
WREGIS NERC E-Tag Meeting
Monday September 27th, 2010 
10:00 AM –11:00 AM. (PDT) 
11:00 AM –12:00 PM. (MDT) 
Conference Bridge #: (760)-569-6000 
Pass code: 168380 #   
Minutes
I. Convene

II. Introductions 
	Rob Campbell (Powerex)
	Andrea Coon (WREGIS)
	Mary Frantz (WREGIS)

	Bobbie Jessop (WREGIS)
	Nicole Shaughnessy (Evolution)
	Kristie Sharp (PacifiCorp)

	Kip Pheil (ODOE)
	John Pappas (PG&E)
	Carrie Thompson (SCE)

	John Morton (PGE)
	James Webb (APX)
	Kate Zocchetti (CEC)

	Jeremy Weinstein (PacifiCorp)
	Linda Watts (SDG&E)
	Andrea Jackson (PGE)

	Bill Reinwald (PG&E)
	Jordan White (PacifiCorp)
	Deric Wittenborn (ESH)

	Lisa Hopkins (Powerex)
	David Owen (Powerex)
	Stacey Kusters(PacifiCorp) 


III. Agenda
A. Review minutes of August meeting
1. Rob gave overview of where we are at so far
a) WREGIS certificate and NERC tag are matched in the retirement account. 
b) Two Proposals came out earlier this year and were refined into a single proposal.
2. Lisa gave review of August minutes
a) Meeting was not well attended
b) Reviewed Appendix C
c) Talked about next steps
d) Kate had mentioned maybe we can make the use case easier. 
e) Next meeting was set. 
B. Review stakeholder feedback on PIR165 Proposed Change Control Form and Use Case (match and Transfer)
1. Stakeholder feedback on use case
a) Rob got feedback from APX last week
b) James mentioned the following points
i. There is probably an easier way to figure the importer than PIR’s and POD’s
ii. Delivery points would be considered an eligible delivery
iii. Proposal was that the RPS ID would be put in the misc token field on the physical path of the NERC tag so as to determine who is on the path line. It can be determined where the RPS ID is  on this tag and who is associated with this RPS ID
c) Kip asks what would be expected from each PA
i. Rob mentions rather than have a list of all points received and points delivery, the  importer would report on whatever line of the physical path that the import was occurring they would report the RPS of the query and the WIT query would ask where the RPS ID is on the tag. The importer would be where the RPS ID was. 
ii. The rest of the questions would have to be answered affirmatively
iii. This solves the problem of who is the importer but not other issues brought up.
d) How do you resolve the data of “who” has passed on
i. James replied validation is very complex – even if you had a check marked validation process, would the regulators ultimately want to see a portion of the tag anyway during the validation process. 

1) Kate responds with the tradable REC’s decision the CEC may or may not need to verify more about the physical path than now
ii. Rob asks if this is the case would regulators need to have ultimate access to the data one way or the other?
1) Kate responds that some of the requirements might not need to be verified but the energy commission because they would be in-state deliveries and are not currently verified. So if the REC’s are from out of state but delivered directly into CA it’s not clear that CEC would even need to verify this. If this is true then she doesn’t think delivery requirements for other facilities would be different. 
iii. John sees this the same way. John says it would be helpful to look at one of the simple cases where you are actually matching the delivery. 
e) John mentions whatever changes are made to the functionality he doesn’t want to see the current functionality go away. He wants any changes to enhance the current functionality and not take anything away. 
f) Kip asks if there is a point that there would be data in WREGIS and trying to build it so it can be viewed by a regulator if this would be a more complicated complex. What he is thinking is if there is a point of auditing and there is a batch of REC’s matched up with this number of E-Tags – give us the background material that this actually occurred and this might not be needed in WREGIS
g) Jeremy with PacifiCorp asks if there is a pool of raw verified E-tags to match up with a WREGIS certificate
i. Rob says this would be the idea.
ii. Jeremy says this being the case – this pool of imports would be freestanding kind of things that could be married to a certificate
iii. James with APX mentions his main question is he is unsure when the validation would occur and would we want to validate when the e-tags just come into the accounts or do we want to validate when it is matched with the REC’s. 
iv. Rob says the idea is not to create a freestanding pool of deliveries – how we got here is in organized markets, the final PSC on the NERC-Tag is the same as the importer so the variety of importers in the ISO who buy from the ISO are RPS regulated entities. They are different than an IOU that would be activated on the ties and an RPS entity. 
h) There are other ways to address this problem as James brought this up where the verification is done. Rob leans towards doing the verification when it is matched with the certificate. 
i. John agrees with this but this is different than when matched in retirement. 
ii. Kip says his understanding is that if the E-Tag is showing a GU ID and is showing an RPS regulated LID this is not a very free flowing tag but would provide that the tag would be able to match up so that they are aligned but not able to let the LSE decide that the tag could be marketed to some other LSE. 
iii. Rob says the foundation that this is built on is that WREGIS certificates and imports can’t be double counted.
i) Stacey mentions that because of the RPS ID number this limits the vast capabilities of the NERC tag. It can only go to an RPS eligible facility. 
i. So clarification is that the ISO is going to act as a firming mechanism to formulate a pool using the ISO as a pool to aggregate the eligible energy that can meet RPS standards in CA and ultimately will that energy then qualify as a resource within California since it is being purchased out of the ISO.  An applicable account holder would buy from the ISO and connect their NERC tag to REC’s purchased from a specific facility.
ii. Stacey mentions this needs to be clear and that this is not a simple structural change. An account holder would essentially be using the ISO to create the tags and using WREGIS to track the generation and would this qualify as a bundled or unbundled resource.
iii. Rob says this is essentially what CA is currently doing.
iv. Stacey’s point is that there are entities that currently have access to the ties and are importing energy that meets RPS standards as an LSE and what she is hearing today is there is a third party entity that wants to do business and in order to do so, the ISO is deemed to be the LSE inside the state which allows the 3rd party to market the RPS energy and tags to other markets in California using the ISO pool as the load. This does not appear to be a simple exercise and is complex which is the point she wants to make. As you provide certain examples these questions will arise. We need to look at what WREGIS supplies today and what is the minimal modification that doesn’t provide complexities that can further impact the LSU. If there are compliance errors it will not be the marketers that have the penalties applied to them but the load serving entities. We want the minimal possible changes that can be identified out there. 
v. Rob says this is James’ comment that the verification box added is tough. It might be a better solution to pass on non-confidential data associated with the certificates. The point is that the extra complexity is not what we need. But Rob doesn’t think fear of the ISO scheduling is part of the business. 
j) Rob says the current process has a variety of fields that can be passed. 
i. James says he is struggling with the concept that there seems to be the ability to find e-tags that cannot be married up.  

k) Kate says we should work on what we are going to clarify in WREGIS what is a REC and what is bundled material rather than looking for a way to clarify the NERC E-tags. 

i. Jeremy mentions this is not to be negative on the amount of work gone into Powerex’s work. This is really well thought through in terms of what it is which is we have a concept of REC’s but we also have to have a sub-component of the REC that is part of the delivery. If this needs to be as free flowing as the REC’s

l) Rob - The goal is not to take away functionality or add complexity but to broaden the rule to add to the functionality

i. Kate wants to mention that regardless of what the CPS does with REC’s the statute still requires delivery to be verified. The timing to where they can be modified it has to be after the REC’s are adopted by the CEC. The timing has to be in this order because otherwise it will add to Marketer uncertainty. No matter what happens delivery still has to occur and there is no such thing as a sub-REC. Keep this simple in your mind that this is the timeline of what has to happen. 

2. Rob asks if there is anybody on the phone that is in favor of the check-box option. 

a) Kip says this conception makes sense but he wants to leave open the fact that at some point people have to audit. Making sure there is still a back access point to check this is important

b) Proof of delivery data is a report that can be matched – is this the Idea and this is really an IT design issue. This would be another piece of information that is attached to the tag. 
c) John asks who would do the verification.

i. Rob says the idea would be that there would be a test – like the simple California test. If it meets these requirements it’s a valid delivery and the system would automatically do this when the matching occurred but APX says there are some complexities to this that we hadn’t considered. 

3. Rob mentions if more comments are received on the use case, it will be amended as per John’s suggestion and put out again. The next time Powerex would like to move this forward. Powerex may do some direct solicitation of comments.  
C. Add amendments to Change Control Request, if required
D. Review timeline of approval process for change control
IV.  Next NERC E-Tag  Meeting: 
A. Nov 4 10am PDT, 11am MDT
Resources: 
http://www.wregis.org/NERC+E-Tag+Working+Group+Meetings.php
Proposed Change Control Form and USE Case

