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* Bonneville views the results as evaluating the production cost benefit for
BPA and the West

* The study is more illustrative of the impact of various market footprints
than it is of specific market design elements

 EDAM Bookend more properly characterized as benefits possible from
a West-wide market footprint

* Markets+/EDAM split describes how benefits change if there are two
market footprints



* The WMEG Study Results will be one consideration in BPA’s process for determining

its policy direction or subsequent decisions regarding DAM participation in a rapidly
changing external environment

* Some utilities have announced day-ahead market participation, and others will
make decisions about day-ahead market participation in the next few years.

» BPA views these initial steps towards participation as an indication that

there will be fewer opportunities for bilateral trading reflected in the BAU
case.

« New governance structures for markets are being proposed and
implemented throughout the West

* Today’s conversations represents one element of the business case that
Bonneville will use in helping arrive at a leaning in 2024

* Bonneville has not made any proposals about a leaning in 2024



e Study Results

* CBS narrative and quantitative materials produced are
posted on the BPA website with meeting materials

* Conversations will focus on WMEG Cost Benefit
Study (CBS) results

* BPA will begin compare the California Independent
System Operator (CAISO)’s EDAM and Southwest
Power Pool (SPP)’s Markets+ against a non-market
alternative during the November 29t workshop



ECu Bookend
Cost/Benefit ($ millions)
Load Cost 921.7 944 0 AlLoad Cost g 222
Generation Cost 1313 131.3 - -
Reserve Cost 0.0 0.0 - -
Generation Revenue -1343 1 -1489 6 A Generation Revenue |@ -146 .6
Reserve Revenue 0.0 0.0 - -
Congestion Revenue -49 9 -60.1 A Congestion Revenue ’ -10.2
GhG Revenue 0.0 -0.1 A GhG Revenue @ -01
Net Cost -3399 -474 6 A Net Cost ri -134.7

Load Cost Category - Green indicates decrease & Red indicates Increase Category of Gen Revenue, Congestion Revenue & GhG Revenue - Green indicates increase & Red indicates decrease
Net Cost Category — Green indicates Increase & Red indicates decrease

* “Net Cost” = potential benefit to BPA ~S134 million

* A NetCost -[339.9-474.6]=-134.7
* Load Costs increase by ~$22 million
* Generation Revenue increases by ~$146 million



[Negative Numbers = Revenue] [Positive Numbers = Costs]
Marksls+ Baokend BPA M+ Main Split Table (W/O Wheeling Revenue)

Cost/Benefit ($ millions) | BAU (2026) | Main Split (2026)

.:”;:-. 1 _ Load Cost 921.7 923 .6 A Load Cost @ 1.9
: Generation Cost 131.3 131.3 - -
Reserve Cost 0.0 0.2 - -

_ Generation Revenue -1343 1 -1370.3 A Generation Revenue |@ =272
Y Reserve Revenue 0.0 0.0 - -

Congestion Revenue -49.9 -92.7 A Congestion Revenue | 2.8

GhG Revenue 0.0 -0.8 A GhG Revenue @ -0.8

Net Cost -339.9 -368.7 A Net Cost @ -28 9

Load Cost Category - Green indicates decrease & Red indicates Increase Category of Gen Revenue, Congestion Revenue & GhG Revenue - Green indicates increase & Red indicates decrease
Net Cost Category — Green indicates Increase & Red indicates decrease

* “Net Cost” = potential benefit to BPA of ~$29 million
. A Net Cost -[339.9 — 368.7] = -28.9
* Load Costs increase by ~S2 million
* Generation Revenue increases by ~$27 million



[Negative Numbers = Revenue] [Positive Numbers = Costs]

Alternative Split 1 Footprint vs BAU

Two Markets

Alt Split 1 (2026)

~nct/Renefit ( A CoctBarn e
T Li:_]r__wt I_EF_%TIEﬁt (% BAU (2026) DSW EDAM A Lri].‘_wt Eenr;ﬂt Alt t:phﬂ (2026)
5 millions) PNW M+ Category D5SW EDAM
& Slas Bl PNW M-+

Load Cost 921.7 9192 A Load Cost [ 2.5
Generation Cost 131.3 131.3 ] _
Reserve Cost 0.0 0.1 -
Generation Reveni 13431 13595 A Generation Revenue|@  -18.5
Reserve Revenue 0.0 0.0 ] -
Congestion Reven 499 -48.3 A Congestion Revenue ’ -1.6
GhG Revenue 0.0 07 A GhG Revenue O 07
Net Cost -339.9 -356.0 A Net Cost - -18.1

Load Cost Category - Green indicates decrease & Red indicates Increase Category of Gen Revenue, Congestion Revenue & GhG Revenue - Green indicates increase & Red indicates decrease
Net Cost Category — Green indicates Increase & Red indicates decrease

* “Net Costs” = potential benefit to Bonneville of ~S18 million
« A Net Cost -[339.9 - 358.0] =-18.1
* Load Costs decrease by ~$2.5 million
* Generation Revenue increases by ~$16.5 million



[Negative Numbers = Revenue] [Positive Numbers = Costs]

Altermative Spht 2 Footprint vs BAU

Two Markets
A Cost/Benefit Alt Spilit 2 (2026)
Category PNW EDAM
DSW M+

Alt Split 2 (2026)
BAU (2026) PNW EDAM
DSW M+

Cost/Benefit ($
millions)

Load Cost 9217 982.0 A Load Cost @ 603
Generation Cost 131.3 131.3 ] ]

. Reserve Cost 0.0 0.0 -

1 Generation Reven| -13431 15147 A Generation Revenue|@) -171.7
Reserve Revenue 0.0 0.0 ] -
Congestion Reven -499 -49 1 A Congestion Revenue ’ -0.8
GhG Revenue 0.0 0.1 A GhG Revenue @ -0.1
Met Cost -3399 -450.7 A Net Cost ’ -110.8

Load Cost Category - Green indicates decrease & Red indicates Increase Category of Gen Revenue, Congestion Revenue & GhG Revenue - Green indicates increase & Red indicates decrease
Net Cost Category — Green indicates Increase & Red indicates decrease

* “Net Costs” = potential benefit to Bonneville of ~$110 million
* A Net Cost -[339.9-450.7] =-110.8
* Load Costs increase by ~S60 million
* Generation Revenue increases by ~$171 million



Altermative Split 3
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e -
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Load Cost Category - Green indicates decrease & Red indicates Increase Category of Gen Revenue, Congestion Revenue & GhG Revenue - Green indicates increase & Red indicates decrease

Cost/Benefit ($
millions)

Load Cost

BAU (2026)

921.7

Footprint vs BAU

Alt Split 3 (2026)
DSW & IPCO -
EDAM
PNW M+

640.4

A Cost/Benefit
Category

A Load Cost

Two Markets
Alt Split 3 (2026)
DSW & IPCO -
EDAM
PNW M+
81.3

Generation Cost 131.3 131.3 -
Reserve Cost 0.0 0.0 -
Generation Reven -1343.1 -1151.6 A Generation Revenue -191.5
Reserve Revenue 0.0 0.0 -
Congestion Reven 499 515 A Congestion Revenue ! -1.6
GhG Revenue 0.0 06 A GhG Revenue @ -06
Met Cost -3399 -2319 A Net Cost l. -107.9

Net Cost Category — Green indicates Increase & Red indicates decrease

* “Net Cost” = potential decreased benefit to Bonneville of ~S108 million
* A Net Cost -[339.9-231.9]1=107.9
* Load Costs decrease by ~$81 million
* Generation Revenue decreases by ~5$191 million




Alternative Split 4

Load Cost Category - Green indicates decrease & Red indicates Increase Category of Gen Revenue, Congestion Revenue & GhG Revenue - Green indicates increase & Red indicates decrease
Net Cost Category — Green indicates Increase & Red indicates decrease

* “Net Cost” = potential decreased benefit to BPA of ~S63 million
* ANetCost -[339.9 -276.6] =63.3

Cost/Benefit ($
millions)

Load Cost

BAU (2026)

921.7

Alt Split 4

(2026)

IPCO & NV

EDAM

PNW M+

860.9

A Cost/Benefit

Category

A Load Cost

Two Markets
Alt Spilit 4 (2026)
IPCO & NV EDAM
PNW M+

60.8

Generation Cost 131.3 131.3 -
Reserve Cost 0.0 0.0 -
Generation Reven| -1343.1 -1220.0 |A Generation Revenue -123.0
Reserve Revenue 0.0 0.0 -
Congestion Reven 499 -48.3  |A Congestion Revenue -1.6
GhG Revenue 0.0 05 A GhG Revenue -0.5
Net Cost -3399 2766 A Net Cost -63.3

* Load Costs decrease ~S60 million

* Generation Revenue decreases by ~$123 million




A Comparisons

RTO vs RTO vs RTO _ RTEEI Vs R'_I'ﬂ vs_
Main Split (2035) Main Split

Costf/B fit illi 2026 Mai
ost/Benefit (S millions) SRR : ain _ :
Split Mo Coordination CBA 2035

vs 2026 EDAM

Load Cost 210.9 209.0 ! 188.0 44.4 26.2
Generation Revenue -361.6 -334.3 ! -215.0 -241.1 —211.?-
Congestion Revenue -25.0 -22.2 , -14.8 23.8 28.5
GhG Revenue 0.0 0.8 . 0.1 0.0 0.0
N Net Cost -175.7 -146.7 ! -41.0 -172.9 -157.1

Load Cost Category - Green indicates decrease & Red indicates Increase Category of Gen Revenue, Congestion Revenue & GhG Revenue - Green indicates increase & Red indicates decrease

e RTO participation is not part of the current process, however results showed benefits from an RTO that exceeded any
DAM scenario. Therefore, it may be short sighted to not consider the viability of each market operator’s path for
potential future market opportunities

e Joining a DAM is not a short-term decision and participants in a DAM would not be able to simply change market
operators in the without financial impact if their current market operator does not present a reasonable path to an

RTO
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