WestConnect LGIP Technical Task Force

12/14/09 10:00 AM Conference Room 1A

APS 502 Building Phoenix, AZ

Attendees:

	Name
	Company
	Phone
	Email
	Person/Call

	Jason Spitzkoff
	APS
	602.250.1651
	Jason.Spitzkoff@aps.com
	Person

	Linda Henrickson
	APS
	602.250.1357
	Linda.Henrickson@aps.com
	Person

	Kenn Lamb
	APS
	602.250.1277
	Kenn.Lamb@aps.com
	Person

	Andrew Meyer
	TEP
	520.745.3423
	ameyer@tep.com
	Person

	Chuck Falls
	SRP
	
	Chuck.Falls@srpnet.com
	Person

	David Gutierrez
	EPE
	915.543.4083
	dgutierr@epelectric.com
	Person

	EvaMarie King
	SWTC
	520.586.5297
	eking@swtransco.coop
	Person

	Jim Charters
	WSES
	623.572.7972
	j_charters@msn.com
	Person

	Luke O’Dwyer
	SRP
	602.236.3825
	Luke.odwyer@srp.net
	Person

	Jim Rein
	SWTC
	520.586.5116
	jrein@swtransco.coop
	Person

	Kiley McElroy
	NV Energy
	
	kmcelroy@nvenergy.com
	Call

	John Kyei
	PDS
	
	john.kyei@pdsplc.com
	Call

	Cary Deise
	USE
	
	carydeise@useconsulting.com
	Call

	Ben Stephenson
	USE
	
	BenStephenson@useconsulting.com
	Call

	Ray LaPanse
	Tri-State
	303.254-3154
	rlapanse@tristategt.org
	Call

	Jeff Hein
	NREL
	
	Jeff.Hein@nrel.gov
	Call


· Introductions

The introductions were made for all in person and on the conference call.  

· Meeting Logistics

General and safety facility information was discussed.

· Goals of the Task Force

It has been determined that a technical task force needs to be established to identify and discuss the more in depth technical issues related to the interconnection studies and come to a common understanding if not a common agreement on those issues.  There may be times that this Task Force will be called upon to provide technical guidance to the LGIP Reform subcommittee.

· Identify Additional Topics to address within the Task Force

1. VAR neutrality/capability of customer resources.  

a. There was discussion about the differences in how utilities and customers view the VAR requirements of interconnections.  One point agreed to was that an interconnection facility as a whole needs to meet the required VAR capability.  It was also agreed that a clearly written voltage criteria policy should be developed by each utility for interconnection customers to reference in order to understand what volt/var controlling equipment is required for the requested facility.

2. The evaluation of the intermittent nature of renewable resources.

a. In Feasibility Studies (FeS) APS studies wind farms at different MW output percentages and evaluates the voltage delta on surrounding load busses.  This can identify potential problems early in a study process due to variable output.

3. Evaluation of resource representation within the modeling.  

a. Simplistic during FeS and much more detail in the SIS study.

b. Lump model equivalent vs. several collector busses.    

4. Removing the FeS study.

a. As a FERC non-jurisdictional entity Tri-State has eliminated the FeS from their IR study process, and provides IC’s with required information and allows the IC to conduct their own FeS study which can be brought forward in the process towards a formal Interconnection Request (IR).  They also require a significant deposit be supplied with the filing of the formal IR for conducting the System Impact Study (SIS) and following Facilities Study process.  This approach has helped reduce backlog of studies.

b. The WestConnect LGIP Reform subcommittee has presented a similar approach to FERC and is currently moving forward with the approach of foregoing the FeS.    

5. Justify significant Transmission upgrade or Joint Ownership at the request of an interconnection customer

a. Looped system example was presented. 

6. Geographical proximity of generation resources.

a. Methodology for selection/location of collector stations or customer POI.

7. Chronological Studies

a. There was questions about how far out in time do other utilities perform studies; i.e. if an interconnection is to be in-service in 2013, are studies performed for years beyond 2013 also.  APS explained that they will perform studies for future years (beyond the interconnection in-service date) if there are established plans for new transmission projects in the area or if there are higher queued interconnection requests for the area for a later date.

· Preliminary topics already identified for discussion:

1. Clustering

· Consider IC’s by quarterly windows or by six month windows.  APS discussed their experience with clustering (currently using quarterly clusters) and discussed why their preference is for establishing six month windows.  There was more support in the room for six month windows, however the companies represented will follow up with a final recommendation as to the window.  Tri-State said that they will not be implementing clustering as they currently study one interconnection request at a time (stand-alone basis) and do not account for higher queued projects, unless other queued IR(s) have established a power purchase agreement (PPA) of some type, either as a network resource with Tri-State, or for point-to-point transmission service agreement (TSA) for power delivery to another entity.  SWTC indicated at the meeting that their preference is for a 6 month cluster window.

2. Case stressing/generation dispatch 

· There was discussion about how to model intermittent resources.  Should wind farms (either existing or from higher queued projects) be represented at maximum output or some assumed percentage.  Most agreed that wind generators near the study area should be studied at maximum output, but wind generators remote from the study area should be considered at a lower output level, as determined based upon real-time data available for existing or typical wind generation on-line at time of system peak load conditions, or as otherwise appropriate for the study conditions / dispatch assumptions in place for a given study model.  Those levels should not be equivalent across WestConnect, but can be equivalent within smaller geographical regions; i.e. New Mexico wind will have a different assumption than wind in central/southern AZ.

· Next Meeting:

· Group discussion indicates that the group would like to meet again within a month.

Discussion issues for future meetings:

· Joint Ownership projects

· Affected Systems

· Network Vs. Energy

· Study Coordination

· Regional Coordination

· Study Assumptions

· Projects to include in study cases

· Action Items:
· Each company is to send an email to Jason and/or Linda with their preference on cluster window durations; either 3 month or 6 month windows.  Consulting firms are also encouraged to weigh-in with their opinions on the pros and cons of the different durations.

· SWTC already indicated a preference for a 6 month window.

· Tri-State will not in general be using clusters

· SRP:  Too early to decide between 3 month and 6 month cluster windows
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