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Introduction

Several decisions need to be made in the process of finalizing the assignment to gather facts and to make recommendations to help remove barriers to renewable development in Montana. The Commercial Policy working committee consisting of subject matter experts and stakeholders has been working since January to develop these policy guidelines. To continue progress, the Commercial Policy work group is now presenting facts and seeking the Steering Committee’s input of the following decision points (Note: the alternatives highlighted in blue reflect the working committee’s consensus recommendation):
TRANSMISSION:
Current Transmission Availability:  see attached
1. FACTS:  What is the current inventory of available transfer capability on the transmission systems of the various entities in Montana including NorthWestern Energy, the Colstrip Parties, Avista and BPA from the point of resource integration to the receiving point? (Colstrip to Garrison, West of Garrison, West of Hatwai, and beyond to western load centers).			
	Colstrip to Garrison
	West of Garrison
	West of Hatwai
	Further West

	See attached
	See attached
	See attached
	??



2. FACTS: What is available to the east, north and south out of Montana and on whose systems?				
	East
	North
	South

	Quantity: See attached
TO(s):
	Quantity: See attached
TO(s):
	Quantity: See attached
TO(s);



3. FACTS: What is the current capability to sink at the Mid-C hub and access existing markets and transmission without requiring new Available Transmission Capacity (ATC) over the south of Alston cutplane?										
	Capability to sink at Mid-C

	TSRs with a POD at Mid-C require additional information re the actual Sink for study purposes.
SOA capacity is being addressed in BPA’s TSEP process



4. FACTS: How much of this inventory is available as ‘new’ offers from a Transmission Owner (TO) and how much is already allocated to a transmission customer, but may be available to the market?						
	Unencumbered ATC
	Allocated ATC

	See attached
	Colstrip to PSE: 300 MW from CS1&2 retirement



5. [bookmark: _Hlk505342653]POLICY RECOMMENDATION: How can the outstanding dispute between BPA and NorthWestern Energy over access to 184MW of capacity on the Montana Intertie be resolved?	
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	BPA & NWE good faith efforts to negotiate a solution
	BPA & NWE good faith efforts to negotiate a solution for 180 days, followed by binding dispute resolution process (FERC? arbitration?) 
	



6. [bookmark: _Hlk505342958]POLICY RECOMMENDATION: How should the appropriate cost allocations be determined for any desired incremental investments?								
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3:

	Current FERC and BPA policies – greater of embedded or incremental
	
	



7. [bookmark: _Hlk505343020]POLICY RECOMMENDATION: How might existing transmission agreements (MT Intertie and CTS Agreements) be modified to free up future use of the Colstrip Transmission System?						
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	BPA and Colstrip owners modify Montana Intertie Agreement to allow third=-party and non-Colstrip use and address pancaked losses
	BPA and CTS owners convert all or a portion of their Montana Intertie capacity rights to OATT service
	BPA and Colstrip owners modify the MT Intertie capacity allocations to provide for BPA to market PSE’s unused capacity



Additional Incremental Transmission Capacity:

8. [bookmark: _Hlk505343135]POLICY RECOMMENDATION: For the potential incremental inventory that could be added for the following projects, how much environmental and permitting work is needed?  [Planning Committee to address.]  Who should pay for this work?
1. Montana to Washington project (M2W)
2. Colstrip Transmission System Upgrade
3. RAS
4. Non-wires solutions (to mitigate South of Alston impacts or other constraints)
5. Other paths?  East, north, south?
		Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3:

	Transmission Providers  
	Transmission Service Requestors
	Transmission Service Requestors with credits against future transmission service payments as per FERC “greater of” policy




9. FACTS: When could this inventory be available? [Planning Committee to provide.]						
	Montana to Washington project (M2W): 

	Colstrip Transmission System Upgrade: 

	RAS: 

	Non-wires solutions (to mitigate South of Alston impacts or other constraints):  

	East:

	North:

	South:



Note:  Conditional Firm – BPA does not offer CF on any  External Interconnections and/or Interties because we use the OATi Curtailment Wizard tool to manage congestion at our borders and it doesn’t curtail CF as we’ve designed our offerings.  BPA is able to offer CF on Internal Flowgates and Paths since we use iCRS to manage congestion on the internal Network and it was designed to curtail per BPA CF specifications.

10. POLICY RECOMMENDATION: How should cost allocation and transmission rate treatment be determined for the incremental ‘tranches’ of investment?					
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	Current FERC and BPA policies – greater of embedded or incremental
	
	



Rate Design:

11. FACTS: How do pancaked rates (comprehensive to include losses and scheduling and dispatch charges) impact the total transmission cost to reach buyers?			
	Scenario 1: 
	Scenario 2: 
	Scenario 3: 

	Every $1/kw-mo of pancaked rates equates to $3/MWh for Montana wind at 45% CF
	
	




12. POLICY RECOMMENDATION: What are the options for reducing or eliminating Montana Intertie pancaked rates? 			
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	Eliminate MI pancaked transmission ($0.509/kw-mo), scheduling ($0.322/kw-mo) in future BPA rate case  
	Eliminate MI pancaked scheduling ($0.322/kw-mo) in future BPA rate case
	Eliminate 5% losses rate in  MI Agreement 


--Note: Verified, MI charges include an additional SCD charge


13. [bookmark: _Hlk505343420]POLICY RECOMMENDATION: If multiple TOs need to make investments on their systems to free up transmission capacity, what opportunity is there for a joint tariff or coordinated transmission offering?						
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	Regional tariff
	Regional queue with individual TP tariffs 
	Service Across Multiple Transmission Systems (SAMTS) 



[bookmark: _GoBack]Note: SAMTS is a NAESB requirement.   All jurisdictional entities are required to support SAMTS given that FERC adopted these standards in Order 676-H.    BPAT has voluntarily adopted this standard.    SAMTS “may” cause one TP (NWE) to sit on a pending TSR that they have already accepted while waiting for another TP (BPA) to make a decision on a coordinated TSR on the BPAT system.   So NWE has accepted the TSR and is holding out ATC to support that TSR.   But the customer is allowed to let that TSR sit without confirmation while they wait for the other TP (BPA) to make a decision.    This means that the first TP (NWE) has to let that related TSR on their OASIS also sit waiting for years (all the while encumbering ATC).    Additional guidance, clarity  and direction needed.


Interconnection and Service Request Queues:

14. FACTS: What are the timing and cost implications of progressing through multiple TOs’ queues?						
	Scenario 1: 
	Scenario 2: 
	Scenario 3: 

	Status quo. Offers by TPs not coordinated. 
	Regional tariff or regional queue. Coordinated offers.   
	SAMTS




15. POLICY RECOMMENDATION: Are there opportunities to synchronize TO processes for a requestor?  What are they?						
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	Regional tariff
	Regional queue with individual TP tariffs
	SAMTS




16. FACTS: Are the various transmission entities’ transmission tariffs different in ways that contribute to access barriers?						
	Scenario 1: 
	Scenario 2: 
	Scenario 3: 

	Not a significant issue?  
	BPA TSEP vs pro forma OATT
	SAMTS




17. FACTS: What are the various BPA Tariff, OATT and FERC requirements?					
	Issue 1: 
	Issue 2: 
	Issue 3: 

	Separate and uncoordinated queues 
	5-year take or pay commitment
	Must take (and pay for) ATC to get upgrade studies 

	Issue 4:
	Issue 5:
	Issue 6:

	No redirects for TSRs
	BPA Mid-C POD vs. sink 
	



Regulatory Requirements:

18. FACTS: What are the attributes of Montana wind resource integration necessary to meet the RPS requirements of Washington, Oregon, and California??						
	Washington: 
	Oregon:
	California:

	[bookmark: _Hlk505352021]Montana renewables located outside the PNW must be “delivered into Washington state on a real-time basis without shaping, storage or integration services” 
	None
	Generally, Montana wind must be delivered to California in real-time, but accounting rules allow the lesser of actual or scheduled generation integrated outside California to count toward the RPS. 




19. FACTS: Are there any other barriers to qualification beyond dynamic scheduling to the buyer’s Balancing Authority Area (BAA)?						
	Washington: 
	Oregon:
	California:

	No?
	No?
	No?




20. FACTS: What are the impacts of the Production Tax Credit (PTC) expiration on developer investment timing and IRP solicitation bids?						
	Scenario 1: 
	Scenario 2: 
	Scenario 3: 

	Phase out of PTCs make wind more attractive in near term which should incentivize near term procurement by utilities. Following elimination of PTCs, Montana wind will still be competitive for meeting growing RPS requirements (50% in Oregon and California) and state clean energy goals (increased RPS or carbon tax in Washington). 
	
	




21. POLICY RECOMMENDATION: Are there any other regulatory or policy barriers to Montana exports?  Solutions?						
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	Modify Washington RPS to eliminate special requirements for Montana renewables.
	
	



Commercial Viability:

22. FACTS: Has Montana wind been identified as an attractive potential resource for west side IOU’s IRPs? Oregon, Washington, Directly served ‘Choice’ customers in Montana?		
	Washington” 
	Oregon:
	Montana Choice customers:

	PSE 2017 IRP selected Washington solar (assuming no BPA transmission costs) over Montana wind (with CTS and MI sunk costs treated as incremental), but indicated that “the results are close” and should be tested by an RFP in 2018.  
	PGE 2016 IRP found that Montana wind would be competitive with PNW wind assuming levelized transmission costs of $65/kw-year. PGE plans an RFP in 2018. 
	Difficult for new renewables to compete with near term wholesale market prices. 




23. FACTS: Is there demand from NW Public Power (including Montana public power utilities) or California anticipated?						
	NW Public Power: 
	Montana public power: 
	California: 

	None identified
	Very Limited market due to size and existing commitments to wholesale suppliers.
	Difficult to access California due to transmission constraints and market rules. 




24. FACTS: Are exports to Alberta to the north and Wyoming or Idaho to the south feasible? What about the east
	North: 
	South: 
	East: 

	Limited transmission and Alberta wind comparable to Montana wind and closer to northern markets 
	Limited transmission and Wyoming wind comparable to Montana wind and closer to southern markets
	Limited transmission and Dakotas wind comparable to Montana wind and closer to eastern markets




25. FACTS: What additional physical barriers exist (beyond those identified in the transmission or ancillary services categories) to affect competitiveness identified by utilities?  By wind developers? 						
	Utilities: 
	Wind Developers: 

	
	




26. FACTS: What process barriers exist (beyond those identified in the transmission, ancillary services, or regulatory requirements categories) to affect competitiveness identified by utilities?  By wind developers?						
	Utilities: 
	Wind Developers: 

	
	



27. [bookmark: _Hlk505603427]POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS: What are potential solutions to physical and process barriers identified?						
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	
	
	



28. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS: What are potential solutions to coordinating timing of power sales and transmission contracts?
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	Developers contract for transmission in advance of securing power contacts
	Developers secure power contracts, then finalize arrangements for transmission service
	
Coordinated effort between utility resource procurement  and developers



29. [bookmark: _Hlk505604358]POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS: What are potential approaches to replacing Colstrip generation, especially Colstrip 3&4? 
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	Individual utilities secure replacement resources with no coordination
	Utilities coordinate replacement efforts 
	



30. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS: What are the alternatives for integrating (balancing/regulating) Montana wind? 
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	NorthWestern BAA
	BPA BAA
	Sink BAAs (PSE, PGE, others)

	Alt #4:
	Alt #5
	

	New gen-only BAAs 
	Montana energy storage (PSH)
	



31. [bookmark: _Hlk505606050]POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS: What approaches are available for developing an efficient “collector system” to deliver Montana wind into “backbone” transmission for exports?   
Discuss with Planning Committee.
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	NorthWestern 
	Individual Developer Gen Ties  
	 Coordinated stakeholder process.



32. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS: How will NT customers’ transmission needs for future load and resources be accommodated and handled when there is limited or no available capacity?   

	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	BPA addressing the larger issue in other BPA forums 
	NT customers have priority to limited Tx capacity  
	NT customers have equal priority to PTP needs for limited Tx capacity




5. POLICY RECOMMENDATION: How can the outstanding dispute between BPA and NorthWestern Energy over access to 184MW of capacity on the Montana Intertie be resolved?	
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	[bookmark: _Hlk505348924]BPA & NWE good faith efforts to negotiate a solution
	[bookmark: _Hlk505348939]BPA & NWE good faith efforts to negotiate a solution for 180 days, followed by binding dispute resolution process (FERC? arbitration?) 
	



Introduction: BPA and NWE disagree about who has the rights to sell 184 MW of ATC East of Garrison. This dispute has gone on for many years and creates uncertainty for potential transmission customers.   

[bookmark: _Hlk505342797]Alternative #1:
Description: BPA & NWE good faith efforts to negotiate a solution
Pros
· Process can be easily initiated
Cons
· May not lead to a solution

Alternative #2:
Description: BPA & NWE good faith efforts to negotiate a solution for 180 days, followed by binding dispute resolution process (FERC? arbitration?)
Pros
· Leads to a definitive resolution 
Cons
· BPA and/or NWE may be unwilling to commit to binding dispute resolution

6. POLICY RECOMMENDATION: How should the appropriate cost allocations be determined for any desired incremental investments?								
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3:

	Current FERC and BPA policies – greater of embedded or incremental
	
	



[bookmark: _Hlk505346772]Introduction: FERC has well-established policies for allocating the cost of upgrades. Generally, the transmission customer causing the upgrades pays the greater of the transmission provider’s embedded cost tariff rate or an incremental rate based on the cost of the upgrades. BPA generally follows the FERC policy, but has proposed charging the embedded cost rate in some instances where the incremental upgrade rate would slightly exceed the embedded cost rate.  

Alternative #1:
Description: Current FERC and BPA policies – greater of embedded or incremental
Pros
· Well-established policy with strong precedents
Cons




7. POLICY RECOMMENDATION: How might existing transmission agreements be modified to free up future use of the Colstrip Transmission System?						
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	[bookmark: _Hlk505348868]BPA and Colstrip owners modify Montana Intertie Agreement to allow third=-party and non-Colstrip use
	BPA and Colstrip owners convert all or a portion of their Montana Intertie capacity rights to OATT service
	BPA and Colstrip owners modify the MT Intertie capacity allocations to provide for BPA to market PSE’s unused capacity




Introduction: The Montana Intertie Agreement was conceived to transfer power generated at the Colstrip power plants across the Montana Intertie. The MIA does not address third-party usage and may be interpreted by some not to allow for transfers of power not generated at Colstrip.  

Alternative #1:
Description: BPA and Colstrip owners modify Montana Intertie Agreement to allow third-party and non-Colstrip use
Pros
· Process can be easily initiated
· MIA parties appear to support these proposed modifications. 
· Process could be expanded to address other issues (5% third-party losses?)  
Cons
· Multi-party negotiations can take extended time
· Parties may want to include extraneous issues in the negotiations  

Alternative #2:
Description: BPA and Colstrip owners convert all or a portion of their Montana Intertie capacity rights to OATT service
Pros
· Updates the contract to OATT service
· Provides for third party wheeling. 
· Provide for more accurate scheduling  
Cons
· Must address stranded cost provisions
  




Alternative #3:
Description:  BPA and Colstrip owners modify MT Intertie capacity allocations to provide for BPA to market PSE’s unused capacity
Pros
· Facilitates use of unneeded capacity
Avoids prolonged process to amend the agreement 

Cons
· Must ensure revenue neutrality


8. POLICY RECOMMENDATION: For the potential incremental inventory that could be added for the following projects, how much environmental and permitting work is needed?  Who should pay for this work?
		Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3:

	Transmission Providers  
	Transmission Service Requestors
	Transmission Service Requestors with possible credits against future transmission service payments as per FERC “greater of” policy 



Introduction: Some transmission upgrades require extensive and expensive environmental and permitting work. This work must be funded by someone.     
Alternative #1:
Description: Funding by transmission providers.   
Pros
· Adds risk for transmission providers
Cons
· Minimizes costs for transmission service requestors

Alternative #2:
Description: Funding by transmission service requestors  
Pros
· Minimizes risk for transmission providers 
Cons
· Adds costs for transmission service requestor

 Alternative #3:
Description: Upfront funding by transmission service requestors with possible credits against future transmission service payments as per FERC “greater of” policy  
Pros
· Possible middle ground
· Consistent with FERC “greater of” policy  
Cons
· 



10. POLICY RECOMMENDATION: How should cost allocation and transmission rate treatment be determined for the incremental ‘tranches’ of investment?					
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	Current FERC and BPA policies – greater of embedded or incremental
	
	



Introduction: FERC has well-established policies for allocating the cost of upgrades. Generally, the transmission customer causing the upgrades pays the greater of the transmission provider’s embedded cost tariff rate or an incremental rate based on the cost of the upgrades. BPA generally follows the FERC policy, but has proposed charging the embedded cost rate in some instances where the incremental upgrade rate would slightly exceed the embedded cost rate.  

Alternative #1:
Description: Current FERC and BPA policies – greater of embedded or incremental
Pros
· Well-established policy with strong precedents
Cons



12. POLICY RECOMMENDATION: What are the options for reducing or eliminating Montana Intertie pancaked rates? 			
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	Eliminate MI pancaked transmission ($0.509/kw-mo), scheduling ($0.322/kw-mo) in future BPA rate case 
	Eliminate MI pancaked scheduling ($0.322/kw-mo) in future BPA rate case
	Eliminate 5% losses rate in MI Agreement 




Introduction: Eliminating the pancaked rate for the Montana Intertie has been argued unsuccessfully in in multiple BPA rate cases. The forum for any future changes to Montana Intertie is likely to be a future BPA rate case.   

Alternative #1:
Description: Eliminate MI pancaked transmission ($0.509/kw-mo), scheduling ($0.322/kw-mo) in future BPA rate case
Pros
· Would provide greatest relief for potential MI customers  
· SCD charge has not been raised in a BPA rate case
Cons
· MI rate has been unsuccessfully argued in the past  

[bookmark: _Hlk506725034]Alternative #2:
Description: Eliminate MI pancaked scheduling ($0.322/kw-mo) in future BPA rate case  
Pros
· Provides possible middle ground
· Past arguments have been focused on the MI transmission rate, not on scheduling and losses 
· SCD charge has not been raised in a BPA rate case
Cons
· Pancaked scheduling charge may be susceptible to same opposition arguments as transmission rate (i.e., possible precedent for Southern Intertie)


Alternative #3:
Description: Eliminate 5% losses rate in MI Agreement
Pros
· Eliminates loss rate that discriminates against third-party users
· Could be added as part of MI Agreement renegotiations 

Cons
· Requires modification of MI Agreement 




13. POLICY RECOMMENDATION: If multiple TOs need to make investments on their systems to free up transmission capacity, what opportunity is there for a joint tariff or coordinated transmission offering?						
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	[bookmark: _Hlk505350991]Regional tariff
	Regional queue with individual TP tariffs 
	Service Across Multiple Transmission Systems (SAMTS)



[bookmark: _Hlk506728016]Introduction: Balkanized transmission grid ownership and tariffs make it difficult for transmission customers to coordinate transmission service requests across multiple transmission systems and places significant financial risk on developers.  

Alternative #1: 
Description: Regional tariff
Pros
· Most robust solution  
Cons
· Very heavy lift given regional history (even without other RTO functions) 

Alternative #2:
Description: Regional queue with individual TP tariffs 
Pros
· May meet with less regional resistance?  
Cons
· Complex to negotiate and mesh with individual TP tariffs 

 Alternative #3:
Description: Service Across Multiple Transmission Systems (SAMTS)_
Pros
· Established BPA and NAESB business practices 
· Narrower fix than regional tariff or regional queue  
Cons
· Would require TPs to develop/adopt SAMTS business practices  

15. POLICY RECOMMENDATION: Are there opportunities to synchronize TO processes for a requestor?  What are they?						
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	Regional tariff
	Regional queue with individual tariffs
	[bookmark: _Hlk506726047]Service Across Multiple Transmission Systems (SAMTS)




Introduction: Balkanized transmission grid ownership and tariffs make it difficult for transmission customers to coordinate transmission service requests across multiple transmission systems and places significant financial risk on developers.  

Alternative #1: 
Description: Regional tariff
Pros
· Most robust solution  
Cons
· Very heavy lift given regional history (even without other RTO functions) 

Alternative #2:
Description: Regional queue with individual TP tariffs 
Pros
· May meet with less regional resistance?  
Cons
· Complex to negotiate and mesh with individual TP tariffs 

 Alternative #3:
Description: Service Across Multiple Transmission Systems (SAMTS)
Pros
· Established BPA and NAESB business practices 
· Narrower fix than regional tariff or regional queue  
Cons
· Would require TPs to develop/adopt SAMTS business practices  



21. POLICY RECOMMENDATION: Are there any other regulatory or policy barriers to Montana exports?  Solutions?						
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	[bookmark: _Hlk505351757]Modify Washington RPS to eliminate special requirements for Montana renewables.
	
	



Introduction: Montana renewables located outside the PNW must be “delivered into Washington state on a real-time basis without shaping, storage or integration services” to qualify for the Washington RPS.  

Alternative #1:
Description: Modify Washington RPS to eliminate special requirements for Montana renewables. 
Pros
· Eliminates requirement that discriminates against Montana renewable resources
Cons
· Requires action by Washington state legislators or voters 



28. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS: What are potential solutions to coordinating timing of power sales and transmission contracts?
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	Developers contract for transmission in advance of securing power contacts
	[bookmark: _Hlk505606409]Developers secure power contracts, then finalize arrangements for transmission service
	Coordinated effort between utility resource procurement  and developers



Introduction: Coordinating the timing of power sales and transmission contracts is a significant barrier to the successful development of large-scale Montana wind projects.  

Alternative #1:
Description:  Developers contract for transmission in advance of securing power contacts
Pros
Cons
· Too expensive/risky for developers to commit to take or pay transmission contracts prior to power sales or build-own-transfer agreements 

Alternative #2:
Description: Developers secure power contracts, then finalize arrangements for transmission service 
Pros
Cons
· Must be able to demonstrate clear path to addressing transmission issues to secure power sales or build-own-transfer agreements 

Alternative #3:
Description:  Coordinated effort between utility resource procurement  and developers
Pros
· Coordinated effort appropriate for addressing major investments with long lead times
Cons
· [bookmark: _Hlk506727000]May not be consistent with utilities’ current competitive procurement processes  


29. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS: What are potential approaches to replacing Colstrip generation, especially Colstrip 3&4? 
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	[bookmark: _Hlk505607270]Individual utilities secure replacement resources with no coordination
	Utilities coordinate replacement efforts
	



Introduction: Standard practice for utilities is to procure new resources independently, with no coordination with other utilities. This approach may miss opportunities to jointly develop larger projects with significant scale economies. The retirement of Colstrip generation may provide a unique opportunity for some or all the Colstrip utilities to work together to develop an optimal replacement strategy.   

Alternative #1:
Description: Individual utilities secure replacement resources with no coordination 
Pros
· Most straightforward approach for utilities
Cons
· [bookmark: _Hlk505607413]May miss optimal solution that requires scale to achieve economies 

Alternative #2:
Description: Utilities coordinate replacement efforts 
Pros 
· May result in optimal solution that requires scale to achieve economies
Cons
· More complex approach for utilities
· May not be consistent with utilities’ current competitive procurement processes 





30. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS: What are the alternatives for integrating (balancing/regulating) Montana wind? 
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	NorthWestern BAA
	BPA BAA
	Sink BAAs (PSE, PGE, others)

	Alt #4:
	Alt #5
	

	New Montana gen-only BAAs 
	Montana energy storage (PSH)
	




Introduction: Several options are available for providing integration (balancing/regulating) services for Montana wind projects exported to the Pacific Northwest. 

Alternative #1:
Description:  NorthWestern BAA
Pros
Cons
· [bookmark: _Hlk505608832]May be expensive due to small size and limited diversity in NWE BAA.
· NWE not obligated to provide [or not interested in providing?] this service  
· Would not meet Washington RPS requirements  

Alternative #2:
Description: BPA BAA 
Pros
· May provide opportunity for BPA to replace wind integration revenues as other wind projects exit BPA BAA
· Diversity (lack of correlation) between Montana wind and other wind in BPA BAA.
· Meets Washington RPS requirements  
Cons
· Requires dynamic transfers into BPA BAA
· Would require BPA policy change 



Alternative #3:
Description: Sink BAAs (PSE, PGE, others)
Pros
· Makes Energy Imbalance Market (EIM) tools available  
· Diversity (lack of correlation) between Montana wind and other wind in sink BAAs or EIM.
· [bookmark: _Hlk505608556]Meets Washington RPS requirements   
Cons
· Requires dynamic transfers into and out of BPA BAA


Alternative #4:
Description: New Montana gen-only BAAs
Pros
· [bookmark: _Hlk505610103]Can be pursued independently by developers 
Cons
· May be expensive due to small size and limited diversity in gen-only BAAs.
· Would not meet Washington RPS requirements  

Alternative #5:
Description: Montana energy storage (PSH)
Pros
· Could be combined with any of the other alternatives
· Energy storage provides benefits beyond pure integration services (capacity, arbitrage, congestion management, system inertia, etc.) 
· Gordon Butte PSH is construction-ready    
Cons
· Generally, energy storage adds most value as a flexible system resource as opposed to being limited to providing integration services for a specific renewable project.  
· Would not meet Washington RPS requirements 


31. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS: What approaches are available for developing an efficient “collector system” to deliver Montana wind into “backbone” transmission for exports?   
Discuss with Planning Committee.
	Alt #1: 
	Alt #2: 
	Alt #3: 

	NorthWestern Energy responds to requests and builds facilities
	[bookmark: _Hlk505609738]Developer constructs Gen tie lines to meet individual needs 
	Coordinated stakeholder process that takes a long-term look at resources to develop an efficient plan



[bookmark: _Hlk505606150]Introduction: Much attention has been focused on “repurposing” the CTS and MI when the Colstrip generation is retired. There may be various alternatives for connecting new wind projects with the CTS. 

Alternative #1: 
Description: NorthWestern Energy
Pros
· NWE is an experienced and capable transmission provider
· New transmission would be integrated into the existing network   
Cons
· May not be least-cost option for developers
 
Alternative #2:
Description: Developer Gen Ties 
Pros
· Can be pursued independently by developers 
· May be lower cost than NWE
Cons
· Radial gen ties not integrated into existing network

 Alternative #3:
Description: Coordinated stakeholder process 
Pros
· Could result in optimal solution  
Cons
· Unclear how this would fit with tariffs and ultimate obligation to build
· Would require large coordinated effort and long-term vision
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