2

WREGIS NERC E-TAG WORKING GROUP
14 October 2009 Teleconference
Minutes

	Present
	Absent

	Rob Campbell, Powerex (Working Group Chair)

Andrea Jackson, PGE

Melissa Lyons, Chelan County PUD

John Morton, PGE

Kelly Nguyen, City of Anaheim 

Shay Ohrel, Green Mountain Energy

John Pappas, PG&E/WREGIS Committee Chair

Kip Pheil, ODOE

Blll Reinwald, PG&E
Elaine Sison-Lebrilla, SMUD

Katie Sloan, SCE

Linda Watts, SDG&E

Derik Wittenborn, Sierra Pacific Power

Lorraine Gonzales (for Kate Zocchetti), CEC
Not on participant list:

Jed Gibson, Ellison Schneider & Harris

Bobbi Jessop, WREGIS 

Jennifer Martin, Center for Resource Solutions
Ed McKay, Constellation
Aaron Needham, Gardner Energy
Eric Winter, LNM Markets
	Sally Chen, SDG&E

Kari Clark, Xcel

Nicole Finerty, Evolution Markets

Dan Frank, SDG&E

Barry Gilman, SCE

Steve Johnson, WUTC

Ernie Lee, PG&E

Tom O'Brien, NV Energy

RJ Schembs, Viasyn

Jeremy Weinstein, PacifiCorp

Nick Zettel, Redding Electric




I.
Convene
The meeting commenced at 10:05 am PST / 11:05 am MST.  

II.
Introductions
Roll call was taken.

Action:  Bobbie Jessop to add Bill Reinwald of PG&E to the distribution list.

Action:  Anyone else wishing to be added to the distribution list, please email Bobbi Jessop at bjessop@wecc.biz.

III.
Agenda
The agenda was briefly reviewed and accepted. Participants were instructed to find the agenda and meeting materials at www.wregis.org.

IV.
Discussion Topics
1. Review Sept 10 Meeting

No minutes were produced from the last meeting.  Rob Campbell recalled that two big picture ideas were identified:  the overall goal in terms of redesign of functionality, and the role of NERC e-tags.  
2.
Overall Goal
It was proposed that the overall goal be to:  Redevelop WREGIS delivery functionality to accommodate a broader range of delivery and tracking needs for associating deliveries of renewable energies into member jurisdictions, including simultaneous and non-simultaneous deliveries.
3.  
Discussion of NERC Tags
At the last meeting, working group members were challenged to consider if there might be a better alternative to NERC e-tags for tracking deliveries into jurisdictions.  No feedback was received.

Action:  Please give this some consideration and email your thoughts to Rob Campbell at rob.campbell@powerex.com for discussion at the next meeting (scheduled for 4 Nov 09).

Discussion turned to the paper “NERC Tag Discussion Background” which summarizes how NERC e-tags work, illustrated with sample tags courtesy of Powerex and PGE.  Elements of an e-tag were explained, using the samples provided.

E-tags and certificates being matched together and silo’d in retirement accounts was identified as an issue for resolution.  

The distinction between the source point on an e-tag being a system or a plant was discussed.  Both are acceptable.  It was agreed that to require more granular source point beyond the system/plant level (i.e., a specific resource such as a specific generating unit) would be prohibitively complicated on many levels.

Discussion diverged to how balancing authorities manage their systems.  It was noted that redesigning e-tags in a manner that could be seen as a threat to reliability would meet with substantial pushback from the big balancing authorities.  The group was reminded that its goal is seek a better way to track generation deliveries into a certain area without impacting how entities operate the system or schedule.

Oregon’s requirement for bundled certificates was discussed.  California’s solution of showing a contract for initial purchase of both energy and certificates was described.

Topics for future discussion:  

A method is needed to link the matching of the WREGIS certificate with the NERC e-tag and the retirement activity, opening up the possibility of banking.  

How can the system be designed to accommodate an individual jurisdiction that decides to track imports on a simultaneous basis, in the same hour they are created, i.e., simultaneous import?

To change the e-tag system to adapt to WREGIS’s needs would place too great a burden on the etag system; it is WREGIS that must adapt to the existing e-tag system in order to make it useful for both simultaneous and delayed delivery while fitting the constraints of overall reliability.  One mechanism for simultaneous delivery would be specific source on tag, which may not actually be feasible.  Are there other approaches?

A mismatch exists between the certificate, which goes by month and year, and the tag, which goes by hour.  This seems to create problems for marrying the two with precision.  In order to set up for simultaneous delivery, what else would need to happen in terms of the structure of WREGIS and the data warehoused on the delivery mechanism?
Are NERC e-tags the way to go, or might there be a better solution?  What do some of the state authorities say on this – what is built into their delivery rules?  It may be necessary to work within existing state guidelines.  It will be necessary to have buy-in from state organizations using WREGIS.

4.
Review Aug 4 Memo on Problem Identification
Two issues were identified: (1) for an importer who isn’t an LSE, the current structure prevents that importer from importing on behalf of an LSE, so LSEs  who aren’t actively importing cannot contract for out-of-state renewables; and (2) forcing the matching of an out-of-state import in an retirement account prevents banking, from a compliance perspective.  
It was noted that within California a mechanism for banking does exist downstream under current compliance rules.  However there is interest in the possibility of being able in the future to combine the certificate and the NERC e-tag prior to retirement, for operational purposes rather than necessarily banking.  
Powerex’s proposal was discussed.  Matching of RECs and e-tags was discussed, and the attendant problems for different entities.  The memo’s concern is more with whatever mechanism is used to show delivery being matched with the WREGIS certificate, establishing what is an eligible delivery and how to demonstrate it.  Various approaches to marrying the e-tag and the certificate were discussed.  How to identify the LSE when the importer is not the LSE was discussed, including putting the LSE in the miscellaneous field on the e-tag.  Confidentiality and operational issues were discussed.  Entities may plan to hold onto their certificates for a number of years prior to retirement, which can be problematic for tracking purposes.  The process is cumbersome if everything happens within a retirement account.  The need to separate the matching from the retirement account was reiterated.
The functionality of the current process was discussed, how it was originally designed.  The possibility was raised of establishing something a subaccount for still-active certificates that have been married to an e-tag (as opposed to active certificates already in an active subaccount).  This possibility would need to be explored with APX.
The CEC perspective was requested and deferred to Kate Zocchetti (absent).

The importance of obtaining the buy-in of various state organizations was emphasized, as well as building in flexibility to accommodate different approaches.

Ideally, a mechanism could be devised within the certificate to connect it with a specific e-tag early in the process and retain this connection in a WREGIS database.  The connection could be maintained for posterity, and could be readily trackable regardless of the certificate’s final destination.  The need to confer with APX was reiterated, to determine what is possible.  It was noted that one of this working group’s primary goals will be to develop a straw dog to propose to the APX to initiate a discussion – i.e., map out a requirements document as a first step for APX to review.
It was suggested that any approach involving changing fields on a certificate after the fact should be avoided as it would likely be cost-prohibitive for WREGIS to implement and lead to substantial problems and challenges.  A simpler method needs to be pursued, one that does not involve changing “final” certificates.

It was noted that the WIT query occurs one month after energy generation so there may exist a window to make changes there, although operational concerns remain.

5.
Proposed Key Issues List
Two questions were put to the working group:

1. The agenda proposed some key issues.  What do you see as the key issues emerging from this discussion  and the key constraints to keep in mind.  Action:  Please articulate your thoughts and email them to rob.campbell@powerex.com; a list will be compiled and circulated to the group.  The following individuals volunteered to contribute their thoughts:  John Morton (PGE), Kip Pheil (ODOE), John Pappas (PG&E), Katie Sloan (SCE), Linda Watts (SDG&E).
2. The agenda proposed a project plan which has not been discussed today and now looks optimistic.  Our goal is to refine the change request enough that we can pass it to APX.  Action:  Seek to include APX in some of these discussions, particularly on development questions so that we avoid unrealistic/unwieldy targets.
6.  
Proposed Project Plan (timelines, solicit volunteers, set future meeting dates)
It was noted a WREGIS meeting is scheduled for November 12-13th in Las Vegas.  The possibility of including a meeting of this working group on the WREGIS agenda was discussed.  A working lunch could be arranged for noon on November 12th, depending on level of interest and travel feasibility.  A telecon could be arranged for those who cannot make it.  It was noted that it would be good to have an APX representative to meet with the working group.  The group was advised that as yet, no one from APX has confirmed their attendance at the WREGIS meeting.
Action:  Please email rob.campbell@powerex.com re your interest in attending a working group meeting in Las Vegas during the WREGIS meeting on November 12th.
7.
Topics for Next Meeting
It was agreed to scheduling meeting on an ad hoc basis rather than establishing a fixed schedule.  The next meeting was agreed to November 4th (see below) now proposed for Nov 17.  Action:  Rob Campbell to provide an agenda and background documents for the next meeting during the week of October 26th.
The meeting concluded at 11:40 am PST. 

The next meeting will occur on:
20 November 2009 at 10:00 am PST / 11:00 am MST.
