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Proposed Changes to FY15 Nexant Model 
# Issue Description 

1 Modify ‘Step 2’ Allocation Parameter to 1/3 split among Pool Members’ 

Loads, Contracts, and Pool Resources; 

2 Revise Pre-Scheduling Labor Hours and allocation percentages based on 

updated LEC prescheduling labor hours; 

3 Exclude Hour Ahead Schedule Counts associated with fractional quantity 

changes from the Day Ahead Schedule; 

4 Exclude real-time DVR internal final schedules from input determinants 

into the Nexant Model; 

5 Use average of LEC total ESP schedule counts for each awarded product 

category as calculation method of determinants for use in Nexant model; 

6 Exclude Hour Ahead Schedule counts for PIRP resources; 

7 Revise Pre-Scheduling Labor Hours and allocation percentages 

based on terminated TD-PUD service agreement and WBR; 

8 Exclude Palo Alto COT Lay-Off deal-ids from contract counts 
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FY15 Nexant Cost Allocation Topics 

 Review Members’ Cost Drivers 

 Review Proposed Changes to Nexant Model 

 Base Case Nexant Model reflects the proposed changes 

for: 

- Revised Pre-Scheduling Costs: $85K 

- HA Schedule Counts for fractional quantities: $154K 

- DVR Internal Final Schedules: $145K 

- LEC Schedule Counts: $250K: $ 

- Exclude HA Schedule Counts for PIRP resources: $76K; 

 Two new proposed changes 

- Contract deals related to Palo Alto’s Lay-Off of its COT Capacity 

- TD-PUD Service Agreement Termination 
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OPERATING ENTITY COST 

DRIVERS 

FY15 Nexant Cost Allocation Model 
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Schedule Counts – % of Total for each 

Entity and Schedule Type 
 

 Total NCPA 

Schedules: 70K 

 

 Total CAISO 

Schedules: 45K 
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2013 vs 2012 Total Schedule Counts and 

Relative % Change  
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 5K total increase 

in Day Ahead 

Schedule Counts 

 6K total 

decrease in Hour 

Ahead and Real 

Time Schedule 

Counts, which 

varies year-to-

year 
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Scheduled 

Energy 

and Loads 
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 SC ‘Step 2’ 

28.17% 

Allocation 

Parameter 

 Used to allocate 

~$772K of SC 

costs 
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POWER POOL COST DRIVERS 

FY15 Nexant Cost Allocation Model 

2/11/2014 8 



N  O  R  T  H  E  R  N     C  A  L  I  F  O  R  N  I  A    P  O  W  E  R    A  G  E  N  C  Y 

Cost Driver: 

Pool Member  

Loads 
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P o o l  n  B A R T  S ch e d u l in g

M e m b e r N a m e
C Y  2012  M e l d e d  

W e i g h ts

C Y  2013  M e l d e d  

W e i g h ts
C Y 13  -  C Y 12  D i f f

A l a m e d a 9.2% 11.7% 2.5%

B A R T 16.0% 19.6% 3.6%

B i g g s 1 .6% 1.7% 0.1%

G ri d l e y 1 .0% 1.1% 0.2%

H e a l d s b u rg 3 .8% 2.2% - 1 .7%

Lo d i 8 .1% 6.4% - 1 .6%

Lo m p o c 3.9% 3.4% - 0 .5%

P a l o  A l to 26 .6% 26.8% 0.2%

P l u m a s - S i e rra 10 .0% 7.9% - 2 .0%

P o rt  o f  O a k l a n d 15.6% 14.5% - 1 .0%

U k i a h 4 .4% 4.7% 0.3%

100.0% 100.0% 0.0%
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Step 2 Allocation Parameter to 1/3 Split among 

Loads, Contracts and Pool Resources 

 

 Applies only to Pool Members 

 Introduces new “Pool Resources” cost allocation 

category  

 Used to allocate ~$3.2M 

 $1.8M Power Pool Management costs; 

 $1.4M of Pool OE scheduling costs 
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Cost Driver: ‘Pool Resources’ Cost 

Category for Pool % Allocation based on 1/3 

Load, 1/3 Contracts and 1/3 Pool Resources 
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CY13 Data: 

Pool % 

Allocation 

based on 1/3 

Load, 1/3 

Contracts and 

1/3 Pool 

Resources vs 

78%-22% 

Split 
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CY13 Pool Allocation:  

78% Load / 22% Contract Split w/Adjustments 
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CY13 Data and Pool % based on 1/3 Split 

among Load, Contract, Pool Resources  
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Comparison of CY13:  

1/3 Split vs 78%-22% Split 
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Issue: Proposed Exclusion of Palo Alto COT 

Capacity Lay-Off Deals from Contract Count 

 Background 

 2009 COT Lay-Off to various counter-parties; 

 Recorded as monthly records in NCPA’s deal capture 

system; 

 Database records related to the Palo Alto COT Lay-Off 

do not correspond to work or effort performed by NCPA 

staff 
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CY13 Data and Pool % based on 1/3 Split after 

excluded Palo Alto COT Lay-Off Adjustment 
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P o o l n  B A R T  S c h e d u lin g

M e m b e r N a m e
C Y  2 0 1 3  M e ld e d  

W e ig h ts

R e v is e d  C Y  2 0 1 3  

M e ld e d  W e ig h ts
D if f

A la m e d a 1 1 .7 % 1 4 .2 % 2 .5 %

B A R T 1 9 .6 % 1 9 .5 % -0 .1 %

B ig g s 1 .7 % 1 .8 % 0 .1 %

G rid le y 1 .1 % 1 .1 % 0 .0 %

H e a ld s b u rg 2 .2 % 2 .2 % 0 .0 %

L o d i 6 .4 % 6 .8 % 0 .3 %

L o m p o c 3 .4 % 3 .7 % 0 .3 %

P a lo  A lto 2 6 .8 % 1 8 .7 % -8 .1 %

P lu m a s -S ie rra 7 .9 % 9 .3 % 1 .4 %

P o rt o f  O a k la n d 1 4 .5 % 1 8 .0 % 3 .5 %

U k ia h 4 .7 % 4 .7 % 0 .0 %

1 0 0 .0 % 1 0 0 .0 % 0 .0 %
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Difference due to excluded Palo Alto COT Capacity 

Lay-Off deal from Contracts 
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R e v is e d  C Y 1 3  

a fte r  e x c lu d e d  

C O T  D e a ls

O r ig in a l C Y 1 3  

b a s e d  o n  1 /3  

S p lit

In c r e a s e  

(D e c r e a s e )

Ala m e d a $ 1 ,0 5 8 ,7 6 5 $ 1 ,0 1 2 ,2 2 6 $ 4 6 ,5 3 9

B AR T $ 6 5 3 ,2 5 6 $ 6 4 9 ,8 7 8 $ 3 ,3 7 8

B ig g s $ 5 4 ,2 4 5 $ 5 1 ,7 6 6 $ 2 ,4 7 9

G r id le y $ 8 5 ,8 3 4 $ 8 5 ,7 0 4 $ 1 3 0

H e a ld s b u rg $ 1 9 2 ,3 4 8 $ 1 9 1 ,3 2 9 $ 1 ,0 1 9

L o d i $ 1 ,0 0 9 ,4 5 9 $ 1 ,0 0 2 ,4 3 1 $ 7 ,0 2 8

L o m p o c $ 2 9 4 ,0 6 4 $ 2 8 7 ,9 2 9 $ 6 ,1 3 5

P a lo  A lto $ 1 ,5 0 0 ,4 9 2 $ 1 ,6 5 7 ,2 2 7 ($ 1 5 6 ,7 3 5 )

P lu m a s  S ie rra $ 3 8 1 ,7 2 8 $ 3 5 6 ,2 0 1 $ 2 5 ,5 2 7

P o rt o f O a k la n d $ 3 8 4 ,2 6 7 $ 3 2 0 ,6 9 6 $ 6 3 ,5 7 1

R o s e v ille $ 4 3 0 ,0 9 8 $ 4 3 0 ,0 9 8 $ 0

S a n ta  C la ra $ 3 ,1 3 5 ,9 5 7 $ 3 ,1 3 5 ,8 9 3 $ 6 3

T ru c ke e -D o n n e r $ 7 1 ,6 3 1 $ 7 1 ,6 1 3 $ 1 8

T u r lo c k  Ir r ig a tio n  D is tr ic t $ 1 5 6 ,3 8 5 $ 1 5 6 ,3 8 5 $ 0

U kia h $ 3 3 5 ,8 2 1 $ 3 3 4 ,9 7 3 $ 8 4 8

$ 9 ,7 4 4 ,3 4 9 $ 9 ,7 4 4 ,3 4 9 $ 0

D ire c t to  P ro g ra m s  -  L E C $ 1 ,1 1 5 ,4 0 2 $ 1 ,1 1 5 ,4 0 2 $ 0

$ 1 0 ,8 5 9 ,7 5 1 $ 1 0 ,8 5 9 ,7 5 1 $ 0
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Termination of TD-PUD 

2/11/2014 21 

 Termination of TD-PUD requires redistribution of Pre-

Scheduling Labor hours and Allocation Parameter % 

 

 

 

 

 

 Additionally, TD-PUD’s share of Western Base 

Resource to be removed from NCPA SC. 

D ir e c t C o s t B u d g e t 

Ite m
P o o l S V P  R o s e v ille T ID B A R T T D P U D

L E C  

P r o je c t 

P a r tic ip a n t

s

T o ta l

P ro p o s e d  P re -S c h e d u le  % 5 4 .5 0 % 6 .4 5 % 6 .4 5 % 0 .9 2 % 1 8 .3 1 % 8 .3 8 % 4 .9 9 % 1 0 0 .0 0 %

N e w  P re -S c h e d u le  % 5 9 .4 8 % 7 .0 4 % 7 .0 4 % 1 .0 0 % 1 9 .9 8 % 0 .0 0 % 5 .4 4 % 1 0 0 .0 0 %

P ro p o s e d  P re -S c h e d u lin g  $ 3 9 6 ,4 9 7$         4 6 ,9 5 5$       4 6 ,9 5 5$        6 ,6 6 7$       1 3 3 ,1 9 2$         6 0 ,9 5 4$        3 6 ,2 8 5$              7 2 7 ,5 0 6$         

N e w  P re -S c h e d u lin g  $ 4 3 2 ,7 5 6$         5 1 ,2 4 9$       5 1 ,2 4 9$        7 ,2 7 7$       1 4 5 ,3 7 2$         -$              3 9 ,6 0 4$              7 2 7 ,5 0 6$         

D e lta 36,259$                 4 ,294$             4 ,294$               610$              12 ,180$                ( 60 ,954)$          3 ,318$                      -$                       
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CY13 Data and Pool % 1/3 Split after COT Lay-Off 

Adj. and updated for TD-PUD terminated agreement 
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Difference due to TD-PUD terminated agreement 
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R e v is e d  fo r  T D -

P U D  S e r v ic e  

Ag r e e m e n t

R e v is e d  C Y 1 3  

a fte r  e x c lu d e d  

C O T  D e a ls

In c r e a s e  

(D e c r e a s e )

Ala m e d a $ 1 ,0 6 6 ,7 2 3 $ 1 ,0 5 8 ,7 6 5 $ 7 ,9 5 8

B AR T $ 6 6 5 ,9 2 0 $ 6 5 3 ,2 5 6 $ 1 2 ,6 6 4

B ig g s $ 5 4 ,6 9 5 $ 5 4 ,2 4 5 $ 4 5 0

G rid le y $ 8 6 ,6 0 5 $ 8 5 ,8 3 4 $ 7 7 1

H e a ld s b u rg $ 1 9 3 ,8 1 0 $ 1 9 2 ,3 4 8 $ 1 ,4 6 2

L o d i $ 1 ,0 1 6 ,4 6 8 $ 1 ,0 0 9 ,4 5 9 $ 7 ,0 0 9

L o m p o c $ 2 9 6 ,2 6 2 $ 2 9 4 ,0 6 4 $ 2 ,1 9 8

P a lo  A lto $ 1 ,5 1 3 ,0 4 9 $ 1 ,5 0 0 ,4 9 2 $ 1 2 ,5 5 7

P lu m a s  S ie rra $ 3 8 4 ,9 4 8 $ 3 8 1 ,7 2 8 $ 3 ,2 2 0

P o rt o f O a k la n d $ 3 8 7 ,5 6 8 $ 3 8 4 ,2 6 7 $ 3 ,3 0 1

R o s e v ille $ 4 3 5 ,2 3 4 $ 4 3 0 ,0 9 8 $ 5 ,1 3 6

S a n ta  C la ra $ 3 ,1 4 2 ,9 7 8 $ 3 ,1 3 5 ,9 5 7 $ 7 ,0 2 1

T ru c ke e -D o n n e r $ 0 $ 7 1 ,6 3 1 ($ 7 1 ,6 3 1 )

T u r lo c k  Ir r ig a tio n  D is tr ic t $ 1 5 7 ,4 6 7 $ 1 5 6 ,3 8 5 $ 1 ,0 8 2

U kia h $ 3 3 8 ,3 5 1 $ 3 3 5 ,8 2 1 $ 2 ,5 3 0

$ 9 ,7 4 0 ,0 8 0 $ 9 ,7 4 4 ,3 4 9 ($ 4 ,2 7 0 )

D ire c t to  P ro g ra m s  -  L E C $ 1 ,1 1 9 ,6 7 1 $ 1 ,1 1 5 ,4 0 2 $ 4 ,2 7 0

$ 1 0 ,8 5 9 ,7 5 1 $ 1 0 ,8 5 9 ,7 5 1 $ 0
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Proposed Changes to FY15 Nexant Model 
# Issue Description 

1 Modify ‘Step 2’ Allocation Parameter to 1/3 split among Pool Members’ 

Loads, Contracts, and Pool Resources; 

2 Revise Pre-Scheduling Labor Hours and allocation percentages based on 

updated LEC prescheduling labor hours; 

3 Exclude Hour Ahead Schedule Counts associated with fractional quantity 

changes from the Day Ahead Schedule; 

4 Exclude real-time DVR internal final schedules from input determinants 

into the Nexant Model; 

5 Use average of LEC total ESP schedule counts for each awarded product 

category as calculation method of determinants for use in Nexant model; 

6 Exclude Hour Ahead Schedule counts for PIRP resources; 

7 Revise Pre-Scheduling Labor Hours and allocation percentages 

based on terminated TD-PUD service agreement; 

8 Exclude Palo Alto COT Lay-Off deal-ids from contract counts 
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