
Comments Submitted on Behalf of AWS Truewind 
 
1.  The meaning of "hour ahead" forecasts should be clarified. The forecasts provided by AWST were actually 2.25-hour-

ahead forecasts, for which the normal MAE for a single project would be about 8-12%. The error rate for the entire 
state, 4%, represents a 60% reduction from the individual plant error. 

  
2.  We suggest that GE do more research into the problems encountered in ERCOT and California (voltage swings, 

frequency problems, etc.), so it can answer any questions about those experiences with more authority. 
  
3.  As mentioned at the meeting, it would be a good idea if the major conclusions were prefaced or followed by a phrase 

such as: "so long as the following conditions are met: LVRT ridethrough, state-of-art forecasts, etc." 
  
4.  Search through the document for all subjective qualifiers such as "small", "slight", "only", "easily," etc., and eliminate 

as many as possible. Let the reader decide whether a quantifiable impact is small or not. GE's judgment should be 
limited to: (a) the size of the impact, (b) whether the system can handle it while meeting the NYISO's objective 
reliability standards, and (c) what specific changes would need to occur to enable the system to handle it. 

  
5.  Specific case that bothered us: a sudden drop in wind project output due to the wind is "not a credible event." We 

agree, of course, but it seems a very bold statement that is not clearly explained or supported in the text. The phrase 
could be rewritten to be something like: "A review of the wind plant data revealed no sudden change in wind output in 
three years that would be sufficiently rapid to qualify as a fault for the purpose of stability analysis. While the wind can 
vary rapidly at a point, turbines are spread out in a project, and the projects are spread throughout the state, making 
such an abrupt drop in the total output an extremely unlikely event. We concluded that each wind project can be 
treated as separate generating unit in the fault analysis."  

  
6.  A related point that would be worth clarifying is the time scale for "faults." How sudden does a shutdown have to be to 

qualify as a fault? How does that compare with the maximum ramp-up/ramp-down rate for a single wind project due to 
changes in the wind resource? This would help clarify that the only source of danger of a "fault" is a failure in the 
electrical equipment, not a change in the wind. 

  
7.  It should be noted clearly in the report that the capacity factor and UCAP are related. If the capacity factor at a site is 

higher or lower than we estimated, the UCAP is likely to be proportionately higher or lower as well. This is especially 
important because at moderately windy sites, large-rotor-diameter turbines are likely to be used, resulting in both 
higher CF and higher UCAP. 

  
8. The phrase "economic impact" should be stricken. GE did not estimate economic impact, it only estimated the impact 

on variable operating costs (fuel & O&M) and on energy-related revenues, assuming no change in the conventional 
generation mix. Knowing that these cost figures can't be removed from the report, we would very much like to see 
them rounded out with some discussion of (a) costs/benefits not accounted for, including capacity payments and, of 
course, RPS payments, and (b) how the overall system might compensate for all this wind, e.g., by retiring some 
conventional plants. Presenting the operating cost savings alone, without such a discussion, risks creating the 
impression that GE thinks installing all this wind will actually save consumers money; whereas of course that ignores 
the capital cost.  

  
9.  Likewise the concerns about reliability should be addressed through a qualitative discussion of how the drop in 

revenues for conventional plants might cause some to be retired, which would offset the improvement in reliability due 
to the wind addition. This needn't be alarmist: the system signals the presence of a surplus or deficiency of reserve 
capacity through the capacity payment market. With the addition of wind, capacity payments are likely to go down 
(another hit to conventional generation projects), but once some of the hardest hit plants are retired, new economical 
plants may enter the marketplace. etc. etc.  (Alternatively, the report could just be silent on this topic for now, but it is 
like ignoring the elephant in the room...) 

  



10.  The last two sentences in the first paragraph of section 8.5 seem subjective and out of character for a highly technical 
study.  They also address issues very different from the previous sentences.  We suggest deleting these two 
sentences.  They seem to be policy recommendations that could discourage wind development.  Incentives for 
improvements in forecast accuracy can be achieved via alternative means. 

  
11.  In a number of spots (especially Ch. 6), AWS Truewind is referred to incorrectly as AWS/Truewind. 
  
12.  We recommend that the phrase "for an individual wind farm" be added to the caption in Figure 3.2.  This will avoid 

anyone trying to use the graph to represent the state's composite forecast error, which would be lower. 
  
13.  One general comment about our modeling of the diurnal plant output and its impact on UCAP.  We suspect that our 

results in some inland areas are conservative in that the morning to mid-day minimums probably aren't quite as low as 
modeled (based on some of our validation work).  Therefore the results we've provided can be regarded as 
conservative.  In addition, as we mentioned at the meeting, the industry's use of larger rotor family turbines and taller 
towers will boost outputs and capacity factors as well (compared to the values in the report), probably by 5-10%.  As 
long as you footnote somewhere what the turbine and hub-height assumptions were, the report's results, albeit valid 
and conservative, will be qualified.  


