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Duke Energy Indiana 2015 Integrated Resource Plan 
 

Stakeholder Workshop 1 Summary 
March 17, 2015 

 
Welcome 
Doug Esamann, State President- Indiana, Duke Energy 
 
Mr. Esamann welcomed participants, both those who have returned from the last 
Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) process and those attending for the first time. For his 
safety message, he pointed out the emergency exits, and cautioned participants to be 
aware of the electric cords in the room. Mr. Esamann explained the purposes of the 
meeting. He introduced the facilitator, Dr. Marty Rozelle, as well as the Duke Energy 
IRP group including Brian Bak, lead planning analyst, Jim Hobbs, lead engineer, and 
Scott Park, the IRP director for the Midwest. He mentioned that Diane Jenner, Director 
of Regulated Strategy for Duke Energy Indiana, has retired.  
 
Mr. Esamann emphasized that the company values the thoughts and opinions of its 
stakeholders, and finds the input helpful in developing the IRP. He thanked participants 
for their time.  
 
Introductions and Agenda Overview 
Dr. Marty Rozelle, The Rozelle Group Ltd. 
 
Dr. Rozelle said that this workshop is the first of four to be held during development of 
the 2015 IRP, which will be filed by November 1. She reviewed the objectives for the 
Duke Energy Indiana (DEI) stakeholder process. These include understanding the 
concerns of stakeholders, providing information to help stakeholders understand the 
IRP process, listening and considering participant suggestions, and complying with the 
proposed public consultation rule of the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission (IURC). 
She provided an overview of the agenda for today’s meeting, and asked those in the 
room and on the telephone to introduce themselves.  
 
Overview of Duke Energy Indiana 
Brian Bak, Lead Planning Analyst  
 
Brian Bak gave a brief overview of the Duke Energy Indiana system and its generating 
resources. DEI is the largest electric utility in the state, serving nearly 800,000 
customers including several very large employers, some of whom are represented here 
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today. Generation assets include coal units, integrated gasification combined cycle 
(IGCC), combined cycle (CC) and combustion turbine (CT) generators, as well as small 
amounts of hydropower, wind, and solar generation (coming online at the end of 2015 
and early 2016). 
 
Mr. Bak explained planned near-term retirements and additions to the system including 
retirement of Wabash River units 2 - 5, retirement of oil-fired CTs, and addition of 
environmental controls at several facilities. He noted that coal still makes up the majority 
of capacity and energy resources for DEI, supplemented with CT, CC, market 
purchases, and renewable resources. 
 
Participant questions included the following: 
 

 Is the 100 megawatts (MW) at the Benton County wind farm under litigation, putting 
Duke’s purchase in question? 

o Yes, it is being litigated; however, Duke is purchasing it. 

 What is DEI’s total MW of capacity and energy? 
o Approximately 7500 MW 

 Please clarify where the Edwardsport plant is included in the chart on slide 12. It 
would be helpful to see it broken out, since it is sometimes fired with natural gas. 

o It is included with coal resources. We don’t have the specific data available 
here today to break it out. 

 
Review of 2013 Stakeholder Process and IRP 
Jim Hobbs, Lead Engineer  
 
Jim Hobbs observed that some of the stakeholders here today are returning from last 
time, and several industrial customers are also attending. He reviewed the five 
individual meetings that were conducted during the 2013 IRP process, noting that this 
year’s process will be similar. He summarized the three scenarios and three portfolios 
that were included in the 2013 IRP, including low regulation, reference case, and 
environmental focus scenarios that made varying assumptions about carbon emissions 
prices, fuel prices, and environmental regulations. The portfolios included retirements of 
specific units and proposed additions of generating capacity. 
 
He invited people to look at the “IRP 101” document that Duke has posted on its 
website that explains the planning process and components.  
 
Lessons Learned 
Scott Park, Director IRP Analytics - Midwest 
 
Scott Park discussed several features of the last 2013 planning process on which 
stakeholders provided comments and observations, along with Duke’s response to 
those comments. 
 
At this meeting we will focus on development of driving forces to define scenarios for 
the next workshop. This year, we plan to develop approximately five scenarios rather 
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than three, in response to stakeholder suggestions. This will be largely defined by what 
we discuss in the exercise this afternoon. 
 
Mr. Park explained how “optimized portfolios” for each scenario were defined in the 
previous process, and noted that stakeholders wanted to be more involved in 
developing portfolios. This year, Duke will discuss portfolio attributes with stakeholders 
and may evaluate several additional portfolios if suggested by participants. 
 
He explained that combined heat and power, or ‘co-generation’ (CHP), was not 
modeled in the previous IRP because it was considered a customer choice. In the 
current process, Duke is working to develop relevant CHP input assumptions to include 
CHP as a potential resource in the IRP models. 
 
He reminded participants of the definitions of key planning elements: 

 Scenario – set of external assumptions used to define a possible, plausible future 

 Portfolio – the mix of resources of the utility to meet future generating needs 
 
Regarding energy efficiency (EE), the 2013 plan assumed compliance with the current 
State of Indiana requirements. Now the state requirements have been suspended, Duke 
is planning to model EE as a resource in the 2015 plan. However, it is very complex to 
define and develop assumptions for EE. We will try to create bundles of EE resources 
that could be included in the models. 
 
Addressing the issue of confidential data, Mr. Park said that this data will not be made 
public in this process. Consequently, similar levels of data, proxies, and trends will be 
shown this year in the IRP workshops; however, those who would like to view 
confidential data may sign a confidentiality agreement at the Plainfield office. (This may 
also be made available to consultants, at the request of some stakeholders.) 
 
He discussed changes to remote participation, advance posting of presentation slides, 
and expansion of one-on-one stakeholder meetings if desired. 
 
Group comments and questions included the following: 
  

 Will DEI be looking at the Clean Power Plan this year, and will it be part of the 
scenarios? 

o Yes. This will be explained more in the following presentations. 

 Do you have a timeline for 2015 for implementing a CHP decision? 
o Not at this time 

 Will you be limiting the size parameter of CHP for the plan? For example, will it be 
only for larger size units? Some states (Massachusetts) encourage residential- sized 
CHP. 

o We don’t plan to cap the size at some arbitrary number, but there will 
probably be a minimum size that can be captured in a model. 

 As was mentioned during the last process, competition and deregulation is a huge 
underlying risk factor for IRP processes, and assumptions about this should be 
developed for the current plan.  
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o Mr. Park acknowledged that deregulation could be a potential in the long-term 
future, and we can explore this further in the discussion this afternoon.  

 What assumptions will you make for commercial and industrial (C&I) customers 
regarding EE for this plan? 

o We don’t know that yet. The opt-out ability of the new requirement is 
something we’ll need to look at, and we can also look at historical evidence. 

 How many MW have been opted out? 
o About 80% of the eligible load has opted out so far. 

 In one-on-one meetings, other parties are left out. OUCC suggested that a method 
be developed for sharing information discussed with other stakeholders. 

o Duke said they would consider a way to do this. 
 
Overview of 2015 Stakeholder Process and IRP 
Scott Park, Director IRP Analytics - Midwest 
 
Mr. Park noted that the IURC (Mr. Brad Borum) issued its draft report on the previous 
IRP stakeholder processes recently; DEI is not able to respond to that at this time but 
will review the final report when issued and consider it as needed. 
 
He gave an overview of upcoming meetings for this process, noting that the next one in 
June will include a resource discussion and portfolio development. The third meeting 
will be in August to show preliminary modeling results, and the final meeting in October 
will present the final results. 
 
In expanding the number of scenarios evaluated this year, he emphasized that these 
are not predictions, but tools to evaluate a wider range of possible futures. Scenarios 
are developed to compare costs and risk profiles of various portfolios. 
 
He showed illustrations of DEI’s projected capacity need over the next 20 years, 
comparing needs to existing resources with predicted load growth and required reserve 
margin (15%). He described the supply-side resources that are used to fill the demand, 
including base load (coal and IGCC, nuclear, combined cycle, biomass) that are 
expensive to build but relatively low cost to operate. Intermediate resources are more 
expensive to operate and are used as needed (coal, combined cycle, hydro), and 
peaking resources are used to supplement energy in peak and limited times (CTs, 
hydro). More recently, demand-side supply includes EE, demand response, and 
customer-owned resources. Variable energy includes wind and solar generation.  
 
Mr. Park noted that solar has unique attributes such as pushing the peak later in the day 
as well as intermittency, which make it more taxing on the overall distribution system. 
Duke is studying these phenomena because solar has quite complicated effects. 
 
He showed another graphic illustrating a summer load and how it might be typically 
filled using the range of available resources. He said that generally the least-expensive 
units are turned on first. When economic, excess power can be sold on the market. 
Similarly, DEI can also make spot power purchases when that is economic. He noted 
that winter daily profiles would be different. Also, some types of units perform differently 
in hot and cold weather, and solar is less effective in the winter.  
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Mr. Park provided an overview of how the IRP process works. It is a complex process 
involving input from many internal and external groups, and requires extensive modeling 
and analysis. He showed the specific steps involved. Step 1 includes data gathering, 
estimating driving forces, scenario development, development of input assumptions, 
and screening of technologies for viability. A challenge here is that the efficiency gains 
of some emerging technologies are unknown, so it’s risky to commit major costs to them 
in the planning process. 
 
Step 2 is portfolio development. This includes reviewing scenarios considering fuel 
costs and other factors and determining a range of sensitivities to consider. 
Sophisticated computer models are then used to develop portfolios optimized for each 
scenario. In 2013, DEI identified an optimized (least-cost) portfolio for each scenario; 
this year we will include additional stakeholder-identified portfolio attributes.  
 
Step 3 includes evaluating portfolios using sensitivity analysis, conducting a risk 
assessment (e.g. cost, flexibility), and identifying the preferred portfolio that performs 
best in all scenarios. 
 
The last, step 4 is to prepare and file the Integrated Resource Plan report to the IURC 
by November 1, 2015. 
 
Stakeholder questions, comments, and suggestions included the following: 

 What load are you assuming? 
o This would be specific to each scenario. In the past, it has been between 1% 

and 3%. 

 Does DEI have any time-of-use tariffs? 
o No 

 For renewable and solar energy, time-of-use rates can help to reduce the peak, 
particularly when solar PV units face to the south. 

o We do not have time-of-use, but we’ve looked at piloting such rates in prior 
smart grid proceedings that were not approved. 

 Regarding treating EE as a resource this time, rather than as an off-model 
adjustment, will you be talking about that more? 

o Yes, at the next meeting. You need to take EE out of the load forecast in 
order to add it to the resource base. It’s not a homogeneous resource but is a 
set of programs that vary widely. 

 How will the proliferation of products in the energy marketplace be reflected in the 
process? For example, Germany and California are looking seriously at solar 
storage as strategies; a company in Hawaii has an inverter that has the capability to 
regulate voltage island-wide. 

o Adding intermittent resources like wind and solar requires that the system 
be able to respond to that. DEI may not be able to fully examine adding 
more variability in this IRP because it takes a great deal of planning to 
determine how to make the system more flexible. Storage is still very 
expensive, since the storage needs to be about equal to the generation 
(e.g., 1 MW generation = 1 MW storage). Scott noted that rates in 



6 
 

Germany have gone up dramatically while carbon emissions have not 
been reduced significantly. 

 Do you have comparable charts for peaks in other seasons? Please revise this 
slide to indicate that this is a “summer” profile. 

o Yes, seasonal profiles would vary.  This was meant to be used for 
illustrative purposes. 

 Different customers have different load profiles. One participant noted that his 
use is winter-peaking, and solar still generates even in winter and when cloudy. 

 What is the MISO reserve margin (not 15%)? Lower margins mean lower costs, 
of course. Also, you can replace capacity with energy if you purchase from the 
open market as needed. 

o MISO requires a reserve margin of about 7 to 7.5%, depending on the 
more sophisticated method that they use. Also, the joint dispatch of 
energy resources by MISO helps to contain costs. The 15% represents 
installed capacity. 

 
Lunch 
 
Scenario Planning Overview 
Scott Park, Director IRP Analytics - Midwest 
 
Mr. Park provided a description of what the utility means by “scenarios”. These are, 
essentially, ‘stories’ that describe a reasonable range of futures. Scenarios should help 
find a solution that works across all possible futures, focus on ‘key drivers’ that can 
change outcomes, and be internally consistent. The purpose of developing scenarios is 
to make the decision-making process more robust.  
 
He explained the concept of driving forces that may shape the future. These have been 
grouped into the main categories of economic outlook, energy and environmental policy 
and regulations, technology, and customer values.  Variations in these can have major 
effects on the way the industry responds to future conditions. Driving forces provide a 
framework for defining scenarios. Then, key model input assumptions are developed for 
factors including load growth, coal and natural gas prices, price of carbon, and capital 
and construction costs.  
 
Mr. Park noted that one of the scenarios developed for this plan will probably be a 
“Clean Power Plan” scenario, and explained the current status of the EPA’s proposed 
rule for regulating CO2 emissions from existing fossil fuel power plants, with the goal of 
reducing emissions by 30% from 2005 levels by 2030. He talked about the four 
emission reduction “building blocks”. He showed the implementation timeline, with 
summer 2016 being the deadline for state implementation plan submittal, and 
compliance beginning in 2020. Indiana reduction goals were shown per phase of 
applying the four building blocks, with a total percentage reduction over time of 20%. 
Duke will model the proposed rule as if it is the final rule, even though there is a great 
deal of uncertainty about the regulations at this time as well as possible litigation. 
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Discussion included the following: 

 What percent of national carbon emissions are due to power generation? 
o We don’t know for sure, but probably about 40 to 50%. 

 If Indiana does not adopt a state implementation plan, will DEI still plan as if the 
regulations are in place, on a voluntary basis, or at least have a contingency plan? 
Will you try to meet the 20% reduction goal? 

o We will develop a clean power plan scenario for this IRP based on 
reasonable assumptions, and at least one other scenario assuming a carbon 
tax. We will need to see what level of emissions reduction can be achieved 
using certain assumptions. 

 What is your CO2 rate for 2012? 
o There were a substantial amount of market purchases, and we can’t really 

know what the emissions were from these sources, so it’s difficult to account 
for this. We will try to provide cost data for the “buckets” in the various 
scenarios. 

 How does Edwardsport fit into this program? If it is in, would the Clean Power Plan 
scenario include carbon capture and sequestration? 

o Mr. Park was not sure how Edwardsport would be treated since the rule is 
only proposed. He also did not want to speculate about sequestration. 

o OUCC said that they included Edwardsport in the calculation for Indiana. 
o It appears that clarification is needed on this point. 

 
Driving Force & Scenario Discussion 
Scott Park, Director IRP Analytics - Midwest 
 
Mr. Park introduced a participant exercise to discuss a range of driving forces to be 
used in shaping scenarios. He said that the purpose of this exercise is to gather a range 
of information and perspectives that will help Duke to develop scenarios.  
 
Driving Forces Participant Exercise 
All 
 
Marty Rozelle explained the worksheets that were distributed. She asked the groups to 
pick someone to keep notes for each table. Each of the four tables will initially work on 
one driving force topic, and move on to the others as time allows. Groups will share 
their thoughts with the larger meeting at the end, and DEI will use the results in 
developing scenarios. 
 
The results of the group exercise are attached to this summary. 
 
Closing Comments 
 
A participant noted: 

 Climate change is the “elephant in the room” that does not directly appear in any 
of these materials. She suggested that climate change might be a good scenario 
to include. She referenced four scenarios developed by the Rocky Mountain 
Institute that represent what should be looked at, and said that she will provide 
an internet link to this information. The scenarios are: 
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  Maintain – business as usual 
Migrate – current system changes to reduce GHG emissions 
Renew – utility scale renewables provide 80% of 2050 system 
Transform – large capacity of distributed resources, compatible grid 

 
In an email following the meeting this same participant clarified her point by saying that 
the construct for today's discussion of future scenarios was missing a large component -
- and that is the natural world in which Duke operates and its customers live and do 
business. 
 
She believes that future scenarios should include some that would address the risks of 
changes in the natural world, such as: 
 
- Drought that would affect the supply of water for electricity generation 
- Warm water that would affect the use of water for cooling 
- High temperatures that would impact the efficiency of power plants or the demand on 
the system during the summer 
- Damage to infrastructure that could be caused by increasingly severe storms  
 
At least one of the scenarios should be crafted to test portfolios against the risk of 
changing weather patterns that are already occurring and projected to continue to occur 
in the coming years in Indiana. 
 
 
The facilitator reminded participants to please fill out comment forms about the meeting. 
Additional comments can be emailed to Dr. Marty Rozelle at 
rgl97marty@therozellegroup.com. The next meeting will likely be on June 4. 
 


