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The California Wind Energy Association (“CalWEA”)
 provides the following responses to some of the questions raised in the October 20, 2003, “Needs Assessment of the Western Renewable Energy Generation Information System Draft Report.” (These questions were separately issued at the October 30 workshop.)  The report was prepared by a consultant team for the Commission and the Western Governors’ Association.  

Question 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.

California Public Utilities Commission rules currently do not allow RECs disassociated from eligible renewable power to qualify for satisfaction of its RPS.
  Should the state allow RECs alone to satisfy the RPS at some point in the future, regulators will have to require that the power associated with the RECs be delivered to a California retail seller. 
,
  For these reasons, California’s RPS requires that WREGIS have the ability to track renewable electricity sales from WREGIS states into California.
  This capability should be explicitly included in the report’s list of the functional characteristics that the accounting system should have (p. 3-4).  This capability has been developed and is operating as part of NEPOOL’s GIS system. 

 
In addition, we agree with the report’s recommendation #2 (p. 3) that the WREGIS system should be designed so that it can be easily upgraded as state needs and requirements expand.  Consistent with recommendation #5 (p. 3), the system should support all of the current statutory and regulatory requirements of all of the Western states, and include other information (such as that which would support voluntary market activities) if that information can be accommodated at a reasonable incremental cost.  If current state laws do not require tracking of imports and exports beyond the WECC system, it is reasonable to anticipate that future requirements will.  The Commission and the WGA should not pay for a system that meets current needs but which would have to be scrapped if additional needs arise in the future, unless that course is carefully considered and determined to be the most efficient path over the long-run.  Given the increasing use of market-based standards (such as RPSs) as a method of regulation, it seems prudent to be aiming for a system that could ultimately grow into a full-scale system such as NEPOOL’s, so long as the cost of obtaining a core system that meets our current needs is reasonable.  


Regarding the type of information that is necessary to perform these functions, considerable experience has been gained in other states, particularly the NEPOOL states, where state regulators, utilities and other stakeholders worked for several years to develop the comprehensive system that has now been up and running for about 18 months.  We urge the Commission and the WRA not to “recreate the wheel,” but to look to the experience gained in New England as it develops WREGIS.  Though WREGIS may not need all of the features of the NEPOOL GIS system, it is likely that the GIS system accomplishes everything that the Western states will need (though there will be significant additional challenges given the lack of a single Western ISO).  Building on what has already been learned will be especially important given the ambitious timeline that has been adopted for getting the WREGIS system up and running.
Question 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?

As noted above, the system should be designed with the capability to track any data that are needed to support current state regulations, including RPSs, retail labels, information disclosure, and air quality requirements.  If there are no states that currently have regulations requiring the tracking of all electricity sales, or of air quality information, a system that has the capability to expand to track this information should be acquired if the cost of the potential capability is reasonable.    

Question 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.


N/A.

Question 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 of the Report), but made no claims as to the accuracy of the information?

If the WREGIS system is to be credible, it must assure the accuracy of all of the data that it tracks.  Generator characteristics that are supplied to the system from generators should be independently verified by the state (or, if the generator claims that it has been certified by a private entity, that entity should verify the claim).  

Generation and load must be tracked by financial settlements data.  This data is essential to ensure the accuracy of the system, and should be uniformly required.  No generators participating in WREGIS should be allowed to supply “trust me” attestations.  These issues have been well thought through for the NEPOOL GIS.
Questions 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 – N/A.

Question 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?


As stated in answer to Question 1, WREGIS must track commodity electricity sales if it is to accommodate the requirements of California’s RPS law.


Question 11, 12 – N/A. 

Question 13. Do you have any comments on the WREGIS design and development process laid out in Section 9?


The process laid out seems unnecessarily complex and fractured.  It would seem to be most efficient to keep the RFP at a very high level – e.g., not much more that the general recommendations for WREGIS in the Needs Assessment – and to let the short-listed potential contractors discuss the details with the WREGIS committee. Ultimately, the chosen contractor should develop the detailed specifications together with the committee.  If the WREGIS attempts to develop the detailed system operating rules for the RFP, it will take considerable time (as it did for NEPOOL) – far more than the timeline allows, and could lead to further delays as the rules are adapted to mesh with the software of the contractor who is ultimately selected.  As noted above, significant experience has been gained elsewhere in the country.  Letting those who have developed and operated those systems – and those who wish to compete to offer such systems – play a larger role in the design of the system will reduce the lead time in RFP development and increase the efficiency of designing and developing the system.  Such a process will increase the chances that the WREGIS system will be up and running by the time envisioned.  

If WREGIS does decide to draft the operating rules for the RFP, we would strongly recommend that it hire someone who is intimately familiar with the NEPOOL GIS operating rules, which are highly technical, complex, and voluminous.
Likewise, it seems highly inefficient to have each state develop its own Software Interface Plan.  It would seem more efficient to have the contractor that is selected propose a interface plan template, with modifications as necessary to fit the needs of each state, rather than requiring (and waiting for) each state to come up with its own plan.  The latter is likely to result in inconsistencies, inefficiencies and delay.  It would be more appropriate to create a single committee comprised of officials from each state (or province) to work together with the contractor.  Again, we encourage WREGIS to learn from, and build on, the significant and valuable experience that has been gained at NEPOOL (as well as in Texas, New York, and Wisconsin).



Thank you for considering our views.  Please contact me if I can provide further information on any of our comments.
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November 19, 2003

�   CalWEA is supported by 28 members of the wind energy industry, including owners of existing projects, developers of new projects, turbine manufacturers, vendors, and consultants.  


�   CPUC Decision 03�06�071 (June 19, 2003) at p. 9-10.  The Commission expressed concern that RECs disassociated with power may not provide California with the full benefits associated with renewables.  


� Section 399.16 of the Public Utilities Code allows the CPUC to consider an electric generating facility that is located outside the state to be an eligible renewable energy resource if it is (a) located so that it is, or will be, connected to the WECC transmission system, (b) “is developed with guaranteed contracts to sell its generation, and demonstrates delivery of energy, to a [California] retail seller or the Independent System Operator” (emphasis added), and (c) participates in the accounting system that is the subject of these comments.


�    A REC that was generated by a facility that delivered its power to a California retail seller would be designated as “CA RPS eligible” (presuming all other California requirements are also met).


�   It is possible that California may also adopt a corollary requirement that in-state generators sell their power to California retail sellers in order to produce eligible RECs.  This would require tracking electricity that is delivered in or exported from California.  
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