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Our call on June 22 was somewhat frustrating for all of us. We will endeavor to do a better job keeping on schedule and in defining issues for decision in advance so sectors can be better prepared.  Telephone meetings, while necessary, are particularly challenging because of the inability to caucus and have Sector to Sector conversations.

This memo is presented to assist the Sectors in being prepared for the call that will be held in approximately two weeks during which the group will review additional CRA results and the transmission limit hardening numbers for Future 5 derived by the NEEM-TX Subteam, and resolve outstanding sensitivity issues. This memo sets up a procedure for coming to closure on sensitivities.

On our call we reserved two additional sensitivities for scenario development by eliminating the friction sensitivity in Future 3 and the hurdle rate sensitivity in Future 6 on the ground that these runs would be unlikely to produce valuable information. This means that we have four sensitivities reserved for scenario development.

As Dave Whiteley has explained, the purpose of reserving runs is to enable the SSC to develop scenarios that do not track closely any of the future/sensitivity runs being done in the current modeling stage of this project. For each scenario, the planning authorities will need the information that is provided by a run. Thus, the reserve sensitivities should be used once the scenarios are defined, not as part of the early process of scenario development and debate.  For this reason, reserving four runs would appear to be adequate, allowing an optional scenario to be presented to the SSC for decision. Reserving five would allow an additional option to be presented.  Presumably, the group should be able to reach agreement on at least one scenario without needing an option.

During our call we failed to reach agreement on a few remaining sensitivities. The remaining decisions are:

1. Use of two available sensitivities. The group has agreed that two high carbon price sensitivities in Futures 2 and 3 will not be valuable. Several alternative uses have been discussed. They include:
 
a)  running an additional low carbon price sensitivity in Future 2, and if the change in results is material, also in Future 3. The modified low carbon price proposal we ended up with is to flatline the 2030 carbon price from Future 2 base run from 2030 to 2050.   The purpose of the modified low carbon price sensitivity is to see if eliminating the major price increase that occurs in the latter years in the model, as it offsets carbon from other sectors, changes the 2030 results. This proposal would use up either one or both of the available sensitivities.
 
b)  using one of these sensitivities for a high (50%) intermittency limit run in Future 8 (currently set at 35% in the base case and the other Future 8 sensitivities and 40% in the 40% RPS Sensitivity)  because the intermittency limit has been a significant driver of results in  in Futures 2 and 3. This would use up one of the available runs.

c)  using one of the available runs to rerun the base case in Future 8 (assuming the 75% OL or 25% OL is chosen over the base line infrastructure as the base case for the sensitivity runs in Future 8) with the hardened constraints derived by the NEEM-TX Subteam, as we have in Futures 2, 3, 5 and 6.

d) reserving one or both of these runs for scenario development.

There may be other proposals or variations on the proposals described above.  

To resolve how these two sensitivities will be used, we request that at least five days in advance of our next call, each Sector provide The Keystone Center and the co-chairs with a description of how the Sector would propose to use these two sensitivities, and why in terms of value to scenario development. Keystone will then promptly distribute each Sector’s views to the other Sectors so the Sectors have an opportunity to caucus, and reach out to other Sectors, before our call. If a consensus is not reached on using these sensitivities on the call, they will be reserved for scenario development to be used if needed, or retired. We will set the date for the next SSC meeting call shortly, and then confirm the 5 day deadline for proposals.

2. Possible Changes in Future 8 Runs. At several points, the group has discussed whether both 75% OL and 25% OL runs are needed in Future 8 and whether there might be a better use for one of these sensitivities. 

Since Future 8 is the Future proposed by the NGO Sector, that Sector needs to decide if it wishes to propose any changes to the existing Future 8 sensitivities, and if so, what specific changes. We recognize a final decision on this issue may hinge on how the two high cost carbon runs are used. For this reason, we ask that the NGOs make a comprehensive proposal that includes both use of the high carbon runs and changes to Future 8 when the Sector files its proposal with Keystone 5 days in advance of our call. Other Sectors are, of course, free to make their own proposals for Future 8. If the SSC does not reach agreement on changes to Future 8, the default will be to leave it as is.

3. Co-chair views.  The co-chairs believe that there are several different, reasonable ways to resolve these issues and that no particular resolution is crucial in terms of providing information for our process. We suggest that one reasonable approach would be to i) do the additional proposed low carbon price run in Future 2 to see if the way the model works between 2030 and 2050 has a material impact on the 2030 generation configuration to meet  the 2030 carbon goal and ii) add a relaxed intermittency run in Future 8 given that this parameter appears to be a limiting factor and we have not modeled storage or a DC delivery option (recognizing the request to identify related costs made by the TO Sector).  We believe both these new runs will provide valuable information for scenario development discussions.

This proposal would leave the group with an additional sensitivity to hold for scenario development or to use for other purposes now, if the group decides to eliminate either the 25% OL or 75% OL run in Future 8. We will look to the NGO Sector to make a proposal in this regard. 

One suggestion has been to use an extra sensitivity to rerun the base case in Future 8 with hardened constraints if a soft constraint run is selected as the base case for the remaining sensitivities. However, we should note that the hardening run in Future 2 did not produce significantly different results than the 75% soft constraint run. If this finding is repeated for the hardened constraint run in Future 5, it may not make sense to use a sensitivity for this purpose in Future 8. We should have this information by the time of our call. 

Another suggestion has been to do an additional low carbon price run in Future 3.  We question the value of this for scenario development since the results of Future 2 modified low carbon run should enable us to understand the relative impact of the model’s treatment of the 2030-2050 period on the 2030 results. Two other considerations are:  i) the fact that Future 3 does not achieve the carbon reduction targets because we used the Future 2 carbon prices (higher prices would have been needed to reach the goals in Future 3) and ii) the fact that we will have the results of the 20% lower carbon price sensitivity in both Futures 2 & 3 to evaluate the impact of carbon price on the results.

Other options include i) an additional, as yet unknown, Future 8 sensitivity to be proposed by the NGO sector (or by another sector) if likely to produce valuable information for scenario development, ii) keeping  both the 75% OL run and the 25%run in Future 8 so we see the impact on results of three different levels of transmission capability, or iii) holding the sensitivity for scenario development. If the group cannot agree on one of these alternatives, or a different use for this sensitivity, we recommend leaving the 75% and 25% runs in the mix.

4. MRN Runs. Finally, we apologize for the confusion over the discussion of MRN runs at the end of our call.  At our last in-person meeting, CRA stated that it would be using the Future 2 MRN economic assumptions in Future 3 for comparability. No one objected, although it is not clear if the group was focused on this issue since it was not presented as an SSC decision. On our recent call, CRA indicated that they would do the same with Futures 5 and 6 if no one objected.  CRA also intends to use the results of Future 1 (BAU) MRN run for Future 4.  New MRN runs are proposed for Futures 7 and 8.  We concluded the call with a quick confirmation of CRA’s intention as to Future 6. However, it is now apparent that there is an opportunity to revisit this decision on the next SSC call.   We are asking CRA to distribute a memo to the SSC through The Keystone Center at least 5 days in advance of our next call that explains what CRA proposes to do for MRN runs in the remaining futures and why, so the Sectors can address this matter in their pre-call caucuses. The default if we fail to reach consensus will be to do a separate MRN runs for each Future.

If additional issues arise that will need to be addressed on our next call, we will do our best to identify them clearly for the SSC before the call. We request that each Sector prepare as thoroughly as possible for the call and have authority to resolve the issues described above.
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