December 8, 2005


NOTES

SSG-WI Joint Planning WG/Technical Support Group Meeting

December 15, 2005

Portland Airport Conference Center

St. Helens A Room

8:30 am to 3:00 pm

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

1. Introductions and logistics
Dean Perry

2.   SSG-WI 2015 Reference Case – Final Study Results
 

a.   Final Assumptions in reference case

· Resources
Mary Johannis

IRPs are foundation for the reference case.

If states had RPS requirements, they were included

Includes Resource Adequacy in California – this is a state requirement.

Doug asked – how much did we exceed the state RPS requirements.?  Ans. - By a little.

90% of resources were from IRPs, including what was in NWPPC 5th power plan

Load resource balance – Table uses derated capacity.  In NW, assumes average hydro

In Utah, we may have missed the Intermountain plant (1800 MW) – this would remove the negative planning margin in Utah.  (Might want to footnote this in the report).  CO resources include plants in Kansas (2 700 MW units each).  

· Loads
Donald Davies

RMATS – gathered during RMATS study and then escalated

Idaho and Utah provided load updates

Northwest – loads were coordinated with hydro shapes form NWPPC

Southwest – from 2005 WECC L&R data

CA – used annual forecast from the CEC.  Proportioned to Monthly using WECC data

· Transmission 
Jeff Miller


Incorporated projects identified at Nov 10 Meeting

Changes were made to integrate Springerville

Added Transmission additions for transmission form MT

CO – lot of new gen., no transmission plans, so no TX added for CO gen.

Added S of Allston limit

General approach – added transmission to get resources to load

Roger – what was basis for adding transmission.?  Ans. – Used some judgment on how far along, permitting , etc.

Alberta transmission – left out internal 500 kV lines since didn’t have the data, but put generation in load area to simulate northern generation with transmission

b.   Presentation of Final Modeling study results – identification 
Jamie Austin                 

of congested areas in 2015 western system

Modeling assumptions – average hydro, looked at gas price sensitivity, summarized in slide 2, 

Incremental transmission is shown in Slide 3 – shows what was added 2008 to 2015

Watch to see that added transmission from 2008 to 2015 is included in the report to DOE.  Otherwise will lose some congested paths in the DOE report. – Kurt.

There should be only one 500 kv line between LA and SD.  Looks like we have 2 in the study. Check this.

SF Bay Project should be called he Trans Bay Project

Slide 4 – Path limits – IID to SCE – 1500 MW is OK – check to see if the 1500 includes the new line.  Probably should keep the 600 MW rating and add the new line.   .   

We adjusted the path limits from the WECC ratings to reflect operating experience.  (In the final report, we need to make sure the rational is explained when we deviated form WECC path ratings)

Slide 5 – Clarissa – shows incremental loads and resources by Area – 

Slide 6 – lists resources by type

Slide 7 – added 52,000 MW nameplate capacity from 2008 to 2015

Slide 8 – Costs – generation costs came from the NWPPC and CDEAC.  

Slide 9 – no comments

Slide 10 – Bar chart of annual generation and load by area (export vs. import) constrained by transmission  bottlenecks

Slide 11 – shows low capacity factors for thermal units.  Could be the result of transmission limits or too much generation.  This is for the average hydro case.  Capacity factors would be higher for critical hydro.  Suggested we separate gas and coal thermal units in the presentation.    Why do combined cycle units in the NW run more than those in CA and other areas?  Could be the gas price is less in the NW.  NW units are newer and more efficient.  Probably would build more simple cycle than Combined cycle units.

Slide 12 – Phase shifter effects – about 400 Million difference between fixed and variable phase shifters savings due to flexible operation.

Slide 13 – Results – not much diff between 2008 and 2015 base because of added renewable, low variable cost.

Slice 14 – congested paths – shadow price times flows for each hour.  Could take shadow price x hours over rating as another indicator.  Is there a better index to use? That can be calculated with the program?

Slide 15 – be careful in the report to accurately capture that the shadow price is an index, not a real cost - - - use congestion index in the report.   Also add the total number of hours that congestion occurs.  On the slide, “Load for each bus” should be flow on the line.

Slide 16 – Alberta – check flows – 936 MW is above the 700 MW limit.

Slide 17 – some cong between AL and BC.  Still concern about why COI doesn’t show up as congested.  Jeff thinks it is the phase shifters that are keeping COI down.  Wouldn’t operate this way in reality.  

What’s going on with COI  why didn’t it exceed its limit??

Slide 18 – 

Slide 19 – Idaho to NW – Under rating

Internal constraints need to be looked at.  Can we do this???

Slide 20 – 

Slide 21 – 

Slide 24 – EofR

Slide 25 TOT 2 – 

Path C – Slide 26 – 

IPP DC – don’t see steps due to units off line.

COI – 

List of areas that seem to be congested.  Don’t have a lot of back up data.  List of shadow prices, that have high shadow prices to see 

What need s to be fixed going forward

Look at a couple of path with questions, 

David - - several windows – Spring supply with info, next window is comments on report, then do another round 3 years later.  DOE wants us to continue.  

Need a group to look at the work and identify other work to do, not by PAC.

The group will:

Look at COI, Bridger West, E of R, IID – SCE, 

c.   Cost analysis – Capital and variable O&M costs
Clarissa Cooper

d.   What have we learned?
 

· Areas for future database improvements
Donald Davies

Losses, calculations - - what are the concerns, thinks we should be representing losses

DSM what DSM is in the loads?

Hydro model improvements

Contractual info in mdatabase, plant ownership to help with dispatch, confidentiality issue

Load data – needs to be improved, confid. Issue again, way we[re doing it is not right

Wheeling charges

Operating nomograms – need more attention

Phase shifters and dc lines

Common naming practices

Culling over the resources – need to improve data gathering process for resources

Try to make better use of the pf data gathering process –

Process – update db after each L&R process, with L&R data

Assumptions about integrating large wind resources re. unit commmittment - - Unit commitment (intra hour).  Vs. dispatch.

· Findings from SSG-WI 2005 Study Program   
Dean Perry

· Documentation and reporting
Dean Perry

For meeting next week, 

All the WECC paths

All shadow prices

Lines at limits, spreadsheet.  And how many hours at the limit.

Assignment for Small Group:

Look at COI, EofR, IID – SCE, Bridger West (Plus othes as necessary).  Understand the reasons for the results

Develop a method for ID of congested paths

Develop a list of congested paths and why

Develop a list of heavily used paths

Do we need any fixes?

Members of Group – Donald, Jamie, Wally, Marv, Jeff, Bill Pascoe, Bill Hosie, Mary, Irina, Natalie, Peter K., Doug or Tom, Kurt G., Kurt C., Jim Eden, and Dean

Incremental Transmission Additions – why they were included - - see slide used today

Slide 4 –  Path ratings - - why they changed.

List of Congested paths

Loads - - how did we handle DSM in loads

Resources from IRP

Where added or not, where we had to fill in holes

Have many generic resources represented. Expand on the buckets, document sources of info in buckets.

3.   CDEAC update - Clean Energy scenario studies
Doug Larson

Last meeting dec 8

Agreed on scenarios to run

See Doug’s slides

High efficiency, high renewables, high clean fossil, 30,000 MW illustration

Sub 5000 MW of advanced coal for 5000 existing

Donald will be making changes to loads for high eff. Case.  It is in addition to the DSM in our reference case.

Removal of resources – proportion in fossil by geographic region.  Remove specific plants, not just the size of each.  Work with Mary

NREL working with Clarissa and Donald on high renewable schenario.  There will be some formatting issues for ABB to use it.

High fossil is changing the characteristics of units in the reference case.

Jeff[‘s groups will help with trans fixes – OK with Jeff – yes

Sequencing of ABB modeling

1. High efficiency case

2. High renewable scenario

3. High clean fossil scenario

4. 30,000 MW/20% scenario

May not need to have ABB run the High clean fossil case

Maybe have ABB run an updated reference case instead of the Hgih clean fossil.

May be only a matter of how the capital costs are handled, outside the model

Dick an Mary will work together on removal of resources.  Proportional.

4.   Update on Transfer of SSG-WI Database to WECC and status
Donald Davies

of WECC’s new Transmission Expansion Planning role

Database trasfer by en d of this month

Paper will be posted 

Let SSG-WI know when paper gets posted by WECC -  GRACE A.

Charter now being developed for new Policy Committee

Charter will be on April WECC Board meeting

Workshop on Jan 15th
Doug – Needs to be OPEN process as was SSG and RMATS in developing the database.

5.   Status of selection of WECC Production Simulation Model
Chris Reese

