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Abstract

:

Overhead lines can be replaced by high temperature low sag (HTLS) conductors in order to increase their capacity. The coefficients of thermal expansion (CTE) of the HTLS conductors are lower than the CTE of conventional conductors. The utilities and conductor manufacturers usually carry out the verification of the CTE of the overhead conductors in an actual size span. The verification is based on the observation of the change of the conductor length as a result of the conductor temperature change. This process is influenced by the coefficient of thermal expansion to be verified. However, there are other factors that also affect it. This paper analyzes the effect of some of the uncertainty sources in the testing of the coefficient of thermal expansion of the overhead conductors. Firstly, the thermal expansion process is described and the uncertainty sources related to the conductor and the line section are identified. Then, the uncertainty sources and their effect on the CTE testing are quantified.
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1. Introduction


Overhead lines can be replaced by high temperature low sag (HTLS) conductors in order to increase their capacity without the need to reinforce the towers [1].



The conventional conductors work at lower temperatures than HTLS conductors, and their coefficients of thermal expansion (CTE) are higher than the CTE of the HTLS conductors [2,3].



CIGRÉ has written a guide providing suggestions for methods and testing for qualifying HTLS conductors [4]. One of the main characteristics to be checked is the low sag performance. The low sag performance of HTLS conductors is due to a lower thermal expansion of the conductor. The CTE value of the strands can be determined by tests that are carried out according to certain standards [5,6,7]. However, there is no standard test for checking the value of the whole conductor thermal expansion coefficient. Usually, no verification is carried out and it is calculated by the method given in [8]. The conductor thermal expansion coefficient α (°C−1) is obtained from the core and aluminum thermal expansion coefficients αcore and αa (°C−1), the elastic modulus Ecore and Ea (kg/m2), and the areas Acore and Aa (m2) (1).


  α =    (   E a  ×  A a  ×  α a  +  E  c o r e   ×  A  c o r e   ×  α  c o r e    )   /   (   E a   A a  +  E  c o r e    A  c o r e    )     



(1)







The verification of the thermal expansion of the conductors requires changing the conductor temperature and measuring the related change of the conductor length. The conductor temperature increases with the current intensity due to the heat generated by Joule losses. The utilities and conductor manufacturers usually carry out this verification with the conductor installed in an actual size span. This span could be indoors, but due to the required size, it is usually outdoors. There are two types of outdoor testing: the operating line tests and the outdoor laboratory tests. In an operating line test, the conductor is at the total line voltage and the current through the line depends on the fluctuations of the power consumed by the customers and cannot be controlled, whereas in an outdoor laboratory test the conductor is at low voltage and it is possible to control the injected current. The best option for the verification of the low sag performance is an outdoor laboratory, because it is possible to control the injected current. This test is short because in a few hours the whole temperature range can be obtained. An example of an outdoor laboratory is the Powerline Conductor Accelerated Testing facility (PCAT) at Oak Ridge National Laboratory in USA [9]. For this verification the operating line test is also useful. When a utility installs the HTLS conductor in a line, some sensors should be installed so that it can evaluate the conductor performance. Moreover, the information provided by the same dynamic line rating (DLR) systems that are installed for the evaluation of the ampacity can be used for the evaluation of the conductor performance [10]. The dynamic line rating systems measure weather magnitudes such as wind speed, air temperature and solar radiation, as well as the conductor temperature and the conductor tension or sag values. The main disadvantage of the operating line test is that the current intensity, and consequently the conductor temperature, depends on the power flow of the line. Some examples of operating lines tests are shown in [11,12,13,14].



The estimation of the coefficient of thermal expansion requires quantifying the conductor length change with temperature. It is difficult to measure directly the conductor length in the catenary. When the conductor length increases, the conductor tension decreases and the sag increases. Therefore, both the conductor tension and the sag can be used to quantify the conductor length change with temperature. It is easier to measure the conductor tension, especially in an operating line. For this reason, in the analysis presented in the paper, the tension is the chosen magnitude for representing the conductor length change.



The low sag performance evaluation is achieved by comparing the conductor tension and temperature measured values with the theoretical tension–temperature performance. Besides the CTE influence of the conductor, other factors also affect the tension–temperature performance. For example, an error in the conductor weight or in the span length can result in a deviation of the tension–temperature performance that could be wrongly attributed to the CTE of the conductor if these errors are not considered. Because of this, it is necessary identify and quantify the influence of the factors that affect the tension–temperature performance.



The conductor tension and temperature measured by a monitoring system in a line section depends on several factors (Figure 1). Obviously, the characteristics of the line section are the most determinant factors. The conductor characteristics such as the weight, the modulus of elasticity and the coefficient of thermal expansion affect the sag–tension performance. The span length and the number of suspension towers between the two tension dead-ends also affect the sag–tension performance. Apart from the physical configuration of the line, other factors affect the measured performance. The weather conditions during the measurement period affect the measured tension values because of the overload due to the wind, the rain and the ice. Finally, the uncertainties of the measurement systems influence the measured performance.



Besides, some parameters such as the wind speed and the conductor temperature may vary along the line section and, for this reason, the limitation of a local measurement should be taken into account. Furthermore, midspan joints or conductor clamps may introduce a discontinuity in the conductor temperature due to a distortion in the thermal balance.



This paper presents the results of the first analysis towards the quantification of the effects of the uncertainties in the testing of the CTE of overhead conductors. It analyzes the effect of the uncertainties due to the conductor and the line section in the testing of the CTE of the overhead conductors. Firstly, the thermal expansion process is described and the uncertainty sources related to the conductor and the line section are identified. Then, the uncertainty sources and their effect on the CTE testing are quantified. The objective of the study is to quantify the effect of these uncertainties so that they are identified as important uncertainty sources or sources that can be neglected.




2. The Thermal Expansion Process


Thermal expansion is the result of a temperature change of the conductor. This temperature change is due to current intensity or weather magnitude changes. The thermal expansion process is shown in Figure 2. The first result is a change of the conductor length (first step). The consequence of the conductor length change is a change in the catenary shape that results in a tension change (second step). The tension change affects the conductor length because of the elastic performance of the conductor (third step). The elastic performance counteracts the thermal expansion length change. For example, when the temperature increases, the conductor length increases (first step), the tension decreases (second step) and the conductor length decreases (third step), reducing the initial conductor length increase. As a result of the conductor length change (first step), a change in the catenary shape occurs that results in a tension change (second step), that results in a conductor length change (third step), that results in a catenary shape change (second step), etc.; in other words, the second and third steps influence each other until some final tension and length values are obtained, where neither more conductor length change nor catenary shape change occurs.



The described process depends on the conductor characteristics. The parameters that affect each step are shown in Table 1. The conductor characteristics that influence the thermal expansion process are the weight, the CTE and the modulus of elasticity. In the case of non-homogeneous conductors, the CTE and the modulus of elasticity have different values for the core and the outer aluminum.



The higher the coefficient of thermal expansion, the higher the increase in length of the first step. As a result, the higher the coefficient of thermal expansion, the greater the influence of this parameter in the expansion process. For the modulus of elasticity, the higher the value is, the lower the length recovery of the third step. As a result, the higher the modulus of elasticity is, the lower the influence of this parameter in the expansion process.



The catenary length L (m) is given by Equation (2). It depends on the horizontal tension H (kg), the conductor weight per unit length ω (kg/m) and the span length a (m).


  L = 2 × c × sin h  (     a / 2   c   )   



(2)






  c =  H ω   



(3)







The relation between the tension and the length of the catenary is not linear (Figure 3a). For a certain length change, the tension change is higher for high tension values. As a consequence, the same temperature change results in a lower tension decrease at lower tension values (Figure 3b). In Figure 2 and Figure 3b, the tension–length curve of the catenary is linearized around the initial tension–length value in order to simplify the explanation of the process.




3. Identifying Uncertainty Sources in the Tension–Temperature Performance


The measured tension and temperature values are compared with the values given by a theoretical model. There is a deviation between the measured and calculated values if the parameter values assumed in the model, such as the conductor weight or modulus of elasticity, differ from the actual values. There is also a deviation if the model does not take into account the factors that affect the tension–temperature performance.



3.1. Parameters


The parameters that are used in the sag–tension calculation methods are the conductor parameters (weight, modulus of elasticity, CTE) and the span length [15].



The influence of the error of each conductor parameter can be analyzed by taking into account the process described in Figure 2. A higher CTE value (positive error) results in a higher change of the conductor length (first step). As a consequence, the tension change due to the catenary shape change is higher too, and the final tension change is also higher. A positive error in the weight results in a lower change of the conductor tension due to a lower slope of the catenary length–tension curve. As a consequence, the final tension change is lower. A positive error in the modulus of elasticity results in a lower change in the conductor length (third step). As a consequence, the tension change due to the catenary shape change is lower and the final tension change is higher. Table 2 shows the relation between the positive and negative errors of the parameters and the lower and higher tension change result.



According to Equation (2), the relation between the tension and the length depends on the span length a. If there is an error in the assumed span length value, the observed tension change due to the thermal expansion is different from the expected value. The results show that the effect of the span length error is similar to the effect of the conductor weight (Table 2). This is because the same percentage error in both cases causes a similar deviation of the slope of the catenary length–tension curve.



Supposing a tension–temperature reference, the tension value depends on the parameter error, at a different conductor temperature (Figure 4). The solid curve corresponds to the performance without errors. The dotted curve corresponds to a performance where the tension change with temperature change is lower. This performance can be for example due to a positive error in the weight or the span length. The dashed curve corresponds to a performance where the tension change with temperature change is higher.




3.2. Model


Usually, some assumptions are made in order to simplify the sag–tension models. One assumption assumes that the catenary end points are fixed: no movement of the strain towers is assumed. Another assumption is the modelling of the whole catenary length with the conductor parameters: the insulating string, midspan joints and conductor clamps are not taken into account.



3.2.1. Strain Tower Deflection


In the second step of the thermal expansion process, the catenary shape change results in a conductor tension change. This tension change is also noticed in the strain tower where the conductor is attached. Several conductors are attached in a strain tower, three conductors per circuit and span. The tension change can be different between contiguous spans due to different span lengths or installation tensions. As a result, small movements on the cross-arms can occur. These movements affect the catenary shape and the conductor tension.




3.2.2. Insulating Strings, Midspan Joints and Conductor Clamps


In the first step of the thermal expansion process, the conductor length changes as a result of a temperature change. The length change is proportional to the conductor length. In a simplified model, the conductor length is assumed to be the same as the catenary length. However, the insulating strings are part of the catenary. As a result, the conductor length is lower than the catenary length. For this reason, the length change that results from a temperature change is lower than that assumed in the simplified model.



Besides, midspan joints or conductor clamps introduce a distortion in the temperature due to a different thermal performance compared with the conductor [16].






4. Quantifying the Source Errors


Besides identifying the uncertainty sources that affect the sag–tension performance, it is important to quantify the value of the uncertainty so that their effect can be quantified.



4.1. Conductor Weight


According [15], the conductor weight is one of the basic error sources. Typically, the conductor weight exceeds the nominal value by 0.2% to 0.6%. Because of tarnishing effects, the conductor’s weight increases slightly during its lifetime.



The conductor manufacturing norms limit the conductor weight deviation. In accordance [17,18,19], the conductor linear weight cannot vary more than 2% from the nominal value. In the course of the manufacturing process, the conductor weight is tested. According to the information provided by different manufacturers, the weight typically does not vary from the nominal value more than 0.5%. Besides, the deviation inside series production is around 0.2%.




4.2. Conductor Modulus of Elasticity


During the conductor manufacturing process, it is not mandatory to test the modulus of elasticity. It is calculated according the method given in [8]. The conductor elastic modulus E (kg/m2) is obtained from core Ecore (kg/m2) and aluminum Ea (kg/m2) elastic modulus and their respective areas, Acore and Aa (m2) (4).


  E =    (   E a  ×  A a  +  E  c o r e   ×  A  c o r e    )   /   (   A a  +  A  c o r e    )     



(4)







The conductor modulus of elasticity depends on the modulus of elasticity of the wires. However, as the wires are helically wound, the strain in the conductor axis is higher than the strain in the wire axis [8]. Therefore, the modulus of elasticity of the conductor is lower than the modulus of elasticity of the wires. The manufacturing norms define a maximum and a minimum value for the pitch diameter ratio of each conductor layer. According to the information obtained from a manufacturer, the modulus of elasticity can vary 4% between two conductors with different pitch diameter ratios. The conductor with the lower pitch diameter ratio has a lower modulus of elasticity value and vice versa.



The manufacturer and the purchaser, in order to verify the actual value of the modulus of elasticity, can accord to carry out a stress–strain test [17,20]. In this test, the conductor is loaded increasing and decreasing the load in several cycles. The modulus of elasticity is obtained from the stress–strain slope of the load decreasing period. However, the obtained value of the modulus of elasticity is different depending on the load decreasing period chosen (30%, 50%, 70% or 80% of the Rated Breaking Strength, (RBS)). The slope is higher if the load value of the cycle is low. In other words, the modulus of elasticity obtained from the unloading of the 30% RBS cycle is higher than that obtained from the 80% RBS cycle. Furthermore, it depends on the number of points taken in the decreasing period because the slope is not constant. According to the information obtained from a manufacturer, the modulus of elasticity can vary 5% depending on the period of the test considered for the calculation.




4.3. Span Length


The error in the span length is another typical error source. Because of changes associated with the installation process, the actual span length can differ from the length of the original project design. Therefore, it is recommended that a topographer measures the actual length and reflects it in a new document. For this reason, it could be an error if the span length is taken from the line project information given by the utility and the topographer correction is not included.



In this project, in order to evaluate the uncertainties of the testing of the conductor CTE, three different lines in operation have been monitored. The number of monitored spans is four because in one of the lines two contiguous spans have been monitored. Table 3 shows the span length values given by the utility and the values measured by the topographer. In most of the cases the correspondence is good but in one case an error of 16.8% has been obtained. This shows the assumed risk if the span length is not measured. There are uncertainties in tower placing and it is necessary to have GIS map of all towers.




4.4. Strain Tower Deflection


Because of imbalances between adjacent spans the strain towers experience forces. These forces origin deflections that depend on the stiffness of the attachment point. The strain tower deflection calculation is complex. It depends on the design and characteristics of the tower and the characteristics and operation performance of the conductors attached to it. It requires a detailed mechanical model of the tower and the use of advanced calculation tools such as the PLS-CADD.




4.5. Insulating String, Midspan Joints and Conductor Clamps


The length of the insulating strings depends on the line voltage. The higher the voltage is, the longer the insulation string. Similarly, the higher the voltage is, the longer the span. The relation between the insulating string and the span length depends of each case, but the insulating string length is usually around 2% of the span length.



The length of the midspan joints and conductor clamps is lower than the length of the insulating strings. Compared with the length of the conductor, the length of the midspan joints and conductor clamps is negligible.





5. Quantifying the Effect of the Source Errors: the Equivalent Coefficient of Thermal Expansion (CTE) Error


In order to quantify and compare the effect of the different error sources, the equivalent CTE error is defined. The equivalent CTE error of an error source is the CTE error value that results in the same tension deviation. For example, the effect of a 2% positive error of the conductor weight is equivalent to the effect of a 1% negative error of the CTE if both errors result in the same tension deviation.



The equivalent CTE error is not a constant value. It depends on the span length value, the tension value and the characteristics of the conductor. In the case of the span length, the effect of a certain error—for example a 5% positive error in the modulus of elasticity—is different if the span length is 150 m or 300 m. The equivalent CTE error also depends on the tension value because when the tension is low, the tension change is lower, as has been shown above (Figure 3) and this affects the effect of the error source. Finally, the effect of a certain error is different depending on the characteristics of the conductor.



A span of 200 m with an ACSR Hawk conductor has been chosen as the base case for the analysis. Figure 5 shows the CTE equivalent error of the weight, the modulus of elasticity and the span length errors, and the insulating string.



In Figure 5a, the equivalent CTE error for a 2% error in the weight is shown. The tension range corresponds to the tension values between −5 °C and 80 °C when the conductor is installed at the 15% of the Rated Breaking Strength at 15 °C. Therefore, the average CTE equivalent error is 3.1%. If the weight error is 0.2%, the average CTE equivalent error is 0.3%.



In this analysis, a value of 5% error has been assumed in order to quantify the effect of the modulus of elasticity error. In Figure 5b, the equivalent CTE error for a 5% error in the modulus of elasticity is shown. The average CTE equivalent error is 0.9%.



In Figure 5c, the equivalent CTE error for a 1% error in the span length is shown. The average CTE equivalent error is 1.6%.



In order to quantify the effect of the insulating string, a modified model where the conductor length and the catenary length are different is used. Then, the simplified model is used in order to calculate the equivalent CTE error that gives the same result. In Figure 5d, the equivalent CTE error for a 2% insulating string length is shown. The average equivalent CTE error is 1.6%.



Table 4 shows the equivalent CTE error for several error sources: weight error, modulus of elasticity error, span length error, and insulating string length error. The average value and the change of the equivalent CTE error in the temperature range between −5 °C and 80 °C is shown. The equivalent CTE errors obtained for the same weight and span length errors are the same. There is also a relationship between the effect of these errors and the effect of the insulating string length. In this case, the effect of a 2% insulating string length is equivalent to the effect of a 1% weight or span error.



5.1. Equivalent CTE Error of the HTLS Conductors


The HTLS conductors have either low knee-point temperatures or core materials with low CTE values. The knee-point temperature is the temperature where the aluminum gets slack. Above the knee-point temperature, the modulus of elasticity and CTE values are those of the core. Hence, the CTE and the modulus of elasticity of a conductor changes depending on the temperature value. For this reason, the equivalent CTE error has different values above and below the knee-point.



In the case of the weight error, above the knee-point, the equivalent CTE error decreases. Figure 6a shows the equivalent CTE error change for a GTACSR conductor in a 200 m span. The low tension values correspond to the conductor above the knee-point temperature. Similar results are obtained for the span length error and the insulating string (Figure 6c,d).



Figure 6b shows the equivalent CTE error change, assuming an error of 5% of the modulus of elasticity both above and below the knee-point. Above the knee-point, the equivalent CTE error increases.



Table 5 shows the equivalent CTE errors for different HTLS conductors, when they are installed at 15% RBS at 15 °C in a 200 m span. Although there are some differences, the obtained results are similar for all the conductors.




5.2. Influence of Span Length Error in the Equivalent CTE Error


The effect of a certain error is different depending of the value of the span length.



In the case of the conductor weight error, the equivalent CTE error increases with the span length (Figure 7a). However, the influence of the span length is low.



In the case of the conductor modulus of elasticity error, the equivalent CTE error decreases with the span length (Figure 7b).



In the case of the span length error, the effect is double. On the one hand, a certain span length deviation, for example 1 m, has a lower relative value for a long span. For example, it is a 1% error for a 100 m span but a 0.5% error for a 200 m span. On the other hand, the same percentage error results in a different equivalent CTE error depending on the span length (Figure 7c). However, the influence of the span length is low.



In the case of the insulating string length, the effect is also double. On the one hand, for the same insulating string, the relative value has a lower value for a long span. On the other hand, the same percentage error results in a different equivalent CTE error depending on the span length (Figure 7d). However, the influence of the span length is low.




5.3. Analysis of the Results


The results obtained for the conductor weight, modulus of elasticity and span length errors, and the insulating string length are analyzed in order to obtain some practical conclusions.



In the case of the weight, the equivalent CTE error of a 2% weight error is around 3%. The obtained result is similar for all the HTLS overhead conductors. The influence of the weight error increases at high temperature (low tension) values but decreases above the knee-point temperature. The maximum allowable temperature of high temperature conductor is between 150 and 250 °C [2]. Anyway, the change in the equivalent CTE error for these reasons is low, below 1%. The influence of the span length in the effect of the weight error is negligible. As a result, the only way to minimize the effect of the weight error is to minimize the source error. This can be achieved if the weight is measured in the manufacturing process. In this case, the source error is assumed to be around 0.2% and the equivalent CTE error is reduced in proportion to the source error reduction.



In the case of the modulus of elasticity, the equivalent CTE error of a 5% error is around 1%. The obtained result is similar for all the HTLS overhead conductors. The influence of the modulus of elasticity decreases at high temperature (low tension) values but increases above the knee-point temperature. Regardless, the change in the equivalent CTE error for these reasons is low, below 1%. The influence of the span length in the effect of the modulus of elasticity error is high. The effect of the modulus of elasticity error is reduced if a high span length is chosen for the test. Besides, a stress–strain test of the conductor can be carried out in order to reduce the uncertainty of the error source. In this case, the error is assumed to be around 5%.



In the case of the span length error, the influence is qualitatively and quantitatively the same as the weight error. As a result, the only way to minimize the effect is to minimize the source error. This can be achieved if the span length error is measured by a topographer. In this case, the source error and its effect are negligible.



In the case of the insulating string effect, its influence is removed if it is taken into account in the sag–tension model. Therefore, a model that takes it into account should be used. This model assumes that the conductor is shorter than the catenary.



As a result, if the conductor weight is tested (e.g., 0.2% error), the modulus of elasticity is tested (e.g., 5% error) and the span length is measured (0% error), if the span length is at least 200 m, and the insulating string is included in the model, the equivalent CTE error is around 1%. Therefore, the influence of these error sources is low. However, if the conductor weight is not measured (e.g., 2% error), the modulus of elasticity is not tested (e.g., 7.5% error), the span length is not measured (e.g., 1% error), if the span length is 100 m, and the insulating string is not included in the model (e.g., 2% insulating string length), then the equivalent CTE error is around 7%.





6. Conclusions


The thermal expansion process of an overhead conductor has been described in detail. As a result, the uncertainty sources of the sag-tension performance related to the thermal expansion process have been identified. The conductor weight, the conductor modulus of elasticity, the span length, the insulating string and the tower deflection affect the sag-tension performance.



Once they have been identified, the uncertainty sources have then been quantified. The conductor uncertainties are easy to quantify. The weight uncertainty is a manufacturing requirement. The maximum accepted deviation is 2%. The modulus of elasticity can be tested too. However, there is an uncertainty that is assumed to be below 5%. The span length uncertainty is removed if a topographer measures its value. The tower deflection quantification requires a detailed model of the tower and it is the most difficult to quantify. The insulating string length is usually a 2% of the span length.



Once they have been quantified, their effect in the sag-tension performance has been analyzed. The results related to the conductor weight, modulus of elasticity, span length and insulating string have been presented. The quantification of the effect of the tower deflection requires a specific modelling of the towers.



In order to quantify and compare the effect of the different error sources, the equivalent CTE error of an error source is defined as the CTE error value that results in the same tension deviation. The equivalent CTE error depends on the tension value, the span length value, and the characteristics of the conductor. The influence of the tension value is low—below 1%. The obtained results are similar for all the analyzed HTLS conductors, and although there is an influence of the knee-point, its influence is low—below 1%. The span length value considerably affects the effect of the modulus of elasticity error, and long spans decrease the effect of the modulus of elasticity error.



The analysis presented in the paper is the first step in evaluating the uncertainties in the testing of the CTE of overhead conductors. The influence of the strain tower deflection, the weather and the monitoring system has to be considered in order to obtain a whole picture of the testing uncertainties. The authors have installed some pilot systems in order to address these issues. The obtained results will be presented in a future paper.
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Figure 1. Line section monitoring. 
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Figure 2. Conductor tension and length change due to the conductor temperature change. 
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Figure 3. (a) Length–tension curve for a catenary (a = 200 m, ACSR Hawk). (b) Tension change due to the same conductor temperature change. 
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Figure 4. Tension–temperature curve with conductor parameter errors. 
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Figure 5. Equivalent coefficients of thermal expansion (CTE) error. (a) 2% weight error; (b) 5% modulus of elasticity error; (c) 1% span length error; (d) 2% insulating string length. 
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Figure 6. Equivalent CTE error of a GTACSR (Gap Type Thermal-Resistant Aluminum Alloy Conductor Steel Reinforced) conductor above and below the knee-point. (a) 2% weight error; (b) 5% modulus of elasticity error; (c) 1% span length error; (d) 2% insulating string length. 
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Figure 7. Equivalent CTE error as a function of the span length. (a) Weight error; (b) Modulus of elasticity error; (c) Span length error; (d) Insulating string length. 
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Table 1. Conductor parameters that affect the thermal expansion process.






Table 1. Conductor parameters that affect the thermal expansion process.





	Step
	Conductor Parameter Related to the Step





	1. Conductor thermal expansion
	Coefficient of thermal expansion



	2. Catenary shape change
	Weight



	3. Conductor elastic performance
	Modulus of elasticity
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Table 2. Tension deviation as a function of the parameter error.
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	Positive Error

(Higher Value)
	Negative Error

(Lower Value)





	Weight
	Lower tension change
	Higher tension change



	Modulus of elasticity
	Higher tension change
	Lower tension change



	CTE
	Higher tension change
	Lower tension change



	Span length
	Lower tension change
	Higher tension change
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Table 3. Measured span lengths.






Table 3. Measured span lengths.





	Span Length Given by the Utility (m)
	Measured Span Length (m)
	Span Length Error (%)





	202
	168
	−16.8



	100
	100.85
	0.8



	89
	88.95
	−0.1



	284
	282.49
	−0.5
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Table 4. Equivalent CTE error.
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Error Sources

	
(%)

	
Average Equivalent CTE Error (%)

	
Equivalent CTE Error Change in Temperature Range (%)






	
Weight error

	
0.2

	
0.3

	
0.1




	
1

	
1.6

	
0.5




	
2

	
3.1

	
1




	
Modulus of elasticity error

	
2.5

	
0.5

	
0.6




	
5

	
0.9

	
1.3




	
7.5

	
1.4

	
1.9




	
Span length error

	
1

	
1.6

	
0.5




	
2

	
3.1

	
0.9




	
3

	
4.6

	
1.4




	
Insulating string length

	
1

	
0.8

	
0.3




	
2

	
1.6

	
0.5




	
4

	
2.9

	
1.6
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Table 5. Equivalent CTE errors for different HTLS conductors.
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2% Weight Error

	
5% Modulus of Elasticity Error

	
1% Span Length Error

	
2% Insulating String Length




	

	
Below the Knee-Point

	
Above the Knee-Point

	
Below the Knee-Point

	
Above the Knee-Point

	
Below the Knee-Point

	
Above the Knee-Point

	
Below the Knee-Point

	
Above the Knee-Point






	
ACSR

	
3

	
2.8

	
1.1

	
1.3

	
1.5

	
1.4

	
1.5

	
1.5




	
GTACSR

	
2.4

	
2.1

	
1.9

	
2

	
1.2

	
1

	
1.2

	
1.1




	
ACSS

	
3.3

	
3.1

	
0.7

	
1

	
1.7

	
1.6

	
1.7

	
1.6




	
ZTACIR

	
3

	
2.4

	
1.1

	
1.7

	
1.5

	
1.2

	
1.5

	
1.3




	
ACCR

	
2.7

	
2.7

	
1.5

	
1.4

	
1.4

	
1.4

	
1.5

	
1.4




	
ACCC

	
2.5

	
1.9

	
1.7

	
2.2

	
1.3

	
1

	
1.4

	
1.1








ACSR—Aluminium Conductor Steel Reinforced; GTACSR—Gap Type Thermal-Resistant Aluminum Alloy Conductor Steel Reinforced; ACSS—Aluminum Conductor Steel Supported; ZTACIR—Super Thermal-Resistant Aluminum Alloy Conductor Invar Reinforced; ACCR—Aluminum Conductor Composite Reinforced; ACCC—Aluminum Conductor Composite Core.
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