Notes
SSG-WI TSG Load subgroup Conference Call
February 18, 2005

Introductions/background.

Participants:  Dean Perry; Don Brookhyser; Donald Davies; Gene Medina; Grace Anderson; Irina Green; Jamie Austin; Mary Johannis; Peter Krzykos; Rebecca Wilson; Reed DavisTerry Morlan
The following are on the email list but were unable to participate in the call.  Doug Smith ; Eric Law; Jeff Miller; Dennis Phillips; ; Shep Buchanan;

Need a volunteer to provide a status report regarding the Load Subgroup efforts at the TSG meeting next week.  Mary Johannis volunteered.
Need a volunteer to prepare and send out notes for conference call.  Donald and Mary will create notes.  Donald to send out his notes.  
The following is excerpted from Jeff Miller's agenda for the Technical sub group meeting next week.  We need to discuss each item.  

1.  Discussion on the load forecast assumptions to be used for the 2008 and 2015 base cases.
Use WECC 2004 Regions L&R data, need to extrapolate from 2013 to 2015 using average growth rate.  Need to divide into bubbles.  We can use historical load shape data to divide into bubbles.  Other possibilities?

GENSYS will be used to come up with hourly shapes for three different hydro conditions.  Temperature correlates to hydro and to load conditions.  Suggest that for Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and Montana will use the GENSYS.  Look at WECC forecast, to see how it synchronizes.  The council’s forecast is up/down instead of down/up.  

Use 2 bubbles for NW, East/West of the cascades.  

Use Rocky Mountain Bubbles.

California is divided like WECC divides it in power flow cases.  

PG&E use 3 bubbles to capture various load shapes and types.  Irina Green will provide the information.    
Use average hydro for the northwest for the base. 
2. Discussion on whether to use WECC or NWPP load forecast data for the Northwest area.  Granularity?

The generation subgroup plans to use the Gensys model to develop generation for the two Northwest bubbles.  The load forecast needs to match the GENSYS model.  (Mary Johannis).  Plan to use the NWPP’s data as used in the GENSYS model.  
Ask the Northwest power planning council to compare WECC forcast to the NWPP data used in GENSYS.

3. Proposed method to be used to disaggregate load data to individual busses.
How difficult to use summer/winter power flow cases - additional seasons?

Any other available information.

Use heavy summer case for summer.  Gridview makes the bus mapping a lot easier.  Use a power flow distribution for each.  

Need WECC cases converted to PTI.  WECC will convert cases to PTI.  

Need to remove load from generator buses before doing allocation of load to buses.  Jamie will check on Gridview program handling of plant loads.
Jamie will also check to see if Gridview can handle different load tables. 

4. Progress on updating load shapes (8760 hours)

What year did PAC use.  Any reason to change? 

Gensys uses a shape for weekend, Monday, etc.  
Jamie will check on shape assumptions.

5. Approval of transmission topology (i.e. bubble diagrams). 

Additional bubbles will only be created in areas where there are expected transmission constraints and the load on either side of the constraint have significantly different shapes.  We will have to develop data for each bubble.  CISO has data to divide PG&E into three areas.  Jamie, can you send your bubble diagram?

6. Discussion on the approach to be used to disaggregate transmission losses from the load data.
Need to understand what options SSG-WI gives for identifying/changing losses.  

Jamie – needs to have the model compute losses, rather than embedding in load.  

Assume that losses are less than 5%, maybe 3%.  The groups feeling was that based on other accuracys, should not decrease load forecast to try to take out losses.    

7.  Discussion on how to handle DSM, Load Management, and price sensitive loads 

Other notes pertaining to correlation with the Generation subgroup: 

Need to make sure we have consistency between generation and load relative to plant loads, etc.

Generation subgroup talked about Demand Side Management (DSM).  They will ignore interruptible load, it is desirable to plan to serve it.  DSM - would like to know how much is included in WECC load forecasts.  NW and CEC reported they include DSM in historical loads, new DSM is treated discretely, tracked as a resource but subtracted from load.

Load subgroup should try to make a judgment regarding how much DSM was there Expected DSM is included in the WECC load forecasts and is not distinguishable.  Expected DSM is desirable for the base case, but it would be nice to know what it is, and some scenario cases may be desirable. 
Use expected amount in base cases – for scenarios need to decide how much to decrease load forcasts to accommodate DSM.  The NW power planning council should help with deciding how much to change load forecasts.  

Perhaps send out a survey asking how much DSM is included in load forecasts.  

Donald will talk to Jim Burns to see if we can get their survey.    The load modeling subgroup will review the survey, and send it out.  

Southwest and Rocky Mountain and WAPA do not have DSM programs.  

For next call - Need a timeline, try to develop it based upon the results from the TSG meeting on February 23.
Next call, planned for 3:00 p.m.  MST (2:00 p.m. PST) on March 1

From Donald’s February 15 email

I propose we try to work primarily by email for the immediate future but would like to have a short (1 hour) conference call Friday afternoon February 18 at 3:30 p.m. MST (2:30 p.m. PST).  We will use the WECC conference call facility.  

The call in information is as follows: The phone number is 334-309-0333 and the ID number is *5820353* (Please enter the * sign before and after the ID number.) You may use the toll free conference number (866-248-0557) if it is more convenient (because you are traveling).  If you have questions or problems regarding using the conference call facility, please call 801-582-0353.  Please let me know regarding your availability for the call.  My next available time for a call will be February 28.  

Also, I will be unable to attend the February 23 SSG-WI TSG meeting.  I need someone to volunteer to provide a status report regarding the Load Subgroup efforts.

There have already been some discussions regarding SSG-WI Load Model assumptions at various forums.  In the following I will try to summarize my understanding of what the discussions have said so far relating to load models.  Please review this email and send back emails correcting me on any points where you think I am making a mistake.  Also, if I have missed topics, please send me an email.

Needed data - for each of the "bubbles" in the SSG-WI database we need a forecast peak demand and energy for each month for the two target study years, 2008 and 2015.  We also need an hourly (8760 hour) load shape for each bubble.  The total forecast load information for each bubble is allocated to load buses based upon the load distribution in the input power flow base case.  If better information is available, the power flow load distribution can be modified.  The input hourly load shape for each bubble is modified by algorithms in the Gridview program to fit the peak and energy data that are input for that bubble.  The Gridview program then creates a new hourly load shape and applies it to each bus.  

My understanding is that the SSG-WI database already has hourly load shapes that are considered adequate.  I think they use the 2001? year historical data.  We need to make sure the hourly load shapes for the Northwest do not include the shut down aluminum plant loads (unless they are forecasted to restart).  

The SSG-WI database used WECC 2003 load forecasts (with some updates).  We want to update the base SSG-WI data base with 2004 expected (mean or average) load forecasts for each bubble.  It is unclear to me if any scenario load forecasts are needed to represent extreme conditions.  

The current RMATS dataset already has the most current available load forecast data for the RMATS region, and it is already divided into the necessary bubbles.  The data were updated in mid 2004 and nothing more current is available.  

For the Northwest, NTAC has proposed two bubbles for the Northwest.  The Load forecasts for the Northwest bubbles need to be coordinated with the GENSYS generation forecasts.  We will need guidance on how to split the L&R load data into the two bubbles.

For 2008 the Published WECC reports (issued July 2004) have forecast monthly peak demand and annual energy information for the following groupings: Northwest Power Pool Area - U.S. Systems; Northwest Power Pool Area - Canadian Systems; Rocky Mountain Power Area, Arizona-New Mexico-Southern Nevada Power Area; California-Mexico Power Area - U.S. Systems; California-Mexico Power Area - Mexican Systems.  The last year forecast is 2013, so 2015 will have to be extrapolated using observed growth rates from the WECC L&R reports.  

The annual energy data will need to be disaggregated to months.  We will disaggregate it based on the monthly proportions found in the monthly energy data published for the first three years.

The forecast demand and energy data will need to be divided from the subregion aggregation available in published reports to the individual bubbles.  I am hoping that PAC can provide information how the disaggregation was done last time.  We do have access to historical hourly load data on a (generally) control area basis that may help in determining how to disaggregate the data.  Alternatively, we could use a power flow base case load distribution to help us in determining how to divide up the demand and energy.  If we can get specific forecasts from individual organizations (they will need to be willing to make the forecast public) we will use that data.

There have been discussions regarding explicitly representing losses and separating them from the load.  It is not clear to me how to accomplish that.  At any rate, most of our work will be the same regardless of the treatment of losses.

There have also been discussions regarding representation of Demand Side Management.  The L&R report load forecasts are supposed to include the effects of expected DSM (on reducing forecasted demand), so any analysis regarding DSM included in the SSG-WI data base should be done in the scenarios, not in the base case. 

