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Dynamic rating of the transformer is a promising technology, which is suitable for various applications. Using
dynamic rating for connecting renewable energy is believed to be beneficial for the economy and flexibility
of the power system. However, to safely deploy such operation strategies, it is important to have more precise
estimates for the total costs of owning such units and determine how effective such operation method is for a
solar power plant. This study proposes a method for calculating total ownership costs (TOC) of dynamically

rated transformers used for the connection of the solar power plant to the grid as well as analyzes its efficiency.
The sensitivity analysis looks into the change in TOC and peak efficiency index (PEI) after considering reactive
power dispatch. Results of this study also show how TOC, PEI, and load and no-load losses change depending

on the transformer size.

1. Introduction

The concept of dynamic rating allows grid operators to safely ex-
tend the capacity of power components beyond the nameplate rating.
Although, more popular as an operation strategy for overhead lines,
dynamic rating of power transformers is currently gaining more atten-
tion from the industry [1]. Dynamic transformer rating (DTR) can be
defined as the maximum load, which the transformer can sustain under
time-varying load and/or environmental conditions [2,3]. Power trans-
formers are usually sized and designed conservatively, to withstand
extreme combinations of load and weather conditions, which rarely
come together in practice, and the thermal behavior of the transformer
insulation is a key factor during the design process [4].

According to previous studies, it is evident that DTR can be safely
applied without endangering component life expectancy and/or keep-
ing the increase in loss of life sufficiently low [5]. The usage of the
dynamic rating could optimize the characteristics of power transform-
ers to be installed and therefore result in a better project economy and
lower need for initial investment [2,3,6,7].

DTR is the method that arises from the traditional thermal modeling
of the transformer which takes place during the design and specification
process, but in contrast to the power limits being constant, they are
changed depending on the real-time weather and loading conditions.
Hence, the first studies on DTR are highly focused on the development

of thermal models for better assessment of transformer temperature
distribution as well as insulation aging under high load conditions [1,2,
8-10]. The explorations of the variability of the transformer’s thermal
behavior have led to case studies on the performance of dynamically
rated power transformers in a distribution network [11-14]. There
are several studies evaluating the benefits of DTR in the distribution
network related to the system’s stability [15,16] and available transmis-
sion capacity [17]. In [18,19] authors show the benefits of using DTR
and determine the maximum allowable loading for a given transformer.

Overload implies risks during power system operation when the
load profile exceeds the nameplate rating of some power devices in the
system. Reliability and risk analysis of DTR operation in a distribution
network are evaluated in [3,6,20]. DTR implementation also brings
additional challenges of operation safety and reliability, which is highly
dependent on the accuracy of load and capacity forecasting; these issues
are addressed using probabilistic risk assessment in [21,22].

DTR applications for renewable energy have been analyzed in a few
literature resources, however, often they focus on wind power devel-
opment [23-25]. The studies of DTR usage for wind power integration
focus on case studies and evaluate the share of wind power in the grid
after DTR application [23,26,27] as well as potential expansion of wind
sites using the same transformer [3,25] or design of future wind farm
with DTR in mind and transformer size reduction [6,28,29].
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Fig. 1. Temperature map versus tank height.

While the benefits and limitations of DTR applications for wind
power have been explored, only a few case studies look into using
DTR to improve the utilization of transformers at solar power plants.
In [30], DTR is studied in conjunction with high PV penetration in
a distribution network; the study has identified that DTR has the
potential to increase the share of solar power in the energy mix. Given
the limited number of studies on DTR for PV-plant applications, this
study aims to perform cost analysis and performance assessment to
identify the total ownership costs (TOC) and the peak efficiency index
(PEI) for a PV plant with DTR. Power transformers being explored in
this study have rated power of 55 to 100 MVA. This approach allows
grid operators to test the impact of DTR on the efficiency and costs of
transformer operation.

2. Methodology

The methodology uses a data set of optimized selection of solar
power transformers. The transformers range from 50 MVA to 175 MVA
with a primary voltage of 33 kV to 36 kV and a secondary side
voltage of 138 kV to 500 kV. The proposed method uses no-load and
load loss capitalization as parameters, which also depend on the most
cost-effective electrical steel available on the market. The higher steel
quality reduces losses in the transformer, which also leads to higher
costs. Therefore, depending on the capitalization factor, it is possible
to optimize the transformer’s core design finding the right balance
between costs and losses. The model needs to be corrected for the
loss of life as a function of the transformer’s temperature distribution.
During colder months the transformer experiences lower loss of life
compared to the warmer months given the same load level. Fig. 1
shows the transformer’s temperature distribution, where the cooling
media flow can be observed. In Fig. 1 points 1 and 1’ are the lowest
temperature points found in the equipment, also known as Bottom
Oil temperature. Since the heat is mainly generated in the core and
transformer windings when the oil flows through them the temperature
increases progressively from the bottom to the top of the tank, as shown
in Fig. 1.

The most critical transformer temperature is found in the trans-
former windings and is named the hotspot temperature. The hotspot
temperature distribution is non-linear and is governed by the hotspot
factor, which is a ratio between maximum and average losses in the
windings. The mean winding absolute temperature MO,,, is deter-
mined by parameters such as the top oil temperature 70, bottom oil

temperature BO, hotspot temperature H.S, hotspot factor fg, and the
ambient temperature 7T, as in (1).

(TO-BO) (HS-TO)
abs = 2 +

Mo, + T (€Y)

fus

Overload conditions have more effect on the smaller size transformers
and the temperature distribution in windings and insulation, therefore
it is necessary to do the temperature correction and take the trans-
former size into account during the design stage. The temperature
correction in the transformer windings requires distinguishing between
the types of associated losses. For Ohmic losses PW and winding eddy
current losses PE, the correction factor is directly proportional to the
temperature, as expressed in (2) [31].

(2345 +T))

few =fre = 235+ 7T, (2)

where fpy, and fpp are the temperature correction factors for the
Ohmic losses and eddy current losses respectively; 7,, is the reference
temperature defined in the standard which is normally 75 °C for non-
thermally upgraded paper and 85 °C for thermally upgraded paper and,
T, is the temperature, which the material is subjected to.

The stray loss P.S phenomenon works the opposite way, meaning
that the higher the temperature is, the lower the stray losses become.
This occurs because of the greater conductivity of metallic parts of the
transformer, as shown by (3) [31].

(234.5+T,,/)
fps = e
(2345 +1T,)
where fpg is the temperature correction factor for stray losses.

The load losses LL are calculated as a function of the dynamic
temperatures of the power transformer, as expressed by (4).

3

LL = fpy PW + fppPE+ fgP (C)]

The temperature of the winding has a direct impact on the load losses
of the equipment due to the variation of the resistivity. To illustrate this
phenomenon let us consider a 100 MVA transformer and apply (5), (6),
and (7) at 75 °C. In this case, the Ohmic losses are 264.274 kW, the
winding eddy losses are 33.630 kW and the stray losses are 39.206 kW.
However, if the reference temperature changes to 45 °C, the Ohmic
losses become 238.658 kW, the winding eddy losses become 30.370 kW
and the stray losses become 43.414 kW. Thus, the load losses at 75 °C
are 397.11 kW while the load losses at 45 °C are 372.442 kW or 7.8%
lower, i.e. this shows the importance of loss correction for the ambient
temperature change and the actual temperature of the loading cycle.
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The fitted equation is defined according to the points obtained in
the optimization process for resistivity winding losses (PW), where the
coefficient of determination R2 is determined as follows:

PW =20.45452  —1682.2S;

input inpui

. +227954 5)

Based on the optimization points, Eq. (6) is fitted for the winding eddy
losses parameters, in which R? is 0.9704. This coefficient represents
the proportion or relationship between the dependent variable PW
and the remaining parameters of the function (independent variables).
In this case, R? indicates approximately 95.72% of the variability in
the resistivity winding losses, 97.04% in the winding eddy losses, and
98.42% in the stray losses.

PE = 334541n(S;,,,,) — 120431 (6)

nput

Eq. (7) is obtained by fitting the function from the points defined by
the optimization process for the stray losses parameters PS, with the
coefficient R% equal to 0.9842.

PS =1.189-S +541.22- 5

input

2
2 ~3019.4 %)

2.1. Transformer efficiency

The transformer efficiency is expressed from the relationship be-
tween the output power S,,, and the input power .S;,:

Ky
=100~ 8
n G 8

in

The transformer efficiency at any operating point (9), is calculated as
a function of no-load losses at rated voltage and frequency P, short
circuit losses at the rated current and reference temperature Pg., load

factor k and the rated apparent power of the transformer .

n = 100(1 - % ©
The load losses are expressed by (10).

P, = k*Pgc (10)
The output power P,,, is calculated by (11).

Four = kSou €08 ¢ an

where cos ¢ is the load power factor. The maximum efficiency 7,,,,, is
obtained when the no-load losses are equal to the load losses as shown
in (12) and (13).

r]max(kopt) - Pk = PO = kzPSC 12)
0

kypy =1/ — (13)
opt Psc

Substituting the load index for optimal value in (9), it is possible to
determine the PEL. Assuming the power factor as a per-unit value, a
population of specific transformers might be compared. The maximum
efficiency occurs when P, = P,. This way (9) can be restructured as
(14).

PEI =1y, = 100(1 — 2$) 14)
max Kop'S, + 2P,

PEI is a function of P,, Pg¢, S, and the power factor of the load cos ¢.
This approach is useful for the comparison of the energy efficiency
of large distribution transformers to different primary voltage, which
is applied in energetic studies of installed transformers samples. This
method focuses on the specific design concept of each transformer unit
in terms of component losses.
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2.2. Economic analysis

The losses used for capitalization evaluation should include the
cooling losses, i.e. energy consumed by the cooling equipment during
the operation. Such power consumption can appear when the trans-
former is operating with no-load losses or with both, with and without
load losses. The Total Cost of Ownership TCO is calculated by (15),
where terms IC is the initial cost of the power transformer and P, is
the cooling power for no-load operation.

TCO =IC+ A(Py+ Pc,) + B(Pgc + Pcg — Pcy) (15)
2.3. Temperature correction

The load factor is one of the critical indicators needed for trans-
former specification and can be defined using either the average load
or the average overtime of the root mean square (RMS) value of the
instantaneous load [32,33]. This work proposes a novel approach for
the correction of the RMS load based on the transformer winding
temperature, where the temperature correction factor is taken into
account.

The mean winding temperature is usually specified as a temperature
rise, but actual load losses are calculated at absolute temperature,
therefore, the ambient temperature has a direct influence on the load
losses. There are two standard values indicative of the “mean winding
temperature”: 55 °C temperature rise for non-thermally upgraded paper
and 65 °C temperature rise for the thermally upgraded paper. Accord-
ing to [34], the ambient temperature is fixed at 20 °C, and in order
to compare the load losses we need to choose a reference temperature.
Typically, 75 °C or 85 °C are used as reference temperatures the load
loss values are warranted at a reference load and temperature. This
study uses load loss correction at the actual temperature instead of a
reference temperature.

Fig. 2 shows a simulation with 85 °C as losses reference and the real
temperature profile. It is observed that the losses are highly dependent
on the temperature, the optimal transformer size can be determined
by comparing these two results. The losses vary with the load profile
during a determined time period, and the load factor L, can now
be represented as the average overtime of the root mean square RMS
values of the instantaneous load considering instantaneous temperature
correction.

The average loading is described as the annual load average and the
load factor L is calculated by (16).

h
1
L= [ St 16)
0

where f},,, is the time function represented in Fig. 2, in which the load
loss factor is calculated from a definite integral throughout a year (total
period), where h is the number of hours in one year.

Average RMS overtime represents a more suitable method for
intermittent energy sources. The load loss factor L is given by (17).

h
L= 1/%/0 Froaa(D2d1 17)

Finally, the conventional expression of the loading function in (17) is
reformulated taking into account the temperature correction f,,,,, as in
(18).

[ h
L, = %/0 Sremp(®)?dt (18)

In sequence, Fig. 3 shows the flowchart of the proposed methodology.
The proposed method calculates the maximum hotspot and top oil tem-
perature considering the loading profile, as well as equivalent aging.
The algorithm verifies if these three outputs exceed the limit imposed
by the well-established international standards. If no constraints are
found, a reduction of 1 MVA in the total size of the transformer is
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Fig. 2. Comparison of load losses with and without temperature correction.

performed and the iterative process continues. Otherwise, the algorithm
stops and shows the latest calculation value of the power, following
these three criteria. The ambient temperature 7,,,, is a time-dependent
variable, which represents an array of values. The maximum step con-
sidered is one hour, i.e. temperature measurements are collected hourly
and input into the optimization algorithm. The loading curve applied to
the generator step-up (GSU) collector transformer throughout an entire
year is also a time-dependent function, which represents one of the
most important and sensitive input information in the proposed model.
In addition, the maximum hotspot (HS) and the maximum top oil
(TO) temperature limits are needed in the optimization algorithm. Both
hotspot and top oil are considered long-time emergency loading instead
of normal cycle, since the total time with solar radiation during a day
is less than 24 hours, but more than a few minutes. Long-time emer-
gency loading permits the hotspot and top oil temperature to exceed
the normal cyclic temperatures and may be applied to transformers
carrying non-continuous loads. In this research, the temperature limits
established in the IEEE guide are considered, i.e. 140 °C for the hotspot
and 110 °C for the top oil temperature. These temperature values are
defined by the thermal limits of the mineral oil and thermally upgraded
insulation paper [34]. In the case of high-temperature class materials,
such as aramid paper and/or ester fluid, these values can be increased
and therefore the transformer size can be reduced. The loss of insulation
life must also be quantified as less than 1.0 p.u. equivalent aging
EQ iy As long as none of HS,,s TOpypy OF EQ,y,, exceed the
maximum value allowed, the proposed optimization technique reduces
the total size by 1 MVA until it converges to the optimum transformer
size, which fulfills all restrictions and prior established constants.

3. Case study

Initially, a general overview of the PV farm and electric power
grid is shown in Fig. 4, where a GSU transformer is connected be-
tween both systems. The common technical characteristics of the power
transformer are described in the Table 1.

Fig. 5 represents the per unit load of a solar profile. The data in
Fig. 5 is collected during one year considering the solar radiation of
the 8760 hours with one-minute time-step and 525600 total number of
points.

Fig. 6 shows the load factor calculated by using the three different
methods. For a 100-MVA generator step-up (GSU) transformer, the

Table 1
Transformer parameters.
Rated power, [MVA] 55-100
High voltage, [kV] 230 + 10% with tap changer
Low voltage, [kV] 34.5
Cooling impedance, [%] 12
Max. total losses (ONAF), [%] 0.4
Connection Ynd1
No-load losses capitalization, [USD/kW] 2500
Load losses capitalization, [USD/kW] 2500

Loading profile
Ambient temperature, [°C]

1.0 p.u. (flat curve)
30 (continuous)

Max. hotspot rises, [°C] 80

Max. top oil rises, [°C] 65

Max. mean winding rises, [°C] 65

Type of oil Mineral

Solid insulation material Thermo-established paper
Winding conductor material Copper

Total lifetime considered, [h]

150000 [34]

average loading based on the solar energy profile in Fig. 5 is around
58.9%, in which the conventional RMS overtime is 50.4% and 51.2%
for RMS with temperature corrections. Smaller power transformers,
such as 55 MVA, have an average load factor smaller than 80%, while
for RMS load factor without temperature correction, this value is 98%,
and for RMS load factor with temperature correction 93.1%. When
connected to solar power production, this power transformer rarely
reaches the rated loading factor and the hotspot of 85 °C, due to the
large load variation. Therefore, when temperature correction is applied
a bigger gap appears for smaller equipment due to higher temperature
of operation.

Loading profile and ambient temperature are key real-time parame-
ters for establishing dynamic transformer rating. The average ambient
temperature mapping and average load represent typical yearly behav-
ior of a largely urban and industrial area in South America. Please note
that the summer season is from December to March in the Southern
Hemisphere. Therefore, more power demand is required for residential
and commercial air-conditioning as well as many other cooling applica-
tions. An annual distribution of daily average temperature is presented
in Fig. 7. Higher temperatures are observed around 13 up to 15 hours
and the highest ambient temperatures throughout the year occur in
January/February and November/December. At the same time, during
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Fig. 3. Proposed optimization methodology.
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Fig. 4. PV farm connected to the electric power grid.

these months transformer experiences the highest level of loading as
shown in Fig. 8.

According to Fig. 8, the absolute maximum generation of the solar
power plant is equal to 1.0 p.u. and the maximum average of 0.98 p.u.
occurs at 10:00 A.M. in December, i.e. the intermittent behavior of
photovoltaic power generation demands the transformer to operate at
rated load only a few hours per year.

Annual load distribution for 100 MVA transformer as shown in
Fig. 9 is obtained by using data from Figs. 7 and 8 as inputs to the
loading curve calculations according to the IEEE bottom-oil model [34].
The blue curve in Fig. 9 represents the average loading profile where
the maximum load does not exceed 0.9 p.u.; the grey curve is the
dynamic profile of the hotspot temperature of the transformer, with
a maximum value of ~ 80 °C. Top oil and bottom oil temperatures are
represented by yellow and green colors respectively and the orange bars
show the corresponding ambient temperatures.

The following operation parameters are identified using Fig. 9:

» Maximum hotspot temperature is equal to 79.84 °C at 15 h and
00 min;

» Maximum top fluid temperature is equal to 64.35 °C at 15 h and
21 min;

+ Equivalent aging rate is 0.178805 p.u. for 10 min and 44 s a day.

A transformer with thermally upgraded paper is designed to withstand
hotspot temperature of 110 °C for the entire duration of its lifetime [34,
35], which means that at 110 °C, the equivalent aging factor for
transformer insulation is a unitary value, i.e., after 150,000 h the DP
of the paper will reach the end-of-life criteria.

Fig. 10 shows the calculated values of the hotspot absolute tem-
perature, top oil absolute temperature, and equivalent aging in hours.

Thereafter, determining the minimum and technically viable size of
the power transformer, the formulation of the loss’s capitalization is
applied to determine the minimum TOC.

Firstly, technical analysis is carried out and the minimum rated
power possible is found which meets all technical specifications. After
the technical optimization, a financial comparison is started to calculate
the TOC, i.e., the optimum transformer size from the technical point
of view can be or not be the optimum point from the technical plus
financial itself.
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Fig. 11 shows the transformer temperatures, and the ambient tem-
perature, and the dotted curve represents the average winding tem-
perature. From Fig. 11, it is possible to observe that winding thermal
inertia is higher than the thermal inertia of the transformer as a whole.
The thermal stability for this transformer cannot be achieved with the
loading profile of a solar plant.

3.1. Investment parameters

To simulate the real case and calculate the TOC to compare RMS
load approaches with and without temperature correction the sensitiv-
ity analysis is performed. The average energy price of the first year
of operation of a solar plant is 0.02033 USD/kWh according to Fig. 12.
The average annual increase in energy cost is 1.52% per year according
to a weighted index of the energy price shown in Fig. 13 [36]. From

2020 to 2030, the average increment is from 72.0 to 87.2 USD, there-
fore, the annual average increase in estimated price is 1.52% per year
for the next 10 years. Another important factor is the weighted average
cost of capital (WACC), which is 6.6% per year for power utilities [37].

The total cost of transformer installation and commissioning is
highly correlated with the prices of materials used in the manufacturing
process. Therefore, a good estimate of the initial investment price (IP)
is the costs of the most used materials in transformer manufacturing as
given by (19).

19)

1P = fprice(mcapperwcapper + MiyonWiron + My woil)

where, f,,. is the price factor, which is used for considering all other
potential elements, a chosen price factor is 2.8 [USD/kgl; my,,., is
the total mass of the copper, [kgl; w, is the price of the copper,

copper



W.V. Calil et al. Electric Power Systems Research 229 (2024) 110061

Aserape - Tesnperature [C]

h
1] 10.82
1 999
2 9217
3 836
4 757
5 682
6 684
7 837
8 10.79
9 13A
10 154
n 1725
18.67
19.60
2003
1995
18.71 1915
15.86 15.34 15.46 16.71 17.47 17.70
18 15.01 14.39 14.39 15.50 i15:59; 16.57 16.92 16.42
19 17 17.74 16.72 15.57 14.16 13.44 13.31 14.29 14.45 15.41 15.88 1543
20 16.63 16.91 16.04 14.80 13.31 12.49 12.24 13.08 13.30 14.26 14.85 1446
pal 15.74 16.09 1537 14.03 12.46 11.54 11.17 11.86 12.19 13.10 13.81 1350
2 14.88 15.26 14.69 13.25 11.61 10.59 10.10 10.65 11.07 BIb] N 12.77 1254
23 14.01 14.44 14.01 12.48 10.76 9.64 9.03 9.44 9.96 10.79 11.73 1158

Fig. 7. Annual average temperature.

Average - Load

0.04320 | 0.00128 0.06357 | 0.17788 | 0.14437
0.56622 | 0.38394 | 0.25553 | 0.13740 | 0.03921 | 0.00074 | 0.00079 | 0.06273 | 0.33777 | 0.66302 | 0.77259 | 0.72366
| 0.80368 | 0.75843 | 0.67256 | 0.57210 | 0.43960 | 0.45061 | 0.62905 | 0.78625

0.69243 | 0.64748 | 0.66558 | 0.77556

0.70951 | 0.68348 | 0.69645 | 0.79714

| 0.71672 | 0.67459 | 0.69485 | 0.78907

0.70947 | 0.66205 | 0.68671 | 0.77545

0.70598 | 0.66427 | 0.68643 | 0.77404

0.70577 | 0.66826 | 0.68971 | 0.77401

0.67949 | 0.65578 | 0.67323 | 0.76337 | 0.8

0.58211 | 0.54831 | 0.59720 | 0.68809 | 0.78220 | 0.8293

0.16359 | 0.11383 | 0.20198 | 0.33402 | 0.45888 | 0.56118 | 0.69375 | 0.72394
0.00091 | 0.03193 | 0.12843 | 0.25443

0.74038 | 0.74810 64593
0.33407 | 0.27612 | 0.09201

Fig. 8. Annual average load.

[USD/kg]; m;,,, is the total mass of iron, [kgl; w;,,, is the price of iron, 4. Results

[USD/kgl; m,; is the total mass of oil, [kg] and w,; is the price of

cooper, [USD/kg].

The materials have variable prices, therefore, the chosen prices are
approximated from the current market value. The input data used in
this study is summarized below:

Average energy price of the first year in operation 0.02033
USD/kWh;

Average annual increase in energy cost rated of 1.52%;

Number of years before the invested amount shall be paid back:
17.12 years which is equivalent to 150.000 hours;

Weight average cost of capital of 6.6%;

Copper cost: 8.0 USD/kg;

Iron cost: 2.0 USD/kg (electrical steel core material);

Oil cost, : 1.0 USD/kg;

Factor price, f,., = 2.8.

The total cost of ownership is calculated according to (15). Table 2
shows the TOC calculated, in kUSD, by using the three methods intro-
duced previously in this section. Table 2 shows that there is a different
optimum point when temperature correction is considered. The first
row shows the initial cost calculated using (19) and the smaller the
transformer is, the lower the initial prices. When TOC is calculated is it
possible to observe that, there is a minimum optimum transformer size.
The green color means the lower TOC prices and the red color shows
the higher TOC. For the RMS approach without temperature correction,
the optimum point is a transformer with 80 MVA rated power and TOC
equal to 733 kUSD, and when the temperature correction is considered
a 75 MVA transformer is encountered with 731 kUSD. The minimum
allowable transformer size is 68 MVA due to the technical limitations
of aging, top oil, and hotspot temperature. If only technical limitations
are taken into account, the 68 MVA transformer should be chosen. If
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all the criteria are taken into account the 75 MVA transformer is the A more realistic data of the efficiency index is presented in Fig. 14

optimal choice.

Fig. 14 shows the efficiency index comparing two different ap-
proaches with and without temperature correction and the peak effi-
ciency index, PEIL, which is obtained when the no-load losses are equal i.e., for 75 MVA transformer the RMS without temperature correction
to the load losses calculated using (14). is 68.96% and with temperature correction is 68.30%.

when the calculation considered a specific loading of the transformer,

in this case, it is the real load loss factor calculated for each approach,
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Ambient Temperature, Hotspot, Top Oil, Bottom Oil and
Mean Oil Winding at 68MVA

140
120
100
80
60
40

20 T =t -
o LLLLLLLLLLLLLEL R KT ET AL

Temperature [°C]

01 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

Time

mmmmm Amb Temperature [°C] = -« = MO Hotspot [°C]

Top Oil [°C]

Bottom Qil [°C]

Fig. 11. Ambient temperature and temperatures inside the 68 MVA transformer.
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Fig. 12. Prices evolution during auction in Brazilian regulated market [38].

Table 2

Initial Cost and TOC versus transformer size using RMS approaches with and without temperature correction.
Power, [MVA] 100 95 90 85 80 75 70 65 60 55
Initial Cost [KUSD] 444 429 413 396 379 361 343 324 304 284
TOC [kUSD] - RMS 744 745
TOC [kUSD] - RMS with 741 745

temperature correction
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Fig. 13. Price index of energy worldwide from 2019 to 2030 in U.S. dollars, price index in 2010 [36].
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Fig. 14. Efficiency index of specific load and PEL

In this example, for RMS with temperature correction higher index
compared with PEI is seen when the chosen transformer is bigger than
63 MVA. The PEI has a lower index because this index is calculated
when the no-load losses are equal to the load losses per definition,
i.e., in power transformer units it usually occurs at low load which
makes this transformer with high efficiency at low loads. The proposed
method also increases the transformer efficiency at the specific load
which this equipment will operate along the entire year, becoming
more compact and efficient.

It is possible to reduce the total rated power by 25%, from 100 MVA
to 75 MVA when the new approach is applied. The no-load losses are
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reduced from 63.3 kW to 52.9 kW as presented in Table 3. The load
losses are higher in this case, because the quantity of cooper material
is approximately 19% lower, but the 75 MVA transformer operates
below 20% at overload conditions. Comparing the no-load loss, from
100 MVA to 75 MVA the no-load losses came from 63.3 kW to 52.9 kW,
a reduction of 19.6% of losses for the total transformer lifetime.

4.1. Real loading curve with reactive dispatch - example

The approach considering reactive power dispatch is presented
further. The quantity of the reactive power dispatch is shown in Fig. 15,
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Table 3

Mass and losses comparison.

Power [MVA] Core [kg]

No-load
losses [kW]

Electric Power Systems Research 229 (2024) 110061

Load losses
at 100 MVA [kw]

Cooper [kg]

65 75% [ TR B s595.0 |
70 73% B sos 76% B 5320
75 82% B s 1% - TR
30 82% B ss.0 85% B 2424 |
85 20% B 572 89%
2% 93% B 503 93%
%" 97% B 613 97%
100 100% B 6.3 | 100%
Reactive Injection [pu]
0.25
0.2
0.15
0.1
0.05
0
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23

Fig. 15. Example of a reactive injection on the grid in a solar power plant.

Table 4

Initial Cost and TOC versus transformer size using RMS approaches with and without temperature correction

adding the reactive dispatch.

Power, [MVA] 100 95 90 85 80 75 70 65 60 55
Initial Cost [KUSD] 444 429 413 396 379 361 343 324 304 284
TOC [KUSD] - RMS 817 830 | 851 883 933 [Ji00sHl
TOC [kUSD] - RMS with = 817 818 831 = 851 883 930

temperature correction

which shows that approximately all reactive power is dispatched during
night-time and early morning [39]. Considering the dispatch of reactive
power in a photovoltaic power plant it is observed that there is an in-
crease in the load of the transformer that will operate in the substation.
Fig. 16 shows the average load curve of the loading of the transformer.

The TOC for this scenario is presented in Table 4.

In the case of the same equipment for the reactive injection, it
is necessary to acquire equipment with at least 85 MVA of power to
ensure that all the criteria are satisfied. Such analysis is of paramount
importance for the purchaser of the equipment, since if the equipment
is dimensioned or does not consider the use of reactive power, the
useful life of the equipment can be reduced considerably.
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5. Conclusion

The increasing integration of intermittent power sources in the
grid has required more sophisticated techniques during the project
and manufacturing of power equipment in financial and technical
terms. This paper has addressed yet unresolved issues on how to
optimize transformer size for new solar power plants as a function of
the expected power generation curve and environment temperature.
Such power transformers will operate throughout their Life cycle while
fulfilling all economic criteria, ultimately achieving the most cost-
effective transformer solution. After an in-depth review of the technical
literature, only a few researches were found on the proposed subject.
However, such research does not take into account the temperature
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Ambient Temperature x Load with Reactive Dispatch - 100MVA
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Fig. 16. Annual average loading and temperatures for a 100-MVA transformer and the average reactive power dispatch.

correction inside the winding, and neither does a joint relationship on
the total ownership cost of the power transformer. In this sense, the
proposed method showed to be efficient, because it can determine the
most suitable equipment based on financial and technical information,
such as the price of energy, WACC of the investor, transformer life
expectancy, and others. The results and analyses showed the great
potential to determine the project of the optimized transformer based
on several variables and indexes, such as load factor, losses, solar
radiation, transformer size, annual average ambient temperature and
load varying, hotspots, and various pricing indexes. Such a method cor-
relates all these features, which have not been previously found in the
technical literature, and therefore represents an original contribution to
assist the design of power transformers for systems with intermittent
generation and loading. The results and conclusions provided in this
research are relevant because manufacturers have reduced attention to
loss capitalization, only focusing on the initial price of the transformer,
or not distinguishing the difference between the capitalization of no-
load losses and the capitalization of load losses. To avoid a reduction
in the revenue of electricity production, a deep analysis in this context
was carried out, which has demonstrated the importance of taking
into account the loading profile and the huge difference between
capitalization of no-load and load losses.
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