Topic 11: “Only Use Base DER Growth Scenario, not high growth scenario”
Joint IOUs’ Initial Proposal 
LNBA Working Group


Summary of Recommendations
· LNBA should remain consistent with distribution planning process
· When Track 3 has addressed the issue, consider appropriate refinements to LNBA

Introduction and Background
Context in consideration of the Track 1 Decision
The Track 1 Decision also considers use of an additional forecasting scenario. However, as discussed below, this additional scenario is distinct from the use of scenarios under discussion in this item.

Long-term Refinement Item 11: use of High Growth Scenario
This item contemplates analyses of multiple DER scenarios of “expected” or “potential” outcomes. The purpose is to develop additional analysis and understanding regarding identifying needs that are expected to occur, and investments/solutions for those needs (whether conventional investments or DER solutions).  The origin of this item is in Demo B where the IOUs were directed to use both a trajectory DER growth scenario and a “very high” DER growth scenario to develop two different versions of LNBA results. This topic is closely related to issues in Track 3 Sub-track 1. In particular, see the August 9 ACR, Issue #8: “How the high and low DER growth scenarios may be used in the Grid Needs Assessment.” 

Track 1 Decision: new counterfactual analysis to support 3rd use case
Conversely, the Track 1Decsion contemplates a counterfactual scenario, a baseline “no DER programs” scenario which is distinct from a planning forecast. The purpose is not to determine future needs and investments, but rather to understand “what would have happened” without existing DER programs, solely for purpose of cost-effectiveness analysis of those programs.

The Working Group Focus is on Item 11
As discussed above, there are two distinct questions with respect to Growth Scenarios:
1.) Should LNBA incorporate multiple growth scenarios to analyze what needs/investments are expected?
2.) Should LNBA incorporate a counterfactual “no programs” scenario?
The focus of this proposal and the long term refinement should be on first question discussing multiple growth scenarios and what needs/investments are produced from the scenarios.  The second question on the counterfactual DER scenario is specific to a use case discussed in the Track 1 Decision, and is not currently captured in scope for the LNBA long term refinements Working Group.

Background on Item 11
For the IOUs Demo B, each IOU incorporated two distinct growth scenarios: a planning scenario consistent with the forecast used by IOUs for their distribution planning activities, and a very high scenario, representing the full implementation of a number of ambitious policy objectives, resulting in dramatic acceleration of growth for many DER types.)  During the working group sessions, there was discussion concerning whether it makes sense to incorporate multiple growth scenarios in the LNBA, or whether it is more appropriate to use a single planning scenario.
The ACR included this topic as Item 11, and noted, “May entail substantive discussion, but likely will not entail incremental methodology development; requires coordination with DER growth scenarios under development in DRP Track 3 Sub-track 1.
The MTS scoping document summarized the topic as follows: 
· Methodological choices for the high growth scenario and lessons learned from Demo B should be shared with the Track 3, sub-track 1 of the DRP (load and DER forecasts) and vice versa. 
· With additional information and knowledge gained through the conclusion of Demo B and the DER Growth Scenarios Working Group, are there possible methodological changes or alternatives to using the very high DER growth scenario that are within scope of the LNBA WG? 
· What ongoing coordination needs to be developed between the LNBA WG and Track 1 Sub-track 1 of the DRP?
Discussion
LNBA must remain consistent with distribution planning process.  
LNBA is designed to estimate the value that that DER services may provide to the distribution grid.  Such services can only offer value if they are meeting defined system needs to avoid IOU costs by deferring IOU investments.  The IOU planning process determines needs for investment (whether met via conventional or DER projects).  Consequently, LNBA results are meaningless if divorced from IOU distribution planning:  Any values that are not based on the distribution planning process cannot be said to estimate the avoided of meeting grid needs, because those values no longer bear any relationship to actual planned investments: they no longer have a connection to IOU avoided costs.
Currently, IOU distribution investment plans uses a single forecast
IOU distribution planning uses a single forecast to identify grid needs and evaluation solutions to meet those needs.  This may change in the future (as discussed in the next section). However, currently, IOU tools and resources, as well as policy, supports only a single forecast. 
Growth Scenarios should be resolved in Track 3 before implemented in LNBA
[bookmark: _GoBack]This is an important, complicated topic that should be discussed, but not in multiple venues simultaneously. Track 3 ACR on Growth Scenarios explicitly includes multiple scenarios. (See issue #8: “How the high and low DER growth scenarios may be used in the Grid Needs Assessment”).  The consideration of implementing growth scenarios into LNBA should be discussed following Track 3 determination regarding if/how/when the planning process should incorporate multiple growth scenarios. This discussion must consider the additional resources needed to evaluate multiple scenarios (e.g. enhancements to planning tools and substantial engineering effort) as well as questions of how to reconcile results under multiple scenarios in order to drive toward a single plan for implementation.  
Conclusion and Next Steps
· LNBA should remain consistent with distribution planning process
· When Track 3 has addressed the issue, consider appropriate refinements to LNBA

