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BEFORE THE
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Investigation to Facilitate )
Proactive Development of Transmission ) 1.05-09-005
Infrastructure to Access Renewable Energy )
Resources for California )
)
OPENING BRIEF OF THE

CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR CORPORATION
ON COST RECOVERY ISSUES

Pursuant the Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, dated December 21,
2005 (“Scoping Memo™), in the above-referenced proceeding, the California Independent System
Operator Corporation (“CAISO”) respectfully submits this opening brief on cost recovery issues
related to the implementation of ratemaking mechanisms under Public Utilities Code § 399.25."

I Introduction and Summary

This Commission properly recognizes that current rules governing the recovery of direct
assignment transmission facilities necessary to interconnect a generating facility are
“problematic for renewable generators for a number of reasons.” The CAISO commends the
Commission for aggressively seeking solutions to any barriers that prevent the realization of the
goals of the State’s renewable portfolio standards (“RPS”). The CAISO, while accepting its
potential role in implementing such solutions, believes that the hierarchy of cost recovery
solutions should look to available State mechanisms first, and only upon a determination that the
State mechanism is infeasible, should an CAISO-based solution be pursued. In this regard, the

CAISO agrees with the position advocated by Southern California Edison (“SCE”) that the

! All statutory references shall be to the Public Utilities Code unless otherwise stated.



Commission must confirm that its determination in Decision (D.) 03-07-033 that Section 399.25
only applies to “network” transmission facilities is erroneous.” Nothing in the statute prevents
extension of Section 399.25’s rate recover mechanism to generation-tie lines and, in fact, the
experience gained from SCE’s Antelope-Tehachapi 500 kV and 220 kV transmission project
(“Segment 3”’) demonstrates that the value of Section 399.25 lies precisely in its application to
non-network facilities.

Section 399.25 SCE’s consent to the use of the Section 399.25 as the funding mechanism
for Segment 3, provided the Commission grants certain rate recovery assurances, is important
from a practical regulatory perspective. At the present time, it is unclear when, or if, another
high voltage bulk transfer generation-tie line serving multiple generators will be necessary to
achieve the goals of the RPS. Such uncertainty regarding future need militates in favor of
utilizing existing regulatory authority to the maximum extent possible.

The CAISO further supports consideration of the general approach to rate recovery under
Section 399.25 articulated by SCE in its Amended Antelope Application. In that application,
SCE proposed to initially recover the Segment 3 annual revenue requirement from SCE’s retail
customers. Subsequently, SCE would assess, through a Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(“FERC”) approved charge, each generator for its share of the capacity of the Segment 3
facilities.’ Indeed, the CAISO’s initial deliberations regarding its potential backstop contribution
contemplates the concept of a similar charge assessed to generators for their pro rata share of the

capacity of any high voltage bulk transfer facility. This proposal has the benefit of ultimately

2 See, Amended Application of Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E) for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity to Construct the Antelope-Vincent and Antelope-Tehachapi Transmission Projects,
A.04-12-08 at p. 14 (Sept. 30, 2005) (“Amended Antelope Application”); see also Order Instituting Investigation,
1.05-09-005 at p. 8, fn. 15 (Sept. 12, 2005) [recognizing that the distinction between generation-tie lines and network
facilities for Section 399.25 purposes was “erroneous”].

Id. at 17-18.



passing the costs and risk of the generation-tie line to the renewable resource and those
electricity providers that choose to contract for the renewable resource.

The CAISO strongly supports the State’s RPS program and commits to cooperating with
the Commission and market participants to achieve its salutary objectives. The CAISO’s efforts,
however, must compliment State policy. The Commission, through this investigation, should
develop State policy with respect to implementing the Legislature’s mandate expressed in
existing Section 399.25. However, if this investigation reveals intractable barriers to renewable
development under Section 399.25 or otherwise demonstrates a central role for the CAISO, the
CAISO will proceed as appropriate.

IL. Specific Cost Recovery Issues Raised by the Scoping Memo

The Scoping Memo requests that parties respond to the following questions:

a. How should the Commission make findings of network benefits, pursuant to
Section 399.25, and how should information or findings regarding network

benefits affect the Commission’s pursuit of cost recovery pursuant to Section
399.25 and through other means.

Under Section 399.25(b), the Commission is required to make findings, where
appropriate, that transmission facilities needed to facilitate achievement of the State’s renewable
power goals “provide benefit to the transmission network.” This requirement is imposed as part
of the Commission’s obligation to take all feasible action to ensure that the costs of such
transmission facilities are included in rates established by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (“FERC”). However, the CAISO does not believe that a detailed, and perhaps
protracted, assessment regarding how to define and measure potential network benefits
constitutes a constructive use of the Commission’s regulatory resources. This recommendation
follows from the fact that FERC’s test for rolled-in rate recovery does not rely on an evaluation

of “network benefits.” Rather, a transmission facility will be generally eligible for rolled-in



FERC rate recovery where the facility is not part of the “distribution” system* and, if
transmission, that the facility are “integrated” into the transmission system.” FERC confirmed
this application of its rules in rejecting rate recovery for the Antelope-Tehachapi 500 kV
(Segment 3) project proposed by Southern California Edison.® Consequently, any effort to
define “network benefits” is unlikely to promote the objections underlying that provision of
Section 399.25.

b. What basis should the Commission use in determining whether transmission
facilities are “necessary” to facilitate achievement of the RPS goals.

The CAISO believes this is a matter uniquely within the purview of the Commission.
Nevertheless, the CAISO observes that establishing specific criteria during the RPS’s infancy
may unduly restrict needed transmission infrastructure. The finding of “necessity” should
present remain a flexible concept that accommodates potentially unforeseen circumstances.

c. Should the cost of facilities that link a renewable generator to the first point of

interconnection with the existing erid facilities be allocated solely to developers
or should the costs be allocated on rolled-in basis.

As the Commission is well aware, under FERC precedent, the costs of direct assignment
facilities that link a generator to the first point of interconnection with the existing grid are born
by the generation developer. To the extent this question asks whether the State funding rules for
direct assignment facilities under Section 399.25 should accommodate a single developer by
deviating from FERC policy, the CAISO answers in the negative. On the other hand, it is
reasonable for the Commission to find that high voltage transmission facilities planned and built

to access remote areas with concentrated renewable resource potential and intended to serve

4 Promoting Wholesale Competition Through Open Access Non-Discriminatory Transmission Services by

Public Utilities, Recovery of Stranded Costs by Public Utilities and Transmitting Utilities, Order 888, FERC Stats &
Regs 431,036 at 31,771 (1996).

> See, e.g., Mansfield Municipal Electric Department v. New England Power Co., 97 FERC 9 61,134 (2001).
6 Southern California Edison Company, 112 FERC 461,014 (2005).



multiple renewable generators may be deemed “necessary” to facilitate achievement of RPS
goals and therefore subject to the rate recovery mechanism of Section 399.25. Further, the
facilities necessary for generation developers to interconnect to the high voltage bulk transfer
line should remain the responsibility of the generation developer.

d. If costs should be allocated on a rolled-in basis, should they be recovered through
FERC-approved transmission rates or Commission approved retail rates.

As the CAISO stated above, the CAISO believes it is appropriate to exhaust the
possibilities under existing State authority prior to seeking to modify long-standing FERC
policies with respect to funding generation-tie lines. If Section 399.25 cannot extend far enough,
or is otherwise ineffective to fulfilling the objectives of the RPS program, then the CAISO
believes it is appropriate to explore through its stakeholder process, the possibility of modifying
its Tariff authority to permit rate recover through its Transmission Access Charge of certain
generation-tie line facilities needed to promote renewable resources.

e. What triggers should be developed for the staged permitting and construction of
large-scale projects that might be necessary to ensure the success of the RPS

program.

The CAISO does not believe it is possible or necessary to establish specific triggering
criteria for future transmission projects needed to ensure the success of the RPS program. The
Commission should, however, be vigilant in protecting the interests of ratepayers by ensuring
that large, phased projects do not lead to stranded costs by the construction of unnecessary
phases. As such, the Commission should develop, as a general matter, permitting and
construction triggers on a case-by-case basis for those rare projects that require phasing. Those
triggers should reflect, among other factors, the need for additional renewable power to meet
RPS goals, the level of utilization and/or commitment for existing phases and proposed phases,

and the potential market for additional renewable power.



f. For transmission built in advance of energy projects coming on-line, how should
the costs associated with under-utilized capacity be borne (i.e., should
developers/IOU ratepayers/TAC fund carrying charges bear the cost of unutilized
capacity; should cost recovery by IOUs be limited to carrying charges or should
I0OUs be limited to carrying charges or should IOUs be permitted to recover rate
based on unutilized transmission capacity.

Under current rules and practice, a transmission owner is unlikely to submit an
application to construct facilities needed to interconnect and integrate energy from independent
energy producers until the generation developers have signed interconnection agreements. As
noted above, the Commission must attempt to fashion rules or implement those rules in a manner
that minimizes the potential for underutilized capacity. Further, it is clear that the greater the
utilities risk exposure, the less likely Section 399.25 will be in fulfilling the objectives of the
RPS program.

g. For transmission facilities, permitted subject to cost recovery under Section
399.25, is it necessary or appropriate to ensure access on these facilities for
renewable resources, or how do FERC’s open access rules affect the ability of the

state to ensure that facilities intended for renewable resources are available to
those resources.

It is assumed for purposes of responding to this question that the transmission facility is
not under CAISO operational control. The CAISO’s FERC approved Tariff incorporates open
access rules which provide grid access on a nondiscriminatory basis. If the high voltage bulk
transfer generation-tie line remains under the operational control of the constructing utility, it is
possible that the utility’s FERC approved transmission tariff would establish the relevant rules.
/1
/1
/1
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h. How should cost allocation among IOU service territories be conducted for this

backstop ratemaking authority?

The CAISO recognizes and defers to the Commission’s expertise in the area of retail

ratemaking.

January 27, 2006

Respectfully Submitted:

By:
Grant A. Rosenblum

Attorney for

California Independent System Operator




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that [ have served, by electronic and United States mail, an
Opening Brief of The California Independent System Operator Corporation on Cost
Recovery Issues to the parties on the service lists for Docket No. 1.05-09-005.
Executed on January 27, 2006, at Folsom, California.

Qi wlhn—~

Charity N. Wilson
An Em e of the Califprnia
Independent System Operator




GLORIA D. SMITH

ADAMS, BROADWELL, JOSEPH & CARDOZO
601 GATEWAY BLVD., SUITE 1000

SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080
gsmith@adamsbroadwell.com

Aaron J. Johnson

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE, RM. 5210
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
ajo@cpuc.ca.gov

Julie Halligan

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE, RM. 5101
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
jmh@cpuc.ca.gov

Nilgun Atamturk

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE, RM. 5303
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
nil@cpuc.ca.gov

DAN ADLER

CALIFORNIA CLEAN ENERGY FUND
582 MARKET ST., SUITE 1015

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
Dan.adler@calcef.org

CLARE LAUFENBERG

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH ST., MS 46
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
claufenb@energy.state.ca.us

KEN GLICK

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-14
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
kglick@energy.state.ca.us

CHRIS RAPHAEL

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS
517-B POTRERO AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110
chris@newsdata.com

LOS ANGELES DOCKET OFFICE

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
320 W. 4TH STREET, SUITE 500

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013
LAdocket@cpuc.ca.gov

TAMLYN M. HUNT

COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL
26 W. ANAPAMU ST., 2/F

SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101
thunt@cecmail.org

CHRISTOPHER T. ELLISON

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
cte@eslawfirm.com

BRIAN T. CRAGG

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE & DAY LLP
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

beragg@gmssr.com

JOHN W. LESLIE

LUCE, FORWARD, HAMILTON & SCRIPPS, LLP
11988 EL CAMINO REAL, SUITE 200

SAN DIEGO, CA 92130

jleslie@luce.com

MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC.

1999 HARRISON STREET, SUITE 1440
OAKLAND, CA 94612
mrw@mrwassoc.com

VICKITING

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE B13L
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177
vwt2@pge.com

E. GREGORY BARNES

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
101 ASH STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
gbames@sempra.com

CASE ADMINISTRATION

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE., RM. 370
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

case.admin@sce.com

JOHN GALLOWAY

UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS
2397 SHATTUCK AVENUE, SUITE 203
BERKELEY, CA 94704
jgalloway@ucsusa.org

JAMES G. KRITIKSON
1997 VIA ARROYO
LA VERNE, CA 91750
jkritikson@yahoo.com

RYAN WISER
BERKELEY LAB

ONE CYCLOTRON ROAD
BERKELEY, CA 94720
rhwiser@Ibl.gov

Andrew Schwartz

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE, RM. 5119
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
as2@cpuc.ca.gov

Junaid Rahman

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE, AREA 4-A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
jnr@cpuc.ca.gov

Paul Douglas

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE, AREA 4-A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
psd@cpuc.ca.gov

ERIK SALTMARSH

CALIFORNIA ELECTRICITY OVERSIGHT BOARD
770 L STREET, SUITE 1250

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

ens@eob.ca.gov

HEATHER RAITT

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS 45
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
hraitt@energy.state.ca.us

MONICA SCHWEBS

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-14
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
mschwebs@energy.state.ca.us

KAREN MILLS

CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION
2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE

SACRAMENTO, CA 95833

kmills@cfbf.com

REGINA M. DEANGELIS

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
rmd@cpuc.ca.gov

WILLIAM H. CHEN

CONSTELLATION NEW ENERGY, INC.
2175 N. CALIFORNIA BLVD., SUITE 300
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596

bill. chen@constellation.com

KEVIN PORTER

EXETER ASSOCIATES, INC.
5565 STERRETT PLACE
COLUMBIA, MD 21044
porter@exeterassociates.com

GREGG MORRIS

GREEN POWER INSTITUTE

2039 SHATTUCK AVENUE, STE 402
BERKELEY, CA 94704
gmorris@emf.net

RICHARD MCCANN

M. CUBED

2655 PORTAGE BAY, SUITE 3
DAVIS, CA 95616
rmccann@umich.edu

HAROLD M. ROMANOWITZ

OAK CREEK ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC.
14633 WILLOW SPRINGS ROAD
MOJAVE, CA 93501

hal@rwitz.net

BERNARD LAM

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE B10C
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
bxlc@pge.com

KEVIN O'BEIRNE

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32D
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123
ko'beime@semprautiliies.com

WILLIAM W. WESTERFIELD, IlI
STOEL RIVES LLP

770 L STREET, SUITE 800
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
wwwesterfield@stoel.com

SCOTT J. ANDERS

UNIVERSITY OF SAN DIEGO SCHOOL OF LAW
5998 ALCALA PARK

SAN DIEGO, CA 92110
scottanders@sandiego.edu

BRUCE MCLAUGHLIN
BRAUN & BLAISING P.C.
915 L STREET, SUITE 1420
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
mclaughlin@braunlegal.com

Anne E. Simon

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE, RM. 5024
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
aes@cpuc.ca.gov

Keith D White

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE, AREA 4-A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
kwh@cpuc.ca.gov

Robert L. Strauss

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE, AREA 4-A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
ris@cpuc.ca.gov

SUZANNE KOROSEC

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95184
skorosec@energy.state.ca.us

JAMES BARTRIDGE

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-46
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
jbartrid@energy.state.ca.us

PAMELA DOUGHMAN

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS 45
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
pdoughma@energy.state.ca.us

GRANT A. ROSENBLUM

CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630

grosenblum@caiso.com

NANCY RADER

CALIFORNIA WIND ENERGY ASSOCIATION
1198 KEITH AVENUE

BERKELEY, CA 94708

nrader@calwea.org

DANIEL W. DOUGLASS

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

21700 OXNARD STREET, SUITE 1030
WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367
douglass@energyattorney.com

SAEED FARROKHPAY

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
110 BLUE RAVINE RD., SUITE 107

FOLSOM, CA 95630

saeed.farrokhpay@ferc.gov

STEVEN KELLY

INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSN
1215 K STREET, SUITE 900

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

steven@iepa.com

CHRISTOPHER J. MAYER
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
PO BOX 4060

MODESTO, CA 95352-4060
chrism@mid.org

KATHERINE RYZHAYA

PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177
karp@pge.com

JASON YAN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE B13L
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
jay2@pge.com

PHILLIP J. MULLER

SCD ENERGY SOLUTIONS
436 NOVA ALBION WAY
SAN RAFAEL, CA 94903
philm@scdenergy.com

JENNIFER CHAMBERLIN
STRATEGIC ENERGY
2633 WELLINGTON CT.
CLYDE, CA 94520
jchamberlin@sel.com

STEVE MUNSON

VULCAN POWER COMPANY
1183 NW WALL STREET, SUITE G
BEND, OR 97701
smunson@vulcanpower.com

Karen P. Paull

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE, RM. 4300
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
kpp@cpuc.ca.gov

Brian D. Schumacher

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE, AREA 4-A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
bds@cpuc.ca.gov

Kirk Bracht

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE, AREA 4-A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
kwb@cpuc.ca.gov

Scott Logan

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE, RM. 4209
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
sjl@cpuc.ca.gov

CLARE LAUFENBER GALLARDO
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-46
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
claufenb@energy.state.ca.us

KAREN GRIFFIN

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS 39
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
kgriffin@energy.state.ca.us

JAMES MCCLUSKEY

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 NINTH STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-5512
jmeclusk@energy.state.ca.us

LEGAL & REGULATORY DEPARTMENT
CALIFORNIA ISO

151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630
e-recipient@caiso.com

JACK PIGOTT

CALPINE CORPORATION
4160 DUBLIN BLVD.
DUBLIN, CA 94568
jackp@calpine.com

DONALD C. LIDDELL
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL
2928 2ND AVENUE

SAN DIEGO, CA 92103
liddell@energyattorney.com

DIANE I. FELLMAN
FPLENERGY, LLC

234 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
diane_fellman@fpl.com

JANE H. TURNBULL

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF CALIFORNIA
64 LOS ALTOS SQUARE

LOS ALTOS, CA 94022

jaturnbu@ix.netcom.com

JOHN DUTCHER
MOUNTAIN UTILITIES
3210 CORTE VALENCIA
FAIRFIELD, CA 94533-7875
ralft241a@cs.com

DAVID T. KRASKA

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET - LAW DEPARTMENT
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
dtk5@pge.com

JAMES H. CALDWELL JR.

PPM ENERGY, INC.

1650 E NAPA STREET
SONOMA, CA 95476
james.caldwell@ppmenergy.com

MICHAEL D. MACKNESS

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
mike.mackness@sce.com

MATTHEW FREEDMAN

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
freedman@turn.org

SARA STECK MYERS

122 28TH AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121
ssmyers@att.net



	Pursuant the Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo
	Introduction and Summary
	This Commission properly recognizes that current 
	Section 399.25 SCE’s consent to the use of the Se
	The CAISO further supports consideration of the general approach to rate recovery under Section 399.25 articulated by SCE in its Amended Antelope Application.  In that application, SCE proposed to initially recover the Segment 3 annual revenue requiremen
	The CAISO strongly supports the State’s RPS progr
	Specific Cost Recovery Issues Raised by the Scoping Memo
	The Scoping Memo requests that parties respond to the following questions:
	How should the Commission make findings of networ
	Under Section 399.25\(b\), the Commission is r�
	What basis should the Commission use in determini
	The CAISO believes this is a matter uniquely with
	Should the cost of facilities that link a renewable generator to the first point of interconnection with the existing grid facilities be allocated solely to developers or should the costs be allocated on rolled-in basis.
	As the Commission is well aware, under FERC precedent, the costs of direct assignment facilities that link a generator to the first point of interconnection with the existing grid are born by the generation developer.  To the extent this question asks wh
	If costs should be allocated on a rolled-in basis, should they be recovered through FERC-approved transmission rates or Commission approved retail rates.
	As the CAISO stated above, the CAISO believes it is appropriate to exhaust the possibilities under existing State authority prior to seeking to modify long-standing FERC policies with respect to funding generation-tie lines.  If Section 399.25 cannot ext
	What triggers should be developed for the staged permitting and construction of large-scale projects that might be necessary to ensure the success of the RPS program.
	The CAISO does not believe it is possible or necessary to establish specific triggering criteria for future transmission projects needed to ensure the success of the RPS program.  The Commission should, however, be vigilant in protecting the interests of
	For transmission built in advance of energy projects coming on-line, how should the costs associated with under-utilized capacity be borne (i.e., should developers/IOU ratepayers/TAC fund carrying charges bear the cost of unutilized capacity; should cos
	Under current rules and practice, a transmission owner is unlikely to submit an application to construct facilities needed to interconnect and integrate energy from independent energy producers until the generation developers have signed interconnection
	For transmission facilities, permitted subject to
	It is assumed for purposes of responding to this 
	///
	///
	///
	///
	How should cost allocation among IOU service territories be conducted for this backstop ratemaking authority?
	The CAISO recognizes and defers to the Commission�



