commitment logic?  

Slide 4 – subregional analysis of LMPs by load and generator.  Load cost minus generator gross margin used to calculate total benefits. Grace, make sure we condition the descrption of the results so it doesn’t mislead the accuracy.  For example, we don’t operate this way today.  We may not want to present regional tables, since folks will focus on this.  Wally – Inc capital cost describes the amt of $ needed going forward. LMP is a reevlaution of existin gproduction cost even though the capital cost doesn’t change.  Be careful about combining incremental investment and production costs.  You should also consider and include the transmission rental component – Jeff.  An LMP world does not reflect reality today.  WE NEED TO DESCRIBE THE METHODOLOGY AND ITS LIMITATIONS.

What about the 10% cap rec factor?  Is this OK?  Mike – lets use 10% and we’ll run sensitivities.  

Gas prices – be consistent in assumptions for transportation.  

Fixed O&M assumptions – Use the assumptions shown in the table. IF anyone has a question, let us know within a week.  Transmission Subgroup should look at Trans O&M annual cost assumption.  

Wind wear and tear – Council had a range. We used the high end of the range.  Natalie – it looks like an integration cost.  Suggest contacdting Abe Ellis, looking at 4 corners effects of wind on thermal.  - - Kirk Bracht.  Concern with using this cost by the wind folks.  Bill thinks in RMATS this was actually an integration cost and ancillary services cost. This needs followup to see what it represents and what the dollar number should be.  Mentioned a recent IEEE paper – Steve Dayney.  Invole Natalie.

Reference case – represents IRPs and RPS.   At about 27% planning margin for the system.  May be overdeveloped.  But this is the reference.  Minimal transmission has been added.  Include a range of gas price assumptions.  Coal prices per EIA.  Some concern about whether the gas price assumption is low.  Natalie suggested doing a higher sensitivity.  The group agreed we will add a $10 gas price run.

Slide 7 – Dina - SSG-WI Path Limits

Slide 8 – Incremental Resources – Dina – 2008 to 2015

Slide 9 – Dina – Gas is largest incremental resource, with wind second.  Load forecast includes DSM in some areas, so pie chart for DSM is actually larger.

Slide 10 – Dina – 

Slide 11 – Dina – used WECC 2005 L&R, with exceptions – CA used CEC 2005 forecast, NW used NWPPC forecast, RM area used 2008 load forecast with escalation forecst to gtet to 2015.

Slide 12 – Dina -  26 catagories for generators, selected a representative unit for its char. That were then assigned to all in that category, - - forced outage rates, ramp rates, thermal char., etc.

Slide 13 – list the char.

Slide 14 – Gas price assumptions – Dina

Slide 15 – used NWPPC model to obtain prices at the hubs

Using cceac modeling for solar and biomass

DO NOTHING CASE 

Slide 18 – congestion costs for next MW added. And the number of hours.  Discussion about what it means.  Jim Eden – be really careful.  It is misunderstood easily – shadow price.  Is there a better way to present this information?

Slide 19 – Congestion price on Aug 11, 2015.  Shows unserved load.  Much concern about usin ghis case.  Suggested not showing it in the future.  We need to think about what to do with the results from this case.

Decided to not present the rest of the slides on the “Do Nothing” study.  Instead go directly to the 2015 Reference case.

Lunch

Assumptions discussion – Mary - resources

Bubbles/topology, 

Principles – pyramid diagram

   Mike – asked to make sure there was no double counting of resources

   Natalie – many states do not have RPS.  Asked what we assumed in CA, In CA, it was assumed the renewables had to be deliverable to CA

   Chris – in NW, they matched resroucrs and load within the subregion 

   In AZ, there were high planning margings – PeterK. – lot of this is committed dto CA

Mike D. – wanted to make sure the high planning margin – 27%, is justifiable.  

   Imp. Because we are including the capital investment requierements  Need to watch how this ref case is used, for comparing CDEAC scenarios.  What direcdtion do we give to them.  Much discussion about resource adequacy and margins.  Donald thinks we shouldn’t reduce marins in 2015, current EWCC margins are upwards of 25%

Bill – in general the planning margins today and 2015 should be about the same.

RPS standards – assumed in 2015 - slides for AZ – 5%,  CA 20% in 2015, CO – 20%, MT – 15%

Spread sheets – NTAC - 

Demand response was priced high.  May not have operated.  May be some DR, should not be in the case now.  Wind capacity credit for calculating capacity margin.  Jim Filipi – may be a problem using a single wind cap credit for CA, at least by N and S CA.   

MT Spreadsheets – has a large margin – has about 2000 MW more than load.  Utah – spreadsheets – has a negative planning margin, importing from MT and WY for both 2008 and 2015.  Bill P. indicated that MT is going to WA and OR, not to UT.  Load growth in Utah is balanced with resource additions in UT.  Maybe this is how UT should be looked at.

AZ spreadsheet – high planning margin due to export to CA

CA spereadsheet – if add 10,000 MW from AZ, goes to 24%.  Looks OK

Bill – WY doesn’t think enough gen in ref. Case for WY – Stegve Ellenbecker.  Doesn’t show anything new for export.  Ans. Ref case is intended to be an IRP ref case.

Loads  Assumptions – Donald

List states associated with the Table – assumption table – had input from UT to update their data.  SW includes NM and AZ and IID,  for 2015 assumptions.  

Transmission Assumptions – Jeff

2 lines added PV D 2 and Navajo Trans Proj.- the 2 major additions.  Stopped at Moenkopi.  Intent was to minimize tx additions to id where cong. Might occur.

REFERENCE CASE RESULTS - Jamie

Slide 26 – 

Slide 29 – watch prices are higher in AZ than in CA.  May need to add a line form 4 C to Phoenix.  Mary – might want to show unserved energy.

Questons – why are AZ prices higher that CA in the Summer.  Why is night time price higher in MT than in the NW.  With no cong, the price may go up and equalize with the NW, as it did.

Questions about the Summer case.

Reviewed Duration slides.  SCIT could be increased easily.  Voltage limited.  PV2 may increase it.  COI hits the limit.  Also the PDCI.  Lot of resources wanting to come from the NW.  

Small group to critic studies.  Who?  Marv, Irina, Peter K., Chris R., Mark Hester, Jeff M., Bill Pascoe, Bill Hosie, Mary J., Jamie, Donald, Tom Carr, Wally.  We will rerun the cases with the changes and send to the small group.  We need to 

DOE STUDY

The West will do the western study.  Kurt Conger.  Overview of Study.  Dec 9 regional meeting in Phioenix.  Overview of study plan.  Criteria for designating congestion and corridors.  What metrics would be used?  

TRANSWEST EXPRESS

Bob Smith , project manager, 

For both economics an dreliability go outsid ethe state for base load generation.  Need to move awary from dependence so much on gas.  Looking at the powder river area.  500kV from Bridger area to SL area (2 lines), to N. AZ (Navajo),  takes advantage of other uprates going south and into CA.  3000 MW rating.  Access base load coal and wind.  Meant to complement other current planned projects.  Phase 1 – one year feasibility analysis, sign on for Phase 2.  Phase 2 - Studies up to a WECC rating.  Phase 3 – Implementation.  

CDEAC

See Tom’s slides – 30,000MW  20% incease in energy efficiency, all by 2015.  4 scenarios

High eff.scenario

High renewable

High clean fossil fuels

Mixed scenario- comb of high eff, high renew and some advanced fossil fuel plants

Need to watch what you do with existing resources.  Could affect production cost and capital investment costs for that scenario.

High renewable sc – 53K MW wind, 8k solar, geo 5.6K, biomass 11,000 MW.  Assumption is they will run first.  Need to consider what to do with other resources in the SASG ref case.

RPIC MEETING – WECC TRANSMISSION EXPANSION

RPIC dis ccomments on Trans Exp white paper.  Comments were consistent.  All in favor with movcing forward with the concept.  Needs to be timely in movin git forward.  Line beteeen policy committee and what the SPG guops should be doing.  Prepared a draft charter.  None of the basic structure changed.  Policy level group with WECC staff support.  Strong interaction with SPGs.  Held over the new L&R Subc.  Don’t break up the new SC.  Does L&R report to which committee?  When does it have resp. for scenarios, vs. Project analysis.  Policy committee needs mor einvolvement in first coupleof years.  PC would have about 15 members, Adv. Committee would be larger.  Will now revise the draft charter (about a week).  Take to WECC Board in Dec. concurrence on the direcdtion, while going thru due process (Jan 0 Feb time frame).  Feb, put new committee in place.  RPIC will be looking for members fo rnew Policy Committee.

TRANSMISSION COSTS

Estimates for construcdtion of 500 kv Transmission.  Work in NTAC for their studies.

Modeling results to date                  
Modeling Team

-  “Do Nothing” case findings – congestion areas                                 

-  “Add Resources and minimal Transmission”                                         

Assumptions in reference case 
Mary Johannis – Resources


Donald Davies – Loads


Transmission (first iteration) – Jeff Miller

Confirmation of other modeling assumptions                                   
Modeling Team

      Process for determining transmission solution for reference case 
Jeff Miller

Methodology for economic comparisons of scenarios
Mike DeWolf

Process for collecting capital investment estimates
All                                               

      4.  U.S. DOE Congestion Study - overview
 Jay Loock/Dean Perry

      5.   TransWest Express Project
Bob Smith

6.   Update on CDEAC analyses
Tom Carr

