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Xcel Energy is pleased to submit the following written comments to the “Needs Assessment for a Western Renewable Energy Generation Information System Draft Report” dated October 20, 2003.  Xcel Energy will also be making comments at the Denver workshop being held November 18, 2003.

Xcel Energy Services is the service company subsidiary of Xcel Energy Inc. that represents the Xcel Energy Operating Companies
 in various proceedings before regulatory bodies and other entities.  Public Service Company of Colorado and Cheyenne Light, Fuel and Power are the Xcel Energy subsidiaries located in the Western Interconnection and would be most impacted by the proposal to form a western renewable energy generation information system.  

According to the Report, the Western Governors Association (WGA) adopted an amendment to the resolution, Western States’ Energy Policy Roadmap. The amendment expressed support for (1) “creation of an independent, regional generation tracking system to provide data necessary to substantiate the number of megawatt hours generated from renewable energy sources and support verification, tracking and trading of [renewable energy certificates] RECs;” and (2) “establishment of a single institution in the West that will issue, track and oversee REC trading.”  In general, Xcel Energy supports the establishment of single entity for tracking and administering the data underlying a liquid market for renewable energy credit trading.  However, Xcel Energy believes the draft report goes beyond the WGA intent in several ways.   Xcel believes the survey instrument utilized to develop the draft proposal relies disproportionately on input from brokers, developers and those that have a vested financial or ideological interest in seeing such a system created.  As a result there are very few responses from purchasers of power generated by renewable resources (IOU’s, muni’s, co-ops) and those that would be responsible for gathering the data necessary to implement such a system (transmission providers and system operators).  Such entities would bear the majority of costs for data acquisition and submittal to WREGIS administrators.  Greater input from these entities is vitally necessary if any system is to be ultimately deployed.  In addition, much of the detail proposed for WREGIS appears to support requirements of one state.  Other states or entities have little interest in the level of detail required for one state.  

Xcel Energy has concerns regarding the various elements of the WREGIS proposal for issues other than those which comments are requested on page 12.

On page seven, study authors recommend that the WREGIS include two types of static information: information that is mandatory and must be provided by generators, and information that is voluntarily provided but is not required.  It is unclear to Xcel what authority WREGIS will have to make the provision of certain information “mandatory”.  What statutory or jurisdictional authority will such a system or its proponents have on system users?  If information is made mandatory via state PUC authority, many buyers and sellers of such Renewable energy Credits in the West are not state PUC jurisdictional, nor are they jurisdictional to FERC.  Although it appears that the Institutional Committee may address these issues, it is not clear that there is either an easy or quick solution to this issue.

Also on page seven, reporting obligations appear to be the responsibility of generators.  This seems to assume, by default, that RECs are “owned” by generators.  Ownership of RECs is a controversial issue that is the subject of more than one active FERC docket, and is an evolving area of regulation and law.  REC ownership is not clear in all cases, generators may not be in the best position to determine who owns such credits, and it is not clear how WREGIS administrators might resolve such conflicts.
Xcel Energy has the following specific comments for those issues identified on page 12. 

1. Should WREGIS be designed to facilitate imports and exports? Please be clear whether you mean imports and exports between states that are part of WREGIS, or between WREGIS and other tracking systems. Proponents should indicate the type of information you believe is necessary to perform either function.
WREGIS should be developed to facilitate trading both among states and the other interconnections-both the Eastern Interconnection and ERCOT.  Significant renewable resources are under development or proposed in regions and states adjacent to Western Interconnection states.

2. What, if any, additional static or dynamic data are needed to support air quality and regional haze programs and information disclosure and electricity labeling requirements?
There should be no data requirement to support air quality and regional haze programs. We believe this is significantly beyond the scope of what the WGA adopted with respect to a renewable energy credit-trading program.

3. Should WREGIS include small, customer-sited renewable generation and solar water heating, and if so, how? Proponents should indicate whether they are willing to participate in the development of data measurement, collection and verification methodologies.
Xcel Energy does not believe that small-scale technologies such as those suggested should participate in the project.  The cost of implementing tracking for such numerous projects does not outweigh the benefit of their inclusion.  In addition we support tracking intervals for data collection on a month end basis.  Most projects do not have data collection intervals of shorter time periods, as meter data is collected on a month-end basis.  

4. Should generator information that is voluntarily provided undergo the same level of verification as other information in the database? Or would it be acceptable if WREGIS tracked information that was voluntarily provided (see list on page 7), but made no claims as to the accuracy of the information?
WREGIS should make no claims as to the accuracy of information provided voluntarily.  

5. Are there any other static or dynamic data categories (see pages 7 and 9) that may be useful, or for which WREGIS users may want to use to differentiate RECs or generators in the database? Please also indicate how tracking this information will be beneficial (e.g. product differentiation or branding, certification verification, ability to access markets, etc).
WREGIS should not impose on all users of the system the costs associated with needs of only one state or constituency.  

6. Is there any other data from page 8 that should be periodically updated to meet state policy or certification needs? How frequently should such updates occur?
Static data should be updated annually

7. With respect to emissions data, are these data presently collected in your state, and by whom? Would these data be available for use?
Emissions data should not be a part of WREGIS.  See our comment on issue two.

8. Should WREGIS accept emissions “offset” data, as distinct from emissions data, and if so, under what circumstances? Would it be acceptable if this information is voluntarily provided and thus tracked by WREGIS but not verified or substantiated by WREGIS? 

Emission offset data should be accepted on a voluntary basis only.

9. Do you have any specific comments on the recommendation related to disaggregation of RECs in the WREGIS (page 9)?
WREGIS should only track “whole” RECs and should not be constructed to disaggregate various attributes of energy production beyond its renewable basis.  Significant disagreement would arise from differing interpretations of the disaggregated characteristics of a REC.

10. What are your thoughts on the importance and the feasibility of tracking commodity electricity sales within WREGIS, in addition to tracking the ownership and movement of RECs?
It will be exceedingly difficult to assign a unique tracking number to each megawatt-hour of renewable energy production, and it seems unrealistic to do so.  Greater input needs to be sought from system operators and transmission providers to determine the costs and benefits of acquiring the dynamic information proposed. 

11. What date/time stamp should be given to RECs that are issued by WREGIS? Proponents of tracking generation more frequently than “daily” and of a “peak/off-peak” designation should provide additional explanation of their rationale.
Tracking should be done on a monthly basis, as that is when most meter and billing data is collected.  Existing data and reporting systems could be leveraged for cost efficiencies when implementing WREGIS.  Many Qualifying Facility contracts are written with a peak/off-peak definition and are inconsistent with WECC standard time reporting designations.  Work would be duplicated if there were different reporting requirements for WREGIS and billing purposes.

12. Do you have any opinions on what organization or agency should administer the WREGIS?
Xcel Energy does not have an opinion on who should administer WREGIS, however we do believe that WREGIS should only track wholesale transactions and that any weighting that is done to assure compliance with state-mandated programs should be done at the state level and built-into the WREGIS tracking system.

13. Do you have any comments on the WREGIS design and development process laid out in Section 9?
WREGIS proponents must solicit and acquire greater input from power purchasers and system operators.  These entities will bear the brunt of the cost of implementing any eventual system and should have far greater input into system design than has been given to date.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft report.  Correspondence with respect to initiation and implementation of this project should be directed to:

Steve Dayney

Manager, Policy Analysis

Xcel Energy

1225 17th Street

Denver, CO 80202

303 294-2727

steven.dayney@xcelenergy.com
� The Xcel Energy Operating Companies are Cheyenne Light, Fuel & Power (“Cheyenne”), Northern �States Power Company (“NSP”), Northern States Power Company (Wisconsin) (“NSPW”), Public Service Company of Colorado (“PSCO”), and Southwestern Public Service Company (“SPS”), which are electric utility operating company subsidiaries of Xcel Energy Inc.
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