Comments

Proposal to Transfer Database Maintenance to WECC

Comments on June 25, 2004 Draft 

Jim Filippi – PG&E

Here are my thoughts on this proposal, for your information.  WECC members may be interested in assuming the database maintenance work--It sounds like a worthwhile endeavor to me.  But, I don't see why they would want to agree to any continuing obligations to PacifiCorp or SSG-WI, except perhaps to the scope of the initial 3 year effort.  I envision that this database would become a WECC database that is maintained for the benefit of all WECC members at their cost, but I don't see why SSG-WI should not have special rights (e.g., to specify the scenario cases) that interested WECC members would not have.  And, after the WECC members sink 3 years funding into this, I don't see why PacifiCorp should have any more right to continue using and maintaining this database than any other WECC member.  You may have good reasons why, but they are not apparent to me.  From my present perspective (as a WECC member who hasn't been significantly involved in SSG-WI), this proposal is asking too much of WECC.

If you decide to present this proposal to WECC in substantially the present form, I recommend that you try to educate the WECC members on why it is in their interest to accept the obligations to PacifiCorp and SSG-WI.

I have another question about the draft.  It states, "SSG-WI will determine the scenario and sensitivity cases to be developed by WECC staff."  In WECC, such decisions are made by a vote of the members, but I don't recall how SSG-WI makes such decisions.  Could you send me more details about the membership and voting rules for SSG-WI that would govern how such decisions are made.  I'm trying to figure out how much influence PG&E would have in SSG-WI's determination of the scenario and sensitivity cases to be developed.

 Ray Brush

After reviewing the Draft of Proposal for having WECC manage the SSG-WI database, the only comment I have is to remove the second sentence under "Term of the Agreement".  That sentence reads "After the three-year period, the database will revert to PacifiCorp unless SSG-WI and WECC agree to a continuing relationship."  After three years there will be significant upgrades to the database due to the work of SSG-WI and the sub-regional groups as well as being funded by the WECC membership.  If WECC and SSG-WI fail to maintain a relationship, the database should remain at WECC and perhaps allowed to go stale.  But everyone should have access to the database at that point.  PacifiCorp or anyone else could get the database and keep it up to date for their own purposes.  I do not see how PacifiCorp can keep a perpetual hook into the database.  For example, what if SSG-WI ceases to exist ten years after WECC takes over management of the database, would PacifiCorp be able to argue that the database, which probably is significantly different from the one handed over by PAC, be handed back to

them with restricted access?  I do not believe that should be the case. Remember PAC has said that a three year commitment was minimum for them to hand over the database and relinquish their claims to the database.

I have attached a redline version of the document with this change.

Phil Carver

I concur with Ray.

Larry Nordell

I agree (with Phil and Ray).

Rich Bayless

PAC developed the database to expedite the SSG-WI Regional Planning process and to facilitate SSG-WI evolution to a real business entity. PAC believes that unlike WECC, SSG-WI has the potential to become an organization that along with WGA can address implementation of regional

transmission expansion, financing, and cost/benefit allocation. The agreed proposal was that PAC would transfer the database to SSG-WI assuming that SSG-WI first became a real business entity and remain so for at least three years.  Once real, SSG-WI could contract with whomever they chose to perform the maintenance function.  

While we were hoping SSG-WI would/could evolve faster than the RTO's are obviously evolving in the West, there are SSG-WI Steering Group members who prefer to pace SSG-WI development with RTO formation. 

The current position of the SSG-WI Steering Group is that SSG-WI is now only a discussion forum, must pace its transition to a full business entity, and thus can't sign agreements, take on staff and liability at this time.  The SSG-WI SG has begun a business strategy process to

explore how to become a business entity (dues, budgets, etc.) but the Steering Group members believe this will take time.  

Because members, FERC, and others want the transmission planning function of the RTO's and SSG-WI to move ahead expeditiously, SSG-WI has proposed that PAC on SSG-WI's behalf directly contract with WECC to perform the maintenance function since SSG-WI itself cannot contract.

PAC has agree to this assuming WECC will satisfactorily perform for at least 3 years.  

We assume, while slow, it shouldn't take over three years for SSG-WI to become a real business entity (and that the emerging RTO's solidify positions (or not)). We have therefore structured the agreement assuming SSG-WI is moving in that direction and will become a business entity

during the three year time period such that when the agreement needs to be renewed or renegotiated, it would be SSG-WI negotiating with WECC. We don't want to be on the so called "hook", but we also don't want to encourage SSG-WI evolution to slow down.  If SSG-WI fails to form within the three years, I suppose I would be OK with seeing the database relinquished to the WGA or the Sub-Regional Groups who at this point also stand a chance of evolving into organizations that can influence project implementation, financing and cost/benefit allocation if SSG-WI still is not real after three years.  They could then renegotiate with WECC for maintenance functions. 

Bob Smith - APS

This looks good and I do agree with Ray Brush comment.

Phil Park

I have a few comments.

1.  Bottom of page 1, proposal refers to loads and generation data developed by state energy offices and compiled by CREPC.  How will this data be used in the future? e.g.  Will it be the primary data, will this be replaced by WECC L&R data, or will WECC be required to resolve differences?  Can this be addressed somewhere in the proposal.

2. Regarding Ray's comment on reverting to Pacificorp, consider leaving the sentence in and changing the "will" to a "may".  This way it designated PAC as a volunteer to maintain continuity.

3. Under "Responsibilities of SSG-WI", the proposal states "SSGWI will determine the scenario and sensitivity cases to be developed by WECC staff." I suggest replacing this with "SSGWI will work with WECC staff and TSS to determine the scenario and sensitivity cases."  My concern is that the SSGWI cases are tied into the WECC base cases. This revised wording will ensure

that the SSGWI cases are coordinated with the base cases.

4. On page 4, the first bullet mentions energy aggregated by region for the first two years and monthly peak demand for the remaining 10 year period. Should be "remainder of the 10 year period".  Present wording means 12 years.  Also, I am curious what SSGWI uses 2 years of energy data for when it is doing 5 and 10 year cases.

5. Generally regarding the list of WECC requirements, it might be helpful if the proposal can indicate the data that is already substantially collected by WECC.

6. Page 5 limits WECC from doing commercial expansion planning studies without a request from SSGWI.  I am concerned about the mechanics and governance here.  Suppose a WECC member or one of the subregional study groups want WECC staff to do some study runs for them.  Apparently they will they need to route their request through SSGWI PWG.  Will this require a

vote at the PWG?  We had a 50/50 split in PCC on whether WECC should do planning studies.  For those in favour, it appeared they expected the requester to pay for the studies, which agrees with the proposal, so I think the proposal is very close to the consensus.   I am not advocating anything. Let me just leave you with a question:  If PAC were continuing to maintain the data base and it were publicly available, would data base users need approval of PWG before running studies with the data?   

Hope these comments help.

Mohan Kondragunta

 I have one comment on the draft proposal and the comment is related to WECC performing studies for member systems. (In responsibilities section under WECC)

I recommend deleting  part of the  last paragraph in the section in Responsibilities under the WECC heading (starting with “It may perform . . .”). There are various concerns I have and I try to point them here.

I would like to preserve WECC as an entity in charge of overseeing system reliability, not commercial economic expansion planning studies. The economic studies are subject to various assumptions and tools that will be used.

In the future, if WECC decides to use a specific computer program for economic studies, similar to GE PSLF for load flow and stability studies, then all the members may have to use the same software. There are various programs available on the market for transmission economic expansion studies.

If member systems or Independent Transmission Owners  wants to perform commercial expansion planning studies, they should perform these studies either on their own or use consultants.

The paragraph that I recommend to be deleted states that WECC may perform economic studies, but will only provide the study results, not develop recommendations and will not advocate recommendations before regulatory proceedings. What prevents a state entity requesting WECC to testify before regulatory proceedings? In that case, will WECC staff be testifying in front of various state public utility commissions during CPCN proceedings? I do not think WECC should be put in the position of having to testify before multiple regulatory agencies regarding the  commercial merits of a particular project.

I agree with the first sentence (starting with  WECC will not .............) of the last paragraph in the section in Responsibilities under WECC Heading. But, it is not clear how WECC members derive benefits if WECC performs economic studies for member systems for a fee. WECC members have to perform their own economic analysis and follow the necessary protocols of

regulatory bodies to obtain a CPCN.

I have attached a redline version of the document with this change.

(See attached file: data base rev1.doc)

Donald Davies

Good proposal!

I wonder if it would be worthwhile specifying the WECC level of effort (ie 1 year/year or X years/year).   

Rob Konziolka

My comments:

1) In the first sentence, I recommend changing "... SSG-WI proposes to delegate to the WECC ..." to "... SSG-WI requests WECC to assume responsibility for ...".

2) On the second page, second full paragraph, change "CATS" to "SWAT".

3) On page 3, Term of the Agreement ... what is the basis for "After the three year period, the database will revert to SSG-WI unless SSG-WI and WECC agree to a continuing relationship." The database is coming from PacifiCorp. Will there be an agreement between WECC and SSG-WI?

4) On page 4, item 3 ... is the proposal for WECC to be responsible for acquiring the information in item 3? I thought the data is to be provided to WECC.

5) On page 5, item 7 ... is WECC responsible for doing this? Who directs this scope?

6) On page 5, item 8 ... coordination of base cases is still being discussed and worked on. The lead on base case development will be through the WECC members that participate in SSG-WI, the subregional groups, and CREPC. Will non WECC members will not have direct say in what base case is developed?

7) What happened to the recommendation to include a new WECC subcommittee composed of SSG-WI technical members that will oversee data collection, quality, updates, etc.? I thought this was a good suggestion in assuring that someone outside of WECC with no financial responsibility was directing expenditures and use of resources.

I concur with Armie's comments.

Last item ... is this a proposal from SSG-WI or is it a proposal from interested WECC member(s) to facilitate collaboration and coordination with SSG-WI.

Armie Perez:

Dean: I am OK with what is written, as noted below. Would like to see the transfer agreement.  My comments are:

1) Item 6 on page 4 has too many capitalized letters

2) I notice we are allowing WECC to do studies for a fee. The limitation of not advocating project recommendations before regulatory bodies is OK but should be softened so they can testify about how the database was developed and maintained.

3) Do we need to add something about what happens if WECC signs a 3 year agreement to maintain the database and SSG-WI is terminated before the agreement expires? Does it revert to PacifiCorp?

4) On General Principles; the database is available to everybody but some folks may have to sign an NDA. Also on first line change "regional" to "region".

Grace Anderson

I am behind on my work due to losing my father earlier this month so I haven't been able to get to this.  But, I would not feel supportive of phil park's comment about the cases.  I suggest language such as 

"CREPC, WECC and SSG-WI PWG will coordinate in development of the cases and will seek to ensure they are consistent with base cases prepared by the  TSS" 

more comments coming if there is time; let me know; I am fairly free to work on this with you and Rich tomorrow if that would help; my cell is 916-261-0418

Bob Easton

Primary comment is deletion of the sentence that says the database will revert to PacifiCorp after the 3-year period.  Rest of comments are editorial improvements.

John Martinsen

I noticed in Bob Easton’s comments that NTAC was identified as the Northwest Transmission Allocation Committee, instead of Northwest Transmission Assessment Committee ("NTAC")
