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Abstract

A Renewable Portfolio Standard(RPS) is a regulation that requires the increased generation of
energy from renewable energy sources such as solar, wind, fuel cell, small hydro, biomass and
geothermal. By environmental, technical and these regulatory reasons, the amount of renewable energy
sources will be increased in a network. However, it is hard to assess risk of a transmission network
with large scale renewable energy sources because the output characteristics of renewable energies are
intermittent.

This paper evaluates effects of a transmission system with supplemental large scale renewable
energies into the existing system. To evaluate these effects, a methodology for risk level of
components in a network is proposed considering steady state and contingency N-1 in this paper. We
consider line current and bus voltage in each state of a network.
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