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Resource Mix for Unspecified Imports

• “Unspecified imports” are those that cannot be 
tracked, via ownership or contract, to a specific 
power plant.

• For such imports in the 1990 baseline, CEC 
methodology assumes a resource mix:

– Northwest:  80% hydro, 20% coal

– Southwest:  26% hydro, 74% coal
– Source:  CEC-700-2007-007, March 2007, p. B-1

• PG&E believes this attribution to hydro is too high.
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Northwest Demand and Hydro--1990

• Outside Spring months, hydroelectric supply met ~50% of NW native load.  Why would 
Northwest export it to California?

• Sources:  1990 annual load from NERC, given monthly shape from 1997-1999 data because 1990 monthly loads were not available.  
Hydroelectric data from EIA, forwarded by CEC.

U.S. Pacific Northwest Native Load and Hydro Supply--1990
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California as Marginal Demand

• If California ceased buying surplus electricity from the 
Northwest, what would happen?
– First hours or days:  Northwest entities would cut back hydroelectric generation and 

save or (occasionally) spill water, because hydro plants have greater operating 
flexibility than fossil plants.

– Medium term and long-term:  Northwest entities with surplus hydro would sell it to 
Northwest entities without such surplus.  Both entities profit by such deals:  Sellers 
receive $ for hydro, and buyers save $ by substituting hydroelectricity for more 
expensive fossil-fueled electricity.

• If California then resumed buying surplus electricity from the 
Northwest, what would happen?
– First hours or days:  Northwest entities would increase hydroelectric generation, 

because hydro plants have greater operating flexibility than fossil plants.

– Medium term and long-term:  Northwest entities with surplus hydro would stop selling 
in NW, and sell to California, where prices are higher.  Northwest entities cut off from 
surplus hydro would increase generation from fossil-fueled plants.



   
  
  

 
 

 
July 10, 2007 
 
To: California Public Utilities Commission/California Energy Commission 
 
Re: Rulemaking 06-04-009 (CPUC) 
 Docket 07-OIIP-01 (CEC) 
 
The Oregon Public Utility Commission (Commission) and Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE) appreciate 
the opportunity to provide comments on California’s draft protocol to account for greenhouse gases emitted by 
out-of-state generation serving the state’s retail load. 
 
We recommend California adopt a methodology to account for greenhouse gas emissions from non-specific 
Northwest imports consistent with the accounting procedures used by Oregon and Washington. We further 
recommend a uniform methodology for the West be developed through a regional forum such as the Western 
Climate Initiative.  
 
Since 2002, Oregon law has required Portland General Electric and PacifiCorp to disclose regularly to 
customers emissions such as CO2 from power sources serving retail load. To ensure consistency, Oregon and 
Washington developed a joint methodology for allocating emissions associated with purchases from unspecified 
sources. First, specific Oregon and Washington claims are deducted from generation data for the U.S. portion of 
the Northwest Power Pool. Then exchanges with the three other U.S. sub-regions in the West are added or 
subtracted to derive the Northwest net system mix.  
 
Oregon and Washington’s approach subtracts claimed resources, including most firm and some non-firm hydro, 
from the gross Northwest system mix to produce a net (or “residual”) system mix. The result accounts for actual 
dispatch of resources, avoids under- or over-counting of emissions claims, minimizes incentives for contract 
manipulation, and provides a workable approach for West-wide emissions accounting. 
 
California’s draft protocol conflicts with Oregon and Washington’s methodology. California’s methodology 
assumes most of its imports from the Northwest are hydro on the basis that our thermal resources, including 
merchant plants, first serve Northwest retail loads. This does not reflect actual practice.  
 
California’s draft protocol results in a CO2 emissions value from non-specific sources in the Northwest imported 
to California that is less than half the value assigned through the Oregon/Washington methodology. The draft 
protocol also assigns CO2 rates for imports from the Southwest that are significantly different than for imports 
from the Northwest without sufficient justification. 
 
Unresolved discrepancies of this magnitude raise concerns about incentives for market participants to rearrange 
contracts under the proposed protocol – for example, to wheel power over certain transmission paths, to sell to 
one region vs. another, and to arrange power sources so they cannot be tracked. Ultimately, this raises concerns 
about actual reductions in CO2 emissions that may result from any multi-state cap and trade system, including 
the Western Climate Initiative, of which Oregon, Washington and California are members. 
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We welcome the opportunity to explore these issues further. If you have questions about our comments, please 
call Lisa Schwartz at the Commission (503-378-8718) or Phil Carver at ODOE (503-378-6874). Thank you for 
your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 

    
Lee Beyer   John Savage    Ray Baum 
Chairman   Commissioner    Commissioner 
 

 
 Michael W. Grainey 
 Director, Oregon Department of Energy 
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July 10, 2007 
 
 
 
To: California Public Utilities Commission and California Energy Commission 

Comments on Rulemaking 06-04-009 on California Energy Commission staff’s proposed 
methodology for estimating the generation mix of California’s electricity imports 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the California Energy Commission staff’s 
proposed methodology for estimating the generation mix of California’s electricity imports.  
 
We recognize the critical importance of tracking emissions related to the production and use of 
electricity and the difficulties in trying to coordinate across political boundaries for multiple 
states.  We are concerned that methodologies that California feels under deadlines to adopt 
now will not serve the multiple states well over time and at the most basic level will encourage 
double-counting of the low-emission resources and under representation of the high-emission 
resources.   
 
Our high-level message is that Washington State is involved in multiple state and regional 
processes now to obtain more accurate data on our electric industry emissions profile and to 
develop an accurate tracking or reporting mechanism; the methodologies proposed by the 
California Energy Commission’s staff at this time reduce the accuracy of the west’s overall 
emissions tracking rather than enhances.  More specifically, Washington State is concerned that 
the Commission’s staff are using a low default value of 419 pounds of CO2 per megawatt-hour 
for unspecified imports from the Pacific Northwest.  From our Utility Fuel Mix Disclosure 
process, we determine the emissions from the “net system mix”, or electricity available for 
export, to be 1,014 lbs. CO2/MWh in 2006 and 1,062 lbs CO2/MWh in 2005.   
 
We do not believe this problem will persist into the future as much, because we expect that all 
hydropower-based transactions will be labeled as such in the future, due to the higher market 
value that such sales will carry.  However, it is problematic for the 1990 base period. 
 
We believe it is desirable for California and the Northwest states to reach a mutual agreement 
on an appropriate methodology for determining both historical baselines and future 
measurement.  We are far from that point at the present time.  The current methodologies in use 
by Oregon, Washington and California result in a good deal of double-counting of hydropower.  
Pacific Northwest utilities claim their hydropower first, leaving thermal for export, while the CEC 
methodology claims Pacific Northwest hydro, leaving northwest thermal resources to serve 
native load in the Northwest. A fundamental difference exists in the CEC staff model that uses 



 

non-economic dispatch of Pacific Northwest resources for serving Pacific Northwest loads.  
Thus, the CEC model dispatches coal first, whereas the Northwest energy industry dispatches 
firm hydropower (and nuclear), then non-firm hydropower to serve native loads. 
 
A Concept for Discussion 
 
We believe that it is essential for the two regions to use a consistent methodology for valuing 
both imports and exports.  There is no perfect system, and every system will have flaws.  We 
have a suggestion to open the discussion, and welcome alternative approaches.  We suggest 
that an adopted approach would then be applied equally to historical periods (i.e., 1990 
baselines, or more recent entity-specific baselines) and to future unspecified sales. 
 
For example, here is one model for consideration.  Each region could reserve for its own use all 
firm hydro, nuclear, and renewable energy generated in-region, except for any that is subject to 
unit-specific contracts.  All unit-specific contracts (not system sales) would flow in accordance 
with the contracts.  All remaining residual resources:  non-firm hydro, coal, and natural gas, 
would be pooled each month, based on actual generation.  All transactions to the south could 
be rated at the Pacific Northwest average of these resources in the month in which the 
transaction takes place.   All transactions to the north would be rated at the California / DSW (I 
don't know what DSW is) average of these resources in the month in which the transaction 
takes place. 
 
Thanks for considering our views on this issue.  If you have any questions, please call me at 
360.725.3110 or email at tonyu@cted.wa.gov 
 
Sincerely, 
 
/s/ 
 
Tony Usibelli 
Assistant Director 
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