
MEETING AGENDA 
 

NWPP Offices 
7505 N.E. Ambassador Place; 

Portland, OR 97220 
 

April 27, 2009 
 

9:30 AM – 3:30 PM 
 

 
1. Welcome  and  Introductions Ben Morris (9:30 -- 9:45) 
  Dana Reedy 
 
2. Workshop for Supersizing  Philip Augustin      (9:45 -- 10:00) 
 
3. NEO Station Ben (10:00 – 10:15)   
 
4. Generation Modeling  Phil Park     (10:15 – 11:00) 
 
5. Break        (11:00 – 11:15) 
 
6. Status of Projects  All     (11:15 – 11:30) 
 
7. Phase 2 Process  --  Dave Angell       (11:30 – 12:15) 

- Chairs: co-chairs, rotating? 
- Catch-up Process 

 
8. Lunch               (12:15 – 1:00) 

 
9. Subarea Study Plan Template  Dave, others (1:00 – 1:45) 
 
10. Subarea Study Groups Ben, others (1:45 – 2:30)  

- Preparation of Study Plan  
- Other Activities 
- Sign-ups 
- Initial Subarea Meeting date(s)  

 
11. Action Items   (2:30 – 2:45) 

 
12. Next TCWG Meeting (s)   (2:45 - 3:00) 
 
13. Adjourn    
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Proposed Workshop Agenda 
 

Right Sizing Transmission  
 
 
 
Regulatory Issues: 
 

• Building to meet future needs vs. “Just in time transmission” 
o The prudence test 
o Rate base treatment 
o Sharing FERC return incentives equally between customers and 

shareholders 
o Treatment of “Dry Hole risks”. Risks today far exceed risks of yester-

years. 
o Return on funds related to Construction Work in Progress (CWIP) 
o “Used and Useful” tests on “Right Sizing” 
o Rate treatment for transmission built to “competitive renewable energy 

zones”. 
o Resolving the inherent dilemma between “Right Sizing” transmission 

corridors and agency environmental permitting requirements. 
o Permitting and siting jurisdiction (federal, state, local, and sovereign 

nation), whose on first?  Coordinated permitting for multi-state projects? 
 

IRP Related Issues 
 
• Meeting The IRP Standards 

o Comparing transmission lines (Build Option) to energy efficiency 
acquisition, demand response, smart grids initiatives and distributed 
generation. Transmission construction in the load-resource mix. 

o Corridor needs and planning horizon. 
o IRP Standards, siting requirements, and EFSC Need Standard 
o Role of “competitive renewable energy zones” in IRP. 
o Plausible scenarios for right sizing transmission. 
o Reliability considerations of transmission in IRP. 
o Option value of transmission sized greater than current demand. 
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Resources for Phase 2 Studies 
 
 

I. Introduction 
 

The WECC Procedures for Project Rating Review do not permit the use of “fictitious 
devices or elements”.  However, the Procedure also recognizes that studies may be based 
on planned facilities, but the rating may be used only when those planned facilities are in-
service.  Appendix A, section A-5, page 85 provides the following discussion. 
 

A-5 Fictitious Elements 
 
WECC has established the principle that fictitious elements are not to be used in 
either simultaneous or non-simultaneous rating studies.  The concept of 
prohibiting fictitious elements does not pertain to planned facilities, i.e., those 
facilities that are expected to be in-service at the time represented in the 
rating study.  Planned facilities may be used to obtain an Accepted Rating 
however, that rating may only be used when those facilities are in-service.  If 
there are changes to the planned facility's project plan or schedule, then the 
section on Monitoring Project Progress in Regional Planning Project Rating 
Review Process (Part 2B of this document) will apply as if the change was made 
to the facility being rated. It may be required to repeat or update the requirements 
for Phase 2 of the rating process.  For example, a company that is building a 
new transmission line may use rating studies that include a future generator. 
If the generator is delayed, it may be necessary to repeat the rating studies to 
obtain a new Accepted Rating without the generator and/or to establish the 
Accepted Rating at the new in-service date of the generator.  Fictitious 
elements are facilities or operation procedures used in rating studies that are 
modeled unrealistically or that do not exist. Examples of fictitious elements are: 
 

• Generators (e.g., a generator that does not exist at time of rating) 
• Load (e.g., unrealistic load conditions) 
• Lines (e.g., change to the impedance of a line) 
• Phase shifters (e.g., unplanned phase shifter or operation beyond its 

physical capability) 
• Shunt elements (e.g., add a non-existent SVC) 
• Series elements (e.g., add unplanned series capacitors to a line) 
• Opening/switching lines (e.g., open a line that is normally closed) 
• Remedial action schemes (e.g., institute a scheme with no agreement from 

the provider) 
 

Fictitious elements may change and distort study results. At one extreme, 
fictitious elements may have little or no effect on the resultant ratings, and thus 
need not be represented. At the other extreme, they may grossly exaggerate the 
capability of the path being rated, either in terms of ability to meet the 
performance criteria or to increase the flow limit of the path. Because the intent of 



 DRAFT – 24 MARCH 2009 

 2 

the rating process is to develop an Accepted Rating that can be used in operation, 
it is necessary to reject the use of fictitious elements in rating studies. The 
Accepted Rating that is granted by the rating process can only be used when all 
facilities that were represented in the rating studies are in-service.  The 
prohibition against the use of fictitious elements does not apply to reporting of 
Latent Capacity. Because the determination and reporting of Latent Capacity is 
strictly for information purposes, the owners may model the system in whatever 
manner they choose.  (Emphasis added.) 
 
 
 

II. Issues 
 
Project Rating Review studies coordinated by TCWG includes projects with in-service 
dates extending out to 2015.  Some TCWG project capacities go beyond planning for 
known or committed resources, providing additional capacity for short lead time 
resources that may only now be in the conceptual stages but can be brought on line by 
2015.  The rating initiatives for these projects are attempting to get around the problem 
that transmission lines have longer lead times than resources and have planning for 
transmission lines completed to reduce delays to resource development.  Also, individual 
TCWG coordinated project ratings may be interdependent.  Delay or cancellation of a 
planned project of another sponsor may mean that remaining projects cannot be operated 
at their Accepted Rating. 
 
The foregoing raises two issues: 
 

(i) What are acceptable realistic elements to be included in these 2015 
timeframe rating studies?  

(ii) If an element that meets the criteria as a realistic element for studies is 
delayed or cancelled, how might this affect Accepted Ratings. 

 
 

III. Realistic Generation 
 
The Rating Process states that fictitious generation is generation that does not exist “at 
the time of rating”.  This is ambiguous as to whether “at the time of rating” means at the 
time of the rating study being done or at the time of implementation of the Accepted 
Rating.  The Rating Process states that an Accepted Rating is at risk due to failure to 
complete the plan of service.  Conceivably, planned generation can be included in the 
plan of service.   
 
It has been proposed to TCWG that realistic generation elements to include in Phase 2 
studies would include: 
 

1. Existing generation. 
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2. Generation reported in WECC’s SIGADD report.   
 

3. Generation in transmission queues 
 
There are some issues with WECC’s SIGADD report.  As of 6 March 2009, the January 
2008 report is still under review and has not been published.  This report will be based on 
2007 data.  When it is completed and posted, it will be in the WECC member only area, 
requiring a WECC login ID to access a copy.  Therefore, it is not a public report.  While 
the SIGADD report is not yet published, the WECC 2008 Power Supply Assessment 
Report was published in September 2008.  This Report indicates significant reliance on 
thermal resources, with less than is needed to support the transfers being proposed in the 
TCWG studies.  
 
However, there was not consensus that other identified generation could be included.  
Some transmission projects may fall well short of the resources required for rating studies 
with out additional categories of resources.  The following options are identified: 
 
Option 1:  Project sponsors submit lists of resources to WECC for the SIGADDS report 
sufficient to provide resources for their projects.  Rationale: This would meet the above 
criteria.  Disadvantages:  1. If SIGADDS is used for other purposes, this may be 
misleading for those other purposes.  2. There appears to be a significant turn around time 
for publication.  3.  It is not a public report. 
 
Option 2: Project sponsors are permitted to include any resources they are aware of.  The 
project sponsor submitting the report would be described by location, size, and fuel type, 
sufficiently detailed to track whether the plan of service has been met.  Rationale:  
Section A-5 appears to be concerned that project sponsors do not go too far in assuming 
elements that may not materialize, cautioning that Accepted Ratings may only be used 
when planned facilities are in-service.  Project sponsors are aware of the requirements to 
maintain Phase 3 status.  The process does not need to place restrictions on what project 
sponsors may assume, only that the Accepted Rating is dependant on the assumptions.  
Disadvantage:  Some projects may be relying on the ratings of other projects in Phase 2, 
including their plan of service (which include these resources), to achieve a rating.  
Sponsors of these projects may not have enough information to assess the risks of relying 
on resources submitted by other projects. 
 
Option 3:  Project sponsors are permitted to include resources that are identified in public 
reports including a discussion of the resource potential, development timeframe, and 
evidence of feasibility.  The project sponsor would describe each resource by location, 
size, and fuel type, sufficiently detailed to track whether the plan of service has been met.  
Rationale: Section A-5 appears to be concerned that project sponsors do not go too far in 
assuming elements that may not materialize, cautioning that Accepted Ratings may only 
be used when planned facilities are in-service.  Project sponsors will have more 
information about resource assumptions for other projects than will be provided in Option 
2.  Disadvantage: Some projects may be relying on the ratings of other projects in Phase 
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2, including their plan of service (which include these resources), to achieve a rating.  
However, this option does give more information than Option 2. 
 
Option 4:  No other resources are permitted.  Rationale:  Provides the most assurance to 
Project Review Groups that effort put into project rating review will produce a rating that 
will be implemented with minimal restudy in Phase 3.  Disadvantage:  Some projects 
may not have sufficient resources to study desired non-simultaneous and simultaneous 
capacities for the proposed facilities.  This may lead to undesirable downsizing of 
transmission projects to integrate only short term resources or studies being delayed until 
resources can be firmed up.  Ultimately, delays in transmission developments may impact 
resource developments. 
 
Recommendation:  TCWG recommends Option 3 and will coordinate studies on this 
basis.  Project sponsors using a different option and wishing to coordinate their project 
through TCWG will report their resource assumptions for discussion at TCWG.  Project 
sponsors will identify the source of information for each resource – i.e. SIGADDS, 
transmission queues, public reports, etc. 
 
 

IV. Delay, Cancellation, or Changes to Resources Potentially Affecting Ratings 
 
TCWG anticipates that some of the projects it is coordinating may be impacted by 
changes in resource developments as projects proceed through Phase 2 and during Phase 
3.  Resources that Accepted Ratings are based on may be delayed, cancelled or replaced 
with other resources.  Also, modeling assumptions may ultimately prove to be incorrect, 
such as different machine models or customer interconnection facilities.  Many resources 
assumed for the 2015 time horizon have a shorter development lead time than the major 
transmission lines required to deliver output power to the load centres.  In fact, 
development of some resources may not even commence until after transmission projects 
have completed Phase 2 and provided evidence that these projects are doable.  Although 
these resources are not part of the transmission project sponsor’s plan of service, the 
project Accepted Rating depends on them, so they should logically be treated the same as 
if they were part of the plan of service.   
 
The WECC Procedure states that an Accepted Rating status may be lost if a delay in 
meeting any project milestones by 12 months or more occurs or if a change in the 
project’s plan of service adversely impacts the Accepted Rating.  The Procedure provides 
for the Project Review Group to determine if the project status will revert back to Phase 2 
with a Planned Rating or remain in Phase 3 with an Accepted Rating. 
 
The role of TCWG in Phase 3, if it has one, has not been discussed.  Nevertheless, to 
facilitate Phase 2 studies and give assurance to project sponsors that Phase 2 studies can 
be brought to a close and that the Accepted Ratings obtained at the end of Phase 2 will 
continue to be valid will continue to be valid, TCWG recommends the following criteria 
for Project Review Groups during Phase 2 and monitoring status in Phase 3. 
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1. TCWG anticipates that actual resources that support the Planned and/or Accepted 
rating may change from those assumed at the beginning of Phase 2.  Projects may 
vary by location, size, simulation models (e.g. wind).  Project sponsors will be 
able to continue through Phase 2 with initial resource assumptions as long as 
replacement resources would have similar impacts on the system as those that 
were modeled in the Phase 2 studies.  Further, project sponsors will be able to 
maintain Phase 3 status (Accepted Ratings) while making substitutions of 
resources and models as long as the replacement resources and models would 
have similar impacts on the system as those that were modeled in the Phase 2 
studies. 

2. TCWG anticipates that all resources assumed in Phase 2 for service in 2015 may 
not be on line at the time that the transmission projects are energized.  During 
Phase 3, project sponsors will be given latitude to submit schedules for bringing 
projects on and these schedules may span several years.  Project sponsors will be 
able maintain Phase 3 status (Accepted Ratings) by providing evidence that 
progress is being made as provided for Phase 2 in the WECC Procedure.   

3. The WECC Procedures for Project Rating Review recognizes the Operating 
Transfer Capability Policy Committee role for determining operating limits.  
WECC’s OTC Policy Committee Path Selection and Study Guidelines require 
comprehensive studies of seasonal OTCs and require new paths to go through this 
process.  TCWG recommends that for projects for which the full resource 
compliment has not been developed or modeling assumptions have changed, that 
the OTCPC study process can be used to “phase in” the rating or review the rating 
for substitutions of resources and different modeling assumptions, as necessary, to 
maintain Phase 3 status and an Accepted Rating.  This phase in or review would 
be treated as seasonal operating studies.  No additional “rating studies” would be 
required. 

4. A transmission project will remain in Phase 3 until sufficient resources have been 
developed and OTC studies based on new modeling assumptions have been 
approved.   

5. Sponsors of future transmission projects are provided the opportunity within the 
WECC Procedure to request benchmarking of Accepted Ratings.  Therefore, 
Project Review Groups of projects in Phase 3 need not challenge whether a Phase 
3 rating is still valid, as there is already a WECC Procedure component to allow 
those potentially affected to undertake this challenge. 

 
TCWG believes that these guidelines are all adequately provided for within the WECC 
Procedures for Project Rating Review and has embarked on coordination of Phase 2 
studies on the basis of these guidelines.   
 
 
 
Draft by Phil Park 
24 March 2009  



Resources for Phase 2 
Studies

TCWG Discussion
27 April 2009



Purpose

• Have heard some opinions expressed that 
generation that does not currently exist is 
considered to be “fictitious generation” for 
the purposes of rating studies.

• Want to clarify up front how we are 
interpreting the Rating Process with 
respect to future resources
– Phase 2 assumptions
– Phase 3 changes



WECC Rating Process

• Number of references to fictitious resources 
throughout the process document
– Main discussion appears highlight conservative 

approach
• Appendix A, Section A-5, is the most complete 

discussion
– significant discussion of future resources
– conservative and more open provisions
– assume this governs



Appendix A-5, page 85
• WECC has established the principle that fictitious elements are not 

to be used in either simultaneous or non-simultaneous rating 
studies.  The concept of prohibiting fictitious elements does not 
pertain to planned facilities, i.e., those facilities that are 
expected to be in-service at the time represented in the rating 
study.  Planned facilities may be used to obtain an Accepted 
Rating however, that rating may only be used when those 
facilities are in-service.

• For example, a company that is building a new transmission 
line may use rating studies that include a future generator. If 
the generator is delayed, it may be necessary to repeat the 
rating studies to obtain a new Accepted Rating without the 
generator and/or to establish the Accepted Rating at the new 
in-service date of the generator.



Examples of Fictitious Elements
• Examples of fictitious elements are:

• Generators (e.g., a generator that does not exist at time of 
rating) – is “at time of rating” ambiguous?

• Load (e.g., unrealistic load conditions)
• Lines (e.g., change to the impedance of a line)
• Phase shifters (e.g., unplanned phase shifter or operation beyond 

its physical capability)
• Shunt elements (e.g., add a non-existent SVC)
• Series elements (e.g., add unplanned series capacitors to a line)
• Opening/switching lines (e.g., open a line that is normally closed)
• Remedial action schemes (e.g., institute a scheme with no 

agreement from the provider)



Issues
• TCWG includes projects with in-service dates 

extending out to 2015.  
• Beyond planning for known or committed 

resources.
• Individual TCWG coordinated project ratings 

may be interdependent.  
• Delay or cancellation of a planned project of 

another sponsor may mean that remaining 
projects cannot be operated at their Accepted 
Rating. 



Issues

• What are acceptable realistic elements 
to be included in these 2015 timeframe 
rating studies? 

• If an element that meets the criteria as a 
realistic element for studies is delayed or 
cancelled, how might this affect 
Accepted Ratings?  How to address in 
the process?



Realistic Generation 

• As a minimum
– Existing generation.
– Generation reported in WECC’s SIGADD 

report.  
– Generation in transmission queues



WECC Resources Publications

• January 2008 SIGADDs report is not yet 
released.
– Is based on 2007 data.
– Posted on password protected member area.

• WECC 2008 Power Supply Assessment
– Issued Sept 2008
– Significant thermal resources
– Insufficient resources for TCWG studies.



Option 1 – Add Projects to Sigadds

• Rationale
– Generation would meet the minimum criteria 

listed above
• Disadvantages

– May distort Sigadds
– Long turn around time
– Not a public report 



Option 2 – Include any resources

• Rationale
– Project sponsors are aware of the requirement for 

resources to ultimately be real to achieve complete 
Phase 3.

– They can manage issues
• Disadvantages

– Other projects may rely on rating studies of other 
projects.

– Other project sponsors may not have enough info to 
assess risks of relying on these projects.



Option 3 – Resources in Public Reports

• Describe by location, size, fuel type.
– Reference to publicly available reports

• Rationale
– More information about resources than Option 

2.
• Disadvantages

– Other projects may be relying on these 
resources for ratings (but more info provided 
than in Option 2).



Option 4 – Existing Resources Only

• Rationale
– Most assurance that resources will be 

available.
• Disadvantages

– Some projects may not have sufficient 
resources for non-simultaneous or 
simultaneous rating studies.

– May require further Phase 2 reratings as 
resources are developed.

– May lead to downsizing transmission projects.



Recommended Option

• Option 3
• Project sponsors will report their resource 

assumptions at TCWG for discussion.
• Identify and provide source documents of 

information:
– Public report
– Sigadds
– Transmission queue
– Modeling assumptions



Delays, Cancellations, Changes in 
Resource Plans - Issues

• Resources may be delayed, cancelled, 
replaced.

• Model assumptions changes, 
improvements

• New resources not contemplated in 2009, 
2010.

• Accepted Rating status may be lost if 
project milestones not met.



Criteria
1. Project sponsors will be able to complete

Phase 2 with initial resource assumptions as 
long as replacement resources would have 
similar impact on the system. Sponsors will be 
able to maintain Phase 3 status while 
substituting resources with similar impact on 
the system. (i.e. resource changes can be 
deferred to Phase 3)

2. For delays in resources, project sponsors will 
be able to maintain Phase 3 status by 
providing evidence that progress is being 
made. (i.e. Review Group will monitor in Phase 
3)



Criteria
3. WECC rating procedure recognizes 

OTCPC
a) Comprehensive seasonal OTC studies
b) OTCPC study process can be used to phase in 

resource substitutions and different modeling 
assumptions to maintain Phase 3 status.

c) No additional rating studies will be required.

4. Transmission projects will remain in 
Phase 3 until sufficient resources have 
been completed and OTC studies 
approved.



Criteria

5. Sponsors of future projects are provided 
the opportunity to request benchmarking 
of Accepted Rating.  Already a WECC 
procedure for challenging ratings.



Next Steps

• TCWG endorsement
• WECC endorsement
• TSS – Phillip will report to TSS
• PCC

– If these recommendations will be appended to 
the Procedure, PCC approval (and Board 
approval) may be required.

– TSS recommendation to PCC
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