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Summary of Recommendations
· The IOUs invite stakeholder feedback on Demo A Comparison of IEEE 123 test feeder
· The IOUs recommend that a non-IOU analysis of IEEE 123 test feeder should be completed, including comparison to IOU results
· The above analysis and comparison can be used to indicate whether there are any major gaps or needed improvements for ICA implementation
· [bookmark: _GoBack]The WG Final Report should summarize non-IOU analysis comparison

Introduction and Background
The May 23 2016 ACR required the IOUs conduct a comparative assessment on one or more representative California feeders. In Demo A, the IOUs used the IEEE 123 test feeder as a reference circuit to compare IOU Demo A results (using both the “streamlined” and “iterative” methodologies) and between power system analysis tools (PG&E and SCE use CYME software, while SDG&E uses Synergi software). It was concluded that ICA results do not show significant variation when tested across the IEEE 123 test feeder, with slight variations attributed to how power flow models are treated between CYME and Synergi. In the ICA WG Final Report, the WG recommended utilizing more representative California feeders as a long-term refinement issue, while considering prioritization of other long-term refinement studies, give potential costs and resource needs.

At the July 7 ICA WG meeting, Tom Russell (PG&E), on behalf of the joint utilities, presented a review of the results from Demo A on the comparison of the IEEE 123 feeder.  The presentation explained how variations within modeling on the IEEE 123 feeder were the most significant factor in the discrepancies.  Due to the inherent differences in models and tools, it was expected that the numbers would not be exactly identical across the IOUs.  The IOUs did find good tracking of similar results.  Because the analyses were converging on similar results, the IOUs concluded that the IOUs’ respective ICAs are sufficiently consistent and accurate.

It was identified that Item 2 overlaps considerably with Group IV Items F and G, which cover validation and QA/QC of ICA results, respectively. It was also identified that there are additional EPRI test circuits that are more realistic, with geography more similar to urban and rural circuits in California. Given that these include a significantly larger number of nodes (1000-6000 vs. 123 nodes), the joint IOUs recommend the first step should be external validation by a non-IOU party on the IEEE 123 circuit, which should occur prior to a comparative assessment using more detailed EPRI test circuits. The joint IOUs only made one modification to the IEEE 123 test circuit to ensure operational flexibility and can supply the modified file for external validation.

Discussion
The Working group discussed how, and with what tools, non-IOU parties may be able to perform this validation. While similar tool comparison would ensure consistency, there is question on if we need different tools to help validate as well.

One stakeholder representing DNV GL volunteered to help given that they are the developers of the Synergi tool used by SDG&E. They are currently performing validation on the ICA modules, and mention that this may be a good opportunity to compare notes and results with the ICA WG.
Overall there seemed to be consensus that third party validation was the next step to ensure non-IOU consistency.

Conclusion and Next Steps
· Variations in IOU results differ mainly due to model assumptions and deviations versus hosting capacity method
· Align with items F and G from Group IV
· Get third party results on IEEE 123 test feeder to compare
· Tom Russell (PG&E) will follow up with potential third party volunteers to perform this external validation. 
· The Group IV topic on validation/verification was originally scoped by LBNL/LLNL.  

