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 These notes summarize the LNBA working group (WG) webinar facilitated by More Than Smart. For a stakeholder list and presentations for this meeting (and for previous meetings), go to www.drpwg.org or contact Laura Wang at lwang@morethansmart.org for more information.

	Time
	Topic

	9:00 – 9:30
	A. Introduction and review of ACR

	9:30 – 10:00
	B. Discuss overall plan and approach for ICA WG meetings 

	10:00 – 10:35
	C. Develop Standard PV Generation Profile for Use in Online Maps (Item 2)

	10:35 – 10:45
	D. Break

	10:45 – 11:20
	E. Discuss comparative assessment

	11:20 – 12:15
	F.    Tee up remaining Group 1 items and discuss plan for August
Item 1: Planning Use Case and methodologies
Item 5: Smart Inverter Functionality  
Wrap up and next-steps



Meeting summary
· Summary: The objectives of the July ICA WG meeting were to 1) introduce and review the June 7 ACR that set scope and schedule for the next six months; 2) determine an overall plan and approach for ICA WG meetings moving forward; 3) discuss two Group I priority items in depth; and 4)  tee up remaining Group I items in advance of the August meeting. 40 stakeholders representing 25 organizations attended the meeting, in person or via webinar. 
· Agenda Item A: Introductions and review of ACR: More Than Smart (MTS) reviewed the June 7 ACR that set scope and schedule, pre-Working Group deliverables, and status report and final reporting milestones for continued long-term refinement discussions pertaining to the ICA and LNBA in Track 1 of the DRP proceeding. This includes prioritizing WG topics for discussion into 4 priority Groups. Two status reports are due (Group I: August 31; Group II, III, IV: October 31). More Than Smart developed a ten page scoping document summarizing discussions to date on WG topics, found online.  It was emphasized that the WG is meant to pursue and developed the scoped topics to the fullest extent possible, and should document the extent of discussions, reason(s) for rescinding or tabling the topic, and relevant considerations or/implementation plans for further activity beyond the 6-month long-term refinement period if necessary. The following schedule is proposed:
July: Group I topics
August: Group I topics
August 31: Group I Status Report due
September: Group II topics
October: Group III and IV topics
October 31: Group II/III/IV Status Report due 
November: Revisit priority topics from Group I and/or revisit other topics as necessary
December: Discuss draft final report
January: Final report due

· Agenda Item B: Proposed process, schedule and scope: Dave Castle (Southern California Edison) presented a process for WG meetings and work product development over the next six month. WG members are asked to prepare proposals in advance of each monthly meeting. These proposals are meant to form a framework for discussion, questions, and initial feedback. Written documents incorporating feedback from the meeting would be circulated after the meeting, and other parties would be asked to provide comments to this written document. The final report would be developed from written proposals and responses. More information about the process is detailed online. MTS will coordinate a repository for comments. 
· Discussion:  Overall, there was general support for adopting this process going forward. Working Group members are encouraged to develop these topics collaboratively, when possible. It is expected that general guidance around timing, submission of proposals, etc. will be developed over time. 
· Follow up items for future meetings: MTS will track all documents and comments on the drpwg.org website. WG members interested in developing a proposal for the August 15 meeting (focused on remaining Group 1 topics) should notify MTS.

· Agenda Item C: Develop standard PV generation profile for use in online maps: Roger Salas (SCE), on behalf of the joint IOUs, first recapped what the WG agreed on to include in the online map. On the visual maps, the default value shown is uniform generation, with the operational flexibility criteria limit included. Users can choose whether they’d like the map to display uniform generation, uniform load, or solar PV ICA value, all with and without the operational flexibility criteria applied. The ICA WG is asked to develop a typical PV shape curve to be used in online maps, which will include monthly variations in solar production; this profile is meant to be developed using standard assumptions, and should be sufficiently conservative for use in interconnection. The joint IOUs proposed the following topics for consideration: 1) the PV curve should represent performance for interconnection evaluation purposes; 2) the curve should be developed from a comprehensive set of data based on actual field recordings; 3) the curve should be based on typical installation types (fixed, south facing, etc.); and 4) area or zone-specific curves may be appropriate. 
· Discussion: Stakeholders asked several questions regarding the source of data and to what extent would the profiles be considered adequately conservative.
·  Regarding data, IOUs mentioned that they would look internally to determine what data sets already existed. PG&E mentioned that a recent EPIC project used data sent through PVWatt for planning, which provided area granularity. One stakeholder asked what the sources for field recordings are, and it was clarified that it is likely information from CSI meters, and potentially other sources if available.  
· Regarding a conservative profile that could be used for interconnection, the WG discussed how this curve can include appropriate input with conservative (high-end) estimates. It was mentioned that hourly ICA and hourly production values should be matched up to have the same temporal detail. 
· It was hypothesized whether geography is a more applicable factor than project size, given that projects in the same geographic location will likely have the same profile with regards to insolation, clouding, etc. 
· It was also discussed whether the standard PV curve should take tracking or oversizing of panels into account. The WG was in general agreement that, given that ICA will be used for Fast Track interconnection purposes, a fixed profile with no oversizing should be used. Projects that deviate from this can still use the ICA data to design a project to pass interconnection review.
· Further, if this shape is meant to represent “typical PV” shape, how should non-typical installations be considered? 
· Follow up items for future meetings: The joint IOUs propose to develop a curve and present results at a future meeting date (potentially three months out), with input from stakeholders, and with a preview of the data before the larger general WG presentation. Stakeholders are asked to provide written comments to the circulated written proposal.

· Agenda Item E: comparative assessment: Tom Russell (PG&E), on behalf of the joint utilities, presented a review of how inconsistencies within modeling on the IEEE 123 feeder were treated during Demo A. It was identified that this item overlaps considerably with a Group IV topic on validation and QA/QC of ICA results. It was 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 propose to first conduct external validation on the IEEE 123 circuit before starting 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: It was asked how, and with what tools, non-IOU parties may be able to perform this validation. One stakeholder representing DNV GL explained that DNV GL is currently using Synergi while also developing a proprietary alternative model to Synergi. They are currently performing validation on this model, and mention that this may be a good opportunity to compare notes and results with the ICA WG. 
· Follow up for future meetings: 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.  The WG may be able to provide a more concrete work plan by the August meeting. Stakeholders are asked to provide written comments to the circulated written proposal.
·  Agenda Item F: teeing up remaining Group I items for August (planning use case, smart inverter functionality)
· Planning use case: Marc Monbouquette (CPUC Energy Division) gave a short presentation on the role of ICA in envisioned distribution resources planning process. A chart, adopted from the deferral framework paper, showing the existing distribution planning process and the proposed distribution resources planning process specific to the deferral framework was discussed. The main function of the ICA planning use case is to determine the impact of load forecast and DER growth scenarios on hosting capacity. The ICA for planning use informs the DPP, DRP frameworks (such as grid modernization), and the IRP. The joint IOUs also gave a presentation on the planning use case. It is proposed that the ICA is used to validate distribution needs analysis and identify areas where new technologies can enable the growth of DER. ICA can be used in conjunction with growth scenarios to identify areas of high penetration. In places where ICA is forecasted to approach zero, grid upgrades can be made to increase hosting capacity. ICA can also be used to validating existing system tools. 
· Discussion: It was asked whether, given the pending Q3 decision on DRP Track 3 issues (including grid modernization and distribution deferral), the WG should wait on this issue until it can review feedback from the Commission. It was clarified that postponing until Q3 would not be necessary, and that the ICA WG can continue to discuss what relevant benefits of ICA would be for the planning process. The Proposed Decision would define the Grids Needs Assessment as a result of the planning process informed by ICA. Others suggested that it makes sense to start the conversation now on how ICA can be used to accommodate organic growth now, and proceed on Track 3-relevant uses after the proposed decision. It was brought up that part of August will include discussion on why the streamlined method may be important to consider for planning purposes. One stakeholder recommended that a placeholder is kept for both retail and wholesale DER – the IOUs explained that, given that wholesale market values are less predictive, unless they have included an interconnection request, it does not make sense to include wholesale DER for the DRP/DPP processes (but may be relevant to the grid modernization and IRP processes).
· Follow up items for next meeting: Various stakeholders are asked to prepare slides and proposals to further discuss this item at the August meeting.
· Smart inverter functionality: Roger Salas (SCE) presented several topics for consideration for the August meeting, including  1) timing of smart inverters’ implementation in California; 2) functions’ limitations that may support higher integration capacity levels; 3) electric power system factor; 4) tools’ capability to model smart inverter functionality in an automated and efficient manner; and 5) engineering resources. Three smart inverter functions were identified as having capability to support higher ICA values: dynamic volt-var operations with watt priority; dynamic volt-var operations with reactive priority; and voltage/watt. The volt-watt function is not available under Phase 3. The volt-var with watt priority function includes a limitation whereby the inverter cannot provide reactive power support unless there is available space. At this time, it is difficult to give an ICA value that includes smart inverters. It is estimated that once inverter settings are decided, it would take a minimum of one year for manufacturers to update equipment to provide necessary functions, and an additional several months to code functions in Cyme/Synergi modules. Stakeholders engaged in a discussion whether it was premature to begin discussing reactive power priority now, or whether it should wait until settings are finalized via a PUC decision. Stakeholders also began discussion on how an ICA reflecting smart inverters would be included on the map. 
· Follow up for future meetings: Various stakeholders are asked to prepare slides and proposals to further discuss this item at the August meeting. Collaboration is encouraged.
LNBA
	Time
	Topic

	1:15 – 1:30
	A. Discuss overall plan and approach for LNBA WG meetings

	1:30 – 2:30 
	B. Discuss item 2.i and 2.ii
2.i –  including options to automatically populate DER generation profile input
2.ii – enabling modeling of a portfolio of DER projects at numerous nodes to respond to a single grid need 

	2:30 – 2:45
	C. Break

	2:45 – 3:15
	D. Discuss Item 4 – Additional granularity into energy and capacity values

	3:15 – 4:00
	E. Preview remaining Group I items and discuss plan for August
Item B and Item 2 iii – Valuing location-specific grid service provided by advanced smart inverter capabilities; allowing hourly VAR profiles to be input in order to capture DERS ability to inject or absorb reactive power – optional stakeholder call prior to discussion at August meeting.
Item 5 - Non-zero transmission value -- form sub-group
Item 4- Line losses – to be discussed at August meeting

F. Wrap up and next steps



 Meeting summary
· Summary: The objectives of the July LNBA WG meeting were to 1) introduce and review the June 7 ACR that set scope and schedule for the next six months; 2) determine an overall plan and approach for LNBA WG meetings moving forward; 3) discuss two Group I priority items in depth; and 4)  tee up remaining Group I items in advance of the August meeting. 43 stakeholders representing 29 organizations attended the meeting, in person or via webinar. 
· Introductions and review of ACR: More Than Smart (MTS) reviewed the June 7 ACR that set scope and schedule, pre-Working Group deliverables, and status report and final reporting milestones for continued long-term refinement discussions pertaining to the ICA and LNBA in Track 1 of the DRP proceeding. This includes prioritizing WG topics for discussion into 3 priority Groups, and deemed several activities out of scope. Two status reports are due (Group I: August 31; Group II, III: October 31). More Than Smart developed a ten page scoping document summarizing discussions to date on WG topics, found online.  It was emphasized that the WG is meant to pursue and developed the scoped topics to the fullest extent possible, and should document the extent of discussions, reason(s) for rescinding or tabling the topic, and relevant considerations or/implementation plans for further activity beyond the 6-month long-term refinement period if necessary. The following schedule is proposed:
July: Group I topics
August: Group I topics
August 31: Group I Status Report due
September: Group II and III topics
October: Group III and revisit Priority topics from Group I
October 31: Group II/III Status Report due 
November: Revisit priority topics from Group I and/or revisit other topics as necessary
December: Discuss draft final report
January: Final report due

· Agenda Item A: Proposed process, schedule and scope: Dave Castle (Southern California Edison) presented a process for WG meetings and work product development over the next six month. WG members are asked to prepare proposals in advance of each monthly meeting. These proposals are meant to form a framework for discussion, questions, and initial feedback. Written documents incorporating feedback from the meeting would be circulated after the meeting, and other parties would be asked to provide comments to this written document. The final report would be developed from written proposals and responses. More information about the process is detailed online. MTS will coordinate a repository for comments. 
· Discussion:  Overall, there was general support for adopting this process going forward. Working Group members are encouraged to develop these topics collaboratively, when possible. It is expected that general guidance around timing, submission of proposals, etc. will be developed over time. 
· Follow up items for future meetings: MTS will track all documents and comments on the drpwg.org website. WG members interested in developing a proposal for the August 15 meeting (focused on remaining Group 1 topics) should notify MTS.
· Agenda Item B: Discuss item 2.i and 2.ii: these two recommendations are short-term improvements that enhance the functionality of the LNBA tool and heat map, refining its accuracy without changing the underlying analysis. Both were met with consensus by the LNBA WG as a refinement item. 
· 2.i –  including options to automatically populate DER generation profile input: The LNBA tool currently asks users to manually provider DER information, benefits that the DER can obtain, and a DER hourly profile. The WG came to a consensus recommendation to modify the tool so that there is an option to select a typical or generic hourly DER generation profile and capacity and automatically populate output. These sample profiles would be illustrative only. 
· Discussion: Maurice Ahyow (SCE), on behalf of the joint IOUs, proposed to populate the LNBA tool with publicly available DER shapes for solar, energy efficiency, and generic baseload generation. For solar, it is proposed to use NREL’s PVWatts calculator. For energy efficiency, it is proposed to use E3’s energy efficiency calculator for 2013-2014, using profiles from the Database for Energy Efficient Resources (DEER). It was asked whether stakeholders have additional proposals for other public databases to use. One stakeholder expressed concern that these average values are limited in providing location-specific value. Further, it was expressed that DR could be included using a recent DR Potentials Study. 
· Follow up for future meetings: It was reiterated that, if WG members think there are additional appropriate values or profiles to be considered, to identify and prepare for additional discussion with the entire WG. Stakeholders are asked to provide written comments to the circulated written proposal.
· 2.ii – enabling modeling of a portfolio of DER projects at numerous nodes to respond to a single grid need: the LNBA WG came to a consensus recommendation to refine the LNBA tool to allow for modeling for a portfolio of projects, as a DER alternative to a larger distribution upgrade may require a portfolio of projects as numerous nodes.
· Discussion: Jay Bick (SDG&E), on behalf of the joint IOUs, presented a proposal to modify the spreadsheet in the DER dashboard tab to have several columns for various DER types that would add into the existing DER hourly shape column, reflecting DERs at multiple locations. This would allow the user to select, scale and layer various DERs using dropdown menus representing different DER types to evaluate their impact. These dropdown menus would draw from a public DER library which will contain DER profiles normalized to 1 kw, but scalable based on maximum nameplate kw. The various load reduction values are then summed to aggregate the impact of various DERs. The WG would have to decide how many DER profiles should be included, and how to store the actual DER profile data once the number of profiles is agreed to. Some stakeholders expressed approval of this method in its simplicity and straightforward approach. It was clarified that a flow factor matrix is used to evaluate relation between separate DER projects. It was clarified that the improvement would allow evaluation of multiple DERs, not multiple deferral opportunities. 
· Follow up for future meetings: Stakeholders are asked to provide written comments to the circulated written proposal.
·  Agenda Item C: additional granularity into energy and capacity values: the Demo B tool directly used DERAC values for energy and capacity values. The WG agreed to replace these avoided costs with more location-specific values. 
· Locational avoided energy: The joint IOUs propose to remove system-wide avoided energy values and replace with Default Load Aggregation Point (DLAP) forecasts for the three IOUs. This method would be consistent with avoided energy currently in the tool, though the GHG component would be removed from the DLAP forecasts and forecasted separately to avoid double counting. DLAP are large areas where price settlement occurs, so it properly represents avoided locational cost for the IOUs. The DLAP price also reflects the average of all LMPs in that area, which include additional locational factors such as loss and congestion components. 
· Discussion: Some stakeholders voiced interest and support in using DLAP. Other stakeholders expressed that they would like for the WG to continue considering how to get avoided energy values at the p-node level, but are okay to not delve into deeper detail at this moment.
· Follow up for future meetings: Stakeholders are asked to provide written comments to the circulated written proposal.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Locational avoided capacity: Currently, the 2016 DERAC value uses Cost of New Entry (CONE) for a CT proxy to determine the avoided capacity value. This represents the net cost to build a new generator, and is the maximum value for capacity. IOUs value resources in procurement using a Resource Balance Year (RBY), short run value of capacity (RA cost), and long run value of capacity (CONE). The IOUs presented a short overview of what makes up CONE, and what public information is already available on actual costs that IOUs avoid today when load is reduced.  A 2017 CPUC report detailing 2015 aggregated RA contract prices was identified as having more locational-specific value. These actual prices are broken out by NP-26 and SP-26. Essentially, market information is used, and ramped up to the CONE value when it’s expected to pay that in a year. This is seen as a good starting point for public information on the value of generation capacity across different locations in the system. The WG also discussed how one can forecast capacity avoided cost based on market information. 
· Discussion: It was discussed that starting with market RA prices were what was previously calculated for DERAC. However, the CPUC put out a recent directive to use CONE for all years; if the WG would like to support this method, it’s likely that the CPUC would need to determine whether it is appropriate to return back to his method. Other stakeholders expressed interest in using a different approach to bridge the gap between using recent market prices versus calculated/hypothetical values. Several stakeholders, including Clean Coalition and TURN in particular expressed ideas that may be included in written comments or a later proposal.
· Follow up for future meetings: Stakeholders are asked to provide written comments to the circulated written proposal.
· Agenda Item D: tee up remaining Group I items for August meeting
· Smart inverters: Larsen Plano (PG&E), on behalf of the joint IOUs, proposed to merge two topics: 1) inclusion of smart inverters and 2 0addition of VAR profile to the LNBA tool. This was met with agreement by the WG. It was proposed that next month, the joint IOUs will present a proposal for including a VAR profile within the LNBA tool.  It is estimated that this should be a straightforward task to modify the tool to accept a VAR power profile, a VAR need profile, and a VAR DER profile, although details regarding standards will need to be worked out. 
· Avoided transmission value: It was agreed upon that a subgroup to the WG would be assigned to meet and discuss separately on this topic. Parties interested in joining this subgroup are asked to email More Than Smart at lwang@morethansmart.org.
