Meeting Notes

Seams Steering Group - Western Interconnection

Technical Support Group

March 29, 2005

Portland Airport Conference Center 

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

1. Introductions

The following were in attendance:

Mike DeWolf – PAC
Donald Davies – WECC

Kurt Granat – PAC
Jeff Miller – CAISO

Mary Johannis – BPA
Irina Green – CAISO

Jamie Austin – PAC
Roger Hamilton WWW/WRA

Peter Krzykos – APS
Phil Carver – Oregon DOE

Marv Landauer – BPA
Dennis Phillips – BPA

Chris Reese – PSE
Dean Perry – SSG-WI

Grace Anderson – CEC (phone)

Ray Brush – Northwestern Energy (phone)

Tom Carr – WIEB (phone)

2. Review of the action plan 

Discussion deferred to end of meeting – Dean will redraft the Action Plan based upon today’s meeting discussion.

Load Model Subgroup Report – Donald Davies

3. Update load forecasts to match WECC 2004 L&R reports   RMATS areas already updated, need to update the rest of the system.   

Dennis Phillips is now participating on the Modeling Team and working on load forecast data.  Region-wide load data comes from the WECC L&R reports.  The data needs to be disaggregated to the SSG-WI bubbles, using historical hourly numbers to disaggregate the data.  For the RMATS footprint, we will use the disaggregation from the RMATS study.  Becky Wilson is reviewing RMATS data for Utah.  She has found an issue with the winter load growth rates.  It is planned to have the states review and spot check the data.  For the NW, Terry Moreland of the NWPCC compared the WECC data with NWPCC data and found they agree very closely.  Since they are so close and since it will simplify their work, it was decided to use the NWPCC data for the NW and to use the GENESYS HELMS model to generate the load shapes for the NW.  There will be 3 separate NW load forecasts to match 3 Hydro generation levels (High, Medium and Low) for the NW area.  Three specific historical years were picked to model the three conditions, namely 1999 for a wet year, 2002 for an average year and 2003 for a dry year.   The model will generate load and hydro forecasts based upon hydro/temperature variations for the three conditions.  Mary will prepare a write up describing NW load and hydro assumptions and application of the GENSYS and HELMS models.  She will include in the write up the difference in load between the 3 cases.  Grace Anderson noted that this is analysis being done for transmission adequacy and may not be the thing to do for other applications, such as for resource adequacy.  She suggested Mary’s write-up should also address why we are doing this differently from the previous SSG-WI study.

4. A comparison was made between NWPP and WECC expected load forecast information.  The two were similar, so for the NW the hydro modeling group will use their load forecasts to match their hydro shapes for consistency.   

This was covered under Item 3 above.

5. The load model subgroup is still working on comparing load distribution in power flow cases.  An epcl has been written to dump and compare data.  More work is needed on how to summarize the load distribution.  Some areas have only summer and winter distributions.  It is clear that it is better to have summer and winter distributions.    Selected power flow cases - four cases are 2008 HS2SA (compiled early 2004), 2008-09 HW1A (compiled mid 2004), 2008 LA1SA (compiled early 2005), and 2008 LSP1SA (compiled early 2003)

The Load Subgroup is looking at possibly using multiple PF seasonal cases to improve the accuracy of the distribution of loads to buses over the base case year.  Some regions now only use Summer and Winter  (SW area) and the Winter distribution is only based upon a percentage of summer, so there is no real difference in load distribution.  Some areas do have different load distributions for the different seasons.  It was noted that if we are going to use multiple seasons, we need to initiate the process with ABB.  We also need to consider the priority of other work ABB is doing for SSG-WI and the Members.  It was decided that for now, we will only use the Summer case for distributing the loads to buses in the 2008 base case.  We will look at using multiple cases for the 2015 base case.  Mike will talk to ABB about the cost for making the programming change to enable multiple weasonal powerflows to be used in GridView, and about the effect it would have on other programming priorities that the region has been giving ABB.  The Subgroup Chairs will discuss this further on the weekly coordination conference call.
6. Progress on updating load shapes – Current thinking is that the Shapes used for RMATS are representative and there is no reason to change.

The Load Subgroup recommends using RMATS load shapes for the RMATS footprint and use of the RMATS load shapes for rest of the areas.  Kurt indicated that the previous SSG-WI load shape was for the year 2000.  If we want, we can use a more recent year.  For the NW, we are getting load shapes from the NWPCC.  Irina is getting shapes for the 2 PG&E bubbles.  We will send the California load shapes to the CEC for review.  Becky Wilson is reviewing load shapes for Utah.  Dennis Phillips is reviewing load shapes for AZ and Nevada, using historical data from WECC.  During discussion, it was suggested we use 2002 or 2003 for historical shape because they may be more representative or typical than 2000.  It was also indicated that we don’t really need to use the same historical year for all areas.  It was decided that we should not use 2001, instead use 2002.  Direction - - Modeling Team was asked to update the load shapes using either 2002 load data or, if an area requests specific load shapes, use what they submit.  If it turns out the work to convert is too extensive, we will instead use existing shapes from the RMATS study.  Also, if too difficult to convert to 2002,  we will work with ABB to see what can be done in the future to automate the conversion.  

7. Discussion on the approach to be used to disaggregate transmission losses from the load data – Plan to subtract a simple 3% from peak and energy forecasts.

The Load Subgroup had decided to use a simple 3% reduction from peak and energy forecasts.  On further consideration, Peter K. questioned using 3% across the board and wondered whether we should instead leave losses included in loads.  Jeff suggested we calculate losses from the program, peak loss and energy for each bubble, and then reduce the capacity and energy for each bubble by these amounts.  Jamie suggested we could use the PF cases as an alternative.  Peter indicated we were trying to avoid this work and, as a compromise, decided on 3% across the board.  Jeff felt we shouldn’t use 3% everywhere.  Everyone agrees we should turn on the loss calculator for each hour.  It was decided that in the first simulation, we will leave the losses in the load and let Grid View calculate the magnitude of the losses.  We can then go back and reduce the loads by the calculated amount.  We can decide this after we see the results for 2008.  In 2015, we may want to capture the loss savings impacts.  Modeling Team was asked to see what kind of reports Grid View can be produce on losses – Irina will do this for the Modeling Team.
8. Discussion on how to handle DSM, Load Management, and price sensitive loads – Try to identify the DSM included in the load forecasts.  Thinking of a survey.  Best addressed through sensitivity studies. 

We have been charged to determine the amount of DSM in the load forecasts as an information item for the final report.  It is not needed as part of the study work for the 2008 base case.  It will likely become an issue as resource scenarios are developed for the 2015 study.  The WECC load forecasts already have expected DSM built into the forecast.  One suggestion was to conduct a survey to find out how much is in the load forecasts.  Mary will follow up and look at what Lawrence Berkeley Labs (Andrew Mingst) has included for DSM in the 12 IRPs they have reviewed.  Also look at the NWPCC for the NW numbers.  There was not support for doing a survey at this time, rather look at existing sources of information to include in the report.  There was discussion that WECC should request this information from its members when L&Rs are updated in the future.
9. Net plant load from generation in power flow cases to improve the distribution.  

WECC has written a program to net out station service load from the power flow loads.  This resulted in removing about 2100 MW of station service load.  This is being done so the load forecast information is consistent with the distributed loads in the Power Flow. 

Generation Subgroup Report – Mary Johannis

10. Status of Progress under the Process Diagram that depicts the decision-making process for generation resources in the 2008 base case.

WIEB Effort to Compare WECC, SSG-WI, CEC and other databases and to confer with State staff to confirm list of existing generation facilities –Tom Carr

Mary described the work of the Generation Subgroup, using the Process Diagram for reference.  NREL (Michael Milligan) will provide updated wind profiles for wind output shapes.  Amount of wind generation to model will come from Tom Carr’s efforts and review by the states.  

Tom described the status of his review of existing generation plants.  He has collected and tabulated resource information from WECC, CEC, the previous SSG-WI database and from the NWPCC.  A matrix was created for each state and province.  Have not gotten feedback from Colorado, AZ or Nevada.  Have just received comments from the CEC.  Tom is sending raw comments as received to Jamie and he also plans to consolidate comments.  Tom expects it will take about 2 more weeks to complete the review of existing generation plant.

The group discussed the template thas been prepared to collect the resource data needed to model unit commitment.  The Modeling Team is  beginning to fill in the template with information from the existing SSG-WI database and other sources.  Using the HS Power Flow case to map units to bus using the PF case.  Have not completed this yet.  This mapping is the first step.  The next step is to update the template, using the results of Tom Carr’s review.   The WECC PF case we are using was prepared 2 years ago and it doesn’t have the latest generation information, and some units are now in service that are not in the PF case.  These discrepancies should get worked out by using Tom’s work.  Of the ~2300 units in the West, about 500 of are not crosswalked to busses because of naming differences.   It’s taking time to work through this.  Donald is helping going thru the list and has helped resolve many of the differences, but there are many remaining to work through.  It was suggested we use the Subregional liaison contacts to help with this mapping.  How will be following up with the SPGs?  A lot of the plants are in California and Jeff and Irina will help with the CA plants.  Mike offered to contact Jeff Burks for assistance on New Mexico units.  There was discussion that WECC may want to enlist the help of its members in developing a data dictionary in the future.
Regarding new plants, those not yet on line today - - we will rely on Tom’s work.  Also get SPG liaisons’ involved as needed.  Tom has focused so far on existing plants.  He will next look at new plants.   He will use Significant Addition (Sig Ad) material from Donald.  Criteria for including new plants- - include those that are under construction and expected to be on line in by January 1, 2008.  If a state indicates that a plant will be on line during 2008, but after January 1, 2008, we will include the plant if the state indicates it is sure the unit will be on line and it is needed to meet peak load in 2008.  Exception is wind, which has a shorter lead-time for construction.   Use the information from Tom’s review for wind projects.  

Question was asked if we might need to add more plants in the base case to be resource adequate in 2008?  The 2008 base case will  include plants required to meet the state RPS in 2008.  Grace indicated that Brian _______ has information that might help us.  Grace will send his contact information to Dean and Mary.
11. Updating the Western Interconnection hydro representation (low, average and high) 

Northwest

California

British Columbia

Colorado River
We now have hourly hydro generation data from the Central Valley Project in California.  We have monthly generation projections from WAPA and USBR..  We have California data monthly by project form the CEC, that we are now checking.  We will use the Grid View peak shaving algorithm to project hourly generation for the Colorado River.  We can compare these results with historical data to see if we need to make any changes.  For non-federal hydro, it would be good to have SRP data.  It was suggested that we look at the NERC GADS database for additional information.  The NERC GADS director now lives in Salt Lake City.  We need to get hydro data from BC for Canada.  Mary has contacted them but so far they have not responded.  Mary will continue to contact BC or Powerex.
12. Status on the development of unit commitment data 

Northwest data source – NW Power Planning Council, PNUCC

California source – CEC

PacifiCorp Area – PacifiCorp

Southwest – APS

13. Coal Prices

PacifiCorp discussed an approach for setting coal price assumptions in this year’s study.  It is still under review.  Use historically-based and publicly available coad price forecast information.  We will need to take into account geographic differences and coal type differences.  It appears EIA is a sound source, although transportation costs may need to be adjusted.  The handout included an EIA tabulation of average mine mouth coal prices by region and a tabulation of coal prices for the NWPCC’s 5th Power Plan.   Mike and Jamie will continue to address the Coal Price issue and bring a recommendation to the TSG.    

Transmission Subgroup Report – Jeff Miller

14.  Status of the 2008 base case review – Doug Smith

Irina has found many changes that need to be made to the 2008 base case, since it has been 2 years since the case was developed.  Doug sent the case out for review and received only a few comments. (APS, etc.)  Because of the few comments Doug received, it appears the case may not have received adequate review.  Another template was sent out to request data for those major projects the TSG decided should be in or out of the 2008 case, so Irina can verify the representation.   Irina has the lead for the Modeling Team to review the transmission representation in the 2008 HS case.
15. Results to date of analysis on the typical periodic derating of transmission paths due to equipment outages and other factors

.

Dean presented the results of additional studies on OTC for major paths in the interconnection.  East of River has been added since the previous TSG meeting.  It was found that the OTC for EofR is seldom lower than the TTC rating of 7550 MW.  In reviewing the tabulation of results, it was decided to apply the following deratings:  (It was decided to apply these derates in the initial studies and if congestion results from any of these derates, then the path operation will be looked at in more detail to refine how the path is rated.

· COI North to South – Use 4600 MW instead of 4800 MW.  This is 300 MW over the recommended 4300 MW rating, due to the increase associated with the Schultz – Wahtoma project.  (Marv is going to see whether a nomogram may be used instead of applying the lower rating).

· Pacific DC Intertie – South to North – Use 2100 MW instead of the rating of 3100 MW.

· Pacific DC Intertie – North to South – Use 3000 MW instead of the TTC of 3100 MW.

· Canada – NW – North to South – use 2800 MW instead of the TTC of 3100 MW

· W of H rating will be taken care of with new uprate project.  Need to use the new rating for W of Hatwai.

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

Dean summarized preliminary results of historical look at schedules and loop flow on COI and East of River to see if a derate should be applied to paths due to path schedules being limited operationally below OTC.  Analysis focused on a frequency distribution analysis of unscheduled flow on those paths, since schedules are limited when loop flow is in the same direction of schedules.  It appears there may be data errors in the EofR data.

After discussion, it was decided not to derate for loop flow.  There was concern that we are already applying a derate due to OTC as noted above.

17. Modeling of Nomograms and associated data

The use of additional nomograms for the 2008 case was discussed.  It was decided to include nomograms for:

· North of JD nomogram – with this nomogram, will not need to derate COI – The nomogram needs to be redeveloped for the addition of Schultz – Wahtoma – Marv will send the nomogram to Jamie and Irina
· AC DC nomogram

· SCIT

· Total San Diego import

· Also check to see if there is still a West of Borah nomogram with the Path 15 upgrade.

Discussion of Scenario Cases – 2008 Cases
· Hydro, gas price, and load forecast Sensitivities

Discussed the 2008 cases.  It was decided to run sensitivities for hydro conditions, gas price and load forecast uncertainty.

Discussion of Scenario Cases – 2015 Cases
· Hydro, gas price, and load forecast Sensitivities 

· RMATS Recommendation #2

· NWPCC resource scenario

NTAC has a wind scenario

· Northern Lights DC project –    Need to pick an option
· WGA renewable and energy efficiency goals

· New Mexico Wind 

· Tehachapi Wind 

The above scenarios will be run, depending upon availablility of staff to run the cases.  It is expected that CAISO will run the Tehachapi Wind scenario and PacifiCorp staff will run the RMATS Recommendations #2 study.  Peter K. volunteering to discuss running the New Mexico Wind scenario at an upcoming SWAT meeting.
General Issues
18. Discussion of how GridView models operating reserve (regulation, spin, non-spin, replacement reserve) requirements – PacifiCorp

Kurt discussed different reserve types and how Grid View models them.  Each area or region can specify a percentage load reserve margin or a MW reserve margin.  Another flag determines what percentages of carried reserves are spinning reserves.   Replacement reserves are not modeled.

Dennis Phillips – (Need to summarize Dennis’ assignment on reserves - - Dennis add here your understanding of the assignment)
19. Potential for modeling multiple control areas (operating reserve constraints, pancaked wheeling rates, and contract losses) – PacifiCorp

Transmission Subgroup – Look at the interconnection and identify what interfaces we may want to represent with wheeling rates, and propose the weehling rates that should be used.  Give this list to the Modeling Team.   We will not do pancaking analysis for the first runs.  Not a high priority item.  Modeling team also needs to know the wheeling rates for the interface paths we want to look at.

20.  Chris Reese – PSPTF update

WECC taking on maintenance of Dbase in 2006.  WECC Board will need to approve funding in 2006.  The Board asked PCC to pursue deterring what program to use.  The original scope of the TF has evolved away from choosing a model toward determining database requirements.  The scope now includes a review of the work WECC would do with the database.  Chris asked “What is the SSG-WI definition of what tasks it wants WECC to perform.”   WECC will be preparing a proposal and Chris wants SSG-WI to sign off on the proposal.  A major task will be maintenance of the database similar to what the TSG is doing.    

Chris will bring a written proposal to next SSG-WI PWG meeting, scheduled for May 3. 

21. Next meeting – May 3 in Portland – it was decided that this should be a combined TSG and PWG meeting since the Database and Study Program work is the major item for the PWG meeting.  The meeting will likely follow the TSG agenda format and will include a report from the Modeling Team on the initial 2008 runs.

22.  TSS Survey

SRWG sent SSG-WI a copy of a SRWG survey requesting input for next year’s WECC database development requirements.  Purpose is to integrate any special SSG-WI needs into the planning process now.  Mike asked if we should take advantage of this opportunity to address some of the data problems we are facing this year.  An example suggested was collection of load information that better fits the SSG-WI topology.  Another example was the Data Dictionary, to address the problem of cross walking bus names.  Another example was reporting DSM in load forecasts.  

It was decided to refer Mike’s question to the thee Subgroup Chairs.   Develop a draft for discussion at the May 3 TSG/PWG meeting, that would be sent from the SSG-WI PWG to WECC in response to the survey request.   
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