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Welcome and Introductions 
Scott Park, Director IRP Analytics – Midwest 
Melody Birmingham-Byrd, State President – Indiana 
 
Scott welcomed everyone and thanked everyone for coming. He confirmed the conference call was 
working and discussed how to get logged onto the wireless internet. He briefly discussed safety and how 
to evacuate in case of emergency. He started off introductions and everyone in the room and on the 
phone introduced themselves with their names, company, and position. He then introduced the Duke 
Energy Indiana President, Melody Birmingham-Byrd. 
 
Melody welcomed everyone and thanked everyone for coming. She briefly explained that she wasn’t a 
part of the stakeholder meeting process in the past, but she looks forward to these meetings and 
upcoming interactions with the stakeholders. She encouraged the participants to continually give 
constructive feedback throughout the process and Duke Energy will listen to their inputs. She concluded 
by thanking everyone for their time and thoughts. She introduced Heather Quinley, Director of Energy 
Affairs and Stakeholder Engagement.  
 
 
Why are we here today? 
Heather Quinley, Director of Energy Affairs & Stakeholder Engagement 
 
Heather walked through slide 3 of the presentation. She told the stakeholders why we are here today. 
She mentioned we were going to kick off this meeting with a review of the 2015 IRP. She also mentioned 
she wanted to gather feedback and suggestions, discuss the IRP process goals, provide a brief overview 
of the upcoming meetings, and provide initial thoughts on modeling EE and scenarios in the 2018 IRP.   
 
A stakeholder during this section asked why Duke Energy got rid of the independent facilitator (Marty 
Rozelle) from the previous process. Scott Park answered this question by saying that after reviewing the 
process from last IRP, and looking at the cost and the resources available to him this IRP, he did not feel 
the need to hire a 3rd party facilitator. He feels Duke Energy has the resources and is capable to facilitate 
the meeting in an organized and fair manner.   
 



Agenda and Review of 2015 Process and IRP 
Scott Park, Director IRP Analytics – Midwest 
 
Scott walked through the agenda timeline provided on slide 4. He mentioned that he expects good 
conversation through this meeting and that he intends to be respectful of everyone’s time and will 
conclude the meeting as close to 2:30pm as possible. There were no questions about the agenda. 
 
Scott then started on slide 6 and began with an overview of the previous IRP meetings and reviewed a 
high level agenda of previous IRP stakeholder meetings. He mentioned that he thought this process 
went well during the last IRP and he plans to keep a similar process for this IRP. One change to this IRP is 
that there are going to be two additional meetings to discuss foundational issues and resources with an 
emphasis on EE. He referenced that Nate Gagnon will talk about this in further detail later on in the 
presentation.  
 
Stakeholder questions during this section included the following: 
- A question was asked about the modeling files and if there would be time to have experts review 

and provide feedback during the process. She also asked specifically about the stakeholder scenarios 
and if/when there would be time allowed for comments on these. 

o Scott Park answered this question by mentioning how the model is very complex and that 
the data itself is many GBs. He mentioned that once the April/May/June timeframe comes 
around, he will have a better idea on specific scenarios and then at this time there could 
be a time for collaboration on reviewing of the basic assumptions Duke Energy is making 
and reviewing some model files. He reiterated that most likely the timeframe for the 
stakeholder questions is in the second quarter. 

- A comment about the wireless internet privacy policy was brought up by a stakeholder. The “Terms 
and Conditions” mentions that, if necessary, Duke Energy can see the actions done by the 
stakeholders when using the wifi. He believes that should be disclosed to the stakeholders at the 
meeting and doesn’t think that is entirely fair to the privacy of the stakeholders. 

o Scott Park mentioned he did not realize what the fine print had in the “Terms and 
Conditions” and he mentioned that if anyone is concerned, that they should read the 
privacy agreement and if they did not agree, to use cellular data at this time. Scott would 
look into this point for the next meeting. 

- A comment was brought up that we should host meetings at an offsite and public location. She 
believes Duke Energy should reconsider having the meeting at the DEI campus, but instead at an 
offsite location.  

o Scott Park addressed this concern by saying he will look into the possibility of moving to 
an offsite location for the future meetings, but he does have to be mindful of the financial 
implications of this change.  

 
Scott continued onto slide 8, by showing the IRP modeling results discussed in the previous meeting 4 
from the 2015 IRP process. He walked through each of the different portfolios and the 6 different Duke 
Energy designed portfolios, as well as the 3 stakeholder provided portfolios. He also discussed the 7 
different scenarios ranging from the impacts of a carbon tax to the impacts of climate change scenario. 
He mentioned that from the portfolios analyzed, the CO2 Opt w/ CC was the overall best option and it 
was the portfolio that was chosen by Duke Energy in the 2015 IRP. This portfolio would retire 1258 MW 
of Coal by 2031, build 1119 MWs of gas by 2033, and add 754 Mw of renewables by 2035.  
 
Stakeholder questions included the following: 



- A stakeholder mentioned she would prefer the modeling files as early as possible so she can have 
her experts review the files. She also mentioned she thought the color coding on slide 8 was 
showing bias and that she would  like the information not to have those colors to better present 
the information in an unbiased way. 

o Scott explained the colors for the graph on slide 8. How the green was the top 3 
performers, yellow the middle 3 performers, and orange the bottom 3 performers. He 
wants the portfolios to perform well over the entire range of scenarios.  

- A stakeholder mentioned she would like more detail on the preferred portfolio such as time frames 
on retirements.  

o Scott answered that the detailed information is in the public IRP and can be viewed online 
or in the IRP that Duke Energy published.  

- A stakeholder mentioned she would like the scenarios and portfolios to remain constant as you go 
across the rows and columns.  

o Scott answered comparisons are made across the rows. But there are slight changes 
because the scenarios dictate change. He said we can continue to talk about that in future 
meetings. 

- A stakeholder mentioned she would like a legend/code when the table is presented. 
- A stakeholder asked a question about how we are addressing the Director’s report and if we are 

presenting data that reflects changes due to the Director’s report.  
o Scott Park answered that this data doesn’t reflect the director’s report, this data is directly 

from the 2015 IRP. 
 
Stakeholder Feedback on 2015 IRP & Goals Discussion 
Heather Quinley, Director of Energy Affairs & Stakeholder Engagement 
 
Heather began on slide 10 and discussed the purpose of the upcoming group activity. She wants people 
to talk at their tables and answer the 3 questions presented on slide 10. The purpose of this group 
activity is to help gather stakeholder feedback from the 2015 IRP process so that Duke Energy can use 
their to help with the 2018 IRP process. Heather mentioned the groups will have about 15 minutes to 
discuss their answers and then will have one spokesperson represent each group. The three discussion 
questions were: Why are you here and/or why did you return? What did you like about the 2015 IRP 
process? What do you want to see change/see more of/never see again?  
 
The stakeholders had the following input: 
Group 1: 
They are here to be involved with the process at the start. They are interested in making sure the 
assumption costs are accurate. They liked getting involved during the process last IRP and liked the 
employee engagement during the process. They want more connections in modeling results, more 
accurate assumptions and renewable costs, to avoid bias in presenting results, and an opportunity to 
discuss changing assumptions when they don’t agree. 
Group 2: 
They are here to see Duke Energy’s direction and give input and learn about the process. They liked the 
conversation with Duke, location, parking, lunch and color coding of data. They have good feedback on 
portfolio design. The changes they would like to see: lowest portion of energy generated (EE) was talked 
about the longest time vs. CC was talked about less amount of time, a better game plan for folks to 
move on during the meeting, 2015 process had some technical issues (microphones, IT issues) they 
would like resolved. They liked having the materials/presentations in advance and liked having 
stakeholder portfolios, but want them more realistic.  



Group 3: 
They appreciated the time to all be in the room at the same time. They would like to have better 
transparency for stakeholders to share (how IRP may/may not be the same as the business plan). They 
liked the Duke staff engagement inside and outside of the meeting.  
Group 4: 
They are here to learn about the IRP process and wanted to make sure Duke had more up to date 
renewable technical information. They liked how Duke wanted/listened to feedback and how Duke let 
the stakeholders create scenarios/portfolios. They want to figure out how to have a better 2-way 
conversation now, so there may be less criticism later in the process when filing occurs.  
 
After the groups presented, Heather continued onto slide 11 which brought up the discussion of goals 
for the IRP and stakeholder process. Heather mentioned the 5 goals listed on slide 11 and asked the 
stakeholders for any additional goals and metrics that Duke Energy should consider.  

- A stakeholder mentioned  the goal of Market Purchases and Sales. 
- A stakeholder made the comment that he has never seen maximize jobs as a goal (slide 11). Utility 

jobs or economic development? He also asked about the utility relationship between customers 
and competitors (Business model)? He also mentioned that Generation Diversity needs to include 
adapting to the technological change. He wants Duke to have to goal to try to capture the range of 
different alternative future and try to integrate that into the IRP. He thinks Duke is too heavily 
dependent on coal. He says 90% of energy in 2016 was on coal. He wants to focus on energy mix 
over time (wants less coal).He wants to have a goal for future energy mix. He wants a plan to 
change future generation. Ex. He wants a plan to have X% of coal by X date. 

- A stakeholder mentioned one of the goals needs to address customer choices/empowerment. 
Mechanisms to allow customers to organize projects. Ex. Community solar.  

- A stakeholder mentioned he wants to see the changes in load forecasts/growth/demand and how 
Duke will deal with that. I.e. How does our portfolios respond to lower/higher load growth. 

- A stakeholder mentioned the goal of designing portfolios to encourage economic development. 
- A stakeholder mentioned the goal to considering the impact on low income ratepayers. 
- A stakeholder mentioned that he seconded another stakeholder and a goal should be the 

consideration of community solar opportunities.  
- A stakeholder had a question about these goals. She commented and concluded that the goals 

would be after the fact to the modeling to help with the decision making process at the end. 
 
Overview of 2018 Stakeholder Meeting Schedule 
Nate Gagnon, Lead Planning Analyst 
 
Nate walked through the high level overview of the six planned stakeholder meetings and the tentative 
dates. He walked through each of the 6 meeting’s planned topics and asked the stakeholders if there 
were any questions. 

- A stakeholder had the question on the exact February date. 
o The February date is tentatively scheduled for February 13, but will be solidified in the 

upcoming weeks and a confirmation will be sent out.  
- A stakeholder had a question about when would she be able to see the assumptions?  

o Answer: April/June timeframe.  
- A stakeholder had a question on MPS: Can she get it when available?  

o Answered by Tom Wiles: Once we have the final published version, we can make the files 
available to the list of people here. The November date on the slides in not correct, and it 
will most likely be at the end of December when the final version comes out. 



- A staked had a question: She would like a meeting to dive further into the modeling files.  
o Answer by Scott Park: Yes, we will eventually set one up with a smaller group. 

- A stakeholder had a question on reviewing and getting the modeling files. Encourages Duke to 
reveal more things in the modeling files because most aren’t confidential. 

o Answer: Duke of course had to abide by the legal restrictions but will look into this further 
when the time comes for the data sharing. 

- A stakeholder had a question on load forecast. She would like to see the actual documentation on 
the load forecast.  

o Answer by Scott: We will need to address the technical details on the load forecast offline 
and the information will be available.  

 
At this time, there was an hour for lunch to be served. The meeting would start back at 1230.  
 
EE Modeling 
Tom Wiles, Director EE Analytics 
 
Tom Wiles started on Slide 16 and reiterated what he said earlier in the meeting that the final form of 
the MPS is expected around the end of December and it will be sent out to the group. Tom continued by 
briefly talking about how the MPS should provide an assessment of technical, economic, and achievable 
potential for EE and DR within the DEI service territory. He mentioned that after the 2018 IRP the EE 
filing will be sometime in 2019, due to the 3 year EE cycle.  
 
Tom walked through slide 17 on how EE was modeled in the 2015 IRP and what Duke Energy is thinking 
for the 2018 IRP. In the 2015 IRP there was a total of 10 EE bundles and the bundles were split into 
incremental bundles and base bundles. For the 2018 IRP, Duke is thinking 20+ bundles based on time 
period. There would still be base bundles and incremental bundles. Tom then went through a few 
examples of each the time period bundles. 
 
Tom continued with the EE bundle explanations onto slide 18. He reminded the stakeholders that these 
numbers are not exact and only show a typical output of the resources. He walked through each of the 
example resource options and mentioned there are more resources that aren’t shown.  
 
Stakeholders had the following questions and inputs: 

- One stakeholder mentioned he doesn’t want to plateau energy efficiency in future years due to 
saturation.  

o Tom’s answer: He agrees, but it depends on the program and it really depends on the MPS 
and the future.  

- A stakeholder had a question on the effect on storage? Such as combining storage with solar and 
wind.  

o Tom’s answer: Storage will be part of the analysis but just doesn’t impact solar or wind but 
it has multiple impacts that the analysis will try to capture. 

- A stakeholder question dealt with looking at the customer side of the meter resource. How does 
Duke capture customer side of the meter options (storage/batteries)? 

o Answer: We haven’t quite figured out how we are exactly going to do that, will have to 
look into that and into load forecasts, we will need to get into it more as we go through the 
process. It is already occurring in the load forecasting side.  

- A stakeholder question was on grouping energy efficiency by load shape. The question asked about 
Capacity Expansion and how we are going to model a load shape and if CE was even capable of 



modeling this correctly and would it work effectively by having the bundles by load shape. She 
thinks the bundles should be based on cost because that is how the models will choose the 
bundles. 

o Answer by Tom and Scott: We will have to discuss with modelers because the stakeholder 
is correct in that the model doesn’t model 8760 and does take some shortcuts. Duke will 
have to confirm that we can accurately model the load shapes correctly. Duke will look into 
if the model algorithms capture what we need it to. 

- A stakeholder commented on the difficulty of the cost of EE. Her suggestion was to look at the 
avoided cost runs and “zero cost energy efficiency” . 

o Scott will follow up with the stakeholder can discuss this topic further with Scott during 
their upcoming one-on-one meeting. 

 
Tom Wiles concluded his presentation by asking for any further questions and said he will follow up with 
other utilities on how they modeled it based on the Director’s Report. 

 
Scenario Development  
Scott Park, Director IRP Analytics – Midwest 
Nate Gagnon, Lead Planning Analyst 
 
Scott started the Scenario Development section by going through slides 20 and 21 and going over the 
scenario planning points. He mentioned Duke wants to focus on key drivers that are difficult to forecast 
with confidence. The scenarios should be plausible, internally consistent, and sufficiently different while 
addressing a wide range of possible outcomes. He reminded that uncertainty increase over time and 
scenarios should diverge accordingly.  
 
Stakeholders had the following questions: 

- Stakeholder question: Is there an opportunity for the stakeholders to create scenarios? As well as 
the portfolios. 

o Scott’s answer: Hopefully we will come together and we can all weigh in on the scenarios 
and come up with common scenarios that everyone can basically agree on. 

- Stakeholder question: How does load forecasting play into this? Ex. Temperature. Will temperature 
vary into in the scenarios?  

o Answer: We will continue to revisit this, but typically load forecasting remains constant 
through scenarios. 

 
Nate then began the discussion on key uncertainty drivers, beginning on slide 22 and going through slide 
25. Nate showed on slide 22 Duke Energy’s identified key uncertainties and Duke’s rating of “High” or 
“Low” impact on the resource plan and uncertainty. He continued onto slide 23 which had Duke 
Energy’s grouping of the 3 highest impact of uncertainties: Gas Price, Renewables, and Carbon Tax. Nate 
walked through the scenario evolution that Duke Energy has been thinking about. The graphs show 
Duke’s 3 highest impact uncertainties on the axis and how the portfolios might develop through the 
years (10 year increments). In slide 25, Nate detailed the future bubbles that could occur (Ex. Gas 
Transition would have a high carbon tax, cheap natural gas, and renewables would not get much 
cheaper). 
 
There were multiple questions/comments by the stakeholders during these slides: 

- A stakeholder question asked how can the cost of coal, when you are entirely relying on coal for 
generation, be a “low” impact? 



o Nate’s answer: We are looking at a relative comparison mainly between gas vs coal. We 
believe gas will have more influence on the power market and will be more impactful than 
coal. 

- A stakeholder commented that it is frustrating on the bias of high vs. low. She wants to see the 
data to how we get the “high” and “low”. She believes the “Load” factor should be “High”. 

o Scott’s answered by saying it is the scenario that determines the data and that the high vs 
low was initially just used by industry experience but he wants to hear input from the 
stakeholders.  

- A stakeholder commented saying it matters a great deal what the assumptions are and would like 
to further discuss this.  

- A stakeholder question: How is natural gas and renewable on the opposite side of the axis? 
o Answer: We are getting at the comparison of new generation competitiveness.  

- A stakeholder question: Are we talking about developing different portfolios or scenarios? 
o Answer: Today we are only talking about future scenarios that might favor certain type of 

portfolios.  
- A stakeholder question: How do we choose the High/Low? 

o Answer by Scott: No data behind it, just based on current experience but we can further 
discuss this in a future meeting.  

 
After the stakeholder discussion between Nate, Scott, and the stakeholders on slides 22-25 Scott Park 
made the following points: 

- Duke will further hit on this point in the next stakeholders meeting in February to hopefully clear 
this up further. Duke might need to craft what the data will look like in the scenarios on slide 25 to 
help give any basic assumptions made. 

- He is thinking for February: Duke would layer a sensitivity analysis into the scenarios. With basic 
assumptions and sensitivities run. Duke would have narratives that would drive the assumptions of 
the portfolios to help bring clarity.  

 
Scott then asked the stakeholders are there other scenarios that you think we need to look at? No 
stakeholders had any additional scenarios. 
 
A question was brought by the stakeholders: How does Duke’s must run instructions to MISO work? 
Edwardsport and other fossil plants are “Must-Run”.  

o A stakeholder on the phone answered how at least part of fossil/nuclear plants are “Must-
Run”.  Her answer was cut short by further questions by the stakeholders asking how Duke 
is dealing with how “Must-Run” impacts future retirements and they wanted Duke Energy 
to answer the question. Scott said he will have to do further research on this topic and get 
back to the stakeholders at the next meeting.  

 
Closing Comments 
Scott Park, Director IRP Analytics – Midwest 
Heather Quinley, Director of Energy Affairs & Stakeholder Engagement 
 
Scott Park thanked everyone for coming and mentioned in the next stakeholder meeting, he will give an 
update on the 1-on-1 meeting with Jennifer and Anna. He also mentioned he owes a confirmation of 
next stakeholder meeting date of Feb 13th within a couple of weeks.  
 



Heather thanked everyone for their time and went over slide 27 of the presentation. She asked the 
stakeholders to complete the comment cards by November 16 and send them to Scott. She mentioned 
the summary notes will be available online within 7-10 days. She hopes everyone travels safe and looks 
forward to the next meeting and with working with everyone throughout the process.  


