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 The California Independent System Operator Corporation (CAISO), in 

accordance with Rule 45 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure, hereby moves that the 

Commission modify the procedural schedule set forth in the November 1, 2006 Assigned 

Commissioner and ALJ Scoping Memo and Ruling (ACR) and extend the date by which 

the CAISO will complete its evaluation of alternatives to the Sunrise Powerlink (Sunrise) 

project until June 1, 2007.  This modification of the procedural schedule is necessary for  

all of the reasons set forth below.     

I. OVERVIEW 

 Following the September 13, 2006 prehearing conference, the ACR addressed the 

nature of this proceeding, the procedural schedule for the case, the testimony to be 

submitted by San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) and the CAISO, discovery 

and other matters.  In particular, the ACR requested that the CAISO submit testimony 

containing a “comprehensive evaluation of UCAN’s proposed alternatives to the 

proposed project discussed in UCAN’s PHC statement”. (ACR, 11)  Additionally, the 

CAISO was asked to submit testimony 1)“supplementing its evaluation of the proposed 

project with a more complete evaluation of wires and non-wires alternatives”; 2) 

containing a more complete evaluation of the interaction between LEAPS, Tehachapi and 
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Sunrise; and 3) discussing how these additional “factors” impact the CAISO’s economic 

analysis based on the Transmission Economic Assessment Methodology  (TEAM) 

methodology.  The filing date for the CAISO’s (and SDG&E’s) testimony was 

established as January 26, 2007. 

 At the testimony workshop held on November 14, 2006 in San Diego, the CAISO 

presented its proposed process and timeline for gathering the alternatives to be studied 

and included in the testimony.  The CAISO requested that alternatives be submitted by 

December 7, 2006, that each alternative to be evaluated fulfill the three objectives met by  

Sunrise (access to renewables, increased access to economic imports and network 

reliability) and that the parties be able to provide sufficient engineering information and 

answer specific questions.  (See Preliminary Outline and Description of the CAISO 

Testimony).1   

The CAISO’s proposed process was largely approved by the ALJ in the 

November 22, 2006 ruling that set December 7, 2006 as the deadline by which parties 

were to submit alternative scenarios for the CAISO to study.  Four parties submitted 

 
1 The CAISO also identified the UCAN alternatives that would be studied as follows: 

• “Mexico Light” 

• South of SONGS Upgrade 

• Relocate Central substation to the San Felipe substation site 

• Build a 500 kV line roughly parallel to SWPL from IV substation to the 

Boulevard/Campo area, then build two 230 kV transmission lines from there to the 

existing SDG&E grid. 

• LADWP’s Green Path North (GPN) Project (build a 500 kV line from Riverside County 

to the Los Angeles area), and take other measures as necessary to meet SDG&E 

reliability needs. 

• Various non-wires alternatives such as Advanced Metering Initiative (AMI), demand 

response programs, new combustion turbines and the South Bay generation project. 
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proposals by that date:  UCAN2, Rancho Penasquitos Concerned Citizens (RPCC), 

Mussey Grade Road Alliance (MGRA) and LS Power.  The Aspen consultants 

performing the environmental analysis for the Commission also submitted several 

alternatives for the CAISO to analyze.  Additionally, on December 15, 2006, The Nevada 

Hydro Company (TNHC) sent a letter to the ALJ requesting that the CAISO study the 

Lake Elsinore Advanced Pump Storage (LEAPS) project as an alternative to Sunrise.    

CAISO staff immediately began to study the alternatives requested by the parties, 

and participated in the workshop held in Sacramento on December 13, 2006.   At the 

close of the workshop, UCAN agreed to provide the CAISO and the parties an updated 

list of assumption changes and scenarios based on the workshop discussions, which were 

provided on December 15, 2006.  Having received finalized lists from all the parties 

proposing alternatives to be studied, CAISO staff worked diligently to compile the 

summary of alternative proposals attached to this motion (including informal discussions 

with other parties in addition to UCAN).  As can be seen, by final count the parties have 

asked for 46 reliability studies and 55 economic studies, totaling 101 individual studies 

that must be completed by the CAISO before testimony can be prepared and filed.  

Needless to say, it is impossible for the CAISO’s staff to accomplish this task in time to 

file testimony supporting its evaluation of all the alternatives on January 26, 2007.  Even 

using outside consultants and vendors, which the CAISO intends to do, this deadline 

cannot be met.  Thus, the CAISO requests an extension of time to complete the studies 

and to file staggered testimony supporting its own Sunrise study and explaining the 

results of the alternative studies.  As discussed below, CAISO staff estimates that the 

studies can be completed and prepared by June, 2007. This estimate is based on the hours 

 
2   UCAN and CAISO representatives met several times prior to the submission of UCAN proposals on 
December 7, 2006.   
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that must be spent to prepare the base cases necessary to run the computer models and an 

assumption that some of the alternatives can be eliminated.    The CAISO will be able to 

file initial testimony, supporting its own Sunrise analysis and several alternatives by 

January 26, 2007, and that supplemental testimony supporting the rest of the studies be 

filed in late June or early July.    

II. PREPARATION AND COMPLETION OF THE ALTERNATIVE 

STUDIES INVOLVES A MANUAL PROCESS THAT IS VERY TIME-

CONSUMING. 

 

As a general matter, the alternatives proposed by each party will require the 

preparation of a new power flow case and/or new economic case for each one.  Changes 

to the base case prepared by the CAISO for the Sunrise study is a completely manual 

process that requires consistency during the preparation process.    UCAN alone has 

requested that the CAISO prepare 35 cases (and corresponding 35 economic cases if 

power flow cases meet reliability planning standards), as described in the attachment.  

Based on past experience, each of these study cases will take approximately 1 business 

day to prepare.  Once the study cases have been prepared, the computer model can be run 

by in-house or outside experts.  Each reliability run (power flow and/or transient stability 

analysis) can take up to 1 business day to complete.  An economic study case takes an 

average 8 hour-run to complete (under best case circumstances).  Outside vendors can 

assist the CAISO with producing the computer runs and it is possible that some runs can 

be processed simultaneously.  In addition to performing studies, the CAISO also needs to 

coordinate with the impacted Participating Transmission Owners (PTO’s) for cost 

estimating of proposed alternatives.  Report write-up on both reliability and economic 
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study results and internal CAISO review can take approximately 4 weeks to complete.  

The CAISO certainly intends to evaluate the alternatives provided by the parties, as 

described by the November 1, 2006 Scoping Memo.  However, it was not until the 

CAISO received the finalized list of alternatives from UCAN, as well as the lists from the 

other parties (LS Power’s proposals will involve 13 computer runs), that the CAISO 

understood the scope of the work to be undertaken and that the procedural schedule 

would be impacted if all the studies were to be completed.  The CAISO will make every 

effort to streamline the process, and it is entirely possible that certain alternatives will not 

require economic study because such alternatives will not be feasible from a reliability 

standpoint.  Nonetheless, it is clear that the alternative study process confronting the 

CAISO will require many months before completion (even if the total number of 

alternatives to be studied is reduced).  As described in the next section, the CAISO 

proposes to provide the results of its studies in phases, and to complete the entire process 

by mid to late June. 

III. THE CAISO’S PROPOSED SCHEDULE CAN BE ACCOMODATED 

WITHIN THE EXISTING PROCEDURAL SCHEDULE. 

 

 To the extent that the Commission would like the CAISO to complete as many of 

the alternative analyses as possible, the CAISO proposes to complete the following 

studies for Year 2015, and file supporting testimony, by January 26, 2007:    

 

1)  Development of Base Case 0 (reference case) -  refinements will be made to 

the CAISO’s original 2015 Heavy Summer (HS) study  base case to reflect the 

updated CEC June 2006 load forecast and updated PTO demand forecasts.  
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Demand data for SDG&E will be taken from the long-term procurement plan filed 

in R.06-02-013 and discussed at the December 13, 2006 workshop.  The original 

study will also be updated to include the new Devers-Palo Verde 2 plan of service 

and updates on the maximum capacity values (Pmax) of the existing Combustion 

Turbine (CT’s) units in SDG&E area per its long-term procurement plan (R.06-

02-013). 

 

2)   Scenario 1: - Base Case 0  with addition of LADWP’s Green Path North 

Project and the Nevada Hydro Company (TNHC)’s Lake Elsinore Advanced 

Pumped Storage (LEAPS) Project. 

 

3)   Scenario 2 Base Case 0  with addition of South Bay Repowering Project.  The 

existing South Bay Power Plant is assumed to be off-line. 3

 

4)  Scenario 3 - Base Case 0 with addition of the Sunrise Powerlink Project.   

     

   The results of these studies will be addressed in testimony filed on January 26, 

2007, which will also contain a discussion of the analysis approved by the CAISO Board 

of Governors on August 3, 2006, including updates and refinements to that analysis.   

After the completion of these studies, the CAISO anticipates that up to 10 studies 

can be completed per month (the process will accelerate after the initial study cases and 

analyses are completed).   The CAISO will use best industry practices to create and 

analyze these scenarios, and findings for each scenario will be documented on a standard 

 
3 The development of both Scenarios 1 and 2 will require additional cost information that could possibly 
delay the results of this analysis.   
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evaluation form.    A prioritized list of the evaluations to be completed each month will 

be provided to the Commission and the parties as soon as possible.   The CAISO intends 

to work closely with the Commission and the parties and provide periodic progress 

reports.  Although every effort will be made to streamline the process, at the rate of 10 

studies a month, it is clear that the total number of studies must be reduced if the study 

process is to be completed by June.  The CAISO proposes to file supplemental testimony 

describing the remaining studies (after the January 26, 2007 testimony filing) within four 

weeks of the completion of the evaluations. 

According to the November 1, 2006 Scoping Ruling, SDG&E and CAISO 

testimony is due to be filed on January 26, 2007, with DRA testimony filed on March 2, 

2007, other intervenor testimony filed on March 14, 2007, and all rebuttal testimony filed 

on March 30, 2007.  An evidentiary hearing is scheduled to begin on April 23, 2007, with 

briefs for Phase I due on June 1, 2007.  Phase II will be initiated with the publication of 

the draft EIS/EIR on August 3, 2007, with direct and rebuttal testimony filed in 

September and a potential evidentiary hearing beginning on October 8, 2007.  After 

public comments, the final EIS/EIR is scheduled to be published on November 20, 2007 

and a Proposed Decision issued in December 2007.  The final decision is scheduled for 

January 2008. 

 The CAISO suggests that the overall schedule for issuing a final decision in 

January 2008 will accommodate this modification of the testimony and hearing schedule 

for Phase I issues by simply combining portions of Phase I and Phase II.  The CAISO 

proposes two general alternatives: the testimony schedule for intervenor and rebuttal 

testimony can be extended until June and July, 2007 after the CAISO has provided the 

results of the rest of the studies, or the testimony be staggered throughout the first two 
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quarters of 2007.  Under either alternative, the Phase I evidentiary hearing and briefing 

schedule should be postponed and combined with the evidentiary hearing and briefing 

schedule for Phase II.  The August 3, 2007 date for publication of the draft EIS/EIR can 

be preserved, along with the public participation and comment process.  Under the first 

alternative, SDG&E and initial CAISO testimony would be filed on January 26, 2007 and 

DRA, intervenor and rebuttal testimony filed in accordance with the current schedule.  

Another round of testimony, in the July-August time frame (or later), would be triggered 

by the supplemental CAISO testimony.    Given this proposed testimony filing schedule, 

the Aspen consultants can receive the results of the CAISO studies well before the 

August 3, 2007 draft publication date.  Once the EIS/EIR is published, parties can file 

supplemental testimony addressing additional issues on the time schedule originally set 

forth.  The evidentiary hearing can begin on October 8, 2007 for all Phase I and II issues. 

 Alternatively, SDG&E and initial CAISO testimony could be filed on January 26, 

2007 but DRA and intervenor testimony not submitted until after the CAISO filed its 

supplemental testimony and study results.   The evidentiary hearing and briefing schedule 

would still be combined for Phases I and  II.   Under either alternative, the January 2008 

date for a final decision can be preserved, and obviously there are numerous other 

schedule permutations that can still accommodate the date for completion of the case.  

  

III. CONCLUSION 

 The CAISO is well aware that this proceeding plays an important role with 

respect achieving the state’s renewable energy targets, and that any delays in the schedule 

could negatively affect SDG&E’s ability to reach such targets.  The CAISO further  

supports the Commission’s goal  of  creating  a full and complete record in this  

  








