Comments on Western Second Technical Meeting on Regulation and Frequency Response 
October 15, 2004

We appreciate Western’s active engagement with other utilities and the Department of Energy research laboratories in the study of wind generation and its regulation impacts.  We also appreciate Western’s presentation of its research at its September 27, 2004 Second Technical Meeting, as well as the open dialogue that took place at the meeting.

Given the research shared at the meeting, the comments offered by Brendan Kirby, Michael Milligan, and Brian Parsons on behalf of the Oak Ridge National Laboratory and the National Renewable Laboratory, and discussions with Western’s engineering and rates staff since the Second Technical Meeting, we offer the following comments:

1. There appear to be definitional problems, with various parties and Western staff offering research, comments, and proposals based on terms that appear to mean different things to different people.  We are searching for common ground.  We need to have common definitions of terms if we are to find common ground.  Western staff should propose a glossary of terms, including precise definitions of terms as used by Western for review by interested parties.  The definitions should specify what time periods are covered for each activity that is associated with costs and cost recovery in Western’s Regulation and Frequency Response proposals.
2. Based on agreed-on definitions reached between Western and interested parties, Western should prepare an example of the cost study and cost allocation methods it proposed in the September 27 Second Technical Meeting, as requested in the ORNL/NREL comments.  It would be very useful if each step in these methods was carefully delineated, so everyone could follow the steps, in order, from the beginning of the process to the end. 
3.  Western should respond to inquiries about its definitions and their use in its carefully prepared example until all interested parties agree that the definitions are clear and proper and the example is consistent with the agreed on definitions and with standard electric industry rate-making principles (Bonbright).
4. Western should allow the informal process now underway to continue and should cooperate in the informal process with interested parties who may wish to use Western’s and their own data to prepare additional examples that explore the application of Western’s methods to additional circumstances by providing requested data and allocating sufficient staff time for dialogue and analysis. 

5. The goal of the current informal process should be to build a broad understanding of Western’s methods and results of their application and a consensus that they are proper and useful for Western and concerned parties before Western engages in its formal administrative rate making process.  A carefully prepared consensus arrived at informally will save Western’s and all parties’ time and resources by avoiding contested administrative proceedings.
Again, we appreciate Western’s interest in reaching a result that allows naturally variable renewable energy to play its part in meeting Western’s and the nation’s energy goals.
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