
Supplemental EUC Portfolio Questions Jan. 23, 2024 (updated Jan. 26, 2024) 

Modeled peak summer and winter loads by year 

 
  



Annual System Cost for each portfolio 
 

 
The table above shows, by year, the annual levelized cost to customers for a particular technology 
portfolio under normal conditions.  This includes the power supply adjustment (PSA) plus the capital and 
O&M costs of new supply resources. O&M costs for existing supply resources are removed as they are 
retired. These costs are represented as the gray box ($Cost) on slide 30 and subsequent slides in the 
November 2023 Austin Energy presentation to the EUC. The levelized value is calculated using the 
following formula: 

NPV (PSA + Incremental Fixed Cost due to Portfolio Changes) 

_____________________________________________ 

∑ (1-Discount Factor)n 

The other risks/costs outlined for the various portfolios are explained further below.  Note, they are not 
captured for every year, but instead generally represent the risk in any year. 

 
 

Levelized cost and definition of what that means/how it is calculated for each resource 
 

The levelized calculation for capital costs includes the recovery of overnight capital cost and fixed O&M 
costs over the operating life of the asset.  The levelized calculation is similar to a mortgage calculation that 
converts a stream of varying payments to a single fixed payment.  Steps involve, a calculation of a Capital 
Recovery Factor (CRF) which is then multiplied by the net present value of expenditures. 

CRF:   
WACC*(1+WACC)^Book_Life)/((1+WACC)^Book_Life -1). 

Where: WACC stands for weighted average cost of capital.  
  



Risk cost/year with explanation of how that is calculated; also, risk to whom – AE assets or AE 
customers? 
 
As noted above, the risk categories (represented by the blue, orange and yellow boxes in Austin Energy’s 
presentation) were not calculated for every year from 2025-2035.  Instead, we performed a one-year 
calculation which could generally represent the risk to customers in any given year that risk is realized.  
Please refer to Batch 6 questions 3 and 8a for additional detail on each of the types of risks assessed.  
The risk is to Austin Energy customers as they ultimately have to bear the additional costs. 

 
 

Specific projected costs of ERCOT market rules change risk and how that is calculated 
 

Please see above 
 

  



Cumulative Emissions by 2035  
The following chart shows cumulative emissions (2025-35) in metric tons for each modeled portfolio. 

 
For comparison purposes, Austin Energy also calculated the cumulative emissions for a modeled 
portfolio that continues to run Decker and Sand Hill units until 2035 and FPP until 2030 with REACH.  
This is shown in the table above labeled as “Do Nothing”. For clarity, in the “Do Nothing” model run, 
REACH applies to only Fayette Power Project.   

Please note, the cumulative emissions above are useful for comparison purposes only.  They do not 
represent actual emissions anticipated.  This is because Austin Energy does not intend to build any of 
the modeled portfolios, which each include, over the course of 10 years, 1000MW of new generation 
and 1400MW of retired generation.  These build/retire values are constant across the portfolios to 
provide a basis for comparison.  Again, AE does not intend to build a portfolio like the ones modeled.  In 
reality, AE is more likely to incrementally build new generation and convert existing generation to a 
cleaner product while expanding its DSM programs and upgrading transmission.  Austin Energy will use 
an incremental and iterative approach to manage the environmental and rate impact to customers while 
ensuring a reliable and affordable portfolio for customers. With many variables changing, both within 
and outside of AE control, one cannot pre-define the exact portfolio make-up year-over-year. 

We can, however, provide some logic to support why we anticipate net emissions to reduce, even with 
the addition of a new local, dispatchable generator, even one that runs on natural gas during a bridging 
period to carbon-free by 2035.  On non-tight market days, Austin Energy will run its newer, more 
efficient generation in place of some of its existing, less efficient generation.  More efficient means 
better heat rate and less emissions.  In essence, Austin Energy will be displacing its own supply stack 
with a more efficient, lower emission plant to produce the power needed on a typical day.  Non-tight 
market days occur about 90% of the time.  On a tight market day, Austin Energy will need all generation 
in its portfolio to mitigate load zone price separation, so the newer, more efficient generation will run as 
well as the exiting, less efficient generation.  However, in the absence of Austin Energy’s newer 
generation, load would be served by a much less efficient generator in ERCOT’s supply stack.  On these 
days (which account for about 10% of the time), Austin Energy will be displacing the ERCOT supply stack 
with a more efficient, lower emission plant.  In net, the addition of a newer, more efficient dispatchable 
generator in Austin Energy’s load zone will lead to fewer emissions.  This will get better over time as 
Austin Energy works to replace natural gas with a cleaner fuel.  



The following chart shows cumulative emissions (2025-35) in metric tons for each EUC Working Group 
modeled portfolio. 

 

Please note, the model does not provide particulate matter data or calculations, and as such, we do not 
have that information for any of the portfolios. 

 

Explanation of what “affordable” means and where that limit is 

Affordability is a goal that is established by the City Council via resolution that was approved on 
February 17, 2011.  It limited the rate increase to 2% or less per year starting in 2011. Based on this 
metric, Austin Energy determined a system rate threshold that was used as the “measuring stick” for 
maintaining affordability as shown in the graph below.  

 

There were several portfolios that did not meet the affordability metric because the system rate 
exceeded the affordability threshold in one or more years evaluated. 
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E.g.: Portfolio A_2035 from the EUC Working Group has a system rate that exceeded the affordability 
threshold for 8 out of 10 years in the planning horizon as below: 

 

The following table shows the results of the affordability analysis for every portfolio (AE and EUC 
Working Group portfolios). Please note, rate making analysis is a complex effort that is not a formal part 
of the modeling process. These numbers cannot and should not be taken as actual rates.  Instead, they 
reflect the total cost necessary to recover for each portfolio, and they serve as the best proxy we have 
for the affordability measure. 

 
 
Please describe Austin Energy’s back-up plan if green hydrogen does not become available or cost-
competitive in the Central Texas area in the coming decade. 
 
Austin Energy will continue to evaluate the best path forward to meet our carbon-free by 2035 goal on 
an ongoing basis.  Should it become readily apparent at any time that green hydrogen is not a viable 
pathway to help meet that goal, we would begin to exercise other options being explored.  Without the 
benefit of perfect knowledge, any talk of an alternate path forward would be speculative at best. Among 
a long list of potential means for meeting those goals are alternative clean fuels, alternative clean 
generation solutions (such as geothermal), new wires and grid management technologies as well as 
looking at additional DSM and DR solutions that appear viable. 
 
Current solutions include a diverse mix of generation, wires (transmission), and non-wires alternatives.  
We anticipate a changing future landscape would include a similar set of technology “buckets” with 
specific technologies within those buckets becoming more or less attractive moving forward.  If any 
aspect of our path becomes not viable, we would change our plans to implement given technologies 
accordingly. 
 

2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Affordability Threshold 12.35 12.60 12.85 13.11 13.37 13.64 13.91 14.19 14.47 14.76 15.06
CF_2035 11.09 11.60 12.20 12.31 13.08 13.59 14.14 14.53 14.61 14.66 14.68
CF_2035 Without REACH 10.62 10.77 11.10 11.50 12.03 12.32 14.13 14.53 14.61 14.66 14.68
CF_2035 + LSOL 11.08 11.67 12.38 12.47 13.28 13.83 14.42 14.79 14.96 15.01 15.05
CF_2035 + LDST 11.08 11.62 12.26 12.45 13.23 13.62 14.14 14.40 14.58 14.69 14.60
CF_2035 + HCCC 11.09 11.31 11.28 11.44 11.86 11.58 11.79 11.41 11.72 11.80 11.99
CF_2035 + LSOL + HCCC 11.09 11.40 11.37 11.49 11.88 11.51 11.71 11.79 12.05 12.13 12.27
CF_2035 + LDST + HCCC 11.09 11.31 11.35 11.55 11.93 11.64 11.80 11.87 12.16 12.23 12.41
CF_2035 + LSOL + LLDST + DST 11.08 11.74 12.48 12.55 13.36 13.91 14.42 14.71 14.98 15.03 15.16
CF_2035 + LLDST + DST + HCCC 11.09 11.42 11.38 11.57 11.99 11.72 11.90 12.00 12.26 12.33 12.47
CF_2035 + LSOL + LLDST + DST + DSM 11.08 11.74 12.37 12.50 13.32 13.85 13.87 13.77 14.44 14.52 14.95
CF_2035 + LSOL + LLDST + DST + HCCC 11.09 11.59 11.70 12.00 12.41 12.54 12.75 12.89 13.15 13.21 13.36
Portfolio A_2035 11.37 12.34 13.21 13.45 13.98 14.45 14.83 15.11 15.27 15.46 15.33
Portfolio A_2030 11.41 12.46 13.34 13.85 14.52 15.25 16.69 17.18 17.27 17.34 17.39
Portfolio B_2035 11.31 12.10 12.86 13.15 11.51 14.23 14.61 14.83 15.02 15.10 15.08
Portfolio B_2030 11.52 12.32 13.13 13.65 12.05 14.82 16.46 16.88 16.98 17.03 17.06

System Rate in Cents/kWh



How much of peak summer and peak winter demand is currently reduced through Austin Energy’s 
energy efficiency programs?  
The following table shows the forecasted peak load impacts for AE’s EE programs 

 
*Notes: 
- Annual load impacts are not based exclusively on the MW added each year, but are based on the 
regression analysis of the whole portfolio that includes measure lifecycle attrition. 
- All performance is based on AE’s current portfolio mix (with no consideration for a winter performing 
portfolio) 
- Summer Peak is about 800 kW/MW installed and Winter Peak is about 200 kW/MW installed 
  



Please provide the percentage of AE load met on an annual basis for 2021, 2022 and 2023 through 
generation from:  

a. Decker peakers 
b. Sand Hill combined cycle 
c. Sand Hill peakers 

 
The table below shows the percentage of AE load met by Decker GTs (peakers), Sand Hill GTs (peakers), 
Sand Hill CC (combined cycle): 

 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 
Decker GT (%) 0.36% 0.22% 0.54% 

Sandhill GT (%) 2.04% 2.46% 3.37% 
Sandhill CC (%) 8.95% 7.17% 9.22% 

 


