DRAFT NOTES

SSG-WI Technical Support Group Meeting

February 23, 2005

Portland Airport Conference Center 

9:30 p.m. to 3:00 p.m.

Schedule and distribution of work among the Sub-groups (transmission, generation, and load) and the Modeling Team (PacifiCorp, BPA, and the ISO). 

The work plan matrix  for the 2008 base case was presented and discussed. Suggested we use it to report status on a weekly basis.  Goal will be to get first study run by end of March, in time for next TSG meeting on March 29.  Tom Carr’s work for resource data comparison should be completed by end of next week or first of following week.  Tom plans to send to state folks this coming Monday for their review.

Load Model Subgroup Report 

1. Discussion on the load forecast assumptions to be used for the 2008 and 2015 base cases 

Use the WECC 2004 L&R data for 2013 and extrapolate to 2015.  For NW loads, use the GENESYS model in conjunction with NWPCC load forecast, since load and hydro are correlated in the GENESYS model.  We will use different load data for the different hydro condition sensitivities.  Also, use GENESYS to create hourly shapes for hydro.  From this work, we will have coordinated load and hydro data for the NW.

2. Discussion on whether to use WECC or NWPCC load forecast data for the northwest area.

Need load forecast decisions in the next couple of weeks.  Need all data to the load modeling group a week before the first case is due out.  The GENESYS model can use WECC data if desired.   

3. Proposed method to be used to disaggregate load data to individual busses

Looking at using several power flow cases to disaggregate the load data.  ABB is willing to work with us to do this.  ABB will look at automating the process of incorporating power flow cases into the ABB model.  At a minimum, we will use summer and winter peak.  Fall back to the two load levels if ABB can’t do it on our schedule.   Donald will see what seasons are available.  The group questioned whether it is worth the effort to use multiple seasons.  What will change is the spatial distribution.  Spring and Fall are important from a transmission standpoint.  Set time line requirements for the Load Forecast Group - - Use summer and winter as the default and see if need to add Spring and Fall.  We have summer, need to add winter data.  Adding Spring and Fall should be easy.  After discussion, it was decided to use 4 seasons.  Need Load Group to pick the winter, summer, fall and spring cases to use.  

4. Progress on updating load shapes

Plan to get load shapes from WECC FERC filings.  We have historical CA load shapes.  Should be able to use historical 2002 or we could average several years.  Need a recommendation from the Load Group on which load shape to use or to use an average of several years.

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

Use the bubble diagram in the handout at today’s meeting.  Break out PG&E into 3 bubbles.  For the NW, use 2 major load bubbles.  GENESYS uses 2 bubbles for the NW.  We have agreement on the transmission topology.  All transmission is modeled in Grid View, bubble representation is relevant to load, but since we model all lines, it is OK from Transmission standpoint.  Goal is to set up bubbles so they match the power flow bubbles.  For each bubble, we will define areas within the bubbles.

6. Discussion on the approach to be used to disaggregate transmission losses from the load data 

The model will separately calculate losses.   It was suggested we should back out transmission losses from load by about 3 to 5 %.  It was noted that the amount of losses is available in the bubbles, so we know how much to back off.  It was requested that the Load Modeling Group reexamine how we should handle transmission losses (subtracting losses out of load).  Bring back their recommendation to the Technical Support Group.
7. Discussion on how to handle DSM, Load Management, and price sensitive loads

See if we can determine how much DSM is in current loads.  RMATS did a survey, but didn’t use the results in the RMATS work.  It was noted that the states want to know how much DSM is in the load forecasts we are using.  WECC can’t break it out of the forecast.  Conservation is the main application.  Ignore dynamic types of load responses - - recommended by CEC.  It was suggested that the regulatory groups might be able to get us an idea of how much DSM is in the cases.  This is useful info, if can get it easily, get it, otherwise move on.  

Where there is generation serving local stations service type load, we are showing net availability of generation output.  There is approximately 500 MW of station service load in AZ.  To avoid duplication, we need to eliminate load busses that represent station service load.  If too much work, don’t use net generation.  Use actual and keep in station service load.  

It was indicated that Donald can write a routine to remove all load buses in the power flow.  Therefore, it was decided we will use net generation.  We need to make sure that we are not double counting station service load.

8.  Load sensitivities, if any, for 2008 base case

Do load sensitivies for 2015 case only, not for 2008 case.

Check to see that time zone differences are compensated for in the load forecast.

Generation Subgroup Report – Mary Johannis

1.   Discussion of Process Diagram that depicts the decision-making process for generation resources in the 2008 base case.

Mary discussed the latest process diagram.  

We have historical federal hydro data.  Can’t get similar data from PG&E because of market sensitivity.  

For new generation, use Tom Carr’s effort to check whether generation is expected to be on line.  Needs to be on line in 2008 .  Need to know the month it will come on line.  We could assume generation will be on line all year.  Mike DeWolf indicated they would see if should represent the exact month or represent as being in service all year.  

Need to optimize the location of the renewable resources.  Look to NREL to help with this.  

Use SPG’s liaison’s to review generation representation  (NTAC - Marv, SWAT - Peter, CAISO - Jeff,  need RMATS rep)

2.   Thermal Generation Resource Template -- Modeling Team

Discussed the proposed matrix format for reporting generation data so it can be imported directly into Gridview.  Highlighted areas that are missing.  Also handed out a column description sheet.  CEC will get this info for CA facilities.  NWPCC has data for the NW.  We are missing AZ and SW areas.  Want to use this template as the Master; it has all the definition to map it to the power flow case.  Suggested we send the Master out to solicit what is missing.  Peter K. - - have data for 2003 for AZ.  It will be hard to get the data that is missing.  It was suggested that we should make the effort to try to get all the information we can.  

The Generation Subgroup will need to make decisions the date that is not submitted.  We will send this out for review and confirmation, including the assumptions.  We will put in typical data that we will use and give others an opportunity to comment.  We can now put in CA and NW data into the template.  The Generation Subgroup needs to fill in holes with typical data.     Because of time constraints, we will run the initial simulations with what the Generation Subgroup develops prior to receiving input from the reviews.  Peter will look at SW data.  Then, do first simulations.  In parallel with the initial runs, we will send to PWG for review. 

Tom Carr’s timeline – Comparisons done by the end of his week, send to states for 1 week review, results in 1 ½ week.  From Tom’s work, we will identify the plants in the base case.  Peter will present to AZ at a SWAT meeting.  

Goal - - initial simulation runs by March 29 meeting.  Need first cut at data a week before then.

3.   Confirm hydro and gas price sensitivities for the 2008 case

Use specific years to capture sensitivity correlation to correspond to dry, wet and average years in NW.  Nothing new on gas price sensitivities.

Transmission Subgroup Report – Jeff Miller

1.   Status of base case review – Doug Smith

Coordination of 2008 power flow base case review.  2008 HS1.  Fell in a crack and Dean did not get it sent out.  Doug will send it out to the PWG tomorrow.

2.   Modeling the derating of paths to account for actual scheduling limits on the system given the currently unavoidable inefficiencies in today's system operations 

Today, we don’t over schedule even though loop flow might allow it.  Dean will look at 2 paths (COI and WofH) and come up with a strawman how to handle loop flow.  Will look at the level of actual flows on the two paths when scheduling limits are hit.

3.   Results to date of analysis on the typical periodic derating of transmission paths due to equipment outages and other factors 

Paths selected for analysis include: Northwest to Canada (Path 3), West of Hatwai (Path 6), Idaho to the Northwest (Path 14), Northern-southern California (Path 26), East of River (Path 49), PDCI (Path 65), COI (path 66), and North of John day (path 73). Dean will investigate the historic data for a few of the paths and report on the potential for modeling typical derates.

Dean, get updated data from WECC for the above paths and update the analysis of OTC vs TTC.  Add EofR to the list.  Need to decide whether to derate paths or not.  Could use results from initial studies to decide which paths to focus on.  It is felt that the seasonal statistics may not represent the fact that paths are at their max. OTC when demand is greatest.  See what the historical data shows.

Marv – see if PSANI included in the OTC derates.  

General Issues
1.   Discussion of how GridView models operating reserve requirements – PacifiCorp

Jamie has looked into this. (How it covers reserve requirements).   Optimizes within the CA first.  It checks to see that there are sufficient resources to cover WECC operating reserve requirements.

2.   Progress on modeling multiple control areas and the resulting operating reserve constraints – Modeling Team 

Must assign which units are on AGC.  Apply WECC operating reserve criteria.  Start with this assumption.

3.   Progress on the modeling of marginal losses – Modeling Team

Looks at previous hour.  Applies it forward.   Does it every hour.  How does it affect dispatch?  Covered in paper.  Does it thru penalty factors.  See January 26, 2005 presentation. 

4.   Possible approaches for modeling wheeling rates and wheeling losses across multiple control areas (pancaking) using GridView – Modeling Team

Penalty on exports, how handled for multiple areas (does it pick up pancaking?)  Kirk Granat will look into this, how wheeling rates are modeled.

5.   Maintaining and posting key assumptions information

Update and Post the study assumption matrix

Discussion of 2015 Scenario Cases 

· RMATS Recommendation #2

· NWPCC resource scenario

· Hydro, gas price, and load forecast Sensitivities

· Northern Lights DC project –  look at 2 projects , to Celilo and to LA

· WGA renewable and energy efficiency goals

· New Mexico Wind – 

· Tehachapi Wind – requested by the CEC

Need to develop the resource strategy to support each scenario.  Running the cases will not be that difficult.

Next meeting – March 29 in Portland

Initiate  a weekly Coordination call, each Thursday morning at 8:00 am.  Dean

