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POST WORKSHOP COMMENTS OF IBERDROLA RENEWABLES, INC.  

 

Iberdrola Renewables, Inc. ("Iberdrola Renewables") hereby submits its Post Workshop 

Comments in response to the Ruling of ALJ Simon issued April 26, 2010.  Iberdrola Renewables 

welcomes this opportunity to respond to the specific questions set forth in ALJ Simon's Ruling, 

and to highlight the information and proposals it provided both in its Responses to the Pre-

Workshop Questions issued by the Energy Division and during its PowerPoint and oral 

presentation at the Workshop.  We applaud the Energy Division for promptly following up on 

the directive in Decision 10-03-0211, holding the Workshop and investigating whether and how 

RPS-eligible renewable projects that do not have a first point of interconnection with a California 

Balancing Authority Area (CBAA) can reliably and verifiably deliver bundled renewable energy 

to load serving entities ("LSEs") within the State.  The facts presented during the Workshop are 

vital to the Commission in these proceedings.  Iberdrola Renewables respectfully requests that 

the Commission include in the record in this proceeding the PowerPoint presentation provided 

by Iberdrola Renewables at the April 23 Workshop and the associated discussion of it to inform 

                                                 
1 D.10-03-021 at 103. 
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the Commission's decision on the important question of how to define, evaluate and measure 

"bundled" RPS-eligible contracts. 

 

Introduction and Background on Iberdrola Renewables 

Iberdrola Renewables is a developer, marketer, and operator of renewable electric 

generation in California, across the Western Electric Coordinating Council (“WECC”) region, 

and nationally.  More than one-third of Iberdrola Renewables’ electric generation portfolio is in 

the WECC region, including approximately 375 MW of wind capacity operating in California.  

Iberdrola Renewables is focused on delivering renewable energy to utility customers in ways that 

make it easier and cheaper for those utilities to grow their renewable portfolios.  Renewable 

energy is a desirable good but its most commonly-available forms in large quantities do not 

always easily integrate into utilities’ long-established resource portfolios.  As described in its 

pre-Workshop Comments and Workshop PowerPoint presentation, Iberdrola Renewables 

addresses this challenge in many contracts by 1) securing transmission service to deliver energy 

to California LSEs from out-of-state locations; and 2) providing firming and shaping services in 

conjunction with its transmission service to smooth out the intra-hour and inter-hour 

irregularities of intermittent renewable generation like wind power so LSEs receive products that 

are more predictable in form and manageable in operations.  Iberdrola Renewables also has 

proposed policy parameters for evaluating proposed transactions as bundled; these parameters 

were contained in the company’s pre-Workshop Comments and its PowerPoint presentation and 

are reiterated in response to Question #4, below. 
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Responses to Specific Questions 
 
1. How may the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) e-tag protocols be 
used to verify that RPS-eligible generation has been delivered to California? Please address 
firm transmission arrangements, dynamic transfer arrangements, and firming/shaping 
arrangements. 
 

As was demonstrated in our presentation at the April 23, 2010 Energy Division 

workshop, NERC E-tags provide auditable information to demonstrate that RPS-eligible 

generation has been delivered to California.  The information contained in the E-tag will provide 

at a minimum the following information to assist in verifying the deliveries: 

• The source and sink control areas 

• The purchase and selling entities involved 

• The source of energy, the transmission paths, and associated points of receipt and 

points of delivery 

• The type of transmission product being used 

• The scheduling entities 

• A contract ID that links the E-tag with the California Energy Commission (CEC) 

renewable facility certification number 

• The Token field that includes the RPS Identifier with the CEC Renewable Facility 

Certification number 

• The date and hours of the delivery 

• The amount of energy delivered 
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Under the type of firming and shaping product described by Iberdrola Renewables in the 

Workshop, the E-tag provides similar information to enable verification of generation and 

delivery; however, the source may be either a specified facility (the eligible renewable resource 

or another facility for firming energy), or an unspecified facility but specified provider (also for 

firming energy).  Examples of the relevant portions of an E-tag were included in Iberdrola 

Renewables’ PowerPoint presentation at the April 23 Workshop, at pages 15 and 16.   

For firm deliveries of baseload renewable energy as well as for delivery of intermittent 

generation on a firmed and shaped basis as described at the Workshop by Iberdrola Renewables, 

E-tags demonstrating delivery of energy may be matched with metered output data from the 

generator to quantify the amount of renewable energy credits ("RECs") that may be claimed 

from the facility.   

Iberdrola Renewables does not have experience in California with dynamic transfer 

arrangements. 

 
2. What, if any, are the implications for ratepayers and for the administration of the RPS 
program of defining a California balancing authority area as that of a balancing authority 
located primarily in California (as set out in the pre-workshop comments of Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company, Iberdrola Renewables, and Shell Energy North 
America), rather than as a balancing authority having substations in California (as set out in 
the pre-workshop comments of San Diego Gas & Electric Company and 
Sempra Generation). 
 

Iberdrola Renewables has no additional comments beyond those contained in its pre-Workshop 

Comments on the merits of including or excluding the BAs that have any substation in California 

but it has focused on the related question – asked in the pre-Workshop questions and discussed 

during the Workshop – of what physical assets are included as synonymous with the scheduling 

points for injecting power into California.  Iberdrola Renewables in its pre-Workshop Comments 

cited the California-Oregon Border (COB) delivery point and the Malin and Captain Jack 

substations typically associated with COB as synonymous.  LS Power, in its pre-Workshop 

Comments provided a list of Physical Tie or Scheduling Point Names.  Iberdrola Renewables 
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notes inclusion of Malin but not Captain Jack on this list.  Iberdrola Renewables proposes 

inclusion of these points and the Captain Jack substation.  The latter is a crucial substation for 

delivering power on Bonneville Power Administration’s Southern Intertie to California. 

 
3. At what points in a transaction utilizing firm transmission is it possible for the buyer to 
remarket the energy? Is it possible to trace and verify any remarketing using information from 
NERC e-tags? 
 

As Iberdrola Renewables documented in its pre-Workshop Comments and Workshop 

presentation for transactions it has implemented in California and asserts should be treated as 

bundled, energy delivered into California associated with an RPS-eligible facility will have an 

accompanying NERC E-tag that will demonstrate that the sink for the energy is a California 

point of delivery.    Once delivered, this energy will become part of the overall mix of energy 

within California. To the extent an LSE needs to sell length in the real-time market, such sales 

would result in the creation of new NERC E-tags.   

It is very important to note two things with respect to this question: first, this same 

circumstance applies for California-based renewable generation or generation imported into 

California –remarketing and tracking renewable generation happen the same way for in-state 

generation and imports of generation from other States and BAAs; and, second, sales of energy 

by LSEs to balance supply with demand are typically system sales and not generator-specific.  

Irrespective of remarketing any short-term portfolio length, the procurement of delivered 

renewable generation (in-state or from other states) will increase the share of renewable 

generation in the LSEs’ portfolios and displace conventional generation from those portfolios. 
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4. What transactional parameters should be required if firm transmission transactions are 
considered bundled? Consider, for example, the type, capacity and duration of transmission 
arrangements; contractual obligations of the buyer and seller for the RPS contract; and after-
the-fact verification. 
 

At the April 23 workshop, Iberdrola Renewables focused on two types of firm 

transactions that the company currently engages in with California counterparties.  These 

examples were provided to address the Commission’s interest in determining whether deliveries 

using firm transmission arrangements may be counted as bundled transactions rather than REC-

only transactions. There likely are other arrangements beyond the types described in the 

Iberdrola Renewables’ presentation but Iberdrola Renewables is focusing its Comments on firm 

deliveries of baseload and intermittent generation.  Iberdrola Renewables proposes the following 

parameters that, if provided to Commission in an advice letter filing, should create a presumption 

that the product being procured is a bundled product: 

A. Demonstration that the transaction includes a commitment to use firm 

transmission for at least the final leg of a delivery path to a CBAA or associated 

scheduling point (e.g., COB or the Malin or Captain Jack substations).  Securing firm 

transmission on a major transmission line into California indicates a commitment to 

deliver power on a predictable, ongoing basis to a CBAA.   Short-term firm or non-firm 

transmission on earlier legs, may be the only delivery options in advance of upgrades or 

if long-term firm is not available but short-term firm or non-firm is in ample supply.  The 

transmission rights can be held by the Generator, the LSE, or a third-party providing a 

firming and shaping service to provide an incremental delivery of energy to the LSE and 

California.  

B. The firm transmission right should be transmission considered “long-term firm” 

under FERC’s OATT, and should include a rollover right. 
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C. The amount of firm transmission reserved should be sufficient to deliver at least 

75 percent of the expected average annual output of the eligible renewable resource; 

D. In addition to providing otherwise-required periodic reports, parties to the 

transaction agree to provide to the Commission access to the data that demonstrates 

generation and delivery (i.e., E-tags, metered output data) to enable the Commission to 

verify compliance with the terms of the transaction. 

E. Parties to the transaction agree to reconcile metered output data from the 

renewable resource using WREGIS Certificates and energy deliveries to the point of 

delivery identified in the transaction on a quarterly basis.   

If arrangement for delivery on a transmission segment is not as described above, then 

parties to the transaction should provide information to demonstrate how it plans deliveries. 

 
5. Which topics discussed at the workshop appear to be resolved? What is the resolution, and 
what is the basis for concluding that a resolution has occurred? 
 

The April 23 workshop answered affirmatively that generation and delivery of renewable 

energy on firm transmission, when the generator does not have a first point of interconnection 

with a California Balancing Authority, may be demonstrated and audited.  The workshop 

discussion demonstrated that these transactions should be categorized as bundled transactions.   

The workshop also highlighted the array of different transactions that are lumped under 

the “firmed and shaped” category and drew out significant differences among them.  

Transactions involving the generation and delivery of intermittent generation through firm 

transmission were demonstrated to provide a product that also should be treated as bundled.   

A question associated with this latter form of arrangement is: "on what basis to count 

firming energy and RECs."  One party voiced concern over counting as bundled any imports that 

are not delivered on a real-time basis.  Several other parties stated or suggested some level of 

flexibility in matching generation and deliveries was appropriate – a reasonable way to manage 
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the intermittent nature of wind and solar to provide reliable, predictable power to LSEs, make 

efficient use of the transmission system, and keep ratepayer costs reasonable.  The value of 

flexibility – reliability benefits to the CBAAs – were clearly described by the California 

Independent System Operator participant who noted that firmed and shaped deliveries of 

renewable energy maintain system reliability and relieve CBAs of additional in-state integration 

requirements compared with delivery of intermittent renewables through dynamic transfer.  

Additionally parties indicated that the energy delivery profile from firmed and shaped energy 

provides a more valuable product, and may have capacity attributes assigned.  Congestion risk is 

also minimized, as is the risk of non-delivery.  Firmed and shaped deliveries also have a stronger 

likelihood of displacing conventional generation.   However, several parties made clear that 

firming energy should be incremental to energy already under contract.  This incremental 

requirement would assure additional energy is delivered into CA.  

Several issues raised during the Iberdrola Renewables presentation were discussed at 

length.  Between written Comments and discussion at the Workshop, Iberdrola Renewables 

asserts there are clearly demonstrated reasons for treating as bundled deliveries using firm 

transmission along the parameters proposed by the company.    

1. Efficient use of transmission capacity by intermittent resources: As previously noted, 

transmission rights and schedules may not align with the generation profile of a renewable 

generator, nor should they.  While baseload generation may efficiently reserve transmission 

capacity closer to its nameplate capacity, such a requirement would be costly to consumers and 

highly inefficient for generation resources with capacity factors generally in the range of 20-35 

percent.  Delivery of an incremental renewable resource through the RPS will displace an 

incumbent source of generation, typically gas or coal, within the same time period (other 

resources, such a nuclear and run-of-river hydro, are generally not dispatchable) or forestall the 

construction of a new conventional resource – also typically gas or coal in the WECC.  Rather 

than firmed and shaped deliveries requiring a “supplement of brown power for the green,” these 
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transactions actually create a displacement of brown power by the green, thus not only 

generating power without any GHG emissions but also displacing traditional resources, further 

benefiting the greater environment. 

2. Multiple transmission paths from source to sink: The number of paths through which a 

delivery is arranged should be immaterial to the eligibility of a delivered product.  Provided the 

E-tag may verify transmission of the energy from source to California sink, the number of paths 

does not matter.  There are practical limits to delivering through multiple non-California-BAAs, 

however.  One limit is physical (i.e., transmission constraints) but the more practical limit may 

be financial – the imposition of charges for multiple “wheels” will render a distant renewable 

resource less economic to deliver to California.  Some flexibility to redirect deliveries to 

optimize transmission efficiency will allow renewable energy generated outside the state of 

California and will further California’s use of new green energy. 

 
6. Which topics discussed at the workshop appear to require further work? What is the basis 
for that evaluation? 
 
 
7. Any other issues related to the use of TRECs discussed at the workshop that the commenter 
believes should be addressed further. 
 
Question #8: Does the commenter have any recommendations on how to take advantage of 
firm transmission or another scheduling mechanism for RPS procurement in the near term, 
i.e. between now and 2012, taking into consideration the physical limits of the transmission 
system?  Please describe those limits, providing documentation supporting your 
recommendation, and discuss the value of your proposal to the ratepayer. How, if at all, would 
the answer change for the medium (2012-2015) and longer term (2015-2020)?  
 

With respect to firm transmission deliveries (for both baseload and intermittent 

renewable generation), Iberdrola Renewables has provided a series of recommendations for cost-

effective procurement of bundled products through its pre-Workshop Comments, its Workshop 

presentation, and the Comments in response to the previous questions, above.  It is abundantly 

clear to Iberdrola Renewables that firm transmission capacity is significantly limited and will 



 11

remain so for quite some time. These limits are one reason why Iberdrola Renewables has 

emphasized the importance of a firm transmission threshold of 75 percent of the expected annual 

average output of a facility – to promote more efficient use of a scarce transmission resource in 

order to provide renewable energy at reasonable cost to California ratepayers. 

 As several workshop participants observed, there are means, in addition to firm 

transmission, to deliver renewable energy to California when the first point of interconnection is 

not a CBAA.  The Iberdrola Renewables proposals are not meant to be the only means of 

establishing delivery; rather, they are proposed and documented to give the Commission 

confidence that it may add these types of transactions to the category of “bundled” transactions 

not subject to the REC-only cap in D.10-03-021.   

 

Question #9: How would the commenter apply the valuation components identified by PG&E 
and SCE in their cost-benefit valuation methodology* presentations to the various shaped and 
firmed RPS contract structures that were presented by Energy Division staff at the 
workshop**? Commenters should describe what valuation components are relevant to each of 
these contract structures and reasons why they take a given view. Additionally, how does the 
existence of a pseudo-tie or dynamic scheduling arrangement within a given RPS contract 
impact the applicability and/or magnitude of the various valuation components identified by 
PG&E and SCE in their cost benefit valuation methodology? 

 * Valuation components identified on page 4 of SCE's presentation included the following: 

• Levelized costs: Contract Payments, Transmission Cost, Debt Equivalence Mitigation 
Expense, Integration Cost 

• Levelized benefits: Energy Value, Capacity Value, Shaping and Firming 

** See page 6 of the Intro presentation, which can be found at 
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/Renewables/hot/070824recworkshop.htm  

 

While Iberdrola Renewables has not been able to analyze the proposed valuation components in 

detail, delivery of a renewable resource from outside a CBAA to a CBAA that has been firmed 

and shaped to provide for a predictable long-term supply of energy has value with respect to 

integration and capacity that are superior to a delivery of intermittent renewable energy that is 
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scheduled through dynamic transfer.  Deliveries of firmed and shaped intermittent energy are 

also a more efficient use of transmission resources than intermittent renewable energy using 

dynamic transfer, helping to keep expenses lower for California customers. 
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VERIFICATION 
 
 
 

I am the attorney for Iberdrola Renewables, Inc. in this matter.  Iberdrola Renewables is 

absent from the Town of Moraga, where my office is located, and under Rule 1.11(d) of the 

Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, I am submitting this verification on behalf of 

Iberdrola Renewables for that reason.  I have read the attached “Post-Workshop Comments of  

Iberdrola Renewables, Inc.” dated April 30, 2010, and the attached “TREC Workshop 

Presentation”.  I am informed and believe, and on that ground allege, that the matters stated in 

these documents are true. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on this 4th of May, 2010, at Moraga, California. 

     
 

     ________/s/_____________ 

      William H. Booth 
      Law Office of William H. Booth 
      67 Carr Dr. 
      Moraga, CA 94556 
      Tel: (925) 376-7370 
      Email: wbooth@booth-law.com 
 
      Counsel for Iberdrola Renewables, Inc. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 

I, the undersigned, declare that I am employed in the County of Contra Costa, California, 

that I am over the age of eighteen years and not a party to the within action.  My business 

address is 67 Carr Drive,  Moraga, California  94556. 

 On May 4, 2010, I electronically re-served a true copy of the document described as  

POST WORKSHOP COMMENTS OF IBERDROLA RENEWABLES, INC. attached 

hereto on the accompanying service list: 

Executed on May 4, 2010, at Moraga, California. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

 
 

                   /s/  
Christine Dable 
Legal Assistant to William H. Booth 
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