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OPENING TESTIMONY ON BEHALF OF 
THE CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR 

 

I. Supporting Witness  

My name is Anjali Sheffrin, Ph.D.  I serve as Acting Vice President of Market Development 

and Program Management and Director of Market and Product Development for the California 

Independent System Operator Corporation (CAISO) and I am submitting this testimony on its behalf.  

My job duties and qualifications are set forth as Attachment 11 to this testimony.   

II. Testimony Overview 

This testimony is submitted pursuant to the “Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Addressing 

Schedule and Other Procedural Matters” distributed in the above-referenced matters on September 27, 

2005 (“ALJ Ruling”).  The ALJ Ruling stated, “it is reasonable to require that the CAISO submit 

direct testimony no later than October 21, 2005 including at least the CAISO’s June 2004 TEAM 

report and its economic analysis of [Devers-Palo Verde #2 or DPV2]”  (Ruling at 6.)  The testimony 

complies with this directive and includes several other documents relating to the CAISO’s analysis of 

DPV2.  Accordingly, the purpose of my testimony is largely procedural, rather than substantive, and 

will not attempt to duplicate or elaborate on the contents of the attached materials.  Specifically, my 

testimony will: 
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a. Set forth the structure of the June 2004 Team Report, the DPV2 economic analysis, and 

its accompanying technical appendices, and identify the sponsoring witnesses for 

particular chapters of those respective documents, and  

b. Authenticate the (1) the Memorandum to the CAISO Board of Governors, dated 

November 5, 2004, entitled “Update on the Palo Verde-Devers #2 500 kV 

Transmission Project,” (2) the Memorandum to the CAISO Board of Governors, dated 

February 14, 2005, entitled “Palo Verde-Devers #2 500 kV Transmission Project,” and 

(3) the Opinion of the CAISO Market Surveillance Committee, entitled “Assessment of 

an Economic Analysis of the Palo Verde Devers Transmission Network Upgrade,” 

dated February 22, 2005.  

III. Description of June 2004 Team Report and Witnesses 

The June 2004 Team Report is divided into nine primary chapters and includes an executive 

summary and appendices.  A true and correct copy of the June 2004 Team Report is identified as 

attachment 1 to this testimony, while true and correct copies of Appendices A through D to the Team 

Report are identified separately as attachments 2 through 5, respectively.  The following is a list of the 

chapters and appendices, the identity of the sponsoring witness, and the location of the sponsoring 

witnesses’ qualifications in parentheses:  

i. Executive Summary  

ii. Introduction  

iii. Chapter 1 - Overview of Transmission Assessment Process – Anjali Sheffrin 

(Attachment 11)  

iv. Chapter 2 – Quantifying Benefits – Mingxia Zhang (Attachment 12) 

v. Chapter 3 – Network Model Requirements – John Kyei (Attachment 13) 

vi. Chapter 4 - Market Price Derivation – Mingxia Zhang 

vii. Chapter 5 - Sensitivity Case Selection – Mingxia Zhang 

viii. Chapter 6 - Resource Substitution – Anjali Sheffrin 

ix. Chapter 7 - Overview of Analytical Process – Christopher McLean (Attachment 

14) 
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x. Chapter 8 - Base Case Assumptions – Christopher McLean 

xi. Chapter 9 - Results  

Appendices 

1. Appendix A - List of Acronyms 

2. Appendix B - Benefits Example for Three Node Model – Mingxia 

Zhang 

3. Appendix C - Base Case Assumptions – Christopher McLean 

a. SSG-WI 2008 Thermal Plant by Technology 

b. SSG-WI Resource Additions since 1/1/2000 

c. WECC Major Path Listing 

d. Inflation and Gas Price Forecasts 

e. WECC 2008 and 2013 Expansion Plans 

4. Appendix D - Public Process  

IV. Economic Evaluation of the Palo Verde Devers Line No. 2 

The CAISO’s economic evaluation of the DPV2 line is divided into ten chapters.  A true and 

correct copy of the economic evaluation is identified as attachment 6 to this testimony.  The following 

is a list of the chapters and the identity of the sponsoring witness:  

i. Summary – Anjali Sheffrin 

ii. Introduction  - Anjali Sheffrin 

iii. Project Description – Anjali Sheffrin   

iv. Public Process – Anjali Sheffrin 

v. Overview of Benefits – Anjali Sheffrin  

vi. Input Assumptions – Christopher McLean  

vii. Results – Anjali Sheffrin and Christopher McLean  

viii. Resource Alternatives - Anjali Sheffrin 

ix. Recommendation – Anjali Sheffrin  

x. Next Steps 
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V. Technical and Other Appendices to the Economic Evaluation of the Palo Verde 

Devers Line No. 2 

Accompanying the CAISO’s economic evaluation of the DPV2 line is a set of technical and 

other appendices (“Technical Appendices”).  The Technical Appendices are identified as Appendix A 

through R.  A true and correct copy of the Technical Appendices is identified as attachment 7 to this 

testimony.  The following is a list of the appendices and the identity of the sponsoring witness:  

  Appendix A. Scenario Selection – Mingxia Zhang 

  Appendix B. Network - John Kyei 

  Appendix C. Loads – Christopher McLean 

  Appendix D. Resources – Christopher McLean 

  Appendix E. Fuel Prices – Christopher McLean 

  Appendix F. Market Price Derivation – Mingxia Zhang 

  Appendix G. Project Cost – Christopher McLean 

  Appendix H. Approved Transmission Projects – John Kyei 

  Appendix I. Case Summary – Christopher McLean 

  Appendix J. Estimation of Value of Transmission Loss Reduction – John Kyei 

Appendix K. Operational Benefits Estimated for the PVD2 Economic Assessment – 

Anjali Sheffrin 

Appendix L. Transmission Alternatives – John Kyei 

Appendix M. Resource Alternatives – Anjali Sheffrin 

Appendix N. Alternative Market Paradigms – Anjali Sheffrin 

Appendix O. Changes from Original Transmission Expansion Assessment 

Methodology (TEAM) – Anjali Sheffrin 

Appendix P. Public Process – Anjali Sheffrin 

Appendix Q. Estimation of Capacity Value – Christopher McLean 

Appendix R. Estimation of Value of Emission Reduction – Christopher McLean 
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VI. Board Memoranda  

 Under CAISO practice, capital projects over $20 million that will be recovered through 

CAISO’s Transmission Access Charge must be approved by the CAISO Board of Governors.  As part 

of seeking such approval, the CAISO management provided the Board with a memorandum, dated 

February 14, 2005, describing DPV2 and its economic benefits.  A true and correct copy of that 

memorandum is identified as attachment 8 to this testimony.  In addition, also identified as attachment 

9 to this testimony is a true and correct copy of an earlier memorandum to the Board, dated November 

5, 2004, which provided an update on the progress made in evaluating DPV2.   

VII. Market Surveillance Committee Opinion 

The Market Surveillance Committee or MSC of the CAISO is an independent advisory group 

to the CAISO Governing Board.  The MSC consists of four industry experts  with Prof. Frank Wolak 

of the Department of Economics at Stanford University as Chairman, and Prof. Brad Barber of the 

Graduate School of Management at UC Davis, Prof. James Bushnell, Research Director of the 

University of California Energy Institute, and Prof. Benjamin Hobbs of the Department of Geography 

and Environmental Engineering at The Johns Hopkins University as members.  To ensure 

independence, none of the MSC members are affiliated with or have any financial interest in any 

market participant.  Their charter allows them to suggest changes in rules and protocols or recommend 

rules, protocols, sanctions or penalties directly to the CAISO Governing Board.  In this regard, the 

MSC may produce independent reports containing its recommendations. 

The MSC has been aware since its inception of the CAISO effort to develop an economic 

methodology to assess transmission upgrades and has participated in its evolution.  As indicated in 

attachment 9, described above, the MSC was also involved in evaluating the CAISO’s assessment of 

DPV2.  Identified as attachment 10 to this testimony is a true and correct copy of the MSC’s opinion 

on the CAISO’s DPV2 study results.   
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,QWURGXFWLRQ�
The California System Operator (CAISO) must evaluate all potential 
transmission upgrades that CAISO ratepayers would be asked to fund.  As part 
of this responsibility, the CAISO has spent the last several years developing and 
refining a methodology to evaluate the economic viability of these proposed 
upgrades.  We have named our methodology the Transmission Economic 
Assessment Methodology (TEAM).  The purpose of this report is to present 
application of our methodology in sufficient detail to be evaluated and adopted 
as a standard for use in examining transmission proposals by regulators, 
transmission owners, ratepayers, public interest groups, and other interested 
parties. 

The report is divided into nine chapters.  In these chapters we first present the 
methodology: the evaluation principles, model requirements, and our 
recommended analytical approach.  Then we focus on the application of our 
methodology by performing a transmission feasibility study.  Consistent with 
direction from the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), we selected 
one of the options available for upgrading Path 26 for this study and evaluated 
its economic viability from multiple perspectives.  While we have conducted a 
complete study, our primary purpose is to demonstrate our methodology.  We 
consider the actual results of secondary importance. Therefore, we concentrate 
our discussion more on the methodology and its application and less on the 
study results. 

Our report summarizes which components of the methodology we consider 
essential and should be used in all evaluations without modification, which 
aspects of the methodology could be improved upon with further research and 
development, and which areas may benefit from application of the experienced 
judgment of the user or organization performing the study. 

The contents of this report incorporate valuable input and dialogue we received 
from many organizations and individuals.  These include London Economics, 
the CAISO Market Surveillance Committee (MSC), the California Energy 
Commission (CEC), the CPUC, the investor- and publicly-owned utilities in 
California, The Utility Reform Network (TURN), and other interested parties who 
participated in the stakeholder meetings and technical subgroups. 

We do not consider this report to be the final end-all treatise with respect to 
economic evaluation of transmission upgrades.  We do believe this report 
presents a valuable methodological approach that can be implemented 
immediately and provide decision-makers with the information needed to make 
sound economic decisions. 
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([HFXWLYH�6XPPDU\�
The CAISO is responsible for evaluating the need for all potential transmission 
upgrades that California ratepayers may be asked to fund.1  This includes 
construction of transmission projects needed either to promote economic efficiency or 
to maintain system reliability.  The CAISO has clear standards to use in evaluating 
reliability-based projects.  To fulfill its responsibility for identifying economic projects 
that promote efficient utilization of the grid, the CAISO has developed a methodology 
called the Transmission Economic Assessment Methodology (TEAM)2.   

The CAISO has consulted with many stakeholders including the California Public 
Utilities Commission (CPUC), the California Energy Commission (CEC), and California 
electric utilities in formulating this methodology.  The goal of TEAM is to significantly 
streamline the evaluation process for economic projects, improve the accuracy of the 
evaluation, and add greater predictability to the evaluations of transmission need 
conducted at the various agencies.  To this end, the CAISO is filing this methodology 
for consideration in the CPUC’s ongoing transmission investigation preceding 
commenced pursuant to Assembly Bill 970.3 

Depending on the environmental and economic attributes of a proposed transmission 
project and the project sponsor, a number of agencies can have planning, review, 
oversight and approval roles.  These agencies range from the CAISO, the CPUC and 
the CEC to the boards of municipal districts and utilities.  In a number of previous 
cases, especially in determining project need, the CAISO has seen that the same 
project has received multiple reviews by various agencies, each seeking to carry out 
their individual mandates.  Both the CEC and CPUC have recognized that this process 
has led to redundancies and inefficiencies.4   We believe that accepting the TEAM 
methodology as the standard for project evaluation by market participants, 
stakeholders, regulatory and oversight agencies will reduce redundant efforts and lead 
to faster, less contentious and more widely supported decisions on key transmission 
investment projects.   

(6��� 3XUSRVH�RI�5HSRUW�

This report presents a detailed methodology for assessing the economic benefits of 
transmission expansions.  It demonstrates the methodology by applying it to a 
proposed transmission expansion between central and southern California called Path 
26.  The methodology is intended to be a tool that will provide market participants, 

                                                
1 The Legislature, pursuant to Public Utilities Code § 345, assigned the CAISO the responsibility of 
“ensur[ing] [the] efficient use and reliable operation of the transmission grid.”  To achieve this goal, the 
CAISO can compel Participating Transmission Owner’s to pursue construction of transmission projects 
deemed needed either to “promote economic efficiency” or to “maintain system reliability” (CAISO Tariff § 
3.2.1.)     
2 The terms TEAM and CAISO methodology are used interchangeably throughout this report. 
3 Phase 5 of "Order Instituting Investigation into Implementation of Assembly Bill 970 Regarding the 
Identification of Electric Transmission and Distribution Constraints, Actions to Resolve those Constraints, 
and Related Matters affecting the Reliability of Electric Supply," I.00-11-001. 
4 See, e.g., CPUC’s “Order Instituting Rulemaking on Policies and Practices for the Commission’s 
Transmission Assessment Process,” R.04-01-026; CEC’s “2003 Integrated Energy Policy Report” (Nov. 12, 
2003).   
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policy-makers, and permitting authorities with the information necessary to make 
informed decisions when planning and constructing a transmission upgrade for 
reliable and efficient delivery of electric power to California consumers.   

Restructured wholesale electricity markets require a new approach for evaluating the 
economic benefits of transmission investments.  Unlike the previous vertically 
integrated market where one regulated utility was responsible for serving its load, the 
restructured wholesale electric market is comprised of a variety of parties 
independently making decisions that affect the utilization of transmission lines.  This 
new market structure requires a new approach to evaluate the economic benefits of 
transmission expansions.  Specifically, the new approach must address what impact a 
transmission expansion would have on increasing transmission users’ access to 
sources of generation and customers requiring energy, what incentives it would create 
for new generation investments, and what impact it would have on market 
competition.  The approach must also account for the inherent uncertainty associated 
with key market factors such as future hydro conditions, natural gas prices, and 
demand growth.  Our challenge has been integrating all of these critical modeling 
requirements into a comprehensive methodological approach. 

The TEAM methodology represents the culmination of over two years of research and 
development led by the CAISO with support and input from industry experts and the 
CAISO Market Surveillance Committee.  It integrates five key principles for defining 
quantifiable benefits into a single comprehensive methodology to support decisions 
about long–term investments required for transmission upgrades.  We believe the 
methodology provided here represents the state-of-the-art in the area of transmission 
planning in terms of its simultaneous consideration of the network, market power, 
uncertainties, and multiple evaluation perspectives.  This modeling framework 
provides a template containing the basic components that any transmission study 
should address.  While this methodology specifies what the basic facets of a 
comprehensive transmission study should be, it makes no specific recommendation on 
a particular software product to use in its application.  It does, however, provide 
standards on the minimum functional requirements the modeling software should 
have. 

(6��� 3XEOLF�3URFHVV�

The TEAM methodology was the subject of a four-month public stakeholder process 
that had three public workshops and a public CAISO Market Surveillance Committee 
meeting.  In addition, there were three technical subgroups formed.  They worked on 
base case assumptions, the scenario selection, and methods of modeling market 
prices.  In all, there were twelve separate technical sessions.  Attachment D provides a 
list of participating organizations and meeting agendas.  During the workshops, we 
provided the participants with detailed descriptions of our methodology, the key 
principles guiding it, our modeling effort, the sensitivity cases we were considering and 
our preliminary results to date.  We solicited stakeholder advice and critical review 
throughout the process.  As a result, the final TEAM methodology we present here has 
benefited from this exposure to various viewpoints and includes modifications 
prompted by this stakeholder input. 

We are continuing the collaborative process by submitting a full report on our 
methodology to the CPUC.  The CPUC has expressed the intent to evaluate, and 
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hopefully endorse, our methodology for performing economic evaluations and reaching 
conclusions for future use in their regulatory approval process.  We believe that our 
TEAM approach can achieve consensus as the standard for evaluating all future 
transmission system upgrades.  It is comprehensive in its approach and can produce 
results that are valuable to all involved with proposing and reviewing critical 
transmission infrastructure upgrades. 

(6��� 0DMRU�&KDOOHQJHV�DQG�6ROXWLRQV�

This evaluation method was developed to capture the quantifiable economic benefits of 
transmission expansion in the current restructured wholesale market environment. In 
areas served by ISOs/RTOs, these institutions have the responsibility for providing 
non-discriminatory access to all parties.  Their planning and evaluation of 
transmission augmentations must be consistent with this objective.  It must also 
account for the fact that investment in new generation resources is made in the 
market place by private companies or by utilities subject to regulatory oversight, with 
the focus on the profitability to the investing party.  Planners at an ISO or RTO must 
consider broader objectives that integrate the benefits of the grid to all participants in 
the region including retail customers, generation owners, and transmission owners. 

The experience of many ISO/RTOs that have locational marginal prices (LMP) is that 
the prices differences between locations may not be sufficient to spur investment in 
transmission upgrades.  The theory behind locational marginal prices is that 
generation or load would sign contracts to deliver the power to load and those 
contracts would provide the revenue source for upgrades to the transmission grid.  
But the reality has been that the LMP differences have not provided enough incentives 
to upgrade key facilities even after many types of FTR’s and CRR’s are provided. Our 
new methodology recognizes that there are many "public goods" aspects to 
transmission investments, making them similar to investments in the freeway system: 
(1) they are very lumpy in size, (2) there is non excludability in their use, since an 
upgrade to an AC grid means many parties who use the grid will benefit, and we 
cannot exclude parties from benefiting once an upgrade is in place, and  (3) there are 
many positive externalities associated with the upgrade such as generators and 
consumers in many parts of the network may be affected.  A methodology is needed 
that correctly accounts for the public good aspect of transmission investment.5  

In a restructured market place, power suppliers are bidding to maximize their profits 
rather than simply to recover their operating costs.  In this market-oriented 
environment, an ISO/RTO must consider the risk of market power and how a 
transmission expansion can serve to reduce this risk.  Even after considering other 
market power mitigation measures such as a market price cap, automated mitigation 
procedures (AMP) on bids, and long-term contracts, a transmission expansion can 
provide market power mitigation benefits through enlarging the market and reducing 
the concentration that any one supplier may have under a variety of system 
conditions.  

Uncertainty in load growth, hydro conditions, availability of imports, and new 
generation entry levels can have significant impacts on the economic benefits of a 
transmission expansion to different parties and regions.  Therefore, it is critical that a 
                                                
5 Public goods are defined as a shared good for which it is impractical to make users pay individually and 
to exclude non- payers.  
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valuation methodology explore the economic value of a transmission expansion under 
a number of different assumptions about future market conditions, particularly 
extremely adverse market conditions (e.g., high demand and low hydro). 

To address these challenges, the new transmission valuation methodology we propose 
here offers five major enhancements to traditional transmission evaluations.  It: 

1. Utilizes a framework to consistently measure the benefits of a transmission 
expansion project to various participants.  It provides policy makers with 
several options or perspectives on the distributional economic impacts of an 
expansion on consumers, producers, transmission owners or other entities 
entitled to congestion revenues), distinguishing congestion within and between 
regions 

2. Utilizes a network model6 that can capture the physical constraints of the 
transmission grid as well as the economic impacts of a project 

3. Provides a simulation method that incorporates the impact of strategic bidding 
on market prices.  This allows the benefits of transmission expansions to be not 
limited solely to reducing the production cost of electricity but also to include 
consumer benefits from reduced supplier market power  

4. Addresses the uncertainty about future market conditions by providing a 
methodology for selecting a representative set of market scenarios to measure 
benefits of a transmission expansion and provides a methodology for assigning 
weighting factors (relative probabilities) to different scenarios so that the 
expected benefit and range of benefits for a transmission expansion can be 
determined 

5. Captures the interaction between generation, demand-side management, and 
transmission investment decisions recognizing that a transmission expansion 
can impact the profitability of new resources investment, so that a methodology 
should consider both the objectives of investors in resources (private profits) 
and the transmission planner (societal net-benefits) 

Finally, our proposed methodology is intended to be sufficiently general in application 
so that it can be used by project participants, non-participants, and regulators in 
evaluating transmission projects over a broad spectrum of energy-industry 
environments -- ranging from a traditional utility service territory operation to large 
geographical areas with nodal markets.  Although the CAISO may play a central role in 
transmission expansion by funding the critical expansion through ratepayer grid 
access charges, the proposed evaluation methodology will not preclude private 
investment in transmission projects.  The TEAM approach will identify all beneficiaries 
of a proposed upgrade. The question of who should fund it should be dealt with 
separately.  

                                                
6 The “network model” used in this methodology is not an AC model in that it does not explicitly model the 
reactive power and voltage interactions with real power flow and phase angles. However, it provides for 
explicit computation of transmission losses (which are allocated based on pre-specified loss allocation 
factors). In this sense, it can be classified as a DC power flow model. Transmission constraints are 
enforced explicitly on EHV transmission paths.  
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(6��� .H\�3ULQFLSOHV�RI�WKH�(YDOXDWLRQ�0HWKRGRORJ\�

There are aspects of our methodology we consider critical for any economic evaluation 
of transmission upgrades.  We call these aspects “key principles”.  Other aspects of our 
methodology are evolving as the modeling and analytical technology improves.  We 
identify and discuss these “potential enhancements” in later portions of the report.  
Many of the evolving components are good candidates for further research and 
development by the CEC, CPUC, or other parties. 

Finally, there are elements that were required for the study, but which were not 
specified by the CAISO.  We refer to these elements as “user-selected components” and 
discuss them in later portions of the report.   

Although the specific application of these principles may vary from study-to-study, the 
CAISO requires that the following five requirements be considered in any economic 
evaluation of proposed transmission upgrades presented to the CAISO for review. 

ES.4.1 Benefit Framework 

Decisions on economic-driven transmission investment have suffered due to a lack of 
a standardized benefit-cost analysis framework.  Such a framework would enable 
users to clearly identify the beneficiaries and expected benefits of any kind of 
transmission project, for both private and regulated transmission investments.  Our 
benefit framework addresses this problem.  It provides a standard for measuring 
transmission expansion benefits regionally and separately for consumers, producers, 
and transmission owners for any kind of economic-driven transmission investment.  
This benefit framework provides decision makers a useful tool for assessing 
transmission benefits in a consistent and effective manner. 

We intend that the benefit framework provide a structure for summarizing the 
benefits, costs, and risks of the proposed transmission upgrade to the decision 
makers.  The framework should be consistent from one study to another so that 
alternative project investments can be evaluated against a common standard.  The 
benefit framework should also be able to present the relative economics of a project 
from a variety of perspectives –consumer, producer, and transmission owner, and on a 
societal or regional basis. 

Consumer benefits in a vertically integrated utility come from three sources -- the 
reduction in consumer costs, the increase in utility-owned generation net revenue, 
and the increase in utility-derived congestion revenue.  In our methodology, we 
separated the total change in production costs resulting from a transmission 
expansion into three separate components – Consumer Surplus, Producer Surplus, 
and Transmission Owner Congestion Revenue Benefits.  Positive benefits indicate an 
increase in consumer, producer, or transmission owner benefits.  Negative numbers 
indicate a decrease in benefits. 

Purpose of Report: Establish a standard methodology for assessing the 
economic benefits of major transmission upgrades that can be used by 
California regulatory and operating agencies and market participants. 
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These benefit amounts can be summed and viewed from a Western interconnection- 
wide societal or sub-regional perspective or California ratepayer perspective.  A critical 
policy question is which perspective should be used to evaluate projects.  The answer 
depends on the viewpoint of the entity the network is operated to benefit.  If the 
network is operated to maximize benefit to ratepayers who have paid for the network, 
then some may consider the appropriate test to be the ratepayer perspective.  Others 
say this may be a short-term view, which does not match the long-term nature of the 
transmission investment.  In the long run, it may be both the health of utility-owned 
generation and private supply, which is needed to maximize benefits to ratepayers. 
Advocates of this view claim that the network is operated to benefit all California 
market participants (or for society in general) and, therefore, the CAISO participant or 
Western Electricity Coordinating Council “WECC” perspective of benefits may be the 
relevant test.  

Each perspective provides the policy makers with some important information.  If the 
benefit-cost ratio of an upgrade passes the CAISO participant test, but fails the WECC 
test of economic efficiency, then it may be an indicator that the expansion will cause a 
large transfer of benefits from one producer and consumer region to another. 

On the other hand, if the proposed project passes the societal test but fails the CAISO 
participant test, this may be an indication that other project beneficiaries should help 
fund the project rather than solely CAISO ratepayers.  Policy makers should review 
these differing perspectives to gain useful information when making decisions. 

An additional consideration on viewing various perspectives of the benefits of a 
transmission expansion is how to treat the loss of monopoly rents by generation 
owners when the grid is expanded.  Since monopoly rents result from the exercise of 
market power that reduces efficiency and harms consumers, the Market Surveillance 
Committee and the Electricity Oversight Board have argued that it is reasonable to 
exclude the loss of monopoly rents in the benefit calculations.7  This is the key 
difference between the WECC societal test and the WECC modified societal test (based 
on societal benefits minus monopoly rents).  Monopoly rents for California producers 
are also excluded from the CAISO participant test since it considers only California 
competitive rents.   

ES.4.2 Network Representation 

It is important to accurately model the physical transmission flow to correctly forecast 
the impact of a potential transmission upgrade.  Models using a contract path method 
may be sufficient for many types of resource studies, but that approach is insufficient 
when analyzing a transmission modification that will impact regional transmission 
flows and locational prices. 

We have recently seen how critical an accurate network representation is to making a 
correct decision.  One California utility proposed a transmission addition and justified 
its economic viability using a contract-path model.  When the CAISO reviewed the 
case, it found the line to be uneconomical due to its adverse physical impact on the 
other parts of the transmission system.  The simpler transmission model used by the 

                                                
7 This does not mean producers collect only variable costs. Since this is a long-run analysis, both variable 
and fixed cost of production is accounted for. The profitability of generation is assured through a revenue 
test for all supply.    
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utility produced inaccurate results, making the upgrade appear economic because the 
actual physical impact of the upgrade was not correctly modeled. 

Accurate physical transmission modeling is also important to ensure that reliability 
and delivery standards are achieved.  Since these standards are based on physical line 
flows and not contract flows, a detailed, network model is necessary.8 

There are many different analytical techniques for modeling physical transmission 
networks.  More advanced techniques may provide more accurate information but also 
increase the data burden and execution time.  Recognizing these trade-offs, the CAISO 
identified the need to model the correct network representation provided in WECC 
base cases.  Any production cost program that utilizes this network model should 
include at least the following capabilities: 

Table ES.1 Production Cost Program Requirements Relating to the 
Network Model Requirement 

No. Requirement 
1 Must use a network model that is derived from a WECC power flow case. 

2 
Performs either a DC or AC OPF that correctly models the physical power flows 
on transmission facilities for each specific hourly load and generation pattern. 

3 
Capable of modeling and enforcing individual facility limits, linear nomograms, and 
path limits. 

4 
Capable of modeling limits that vary based on variables such as area load, facility 
loading, or generation availability. 

5 
Capable of modeling only those limits of interest (typically only 500 kV and 
selected 230 kV system limits) 

6 Models phase shifters, DC lines, and other significant controllable devices  

7 Capable of calculating nodal prices. 

8 
Capable of plotting the hourly flows (either chronologically or by magnitude) on 
individual facilities, paths, or nomograms.  

9 While not required, it is desirable for the simulations to model transmission losses. 

 

 

While our methodology requires the use of a network model, a simplified analysis 
(contract path or transportation models) can be utilized if desired to screen a large 
number of cases for the purpose of identifying system conditions that may result in 
large benefits from a transmission expansion.  To the extent that cases conducted 
using a simplified model are critical to the economic support of a transmission project, 
the results of this analysis should be confirmed using a network model. 

                                                
8 For purposes of TEAM, a network model does not necessarily require modeling flows on lower voltages 
lines (i.e., 69, 115, and some cases 230 kV) or lower voltage constraints. 
 

A software tool that can accurately forecast physical flows and nodal 
prices on the WECC transmission network is critical for computing the 
economic benefits of a proposed transmission upgrade. 
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ES.4.3 Market Prices 

Historically, resource-planning studies have typically relied on production cost 
simulations (i.e., marginal cost pricing) to evaluate the economic benefits of potential 
generation and transmission investments.  Such an approach made sense when 
utilities were vertically integrated and recovered costs through regulated cost-of-
service rates.  Assuming marginal cost pricing in a restructured market environment 
where suppliers are seeking to maximize market revenues may result in inaccurate 
benefit estimates.  In a restructured electricity market, suppliers are likely to optimize 
their bidding strategies in response to changing system conditions or observed 
changes in the behavior of other market participants.  Because of this, a methodology 
for assessing the benefits of a transmission project in a restructured market 
environment should include a method for modeling strategic bidding.  Modeling 
strategic bidding is particularly important because transmission expansion can 
provide significant benefits to consumers by improving market competitiveness.  A 
new transmission project can enhance market competitiveness by both increasing the 
total supply that can be delivered to consumers and the number of suppliers that are 
available to serve load. 

There are two approaches to modeling strategic bidding behavior in transmission 
valuation studies.  The first approach involves the use of a game-theoretic model to 
simulate strategic bidding.  A game theoretic model typically consists of several 
strategic suppliers with each player seeking to maximize its expected profits by 
changing its bidding strategy in response to the bidding strategies of all other players. 
The second approach involves the use of estimated historical relationships between 
certain market variables and some measure of market power such as the difference 
between estimated competitive prices and actual prices or estimated competitive bids 
and actual bids (i.e., price-cost markups and bid-cost markups, respectively).  Each 
modeling approach has its advantages and disadvantages.  We discuss these in detail 
in the report.  In assessing these two alternative approaches, we believe an empirical 
approach to modeling strategic bidding is preferable to a game theoretic approach if 
relevant data is available because it can be adapted to a detailed transmission network 
representation and has been validated through historical experience.  

Energy prices that are determined by strategic bidding, i.e.,” market prices”, have an 
impact on societal benefits, and often have a significant impact on the transfer of 
benefits among participants.  Because of this, forecasting of market prices is a critical 
component of the overall transmission evaluation process. 

Forecasting of market prices is a difficult task.  It requires us to predict the market 
behavior of certain suppliers (i.e., strategic bidders) under a variety of system 
conditions.  Our task is further complicated by our decision to use a highly detailed 
representation of the transmission network (i.e., a network model of the entire WECC).  
For the most part, software models to date have either focused on transmission 
modeling and neglected the market behavior side, or focused on the market behavior 
aspect without the detailed transmission representation.   

To the best of our knowledge, no entity has successfully developed and implemented a 
market simulation model based on dynamic9 supply bids and incorporating a detailed 

                                                
9  By “dynamic” we mean that the hourly supply bids change as a function of system conditions.  Most of 
the models that exist currently use a “static” bid strategy (i.e., the bid strategy is set for a period of time 
such as a month or year and does not change in response to dynamic system conditions such as hourly 
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physical transmission modeling capability for a reliability region.  The CAISO 
methodology includes these important attributes.  The coupling of a dynamic bidding 
capability with a network model is an important step forward and an essential 
component of the CAISO methodology.  We acknowledge that much research and 
development remains to be done in this area.  We discuss these potential 
enhancements later in the report. 

The CAISO evaluation methodology does not specify the process to be used for 
forecasting market power.  Rather, at this point, the CAISO requires only that a 
credible and comprehensive approach for forecasting market prices be utilized in the 
evaluation.  We consider the empirical approach of modeling strategic bidding we used 
in the Path 26 analysis to be one of several useful methodologies for deriving market 
prices. 

ES.4.4 Uncertainty 

Decisions on whether to build new transmission are complicated by risks and 
uncertainties about the future.  Future load growth, fuel costs, additions and 
retirements of generation capacities and the location of those generators, exercise of 
market power by some generators, and availability of hydro resources are among some 
of the many factors impacting decision making.  Some of these risks and uncertainties 
can be easily measured and quantified, and some cannot.     

There are two fundamental reasons why we must consider risk and uncertainty in 
transmission evaluation.  First, changes in future system conditions can affect 
benefits from transmission expansion significantly.  Historically the relationship 
between transmission benefits and underlying system conditions was found many 
times to be nonlinear.  Thus, evaluating a transmission project based only on 
assumptions of average future system conditions might greatly underestimate or 
overestimate the true benefit of the project and may lead to less than optimal decision 
making.  To make sure we fully capture all impacts the project may have, we must 
examine a wide range of possible system conditions. 

Second, historical evidence suggests that transmission upgrades have been 
particularly valuable during extreme conditions.  Professor Frank Wolak, chair of the 
CAISO’s Market Surveillance Committee, estimated that a large inter-connection 
between WSCC and the eastern United States during the period June 2000 to June 
2001 would have been worth on the order of $30 billion.  Had a significant inter-
connection between the eastern U.S. and WSCC been in existence, prices in the WSCC 
would not have risen to levels that existed during the period May 2000 to June 2001.  
In addition, it would have perhaps avoided the recent blackout in the eastern U.S. that 
led to significant economic loss in that area of the country.   

There are several alternative approaches to assessing the impact of risk and 
uncertainty on transmission expansion.  The most often used in practice are the 
deterministic approach, the stochastic approach, or a combination of the two. 
Deterministic analysis is performed using point estimates.  These estimates may be, 
for example, a single set of assumptions about loads, natural gas prices, and the 
availability of generating plants to meet customer loads.  Deterministic analysis is 
useful for understanding a single set of input forecasts.  It does not measure the 
                                                                                                                                                       
demand, supply, and import levels.  A static bid strategy has difficulty capturing market power that may 
exist in times of supply inadequacy.  
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impact of risk and uncertainty.  As such, it is best used for initial analysis of an 
expansion proposal.  A complete transmission evaluation process should incorporate 
stochastic analysis or scenario analysis.  Stochastic analysis models the uncertainty 
associated with different parameters affecting the magnitudes of benefits to be derived 
from an expansion project.  Stochastic analysis often uses probabilistic 
representations of the future loads, gas prices, and generation unit availabilities.   

The economic assessment of a proposed transmission upgrade can be very sensitive to 
specific input assumptions.  Unless the proposed project economics are 
overwhelmingly favorable when using “expected” input assumptions, we need to 
perform sensitivity studies using a variety of input assumptions.  We do this to 
compute the following benefit measures: 

• Expected value 

• Range 

• Contingency value(s) 

A significant portion of the economic value of a potential upgrade is realized when 
unusual or unexpected situations occur.  Such situations may include high load 
growth, high gas prices, or wet or dry hydrological years.  The “expected value” of a 
transmission upgrade should be based on both the usual or expected conditions as 
well as on the unusual, but plausible, situations. 

A transmission upgrade can be viewed as a type of insurance policy against extreme 
events.  Providing the additional capacity incurs a capital and operating cost, but the 
benefit is that the impact of extreme events is reduced or eliminated.  

ES.4.5  Resource Alternative to Transmission Expansion  

The economic value of a proposed transmission upgrade is directly dependent on the 
cost of resources that could be added or implemented in lieu of the upgrade.  We 
consider the following options resources: 

• Central station generation  

• Demand-side management 

• Renewable generation and distributed generation  

• Modified operating procedures 

• Additional remedial action schemes (RAS) 

• Alternative transmission upgrades 

• Any combination of the above 

In addition to considering the resource alternatives described above, another 
important issue to consider is the decision where to site new transmission.  One 
perspective is that the transmission should be sited after the siting of new generation.  
The other perspective is that the transmission should be planned anticipating various 
generation additions. 

We believe the latter perspective is the most efficient approach.  Transmission 
additions have planning horizons that require decisions 8 to 10 years in advance of 
the line being placed in service.  When those decisions are being made, plans to site 
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new generation may not yet have been made.  As a result, we believe it best to plan the 
transmission grid taking into account the profitability of generation additions in 
various locations.  In this way, the transmission planner influences generation 
decision making, rather than accounting for it after the fact.  

The best means to account for the plans of a host of private investment decisions is to 
model the profitability of the generation decision in the transmission framework.  We 
use a “what if” framework for our standard decision analysis.  As an example, if the 
CAISO were to build a transmission line, what would be the most likely resulting 
outcomes in the profitability of private generation decisions?  Comparing this to a case 
where we did not build the line, how different would the profitability of generation 
investment differ?  We then optimize generation additions for with and without 
upgrade cases.  The difference in costs between the two scenarios, including both the 
fixed and variable costs of the new resources, will be the value of the upgrade.  

Examining resource alternatives to a transmission upgrade demonstrates that an 
alternative can either complement the line upgrade or substitute for it.      

A third issue we face is whether to credit the proposed transmission upgrade with the 
benefit of resource alternatives that are economic in the “with upgrade” case, but are 
not viable in the “without upgrade” case.  We have concluded that these benefits are 
properly attributed to the transmission upgrade that facilitated such investment. 

(6��� $SSOLFDELOLW\�RI�0HWKRGRORJ\�

The five key principles of the proposed CAISO methodology do not need to be applied 
in exacting detail for each study.  Rather, the type of study and initial study results 
will dictate at what level the principles should be applied. 

Table ES.2 provides guidelines for the application of key principles.  We do not intend 
these guidelines be applicable to all potential studies, but offer them to provide a 
foundation for determining analytical requirements. 

Table ES.2 Key Benefit Requirements 

Requirements 

Utility 
Impact 
Only 

Inter-
Regional 
Impact 

- Benefit Framework  Yes 
- Network Representation Yes Yes 
- Market Prices  Possible 
- Uncertainty  Possible 
- Resource Alternative Yes Yes 
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In Table ES.2 we have proposed a minimum analytical threshold.  For all transmission 
upgrade studies, we will require as a minimum, the use of a transmission network 
model and the consideration of alternative resources.  In certain situations where the 
impact is primarily limited to a single utility, these two requirements may be 
sufficient.  In other cases, a more comprehensive analysis including the full benefit 
template, forecasting market prices, and understanding the uncertainty of the benefits 
will be necessary. 

For example, suppose a utility wants to evaluate a transmission upgrade internal to its 
system.  If the utility has correctly modeled the impact of this upgrade on outside 
parties and found that the impact is primarily limited to its system, then the full 
benefit template would not need to be employed.  In this case, a utility perspective 
would be sufficient. 

In those cases where there is a physical or contractual impact on other parties, a full 
benefit template needs to be developed in order to better understand the economic 
impact on other participants.  If preliminary economic feasibility studies show the 
proposed upgrade to be strongly economic from both a societal and participant 
perspective (e.g. the CAISO), then uncertainty analyses may not be necessary.  If, 
however, the economic benefits are marginal, uncertainty analyses may be needed to 
better understand the distribution of benefits and their root causes. 

 

(6��� 3RWHQWLDO�(QKDQFHPHQWV�

As we stated at the beginning of this summary, the CAISO-proposed methodology is 
based on five key principles.  Although we established these principles as 
requirements, their exact implementation is not fixed.  Our Path 26 study has 
provided us the initial opportunity to evaluate how to implement our methodology in a 
realistic situation.  It has also given us the experience on which to base suggestions 
for further enhancements. 

Table ES.3 below is a summary of potential enhancements we have identified.  While 
this is not an exhaustive list, it provides an indication of the type of enhancement that 
could create additional analytical value.  

The application of the five key principles will depend on the specific 
project. For the evaluation of a major inter- or intra-regional line, all 
five principles will need to be considered. For smaller projects, only a 
network representation and resource alternative may be sufficient for 
the evaluation.   
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Table ES.3 Potential Areas of Enhancement 

  Key Principle Potential Areas of Enhancement 

1 
Benefit 
Framework 

a.) Enhance methodology to handle companies and sub-regions that will continue 
to plan on contract path basis (e.g. LADWP). 

  b.) Greater disaggregation of participant benefits to company level. 

2 
Network 
Representation 

a.) Review impact and trade-offs involved in modeling select 230 kV lines and 
develop recommendation for 230 kV line inclusion.  

  b.) Develop methodology to Include losses and wheeling charges. 

  
c.) Develop greater understanding of phase shifter operations and model 
accordingly. 

3 Market Prices 
a.) Enhance RSI methodology by considering mark-ups in non-CA regions and 
alternative regression forms. 

  
b.) Review and test alternative approaches for forecasting market prices including 
game theory. 

4 Uncertainty 
a.) Evaluate ways to streamline approach so that more sensitivity cases can be 
run 

  b) Develop probabilities for hydro and under- and over-build scenarios. 

5 
Resource 
Alternatives 

a.) Develop more resource alternatives to evaluate including renewable and 
demand-side resources. 

 Other 
a) Add unit commitment, short-term load forecast uncertainty, and partial heat 
rate data 

  b) Optimize hydro storage subject to constraints 

  
c) Disaggregate generator data further to represent generators by unit instead of 
plant.  

 

(6��� 8VHU�6SHFLILHG�&RPSRQHQWV�

In addition to identifying what analytical steps we consider required and which ones 
are evolving, we believe it equally important to note what components of the CAISO 
methodology we are not specifying in detail.  We have intentionally not specified a 
detailed analytical methodology with respect to certain  “user-specified components” of 
the study, which we believe are best, decided by the end-user or sponsor of the study. 

Table ES.4 below summarizes the user-specified components. 

In the development of TEAM, we have cataloged areas of enhancement 
for future research. Our hope is that the research will bring potential 
improvements over the next few years in the areas of improved 
analytical approaches for forecasting nodal market prices, valuation of 
insurance premiums for risk averse policy makers, improvements in 
databases for WECC and improved modeling of generation for locational 
prices. 
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Table ES.4 Sample Listing of User-Specified Components 

 Key Benefit User Specified 

1 Benefit Framework 
a) Number of study years, discount 
rate, rev. req. calculation 

  
b) Interpolation or extrapolation of 
benefits 

2 Network Representation a) Type or vendor of network model 

  
b) Source of underlying transmission or 
generation data 

3 Market Prices a) Empirical or game-theory approach 

  
b) Regression formulation for empirical 
approach 

4 Uncertainty 
a) Number and specification of 
sensitivity studies 

  
b) Input data and probability for 
sensitivity studies  

5 Resource Alternative a) Specific resource alternatives 

  
b) Transmission operating 
alternatives 

 

(6��� 5HOLDELOLW\�DQG�2SHUDWLRQDO�&RQVLGHUDWLRQV�

ES.8.1 Reliability Evaluations and TEAM Methodology 

The TEAM methodology can be applied to both reliability-driven and market-driven 
transmission expansion/upgrade projects in the following ways.  

The reliability-driven projects (called “reliability” projects for short) typically include a 
set of alternative projects.  All are identified as technically viable in addressing an 
existing or anticipated threat to reliable operation of the power system.  At least one of 
must be selected based on its relative economic merits compared to the other 
candidate alternatives.  Here, the objective of economic analysis is to identify the most 
cost-effective alternative.  This means that even if none of the identified projects has 
quantified benefits that exceed the quantified costs, we would not reject the most cost-
effective alternative solely because it was not economically viable with respect to the 
identified costs and benefits.  This is because “operational reliability” has dimensions 
that are not uniquely measurable in monetary terms (e.g., the value of avoiding the 
adverse socio-political ramifications of a system-wide blackout is at best subjective). 
For the “reliability” projects, the TEAM methodology is intended to complement 
existing reliability studies and determine the additional economic benefits derived from 
an upgrade.  In general, these benefits can include improvements in market 

The CAISO intends to leave to the user decisions regarding software 
vendors, sensitivity cases, resource alternatives, data sources, market 
price methodology, etc.  We believe that these decisions are best made 
by the experienced user who is most familiar with the proposed upgrade 
project. 
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competitiveness, decreases in fuel and capital costs of generation, and decreased 
probability and severity of service interruptions.  The TEAM methodology is designed 
primarily to assess the first two categories of benefits, termed “economic benefits.”  In 
short, for “reliability” projects, the methodology is used to compare relative economic 
viability of candidate projects, all of which satisfy reliability objectives. 

Market-driven projects (called “economic” projects for short) are candidate projects 
that are not necessary to maintain the reliability of the system operation but are 
important to facilitate market transactions and help mitigate strategic market 
behavior.  For example, even if adequate resources were available in a load pocket, in 
the absence of strict regulatory measures, the load in that local area may still face 
curtailment risk if all local resources belong to a single entity in a position to exercise 
market power through physical withholding.  Alternatively, a local supplier may 
engage in economic withholding with attendant high costs to the consumer.  For 
“economic” projects, it is essential to quantify the benefits of the project (in monetary 
terms) with a metric that measures the magnitude of departure from a purely 
competitive (cost-based) market outcome with and without the project.  Moreover, the 
decision as to whether or not to proceed with a given “economic” project will hinge 
upon the identified economic benefits of the project exceeding its identified economic 
costs.  If several alternative “economic” projects are identified, the TEAM methodology 
will assist in determining those candidates that are economically viable, and in 
identifying the most cost-effective project among them.  For projects requiring an 
economic justification for the upgrade, we assumed that a resource adequacy 
mechanism is in place to ensure that reliability objectives of the grid were satisfied.  
Thus, the approach is used to compare relative economic viability of candidate 
projects, all of which satisfy reliability objectives. 

ES.8.2 Cost-Effective Solutions to Operational Concerns 

Reliable power system operation requires adequate supply, adequate transmission, 
and adequate communication and control.  In the integrated utility environment, a 
single entity had the responsibility for infrastructure adequacy.  However, in the 
deregulated environment with transmission open access and reduced control by the 
power system operator of supply participation in the market, inadequacies or flaws in 
market design and rules can impact operation of the grid.  For example, the 
inadequacy of the existing CAISO market design allows generation to schedule in the 
forward market in locations where there is inadequate transmission.  By relying on 
scheduled generation that cannot be delivered due to transmission constraints, the 
system operator can face a number of daily operational problems that, if not 
addressed early, can result in increased reliability risk.  Strictly speaking, this is not a 
reliability risk due to inadequate transmission, but due to inadequacy of market 
design.10  There may have been adequate supply elsewhere that the operator could 

                                                
10Transmission planning studies for reliability projects start from a base case assuming all resources are 
available, and then consider conditions arising from credible contingencies such as the loss of the largest 
generator and an N-1 outage on the transmission grid.  If the system is secure under these conditions, 
then it is expected to be secure under normal, operating conditions.  The events considered in these 
planning studies include more probable multiple simultaneous events: those that have occurred three 
times within ten years. This criterion is used to determine reliability.  Inadequate transmission reliability 
means the criteria of N-1 contingency is not met.  If this were the case, a reliability based upgrade would 
be requested.  Inadequate transmission capacity may have nothing to do with violation of reliability 
criteria, but be the result of inadequate capacity to meet the demand for lower cost market transactions. 
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have lined up in the forward market without risking real-time transmission 
congestion.  Although transmission expansion could reduce the operational reliability 
risk in this case, transmission inadequacy is not the root of the problem, and 
transmission expansion may not be most the cost-effective response.  In this case, the 
operational concerns arose out of flawed market design.  The benefit of the upgrade 
could be entirely different depending on whether or not the market design flaw is 
rectified.  In order to identify the most cost effective solution to an operational problem 
it is important to distinguish between a reliability problem on the gird that should be 
addressed through a reliability upgrade and an operational concern arising from 
market design flaws. 

Another example of distinguishing between reliability problems and poor economic 
incentives as being the root cause of operational problems is the inadequacy of rules 
regarding generation interconnection.  If policy allows a generator to be built without 
regard to transmission system adequacy, it is conceivable that after a power plant is 
constructed, transmission would be inadequate to allow its supply to get out and serve 
load.  A better generation interconnection policy would have had either the generator 
or another entity responsible for upgrading the transmission system to accommodate 
the new generation.  A combination of inadequate generation interconnection policy 
and flawed market design can give rise to operational problems that may have nothing 
to do with transmission inadequacy.  Even if generation were built where it could not 
be delivered in full due to transmission constraints, it may still be possible to entirely 
avoid operational reliability risk by proper market design (e.g., forward market 
scheduling taking into account “intra-zonal congestion”) without the need for a 
transmission upgrade.  Insufficient operational reliability due to market design flaws is 
not a justification for a transmission upgrade when market design improvements (e.g., 
MD02) are anticipated that will correct the reliability problem.  As stated in the 
previous section, our methodology recognizes the distinction between grid reliability 
upgrades and economic upgrades needed to accommodate market transaction to bring 
the most cost-effective solution forward for consideration. 

(6��� &$,62�'HFLVLRQ�3URFHVV��

The need for a major transmission upgrade can be identified by a number of parties 
including utilities; public or private project developers, the CEC through its long-term 
resource studies, and the CAISO as the transmission operator.  We are offering the 
TEAM framework as consistent means of conducting a project evaluation by any of 
these parties.  If a sponsor does not privately finance a project, and a proposal is 
submitted to the CAISO for funding through an access charge, the CAISO will utilize 
the TEAM framework to evaluate project economics.  The project must receive a 
favorable evaluation prior to us recommending the CAISO Board approve it.   

We will also evaluate other perspectives to determine if other parties will benefit from 
the potential upgrade and can contribute to the capital cost of the upgrade.  This 
evaluation will help us identify if large amounts of benefits transfer from one region to 
another or one market participant to another.  Although not everyone may be 
compensated for a change in regional prices, the ultimate aim of an upgrade is to 
improve productive efficiency so all load may be served at a lower cost.  

The CAISO will primarily rely on two perspectives when evaluating the economic 
viability of a potential transmission upgrade.  These two perspectives are the Modified 
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Societal and the CAISO Participant.  The Modified Societal perspective evaluates 
whether an upgrade is economic from a regional perspective (excluding the generator 
profits from uncompetitive market prices).  The CAISO Participant perspective 
evaluates whether an upgrade is economic for the participants in the CAISO market 
(also excluding the generator profits from uncompetitive market prices).  For each of 
these perspectives, there are expected to be WECC and CAISO winners and losers, but 
if the overall perspective is positive, then the project is a good candidate for further 
evaluation incorporating additional decision criteria.    

 

(6���� &$�5HJXODWRU\�)UDPHZRUN�IRU�7UDQVPLVVLRQ�

(YDOXDWLRQ�

The regulatory process and procedures related to bulk electricity transmission assets 
can be divided into three sequential categories: planning, siting and ratemaking.  The 
regulatory or oversight body responsible for each category depends on the identity of 
the particular project sponsor, i.e., public utility or investor-owned utility (“IOU”).   

Publicly owned utilities, such as municipal and special district utilities, continue to 
operate under the vertically integrated business-model and obtain planning approval, 
siting and environmental review, and rate authority from their local regulatory 
authority (“LRA”).  As the result of industry restructuring, IOUs and other utilities that 
have joined the CAISO (“Participating Transmission Owners” or “PTOs”) participate in 
the CAISO’s Grid Coordinated Planning Process.  IOU projects identified and approved 
by the CAISO in the planning phase continue to undergo environmental review and 
receive siting approval from the CPUC prior to construction.  Jurisdiction over PTO 
transmission rates and terms of service passed to the federal government under 
restructuring and is administered by the CAISO through the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (“FERC”). 

The CAISO’s Grid Coordinated Planning Process evaluates transmission expansion 
projects that serve three main functions:  

• Interconnecting generation or load 

• Protecting or enhancing system reliability 

• Improving system efficiency and flexibility, including reducing congestion 

The CAISO intends to apply the TEAM methodology in evaluating interconnection and 
system efficiency projects.  Under established FERC interconnection policy, PTOs 
must reimburse an interconnecting generator within five years for any “Network 
Upgrades” paid for by the generator.  Because the interconnecting generator receives 

The CAISO will primarily rely on two perspectives when evaluating the 
economic viability of a potential transmission upgrade.  The modified 
societal test to ensure economic efficacy for the WECC region and the 
CAISO participant test using only competitive rents for funding 
decisions. 
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its money back within five years, the incentive for generators to select the least-cost 
location from an interconnection perspective is reduced.  In response to this perceived 
inefficiency, the CAISO has proposed to use the TEAM methodology to determine the 
benefits of network upgrades for purposes of establishing a “cap” on the level of 
compensation available to the interconnecting party.  

For system efficiency projects, the CAISO is authorized to compel PTOs to construct 
transmission expansion projects that promote economic efficiency.  The CAISO tariff 
only includes general instructions to PTOs and other market participants on providing 
information, including studies in accordance with “CAISO guidelines,” that enable the 
CAISO to determine whether a project will promote economic efficiency.  The TEAM 
methodology will serve as the CAISO “guidelines.”  

As part of its siting responsibility, the CPUC has historically reviewed whether a 
project was necessary for reliability or economic reasons.  Some have criticized this 
review as duplicative of the CAISO’ determination reached in its Grid Coordinated 
Planning Process.  The CPUC is currently proposing to eliminate duplicative 
transmission need determinations by deferring to the need assessments reached by 
the CAISO to the extent the CAISO applies agreed upon economic and reliability 
standards.  The TEAM methodology represents the anticipated standards to be applied 
in evaluating economic projects in CPUC proceedings. 

(6���� 3DWK����6WXG\��

ES.11.1 Study Description  

In order to illustrate our methodology, we include a summary of an example study 
that we conducted using the methodology.  The example we selected is a proposed 
upgrade to a major 500 kV path between central and southern California [Path 26].  
Figure ES.1 shows the location of the proposed Path 26 upgrade. 

Historically, Path 26 has been frequently congested in the North-to-South direction.  
We are considering various upgrades to relieve the congestion.  For purposes of this 
study, we defined the Path 26 upgrade project as: 

• N-S direction – increase from 3,400 MW to 4,400 MW 

• S-N direction – increase from 3,000 MW to 4,000 MW 
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Figure ES.1      Location of Proposed Path 26 Upgrade 

 

ES.11.2  Benefit Framework  

The CAISO summarizes four perspectives when evaluating the economic viability of a 
proposed upgrade.  Table ES.5 summarizes the benefits for each of the four 
perspectives.  The results shown in Table ES.5 represent one of the scenarios we 
developed for 2013.  This particular scenario indicates the possible distribution of 
benefits in 2013 for WECC and CAISO assuming baseline input variables for load 
growth, gas prices, hydrological conditions, and bid mark-ups.  In addition to the four 
perspectives shown, we further subdivided the benefits into Consumer, Producer, and 
Transmission Owner. 

We demonstrate the CAISO methodology by evaluating one of the 
proposed transmission upgrade options for Path 26.  The upgrade being 
evaluated is the re-conductoring of the third 500 kV Midway-Vincent 
line. 
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Table ES.5 Benefit Summary for Typical 2013 Scenario11 

Perspective Description 

Consumer 
Benefit 
(mil. $) 

Producer 
Benefit 
(mil. $) 

Trans. 
Owner 
Benefit 
(mil. $) 

Total 
Benefit 
(mil. $) 

Societal WECC 40.5 (30.1) (8.2) 2.2 

Modified 
Societal WECC 40.5 (19.4) (8.2) 12.9 

CAISO Ratepayer 12.5 (4.4) 0.0 8.1 
California 
Competitive 
Rent 

CAISO Participant 
12.5 5.5 0.0 18.0 

Definitions: 

• Consumer Benefit – Reduction in cost to consumers 

• Producer Benefit – Increase in producer net revenue.  For societal perspective, 
producer benefit includes profit from uncompetitive market prices.  For the 
other three perspectives, this profit is excluded (i.e. monopoly rent). 

• Transmission Owner Benefit – Increase in congestion revenue 

• WECC Societal – Sum of Consumer, Producer, and Transmission Owner 
Benefits in WECC.  Also equal to difference in total production costs for the 
“without” and the “with upgrade” case 

• WECC Modified Societal – Same as Societal but excludes Producer Benefit 
derived from uncompetitive market conditions 

• CAISO Ratepayer – Includes ISO consumers and utility-owned generation and 
transmission revenue streams 

• CAISO Participant – Includes ISO Ratepayer plus the CA IPP Producer Benefit 
derived from competitive market conditions 

                                                
11 This scenario is the 2013 market-based reference case, which uses base assumptions for demand, gas 
price, hydro, and mark-up. 



Transmission Economic Assessment Methodology – California ISO June 2004 
 

TEAM Report ES-21 

 

 

Although the primary purpose of Table ES-2 is to illustrate the benefit framework for 
one of the scenarios, it is informative to understand the reasons for the benefit 
distribution.  In this particular scenario, the Consumer Benefit was positive for all 
perspectives and the Transmission Owner Benefit was negative for all perspectives.  
The Producer Benefit Revenue was also negative for most perspectives -- except for the 
CAISO Participant perspective (excluding monopoly rents). 

These results appear reasonably intuitive.  The consumer benefited significantly from 
a reduction in market power and the increased transmission capacity resulting in a 
more efficient generation dispatch. 

Since the proposed Path 26 upgrade reduced congestion and associated congestion 
revenue, transmission owners saw a significant decline in revenue.   

The producer benefit was negative for the societal, modified societal, and CAISO 
ratepayer perspective.  The primary reason for this reduction in net revenue was that 
the increased transmission capability resulted in a more efficient generation dispatch 
which then resulted in lower prices paid to generators. 

The CAISO IPP competitive benefits, however, increased by $12 million.  A significant 
part of the competitive rent increase was due to the increased generation of 
approximately 120 GWh per year by the IPP’s in the CAISO area.12. 

ES.11.3 Impact of Uncertain Variables 

The cases we developed encompass a wide range of assumptions for selected input 
parameters.  The benefits in some of these scenarios were significantly impacted as a 
result of changes in the underlying input variable.  In other cases, the benefits did not 
change nearly as much. 

Figure E-2 summarizes the potential impact of the uncertainty of individual variables 
on the annual CAISO Participant benefits in 2013.  This figure is often referred to as a 
“Tornado Diagram” in that it visually displays the results of a single-factor sensitivity 
analysis.  In a Tornado Diagram, generally the variables with the greatest impact on 
results are shown in declining order. 

Figure ES.2 shows the impact of three input variables on the 2013 CAISO Participant 
benefits.  The first variable, market pricing, is the level of uncompetitive bidding in the 
market and ranges from a perfectly competitive market to a highly uncompetitive one. 

                                                
12  For a more complete discussion regarding how total producer benefits are subdivided into competitive 
and monopoly rents, refer to Chapter 2, “Quantifying Benefits”, pp. 11-12. 

The Consumer, Producer, and Transmission Owner and Total Benefit 
can be computed for the four perspectives that are the most 
important to the CAISO – Modified Societal, CAISO Participant, 
CAISO Ratepayer, and Societal.  The Total Benefits at the WECC level 
equal the difference in total production costs between the “without” 
and “with upgrade” simulations.  
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The low and high load-growth scenarios are based on forecast errors for peak and 
energy that we computed by comparing historical forecasts and actual conditions.  The 
energy requirement ranges from 180,000 to 200,000 gWh per year. 

We also developed the gas price low- and high-price scenarios based on an observed 
forecast error. In 2013, the average burner-tip gas price for WECC is $5.49/mmbtu.  
The low and high gas prices in 2013 are $2.68/mmbtu and $11.25/mmbtu 
respectively. 

Figure ES.2 Potential Impact of Single Uncertain Variables in 201313 
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The potential impact on the annual CAISO Participant benefit from the uncertainty 
surrounding market pricing was about $26 million in 2013.  The impact from 
uncertain gas prices was approximately $23 million, and the impact from uncertain 
load growth was $6 million. 

ES.11.4  Probable Benefit and Cost Range in 2013   

We have estimated a “most-likely” benefit and a “possible” cost range based on the 22 
cases for 2013 that have a probability assigned to them.  The probability-weighted 
results of the scenarios are summarized in the histogram shown in Figure ES.3.  The 

                                                
13 The cases considering the impact of a low and high hydrological condition for 2013 assuming a base 
mark-up have not been reviewed yet, and are therefore not presented at this time.     

A “Tornado Diagram” can be used to show the relative impact of 
single, uncertain input variables on the CAISO participant benefits.  
Based on the above information for 2013, the ratepayer benefits are 
most sensitive to the market pricing uncertainty and least sensitive 
to load growth uncertainty.  
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annual CAISO participant benefits for the 22 cases are organized into benefit ranges 
(or “bins”).  The benefit range in Figure ES.3 is $5 million nominal dollars.  The 
collective probability for all cases in each benefit range are totaled and shown in 
Figure ES.3. 

Figure ES.3 Potential Range of 2013 Benefits and Costs 
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A most-likely range of benefits is determined by using the linear programming 
approach discussed in Chapter 5. 

For the possible cost range, we recognize that the levelized revenue requirements 
could exceed the levelized capital recovery amount by up to 50 percent (or more).  In 
addition, we assumed that there was a 50 percent uncertainty with respect to the 
capital cost estimate of $100 million.  Therefore, we believe that a reasonable range for 
annual levelized costs is between $10 and $20 million. 

ES.11.5 Insurance Value 

The benefits in Figure ES.3 are based on the probability-weighted results from the 
network simulations (i.e. the difference in benefits for the “without” and “with 
upgrade” cases). 

We forecast the “most-likely” range of CAISO Participant benefits to be 
between $11 and $14 million in 2013.  This value is based on the 22 
scenarios developed and does not include any benefits attributable to an 
“insurance value” (see discussion in ES 11.5).  We estimate the “possible” 
range of CAISO Participant costs to be between $10 and $20 million in 2013. 
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An “insurance value”, on the other hand, is a more subjective determination.  
Developing an appropriate insurance value requires two additional elements: (a) well-
defined contingency scenarios to properly understand the extreme-event impacts and 
associated costs to be avoided; and (b) sufficient input from decision makers to 
determine their level of risk aversion and their willingness to incur an “insurance” 
premium to avoid the consequences of these events.  Neither of these two elements 
were sufficiently available in this study to compute an insurance value.   

We did, however, have an opportunity to develop a contingency case to illustrate the 
concept of insurance value.  We started with a case for the year 2013 where there is 
high demand, high gas prices, base hydro, and moderate market pricing mark-up.  To 
this case, we assumed that the DC Intertie was unavailable for the entire year. 

We consider the yearlong DC Intertie outage to be a contingency case.  It is an extreme 
event, whose probability is not easily quantified, but the occurrence of such an outage 
could have huge consequences.   

As we would expect, in this situation the Path 26 upgrade has more value than any 
other case evaluated.  The CAISO Participant benefit for the DC-out case was 
calculated to be $80 million in 2013.  Although the value of the Path 26 upgrade is 
substantial in this case, the expected value of the Path 26 upgrade in this situation is 
negligible since the probability of the event is so remote.  However, in order to avoid 
the full consequences of a yearlong DC outage, the additional fee that ratepayers (and 
decision makers) might be willing to pay as an insurance premium could be 
significantly larger than the expected value, and may be an important part of the 
overall benefits. 

ES.11.6 Path 26 Recommendation 

Based on the results presented in the Executive Summary and Chapter 9 – Results, 
we can make the following observations on the annual costs and benefits for the 
proposed Path 26 upgrade: 

• The most-likely CAISO Participant benefits in 2013 range from $11 to $14 
million 

• The possible range of estimated costs in 2013 is from $10 to $20 million 

• The expected range of Modified Societal Benefits in 2013 is $7 to $10 million 

From these observations, we conclude that the Path 26 upgrade may be economically 
viable.  However, to reach a definite conclusion in this regard, additional analytical 
refinements need to be performed. Specifically, these additional refinements would 
include the following: 

• A more detailed estimate of capital costs -- preferably with a 20 percent 
or less margin of error 

• An appropriate calculation of annual revenue requirements including 
capital recovery, relevant taxes, operating costs, and other associated 
costs 

• A more comprehensive evaluation of other Path 26 upgrade alternatives 
including additional remedial action schemes (RAS) 
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• A net present value analysis of the benefits which would require 
additional years of benefits to be calculated beyond those for 2008 and 
2013 

• Consideration of the potential impact of other projects on the benefits of 
Path 26 upgrade (and those of other competing projects) 

These additional tasks would enable the CAISO and the CPUC to make a more 
definitive recommendation regarding the economic viability of the proposed Path 26 
upgrade.  

(6���� &21&/86,21�

Based on our initial use of the TEAM methodology in the case study of Path 26, we 
conclude that the methodology and its five guiding principles will substantially 
enhance the CAISO’s ability to fulfill its responsibility to evaluate and recommend 
transmission expansion projects. 

The case study results demonstrate that the methodology will produce the 
comprehensive analytical information project proponents and review and approval 
authorities need to make informed decisions in shaping California’s transmission 
infrastructure.  The TEAM methodology advances this objective by creating a 
framework to examine a project from multiple viewpoints - from those of the overall 
western interconnection, to the end consumer or transmission line owner.  Equally 
important, the methodology provides a flexible mechanism to identify a range of risks 
and rewards associated with the project under diverse contingency and market 
conditions.  

We believe that adopting TEAM as a standard for all parties to use in evaluating the 
economic need for transmission projects would promote consistency and comparability 
and eliminate duplicative studies.  Accordingly, we are confident in recommending 
adoption of TEAM by the CPUC. 
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The TEAM methodology is intended to be a tool for providing market participants, 
policy-makers, and permitting authorities with information necessary to make 
informed decisions when planning and constructing a transmission network for 
reliable and efficient delivery of electric power to California consumers.  This 
section of the TEAM report discusses the current transmission planning and 
siting process and demonstrates how the TEAM methodology enhances that 
process.  It also identifies changes in the regulatory environment that are 
occurring, or may occur in the near future.   

1.1.1 Overview 

The regulatory processes and procedures governing bulk electricity transmission 
assets generally can be divided into three sequential categories: planning, siting 
and ratemaking.  The regulatory or oversight body responsible for each category 
depends on the ownership of the particular project, i.e., public utility or investor-
owned utility (“IOU”).  The CAISO, California Public Utilities Commission 
(“CPUC”), the California Energy Commission (“CEC”), and a myriad of local 
regulatory authorities (“LRAs”) may each have a role in transmission planning 
and siting. 

Before deregulation, vertically integrated utilities, whether publicly or investor 
owned, individually planned for both transmission and generation to meet their 
specific native load requirements.  Preferred network transmission projects 
largely emerged from the utilities’ engineering and transmission planning 
departments, which included consultation with regional reliability entities 
depending on the network transmission project being considered.  IOU project 
siting required obtaining a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 
(“CPCN”) from the CPUC as a precondition to construction.  In the CPCN siting 
proceedings, the CPUC evaluated projects from an economic and reliability 
perspective as well as on environmental, social and aesthetic factors, pursuant to 
the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and Public Utilities 
Code § §1001, et seq.  The costs of approved projects were subsequently 
incorporated into the IOUs’ general rate cases for recovery from ratepayers in the 
IOU’s service territory.   

Publicly owned utilities, in contrast, obtained approval, environmental review 
under CEQA, and rate authority through their particular LRAs, i.e., municipality 
or special district.    

The transmission grid has an expanded role in the restructured electric industry 
environment.  It now must facilitate competitive markets and the pooling of 
resources to provide for ancillary services, among other things.  This role changed 
the planning and regulatory landscape, resulting in a broadening of expectations 
under which these entities were to perform.  To facilitate the success of these 
competitive markets independent transmission providers were envisioned to 
provide non-discriminatory access to the grid and to evaluate and plan 
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transmission expansion projects necessary to maintain a reliable and secure 
system.  Accordingly, Assembly Bill (“AB”) 1890, California’s restructuring law, 
transferred responsibility for transmission planning and grid reliability from the 
IOUs to the CAISO.  The IOUs, and all other transmission owners choosing to do 
so, ceded operational control of their network transmission assets to the CAISO 
(“Participating Transmission Owners” or “PTOs”) and became subject to the 
CAISO’s federally approved tariff provisions regarding transmission planning.  
Merchant transmission developers could also sponsor projects and become PTOs.  
Currently, the CAISO is responsible for transmission planning for about 80 
percent of California’s bulk electricity grid.   

The recent adoption of Senate Bill (“SB”) 1389 introduced additional transmission 
planning requirements at the state level.  SB 1389 directed the CEC, in 
coordination with the CPUC, CAISO, and other governmental entities, to produce 
an integrated energy policy report every two years that includes “assessments 
and forecasts of all aspects of energy industry supply, production, transportation, 
delivery and distribution, demand, and prices.”  (Public Resources Code § 25301 
(a)).  The CEC’s integrated policy report also generally assesses system reliability 
and the need for resource additions.  The CEC, therefore, will provide a high level 
analysis that will be utilized in refining resource decisions, including 
transmission planning.    

AB 1890 did not, however, revise state law governing transmission facility siting 
set forth in Public Utilities Code § 1001, et seq.  As a result, IOUs continued to be 
required to obtain a CPCN as a prerequisite to constructing transmission 
facilities above 200 kV.  Because publicly owned utilities were not statutorily 
obligated to participate in the CAISO, they continue to propose, plan, and build 
transmission projects to meet their own reliability and economic needs when 
approved by their LRAs. 

Restructuring also altered the primary source of ratemaking authority for 
transmission assets turned over to the CAISO.  By design, the IOUs and other 
PTOs were to no longer receive ratemaking approval for network facilities at the 
CPUC through general rate cases or from their LRAs. Instead they were to rely on 
approval from the CAISO as a precursor to receiving approval for transmission 
rates from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”).  Under the 
CAISO’s Transmission Access Charge proposal currently pending before FERC, 
the cost of new network transmission assets approved by the CAISO and part of 
its controlled grid would be recovered through a phased-in uniform grid-wide 
charge to all load within the CAISO control area.   

Figure 1.1 provides an overview of the current CAISO / PTO transmission 
planning process.1 

                                                
1 Figure 1.1 is a modification of Figure 1 of the Report on the Current Transmission Planning Process 

for Investor Owned Utilities, CPUC Division of Strategic Planning (Dec. 29, 2003).  
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1.1.2 Description of Current Process and TEAM’s Role 

1.1.2.1. CAISO Grid Planning Process 

The current CAISO transmission-planning process is primarily structured 
around the requirement that PTOs develop, under the oversight of the CAISO 
and in cooperation with other market participants and stakeholders, annual 
transmission expansion plans.  (CAISO Tariff § 3.2.2.1.)  The goal of this annual 
transmission expansion plan is to identify “needed” transmission upgrades or 
additions required in the PTO’s system to assure that all applicable reliability 
criteria are met.  Need exists where the proposed project “will promote economic 
efficiency or maintain system reliability.”  A PTO or any other market 
participant may propose a transmission system upgrade or addition for 
consideration in the PTO annual transmission expansion plan review process.  
(CAISO Tariff § 3.2.1.)  In addition to PTO annual transmission plans, the 
CAISO also conducts or oversees separate focused studies for large or 
complicated projects.   

1.1.2.1.1 Standards  

The CAISO Tariff specifies that the CAISO and PTOs must ensure system 
reliability consistent with “applicable reliability criteria.”  (CAISO Tariff § 
3.2.1.2.)  Applicable reliability criteria are the reliability standards established 
by North American Electric Reliability Council, Western Electric Coordinating 
Counsel, and local reliability criteria developed by the CAISO as amended from 
time to time.   

Unlike reliability criteria, there are no industry-wide standards or other 
universally accepted methodology for determining a project’s economic 
efficiency in a competitive market environment.  The CAISO Tariff only provides 
general instructions to PTOs and other market participants for providing 
information, including studies comporting with “CAISO guidelines,” to enable 
the CAISO to determine whether a project will promote economic efficiency.  
(CAISO Tariff § 3.2.1.1.)  It is the intent of the TEAM methodology to establish 
industry wide standards within California to serve as the universally accepted 
methodology through which the CAISO would evaluate economic projects in its 
grid planning processes.  It is also intended that the TEAM methodology will 
create uniformity of application between “need” determinations at the CAISO 
and at the CPUC in the context of a CPCN proceeding as well as become a 
useful tool for any project developer or LRA to evaluate the economic benefits of 
a proposed transmission upgrade.  We further discuss the issue of regulatory 
coordination below.    

1.1.2.1.2 Procedures  

As a minimum, the PTO’s annual transmission expansion plan provides a 
detailed, year-by-year analysis for the next five years of projects needed to meet 
reliability criteria or to promote economic efficiency, plus an analysis of the 
tenth year.  (CAISO Tariff § 3.2.2.1.)  The five-year analysis is necessary to fit 
with the PTOs’ budgeting cycles.  The tenth-year analysis is required to facilitate 
identification of longer-term transmission needs that might not be identified in 
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a five-year assessment.  These could include projects with permitting and 
construction timeframes greater than five years and the integration of 
identifiable short-term transmission needs with projects having a longer 
planning horizon (e.g., to avoid building three 230kV lines when a single 500kV 
line would be more efficient).  Because the PTOs’ transmission plans are 
produced on an annual basis, they provide a rolling ten-year planning horizon 
for their systems. 

Subsequent to the submission of each PTO’s annual plan, and for purposes of 
developing a CAISO-controlled grid-wide integrated plan, the CAISO initiates its 
annual CAISO- controlled grid-wide transmission expansion planning study 
through an open stakeholder process typically initiated in the early part of the 
calendar year.  This is to ensure stakeholders are provided an early opportunity 
to review and comment on the transmission expansion plans submitted by the 
PTOs.  The CAISO Tariff requires that a Project Sponsor agree to the scope and 
assumptions of any study addressing the economic feasibility of a transmission 
upgrade or addition.  Disagreements on study scope and assumptions are 
subject to the CAISO’s alternative dispute resolution (“ADR”) procedures.  
(CAISO Tariff § 3.2.3.)2  The TEAM methodology will establish the study 
parameters acceptable to the CAISO for determining which projects are 
economic.  However, the stakeholder process will continue to be valuable in 
addressing those areas of the methodology where the experienced judgment of 
those participating in the study will be critical to the analysis.  In this regard, 
as illustrated in Figure 8.1, the CAISO anticipates that the stakeholder process 
will continue to function in a similar capacity under the TEAM methodology by 
assisting in sensitivity selection and development.   

Utilizing initial stakeholder input, the PTOs further refine the studies of their 
individual systems, hold additional meetings as needed with the CAISO and 
stakeholders, and coordinate with the CAISO on the final development, 
execution, and evaluation of the studies.  Toward the end of the calendar year, 
the PTOs hold a final stakeholder meeting to provide a final review of the study 
report and to address any unresolved comments.  Once the CAISO staff has 
approved the PTOs’ transmission expansion plans, their transmission 
expansion plans are incorporated into the CAISO’s Controlled Grid Study to 
corroborate that all reliability violations have been addressed across the entire 
CAISO controlled grid, that economic projects do not have any unintended 
reliability consequences, and to assure that there are no “seams” issues among 
the PTOs’ systems that have not been identified in the PTOs’ transmission 
expansion plans.  But for those projects which cost $20 million or more, CAISO 
Management approves all transmission projects and plans and presents these 
projects and plans to the CAISO Board of Governors during the first quarter of 
each year.  Projects costing $20 million or more are presented to the CAISO 
Board of Governors for their approval. 

                                                
2 To the extent the scope and basic assumptions included in the TEAM methodology are adopted 

by the CAISO Governing Board, those elements of a future study may not be open to dispute by 
a Project Sponsor.  The CAISO is continuing to review its Tariff to determine whether 
modifications are needed to efficiently implement the TEAM methodology.  



Transmission Economic Assessment Methodology – California ISO June 2004 

TEAM Report 1-6 

The determination from a procedural, not substantive, perspective whether a 
project proposed for economic reasons will promote economic efficiency is 
currently made in the following ways:  

• Except where the PTO Project Sponsor commits to paying the full cost of 
construction, by ADR if the PTO, CAISO, or any party questions the 
economic need determination 

• Where a non-PTO Project Sponsor commits to pay the full cost of 
construction and demonstrates financial capability, such commitment is 
sufficient (PTO can demand security)  

• By ADR where the Project Sponsor is unwilling to pay the full costs and 
the project was not included in the PTO’s annual transmission plan for 
reliability reasons or the PTO’s planned operation date is unacceptable to 
the CAISO or Project Sponsor 

The ADR procedures, pursuant to Section 13 of the CAISO Tariff, provide for a 
mutually agreeable neutral arbitrator, the opportunity to conduct discovery, 
present evidence, and to cross-examine witnesses.  The arbitrator’s decision 
must be issued within six months of initiating the process. The determination, 
including any determination by FERC or on appeal from a FERC decision, shall 
be final.    

1.1.2.2 CAISO Interconnection Process 

A new generator or an existing generator that increases its total capacity must 
interconnect to the CAISO grid.  Under the CAISO Tariff, the PTO in whose 
service territory the new facility will interconnect, performs system impact 
studies and facilities studies to determine scope and cost of transmission 
upgrades necessary to accommodate the new facility or capacity increase and 
estimate the cost impacts.  The CAISO verifies the results, conducts an 
independent analysis of the transmission impacts, and approves the PTO’s 
studies.   

The important factors in understanding the role of TEAM in the interconnection 
analysis process are how the costs of needed transmission upgrades are 
allocated under federal law.  The CAISO classifies interconnection upgrades as 
either “interconnection facilities” or “network upgrades.”  Interconnection 
facilities are those needed to physically interconnect the generation facility to 
the first point of interconnection on the grid.  Network upgrades consist of 
either “reliability upgrades” - those necessary to interconnect the facility safely 
and reliably that would not have been necessary but for the interconnection of 
the new facility; or “delivery upgrades” - those needed to relieve congestion so 
that the energy from the facility can reach load.  FERC’s priority in setting 
interconnection policy has been to facilitate the ability of generators to 
interconnect to the bulk electric grid.  As a result, FERC policy has consistently 
been that the PTO must reimburse an interconnecting generator within five 
years for any network upgrades paid for by the generator.  Because the 
interconnecting generator receives its money back within five years, FERC’s 
approach insulates generators from cost responsibility for network upgrades 
and thereby reduces the incentive for the generator to select the least-cost 
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location from a transmission perspective.  FERC recently reaffirmed this policy 
in its Order No. 2003.   

In response to Order No. 2003, the CAISO has proposed to perform an 
economic test using the TEAM methodology on network upgrades costing more 
than $20 million to determine the extent of the benefits resulting from the 
upgrades and to use the amount of those benefits as a de facto cap on the level 
of credits that could be offered to the interconnecting generator.  The reason for 
applying the TEAM methodology is to guard against egregiously expensive 
projects that may otherwise result from the incentives created by current 
interconnection policies.  Without locational price signals, a reasonable 
backstop is needed to ensure that ratepayers are not paying for uneconomic 
projects.  This CAISO’s proposal to apply an economic test to interconnection 
applications remains pending before FERC. 

1.1.2.2.1 CPCN Process 

As noted above, after a project has emerged from the CAISO grid planning or 
interconnection process, an IOU PTO must file an application with the CPUC for 
a CPCN in order to construct a transmission line above 200 kV.  Consistent 
with the practice prior to restructuring, the CPUC reevaluates the transmission 
project from both a reliability and economic standpoint in the CPCN proceeding.  
CPUC staff recently acknowledged the difficulty in performing an economic 
assessment in a restructured environment without an agreed-upon 
methodology and acknowledged the role the TEAM methodology would have in 
providing an analytical solution: 

 “The economic benefits of a project have been difficult to assess 
since an adequate model is lacking.  Traditionally, the valuation of 
economic projects has been relatively simple in that the primary 
evaluation concentrated on whether access to cheaper generation 
justified the transmission cost increases.  Since deregulation that 
evaluation has become much more complicated due to the 
dynamics of the market.  For example, congestion costs and how 
they are treated under the market design; market power, and 
strategic bidding behavior are economic factors that must be 
assessed in the evaluation of an economic project.  Given the 
inadequacy of traditional modeling to evaluate an economic 
transmission project in the current market, the Commission’s 
decision regarding additional transmission to the Southwest 
directed the ISO and the utilities to develop a methodology to 
model the economic benefits of new transmission incorporating 
the market components that impact costs.” 3  

The TEAM methodology, if accepted by the CPUC in Investigation No.00-11-001, 
is intended for universal application in CPCN proceedings.  It would fulfill the 
CPUC’s recognized need for a more dynamic model that incorporates market 
factors. 

                                                
3  Report on the Current Transmission Planning Process for Investor Owned Utilities, CPUC Division 

of Strategic Planning (December 2003), at p. 14.  
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Additionally, pursuant to Public Utilities Code § 1001, the CPUC reviews the 
project under the provisions of the CEQA, and for its impact on ratepayers and 
utility capital structure and costs.  Given that the CAISO typically approves a 
transmission project without regard to the exact physical route of the proposed 
line, it is in the CPCN’s CEQA review process that specific project alternatives 
and routing are considered.  The CPCN proceeding also evaluates the proposed 
project in terms of community values, recreation and park areas, and historic 
and aesthetic values.  (Pub. Utilities Code § 1002.)        

1.1.3 Pending Regulatory Changes 

In its 2003 Integrated Energy Policy Report, the CEC noted “in the CPCN 
process, the CPUC often reexamines planning issues, refusing to accept the 
CAISO’s determinations in the planning process.  As a result, projects with 
regional or statewide benefits that could help the state mitigate market power, 
stabilize electricity prices, and improve the reliability and environmental 
performance of the electricity system have been denied permits by the CPUC or 
suffered long delays in the process because of an inadequate assessment of 
these benefits.”4  The CPUC has proactively responded to this criticism by 
initiating a rulemaking proceeding to streamline the transmission siting process 
for IOUs that seeks to achieve a more comprehensive, coordinated 
infrastructure for California.5   

The CPUC proposes to eliminate duplicative transmission need determinations 
by deferring to the need assessments reached by the CAISO in its grid planning 
process to the extent the CAISO applies agreed upon economic and reliability 
standards.  The TEAM methodology constitutes the CAISO’s proposed  
standards for universal application in evaluating economic projects in CPCN 
proceedings.    

The renewed effort for greater resource planning and coordination builds off of 
authority granted the CPUC by AB 57 to adopt and approve long-term 
procurement plans for the IOUs.  In the procurement plans, the CPUC would 
balance competing resource options such as generation, demand management, 
and transmission.  This balancing would be accomplished through a broad 
spectrum of input from the IOUs, stakeholders, and, in part, on the planning 
assumptions regarding load and resource capacity developed by the CEC in its 
biennial Integrated Energy Policy Report process.  It is contemplated that once 
the CPUC approves transmission as a component of the long-term plans, the 
IOUs would work with the CAISO in its planning process to perform detailed 
analyses of project options using the CPUC agreed-upon TEAM methodology 
and reliability criteria to determine “need.”  If a project requires a CPCN, the 
CPUC would not revisit the question of need, but rather would simply validate 
that the economic and reliability criteria were applied.       

This pending approach would eliminate existing redundancy in transmission 
need assessments by assigning to the CAISO responsibility for assessing project 
“need”, and the CPUC responsibility for reviewing the application of the 

                                                
4 2003 Integrated Energy Policy Report, CEC (date), at p. 19.  
5 Order Instituting Rulemaking on Policies and Practices for the Commission’s Transmission 

Assessment Process, R.04-01-026 (Jan. 28, 2004) (“Transmission Rulemaking”).  
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approved TEAM methodology, conducting CEQA review, and implementing more 
comprehensive resource planning through the IOU’s long-term plans.  
Figure 1.2 outlines the proposed transmission planning and siting process.6 

Given the emergent status of the IOUs’ long-term resource procurement plans 
with the CPUC, the TEAM methodology presently does not explicitly include 
consideration of the outcome of that process in determining resource inputs or 
assumptions to the network topography.  However, consistent with the 
Transmission Rulemaking, the CAISO anticipates incorporating the outcomes of 
the IOU long-term procurement plans as they become available into the 
development of the base case assumptions for future studies.  Nevertheless, the 
CAISO recognizes that the Commission may ultimately find that legal or other 
obstacles preclude adoption of the process amendments proposed in the 
Transmission Rulemaking.7  The possible defeat or modification of the 
Transmission Rulemaking will not eliminate the value of the CPUC’s evaluation 
of the TEAM methodology in this proceeding.  The CAISO intends to utilize the 
TEAM methodology in fulfilling its statutory obligations to provide reliable and 
efficient transmission service.  Accordingly, whether or not formal deference is 
accorded the CAISO’s economic evaluation of a proposed transmission project, 
the CPUC’s evaluation and approval of the methodology will promote regulatory 
efficiency by imposing on IOUs a uniform assessment methodology.   

 
   

                                                
6 Figure 1.2 is a modification of Figure 2 of the Report on the current Transmission Planning 

Process for Investor Owned Utilities, CPUC, Division of Strategic Planning (Dec. 29,2003). 
7 In making this statement, the CAISO in this report is not implying or otherwise taking a position 

on the merits of any legal or policy objections that may have been raised with regard to the 
Transmission Rulemaking.  
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Economically efficient investment in transmission is critical to the efficient 
operation of the transmission system and the competitiveness and efficiency of 
the electricity wholesale market.  Transmission-related capital investment 
decision-making in the old vertically integrated regime was straightforward.  
The main goal then was to enhance system reliability and reduce total 
production cost.  The trade-off between generation investment and transmission 
investment was simply calculated.  The parties that funded transmission 
investment and benefited from its construction were easy to identify and 
usually were the same entity.  The cost of transmission investment in the old 
paradigm was usually rolled into the electric customer rate base by regulators 
and could be recovered through regulated electric rates.   

In the new wholesale market regime, there could be two types of transmission 
expansion/upgrade projects: reliability-driven projects and economic-driven 
projects.  The CAISO has existing reliability criteria and standards for 
evaluating reliability-driven transmission upgrade projects.  In contrast, 
economic-driven transmission investment decision-making in the new 
wholesale market regime presents a new challenge, in large part, due to the dis-
aggregation in the decision-making process of choosing between economic-
driven generation and economic-driven transmission investment.  Another 
reason it is a challenge is that changes in market prices rather then production 
costs will be the basis of transmission benefits.  Consequently, a methodology is 
needed to project how transmission upgrades could affect generator behavior, 
including the exercise of market power.    

In the wholesale market regime, two kinds of economic-driven transmission 
investment are possible: private investment and regulated investment.  Private 
investment arises if an investor chooses to invest in a transmission upgrade in 
exchange for the congestion revenue rights for the additional capacity that the 
upgrade makes available to the market (i.e., investment costs are recovered 
through the market rather than through a regulated rate of return).  There are 
two significant shortcomings from relying solely on private transmission 
investments.  First, because transmission upgrades reduce the degree and 
incidents of congestion, the congestion revenue streams are diminished by the 
upgrade and thus can create a disincentive for investment.  This problem can 
be exacerbated by the lumpy nature of transmission upgrades that limits the 
investor’s ability to choose an optimal upgrade.  Second, transmission upgrades 
have economic implications to a wide range of market participants.  A private 
investment decision does not include these market externalities and therefore 
will likely result in sub-optimal societal investment decisions.  Regulated 
investments pertain to transmission upgrades for which the investment costs 
are recovered through a regulated rate of return.  It is critical to this process 
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that the regulatory body identifies the beneficiaries as well as benefits of 
transmission expansion, and that they use their regulatory powers to make 
beneficiaries pay their fair share. 

In dealing with economic-driven transmission investment decision making in 
the deregulated environment, one primary difficulty facing decision makers is 
the lack of an appropriate benefit-cost analysis framework; one which enables 
them to clearly identify the beneficiaries and expected benefits of any kind of 
transmission project, from private to regulated transmission investment.  The 
methodology we present here addresses this problem.  It provides a standard 
framework to measure transmission expansion benefits regionally and 
separately for consumers, producers, and transmission owners for any kind of 
economic-driven transmission investment.  This benefit framework provides 
decision makers a useful tool for assessing transmission benefits in an efficient 
and cost-effective manner. 

The benefit framework presented here focuses primarily on benefits of 
economic-driven projects.  It does not intend to quantify benefits of reliability-
driven projects, in part, because it is extremely difficult to quantify in a 
trustworthy manner changes in the frequency, severity, and duration of service 
interruptions, or to attach dollar values to such changes.  However, this benefit 
framework can be still used to rank the economic benefits of alternative 
reliability projects for a given reliability problem.  The reliability-driven projects 
often include a set of alternative projects all of which are identified as 
technically viable to address an existing or anticipated threat to reliable 
operation of the power system, at least one of which must be selected based on 
its relative economic merits compared to the other candidate alternatives.  Here, 
the objective of economic analysis is to identify the most cost-effective 
alternative.  In short, for reliability projects, the TEAM methodology is used to 
compare relative economic viability of candidate projects, all of which satisfy 
reliability objectives. 

In the following sections we present our methodology.  We first discuss ways to 
identify and define relevant market participants and how to calculate surpluses 
for those participants.  We then discuss the impact of strategic bidding on 
market participants’ surpluses.  We discuss how transmission expansion 
benefits should be measured, both in theory and in practice.  Finally we present 
our decision-making framework and provide several alternative perspectives 
that decision makers should consider.  

���� :HOIDUH�0HDVXUHV�LQ�(OHFWULFLW\�:KROHVDOH�0DUNHWV�

2.2.1 Define Market and Relevant Market Participants 

Because of the interconnected nature of the Western electricity system, the 
relevant geographic area for a transmission expansion project sited primarily in 
the CAISO controlled area could be much broader than the CAISO control area 
itself.  One approach we might take is to model the entire WECC network 
explicitly to ensure that power flows in the various modeling scenarios with and 
without the transmission upgrade are feasible.  In this approach, the entire 
WECC area is modeled as one centralized market.  Alternatively, we can model 
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the CAISO controlled area explicitly and the rest of the WECC area in the 
aggregate, with explicit import and export channels between the two areas.  We 
adopted the former approach in our Path 26 study mainly because of the 
difficulty in modeling the power flows accurately between the CAISO network 
and the rest of the WECC area where only the CAISO network is fully modeled.   

Any market consists of various market participants.  For any transmission 
project evaluation, we need to capture the potential benefits throughout the 
whole WECC area and the distribution of those benefits among various 
geographic regions and across various market participants (i.e., Load Serving 
Entities (Consumers), Producers, and transmission owners).  In our Path 26 
study, the WECC area consists of 21 geographic regions, where PG&E service 
area, SCE service area, and SDG&E service area each is a separate region.1  

Classical economic surplus measures are used to define the welfare of all 
participants in the electricity wholesale market.2  In the electricity wholesale 
market, participants involved with physical production, transport, and use of 
electricity may be buyers (i.e., consumers), sellers (i.e., generators), and 
facilitators (i.e., transmission owners).3  Consumers are often represented by 
their electricity distribution companies (public utilities) that purchase power to 
meet residential and commercial customers’ load.  The cost of operating such 
public utilities (i.e., revenue requirement) is often recovered through regulated 
customer rates.  Sellers are electricity generators including both merchant 
generators and utility-owned generators.  Merchant generators are usually un-
regulated, selling power for profit.  Utility-owned generation is often used to 
meet the utility’s own native load.  Revenues from utility-owned generation from 
power sales surplus to its own customers’ needs usually offset the utility’s 
regulated revenue requirement. 

As noted above, there are two types of transmission owners – merchant (or 
private or independent) transmission owner and regulated Participating 
Transmission Owners (PTOs).  The cost of transmission investment for a PTO is 
rolled into the CAISO’s PTO Transmission Revenue Requirements Balancing 
Account and charged as a Transmission Access Charge (TAC) to the load.  Thus 
the regulated investment cost of a transmission upgrade can be recovered 
through a regulated customer rate.  The private investment cost of a merchant 
transmission upgrade is often recovered by receiving Congestion Revenue 
Rights (CRRs) for the incremental transmission capacity resulting from an 
upgrade.4 In this case, the merchant transmission will receive no payment other 
than the FTR or CRR revenues allocated to it.5    

                                                
1 For more detailed discussion on the network representation of the Path 26 study, see Chapter 4. 
2 As previously mentioned, economic benefits of reliability changes are not the main focus of this 

methodology. 
3 There are other market participants as well, such as the marketers/traders, but they do not 

necessarily handle the physical supply, transport, or consumption. 
4 Sometimes CRRs are also referred as Firm (or Financial) Transmission Rights (FTRs), or 

Transmission Congestion Contracts (TCCs), depending on the markets.  
5 Note that there might be a third category of transmission upgrade in neither of these categories 

where transmission investment may not be awarded FTRs/CRRs or receive a regulated rate of 
return.  Examples include radial transmission upgrade for specific use of a supplier (to sell into 
a higher priced market) or for a consumer (to buy from a cheaper source).  The party investing 
in transmission gets its benefits through greater access to the market.        
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The distinction between private investment and regulated investment is 
important because it determines who pays for such investment and whose 
benefits should be considered in transmission expansion cost-benefit analysis.  
We believe the key elements of any economic-driven transmission investment 
decision are identifying potential beneficiaries of the investment, quantifying all 
benefits to the transmission funding participants, and comparing expected 
benefits of a transmission investment against its cost under a wide range of 
future system conditions.  If a transmission upgrade project is ratepayer funded 
and the cost will be recovered through regulated cost sharing, the regulatory 
authorities have to identify exactly who those ratepayers are and how much 
they benefit.  If a project is a merchant transmission investment and the cost 
will not be recovered by regulated rates, then the merchant transmission 
company needs to make sure the project meets their financial goals.  The 
CAISO (or any other entities responsible for transmission expansion 
coordination) has to make sure such project does not jeopardize the stability 
and reliability of the controlled grid.  Although the CAISO’s focus is on 
regulated transmission investment, this methodology is general enough that 
any market participant can use it to evaluate the effectiveness of its project.   

2.2.2 Define Market Participants’ Surplus Components 

Consumer Surplus 

Consumer surplus is the difference between what consumers are willing to pay 
for a product versus what they actually pay.  In an energy market, a consumers’ 
willingness to pay can be measured by Value of Lost Load (VOLL).  This 
measure indicates the approximate value of avoiding involuntary energy 
curtailments.   

 

Figure 2.1 Consumer and Producer Surplus  
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Figure 2.1 graphically depicts consumer and producer surplus under the 
simple case of an un-congested system where prices are the same across the 
whole network and all generators bid their marginal costs.  The example also 
assumes that demand is perfectly inelastic and there are no transmission losses 
or wheeling charges.6  The green rectangle area marked as CS denotes 
consumers’ surplus.  It can be computed as 

CS   (VOLL – Price)*Load� �VOLL*L – CTL, 

where VOLL is Value of Lost Load, L is total load (equal to total generation in 
this case), and CTL is total Cost-to-Load. 

If there is congestion in the system, prices will differ by location.  However, 
consumer surplus can be still computed in the same fashion by multiplying 
load by the price load pays and summing it up for the appropriate geographic 
region and time horizon.  The total WECC consumer surplus is the sum of each 
region’s consumer surplus.  In our Path 26 study we calculate each region’s 
annual cost-to-load as the following: 

t,it,it,i L*PCTL   

where i (= 1, 2, 3, …, 21) is the ith region in WECC area,  t (= 1, 2, …, 8760) is 

the tth hour per year, and t,iP is quantity-weighted average Locational Marginal 

Price (LMP) in region i at hour t and Li,t is total load in region i at hour t.  Thus 
the total WECC consumer surplus summed over all 21 WECC regions is 

WECC CSt = ¦ �
 

21

1i
t,it,i )CTLL*VOLL(  

We assumed that the same VOLL applies to all loads in all regions.  In practice, 
VOLL may be different for different categories of consumers, such as industrial, 
commercial, residential, etc.  But the formula can be generalized if needed, to 
account for different VOLL levels for different regions and consumer classes.  
However, it is important to note that in the end, we are interested in capturing 
the change in consumer surplus resulting from a transmission upgrade.  If 
there is no change in reliability (i.e., the total amount of load is served), then 
when calculating the change in consumer surplus, all VOLL terms will cancel 
out.  Therefore the value used for VOLL is immaterial in the end.  

The definition of consumer surplus for the entire WECC area is subject to the 
following caveats.  The WECC area outside of the CAISO controlled area does 
not currently have a central market and will likely not have one in the near 
future.  As a result, there is no specific price at each load center or generation 
bus.  Transactions are usually accomplished through bilateral agreements.  
Nevertheless, our defined calculation of consumer surplus indicates how much 
consumers will gain if the rest of WECC moves into a centralized wholesale 
market (or several markets).  Furthermore, even with the current market 
structure we can still assume that through price discovery in California’s energy 
market and trading hubs elsewhere in the WECC, the bilateral transaction 
                                                
6 The CAISO methodology can be generalized to account for price elastic demand.  As demand-

response programs based on real-time pricing become more important, such an enhancement 
should be investigated. 
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prices throughout the WECC will over time converge in a “long-term expected 
value” sense to levels that would otherwise result from a seamless centralized 
WECC market. 

Producer Surplus 

Producer surplus is the difference between the total payment producers 
received (Producer Revenue, PR) and the total variable production cost (PC).   

PS = PR – PC. 

In the figure (Figure 2.1), the purple area indicates total producer surplus in the 
whole system in the case of no congestion and inelastic demand. 

But when there is congestion in the system, generators may receive different 
locational prices.  Nevertheless producer revenue can be still computed as 
output quantity multiplied by price received and summed to the appropriate 
geographic region.  Total WECC producer surplus is the sum of each region’s 
producer surplus.  In our Path 26 study we calculate each region’s producer 
surplus as: 

PSi,t = ¦ ��
 

K

1k
t,k,it,k,it,k,it,k,it,k,i )FC*GVOMP*G( , 

where Gi,k,t is the dispatch quantity for the kth generator in region i, Pi,k,t is the 
LMP that the kth generator receives, VOMi,k,t is kth generator’s non-fuel variable 
O&M cost, and FCi,k,t is kth generator’s fuel cost.7  Thus the total WECC 
producer surplus is 

WECC PSt = ¦
 

21

1i
t,iPS . 

This definition of producer surplus for the outside CAISO area is also subject to 
the caveats previously discussed.   

Congestion Revenue 

If there is no congestion in the system, no transmission losses, and no wheeling 
costs, total cost-to-load will equal total producer revenue at the WECC system 
level and congestion revenue will be zero.  But if there is congestion on any line 
in the system, what consumers pay will not equal what generators receive in 
aggregate.  This is because consumers are assumed to pay for electricity at their 
locational prices while generators are paid the prices at their generation buses.  
The difference between total WECC cost-to-load and total WECC producer 
revenue is the total WECC congestion revenue: 

WECC CRt = WECC CTLt – WECC PRt. 

Assuming that there are only short-run transmission congestion costs and 
there are no losses and no wheeling charges, the WECC total congestion 

                                                
7 Note that in our Path 26 study, we only simulated a security-constraint economic dispatch, not 

unit-commitment.  Thus start-up costs and no-load costs were not captured in the production 
cost calculation.  Nevertheless this formula can be extended to include such costs if they are 
specifically modeled. 
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revenue will equal the sum of shadow prices on congested lines times the flow 
on the congested lines during any hour.8   

Figure 2.2 Two-Zone Diagram 

 

Figure 2.2 above depicts a two-zone example where Zone 1 and Zone 2 are 
interconnected by a transmission line with limited capacity.  Zone 1 is an 
importing zone due to resource inadequacy or economic reasons (i.e. having 
more expensive local generation).  Zone 2 is the exporting zone due to it having 
abundant resources or less expansive generation.  If the power transfer 
capability between two zones is T and the line is congested, the following Figure 
2.3 shows how consumer surplus and producer surplus in each zone can be 
computed. 

Figure 2.3 A Two-Zone Example 

 

                                                
8 This is a fundamental property of nodal pricing systems on a linearized DC network.  See, for 

example, W.W. Hogan, “Contract networks for electric power transmission,” Journal of 
Regulatory Economics, 4, 211-242.  This identity does not hold, however, for a network with 
losses or for an AC network model. 
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In this case, the congestion revenue is 

CR = (CTL1 + CTL2) – (PR1 + PR2) = (P1 – P2)*T. 

Note that the shadow price on a congested line in a radial network is the same 
as the price difference between two ends of the line.  (This is not true, however, 
for a general meshed network.) 

In a system with thousands of buses and transmission lines like the WECC 
network, computing congestion revenue for each region is not a trivial exercise.  
Congestion revenue at a regional level is no longer in balance with the 
difference between regional cost-to-load and producer revenue due to inter-
regional exchange (imports and exports).  For the sake of simplicity, we 
assumed that the whole WECC region is a single LMP market and congestion 
revenues are allocated to congestion revenue rights based on locational price 
differences and those holding CRR entitlements.  In other words, transmission 
owners are either awarded CRRs or are compensated through TAC payments, 
and a commensurate set of CRRs are allocated to the entities that pay the TAC.  
Thus the intra-regional congestion revenue in each hour for an importing region 
is defined as the difference between the total payment by the regional load and 
the total payment to generation and net imports into the region, with the inter-
regional flows being defined as the exports from one region to the other.  Figure 
2.4 below shows how the CAISO area’s congestion revenue can be partitioned 
by a scissor-cut at the boundary of the regions. 

Figure 2.4 Partitioning Congestion Revenue for CAISO Controlled Area 

 

CAISO 
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Therefore, the intra-regional congestion revenue to the CAISO controlled area 
can be calculated as: 

CAISO Intra-CRt = CAISO CTLt – (CAISO PRt + CAISO Cost of Net Importt). 

The “Cost of Net Import” term is defined as the nodal price at the bus at which 
the CAISO is assumed to receive an import via a given path, times the quantity 
of that import, summed over all paths.   

The inter-regional congestion revenue (between the CAISO and the rest of 
WECC) is the sum of the flow on each interregional path times the LMP 
difference across the path: 

CAISO Inter-CRt = ¦ ¦ �
z  

21

CAISOi,1i

J

1j
t,j,it,j,CAISOt,j,i )PP(*L , 

where i = 1, 2, 21 is the ith region in WECC, and j = 1, 2, …, J represents the 
jth path between CAISO and the outside regions.  Here, Pi,j,t is the price at the 
exporting bus in region i for the jth path, while PCAISO,j,t is the importing bus for 
that path.  Li,j,t is the MWh flow on that path in time t.  If power is being 
exported from the CAISO region, the formula remains the same except that Li,j,t 
will be negative. 

This approach can be generalized to allocate congestion revenues to other 
regions within the WECC.  This approach of calculating congestion revenues at 
a regional level is, however, subject to several caveats.  First of all, not all 
regions outside CAISO controlled area have a settlement process for congestion 
revenue.  In the current market design, energy transactions in the RTO West 
and West Interconnect are all settled by bilateral agreements, in which 
payments by loads exactly equal receipts received by generators.  Congestion is 
managed in a physical transmission right fashion through transmission 
reservation.  The design filed for implementation in the near future is based on 
physical transmission rights (Physical FTRs) in the Western Interconnect that 
must be secured before the entity can submit its schedules.  In the case of RTO 
West, the current filing involves market-based congestion management, but 
requires an initially balanced schedule from each SC; the SC is charged for 
congestion management based on its initial schedule.  FTRs would be issued 
only to hedge against congestion charges.  Nevertheless, our defined calculation 
of congestion revenue indicates how much congestion revenue would be 
allocated to different regions if the rest of the WECC moves towards a locational 
marginal pricing system for pricing congestion.  Second, our calculation of 
congestion revenue for the CAISO is just an approximation of what would be 
the case under the initial MD02 LMP implementation that calls for treating 
inter-ties as radial injections (i.e. no modeling of external loops).  The CAISO 
anticipates keeping an external open loop network until there is a more 
consistent and seamless market in the rest of the WECC.  Under MD02, the 
CRR revenues in the CAISO-controlled area will be allocated using a network 
model - which is looped internal to the CAISO while being radial (i.e., scissors 
cut) to the external region.  SCs will schedule at the boundaries of the 
importing and exporting regions.  So, the inter-regional flows may not match 
the flows computed in the transmission expansion analysis model, which 
assumes injections and withdrawals at the physical locations of supply and 
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demand outside the ISO control area.  The computations assume that, through 
arbitrage over time, the import-export scheduled flows and prices resulting from 
SCs’ schedules and bids under MD02 will converge in an expected value sense 
to the inter-regional flows and price differences across inter-regional paths 
resulting from a seamless WECC market.  In other words, market iterations 
over time with a radial external network will result in a similar outcome (in an 
expected value sense) as mathematical iterations with a looped external 
network, yielding similar schedules and bids at physical supply and demand 
locations outside the CAISO control area.   

Total Social Surplus 

Total surplus is the sum of consumer surplus, producer surplus, and 
congestion revenue: 

TS = CS + PS + CR. 

We can compute total social surplus at both the WECC level and regional level. 

2.2.3 Impact of Strategic Bidding on Surpluses 

In a market environment, suppliers may not necessarily bid their marginal 
costs.  Rather they may bid strategically.  Strategic bidding has both efficiency 
impact (i.e., raising production cost) and distributional impact (i.e., between 
consumer surplus, producer surplus, and congestion revenue).  The efficiency 
impact at the system level (e.g., WECC) is easy to capture.  It is likely the 
efficiency of the WECC system will be reduced if some generators bid 
strategically.  The reduction in efficiency at a system level (e.g., WECC) can be 
measured by the difference between total variable production cost without 
strategic bidding and total variable production cost with strategic bidding.  At 
regional level, efficiency may increase or decrease depending on the specific 
generator bidding activities within each region and also the power flows across 
regions.9   

The distributional impact of strategic bidding is more complicated – some 
market participants may gain and some may lose if suppliers bid strategically.  
In the following section, we focus on the distributional impact of strategic 
bidding. 

Impact on Consumers 

Consumers are likely to be harmed by strategic bidding both in total and in 
each region, because it is likely that all consumers will face higher prices if 
some generators bid above their marginal costs.  (In a network system, however, 
it is possible for the opposite to occur.)  At a system level, if there is no 
congestion and no transmission losses, then part of consumers’ surplus is 
transferred to some generators as monopoly rent when some generators bid 

                                                
9 In classic oligopoly models, such as the Cournot model, market power results in production 

inefficiencies because expensive generation from smaller, competitive producers replaces 
cheaper generation from large producers.  This is because the latter restrict output and raise 
the price above their marginal cost, while non-strategic generators expand their output until 
their marginal cost equals price. 
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above their marginal cost.  Such shift in surplus is depicted in the Figure 2.5 
below. 

Figure 2.5 Impact of Strategic Bidding When There is no Congestion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

When there is congestion in the system, some consumers may be affected more 
by suppliers’ strategic bidding than other consumers.  Nevertheless, the impact 
of strategic bidding on consumers can still be measured by the reduction in 
total consumer surplus at the WECC level and at each regional level. 

Impact on Producers 

Obviously, some producers will have higher profits under strategic bidding than 
they would if all generators bid marginal costs.  We call the excess profit 
generators capture under strategic bidding, “monopoly rent” (MRent).  We call 
the portion of the producer surplus that producers would receive when all 
generators bid their marginal costs, “competitive rent” (CRent).  

Calculation of monopoly rent in a case with no congestion is straightforward.  It 
is the total load times the difference between the market price with strategic 
bidding and a competitive benchmark market price, as shown in Figure 2.5.  
However, when there is congestion in the system, bidding above marginal cost 
by some generators may lead to a different dispatch than if generators bid their 
marginal costs.  In this case, the calculation of monopoly rent becomes 
complicated.  This is shown in the following example, as depicted in Figure 2.6.   
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Figure 2.6 Approximate Monopoly Rent When There is Congestion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In this example, there is a load center, which needs imports to meet its load.  If 
the transmission lines connected to this load center have unlimited capacity 
and there are plenty of inexpensive and competitive generators outside the load 
center to serve the load, it will force the local generators to always bid their 
marginal cost.  Otherwise they will be excluded from the market.  However, if 
the transmission lines to the load center are congested, the demand curve in 
the figure is the residual demand curve faced by local generators.  If local 
generators bid above their marginal costs (the orange curve), then part of 
consumers’ surplus is transferred to local generators as monopoly rent (the 
yellow rectangle).  The monopoly rent is calculated as: 

MRent = (Pm  - Pc)*Qm, 

where Pm is the locational marginal price at this load center when some local 
generators bid above marginal costs, Qm is local generators’ output, and Pc is 
what the locational price would be if local generators bid their marginal costs 
given Qm.  Therefore, competitive rent can be calculate as: 

CRent = PSm – MRent. 

However, obtaining Pc requires fixing the dispatch under markup and re-
running the simulation.  To avoid the complexity and simulation time of 
performing a separate run for determining Pc, we approximated monopoly rent 
using following formula: 

MRent # (Pm – Pc’)*Qm, 

where Pc’ is the competitive benchmark locational price when all generators bid 
marginal costs.  The approximation may under estimate monopoly rent and 
over estimate competitive rent. 
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The fundamental benefits of a transmission upgrade are to improve reliability 
and facilitate commerce; the latter category of benefits is the focus if this CAISO 
methodology.  A transmission upgrade facilitates commerce by creating greater 
access to regional markets, which may result in greater access to lower cost 
supply and greater market competition.  A transmission upgrade may expand 
the number of suppliers who can compete to supply energy at any location in a 
transmission network.  With sufficient transmission capacity to all locations in 
a network, generators will face significant competition from multiple 
independent suppliers, which will reduce their financial incentive to bid above 
marginal cost since doing so would more likely result in their bids not being 
selected. 

As we discussed above there are three categories of participants in the market: 
(1) consumers; (2) producers; and (3) transmission owners or congestion 
revenue right holders.  If one wants to evaluate an upgrade, the benefits for all 
market participants must be considered and calculated, especially for those 
parties who will ultimately pay for the transmission upgrade.  Since there are 
many ways to allocate the cost of a transmission investment, decision makers 
must evaluate all aspects of the benefit components.  Moreover, the 
transmission valuation methodology must provide the building blocks 
necessary to evaluate the benefits of a variety transmission projects.  In the 
following section, we discuss these benefit building blocks. 

2.3.1 Societal Benefit  

The fundamental economic impact of transmission upgrade is that it may make 
the system more efficient and thus lead to more efficient economic dispatch.  
Thus the societal benefit of a transmission upgrade can be measured as the 
reduction in total variable production cost of serving load (i.e. the production 
cost savings).10  Let PCw/o denote a system’s total variable production cost 
without an expansion project, and let PCw denotes the total variable production 
cost with the expansion.  Then the total societal benefit (SB) is:11 

SB = PCw/o – PCw. 

It is easy to determine whether a transmission upgrade project is beneficial or 
not from the societal point of view.  However, not all market participants benefit 
when additional transmission is built to relieve congestion.  It is important to 

                                                
10 Note that this situation holds only when demand is perfectly inelastic (i.e., zero price elasticity).  

If demand is not perfectly inelastic, this statement needs to be modified to reflect the 
substitution effect between price and quantity.  In production cost simulation models, demand 
elasticity is often modeled indirectly by including some dummy generators in the system so that 
the costs and dispatches of these dummy generators reflect the impacts of demand elasticity on 
societal benefits.  This is what is implemented in the PLEXOS software used for the Path 26 
study.      

11 In the presence of price elastic demand, welfare is instead equal to total surplus, equal to total 
consumer willingness to pay for the electricity consumed minus the cost of providing it.  The 
CAISO methodology does not presently consider elastic demand. 
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quantify who benefits from expansion and who does not.  Further more, total 
societal benefit, as measured in total variable production cost savings, can be 
further disaggregated into three components across regions: 

• Consumer benefit from upgrade 

• Producer benefit from upgrade 

• Transmission owner or congestion revenue right-holder benefit 

The following sections discuss each component in more detail. 

2.3.2 Consumer Benefit, Producer Benefit, and Transmission Owner Benefit 

In the two-zone model we discussed before, Zone 1 and Zone 2 are connected by 
a transmission line with capacity T.  Suppose we plan to expand the line limit 
to T + ∆T and would like to measure the benefit due to this expansion.  The line 
may still be congested after expansion.  With the transmission expansion, it is 
likely that generators in Zone 1 will produce less output and generators in Zone 
2 will produce more output than they would without expansion.  It is also likely 
that the Price in Zone 1 will be lower and price in Zone 2 will be higher 
compared to the no expansion case. 

In order to quantify the impact of transmission expansion on welfare, we need 
to: 

• Compute all welfare measurements (i.e., all surpluses) for cases 
without and with expansion 

• Subtract surplus without expansion from surplus with expansion 

• Obtain the net impact of transmission expansion on surpluses 

We call the change in surpluses caused by a transmission expansion the 
“transmission benefit”.  Figure 2.7 shows how consumers and producers in 
each zone are benefited or harmed by a transmission upgrade in this 2-zone 
example. 
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Figure 2.7 Transmission Benefit in the Two-Zone Example 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

If the amount of power transferred from Zone 2 to Zone 1 is increased, then 
consumers in Zone 1 may benefit from a lower price and consumers in Zone 2 
may be harmed from a higher price. 

'CS1 = - 'P1*L1 > 0 

'CS2 = - 'P2 *L2 < 0 

However, producers in Zone 1 are harmed due to having less of their output 
dispatched and from receiving a lower price for their dispatch.  On the other 
hand, producers in Zone 2 benefit from expansion due to having more of their 
output dispatched and from receiving a higher price for their dispatch.   

'PS1 = 'PR1 – 'PC1 < 0 

'PS2 = 'PR2 – 'PC1 > 0 

Transmission owners (or CRR holders) of the line may or may not benefit from 
expansion depending how much the flow is increased and how much the price 
difference is changed. 

'CR = CRw - CRw/o = ('P1 – 'P2)*T + 'T*(P1w - P2w) 

If the line is no longer congested with expansion, TOs (or CRR Holders) may 
have a net loss. 

2.3.3 The Identity and Its Importance 

The method of calculating consumer benefit, producer benefit, and congestion 
revenue benefit can be generalized from the simple two-zone model and applied 
to the complicated WECC network.  One way to check the validity of the 
partitioning of total benefits among different market participants is to check 
whether the following identity holds at the system (i.e., WECC) level: 
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SB = -'PC = 'CS + 'PS + 'CR. 

Our first step in benefit evaluation of any transmission project is to make sure 
the total societal benefit calculated can be correctly disaggregated into three 
major components: consumer benefit, producer benefit, and transmission 
owner (or CRR holder) benefit.  If a transmission project’s total societal benefits 
exceed its total project cost, the project is beneficial to the society as a whole.  
However, such a project may not benefit everybody, some market participants 
will benefit and some may not.  Thus it is important to further examine the 
distributional impacts of a transmission project on the various market entities.  
In the next section we will present our economic-driven transmission expansion 
evaluation criteria and discuss various different perspectives. 

���� (FRQRPLF�'ULYHQ�7UDQVPLVVLRQ�(YDOXDWLRQ�&ULWHULD�

2.4.1 Overview 

We use a traditional cost-benefit framework in deciding whether a proposed 
project is desirable from varying welfare perspectives.  In theory, the optimal 
investment rule requires that for investment, the evaluator should make sure 
that each candidate investment satisfies a two-part test, namely 

• A project’s net present value (NPV), with benefits and costs over the 
project’s lifetime factored into the calculation, that exceeds zero.  
This can be expressed as 
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where the subscript t = 1, 2, …, T represent years during planning period, 
d is the discount rate, and B and C represent benefits and costs 
respectively.12 

• The project selected has the highest NPV 

As a practical matter, the second part of the test is often narrowly done by 
reviewing a limited number of alternatives (alternative timing, alternative 
transmission project, alternative generation project, or demand-side 
management projects).  Thus the main focus is on the NPV calculation and 
testing. 

The NPV of a transmission upgrade may also hinge on who will ultimately bear 
the cost of the project.  Depending on who ultimately funds the transmission 
project the applied discount rate could be different.  For instance, if the 
transmission project is funded by CAISO ratepayers then a social discount rate 
or a regulated discount rate should be applied.  However, if an independent 
merchant entity funds the project, a private discount rate should be applied.  
Similarly what should be included in the benefit and cost calculation also 
depends on who ultimately funds the project and who benefits from the project.  

                                                
12 Here, the Bs are the expected benefits of the project calculated considering a wide range system 

conditions.  In Chapter 5 we will discuss how we weight each scenario to calculate the expected 
benefit. 
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Fundamentally, net benefits should be the summation of the benefits for all 
market participants who pay for the project less their costs.  Since most 
projects will enhance the welfare of some market participants while diminishing 
the welfare of others, a project’s acceptability should be judged based on the 
impact in aggregate.   

The annual costs of a transmission project should be evaluated against the 
estimated annual revenue that a transmission owner would require to 
undertake the project.  Transmission is a long-lived (30 to 50 years), immobile 
investment with very high initial capital costs and very low operating costs.  
Thus it is critical to get an accurate estimate of the capital cost of proposed 
project.  Capital cost of a project also includes financing cost of the capital, 
along with federal and states taxes.  Given that benefits of transmission are 
typically measured only for 5-10 years out13, we probably have to make some 
assumptions about benefits for the remaining years.  A conservative 
assumption is that these longer-term benefits are zero.  Alternatively, one could 
extrapolate out the average benefits for the years that they are estimated.  In 
our Path 26 study, due to data limitations and time constraint we only modeled 
two years: 2008 and 2013, and we compared the benefits in these two years 
with the levelized annual capital and O&M cost of Path 26 upgrade by 
assuming an annual carrying charge rate of 10%.   

It is important to note that if the benefits of a transmission expansion are 
adjusted for inflation (i.e., expressed in real dollars versus nominal dollars), 
then the discount rate should also be adjusted for inflation in order to calculate 
the inflation-free results.  Such an adjustment could be made by comparing the 
yield on long-term UD Treasury Bonds with the yield on an inflation-indexed 
Treasury security.   

2.4.2 Societal Perspective 

The societal perspective focuses on the overall benefit across the entire Western 
Interconnection.  It looks at the societal benefit of a transmission project at a 
system-wide level with all relevant regions and relevant market participants 
included.  Given that western systems are all inter-connected, a significant 
transmission project can pass the societal test if the WECC region as a whole 
benefits from the project.  Further more, the societal benefit to the WECC region 
from a transmission project can be measured as the reduction in total WECC 
variable production cost of energy:      

SBWECC = -'PCWECC. 

If everyone is part of a RTO, costs of new transmission can be spread across all 
users of the transmission system and the RTO could be the vehicle through 
which costs are recovered from all users.   

                                                
13 Accuracy of the input assumptions used diminishes significantly when one goes beyond ten 

years, thus makes longer-term analysis less trustworthy.  
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2.4.3 Modified Societal Perspective 

An alternative societal perspective is the modified societal test.  This test 
excludes generators’ monopoly rent in the surplus calculation and the change 
in monopoly rent in the benefit calculation.  More specifically, 

Modified SBWECC = SBWECC - 'MRent. 

The rationale for the modified societal test is that if market power profits are 
given the same weight as consumer benefits (i.e. as in the societal test) then 
under a transmission upgrade, transfers of market power-derived profits from 
producers to consumers will net to zero in the social benefit calculation.  To the 
extent policy makers believe there is a value in transferring supplier monopoly 
profits to consumer surplus, the modified societal perspective will be a more 
appropriate measure of the value of a transmission upgrade than the pure 
societal test.  Not all economists agree on this argument.  We present the 
modified societal perspective as an alternative measure to the societal benefit so 
that policy makers can decide for themselves what is appropriate to use on a 
case-by-case basis. 

The CAISO ratepayers are defined as all parties that are responsible for 
contributing to the transmission revenue requirement balance account for the 
CAISO Participating Transmission Owners (PTOs).  Obviously, these PTOs are 
acting as agents for the final ratepayers (i.e. retail consumers).  Utility-retained 
generation is also included in the CAISO ratepayer perspective since profits (or 
negative profits) from this generation flow into the balance account.  
Furthermore, transmission owners (or CRR/FTR holders) of the CAISO 
controlled grid are also included in the CAISO ratepayers since congestion 
revenues flow into the balance account. 

The CAISO ratepayer test focuses on the benefits that would accrue to those 
entities funding the upgrade.  The CAISO ratepayers’ benefit from transmission 
upgrade can be expressed as: 

CAISO Ratepayer Benefit = 'CSCAISO + 'PSCAISO-URG + 'CRCAISO, 

where ∆CSCAISO is the change in consumer surplus for load in the CAISO control 
area, ∆PSCAISO-URG is the change to producer surplus for utility-retained 
generation, and ∆CRCAISO is the change in congestion revenue. 

2.4.4 ISO Participant Perspective 

The alternative CAISO perspective is to include all CAISO participants’ benefits 
from transmission expansion, including merchant generators’ competitive rent 
benefit but excluding the monopoly rent portion: 

CAISO Participant Benefit = 'CSCAISO + 'CRentCAISO + 'CRCAISO. 

The rationale for this perspective is that if one doesn’t account for all 
generators’ competitive profitability in the short-run, then in the long run, they 
will not invest, and all generation will have to be utility-built.  If all the 
generation internal to the CAISO Control Area is utility owned then the ISO 
Ratepayer and ISO Participant Perspectives are identical. 
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In summary, the market-driven projects are candidate projects that might not 
be indispensable for reliable system operation but will be able to facilitate 
wholesale energy trade to reduce overall cost of generation. The CAISO’s 
decision as to whether or not to proceed with a given economic-driven project 
will hinge upon the identified economic benefits of the project exceeding its 
identified economic costs primarily for CAISO’s market participants.  In case 
several alternative market-driven projects are identified, the methodology will 
assist in determining those candidates that are economically viable, and in 
identifying the most cost-effective project among them from the perspective of 
the CAISO’s market participants.      

In Appendix B of this report we demonstrate how all surpluses, benefits, and 
benefit tests are calculated using a 3-node prototype model.  Readers interested 
in the details of the calculation can refer to that Appendix. 

2.4.5 Merchant Perspective for Private Transmission Expansion 

It is possible for unregulated, for-profit entities to build merchant transmission 
projects.  For merchant transmission projects, their perspective is based on the 
benefit they obtain from the upgrade.  Such merchant projects are economic if 
the benefits from CRR revenues and having greater access to wider regional 
market exceed the investment costs of the upgrade.    

���� $GGLWLRQDO�%HQHILWV�RI�(FRQRPLF�'ULYHQ�

7UDQVPLVVLRQ�([SDQVLRQ�

Above we discussed only the major economic benefits of an economic-driven 
transmission project.  Nevertheless, any economic-driven transmission project 
may also have additional economic and non-economic benefits such as short-
term local reliability benefit, environmental benefits, and others.  Some of these 
additional benefits are often hard to quantify due to data or software 
limitations.  In the following section we list some examples of these additional 
benefits and potential ways to quantify these benefits. 

Reliability Benefits of Economic Projects 

Some projects would provide local reliability benefits that otherwise would have 
to be purchased through reliability-must-run (RMR) contracts.  The CAISO pays 
annual fixed payment to unit owner in exchange for the option to call upon the 
unit (if it is available) to meet local reliability needs.  The CAISO pays a 
regulated variable cost for energy.  RMR units are used for both local reliability 
and local market power mitigation.  The RMR generation units are not modeled 
as must-run in our Path 26 study.  This could potentially under-estimate the 
benefit of transmission upgrade.  Nevertheless the exclusion of RMR reduction 
benefit in the Path 26 study is mainly due to software limitations and the 
benefit can be potentially quantified in the future. 

New transmission projects could also potentially enhance system reliability by 
reducing loading on parallel facilities, especially under outage conditions.  At 
the WECC area level, the expansion of the major interconnection will also 
improve the overall system reliability and reduce the loss-of-load probability of 
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the entire region.  These system reliability benefits were not quantified in the 
Path 26 study and should be further considered as a possible future 
enhancement. 

Benefits from Increased Operational Flexibility 

Economic-driven projects may also provide increased operational flexibilities for 
the CAISO and thus further enhance the reliability of the grid.  For instance, 
new transmission facilities can provide more options for maintenance outages, 
provide load relief for parallel facilities, and provide additional flexibilities for 
switching and protection arrangements.  The transmission expansion benefits 
associated with operational flexibilities were not assessed in our Path 26 study. 

Strategic Environmental Benefits 

As California’s demand for electricity grows, competition for air emission offsets 
and water resources becomes more intense.  Under some circumstances, an 
expansion of the high-voltage transmission system can have substantial 
environmental benefits by avoiding local air emissions otherwise caused by 
local generation and by reducing the need to procure local air offsets needed for 
generation.  Such reductions can assist in allowing new industries with higher 
economic value to enter the local area by avoiding negative impacts to the local 
water and natural gas supplies otherwise required for local generation.  Also 
transmission upgrade may reduce the construction of additional infrastructures 
such as gas pipelines and pumping station, and water and waste treatment 
systems.   

The Path 26 study did not internalize the emission costs in the dispatch 
simulation due to a lack of data on emission rates and emission costs.  This is 
an area that we can potentially improve in the future. 

Capacity Benefits of Transmission Upgrade (including A/S Benefits) 

A transmission upgrade can potentially increase reserve sharing and firm 
capacity purchases, and therefore decrease the amount of power plants that 
have to be constructed in the importing region to meet reserve adequacy 
requirements.  Quantifying these benefits requires simultaneous optimization of 
the use of capacity, Ancillary Services (A/S) and energy.  In our Path 26 study, 
we did not model capacity or A/S markets specifically due to data limitations.  
Nevertheless these benefits can be readily quantified if data is available and the 
software is capable.   

Benefits from Reduction in Losses 

The impact of loss reduction on the economic benefits is not captured in the 
Path 26 study.  Reduction in system losses can be a significant source of 
benefits especially when it happens at peak load hours when resources are 
scarce and prices are high. 

���� )XWXUH�(QKDQFHPHQWV�

As we discussed in the above section, some additional economic and reliability 
benefits are not included in our Path 26 study due to either data limitations or 
modeling limitations.  In the future we would like to further refine our 
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methodology, our software and our database so that we can quantify these 
benefits.  Examples include quantifying the benefit of a transmission upgrade 
on emission reductions.  This can be easily done if we have emission rate 
curves and emission costs data available and placed into the market simulation 
software.  Another area for future enhancement is to quantify the RMR 
reduction benefit due to a transmission upgrade.  

Some other benefits may be difficult to quantify.  Examples include benefits 
from increase operational flexibility due to transmission upgrade.  Nevertheless 
we should keep refining the methodology and keep exploring potential ways to 
quantify these additional transmission benefits.   
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��� 1HWZRUN�0RGHO�5HTXLUHPHQWV�
When conducting production cost simulations, several approaches can be used to 
model the transmission grid in the simulations.  

We discuss the two primary approaches below: 

1) Transportation Model – In this model, nodes are grouped together in 
a “bubble” in those areas of the grid where we expect few 
transmission limitations.  We then assume each bubble to have no 
internal transmission limitations and be connected to other bubbles 
though a transportation path intended to mimic the actual physical 
limitation of the transmission system.  When scheduling power 
between bubbles, the production cost program schedules power 
across the paths until they reach their limit.  The program ignores 
actual electrical characteristics of the system and directs power onto 
any available path in the same way that power is scheduled across a 
fully controllable DC line 

2) Network Model – In this model, we import the actual electrical 
characteristics of the transmission grid from a powerflow program. 
When the model schedules power from one area to another, it 
distributes it across the transmission lines based on the actual 
electrical characteristics of the system 

In the past, transportation models were popular because the amount of computer 
CPU time required to complete a simulation was dramatically less than the time 
required for a network model.  With the advent of modern computers, this has 
become much less of a concern.  While transportation models have had the 
advantage of computation speed that is their only advantage.  On the other hand, 
they have many disadvantages, including the following: 

1) Transportation models cannot accurately model loop flow 
limitations - Loop flow varies by season and time of day. The 
quantity of loop flow depends on the specific generators being 
dispatched.  Network models will correctly model loop flow as it varies 
with the load and generation patterns.  Transportation models cannot 
accurately model loop flow.  Instead, interfaces need to be artificially 
derated to account for loop flow impacts 

2) Transportation models do not easily adapt to network changes – 
Any change in the physical network, such as the addition or removal 
of a transmission line, will change the flows on the overall power grid 
and may change many normal and contingency transmission limits. 
As a result, many of the limits between the bubbles in a 
transportation model would need to be recalculated.  If a network 
model is used, individual facility limits would not need to be 
recalculated.  However, path limits and simultaneous limits may need 
to be recalculated 
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3) Transportation models cannot model the detailed interaction 
between limits – Over a transmission interface, individual 
transmission facilities (i.e., a transformer or a line) or a path (i.e., a 
group of transmission lines) may be the most limiting transmission 
constraint.  There may also be simultaneous interaction betweens 
lines and/or paths that result in the most limiting transmission 
constraint.  The specific limit may change with the time of day or 
season.  Combining these limits together for modeling convenience 
into one limiting constraint is not likely to be accurate.  On the other 
hand, a network model can easily simulate these interactions 

4) Outputs from transportation model simulations are inadequate – 
Transportation models can produce output showing the flows on the 
links between bubbles but they cannot plot individual line loadings. 
As a result, they cannot clearly identify the specific facilities causing 
the congestion.  This makes analysis of the limitation difficult and 
may lead to incorrect conclusions.  In addition, the flows shown on 
links between bubbles may not be closely related to the physical flows 
on a path.  If a network model is used, the flows on individual 
facilities can be identified.  This enables a much more detailed 
analysis of the problem 

5) Nodal prices are unavailable in a transportation model – A 
transportation model groups individual nodes into a zone.  A zone 
may include a single node or thousands of nodes.  With the California 
ISO transitioning to locational marginal pricing, we have a 
requirement that the simulations be able to produce nodal prices.  
The output of a transportation model cannot provide these individual 
nodal prices while a network model can 

Because of the deficiencies identified in the transportation model approach, we 
believe the CAISO methodology requires that a network model be utilized. 



Transmission Economic Assessment Methodology – California ISO June 2004 

TEAM Report  4-1

��� 0DUNHW�3ULFH�'HULYDWLRQ�

���� 2YHUYLHZ�

Historically, resource-planning studies have typically relied on production cost 
simulations (i.e. marginal cost pricing) to evaluate the economic benefits of potential 
generation and transmission investments.  While such an approach may make sense 
in a cost-of-service vertically integrated utility paradigm, assuming marginal cost 
pricing in a restructured market environment where suppliers are seeking to maximize 
market revenues may result in inaccurate benefit estimates.  In a restructured 
electricity market, suppliers are likely to optimize their bidding strategies in response 
to changing system conditions or observed changes in the behavior of other market 
participants.  Because of this, a methodology for assessing the benefits of a 
transmission project in a restructured market environment should include a method 
for modeling strategic bidding.  Modeling strategic bidding is particularly important 
because a transmission expansion can provide significant benefits to consumers by 
improving market competitiveness.  

A new transmission project can enhance market competitiveness by both increasing 
the total supply that can be delivered to consumers and the number of suppliers that 
are available to serve load.  Of course, a transmission expansion is just one of several 
structural options for improving market competitiveness.  The addition of new 
generation capacity, increased levels of forward energy contracting, or the development 
of price responsive demand can also significantly reduce the ability of suppliers to 
exercise market power in the spot market.  Our methodology provides for 
consideration of these factors as well.  However, a transmission expansion has the 
additional benefit of improving the competitiveness, of not just the spot market, but 
also the longer-term forward energy market.  This occurs because the transmission 
expansion creates greater access to a broader regional market and thereby increases 
the number of sellers that can offer long-term energy contracts.  

One of our goals of the CAISO methodology is to perform transmission evaluation 
based on market prices rather than traditional cost-based analysis.  A major challenge 
we face is to model supplier’s strategic bidding behavior, and how their bidding 
behavior changes with the transmission upgrade.  In this methodology we developed a 
framework that is based on simplified game theoretic models and uses the best 
available information to establish the linkage between strategic bidding and various 
system conditions.  In the following sections we first discuss some different 
approaches to modeling strategic bidding in transmission studies, then we explain the 
particular approach used in our methodology.  Finally we identify areas for future 
improvements to modeling strategic bidding. 

���� $OWHUQDWLYH�$SSURDFKHV�WR�0RGHOLQJ�6WUDWHJLF�%LGGLQJ�

There are fundamentally two approaches of designing a method for determining 
suppliers-bidding behavior: 

• Game theoretic simulation models 

• Empirical-based methods based on actual market outcomes 

The first approach involves the use of a game-theoretic model to simulate strategic 
bidding.  A game theoretic model typically consists of several strategic suppliers with 
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each player seeking to maximize its expected profits by changing its bidding strategy 
in response to the bidding strategies of all other players.   

The game theoretic approach is derived independently of observed historical behavior.  
Its advantage is that it can simulate market power under a variety of future market 
conditions without the potential bias of being based on observed historical behavior.  
This could be particularly important if the market conditions assumed in the study 
period are very different than historical conditions.  For example, if a study assumed a 
much higher level of forward energy contracting or price responsive demand than 
existed historically, a game theoretic model that explicitly incorporates these elements 
in determining strategic bidding may be able to better simulate market power than an 
empirical approach that is based on a period where there was very little forward 
contracting.  However, the game theoretic model’s independence from observed 
historical relationships between market power and specific market conditions raises a 
significant risk.  If the model is not tested and calibrated to replicate historical bidding 
practices, there will be no guarantee that it will accurately predict strategic bidding in 
the future.  Moreover, it may simply not be possible to calibrate a game theoretic 
model to match actual market outcomes given that there are a limited number of 
elements one can incorporate and adjust in such a model.  Another risk in simulation-
based game theoretic models is that the converged solution may not be truly 
converged, i.e., it may not represent a true equilibrium.  This can happen if the 
strategy space is too narrowly defined or if the limit on the maximum number of 
iterations is set too low.  It may also happen if the model is simply too complicated to 
converge to a solution.  In order for a game theoretic model to solve in a tractable and 
timely manner, the model must be fairly simplistic in terms of network representation 
and the types of bidding strategies.  Such simplifications may make the model too 
abstract to reasonably capture market power. 

In summary, this approach faces enormous technical challenges of modeling supplier 
behavior in equilibrium full-network model.  Often times in order to make models 
converge, simplifications must be made such that only very simple strategy space is 
considered (e.g., either equilibrium quantities or prices are endogenously determined, 
but not both.).  Furthermore, very simple network model is often used (such as 3 or 4 
node radial network).  Solving models with more complex strategy spaces – multi-step 
bid functions or simplified looped network with few zones – is computationally 
intractable. 

The second approach involves the use of estimated historical relationships between 
certain market variables and some measure of market power such as the difference 
between estimated competitive prices and actual prices or estimated competitive bids 
and actual bids (i.e., price-cost markups and bid-cost markups, respectively).  Each 
modeling approach has its advantages and disadvantages. 

The advantage of modeling market power through an econometric (empirical) approach 
is that the approach has a strong historical basis.  Estimates of historical 
relationships between market power (as expressed through bid-cost or price-cost 
markups) and certain market variables (such as load levels and supply margins) are 
applied prospectively in the transmission study.  Another advantage is that this 
approach can be applied to a more detailed transmission network representation 
provided the model can produce the required explanatory variables (i.e. the variables 
contained in the regression equation(s) at a more detailed level).  A potential 
disadvantage of this approach, because it is based on estimated historical 
relationships, its predictive capability may be limited if applied to a market where 
conditions have changed significantly.  
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In assessing these two alternative approaches, we believe an empirical approach to 
modeling strategic bidding is preferable to a game-theoretic approach because it can 
be adapted to a detailed transmission network representation and has been validated 
through historical experience.  In adopting the empirical approach, several measures 
were taken to improve the model’s predictive capability under changing market 
conditions.  

First, when developing the relationship between strategic bidding behavior (markups) 
and system variables, we purposely included time periods that represented differing 
market conditions.  For this study, we included data from November 1999 to October 
2000, a period characterized by little forward contracting, a tight reserve margin, and 
significant price markups in a number of hours.  Our data set also included hourly 
data from 2003, where a significant portion of load was covered by forward contracts, 
reserve margins were higher, and price-cost markups were generally lower both in 
terms of magnitude and frequency.  Using data from periods with very different market 
conditions reduces historical biases and therefore provides for better predictive 
capability under different future market conditions.  

Second, in our regression analysis, we explicitly accounted for contract positions in 
the market when we constructed different explanatory variables.  For instance, when 
analyzing the impacts that load has on price-cost markups, we focused on load that 
was not hedged and was therefore exposed to spot market prices.  Load under forward 
contract was treated as hedged and was excluded.  By doing this, the changes in 
contract position during the different historical periods are captured, and model 
produces more accurate estimates on effects of loads on price-cost markups.  We 
discuss model specifications in more detail later in this section. 

Third, due to the nature of the econometric model itself and the myriad of future 
uncertainties, it is impossible for any econometric model to generate perfect 
predictions.  We did not use just the single point estimates derived from our regression 
equation.  Instead, we used statistical methods to develop high and low markup 
scenarios to account for the potential range of markups that could exist under 
alternative future system conditions.  Specifically, we considered three scenarios: 1) a 
perfectly competitive scenario, where every market participant is bidding its marginal 
cost; 2) the base case markup scenario, where the bid-cost markups are a direct 
output of our estimation equation; and 3) the high bid-cost markup scenario, where 
we chose a bid-cost markup based on a upper bound of the 90 percent confidence 
interval.1  A probability was assigned to each markup scenario to generate the final 
expected economic benefits of the upgrade. 

���� $Q�(PSLULFDO�$SSURDFK�WR�0RGHOLQJ�6WUDWHJLF�%LGGLQJ�

In the transmission evaluation methodology that the CAISO filed with the CPUC on 
February 28, 20032, the CAISO laid out detailed steps for modeling market power 
using an empirical approach.  The empirical approach adopted here is largely based 
on the four major steps proposed in that report.  However, some modifications and 
refinements were made to further improve the approach. 

In summary, our approach consisted of four major steps: 

                                                
1 A 90 percent confidence interval of the bid-cost markup means that 90 percent of predicted markups 

would be lower than the chosen level of markup. 
2 In Section III of “A Proposed Methodology for Evaluating the Economic Benefits of Transmission 

Expansions in a Restructured Wholesale Electricity Market”, The California ISO and London Economics 
International LLC, February 28, 2003.  
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1. We completed a price-cost markup regression analysis using historical data 
from November 1999 – October 2000 and 2003.  In this analysis, the hourly 
price-cost markup in each zone (j) was regressed against a residual supply 
index (RSIi,j) – a measure of the extent to which the largest supplier is “pivotal” 
in the market, the percentage of load not hedged by a utility’s own generation 
and long-term bilateral contracts (PLUi,j), a dummy variable denoting whether it 
is a summer month (SPi,j), and a dummy variable denoting whether it is a peak 
hour (Peaki,j)  

2. For each of the various supply and demand scenarios considered in the 
prospective study periods, 2008 and 2013, we calculated the following variables 
for each hour (i) and zone (j): 

a. Residual Supply Index (RSIi,j) 

b. Available Supply Capacity of Largest Single Supplier (LSSi,j) 

c. Percentage of Load Unhedged (Pct_load_unhedged i,j) 

d. Dummy variables for summer months and peak hours 

e. We applied the regression equation(s) in Step 1 to the values derived in 
Step 2 to estimate the bid-cost markups in each region 

3. We applied the bid-cost markups to the supply bids on non-utility owned 
generation and ran the model to determine dispatch and market clearing prices 
under the various supply and demand scenarios 

4. We calculated the different components of societal benefits to be used in the 
different benefit tests of the upgrade 

Each of these steps is described in greater detail below. 

4.3.1 Step 1: Price-cost Markup Regression Analysis 

4.3.1.1 Definition of Regression Equation 

Our regression analysis for determining the relationship between price-cost markups 
and certain market conditions was based on hourly data for the months November 
1999 – October 2000 and the calendar year 2003.  Specifically, the following 
regression equation was estimated: 

ji,ji,ji,ji,ji, Peak eS PLU c RSI b  aPMU ++++= Pd  

Where 

PMUi,j    The price-cost markup for hour (i) in zone (j). 

RSIi,j   = Residual Supply Index in hour (i) for zone (j) 

PLUi,j   = Percentage of load unhedged in hour (i) for zone (j) 

SPi,j   = Dummy for summer periods (May-Oct) 

Peaki,j   = Dummy for Peak hours3 

We describe the price-cost markup, RSI, and the Percentage of load unhedged in 
greater detail below.  

                                                
3 Peak hours are hours between 7am and 10pm for every weekday and Saturday. The rest of hours are 

off-peak hours. 
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4.3.1.2 Definition of Variables 

Price-Cost Markup (PMU) 

The Price-Cost Markup is expressed as the Lerner Index, which is equal to the 
following: 

Lerner Index = ((Pi,j – Ci,j)/Pi,j) 

Where 

Pi,j = Actual price in hour (i) and zone (j) 

Ci,j = Estimated competitive price in hour (i) and zone (j) 

The Lerner Index denotes the percent of the market-clearing price that is above the 
estimated competitive level.  This specification implies that the explanatory variables 
in the regression equation have a non-linear relationship with actual market clearing 
prices.  This is important because, historically, market prices tend to increase 
exponentially when market power is being exercised. 

Residual Supply Index (RSI) 

The Residual Supply Index (RSIi,j) in each hour (i) and for each zone (j) was calculated 
according to the following formula: 

ji,

ji,ji,
ji, Load

)Max(TUCTS
RSI

−
=  

Where, 
TSi,j = Total Available Supply (available import 

capacity + the available capacity of the 
internal generation)4 

Max(TUCi,j) = Total Uncommitted Capacity of Largest Single 
Supplier 5 

Loadi,j = Actual regional demand. 

The RSI measures the extent to which the largest supplier is “pivotal” in meeting 
demand.  The largest supplier is pivotal if the residual demand cannot be met absent 
the supplier’s capacity and such a case would translate to an RSI value less than 1.  
When the largest suppliers are pivotal (an RSI value less than 1), they are capable of 
exercising market power.  The first component of the RSI calculation (TSi,j) is equal to 
the aggregate of internal generation capacity and import capacity.  The hourly internal 
generation’s available capacity was computed as the difference between the generation’ 
rating and planned and forced outages. 

Percentage of Load Unhedged (PLU) 

The percentage of load unhedged is defined as: 
PLUi,j = (Loadi,j – Utility’s own available Supply Capacityi,j – 

load under the forward contractsi,j)/ Loadi,j 

                                                
4 For internal generation, the total available generation was computed as the difference between the 

generation rating and forced and schedule outage.  For the import capacity, it was computed differently 
for different paths (see Capacity on Major inter-Ties on Page 53 in the “A proposed Methodology”. 
However, when we computed the import capacity prospectively, we adopted a more simplified approach. 
More details are provided in the later section. 

5 The capacity under the long-term contracts was regarded as the committed capacity, and was excluded 
in the capacity calculation. 
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As mentioned earlier in this section, the load that is served by long-term bilateral 
contracts is assumed to be hedged.  Also, if a utility’s own generation can meet a 
significant portion of its load, this portion of load is also deemed as the hedged load.  
In sum, this variable attempts to measure the extent to which the load in a region is 
exposed to the spot market prices.  If most of load is exposed to the market price, 
suppliers have stronger incentives to bid high in order to increase market prices and 
collect more market power rent. 

4.3.1.3 Regression Results 

The regression results for the study period of November 1999 to October 2000 and 
2003 are shown below.  The regression results indicate that there was a statistically 
significant relationship between the Lerner Index and RSIs and other explanatory 
variables.  The included variables explain over 46 percent of the variation in the Lerner 
Indexes during the study period (see R-Squared values in the table).  Moreover, the 
signs of the estimated coefficients were as we expected.  A negative coefficient on RSIs 
indicated that smaller RSI values (i.e. more dominant market shares by the largest 
supplier) corresponded to higher Lerner Indexes (i.e. higher price-cost markups).  On 
average, an increase in the RSI index of 10 percentage points would decrease the 
Lerner Index by 5.3 percentage points.  A positive coefficient value for PLU indicates 
that Lerner Indexes increase when more load is exposed to market price.  Finally, the 
effects of two dummy variables also have expected signs.  The Lerner Index is larger in 
summer months and peak hours when the demand is higher and supply margins are 
relatively lower.  
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Figure 4.1 Price-cost Markup Regression Results 

Dependent: Lerner Index 

Explanatory Variables Parameter Estimates t-Statistics 
   
Intercept 0.14 [11.08] 

   
RSI (gross RSI specification) -0.53 [72.76] 
   
PLU 0.65 [70.98] 
   
Dummy for Peak hour 0.086 [23.77] 
   
Dummy for Summer Months 0.15 [48.19] 

   
R Squared   0.46 

Number of Observations   31333 

Source: California ISO market data. 

4.3.1.4 Selecting Regression Specifications 

Because our regression specification will be used to derive future market prices for all 
the various scenarios considered, we believe it is important to develop as good a 
specification as possible.  For this purpose, we developed several potential regression 
specifications and compared their predictive ability using an out-of-sample test.  First, 
using the same data set (Nov99-Oct00, and 2003) we divided the entire sample into 
two parts: an in-sample data set and an out-of-sample data set.  The out-of-sample 
data set consists of hourly data for a total of 60 days in 2003 (5-day for each month in 
2003).  The in-sample data set consists of hourly data from November 1999 to 
December 2000 and the remaining 2003 data (after excluding 60-day data used for in-
sample data set).  Using the in-sample data set, we generated regression estimates for 
each regression specification.  Then, for each specification, we computed the projected 
Lerner Index for the out-of-sample data.  Finally, we compared the projection results 
from every specification with the actual Lerner Index and chose the one specification 
that generated the best fit.  Specifically, we tested the following three specifications: 

Table 4.1 Different Specifications of Regression Model 

Specifications Variables Included 
Specification 1 (Results 
presented in Figure 4.1) 

RSI, PLU, Dummy for Peak hour, Dummy for Summer 
Months 

Specification 2 
(Polynomial 
specification) 

RSI, RSI_squared, PLU, Dummy for Peak hour, Dummy for 
Summer Months 

Specification 3 
(Exponential 
specification) 

1/RSI, PLU, Dummy for Peak hour, Dummy for Summer 
Months 
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Specification 1 produced a linear relationship between the Lerner Index and RSI.6 
Some might argue that relationship between RSI and the Lerner Index itself might be 
nonlinear, especially during tight system conditions.  To test how a non-linear 
specification would improve our projection, we included a polynomial specification 
(Specification 2) and an exponential specification (Specification 3).  Figure 4.1 
compares the actual Lerner Index with the projected Lerner indexes using three 
specifications for the SP15 region for 5-days in July 2003 (which was the only five-day 
period where consistent positive price-cost markups were observed in the out-of-
sample).  For this summer period, we observed that Specification 3 (Blue line) 
generally under-predicted, while Specification 2 (yellow line) tended to over-estimate in 
peak hours.  Among these three specifications, Specification 1 seemed to produce the 
best estimates.  Therefore, we felt that it was reasonable to choose Specification 1 
(detailed in Table 4.1) for the analysis.7   

Figure 4.2 Comparison of Lerner Indexes, Prediction Versus 
Actual (Out-of-Sample Test) 

                                                
6 Even though there was a linear relationship between the Lerner index and RSI in Specification 1, the 

RSI has a non-linear relationship with actual market prices, due to the definition of Lerner index being 
((Pi,j – Ci,j)/Pi,j). 

7 By no means are these specification tests exclusive. However, we think it was important to have a 
specification that was able to trace the actual movement of price-cost markups in the summer period 
where most markups were observed. We chose the 5-day in July for this test because this 5-day period 
was the only period we observed the consistent positive markups in the peak hours in the out-of-
sample data set. Specification 1 seemed to produce a better result. 
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4.3.2 Step 2: Calculating System Variables for the Prospective Study Periods 

This step involves calculating the necessary hourly variables for determining the price-
cost markups to be used prospectively for 2008 and 2013 in three utility areas: PG&E, 
SCE, and SDG&E.  The specific hourly data that were calculated for each simulation 
scenario are: 

RSIi,j = Residual Supply Index in hour (i) for zone (j) 
   
Pct_load_unhedgedi,j = Percentage of load 

unhedged in hour (i) for 
zone (j) 

The computation of these two variables and other variables are fully automated in 
PLEXOS.  

The formula for the RSI calculation is: 

ji,

ji,ji,
ji, RND

)Max(TUCTS
RSI

−
=  

Where, 
TSi,j = Total Available Supply (the available 

capacity of the internal generation + 
import capacity) 

Max(TUCi,j) = Total Uncommitted Capacity of Largest 
Single Supplier  

Loadi,j = Actual zonal demand 

The first component of the RSI calculation (TSi,j) is equal to the aggregate of internal 
generation capacity and import capacity.  The hourly internal generation’s available 
capacity was computed as the difference between the generation’s rating and planned 
and forced outages.  In the projected assessment of system adequacy (PASA) run, 
PLEXOS generated the planned outage number by optimizing the maintenance 
schedule to balance supply and demand in the intermediate time horizon.  In the same 
PASA run, it modeled the random outage.  PLEXOS then computed the available 
capacity for each generation on an hourly basis. 

For import capacity, we implemented a 30-day “look-back” algorithm.  For each utility 
region, we identified the inter-regional lines that connect the region.  The import 
capacity for region j and at day d was determined by: 

),0(_ ,,
30,...,1

, ∑−−=
=

i
tji

ttd
jd FlowMaxcapacityimport

ξξ
 

where i=1,…,I, denoting the inter-regional lines that connect to region j 

∑
i

tjiFlow ,, represents the actual aggregate net import schedules to region j in a hour in 

day t. The import capacity into region j at day d was determined as the maximum 
hourly net import schedule reported in the previous 30-days.  This approach to 
determine the import capacity is slightly different from the one when we used to derive 
RSI values for the regression data (November 1999 to October 2000, and 2003), where 
we determined the import capacity at the branch group level with each branch group 
treated differently.  Our current modification was necessary, partly due to our 
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implementation of a DC network model, and partly due to the actual implementation 
and complexity of modeling in PLEXOS. 8 

4.3.3 Step 3: Estimating Bid-cost Markups for Market Price Run 

In this step, we first estimated hourly Lerner Indexes based on the input data derived 
in Step 2.  We then applied the estimated bid-cost markups in a region to all strategic 
suppliers.  Specifically, for each generator, its corresponding bid-cost markups were 
added on its estimated marginal costs to derive its bids for the market price run.  The 
marginal costs are estimated based on fuel costs, heat rates, and other O&M costs.  
Finally, we conducted market price runs in PLEXOS.9 

We only treated the owners of merchant generation as strategic players, where the 
estimated bid-cost markups were added to the marginal cost in the market price run.  
In contrast, utility’s owned generation, municipal generation, as well as generation 
under 2003 RMR Condition II contracts are treated as non-strategic suppliers and no 
bid-cost markups were added.  More detailed discussion on this is provided in 
Chapter 8—Input Assumptions for the Path 26 Study.  In the market price run, 
PLEXOS re-executes the optimal power flow model using the bids that have 
incorporated bid-cost markups (instead of the bids that only reflect the variable costs 
in the cost-based run).   

Bid-cost Markup Scenarios 

We stated before that the dependent variable in the regression equation is the Lerner 
Index, defined as: 

Lerner Index = ((Pi,j – Ci,j)/Pi,j) 
                                                
8 Alternatively, we might use the line ratings to represent the import capacity. But we believe that line 

ratings would exaggerate the actual import capacity for a region. Or we may simply use the hourly 
actual net import volume, but this would likely under-estimate the import capacity.  We believe that 
using the 30-day “look-back” algorithm strikes a balance between these two approaches, and more 
realistically represents the actual import capacity into the region. Finally, the resulting import capacity 
numbers are largely comparable with the historical numbers.  

9 It is worth noting the difference between the Lerner Index (or price-cost markups) and bid-cost 
markups. Strictly speaking, the predicted values from the regression equation are price-cost markups 
rather than bid-cost markups. In this analysis, we applied the derived price-cost markups as bid-cost 
markups for the following reasons.  Theoretically, it is possible to use the weighted average zonal price 
in the cost-based run where every supplier is assumed to bid its marginal cost, and then apply the 
price-cost markups to directly derive the new regional prices that correspond to strategic bidding 
(without the market price run). However, due to the implementation of DC network model and the 
nature of econometric model itself, it is conceivable that the projected regional prices might not be 
consist with flows, the congestion patterns, and congestion revenues on the relevant inter-regional 
lines.  In this analysis, we chose to treat the price-cost markups as bid-cost markups, and re-execute 
the full-network model, this would ensure that the resulting regional prices are consist with congestion 
patterns.  
Alternatively, we could estimate the relationship between bid-cost markups (rather than the current 
price-cost markup) and system conditions, and apply this relationship prospectively. However, this is 
very difficult, if not impossible. First, we only had limited information on bidding behavior of suppliers. 
The energy transacted in the CAISO’ real-time markets only account for a very small portion of the 
entire wholesale energy. For 2003, less than 5 percent of the energy was traded in the CAISO’s real-time 
market. In other words, we did not have bidding information on the majority part of a supplier’s 
generation portfolio. Second, the characteristics of suppliers, the generation locations, and the types of 
generation (base-load units or peaker units) are all likely to affect a supplier’s bidding patterns.  
Because of the enormous complexity of this approach and the deadline we confronted, we decided to 
postpone this exploration for the future enhancements. 
Finally, we did conduct some sanity checks, including comparison of the applied bid-cost markups and 
the price-cost markups after the market price run. We found that these two indexes usually move 
closely with each other such that in the hours where we had high markups, we also observed higher 
price-cost markups after the market price run.  
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where 
Pi,j = Actual price in hour (i) and zone (j) 
Ci,j, = Estimated competitive price in hour (i) and zone (j) 

For the base markup scenario, the Lerner Index is the direct output of estimation 
equation.  To derive actual market clearing prices, the estimated Lerner Indexes must 
first be converted to price-cost markups (PMU)10: 

PMUi,j = ((Pi,j – Ci,j)/Ci,j) 

For the high and low markup scenarios, the Lerner Index was adjusted upwards or 
downward to reflect the forecast errors.  Mathematically, it is defined as 

High Predicted Regional Lerner Index = max (0, Base Predicted Regional 
Lerner Index + t_value * s); 

Low Predicted Regional Lerner Index = max (0, Base Predicted Regional 
Lerner Index - t_value * s); 

We used a t_value of 1.645 to reflect the 90 percent confidence interval, and “s” is the 
standard deviation of the forecast error derived from the regression equation.  A high-
predicted regional Lerner Index represents an upper bound of the predicted Lerner 
Index, while a low predicted regional Lerner Index represents a lower bound.11  

Proportional Bid-cost Markup 

As mentioned earlier, we used the estimated price-cost markups as the bid-cost 
markups in the market price run.  Given the market structure in California, only 
merchant power suppliers are treated as strategic suppliers that bid above their 
marginal costs.  When computing the strategic capacity of each merchant supplier, its 
capacity under the contract was excluded.  

Finally, instead of applying the same bid-cost markups to all the strategic suppliers in 
the same region, we used a “proportional markup” approach, assuming that the 
largest supplier had the highest bid-cost markup in the region.  According to supply 
function equilibrium model proposed by Green and Newbery (1992), the price markup 
of a supplier is a proportional to the quantity it supplies and inversely proportional to 
the sum of residual supply elasticity and absolute value of demand elasticity.12  This 
indicates that the largest supplier has more incentives than other supplier to bid 
higher and collect market power rent.  The same implication can be also drawn from 
Cournot type models.  

Specifically, the bid-cost markup of supplier s at region j at hour i was defined as: 

BCMs,i,j = PMUi,j * SCs,i,j / LSCs,i,j 

                                                
10 The relationship between price-cost markup (PMU) and Lerner Index is: PMU=LI/(1-LI). 
11 It is important to point out the differences between price-cost markups and bid-cost markups. If we 

directly use price-cost markups as the proxies for bid-cost markups, the resulting final price-cost 
markups from the market price simulations are likely to be lower than that predicted for importing 
regions (where market power is more relevant). Therefore, in the actual practice, some calibrations on 
bid-cost markups might be necessary. 

12 Green, R. and D. Newbery, “Competition in the British Electricity Spot Market,” Journal of Political 
Economy, 100(5), 929-953, 1992. For a more recent paper see Linear Supply Function Equilibrium: 
Generalizations, Application, and Limitations, Baldick, Grant, and Kahnor, POWER Working Paper, 
2000.  
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where: 

PMUi,j =  the price cost markup derived from the Lerner Index equation 
for the region 

SCs,i,j  =  the strategic supply capacity of player s after netting out its 
contract commitment 

LSCs,i,j =  the largest supplier’s capacity 

After applying the bid-cost markups to each strategic supplier, we conducted the 
market price run.  

All benefit computations were based on the results of market price run. 

4.3.4 Calculating Economic Benefits for Market Price Runs 

PLEXOS re-simulates using the marked-up bids and internally calculates monopoly 
rent, following which we apply the formulas in Chapter 2 – Quantifying Benefits – to 
derive measurements of benefits.  A detailed discussion on computation of benefit 
components is provided in Chapter 2, and not discussed here.   
 

���� )XWXUH�(QKDQFHPHQW�

4.4.1 Continue to Improve Existing RSI Approach 

The further enhancements of market price methodology are both important and 
necessary.  On the one hand, we will continuously improve the current methodology.  
We will experiment with new specifications to test and improve the model’s prediction 
capability, especially when new data becomes available.  We will also refine our 
methodology of estimating the cost-based market clearing prices.  In the future, we 
would use PLEXOS to simulate competitive prices so that all transmission constraints 
and operation limitation can be appropriately accounted for.  On the other hand, we 
will explore other approaches to derive the market prices.  For instance, we will 
explore to derive the relationship between bid-cost markups and system conditions 
directly rather than the current approach -- relying on price-cost markups as the 
proxies for bid-cost markups.  This approach will be more realistic after the CAISO 
starts to operate the day-ahead market where bids and other market information 
become more available. 

4.4.2 Further Investigation of Game-Theoretical Approaches  

On a parallel path, we will continue modeling the game-theoretical strategic bidding 
behavior in the DC network model.  While it is very difficult to model the complex 
game-based strategic behavior in the DC network model, we will experiment with some 
simplified strategies such as pure Cournot strategy, or ConjectureMod developed by 
London Economics.  The results from this modeling exercise can serve as a check for 
results from the econometric approach or provide an additional markup scenario in 
the market price run. 
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5.1.1   Importance of Risk and Uncertainty Analysis in Transmission Economic 
Evaluations 

Decisions on whether to build new transmission are complicated by risks and 
uncertainties about the future.  Future load growth, fuel costs, additions and 
retirements of generation capacities and the location of those generators, exercise 
of market power by some generators, and availability of hydro resources are among 
some of the many factors impacting decision makers.  Some of these risks and 
uncertainties can be easily measured and quantified, and some cannot.     

There are fundamentally three reasons why we must consider risk and uncertainty 
in transmission evaluation.  First, changes in future system conditions can 
significantly affect benefits of a transmission expansion.  The relationship between 
transmission benefits and underlying system conditions is in many cases 
nonlinear.  Thus, evaluating a transmission project based only on assumptions of 
average future system conditions might greatly underestimate or overestimate the 
true benefit of the project and may lead to less than optimal decision making.  The 
following figure depicts two examples of the possible relationship between the 
benefit of transmission expansion and future peak load.  If the marginal benefit of 
a transmission project increases at an increasing rate with an increase in peak 
load (the left panel), then the evaluation based on average future peak load will 
underestimate the benefit.  Conversely, if the benefit does not increase at the same 
or greater rate with an increase in peak load, then the evaluation based on average 
future peak load will overestimate the benefit (the right panel).  Similar non-linear 
relationships may also exist between transmission benefits and other factors.  To 
make sure we fully capture all impacts the project may have, we must examine the 
value of a transmission expansion under a wide range of possible system 
conditions. 

Figure 5.1 Benefits and Expected Benefit 
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Second, transmission upgrades are particularly valuable during extreme conditions 
and major values of transmission upgrade are insurance against extreme events.  
For example, the California energy crisis might have been avoided has there been a 
significant transmission capacity between the Eastern interconnection and the 
Western interconnection.  If all of the inexpensive Eastern power could have gotten 
to the West during that time period, prices would not have risen and the state of 
California would not have had to assign forward contracts at prices that reflected 
substantial market power.  In addition, it would have perhaps avoided the recent 
blackout in the eastern U.S. that led to significant economic loss to that area of the 
country.   

Third, transmission upgrades have significant option values and the only way to 
value these options is to consider probabilities of risk and uncertainty.  Option 
analysis can tell whether projects are really needed, or can be deferred or should 
be advanced.  Decision makers need to consider probabilities to calculate option 
values.  Although our methodology does not focus on option analysis, nevertheless 
it is an important aspect of risk and uncertainty analysis.1  

5.1.2 Approaches in Studying Risk and Uncertainty 

As we discussed previously, the relationship between benefits of transmission 
expansion and factors that might impact those benefits can be highly nonlinear.  
Thus, it is important to consider a range of possible outcomes of those factors that 
can potentially affect the value of a transmission upgrade.  There are several 
alternative approaches to assessing the impact of risk and uncertainty on the 
benefits of a transmission expansion.  A deterministic approach or a stochastic 
approach, or a combination of the two is the approaches most often used.  In the 
following sections, we will briefly review each approach and identify the approach 
that we selected for our methodology. 

Deterministic Approach 

Deterministic analysis is performed using point estimates, for example, a single set 
of assumptions about loads, natural gas prices, and the availability of generating 
plants to meet customer loads.  While a deterministic analysis is useful for 
understanding a single set of input forecasts, it does not reflect the impact of risk 
and uncertainty.  Deterministic analysis is best used for initial analysis of an 
expansion proposal.  A complete transmission evaluation process should 
incorporate stochastic analysis or scenario analysis described below.      

Stochastic Approach 

Stochastic analysis models the uncertainty associated with different parameters 
affecting the benefits of an expansion project.  Stochastic analysis often uses 
probabilistic representations of the future loads, gas prices, and generation unit 
availabilities.  Usually, expected values of production costs and fuel consumptions 
are computed without the assumption of a perfectly known future.   

Many types of stochastic approaches have been developed.  One particular type is 
the “Monte Carlo” probabilistic simulation.  Simulations that incorporate Monte 
Carlo analysis often use detailed, deterministic programs while allowing factors 
such as unit outages and variations of loads from base forecasts to be generated 
through the use of random sampling techniques.  Random numbers are generated 
                                                
1 Including transmission upgrade’s option value could be an area for future enhancement to the 

CAISO methodology. 
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at regular time intervals and used to develop sample results from the appropriate 
probability distributions.  For instance, Monte Carlo analysis may be used to draw 
random numbers that determine the status of a generating unit; whether it is 
operating at full capacity, experiencing a forced outage, or returning to service.  
The magnitude of the load deviation from the expected forecast may also be 
determined by a random number using a “forecast error” probability density.   

Combined Approach – Scenario Analysis with Stochastic Component 
Incorporated 

Monte Carlo is a useful tool for stochastic analysis.  However, performing Monte 
Carlo simulation simultaneously for multiple variables can be very complicated and 
time consuming, especially for a large-scale DC network model.  In our 
methodology, we use a combined approach with both deterministic and stochastic 
components.  More specifically, we model the impact of exogenous variables on the 
power system in a deterministic fashion.  Those variables included demand 
forecast, gas price forecast, hydro availability, new generation entry and cost 
markup.  However, instead of focusing on one single set of deterministic 
assumptions for these exogenous variables, we developed a 2-stage sampling 
technique to select reasonably probable representations of future system 
conditions, i.e., scenarios.  In addition, we developed two techniques to assign joint 
probabilities to various combinations of exogenous variables2 to allow us to 
compute the expected value of a transmission upgrade, as well as the expected 
range of the values.  Finally, as part of our methodology we recommend studying 
the insurance value that a transmission project may provide against extreme low-
probability, high-risk system contingencies.  For endogenous variables such as 
generation maintenance and forced outages, we incorporated the stochastic 
component in our simulation model so that these factors can be modeled correctly 
in a probabilistic manner.  In other words, we used Monte Carlo probabilistic 
simulation for generation outages.  This Monte Carlo technique can be further 
extended to include other endogenous variables such as transmission line outages 
and other system conditions affecting transmission values. 

In the following section, we describe our scenario analysis.  We first discuss the 
goal of using scenarios analysis.  Then, we discuss how we choose scenarios and 
how we assign probabilities to scenarios.   

���� 6FHQDULR�$QDO\VLV�

5.2.1 Goal of Scenario Analysis 

The goal of our scenario analysis is to answer the following three questions:  

• What is the expected benefit of a transmission upgrade 

• What is the expected or most likely range of benefits  

• What is the insurance value of a transmission upgrade 
against extreme conditions and contingencies 

In the following sections, we discuss how we propose to answer these questions. 

                                                
2  By exogenous variables we mean variables that are outside the control of the power system 

operation and dispatch.     
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5.2.2 Selecting Variables and Their Values 

Variables 

The first step in preparing to answer the questions above is to decide what 
variables to include in benefit evaluation.  The key principle is to select variables 
that have a significant impact on transmission expansion.  In our Path 26 study, 
we decided to study the following five variables: 

• Future demand level 

• Future gas price level 

• Future strategic bidding behavior (markup) 

• Future hydro availability; and 

• Future new economic generation entry 

What variables to include in a transmission upgrade evaluation study should be 
determined on a case-by-case basis.  Our methodology is general enough that, 
once variables are decided, it helps to define variable values and to assign 
probabilities to joint variable events. 

Variable Values 

The next step is to decide what value to consider for each variable.  The approach 
here is to consider a wide range of possible future values for each variable.  A 
reasonable approach is to compile a most likely base case (usually bounded by a 
50 percent confidence interval surrounding the base case values), a range of 
possible values bounded by an intermediate confidence level (e.g., a 75 percent 
confidence interval in predicting the range), and a wider range bounded by a larger 
confidence level (e.g., a 90 percent confidence interval).  In our Path 26 study, we 
chose to consider the following five levels for each variable: 

• Very High (VH) 

• High (H) 

• Base (B) 

• Low (L); and 

• Very Low (VL) 

VH and VL are the upper and lower bounds of the 90 percent confidence interval 
for a variable if an objective probability distribution could be derived.  H and L are 
the upper and lower bounds of the 75 percent confidence interval, and B is the 
most likely base case. 

Base Case Demand and Base Case Gas Price 

A variable’s base case value represents its most likely value in the future.  In our 
Path 26 study, for California area, we adopted the California Energy Commission’s 
(CEC’s) demand base case forecast as our demand base case and CEC’s gas price 
forecast as our gas price base case3, while we directly predicted our base case 
                                                
3 More specifically, in our demand base case, we used the CEC’s annual energy consumption forecast 

for moderate economic growth scenario as our base case energy consumption, and the CEC’s peak 
load forecast for 1-in-2 temperature conditions as our peak load.  For more details, see California’s 
2003 Electricity Supply and Demand Balance and Five-Year Outlook, California Energy Commission, 
available at www.energy.ca.gov.   
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markup from our regression analysis using future system conditions4.  For other 
regions in WECC, we used WECC’s 10-year forecast (2003-2012) of peak load and 
energy growth rate to derive the base case energy and peak load forecast from 2002 
actuals.5     

Others who might use our methodology can develop their own base case 
assumptions based on their judgment or historical experiences.  We believe our 
base case reflects an appropriate approach for projects internal to California, but 
recognize that there may be circumstances that justify projects sponsors modifying 
the CEC forecasts in developing their base cases.  Below, we explain how we 
developed the alternative values for each of the five variables considered in the 
Path 26 study. 

Demand 

For other than base case values, people can either base on forecast errors or 
historical distributions to derive these values.  We adopted the former approach 
because we have good historical tracking records of CEC’s forecast errors.  
Assuming demand (both annual energy consumption and peak load) is normally 
distributed, we define demand forecast error (F.E.) as: 

Demand F.E. = 1 – CEC Forecast Value/Actual Value. 

Figure 5.2 shows CEC’s forecast error of peak load by comparing CEC’s various 
published peak load forecasts with actual peaks. 

Figure 5.2 Forecast Errors
 

CEC’s Peak Load Forecast Error
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4 See discussions in Chapter 4 for more details. 
5 For more detailed information, see WECC 10-Year Coordinated Plan Summary (2003-2012), 

Committee of Planning and Operation for Electric System Reliability, December 2003.  Available at 
http://www.wecc.biz/coord_plan_summary.html.   
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The alternative demand levels can be computed as:6 

 VH Demand = (1 + Upper 90% Confidence Bound of Demand F.E.)*Base 

 H Demand = (1 + Upper 75% Confidence Bound of Demand F.E.)*Base 

 L Demand = (1 + Lower 75% Confidence Bound of Demand F.E.)*Base 

VL Demand = (1 + Lower 90% Confidence Bound of Demand F.E.)*Base 

Gas Price 

In deriving other gas price values, we assumed that the gas price is log-normally 
distributed.  There are two reasons for assuming a lognormal distribution: (1) 
distributions of gas price values around their mean value tend to exhibit left skews 
and fat right tails; (2) log-normal distribution ensures that gas prices are always 
positive.  Zero or negative gas prices cannot be produced by a lognormal 
distribution.  We calculated the CEC’s gas price forecast error as follows:  

Gas Price F.E. = LN(CEC Forecast Value/Actual Value) 

= LN(CEC Forecast Value) – LN(Actual Value). 

The alternative gas price levels can be calculated as follows:7 

VH Gas Price = Base * eUpper 90% Confidence Bound, 

H Gas Price = Base * eUpper 75% Confidence Bound, 

L Gas Price = Base * eLower 75% Confidence Bound, 

VL Gas price = Base* eLower 90% Confidence Bound. 

Bid Markups  

We used the empirical approach described in Chapter 4 to derive bid markups for 
the base case.  Since the explanatory variables in our markup regression can only 
explain about 50 percent of the historical price-cost markups, we felt it is 
important to consider a wider range of markups.  Alternative values of bid markups 
were derived by using the confidence intervals for the base case markup prediction 
as follows: 

VH Markup = Upper 90% Confidence Bound = Base + t0.05*s;8 

H Markup = Upper 75% Confidence Bound = Base + t0.125*s; 

H Markup = Lower 75% Confidence Bound = Base – t0.125*s; 

L Markup = Lower 90% Confidence Bound = Base – t0.05*s. 

Hydro Availability 

The availability of hydroelectric generation is a complex but important factor in 
analyzing transmission expansion benefits, especially for California and the rest of 
the WECC system, which rely heavily on energy from hydroelectric facilities.  
Although we have a long series of historical hydro data throughout the WECC to 
analyze the frequencies of dry, normal, or wet annual hydro conditions, it is 
impossible to predict exactly what annual hydro production will be 5 or 10 years in 

                                                
6 We calculate forecast error separately for total annual energy consumption and peak load. 
7 We calculate gas price forecast error for each region separately and apply F.E. accordingly. 
8 More specifically, t0.05 is t-value at 5% significance level, and s is the estimated standard deviation of 

the regression error term. 
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the future.  Therefore, we believe it is important to consider multiple cases with 
different levels of hydro generation.   

Note that for a multiple-year continuous study, different patterns of hydro 
availability could also have significant impact on transmission benefit.  For a 10-
year continuous study, a hydro pattern that starts with wet years then continues 
to normal years and ends with dry years will likely result different benefits than an 
alternative hydro pattern that starts with dry and ends with wet.  In our Path 26 
study, we produce results for only two discrete years: 2008 and 2013.  For each, 
we evaluate three hydro production levels: wet (W), base (B), and dry (D), 
throughout the entire WECC area9.  As a result, we can analyze many different 
hydro patterns and their impact on transmission benefits, for example, wet in 2008 
and dry in 2013, or vice versa. 

New Economic Generation Entry 

The amount of new generation entry, the timing of new entry, and their location 
might greatly affect the value of transmission expansion.  The specific impact of 
new generation entry on transmission upgrade will depend on whether new 
generation and transmission upgrade are substitutes or complements.   

In the Path 26 study, the base case economic generation entry level was derived for 
the entire WECC region by comparing new generators’ profitability with their 
revenue requirements for year 2013.  We then derived an over- and under-entry 
scenario to study the impact of new generation on transmission expansion benefits 
and the possible substitution of transmission and new generation.  Because there 
is, to our knowledge, no sound statistical basis for developing over and under entry 
scenarios, the approach we used in our Path 26 study is 50 percent above or below 
the base case as the over or under entry case.   

Given multiple variables and multiple values possible for each variable, the total 
number of all possible variable combinations (scenarios) is very large.  However, it 
is not necessary to simulate all possible scenarios.  In the following sections, we 
discuss how we efficiently sampled necessary scenarios and assigned probabilities 
to assist us in answering the three questions identified above. 

5.2.3 Answering Question #1: What is the Expected Benefit? 

In order to answer question #1, we selected a combination event of demand, gas 
price, and markup using both an importance sampling technique and a second 
sampling approach, which is called a “Latin Hypercube” technique. For this stage, 
hydro and new generation entry are held constant at base case values.  We then 
used a moment consistent linear programming (LP) approach to assign joint 
probabilities to the joint events of these three variables (coupled with base hydro 
and base new generation entry10).   

There are two critical aspects to scenario analysis: 

• Selecting important and representative scenarios 

                                                
9 Due to data inheritance, we adopted SSGWI’s hydro cases for 2008 and 2013.  More specifically, the 

wet hydro level is the year 1948 water condition, the base level is the year 1953 water condition, 
and the dry hydro level is the year 1930 water condition. 

10 The reason we keep hydro availability and new generation entry at base is that the moment 
consistent LP approach requires a point estimate and the distribution of each variable based on 
forecast errors, while, as we discussed previously, alternative hydro and new generation entry levels 
are selected rather subjectively without historical references.   
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• Determining how to weight the estimated benefits under 
each scenario in order to derive the expected benefit of the 
transmission expansion 

Our methodology provides a practical and innovative approach that addresses both 
of these aspects. We discuss our scenario development below.   

Sampling 

A comprehensive scenario selection approach should include three kinds of 
scenarios: 

• Scenarios that represent most likely conditions 

• Scenarios that represent extreme “bookend” conditions 

• Scenarios that represent in-between conditions 

In the following discussion, we describe how we selected scenarios from each of 
these categories using importance sampling and the Latin Hypercube sampling 
technique. 

Importance Sampling 

Importance sampling is used to choose most likely scenarios (i.e., base case 
scenarios), bookend scenarios, and scenarios we believed useful for comparison 
purposes. This example shows how we would choose joint events of demand and 
gas price using importance sampling: 

Table 5.1 Examples of Importance Sampling 

 
 

Demand Scenario  
VH H B L VL 

VH X  X  X 
H      
B X  X  X 
L      

Gas 
Price 

Scenario 

VL X  X  X 

 

Latin Hypercube Sampling 

The Latin Hypercube sampling technique is essentially random sampling without 
replacement.  This technique ensures a representative sample of scenarios being 
selected.  In this example, there are two variables, demand and gas price, The Latin 
Hypercube technique ensures there is a selection in every column and every row of 
the matrix.  Table 5.2 shows two sets of Latin Hypercube samples (one denoted by 
“X” and the other denoted by “O”): 

Bookend 

Most likely 

Useful 
Analytic 
Comparison 
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Table 5.2 Examples of Latin Hypercube Sampling 

Demand Scenario  
VH H B L VL 

VH  X O   
H X   O  
B  O   X 
L   X  O 

Gas 
Price 

Scenario 

VL O   X  

If a sample by the Latin Hypercube technique was already selected in the 
importance-sampling step, it can be discarded and replaced by another random 
sample.  Latin Hypercube is an efficient method for picking scenarios for multiple 
variables and it yields a low error in approximating a “joint probability 
distribution”.11   

Moment Consistent LP to Assign Joint Probabilities for Calculating Expected 
Benefit 

As we stated in our February 2003 CPUC filing, we had developed a Moment 
Consistent Linear Programming Approach for assigning joint probabilities for joint 
events.  This method requires choosing joint probabilities for each joint event such 
that it matches probability distributions of gas price, demand, and markup.  More 
specifically, we accomplished this by using a simple linear programming (LP) 
algorithm to select joint probabilities so that moments (e.g., mean, variance, 
covariance, and skew) of estimated probabilities of gas price, demand, and markup 
levels are preserved.   

As previously noted, we directly adopted CEC’s base case gas price forecast as our 
base case and derived the high and low gas price levels using upper or lower 90 
percent confidence bounds of the CEC’s gas price forecast error.  This distribution 
of the gas price forecast error determined the distribution of our future gas price 
forecast levels.  Given historical evidence of how close the CEC’s gas price forecast 
predicted the actual gas price, we derived the probabilities for each gas price 
forecast level, adjunct with other variables, based on the confidence level of the 
CEC’s forecast.  This same approach can be applied to other variables, such as 
demand and markup, which have comprehensive historical data on predicted and 
actual values that allow for the calculation of probabilities. 

Scenarios represent possible future states of the world, each having some 
probability of occurring.  If we knew the marginal probabilities of each system 
variable, the correlations between system variables, and had a representative 
sample of each, determining the joint probabilities of each combination of system 
variables (scenarios) would be straightforward.  Although we don’t have perfect 
information on the marginal probabilities and correlations, we can try to estimate 
them based on past experience.  Furthermore, we may have more confidence in our 
estimates of some variables than of others, depending on the quality of the data.  
Given the confidence levels that are derived from the estimated distribution of each 
variable (demand, gas price, and markup), we can take the following approach to 
assign a single set of probabilities to each joint event. 

                                                
11 In our Path 26 study, we did not use the Latin Hypercube sampling process due to the tight 

timeline for completing the results.    
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Suppose we are interested in m joint events of demand, gas price, and markup.  
Denote demand variable as D, gas price variable as G, and markup variable as M.  
Assume variable D has mean DP̂ and variance 2

DV̂ , variable G has mean GP̂ and 

variance 2
GV̂ , and variable M has mean MP̂ and variance 2

MV̂ .  Furthermore, assume 

covariance between variable D and G is DGV̂ , covariance between variable D and M 

is DMV̂ , and covariance between variable G and M is GMV̂ .  We will assign a 

probability, pi (i = 1, 2, …, m), to each joint event, using the following LP algorithm: 

We are interested in m joint events of demand, gas price, and markup.  We name 
the demand variable as D, gas price variable as G, and markup variable as M.  We 
assume variable D has mean DP̂ and variance 2

DV̂ , variable G has mean GP̂ and 

variance 2
GV̂ , and variable M has mean MP̂ and variance 2

MV̂ .  Furthermore, we 

assume the covariance between variable D and G is DGV̂ , the covariance between 

variable D and M is DMV̂ , and the covariance between variable G and M is GMV̂ .  We 

then assign a probability, pi (i = 1, 2, …, m), to each joint event, using the following 
LP algorithm: 
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Constraint (1), (2), and (3) state that the sum of the joint probability weighted 
demand, gas price, and markup forecast errors have to match their respective 
estimated mean forecast errors, derived using historical data.  Similarly, 
constraints (4), (5), and (6) specify that the joint probability-weighted variances 
have to match the estimated variances.  Constraints (7), (8), and (9) state that the 
joint probability-weighted covariance between any two variables have to match the 
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estimated covariance’s as well.  Constraint (10) is the sum of probabilities and has 
to equal 1. Constraint (11) is the non-negativity constraint. 

After we obtained the joint probabilities for joint events of demand/gas 
price/markup coupled with the base case scenarios for hydro and new generation 
entry, calculating expected benefit of transmission expansion is straightforward if 
each single scenario is simulated and the benefit is calculated.  Table 5.3 below 
shows the joint probabilities calculated through moment consistent LP for our Path 
26 study:12 

Table 5.3 Joint Probabilities Derived for Calculating Expected Benefit in the 
Path 26 Study 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note that among the 27 joint events, 8 events have virtually zero joint probabilities.  
This indicates that we do not need to simulate these cases for expected benefit 
purposes.  However, these cases may be studied for analytical comparison 
purposes. 

5.2.4 Answering Question #2: What is the Expected or Most Likely Range of 
Benefits? 

It is difficult to obtain good objective predictions for the future states of many 
important variables.  However, we can always select some possible future states 
subjectively and assess the impact of varying these factors.  Furthermore, given a 
wide range of variables, being subjectively or objectively selected, we can always 
assign joint probabilities to each scenario to see what maximum or minimum 
benefit results given differing scenarios.  For example, we can’t confidently provide 
means and standard deviations for new generation entry distribution.  Instead, we 
can calculate two extreme cases that bookend the benefits of transmission 
expansion with respect to that variable. 

This is the idea behind our Min/Max LP approach.  In this approach, we selected 
additional variables and events and assigned joint probabilities to put bounds on 

                                                
12 We have assumed zero correlations among the three variables in deriving the joint probabilities in 

our Path 26 study.  The estimates of means and variances used in the Moment Consistent LP are as 

follows: 0Dˆ  P , 0Gˆ  P , 0Mˆ  P , 111.12
Dˆ  V , 119.12

Gˆ  V , 000.12
Mˆ  V . 

Scenario 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Demand VH VH VH B B B VL VL VL
Gas Price VH B VL VH B VL VH B VL
Markup H H H H H H H H H
Joint Prob. 0.000 0.023 0.000 0.023 0.094 0.023 0.000 0.023 0.000
Scenario 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
Demand VH VH VH B B B VL VL VL
Gas Price VH B VL VH B VL VH B VL
Markup B B B B H B B B B
Joint Prob. 0.023 0.094 0.023 0.094 0.165 0.094 0.023 0.094 0.023
Scenario 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27
Demand VH VH VH B B B VL VL VL
Gas Price VH B VL VH B VL VH B VL
Markup L L L L L L L L L
Joint Prob. 0.000 0.023 0.000 0.023 0.094 0.023 0.000 0.023 0.000
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the benefit estimates (“worst” and “best” benefits).  In this process, we use some 
informed judgment to estimate the probabilities of each (demand, gas price, 
markup, new generation entry, hydro availability) combination that will give the 
minimum or maximum net benefit for the transmission project.   

More specifically, we assign joint probabilities by solving the following LP problem: 
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s.t. Constraints s.t. Constraints 

where fi is the joint probability of realizing a particular scenario (i.e. unique 
combination of demand, gas price, markup, new generation entry, hydro 
availability).  In this Max or Min LP problem, constraints could include conditions 
such that the joint probabilities of demand/gas/markup derived from the Moment 
Consistent LP process are observed in the Min/Max LP as well.  Also usual non-
negativity constraints and the sum of probabilities equal to 1 constraint should be 
included.  Furthermore, we can make subjective assumptions about hydro 
availability and new generation entry and include them as constraints in the 
Min/Max LP approach.  Both LP approaches (Moment Consistent and Min/Max) 
don’t prohibit us from exercising our judgment about future system conditions and 
studying the implications of our assumptions on expected transmission benefit 
values or their expected range. 

We believe this methodology provides a practical and innovative approach to 
addressing both the aspects of risk and uncertainty:  Some risk and uncertainty 
can be specified with probability estimates and some cannot.  Matching moments 
makes sense when probabilities can be specified; considering worst and best cases 
makes sense when there is insufficient basis for estimating probabilities. 

5.2.5 Answering Question #3: What is the Insurance Value of Transmission 
Upgrade?  

As we discussed previously, a transmission upgrade can provide important 
insurance value against extreme conditions and system contingencies.  To capture 
this insurance value, transmission expansion evaluation needs to include low-
probability, high-impact events.  Exactly what contingency situations to select is 
subjective and will likely depend on the particular transmission upgrade project 
being studied.  The objective is to choose those contingency events that may 
significantly affect transmission benefits.   

In our Path 26 study we selected two contingencies to consider: (1) the San Onofre 
(SONGs) nuclear plant (2000 MW capacity) being out of service in 2008 and 2013; 
and (2) the Pacific DC Intertie (PDCI) transmission line (3100 MW) bi-directional 
between Northwest and Los Angles) on outage in 2008 and 2013.  SONGs provides 
a significant amount of baseload internal generation to Southern California.  A 
SONGs outage will likely result in a significant increase in north to south flows on 
Path 26, the major path from Northern California to Southern California, to import 
power from Northern California and Northwest.  Thus, this event will likely 
significantly increase the value of a Path 26 expansion.  The PDCI is a parallel path 
to Path 26, and can import power from the Northwest to the LA Basin.  Similarly, if 



Transmission Economic Assessment Methodology – California ISO June 2004 

TEAM Report 5-13 

PDCI has an outage, we would expect much more north to south congestion on 
Path 26 in which case upgrading Path 26 would likely be very valuable.   

���� )XWXUH�(QKDQFHPHQWV�

In performing our Path 26 study, we had to simplify many elements of our analysis 
due to data limitations.  For example, in the Moment Consistent LP approach, we 
assumed the correlation between future demand and future gas price was zero.  
We can improve the joint probability estimates if we can derive correlations using 
historical data.  Similar improvement can be made to the Max/Min LP approach if 
data availability permits. 

Another area needing future enhancement is the Monte Carlo modeling of 
generation outages and transmission outages.  Currently, our modeling software is 
capable of doing Monte Carlo simulation for generation outages but not for 
transmission outages.  We are also exploring the possibilities of doing Monte Carlo 
simulation for other variables such as demand and gas price.  
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The evaluation process for a transmission upgrade must include an evaluation 
of one or more alternatives to the upgrade.  As explained in greater detail below, 
this element of the methodology is not intended to replace or otherwise function 
as the primary vehicle for integrated resource planning.  Evaluating the 
comparative economics of various resource types capable of separately or 
collectively meeting system needs is essential to efficient integrated resource 
planning and the TEAM approach provides a valuable tool in performing such 
an assessment.  However, the primary purpose of including resource 
substitution in TEAM is more narrow.  The TEAM methodology calculates the 
benefits of a proposed transmission upgrade by comparing the with and without 
upgrade scenarios.  The without upgrade scenario may not necessarily equate 
with the status quo.1  Simply put, in the absence of the transmission upgrade, 
the perceived system need may be satisfied by other non-transmission 
resources if profitable to do so.  Accordingly, resource substitution assists in 
developing a more accurate no upgrade scenario against which to calculate the 
benefits of the proposed transmission project.  

In many cases, resource substitution may involve considering implementation 
of load management programs (demand side programs) or construction of more 
local generation. This is often referred to as generation/transmission 
substitution.  In the simplest case, it may be deciding between erecting a 
transmission line and building generation with similar capacity in the local load 
pocket.  In most instances, the evaluation is not this straightforward. 
Construction of a transmission line often is accompanied by a need for 
additional local demand, response to voltage support requirements or other 
reliability reasons.  There may also be additional outside generation needed in 
the exporting zone.  Therefore, as noted above, to conduct a comprehensive 
evaluation of a transmission upgrade, we must first develop a transmission 
scenario that considers the new transmission capacity in conjunction with the 
least cost local and remote generation and demand response combination 
required to serve the load.  To measure the benefits of new transmission, we 
then develop a scenario without the new transmission investment.  The 
difference between the two scenarios is the benefit of the expansion that 
accounts for the generation/demand-side response to the transmission 

                                                
1 The “no project” alternative in the CEQA context provides a good analogy.  CEQA requires that 

decision-makers compare a project to a no project alternative.  However, the no project 
alternative is not the environmental baseline, but rather the status of the environment that will 
result if the project is not built.  For example, if a proposed highway is not constructed, the 
traffic does not disappear, but instead must be accommodated by some other means such as 
increasing lanes on surface roads.  The increased surface road scenario would be the no project 
alternative to the highway proposal.   
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upgrade.  In this section we summarize how we optimize long-term resource 
additions for both with and without transmission upgrade cases. 

Some of the key questions addressed by our evaluation method include: 

• Why is it critical to optimize generation and demand 
side resources in each transmission scenario 

• Should a transmission configuration be chosen first and 
then optimized with generation/demand side additions 
for that configuration  (Why not decide on generation 
first) 

• How do we optimize generation and demand side 
resources for a given transmission scenario 

6.1.1 Optimizing generation and demand side resources for each 
transmission scenario 

A critical step in the evaluation process is to optimize generation and demand 
side resources for each transmission scenario.  The evaluation must consider 
alternatives to the upgrade and those alternatives should be optimal least cost 
options.  This is the best way to measure any difference in benefits between the 
upgrade and non-upgrade cases.  To do otherwise would result in benefit 
estimates that could be over or understated, since some information critical to 
benefit measurement is omitted.  Optimizing generation and load response in 
both with and without cases allows us to measure and compare the costs and 
benefits of the best combination of resources for each scenario.  It allows us to 
model a market response to each transmission configuration and better reflect 
the reality of the markplace.  As such, our method provides a more valid 
comparison of the benefits between the two cases. 

A common practice in some transmission evaluations is to start with the 
generation resources currently under construction.  The transmission upgrade 
is then added to the system and costs/benefits are calculated for the upgrade. 
This traditional approach does not initially adjust the generation resources for 
either the scenario with an upgrade or the one without.  Only after the 
transmission option has been chosen is a generation alternative considered.  
This process can result in under or over estimation of the benefits of upgrade.  
A simple example illustrates this point. 

Consider building new transmission to the San Francisco area at a cost of $120 
million.  If we estimate that implementing new demand side management 
programs and building new peaking plants (without new transmission) would 
together cost $100 million, it would be cheaper than building the new 
transmission.  If, however, the evaluation just modeled the current system, not 
considering the alternative of new peaking plants and, therefore, including no 
generation response, old, less efficient units may need to continue operating 
and more current expensive demand side programs might continue to be 
needed.  This is assumed to result in total costs of $200 million.  If we compare 
our transmission upgrade case costing $120 to the $200 million cost, it would 
overstate the benefits of the upgrade.  By allowing us to use the optimal 
response in the no upgrade case, we see that the lowest cost alternative would 
have a cost of $100 million.  The appropriate case to compare with the $120 
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million upgrade case is the optimized no transmission case.  Our goal is to 
compare to the upgrade case to the least cost alternative. Additionally, we 
believe long-term procurement plans can guide this resource substitution 
process of choosing a transmission configuration and then optimizing the 
generation additions for that configuration 

In the preferred method of optimizing generation with a transmission 
configuration, it may appear that a planner chooses the transmission 
configuration first and then optimizes other resources to suit that transmission 
case.  This would be only a partial view of the process.  First, in the process 
described above, the focus was on one particular transmission upgrade 
evaluation.  In general, we are performing evaluations every year with multiple 
iterations in each year.  We advocate considering all current resources in utility 
procurement plans, a variety of system conditions and over- build and under- 
build conditions in the transmission evaluation process.  Furthermore, the 
existing transmission configuration has been developed as a result of many 
years of iterations, discussion and revision.  It has benefited from multiple 
assessments of the most likely long-term generation resource development.  
Thus, when a specific transmission project is evaluated, it has benefited from 
information on resource additions.  As a result, the transmission configuration 
used in any of our evaluations incorporates a market response for generation 
investment. 

Second, given the long lead-time required for transmission construction, the 
decision process, in some cases, is ahead of the decision to initiate generation 
investment.  Our evaluation process should not be viewed as fixing the 
transmission configuration, but rather as considering a set of what-if scenarios.  
It first assumes a no-upgrade case, and then optimizes other resource plans 
and scores this option.  It then repeats the process for upgrade option 1, option 
2 and so on.  All along, it considers the way generation will respond to each 
transmission scenario.  Through this iterative process, we select the best mix of 
generation for each transmission configuration.    

6.1.2 Resource optimization process 

Although we used the phrase “resource optimization”, it is by no means a 
central planning process.  The optimization process is our best effort to 
characterize the market decisions made by private investors or end-users in 
siting new generation and implementing demand side management programs. 
The decision to enter into a market is based upon the investor’s expectation of 
the profitability of the investment. In the electric utility industry, this is usually 
defined by a target revenue requirement or rate of return.  Our method uses a 
range of scenarios to define the profitability of new entry.  For each 
transmission upgrade option, we utilize forecasts of demand growth, gas prices, 
and hydro conditions to develop a mix of new generation that would be 
profitable under those conditions.  In the future, and to the extent it becomes 
feasible based on the continued development of the IOU long-term procurement 
plans, we intend to coordinate the assumptions and resource decisions reached 
in that CPUC process with the analysis of resource substitution in our 
transmission planning process.  Our key assumptions at present are that, (i) 
new entry will be independent and non-strategic in the market; (ii) new entry 
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will be just sufficient to maintain prices at levels that are competitive while 
providing an adequate rate of return.    

We discuss the dynamics surrounding new entry to the market below by 
outlining the key assumptions we used to develop the generation mix for each 
case. 

The first critical assumption for new entry into the market is that the expected 
profitability of new generation should be the reason that investors enter the 
market.  As we discussed above, this expectation is the means by which we 
represent private investment decisions in the market place.  In theory, prices 
help equilibrate demand with supply.  When there is more demand than supply, 
the market price should increase and improve the profitability of new resources.  
When there is over-investment in resources, the market price would be 
depressed and profit would disappear.  This will slow new investment.  On a 
long-term basis, supply is expected to match the demand and market will be in 
balance.  We recognize in actual operation, the market is constantly adjusting 
to changing conditions, and can experience some years of over-investment and 
some years of under-investment.  

The second critical assumption in modeling the private investment decisions of 
firms in adding new generation or demand-side program is how we model future 
market prices.  We recommend using a range of prices, including those 
resulting from competition, those influenced by market power, and averaging 
the prices resulting from these differing market conditions.  Ideally, we would 
also extend the modeling to consider the differential costs of siting in the 
different market regions including emission costs, land costs, transmission 
interconnection costs, gas interconnection, and water costs.2  However, 
considering the optimal timing and size, type and location of investment 
presents a very complex mathematical problem.  Our methodology starts with a 
review of prices using expected demand and natural gas price for each specific 
transmission upgrade option.  We then calculate a revenue target for the 
average of these scenarios. 

For example, if we have three demand scenarios, expected, low and high, and 
the corresponding prices are $37, $34 and $45, then the average price we will 
use to evaluate the profitability of a new addition will be $38.70 (We use simple 
average for convenience here).  If the average price were $39 for all scenarios, 
then an investor would likely build the generation.  If we simply modeled 
investor behavior using the prices in the expected scenario, $37, we might 
underestimate revenues, and assume the investor would not build new 
generation.  A key reason for this type of result is that there is non-linearity 
between market prices and profits with respect to market conditions such as 
demand.  If lower demand reduces profit by 5%, higher demand may increase 
profit by 20%.  So the average of the prices of three demand conditions does not 
equal the price of the expected demand condition.  The one draw back to this 
recommended approach is that it can substantially increase the computing 
time.  Due to severe time constraints, in our current application of the 
methodology we used a simplification of this process using reserve margin as a 

                                                
2For simplicity of discussion, we use new generation entry to include new demand side programs 
that could be implemented, including real-time pricing programs.   
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proxy for market driven resource additions in order to meet the timeline for this 
filing. 

Using these prices we can derive a target revenue requirement which is used to 
optimize new resource additions for both the with and without transmission 
expansion cases.  With this method we can also consider a variety of 
technologies in this optimization.  For the Path 26 application of TEAM, we 
assumed the most likely technologies for new generation will be either peaking 
gas-fired units (simple cycle gas turbines or SCGT) or a base load advanced 
combined cycle gas turbine (CCGT).  We calculated the levelized annual revenue 
requirement to recover costs for a typical new entrant using each technology.    

The annualized fixed revenue requirement to be recovered is approximately 
$137 /kW/yr for a CCGT in 2008, and about $91/kW/yr for the SCGT as 
shown in Table 6.1. 
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Table 6.1 Generation Cost Assumptions 

 
Inflation Mult. Percent 

 2002-2008 1.17500 2.04% (#11) 
 2008-2013 1.10186 1.96% (#11) 

Combined Cycle 2002 2008 2013 Units Source 
net capacity 500 500 500 MW (#12) 
levelized capital 102 119 131 $/kw-yr (#13, #19a) 
fixed O&M 15 18 19 $/kw-yr (#13) 

base heat rate 7,100 7,100 7,100 btu/kwh (#14) 
start-up costs 1,850 1,850 1,850 mmbtu/start (#14) 
variable O&M 2.4 2.8 3.1 $/mWh (#15) 

Combustion Turbine 2002 2008 2013 Units Source 
net capacity 100 100 100 MW (#16) 
levelized capital 58 68 75 $/kw-yr (#17) 
fixed O&M 20 23 26 $/kw-yr (#17) 

base heat rate 9,300 9,300 9,300 btu/kwh (#18) 
start-up costs 180 180 180 mmbtu/start (#18) 
variable O&M 10.9 12.8 14.2 $/mWh (#19) 

 Notes: 
11  CEC’s forecast of GDP Implicit Price Deflator, received from CEC in an e-mail 

 from Todd Peterson, CEC Natural Gas Office, on 1/29/04.  

12  "Comparitive Cost of California Central Station Electricity Generation Technologies",  
 California Energy Commission, Report # 100-03-001F, June 5, 2003, Table C-2,  
 "Plant Size, Line 5, p. C-1. 

13  Ibid., Table C-10, "Cost Summary", Lines 1-3, p. C-3.  

14  Ibid., Table C-5, "Fuel Use", lines 1 and 3, p. C-2.  

15  Ibid., Table C-10, "Cost Summary", Line 6, p. C-3.  Annual capacity is from  
 Table C-6, Line 11, p. C-2. 

16  Ibid., Table D-2, "Cost Summary", Lines 5, p. D-1.  

17  Ibid., Table D-10, "Cost Summary", Lines 1-3, p. D-3.  

18  Ibid., Table D-5, "Fuel Use", lines 1 and 3, p. D-2.  

19  Ibid., Table D-10, "Cost Summary", Line 6, p. D-3.  Annual capacity is from  
 Table D-6, Line 11, p. D-2. 

19a  Capital costs for a combined cycle were changed to be 75 percent higher than 
 those of a CT based on subgroup input and Table A-7, "Base case and performance 
 assumptions for new generating resource options", Northwest Power Supply 
 Adequacy / Reliability Study -- Phase 1 Report, p. A-10.  Website is: 
 http://www.nwcouncil.org/library/2000/2000-4a.pdf 
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6.1.3 Specific Modeling Procedure  

The following are the specific steps we recommend be used to derive the 
amount of new demand-side management/generation for the with and without 
transmission upgrade cases.  For each case: 

1) Run Market Pricing PLEXOS (or similar analytical tool] without new 
generation for the 2008 and 2013 time horizons using the baseline 
average fuel cost and demand scenarios and the assumed hydro 
scenario 

2) For the first year where the annual average MCP > revenue target 
price, add a combination of CCGT and SCGT capacity in each zone 
such that the initial internal reserve margin of the CAISO control area 
equaled 15percent 

3) Re-run Market Pricing PLEXOS [or similar analytical tool] for that 
year in which the new generation was added and beyond, seeking the 
all-in average unit revenues earned by each typical new entrant.  At 
this stage, we are continuously recalculating the net revenues based 
on the implied load factor from the projections, not based on the 
typical static dispatch assumption of 85 percent for CCGTs and 10 
percent for peaking units.  Thus, we are able to model the operating 
profile of a composite group of new CCGTs and identify their load 
factor.  For example, assume that new CCGTs in SP15 are running 
only 75 percent of the time in 2008.  We then use this implied load 
factor from our modeling to compute the revenues required for CCGTs 
in 2008 in SP15.  This process results in a load factor-appropriate 
target price, which can then be compared to the new entrant’s 
average unit revenues 

4) If the amount of new generation added does not yield converging 
average unit revenues, we refine the reserve margin (by adjusting 
amounts and/or combination of CCGTs and SCGTs) until such 
convergence can be reached 

5) Re-run Market Pricing PLEXOS [or similar analytical tool] for the 
entire time period and repeat step 2) – 5) for 2013 

Due to the significant time it takes to model a totally comprehensive case for 
Path 26, we had to make significant simplifications in our current application to 
be able to have simulation results completed and to demonstrate other aspects 
of our methodology in time to publish this report on schedule.  For expediency 
sake only, we calculated a regional reserve margin of 15 percent based upon a 
resource adequacy requirement for all load-serving entities.  Based on this 
calculated reserve margin, we derived zonal new generation amounts as the 
difference between required zonal reserves and LSEs’ existing capacity 
(including existing generation, contracts, and demand-side management).  In 
this way, we derived an incremental new generation mix such that the resource 
adequacy requirements would be met.  We used this only as a starting point. 
We recommend implementing the new entry revenue target approach in the 
next version of the PLEXOS model.  For each case, new entry should be 
(eventually) remunerated such that its meets its levelized expectations for 
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return.  This would be the best way to optimize demand-side 
management/generation for each case and establish a consistent basis on 
which to compare the two cases.  

���� )XWXUH�(QKDQFHPHQWV���

6.2.1 Consideration of Capacity Value  

We received stakeholder input regarding valuing capacity benefits of an upgrade 
as well as the energy benefits it can bring.  We concur with this assessment and 
show how our methodology can accommodate this benefit when a formal 
capacity requirement is set up in the West.  Currently, the California CPUC is 
working with IOUs and the CAISO to develop a resource adequacy requirement 
that will require an LSE to own or contract for resources to reach a reserve 
margin of 15-17 percent.  Other regions in the WECC interconnection area are 
considering a similar requirement.  If implemented, the resource requirement 
would create a capacity market that would influence investment in generation 
and demand side response.  We have considered how to incorporate this 
element into the transmission evaluation.  Our proposed solution is simple in 
concept.  Our approach would be to simulate a capacity market by modeling 
capacity prices and adding the revenue stream from this market to the revenue 
of generation owners.  Once accomplished, we would use our method for 
evaluating new generation investment as described above.  It should be noted 
that no data is currently available to accurately simulate a capacity market in 
California.   

An alternative procedure would be to assume a simple price curve for capacity 
resources.  For example, if we assume the reserve requirement is 15 percent, 
the price curve will have a price equal to the long term fixed cost of a peaking 
unit (including capital and fixed O&M) at the point where the market reserve 
level is 15 percent.  When the reserve is less than 15 percent, the price will be 
higher, and when reserves are greater than 15 percent, the capacity price falls.  
The installed capacity market in the eastern ISO’s may provide us some data for 
estimating this price curve.  We note the term price curve means that the curve 
is not simply the demand curve or the supply curve.  It represents the 
equilibrium points of both demand and supply. 

This revenue stream can be calculated offline and added at the step of 
considering the economics of new generation addition.  At each assessment year 
for new generation, we can add fixed revenue for each new plant under 
consideration based upon the market-wide reserve level and capacity price.  
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��� 2YHUYLHZ�RI�$QDO\WLFDO�3URFHVV�
This section presents an overview of: 

• The model (software) selection process 

• The reasons for selecting the model used in the study, PLEXOS 

• Enhancements and customizations made to the software for the CAISO 

• Any off-line sensitivities and validation studies performed 

���� 7KH�0RGHO�6HOHFWLRQ�3URFHVV�

7.1.1 Introduction 

The California Independent System Operator (CAISO) has developed a methodology for 
evaluating the economic benefits of transmission expansion – a process that began in 
September of 2001.  As one of the first steps in the process, in 2002, the CAISO asked 
London Economics (LE) to work with the CAISO and develop a methodology and a 
supporting modeling framework. LE developed an analytical methodology and used its 
proprietary models, PoolMod (Production Cost) and ConjectMod (Supply Function 
Equilibrium), to perform a case study analysis.  The CAISO published the results of 
this case study in September 2002 and filed the preliminary methodology with the 
CPUC in February of 2003. 

This initial effort provided the CAISO with valuable insights into the complex economic 
interactions and the difficulties involved with accurately modeling them.  It revealed 
some shortcomings in the LE methodology and modeling capabilities. In particular, 
the LE model: 

• Represented the transmission network at only the zonal level (the so-called 
“bubble” model), which failed to capture loop flow effects in the AC network; 
and 

• Relied on a supply-function equilibrium model1, whose output failed to 
benchmark satisfactorily against observed market pricing behavior, and 
suffered from slow computation time 

The CAISO made a decision to evaluate other vendors’ products.  The key evaluation 
criterion was the product’s ability to meet five key principles the CAISO believed 
essential to accurate economic modeling of the transmission system.  The CAISO 
required that the modeling software have the ability to: 

                                       

1 Supply Function Equilibrium (SFE) refers to a class of game theoretic models in which ‘players’ optimize 
their own position by manipulating the price and quantity components of their offers simultaneously. 
SFE is attractive in that, unlike Cournot competition, it can be shown to have equilibria in some cases 
when the demand function is vertical (perfectly inelastic), but there may exist multiple equilibria, and 
thus significant computational effort is required to search the solution space. In contrast, under certain 
assumptions, Cournot competition can be formulated as convex optimization problem with a unique 
equilibrium – see http://www.PLEXOS.info/kb/part_03/KB0307008.htm. 
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• Automatically compute the key financial outputs required to estimate the 
benefit of a proposed transmission expansion project 

• Represent the transmission network at the nodal level 

• Compute other-than-marginal-cost pricing (“market pricing”) with the flexibility 
to implement alternative pricing formulae defined by the CAISO 

• Represent uncertainty in a meaningful way e.g. via Monte Carlo simulation 
and/or scenario analysis; and 

• Incorporate demand-side management and other resource alternatives in an 
integrated manner 

7.1.2 Model Selection 

The CAISO’s evaluation resulted in a short-list of software products best meeting its 
criterion.  From this list, it selected the PLEXOS software from Drayton Analytics2. 
This product included the following key features: 

• A single, integrated optimization that solves the production cost (thermal 
generator) dispatch and transmission optimal power flow (OPF) 

• The OPF included optimization of phase shifters and DC line flow 

• It modeled transmission interface limits and custom monograms 

• Pump storage dispatch was optimized with respect to transmission limits 

• Hydro energy budgets were optimized in an integrated fashion 

• Generator maintenance could be automatically scheduled 

• Random generating unit outages were modeled and multiple outage patterns 
could be sampled in a single model run 

• Generator bidding was dynamic and endogenous – the program included a 
number of competitive bidding models and allowed the CAISO to customize 
bidding to suit its needs in a straightforward manner 

• Emissions and ancillary services were co-optimized with energy dispatch and 
pricing 

• Demand forecasting tools were embedded into the software 

• Data were input via a relational database with an object-oriented structure 

• The software and data architectures were designed for rapid and seamless 
deployment of software updates and customizations, and the software vendor 
was willing to make software modifications required by CAISO as part of their 
standard software licensing fee arrangement (i.e. no additional charge); and 

                                       
2 http://www.draytonanalytics.com and http://www.PLEXOS.info.  This website documents the basic 

logical processes which link model input data to model output information. 
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• The optimization models were entirely auditable (all solutions are derived from 
mathematical programming algorithms, which could be examined and 
validated) 

���� 3/(;26�(QKDQFHPHQWV�IRU�WKH�0HWKRGRORJ\�

7.2.1 Benchmarking 

The first step in preparing PLEXOS for use in implementing the CAISO methodology 
was to benchmark PLEXOS outcomes to known solutions provided by the WECC.  We 
compared solutions from the SSG-WI database for the year 2008 to those produced by 
PLEXOS. Figure 7.1: compares the database solutions of PLEXOS versus the SSG-WI 
results from ABB Simulator.  Overall, PLEXOS produced near-identical results with 
equivalent program execution times compared to ABB Market Simulator.3 

Figure 7.1 Comparison of Generation and Prices by Region 
SSGWI Cases Vs. PLEXOS 
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The CAISO received the SSG-WI 2008 ‘base case’ in a format suitable for input to the 
ABB Market Simulator software.  There were certain compromises and omissions in 
the dataset, including: 

                                       
3 PLEXOS solves the 2008 SSG-WI case in 60 minutes on a 2.5 GHz Pentium 4 PC. 
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• Pump storage hourly dispatch was fixed based on a simple peak-shave heuristic 
(rules-based) solution derived externally 

• Generator maintenance and forced outage schedules were fixed and looked like 
scheduled maintenance (the origin of these ‘schedules’ was not clear) 

• Hydro hourly dispatch was based upon a fixed historical pattern derived 
externally to the model 

• Each plant had only a single fuel price for each year  

Thus CAISO embellished the original SSG-WI dataset with: 

• A model of pump storage sufficient for PLEXOS to optimize its dispatch as part 
of the simulation 

• Generator maintenance rates, forced outage rates, and repair time functions 

• Monthly variation of natural gas prices 

• Added inflation for the other fuels 

The CAISO also made other improvements to the dataset. It decided to retain the 
historical hydro “fixed profile”.  It performed an off-line sensitivity to confirm that re-
optimization of the hydro energy would not significantly change the resulting benefits. 
(See the section Off-Line Sensitivities below.) 

7.2.2 Enhancements to PLEXOS 

Drayton Analytics enhanced two key areas of the PLEXOS program to suit the 
requirements of the CAISO: 

1. They expanded the PLEXOS transmission model to include techniques for 
dealing efficiently with large-scale transmission networks such as the WECC. 
The program now includes a user-set option to change between ‘standard’ and 
‘large-scale’ OPF models – the latter being employed in this study4.  More 
details on the difference of these solution techniques are given below: 

The standard OPF 

• Employs a linearized DC approximation to the optimal power flow 
problem 

• Models transmission losses and the effect of marginal losses on 
locational marginal prices  

• Can model transmission augmentations and transmission outages 
dynamically i.e. the network topography does not need to be static 

This model is sufficiently flexible that AC network sections can be combined easily 
with non-AC network sections.  This feature is particularly useful for modeling AC 
transmission flows and constraints in a subset of the network, where detailed analysis 
is required, while treating the rest of the network as a more aggregated representation. 

                                       
4 This area of the program continues to be developed, with transmission loss modeling (which was 

previously only available in the ‘standard’ OPF), and is now being built into the large-scale OPF with 
expected delivery in June 2004. 
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PLEXOS optimizes the power flows using a linearized approximation to the AC power 
flow equations.  This model is completely integrated into the mathematical 
programming framework.  As a result, generator dispatch, line flows and nodal pricing 
are jointly optimized with the AC power flow.  

The large-scale OPF 

• Employs a linearized DC approximation to the optimal power flow 

• Assumes losses do not affect power flows or locational pricing; and  

• Assumes the network topography is static i.e. transmission lines must 
remain in-service throughout the horizon and no new elements can be 
added dynamically 

Because the network topography is static and losses are assumed away, the network 
Power Transmission Distribution Factors (PTDF) or "shift factors" are constant.  These 
shift factors are pre computed at the beginning of the simulation and stored.  Then the 
generation and other simulation elements (e.g. hydro, pump storage, emissions, etc.) 
are optimized iteratively.  Each iteration, the transmission flow implied by the optimal 
dispatch is compared to line and interface limits using the pre-computed shift factors. 
Where there are violations, "side constraints" are added to the simulation’s linear 
program and the dispatch is re-optimized.  This continues each step until an optimal 
and feasible dispatch is obtained. 

The effect of congestion on transmission lines and interfaces is reflected in locational 
marginal prices using the dual solution to the linear program and the shift factors. 
Transmission losses are calculated ex-post but LMP will not reflect marginal losses. 

2. The existing implementation of Dynamic Bid Cost Markup in PLEXOS based on 
computation of the Residual Supply Index (RSI) was expanded and made 
compatible with the latest formulation created by the CAISO 

More details on the RSI computation are available in Chapter 4: Market Price 
Derivation.  

These enhancements were made with the support of the CAISO Market Surveillance 
Committee (MSC) acting in an advisory role to Drayton Analytics5. 

���� 2II�OLQH�6HQVLWLYLWLHV�

In addition to the core set of sensitivities, the CASIO performed a number of additional 
sensitivity analyses “off-line”.  The sensitivity analyses addressed assumptions and 
methodological issues that were constant across the core studies, and included testing 
the sensitivity of the measured benefits to: 

1. The use of the PLEXOS Large Scale OPF in preference to the PLEXOS 
“standard” OPF 

2. The pattern of generator forced and maintenance outages used 

                                       
5 Note that the MSC did not audit the implementation of the large-scale OPF or dynamic bid-cost markup. 

Rather, they provided academic references and suggestions for the development efforts at Drayton 
Analytics. 
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3. The method of using a fixed historical profile for hydro generation 

4. The assumptions that line flows are without losses 

7.3.1 Large Scale OPF Benchmark 

The Large Scale OPF performs a significant amount of precomputation in the 
calculation of shift factors in order to reduce the size of the linear programming (LP) 
problems solved at each simulation step.  To validate the algorithm, the results of the 
Large Scale OPF were compared to those of the Standard OPF.  No significant 
differences existed in any simulation output. 

7.3.2 Generator Outages 

PLEXOS can create and simulate the system with multiple samples or ‘patterns’ of 
random generator outages and endogenously optimized generator maintenances. 
Ideally, multiple samples would be used in every simulation and the benefit estimate 
would be the arithmetical average of those samples.  This would yield an estimate of 
the variance in the results, and a likely shape of the distribution of benefits.  But given 
the large size of the transmission problem and resulting execution times (of around 1 
to 2 hours, depending on the case), it is not practical to solve multiple samples for 
every case. 

Thus, if a single sample is to be used as ‘the’ estimate, it is important to gain some 
information about where the chosen sample’s outcome lies in the distribution of 
outcomes.  To achieve this, we ran the base case 2008 study with 20 Monte Carlo 
samples (distinct patterns of generator forced outage and timed maintenance).  We 
used the same random number seed as in the ‘core’ studies.  Thus the first sample 
equals the single sample used in those studies. 

Figure 7.2 charts the individual sample results from one to 20.  The black line is the 
average benefit from the 20 samples - $650,000.  The yellow line shows how our 
estimate converges across the samples.  The orange dots show each observation, and 
the grey area marks the boundaries of a 90 percent confidence interval based on the 
computed standard deviation of $166,000. 
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Figure 7.2 Convergence of the Societal Benefit Estimate Across 
20 Monte Carlo Simulations 

 
The results shown in Figure 7.2 are different than the final results described in the 
Executive Summary and elsewhere in the report, since this evaluation was performed 
before all the data inputs were finalized.  

Figure 7.3 presents a histogram of the samples.  Twenty samples are not sufficient to 
gauge whether or not the distribution of benefits is likely to be normal.  Our intuition 
and experience suggests that it is likely to form a skewed distribution with a tail to the 
right-hand side – this would explain the two apparent outliers in the sample of 20. 
However, one must be cautious about drawing conclusions from a relatively small 
sample size. 
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Figure 7.3 Histogram of Societal Benefits 

 

7.3.3 Hydro Re-optimization 

Our core studies used a set of historical hydro generation patterns (‘base’, ‘dry’ and 
‘wet’).  We took these profiles from years with different load patterns than those used 
to generate the load input files for 2008 and 2013.  Thus, the potential for mismatches 
between the generation and load patterns exists.  Clearly, some re-optimization of the 
hydro would help to avoid any distortion in the simulated generation (and computed 
generation cost).  We could not estimate the extent to which this would affect the 
benefits (the difference between two cases with the same hydro assumptions) without 
actually performing the re-optimization. 

To test this effect, we used the 2008 base case in an off-line sensitivity case with 
additional information: 

• We deleted the hydro generator fixed schedule 

• We entered the total daily energy for each hydro plant into PLEXOS as energy 
constraints (PLEXOS will then freely optimize the dispatch of those plants 
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inside each day to exactly meet that daily energy limit, which changes across 
time) 

• We entered the minimum and maximum daily megawatt load of the generators 
as constraints on the generators (Min Load and Rating properties in PLEXOS). 
This captured any minimum flow constraints and head or other limitations that 
were present in the historical profile. (i.e. it would be unrealistic to assume that 
the entire daily energy budget can be optimized across the day without regard 
to minimum and maximum megawatts. Such constraints can arise from, e.g., 
minimum steady flow maintenance requirement.) 

We solved the 2008 base for the ‘with’ and ‘without’ augmentation and compared the 
benefits to the core case.  The benefits increased, which we expected when the 
optimization has more freedom.  However, the increase in societal benefits of the 
transmission project was insignificant. 

Given that, in reality, not all of the hydro would have the flexibility assumed in this 
test, the assumption of a fixed, historical hydro profile in this analysis seems 
reasonable.  Based on this study’s outcome, it is not likely to cause any significant 
distortion in the benefits estimate. 

Ideally, we prefer to optimize the hydro energy by month.  However, since the large size 
of the network requires long computational times for the LP (Linear Program) to solve, 
it will be impossible to look ahead more than a day for any hydro optimization unless 
the network is significantly reduced.  

7.3.4 Transmission Losses 

The linearized DC optimal power flow (OPF) model assumes that line reactance is the 
key determinant of impedance (X), i.e., the assumption is made that: 

P = B (θi - θj) 

where: 
P is the real power flow on the transmission line (megawatts) 
B is the susceptance, which, in this linearization, is equal to the inverse of X 
θi, θj are the phase angles at the sending and receiving nodes respectively. 

This does not preclude the modeling of thermal losses, which are equal to the square 
of P multiplied by R, provided those losses are small relative to the power flow and R is 
small relative to X.  This is generally true in a high-voltage transmission network. 

PLEXOS models transmission thermal losses by substituting P with a piecewise linear 
approximation, using non-negative directional flow variables.  This is precisely the 
linear programming formulation used in a number of international markets that 
integrate linearized DC load flow with market dispatch and pricing6. 

A successive linearization approach is proposed with the help of MSC and will be a 
part of the future enhancements. 

                                       
6 Examples include New Zealand and Singapore electricity markets. The Australian market uses a similar 

loss model, but does not model loop flow. 
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Any software model designed to forecast chronological market prices in a large-scale 
region will require a tremendous amount of input data, including demand forecast, 
gas price forecast, generation unit composition, and others.  The data requirements 
are intensified if a transmission network model is used.  Since it is a difficult and 
time-consuming activity to develop an appropriate full network database from scratch, 
the CAISO started with a full network database developed by the utilities participating 
in a regional transmission-planning forum.  The CAISO then updated the original 
database with selected revised assumptions. 

Figure 8.1 is a flow chart of the process by which the base case and sensitivities were 
developed.  The flow chart also demonstrates how the base case and sensitivities were 
integrated into the overall process of the CAISO methodology.  The major ingredients 
in the development of the input assumptions were reports from the CEC, the WECC 
and SSG-WI, input from CAISO stakeholders through sub-group committees, 
discussion with the CEC and data from the SSG-WI transmission study and Henwood 
Energy Services, Inc. 

In the following sections we first describe how the initial database was developed, how 
we revise the database subsequently to incorporate more accurate or updated data.  
Then we discuss the assumptions for Path 26 upgrade, which is the focus of this 
study.  We then also discuss the assumptions we used in deriving market prices.  
Finally we present our final set of sensitivities for the Path 26 study. 
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Figure 8.1 Development of CAISO Path 26 Study 
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We developed our 2008-base case database based on the 2008 SSG-WI database.  The 
Seams Steering Group – Western Interconnection (SSG-WI) was organized for two 
purposes: (a) to facilitate the “creation of a Seamless Western Market”; and, (b) to 
propose “resolutions for issues associated with differences in RTO practices and 
procedures.1  One of the SSG-WI work groups, the SSG-WI Planning Work Group 
(PWG), was tasked with performing various transmission studies to identify congested 
paths for the 2008 and 2013 time frames.  From this effort, a comprehensive input 
dataset was developed.2  Table 8.1 summarizes the network data developed by SSG-WI 
and adopted for the Path 26 study.  

Table 8.1 Summary of Network Data in the Path 26 Study 

Data Element Number 
Regions 21 
Generators 740 
 Hydro 117 
 Pumped storage 8 
 Renewable 35 
Transmission Lines (including 
transformers) 17,450 
 500 KV and higher 284 
 DC lines 2 
Nodes 13,383 
Interfaces 124 

The CAISO started with the base case SSG-WI dataset.  In the following we briefly 
discuss data for generation, transmission, non-gas fuels, and hydro as derived in the 
SSG-WI database.      

8.2.1 Generation 

The generation mixes in the SSG-WI database is shown in Figure 8.2 for 2008.  The 
generation mix in 2000 is also shown as a reference point.  The information shown is 
the “installed” or “nameplate” capacity for the resource categories.  The installed 
capacity may differ considerably from the average energy available from these facilities 
or the project dependable capacity (PDC) that is used for reserve planning purposes.3 

                                                
1 SSG-WI website: http://www.ssg-wi.com/. 
2 SSG-WI website: http://www.ssg-wi.com/GeneralWorkGroupDetails.asp?wg_id=3&wg_name=Planning. 
3 SSG-WI website: http://www.ssg-wi.com/documents/316-

FERC_Filing___103103___FINAL_TransmissionReport.pdf, p. 26 of 54. 
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Figure 8.2 SSG-WI 2008 Generation Capacity by Fuel Type 
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Table 8.2 contains a summary of the regional4 generation capacity by fuel type.5  

                                                
4 In this report, region refers to a PLEXOS region and not the entire WECC.  There are 21 regions being 

modeled.  
5 SSG-WI website: http://www.ssg-wi.com/documents/317-

FERC_Filing___103103___FINAL___Appx_D1_FINAL_103103.pdf, p. 7 of 122. 
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Table 8.2 Regional Generation by Fuel Type 

 

     New CCT      
 Coal Geo & Bio Wind Solar Gas Fire Older Gas Nuclear Other Hydro & PS Total Area 
     HtRt<7500      

Model Areas           
ALBERTA 5,898 0 150 0 2,441 1,712 0 41 843 11,085 
AQUILA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 590 590 
ARIZONA 7,351 0 0 0 6,558 3,208 3,733 0 462 21,312 
B.C.HYDR 0 0 0 0 250 2,000 0 60 10,031 12,341 
IDAHO 2,110 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,792 3,902 
IMPERIAL 0 283 0 0 78 295 0 50 50 756 
LADWP 1,710 0 0 0 574 2,801 0 0 1,260 6,345 
MEXICO-C 0 675 0 0 1,100 953 0 0 0 2,728 
MONTANA 2,311 0 0 0 0 0 0 39 573 2,923 
NEVADA 595 0 0 0 3,022 1,128 0 0 0 4,745 
NEW MEXI 1,885 0 200 0 0 1,125 0 0 82 3,292 
NORTHWES 1,938 0 650 0 4,354 1,935 1,170 272 31,980 42,299 
PACE 4,612 23 150 0 0 580 0 53 518 5,936 
PG AND E 90 985 400 0 7,474 8,062 2,192 275 9,252 28,730 
PSCOLORA 2,607 0 200 0 913 3,020 0 0 521 7,261 
SANDIEGO 0 0 0 0 764 2,242 0 0 0 3,006 
SIERRA 532 47 0 0 0 1,010 0 100 16 1,705 
SOCALIF 1,677 56 1,050 0 2,678 10,237 2,167 0 2,040 19,905 
WAPA L.C 0 0 0 0 2,227 0 0 0 3,379 5,606 
WAPA R.M 3,546 0 0 0 480 1,037 0 0 1,225 6,288 
WAPA U.M 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

          
Total By Type 36,862 2,069 2,800 0 32,913 41,345 9,262 890 64,614 190,755 

          
2000 Base 36,571 2,069 1,200 0 3,045 41,345 9,262 890 64,614 158,996 
Additions by Type 291 0 1,600 0 29,868 0 0 0 0 31,759 

Appendix Tables AC.1 and AC.2 contain additional information regarding the SSG-WI 
2008 generation resources.  

The 2008 SSG-WI generation database was further revised with the CAISO data 
described in Sections 8.3.3 and 8.3.4.  This CAISO-modified 2008 generation database 
was then used as a base for 2008.  

8.2.2 Transmission 

The SSG-WI transmission data were derived from the “WECC 2008 LSP1_SA” 
approved base case.  These data include approximately 17,500 transmission lines 
(including transformers) and 13,400 nodes.  In addition, there are 33 transmission 
paths that are identified in the SSG-WI data shown in Figure 8.3.6  Appendix 
Table AC.3 lists the individual path names. 

                                                
6 SSG-WI website: http://www.ssg-wi.com/documents/320-2002_Report final PDF , p. 8 of 70. 
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Figure 8.3 Summary of SSG-WI Transmission Path Data 

 
The addition of many renewable and other resources to the WECC between 2008 and 
2013 requires several new transmission projects to ensure deliverability.  It is 
uncertain in 2004 which specific transmission projects will be built by 2013; however, 
transmission expansion is expected.  Table 8.3 lists a set of transmission additions 
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developed in conjunction with SSG-WI and stakeholder sub-groups that represent a 
likely transmission expansion plan. 

Table 8.3 Transmission Expansion Plan 

 

8.2.3 Non-Gas Fuels  

For thermal resources that burn fuels other than natural gas, fuel information was 
taken directly from SSG-WI transmission data when possible.  This information 
includes the association between generating resources and fuel prices.  Although 
natural gas prices vary monthly by region in the study, non-natural gas fuels vary 
only annually.  However, non-natural gas fuel prices can vary by plant.  This is 
especially true of coal prices.  Figure 8.4 shows the average fuel prices by fuel type. 
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Figure 8.4 Average Fuel Prices for Non-natural Gas Fuels 
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Fuel prices are in nominal 2003 dollars.  The CAISO study evaluates all financial 
elements in nominal dollars.  For this reason, the prices of non-natural gas fuels are 
escalated by the inflation rate.  Table 8.4 shows the escalation used for non-natural 
gas fuels.  In 2008, the prices are 16 percent higher than in 2003.  In 2013, the prices 
are 28 percent greater than in 2003. 



Transmission Economic Assessment Methodology – California ISO June 2004 

TEAM Report 8-9 

Table 8.4  GDP Price Deflators provided by CEC and referenced to 2003 $ 

2000 97.87          2.3% 0.95
2001 100.00        2.2% 0.97
2002 101.43        1.4% 0.99
2003 102.78        1.3% 1.00
2004 106.60        3.7% 1.04
2005 110.43        3.6% 1.07
2006 114.25        3.5% 1.11
2007 116.87        2.3% 1.14
2008 119.18        2.0% 1.16
2009 121.39        1.9% 1.18
2010 123.65        1.9% 1.20
2011 126.04        1.9% 1.23
2012 128.62        2.0% 1.25
2013 131.32        2.1% 1.28
2014 134.08        2.1% 1.30
2015 136.93        2.1% 1.33
2016 139.81        2.1% 1.36
2017 142.74        2.1% 1.39
2018 145.74        2.1% 1.42
2019 148.79        2.1% 1.45
2020 151.94        2.1% 1.48

GDP IMPLICIT PRICE DEFLATOR (2001 = 100)
CED 2003

YEAR
Current 

INDEX
Ratio to 
2003 $

5/15/2002 
ANNUAL 

GROWTH 
RATE

 
Thermal resources added as part of the resource plan do not have data in the SSG-WI 
case.  For the sake of consistency, these resources use existing fuels. 

8.2.4 Hydro 

Hydroelectric energy is a substantial component of total generation in the WECC.  
Accurately modeling hydroelectric production over the course of a year presents many 
challenges and requires extensive data about river systems, flood control measures, 
fisheries activity, rainfall patterns and demand for electric power.  While it is possible 
to make approximations to relieve many of these data needs, it is clear that economic 
operation is only one aspect of modeling hydro.  For this reason, the study does not 
attempt to economically optimize hydroelectric production.  Instead the study relies 
heavily on hydroelectric generation profiles used in the SSG-WI study. 

The generation profiles from SSG-WI were used to fix the hourly output of each hydro 
resource throughout each year.  In a regional model, this would amount to netting the 
hydro generation out of the load.  Since the study models a full network, distributing 
the generation across each region was necessary to simulate the locational aspect of 
hydro generation.   

The SSG-WI medium hydro case is adopted as our base case for hydro.  It is the year 
1953 water condition through out WECC.  Because expected hydro energy does not 
vary from one year to the next, the same profiles were used for both 2008 and 2013.  
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8.2.5 Nodal Loads 

When modeling the entire WECC network, it is important to distribute load to the 
buses in the network at which the demand resides.  In the study, this is done using 
Load Participation Factors.  A Load Participation Factor assigns a constant portion 
(i.e. 4%) of the regional load to a particular bus for every hour of the year. 

The underlying optimal power flow engine in the CAISO study, as well as the SSG-WI 
study from which much of the study is derived, solves the power flow problem once 
and computes “shift factors” for each hour of the simulation to determine how the 
network should respond to varying load.  The Load Participation Factors are computed 
for each bus relative to the nodal load in the instant for which the power flow problem 
was solved. 

The sum of the Load Participation Factors for each region is 1.  This means that the 
full regional load is spread to the participating buses throughout each region. 

���� 8SGDWHV�WR�66*�:,�'DWDEDVH�

Much of the data for the study was derived from the SSG-WI transmission data.  There 
are, however, several areas in which the study diverged from the SSG-WI study.  In 
some cases, this divergence was a result of the CAISO study’s focus on California and 
the need to model California in a way consistent with the needs of CAISO’s 
stakeholders and with existing energy and transmission policy.  In some cases, this 
divergence was part of an effort to expand upon the accomplishments of the SSG-WI 
transmission study.  In both cases, the study attempted to develop a model that was 
fundamentally consistent with the previous SSG-WI study, while modeling a specific 
aspect of the network in enhanced detail, when useful and expedient. 

8.3.1 Loads 

One substantial difference between the CAISO study and the SSG-WI Transmission 
study is the development of a new hourly load forecast.  This load forecast was the 
product of discussion with the CEC and stakeholder sub-groups.  It incorporated 
baseline load forecasts produced by the CEC and the WECC. 

Hourly load profiles for each of the 21 regions in the model are developed in three 
steps.  First, a base hourly load profile is developed for each region.  Second, the load 
forecast of peak and energy is developed for each region.  Finally, the base hourly load 
profile is “grown” to the required peak and energy for each region.  The result of these 
three steps was two hourly load profiles for each region which matched the required 
peak and energy for the region – one for based on the 2008 load forecast, the other 
based on the 2013 load forecast – in which the minimum load grows at a rate similar 
to the total energy.  These new load profiles are said to preserve load shape. 

8.3.1.1 Base Profile Development 

In collaboration with the CEC, it was determined that synthetic load shapes would 
provide the most reasonable base profile.  A synthetic load shape represents 
“normalized” load, with the effects of short-term weather fluctuation removed.  More 
specifically, these load shapes were developed using five years (1998 – 2002) worth of 
“scrubbed” utility load data.  These “average” load shapes preserve each utility’s peak, 
total energy and minimum load values. 
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Appendix Table AC.8 shows how base profiles were aggregated for each of the 21 
regions.  The synthetic load shapes must represent the correct peak and minimum 
load values so that the aggregation of the load shapes correctly weights the 
contribution to the regional load shape from each constituent utility.  The CAISO’s 
Departments of Market Analysis and Grid Planning jointly developed the aggregation 
defined in Appendix Table AC.8. 

EMSS, a Henwood Energy Services, Inc. product calculated the base profile 
aggregation.  Henwood also provided synthetic load shapes for each utility in the 
WECC and several mappings of these utility load shapes to various regional 
assignments.  Henwood’s regional assignments did not match those adopted from 
SSG-WI; as a result, the Henwood mapping data was used solely as a reference when 
developing the aggregations. 

8.3.1.2 Load Forecast 

A load forecast is typically stated in terms of peak load and total demand (energy) for a 
load area for a specific period of time.  This is a key input to most tools that forecast 
hourly load shapes.  The base profile described in the previous section is another key 
input.  The load forecast used in the CAISO study has two sources: the CEC and the 
WECC. 

The CEC’s 2003 Electricity and Natural Gas Assessment Report7 provided peak and 
energy information for 2008 and 2013 for the five regions – PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, 
LADWP and IID – internal to California.  The CEC report listed peak and energy for 
SMUD, California Department of Water Resources (DWR), Cities of Burbank, Glendale 
and Pasadena (BGP) and other areas of southern California.  The SMUD load forecast 
was included in the PG&E region.  The load forecast for DWR is split between PG AND 
E (48 percent) and SOCALIF (52 percent).  The BGP load is included in SOCALIF.  
Other areas of southern California include IID.  With assistance from the CEC, the 
load forecast for IID is separated from the other areas of southern California load 
forecast to form its own region.  The remainder of the other load forecast is included in 
SOCALIF.  Table 8.5 lists the resulting regional load forecasts for California regions. 

Table 8.5 Load Forecast Data derived from the CEC 2003 - 2013 

Region 2008 Peak Load (MW) 2008 Energy (GWh) 2013 Peak Load (MW) 2013 Energy (GWh) 
PG AND E 25,508 128,929 27,162 137,230 
SANDIEGO 4,223 21,595 4,530 23,349 
SOCALIF  22,297 111,117 23,649 118,307 
LADWP 5,588 26,345 5,731 27,370 

IMPERIAL 875 3,716 976 4,148 

The WECC’s 2003 10-Year Coordinated Plan Summary8 contained information for the 
remaining 16 regions.  The WECC’s Plan aggregated non-coincident monthly peaks 
and total energies for each utility in a sub-region to produce a single peak and energy 
for each sub-region.  This practice can overestimate the peak for the sub-region since 
the utilities in a sub-region may not peak in the same hour. 

                                                
7 http://www.energy.ca.gov/reports/100-03-014F.PDF 
8 http://www.wecc.biz/documents/publications/tenyr03.pdf  
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Each WECC sub-region contains several of the regions used in the study.  The regional 
peaks occur at different times of the year.  For this reason, they sum to a non-
coincident peak greater than the monthly coincident peak in the WECC report.  

Table 8.6 Load Forecast Data from the WECC 2003 - 20139 

WECC Sub-Region Region 
2008 Peak 
Load (MW) 

2008 Energy 
(GWh) 

2013 Peak 
Load (MW) 

2013 Energy 
(GWh) 

ALBERTA 9398 72410 10155 79243 
B.C. HYDRO 9117 60613 9851 66332 
NORTHWEST 27461 172551 29671 188833 
AQUILA 902 5995 974 6560 
PACE 7512 43284 8116 47369 
WAPA U.M. 241 1371 260 1500 
SIERRA 2013 12872 2175 14087 
IDAHO 3797 20257 4103 22169 

Northwest Power Pool Area 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

MONTANA 1527 10636 1611 11639 
California-Mexico Power Area MEXICO-CFE 1850 10583 2029 11673 

COLORADO 6993 34138 7881 37839 Rocky Mountain Power Area 

WAPA R.M. 4589 23732 5171 26305 
NEW MEXICO 4557 28400 5166 31975 
WAPA L.C. 1149 5369 1302 6045 
ARIZONA 16564 78968 18777 88908 

Arizona-New Mexico 
   -South Nevada Power Area 
  
  

NEVADA 6577 28070 7456 31604 

8.3.1.3 Load Growth 

The base hourly load profile and the load forecast are requirements for most load 
growth tools.  The PLEXOS load growth algorithm10 used this data to develop hourly 
load profiles for each region for 2008 and 2013.  The PLEXOS load growth algorithm 
uses a quadratic program, which aims to preserve the base profile shape while 
meeting energy and peak targets.  Weekdays and holidays were mapped appropriately. 

8.3.2 Natural Gas 

The treatment of natural gas prices was another major difference between the SSG-WI 
study and the CAISO study.  The CAISO study base case uses natural gas prices that 
vary monthly, instead of static, annual gas prices.  Furthermore, the CAISO study 
used the base gas price forecast published in the CEC 2003 Electricity and Natural 
Gas Assessment Report11 as a basis for regional gas prices.  Table 8.7 below lists the 
regional prices as they were developed from the CEC published data.  

                                                
9 Growth rates for 2012 are extrapolated to 2013.  The 10-Year Coordinated Plan covers 2003-2012. 
10 http://www.PLEXOS.info/kb/part_03/KB0301010.htm  
11 http://www.energy.ca.gov/reports/100-03-014F.PDF  
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Table 8.7 Regional Gas Prices in nominal $ for 2008 and 2013 

Region Name 
CEC Natural Gas Prices for Electricity Generation 

(Table A-19b) 
Nominal 2008 

($/mmbtu) 
Nominal 2013 

($/mmbtu) 
NEW MEXICO average of EL Paso North- and South-NM 4.51 5.54 
ARIZONA average of EL Paso North- and South-AZ 4.51 5.54 
NEVADA Nevada South 4.83 5.88 
WAPA L.C. Nevada South 4.83 5.88 
MEXICO-CFE Rosarito 4.75 5.82 
IMPERIAL SDG&E  4.71 5.76 
SANDIEGO SDG&E 4.71 5.76 
SOCALIF So. Calif Prod 4.62 5.69 
LADWP SoCal Gas 4.71 5.76 
PG AND E PG&E 4.65 5.62 
NORTHWEST ave. of PNW and PNW-Coastal 4.68 5.68 
B.C.HYDRO British Columbia 4.29 5.22 
AQUILA Alberta 3.88 4.70 
ALBERTA Alberta 3.88 4.70 
IDAHO PNW 5.00 6.02 
MONTANA Montana 4.36 5.20 
WAPA U.M. Montana 4.36 5.20 
SIERRA Nevada North 5.04 6.07 
PACE Utah 4.29 5.09 
PSCOLORADO Colorado 4.31 5.11 
WAPA R.M. Colorado 4.31 5.11 
Average 4.53 5.49 

The prices in the table are annual average prices.  Monthly prices were computed by 
applying regional monthly multipliers, which average to 1 to each month for each 
region.  These factors are independent of the gas price; as such, they can be applied to 
annual average prices for both 2008 and 2013.  These multipliers were also published 
in the CEC 2003 Electricity and Natural Gas Assessment Report. 
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Table 8.8 Monthly Natural Gas Price Multipliers by Region 

Table A-19a Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
PG&E 1.06 1.06 0.99 0.97 0.99 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 1.05 1.09 

So Cal Gas 1.10 1.07 1.03 0.97 0.95 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.98 1.00 1.08 1.17 

SDG&E 1.09 1.04 0.96 0.94 1.00 0.97 0.92 0.97 0.98 0.98 1.09 1.22 

So. Calif Prod. 1.10 1.07 1.03 0.97 0.95 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.98 1.00 1.08 1.17 

Alberta 1.08 1.04 1.00 1.00 0.99 0.93 0.94 0.87 0.91 1.00 1.04 1.08 

British Columbia 1.23 1.06 0.88 0.93 0.87 0.83 0.82 0.83 0.87 1.00 1.21 1.22 

Colorado 1.08 0.90 0.84 0.86 0.94 1.03 1.02 0.99 0.93 1.04 1.08 1.13 

El Paso North-AZ 0.98 0.98 0.90 1.02 1.02 1.02 0.92 0.94 1.06 1.00 1.13 1.03 

El Paso North-NM 1.12 0.98 0.93 0.94 0.96 0.94 0.97 1.00 0.99 1.03 1.09 1.12 

El Paso South-AZ 0.98 0.98 0.90 1.02 1.02 1.02 0.92 0.94 1.06 1.00 1.13 1.03 

El Paso South-NM 1.12 0.98 0.93 0.94 0.96 0.94 0.97 1.00 0.99 1.03 1.09 1.12 

Montana 1.08 0.90 0.84 0.86 0.94 1.03 1.02 0.99 0.93 1.04 1.08 1.13 

Nevada-North 0.99 1.00 0.92 1.02 0.97 1.01 0.93 0.97 1.02 1.08 1.13 1.03 

Nevada-South 0.99 1.00 0.92 1.02 0.97 1.01 0.93 0.97 1.02 1.08 1.13 1.03 

PNW 0.68 0.83 1.00 1.27 1.35 0.76 1.01 1.00 1.11 0.90 0.96 1.09 

PNW-Coastal 0.68 0.83 1.00 1.27 1.35 0.76 1.01 1.00 1.11 0.90 0.96 1.09 

Utah 1.08 1.09 1.08 1.05 1.00 0.98 0.95 0.82 0.88 0.98 1.08 1.25 

Rosarito 1.09 1.04 0.96 0.94 1.00 0.97 0.92 0.97 0.98 0.98 1.09 1.22 

Average 1.03 0.99 0.95 1.00 1.01 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.99 1.00 1.08 1.12 

The monthly natural gas prices are applied to every natural gas burning plant by 
region.  The prices are burner tip prices and included transportation costs. 

8.3.3 Renewable Resources 

The California Energy Commission published the Renewable Resources Development 
Report12 in November 2003.  This report described a Renewable Portfolio Standard 
requiring a minimum production of energy from renewable resources.  Quoting from 
the report, 

“In 2002, the [California] Legislature passed the Renewable Portfolio 
Standard, which requires that certain retail sellers of electricity increase their 
sales of electricity from renewable energy sources by at least 1 percent per 
year, achieving 20 percent by 2017, at the latest. Since passage of the 
Renewable Portfolio Standard bill, the Energy Action Plan was adopted and 
establishes a more aggressive goal for renewable energy development with a 
target of 20 percent by 2010. The Renewable Energy Program will provide 
funds to generators to cover the above-market costs for electricity, and design 
a tracking and verification system to ensure that retail sellers are meeting 
their procurement targets.”13 

In consultation with the CEC and in concert with current energy policy, the CAISO 
study incorporated renewable resources according to the more aggressive Accelerated 
Renewable Portfolio Standard, which requires the 20 percent target to be met by 2010 
throughout California.  The year 2003 is used as a baseline for computing renewable 
additions required before 2008.  Unless there was a documented 2003 renewable 

                                                
12 http://www.energy.ca.gov/reports/2003-11-24_500-03-080F.PDF  
13 Policies Driving Renewable Development, p. 3 
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energy amount for a state (such as California), the 2003 starting point was derived 
from the 2002 position shown in the CEC report with an added the 0.6 percent per 
year standard assumed in the federal proxy14.    

Table 8.9 Renewable Energy Target Percentages, 2008 and 2013 

State 
RPS 

in Place? 2008 2013 Source Notes 

Arizona Yes 1.1% 1.1% ACC Rules R14-2-161815  

1.1% by 2007-2012 (60% 
from solar); assume 
constant after 2012 

California Yes 17.9% 20.0% 

"Renewable Resources 
Development Report", CEC, 
Report # 500-03-080F   

Colorado Considering 8.7% 13.7% 
House Bill 1273 (passed 
House not Senate yet)16 

Legislature considering 
state RPS 

Idaho No 10.0% 10.0% see note #2 assume federal proxy  
Montana No 4.6% 10.0% see note #2 assume federal proxy  

Nevada Yes 10.0% 15.0% 

"Renewables Resources 
Development Report", CEC, 
500-03-080F, November 
2003; p. 15. at least 5% from solar 

New Mexico Yes 7.0% 10.0% 

"Renewables Resources 
Development Report", CEC, 
500-03-080F, November 
2003; p. 15. assume federal proxy  

Oregon No 7.5% 10.0% see note #2 assume federal proxy  

Utah Considering 10.0% 10.0% 

House Bill 308, "Renewable 
Energy Amendments", 2002 
General Session17   

Washington No 7.7% 10.0% see note #2 assume federal proxy  
Wyoming No 10.0% 10.0% see note #2 assume federal proxy  

Appendix Table AC.7 lists the resources that are included in the CAISO study to meet 
this requirement.  These resources are in addition to the resources that were already 
part of the SSG-WI Transmission Study. 

8.3.4 Reserve Margins 

Utilities typically plan their capacity needs based on their expected peak load plus a 
planning reserve margin.  In PUC ruling D.04-01-50, the PUC imposed on all LSEs a 
planning reserve margin of 15-17% to be phased-in no later than January 1, 2008.  
However, IOU’s have to justify any reserve levels above 15%.  Similarly, discussions 
are also ongoing at the WECC level regarding institution of a capacity reserve 
requirement. 

Given the trend toward some capacity procurement process, the CAISO study 
assumed that utilities within each of the WECC’s 21 regions would plan for a 15 
percent reserve margin throughout the region.  Resource capacity counting toward 

                                                
14 U.S. Senate version of RPS standard in federal Energy Bill for 2001-02 session as a proxy for a 

standard that might ultimately be implemented.  Source:  "Integrated Resource Plan 2003", PacifiCorp, 
http://www.pacificorp.com/File/File25682.pdf  

15 http://www.ies.ncsu.edu/dsire/library/docs/incentives/AZ03R.htm  
16 http://www.solaraccess.com/news/story?storyid=6065 
17 http://www.le.state.ut.us/~2002/bills/hbillint/hb0308.htm 
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this reserve requirement include 100 percent of thermal and solar18 capacity, 20 
percent of wind and 100 percent of interruptible load and demand-side management 
capacity.  The planning contribution from hydro resources, taken from the WECC 10-
Year Coordinated Plan, was a WECC-wide total of 63,936 MW.  Load regions also can 
count deliverable import capacity from other regions toward this planning reserve 
margin for the purposes of the CAISO study.  Expected retirements increase the 
capacity requirement for the load region. 

Table 8.10 describes the reserve margin prior to resource additions, the total capacity 
additions (renewable and gas-fired) and the final capacity surplus after additions. 
When a deficit exists, adding resources from a list of planned generation additions that 
are currently active proposals covers the deficit.   

Table 8.10 Summary of WECC Sub-Region Level Reserve Margin 
Deficits and Additions for Planning Reserves 
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WECC 6,606  5,251  11,857  (4,250) 10,785  6,535  
• California 270  2,871  3,141  967  500  1,467  
• Mexico 601  0  601  395  0  395  
• Southwest (624) 625  1  (5,572) 5,795  223  
• Northwest 6,415  0  6,415  3,661  0  3,661  
• Rocky Mountain (1,623) 1,755  132  (3,469) 3,490  21  
• Canada 1,566  0  1,566  (231) 1,000  769  

The CAISO illustrative study recognizes that the process of constructing a power plant 
and connecting to the grid requires a substantial lead-time.  For this reason, the study 
required all resource additions in 2008 to be specific approved projects or project 
proposals that are considered likely to develop.  Projects that successfully bid and 
execute a contract with an IOU through the long-term procurement process to provide 
capacity beginning in a certain period are likely to constitute a specifically approved 
project for purposes of any study covering that same time frame.  Prior to 2013, 
resources not yet in the planning stage may be developed.  However, it is more 
reasonable to assume that a proposed project currently supported is more likely to 
develop than an arbitrary project not yet proposed.  These projects are usually gas-
fired power plants.  Table 8.11 lists the projects added for the purpose of satisfying the 
15 percent reserve margin. 

                                                
18 100% contribution of solar capacity to planning reserves was determined in consultation with the CEC. 
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Table 8.11 Reserve Margin Resource Changes 

Year Region Type Adj. Name General Location Capacity (MW) Type 
ARIZONA Addition MesquiteCC Maricopa County, AZ 625 CC 

Glenarm GT 3-4 Pasadena 94 CT 
Grayson 9 Glendale 49 CC 
Magnolia  SCPPA 315 CC 
Malburg City of Vernon 135 CC 

Addition Olive 2 Los Angeles 0 CT 
LADWP Retirement Haynes 1 Los Angeles 1126 CC 

Cosumnes Rancho Seco 458 CC 
Kings River NP-15 85 CT 
Metcalf South Bay 600 CC 
Pico Santa Clara 147 CC 
Ripon MID 90 CC 

Addition SFPeaker San Francisco 180 CT 
HntrsPn1 NP-15 0 CT 
HntrsPn4 NP-15 0 CT 

PG AND E Retirement Pttsbrg1 NP-15 321 CC 
RockyMtn EC1 Hudson, CO 585 CC 
RockyMtn EC2 Hudson, CO 1185 CC 

PSCOLORA Addition RockyMtn EC3 Hudson, CO 585 CC 
Otay Mesa OTAYMESA 22609 510 CC 

SANDIEGO Addition Palomar ESCONDIDO 22260 546 CC 
Mountainview  SANBRDNO 24913 1132 CC 

Addition Pastoria Tejon Ranch 750 CC 
AESlmts7 SP-15 0 CT 
EtwndGT5 SP-15 0 CT 

2008 

SOCALIF Retirement Mohave 1 Arizona 0 coal 
ALBERTA Addition GenesseeCC Genesee, AB 500 CC 

Santan Gilbert, AZ  825 CC 
Arlington Valley 2 Buckeye, AZ 600 CC 
Bowie CC 1 Cochise County, AZ 500 CC 
Bowie CC 2 Cochise County, AZ 500 CC 
Sprngrv2 Apache County, AZ 400 CC 
Sprngrv3 Apache County, AZ 400 CC 
Harquahala CC 2 Harquahala, AZ 1000 CC 

ARIZONA Addition Panda Gila River 5 Gila Bend, AZ 500 CC 
B.C.HYDR Addition Vancouver Island 1 Duke Point, BC 500 CC 

HaynesCC Los Angeles 575 CC 
Addition ValleyCC2 LADWP 520 CC 

Haynes 1 Los Angeles 1044 CC 
LADWP Retirement ValleyCC LADWP 1094 CC 
MONTANA Addition Silver Bow Butte, MT 500 CC 

Silver Hawk Clark County, NV 570 CC 
NEVADA Addition CopperMtn Clark County, NV 500 CC 

2013 

PG AND E Addition CntrCst6 East Bay 530 CC 
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Year Region Type Adj. Name General Location Capacity (MW) Type 
  WalnutCC TID 240 CC 

Comanch2 Pueblo, CO 750 coal 
BluSprc2 Aurora, CO 500 CC 

PSCOLORA Addition Front Range CC2 Fountain, CO 600 CC 

 

SIERRA Addition Wadsworth 1 Washoe City, NV 540 CC 

8.3.5 Economic Entry 

While currently active project proposals are reasonable to add to meet capacity 
requirements, independent power producers may find that capacity beyond that 
required for the reserve margin is profitable to build.  The introduction of economic 
entry gas-fired generation measures the profitability of adding new generation in 
excess of the resource adequacy requirement. 

This strategy is not appropriate for 2008 because of the long lead-time required to 
commission new generation.  However, for 2013 it is reasonable to suspect that some 
projects not currently being proposed might be built.  To test the profitability of so-
called “economic new entry” generating resources, the CAISO study introduced 
example power projects to the model assuming technological efficiency improvement 
and fixed costs of operations and levelized capital costs in nominal dollars.  By 
simulating the market with these test projects included, the profitability of the test 
projects can be measured for a given year and decisions can be made about which 
projects to keep and which to ignore.  Table 8.12 below contains the parameters for 
economic new entry projects: 

Table 8.12 Parameters for New Combined Cycle and Combustion Turbine Plants 

  Multiplier Percent 
 2002-2008 1.17500 2.04% Inflation 

  
   2008-2013 1.10186 1.96% 

  
  
  
  

 
  2002 2008 2013 Units 
Net capacity 500 500 500 MW 
Levelized capital 102 119 131 $/kW-yr 
Fixed O&M 15 18 19 $/kW-yr 
          
Base heat rate 7,100 7,100 7,100 Btu/kWh 
Start-up costs 1,850 1,850 1,850 MMBtu/start 

Combined Cycle 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  Variable O&M 2.4 2.8 3.1 $/MWh 
 

  2002 2008 2013 Units 
Net capacity 100 100 100 MW 
Levelized capital 58 68 75 $/kW-yr 
Fixed O&M 20 23 26 $/kW-yr 
          
Base heat rate 9,300 9,300 9,300 Btu/kWh 
Start-up costs 180 180 180 MMBtu/start 

Combustion Turbine 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  Variable O&M 10.9 12.8 14.2 $/MWh 
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These parameters came from the CEC report “Comparative Cost of California Central 
Station Electricity Generation Technologies.”19  One exception is that the CEC’s 
levelized capital cost of the CC was increased to 75 percent higher than that of a CT 
based on subgroup input and the Northwest Power Supply Adequacy / Reliability 
Study report “Base case and performance assumptions for new generating resource 
options.”20  

Each economic new entry project was sited to avoid increasing congestion while at the 
same time serving load in the affected region.  Each region was allotted a new entry 
combined cycle plant (CC) and a new entry combustion turbine plant (CT).  In an 
iterative process, units were added if a single unit was profitable and removed if the 
unit was obviously not profitable. 

8.3.6 Economic Retirement 

Older plants that are nearing obsolescence may be mothballed or decommissioned due 
to poor economics.  The CAISO study tested nuclear generation plants for economic 
retirement.  If a nuclear generation plant did not have net revenue before fixed costs 
per kW-yr greater than the fixed operations and maintenance and capital costs of a 
new combined cycle plant, it is considered to be a target for retirement.  This metric 
was used because there is no reasonable way of estimating the fixed costs of nuclear 
generation plants. 

Under these conditions, the fixed cost recovery target for nuclear generation was 
$130/kW-yr.  In the base case, all nuclear generation plants exceeded this target.  
Thus, no economic retirement was included in the base case. 

8.3.7 Scheduled Maintenance 

Maintenance schedules have a significant impact on the generation cost in the WECC.  
The SSG-WI Transmission data contained an outage schedule developed for that 
study.  However, this maintenance schedule was developed using a different set of 
hourly load profiles and a different set of generating resources.  For these reasons, the 
CAISO study developed a new maintenance pattern optimized to the new load profiles. 

This maintenance schedule was developed using the PLEXOS PASA21 algorithm.  For 
each generating resource, a maintenance rate was offered to the algorithm as well as 
regional load profiles and the major interregional interface constraints to allow for 
reserve sharing.  Maintenance rates were taken from data provided by Henwood 
Energy Services, Inc. 

8.3.8 Forced Outages 

The SSG-WI Transmission data outage schedule included both planned and forced 
outages.  Since the CAISO illustrative study developed a new maintenance schedule 
for planned outages based on maintenance rates, it was necessary to model forced 
outages separately.  Forced outages were developed randomly using Monte Carlo 
techniques.  Unfortunately, due to the time constraints of the study, it was not 
possible to run a full sample to allow the forced outage pattern to converge for every 
case, but the outcome of the sample was studied in an experiment of 20 samples.  As 

                                                
19 http://www.energy.ca.gov/reports/2003-06-06_100-03-001F.PDF  
20 Table A-7, http://www.nwcouncil.org/library/2000/2000-4a.pdf  
21 http://www.PLEXOS.info/kb/part_03/KB0311001.htm  
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described in Section 7.3.2, a single sample was used for every single case.  This 
allowed each case to share an outage pattern that is almost identical.  This technique 
does admit the possibility of a non-convergent result in a sensitivity case.  However it 
is more reasonable than other alternatives, which are primarily: 1) reduce the number 
of sensitivity cases for the study, 2) ignore forced outages, 3) use an arbitrary forced 
outage pattern, not necessarily near the point of convergence for the base case.  More 
detailed results are available in Chapter 7.  Overview of Analytical Process, Section 3, 
Off Line Sensitivities.   

8.3.9 Transmission Expansion 

The 2008 SSG-WI transmission network was the base model for the network in the 
CAISO study.  This base model was enhanced by the addition of anticipated resource 
additions for 2008 and 2013.  The modifications in 2008 (which are also included in 
2013) are related to the planned series capacitor upgrades in Southern California and 
the upgrade to Path 15.  The modifications specific to 2013 are a subset of 
transmission upgrades submitted for consideration to the SSG-WI Planning working 
group.  CAISO Grid Planning chose the subset of these upgrades included in the 
CAISO study.  Table 8.13 below lists the upgrades being modeled in the CAISO study. 
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Table 8.13 Transmission Additions to SSG-WI 2008 Transmission Data 

Year Line Path 
New R 
(p.u.) 

New X 
(p.u.) 

New 
Rating 
(MVA) Note 

IMPRLVLY - N. GILA #1 1,905  Existing line - series cap upgrade 
N. GILA - HASSYAMPA #1        1,905  Existing line - series cap upgrade 
PALO VERDE - DEVERS #1        2,338  Existing line - series cap upgrade 

DEVERS - DEVERS #2  
New transformer - identical to DEVERS - 
DEVERS #1 

MOENKOPI - EL DORADO        1,992  Existing line - series cap upgrade 
NAVAJO - CRYSTAL #1         1,992  Existing line - series cap upgrade 

EOR        8,055  
For flow into California - series capacitor 
upgrade 

 SCIT       19,391  
For flow into California - series capacitor 
upgrade 

LOS BANOS - GATES #3 7.67E-04 1.85E-02        3,752  New line - Path 15 upgrade 
ARCO - MIDWAY #1 1.09E-02 6.22E-02           300  Modified line - Path 15 upgrade 
GATES - ARCO #1 8.43E-03 4.80E-02           300  Modified line - Path 15 upgrade 
GATES - MIDWAY #1  1.58E-02 8.96E-02           300  New line - Path 15 upgrade 

       5,400  Path 15 South to North 

2008 

 Path 15         3,265  Path 15 North to South 
SELKIRK - BELL #1 1.10E-03 1.13E-02        2,400  New Line - BPA 
LANGDON - CRANBROOK #2 2.00E-03 4.64E-02        4,560  New Line - BPA 
CRANBROOK - SELKIRK #2 1.10E-03 2.60E-02        4,560  New Line - BPA 
CHIEF JOE - MONROE #2 1.20E-03 2.83E-02        4,560  New Line - BPA 
GARRISON - HOT SPR #1 1.20E-03 4.17E-02        2,000  New Line - BPA 
HOT SPR - BELL #1 1.60E-03 1.90E-02        2,000  New Line - BPA 
BELL - ASHE #1 1.40E-03 1.60E-02        3,000  New Line - BPA 
GRIZZLY - MELBA #1 2.50E-03 1.78E-02        4,560  New Line - BPA 
MELBA - MIDPOINT #2 1.10E-03 8.00E-03        4,560  New Line - BPA 
SUMMER L - MELBA #1 2.03E-03 1.03E-02        2,340  New Line - BPA 
HARQUAHA - DEVERS #2 2.10E-03 2.90E-02        1,646  New Line - CAISO 
DEVERS - DEVERS I #2 0.00E+00 1.18E-01        1,120  New Transformer - CAISO 
DEVERS - DEVERS I #2 0.00E+00 4.00E-03        1,120  New Transformer - CAISO 
DEVERS T - DEVERS I #2 0.00E+00 2.71E-01        1,120  New Transformer - CAISO 
BRIDGER - BENLOMON #1 2.11E-03 1.20E-02        2,000  New Line - PacifiCorp 
BRIDGER - MIDPOINT #1 3.65E-03 2.07E-02        2,000  New Line - PacifiCorp 
BENLOMON - MIDPOINT #1 3.25E-03 1.84E-02        2,000  New Line - PacifiCorp 
BRIDGER - BRIDGER #1 7.00E-05 7.21E-03        1,650  New Line - PacifiCorp 
BENLOMON - BENLOMON #1 7.00E-05 7.21E-03        1,650  New Line - PacifiCorp 
STEGALL - GREENVAL #1 2.00E-03 1.13E-02        2,000  New Line - PacifiCorp 
STEGALL - BRIDGER #1 3.14E-03 1.78E-02        2,000  New Line - PacifiCorp 
GREENVAL - GREENVAL #1 2.00E-04 1.20E-02        1,100  New Line - PacifiCorp 
STEGALL - STEGALL #1  2.00E-04 1.20E-02        1,100  New Line - PacifiCorp 

EOR        9,250  Addition of HARQUAHA - DEVERS #2 
WOR      12,200  Addition of HARQUAHA - DEVERS #2 

2013 

 SCIT       20,000  Addition of HARQUAHA - DEVERS #2 

In the table, any values left blank are either not changed from the values in the SSG-
WI data or they are not relevant to the upgrade. 
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The primary goal of the CAISO methodology was to measure the economic impact of 
transmission projects.  This goal required two simulations to be performed for every 
case that was tested: one simulation modeled the network without the upgrade, and 
the other simulation modeled the network with the upgrade.  The economic impact 
was measured by calculating the difference in several key results from each 
simulation. 

Since the only difference between the two simulations was the transmission upgrade 
project, the treatment of the affected parts of the network was critical.  In the case of 
the CAISO Path 26 study, the proposed upgrade being evaluated was an expansion of 
one of the three lines that connect the Midway and Vincent substations.  However, 
since the major differences between the two simulations came as a result of congestion 
relief, it was important to accurately model Path 26 limits.  For this reason, the CAISO 
study implemented a schedule of partial outages for Path 26 based on historical 
outage patterns. 

8.4.1 Upgrade 

Path 26 consists of three 500 kV lines between Midway and Vincent.  On May 12, 
2004, a path rating increase from a bi-directional 3000 MW to 3400 MW (N- S) and 
3000 MW (S- N) was implemented.  This new rating required implementation of SPS to 
trip generation north of Midway to mitigate for N-2 overload. 

Based on a high-level screening analysis performed by CAISO’s Grid Planning 
Department, the proposed new rating for Path 26 is 4400 MW (N- S) and 4000 MW (S- 
N).  This new rating would require the following upgrades: 

• Re-conductoring of Midway – Vincent #3 Line 

• Replacing Midway – Vincent #3 series capacitors 

• Replace wave traps, breakers and current transformers 

• Re-conductoring Vincent – Antelope #1 230 kV Line 

The model for these proposed improvements requires Midway-Vincent Line #3 to be 
modeled as identical to Midway-Vincent Lines #1 and #2.  Furthermore, the interface 
must be modeled with the increased limits described above. 

Table 8.14 Path 26 Upgrade Summary 
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8.4.2 Path 26 Operating Transfer Capability 

Although Path 26 is currently rated for a bi-directional maximum flow of 3000 MW, 
the operating transfer capability (OTC) is regularly less than 3000 MW.  There are a 
variety of reasons that the Path 26 North-to-South OTC might be derated.  Outages at 
Diablo Canyon can affect the OTC of Path 26.  Transmission outages in other 
interfaces (e.g. Path 15) can also affect the OTC of Path 26.  Maintenance on the lines 
included in Path 26 can also affect the Path 26 OTC.  Table 8.15 summarizes 
deratings of the OTC for Path 26 for 2001, 2002 and 2004 Q122 to produce forced 
outage rates and their corresponding derated levels that can be applied to Path 26 
when forecasting a rating.  Given that Path 26 is only capable of its maximum OTC 62 
percent of the time, ignoring forced deratings on Path 26 would certainly 
underestimate the value of upgrading. 

Table 8.15 Forced Outage Rates and Derated OTC Levels, Path 26 North-South 

Outage 
Level 

Forced Outage 
Rate (%) 

Mean Time to 
Repair (hr) 

Historically 
Likely Outage 

Ratings (MW)23 

2008 & 2013 Outage 
Ratings Without 
Upgrade (MW) 

2008 & 2013 Outage 
Ratings With Upgrade 

(MW) 
0 61.95  3000 3400 4400 
1 32.26 24 2500 2900 3900 
2 3.5 24 2000 2400 3400 
3 1.26 24 1500 1900 2900 
4 1.03 12 500 900 1900 

The outage ratings with and without the upgrade for 2008 and 2013 exhibit the same 
magnitude of decrease from the maximum OTC as the historically likely outage 
ratings.  Neither the 400 MW upgrade to be implemented prior to the 2008 study year, 
nor the 1000 MW test upgrade are derated proportionately.  This forms an 
economically conservative estimate of the capability of the interface and the value of 
an upgrade.  At the same time, it values congestion relief for situations in which the 
congestion was a result of derating in the no upgrade case. 

Figure 8.5 compares the OTC derated profiles used in the CAISO study to actual OTCs 
for 2001 and 2002. 

                                                
22 The OTC profile for 2003 was ignored because the Vincent sub-station fire impacted the rating of 

Path 26 for an unusual length of time.  Since this event was a statistical “outlier,” including the related 
OTC’s would significantly overstate the likelihood of partial outage of Path 26 in the context of a three-
year sample. 

23 A histogram counting the number of times that the hourly OTC was within 50 MW of an even 100 MW 
bin was developed.  The five 100 MW increments that were most frequently active during the selected 
sample of hours were selected as Historically Likely Outage Ratings.  The probability of outages in 
neighboring bins were rolled into the probabilities of each of these bins. 
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Figure 8.5 Historical Path 26 OTC Duration Curve and OTC 
Schedules for 2008, 2013 with and without Path 26 
Upgrade 
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Market Price Regions 

In the Path 26 study, the strategic bidding methodology, described in Chapter 4, is 
implemented only in the three California utility regions, namely PG&E, SCE, and 
SDGE regions.  Ideally, we would want to model strategic bidding for all regions in the 
WECC.  However, the lack of sufficient information and market data for other WECC 
regions makes it difficult to accurately apply strategic bidding to these regions.  Given 
this, we elected not to apply bid markups to resources in regions outside of the three 
California utility regions and instead assumed that suppliers in the non-California 
region would bid their marginal cost.  

While we realize this limited application of the bid markup methodology is a deficiency 
in the current methodology, restricting strategic bidding to the California regions 
might not be such an unreasonable assumption.  First, other regions in the WECC are 
predominately comprise of vertically integrated utilities.  Under this regime, suppliers 
have fewer incentives to exercise market power.  

Second, the assumption of marginal cost bidding in the other WECC regions does not 
preclude these regions from having significant price-cost markups.  When the supply-
demand margins become tight throughout the WECC, especially in California, price 
markups in California can be exported to other regions.  In the market price run, if a 
significant level of markups are predicted in California, and there is no congestion on 
major inter-regional transmission lines, the high price-cost markups will propagate to 
other regions, even though we assume the suppliers in other regions bidding their 
marginal costs.  

Third, the net import into California might not be significantly distorted whether or not 
we apply bid markups in the other regions.  On average, the generation in the 
California’s neighboring regions is more cost-efficient because a significant portion of 
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their generation is either hydro-based (in the northwest region) or coal and nuclear-
based (in the southwest region).  Even if we apply the same markups in these regions 
as in California, generation in these regions would still have relative advantage in cost.  
If a higher market price is observed in California, suppliers would have same 
incentives to arbitrage and export to California.  Therefore, our assumption of no bid 
markups in exporting regions might not significantly affect the volume of export to 
California.  Therefore, the total benefits of transmission projects may not be affected 
significantly by this limitation. 

Long Term Contracts 

The extent to which buyers and sellers are hedged through long-term contracts will 
have important implications on the ability and incentives for exercising market power. 
If buyers are mostly hedged, the spot market will be relatively small, making it more 
difficult for any single supplier to exercise market power.  Additionally, if most of 
capacity of a seller is pre-sold through long-term contracts, the incentives to exercise 
market power will be diminished because only a small portion of the supplier’s 
portfolio can benefit from raising prices.  

The contract levels used for the 2008 cases reflect our latest knowledge on existing 
contracts that will be effective in 2008.  It is likely that additional short-term contracts 
such as one or two-year contracts will be signed prior to 2008.  However, in this study, 
we do not estimate and include any possible additional new contracts. We decided to 
do this for two reasons.  First, there are significant uncertainties regarding future 
contract positions that make it difficult to accurately estimate.  Second, even if 
additional contracts are signed, these contracts will, to some extent, reflect 
expectations about market power and future prices in the spot markets in 2008.  
Because it typically takes at least 2-year to build new generation and 5-year to build 
new transmission lines, suppliers who choose to engage in these short-term contracts 
would inevitably incorporate their expectations of market prices in these contracts.  
Therefore, choosing not to include additional estimates of future forward contracts 
should not cause significant biases in the analysis. 

Because the level of long-term contracting in 2013 is unknown, we assume the 
contract level in 2013 will be same as in 2008.  We think this is a reasonable 
assumption.  We recognize that under the CPUC resource adequacy requirement, 
utilities will be required to demonstrate, a year in advance, that they have sufficient 
contracted capacity to meet 90% of their expected annual peak load.  However, a 
substantial share of that capacity is likely to include shorter-term (1-2 year) contracts 
at prices that are likely to reflect supplier’s spot market expectations (i.e. contract 
prices that could potentially be impacted by the expected impacts a transmission 
upgrade could have on spot market prices).  

Strategic Players and Non-Strategic Players 

RMR Generators 

Similar to today, we assume some measures of local market power mitigation would be 
implemented in 2008 and 2013.  Based on this assumption, in deriving regional 
market prices, we focus on characteristics that affect market competitiveness at a 
regional level rather than market competitiveness in load and generation pockets 
within a region.  

Specifically, we assume that generating units that are currently designated as RMR 
Condition 2 units will remain under a long-term contract (e.g. RMR or other bilateral 
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arrangement), and therefore do not add any bid markups for these generators in the 
market price runs.  RMR units that elect Condition 2 provisions are settled at pre-
determined contact prices rather than market prices and under MD02, will be 
dispatched only for local reliability needs based on their contracted variable cost and 
thus, will not be able to exercise market power.  Presumably, if other bilateral 
arrangements with these units are made, they will have similar provisions to mitigate 
market power.24 

Utility, Municipal, and Merchant Generation 

Given that fact that three large utilities are mostly net buyers the market, it is 
reasonable to assume that utilities’ retained generation would have no incentive to 
exercise market power to increase the market price.  Therefore, we assume in this 
analysis that a utility’s retained generation is always bid at their marginal variable 
cost.  Similarly, we also assume other municipal utilities in California bid their 
marginal costs.  The derived bid-cost markups are only applied for the generation in 
California that is owned by merchant suppliers. 

���� $VVXPSWLRQV�IRU�6HQVLWLYLWLHV�

In Chapter 5 we discussed in general how we select important variables, how we 
determine different levels for these variables, and how we assign joint probabilities to 
joint events.  In this section we discuss the specific scenarios selected for our Path 26 
study. 

Demand Forecast Sensitivities 

As we previously discussed, we derived demand sensitivities using CEC’s demand 
forecast errors.  In the Path 26 study, we had to center CEC’s demand forecast errors 
around zero, smooth the forecast errors, and truncate the forecast errors at year out 
8.25  The following table shows the specific forecast errors used in deriving the base, 
VH, and VL demand cases. 

Table 8.16 Demand Forecast Errors in Path 26 Study 

 Forecast Error in Annual Energy 
Consumption Calculation 

Forecast Error in Annual Peak Load 
Calculation 

 Base 
case 

VH VL Base 
case 

VH VL 

2008 0% 5.9% -5.9% 0% 7.6% -7.6% 

2013 0% 5.9% -5.9% 0% 7.6% -7.6% 

 

 

                                                
24 Units that are currently operating under RMR Condition I contracts are only mitigated for local market 

power and are not precluded from participating in the market. Therefore, strategic bidding is applicable 
to these units, provided they are not utility owned (see next paragraph).. 

25 We centered CEC’s demand forecast errors around zero because we believe that CEC improves it 
forecasting techniques over the time so the most recent demand forecast is unbiased.  We had to 
smooth the forecast errors so that it increases monotonically with more years out.  We had to truncate 
the forecast error at a certain year out to make sure annual energy consumption increases generally 
over the time. 
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Gas Price Sensitivity Cases 

In Chapter 5 we already discussed how we should derive alternative gas price cases.  
In the Path 26 study, we had also to center CEC’s gas price forecast errors around 
zero, smooth the forecast errors, and truncate the forecast errors at year out 8.  Table 
8.17 shows the specific forecast errors used in deriving the base, VH, and VL gas price 
cases. 

Table 8.17 Gas Price Forecast Errors in Path 26 Study 

 Forecast Error in Annual Average 
Gas Price Calculation – PG&E 
Service Area 

Forecast Error in Annual Average gas 
Price Calculation – SCE Service Area 

 Base 
case 

VH VL Base case VH VL 

2008 0% 87.9% -87.9% 0% 87.9% -87.9% 
2013 0% 87.9% -87.9% 0% 87.9% -87.9% 

Hydro Sensitivities 

SSG-WI high and low cases are adopted as our high and low hydro case.  More 
specifically, the high hydro case is the year 1948 water condition, and the low hydro 
case is the year 1930 water condition. 

Final Set of Sensitivities 

In Chapter 5 we discussed the purpose of sensitivity analysis is to be able to answer 
three questions: (1) what is the expected value of a transmission upgrade; (2) what is 
the expected range of the upgrade; and (3) what is the insurance value of the upgrade.  
In this Path 26 study, we focus more on the sensitivities in 2013 than in 2008, 
because of the long planning time required for such an upgrade.  The following table 
shows the final set of cases in 2013 for answering each question. 
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Table 8.18 Final Set of Scenarios for the Path 26 Study 

 

Scenario 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Demand VH B B B VL VH VH VH B B 

Gas Price B VH B VL B VH B VL VH B 

Markup H H H H H B B B B H 

Hydro B B B B B B B B B B 

New Economic 
Entry 

B B B B B B B B B B 

Scenario 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

Demand B VL VL VL VH B B B VL 

Gas Price VL VH B VL B VH B VL B 

Markup B B B B L L L L L 

Hydro B B B B B B B B B 

Cases used for 
Expected 
Value 
Calculation 

New Economic 
Entry 

B B B B B B B B B 

Scenario 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 

Demand B VH B VH B VH B 

Gas Price B B B VH B H B 

Markup B B B B B B B 

Hydro D D W W B B B 

Additional 
cases used for 
Expected 
Range 
calculation 

New Economic 
Entry 

B B B B Under Under B&KW26 

Scenario 27 28 29 30 

Demand B VH B VH 

Gas Price B VH B VH 

Markup B B B B 

Hydro B B B B 

Contingency 
cases used for 
Insurance 
Value 
calculation 

Contingency SONGs SONGs DC DC 

 

 

 

                                                
26 This case assumes that the connection of the Kern County new wind resources is with the PG&E 

transmission system. 
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Up to this point, we have presented the CAISO methodology and discussed the input 
assumptions for the Path 26 study.  In this chapter, we will summarize the study 
results, including the various benefit calculations, power flows, and congestion 
patterns.  As discussed in Chapter 5, we attempted to select a wide range of scenarios 
for this case study to show the benefit of a Path 26 upgrade under a range of future 
system conditions in 2008 and 2013, including some representative contingency 
conditions.  

In this chapter, we first present in detail the results of our reference cases (both cost-
based and market-based cases).  Next, we discuss how changes in key system 
variables, such as gas price, demand, and hydro condition might affect the benefit of 
Path 26 upgrade.  Then, we present our expected benefit of the upgrade and its 
expected range.  Finally, we discuss how the upgrade benefit is affected by selected 
contingency situations.  Throughout the chapter we present the total economic 
benefits from four different perspectives: 1) societal benefit; 2) modified societal 
benefits; 3) the CAISO participants’ benefits; and 4) the CAISO’ ratepayers’ benefits.  

These benefit amounts can be summed and viewed from a Western interconnection- 
wide societal or sub-regional perspective or California ratepayer perspective.  A critical 
policy question is which perspective should be used to evaluate projects.  The answer 
depends on the viewpoint of the entity the network is operated to benefit.  If the 
network is operated to maximize benefit to ratepayers who have paid for the network, 
then some may consider the appropriate test to be the ratepayer perspective.  Others 
say this may be a short-term view, which does not match the long-term nature of the 
transmission investment. In the long run, it may be both the health of utility-owned 
generation and private supply, which is needed to maximize benefits to ratepayers. 
Advocates of this view claim that the network is operated to benefit all California 
market participants (or for society in general), and therefore, the CAISO participant or 
Western Electricity Coordinating Council “WECC” perspective of benefits may be the 
relevant test.  

Our view is each perspective provides the policy makers with some important 
information.  If the benefit-cost ratio of an upgrade passes the CAISO participant test, 
but fails the WECC test of economic efficiency, then it may be an indicator that the 
expansion will cause a large transfer of benefits from one producer and consumer 
region to another. 

On the other hand, if the proposed project passes the societal test but fails the CAISO 
participant test, this may be an indication that other project beneficiaries should help 
fund the project rather than solely CAISO ratepayers.  Policy makers should review 
these differing perspectives to gain useful information when making decisions. 

An additional consideration on viewing various perspectives of the benefits of a 
transmission expansion is how to treat the loss of monopoly rents by generation 
owners when the grid is expanded.  Since monopoly rents result from the exercise of 
market power that reduces efficiency and harms consumers, the Market Surveillance 
Committee and the Electricity Oversight Board have argued that it is reasonable to 
exclude the loss of monopoly rents in the benefit calculations.  This is the key 
difference between the WECC societal test and the WECC modified societal test (based 
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on societal benefits minus monopoly rents).  Monopoly rents for California producers 
was also excluded from the CAISO participant test since it considers only California 
competitive rents. Once benefits were calculated, the next step was to conduct a 
cost/benefit test for the upgrade.   

Whether “quantified benefits exceeding the quantified project cost” is a criterion to 
accept or reject a project depends on whether the project is reliability-driven or 
market-driven.  The reliability-driven projects include a set of alternative projects, all 
of which are identified as technically viable to address an existing or anticipated threat 
to reliable operation of the power system.  At least one alternative must be selected 
based on its relative economic merits compared to the other candidate alternatives. 
Here, the objective of economic analysis of reliability-driven projects is to identify the 
most cost-effective alternative.  This means that, even if the quantified economic 
benefits of none of the identified projects exceed the quantified costs, the most cost-
effective alternative would be selected for reliability reasons and not be rejected solely 
because it is not economically viable from an economic cost–benefit perspective.  

The market-driven or economic projects are candidate projects that might not be 
critical for reliable system operation but would be able to facilitate wholesale energy 
trade to reduce overall cost of generation.  The decision as to whether or not to 
proceed with a given “economic” project will depend upon whether the project’s 
identified economic benefits exceed its identified economic costs primarily for CAISO 
participants.  In case several alternative market-driven projects are identified, the 
methodology will assist in determining those candidates that are economically viable, 
and in identifying the most cost-effective project among them from the perspective of 
the CAISO participants. 

���� %HQHILWV� IRU� &RVW²EDVHG� DQG� 0DUNHW²EDVHG� 5HIHUHQFH�

&DVHV�

We use assumptions of base demand, base gas price, base hydro, and base economic 
new generation entry as our reference case.  The reference case is used simply as a 
standard against which to analyze and understand deviations when other scenarios 
are run.  To compute the economic benefits of the Path 26 upgrade, we conducted two 
simulations for each study year (2008 and 2013): with and without the Path 26 
upgrade under both the cost-based assumption and the strategic bidding assumption.  
In the following sections, we first present the results from cost based simulations, and 
then the results from market price based simulations. 

9.1.1 Reference Case: 2008 Cost-Based  

Table 9.1 shows the composition of benefits as a result of a Path 26 upgrade in the 
cost-based simulation for year 2008.1  For the CAISO participant benefit and CAISO 
ratepayer benefit, we separated competitive rent and all rents, where all rents included 
both competitive and monopoly rent.  

��������������������������������������������

1 Note that all benefit values presented in chapter are in nominal dollars. 
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The total societal benefit for this cost-based case is $1 million for the entire WECC 
area.  Total societal benefit can be decomposed into total consumer benefit, total 
producer benefits, and total transmission owner benefits.2  In this case, consumers in 
WECC as a whole benefited from Path 26 upgrade by $3.52 million annually.  
Producers throughout WECC also benefited from Path 26 upgrade ($3.70 million 
annually).  However, transmission owners (or CRR holders) 3 as a whole, lost $6.22 
million annually.  This was due to a reduction in congestion throughout WECC system 
because of the Path 26 upgrade.   

The total societal benefit, the sum of total consumer benefit, total producer benefit, 
and total transmission owner benefit is always equal to production cost savings from 
upgrade as shown in Table 9.1 below.  As noted in Chapter 2, we checked whether this 
held true at the WECC level for any economic-driven transmission evaluation case 
study to ensure consistency of the results.4     

Since in the cost-based simulation we assumed all suppliers bid their marginal costs, 
the total modified societal benefit (which only accounts for competitive producer 
surplus) was the same as the total societal benefit.  The CAISO participants as a whole 
benefited from the Path 26 upgrade.  However, while the upgrade would significantly 
benefit producers in the CAISO region, the consumers and transmission owners would 
lose from this upgrade.  The same situation happens using the CAISO ratepayer 
perspective.  As stated above, cost-based analysis is not an appropriate basis to decide 
the relative merits of an upgrade project with respect to CAISO ratepayers or market 
participants, but is valuable as a reference point.    

��������������������������������������������

2 The decomposition of total societal benefit to consumer benefit, producer benefit, and transmission 
owner benefit is subject to the caveats discussed in Chapter 2.  In essence, we assumed the entire 
WECC area is a centralized wholesale market for this Path 26 study.  For discussion related to the pros 
and cons of this assumption, please refer to Chapter 2. 

3 Whether or not the reduction in congestion revenues is a loss to the transmission owners or other 
entities (such as load that is allocated CRRs in return for paying the cost of transmission through 
transmission access charge, TAC) depends on the regulatory mechanism as applicable to the specific 
transmission project. In order to avoid complications relate to the tracking of the flow of congestion 
revenues, in this methodology we assign the congestion revenue benefits (and losses) to the 
transmission owners.     

4 The total benefit of transmission upgrade equals the total production cost saving due to upgrade when 
demand is assumed to be inelastic. This means that the identity assumes resource adequacy so that 
load curtailment does not occur with or without the upgrade.  
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Table 9.1 2008 Reference Case – Cost Based – Annual Benefits 

Perspective Description Consumer 
Benefit 

($ M) 

Producer 
Benefit 

($ M) 

Transmission 
Owner 

Benefit ($ M) 

Total 
Benefit5 

($ M) 

Societal WECC 3.52 3.70 (6.22) 1.00 

Modified 
Societal 

WECC 3.52 3.70 (6.22) 1.00 

CAISO 
Ratepayer 
Subtotal 

(1.61) 3.05 (0.95) 0.50 California 
Competitive 
Rent 

CAISO 
Participant 
Subtotal 

(1.61) 4.66 (0.95) 2.10 

9.1.2 Reference Case: 2008 Market-based  

In the market-based reference case, we applied bid-cost markups that were 
dynamically determined based on the system condition for each hour, to simulate 
suppliers’ strategic bidding behavior.  We applied moderate bid-cost markups in the 
reference market-based case.6  Table 9.2 below presents the market-based results for 
the reference case. 

��������������������������������������������

5 The total benefit of transmission upgrade equals the total production cost saving due to upgrade 
assuming inelastic demand. 

6 As mentioned in Chapter 4, if we directly applied base-level price-cost markups as bid-cost markups in 
the market price runs, the final price-cost markups for importing regions such as SCE are likely to be 
lower than the predicted values derived from a regression equation.  Therefore, in actual practice, we 
conducted calibration by increasing the bid-cost markups so that the final price-cost markups from the 
market price runs were more in line with the predicted levels of markups. The “moderate” levels of bid-
cost markups we used for the reference case has incorporated this calibration. We found that final 
price-cost markups were generally consistent with the price-cost markups for the base markup 
scenario.  
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Table 9.2 2008 Reference Case – Market Based Benefits 

Perspective Description Consumer 
Benefit 

($ M) 

Producer 
Benefit 

($ M) 

Transmission 
Owner 

Benefit ($ M) 

Total 
Benefit7 

($ M) 

Societal WECC 50.69 (31.68) (14.73) 4.28 

Modified 
Societal 

WECC 50.69 (28.93) (14.73) 7.04 

CAISO 
Ratepayer 
Subtotal 

10.92 0.04 1.03 11.99 California 
Competitive 
Rent 

CAISO 
Participant 
Subtotal 

10.92 7.04 1.03 19.00 

When we assumed that some suppliers bid strategically (i.e., bid at prices that 
exceeded their marginal costs), the total societal benefit, or total production cost 
savings for the entire WECC system, was $ 4.281 million for the year 2008.  At the 
same time, the total modified society benefit was $7.04 million annually. In this case, 
when suppliers bid strategically above their marginal costs, the modified society 
benefit was no longer equal to the total societal benefit.  The differences between the 
modified societal benefit and total societal benefit were exactly equal to the change in 
monopoly rent between the “no upgrade” case and “with upgrade” case.  We found that 
in this reference case, the upgrade decreased the total monopoly rent by $2.66 million 
annually (i.e., $7.04-$4.28=$2.66 million), indicating that this transmission upgrade 
would reduce the overall market power.  Finally, from the perspectives of CAISO 
ratepayers and CAISO participants, the total annual benefits (competitive rent) of this 
transmission upgrade were $11.99 million and $ 19 million, respectively.  

Note that we only modeled strategic bidding behavior in three utility regions in 
California.  We elected not to apply bid markups to resources in regions outside of the 
three California utility regions because other regions in the WECC are predominately 
comprised of vertically integrated utilities.  Under this regime, suppliers have fewer 
incentives to exercise market power.  Moreover, the lack of market information made it 
difficult to accurately apply strategic bidding to these regions.  

The assumption of marginal cost bidding in the other WECC regions did not preclude 
these regions from having significant price-cost markups.  In fact, our results showed 
that price-cost markups increased significantly in other neighboring regions when 
significant markups were projected in California.  Figure 9.1 below shows the average 
monthly price-cost markups in PG&E and SOCALIF (Southern California Edison), 

��������������������������������������������

7 The total benefit of transmission upgrade equals the total production cost saving due to upgrade 
assuming inelastic demand. 
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MEXICO-C, Arizona, and Nevada regions under the scenario of base demand, base 
gas, base hydro, and the moderate markup.  When we projected the high bid-cost 
markups in California, especially in the SCE region, the price-cost markups in all 
regions increased.  The final price-cost markups in other regions followed closely with 
ones observed in California.  

Figure 9.1 Regional Monthly Average Price-cost Markups , 2008, No Upgrade 
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9.1.3  Effects of Strategic Bidding on Path 26 Upgrade Benefits 

Table 9.3 below further compares the economic benefits of the cost-based simulation 
and market-based simulation for both 2008 and 2013.  The results from our reference 
cases indicated that the economic benefits of the upgrade were significantly larger 
when the strategic bidding behavior was explicitly considered.  For instance, from the 
perspective of CAISO market participants, the economic benefits of this upgrade for 
year 2008 were $19 million in the market-based simulation, about 10 times as much 
as the cost-based simulation ($2.1 million).  This difference was even more significant 
for 2013. In comparing benefits in 2008 to 2013, it appears that benefits decreased. 
This is largely due to the amount of renewable resources added by 2013 south of Path 
26 in the Southern California service territory.  This reduced the benefits of Path 26 
upgrade in 2013 compared to 2008.  
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Table 9.3 Benefit Comparisons: Cost Based Versus Market-Based, Year 
2008 & 2013 

Year Load Gas 
Price 

Hydro Market 
Pricing 

Other 

 Societal 
Benefits     

($ M)  

 Modified 
Societal 
Benefits  

($ M)  

 CAISO 
Participant 
Benefit               
($ M)  

 CAISO 
Ratepayers 
Benefits     
($ M)  

2008 Base Base Base None None  $  1.00   $     1.00   $       2.10   $      0.50 

2008 Base Base Base Moderate None  $  4.28   $     7.04   $     19.00  $       11.99 

2013 Base Base Base None None  $  0.55   $     0.55   $       0.67   $      (0.04) 

2013 Base Base Base Moderate None  $  2.21   $   12.93   $     18.04   $       8.07  

In the rest of this section, we focus more closely on two reference cases in 2008 (cost-
based and market-based), and illustrate how the upgrade of Path 26 would change 
congestion patterns, generation across regions, bid-cost markups, as well as final 
price-cost markups. 

9.1.4 Effects of Upgrade on Path26 Flows and Congestion Frequencies 

Figure 9.2 shows flow duration curves for Path 26 in both the  “with upgrade” and “no 
upgrade” cases in the cost-based scenario.  We found that for most hours, the flow on 
Path26 was not affected by the upgrade.  In about 70 percent of the hours, the flow on 
the path was in the north-south direction.  However, the number of congested hours 
decreased from 1,076 hours (or 12.2 percent) in “no upgrade” to 397 hours (or 4.5 
percent) in “with upgrade”.  In other words, this upgrade significantly decreased 
congestion occurrence on Path26.   
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Figure 9.2 Path 26 Flows in Cost-based Reference Case 
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9.1.5 Effects of Path 26 Upgrade on Generation Cost Saving at the Monthly Basis 

Figure 9.3 illustrates the production cost savings on a monthly basis in the cost-based 
reference case.  We found that the highest benefit in terms of generation cost saving 
was reported in June 2008.  The abundant hydropower from the Northeast and British 
Columbia peaks in June and the expansion of Path 26 improved Southern California’s 
ability to access the cheaper hydropower, thereby generating significant benefits to 
reduce the overall generation cost.   
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Figure 9.3 Total Societal Benefits – Monthly Variations in Cost-based Case 
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9.1.6  Effects of Path 26 Upgrade on Generation Re-dispatch and Regional Prices 

Figure 9.4 below shows the differences in generation and load-weighted prices between 
the “no upgrade” and “with upgrade” cases.  The upgrade caused significant re-
dispatches across regions.  The internal generation in SCE decreased by about 200 
GWh, while generation in PG&E region increased by more than 300 GWh.  At the same 
time, the prices in Southern California, including SCE and SDG&E decreased by 
about $0.03/MWh, and prices in PG&E increased by $0.05/MWh.  The generators in 
the PG&E region were obviously the major beneficiaries of this upgrade.   
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Figure 9.4 Regional Generation Change and Price Change With 
Upgrade Vs. No Upgrade in Cost-based Case 
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9.1.7 Duration Curves for RSIs, Bid-cost Markups, and Price-cost Markups for 
2008 

Figures 9.5 through 9.8 show the duration curves for RSI, percentage of load 
unhedged, the predicted bid-cost markups, and price-cost markups in three utility 
regions in California for the market-based reference case.  RSI indexes were higher in 
SCE than in PG&E (Figure 9.5).  This is because in the SCE region, there was less 
utility-retained generation and less long-term contracts compared to the PG&E region 
(Figure 9.6).8  Thus, the percentage of load unhedged in SCE region was higher, and 
was above 40 percent for the most of hours in 2008.  As a result, the projected Lerner 
Indexes were higher in SCE than in the other two utility regions (Figure 9.7).  
Consequently, we observed positive bid-cost markups in about 50 percent of hours in 
2008 in SoCalif, while positive bid-cost markups occurred in about 30 percent and 10 
percent of hours in PG&E and SDGE regions.  The highest bid-cost markups in 
SoCalif exceeded 160 percent, while the bid-cost markups in PGE and SDGE regions 
were mostly below 50 percent. 

��������������������������������������������

8 In the PLEXOS database, the SCE region is named SoCalif. Therefore, we will use these two words 
interchangeably in the rest of document. 
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Figure 9.5 RSI Duration Curves, 2008, No Upgrade 
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Figure 9.6 Percentage of Load Unhedged Duration Curves, 2008, BBB, No 
Upgrade 
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positive in about 40 percent of the hours.  The highest hourly price-cost markup was 
about 50 percent, with an average price cost mark-up of approximately 12 percent. 
This demonstrated that applying predicted price cost mark-ups as bid mark-ups to 
individual generators was an intermediate step that only approximated how individual 
suppliers bid.  Some calibration of these bids would be required to get average 
predicted price cost mark-ups from these bids which approximate the Lerner Index 
derived from historical market data as discussed in Chapter 4.  

Figure 9.7 Predicted Bid-cost Markups in 2008, No Upgrade 

 

Figure 9.8 Predicted Price-cost Markups in 2008, No Upgrade 
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9.1.8 Sample Month Analysis for the Reference Cases 

Figures 9.9 and 9.10 show the hourly data on bid-cost markups and price-cost 
markups for August 2008 in the “no upgrade” case in three utility regions.  We found 
that the levels of bid-cost markups varied significantly both across days and within a 
single day.  In most off-peak hours, the projected bid-cost markups were modest.  In 
contrast, significant bid-cost markups were reported in the peak hours, and the 
highest bid-cost markup exceeded 160 percent in August in SCE.  

After we implemented the “proportional markup approach” in the market price run -- 
assigning different bid-cost markups to different strategic suppliers based on their 
market shares, we observed positive price-cost markups in all three regions.  In the 
SCE region, the final price-cost markups were lower than the initial bid-cost markups. 
When significant bid-cost markups existed in Southern California, the suppliers in the 
neighboring regions responded by exporting more power to the SCE region to arbitrage 
the price differences.  The increasing import volume, in turn, dampened the final 
price-cost markups in the SCE region, and price-cost markups in all regions 
converged.   

Figure 9.9 Predicted Bid-cost Markups, SCE, 2008, No Upgrade 
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Figure 9.10 Price-cost Markups, SCE, 2008, No Upgrade 
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Finally, we further investigated the effects of the Path 26 expansion on bid-cost 
markups and price-cost markups.  The Path 26 expansion could potentially affect the 
competitiveness in the SCE region in two ways.  First, the expansion of Path 26 allows 
for more imports into SCE to compete with internal generation.  The cheaper imports 
could potentially replace more expensive local generation to reduce the overall prices 
as well as price-cost markups in SCE (Effect I).  Second, the suppliers in SCE, when 
confronting more competition from imports, might change their bidding behavior by 
bidding more in line with their marginal costs (Effect II).  Figures 9.12 and 9.13 
illustrate the changes in bid-cost markups and price-cost markups for SCE after the 
Path 26 expansion.  We found that the increase in competition in terms of reductions 
in bid-cost markups (Effect II) was very modest.  The largest decrease in the bid-cost 
markups in August was about 2 percent (Figure 9.11).  In other words, the expansion 
of Path 26 did not significantly affect suppliers’ bidding behavior in SCE.  

However, Effect I was significant as shown in Figure 9.12.  We found that the price-
cost markups decreased by as much as 10 percent for a few hours in August.  The 
expansion of Path 26 brought cheaper imports from neighboring regions (especially 
PG&E) into SCE, which in turn significantly reduced price-cost markups in SCE.  In 
summary, the Path 26 expansion could have significant market power mitigation 
effects for the importing region such as SCE.  
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Figure 9.11 Changes in Bid-cost markups (With Exp-Without Exp), SCE, 
August 2008 
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Figure 9.12 Changes in Price-cost Markups (With Exp – Without Exp), SoCalif, 
August 2008, BBB 
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In the following section, we discuss the impact of the important variables on total Path 
26 upgrade benefit and its distribution.  We use selective cases to illustrate how the 
input assumptions for each variable might affect the benefit results. 
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9.2.1 Impact of Gas Prices on Path 26 Upgrade Benefits 

Figure 9.13 shows the ranges of gas prices for our three scenarios (very low, base, and 
very high) for 2008 and 2013 across regions.  Table 9.4 summarizes the effects of gas 
prices on the economic benefits of upgrade under different system conditions for 2008 
and 2013.  We found that the increase in gas price had significant positive effects on 
the transmission benefit, especially the CAISO participant benefits.  Under the base 
demand and base hydro conditions, the benefit to the CAISO participants increased by 
$4.44 million when we moved from the low gas price to the high gas price scenario.  
Also, the magnitude of effects from gas price was likely to be amplified if suppliers bid 
strategically above their marginal costs.  For instance, when we assumed suppliers bid 
strategically based on the moderate bid-markup case and under the high gas price 
scenario, the total benefit to the CAISO participants was as high as $27.82 million, 
significantly higher than $ 4.89 million in the low gas price scenario. 

Figure 9.13 Gas Price Sensitivity Data 
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Table 9.4 Effects of Gas Prices on Benefits - Year 2008 & Year 2013 

Year Load Gas 
Price 

Hydro Market 
Pricing 

Other 
 Societal 
Benefits   

($ M)  

 Modified 
Societal 

Benefits ($ M) 

 CAISO 
Participant 

Benefit  ($ M) 

 CAISO 
Ratepayers 

Benefits  ($ M) 

2008 Base VL Base Low None  $  0.35   $    (1.12)  $      (1.02)  $      (0.82) 

2008 Base Base Base Low None  $  0.89   $      1.35    $       1.85   $       1.09  

2008 Base VH Base Low None  $  1.68   $    (0.06)  $       3.93   $       2.77  

2008 Base VL Base Moderate None  $  1.52   $    (1.50)  $      6.15  $       2.91 

2008 Base Base Base Moderate None  $  4.28   $      7.04    $       19.00   $     11.99  

2008 Base VH Base Moderate None  $  7.49   $    10.67  $      25.68  $      20.62 

2013 VL VL Base Low None  $  0.10   $     0.13   $       0.44   $       0.02  

2013 VL Base Base Low None  $  0.76   $     1.63   $       3.21   $       0.39  

2013 VL VH Base Low None  $  1.59   $     3.81   $       6.91   $       1.21  

2013 Base VL Base Moderate None  $  0.82   $     2.61   $       4.89   $       3.02  

2013 Base Base Base Moderate None  $  2.21   $   12.93   $     18.04   $       8.07  

2013 Base VH Base Moderate None  $  3.14   $   20.58   $     27.82   $     12.44  

9.2.2 Impact of Demand on Path 26 Upgrade Benefits 

Figure 9.14 shows the ranges of demand levels for our three load scenarios (low, base, 
and high) for 2008 and 2013 across regions.  Table 9.5 summarizes the effects of 
demand on the economic benefits of the Path 26 upgrade.  We found that the 
transmission upgrade would be more valuable when demand increased.  For instance, 
under the scenarios of base gas price, base hydro condition, and moderate bid-cost 
markups in 2013, we observed that the total societal benefit increased from $1.27 
million in the low demand case to $4.76 million in the high demand case.  Similarly 
when generators bid high, total societal benefit will increase from $1.10 million in the 
low demand case to $5.64 million in the high demand case. 
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Figure 9.14 Demand Sensitivity Data 
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Table 9.5 Effects of Demand on Benefits - Year 2008 & Year 2013 

Year Load Gas 
Price 

Hydro Market 
Pricing 

Other 
 Societal 
Benefits   

($ M)  

 Modified 
Societal 

Benefits ($ M) 

 ISO 
Participant 

Benefit     
($ M)  

 ISO Ratepayers 
Benefits       

($ M)  

2008 VL Base Base Moderate None $  2.05 $  6.14 $  9.48 $  6.67 

2008 Base Base Base Moderate None $  4.28 $  7.04 $  19.00 $  11.99 

2008 VH Base Base Moderate None  $  6.20   $  7.38   $  17.50   $  13.73 

2013 VL Base Base Moderate None  $  1.27   $     4.32   $       7.47   $       2.24  

2013 Base Base Base Moderate None  $  2.21   $   12.93   $     18.04   $       8.07  

2013 VH Base Base Moderate None  $  4.76   $     9.68   $     13.67   $     12.53  

2013 VL Base Base High None  $  1.10   $     6.11   $       8.83   $       2.62  

2013 Base Base Base High None  $  2.20   $   15.93   $     20.52   $       8.42  

2013 VH Base Base High None  $  5.64   $     17.10   $     22.20   $     16.87  
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9.2.3 Impact of Hydro Availability on Path 26 Upgrade Benefits 

Figure 9.15 shows the hydro energy levels by region for our three hydro scenarios: dry, 
base, and wet hydro conditions.9  Figure 9.16 further illustrates the availability of 
hydropower on a monthly basis for the base hydro scenario.  The regions with most 
hydro energy in the WECC area are Northwest Region, BC Hydro region, and PG&E 
region.  Hydro energy production typically peaks in June due to run-off conditions. 

Table 9.6 provides a summary of the effects of hydro conditions on the economic 
benefits of the Path 26 upgrade.  We found that the benefit of the upgrade was 
significantly larger in the wet hydro condition than base or dry hydro condition.  For 
instance, under the scenarios of base demand, base gas price, and cost-based 
biddings in 2008, we observed that the benefit to the CAISO ratepayers increased from 
$–0.8 million in the dry hydro case, to $2.1 in base hydro case, and to $11.63 million 
in the wet hydro case.  The significant benefit would only occur under the wet hydro 
condition.  This result is intuitive in that when abundant hydro energy is available, 
the Path26 upgrade improves California’s accessibility to cheaper energy from the 
northwest region and generates significant benefits to Californian consumers.   

Figure 9.15 Hydro Energy Sensitivity Data 
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9 We studied the effects of hydro conditions mainly for year 2013.  Unlike the sensitivity data for other 
variables, for which we statistically developed in-house, this data did not lend itself to us making a 
straightforward estimate of the likelihood of each hydro sensitivity scenario occurring.  As a result, we 
did not use these cases to determine the expected benefit value.  However, we do provide a range of 
benefits under varying hydro conditions. As mentioned in Chapter 11: Analytical Approach, though it is 
ideal to optimize the hydro hourly operation, the profiles received from the SSG-WI data preparation 
entities assumed hydro operation to be fixed. The Market Surveillance Committee (MSC) supported the 
idea of fixing the hydro profiles from the SSGWI studies given the fact that the hydro operations within 
the WECC, and between BPA, BC Hydro and PG&E, vary and would be difficult to capture within one 
model.   
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Figure 9.16 Hydro Energy Monthly Variation - Base Case 
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Table 9.6 Effects of Hydro Conditions on Benefits - Year 2008 

Year Load Gas 
Price 

Hydro Market 
Pricing 

Other 
 Societal 
Benefits    

($ M)  

 Modified 
Societal 

Benefits ($ 
M)  

 ISO 
Participant 

Benefit     
($ M)  

 ISO 
Ratepayers 

Benefits    
($ M)  

2008 Base Base Dry None None  $  1.54   $     1.54   $      (0.80)  $       0.14  

2008 Base Base Base None None  $  1.00   $     1.00   $       2.10   $      0.50 

2008 Base Base Wet None None  $  5.05   $     5.05   $       11.63  $       5.90  

2013 Base Base Dry Low None  $  1.35   $    (0.39)  $      (3.17)  $       2.15  

2013 Base Base Base Low None  $  0.49   $    (1.15)  $      (0.62)  $      (0.30) 

2013 Base Base Wet Low None  $  3.02   $     4.24   $       7.38   $      0.58 

2013 VH VH Dry Low None  $  5.45   $     4.45   $      (0.43)  $     19.40  

2013 VH VH Wet Low None  $  5.53   $     5.47   $       11.58  $       10.30 
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9.2.4 Impact of Wind Resource Location on Path 26 Upgrade Benefits 

In Chapter 5 we discussed sensitivities other than demand, gas price, markup, and 
hydro.  One of the sensitivities we are interested in is the connection of Kern County 
new wind resources. In all the cases we assumed that Kern County new wind 
resources would be connected with SCE’s transmission system, i.e., to the south end 
of Path 26.  An alternative is to connect Kern County wind with PG&E’s transmission 
system, i.e., to the north end of Path 26.  Table 9.7 below shows the comparison of 
these two alternatives, holding demand and gas price at base, and markup at low 
level.  The results show very small impact of Kern County wind connection on Path 26 
upgrade benefits. 

Table 9.7 Effect of Kern County Wind Connection on Benefit (2013) 

 Connected with SCE 
System 

Connected with PG&E 
System 

Total Societal Benefit $0.49 M $0.55 M 

Total Modified Societal 
Benefit 

$(1.15) M $(1.05) M 

CAISO Participant Benefit $(0.62) M $ (0.43) M 

CAISO Ratepayer Benefit $(0.30) M $(0.04) M 

���� ([SHFWHG�%HQHILW�IURP�3DWK����8SJUDGH�

In the above sections, we discussed the Path 26 upgrade benefits under a wide range 
of future system conditions.  We can see that benefit of Path 26 upgrade varied in 
different scenarios.  In order to derive the expected benefit of Path 26 upgrade, we 
applied the joint probabilities derived in Chapter 5 to the benefits for joint events of 
demand, gas price, markup with base hydro and base new generation entry.  Table 9.8 
below shows the expected Path 26 upgrade benefit in 2008 and 2013 based on 
market-based simulation results. 
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Table 9.8 Expected Benefit of Path 26 Upgrade – Market Based 10 ($M) 

 Total Societal 
Benefit 

Total Modified 
Societal Benefit 

Total CAISO 
Participants 
Benefit 

Total CAISO 
Ratepayers 
Benefit 

2008 $3.05 M $4.46 M $10.29 M $8.65 M 

2013 $2.11 M $8.64 M $12.17 M $6.43 M 

The expected benefits from market based simulation are significantly higher than the 
cost based simulation, which are shown in Table 9.9: 

Table 9.9 Expected Benefit of Path 26 Upgrade – Cost Based 11 ($M) 

 Total Societal 
Benefit 

Total Modified 
Societal Benefit 

Total CAISO 
Participants 
Benefit 

Total CAISO 
Ratepayers 
Benefit 

2008 $0.89 M $0.89 M $1.46 M $0.24 M 

2013 $0.67 M $0.67 M $0.63 M $0.49 M 

Comparison of Tables 9.9 and 9.10 illustrates what was mentioned earlier in this 
chapter regarding the necessity and sufficiency of the application of cost benefit 
analysis results.  Cost-based benefits provide useful information but are inappropriate 
as a “GO/NoGO” criterion to determine economic viability of the project from the point 
of view of specific market participant categories.  In contrast, market-based benefits do 
capture the relative impact of the project on different market participant classes; 
whether or not the market-based benefits are used as a “GO/NoGO” criterion depends 
on whether the project itself is reliability driven or market–driven (the cost benefit 
analysis results would be used for “ranking” if applied to the “reliability” project 
alternatives, and for “screening” of applied to “economic” projects).  

���� 0RVW�/LNHO\�5DQJH�RI�3DWK����8SJUDGH�%HQHILWV�

In Chapter 5 we discussed how to assign joint probabilities to all joint events of 
demand, gas price, markup, hydro, and new generation entry so that we can derive an 

��������������������������������������������

10 The expected benefit values for 2008 presented in this table are subject to change as the CAISO was 
not able to complete and adequately review all of the high markup cases identified in Chapter 5 for year 
2008.  We expect that the expected benefit will move upward after all high markup cases are included 
in the expected value calculation. 

11 The probabilities applied for deriving the expected benefit for cost-based run were those reported in our 
February 2003 CPUC filing.  These probabilities were derived for joint demand/gas price cases.  The 
expected benefit values presented in this table are also subject to change as the CAISO was not able to 
complete all of the scenarios needed. 
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expected or most likely benefit range of a transmission upgrade.  More specifically, we 
use the Max/Min linear programming approach discussed in Chapter 5 to assign joint 
probabilities for all joint events of demand, gas price, markup, hydro, and new 
generation entry such that total benefit is maximized or minimized.12  Table 9.10 lists 
the most likely benefit range for each benefit perspective in 2013. 

Table 9.10 Most Likely Benefit Range of Path 26 Upgrade in 2013 

 Lower Bound  Upper Bound 

Total Societal Benefit $1.88 M $2.78 M 

Total Modified Societal 
Benefit 

$7.47 M $9.73 M 

Total CAISO Participants 
Benefit 

$10.70 M $13.83 M 

Total CAISO Ratepayers 
Benefit 

$5.81 M $6.38 M 

The lower and upper bound give a much narrower benefit range for Path 26 upgrade 
than indicated by individual cases, thus can be used as a much more reliable benefit 
estimate.  The lower bound indicates that expected total societal benefit couldn’t be 
lower than $1.88 M in 2013, while the upper bound indicates that expected total 
societal benefit of Path 26 upgrade would not exceed $2.78 M.       

���� %HQHILWV�8QGHU�&RQWLQJHQF\�6LWXDWLRQV�

In our Path 26 study, we selected two contingencies to consider: (1) the San Onofre 
(SONGs) nuclear plant (2000 MW capacity) being out of service in 2008 and 2013; and 
(2) the Pacific DC Intertie (PDCI) transmission line (3100 MW) bi-directional between 
Northwest and Los Angles) on outage in 2008 and 2013.  SONGs provides a significant 
amount of baseload internal generation to Southern California.  A SONGs outage 
would likely result in a significant increase in north to south flows on Path 26.  This is 
the major path from Northern California to Southern California for importing power 
from Northern California and Northwest.  Thus, this event might significantly impact 
the value of a Path 26 expansion.  The PDCI is a parallel path to Path 26, and can 
import power from the Northwest to the LA Basin.  Similarly, if PDCI has an outage, 
we would expect that it would also significantly affect the benefit of Path 26.  

��������������������������������������������

12 For detailed discussion on how these joint probabilities are derived, please refer to Chapter 5.    
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Table 9.11  Effects of Contingency Events on Path 26 Upgrade Benefit 

Year Load Gas Price Hydro Market 
Pricing Outage 

 Societal 
Benefits  
($ mil.)  

 Modified 
Societal 

Benefits ($ 
mil.)  

 ISO 
Participant 
Benefit *     
($ mil.)  

 ISO 
Ratepayers 
Benefits *    

($ mil.)  

2008 Base Base Base None PDCI  $  2.28   $     2.28   $       1.44   $      (0.09) 

2008 Base Base Base Moderate PDCI  $ 7.60   $    18.76    $     13.26   $      14.96 

2008 Base Base Base None SONGs  $  1.43   $     1.43   $       3.78   $       1.82  

2013 Base Base Base Low PDCI  $  1.23   $     3.54   $       3.70   $       1.93  

2013 Base Base Base Moderate PDCI  $  4.85   $    21.21   $     29.18   $      12.65 

2013 VH VH Base Moderate PDCI   $ 16.96   $    67.62   $     82.29   $      40.87 

2013 Base Base Base Moderate SONGs   $   2.95   $   16.43   $     26.18   $     12.74 

Table 9.11 shows the impact of the two contingencies on Path 26 expansion benefits.  
When either outage occurred, the expansion of Path 26 provided more benefits than 
no-outage cases (or our reference cases).  For instance, the total societal benefits of 
the upgrade was $2.28 million when SONGS was on outage, while under the cost-
based reference case, the total societal benefit was $1 million.  Also, we observed that 
the economic benefits increased significantly when suppliers bid strategically.  Even if 
we assumed that suppliers bid with moderate bid-cost markups under the DC-outage 
case, we observed that the total societal benefit of the upgrade increased significantly 
to $7.60 million compared to $2.28 million in the low bid-cost markup case in 2008.   

Upgrading Path 26 leads to very high benefits in 2013 under the DC-outage case, 
especially when generators bid strategically and when system condition is severe. 
Under the scenario of very high load, very high gas price, base hydro condition, and 
moderate bid-cost markup, the outage of pacific DC inter-tie could lead to significant 
economic benefits to the Path 26 upgrade.  From the perspective of ISO participants, 
the annual benefit can exceeds $80 million.  This result indicates that transmission 
upgrade can be extremely valuable in some extreme system conditions. In other 
words, transmission projects can provide some insurance to hedge against the worst 
system conditions. 

���� &RQFOXVLRQV�

The results presented above illustrate what was mentioned earlier regarding the 
application of the methodology either as a ranking method (for various reliability-
driven project alternatives) or as an economic viability screen (for primarily economic 
transmission projects).  It also illustrates the relevance of identifying the benefits at 
the region-wide level (WECC) and at the specific market participant level (CAISO 
market participants and CAISO rate payers).  Specifically for the Path 26 upgrade 
project, the following observations are illuminating: 
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1. The expected cost-based benefits provides reference information on how traditional 
transmission planning studies may have seriously underestimated the value of an 
upgrade by considering cost-based bidding The expected cost-based annual 
benefits were below 1 million dollars at the WECC level ($0.89 million in 2008 and 
$0.67 million in 2013), far short of the expected annualized cost of the upgrade 
(more than $10 million per year).  As stated earlier, it is inappropriate to use cost-
based benefits as a criterion to identify the winners and losers or allocate costs and 
benefits of the upgrade to different participant classers.  Thus the expected CAISO 
participant cost-based benefits ($1.46 million in 2008 and $0.63 million in 2013) 
and CAISO ratepayer benefits ($0.24 million in 2008 and $0.49 million in 2013) are 
useful only as reference information.   

2. The expected market-based annual benefits, based on the scenarios conducted so 
far, point to the possible economic viability of the Path 26 upgrade project from the 
perspective of the CAISO market participants ($10.29 million in 2008 and $12.17 
million in 2013), and potential economic viability from the perspective of the CAISO 
ratepayers ($8.65 million in 2008 and $6.43 million in 2013]. Due to time 
limitation, for 2008 we conducted only limited number of scenarios. Some 
scenarios with potentially higher benefits are underway that may increase the 
expected benefits identified above.      

From these observations, we conclude that the Path 26 upgrade may be economically 
viable.  However, to reach a definite conclusion in this regard, additional analytical 
refinements need to be performed. Specifically, these additional refinements would 
include the following: 

• A more detailed estimate of capital costs -- preferably with a 20 percent or 
less margin of error 

• An appropriate calculation of annual revenue requirements including capital 
recovery, relevant taxes, operating costs, and other associated costs 

• A more comprehensive evaluation of other Path 26 upgrade alternatives 
including additional remedial action schemes (RAS) 

• A net present value analysis of the benefits which would require additional 
years of benefits to be calculated beyond those for 2008 and 2013 

• Consideration of the potential impact of other projects on the benefits of 
Path 26 upgrade (and those of other competing projects) 

These additional tasks would enable the CAISO and the CPUC to make a more 
definitive recommendation regarding the economic viability of the proposed Path 26 
upgrade.  
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AC  Alternating Current 

ADR  Alternative Dispute Resolution 

AGC  Automatic Generation Control 

BCR  Benefit-Cost Ratio 

CAISO California Independent System Operator 

CEC  California Energy Commission 

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 

CPCN Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 

CPUC  California Public Utility Commission 

CRR  Congestion Revenue Right 

CS  Consumer Surplus 

CR  Congestion Revenues 

CTL  Cost-to-Load 

DC  Direct Current 

EHV  Extra High Voltage 

FACT Flexible AC Transmission 

FERC Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
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FTR  Firm Transmission Rights 

IEPR  Integrated Energy Policy Report 

IOU  Investor-Owned Utility 

ISO  Independent System Operator 

LE  London Economics 

LP  Linear Programming 

LRA  Local Regulatory Authority 

LMP  Locational Marginal Price 

MSC  Market Surveillance Committee 

MW  Megawatt 

NGO  New Generation Owners (Divested Generation) 

NPV  Net Present Value 

OPF  Optimal Power Flow 

PC  Producer Cost 

PDC  Project Dependable Capacity 

PoolMod Production Cost Model 

PR  Producer Revenue 

PS  Producer Surplus 



Transmission Economic Assessment Methodology – California ISO June 2004 

TEAM Report  AA-3 

 

PTDF Power Transmission Distribution Factors 

PTO  Participation Transmission Owners 

PUC  California Public Utilities Commission 

PWG  Planning Work Group (SSG-WI)  

RMR  Reliability Must Run 

RPS   Renewable Portfolio Standard 

RSI   Residual Supply Index 

RTO  Regional Transmission Organization 

SC  Scheduling Coordinators  

SFE  Supply Function Equilibrium 

SFT  Simultaneous Feasibility Test 

SSG-WI Seams Steering Group – Western Interconnection 

TB  Total Benefit 

TCSC Thyristor Control Static Comp 

TEAM Transmission Economic Assessment Methodology 

TURN The Utility Reform Network 

UDC  Utility Distribution Company 

UPFC United Power Flow Controller  
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VoLL  Value of Loss Load 

VOM  Variable Operation and Maintenance (Costs) 

WECC Western Electricity Coordinating Council 
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$%��� 'HPRQVWUDWLRQ�RI�7UDQVPLVVLRQ�%HQHILW�&DOFXODWLRQ�

8VLQJ�D���1RGH�3URWRW\SH�0RGHO�

AB.1.1 Introduction 

This Appendix summarizes the applications of a three-node prototype model to 
calculate benefits resulting from a transmission expansion under the impact of 
long-term contract covering and strategic bidding.  We use this 3-node prototype 
model to demonstrate how we simulate a power system, calculate and apply 
markup, calculate benefit, and how we conduct benefit tests.   

Figure AB.1 shows the 3-node system.  There are nine generation units connected 
to Node 1, three units to Node 2, and four units to Node 3.  Table AB.1 summarizes 
the supply/demand balance of the system.  Table AB.2 summarizes the 
characteristics of the generation units.  Table AB.3 summarizes transmission line 
limits for both the without expansion and with expansion cases.  We assume the 
transmission lines have equal impedance and, and for simplicity, the upgraded line 
had equal impedance with and without upgrade1.  In the simulation, we modeled 
only the inter-nodal transmission lines (colored in blue).  We construct this 
example with the three most important systems in the West in mind.  Node 1 is the 
California area, Node 2 is the Northwest area, and Node 3 is the Southwest area.  
Generation capacity and load were proportionally scaled down by a factor of 1/10th.  

                                                
1 An increase in thermal capacity without a change in impedance could occur, for instance, if a 
transformer limitation is removed.  In general, however, an increase in capacity due to re-conducting 
or addition of another circuit would lower impedance at the same time it increases capacity.    
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Figure AB.1 The 3-Node System 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Table AB.1 Supply/Demand Balance in the 3-Node System 

 Installed Capacity (MW) Load (MW) 
Node 1 5,000 6,000 
Node 2 3,500 2,700 
Node 3 2,000 1,500 
System Total 10,500 10,200 

Node 3 
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Node�1 
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G3g4 

G3g1 

G3g2 

G3g3 

G2h1 G2h2 
G2g1 

Load1 Load3 

Load2 
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Table AB.2 Generation Characteristics in the 3-Node Example 

Node Generator Type Installed 
Capacity 
(MW) 

Marginal Cost 
($/MWh) 

Is it a 
UDC 
generator? 

Is it a strategic 
generator?2 

G1g1 Gas 500 20 No Yes 
G1g2 Gas 500 22 No Yes 
G1g3 Gas 400 30 No Yes 
G1g4 Gas 400 40 No Yes 
G1g5 Gas 400 50 No Yes 
G1p1 Gas 100 60 No Yes 
G1p2 Gas 100 70 No Yes 
G1p3* Gas 600 40 No Yes 

1 

G1n Nuclear 2000 10 Yes No 
G2h1 Hydro 1500 10 Yes No 
G2h2 Hydro 1500 10 Yes No 

2 

G2g1* Gas 500 20 (0 – 250 MW) 
30 (250 – 500 MW) 

No No 

G3g1 Gas 500 22 (0 – 250 MW) 
30 (250 – 500 MW) 

Yes No 

G3g2 Gas 400 18 Yes No 
G3g3* Gas 600 20 No No 

3 

G3g4 Gas 500 20 No No 

Note: Generators colored in red are the largest non-UDC generators at each node. 

Table AB.3 Transmission Line Limits in the 3-Node Example 

Bi-Directional OTC (MW) Line From Node To Node 
Without Expansion With Expansion 

L1-2 Node 1 Node 2 600  650 

L1-3 Node 1 Node 3 1000 1000 
L2-3 Node 2 Node 3 9999 9999 

$%��� 7UDQVPLVVLRQ�([SDQVLRQ�%HQHILW��1R�0DUNXS�DQG�

1R�&RQWUDFW�

Figure AB.2 and AB.3 depict the marginal cost simulation results for the non-
expansion and expansion cases with a marginal cost bidding assumption. 

                                                
2 A non-UDC generator could be a strategic generator (i.e., often bidding above marginal cost) or a 
non-strategic generator (i.e., always bid marginal cost).  In this example, we assume all non-UDC 
generators at Bus 1 are strategic.  Furthermore due to lack of information on strategic bidding, we 
treat all generators other than those in the CAISO region as non-strategic in both this example and in 
our Path 26 study. 



Transmission Economic Assessment Methodology – California ISO June 2004 
 

TEAM Report AB-4 

Figure AB.2 No Expansion, No Markup 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure AB.3 Expansion of L1-3, No Markup 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

50 MW 

Node 1 (Load = 6000 MW) 
LMP = $60/MWh 

Node 2 (Load = 2700 MW) 
LMP = $30/MWH 

Node 3 (Load = 1500 MW) 
LMP = $45/MWh

Dispatch (MW) 
G1g1 = 500 
G1g2 = 500 
G1g3 = 400 
G1g4 = 400 
G1g5 = 400 
G1n = 2000 
G1p1 = 50 
G1p2 = 0 
G1p3 = 600 

Dispatch (MW) 
G3g1 = 500 
G3g2 = 400 
G3g3 = 600 
G3g4 = 500 

Dispatch (MW) 
G2h1 = 1500 
G2h2 = 1500 
G2g1 = 350 

600 MW 

550 MW 

Node 1 
LMP = $50/MWh

Node 2 
LMP = $30/MWH 

Node 3 
LMP = $40/MWh

Dispatch (MW) 
G1g1 = 500 
G1g2 = 500 
G1g3 = 400 
G1g4 = 400 
G1g5 = 375 
G1n = 2000 
G1p1 = 0 
G1p2 = 0 
G1p3 = 600 

Dispatch (MW) 
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G3g2 = 400 
G3g3 = 600 
G3g4 = 500 

Dispatch (MW) 
G2h1 = 1500 
G2h2 = 1500 
G2g1 = 425 

650 MW 75 MW 
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Table AB.4 compares the without and with case. 

Table AB.4 Simulation Results: No Markup, No Contract Covering 

 Without Expansion With Expansion ' Change 
Node 1 $60 $50 -$10 
Node 2 $30 $30 $0 

LMP  
($/MWh) 

Node 3 $45 $40 -$5 
L1-2 600 MW (Node 2->1) 650 MW (Node 2->1) + 50 MW (Node 2->1) 
L1-3 550 MW (Node 3->1) 575 MW (Node 3->1) + 25 MW (Node 3->1) 

Line Flow  
(MW) 

L2-3 50 MW (Node 2-> 3) 75 MW (Node 2->3) + 25 MW (Node 2->3) 
G1g1 500 500 0 
G1g2 500 500 0 
G1g3 400 400 0 
G1g4 400 400 0 
G1g5 400 375* -25 
G1n 2,000 2,000 0 
G1p1 50* 0 -50 
G1p2 0 0 0 
G1p3 600 600 0 

Node 1 

Total 4,850 4,775 -75 
G2h1 1500 1500 0 
G2h2 1500 1500 0 
G2g1 350* 425* +75 

Node 2 

Total 3,350 3,425 +75 
G3g1 500 500 0 
G3g2 400 400 0 
G3g3 600 600 0 
G3g4 500 500 0 

Dispatch 
(MW) 

Node 3 

Total 2,000 2,000 0 

Signifies the marginal generator that sets prices.  In the absence of degeneracy, 
when one transmission constraint is binding, two generators will be marginal. 
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Table AB.5 and Table AB.6 show the benefits of upgrading the capacity of L1-3 
from 600 MW to 650 MW. 

Table AB.5 Surpluses without and with expansion: No Markup with No 
Contract Covering 

 Without Expansion With Expansion  Net Change 
Node 1 $60*6000 = $360,000 $50*6000 = $300,000 -$60,000 
Node 2 $30*2,700 = $81,000 $30*2,700 = $81,000 +$0 
Node 3 $45*1,500 = $67,500 $40*1,500 = $60,000 -$7,500 

Cost-to-
Load 

Total $508,500 $441,000 -$67,500 
Non-UDC 
Generators 

$60*2850 = $171,000 $50*2775 = $138,750  -$32,250 

UDC 
Generator 

$60*2,000 = $120,000 $50*2,000 = $100,000 -$20,000 

Node 1  

Total $291,000 $238,750 -$52,250 
Node 2 $30*3,350 = $100,500 $30*3,425 = $102,750 +$2,250 
Node 3 $45*2,000 = $90,000 $40*2,000 = $80,000 -$10,000 

Producer 
Revenue 

Total $481,500 $421,500 -$60,000 
Non-UDC 
generators 

$96,000 $91,750 -$4,250 

UDC 
Generator 

$20,000 $20,000 $0 

Node 1 

Total $116,000 $111,750 -$4,250 
Node 2 $38,000 $40,250 +$2,250 
Node 3 $42,200 $42,200 $0 

Producer 
Cost 

Total  +$196,200 +194,200 -$2,000 
Non-UDC 
Generators 

+$75,000 +$47,000 -$28,000 

UDC 
Generator 

+ $100,000 + $80,000  -$20,000 

Node 1 

Total $175,000 $127,000 -$48,000 
Node 2 + $62,500  $62,500  +$0 
Node 3 +$47,800  $37,800 -$10,000 

Producer 
Surplus = 
PR - PC 

Total +285,300 +227,300 -$58,000 
Congestion 
Revenue 

Total $30*600 + $15*550 + $15*50  
= $27,000 

$20*650 + $10*575 + $10*75 = 
$19,500 

-$7,500 

Table AB.6 Expansion Benefit: No Markup and with No Contract Covering 

Benefit Node 1 Node 2 Node 3 System Total 
'CS = -'CTL  +$60,000 + $0  +$7,500 +$67,500 

Non-UDC Generator -$32,250    
UDC Generator -$20,000    

'PR 

Total -$52,250 +$2,250 -$10,000 -$60,000 
Non-UDC Generator  -$4,250    

UDC Generator $0    
'PC 

Total  -$4,250  +$2,250  $0 -$2,000 
Non-UDC Generator -$28,000    

UDC Generator -$20,000    
'PS  
= 'PR 
– 'PC Total -$48,000 +$0 -$10,000 -$58,000 
'CR      -$7,500 
SB = 'CS + 'PS + 'CR     +$2,000 
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In developing our CAISO Methodology, we stated that for any project, we would 
evaluate the project from different perspectives.  We might evaluate the project 
using different criteria, depending on the extent of the project’s impact on the 
system and what parties will be responsible for funding the project.  We proposed 
four possible tests from various perspectives: Societal Test, Modified Societal Test, 
CAISO Ratepayers Test, and CAISO Participants Test.  The Societal Test uses the 
perspective of the entire system (inter-connection).  It evaluates a project based on 
how much total production cost saving it can bring to the entire system and 
compares the benefit with the project cost.  If a project’s cost (O&M cost and 
capital cost) is $500 for example and the total production cost saving to the entire 
system due to upgrade is $2,000, then the Societal Test would calculate a net 
benefit of $1,500 for the upgrade project ($2,000 - $500).    

Some may argue that we should not include producers’ monopoly rents in the 
producer surplus calculation, because we do not want to encourage generators to 
bid above their marginal costs.  We proposed an alternative societal test – the 
Modified Societal Test, where monopoly rents are not included in the producer 
surplus calculation and any change in monopoly rents is not included in the 
producer benefit calculation.  In a case where all generators bid their marginal 
costs (i.e., no markup), the Modified Societal Test will be the same as the Societal 
Test.   

It is likely that a project approved by the CAISO will be paid by all ISO ratepayers 
through the PTO’s revenue requirements.   Because of this, we proposed a third 
evaluation criterion - the CAISO Ratepayers Test.  In this test, we only include the 
benefit to the ISO ratepayers.  This includes all LSEs and utility-retained 
generation.  More specifically, this test includes the CAISO’s consumer benefit, 
UDC generation’s producer benefit, and PTOs’ transmission owner benefit.  In this 
particular example, Bus 1 is the ISO and the total consumer benefit at Bus 1 is 
$6,000, the total UDC-generation’s producer benefit is -$2,000, and the ISO PTOs’ 
transmission owner benefit (by owning L1-2 and L1-3) is -$7,500.  The total CAISO 
ratepayers’ benefit is $13,750. 

AN argument can be made that when the CAISO approves a project it should 
consider all participants’ benefit from the upgrade, not just the benefit to CAISO 
ratepayers.  Therefore, we proposed a fourth test – the CAISO Participants Test.  
This test includes all CAISO participants’ benefit (but not monopoly rent benefit), 
CAISO consumer’s benefit, all generators’ competitive rent benefit, and PTOs’ 
transmission owner benefits.  Table AB.7 shows the results for the four alternative 
tests: 
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Table AB.7 Four Proposed Tests: No Markup and With Contract 

 Societal Test Modified 
Societal Test 

ISO Ratepayers 
Test 

ISO 
Participants 
Test 

Exp. 
Benefit 

 +$2,000  +$2,000 +$60,000 – $20,000 
- $7,500 = +$32,500 

+$60,000 -
$48,000 - 
$7,5003 = 
+$4,500 

Cost $500 $500 $500 $2,000 
Net 
Benefit 

+$1,500 +$1,500 +$32,000 +$2,500 

The CAISO total participants’ benefit is negative in this case because generators’ 
more expensive resources at Bus 1 are replaced by cheaper imports when the line 
is upgraded.  Thus both types of generators at Bus 1 are harmed by expansion in 
this example. 

$%��� 7UDQVPLVVLRQ�([SDQVLRQ��1R�0DUNXS�DQG�:LWK�

&RQWUDFW�&RYHULQJ�

Assume Load1 is assigned long-term contracts with all non-UDC generators at 
Node 1 for 5 percent of their installed capacity at a fixed price $59/MWh.  In other 
words, 1,500 MW of Load1 is covered by long-term contract with non-UDC 
generators, and another 2,000 MW is covered by its own generation.   Table AB.8 
shows the contract amount for these generators.  The last two columns of Table 8 
show physical dispatch amounts for both the case without expansion and the one 
with expansion.  If a generator dispatches less than its contract requirement, it has 
to purchase from the spot market to cover its position.  In the case of expansion, 
G1p1 and G1p2 are not economic, thus their contract obligation of 50 MW each is 
purchased from the spot market.  In addition we assume Load2 and Load3 didn’t 
assign any long-term contract. 

                                                
3 Congestion revenue on L2-3 happens to be the same without and with upgrading of L1-2 in this 
example.  Thus the CAISO’s congestion revenue is the same as the total congestion revenue in this 
case.  However this does not hold in general.   
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Table AB.8 Long-Term Contract Between Non-UDC Generators at Node 1 and 
Load1 

No Expansion With Expansion  Installed 
Capacity 
(MW) 

Contract 
Amount 
with Load1 
(MW) 

Dispatch 
(MW) 

Dispatch 
(MW) 

G1g1 500 250 500 500 
G1g2 500 250 500 500 
G1g3 400 200 400 400 
G1g4 400 200 400 400 
G1g5 400 200 400 300 
G1p1 100 50 100 0 
G1p2 100 50 100 0 
G1p3 600 300 600 600 
Non-UDC Total 3,000 1,500 3,000 2,700 

We assumed that long-term contracting won’t affect the dispatch of generation, nor 
the total transmission expansion benefit, but will affect the distribution of the 
benefit.  Table AB.9 and Table AB.10 show the transmission expansion benefit with 
LTC. 

Table AB.9 Surpluses without and with expansion: No Markup With Contract 
Covering 

 Without Expansion With Expansion  Net 
Change 

Node 1 CTL for un-covered load = $60*4,500 = 
$270,000 
Fixed Contract Cost to Load = $59*1,500 
= $88,500 
Total CTL = $358,500 

CTL for un-covered load = 
$50*4,500 = $225,000 
Fixed Contact Cost to Load = 
$59*1,500 = $88,500 
Total CTL = $313,500 

-$45,000 

Node 2 $30*2,700 = $81,000 $30*2,700 = $81,000 +$0 
Node 3 $45*1,500 = $67,500 $40*1,500 = $60,000 -$7,500 

Cost-to-
Load 

Total $507,000 $454,500 -$52,500 
Non-UDC 
Generators 

Gross Revenue from Spot Market = 
$60*2,850 = $171,000 
Contract CFD = ($59-$60)*1,500 =  
-$1,500 
Total = $169,500 

Gross Revenue from Spot Market 
= $50*2,775 = $138,750 
Contract CFD = ($59-$50)*1,500 = 
+$13,500 
Total = $152,250 

 -$17,250 

UDC 
Generator 

$60*2,000 = $120,000 $50*2,000 = $100,000 -$20,000 

Node 1  

Total $289,500 $252,250 -$37,250 
Node 2 $30*3,350 = $100,500 $30*3,425 = $102,750 +$2,250 
Node 3 $45*2,000 = $90,000 $40*2,000 = $80,000 -$10,000 

Producer 
Revenue 

Total $480,000 $435,000 -$45,000 
Non-UDC 
generators 

$96,000 $91,750 -$4,250 

UDC 
Generator 

$20,000 $20,000 $0 

Node 1 

Total $116,000 $111,750 -$4,250 
Node 2 $38,000 $40,250 +$2,250 
Node 3 $42,200 $42,200 $0 

Producer 
Cost 

Total  +$196,200 +194,200 -$2,000 
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Non-UDC 
Generators 

+ $73,500  $60,500 -$13,000 

UDC 
Generator 

+ $100,000 $80,000  -$20,000 

Node 1 

Total +$173,500 +$140,500 -$33,000 
Node 2 +$62,500 +$62,500 +$0 
Node 3 +$47,800 +$37,800 -$10,000 

Producer 
Surplus = 
PR - PC 

Total +283,800 +240,800 -$43,000 
Congestion 
Revenue 

Total $30*600 + $15*550 + $15*50  
= $27,000 

$20*650 + $10*575 + $10*75 = 
$19,500 

-$7,500 

Table AB.10 Expansion Benefit: No Markup and With Contract Covering 

Benefit Node 1 Node 2 Node 3 System Total 
'CS = -'CTL  +$45,000  +$0  +$7,500 +$52,500 

Non-UDC Generator -$17,250     
UDC Generator -$20,000    

'PR 

Total -$37,250 +$2,250 -$10,000 -$45,000 
Non-UDC Generator  -$4,250    

UDC Generator $0    
'PC 

Total  -$4,250  +$2,250  $0 -$2,000 
Non-UDC Generator -$13,000    

UDC Generator -$20,000    
'PS  
= 'PR 
– 'PC Total -$33,000 +$0 -$10,000 -$43,000 
'CR      -$7,500 
SB = 'CS + 'PS + 'CR     +$2,000 

This example shows the following: 

1. Total societal benefit from transmission expansion, if 
measured as the sum of all market participants’ benefit, 
stays the same even if Load1 signs long-term contact with 
NGO generators.   In other words, long-term contracting 
does not affect the total societal benefit from 
transmission expansion, because the total production 
cost saving remains the same regardless of contract 
covering.   

2. Contract covering has a significant impact on transmission 
benefit distribution among various market participants.  

3. Non-UDC producers at Node 1 lose from transmission 
expansion, but they lose less if they are partially hedged 
comparing to having no contract at all.  We assumed that if 
a long-term contract were already in place, it would be in 
place regardless whether the line is upgraded or not.  
Signing long-term contract with load prior to transmission 
upgrade may provide insurance to non-UDC generators 
against potential price decreases due to transmission 
expansion.  
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Table AB.11 shows the results for the four tests: 

Table AB.11 Four Proposed Tests: No Markup and With Contract 

 Societal Test Modified 
Societal Test 

ISO Ratepayers Test ISO Participants 
Test 

Exp. Benefit +$2,000 +$2,000 +$45,000 – $20,000 - 
$7,500 = + $17,500 

+$45,000 - $33,000 - 
$7,500 = +$4,500 

Cost $500 $500 $500 $500 
Net Benefit +$1,500 +$1,500 +$17,000 +$4,000 

Again the CAISO Ratepayers’ Test is affected significantly by contract position of 
the load.  The CAISO Participants Test is not affected by the contract because we 
assumed the contract is between the CAISO load and the non-UDC generation in 
the same region thus the net effect is canceled out. 

$%��� 7UDQVPLVVLRQ�([SDQVLRQ��:LWK�0DUNXS�DQG�:LWKRXW�

&RQWUDFW�&RYHULQJ�

Generators may bid above their marginal costs to exercise market power or to 
recover their fixed cost.  Our RSI regression analysis establishes a statistical 
relationship between regional price-cost markups and system conditions based on 
historical data.  Using hourly data from November 1999 – October 2000 and 
January 2003 – December 2003, we estimated the following regression:4  

 
Lerner-Index = 0.14 – 0.53*RSI + 0.65*% of Load Un-hedged + 0.086*Peak Hour Dummy + 0.15*Summer 
Month Dummy. 

The definitions of the variables are: 

 
 (1) Lerner Index = (Pm – Pc)/Pm 

 Where Pm = Market Price,  
Pc = Competitive Market Price if all generators bid their marginal costs. 
 

(2) RSI = (A + B – C + D)/E 
Where A = Total Regional Available Capacity  

   = Total Regional Capacity – Total Regional Capacity on Outages; 
 

B = Maximum Importing Amount to the region in the Last 30 days; 
 
C = The Largest Strategic Supplier’s Available Capacity 
    = The Largest Strategic Supplier’s Total Capacity – It’s Capacity on 
Outages; 
 
D = Long-Term-Contract Amount of the Largest Supplier; 
 
E = Total Regional Load. 
 

(3) Fraction of Load Un-Hedged =  (E – F – G)/E 
                                                
4 Note that we have several alternative functional forms for regression analysis.  Here I just listed one 
option. 
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Where F = Total UDC Available Generation Capacity; 
  G = Total State Long-Term-Contract in that region. 

The relationship between Lerner Index and Price-Cost markup is 
 Price-Cost Markup = Lerner Index / (1 – Lerner Index), 

where Price-Cost Markup =  (Pm – Pc)/Pc.  The purpose of applying the RSI 
regression prospectively is to predict price-cost markups for the importing region 
and use price-cost markups as generators’ bid-cost markups where the internal 
supply cannot meet load and some of its internal generators are pivotal and have 
incentive to bid above marginal costs.  Our historical experience suggests that a 
RSI value > 1.2 is usually a good indication of markup.  Table AB.12 shows how we 
calculate regression variables required for predicting zonal price-cost markups. 

Table AB.12 Calculation of Variables and Price-Cost Markups: the Case of No 
Contract 

 Node 1 Node 2 Node 3 
Largest Strategic Suppler and its 
capacity 

G1p3 
600 MW 

G2g1 
500 MW 

G3g3 
600 MW 

Without 
Expansion 

600 + 550 = 1,150 MW 500 + 9,999 = 10,499 MW 1,000 + 9,999 = 10,999 MW Import Capability 

With Expansion 700 + 600 = 1,300 MW 700 + 9999 = 10,699 MW 1,000 + 9999 = 10,999 MW 
Installed Capacity 5,000 MW 3,500 MW 2,000 MW 
Load  6,000 MW 2,700 MW 1,500 MW 

Without Exp. =(5000 + 1150 – 
600)/6000 = 0.925 

>> 1.2 >> 1.2 RSI Calculated 

With Exp. =(5000+1300 – 600)/6000 
= 0.95 

>> 1.2 >> 1.2 

Fraction of Load Un-hedged =(6000-2000)/6000 = 
0.667 

>> 100% >> 100% 

Without Exp. 0.3193   Predicted Lerner 
Index5 With Exp. 0.3061   

Without Exp. 46.91%   Predicted Price-
cost Markup With Exp. 44.10%   

We used the zonal RSI analysis-derived price-cost markup as the nodal bid-cost 
markup of strategic generators at Node 1.  There are two approaches to apply the 
derived price-cost markup as bid-cost markup: apply to all strategic generators 
uniformly or apply to all strategic generators proportionally according to their 
capacity.  We demonstrate here how the proportional approach works: each 
strategic generator’s bid-cost markup is proportionally to its capacity according to 
its capacity share relative to the largest strategic supplier’s capacity share.  Table 
AB.13 shows how we derive bid-cost markups for each strategic generator at 
Node 1. 

                                                
5 We assume in this example that the time is the peak hour in a summer month. 
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Table AB.13 Calculation of Bid Prices: the Case of No Contract 

Without Expansion With Expansion Generator 
at Node 1 

Capacity 
(MW) 

Marginal 
Cost 
($/MWh) 

Capacity 
Share Markup Applied Bid Price 

Derived 
($/MWh) 

Markup Applied Bid Price 
Derived 
($/MWh) 

G1g1 500 20 16.7% 
 

=(16.7%/20%)*46.
91% = 39.1% 

= 1.391*20 = 
27.8 

=(16.7%/20%)*44.1% 
= 36.8% 

27.4 

G1g2 500 22 16.7% 39.1% 30.6 36.8% 30.1 
G1g3 400 30 13.3% 31.3% 39.4 29.4% 38.8 
G1g4 400 40 13.3% 31.3% 52.5 29.4% 51.8 
G1g5 400 50 13.3% 31.3% 65.6 29.4% 64.7 
G1p1 100 60 3.3% 7.8% 64.7 7.4% 64.4 
G1p2 100 70 3.3% 7.8% 75.5 7.4% 75.1 
G1p3 600 40 20.0% =(20.0%/20%)*46.

91% = 46.91% 
58.8 =(20%/20%)*44.1%=

44.1% 
57.6 

Total 
Strategic 
Generators 

3000       

Table AB.14 shows the simulation results using the derived bid prices above.  The 
only difference between Table AB.14 and Table AB.4 (competitive simulation 
results) is the nodal LMPs.6   

                                                
6 It is, however, true in generally that the dispatch might be different with markup than without 
markup, and likewise with the flows.  (This can happen if a large company marks its bids up so far 
that one of its infra-marginal units becomes marginal or doesn’t run at all.  However, the flows might 
not change if the import constraints are binding in the base case; higher markups in the importing 
region in that situation cannot increase imports.)  This example is just a special case. 
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Table AB.14 Simulation Results: With Markup and No Contract Covering 

 Without Expansion With Expansion ' Change 
Node 1 $65.64 $64.70 -$0.94 
Node 2 $30 $30 $0 

LMP  
($/MWh) 

Node 3 $47.82 $47.35 -$0.47 
L1-2 600 MW (Node 2->1) 650 MW (Node 2->1) + 50 MW (Node 2->1) 
L1-3 550 MW (Node 3->1) 575 MW (Node 3->1) + 25 MW (Node 3->1) 

Line Flow  
(MW) 

L2-3 50 MW (Node 2->3) 75 MW (Node 2->3) + 25 MW (Node 2->3) 
G1g1 500 500 0 
G1g2 500 500 0 
G1g3 400 400 0 
G1g4 400 400 0 
G1g5 350* 275* -75 
G1n 2,000 2,000 0 
G1p1 100 100 0 
G1p2 0 0 0 
G1p3 600 600 0 

Node 1 

Total 4,850 4,775 -75 
G2h1 1500 1500 0 
G2h2 1500 1500 0 
G2g1 350* 425* +75 

Node 2 

Total 3,350 3,425 +75 
G3g1 500 500 0 
G3g2 400 400 0 
G3g3 600 600 0 
G3g4 500 500 0 

Dispatch 
(MW) 

Node 3 

Total 2,000 2,000 0 
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Table AB.15 and AB.16 summarize the expansion benefit with markup to various 
market participants assuming no-contract covering.   Table AB.16 confirms that 
the total societal benefit from transmission expansion equals the total production 
cost saving even when market is not perfectly competitive; this is necessarily true 
when there is no demand elasticity. 

Table AB.15 Expansion Benefit: With Markup and Without Contract 
Covering 

 Without Expansion With Expansion  Net 
Change 

Node 1 $65.64*6000 = $393,840 $64.7*6000 = $388,200 -$5,640 
Node 2 $30*2,700 = $81,000 $30*2,700 = $81,000 +$0 
Node 3 $47.82*1,500 = $71,730 $47.35*1,500 = $71,025 -$705 

Cost-to-
Load 

Total $546,570 $540,225 -$6,345 
Non-UDC 
Generators 

$65.64*2850 = $187,074 $64.7*2775 = $179,543  -$7,532 

UDC 
Generator 

$65.64*2,000 = $131,280 $64.7*2,000 = $129,400 -$1,880 

Node 1  

Total $318,354 $308,943 -$9,412 
Node 2 $30*3,350 = $100,500 $30*3,425 = $102,750 +$2,250 
Node 3 $47.82*2,000 = $95,640 $47.35*2,000 = $94,700 -$940 

Producer 
Revenue 

Total $514,494 $506,393 -$8,102 
Non-UDC 
generators 

$96,500 $92,750 -$3,750 

UDC 
Generator 

$20,000 $20,000 $0 

Node 1 

Total $116,500 $112,750 -$3,750 
Node 2 $38,000 $40,250 +$2,250 
Node 3 $42,200 $42,200 $0 

Producer 
Cost 

Total  +$196,700 +195,200 -$1,500 
Non-UDC 
Generators 

+$90,574 +$86,793 -$3,781 

UDC 
Generator 

+ $111,280 + $109,400  -$1,880 

Node 1 

Total $201,854 $196,193 -$5,661 
Node 2 + $62,500  $62,500  +$0 
Node 3 +$53,440  $52,500 -$940 

Producer 
Surplus = 
PR - PC 

Total +317,794 +311,193 -$6,601 
Monopoly 
Rent (MR)7 

Node 1 Strategic 
Generators 

($65.64 - $60)*2,850 = $16,074 ($64.7 - $50)*2,775 = $40,793 $24,719 

Competitive 
Rent 
(ComR)8 

Node 1 Strategic 
Generators 

$90,574 - $16,074 = $74,500 $86,793 - $40,793 = $46,000 -$28,500 

Congestion 
Revenue 

Total $34.64*600 + $16.82*550 + $17.82*50 = 
$32,076 

$34.7*650 + $17.35*575 + 
$17.35*75 = $33,833 

+$1,757 

 

                                                
7 Monopoly Rent is the excess profit strategic generators receive above what they would receive if they 
bid their marginal costs.  We approximate monopoly rent with MR ≅ (pm – pc)*qm, where pm is a 
(strategic) generator’s locational marginal price if all strategic generators bid strategically (i.e., 
markup), and pc is the generator’s LMP if all generators bid marginal costs, and qm is the generator’s 
dispatch with markup.  For non-strategic generators, we assume monopoly rent to be zero. 
8 Competitive Rent is the difference between producer surplus and monopoly rent for a strategic 
generator.  For non-strategic generators, competitive rent is the same as producer surplus. 
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Table AB.16 Benefits from Upgrade: Markup and No Contract Covering 

Benefit Node 1 Node 2 Node 3 System Total 
'CS = -'CTL  +$5,640  $0  +$705 +$6,345 

Non-UDC Generator -$7,532     
UDC Generator -$1,880    

'PR 

Total -$9,412 +$2,250 -$940 -$8,102 
Non-UDC Generator  -$3,750    

UDC Generator $0    
'PC 

Total  -$3,750  +$2,250  $0 -$1,500 
Non-UDC Generator -$3,781    

UDC Generator -$1,880    
'PS  
= 'PR 
– 'PC Total -$5,661 +0 -$940 -$6,601 
'MR +$23,898 $0 $0 +$23,616 
'ComR -$28,500-$1,880  =  

-$30,380 
+$0 -$940 -$31,320 

'CR      +$1,757 

SB = 'CS + 'PS + 'CR     +$1,500 

Comparing Table AB.16 and Table AB.6 (benefit under competitive case), we can 
see generators’ ability to bid above their marginal costs change the distribution of 
total benefit among consumers, producers, and transmission owners.9  Table 
AB.17 below shows the differences in participants’ benefit between the competitive 
case and the markup case. 

Table AB.17 Comparing Benefits Between Competitive and Markup: the Case 
of No Contract 

 Competitive Case Markup Case Difference due to 
Markup 

Consumer Benefit ('CS) +$67,500 +$6,345 -$61,155 
Producer Benefit ('PS) -$58,000 -$6,601 +$51,399 
Transmission Owner 
Benefit ('CR) 

-$7,500 +$1,757 +$9,257 

Total Societal Benefit 
('SB) 

+$2,000 +$1,500 -$500 

Consumers could benefit a lot more from transmission upgrade if generators bid 
their marginal costs.  (This, however, is not necessarily always the result; under 
other circumstances, consumers might benefit more in the noncompetitive 
solution.)  Conversely, producers lose a lot less from transmission upgrade if they 
were able to bid above marginal costs.  Transmission owners (or CRR holders) in 
this particular example, receive a benefit from transmission upgrade due to the 
generators’ markup.  Table AB.18 shows the results of the four proposed benefit 
tests with markup and without contract.   

                                                
9 It is very likely that the total societal benefit under markup case might be different than that under 
the competitive case.  In this particular example, since dispatches under the competitive case and 
under the markup case stay the same, the total societal benefits are the same in either case. 
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Table AB.18  Four Proposed Tests: With Markup and Without Contract 

 Societal Test Modified Societal Test ISO Ratepayers 
Test 

ISO Participants 

Exp. Benefit +$1,500 +$6,345 – $31,320 + $1,757 
= -$23,218 

+$5,640 – $1,880 + 
$2,496 = +$6,256 

+$5,640 - $30,380 + 
$2,496 = -$22,244 

Cost $500 $500 $500 $500 
Net Benefit +$1,000 -$23,718 +$5,756 -$22,744 

$%��� 6XPPDU\�

The calculations performed above demonstrated that both markup and contract 
covering have significant impacts on the individual market participant’s benefit, as 
well as on benefit tests results.  How contract covering and markups affect total 
benefit and its distribution should be studied on a case-to-case basis.  We caution 
the readers to be very careful not to generalize the results from this particular 
example.  It is critical to do a thorough calculation for any given market situation 
similar to what we demonstrated here. 
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Table AC.1 Summary of Thermal Resources by Technology 

 

    New CCCT Older CCCT “Good” HHR   
 Nuclear Coal Geothermal Gas Fire Gas (or Oil) SCCT/ST SCCT/ST Other Total Area 
    HtRt<7500 Ca.9000 9500-10500 >10500   

Model Areas          
ALBERTA 0 5,898 0 2,441 0 1,417 295 41 10,092 
AQUILA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ARIZONA 3,733 5,311 0 7,568 776 877 1,555 0 19,820 
B.C.HYDR 0 0 0 250 0 1,000 1,000 60 2,310 
IDAHO 0 2,110 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,110 
IMPERIAL 0 0 283 78 295 0 0 50 706 
LADWP 0 1,710 0 574 0 2,370 431 0 5,085 
MEXICO-C 0 0 675 1,100 428 465 60 0 2,728 
MONTANA 0 2,311 0 0 0 0 0 39 2,350 
NEVADA 0 595 0 3,022 298 603 227 0 4,745 
NEW MEXI 0 1,885 0 0 0 713 412 0 3,010 
NORTHWES 1,170 1,938 0 4,354 495 812 628 272 9,669 
PACE 0 4,612 23 0 0 345 235 53 5,268 
PG AND E 2,192 90 985 7,474 372 6,222 1,468 275 19,078 
PSCOLORA 0 1,938 0 913 19 3,392 278 0 6,540 
SANDIEGO 0 0 0 764 65 1,788 539 0 3,156 
SIERRA 0 532 47 0 20 978 12 100 1,689 
SOCALIF 2,167 97 56 2,303 1,176 6,294 2,767 0 14,860 
WAPA L.C 0 0 0 1,710 0 0 0 0 1,710 
WAPA R.M 0 3,546 0 480 116 778 143 0 5,063 
WAPA U.M 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

         
Total By Type 9,262 32,573 2,069 33,031 4,060 28,054 10,050 890 119,989 
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Table AC.2 Resource Additions since 1/1/2000 

Facility Location Technology Fuel 
Type 

# of 
Units 

Output 
(MW) 

Est Online 
Date 

       
On or before 1/1/04     35,458 1/1/2004 
       
Silver Hawk Nevada Combined Gas 0 570 5/1/2004 
Pastoria Phase 2 California Combined Gas 0 500 6/1/2004 
Grande Prairie Canada-

Alberta 
 Wood

Waste 
0 25 6/1/2004 

Metcalf Energy 
Center 

California Combined Gas 2-2-1 600 12/1/2004 

Otay Mesa California Combined Gas 2-2-2 510 12/1/2004 
Sundance Upgrade II Canada-

Alberta 
 Coal 0 100 12/1/2004 

Contra Costa California Combined Gas 2-2-1 530 6/1/2005 
Genesee Phase 3 Canada-

Alberta 
 Coal 1 400 7/1/2005 

       
Total Conventional Thermal Additions 38,693  

  
 

Sum of Output (MW) Fuel Type 
Technology Coal F02 Gas Geothermal Woodwaste Grand Total 
Biomass     10 10 
Cogeneration  20 876   896 
Combined   25,022   25,022 
Combustion   132   132 
Geothermal    112  112 
Simple   3,958   3,958 
(blank) 1,014  7,465 59 25 8,563 
Grand Total 1,014 20 37,453 171 35 38,693 
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Table AC.3 Major Interfaces - Number and Description 

 
Path 

Number Description 
1 ALBERTA - BRITISH COLUMBIA 
2 ALBERTA - SASKATCHEWAN 
3 NORTHWEST - CANADA 
4 WEST OF CASCADES - NORTH 
5 WEST OF CASCADES - SOUTH 
6 WEST OF HATWAI 
8 MONTANA - NORTHWEST 
9 WEST OF BROADVIEW 
10 WEST OF COLSTRIP 
11 WEST OF CROSSOVER 
14 IDAHO - NORTHWEST 
15 MIDWAY - LOS BANOS 
16 IDAHO - SIERRA 
17 BORAH WEST 
18 IDAHO - MONTANA 
19 BRIDGER WEST 
20 PATH C 
21 ARIZONA - CALIFORNIA 
22 SOUTHWEST OF FOUR CORNERS 
23 FOUR CORNERS 345_500 
24 PG&E - SPP 
25 PACIFICORP_PG&E 115 KV INTERCON. 
26 Z6- Path 26 
27 IPP DC LINE 
28 INTERMOUNTAIN - MONA 345 KV 
29 INTERMOUNTAIN - GONDER 230 KV 
30 TOT 1A 
31 TOT 2A 
32 PAVANT  INTRMTN - GONDER 230 KV 
33 BONANZA WEST 
34 TOT 2B 
35 TOT 2C 
36 TOT 3 
37 TOT 4A 
38 TOT 4B 
39 TOT 5 
40 TOT 7 
41 SYLMAR - SCE 
42 IID - SCE 
43 NORTH OF SAN ONOFRE 
44 SOUTH OF SAN ONOFRE 
45 Z7-Path 45 

Path 
Number Description 

46 Z2-WOR 
47 SOUTHERN NEW MEXICO (NM1) 
48 NORTHERN NEW MEXICO (NM2) 
49 Z2-EOR 
50 CHOLLA - PINNACLE PEAK 
51 Z5-South of Navajo 
52 SILVER PEAK - CONTROL 55 KV 
53 BILLINGS - YELLOWTAIL 
54 CORONADO - SILVER KING - KYRENE 
55 BROWNLEE EAST 
58 ELDORADO - MEAD 230 KV LINES 
59 EAGLE MTN 230_161 KV - BLYTHE 16 
60 INYO - CONTROL 115 KV TIE 
61 LUGO - VICTORVILLE 500 KV LINE 
62 ELDORADO - MCCULLOUGH 500 KV 
63 PERKINS - MEAD - MARKETPLACE 500 
64 MARKETPLACE - ADELANTO 
65 PACIFIC DC INTERTIE (PDCI) 
66 Z6-COI 
73 NORTH OF JOHN DAY 
75 MIDPOINT - SUMMER LAKE 
76 ALTURAS PROJECT 
77 Z8-Crystal - H Allen230 kV PS 
78 TOT 2B1 
79 TOT 2B2 

179 Albuquerque Sum with caps 
180 Albuquerque Sum without caps 
500 Z2-SCIT 
501 Z1-PV to Devers 
502 WOR - N.Gila 
503 WOR - IID230 
504 WOR -n- Mc-Vic 
505 WOR -n- El Dor to Lugo 
506 Path 15 Borah W Summer 
507 Combined 4a; 4b 
508 PACI vs PDCI 
509 Tot 2a; 2b; 2c Nomogram 
510 Z1- Hassayampa - N. Gila 
511 Z1- N. Gila - Imperial Valley 
512 Z1-Imperial Valley to Miguel 
513 Z1-North of Miguel 
514 Z1-Miguel Bank No. 1 
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Path 
Number Description 

515 Z1-Miguel Bank No. 2 
516 Z77-Devers Bank No. 1 (Post Outage) 
517 Z20-Imperial Valley - Miguel 2 
518 Z1-Imperial Valley  - Ramona 
519 Z2: South of Lugo 
520 Z3-Mohave - Lugo 
521 Z3- Eldorado - Lugo 
522 Z3-Mccullgh - Victorville 
523 Z3-Market Place - Adelanto 
524 Z4-Perkins - Big Sandy 
525 Z4-Peacock - Mead 
526 Z4-Navajo - Crystal 
527 Z4- Moenkopi - El Dorado 
528 Z5-Navajo - Moenkopi 
529 Z5-Navajo - Table Mesa 
530 Z6-East of PV 
531 Z77-Devers - San Bernardino 1(Post Outage) 
532 Z77-Devers - San Bernardino 2 (Post Outage) 

Path 
Number Description 

533 Z77-Devers - Vista 2 (Post Outage) 
534 Z77-Devers - Vista 1 (Post Outage) 
535 Z2-AZ/CA 
536 Z2-AZ/NV 
537 Z2-NV/CA 
538 Z9-HA-Red Butte PS 
539 Z9-Sigurd - Glen Canyon PS 
540 Z9-Shiprock - Lost Canyon PS 
541 Z9-Pinto - 4 Corners PS 
542 Z8-Crystal - H Allen 500 kV PS 
543 Adj-HA Phase Shifters 
544 Adj- Perkins Phase Shifters 
545 Adj- Crystal 500 kV Phase Shifters 
546 Adj-Crystal 230 kV Phase Shifters 
547 Z7-Imperial Valley - La Rosita 
548 Z7- Miguel - Tijuana 
549 Z1- Devers Bank No. 1 

 

Table AC.4 Inflation and Natural Gas Price Forecast 

Inflation Forecast and re-index to 2003 

2000 97.87          2.3% 0.95
2001 100.00        2.2% 0.97
2002 101.43        1.4% 0.99
2003 102.78        1.3% 1.00
2004 106.60        3.7% 1.04
2005 110.43        3.6% 1.07
2006 114.25        3.5% 1.11
2007 116.87        2.3% 1.14
2008 119.18        2.0% 1.16
2009 121.39        1.9% 1.18
2010 123.65        1.9% 1.20
2011 126.04        1.9% 1.23
2012 128.62        2.0% 1.25
2013 131.32        2.1% 1.28
2014 134.08        2.1% 1.30
2015 136.93        2.1% 1.33
2016 139.81        2.1% 1.36
2017 142.74        2.1% 1.39
2018 145.74        2.1% 1.42
2019 148.79        2.1% 1.45
2020 151.94        2.1% 1.48

GDP IMPLICIT PRICE DEFLATOR (2001 = 100)
CED 2003

YEAR
Current 

INDEX
Ratio to 
2003 $

5/15/2002 
ANNUAL 

GROWTH 
RATE
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Table AC.5 Natural Gas Price Forecast, 2008 

Region Name CEC Natural Gas Region 
Ave. 
Annual Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

NEW MEXICO average of EL Paso North- and South-NM 4.51 5.05 4.41 4.19 4.23 4.32 4.23 4.37 4.51 4.46 4.64 4.91 5.05 
ARIZONA average of EL Paso North- and South-AZ 4.51 4.41 4.41 4.05 4.60 4.60 4.60 4.14 4.23 4.78 4.51 5.09 4.64 
NEVADA Nevada South 4.83 4.79 4.83 4.44 4.93 4.69 4.88 4.49 4.69 4.93 5.22 5.46 4.97 
WAPA L.C. Nevada South 4.83 4.79 4.83 4.44 4.93 4.69 4.88 4.49 4.69 4.93 5.22 5.46 4.97 
MEXICO-CFE Rosarito 4.75 5.18 4.94 4.56 4.47 4.75 4.61 4.37 4.61 4.66 4.66 5.18 5.80 
IMPERIAL SDG&E  4.71 5.13 4.90 4.52 4.43 4.71 4.57 4.33 4.57 4.62 4.62 5.13 5.75 
SANDIEGO SDG&E 4.71 5.13 4.90 4.52 4.43 4.71 4.57 4.33 4.57 4.62 4.62 5.13 5.75 
SOCALIF So. Calif Prod 4.62 5.08 4.94 4.76 4.48 4.39 4.34 4.25 4.34 4.53 4.62 4.99 5.41 
LADWP SoCal Gas 4.71 5.18 5.04 4.85 4.57 4.47 4.43 4.33 4.43 4.62 4.71 5.09 5.51 
PG AND E PG&E 4.65 4.93 4.93 4.60 4.51 4.60 4.46 4.46 4.46 4.46 4.46 4.88 5.07 
NORTHWEST ave. of PNW and PNW-Coastal 4.68 3.18 3.88 4.68 5.94 6.32 3.56 4.73 4.68 5.19 4.21 4.49 5.10 
B.C.HYDRO British Columbia 4.29 5.28 4.55 3.78 3.99 3.73 3.56 3.52 3.56 3.73 4.29 5.19 5.23 
AQUILA Alberta 3.88 4.19 4.04 3.88 3.88 3.84 3.61 3.65 3.38 3.53 3.88 4.04 4.19 
ALBERTA Alberta 3.88 4.19 4.04 3.88 3.88 3.84 3.61 3.65 3.38 3.53 3.88 4.04 4.19 
IDAHO PNW 5.00 3.40 4.15 5.00 6.35 6.75 3.80 5.05 5.00 5.55 4.50 4.80 5.45 
MONTANA Montana 4.36 4.71 3.92 3.66 3.75 4.10 4.49 4.45 4.32 4.05 4.53 4.71 4.93 
WAPA U.M. Montana 4.36 4.71 3.92 3.66 3.75 4.10 4.49 4.45 4.32 4.05 4.53 4.71 4.93 
SIERRA Nevada North 5.04 4.99 5.04 4.64 5.14 4.89 5.09 4.69 4.89 5.14 5.44 5.70 5.19 
PACE Utah 4.29 4.63 4.68 4.63 4.50 4.29 4.20 4.08 3.52 3.78 4.20 4.63 5.36 
PSCOLORADO Colorado 4.31 4.65 3.88 3.62 3.71 4.05 4.44 4.40 4.27 4.01 4.48 4.65 4.87 
WAPA R.M. Colorado 4.31 4.65 3.88 3.62 3.71 4.05 4.44 4.40 4.27 4.01 4.48 4.65 4.87 
Average  4.53 4.68 4.48 4.29 4.48 4.57 4.33 4.32 4.32 4.44 4.56 4.90 5.11 
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Table AC.6 Natural Gas Price Forecast, 2013 

Region Name CEC Source (#1) 
Ave. 
Annual Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

NEW MEXICO ave. of EL Paso North- and South-NM 5.54 6.20 5.42 5.15 5.20 5.31 5.20 5.37 5.54 5.48 5.70 6.03 6.20 
ARIZONA ave. of EL Paso North- and South-AZ 5.54 5.42 5.42 4.98 5.65 5.65 5.65 5.09 5.20 5.87 5.54 6.25 5.70 
NEVADA Nevada South 5.88 5.83 5.88 5.41 6.00 5.70 5.94 5.47 5.70 6.00 6.35 6.64 6.06 
WAPA L.C. Nevada South 5.88 5.83 5.88 5.41 6.00 5.70 5.94 5.47 5.70 6.00 6.35 6.64 6.06 
MEXICO-CFE Rosarito 5.82 6.34 6.05 5.59 5.47 5.82 5.65 5.35 5.65 5.70 5.70 6.34 7.10 
IMPERIAL SDG&E  5.76 6.28 5.99 5.53 5.41 5.76 5.59 5.30 5.59 5.64 5.64 6.28 7.03 
SANDIEGO SDG&E 5.76 6.28 5.99 5.53 5.41 5.76 5.59 5.30 5.59 5.64 5.64 6.28 7.03 
SOCALIF So. Calif Prod 5.69 6.26 6.09 5.86 5.52 5.41 5.35 5.23 5.35 5.58 5.69 6.15 6.66 
LADWP SoCal Gas 5.76 6.34 6.16 5.93 5.59 5.47 5.41 5.30 5.41 5.64 5.76 6.22 6.74 
PG AND E PG&E 5.62 5.96 5.96 5.56 5.45 5.56 5.40 5.40 5.40 5.40 5.40 5.90 6.13 
NORTHWEST ave. of PNW and PNW-Coastal 5.68 3.86 4.71 5.68 7.21 7.66 4.31 5.73 5.68 6.30 5.11 5.45 6.19 
B.C.HYDRO British Columbia 5.22 6.42 5.53 4.59 4.85 4.54 4.33 4.28 4.33 4.54 5.22 6.32 6.37 
AQUILA Alberta 4.70 5.08 4.89 4.70 4.70 4.65 4.37 4.42 4.09 4.28 4.70 4.89 5.08 
ALBERTA Alberta 4.70 5.08 4.89 4.70 4.70 4.65 4.37 4.42 4.09 4.28 4.70 4.89 5.08 
IDAHO PNW 6.02 4.09 5.00 6.02 7.65 8.13 4.58 6.08 6.02 6.68 5.42 5.78 6.56 
MONTANA Montana 5.20 5.62 4.68 4.37 4.47 4.89 5.36 5.30 5.15 4.84 5.41 5.62 5.88 
WAPA U.M. Montana 5.20 5.62 4.68 4.37 4.47 4.89 5.36 5.30 5.15 4.84 5.41 5.62 5.88 
SIERRA Nevada North 6.07 6.01 6.07 5.58 6.19 5.89 6.13 5.65 5.89 6.19 6.56 6.86 6.25 
PACE Utah 5.09 5.50 5.55 5.50 5.34 5.09 4.99 4.84 4.17 4.48 4.99 5.50 6.36 
PSCOLORADO Colorado 5.11 5.52 4.60 4.29 4.39 4.80 5.26 5.21 5.06 4.75 5.31 5.52 5.77 
WAPA R.M. Colorado 5.11 5.52 4.60 4.29 4.39 4.80 5.26 5.21 5.06 4.75 5.31 5.52 5.77 
Average  5.49 5.67 5.43 5.19 5.43 5.53 5.24 5.22 5.23 5.38 5.52 5.94 6.18 
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Table AC.7 2008 and 2013 Generation Expansion Plan 

 2008 2013 

 
Renew. Resource Name 
(region name / type) General Location 

Capacity 
Factor (%) Bus Location 

Nameplate 
Capacity (MW) 

Depend. 
Capacity 

(MW) 

Renew. 
Energy / Year 

(gWh) 
Nameplate 
Capacity (MW) 

Depend. 
Capacity (MW) 

Renew. 
Energy / Year 
(gWh) 

PG&E-Geothermal 1 Siskiyou 90% Cottonwood        107.5        107.5           847.5           67.5               67.5           532.2  
PG&E-Wind 1 Solano 35% Vaca-Dixon        400.0         80.0        1,226.4              -                  -                -  
PG&E-Geothermal 2  Modoc 90% Round Mt.          18.8         18.8           147.8           67.5               67.5           532.2  
PG&E-Wind 2 Alameda 35% Tesla        186.3         37.3           571.0           18.8                 3.8             57.5  
PG&E-Biomass 1 PG&E 80% Los Banos          35.0         35.0           245.3           33.8               33.8           236.5  
PG&E-Digester Gas 1 PG&E 85% Los Banos          40.0         40.0           297.8              -                  -                -  
IID-Geothermal 1 Imperial 90% Devers        240.0        240.0        1,892.2         120.0             120.0           946.1  
IID-Biomass 1 Imperial 80% Devers          57.5         57.5           403.0           35.2               35.2           246.4  
SCE-Wind 1 Kern 35% Vincent      2,661.3        532.3        8,159.4      1,316.3             263.3        4,035.6  
SCE-Geothermal 1 Mono 90% Lugo        125.0        125.0           985.5         187.5             187.5        1,478.3  
SCE-Wind 2 Riverside 35% Devers        530.0        106.0        1,625.0              -                  -                -  
SCE-Wind 3 San Berardino 35% Eldorado        110.0         22.0           337.3         217.5               43.5           666.9  
SCE-Solar 1 San Berardino 35% Kramer          30.0         30.0            92.0         135.0             135.0           413.9  
SCE-Biomass 1 Los Angeles 80% Rio Hondo          50.0         50.0           350.4              -                  -                -  
SCE-Digester Gas 1 Los Angeles 85% Rio Hondo          30.0         30.0           223.4              -                  -                -  
SCE-Wind 4 Los Angeles 35% Rio Hondo        135.0         27.0           413.9         210.0               42.0           643.9  
SCE-Wind 5 SCE 35% Rio Hondo          30.0           6.0            92.0              -                  -                -  
SCE-Digester Gas 2 Los Angeles 85% Rio Hondo          35.0         35.0           260.6              -                  -                -  
SDG&E-Wind 3 San Diego 35% Los Coches        400.0         80.0        1,226.4              -                  -                -  

C
al

ifo
rn

ia
 

SDG&E-Digester Gas 1 San Diego 85% Los Coches          30.0         30.0           223.4              -                  -                -  
California Subtotal      5,251.3     1,689.3      19,620.2      2,408.9             998.9        9,789.3  

ID-Geothermal 1 Idaho 90% Ponderosa 230        205.5        205.5        1,619.8           95.4               95.4           752.0  
ID-Geothermal 2 Idaho 90% McCall 138          27.7         27.7           218.0           12.8               12.8           101.2  
WA-Wind 1 Washington 35% Ellensbg        175.0         35.0           536.6           81.3               16.3           249.1  

N
or

th
w

es
t 

WA-Wind 2 Washington 35% Cusick        140.0         28.0           429.2           65.0               13.0           199.3  
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 2008 2013 

 
Renew. Resource Name 
(region name / type) General Location 

Capacity 
Factor (%) Bus Location 

Nameplate 
Capacity (MW) 

Depend. 
Capacity 

(MW) 

Renew. 
Energy / Year 

(gWh) 
Nameplate 
Capacity (MW) 

Depend. 
Capacity (MW) 

Renew. 
Energy / Year 
(gWh) 

ID-Wind 1 Idaho 35% Adelaide          70.0         14.0           214.6           32.5                 6.5             99.6  
ID-Wind 2 Idaho 35% Mt Home          70.0         14.0           214.6           32.5                 6.5             99.6  

 

ID-Wind 3 Idaho 35% Don          35.0           7.0           107.3           16.3                 3.3             49.8  
Northwest Subtotal        723.1        331.1        3,340.1         335.7             153.7        1,550.8  

NV-Geothermal 1 Nevada 90% Boardertown 345        184.6        184.6        1,455.4         184.6             184.6        1,455.4  
ID-Geothermal 1 Idaho 90% Soda Springs          53.4         53.4           421.0           53.4               53.4           421.0  
CO-Geothermal 1 Colorado 90% Blundll 1          40.0         40.0           315.4           40.0               40.0           315.4  
NV-Wind 1 Nevada 35% Tonopah        120.0         24.0           367.9         120.0               24.0           367.9  
NV-Wind 2 Nevada 35% Pahrump        120.0         24.0           367.9         120.0               24.0           367.9  
UT-Wind 3 Utah 35% Pinto          20.0           4.0            61.3           20.0                 4.0             61.3  
UT-Wind 4 Utah 35% Washngtn          40.0           8.0           122.6           40.0                 8.0           122.6  
UT-Wind 5 Utah 35% Smithfld        140.0         28.0           429.2         140.0               28.0           429.2  
WY-Wind 6 Wyoming 35% Miners        540.0        108.0        1,655.6         540.0             108.0        1,655.6  
WY-Wind 7 Wyoming 35% Spence        600.0        120.0        1,839.6         600.0             120.0        1,839.6  
WY-Wind 8 Wyoming 35% Naughton        240.0         48.0           735.8         240.0               48.0           735.8  
MT-Wind 1 Montana 35% Conrad        280.0         56.0           858.5         280.0               56.0           858.5  
MT-Wind 2 Montana 35% Clyde P        460.0         92.0        1,410.4         460.0               92.0        1,410.4  
CO-Wind 1 Colorado 35% Laporte          80.0         16.0           245.3           80.0               16.0           245.3  
CO-Wind 2 Colorado 35% Walsenbg          80.0         16.0           245.3           80.0               16.0           245.3  
UT-Solar 1 Utah 35% Gonder          10.6         10.6            32.5           10.6               10.6             32.5  

R
oc

ky
 M

ou
nt

ai
n 

CO-Solar 1 Colorado 35% Vilas 115          11.6         11.6            35.6           11.6               11.6             35.6  
Rocky Mountain Subtotal      3,020.2        844.2      10,599.3      3,020.2             844.2       10,599.3  

AZ-Geothermal 1 Arizona 90% N. Gila 500          92.4         92.4           728.5           92.4               92.4           728.5  
NM-Geothermal 1 New Mexico 90% Luna 345          40.8         40.8           321.7           40.8               40.8           321.7  
AZ-Wind 1 Arizona 35% Apachst3          40.0           8.0           122.6           40.0                 8.0           122.6  
AZ-Wind 2 Arizona 35% Glenc7-8          20.0           4.0            61.3           20.0                 4.0             61.3  So

ut
hw

es
t 

NM-Wind 1 New Mexico 35% Blackwtr        220.0         44.0           674.5         220.0               44.0           674.5  
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Renew. Resource Name 
(region name / type) General Location 

Capacity 
Factor (%) Bus Location 

Nameplate 
Capacity (MW) 

Depend. 
Capacity 

(MW) 

Renew. 
Energy / Year 

(gWh) 
Nameplate 
Capacity (MW) 

Depend. 
Capacity (MW) 

Renew. 
Energy / Year 
(gWh) 

NM-Wind 2 New Mexico 35% Curecant          40.0           8.0           122.6           40.0                 8.0           122.6  
NM-Wind 3 New Mexico 35% Shiprock          80.0         16.0           245.3           80.0               16.0           245.3  
AZ-Solar 1 Arizona 35% Palo Verde 500        208.6        208.6           639.6         208.6             208.6           639.6  

 

NM-Solar 1 New Mexico 35% Luna 345          55.6         55.6           170.5           55.6               55.6           170.5  
Southwest Subtotal        797.4        477.4        3,086.6         797.4             477.4        3,086.6  
Total      9,792.0     3,342.0      36,646.2      6,562.2           2,474.2       25,026.0  

Table AC.8 Aggregation of regional synthetic load in Henwood Energy Services, Inc. data 

  PLEXOS Region Utility State 
Has 
Load? Underlying Load Shape 

Percent�

Arizona Electric Power Cooperative Inc AZ Yes Arizona Electric Power Cooperative Inc (AEPC) 38.3%�

Arizona Public Service Co AZ Yes Arizona Public Service Co (APS) 92.6%�

Mesa, City of AZ Yes Arizona Electric Power Cooperative Inc (AEPC) 14.3%�

Morenci Water & Electric AZ Yes Arizona Electric Power Cooperative Inc (AEPC) 30.1%�

Navajo Tribal Utility Authority AZ Yes Navajo Tribal Utility Authority (NTUA) 100.0%�

Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement & Power AZ Yes Salt River Project (SRP) 94.2%�

Tucson Electric Power Co AZ Yes Tucson Electric Power Co (TEPC) 100.0%�

ARIZONA 

WAPA - Lower Colorado NV Yes Arizona Electric Power Cooperative Inc (AEPC) 3.0%�

NEVADA Nevada Power Co NV Yes Nevada Power Co (NEVP/NPC) 7.5%�

El Paso Electric NM Yes El Paso Electric (EPE) 3.3%�

Farmington, City of NM Yes City of Farmington (FARM) 100.0%�

Los Alamos County NM Yes Los Alamos County (LAC) 100.0%�

Public Service Co of New Mexico NM Yes Public Service Co of New Mexico (PSNM) 100.0%�

Texas-New Mexico Power WECC NM Yes Texas New Mexico Power WSCC (TNP) 100.0%�

NEW MEXI 

Tri-State G&T New Mexico/Plains Electric NM Yes Tri-State G&T New Mexico (TSGTNM/PEGT) 100.0%�

Arizona Electric Power Cooperative Inc AZ Yes Arizona Electric Power Cooperative Inc (AEPC) 100.0%�
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WAPA L.C 

Arizona Public Service Co AZ Yes Arizona Public Service Co (APS) 100.0%�
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  PLEXOS Region Utility State 
Has 
Load? Underlying Load Shape 

Percent�

Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement & Power AZ Yes Salt River Project (SRP) 24.0%�  

WAPA - Lower Colorado NV Yes Arizona Electric Power Cooperative Inc (AEPC) 7.4%�

IMPERIAL Imperial Irrigation District CA Yes Imperial Irrigation District (IID) 5.8%�

LADWP Los Angeles Department of Water and Power CA Yes Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) 8.4%�

MEXICO-C CFE - North Baja California MX Yes CFE - North Baja California (CFE) 100.0%�

Dept of Water Resources - North CA Yes California Dept. of Water Resources (CDWR) 100.0%�

Modesto Irrigation District CA Yes Modesto Irrigation District (MID) 100.0%�

Northern California Power Agency CA Yes Northern California Power Agency (NCPA) 48.0%�

Pacific Gas & Electric - NP15 CA Yes Pacific Gas & Electric - NP15 100.0%�

Pacific Gas & Electric - San Francisco CA No Pacific Gas & Electric - SF Peninsula (Inactive) 100.0%�

Pacific Gas & Electric - ZP26 CA Yes Pacific Gas & Electric - ZP26 100.0%�

Redding Electric Dept CA Yes Redding Electric Dept (RDNG) 100.0%�

Sacramento Municipal Utilities District CA Yes Sacramento Municipal Utilities District (SMUD) 100.0%�

Silicon Valley Power - Santa Clara Electric Dept CA Yes Silicon Valley Power (SVP/SNCL) 100.0%�

Turlock Irrigation District CA Yes Turlock Irrigation District (TID) 100.0%�

PG AND E 

WAPA - Mid Pacific (CVP) CA Yes WAPA - Mid Pacific (WAMP/CVP) 100.0%�

SANDIEGO San Diego Gas & Electric CA Yes San Diego Gas & Electric (SDGE) 100.0%�

Anaheim Public Utilities Dept. CA Yes Anaheim Public Utilities Dept. (ANHM) 100.0%�

Arizona Electric Power Cooperative Inc AZ Yes Arizona Electric Power Cooperative Inc (AEPC) 100.0%�

Burbank Public Service Dept CA Yes Burbank Public Service Dept (BUR) 100.0%�

Dept of Water Resources - South CA Yes California Dept. of Water Resources (CDWR) 1.5%�

Glendale Water & Power CA Yes Glendale Public Service Dept (GLEN) 100.0%�

Metropolitan Water District of Southern CA CA Yes Metropolitan Water District of Southern CA (MWD) 52.0%�

Pasadena Water and Power Dept CA Yes Pasadena Water and Power Dept (PASA) 100.0%�

Riverside Utilities Dept CA Yes Riverside Utilities Dept (RVSD) 100.0%�

Southern California Edison CA Yes Southern California Edison (SCE) 100.0%�
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Vernon Municipal Light Dept CA Yes Vernon Municipal Light Dept (VERN) 100.0%�

Alberta Load - Central AB Yes ESBI Alberta Ltd. (EAL) 100.0%�
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ALBERTA 

Alberta Load - Northeast (Ft. McMurray) AB Yes ESBI Alberta Ltd. (EAL) 100.0%�
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  PLEXOS Region Utility State 
Has 
Load? Underlying Load Shape 

Percent�

Alberta Load - Northwest AB Yes ESBI Alberta Ltd. (EAL) 50.6%�

Alberta Load - South AB Yes ESBI Alberta Ltd. (EAL) 1.5%�

 

Medicine Hat Alberta, City of AB Yes ESBI Alberta Ltd. (EAL) 13.9%�

AQUILA Aquila Networks Canada - West Kootenay Power BC Yes West Kootenay (incl Cominco) (WKP) 32.5%�

B.C.HYDR British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority BC Yes British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority (BCHA) 1.5%�

Bonneville Power Administration WA Yes Bonneville Power Administration Control Area (BPA) 100.0%�

IDAHO 
Idaho Power Co ID Yes Idaho Power Company (IPC) 100.0%�

Avista WA Yes Avista - Washington Water Power (AVIST/WWP) 3.3%�

Bonneville Power Administration WA Yes Bonneville Power Administration Control Area (BPA) 20.0%�

Deseret Generation & Transmission Cooperative UT Yes Deseret Generation & Transmission Coop (DGTC) 80.0%�

Eugene Water and Electric Board OR Yes Eugene Water and Electric Board (EWEB) 97.5%�

PacifiCorp Northwest (OR/WA/CA) OR Yes Bonneville Power Administration Control Area (BPA) 2.5%�

Portland General Electric OR Yes Portland General Electric (PGE) 2.5%�

PUD No 1 of Chelan County WA Yes PUD No 1 of Chelan County (CHEL) 16.5%�

PUD No 1 of Cowlitz County WA Yes Bonneville Power Administration Control Area (BPA) 0.8%�

PUD No 1 of Douglas County WA Yes PUD No 1 of Douglas County (DPUD) 9.1%�

PUD No 1 of Pend Oreille County WA Yes Bonneville Power Administration Control Area (BPA) 9.1%�

PUD No 1 of Snohomish County WA Yes Bonneville Power Administration Control Area (BPA) 8.2%�

PUD of Grant County WA Yes PUD of Grant County (GPUD) 3.3%�

Puget Sound Energy WA Yes Puget Sound Power & Light (PSPL/PSE) 4.9%�

Seattle City Light WA Yes Seattle City Light (SCL) 23.0%�

NORTHWES 

Tacoma Public Utilities-Tacoma Power WA Yes Tacoma Public Utilities-Light Div. (TCL/TPU) 86.3%�

Bonneville Power Administration WA Yes Bonneville Power Administration Control Area (BPA) 100.0%�

PacifiCorp Idaho ID Yes Idaho Power Company (IPC) 2.7%�

PacifiCorp Utah (UT/WWY) UT Yes Utah Associated Municipal Power Systems (UAMP) 11.8%�

PacifiCorp Wyoming WY Yes Black Hills Power & Light (BHPL) 0.9%�

Tri-State G&T Colorado/Wyoming CO Yes Tri-State G&T CO/WY (TSGTCW) 12.7%�

Utah Associated Municipal Power Systems UT Yes Utah Associated Municipal Power Systems (UAMP) 4.5%�

 

PACE 

Utah Municipal Power Agency UT Yes Utah Municipal Power Agency (UMPA) 12.7%�
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  PLEXOS Region Utility State 
Has 
Load? Underlying Load Shape 

Percent�

 WAPA - Colorado Missouri (Wyoming) WY Yes WAPA - Lower Missouri (WALM) 100.0%�

Deseret Generation & Transmission Cooperative UT Yes Deseret Generation & Transmission Coop (DGTC) 100.0%�

Sierra Pacific Power Co NV Yes Sierra Pacific Power Co (SPP) 6.4%�SIERRA 

Utah Associated Municipal Power Systems UT Yes Utah Associated Municipal Power Systems (UAMP) 100.0%�

 

WAPA U.M WAPA - Colorado Missouri (Wyoming) WY Yes WAPA - Lower Missouri (WALM) 1.4%�

MONTANA Northwestern Energy - Montana MT Yes Montana Power Co. (MPC) 9.9%�

Aquila Networks CO - WestPlains Energy Colorado CO Yes WestPlains Energy Colorado (WPE/WEPL) 100.0%�

PSCOLORA 
Xcel Energy - Public Service of Colorado CO Yes Public Service of Colorado (PSC) 100.0%�

Basin Electric Power Coop WECC WY Yes Basin Electric Coop (BEPCW) 100.0%�

Black Hills Power & Light SD Yes Black Hills Power & Light (BHPL) 100.0%�

Colorado Springs Utilities CO Yes Colorado Springs Utilities (CSU) 1.6%�

Platte River Power Authority CO Yes Platte River Power Authority (PRPA) 12.4%�

Tri-State G&T Colorado/Wyoming CO Yes Tri-State G&T CO/WY (TSGTCW) 774.8%�

WAPA - Colorado Missouri (Colorado) CO No WAPA - Upper Colorado (WAUM) 95.8%�

WAPA - Colorado Missouri (Wyoming) WY Yes WAPA - Lower Missouri (WALM) 98.8%�
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Xcel Energy - Public Service of Colorado CO Yes Public Service of Colorado (PSC) 114.3%�
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I. SUMMARY 
Southern California Edison (SCE) has requested that the CAISO Board approve the 
proposed Palo Verde-Devers No. 2 (PVD2) project. In order to provide a 
recommendation to the Board, CAISO staff performed a comprehensive analysis of the 
benefits of PVD2. We found that the PVD2 project will provide a significant amount of 
reliability and economic benefits to CAISO ratepayers. PVD2 would improve reliability 
by increasing voltage support in southern California, and enhance system operational 
flexibility by providing CAISO operators with more options in responding to 
transmission and generation outages. 

The project’s primary economic benefit results from an increased ability to import 
lower-cost energy from the southwest and displace higher-cost energy in California. 
PVD2 will also provide access to additional efficient generating capacity that can serve 
to meet the State’s resource adequacy requirements. This will also lower total 
operating costs by reducing the amount of uneconomic generation dispatched for 
operational reliability purposes. The PVD2 line will significantly augment the 
transmission infrastructure that is critical to support competitive wholesale energy 
markets for California consumers.  

We estimate that benefits from the line will exceed its costs under a wide range of 
future system conditions. Because we believe that no single point estimate can 
adequately capture its value, we calculated its costs and benefits under a number of 
likely system conditions. The expected benefit-cost ratio derived from these cases is 
shown in Table I.1, on the following page. The table summarizes the expected benefits 
and costs over the 50-year economic life of the PVD2 project for various perspectives. 
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Table I.1 Summary of PVD2 Lifecycle Benefits, Costs, and Benefit-Cost Ratios for 
the Four Primary Perspectives (millions of 2008 dollars)1   

 
WECC  

or Societal 

Enhanced 
WECC 

Competition
or Modified 

Societal 

CAISO 
Ratepayer  
(LMP Only) 

 
CAISO 

Ratepayer 
(LMP+ 

Contract Path) 
Levelized Benefits     
  - Energy $56 $84 $57 $198 
  - Operational $20 $20 $20 $20 
  - Capacity $12 $12 $6 $6 
  - System Loss $2 $2 $1 $1 
  - Emissions $1 $1 $1 $1 
 - Total $91 $119 $84 $225 
Levelized Costs $71 $71 $71 $71 
Benefit-Cost Ratio 1.3 1.7 1.2 3.2 

When evaluating a project, we believe it is important to consider alternatives such as 
other transmission or generation projects that may provide similar benefits. For this 
analysis, we reviewed several alternatives. The study assumed capacity from demand-
side management (DSM) programs and renewables would be maximized first. 

One alternative suggested in the public input process was the East-of-River (EOR 
9000) transmission project, which upgrades lines between Nevada and Arizona. Our 
analysis showed that the EOR 9000 project to be complementary to the PVD2 project 
since it reduced congestion on other paths, but did not directly impact congestion on 
the Palo Verde path.  EOR900 was included in the base case of our study. 

Another alternative we examined was siting additional gas-fired, combined-cycle (CC) 
plants in California.  In other words, we examined whether it is more efficient to build 
a combined cycle generation plant in California, or to build a CC in Arizona when one 
considers the cost of transmission to access the Arizona power.  Comparing the 
California CC to the Arizona CC with the PVD2 transmission costs, the California CC 
is about 10 percent less expensive at a 50 percent capacity factor, and comparable in 
cost to the Arizona CC plus transmission, at a 90 percent capacity factor.2 

Given the lower construction, operating, and gas costs in Arizona, the Arizona and 
California CC unit costs are a break-even if operated in a baseload mode, assuming no 

                                                 
1 As explained in the “VII. Results” section, the energy benefits were determined for two years – 2008 and 
2013.  These two years were selected since load, generation, and network data for these two years were 
available from a regional transmission planning group (SSG-WI).  Although the proposed PVD2 does not 
come online until 2009, calculating the energy benefits of the line as if it were available in 2008, helps us 
better understand the benefits in the early years of the project.   
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significant transmission or natural gas connection fees (such as those incurred at Otay Mesa as an 
example). 
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extensive interconnection costs of plants in California.  However, we believe there may 
be significant positive interconnection costs in California urban areas where 
generation is most valuable, so the saving differential favoring the Arizona CC will be 
positive.  Moreover, since California will need to add 5,000+ of new capacity in the 
next five years due to load growth and unit retirement, there is a need to pursue the 
most attractive of both generation and transmission options.  In conclusion, based on 
the transmission and generation options considered, based on the results of the STEP 
process and our comprehensive evaluation, we recommend that the CAISO Board 
approve the PVD2 project.  

II. INTRODUCTION 
The Palo Verde-Devers No. 2 500 kV Transmission Project (“PVD2”) project is a major 
new transmission line that provides additional interconnection between southern 
California and Arizona and the desert southwest. The PVD2 project is part of the 
CAISO’ s long-term grid plan to enhance transmission capability in southern 
California. PVD2 complements two other projects: (1) the short-term transmission 
upgrades that were approved by the CAISO Board in June of 2004, and (2) the 
proposed EOR 9000 project that upgrades several transmission lines between Arizona 
and Nevada. These projects are primarily upgrades of series capacitors that will 
increase the ability of the existing transmission system to import power from Arizona 
without having to add any new transmission lines. These upgrades can be 
accomplished in a much shorter time than a major transmission project. Even after 
these upgrades, our system simulations show there still will be congestion that is 
economic to relieve. When it comes online in 2009, the proposed PVD2 project will 
reduce congestion and add the ability to import an additional 1,200 MW of power from 
Arizona.3   

The idea for the Palo Verde-Devers project originated in a regional transmission 
planning group process called the Southwest Transmission Expansion Plan (STEP). 
This group has approximately 300 members on its distribution list and about 50 
members routinely attend the STEP meetings held every two months. In developing a 
transmission plan for the area, STEP analyzed 26 different combinations of facilities to 
increase the transmission capability between the southwest and southern California. 
It proposed a series of projects in four phases. The first project was the STEP Short-
                                                 
3 There are EOR 9000 would upgrade the series capacitors on the Navajo-Crystal and Perkins- Mead 500 
kV lines and therefore allow more flow on the northern EOR system. It does not have the same increase in 
import capability into Southern California (PV West. Interface). Increases in transfer capabilities on the 
two major interfaces into California are East of River and PV West: 
 

 
 

                  
Interface Increases 

Upgrades  
PV West 

 
East of River 

Short term upgrades 800 MW 505 MW 

EOR 9000 + Moenkopi-Eldorado 0 MW 1500 MW 

PVD2 1800 MW 1200 MW 
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Term Transmission Upgrades. The CAISO Board approved this in June 2004. We 
expect these facilities to be in service in 2006. The second part is the East of River 
9000 Upgrades being developed between Arizona and Nevada. The third major project 
in the series is the PVD2 Project. The fourth part is a major 500 KV line into San Diego 
currently under study and for which we will make a recommendation to the Board in 
the near future. 

In parallel with the STEP process, the Southern California Edison Company 
determined that PVD2 was a cost effective project and filed a report requesting that 
the CAISO approve the project addition. After we reviewed SCE’s project justification, 
and had further discussions with SCE staff, we decided to undertake an independent 
economic feasibility study of PVD2 applying TEAM4. 

This report contains the results of our economic analysis using TEAM. It includes a 
description of the project, the associated public process, an overview of benefits and 
input assumptions used in the analysis, a discussion of the results and resource 
alternatives, and the CAISO management’s recommendation to the Board. The 
CAISO’s recommendation on PVD2 is based upon consideration of the economic, 
reliability, operational, and other strategic benefits of the line. 

III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposed PVD2 project is a 500 kV transmission line from the Palo Verde area 
(near Phoenix, Arizona) to SCE’s Devers substation near Palm Springs in southern 
California. If approved, we expect it to come online by year 2009, increasing 
California’s import capability from the southwest by at least 1200 MW. 

The PVD2 project includes the following facilities: 

• A new 230 mile 500 kV line to be constructed between Harquahala Generating 
Company’s Harquahala Switchyard (near Palo Verde) and SCE’s Devers 500 kV 
Substation. The proposed route between Devers and Harquahala parallels SCE’s 
existing Palo Verde-Devers No.1 (PVD1) transmission line. Most of the proposed 
line is to be constructed on single circuit steel lattice towers. 

• The four 230 kV lines west of the Devers substation will be rebuilt and 
reconductored5: the Devers-San Bernardino 230 kV lines #1 and #2, and the 
Devers-Vista 230 kV lines #1 and #2.  

• Voltage support facilities will be added in the Devers area in southern California 

                                                 
4 CAISO developed TEAM to significantly streamline the evaluation process of economic transmission 
projects, improve the accuracy of the evaluation, and add greater predictability to the evaluations of 
transmission need conducted by various agencies. The Transmission Economic Assessment Methodology 
(TEAM) was filed with the CPUC on June 2, 2004.  
http://www1.caiso.com/docs/2004/06/03/2004060313241622985.pdf. 
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Figure IV.1 below shows the location of the Proposed PVD2 Transmission Expansion 
Project. 

IV. PUBLIC PROCESS  
The public process for the Palo Verde-Devers #2 (PVD2) evaluation began during the 
STEP process. The economic evaluation utilized the Transmission Evaluation 
Assessment Methodology (TEAM) developed by the CAISO. The CAISO-developed 
methodology has been filed with the CPUC for approval as the standard by which all 
projects requiring regulatory approval will be evaluated. The goal of TEAM is to: (a) 
improve the overall accuracy of the evaluation; and, (b) add greater predictability to 
the assessment of economic transmission need. TEAM is the result of a four-month 
public stakeholder process that included three public workshops, a public Market 
Surveillance Committee meeting, and 12 technical subgroup meetings. The TEAM 
process resulted in a June 2004 report to the CPUC detailing the methodology and 
providing an example application. 

Figure IV.1 Location of Proposed Palo Verde-Devers Project 
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The proposed PVD2 project is a 230 mile, 500 kV transmission line from the Haraquala substation 
near Palo Verde to SCE’s Devers substation near Palm Springs, California. PVD2 will parallel the 
existing PVD1 line and will use the existing PVD1 right-of-way.   
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We have used TEAM to evaluate the proposed PVD2 project. We have reviewed the 
interim results in a number of public forums and have incorporated input from these 
meetings into our findings. These public forums included: 

• October 1, 2004 – presented draft results to a STEP meeting in San Diego  

• November 16, 2004 – presented draft results and discussed methodology in a 
Market Surveillance Committee meeting in Sacramento 

• January 11, 2005 – presented draft results to a Western Arizona Transmission 
System (WATS) group in Las Vegas 

• January 14, 2005 – presented draft results and discussed assumptions at a PVD2 
stakeholder meeting in Sacramento (48 attendees from 33 different companies or 
agencies were present – see the Technical Appendix for detailed information). 

• January 18, 2005 – presented draft results in a second public Market Surveillance 
Committee 

• January 27, 2005 – briefed California ISO Board of Governors 

• February 9, 2005 – presented results to a STEP meeting in San Diego, attendees 
indicated unanimous support for the project 

During each of these meetings, we presented results from our analysis so that the 
stakeholders could understand the process and make informed comments to the 
CAISO Market Surveillance Committee and Board.  In addition, we have provided 
answers to stakeholder questions and posted many of the significant work papers 
developed in our analyses of PVD2 on the CAISO’s website at: 
HTTP://WWW1.CAISO.COM/DOCS/2005/01/19/2005011914572217739.HTML. 

V. OVERVIEW OF BENEFITS 
The CAISO uses a coordinated grid planning process that recognizes that transmission 
projects can fill a variety of needs, such as:  

• Maintaining reliability – projects necessary to ensure that customer outages are 
minimal, minimizing the risk of widespread blackouts and the chance of damaging 
facilities through overloading or other technical conditions.   

• Interconnecting generation – interconnection and transmission facilities 
necessary to reliably interconnect a new generator to the transmission system.  

• Enhancing operational flexibility – projects that make it easier for the operators 
to operate the system that usually enhance system reliability. An example project 
would be the addition of a circuit breaker at a substation that would greatly 
simplify the actions necessary to take out a transmission line for maintenance.  

• Reducing overall costs to CAISO ratepayers – addition of transmission lines may 
increase the cost of transmission to customers but any increase would be more 
than offset by a decrease in the power cost component on their bill. Therefore, a 
recommended project would be expected to result in a net saving.   
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Our recommendation to approve the PVD2 transmission upgrade is primarily based 
upon its economic benefits of reducing overall cost to CAISO ratepayers. Additionally, 
the line will also provide significant reliability and operational benefits. The line will 
allow load-serving entities in California to access a variety of power sources in the 
southwest including gas, coal, and new renewable resources. The line will improve the 
fuel diversity of the California electrical supply.   

This project will improve current planning reliability levels by providing a back-up for 
the outage of Palo Verde-Devers #1 line, thus augmenting system reliability under N-1 
and relevant N-2 planning criteria. We evaluated these reliability benefits in a 
qualitative manner. The line will also will provide substantial operational reliability 
benefits. The PVD2 project will provide the system operators with improved ability to 
respond to major transmission and generation outages. Although these operational 
benefits are difficult to quantify, we have been able to estimate their magnitude by 
using costs we currently incur to manage re-dispatches in real-time as a basis.  

In addition to the economic benefit of lowering the price of power to consumers, we 
expect the Palo Verde-Devers #2 Project to reduce the overall consumption of natural 
gas. This will reduce air pollution because we will achieve lower air emissions by not 
having to dispatch old and inefficient generating units located in southern California. 

In this report, we focus on identifying the economic benefits that can be quantified 
and attributed to the proposed PVD2 upgrade. Benefits such as fuel diversity, 
insurance value (e.g. risk premium), and long-term reliability advantages are not easily 
quantified and are, therefore, beyond the scope of our economic analysis. 

For this economic evaluation, we quantified the following economic benefits 
attributable to the proposed PVD2 upgrade: 

• Energy cost savings 

• Operational benefits 

• Capacity benefits 

• System-loss reduction benefits 

• Emission reduction benefits 

The total benefit provided by the line depends upon the quantity and type of resources 
that will be constructed in California and outside of its borders in coming years. In the 
“Economic Benefits” section of the report, we present a summary of the salient input 
assumptions and the results from our analysis. More detailed information can be 
found in the Technical Appendix. 

VI. INPUT ASSUMPTIONS 
The benefits of the line must be considered in the context of the uncertainty 
associated with future events that will unfold over the life of the project. We have 
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attempted to quantify the impact of this uncertainty in our modeling by varying the 
key input assumptions. Our analysis included developing cases with different levels of 
input assumptions for load, hydro conditions, gas prices and exercise of market 
power. We believe these cases spanned the reasonable range of possibilities for each 
combination of variables. Generally, the cases studied varied the respective input 
parameters between very low, average and very high conditions based on a 90 percent 
confidence interval of historically observed variation. 

We conducted the analysis for two future years, 2008 and 2013 using an Optimized 
DC Power Flow (DCOPF) model called PLEXOS6. We chose the years 2008 and 2013 
because we were able to obtain a representation of the network and associated data e 
for those years from the Seam Steering Group for the Western Interconnection (SSG-
WI). Region-wide transmission planning representatives had contributed system 
information and reviewed the data. We assumed that the year 2008 would have the 
best network representation available to use as the first year that the PVD2 comes on-
line.  

We estimated the impact of uncertainty by developing numerous alternative cases. We 
then calculated an expected value for each of these cases taking into account the 
probability of each occurring. We also calculated a range of the expected value of 
benefit estimates based on the various contingencies that could occur over the life of 
the facilities. This expected value gave us the best understanding of the consequences 
of the line being utilized under a variety of future system conditions.   

In this study, we focused on the four key variables described above (load, hydro, gas 
price, market power) that we thought would have significant impact on the economic 
benefit of the Palo Verde–Devers 2 line.  In addition, we also evaluated potential 
combinations of transmission and/or generation that we considered as contingencies.  
We selected 66 cases for cost-based and market-based simulations to study their 
impacts. For the cases where we varied load, gas price, and market power, we 
examined three levels: very high (H), base (B), or very low (L).  For the hydro cases, we 
also examined three levels: (W) wet, base (B), or dry (D) year. We determined these 
values by analyzing the historical accuracy of predictions of these variables. We 
calculated demand uncertainty using the predicted level of demand in the past 20 
years of CEC load forecasts and natural gas prices and compared it to actual realized 
levels. We took hydro ranges from 80 years of historical hydro production records. We 
were limited in this analysis by the hydro production curves by plant provided to us by 
the SSG-WI database.   

Figure VI.1 on the following page summarizes the relative values for the very high, 
base, and very low cases. 

The combinations of values for each of these variables constitute a large set of possible 
future states of the WECC transmission/generation system. Given the large number of 
possible combinations, it was impossible for us to conduct simulation for every case. 
Therefore, we developed a scientific sampling method, applied it to the possible 
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combinations, and selected a small but representative number of all possible cases. 
This sampling allowed us to develop a reasonably accurate estimate of the expected 
economic benefits that the line would provide under a wide range of system 
conditions. After we selected the cases, we assigned probabilities to the cases by using 
two mathematical approaches; one called “Maximum Log-Likelihood” to assign 
probabilities to the case used for the expected benefit calculation. 

Figure VI.1 Comparison of Very-Low, Base, and Very-High Input Parameters in 
2013 
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The upper and lower bounds used in the load and gas sensitivity cases are based on a 90 percent
confidence interval of historical forecasts by the CEC.  Given this confidence interval, the very-low
and very-high values may change only slightly from the base case (i.e. load) or the change may be
quite large (i.e. gas and mark-up) 

A. Network  

We studied the impact of the proposed PVD2 upgrade using a detailed transmission 
network model that represented the Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) 
region.7 The model computed physical transmission flows, associated transmission 
charges, and nodal prices for each hour of 2008 and 2013 for approximately 17,500 
lines of different voltage levels and 13,400 nodes in the system.8 

                                                 
7 The WECC consists of eleven western states of United States, British Columbia, Alberta in Canada, and 
the northwest portion of Mexico. 
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Figure VI.2 Western Interconnect Transmission Paths 
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We used a physical flow-based model to accurately represent the WECC network and to derive  
the benefits of the proposed PVD2 upgrade. We directly modeled 125 interfaces and 284 500KV or
higher transmission lines. 
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B.  Loads  

We used the system load forecast from the 10-year forecast, published by the WECC 
in December 2003, for all regions except California. These system loads were 
disaggregated into hourly chronological load shapes for 21 regions and about 5,700 
locations (nodes). For California loads, we used the California Energy Commission 
(CEC) March 2003 forecast. We took hourly load shapes from the Henwood Load 
Database, and adjusted to the year of modeling using PLEXOS load forecasting 
module.  

From 2008 to 2013, overall energy growth in WECC is predicted to be about 1.7 
percent for the base case, and 1.4 percent for the CAISO area. Due to current data 
limitations, we could only separate Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
(LADWP) and Imperial Irrigation District (IID) loads from the CAISO load forecast in 
this analysis. Entities such as the Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD), the 
Western Area Power Authority (WAPA), and the Northern California Power Authority 
(NCPA) are included as part of CAISO loads.  

For the analysis, we derived three different load cases, base, very high and very low. 
Table VI.1 on the following page summarizes each of these cases for WECC, CAISO 
and the other WECC regions. 

In deriving the cases, we assumed that the demand and the forecast error were 
normally distributed. The very high and very low cases are at the 90 percent 
confidence interval of the demand forecast error published by CEC. The Technical 
Appendix summarizes the detailed regional non-coincident peak and annual energy 
loads used for each of the cases. 

C. Resources  

We obtained most of the system resource data from the database created by the WECC 
Regional Transmission Planning group, Seams Steering Group – Western 
Interconnection (SSG-WI) for their transmission planning studies. The system has 
about 800 thermal, hydro, pumped storage and renewable generators with a total 
capacity of approximately 196,000 MW in year 2008 and 213,000 MW in year 2013.  
We added resources to the SSG-WI database to reflect estimated renewable portfolio 
standards (RPS) in each of the states.  We added new gas-fired generation, primarily 
combined cycle plants, in each of the WECC areas so that the area would have a 15 
percent planning reserve margin.  The California gas-fired resources that we added on 
top of the SSG-WI additions were those that appeared to have a high likelihood of 
completion based on the information compiled by the CEC.9 

The total CAISO resource capacity is 59,204 MW in year 2008, and 64,447 MW in year 
2013. The Technical Appendix summarizes the detail of the resource mix in other 
regions. 
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Table VI.1 Summary of Regional Loads for 2008 and 2013 

2008 
Base Very High Very Low 

 
 

Region 
Energy 
(GWh) 

Peak  
(MW) 

Energy 
(GWh) 

Peak 
(MW) 

Energy 
(GWh) 

Peak  
(MW) 

WECC 900,951 150,296 954,903 161,047 847,808 139,896 
CAISO 261,641 51,271 277,067 55,185 246,216 47,356 
California 291,702 57,682 308,900 62,085 274,504 53,279 
CFE Mexico 10,583 1,850 11,207 1,991 9,959 1,709 
Northwest/ 
Canada 

389,353 56,759 412,307 60,961 366,373 52,561 

Rocky Mountain 68,506 12,985 73,381 13,967 64,467 11,996 
Southwest 140,807 28,110 149,108 30,225 132,505 25,997 

2013 
Base Very High Very Low 

 
 

Region 
Energy 
(GWh) 

Peak 
(MW) 

Energy 
(GWh) 

Peak 
(MW) 

Energy 
(GWh) 

Peak 
(MW) 

WECC 982,485 163,570 1,043,406 175,324 924,452 152,122 
CAISO 278,886 54,532 298,326 58,695 262,443 50,368 
California 310,404 61,181 331,703 65,852 292,103 56,511 
CFE Mexico 11,673 2,029 12,361 2,183 10,985 1,874 
Northwest/ 
Canada 

426,093 61,351 451,213 65,903 400,863 56,910 

Rocky Mountain 75,783 14,579 80,251 15,672 71,316 13,470 
Southwest 158,532 31,855 167,878 34,259 149,185 29,448 

Renewable resource additions included: wind, solar, biomass, geothermal, and 
digester gas. The Technical Appendix presents a breakdown of the renewables in 
California and detailed information of hydro energy by PLEXOS region (21) and by 
cases (Base, Dry, and Wet). The Technical Appendix also provides a detailed list of 
additions and retirements in the CAISO planning area.   

The resulting WECC area planning reserve margins are summarized in Table VI.2 on 
the following page. 
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Table VI.2 Summary of Regional Reserve Margins for 2008 and 2013 

Area Name 2008 2013 
 California / Mexico (CFE) 15% 15% 

 Southwest 21% 19% 
 Rocky Mountain 14% 16% 

 Northwest 21% 13% 
 Canada 24% 34% 
 WECC 18% 18% 

D. Fuel Prices  

The original TEAM demonstration case relied on gas prices from published CEC 
reports.  These prices were revised to reflect the gas price differential that exists at 
different city gates and gas pricing hubs as of Aug 2004, and after discussions with 
SCE. For the analysis, we developed three different gas cases, base, very high and very 
low for each year. Table VI.3 provides the annual average of the monthly gas prices 
used for the analysis.  

For the derivation of the cases, we assumed that the gas price is log normally 
distributed and the forecast error is normally distributed. The very high and very low 
cases are at the 90 percent confidence interval of the gas forecast error published by 
CEC. The monthly gas prices used for this study for each region and for years 2008 & 
2013 are summarized in the Technical Appendix. 

Table VI.3 Average Regional Gas Prices (2008 $/mmbtu) 

 Base  
Very 
Low  

Very 
High  

Region 2008 2013 2008 2013 2008 2013 
Canada 4.34 $4.84 $2.13 $2.37 $8.90 $9.92 

Northwest 4.45 $4.94 $2.18 $2.42 $9.13 $10.13 
N. Calif. 5.20 $5.61 $2.55 $2.75 $10.65 $11.51 
S. Calif. 5.08 $5.50 $2.49 $2.70 $10.41 $11.28 

Southwest 4.71 $5.17 $2.31 $2.53 $9.65 $10.60 
Rocky Mtn. 4.41 $4.90 $2.16 $2.40 $9.05 $10.05 
WECC Ave. 4.70 $5.16 $2.30 $2.53 $9.63 $10.58 

The real escalation rate from 2008 to 2013 is about 1.9 percent.  The Very High gas 
prices are about 200 percent of the Base and the Very Low gas prices are about 50 
percent of the base prices.  

E. Market Price Derivation 

Historically, resource-planning studies have relied on production cost simulations (i.e. 
market simulations that assume marginal cost pricing) to evaluate the economic 
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benefits of potential transmission investments. While such an approach may make 
sense in a vertically integrated regime, assuming marginal cost pricing in a 
restructured market environment where suppliers constantly seek to maximize their 
market revenues may result in an inaccurate benefit assessment. Therefore, a key 
objective in this study was to quantify the economic benefits of a transmission 
upgrade based on a market price simulation instead of a production cost simulation. 

Furthermore, traditionally, transmission upgrades were used as means to enhance 
system reliability and reduce overall system production cost. In a restructured market 
regime, transmission upgrades also have a significant role in attracting more 
competitors to local markets and enhancing market competitiveness. Thus, another 
important task we identified was to accurately capture the significant benefits an 
upgrade has in enhancing overall market competitiveness in regions reliant on 
importing power to meet demand.     

Although it is a great challenge to model strategic bidding of suppliers in a full 
network model, we were able to rely on the market operating experience of the past 
seven years. Using historical data, we were able to demonstrate a strong statistical 
relationship between price-cost markups and key variables that measure the system 
supply/demand conditions. The variables we used were the residual supply index 
(RSI) and the percentage of load that is un-hedged10. 

We estimated this relationship from observed data during two critical periods: from 
1999 to 2000 when suppliers had few long term contracts with load, and the year 
2002 when some suppliers had large amounts of supply contracted to load under 
long-term contracts. Based on these very divergent periods, we estimated a 
relationship of how prices are marked up above cost every hour in each of three 
California regions (south, central, north), based on the margin of supply over demand, 
accounting for potential import quantities. This relationship allowed us to build a 
dynamic bid adder mechanism in our market simulation model in which suppliers’ 
bids are determined by their production costs and their abilities to bid above their 
costs. More importantly, the dynamic bid adder mechanism captured the impact of 
major transmission upgrades, such as the Palo Verde–Devers 2 line, on increasing the 
import capability into the CAISO control area thus reducing suppliers’ ability to bid 
above cost. Finally we used the market prices forecasted by our simulation model in 
our assessment of the economic benefit of enhanced competitiveness due to the Palo 
Verde–Devers 2 line. 

F. Project Costs  

Southern California Edison (SCE) has estimated the capital cost of the proposed PVD2 
upgrade to be $620 million at its online date at the beginning of 2009. SCE has also 
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http://www1.caiso.com/docs/2004/06/03/2004060313241622985.pdf. 
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estimated an allowance for funds used during construction (AFUDC) of approximately 
$60 million, for a total capital cost of $680 million at the 2009 online date. 

For purposes of our analysis, we have deflated the capital costs one year so that they 
can be expressed in 2008 dollars (to be consistent with the benefits which are also 
expressed in 2008 dollars). The capital costs deflated to 2008 are $667 million using a 
2.0 percent inflation rate. 

These capital costs can be converted to an equivalent stream of annual revenue 
requirements. Although these revenue requirements change from year-to-year, for 
purposes of economic evaluations, we expressed this series of annual revenue 
requirements as an equal or “levelized” annual payment over the project life. 

We estimate the levelized revenue requirement for the capital costs of the proposed 
PVD2 project will be $70 million per year for 50 years.11 If we assume that the 
operating costs of the line are approximately 0.25 percent of the capital cost per year, 
the total of capital and fixed operating costs will be $71 million per year. Thus, for this 
analysis, we compared our calculated levelized benefits to the $71 million levelized 
costs to determine the economic viability of the project. 

G. Initial Review of Project Costs 

As mentioned previously, SCE estimated the PVD2 project cost to be $680 million at 
its 2009 online date. The CAISO has not conducted an independent evaluation of the 
costs of the project. That function is typically performed by the CPUC in the Certificate 
of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) hearings on the proposed project. We did 
perform a cursory review of the project costs. To determine if SCE’s estimated cost for 
the proposed PVD2 Project was reasonable, we compared the project cost with the 
costs for other proposed 500 kV lines from Pacific Gas & Electric and San Diego Gas & 
Electric Companies: Path 15 Upgrades Project and the Valley – Rainbow 500 kV Line 
Project. 12 Table VI.4 summarizes these projects. 

Table VI.4 Comparison of Proposed Project Costs 

 
Project Total Cost (2008 $) Miles

Cost per Mile     
(2008 $)

New Right-of-Way  
Req? Urban or Rural

Valley-Rainbow 370 30 12 yes urban
Path 15 250

320
83 3.0 yes rural

PVD2 680 230 3.0 no rural
The Path 15 upgrades and the PVD2 project utilize rights-of-way owned by the 
transmission owners. The Valley – Rainbow 500kV Project, however, was proposed 
with new rights-of-way to be acquired by SDG&E. A cursory review of the project cost, 

                                                 
11 The revenue requirements include the impact of federal and state income taxes, administrative and 
generation costs, insurance expenses, and ad valorem tax. SCE provided the CAISO with its computed 
“Real Economic Carrying Charge Rate for Transmission” of 10.43 percent. This rate is comparable to a 
Nominal Economic Carrying Charge Rate of 15.6 percent.   
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to re-file the project application. 
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based on 2009 dollars13, indicated that the $2.7 million/mile unit cost for the PVD2 
Project was the least expensive of all three 500 kV projects. This probably can be 
attributed to the fact that the PVD2 is constructed almost entirely in desert terrain 
with the rights-of-way already owned by SCE. The unit cost for the Valley – Rainbow 
500 kV Project was the highest, partly attributed to the new rights-of-way that SDG&E 
proposed to acquire. 

H. Approved Transmission Projects 

The CAISO Board approves all projects that cost $20 million or more. Table VI.5 on 
the following page provides a list of the major transmission projects that the CAISO 
Board has approved from 2000 through 2004. 
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Table VI.5 CAISO Board Approved Transmission Projects 

 Project Name 
 

Transmission 
Owners 

 
CAISO 
Board 

Approval

 
Scheduled 

Operating Date 
 

Purpose 
(Economic / 
Reliability) 

Cost 
($ Million) 

1 Northeast San Jose Transmission 
Reinforcement PG&E 1/27/2000 5/2003 Reliability $130 M 

2 Tri-Valley Transmission Reinforcement 
Project PG&E 1/27/2000 5/2003 Reliability $39.2 M 

3 San Luis Rey Substation Reinforcement SDG&E 1/27/2000 December 2002 Reliability Confidential 
Cost > $20 M 

4 Installation of A Third Metcalf 500/230kV 
Transformer Bank PG&E 2/21/2001 September 2002 Reliability $33 M 

5 
 
Valley – Rainbow 500kV Transmission 
Project 

 
SDG&E 

 
3/30/2001 

 
 

200814 
 

Reliability $350 M 

6 Midway 500/230kV Transformer #3 
Project PG&E 6/21/2001 October 2002 Economic $32 M 

7 Jefferson – Martin 230kV Transmission 
Project PG&E 4/25/2002 1st or 2nd Quarter, 2006 Reliability $200 - $ 250 M

8 Miguel – Mission Upgrade and Imperial 
Valley Transmission Upgrades SDG&E 6/25/2002 May 2003  and June 

200615 Economic $61 M 

9 Path 15 Upgrade 
 

PG&E, WAPA, 
Trans-Elect 

 
6/25/2002 

 
December 2004 Economic $306 M 

10 San Diego Transmission Upgrades SDG&E 10/23/2003 December 2004 Economic $22 M 

11 Metcalf – Moss Landing Reinforcement 
Project PG&E 4/22/2004 2006 Reliability $29 M 

12 STEP Short-Term Transmission 
Upgrades 

SCE, SDG&E and 
APS 6/24/2004 June 2006 Economic $148 M 

13 Cross Valley Rector Loop Project SCE 6/24/2004 2006 Reliability $46 M 

14 Lakeville – Sonoma 115kV Transmission 
Line Project PG&E 6/24/2004 2006 Reliability $30 M 

15 
Tehachapi Wind Generation Transmission 
Project (aka Antelope – Pardee 230kV 
Transmission Line Project) 

SCE 7/29/2004 December 2006 
Reliability / 
Renewable 
Generation  

$94 M 

16 Martin – Hunters Point 115kV 
Underground Cable Project PG&E 11/10/2004 Summer 2007 Reliability $35 M 

17 Rancho Vista 500/230kV Substation 
Project SCE 1/27/2005 

Summer 2011 
(SCE may advance 

the project as early as 
2009) 

Reliability $130 M 

                                                 
14 This project was later rejected by the CPUC as part of its environmental permit review.) 
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15  June, 2006 for Miquel-Mission 230 kV Upgrade (temporary configuration may accelerate operational 
date to 2005.  May 2003 for Imperial Valley Substation upgrade. 
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VII. RESULTS  
In evaluating the project’s potential economic benefits, we made estimates of five 
components: (a) energy savings; (b) operational benefits; (c) capacity savings; (d) 
system loss reduction; and, (e) emission reduction benefits. We derived the energy 
savings using the PLEXOS software model. We estimated operational benefits, capacity 
savings, system loss reduction, and emission benefits separately, outside of the 
market modeling process.   

A. Energy Savings  

i. Expected Value and Range 

Energy savings is the difference between production costs to serve the load without 
the proposed PVD2 upgrade and the lower production costs with the upgrade in 
service. We estimated these benefits using sophisticated market simulation software 
that allowed us to capture the energy savings associated with the project. We 
evaluated the benefits for 66 different cases for the years 2008 and 2013. 

Each case is composed of two simulations, “without” and “with” the proposed PVD2 
upgrade. The 66 cases are divided into three categories. There are 16 cost-based cases 
where marginal costs, not market-based bids, are modeled. Cost-based cases are used 
to understand the impact of PVD2 in a variety of settings, without the added 
complication of modeling market-based bids. The second category includes the 
market-based cases with probability. The 34 market-based cases with probability are 
similar to the cost-based cases, except they include the impact of market prices and 
have a probability assigned to each of the cases. This second category of cases is used 
to determine the expected (probability-weighted average) benefits from various 
perspectives. The third category of cases includes the contingency cases. The 16 
contingency cases represent extreme events for which it is difficult to assign a 
probability. These cases are used to understand the potential range of benefits.      

We evaluated the benefits based on the following four important perspectives:  

• Societal – Represents the production cost savings of adding the transmission 
upgrade to western states and provinces as represented by the Western Electric 
Coordinating Council (WECC).  The total WECC benefit is also equal to the sum of 
the Consumer, Producer, and Transmission Owner benefits.  

• Modified Societal – Represents the enhanced overall market competitiveness in 
WECC of adding the transmission upgrade.  Producer Benefit includes the net 
generator revenue from competitive prices only.  The Modified Societal perspective 
excludes the generator net revenue from uncompetitive market conditions. 

• CAISO Ratepayer (LMP Only) – Demonstrates whether the benefits outweigh the 
costs for CAISO ratepayers. This perspective is used in deciding whether ISO 
ratepayers should fund the transmission expansion. This calculation is based on 
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locational marginal price (LMP) and the resulting congestion revenues applicable 
throughout the WECC. 

• CAISO Ratepayer (LMP + Contract Path) – Same perspective as above but the 
flow-based or LMP market is modified by the utilization of selected contractual 
paths between CAISO and the Southwest region. 

The CAISO Ratepayer (LMP Only) analysis is performed assuming congestion revenue 
is based on physical-flows throughout the Western Coordinating Council (WECC). An 
important assumption is that locational marginal pricing (LMP) will be uniformly 
implemented by all the entities in the Western Interconnection. However, this pricing 
mechanism may not be implemented in the immediate future. At present, most of the 
WECC operates based on contract path (rather than physical-flow network model) 
scheduling.  

The CAISO Ratepayer (LMP Only) computes transmission congestion revenue for each 
line in the WECC.  In some cases, this congestion revenue can be very high. However, 
today some congestion is managed in real-time resulting in uplift charges rather than 
congestion revenue. The net result is that the LMP methodology as applied to the 
CAISO Ratepayer perspective exaggerates the loss of congestion revenue in today’s 
environment due to the upgrade.  

For the CAISO Ratepayer (LMP + Contract Path) perspective, we make adjustments to 
the transmission congestion revenue both before and after the upgrade. The net 
impact was usually an increase in transmission upgrade benefits for the CAISO 
ratepayers, more closely reflecting the upgrade benefits to the ratepayers under the 
current WECC scheduling rules. 

The energy benefits are summarized for the two years of study, 2008 and 2013, for 
these four perspectives in Table VII.1 below. 

Table VII.1 Estimated Energy Benefits (2008 mil. $) 

 
 

                  
2008 

                   
2013 

 
Perspective Expected 

Value 
 

Range16 
Expected 

Value 
 

Range17 
Societal $41 $4 - $200 $54 $20 - $200 
Modified Societal $61 $6 - $400 $81 $20 - $600 
CAISO Ratepayer 
(LMP Only) 

$39 ($3) - $300 $56  ($3) - $400 

CAISO Ratepayer 
(LMP + Contract Path) 

$110 $10 - $600 $200 $50 - $1,000 

                                                 
16 The range shown in this table is derived by taking the lowest and highest benefit for the various 
perspectives in 2008 and 2013, and then rounding the lower number down, and the higher number up to 
the next single significant digit. 
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In Table VII.1 we summarize only the energy benefits of the proposed upgrade.  These 
benefits cannot be directly compared to the annual costs since they do not include the 
other benefits described in the following sections, and these benefits have not be 
levelized over the 50-year life of the project.  

ii. Probability Distribution of Energy Benefits  

In Figure VII.1 we show a range of potential energy benefits for the CAISO Ratepayer 
(LMP Only) perspective. The range shown in Table VII.1 provides reasonable end-
points for the estimated benefits for the four perspectives, but it does not provide any 
information regarding the likelihood or probability of the benefits occurring. 

Since we have assigned probabilities to many of the cases, we can use this information 
to better understand the distribution of benefits.18 In Figure VII.1, we illustrate the 
relative probabilities of various benefit ranges for the CAISO Ratepayer (LMP Only) 
perspective in 2013.  The highest benefits resulted from those cases where several 
adverse events occurred simultaneously, such as high load, high gas price, dry hydro, 
and high market power (2013 HHDH). 

Figure VII.1 Probability Distribution of Energy Benefits (2013, CAISO Ratepayer – LMP 
Only) 
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There is a 70 percent probability that the annual energy benefits in 2013 exceed $50 million. 
There is a 5 percent probability that the project would provide an annual ratepayer benefit 
between $150 and $350 million, thus providing a significant insurance value for extreme 
events. 
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18 We assigned probabilities to all market-based cases where the joint probability was quantifiable. We 
did not assign cost-based case probabilities since these cases had no market representation. We did not 
include contingency cases where it was not possible to determine the joint probability.   
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iii. Levelized Energy Benefits  

We represented the capital costs of the project as a constant or levelized stream of 
annual revenue requirements. Therefore, it is convenient to express the benefits in the 
same manner to facilitate comparison. In Figure VII.2 below, we show the relationship 
of the annual nominal benefits (including inflation) and the annual real benefits 
(excluding inflation) expressed in 2008 dollars. For purposes of illustration, we have 
assumed a 1 percent real escalation rate after 2013. 

In Figure VII.2 we show the annual benefits in millions of real 2008 dollars with the 
blue line. Although the economic life of the project is 50 years, we show only the first 
10 years so that the relationships between the various benefit streams can be better 
visualized. The nominal equivalent (with inflation beyond 2008) to the real benefits is 
depicted in the magenta line. And the levelized real benefits over the 50-year life of the 
project are shown as the yellow line.    

Figure VII.2 Projection of Equivalent Annual Energy Benefits (Societal Perspective, mil. 
2008 $)  
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The three annual benefits shown above are equivalent from a present value perspective. These 
energy benefits are expressed in: (a) 2008 dollars (real); (b) nominal dollars (includes inflation);
(c) and in levelized dollars (real, 2008 $). The first 10 out of 50 years of benefits are shown in 
order to better understand the relationship between the three benefit streams. 

Since we are levelizing the energy benefits over the assumed 50-year economic life of 
the project, we needed to estimate an escalation rate for the energy benefits after the 
last year of our study, 2013. As one might expect, one of the most significant 
assumption for this economic analysis is the 2013-2057 energy benefit escalation rate. 
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In Table VII.2 below, we show the sensitivity of the energy benefits to the real 
escalation rate assumption, for the period 2013 through 2057, for all perspective. The 
levelized energy benefits can vary up to 50 percent depending on the escalation rate 
assumed.   

For the energy benefits, we assumed a 1 percent real escalation rate for the period of 
2013 through 2057.  We selected the 1 percent real escalation rate for two reasons.  
First, most of the commodity costs that are a factor in setting market-clearing prices 
will have some long-term real escalation rate (natural gas, labor, steel, concrete, land, 
emission offsets, etc.).   Second, some fuel switching at the margin will occur from 
coal-fired to natural gas-fired generation.  Natural gas variable costs are approximately 
twice as high as coal variable costs. 

Table VII.2 Levelized Energy Benefits Based on Potential 2013-2057 Escalation Rates 
(mil. 2008 $)  

 
Escalation 

Rate 

 
Societal 
Benefit 

 
Modified 
Societal 

CAISO 
Ratepayer 
(LMP Only)

CAISO 
Ratepayer 

(LMP+cont. 
path) 

-1 $47 $71 $48 $165 
0 $51 $77 $52 $180 

1 $56 $84 $57 $198 

2 $62 $94 $64 $221 

3 $70 $105 $72 $249 

In Table VII.3, P. 24, we provide a summary of the 66 cases that were studied for 2008 
and 2013. Each case consists of a “without PVD2” and a “with PVD2” simulation. The 
difference in WECC production costs equals the societal value. 

B. Operational Benefit  

The operational benefits of a transmission project are an important component of the 
benefits of the PVD2 project.  Traditional production cost simulations may not capture 
all the operational costs that are incurred in managing the electric grid. This is 
especially true if generation unit commitment costs and ramp rate parameters are not 
explicitly modeled. Thus, there is an underestimation of the operational costs to meet 
an N-1 (and relevant N-2) planning contingency criteria (and hence an 
underestimation of transmission upgrade benefits related to reduction of the 
operational costs). 

For contingencies that do not involve the outage of the Palo Verde line, the extra 
import capacity on the new Palo Verde line reduces the amount of internal on-line 
generation needed. Regarding Palo Verde line outages, the CAISO operators tell us 
they keep a number of units on minimum load to protect against an outage of the Palo 
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Verde line. In addition to committing units, and the corresponding payment of 
minimum load cost compensation (MLCC), re-dispatch of units is needed to address 
real-time congestion which is not resolved in Day –Ahead congestion management. To 
estimate theses operational benefits we performed a detail review of historical MLCC 
and real-time redispatch costs by location. 

We estimated that the implementation of the so-called short-term upgrades that 
precede the PVD2 project would reduce some of these commitment (MLCC) and re-
dispatch costs. When two Palo Verde-Devers lines are available, there will be further 
reduction of these costs, and thus operational savings not captured in the energy 
savings calculations from the line upgrade produced by the simulation model.   
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Table VII.3 Summary of Cases to Determine Energy Benefit for PVD2 
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Year Load Gas 
Price Hydro Market 

Pricing Other Joint 
Probability

Societal 
Benefits (mil. 

nominal $)

Modified Societal 
Benefits (mil. 
nominal $)

CAISO Ratepayer 
Benefit (LMP Only) 

(mil. nominal $)

CAISO Ratepayer 
Benefit (LMP+ Contract 
Path) (mil. nominal $)

1 2008 B B B N N n/a $42.8 $42.9 $19.8 $70.8
2 2008 B B D N N n/a $48.7 $48.8 $28.7 $82.4
3 2008 B B W N N n/a $23.5 $23.6 $26.1 $69.0
4 2008 B H B N N n/a $85.8 $85.9 $48.8 $141.5
5 2008 B L B N N n/a $6.8 $6.8 -$2.4 $17.1
6 2008 H B B N N n/a $38.1 $38.2 $0.8 $75.3
7 2008 L B B N N n/a $29.5 $29.5 $34.8 $79.1
8 2008 H H D N N n/a $110.4 $110.5 $21.6 $148.3
9 2013 B B B N N n/a $55.5 $55.5 $40.0 $137.1

10 2013 B B D N N n/a $60.6 $60.6 $38.3 $163.7
11 2013 B B W N N n/a $37.5 $37.6 $44.2 $117.1
12 2013 B H B N N n/a $102.4 $102.5 $91.7 $240.6
13 2013 B L B N N n/a $20.7 $20.7 -$2.9 $50.8
14 2013 H B B N N n/a $68.2 $68.3 $27.2 $151.1
15 2013 L B B N N n/a $34.4 $34.4 $62.9 $130.0
16 2013 H H D N N n/a $163.3 $163.3 $194.1 $308.3
17 2008 B B B M N 11.0% $45.3 $58.9 $37.9 $98.7
18 2008 B B B H N 5.0% $47.0 $71.1 $54.8 $124.5
19 2008 B B D M N 9.9% $50.5 $66.6 $34.5 $115.7
20 2008 B B W M N 13.1% $24.3 $26.2 $29.1 $72.8
21 2008 B H B M N 2.3% $90.0 $113.1 $76.7 $185.9
22 2008 B H B H N 1.8% $92.5 $133.9 $104.8 $229.1
23 2008 H B B H N 3.3% $45.3 $120.8 $70.9 $199.8
24 2008 H H D M N 1.8% $118.9 $237.0 $85.2 $317.5
25 2008 B H D H N 1.8% $106.0 $151.6 $80.7 $257.3
26 2008 B B B L N 15.0% $42.5 $41.5 $17.0 $68.5
27 2008 L B B M N 12.7% $29.9 $31.6 $35.6 $83.3
28 2008 B L B M N 10.1% $8.8 $18.5 $8.0 $36.6
29 2008 H H B H N 1.5% $93.8 $235.2 $143.2 $371.1
30 2008 H L B M N 4.9% $4.4 $23.7 $2.2 $41.0
31 2008 L H B M N 2.3% $56.9 $59.5 $74.1 $155.4
32 2008 H H D H N 1.5% $135.8 $387.7 $234.9 $568.5
33 2008 H H W M N 1.9% $19.1 $21.5 $5.6 $119.7
34 2013 B B B M N 11.0% $58.5 $77.4 $54.9 $193.5
35 2013 B B B H N 5.0% $59.5 $93.9 $65.2 $237.2
36 2013 B B D M N 9.9% $65.3 $94.7 $57.5 $247.1
37 2013 B B W M N 13.1% $38.8 $44.4 $50.7 $138.8
38 2013 B H B M N 2.3% $106.1 $137.5 $112.5 $322.4
39 2013 B H B H N 1.8% $108.8 $163.4 $127.7 $387.1
40 2013 H B B H N 3.3% $83.8 $222.7 $138.0 $478.6
41 2013 H H D M N 1.8% $184.9 $359.2 $152.5 $629.2
42 2013 B H D H N 1.8% $123.1 $191.5 $114.3 $484.7
43 2013 B B B L N 15.0% $55.4 $55.9 $38.2 $137.8
44 2013 L B B M N 12.7% $34.5 $34.2 $54.2 $132.1
45 2013 B L B M N 10.1% $24.1 $38.0 $6.7 $94.1
46 2013 H H B H N 1.5% $155.8 $364.1 $222.3 $746.9
47 2013 H L B M N 4.9% $30.9 $68.5 -$0.5 $136.2
48 2013 L H B M N 2.3% $61.2 $60.0 $106.7 $227.1
49 2013 H H D H N 1.5% $189.8 $517.3 $303.5 $993.5
50 2013 H H W M N 1.9% $109.1 $148.5 $94.2 $352.8
51 2008 B B B M PV1 n/a $59.5 $75.9 $65.6 $136.4
52 2008 B B B M PV2 n/a $68.7 $90.7 $105.7 $170.9
53 2008 B B B M MV n/a $49.6 $72.2 $60.2 $140.6
54 2008 B B B M MH n/a $55.5 $71.1 $67.1 $124.4
55 2008 B B B M SO n/a $58.2 $82.0 $74.6 $161.8
56 2008 B B B M PDCI n/a $30.1 $40.4 $28.2 $111.9
57 2008 B B B M COI_EOR n/a $45.7 $57.1 $55.3 $73.2
58 2008 B B B M SCE RE n/a $41.0 $54.4 $49.9 $109.0
59 2013 B B B M PV1 n/a $85.0 $114.5 $127.6 $291.9
60 2013 B B B M PV2 n/a $91.4 $122.5 $184.0 $338.5
61 2013 B B B M MV n/a $58.9 $93.0 $78.0 $267.3
62 2013 B B B M MH n/a $73.7 $96.2 $104.2 $243.0
63 2013 B B B M SO n/a $85.8 $134.1 $145.7 $380.7
64 2013 B B B M PDCI n/a $63.8 $84.7 $51.9 $214.8
65 2013 B B B M COI_EOR n/a $61.5 $80.7 $99.6 $124.0
66 2013 B B B M SCE RE n/a $56.5 $74.1 $43.7 $191.4

Note:  B=Base; L=Low; H=High; M=Moderate; N=None; W=Wet Hydro; D=Dry Hydro; PV= 1200 MW CC in PV; PV2 = 2400 MW CC in PV; MV= Mountian View unit O/S; MH= Mohave Unit I/S; SO=San Onofre Outage; 
DC=PDCI Line Outage; COI_EOR= 10% less in Transfer Capability; SCE RE = Retirement of 3 Units in SCE Control Area.
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We estimated the CAISO payments in southern California to keep generating units on 
line (including MLCC and re-dispatch costs) to protect against N-1 (and relevant N-2) 
contingencies after accounting for the short-term upgrades. 

We estimate that short-term upgrades could reduce the MLCC by 75% for 
contingencies related to imports from Arizona and by 10% for MLCC related to system 
shortages and Nuclear unit maintenance outages. We also estimate that the 
associated re-dispatch costs would be lower by 75%. We then estimate that the PVD2 
upgrade would result in further reductions as follows: 25% of (the remaining 25%) 
SCIT MLCC, 25% of (the remaining 90%) system MLCC, 80% of (the remaining 90%) 
Nuclear MLCC, and 50% (of the remaining 25%) re-dispatch cost, resulting in a total 
annual savings of $18 million in 2004 dollars, or $20 million in 2008 dollars.   

Table VII.4 Annual Average Payments 

 

C. Capacity Benefit   

We derived capacity benefits using the assumption that California will continue to 
rement and that Arizona can be the source of 

contracted capacity to serve California load. A key assumption for these savings is that 

he 
sts in Arizona would also translate into a lower 

• 

 in Arizona. 

Low
low te that differential to be $14/kw-year in 2004 $, or 

 

-
 

t
t

 
MLCC   

(AZ & CA Im
ports)

MLCC  
(CAISO Sys em 
wide Shor ages)

MLCC 
 (Nuclear

Maintenance)

Re dispatch  
(AZ & CA Im-

ports) 
 $51,208,305.99 $  28,614,216.90 $11,551,880.94 $       2,110,578.65 Real Time Annual 

Average  Total Annual Real Time Operational Costs $    93,484,982.48 

25% 90% 90% 25%
 $12,802,076.50 $  25,752,795.21 $10,396,692.84 $         527,644.66 

After Short Term 
Upgrade 

Total Annual Average Operational Benefit  $     49,479,209.21 

25% 25% 80% 50%
 $  3,200,519.12 $    6,438,198.80 $  8,317,354.27 $         263,822.33 

PVD2 Benefits 

Total Annual Average Operational Benefit  $     18,219,894.53 
Note: The Real time data used are from March of 2003 to September 2004 

have a resource adequacy requi

the future cost of capacity in Arizona will be less than the cost in California. We 
believe this to be so for two reasons: 

• We believe that the capital and fixed operating costs for a peaking unit are 
significantly less in Arizona. We expect that situation to continue indefinitely. T
reduced capital and operating co
capacity price. 

We also project a greater resource surplus in Arizona than in California for the 
early years of the project. We expect the demand for capacity, and the resulting 
price, to be less

er fixed costs for a combustion turbine in Arizona would be directly reflected in 
er capacity costs. We estima
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$15/kw-year in 2008 dollars. If we further assume that firm summer capacity is 
available for the entire 1,200 MW upgrade, the capacity benefit would be $18 million
per year in 2008 $. The $18 million per year represents the maximum savings ben
when the capacity price is capped at the cost of new peaking units. In order to provide 
a more conservative estimate, we have decreased this amount by one-third to $12 
million. In addition, we assume that this benefit will be split equally between the 
buyers and sellers of capacity. Thus, we estimate the societal benefit will be $12 
million and assume the CAISO benefit will be half that amount or $6 million.  

 
efit 

D. Loss Savings  

We used a linearized DC power flow model for this analysis. This model does not 
model transmission losses internally. In practice, we expect PVD2 to lead to more 

t of 
n 

nd 

efficient generation dispatch. We expect transmission losses to be lower as a resul
the transmission upgrade. We attempted to quantify the transmission loss reductio
benefits of the upgrade in this analysis. The Technical Appendix details the decreases 
in transmission losses we expect as a result of the upgrade. In our analysis we used 
the computed power flows before and after the upgrade, and calculated the loss 
savings. We estimate these to be $2 million annually, an estimate that implicitly 
includes the interplay between increased losses due to heavier power transfers, a
loss reduction due to redistribution of these power flows on the existing and new 
transmission paths. 

E. Emissions  

 emissions directly in the market simulation model due to a 
lack of emission rate availability.  We used the results of the model, however, to 

t 
tion of 

er 

We did not model airborne

estimate the reduction in NOx emissions as a result of the upgrade.  The PVD2 
upgrade allows more efficient Arizona gas-fired generation to displace less-efficien
California gas-fired generation.  This generation displacement results in a reduc
natural gas usage and a corresponding reduction in NOx emissions.  In a post-
processing application, we compared the difference in generation by plant before, and 
after, the PVD2 upgrade.  We estimated a NOx emission reduction of 390 tons p
year.  The NOx emission cost reduction we derived was $2.2 million total, or half that 
amount to be considered a CAISO benefit.  Detailed information regarding this 
derivation can be found in the Technical Appendix. 

F. Summary of Results 

In the previous sections, we have presented the levelized annual benefits as well as the 
levelized annual costs for the proposed PVD2 upgrade. In Table VII.5 on the following 
page, we summarize our findings and determine an overall benefit-cost ratio for the 
societal, modified societal, and CAISO ratepayer perspective. 
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Table VII.5 Derivation of PVD2 Benefit-Cost Ratio (mil.  2008 $) 

 
WECC  

or Societal 

Enhanced 
WECC 

Competition
or Modified 

Societal 

CAISO 
Ratepayer  
(LMP Only) 

 
CAISO 

Ratepayer 
(LMP+ 

Contract Path) 
Levelized Benefits     
  - Energy $56 $84 $57 $198 
  - Operational $20 $20 $20 $20 
  - Capacity $12 $12 $6 $6 
  - System Loss $2 $2 $1 $1 
  - Emissions $1 $1 $1 $1 
 - Total $91 $119 $84 $225 
Levelized Costs $71 $71 $71 $71 
Benefit-Cost Ratio 1.3 1.7 1.2 3.2 

We calculated the total benefits of the PVD2 line using energy, operational, capacity, 
system loss, and emission benefits. 

We compared the total benefits over the lifecycle of the project (converted to an 
equivalent annual number) to the annual costs of the line. The expected value of the 
benefits is based on 34 cases. 

i. Social Discount Rate 

We derived the benefit-cost ratio (BCR) summarized in Table VII.5 using a real 
discount rate of 7.16 percent.  This figure represents SCE’s weighted cost of capital 
(i.e. debt, preferred stock, and common equity).  Some individuals and groups, such as 
the CEC, have argued that a lower discount rate is appropriate for capital-intensive 
public works. 

If we use a “social” discount rate of 3 percent instead of the 7.16 percent, the energy 
benefits increase by a factor or two. We recognize the concern that using a social 
discount rate can create a discrepancy between the revenue requirements funded at 
the borrowing entity’s cost of capital, and the benefits, which are valued at a different 
discount rate.     

VIII. RESOURCE ALTERNATIVES 
Before a decision is made to construct and operate the proposed PVD2 upgrade, we 
need to consider alternative resources. These resources may include: 

• Demand-side resources 

• Renewable resources 
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• Thermal generation resources 

• Transmission resources 

From our perspective, we do not consider the first two categories of resources as 
alternatives. To the extent demand-side management (DSM) or renewable resources 
are technically and economically feasible, these resources should be fully developed 
and utilized. Only when the resource contributions from the DSM and renewable 
resources are maximized, should traditional resources be considered. Therefore, this 
section will focus on thermal generation and transmission alternatives. 

i. Generation Alternatives 

Prior to committing to build or upgrade a transmission line, we need to consider 
alternative generation resources. In today’s market, the most likely generation 
alternative is a new combined-cycle (CC) generating plant. The question for this 
analysis is whether the CAISO should promote the PVD2 upgrade, or recommend 
building new CC’s in the CAISO area, or both. 

In Table VIII.1, we compare the expected total costs of a new 500 MW combined-cycle 
station located in California with one located in Arizona. We expect the total CC costs 
(capital, O&M, and fuel), excluding any transmission interconnection costs, to be 
about 10 percent less in Arizona. When the levelized pro-rated cost of 500 MW of 
PVD2 upgrade is added to the cost of the Arizona CC, the Arizona CC becomes more 
expensive. At a 50 percent capacity factor, the Arizona facility is 10 percent more 
expensive. At a 90 percent capacity factor, the Arizona facility is 4 percent more 
expensive. This is summarized in Table VIII.1. 

Table VIII.1 Comparison of Combined Cycle Costs In California and Arizona (2008 $) 

Parameter Units California Arizona Percent Dif.
Installed Capital Cost $/kw $1,184 $1,080 10% 
Real Econ. Carrying Charge  % 10% 10% 0% 
Annual Capital Cost $/kw-yr $118 $108 10% 
Fixed O&M Costs $/kw-yr $15 $10 50% 
Annual Fixed Costs $/kw-yr $133 $118 13% 
PVD2 Transmission Costs $/kw-yr $0 $59 -100% 
Total Fixed Costs $/kw-yr $133 $177 -25% 
     
Average Heat Rate btu/kwh 7,100 7,100 0% 
Fuel Costs $/mmbtu $5.08 $4.71 8% 
Fuel Costs $/MWh $36 $33 8% 
Variable O&M Costs $/MWh $3 $2 50% 
Total Variable Costs $/MWh $39 $35 10% 
     
Assumed Capacity Factor % 90% 90% 0% 
Total Costs $/MWh $56 $58 -4% 
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By itself, the information presented in Table VIII.1 does not present a complete 
picture. Other important factors need to be considered for the following reasons: 

• No interconnection costs – In the above example, we have not included any 
transmission or gas interconnection costs due to lack of applicable data. In 
California these costs can be substantial, such as Otay Mesa. In Arizona, the 
majority of the new CC’s are being constructed in the Palo Verde region where they 
can directly connect with the existing 500 kV network and the natural gas pipeline 
with minimal interconnection costs. 

• Limited ability to site resources in CA urban areas -- Many PVD2 stakeholders 
have suggested that a new CC located in the load centers of southern California 
would be more valuable than a similar unit located in Arizona. We agree that new 
or refurbished generating units are needed in the load centers for reliability and 
operational purposes. However, we believe that these opportunities will be very 
limited in the future. In many cases, even using the sites of existing units in urban 
areas is strongly opposed by the local communities. An example of this opposition 
is San Francisco, where local generation would be very valuable, but the residents 
surrounding the Hunters Point and Potrero sites strongly oppose any new 
developments on those sites and advocate shutdowns of the existing units.    

Therefore, we believe that both local generating options in addition to transmission 
solutions need to be aggressively pursued. Constructing and operating PVD2 does not 
preclude the construction of local facilities.  California needs to add 5000 MW or more 
in the next 5 years due to load growth and generation retirement.  

ii. Transmission Alternatives 

STEP was created as a sub-regional planning group to address transmission concerns 
in the Arizona, southern Nevada, southern California, and northern Mexico areas. The 
new generation that has been developed at certain locations in the southwest region 
had made it clear to the STEP participants that the existing transmission system is 
inadequate. By enhancing the capability of the system, this new, relatively clean, and 
efficient generation would be better able to serve future load growth and displace older 
and less efficient generation. STEP held its first meeting on November 1, 2002 in San 
Diego and has met on a monthly or bi-monthly basis since that meeting. Participants 
include representatives from utilities, independent power producers (IPPs), state 
agencies/regulators and other stakeholders with an interest in the transmission 
system in southern Nevada, Arizona and southern California. 

STEP evaluated a large number of potential transmission upgrade plans during the 
year of 2003. In fact, STEP analyzed 26 different upgrade cases with different 
combinations of transmission lines in the southwest region. See 
http://www1.caiso.com/docs/2004/03/08/2004030814004810105.doc for further information. 

The group selected six transmission alternatives based on the initial screening studies 
for further technical and economic analysis. The Palo Verde–Devers No. 2 500 kV line 
was part of two (“AC1” and “AC2”) out of the six. Analysis deemed three of the 
alternatives (“AC4”, “DC1” and “DC2”) not viable options due to reasons such as lack 
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of project sponsorship, inadequate technical performance or insufficient economics. 
The last alternative, “AC3”, included a variant of the Palo Verde–Devers No. 2 500 kV 
line with termination points at Blythe and Parker Substations. Desert Southwest 
Power LLC and SCE have been discussing the connection point at Blythe (“Midpoint 
Substation”). Likewise, SCE and APS are discussing the use of the proposed terminal 
point for the Palo Verde–Devers project at Harquahala Substation as a joint substation 
for both the PVD2 project and APS’s TS5 Project. We expect neither of these variances 
to significantly change the scope of the proposed Palo Verde-Devers No. 2 project. 

Based on the technical and economic studies, and a consensus building process, the 
group narrowed the number of alternatives to one general expansion plan. STEP has 
now begun several of the initial steps in the expansion plan that can be implemented 
quickly and economically. These initial steps primarily involve upgrades to the 500 kV 
series capacitors of the existing Palo Verde–Devers and the Southwest Power Link 
(SWPL). The planned in-service date for these upgrades is June 2006. They will 
increase the rating on EOR from 7,550 MW to 8,055 MW. LADWP and several utilities 
in Arizona have also suggested upgrading the series capacitors on the Perkins–Mead 
and Navajo–Crystal 500 kV lines between Arizona and Nevada. This project is called 
the “EOR9000+” project. Its goal is to increase the EOR path rating from 8,055 MW to 
9,300 MW, an increment of 1,245 MW. If the EOR 9000 project goes forward, then the 
CAISO will likely sponsor the upgrade of the third major line between Arizona and 
Nevada, the Moenkopi-Eldorado 500 kV line.  

We received stakeholder feedback in Nov 2004 that questioned whether the EOR 9000 
upgrades could substitute for the Palo Verde-Devers No. 2 line. We ran sensitivities 
with and without EOR 9000. We found that the two projects are predominately 
complements rather than substitutes for one another. Solely undertaking the EOR 
9000 project, does not deliver the benefits expected from the PVD2 line. This is 
because those upgrades increase transmission capability between Arizona and 
Nevada, but do not relieve congestion on the transmission facilities that run directly 
from Arizona to southern California. Thus having just the EOR9000 project does not 
significantly enhance the import capability into California. The PVD2 expansion would 
complement the EOR 9000 Project by relieving a major bottleneck into southern 
California. 

IX. RECOMMENDATION 
We recommend that the Board approve the PVD2 project for the following reasons: 

• It represents a cost effective investment for California ratepayers with an expected 
benefit-to-cost ratio ranging from 1.2 to 3.2 over the 50-year life of the project. 

• Benefits of the PVD2 upgrade include: (a) reduction in production costs (energy 
savings); (b) operational savings (reduced use of uneconomic generation for 
reliability purposes); (c) capacity savings (increased access to lower capacity cost 
generation in the southwest); (d) emission reductions (displacement of inefficient 
California generation with more efficient southwest generation); and (e) loss 

 

PVD2 Board Report     Page 30 of 31 
02/16/05 



Palo Verde-Devers 2 Economic Assessment Report - California ISO February 2005 
 

 

PVD2 Board Report     Page 31 of 31 
02/16/05 

reduction (WECC total system losses will be reduced due to increased transmission 
capacity). 

• Under extreme conditions, such as high load growth and fuel prices, dry hydro, 
and uncompetitive markets, the benefits of PVD2 can be very high with an annual 
benefit-to-cost ratio that can range from 2 to 10. Given these large savings or, 
alternatively, the large cost exposure under adverse conditions, this line can 
provide a significant insurance value that will help to mitigate the impact of 
adverse conditions on CAISO ratepayers.  

• The project provides CAISO grid operators with significant additional flexibility for 
scheduling and responding to transmission outages. 

• PVD2 increases the economic investment in the California infrastructure necessary 
to ensure competitive energy markets and high reliability.  

As required by CAISO policy, we will update the economic analysis as necessary as 
part of the annual development of the 10-Year Grid Plan.  We expect the initial 
investment required to proceed with the permitting phase of the project will cost less 
than $10 million or 1.3 percent of the total project costs. SCE is required to present 
the project to the CPUC for environmental review and need assessment. The regulatory 
process for reviewing transmission projects has steps sufficient to ensure that large 
amounts of capital will not be expended without oversight and review. Approval of 
PVD2 by the CAISO Board allows this option to be aggressively pursued in a timely 
manner. It does not commit the entire capital cost of the project until the completion 
of the CPUC process. If SCE obtains all other regulatory approvals, no further action 
by the CAISO Board is required. 

X. NEXT STEPS  
February 2005 – Board consideration of management’s recommendation. 

March 2005 – If the Board approves this project, CAISO will support SCE’s Certificate 
of Public Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN”) process at the California Public Utility 
Commission (“CPUC”). SCE has been working on the application and should be able to 
file it by the spring of 2005. Once the CPCN request is filed, the CPUC would complete 
an environmental impact report (EIR) for the project, hold hearings on the project 
including a detailed review of the project costs, and ultimately decide whether the 
project should be granted a CPCN. The CPUC process is expected to take between 18 
and 24 months. Once a CPCN has been granted, SCE would complete the design of 
the project and complete the acquisition of any additional land the project requires. 
The design and land acquisition phase of a major project like PVD2 typically requires 
about a year. At this point, construction can begin. Constructing the line can be 
expected to take another 18 to 24 months. Given these timelines, the project could be 
in-service as early as 2009. In parallel with this process, SCE as the sponsor of the 
PVD2 project will complete the WECC path rating process to receive an accepted rating 
for the project. 
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In this study we considered five key variables that might have significant impact on 
the economic benefit of Palo Verde – Devers #2 line and selected 25 scenarios for pro-
duction cost simulation and market based simulation.  These five key variables in-
clude future demand levels, future gas price levels, future hydro production levels, fu-
ture markup levels of suppliers, and potential transmission or generation outage con-
tingency events.  More specifically, we considered three demand levels: Very high (H), 
base (B), Very low (L); three gas price levels: Very high (H), base (B), Very low (L); three 
hydro production levels: wet year (W), base (B), dry year (D); three markup levels: Very 
high (H), moderate (M), and Very low (L)1. 

The combinations of these variables and their values consist a large set of possible fu-
ture states of the WECC transmission/generation system.  Given the large number of 
all combinations, it is impossible for us to conduct a simulation for every single case.  
Therefore we developed a scientific way and selected a small but representative sample 
of all possible cases such that we can still reasonably accurately estimate the expected 
economic benefit of the line as well as the expected range of the benefit under a wide 
range of system conditions.  After we selected scenarios, we assigned probabilities to 
each scenario by using two mathematical approaches; one called “Maximum Log-
Likelihood” to assign probabilities to scenarios used in the expected benefit calcula-
tion, another called “Max/Min Linear Programming” to assign probabilities to scenar-
ios that are used for the expected benefit range calculation.    

Table A.1 summarizes the scenarios and the probabilities that we used to calculate 
expected benefit of Palo Verde – Devers #2 line.  All these scenarios are combined with 
normal transmission/generation situations in simulation.  In other words, no trans-
mission/generation outage contingencies are considered in the expected benefit calcu-
lation. 

                                                
1 For more detailed discussion on how each variable value is determined, please refer to Chapter 5 of the 
TEAM report at http://www1.caiso.com/docs/2004/06/03/2004060313241622985.pdf. 
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Table A.1  Scenarios Selected for Expected Benefit Calculation 
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Table A.2 summaries the additional scenarios selected for expected benefit range cal-
culation.  These are the scenarios with either transmission or generation outage con-
tingencies. 

Table A.2 Additional Scenarios Selected for Expected Benefit Range Calculation 
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The transmission grid in the Southwest (Arizona, Southern Nevada and Southern Cali-
fornia) consists of a number of 345 and 500 kV AC transmission lines. This EHV sys-
tem brings power to the large metropolitan areas like Phoenix, Las Vegas and Los An-
geles from generation plants located geographically far away. The two main interfaces 
in the region, West-of-Colorado River (WOR, WECC Path 46) and East-of-Colorado 
River (EOR, WECC Path 49), dictate the amount of flow that can reliably be transferred 
across the region.  A diagram of the EHV system in the Southwest can be found in 
Figure B.1 below. 

Figure B.1 Map of EHV System in the Southwest 
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The cases used in the analysis assumed the projects proposed as part of the South-
west Transmission Expansion Plan (STEP) with operational date before 2008 to be in 
service. This includes the already ISO Board approved “Short-Term Upgrade” which 
consists of increasing the capacity of the series capacitors on the existing Palo Verde – 
Devers and Hassyampa – North Gila – Imperial Valley 500 kV lines, dynamic voltage 
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support, and a second 500/230 kV transformer bank at Devers Substation in addition 
to a 230/230 kV phase shifter at El Centro Substation. Also, the proposed 
“EOR9000+” project was included in the cases used in the analysis for the PVD2 pro-
ject.  This project includes an upgrade of the existing series capacitors on the Perkins 
– Mead and Navajo – Crystal 500 kV lines and to bypass the two 500 kV phase shifters 
at Perkins. In addition to the EOR9000+ project, the series capacitors on Moenkopi – 
Eldorado 500 kV line were assumed to be upgraded before the PVD2 project comes 
online since the economic analysis indicated a significant amount of congestion on the 
line without this upgrade in place.    

Table B.1 below lists the flow limits on several interfaces and lines in the Southwest 
region used in the analysis.  

Table B.1 Limits on Key Interfaces/Lines in the Southwest Region 
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New lines in the WECC region anticipated to be in service by 2008 and 2013 were 
modeled in the respective cases. The following table B2 shows a list of these additions.  
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Table B.2 Future Lines Added 
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+DVVD\DPSD���-RMRED�����N9�1R��� +DVVD\DPSD���-RMRED�����N9�1R���

-RMRED��6(6�����N9 -RMRED��6(6�����N9

6(6���%URZQLQJ�����N9 6(6���%URZQLQJ�����N9

6(6���6LOYHUNLQJ�����N9 6(6���6LOYHUNLQJ�����N9

%HOO�%3$���$VKH�����N9

&UDQEURRN���6HONLUN�����N9�1R��

&KLHI�-RVHSK���0RQURH�����N9�1R��

*DUULVRQ���+RW�6SULQJV�����N9

*UL]]O\���,'$+2�����N9

+RW�6SULQJV���%HOO�%3$�����N9

,'$+2���%ULGJHU�����N9

,'$+2�0LGSRLQW�����N9

,'$+2���3$&(�����N9

/DQJGRQ���&UDQHEURRN�����N9

3$&(���%HQ�/RPRQG�����N9

3$&(���0LGSRLQW�����N9

36&2/25$���*UHHQ�9DOOH\�����N9

6HONLUN���%HOO�%3$�����N9

6XPPHU�/DNH���,'$+2�����N9

:$3$�5�0���,'$+2�����N9

:$3$�5�0���36&2/25$�����N9

:$3$�5�0���6WHJDOO�����N9  

$SSHQGL[�&�� /2$'6��
The system load forecast from the 10-year forecast published by the WECC in Decem-
ber 2003 was used for all regions except California.  These system loads were disag-
gregated into hourly chronological load shapes for 21 regions and about 5,700 loca-
tions (nodes).  For California loads, the California Energy Commission (CEC) March 
2003 forecast was used.  The load duration curves were taken from Henwood syn-
thetic load data, and adjusted to the year of modeling with the forecast using PLEXOS 
Load forecasting module.  

The peak loads for California include the impact of demand-side resources. From 2008 
to 2013, overall energy growth in WECC is predicted to be about 1.7 percent for the 
base case, and 1.4 percent for the CAISO area. Due to current data limitations, we 
could only separate Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) and Impe-
rial Irrigation District (IID) loads from the CAISO load forecast in this analysis. Entities 
such as Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD), Western Area Power Authority 
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(WAPA), and Northern California Power Authority (NCPA) are included as part of 
CAISO loads.  

For the analysis, we derived 3 different load scenarios, base, very high and very low.  
The summary of these scenarios for WECC, California ISO and the other WECC re-
gions are available in the following Table C1.   

Table C.1  Annual Peak and Energy for the Scenarios,  
Base, Very High & Very Low 

�����

%DVH� 9HU\�+LJK� 9HU\�/RZ�

�

5HJLRQ� (QHUJ\�

�*:K��

3HDN�

�0:��

(QHUJ\�

�*:K��

3HDN�

�0:��

(QHUJ\�

�*:K��

3HDN�

�0:��

:(&&� ��������� ��������� ������������ ��������� ��������� ���������

&$,62� ��������� ���������� ������������ ���������� ��������� ����������

&DOLIRUQLD� ��������� ���������� ������������ ���������� ��������� ����������

0H[LFR�&)(� ���������� ����������� ������������� ����������� ����������� �����������

1RUWKZHVW�	�
&DQDGD�

��������� ���������� ������������ ���������� ��������� ����������

5RFN\�0RXQWDLQ� ���������� ���������� ������������� ���������� ���������� ����������

6RXWKZHVW� ��������� ���������� ������������ ���������� ��������� ����������

�����

%DVH� 9HU\�+LJK� 9HU\�/RZ�

�

5HJLRQ� (QHUJ\�

�*:K��

3HDN�

�0:��

(QHUJ\�

�*:K��

3HDN�

�0:��

(QHUJ\�

�*:K��

3HDN�

�0:��

:(&&� ��������� ��������� ����������� ��������� ��������� ���������

&$,62� ��������� ���������� ������������ ���������� ��������� ����������

&DOLIRUQLD� ��������� ���������� ������������ ���������� ��������� ����������

0H[LFR�&)(� ���������� ����������� ������������� ����������� ���������� �����������

1RUWKZHVW�	�
&DQDGD�

��������� ���������� ������������ ���������� ��������� ����������

5RFN\�0RXQWDLQ� ���������� ���������� ������������� ���������� ���������� ����������

6RXWKZHVW� ��������� ���������� ������������ ���������� ��������� ����������

For the derivation of the scenarios, it is assumed that the demand and the forecast er-
ror are normally distributed.  The very high and very low cases are at the 90% confi-
dence interval of the demand forecast error published by CEC.  Though we have de-
rived high and low cases representing a 75% confidence interval, they were not used 
for this study.  The detailed regional non-coincident peaks and annual energy loads 
used for each of the scenarios are summarized in following figures and tables.   
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Figure C.1 Load Scenarios, Peak and Energy Years 2008 & 2013 
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Table C.2 Peak and Energy by Region Year 2008  

(QHUJ\��*:K� 3HDN��0:� (QHUJ\��*:K� 3HDN��0:� (QHUJ\��*:K� 3HDN��0:�

$/%(57$� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� �������������������

$48,/$��&$1$'$� ��������������������� ��������������������� ������������������������� ��������������������� ��������������������� ���������������������

$5,=21$� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� �������������������

%�&�+<'52� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

,'$+2� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

,03(5,$/��,,'� ��������������������� ��������������������� ������������������������� ��������������������� ��������������������� ���������������������

/$':3� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

0(;,&2 �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������� �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

0217$1$� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

1(9$'$� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

1(:�0(;,&2� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

1257+:(67� ������������������� �������������������� ����������������������� �������������������� ������������������� �������������������

3$&(��3$&,),&253� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

3*�$1'�(� ������������������� �������������������� ����������������������� �������������������� ������������������� �������������������

36&2/25$'2� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

6$1',(*2� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

6,(55$� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

62&$/,)��6&(� ������������������� �������������������� ����������������������� �������������������� ������������������� �������������������

:$3$�/�&��/2:(5�&2/25$'2� ��������������������� �������������������� ������������������������� �������������������� ��������������������� ��������������������

:$3$�5�0��52&.<�02817$,1� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

:$3$�8�0��833(5�0,66285,� ��������������������� ��������������������� ������������������������� ��������������������� ��������������������� ���������������������

:(&& ������������������� ������������������ ����������������������� ������������������� ������������������ ������������������

&$,62 ������������������� ������������������� ����������������������� ������������������� ������������������� �������������������

&DOLIRUQLD ������������������� ������������������� ����������������������� ������������������� ������������������ �������������������

0H[LFR �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

1RUWKZHVW ������������������ ������������������� ����������������������� ������������������� ������������������ �������������������

5RFN\0RXQWDLQ ������������������� ������������������� ������������������������ ������������������� ������������������� �������������������

6RXWKZHVW ������������������� ������������������� ����������������������� ������������������� ������������������� �������������������

%DVH� 9HU\�/RZ 9HU\�+LJK

3HDNV�DQG�(QHUJ\�E\�5HJLRQ

6FHDQULRV�%DVH��9HU\�/RZ�	�9HU\�+LJK
<HDU�����

5HJLRQ

 

Note: Mexico is only the CFE region, and Northwest includes Canadian regions of WECC as well. 
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Table C.3  Peak and Energy by Region Year 2013 

5HJLRQ

(QHUJ\��*:K� 3HDN��0:� (QHUJ\��*:K� 3HDN��0:� (QHUJ\��*:K� 3HDN��0:�

$/%(57$� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� �������������������

$48,/$��&$1$'$� ��������������������� ��������������������� ������������������������� ��������������������� ��������������������� ��������������������

$5,=21$� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� �������������������

%�&�+<'52� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� �������������������

,'$+2� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

,03(5,$/��,,'� ��������������������� ��������������������� ������������������������� ��������������������� ��������������������� ��������������������

/$':3� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

0(;,&2 �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

0217$1$� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

1(9$'$� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

1(:�0(;,&2� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

1257+:(67� ������������������� �������������������� ����������������������� �������������������� ������������������� �������������������

3$&(��3$&,),&253� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

3*�$1'�(� ������������������� �������������������� ����������������������� �������������������� ������������������� �������������������

36&2/25$'2� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

6$1',(*2� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

6,(55$� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

62&$/,)��6&(� ������������������� �������������������� ����������������������� �������������������� ������������������� �������������������

:$3$�/�&��/2:(5�&2/25$'2� ��������������������� �������������������� ������������������������� �������������������� ��������������������� ��������������������

:$3$�5�0��52&.<�02817$,1� �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

:$3$�8�0��833(5�0,66285,� ��������������������� ��������������������� ������������������������� ��������������������� ��������������������� ���������������������

:(&& ������������������ ������������������ ���������������������� ������������������ ������������������ ������������������

&$,62 ������������������ ������������������� ����������������������� ������������������� ������������������ �������������������

&DOLIRUQLD ������������������� �������������������� ����������������������� ������������������� ������������������� �������������������

0H[LFR �������������������� �������������������� ������������������������ �������������������� �������������������� ��������������������

1RUWKZHVW ������������������ ������������������� ����������������������� ������������������� ������������������ �������������������

5RFN\0RXQWDLQ ������������������� ������������������� ������������������������ ������������������� �������������������� �������������������

6RXWKZHVW ������������������� ������������������� ����������������������� ������������������� ������������������� �������������������

%DVH� 9HU\�/RZ 9HU\�+LJK

3HDNV�DQG�(QHUJ\�E\�5HJLRQ

6FHDQULRV�%DVH��9HU\�/RZ�	�9HU\�+LJK

<HDU�����

 

Note: Mexico is only the CFE region, and Northwest includes Canadian regions of WECC as well. 

$SSHQGL[�'�� 5(6285&(6��
Most of the system resource data was taken from the database created by the WECC 
Regional Transmission Planning group, Seams Steering Group – Western Interconnec-
tion (SSG-WI) for their transmission planning studies and was further modified to fit 
the needs of CAISO TEAM analysis.   

The modifications included:  
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1. The addition of new renewable resources to achieve the statewide renewable 
portfolio standards throughout the WECC.  The renewable percentage for Cali-
fornia (including municipals) is about 28% percent in 2008, and 26% in 2013, 
inclusive of Hydro and Pumped Storage.    

2. The addition of thermal units required for capacity adequacy (assuming a 15 
percent planning reserve margin). 

3. The addition of few new thermal units that were economically attractive after re-
newable and capacity adequacy standards were met.  

4. The retirement of units that are expected to be mothballed before year 2008 for 
economic or other reasons.   

The following two figures, D1 and D2 show the resource mix in California for years 
2008 and 2013 after these modifications.  

Figure D.1 Resource Mix in California – Year 2008 

&DOLIRUQLD�5HVRXUFH�0L[�<HDU�����
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Figure D.2 Resource Mix in California – Year 2013 
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The system has about 800 thermal, hydro, pumped storage and renewable generating 
plants?  Units?  with a total capacity of approximately 196,000 MW in year 2008 and 
213,000 MW in year 2013.  The total CAISO resource capacity is 59,204 MW in year 
2008, and 64,447 MW in year 2013.   

The renewables, include Wind, solar, biomass, geothermal, and digester gas.  A break-
down on the renewables in California is available in Figure D.3.   

The following table shows the Hydro energy assumptions for the Base case for years 
2008 & 2013.  Detailed information on this hydro energy in PLEXOS regions (21) and 
by scenarios  (Base, Dry, and Wet) is available in Figure D.5.  

Table D.1  Available Hydro Energy  – Years 2008 & 2013 

5HJLRQ� +\GUR�(QHUJ\��
�*:K��

:(&&� ����������������������

&DOLIRUQLD�,62� ������������������������

&DOLIRUQLD� �����������������������

1RUWKZHVW�	�&DQDGD� �����������������������

5RFN\�0RXQWDLQ� ������������������������

6RXWKZHVW� �����������������������
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In all of the tables, the California ISO also includes SMUD, WAPA, and other NCPA 
municipals due to lack of independent data on loads.  The regions that are included in 
California include the LADWP and IID regions in addition to the CAISO control area. 
Northwest includes Canada.   

The following Table D.2 shows the capacity additions by region for years 2008 & 2013.  
A total of 13,693 MW was added to the system in 2008 and an additional 13,823 MW 
was added in year 2013.  A unit-by-unit list of additions is available in Tables D.5 and 
D.6.  

Table D.2 Capacity Additions by Region 

$GGLWLRQV�E\�5HJLRQ��

&DSDFLW\��0:���

5HJLRQ�
<HDU������ <HDU������

$/%(57$� � �����������������

$5,=21$� ����������������������� ����������������

%�&�+<'52� ����������������������� ��������������

/$':3� ������������������������ ����������������

0217$1$� � �����������������

1(9$'$� ����������������������� ����������������

3*�$1'�(� ������������������������ ����������������

36&2/25$� ����������������������� ����������������

6$1',(*2� ����������������������� �

62&$/,)� ����������������������� �

6,(55$� � �����������������

7RWDO� ����������������������� ����������������

The following Table D.3 shows the capacity retirements by region. Most of the units 
retired were from California. A total of 1,793 MW was retired from WECC. 
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Table D.3 Capacity Retirements by Region 

*HQHUDWRU�5HWLUHPHQWV�

*HQHUDWRU� <HDU������ <HDU������

�5DWLQJ��0:�� 5HJLRQ�

+D\QHV��� ��������������������/$':3�

2OLYH��� ���������������������/$':3�

3LWWVEXUJK��� ��������������������3*�$1'�(�

+QWUV3Q�� ��������������������3*�$1'�(�

+QWUV3Q�� ���������������������3*�$1'�(�

3DVWRULD� ��������������������62&$/,)�

(WZQG*7�� ��������������������62&$/,)�

$(6OPWV�� ��������������������62&$/,)�

7RWDO� ��������������������:(&&�

7KHUH�ZHUH�QR�
DGGLWLRQDO�UHWLUH�
PHQWV�IRU�<HDU�

�����

Additional information on the resource mix is available in the following tables and fig-
ures. 
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Table D.4 California Resource Mix by Region - Years 2008 & 2013 

�5HVRXUFHV� �,,'�

�

/$':3� �3*	(�

�6DQ�

'LHJR� �6&(�

�

&DOLIRUQLD��&$,62�
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'LJHVWHU�*DV ���������� ��������� ���������� ������������� ����������

*HRWKHUPDO ���������� ���������� ������������� ����������

6RODU ���������� ������������� ����������

:LQG ���������� ��������� ������������ ���������

7KHUPDO �������� ���������� �������� ������� �������� ����������� ��������

+\GUR ��������� ��������� ��������� ������������ ���������

3XPS�6WRUDJH ���������� ��������� ���������� ������������ ���������

�5HVRXUFHV� �,,'�

�

/$':3� �3*	(�

�6DQ�

'LHJR� �6&(�

�

&DOLIRUQLD��&$,62�

%LRPDVV ���������� ���������� ������������� ����������

'LJHVWHU�*DV ���������� ��������� ���������� ������������� ����������

*HRWKHUPDO ���������� ���������� ������������� ����������

6RODU ���������� ������������� ����������

:LQG ���������� ��������� ������������ ���������

7KHUPDO �������� ���������� �������� ������� �������� ����������� ��������

+\GUR ��������� ��������� ��������� ������������ ���������

3XPS�6WRUDJH ���������� ��������� ���������� ������������ ���������

<HDU�����

<HDU�����

5HVRXUFH�0L[�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD�E\�5HJLRQ��0:�

 



  February 2005 

PVD2 – FINAL TECHNICAL & OTHER APPENDICES Page 20 of 68 
2/16/2005 

Figure D.3 California Renewables - Years 2008 & 2013 
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Figure D.4 California Resource Mix by Region - Years 2008 & 2013 
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Table D.5 Capacity Additions by Region and by Unit - Years 2008 & 2013 

*HQHUDWRU 5DWLQJ��0:� 5HJLRQ *HQHUDWRU 5DWLQJ��0:�� 5HJLRQ

0HVTXLWH&&�� ������������������� $5,=21$ *HQHVVHH&& �������������������� $/%(57$

0HVTXLWH&&�� ������������������� $5,=21$ $UOLQJWRQ�9DOOH\�� �������������������� $5,=21$

3DQGD�*LOD�5LYHU�� ������������������� $5,=21$ %RZLH�&&�� �������������������� $5,=21$

3DQGD�*LOD�5LYHU�� ������������������� $5,=21$ %RZLH�&&�� �������������������� $5,=21$

%O\WKH�&&�� ������������������� $5,=21$ +DUTXDKDOD�&&�� ������������������� $5,=21$

5HGKDZN�&&�� ������������������� $5,=21$ 3DOR�9HUGH�&& ������������������� $5,=21$

6DJXDUR�&&�� ������������������� $5,=21$ 6DQWDQ �������������������� $5,=21$

6DQWDQ�&&�� ������������������� $5,=21$ )RXUFRUQHUV�&RDO �������������������� $5,=21$

0HVTXLWH&& ������������������� $5,=21$ 9DQFRXYHU�,VODQG�� �������������������� %�&�+<'5

%&�+<'52��&&�� ������������������� %�&�+<'52 +D\QHV&& �������������������� /$':3

%&�+<'52��&&�� ������������������� %�&�+<'52 0DJQROLD� �������������������� /$':3

%&�+<'52��&&�� ������������������� %�&�+<'52 0DOEXUJ �������������������� /$':3

%&�+<'52��&&�� ������������������� %�&�+<'52 6LOYHU�%RZ �������������������� 0217$1$

*UD\VRQ�� �������������������� /$':3 &RSSHU0WQ �������������������� 1(9$'$

9DOOH\&&� ������������������� /$':3 6LOYHU�+DZN �������������������� 1(9$'$

*OHQDUP�*7���� �������������������� /$':3 &RVXPQHV �������������������� 3*�$1'�(

&ODUN�&&�� ������������������� 1(9$'$ 0HWFDOI �������������������� 3*�$1'�(

&ODUN�&&�� ������������������� 1(9$'$ %OX6SUF� �������������������� 36&2/25$

+�$OOHQ��&&�� ������������������� 1(9$'$ )URQW�5DQJH�&&� �������������������� 36&2/25$

+�$OOHQ��&&�� ������������������� 1(9$'$ 5RFN\0WQ�(&� �������������������� 36&2/25$

3LFR ������������������� 3*�$1'�( 5RFN\0WQ�(&� �������������������� 36&2/25$

5LSRQ �������������������� 3*�$1'�( 5RFN\0WQ�(&� �������������������� 36&2/25$

:DOQXW&& ������������������� 3*�$1'�( &RPDQFK� �������������������� 36&2/25$

.LQJV�5LYHU �������������������� 3*�$1'�( :DGVZRUWK�� �������������������� 6,(55$

5RFN\0WQ�(&� ������������������� 36&2/25$

5RFN\0WQ�(&� ������������������� 36&2/25$

5RFN\0WQ�(&� ������������������� 36&2/25$

2WD\�0HVD ������������������� 6$1',(*2

3DORPDU ������������������� 6$1',(*2

0RXWDLQYLHZ� ������������������ 62&$/,)

7RWDO ����������������� :(&& 7RWDO ������������������ :(&&

<HDU����� <HDU�����

&DSDFLW\�$GGLWLRQV�E\�5HJLRQ
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Figure D.5 Hydro Scenarios - Years 2008 & 2013 
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$SSHQGL[�(�� )8(/�35,&(6�
Figure E.1 Average Fuel Prices for Non-Natural Gas Fuels 
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All of the fuel prices are in nominal dollars. The CAISO study evaluates all financial 
elements in real dollars.  For this reason, the prices of non-natural gas fuels are esca-
lated by the inflation rate. In 2008, the prices are 16 percent higher than in 2003. In 
2013, the prices are 28 percent greater than in 2003. 

The gas prices used for this study originated from the published CEC natural gas 
prices and used for the TEAM methodology filed with the CPUC in June 2004.  The 
prices were adjusted by the gas differential that existed in different city gates and gas 
pricing hubs as of Aug 2004 and with discussions with SCE.  For the analysis, we de-
rived 3 different gas scenarios, base, very high and very low for each year.  The Annual 
average of the monthly gas prices used for the anlayis is provided in the following Ta-
ble E.1 and in Figure E.2.  
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Table E.1  Annual Average Gas Prices 

$QQXDO�$YHUDJH�*DV�3ULFHV����00EWX��

%DVH�� �9HU\�/RZ� 9HU\�+LJK�5HJLRQ�
� ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

$/%(57$�� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������

$5,=21$�� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������

%�&�+<'52�� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������

,03(5,$/��,,'�� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ��������� ���������

/$':3�� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ��������� ���������

0(;,&2� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ��������� ���������

0217$1$�� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������

1(9$'$�� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������

1(:�0(;,&2�� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������

1257+:(67�� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������

3$&(��3$&,),&253�� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������

3*�$1'�(�� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ��������� ���������

36&2/25$'2�� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������

6$1',(*2�� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ��������� ���������

6,(55$�� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������

62&$/,)��6&(�� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ��������� ���������

:$3$�/�&��/2:(5�&2/25$'2�� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������

:$3$�5�0��52&.<�02817$,1�� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������� ���������

For the derivation of the scenarios, it is assumed that the gas price is log normally dis-
tributed and the forecast error is normally distributed.  The very high and very low 
cases are at the 90% confidence interval of the gas forecast error published by CEC.  
Though we have derived high and low cases at the 75% confidence interval, it was not 
used for this study.  The monthly gas prices used for this study for each region and for 
years 2008 & 2013 is summarized in tables, E2 through E7.  The very high and very 
low prices are approximately 5% higher and lower than the base gas price.    
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Figure E.2 Gas Price Scenarios Years 2008 & 2013 
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Table E.2 Base Gas Price Scenario Year 2008 

)XHO -DQ )HE 0DU $SU 0D\ -XQ -XO $XJ 6HS 2FW 1RY 'HF $QQXDO�$YHUDJH

$/%(57$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

$5,=21$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

%�&�+<'52� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

,03(5,$/��,,'� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

/$':3� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

0(;,&2 �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

0217$1$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

1(9$'$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

1(:�0(;,&2� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

1257+:(67� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

3$&(��3$&,),&253� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

3*�$1'�(� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

36&2/25$'2� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

6$1',(*2� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

6,(55$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

62&$/,)��6&(� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

:$3$�/�&��/2:(5�&2/25$'2� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

:$3$�5�0��52&.<�02817$,1� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������
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Table E.3 Base Gas Price Scenario Year 2013 

 

 

-DQ )HE 0DU $SU 0D\ -XQ -XO $XJ 6HS 2FW 1RY 'HF $QQXDO�$YHUDJH
$/%(57$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

$5,=21$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

%�&�+<'52� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

,03(5,$/��,,'� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

/$':3� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

0(;,&2 �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

0217$1$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

1(9$'$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

1(:�0(;,&2� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

1257+:(67� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

3$&(��3$&,),&253� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

3*�$1'�(� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

36&2/25$'2� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

6$1',(*2� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

6,(55$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

62&$/,)��6&(� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

:$3$�/�&��/2:(5�&2/25$'2� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

:$3$�5�0��52&.<�02817$,1� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������
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Table E.4 Low Gas Price Scenario Year 2008 

)XHO -DQ )HE 0DU $SU 0D\ -XQ -XO $XJ 6HS 2FW 1RY 'HF $QQXDO�$YHUDJH
$/%(57$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

$5,=21$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

%�&�+<'52� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

,03(5,$/��,,'� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

/$':3� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

0(;,&2 �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

0217$1$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

1(9$'$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

1(:�0(;,&2� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

1257+:(67� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

3$&(��3$&,),&253� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

3*�$1'�(� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

36&2/25$'2� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

6$1',(*2� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

6,(55$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

62&$/,)��6&(� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

:$3$�/�&��/2:(5�&2/25$'2� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

:$3$�5�0��52&.<�02817$,1� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������
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Table E.5 Low Gas Price Scenario Year 2013 

 

 

-DQ )HE 0DU $SU 0D\ -XQ -XO $XJ 6HS 2FW 1RY 'HF $QQXDO�$YHUDJH
$/%(57$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

$5,=21$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

%�&�+<'52� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

,03(5,$/��,,'� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

/$':3� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

0(;,&2 �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

0217$1$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

1(9$'$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

1(:�0(;,&2� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

1257+:(67� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

3$&(��3$&,),&253� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

3*�$1'�(� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

36&2/25$'2� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

6$1',(*2� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

6,(55$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

62&$/,)��6&(� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

:$3$�/�&��/2:(5�&2/25$'2� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

:$3$�5�0��52&.<�02817$,1� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������
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Table E.6 High Gas Price Scenario Year 2008 

)XHO -DQ )HE 0DU $SU 0D\ -XQ -XO $XJ 6HS 2FW 1RY 'HF $QQXDO�$YHUDJH

$/%(57$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

$5,=21$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ������� �������� ������� �������� ��������������������������

%�&�+<'52� ������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ������� ������� ��������������������������

,03(5,$/��,,'� ������� ������� �������� �������� ������� �������� �������� �������� ������� ������� ������� ������� �������������������������

/$':3� ������� ������� ������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ������� ������� ������� ������� �������������������������

0(;,&2 ������� ������� �������� �������� ������� �������� �������� �������� ������� ������� ������� ������� �������������������������

0217$1$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ������� ��������������������������

1(9$'$� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ������� ������� �������� ��������������������������

1(:�0(;,&2� ������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ������� ������� ��������������������������

1257+:(67� �������� �������� �������� ������� ������� �������� �������� �������� ������� �������� �������� �������� ��������������������������

3$&(��3$&,),&253� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� �������� ������� ��������������������������

3*�$1'�(� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� �������������������������
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Table E.7 High Gas Price Scenario Year 2013 
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$SSHQGL[�)��0$5.(7�35,&(�'(5,9$7,21��
Historically, resource-planning studies have typically relied on production cost simula-
tions (i.e. marginal cost pricing) to evaluate the economic benefits of potential trans-
mission investments.  While such an approach may make sense in a vertically inte-
grated regime, assuming marginal cost pricing in a restructured market environment 
where suppliers constantly seek to maximize their market revenues may result in in-
accurate benefit assessment. Therefore a major task to us in this study is to quantify 
economic benefit of transmission upgrade based on market price simulation instead of 
production cost simulation. 

Furthermore, traditionally, transmission upgrades were used as means to enhance 
system reliability and reduce overall system production cost.  In a restructured market 
regime, transmission upgrades also have significant functions to bring in more com-
petitors to local markets and enhance market competitiveness. Thus another impor-
tant task to us is to accurately capture the significant impact of transmission up-
grades on enhancing market competitiveness.     

Although it is a great challenge to fulfill both tasks, our 7-year experiences of operat-
ing the CAISO grid and market gave us a very good start.  Our historical data shows a 
strong statistical relationship between price-cost markups and key variables that 
measure the system supply/demand conditions such as RSI and percentage of load 
un-hedged2.  Based on this historical relationship, we were able to build a dynamic bid 
adder mechanism in our market simulation model where suppliers’ bids are deter-
mined by their production costs AND their abilities to bid above their costs.  More im-
portantly, the dynamic bid adder mechanism captured the impact of major transmis-
sion upgrades, such as Palo Verde – Devers #2 line, on increasing the import capabil-
ity into the CAISO Control Area thus reducing suppliers’ ability to bid above cost.  Fi-
nally market prices forecasted by our simulation model were used in this economic 
benefit assessment of Palo Verde – Devers #2 line. 

$SSHQGL[�*�� 352-(&7�&267�
Southern California Edison (SCE) has estimated the capital cost of the proposed PVD2 
upgrade to be $620 million at its online date at the beginning of 2009. SCE has also 
estimated an allowance for funds used during construction (AFUDC) of approximately 
$60 million, for a total capital cost of $680 million at the 2009 online date. 

For purposes of our analysis, we have deflated the capital costs one year so that they 
can be expressed in 2008 dollars (to be consistent with the benefits which are also ex-
pressed in 2008 dollars). The capital costs deflated to 2008 are $667 million using a 
2.0 percent inflation rate. 

                                                
2 For more detailed discussion on the relationship between price-cost markup and key market variables, 
please refer to Chapter 5 of the TEAM report at 
http://www1.caiso.com/docs/2004/06/03/2004060313241622985.pdf. 
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These capital costs can be converted to an equivalent stream of annual revenue re-
quirements. Although these revenue requirements change from year-to-year, for pur-
poses of economic evaluations, we expressed this series of annual revenue require-
ments as an equal or “levelized” annual payment over the project life. 

We estimate the levelized revenue requirement for the capital costs of the proposed 
PVD2 project will be $70 million per year for 50 years.3 If we assume that the operat-
ing costs of the line are approximately 0.25 percent of the capital cost per year, the to-
tal of capital and fixed operating costs will be $71 million per year. Thus, for this 
analysis, we compared the calculated levelized benefits to the $71 million levelized 
costs to determine the economic viability of the project. 

$�� ,QLWLDO�5HYLHZ�RI�3URMHFW�&RVWV�

As mentioned previously, SCE estimated the PVD2 project cost to be $680 million at 
its 2009 online date. The CAISO has not conducted an independent evaluation of the 
costs of the project. That function is typically performed by the CPUC in the Certificate 
of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) hearings on the proposed project. We did 
perform a cursory review of the project costs. To determine if SCE’s estimated cost for 
the proposed PVD2 Project was reasonable, we compared the project cost with the 
costs for other proposed 500 kV lines from Pacific Gas & Electric and San Diego Gas & 
Electric Companies: Path 15 Upgrades Project and the Valley – Rainbow 500 kV Line 
Project. 4 Table G.1 summarizes these projects. 

Table G.1 Comparison of Proposed Project Costs 

 
Project Total Cost (2008 $) Miles 

Cost per Mile      
(2008 $) 

New Right-of-Way  
Req? Urban or Rural 

Valley-Rainbow 370 30 12 yes urban 
Path 15 250 83 3.0 no rural 
PVD2 680 230 3.0 no rural  

The Path 15 upgrades and the PVD2 project utilize rights-of-way owned by the trans-
mission owners. The Valley – Rainbow 500kV Project, however, was proposed with new 
rights-of-way to be acquired by SDG&E. A cursory review of the project cost, based on 
2009 dollars�, indicated that the $2.7 million/mile unit cost for the PVD2 Project was 
the least expensive of all three 500 kV projects. This probably can be attributed to the 
fact that the PVD2 is constructed almost entirely in desert terrain with the rights-of-
way already owned by SCE. The unit cost for the Valley – Rainbow 500 kV Project was 
the highest, partly attributed to the new rights-of-way that SDG&E proposed to ac-
quire.

                                                
3 The revenue requirements include the impact of federal and state income taxes, administrative and 
generation costs, insurance expenses, and ad valorem tax. SCE provided the CAISO with its computed 
“Real Economic Carrying Charge Rate for Transmission” of 10.43 percent. This rate is comparable to a 
Nominal Economic Carrying Charge Rate of 15.6 percent.   
4 The CPUC did not approve the proposed Valley – Rainbow 500kV Line Project and SDG&E decided not 
to re-file the project application. 
5 Project costs are adjusted to the same year (2009) for the purpose of cost comparison. 
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$SSHQGL[�+�� $33529('�75$160,66,21�
352-(&76�

The CAISO Board approves all projects that cost $20 million or more. Table H.5 below 
provides a list of the major transmission projects that the CAISO Board has approved 
from 2000 through 2004.  
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Table H.1 CAISO Board Approved Transmission Projects 

� 3URMHFW�1DPH�
7UDQVPLVVLRQ�
2ZQHUV�

&$,62�%RDUG�
$SSURYDO�

6FKHGXOHG�
2SHUDWLQJ�

'DWH�

3XUSRVH�
�(FRQRPLF�

��
5HOLDELOLW\��

&RVW�
���0LOOLRQ��

�� 1RUWKHDVW�6DQ�-RVH�7UDQVPLVVLRQ�5HLQIRUFHPHQW� 3*	(� ���������� ������� 5HOLDELOLW\� �����0�

�� 7UL�9DOOH\�7UDQVPLVVLRQ�5HLQIRUFHPHQW�3URMHFW� 3*	(� ���������� ������� 5HOLDELOLW\� ������0�

�� 6DQ�/XLV�5H\�6XEVWDWLRQ�5HLQIRUFHPHQW� 6'*	(� ���������� ��������� 5HOLDELOLW\� &RQILGHQWLDO�
&RVW�!�����0�

�� ,QVWDOODWLRQ�RI�$�7KLUG�0HWFDOI��������N9�7UDQV�
IRUPHU�%DQN�

3*	(� ���������� �������� 5HOLDELOLW\� ����0�

�� 9DOOH\�²�5DLQERZ����N9�7UDQVPLVVLRQ�3URMHFW� 6'*	(� ���������� ������ 5HOLDELOLW\� �����0�

�� 0LGZD\��������N9�7UDQVIRUPHU����3URMHFW� 3*	(� ���������� �������� (FRQRPLF� ����0�

�� -HIIHUVRQ�²�0DUWLQ����N9�7UDQVPLVVLRQ�3URMHFW� 3*	(� ���������� �VW�RU��QG�4XDU�
WHU�������

5HOLDELOLW\� �������������0�

�� 0LJXHO�²�0LVVLRQ�8SJUDGH�DQG�,PSHULDO�9DOOH\�
7UDQVPLVVLRQ�8SJUDGHV�

6'*	(� ���������� 0D\�������
DQG�-XQH�������

(FRQRPLF� ����0�

�� 3DWK����8SJUDGH� �
3*	(��:$3$��
7UDQV�(OHFW�

�
����������

�
��������

(FRQRPLF� �����0�

��� 6DQ�'LHJR�7UDQVPLVVLRQ�8SJUDGHV� 6'*	(� ����������� �������� (FRQRPLF� ����0�

                                                
6 This project was later rejected by the CPUC as part of its environmental permit review.) 
7 June, 2006 for Miquel-Mission 230 kV Upgrade (temporary configuration may accelerate operational date to 2005.  May, 2003 for Imperial Valley 
Substation upgrade. 
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$SSHQGL[�,�� &$6(�6800$5<�
Table I.1 Case Summary 

Y e a r L o a d
G a s  

P r ic e
H y d ro

M a rk e t  
P ric in g

O th e r
J o in t 

P ro b a b ili ty

S o c ie ta l 
B e n e fits  

(m il.  
n o m in a l $ )

M o d ifie d  
S o c ie ta l 
B e n e f its  

(m il .  
n o m in a l $ )

C A IS O  
R a te p a y e r 

B e n e f it  (L M P  
O n ly ) (m il .  
n o m in a l $ )

C A IS O  
R a te p a y e r 

B e n e f it  (L M P  +  
C o n tra c t P a th )  
(m il .  n o m in a l 

$ )

1 2 0 0 8 B B B N N n /a 4 2 .8 3$        4 2 .8 9$        1 9 .8 1$           7 0 .8 3$              
2 2 0 0 8 B B D N N n /a 4 8 .7 3$        4 8 .8 0$        2 8 .6 8$           8 2 .4 3$              
3 2 0 0 8 B B W N N n /a 2 3 .5 1$        2 3 .5 6$        2 6 .1 3$           6 9 .0 0$              
4 2 0 0 8 B H B N N n /a 8 5 .8 1$        8 5 .8 8$        4 8 .7 9$           1 4 1 .4 9$            
5 2 0 0 8 B L B N N n /a 6 .7 6$          6 .8 1$          (2 .4 1 )$            1 7 .0 7$              
6 2 0 0 8 H B B N N n /a 3 8 .1 0$        3 8 .1 7$        0 .8 2$             7 5 .3 0$              
7 2 0 0 8 L B B N N n /a 2 9 .4 7$        2 9 .5 2$        3 4 .8 3$           7 9 .1 4$              
8 2 0 0 8 H H D N N n /a 1 1 0 .4 1$      1 1 0 .4 5$      2 1 .5 9$           1 4 8 .3 3$            
9 2 0 1 3 B B B N N n /a 5 5 .5 0$        5 5 .5 4$        4 0 .0 5$           1 3 7 .0 7$            

1 0 2 0 1 3 B B D N N n /a 6 0 .6 0$        6 0 .6 4$        3 8 .3 4$           1 6 3 .7 4$            
1 1 2 0 1 3 B B W N N n /a 3 7 .5 3$        3 7 .5 7$        4 4 .1 6$           1 1 7 .1 3$            
1 2 2 0 1 3 B H B N N n /a 1 0 2 .4 5$      1 0 2 .4 9$      9 1 .6 8$           2 4 0 .6 3$            
1 3 2 0 1 3 B L B N N n /a 2 0 .6 8$        2 0 .7 3$        (2 .8 9 )$            5 0 .8 1$              
1 4 2 0 1 3 H B B N N n /a 6 8 .2 2$        6 8 .2 7$        2 7 .1 6$           1 5 1 .0 8$            
1 5 2 0 1 3 L B B N N n /a 3 4 .3 6$        3 4 .4 0$        6 2 .9 0$           1 2 9 .9 9$            
1 6 2 0 1 3 H H D N N n /a 1 6 3 .3 1$      1 6 3 .3 3$      1 9 4 .1 3$         3 0 8 .3 3$            
1 7 2 0 0 8 B B B M N 1 1 .0 % 4 5 .2 9$        5 8 .8 5$        3 7 .8 7$           9 8 .7 4$              
1 8 2 0 0 8 B B B H N 5 .0 % 4 6 .9 6$        7 1 .1 2$        5 4 .8 2$           1 2 4 .5 0$            
1 9 2 0 0 8 B B D M N 9 .9 % 5 0 .4 8$        6 6 .6 5$        3 4 .5 5$           1 1 5 .7 4$            
2 0 2 0 0 8 B B W M N 1 3 .1 % 2 4 .3 3$        2 6 .1 7$        2 9 .0 6$           7 2 .7 7$              
2 1 2 0 0 8 B H B M N 2 .3 % 8 9 .9 6$        1 1 3 .1 3$      7 6 .6 8$           1 8 5 .8 8$            
2 2 2 0 0 8 B H B H N 1 .8 % 9 2 .4 8$        1 3 3 .9 5$      1 0 4 .8 1$         2 2 9 .1 2$            
2 3 2 0 0 8 H B B H N 3 .3 % 4 5 .3 0$        1 2 0 .8 2$      7 0 .8 8$           1 9 9 .7 5$            
2 4 2 0 0 8 H H D M N 1 .8 % 1 1 8 .9 4$      2 3 6 .9 8$      8 5 .1 5$           3 1 7 .4 7$            
2 5 2 0 0 8 B H D H N 1 .8 % 1 0 6 .0 0$      1 5 1 .6 2$      8 0 .7 1$           2 5 7 .2 6$            
2 6 2 0 0 8 B B B L N 1 5 .0 % 4 2 .5 1$        4 1 .5 1$        1 7 .0 4$           6 8 .4 5$              
2 7 2 0 0 8 L B B M N 1 2 .7 % 2 9 .8 5$        3 1 .6 2$        3 5 .5 5$           8 3 .2 7$              
2 8 2 0 0 8 B L B M N 1 0 .1 % 8 .8 3$          1 8 .4 6$        8 .0 0$             3 6 .5 6$              
2 9 2 0 0 8 H H B H N 1 .5 % 9 3 .8 1$        2 3 5 .1 9$      1 4 3 .2 3$         3 7 1 .0 7$            
3 0 2 0 0 8 H L B M N 4 .9 % 4 .4 3$          2 3 .7 2$        2 .1 7$             4 0 .9 9$              
3 1 2 0 0 8 L H B M N 2 .3 % 5 6 .9 4$        5 9 .5 5$        7 4 .0 9$           1 5 5 .4 5$            
3 2 2 0 0 8 H H D H N 1 .5 % 1 3 5 .8 4$      3 8 7 .6 8$      2 3 4 .9 5$         5 6 8 .5 2$            
3 3 2 0 0 8 H H W M N 1 .9 % 1 9 .1 0$        2 1 .4 9$        5 .6 3$             1 1 9 .7 0$            
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Year Load
Ga s 

Pric e
H ydro

M ark et 
Pricing

Other
Joint 

P robability

Socie tal 
B enefits 

(m il. 
n om inal $)

M o dified  
Soc ietal 
Ben efits  

(m il. 
nom inal $)

C AISO 
R atepa yer 

Be nefit (LM P 
On ly) (m il. 
nom ina l $)

C A ISO  
Ra tepay er 

Bene fit (L M P + 
C ontract Path) 
(m il. nom inal 

$)

34 20 13 B B B M N 11.0% 5 8.53$       77.43$       5 4.88$          19 3.50$           
35 20 13 B B B H N 5.0% 5 9.46$       93.86$       6 5.22$          23 7.23$           
36 20 13 B B D M N 9.9% 6 5.30$       94.71$       5 7.48$          24 7.07$           
37 20 13 B B W M N 13.1% 3 8.75$       44.43$       5 0.66$          13 8.84$           
38 20 13 B H B M N 2.3% 10 6.08$     137.49$     11 2.49$        32 2.36$           
39 20 13 B H B H N 1.8% 10 8.80$     163.42$     12 7.73$        38 7.10$           
40 20 13 H B B H N 3.3% 8 3.79$       222.70$     13 7.97$        47 8.56$           
41 20 13 H H D M N 1.8% 18 4.94$     359.22$     15 2.53$        62 9.18$           
42 20 13 B H D H N 1.8% 12 3.14$     191.45$     11 4.35$        48 4.75$           
43 20 13 B B B L N 15.0% 5 5.36$       55.89$       3 8.16$          13 7.76$           
44 20 13 L B B M N 12.7% 3 4.46$       34.21$       5 4.24$          13 2.11$           
45 20 13 B L B M N 10.1% 2 4.10$       38.01$       6 .68$            9 4.10$             
46 20 13 H H B H N 1.5% 15 5.79$     364.06$     22 2.28$        74 6.87$           
47 20 13 H L B M N 4.9% 3 0.85$       68.47$       (0 .46)$           13 6.21$           
48 20 13 L H B M N 2.3% 6 1.23$       59.98$       10 6.72$        22 7.13$           
49 20 13 H H D H N 1.5% 18 9.78$     517.32$     30 3.47$        99 3.46$           
50 20 13 H H W M N 1.9% 10 9.09$     148.54$     9 4.16$          35 2.79$           
51 20 08 B B B M PV1 n/a 5 9.54$       75.89$       6 5.56$          13 6.39$           
52 20 08 B B B M PV2 n/a 6 8.69$       90.65$       10 5.69$        17 0.85$           
53 20 08 B B B M M V n/a 4 9.63$       72.22$       6 0.17$          14 0.57$           
54 20 08 B B B M M H n/a 5 5.48$       71.14$       6 7.09$          12 4.43$           
55 20 08 B B B M SO n/a 5 8.16$       82.00$       7 4.64$          16 1.83$           
56 20 08 B B B M PD C I n/a 3 0.06$       40.41$       2 8.19$          11 1.89$           
57 20 08 B B B M C O I_EO R n/a 4 5.66$       57.13$       5 5.25$          7 3.21$             
58 20 08 B B B M SCE R E n/a 4 0.96$       54.43$       4 9.87$          10 9.05$           
59 20 13 B B B M PV1 n/a 8 5.01$       114.52$     12 7.58$        29 1.87$           
60 20 13 B B B M PV2 n/a 9 1.39$       122.45$     18 4.03$        33 8.52$           
61 20 13 B B B M M V n/a 5 8.85$       92.95$       7 7.95$          26 7.30$           
62 20 13 B B B M M H n/a 7 3.68$       96.21$       10 4.22$        24 2.96$           
63 20 13 B B B M SO n/a 8 5.82$       134.10$     14 5.74$        38 0.68$           
64 20 13 B B B M PD C I n/a 6 3.80$       84.73$       5 1.92$          21 4.81$           
65 20 13 B B B M C O I_EO R n/a 6 1.53$       80.65$       9 9.59$          12 3.99$           
66 20 13 B B B M SCE R E n/a 5 6.51$       74.11$       4 3.75$          19 1.39$           

N ote :  B =B ase; L=L ow; H =H ig h; M = M ode rate; N=N one; W =W et H ydro; D =D ry Hydro ; PV= 1200 M W  C C in  PV; PV2 =  2400  M W  CC  
in  PV; M V= M ountian  V iew unit O /S ; M H = M oh ave U nit I/S ; SO =San Ono fre Ou tage ; DC =PDC I L ine Outage; C O I_EO R= 10%  
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$SSHQGL[�-�� (67,0$7,21�2)�9$/8(�2)�
75$160,66,21�/266�5('8&7,21�
Summary – The current PVD2 analysis uses a DC power flow model and thus does 
not model transmission losses internally. In practice, the PVD2 upgrade is expected to 
lead to more efficient generation dispatch. The transmission losses are generally ex-
pected to be lower as a result of the transmission upgrade. This analysis attempts to 
quantify the transmission loss reduction benefits of the upgrade. 

Benefit Overview – From the PLEXOS simulations:  

1. We have hourly flows (Pi) in MWh on each of the major transmission lines (line i) 
of interest  

2. We can approximate the hourly line losses (Li) in MWh knowing the per unit re-
sistance of each line (Ri) using the formula Li = Ri*(Pi)2/100 (the formula as-
sumes adequate reactive support to maintain nominal voltage and the100 num-
ber in the denominator represents the MVA base used for per unit computa-
tions).  

3. We add up the transmission losses for all lines of interest 

4. Using a weighted average energy price, we compute the energy cost associated 
with these transmission losses. 

5. We perform steps (1) through (4) before, and after the upgrade. The difference 
($cost of losses before the upgrade - $cost of losses after the upgrade) is the cost 
savings attributed to transmission loss reduction. 

Caution – The following comments are in order here: 

1. Whether or not the transmission upgrade results in reduction of transmission 
losses (MWh) depends on the interplay between two factors: (a) the upgrade in-
creases power transfers thus potentially increasing transmission losses; (b) the 
upgrade re-routes power flow on paths of less resistance, and reduces the power 
flow on the existing paths, thus reducing transmission losses. The following 
simple example demonstrates these two factors: 

 

 

Here the existing and the new line both have a per unit resistance of R. The rating of 
the path before the upgrade is T1 and after the upgrade (both lines together) it is T2 
(with T2>T1). Assume the path is at full capacity both before and after upgrade to 
bring less-expensive energy from East to West (the balance of the load in the West is 
served locally from more expensive energy with no transmission losses. 

Before the upgrade the losses are: L(NU) = R*(T1)2/100, and after the upgrade, L(U) = 
2*R*(T2/2)2/100 = 0.5* R*(T2)2/100. The ratio r = L(U)/L(NU) determines whether 

New Line (R) 

Existing Line (R) 

East West 
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transmission losses increase or decrease as a result of the upgrade. Here: r = 
0.5*(T2/T1) 2. Thus if the increase in rating is 40% or less, i.e., T2/T1 < 1.4, the 
transmission losses decrease as a result of the upgrade.  In our analysis we use the 
computed power flows before and after the upgrade, which implicitly include the inter-
play between these factors. 

1. The price ($/MWh) attributed to the losses may be different before and after the 
upgrade. Whether this price is higher or lower after the upgrades depends on 
where the energy is assumed to be generated to compensate for losses. If one 
takes the point of view that the MWh lost in transmission must be provided 
close to the point of consumption, average price at the load is the relevant num-
ber to use (which is generally lower after the upgrade resulting in higher com-
puted savings for transmission loss reduction). However, if one takes the point of 
view that more energy must be generated at the remote supply location to com-
pensate for transmission losses, then the average piece at the remote supply lo-
cation would be the relevant number to use (which is generally higher after the 
upgrade resulting in lower computed savings for transmission loss reduction). In 
our analysis we use the same $/MWh price for losses before and after the up-
grade to avoid potential bias resulting from such assumption. 

Benefit Estimation - In table J.1, we develop an estimate of the transmission loss 
savings as result of the upgrade.  For purposes of this estimate, the price of energy to 
compensate for transmission losses is $45/MWh, which is an average of the nodal 
prices in CAISO and Arizona in the base case scenario with moderate market power. 
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Table J.1  Estimated Transmission Loss Energy Savings for PVD2 
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The operational benefits of a transmission project are an essential component of the 
benefits of the PVD2 project.  Traditional production cost studies may not capture all 
the operational costs that are incurred in managing the system. When two Palo Verde 
Devers lines are available, some operational benefits accrue which are not captured in 
the energy savings calculations from the line upgrade produced by the model.  One 
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means of quantifying these benefits is to review the current ISO payments in southern 
California to keep generating units on line to protect against N-1 (and relevant N-2) 
operational contingencies.  CAISO operators estimate that a portion of these costs can 
be saved as a result of the short-term upgrades, and additional portions can be saved 
with the addition of the second Palo Verde Devers 500 kV line and the associated 230 
kV upgrades, West of Devers.  The PVD2 line increases the import capacity into south-
ern California from Arizona by 1200MW through the interface East of the River (EOR) 
and subsequently in Southern California Import Transmission Nomogram (SCIT).  The 
CAISO currently commits many units in southern California for N-1 and N-2 trans-
mission contingency and pays Minimum Load Cost Compensation (MLCC). Moreover, 
re-dispatch of other units is needed to accommodate the minimum load of such units, 
thus resulting in re-dispatch costs. The SCIT nomogram requires a certain level of in-
ertia within southern California to maintain reliability of the system. With the short 
term upgrades, the SCIT nomogram constraint as we know it today will not be bind-
ing; however, the need to commit internal units beyond what is strictly needed to serve 
the bid-in or scheduled load and provide ancillary services to guard against N-1 (and 
relevant N-2) contingencies will persist, albeit at a lower level. To keep adequate ca-
pacity within southern California the operators commit units and must re-dispatch 
the already scheduled units within southern California.  An increase in imports is es-
timated to minimize these commitment (MLCC) and re-dispatch costs and the need to 
keep the plants running at minimum level.   

As an estimate to these costs, we collected some of the real time information that is 
monitored by the ISO.  The MLCC payments by the CAISO were broken down into sev-
eral components based on “cause”. These include MLCC payments for system short-
ages, contingencies related to various transmission paths including, SCIT, Miguel, 
Lugo, Sylmar, Transmission Substation maintenance, Nuclear, etc.. It was estimated 
that the PVD2 project would reduce the MLCC costs (and the corresponding re-
dispatch cost) for a portion of the system, SCIT, and Nuclear MLCC. The short-term 
upgrades would have already reduced some of these costs, some substantially, and 
the PVD2 upgrade would reduce them further. Thus, it was estimated that the short-
term upgrades could reduce the MLCC by 75% for contingencies related to imports 
from Arizona (referred to as SCIT for ease of reference here, although as explained ear-
lier this is really not the SCIT nomogram as we know it) and by 10% for MLCC related 
to system shortages and nuclear unit maintenance outages. We also estimate that the 
associated re-dispatch costs would be lower by 75%. We then estimate that the PVD2 
upgrade would result in further reductions as follows: 25% of (the remaining 25%) 
SCIT MLCC, 25% of (the remaining 90%) system MLCC, 80% of (the remaining 90%) 
Nuclear MLCC, and 50% (of the remaining 25%) re-dispatch cost8. The following Table 
summarizes these computations. 

 

                                                
8 The rationale for these percentages is as follows: The largest N-2 contingency may involve a loss of up to 
5,000 MW. The 1,200 MW new PVD2 capacity represents 25% of this amount (thus the 25% MLCC bene-
fit for SCIT and system). The nuclear unit outage is almost comparable in capacity to the additional PVD2 
capacity (thus the 80% MLCC benefit for nuclear outage). The re-dispatch cost savings related to com-
mitment of these resources is somewhere between 25% and 80% (thus the 50% reduction).    
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Table K.1 Annual Average MLCC and Re Dispatch Payments 
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$SSHQGL[�/�� 75$160,66,21�$/7(51$7,9(6�
STEP was created as a sub-regional planning group to address transmission concerns 
in the Arizona, southern Nevada, southern California, and northern Mexico areas. The 
new generation that has been developed at certain locations in the southwest region 
had made it clear to the STEP participants that the existing transmission system was 
inadequate. By enhancing the capability of the system, this new, relatively clean, and 
efficient generation would be better able to serve future load growth and displace older 
and less efficient generation. STEP held its first meeting on November 1, 2002 in San 
Diego and has met on a monthly or bi-monthly basis since that meeting. Participants 
include representatives from utilities, independent power producers (IPPs), state agen-
cies/regulators and other stakeholders with an interest in the transmission system in 
southern Nevada, Arizona and southern California. 

STEP evaluated a large number of potential transmission upgrade plans during the 
year of 2003. In fact, STEP analyzed 26 different upgrade scenarios with different 
combinations of transmission lines in the southwest region. See 
http://www1.caiso.com/docs/2004/03/08/2004030814004810105.doc for further 
information. 

The group selected six transmission alternatives based on the initial screening studies 
for further technical and economic analysis. The Palo Verde–Devers No. 2 500 kV line 
was part of two (“AC1” and “AC2”) out of the six. Analysis deemed three of the alterna-
tives (“AC4”, “DC1” and “DC2”) not viable options due to reasons like lack of project 
sponsorship, inadequate technical performance or insufficient economics. The last al-
ternative, “AC3”, included a variant of the Palo Verde–Devers No. 2 500 kV line with 
termination points at Blythe and Parker Substations. Desert Southwest Power LLC 
and SCE have been discussing the connection point at Blythe (“Midpoint Substation”). 
Likewise, SCE and APS are discussing the use of the proposed terminal point for the 
Palo Verde–Devers project at Harquahala Substation as a joint substation for both the 
PVD2 project and APS’s TS5 Project. We expect neither of these variances to signifi-
cantly change the scope of the proposed Palo Verde-Devers No. 2 project. 
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Based on the technical and economic studies, and a consensus building process, the 
group narrowed the number of alternatives to one general expansion plan. STEP has 
now begun several of the initial steps that can be implemented quickly and economi-
cally. These initial steps primarily involve upgrades to the 500 kV series capacitors of 
the existing Palo Verde–Devers and the Southwest Power Link (SWPL). The planned in-
service date for these upgrades is June 2006 and will increase the rating on EOR from 
7,550 MW to 8,055 MW. LADWP and several utilities in Arizona have also suggested 
upgrading the series capacitors on the Perkins–Mead and Navajo–Crystal 500 kV lines 
between Arizona and Nevada. This project is called the “EOR9000+” project. Its goal is 
to increase the EOR path rating from 8,055 MW to 9,300 MW, an increment of 1,245 
MW. If the EOR 9000 project goes forward, then the ISO will likely sponsor the up-
grade of the third major line between Arizona and Nevada, which is the Moenkopi-
Eldorado 500 kV line.  

We received stakeholder feedback in Nov 2004 that questioned whether the EOR 9000 
upgrades could substitute for the Palo Verde-Devers No. 2 line. We ran sensitivities 
with and without EOR 9000. We found that the two projects are predominately com-
plementary rather than substitutes for one another. Solely undertaking the EOR 9000 
project, does not deliver the benefits expected from the PVD2 line. This is because 
those upgrades increase transmission capability between Arizona and Nevada, but do 
not relieve congestion on the transmission facilities that run directly from Arizona to 
southern California. Thus having just the EOR9000 project does not significantly en-
hance the import capability into California. The PVD2 expansion would complement 
the EOR 9000 Project by relieving a major bottleneck into southern California. 

$SSHQGL[�0�� 5(6285&(�$/7(51$7,9(6�
Prior to committing to build or upgrade a transmission line, alternative generation re-
sources need to be considered. In today’s market, the most likely generation alterna-
tive is a new combined-cycle (CC) station. The question is whether the CAISO should 
promote the PVD2 upgrade, or recommend building new CC’s in the CAISO area, or 
both. 

In Table M.1, we compared the expected total costs of a new combined-cycle station 
located in California, versus one located in Arizona. The total CC costs (capital, O&M, 
and fuel), excluding any transmission interconnection costs, are expected to be about 
10 percent less in Arizona. When the levelized cost of 500 MW of PVD2 upgrade is 
added to the cost of the Arizona CC, the Arizona CC becomes more expensive. At a 50 
percent capacity factor, the Arizona facility is 10 percent more expensive. At a 90 per-
cent capacity factor, the Arizona facility is 4 percent more expensive as is summarized 
in Table M.1. 
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Table M.1 Comparison of Combined Cycle Costs  
In California and Arizona (2008 $) 

Parameter Units California Arizona Percent Dif. 
Installed Capital Cost $/kw $1,184 $1,080 10% 
Real Econ. Carrying Charge % 10% 10% 0% 
Annual Capital Cost $/kw-yr $118 $108 10% 
Fixed O&M Costs $/kw-yr $15 $10 50% 
Annual Fixed Costs $/kw-yr $133 $118 13% 
PVD2 Transmission Costs $/kw-yr $0 $59 -100% 
Total Fixed Costs $/kw-yr $133 $177 -25% 
     
Average Heat Rate btu/kwh 7,100 7,100 0% 
Fuel Costs $/mmbtu $5.08 $4.71 8% 
Fuel Costs $/MWh $36 $33 8% 
Variable O&M Costs $/MWh $3 $2 50% 
Total Variable Costs $/MWh $39 $35 10% 
     
Assumed Capacity Factor % 90% 90% 0% 
Total Costs $/MWh $56 $58 -4% 

By itself, the information presented in Table M.1 is not a complete picture. Other im-
portant factors need to be considered for the following reasons: 

• No interconnection costs – In the above example, we have not included any trans-
mission or gas interconnection costs due to lack of applicable data. In California 
these costs can be substantial, such as Otay Mesa. In Arizona, the majority of the 
new CC’s are being constructed in the Palo Verde region where they can directly 
connect with the existing 500 kV network and the natural gas pipeline with mini-
mal interconnection costs. 

• Limited ability to site resources in CA urban areas -- Many PVD2 stakeholders 
have suggested that a new CC located in the load centers of Southern California 
would be more valuable than a similar unit located in Arizona. We agree that new 
or refurbished generating units are needed in the load centers for reliability and 
operational purposes. However, we believe that these opportunities will be very lim-
ited in the future. In many cases, even using the sites of existing units in urban ar-
eas is strongly opposed by the local communities. An example of this opposition is 
San Francisco, where local generation would be very valuable, but the residents 
surrounding the Hunters Point and Potrero sites are adamantly against any new 
developments on those sites and advocate shutdowns of the existing units.    

Therefore, we believe that both local generating options and transmission solutions 
need to be aggressively pursued. Constructing and operating PVD2 does not preclude 
the construction of local facilities, as California needs to add significant capacity be-
tween 2004 and 2009. 
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The analysis is performed using a physical network model. It is also based on a para-
digm assuming locational marginal pricing (LMP) throughout WECC. This combina-
tion, although most efficient and potentially conceivable for the future, will take years 
or even decades to implement and may likely not be implemented during the life cycle 
of the transmission projects considered here. At present, the California market is 
based on a zonal market paradigm (with no forward energy market), and most of the 
WECC operates based on contract path (rather than physical network model) schedul-
ing. In near future California will move to an LMP paradigm (including a forward en-
ergy market). However, under both the current zonal market design and the LMP mar-
ket paradigm (MRTU as currently envisioned for an indefinite period) scheduling at the 
ties with the neighboring control areas is checked for transmission feasibility using a 
scissors cut radial external network. This does not account for physical flows on indi-
vidual lines comprising these interfaces. In this case, if the physical flows on one or 
more of these lines exceed the corresponding line ratings due to the looped external 
network (loop flows), these are managed in real time. This is how most of the conges-
tion between Arizona and California is managed today and will continue to be man-
aged under the initial LMP implementation.  

In contrast, the PLEXOS model uses a full (meshed) external model respecting both 
the interface flow limits and the individual tie line limits, thus managing both the in-
terface and tie line flows in the scheduling time frame. As a result, the model may 
generate congestion rents based on marginal pricing, whereas in practice congestion 
on these tie lines is managed in real-time using an as-bid paradigm and leading to up-
lift charges rather than congestion rents. The net result is that the network model with 
looped external (as in PLEXOS) may overestimate the loss of congestion rental associ-
ated with the upgrade (and thus underestimate the benefits of the upgrade) for Cali-
fornia compared to what may occur in practice under the scheduling paradigm pre-
vailing at present and in the near future.  

Although it is possible to use a network model replicating contract path flows, it is un-
realistic to attempt to model the behavior of various participants across WECC under 
an otherwise “inefficient” scheduling paradigm. Rather than attempting such a ques-
tionable modeling effort, we adopted a method to adjust the model results to capture 
higher short term and medium term benefits that the transmission upgrade would 
have for the California ratepayers under the current WECC paradigm. To this end we 
identified three interfaces, namely the East of River (EOR), West of River (WOR) and 
Palo Verde West (PV West), and 20 major lines that generate the majority of the 
transmission rents associated with transfers between Arizona and Nevada to Califor-
nia. All of the congestion revenue resulting from these 20 lines that was associated 
with congestion that would be mitigated in real-time was removed as a cash flow to the 
ISO. A share of the congestion rental associated with relevant day-ahead interface 
scheduling limit(s) was directed to the ISO. For today’s system, and for the foreseeable 
future, the only congestion that could result in a cash flow to the ISO in this group of 
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facilities is the congestion on the East of River (EOR) Scheduling interface. Congestion 
on the individual lines and on the other two interfaces is in practice managed in real-
time and will continue to be managed in real-time under the initial California LMP 
paradigm. We thus adopted the following adjustments in computing the transmission 
rental for the California region before and after the upgrade: 

1. Divide the 20 lines of interest into 4 categories as follows: 

¾�CA: Both terminals of the line are in CAISO. Regardless of rental allocation 
ratio, the optimized scheduling program (PLEXOS) allocates 100% of conges-
tion rents to CAISO. 

¾�N: Neither of the two line terminals is in CAISO. Regardless of rental alloca-
tion ratio, the optimized scheduling program (PLEXOS) allocates 0% of con-
gestion rents to CAISO. 

¾�R: The "TO" terminal of the line is in CAISO, but the "FROM" terminal is not. 
PLEXOS allocates the congestion rents to CAISO based on the rental alloca-
tion factor R. 

¾�1-R: The "FROM" terminal of the line is in CAISO, but the "TO" terminal is 
not. PLEXOS allocates the congestion rents to CAISO based on (1 - R). 

2. Retrieve the congestion rents for each of the 20 lines as produced by PLEXOS. 
These include congestion rents due to interfaces containing the line as well as 
the line itself. 

3. Using the line category (CA, N, R, or 1-R) for each of the 20 lines, back compute 
the congestion rents that PLEXOS allocated to CAISO from these 20 lines. 

4. Retrieve the CAISO congestion rent from all lines from PLEXOS.  

5. Compute the CAISO congestion rents due to lines other than the 20 lines of in-
terest by subtracting (3) from (4) 

6. Obtain the congestion rent due to the EOR constraint from PLEXOS (EOR is as-
sumed to be the principal scheduling bottleneck under the current and near fu-
ture scheduling paradigm between California and the Southwest.) 

7. Compute the CAISO share of EOR congestion rents: 55% before PVD2 upgrade; 
60% after PVD2 upgrade based on the ISO’s share of the scheduling rights. 

8. The adjusted CAISO rental is computed by adding (5) and (7).  

The above adjustments are carried out both before and after the upgrade. The net im-
pact is generally an increase in transmission upgrade benefits for the CAISO ratepay-
ers, more closely reflecting the upgrade benefits to the ratepayers under the WECC 
scheduling rules in the foreseeable future. 

This approach is believed to more accurately estimate the economic benefits of the 
PVD2 Project to the CAISO ratepayers than the assumption that LMP pricing will be 
adopted uniformly across the entire interconnection. However, this approach has the 
following shortcomings: 

1. The adjustment for the difference between physical flow and contract path 
scheduling is applied only in so far as it impacts California ratepayers. To en-
sure consistency between overall WECC and the regional benefits, one of the fol-
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lowing approaches may be adopted: (a) Keep track of the adjustment in a sepa-
rate “benefit bucket” without attempting to allocate it to any specific region; (b) 
Allocate the adjustment to selected regions based on their interconnection with 
CAISO through the 20 lines of interest. In either case since the underlying net-
work model still assumes physical scheduling in the rest of WECC such alloca-
tion may be unrealistic. Thus we have made no attempt to perform overall re-
gional adjustments that would replicate the benefit allocation under the current 
WECC contract path scheduling practices for regions other than the CAISO.   

2. In the ISO’s planned MRTU, load would pay prices based on the results of the 
day-ahead scheduling process. In calculating these prices, the MRTU computer 
model would use a contract path approach for inter-tie schedules, which could 
mask much of the congestion that would show up in real-time. This is expected 
to result in a lower price difference to consumers and generators before and af-
ter the addition of the project than the PLEXOS computer model would produce. 
As a result, the PLEXOS results may be overstating the benefit to consumers 
and the impact to generators in California compared to what may occur under 
MRTU, and therefore may overstate the ISO Ratepayer benefits of the PVD2 pro-
ject. This means that the adjustment performed here somewhat exaggerate the 
benefits of the upgrade to the CAISO ratepayers.  

3. This approach does not capture the costs to the ISO ratepayers of having to 
clear congestion in real-time through the INC’ing and DEC’ing of generators. 
This cost can be substantial. The congestion that the ISO has had to mitigate 
recently at Miguel resulted in a cost to the ISO ratepayers of  $50 million in a 
one-year period. Although this cost is not necessarily eliminated after the up-
grade under the contract path paradigm, it is expected to be lower. This cost dif-
ferential (benefit of the upgrade) is not captured by the model, nor by the ad-
justment procedure mentioned above; so the model may be underestimating the 
benefits of the PVD2 Project despite the adjustment. 

4. This approach assumes that all schedules on the EOR path would be set in the 
day-ahead market. In reality, the ISO only controls slightly over half of this ca-
pability. As a result, if schedules are not accepted in the ISO’s day-ahead proc-
ess, generators and customers can access the other half of the transmission 
scheduling rights to deliver the same generation to California. These transac-
tions could be arranged anytime between when the day-ahead market closes 
and real-time. The end result would be that the ISO would end up clearing the 
congestion twice, once in day-ahead and once in real-time. While clearing con-
gestion in the day-ahead market would generate revenue for ISO ratepayers 
(through either the CRR revenues allocated to load, or the reduction of the 
Transmission Access Charge), clearing congestion in real-time would generate a 
cost. As a result the approach used to evaluate the PVD2 project may understate 
the benefit of the PVD2 Project. 

Without extensive additional analysis it would be difficult to determine if, or to what 
extent, this adjustment captures or exaggerates the true benefits of the upgrade for 
the CAISO ratepayers. The true answer lies somewhere between the CAISO benefits 
computed with and without this adjustment.  
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This current evaluation utilized the standard methodology the CAISO developed and 
filed at the CPUC under the title TEAM report with the following enhancements: (1) 
Calculation of transmission congestion revenues referred to as transmission rental (2) 
Treatment of contract settlement 

We provide a description of each enhancement as well as the reason for the change. 

1. Change in transmission rental calculation 

Transmission rentals also known as congestion revenues are associated with trans-
mission constraints, namely path limitation, interface constraints and nomogram limi-
tations. If none of the transmission constraints are binding, the least expensive supply 
anywhere in the system can be used to serve the load, there is no congestion in the 
system and as a result there is no associated congestion revenue.   

If a transmission constraint is binding, however, it is inevitable to forego some cheaper 
generation and use some more expensive generation to serve the load, which results in 
congestion and revenues thereof. There are two ways to compute the transmission 
rental: using the LMP at each node connecting the transmission line whether or not it 
is congested (Point to Point or P2P Method), or using the shadow price of the line 
which is congested (Flow Gate or FG Method).  The LMP is the cost of serving one more 
MW of load at each node (without violating transmission constraints).  The shadow 
price is the congestion price associated with the usage of each constrained transmis-
sion line (referred to as the “flowgate shadow price”).  This shadow price is the reduc-
tion in total system generation cost with 1 MW of increase in the transmission capac-
ity of the congested line.   

In a radial network the congestion price ($/MWh) associated with the usage of a line is 
the same as the difference of the LMPs at the two ends of the line, where as it is differ-
ent when it is a looped network such as the one used in the study, WECC.  Although 
in a radial network the two methods (P2P and FG) give exactly the same congestion 
rental on every line, in a looped network these two methods give different congestion 
rentals on individual lines and even for the congestion rentals associated with individ-
ual regions. However, the total congestion rental system-wide is the same regardless of 
whether the P2P or the FG method is used. 

The results presented in TEAM were based on the P2P rental computation.  In a 
looped network, there may exist differences in LMP between any two nodes, even when 
the line connecting them is not congested.  Also, the LMP difference across a con-
gested line can be less that the shadow price on that line.  Thus the P2P method tends 
to assign the congestion cost (rental) to any region, even to the ones where the trans-
mission bottleneck did not exist, and underestimates the rental to the regions with 
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transmission bottleneck.  The FG methodology has since been adopted because in a 
looped network it assigns the congestion cost (rental) only to the regions where the 
transmission bottlenecks occur. 

2. Treatment of Contract Settlement  

Bilateral contracts between buyers and sellers are considered in TEAM and this analy-
sis.  The primary impact of the contracts is to reduce the seller incentives to exercise 
market power, and is captured in the market power analysis employed in the model.  
A secondary issue is how to assign the settlement of the contracts as they may impact 
the benefits of different parties at different locations; either to the seller, buyer or both, 
at the receiving end or at the generating end.  In TEAM, the settlement of bilateral con-
tracts was carried out both ways (delivery at the supply location and delivery at the 
load location).  However, since the contract resources and loads were simplistically 
modeled on the same side of the transmission upgrade, both methods underestimated 
the consumer’s portion of the benefit.   

In this analysis, the contracts are still considered to account for the impact on the ex-
ercise of market power. However, it was realized that although the total system-wide 
societal benefits associated with the transmission upgrade is independent of the as-
sumptions regarding the contract settlement, these assumptions have substantial im-
pacts on the assignment of benefits to different categories of stakeholders in the mar-
ket and different regions, depending on the load, generation, and the cost associated 
with the contracts.  Since each of the existing contracts has its unique characteristics, 
and since there is no simple way to estimate the quantity and associated parameters 
of future bilateral contracts that may become part of the system, it was decided to 
eliminate the consideration of the contracts in benefit allocation at this time to allevi-
ate the ambiguity that can be associated with the benefits to any particular category of 
stakeholders.  This also portrays the true economic impact on the stakeholders in the 
system, independent of the bilateral contacts.  

$SSHQGL[�3�� 38%/,&�352&(66��
The public process for the Palo Verde Devers #2 (PVD2) evaluation started during the 
STEP process. The economic evaluation utilized the Transmission Evaluation Assess-
ment Methodology (TEAM) developed by the CAISO and filed with the CPUC. The goal 
of TEAM is to: (a) improve the overall accuracy of the evaluation; and, (b) add greater 
predictability to the assessment of economic transmission need. TEAM is the result of 
a four-month public stakeholder process that included three public workshops, a pub-
lic Market Surveillance Committee meeting, and 12 technical subgroup meetings. The 
TEAM process resulted in a June 2004 report to the CPUC detailing the methodology 
and providing an example application. 

We have used TEAM to evaluate the proposed PVD2 project. We have reviewed the in-
terim results in a number of public forums and have incorporated input from these 
meetings into our findings. These public forums included: 

• October 1, 2004 – presented draft results to a STEP meeting in San Diego  
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• November 16, 2004 – presented draft results and discussed methodology in a Mar-
ket Surveillance Committee meeting in Sacramento 

• January 11, 2005 – presented draft results to a Western Arizona Transmission 
System (WATS) group in Las Vegas 

• January 14, 2005 – presented draft results and discussed assumptions at a PVD2 
stakeholder meeting in Sacramento (48 attendees from 33 different companies or 
agencies were present – see the Technical Appendix for detailed information). 

• January 18, 2005 – presented draft results to a second public Market Surveillance 
Committee 

• January 27, 2005 – briefed California ISO Board of Governors 

• Feb 4, 2005 – MSC conducted a public stakeholder conference call to solicit com-
ments on the draft report posted on Feb 2, 2005. 

• Feb 9, 2005 - review the PVD2 economic results at STEP meeting in San Diego 

During each of these meetings, we presented results from our analysis so that the 
stakeholders could understand the process and make informed comments to the 
CAISO Market Surveillance Committee (MSC) and Board. 

• Feb 11, 2005 – published responses to the comments received by the MSC on the 
Feb 4th Conference call.9 

• Feb 11, 2005 – published responses to set of comments received by ISO on the 
draft report 10 

Attached below are the attendee lists from the some of the meetings.  As can be seen 
from the attendee list, the participation has varied from the stakeholders in and out of 
California.   

Table P.1 Southwestern Transmission Expansion Planning Group (STEP) Meeting 

October 1, 2004 
ATTENDEES 

/DVW� )LUVW� 5HSUHVHQWLQJ� 7HOHSKRQH� (�0DLO�$GGUHVV�

$EHG� $EEDV� 6'*	(� ������������� DPDEHG#VHPSUDXWLOLWLHV�FRP�

$QWH� -HVVH� &38&� ������������� MD�#FSXF�FD�JRY�
%DJOH\� .HQ� 5��:��%HFN� ������������� NEDJOH\#UZEHFN�FRP�

%DLOH\� 6KDZQ� 6HPSUD�(QHUJ\�5HVRXUFHV� ������������� VEDLOH\#VHPSUD�UHV�FRP�

%DUDMDV� 'DYLG� ,PSHULDO�,UULJDWLRQ�'LVWULFW� ������������� GOEDUDMDV#LLG�FRP�

%KDXPLN� $VKLVK� &$,62� ������������� DEKDXPLN#FDLVR�FRP�
%URZQ� /LQGD� 6'*	(� ������������� OSEURZQ#VHPSUDXWLOLWLHV�FRP�

%U\FH� 'RQDOG� 5HFODPDWLRQ� ������������� GEU\FH#OF�XVEU�JRY�

&KDUWHUV� -LP� 2UGLQDU\�&LWL]HQ� ������������� MBFKDUWHUV#PVQ�FRP�
&KRSUD� 5DMLY� $UHYD�7	'� ������������� UDMLY�FKRSUD#DUHYD�WG�FRP�

                                                
9 Available at http://www1.caiso.com/docs/2005/01/19/2005011914572217739.html 
10 Available at http://www1.caiso.com/docs/2005/01/19/2005011914572217739.html 
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October 1, 2004 
ATTENDEES 

/DVW� )LUVW� 5HSUHVHQWLQJ� 7HOHSKRQH� (�0DLO�$GGUHVV�

&ROH� 3HUU\� 7UDQV�(OHFW��,QF�� �������������RU��
�������������

SFROH#WUDQV�HOHFW�FRP�
FROH#LQ�WFK�FRP�

&RQJDOWRQ� %UXFH� 0LWVXELVKL�(OHFWULF�3RZHU�
3URGXFWV��,QF��

������������� EUXFH�FRQJDOWRQ#PHSSL�PHD�FRP�

&RQQHOO\����� 5RQ� 86�%XUHDX�RI�5HFODPDWLRQ� ������������� UFRQQHOO\#OF�XVEU�JRY�

'HOJDGR� 5REHUW� &LW\�RI�5LYHUVLGH� ������������� UGHOJDGR#SDF�VWDWH�FD�XV�

'RZQH\� &DUULH� ,,'� ������������� FDGRZQH\#VDQ�UU�FRP�
(ULFNVRQ� 'DQ� %ODFN�	�9HDWFK� ������������� HULFNVRQG#EY�FRP�

(WKHUWRQ� 0DUN� .5�6DOLQH�	�$VVRF�IRU�
,PSHULDO�,UULJDWLRQ�'LVW�

������������� POH#NUVDOLQH�FRP�

(YDQV� 0LNH� &RUDO�3RZHU�//&� ������������� PHYDQV��#FRUDO�HQHUJ\�FRP�

*HHYDUJKHVH� $QQD� &$,62� ������������� DJHHYDUJKHVH#FDLVR�FRP�

*KDGLUL� 6WHYH� (2%� ������������� VJKDGLUL#HRE�FD�JRY�
*UHHQ� ,ULQD� &$,62� ������������� LJUHHQ#FDLVR�FRP�

+VX� -DPHV� 6DOW�5LYHU�3URMHFW� ������������� MFKVX#VUSQHW�FRP�

-DFNVRQ� 5REHUW� 6'*	(� ������������� UZMDFNVRQ#VHPSUDXWLOLWLHV�FRP�
-RKQ� (ULF� $%%� � HULF�MRKQ#XV�DEE�FRP�

-R\FH� -RKQ� 6LHPHQV� ������������� MFMR\FH�#FRPFDVW�QHW�

.HHO� %ULDQ� 653� ������������� ENNHHO#VUSQHW�FRP�

.RQG]RLOND� 5REHUW� 653� ������������� UHNRQG]L#VUSQHW�FRP�

.ULWLNVRQ� -DPHV� .ULWLNVRQ�	�$VVRFLDWHV� ������������� MNULWLNVRQ#\DKRR�FRP�

/
(VSHUDQFH� /\QQH� 0DOFROP�3LUQLH��,QF�� ������������� OOHVSHUDQFH#SLUQLH�FRP�

/LQVVHQ� %RE� $UL]RQD�3RZHU�$XWKRULW\� � ERE#SRZHUDXWKRULW\�RUJ�
0DFNLQ� 3HWHU� 1DYLJDQW�&RQVXOWLQJ� ������������� SPDFNLQ#QDYLJDQWFRQVXOWLQJ�FRP�

0DYLV� 6WHYH� 6&(� ������������� VWHYHQ�PDYLV#VFH�FRP�

0F&OXVNH\� -LP� &(&� ������������� MPFFOXVN#HQHUJ\�VWDWH�FD�XV�
0HQGR]D� 6WHYH� :HVWHUQ�:LQG�(QHUJ\� � VWHYH#YHUGHUHVRXUFHV�FRP�

0LOOHU� -HII� &$,62� ������������� MPLOOHU#FDLVR�FRP�

0RXOWRQ� 5RQ� :HVWHUQ���'6:� ������������� PRXOWRQ#ZDSD�JRY�
0XUSK\� 7RP� $VSHQ�(QYLURQPHQWDO�

*URXS�
������������� WPXUSK\#DVSHQHJ�FRP�

2OVHQ� 'DYH� &HQWHU�IRU�(QHUJ\�(IIL�
FLHQF\�DQG�5HQHZDEOH��
7HFKQRORJLHV��&((57��

������������� ROVHQ#DYHQXHFDEOH�FRP�

3DGLOOD� /HVOLH� 6HPSUD�(QHUJ\�5HVRXUFHV� ������������� OSDGLOOD#VHPSUD�UHV�FRP�

3DWHO� .LVKRUH� 6'*	(� ������������� NSDWHO#VHPSUDXWLOLWLHV�FRP�

3DWWHUVRQ� *UHJJ� $=&3$� � JUHJ#D]FSD�RUJ�
3HUFLYDO� 0LOW� :HVWHUQ�$UHD�3RZHU�$G�

PLQLVWUDWLRQ�
������������� SHUFLYDO#ZDSD�JRY�

3HUH]� $UPLH� &$,62� ������������� DSHUH]#FDLVR�FRP�
3URFWRU� 'RXJ�� '6:3� ������������� GRXJODV#SURFWRU�QHW�

6DQWDPDULD�
-DLPHV�

-RVH�5H�
IXJLR�

&)(� ���������������
�����

MRVH�VDQWDPDULD#FIH�JRE�P[�

6PLWK� 5REHUW� $36� ������������� UREHUW�VPLWK#DSV�FRP�

6WDQWRQ� 5RVH� $%%� ������������� URVH�VWDQWRQ#XV�DEE�FRP�

7KRPSVRQ� -XVWLQ� 3LQQDFOH�:HVW�(QHUJ\� ������������� MXVWLQ�WKRPSVRQ#SZHQHUJ\�FRP�
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October 1, 2004 
ATTENDEES 

/DVW� )LUVW� 5HSUHVHQWLQJ� 7HOHSKRQH� (�0DLO�$GGUHVV�

7RGXV� +DUROG� 6'*	(� ������������� KWRGXV#VHPSUDXWLOLWLHV�FRP�
7UDQ� &KDX� 6'*	(� ������������� FEWUDQ#VHPSUDXWLOLWLHV�FRP�

8KOHU� /HHDQQH� 5LYHUVLGH� ������������� OXKOHU#ULYHUVLGH�FD�JRY�

:DLW� 5H[IRUG� /($36�3URMHFW� ������������� UZDLW#FRQWUROWHFKQRORJ\�RUJ�

:DQJ� 'DYLG� 6'*	(� ������������� GZDQJ#VHPSUDXWLOLWLHV�FRP�
:HLQVWHLQ� /DXUHQ� (3*��,QF�� ������������� OZHLQVW#HSJD]�FRP�

:LQQ� &DURO\Q� 6'*	(� ������������� FZLQQ#VHPSUDXWLOLWLHV�FRP�

:ROGHPDULDP� -RQDWKDQ� 6'*	(� ������������� MZROGH�
PDULDP#VHPSUDXWLOLWLHV�FRP�

:RRG� 7LP� $PHULFDQ�6XSHUFRQGXFWRU� ������������� WZRRG#DPVXSHU�FRP�

:X� 7LP� /$':3� ������������� FKXDQ�KVLHU�ZX#ODGZS�FRP�
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Table P.2 Market Surveillance Committee Meeting 

� 7XHVGD\��1RYHPEHU��������������������S�P��²������S�P��
&DOLIRUQLD�,62�1RUWK�DQG�6RXWK�/DNH�7DKRH�&RQIHUHQFH�5RRPV�

$77(1'((6�

;
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UH
V
H
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3� $OYDUH]��2VFDU� /$':3� ������������� RVFDU�DOYDUH]#ODGZS�FRP�

;� %DUEHU��%UDG� 06&�0HPEHU� ������������� EPEDUEHU#XFGDYLV�HGX�

;� %HUJPDQ��'RXJ� &$,62� ������������� GEHUJPDQ#FDLVR�FRP�

3� %HUU\��5REHUW� 5REHUW�%HUU\� � �

3� %XUQHWW��-RKQ� /$':3� ������������� MRKQ�EXUQHWW#ODGZS�FRP�

;� %XVKQHOO��-LP� 06&�0HPEHU� ������������� EXVKQHOO#KDDV�EHUNHOH\�HGX�

;� &DVH\��.HLWK� &$,62� ������������� NFDVH\#FDLVR�FRP�

3� &D]DOHW��(GZDUG� &$,62� ������������� �

3� &KDWWHUMHH��%LVKX� &38&� � �

3� &OHPHQKDJHQ��%DUEDUD� 6HPSUD�(QHUJ\� � �

;� &RRN��*UHJ� &$,62� ������������� JFRRN#FDLVR�FRP�

3� &RUGQHU��&KULVWLQH� 3ODWWV� � �

3� 'HOJDGR��5REHUW� 5LYHUVLGH� � �

3� (YDQV��0LNH� &RUDO�3RZHU� ������������� PHYDQV��#FRUDO�HQHUJ\�FRP�

;� )DXVW��&KDUOHV� )(5&� ������������� FKDUOHV�IDXVW#IHUF�JRY�

;� )LOLSSL��-LP� 3*	(� ������������� MOID#SJH�FRP�

3� )O\QQ��%DUU\� )/<11�5&,� � EUIO\QQ#IO\QQUFL�FRP�

;� )UDQNOLQ��%UHWW� (2%� �������������� EIUDQNOLQ#HRE�FD�JRY�

;� *HHYDUJKHVH��$QQD� &$,62� ������������� DJHHYDUJKHVH#FDLVR�FRP�

3� *KDGLUL��6WHYH� (2%� ������������� VJKDGLUL#HRE�FD�JRY�

3� *UHHQOHDI��6WHYH� &$,62� ������������� VJUHHQOHDI#FDLVR�FRP�

;� +DKQ��(UQHVW� 0:'� ������������� HKDKQ#PZGK�R�FRP�

;� +DLQHV��7LP� &$,62� ������������� WKDLQHV#FDLVR�FRP�

;� +DUYH\��-DPHV� 7KH�6WUXFWXUH�*URXS� ������������� MDPHV�KDUYH\#VFJR�FRP�

3� +DWKDZD\��.DWKHULQH� $36�(QHUJ\�6HUYLFHV� � �

;� +REEV��%HQ� 06&�0HPEHU� ������������� EKREEV#MKX�HGX�

3� +HVWHU��0DUN� &(&� � �

;� -XELHQ��6LGQH\� &$,62� ������������� VMXELHQ#FDLVR�FRP�

;� .ULVWRY��/RUHQ]R� &$,62� ������������� ONULVWRY#FDLVR�FRP�

;� /DP��7RQ\� (2%� ������������� WODP#HRE�FD�JRY�

;� 0DUWLQ��*OHQQ� 0LUDQW� ������������� JOHQQ�PDUWLQ#PLUDQW�FRP�

;� 0F'RQDOG��-HII� &$,62� ������������� MPFGRQDOG#FDLVR�FRP�

;� 0F/HDQ��&KULV� &$,62� ������������� FPFOHDQ#FDLVR�FRP�
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� 7XHVGD\��1RYHPEHU��������������������S�P��²������S�P��
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3� 0RRVHQ��,UHQH� &LW\�RI�6DQ�)UDQFLVFR� � �

;� 1HOVRQ��-HIIUH\� 6&(� ������������� MHII�QHOVRQ#VFH�FRP�

;� 2
&RQQRU��-RKQ� (2%� ������������� MRFRQQRU#HRE�FD�JRY�

3� 3XUHZDO��%DOZDQW� &':5� � �

;� 5RELQVRQ��&KDUOHV� &$,62� ������������� FURELQVRQ#FDLVR�FRP�

3� 5RFKOLQ��&OLII�� 6R&DO�*DV�&RPSDQ\� ������������� FURFKOLQ#VHPSUDXWLOLWLHV�FRP�

;� 6DQGKX��3DXO� 3*	(� ������������� �

3� 6DQGLQR��'DYLG� &$,62� � �

;� 6FKQHLGHU��6XVDQ� 3KRHQL[�&RQVXOWLQJ� ������������� VFKQHLGHU#SKRHQL[�FR�FRP�

;� 6KHIIULQ��$QMDOL� &$,62� ������������� DVKHIIULQ#FDLVR�FRP�

;� 7RROVRQ��(ULF� &$,62� ������������� HWRROVRQ#FDLVR�FRP�

3� :KLHOGRQ��(VWKHU� 3ODWWV� � �

;� :RODN��)UDQN� 06&�&KDLU� ������������� ZRODN#]LD�VWDQIRUG�HGX�

3� :ULJKW��.DWKOHHQ�� &':5� � �

;� :\QQH��0LFKHOH� *ULG�6HUYLFHV� ������������� PZ\QQH#JULGVHUYLFHV�FRP�
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Table P.3 WATS Meeting 

0RQGD\��-DQXDU\����������
/DV�9HJDV��19�
$77(1'((6�
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%DJOH\��.HQ� &$3� ������������� NEDJOH\#UZEHFN�FRP�

%ODFN��/RULQ� (3(� ������������� OEODFN�#HSHOHFWULF�FRP�

%U\FH��'RQDOG� %XUHDX�RI�5HFODPDWLRQ� ������������� GEU\FH#OF�XVEU�JRY�

(WKHUWRQ��0DUN� ,,'� ������������� POH#NUVDOLQH�FRP�

)DOOV��&KXFN� 653� ������������� F]IDOOV#VUSQHW�FRP�

)LQOH\��$QQ� 0:'� ������������� DILQOH\#PZGK�R�FRP�

*DOOHEHUJ��-RKDQ� &$,62� ������������� MJDOOHEHUJ#FDLVR�FRP�

-DPHV�+VX� 653� ������������� MFKVX#VUSQHW�FRP�

.HHO��%ULDQ� 653� ������������� ENNHHO#VUSQHW�FRP�

.U]\NRV��3HWHU� $36� ������������� SHWHU�NU]\NRV#DSV�FRP�

0DFNLQ��3HWHU� 7$1&� ������������� SPDFNLQ#QDYLJDQWFRQVXOWLQJ�FRP�

0DYLV��6WHYHQ� 6&(� ������������� VWHYHQ�PDYLV#VFH�FRP�

0LOOHU��-HII� &$,62� ������������� MPLOOHU#FDLVR�FRP�

3DWHO��.LVKRUH� 6'*	(� ������������� NSDWHO#VHPSUDXWLOLWLHV�FRP�

3HUFLYDO��0LOW� :HVWHUQ���'6:� ������������� SHUFLYDO#ZDSD�JRY�

6KHIIULQ��$QMDOL� &$,62� ������������� DVKHIIULQ#FDLVR�FRP�

6PLWK��5LFKDUG� 0,'� ������������� ULFKDUGV#PLG�RUJ�

:X��7LP� /$':3� ������������� FKXDQ�KVLHU�ZX#ODGZS�FRP�
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Table P.4 Palo Verde-Devers #2 Economic Studies Stakeholder Meeting 

� )ULGD\��-DQXDU\�������������������D�P��²�������S�P��
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3� $OYDUH]��2VFDU� /$':3� ������������� RVFDU�DOYDUH]#ODGZS�FRP�

3� %DLOH\��6KDZQ� 6HPSUD�(QHUJ\� � VEDLOH\#VHPSUDJHQHUDWLRQ�FRP�

;� %ODQFKDUG��%LOOLH� &38&� � EFE#FSXF�FD�JRY�

;� %URZQ��*DU\� &$,62� ������������� JOEURZQ#FDLVR�FRP�

3� %XUQHWW��-RKQ� /$':3� ������������� MRKQ�EXUQHWW#ODGZS�FRP�

;� &ROH��3HUU\� 7UDQV�(OHFW� ������������� SFROH#WUDQV�HOHFW�FRP�

;� &URQLQ��+ROO\� &':5� ������������� KFURQLQ#ZDWHU�FD�JRY�

3� 'HQWRQ��0DULD� 653� � P[GHQWRQ#VUSQHW�FRP�

3� (YDQV��0LNH� &RUDO�3RZHU� ������������� PHYDQV��#FRUDO�HQHUJ\�FRP�

;� )DXVW��&KDUOHV� )(5&� ������������� FKDUOHV�IDXVW#IHUF�JRY�

;� )LOLSSL��-LP� 3*	(� ������������� MOID#SJH�FRP�

3� )O\QQ��%DUU\� )O\QQ�5&,� � EUIO\QQ#IO\QQUFL�FRP�

3� )O\QQ��7RP� &38&� ������������� WUI#FSXF�FD�JRY�

;� *DOOHEHUJ��-RKDQ� &$,62� ������������� MJDOOHEHUJ#FDLVR�FRP�

;� *HHYDUJKHVH��$QQD� &$,62� ������������� DJHHYDUJKHVH#FDLVR�FRP�

;� *KDGLUL��6WHYH� (2%� ������������� VJKDGLUL#HRE�FD�JRY�

3� *RNEXGDN��%UHQW� 6&(� ������������� EUHQW�JRNEXGDN#VFH�FRP�

;� *ULIILQ��.DUHQ� &(&� ������������� NJULIILQ#HQHUJ\�VWDWH�FD�XV�

;� +HVWHUV��0DUN� &(&� � PKHVWHUV#HQHUJ\�VWDWH�FD�XV�

;� +ROPHV��'DUHOO� 6&(� ������������� KROPHVGI#VFH�FRP�

;� +VX��-LP� 653� ������������� MFKVX#VUSQHW�FRP�

3� -DFNVRQ��5REHUW� 6'*	(� � UZMDFNVRQ#VHPSUDXWLOLWLHV�FRP�

;� -DIDUL��-DPDO� 6&(� ������������� MDPDO�MDIDUL#VFH�FRP�

3� .DSODQ��.DWLH� ,(3� ������������� NDSODQ#LHSD�FRP�

;� .HHO��%ULDQ� 653� ������������� ENNHHO#VUSQHW�FRP�

;� .ULWLNVRQ��-LP� .ULWLNVRQ�	�$VVRFLDWHV� ������������� MNULWLNVRQ#DGHOSKLD�QHW�

;� .U]\NRV��3HWHU� $36� ������������� SHWHU�NU]\NRV#DSV�FRP�

3� .ZRQJ��6DP� :LOOLDPV� ������������� VDPXHO�NZRQJ#ZLOOLDPV�FRP�

;� .\HL��-RKQ� &$,62� ������������� MN\HL#FDLVR�FRP�

3� /DXFNKDUW��5LFK� +HQZRRG� ������������� UODXFNKDUW#KHQZRRG�FRP�

3� /H��'DYLG� &$,62� ������������� GOH#FDLVR�FRP�

;� /HH��6XVDQ� $VSHQ�(QYLURQPHQWDO�
*

�������������[���� VOHH#DVSHQHJ�FRP�
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� )ULGD\��-DQXDU\�������������������D�P��²�������S�P��
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;� 0DUWLQ��*OHQQ� 0LUDQW� ������������� JOHQQ�PDUWLQ#PLUDQW�FRP�

;� 0DYLV��6WHYHQ� 6&(� ������������� VWHYHQ�PDYLV#VFH�FRP�

;� 0F&OXVNH\��-LP� &(&� ������������� MPFFOXVN#HQHUJ\�VWDWH�FD�XV�

;� 0LOOHU��-HII� &$,62� ������������� MPLOOHU#FDLVR�FRP�

3� 0RRQH\��%RE� 'HVHUW�6:�7UDQVPLVVLRQ� � ERE#SPDORF�QHW�

3� 0XOOHU��3KLOOLS� 6&'�(QHUJ\� ������������� SKLOP#VFGHQHUJ\�FRP�

3� 2
1HLO��0XUUD\� 330�(QHUJ\� ������������� PXUUD\�RQHLO#SSPHQHUJ\�FRP�

3� 3DGLOOD��/HVOLH� 6HPSUD�*HQHUDWLRQ� ������������� OSDGLOOD#VHPSUDJHQHUDWLRQ�FRP�

;� 3HUFLYDO��0LOW� :HVWHUQ���'6:� ������������� SHUFLDYDO#ZDSD�JRY�

;� 3HUH]��$UPDQGR� &$,62� ������������� DSHUH]#FDLVR�FRP�

;� 5DKLPL��)DUURNK� &$,62� ������������� IUDKLPL#FDLVR�FRP�

3� 5RFKOLQ��&OLII� 6R&DO�*DV�&RPSDQ\� ������������� FURFKOLQ#VHPSUDXWLOLWLHV�FRP�

;� 6FKHXHUPDQ��3DXO� 6FKHXHUPDQ�&RQVXOWLQJ� ������������� SJV#LHHH�RUJ�

;� 6FKQHLGHU��6XVDQ� 3KRHQL[�&RQVXOWLQJ� ������������� VFKQHLGHU#SKRHQL[�FR�FRP�

3� 6KHIIULQ��$QMDOL� &$,62� ������������� DVKHIIULQ#FDLVR�FRP�

3� 6LPSVRQ��-RKQ� 5HOLDQW�(QHUJ\� � MOVLPSVRQ#UHOLDQW�FRP�

3� 6PLWK��0DUN� )3/� ������������� PDUNBMBVPLWK#ISO�FRP�

;� 7HUU\��/HH� &':5� ������������� OWHUU\#ZDWHU�FD�JRY�

;� 7RROVRQ��(ULF� &$,62� ������������� HWRROVRQ#FDLVR�FRP�

;� 9LGDYHU��'DYLG� &(&� � GYLGDYHU#HQHUJ\�VWDWH�FD�XV�

3� :DJOH��3XVKNDU� )O\QQ�5&,� � SXVKNDUZDJOH#IO\QQUFL�FRP�

3� :LOOLDPV��:HV� 6&(� ������������� ZHVWRQ�ZLOOLDPV#VFH�FRP�

;� :LWKDP��7HG� $5(9$�7	'��,QF�� ������������� 7HG�ZLWKDP#DUHYD�WG�FRP�

;� :RRGUXII��.HYLQ� :RRGUXII�([SHUW�6HUYLFHV� ������������� NGZ#ZRRGUXII�H[SHUW�
VHUYLFHV�FRP�

;� :X��7LP� /$':3� ������������� FKXDQ�KVLHU�ZX#ODGZS�FRP�
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Table P.5 Market Surveillance Committee Meeting 
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;� &KHQJ��0DUJDUHW� (3*�&':5� ������������� FKHQJ#HOHFWULFSRZHUJURXS�FRP�

;� &RPQHV��$ODQ� '<1(*<� ������������� DODQ�FRPQHV#G\QHJ\�FRP�

;� &RRN��*UHJ� &$,62� ������������� JFRRN#FDLVR�FRP�
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;� *HHYDUJKHVH��
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3� *KDGLUL��6WHYH� (2%� ������������� �
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3� +DWKDZD\��&DWK�
HULQH�

$36�(1(5*<�
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3� +DXEHQVWRFN��
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;� +LOGHEUDQGW��(ULF� &$,62� ������������� HKLOGHEUDQGW#FDLVR�FRP�
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3� +ROPHV��'DUUHOO� 6287+(51�&$�
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;� -XELHQ��6LGQH\� &$,62� ������������� VMXELHQ#FDLVR�FRP�

3� .HKUHLQ��&DURO\Q� (06� ������������� �

3� .ULVWRY��/RUHQ]R� &$,62� � �

;� /DP��7RQ\� (2%� ������������� WODP#HRE�FD�JRY�

3� /LQGK��.DUHQ� /,1'+�	�$662�
&,$7,(6�
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3� 0DKPXG��'LDQD� 0(75232/,7$1�
:$7(5�',675,&7�
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� 7XHVGD\��-DQXDU\��������������������S�P��²������S�P��
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;� 0LOOHU��-HII� &$,62� ������������� MPLOOHU#FDLVR�FRP�

;� 2
&RQQRU��-RKQ� (2%� ������������� MRFRQQRU#HRE�FD�JRY�

;� 5DKLPL��)DUURNK� &$,62� � �

3� 5RFKOLQ��&OLII� 6R&DO�*DV�&RPSDQ\� ������������� �

;� 6FKQHLGHU��6XVDQ� 3+2(1,,;�&21�
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������������� VFKQHLGHU#SKRHQL[�FRP�

3� 6KHD��.DUHQ� 38&� ������������� �

;� 6KHIIULQ��$QMDOL� &$,62� ������������� DVKHIIULQ#FDLVR�FRP�

3� 6PLWK��'DYLG� 33/� ������������� �

3� 7DQJ��%RE� &,7<�2)�$8=86$� ������������� �

3� 7LUPD]L��0D�
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3� :DUQHU��0LFKDHO� &':5� ������������� �

3� :LHVHU��(ULF� 3/$776� ������������� �

3� :LWKURZ��'DYLG� &$,62� � �

;� :RODN��)UDQN� 06&�&KDLU� ������������� ZRODN#]LD�VWDQIRUG�HGX�
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Table P.6 Southwestern Transmission Expansion Planning Group (STEP) 

$WWHQGHHV�

$V�RI�)HEUXDU\���������

� /DVW� )LUVW� 5HSUHVHQWLQJ� 7HOHSKRQH� (�0DLO�$GGUHVV�

;�$GDPH� 5DXO� &)(� ����������������
�����

UDXO�DGDPH#FIH�JRE�P[�

;�$GOHU� 7RP� &LW\�RI�&KXOD�9LVWD� ������������� WDGOHU#FL�FKXOD�YLVWD�FD�XV�

;�$YLOD� 0LJXHO� &)(� ��������������������PLJXHO�DYLOD#FIH�JRE�P[�

;�%DJOH\� .HQ� 5��:��%HFN� ������������� NEDJOH\#UZEHFN�FRP�

;�%DXJKPDQ� .HQQHWK� :HOOWRQ�0RKDZN�,UULJDWLRQ�
	�'UDLQDJH�'LVWULFW�

������������� NEDXJKPDQ#ZHOOWRQ�
PRKDZN�RUJ�

;�%URZQ� /LQGD� 6'*	(� ������������� OSEURZQ#VHPSUDXWLOLWLHV�FRP�

;�%U\FH� 'RQDOG� 5HFODPDWLRQ� ������������� GEU\FH#OF�XVEU�JRY�

;�&KDUWHUV� -LP� 2UGLQDU\�&LWL]HQ� ������������� MBFKDUWHUV#PVQ�FRP�

;�&KRZGU\� $]DU� $%%� ������������� D]DU�FKRZGU\#XV�DEE�FRP�

;�'HOJDGR� 5REHUW� &LW\�RI�5LYHUVLGH� ������������� UGHOJDGR#SDF�VWDWH�FD�XV�

;�'HQWRQ� 0DULD� 653� � P[GHQWRQ#VUSQHW�FRP�

;�'RZQH\� &DUULH� ,,'� ������������� FDGRZQH\#VDQ�UU�FRP�

;�(ULFNVRQ� 'DQ� %ODFN�	�9HDWFK� ������������� HULFNVRQG#EY�FRP�

;�(WKHUWRQ� 0DUN� .5�6DOLQH�	�$VVRF�IRU�,P�
SHULDO�,UULJDWLRQ�'LVW�

������������� POH#NUVDOLQH�FRP�

;�(YDQV� 0LNH� &RUDO�3RZHU�//&� ������������� PHYDQV��#FRUDO�HQHUJ\�FRP�

;�)LOLSSL� -LP� 3*	(� ������������� MOID#SJH�FRP�

;�)LURR]� 6KDURQ� 6'*	(� ������������� VILURR]#VHPSUDXWLOLWLHV�FRP�

;�)O\QQ� 7RP� &38&� ������������� WUI#FSXF�FD�JRY�

;�*RQ]DOH]� $OEHUWR� &)(�0H[LFR� �������������������
���

DOEHUWR�JRQ]DOH]#FIH�JRE�P[�

;�+RFKKHLPHU� -DFN� )3/�(QHUJ\� ������������� MDFNBJBKRFKKHLPHU#ISO�FRP�
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Summary – The current economic evaluation of the DPV2 upgrade is based on energy 
savings only.  Since the DPV2 upgrade would provide an additional 1,200 MW of firm 
import capability into the CAISO, this increased capacity would provide a benefit that 
should be considered in the economic feasibility study. 

Benefit Overview -- The $620 million cost of the DPV2 upgrade is included in the eco-
nomic analysis.  If the future price of capacity is forecast to be less in Arizona than in 
California, then those savings should be considered. 

We believe that the future cost of capacity in Arizona will be less than the cost in Cali-
fornia for the following two reasons: 

We understand that the capital and fixed operating costs for a peaking unit are signifi-
cantly less in Arizona.  We expect that situation to continue indefinitely.  The reduced 
capital and operating costs in Arizona would also translate into a lower capacity price. 

We also project a greater resource surplus in Arizona than in California for the early 
years of the project.  Thus, the demand for capacity, and the resulting price, would be 
expected to be less in Arizona. 
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Benefit Estimation – In Table Q.1 below, we develop an estimation of the capital and 
fixed O&M costs for a simple-cycle combustion turbine. 

Table Q.1 Estimation of Combustion Turbine Costs in CA and AZ 

Category Component CA AZ Notes 
Plant Characteris-

tics net capacity (mw) 100 100  
 economic life (years) 30 30  

Capital Costs component cost (mil. $) $32 $32 turbine / generator, assume same for CA and AZ 

 land costs (mil. $) $5 $3 
assume $100k / acre in CA and $50k / acre in 

AZ, both sites require 50 acres 

 
air emission permits (mil. 

$) $0 $0 
offset costs in CA and AZ est. to be less than 

$0.1 mil. For peaking facility 

 
air emission technology, 

SCR (mil. $) $5 $0 
assume emission technology is half (SCR may 

not be required in AZ) 

 
water control technology 

(mil. $) $5 $3 assume AZ costs are 50% of CA 

 
total capital -- instant costs 

(mil. $) $47 $37  

 
total capital -- installed 

costs (mil. $) $52 $41 
assume 10 % inc. in costs due to interest during 

construction (IDC) 

 total annual capital costs $52 $41 assume 10 % real economic carrying charge 
Total Fixed Costs fixed O&M costs $10 $7 assume AZ labor costs are 1/3 less than CA 

 total fixed costs $62 $47 CA costs are about 30 % higher 
Notes: 

1. All costs in Table Q.1 are in 2004 dollars. 

2. CA costs are from the CEC’s “Comparitive Cost of California Central Station 
Electricity Generation Technology”, Appendix D, “Combustion Turbine, June 5, 
2003. 

3. AZ costs are based on CA’s costs, with reductions applied as appropriate and 
explained in the “Notes” column. 

If we assume that the lower fixed costs for a CT in Arizona would be directly reflected 
in lower capacity costs, the differential would be $14/kw-year in 2004 $, or $15/kw-
year in 2008 (results differ slightly from above table due to rounding).  If we further 
assume that firm summer capacity is available for the entire 1,200 MW upgrade, the 
capacity benefit would be estimated at $18 million per year in 2008 $.  The $18 mil-
lion per year represents the maximum savings benefit when the capacity price is 
capped at the cost of new peaking units.  In order to provide a more conservative esti-
mate, we have decreased this amount by one-third to $12 million.  In addition, we as-
sume that this benefit will be split equally between the buyers and sellers of capacity.  
Thus the societal benefit is $12 million, and the CAISO benefit is estimated to be half 
that amount of $6 million.  
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We have projected the planning reserve margins for the California / Mexico, and the 
Southwest, sub-regions for WECC.  These results are summarized in Table P.2 below: 

Table Q.2 Projected Planning Reserve Margin for Selected WECC Sub-Regions 

 Year  

WECC Sub-
region 2008 2013 

CA / MX 16% 16% 

SW 27% 27% 

We have not tried to quantify the additional reduction in Arizona capacity costs due to 
the surplus expectation that we have assumed for the first 5 years or so of the project 
economic life.  We do not have sufficient data comparing capacity market prices and 
planning reserve margins to make such an estimate.  We do expect that reserve mar-
gins influence capacity prices.  From this perspective, the capacity benefits estimated 
on the previous page may be conservative. 

$SSHQGL[�5�� (67,0$7,21�2)�9$/8(�2)�
(0,66,21�5('8&7,21�
Summary – The current DPV2 analysis does not model emissions since that data were 
not part of the initial database received from SSG-WI.  The DPV2 upgrade is expected 
to allow more efficient gas-fired generation in Arizona to dispatch less-efficient or less-
economic generation in California.  The increase in generating efficiency has direct en-
vironmental benefits such as the reduction of airborne emissions and fuel burn.  This 
analysis attempts to quantify the emission benefits for NOx.  Other emissions are not 
quantified at this time since the emission rate data are not available. 

Benefit Overview – From the PLEXOS simulations, we are able to: (1) compute the 
generation produced annually for about 700 stations; and, (2) compare the generation 
for the “without” and “with” upgrade cases.  In the 2008 cost-based, expected condi-
tion case (2008 BBBN), approximately 6,100 gWh/yr of generation was produced from 
more economic plants due to the upgrade. 

In this 2008 case, approximately 200 generation stations increased their generation, 
and about 250 plants decreased their generation.  Instead of trying to analyze the im-
pact of the upgrade on the emissions of 450 plants, we decided to identify those plants 
accounting for 80 percent of the incremental and decremental generation, and ex-
trapolate for the other 20 percent. 

Roughly 80 percent of the incremental generation is produced by only 11 plants.  Nine 
of these 11 stations are relatively new, combined-cycle units in the Palo Verde area, 
such as Mesquite, Redhawk, and Harquahla.   



  February 2005 

PVD2 – FINAL TECHNICAL & OTHER APPENDICES  Page 66 of 68 
2/16/2005 

On the other side, the decremental generation is spread over more plants.  Approxi-
mately 80 percent of the decremental generation is reduced from 39 plants.  These 
stations decreasing generation were primarily in California and included: 

Less-efficient, older generating plants, such as Ormond Beach, Haynes, and South 
Bay 

Newer, high-efficient generating plants such as Mountainview, HighDesert, and Palo-
mar. 

The percentage of generation displaced at many of the older units ranges from 10 to 
30 percent.  The percentage of generation displaced at many of the newer units ranges 
from 3 to 7 percent.  The relative economics of gas-fired generation in Arizona com-
pared to California is dependent on two factors: 

Gas price differential between Arizona and California – currently estimated to be 37 
cents per mmbtu cheaper in AZ in 2008. 

Thermal plant efficiency – New plants have heat rates in the 7,000 to 7,300 btu/kwh 
range, older plant have heat rates generally in the 9,000 to 15,000 btu/kwh range.   

The greatest savings are achieved when newer generation in Arizona is able to displace 
older, inefficient generation in California.   Less significant savings occurs when Ari-
zona efficient generation is able to displace California efficient generation since the gas 
prices are lower in Arizona.  These relative savings are reflected in the percent of power 
displaced.  Since it is more economic to displace the older CA generation, the amount 
of power displaced can be as high as 30 percent (Huntington 3).  Since it is less eco-
nomic to displace newer CA generation, the displacement rate is 7 percent or lower. 

Benefit Estimation -- In Attachment 1, we develop an estimate of the fuel savings and 
NOx emission reductions as result of the upgrade.  For purposes of this estimate, the 
value of NOx offsets in CA was assumed to be $40,00011.  The value of NOx offsets in 
the Palo Verde region of AZ was assumed to be half that of CA.12 The one-time cost of 
NOx was then inflated from 2003 to 2008, and amortized over the approximately 50-
year economic life of the transmission line.   

The reduction in NOX emissions and costs, as well as natural gas savings are summa-
rized in Table R.1 below.  

                                                
11  The $40,000 value is derived from California Air Resources Board (CARB);  “Emission Reduction Offsets Transac-
tion Cost Summary Report for 2003”;  prepared in March, 2004;  Table 1 “2003 Prices Paid in Dollars Per Ton for Off-
sets”, page 1.  NOx values ranged from a low of $6,000 to a high of $140,000 per ton in the San Diego area.  We used a 
state-wide average of $39,842 rounded to the nearest thousand.   
12   We were unable to research the value of offsets in Palo Verde region of Arizona.  We do know that offsets are re-
quired for plants in AZ and that the newer plants use best available control technology.  Since Palo Verde is 50 miles 
west of Phoenix and according to one source not considered part of the Phoenix air non-attainment area, a two-thirds 
reduction in CA offset costs was assumed.    
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Table R.1 Summary of Emission and Fuel Benefits Resulting from the PVD2 Upgrade 

Parameter Units 

Impact 
From In-

cremental 
Generation 

Impact 
From 

Decremental 
Generation 

Benefit   
From Up-

grade 

NOx tons / yr 200 -590 390 

 mil. $ / yr $0.4 -$2.6 $2.2 

Natural Gas tbtu / yr 45 -51 6 

From this analysis, we estimate that 2,600 tons of NOx emissions are eliminated in 
the WECC each year as a result of the PVD2 upgrade.  California emissions went down 
590 tons, and Arizona emissions went up 200 tons.   

We estimate that the NOx emission costs as a result of the upgrade decrease $2.2 mil-
lion.  Given the uncertainty in the offset costs, actual emission rates, and the rate of 
retrofitting the older thermal generation in California we would consider half of the 
$2.2 million to be a more reasonable estimate.  Thus, we estimate the societal benefit 
at $1 million per year, and the CAISO share to be half that amount, or $0.5 million. 

We also estimate that access to more efficient thermal generation in Arizona would 
provide a more efficient fuel burn throughout WECC resulting in a net savings of ap-
proximately 6 million mmbtu, or enough energy to create about 600 gWh of energy in 
conventional thermal generation stations. 
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Table R.2 Forecast of Emission and Fuel Benefits By Plant 

             

Plexos Plant Name

Change in 
Gen. 

(gWh/yr)

Plexos Ave. 
Heat Rate 
(btu/kwh)

Change in 
Fuel Use 

(mmbtu/yr)  

NOx 
Emission 

Rate (ppm)

NOx 
Emission 
Rate (lbs/ 
mmbtu)

NOx 
Emissions 

(tons)
NOx Cost 

($/ton-year)

Change in 
NOx Cost 

(mil. $)
NOx Cost 
($/MWh)

Incremental Generation:  
MesquiteCC 743 7,100 5,277,154  2.5 0.009 24 $2,208 0.052 $0.07

1 Redhawk CC 1 712 7,100 5,057,562  2.5 0.009 23 $2,208 0.050 $0.07
2 Harquahl 710 7,250 5,151,008  2.5 0.009 23 $2,208 0.051 $0.07
3 Redhawk1 699 7,250 5,066,656  2.5 0.009 23 $2,208 0.050 $0.07
4 Mesquit1 654 7,250 4,738,610  2.5 0.009 21 $2,208 0.047 $0.07
5 ArlngtnV 613 7,250 4,445,569  2.5 0.009 20 $2,208 0.044 $0.07
6 Blythe CC 1 285 7,100 2,026,082  2.5 0.009 9 $2,208 0.020 $0.07
7 Santan CC 1 275 7,100 1,955,517  2.5 0.009 9 $2,208 0.019 $0.07
8 WPhnx4 162 7,250 1,172,904  2.5 0.009 5 $2,208 0.012 $0.07
9 Saguaro CC 1 129 7,100 914,709  2.5 0.009 4 $2,208 0.009 $0.07
10 FrntRng( 83 7,250 604,293  2.5 0.009 3 $2,208 0.006 $0.07

Subtotal -- 82% 5,066 36,410,063  162 0.359
Total -- 100% 6,194 44,510,603  199 0.438
Percent of Total 82%  

 
Decremental Generation:  

1 ElSgndC1 -32 7,250 -231,329  2.5 0.009 -1 $4,416 -0.005 $0.14
2 Beaver 1 -32 9,300 -300,519  10.0 0.036 -5 $4,416 -0.024 $0.73
3 PdtJrz-5 -43 9,500 -405,399  10.0 0.036 -7 $4,416 -0.032 $0.75
4 LRst(CCP -43 7,000 -299,401  2.5 0.009 -1 $4,416 -0.006 $0.14
5 JmBrdgr1 -43 10,500 -449,989  10.0 0.036 -8 $4,416 -0.035 $0.83
6 ASRdndB7 -45 9,500 -426,233  10.0 0.036 -8 $4,416 -0.034 $0.75
7 H Allen  CC 1 -47 7,100 -336,974  2.5 0.009 -2 $4,416 -0.007 $0.14
8 Pastoria -56 7,250 -404,272  2.5 0.009 -2 $4,416 -0.008 $0.14
9 KrnRvrC1 -58 7,250 -416,953  2.5 0.009 -2 $4,416 -0.008 $0.14
10 SouthPnt -60 7,250 -436,796  2.5 0.009 -2 $4,416 -0.009 $0.14
11 ElSgndP3 -62 9,500 -586,689  10.0 0.036 -10 $4,416 -0.046 $0.75
12 ClovrBr1 -66 9,500 -625,847  10.0 0.036 -11 $4,416 -0.049 $0.75
13 H Allen  CC 2 -71 7,100 -502,495  2.5 0.009 -2 $4,416 -0.010 $0.14
14 LaRosit1 -73 7,000 -510,979  2.5 0.009 -2 $4,416 -0.010 $0.14
15 SycmrCG1 -77 7,250 -558,560  2.5 0.009 -2 $4,416 -0.011 $0.14
16 TR-Cntr1 -79 9,500 -748,168  10.0 0.036 -13 $4,416 -0.059 $0.75
17 WtsnCgn1 -79 7,250 -574,827  2.5 0.009 -3 $4,416 -0.011 $0.14
18 Etiwand3 -84 9,500 -793,963  10.0 0.036 -14 $4,416 -0.063 $0.75
19 Sutter -88 7,250 -640,244  2.5 0.009 -3 $4,416 -0.013 $0.14
20 MorroBy3 -92 9,500 -873,284  10.0 0.036 -16 $4,416 -0.069 $0.75
21 LosMdns1 -98 7,250 -708,431  2.5 0.009 -3 $4,416 -0.014 $0.14
22 Encina 4 -100 9,500 -951,351  10.0 0.036 -17 $4,416 -0.075 $0.75
23 Scttrgd3 -107 9,500 -1,018,757  10.0 0.036 -18 $4,416 -0.080 $0.75
24 DltnrgyC -116 7,250 -842,861  2.5 0.009 -4 $4,416 -0.017 $0.14
25 BrrrdTh2 -122 9,500 -1,162,789  10.0 0.036 -21 $4,416 -0.092 $0.75
26 Thrmlct1 -127 7,000 -891,148  2.5 0.009 -4 $4,416 -0.018 $0.14
27 Hntngtn3 -142 9,500 -1,351,079  10.0 0.036 -24 $4,416 -0.106 $0.75
28 ElkHlls1 -146 7,250 -1,055,951  2.5 0.009 -5 $4,416 -0.021 $0.14
29 Palomar -153 7,100 -1,084,607  2.5 0.009 -5 $4,416 -0.021 $0.14
30 MssLndn6 -158 9,500 -1,498,351  10.0 0.036 -27 $4,416 -0.118 $0.75
31 SnrsPwr1 -165 7,250 -1,194,878  2.5 0.009 -5 $4,416 -0.024 $0.14
32 MssLndn1 -187 7,250 -1,354,044  2.5 0.009 -6 $4,416 -0.027 $0.14
33 LaPalom1 -211 7,250 -1,527,033  2.5 0.009 -7 $4,416 -0.030 $0.14
34 SouthBy1 -241 9,500 -2,286,049  10.0 0.036 -41 $4,416 -0.180 $0.75
35 Haynes 1 -284 9,500 -2,700,452  10.0 0.036 -48 $4,416 -0.213 $0.75
36 OrmndBc1 -292 9,500 -2,778,748  10.0 0.036 -50 $4,416 -0.219 $0.75
37 AESlmts3 -305 9,500 -2,900,322  10.0 0.036 -52 $4,416 -0.229 $0.75
38 HighDsrt -329 7,250 -2,382,065  2.5 0.009 -11 $4,416 -0.047 $0.14
39 Moutainview -468 7,100 -3,325,691  2.5 0.009 -15 $4,416 -0.066 $0.14

Subtotal -- 81% -4,980 -41,137,528  -476 -2.102
Total -- 100% -6,161 -50,896,482  -589 -2.601
Percent of Total 81% Net Impact -6,385,879    -390 -2.162
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Memorandum      

California Independent  
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To: CAISO Board of Governors 
From: Armando J. Perez, Director of Grid Planning  
 Anjali Sheffrin, Director of Market Analysis 
cc: CAISO Officers; Board Assistants 
Date: February 14, 2005 
Re: Palo Verde-Devers No. 2 500 kV Transmission Project 
 
 
This memorandum requires Board action.  

SUMMARY 
During the last few years, a large number of new and efficient combined cycle generation power plants 
have been constructed in western Arizona near the Palo Verde area.  This new generation is more efficient 
than the older steam boiler generation that exists in the Los Angeles, San Francisco, and San Diego load 
centers.  In addition, the new gas-fired generation in Arizona and elsewhere in the Southwest is expected 
to be significantly less expensive than similar generation located in California due to permitting, land, 
emission credit, labor, and gas costs.  However, the current transmission system is not adequate to import 
this new generation to southern California.  As a result, it continues to be necessary to operate old and 
inefficient generation in southern California. 
 
In June of 2004, the ISO Board approved the “STEP Short-Term Transmission Upgrades.” These upgrades 
increase the ability of the existing transmission system to import power from Arizona without adding any 
new transmission lines. These short-term upgrades are planned to be in place in June 2006. Additional 
upgrades are planned for the existing transmission lines between Arizona and Nevada. However, even 
after these additions have been completed, our analysis indicates that there will still be substantial 
congestion on the grid between Arizona and California. The Palo Verde-Devers No. 2  (PVD2) project, as 
described later in this memo, would further reduce this congestion and provide economic benefits to 
California ISO ratepayers as well as the interconnection as a whole. Our analysis indicates that expected 
benefit-cost ratio for ISO Ratepayers ranges from 1.2 to 3.2 depending on input assumptions and allocation 
of transmission congestion rental. 
 
The ISO analysis of the PVD2 project further indicates that the project scope and cost appear to be 
appropriate. 
 
Based on the economic and reliability benefits of the PVD2 Project (as discussed later in this memo and in 
the attached report), ISO Management recommends that the ISO Board approve the project.  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
  
The PVD2 project includes the following facilities: 
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• A new 230 mile 500 kV line to be constructed between the Harquahala Switchyard (near Palo 
Verde) and SCE’s Devers 500 kV Substation. The route proposed from Devers to Harquahala 
parallels SCE’s existing Palo Verde-Devers No.1 (PVD1) transmission line. Most of the proposed 
line is to be constructed on single circuit steel lattice towers. 

 
• The four 230 kV lines west of the Devers substation will be rebuilt: the Devers-San Bernardino 230 

kV lines #1 and #2, and the Devers-Vista 230 kV lines #1 and #2.  
 

• Voltage support facilities will be added in the Devers area in southern California. 
 
The proposed PVD2 project is expected to increase California’s ability to import power from Arizona by at 
least 1,200 MW.  The project could be operational as early as 2009 and is expected to cost $680 million in 
year 2009 dollars.  Figure 1 shows the location of the project. 

 
Figure 1 

Location of Proposed PVD2 Transmission Expansion Project 
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The proposed PVD2 project is a 230 mile, 500 kV transmission line from the Haraquala substation
Haraquala switchyard  near Palo Verde to SCE’s Dever substation near Palm Springs, California.  
PVD2 will parallel the existing PVD1 line and use an existing transmission line corridor  
and will use the existing PVD1 right-of-way.   
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PUBLIC PROCESS IN DEVELOPING RECOMMENDATION 
 
The development of the Palo Verde- Devers project originated in a transmission group process called the 
Southwest Transmission Expansion Plan (STEP). This group has approximately 300 members on its 
distribution list and about 50 members routinely attend STEP meetings that are held every two months. The 
goals of STEP include: 
 

o To provide a forum to further the development of a robust transmission system between the 
Arizona, Nevada, Mexico, and southern California areas that meets WECC and NERC 
Reliability Criteria and is capable of supporting a competitive, efficient, and seamless west-
wide wholesale electricity market; 

 
o To encourage all interested parties to participate in the development of transmission plans that 

benefits the customers in the Southwest; and 
 

o To provide a broad basis of support that will aid the implementation of future transmission 
projects. 

 
In developing a transmission plan for the area, STEP analyzed 26 different combinations of facilities to increase 
the transmission capability between the Southwest and Southern California and proposed a series of projects. 
The first project was the STEP Short-Term Transmission Upgrades. The CAISO Board approved the California 
portion of this project in June 2004 and these facilities are expected to be in service in 2006. Similar upgrades 
are being planned on the transmission lines between Arizona and Nevada.  The next major project in the series 
is the PVD2 Project. STEP determined the PVD2 Project would provide more benefits from both a technical and 
economic perspective than the other transmission projects that were considered.  
 
In parallel with STEP, SCE determined that PVD2 was a cost effective project and requested that the CAISO 
approve the project.  The CASIO staff has  performed an independent evaluation of the economic and reliability 
benefits of the PVD2 project using the newly developed Transmission Economic Assessment Methodology 
(TEAM). 
 
The TEAM methodology was the subject of a four-month public stakeholder process in 2004. The ISO 
conducted three public workshops and conducted a CAISO Market Surveillance Committee meeting in public.  
In addition, three technical subgroups were formed.  They worked on base case assumptions, the scenario 
selection, and methods of modeling market prices.  In all, there were twelve separate technical sessions.  The 
CAISO filed a report with the California Public Utility Commission (CPUC) in June 2004, documenting this 
methodology and providing a detailed example study.   
 
In its analysis of the PDV2 project, the CAISO staff has reviewed the interim results in a number of public 
forums. We have incorporated input from these meetings into our findings.  We presented our preliminary 
results in a public Market Surveillance Committee meeting in November 2004. At this meeting, the Los Angeles 
Department Water and Power (LADWP), a significant operator in the project area, asked whether we had 
reviewed the impact of proposed East-of-River (EOR) 9000 upgrades in Nevada/Arizona.  LADWP suggested 
that this upgrade could be an alternative to the Palo Verde Devers project.  We spent the following two months 
reviewing the implication of the EOR 9000 upgrades on the PVD2 project.  Our results indicated that the EOR 
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9000 Project was a complementary project to the PVD2 Project and not an alternative.  The STEP Plan 
includes the upgrades that are currently part of the EOR 9000 project. 
  
The following stakeholder opportunities were provided to review the latest economic studies for the PVD2 
project. These meetings are in addition to the two years of STEP meetings that were spent in determining the 
overall transmission expansion plan for the region.  
 

1. On January 11th, we presented our findings-to-date to the Western Arizona Transmission Studies 
(WATS) group  

2. On January 14th, we conducted a CASIO stakeholder meeting to review preliminary results with a 
broader group of interested parties. 48 attendees from 33 different companies or agencies were 
present at the stakeholder meeting.  

3. On January 18th, we solicited further review and input from the CAISO Market Surveillance Committee.  
th, we posted a variety of our study work papers on our website and on February 2nd, we 

posted the Draft PVD2 report. 
5. On February 4th, we discussed the PVD2 study results at a MSC Open Meeting. 
6. On February 9th, we reviewed the PVD2 study results at a STEP meeting and received concurrence on 

proceeding with the approval of the project.   
 
Throughout this process, we have solicited input from a wide variety of stakeholders.  We will summarize the 
input we have received and our responses at the Board meeting. Written responses to the comments we 
receive are posted on our web site.   
 
ECONOMIC AND RELIABILITY BENEFIT ASSESSMENT 
 
CAISO management’s recommendation on PVD2 are based on consideration of the project economic and 
reliability benefits. As mentioned previously, CAISO staff completed a comprehensive analysis of the 
benefits of PVD2 Project using TEAM and concluded that the project will provide significant reliability and 
economic benefits to CAISO ratepayers. PVD2 would improve reliability by increasing voltage support in 
southern California and enhance system operational flexibility by providing CAISO operators with more 
options in responding to transmission and generation outages. The project’s primary economic benefit is 
the increased ability to import low-cost generation from the southwest and displace higher-cost generation 
in California. It will also provide access to additional capacity that can serve to meet the State’s resource 
adequacy requirements and lower transmission system power losses. The PVD2 Project will significantly 
augment the transmission infrastructure critical to support competitive wholesale energy markets for 
California consumers. 
  
As part of the evaluation of the project, alternatives to the project were considered such as other 
transmission and generation.  Demand-side and renewable resources were not considered alternatives 
since CAISO staff believes these resources should be maximized first, before other traditional resources 
are considered.  For this analysis, we reviewed several alternatives. One alternative we examined was the 
East-of-River (EOR) 9000 transmission project, which upgrades lines between Nevada and Arizona. Our 
analysis showed the EOR 9000 project to be complementary to the PVD2 project and was therefore 
included in the base case. Another alternative we examined was siting additional in-state generation. The 
resource mix we used in the study assumed additions of gas-fired plants known to be under consideration. 
The mix also met California’s renewable standards. Because the southwest has less expensive permitting, 
land, emission-offset, and labor expenses, we estimate the fixed costs of a new combined-cycle (CC) plant 
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to be about 13 percent less than in California. We expect California generation interconnection costs to 
make the generation deliverable to load to increase this cost differential. In addition, we expect units in the 
southwest to have lower operating costs due to lower natural gas costs forecast for that region. Thus, from 
strictly a unit cost perspective, the CAISO ratepayer would benefit more from having access to lower costs 
units in the southwest. Constructing new in-state gas-fired generation would also not increase access to the 
more diverse fuel supply available in the southwest.  
 
The quantified benefits of the PVD2 upgrade in this evaluation include: (a) reduction in production costs (energy 
savings); (b) operational savings (reduced uneconomic generation dispatch for reliability purposes); (c) capacity 
savings (lower capacity costs from the Southwest); (d) NOx emission reduction (displacement of inefficient 
California generation with more efficient Southwest generation); and, (e) loss reduction (WECC total system 
losses are reduced due to increased transmission capacity).  The energy benefits were determined in 
accordance with the Transmission Evaluation Assessment Methodology (TEAM) that was developed and filed 
with an example study to the CPUC in June 2004.  The remaining benefits were estimated outside of the 
market simulation model used to determine the energy benefits and are documented in the Board Report and 
Technical Appendices. 
 
We estimate that benefits from the line will exceed its costs under a wide range of future system conditions. 
Because we believe that no single point estimate can adequately capture its value, we calculated its costs 
and benefits under a number of likely system conditions. We believe this range presents the best 
assessment of the impact of the line on the CAISO system. The expected benefit-cost ratio ranges from 1.2 
to 3.2 depending on input assumptions and allocation of transmission congestion rental. The attached 
report describes this analysis in detail.   
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
As a result of the extensive analysis that has been completed for the PVD2 Project, ISO Management 
recommends the approval of the Palo Verde-Devers #2 Project and suggests the following motion: 
 
MOVED, that the Board of Governors: 
 
1. Grants its approval of the Palo Verde-Devers #2 Project as documented in the ISO Board 
Memorandum dated February XX, 2005, and finds that the proposed project is a necessary and cost effective 
addition to the ISO Controlled Grid. 
 
2. Directs Southern California Edison to complete the Palo Verde-Devers #2 Project, preferably by the 
summer of 2009. 
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California Independent  
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Memorandum  
To: ISO Board of Governors 
From: Armando Perez, Director of Grid Planning  
 Anjali Sheffrin, Director of Market Analysis 
cc: ISO Officers; Board Assistants 
Date: November 5, 2004 
Re: Update on Palo Verde-Devers No. 2 500 kV Transmission Project 
 
 
This memorandum does not require Board action. 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”) submitted its Technical and Cost Effectiveness reports for the 
proposed Palo Verde-Devers No. 2 (“PVD2”) project to the CAISO for review and approval.  SCE found the PVD2 
project to be economic and concluded that “PVD2 is a necessary and cost-effective addition to the ISO Controlled 
Grid”.1  The purpose of this memo is to brief the Board on the status of the CAISO’s evaluation of the PVD2 
upgrade.  In addition, the memo provides a proposed schedule for bringing this decision to the Board. 
 
BACKGROUND 
During the last few years, a large number of new and efficient combined cycle generation power plants have been 
constructed in western Arizona near the Palo Verde area.  This new generation is far more efficient than the older 
steam boiler generation that exists in the Los Angeles, San Francisco, and San Diego load centers.  In addition, the 
new gas-fired generation in Arizona and elsewhere in the Southwest is expected to be significantly less expensive 
than similar generation located in California due to permitting, land, emission credit, labor, and gas costs.  However, 
the current transmission system is not adequate to import this new generation to southern California.  As a result, it 
continues to be necessary to operate old and inefficient generation in southern California. 
 
In June of 2004, the ISO Board approved the “STEP Short-Term Transmission Upgrades.” These upgrades 
increase the ability of the existing transmission system to import power from Arizona without adding any new 
transmission lines. These short-term upgrades are planned to be in place in June 2006. The Palo Verde-Devers No. 
2  (PVD2) project complements these upgrades and is expected to increase California’s ability to import power from 
Arizona by 1,200 MW.  The PVD2 project includes the following facilities: 
 

• Constructing a new 230 mile 500 kV line between Harquahala Generating Company’s Harquahala 
Switchyard (near Palo Verde), to SCE’s Devers 500 kV Substation. The proposed route between Devers 
and Harquahala parallels SCE’s existing Palo Verde-Devers No.1 (PVD1) transmission line. Most of the 
proposed line is to be constructed on single circuit steel lattice towers. 

                                                           
1 “Palo Verde-Devers No. 2, Technical and Cost-Effectiveness Report”, Southern California Edison, April 7, 
2004, page 3.  



  

 
• Rebuilding the four 230 kV lines west of the Devers substation: The Devers-San Bernardino 230 kV lines 

#1 and #2, and the Devers-Vista 230 kV lines #1 and #2.  
 

• The addition of voltage support facilities in the Devers area in southern California. 
 
The project could be operational as early as 2009.  The CAISO’s final recommendations on PVD2 will include 
considerations of economic benefits, reliability benefits and other strategic benefits of the lines.  
 
Economic Benefits 
Earlier this year, the CAISO formed a Transmission Economic Assessment Methodology (TEAM) stakeholder group 
to finalize the development of a standard methodology to evaluate the economic benefits of transmission upgrades.  
The CAISO has reviewed the economics of the PVD2 project using the TEAM methodology. Forty cases are being 
completed using assumptions about a variety of future system conditions regarding load growth, gas prices, hydro 
conditions, levels of market competitiveness, and possible system contingences.  CAISO staff is also reviewing the 
cost of this project with Edison. 
 
Reliability Benefits 
Historically, most new transmission projects were justified based on satisfying criteria that are established by 
regional reliability councils.  Based on current projections of online dates of new generation, the Palo Verde-Devers  
#2 Project is not needed to meet minimum planning reliability requirements. However, in the future, if the current 
and projected plans for generation in California do not materialize, the PVD2 project may be needed to meet these 
basic reliability standards.  
 
Although the Project is not presently needed to meet minimum planning reliability standards, it will provide 
substantial operational reliability benefits. By having this line in place, the State, from a loads and resources 
perspective, will be less susceptible to power outages due to transmission or generation outages. In addition, the 
Project will provide the system operators with greater operational flexibility in the scheduling of outages of major 
transmission lines and will provide them with improved ability to respond to major transmission outages. These 
benefits are clearly qualitative in nature, as they are difficult to quantify. 
 
Additional Benefits 
In addition to the economic benefit of lowering the price of power to consumers, the Palo Verde-Devers #2 Project 
will reduce the consumption of natural gas, and reduce air pollution due to lower air emissions by not having to 
dispatch old and inefficient generating units located in Southern California. These benefits are also difficult to 
quantify but need to be considered when evaluating a project of this nature. 
 
Because it takes so much longer to install new transmission lines than new generation projects, it has been 
historically difficult for transmission projects to compete with generation projects that can be built and ready to serve 
load in a few years. The California Energy Commission has suggested one way to minimize this difference in 
project timing would be to complete the permitting process for strategic transmission projects such as PVD2. By 
completing the permitting process for the Palo Verde-Devers #2 Project, the timeline for completing the project 
would be comparable to that for a major new generation facility. Permitting the project would preserve an important 
option for California to meet its future power needs.  
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DISCUSSION 
Next Steps 
The next steps in the evaluation and licensing process for the proposed PVD2 upgrade are: 
CAISO 

• November 16th – Market Surveillance Committee Meeting.   Discussion of the CAISO analysis including 
the assumptions and results in order to solicit feedback from the members of the Committee and public. 

• November 16th through December 3rd – CAISO staff will incorporate feedback from the MSC meeting into 
the analysis as appropriate, and will conduct a final review of assumptions and results and make any 
adjustments that may be necessary.  CAISO staff will also discuss with SCE the final results and 
recommendations through conference calls. 

• Dec 3rd – ISO Board Meeting.  CAISO staff will present final evaluation results and a final recommendation 
to the Board.   

• January 2005 – If the CAISO Board approves this project, CAISO will support SCE’s Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN”) process at the California Public Utility Commission (“CPUC”).  

SCE 
If the CAISO Board approves the PVD2 project at the December 3rd Board meeting, it is the CAISO’s 
understanding that Edison (after reviewing the CAISO Board approval with Edison Management) will finalize its 
application for a CPCN, and submit the application to the CPUC as early as January, 2005. 
As the project sponsor of the PVD2 project, SCE has initiated the Western Electricity Coordinating Council 
(“WECC”) path rating process to achieve a WECC accepted rating for the project.  The path rating process will 
proceed in parallel with the CPCN process described above.  SCE will continue to work with interested parties to 
resolve issues related to the PVD2 project. 
 
 
CAISO Management will finalize its recommendation to the Board for consideration at the December 3rd Board meeting.  
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,62·V�'HSDUWPHQWV�RI�0DUNHW�$QDO\VLV�DQG�*ULG�3ODQQLQJ���7KH�UHSRUW�GHVFULEHV�WKH�UHVXOWV�RI�DQ�
DSSOLFDWLRQ�RI�WKH�,62·V�7UDQVPLVVLRQ�(FRQRPLF�$VVHVVPHQW�0HWKRGRORJ\��7($0��WR�WKH�39'��
XSJUDGH�� �:H�KDYH�SUHYLRXVO\�FRPPHQWHG�RQ�WKH�7($0�DSSURDFK��� �:H�GLVFXVVHG�DVSHFWV�RI�LWV�
DSSOLFDWLRQ�WR�WKH�39'��SURMHFW�DW�VHYHUDO�06&�PHHWLQJV�DQG�KDYH�PHW�VHYHUDO�WLPHV�ZLWK�,62�VWDII�
WR�UHYLHZ�VLPXODWLRQ�UHVXOWV���:H�KDYH�DOVR�UHFHLYHG�ZULWWHQ�FRPPHQWV�RQ�WKH�3'9��DQDO\VLV�IURP�
6RXWKHUQ�&DOLIRUQLD�*DV��/RV�$QJHOHV�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�:DWHU�DQG�3RZHU��DQG�6RXWKHUQ�&DOLIRUQLD�
(GLVRQ�� � 2Q� )HEUXDU\� ��� ������ ZH� KHOG� D� SXEOLF� FRQIHUHQFH� FDOO� ZKHUH� ZH� UHFHLYHG� DGGLWLRQDO�
FRPPHQWV�RQ�WKLV�UHSRUW��IURP�VWDNHKROGHUV���:H�DUH�JUDWHIXO�IRU�WKLV�YHU\�KHOSIXO�LQSXW��

:H�KDYH�DOVR�EHHQ�DVNHG�WR�SURYLGH�DQ�RSLQLRQ�RQ�ZKHWKHU�WKH�,62�%RDUG�VKRXOG�DSSURYH�WKLV�
WUDQVPLVVLRQ�XSJUDGH���2XU�RYHUDOO�FRQFOXVLRQ�IURP�UHYLHZLQJ�,62·V�UHSRUW�RQ�WKH�39'��XSJUDGH�
DQG� VWDNHKROGHU� FRPPHQWV� RQ� WKLV� UHSRUW� LV� WKDW� WKH�'HSDUWPHQWV� RI�0DUNHW�$QDO\VLV� DQG�*ULG�
3ODQQLQJ� KDYH�� IRU� WKH� PRVW� SDUW�� XQGHUWDNHQ� D� FRQVHUYDWLYH� HFRQRPLF� DQDO\VLV� RI� WKH� H[SHFWHG�
EHQHILWV�RI�WKLV�SURSRVHG�XSJUDGH���7KHLU�PRGHOLQJ�UHVXOWV�LPSO\�D�ZLGH�UDQJH�RI�SODXVLEOH�VFHQDULRV�
IRU�IXWXUH�V\VWHP�FRQGLWLRQV�WKDW�\LHOG�VLJQLILFDQW�QHW�EHQHILWV�WR�&DOLIRUQLD�,62�UDWHSD\HUV�IURP�WKH�
XSJUDGH�� � $SSHQGL[� '� RI� WKH� 7HFKQLFDO� $SSHQGLFHV� QRWHV� WKDW� VXEVWDQWLDO� DPRXQW� RI� QHZ�
JHQHUDWLRQ� LV� FXUUHQWO\� SODQQHG� RU� XQGHU� FRQVWUXFWLRQ� LQ� $UL]RQD�� � 7KH� 39'�� OLQH� ZLOO� SURYLGH�
&DOLIRUQLD�FRQVXPHUV�ZLWK�DFFHVV�WR�D�VLJQLILFDQW�VKDUH�RI�WKH�HQHUJ\�WKDW�ZLOO�EH�SURGXFHG�E\�WKHVH�
YHU\� HIILFLHQW� QDWXUDO� JDV�ILUHG� JHQHUDWLRQ� XQLWV� WKDW� DUH� OHVV� H[SHQVLYH� WR� EXLOG� DQG� RSHUDWH� LQ�
$UL]RQD�DV�RSSRVHG�WR�QHDU�6RXWKHUQ�&DOLIRUQLD�ORDG�FHQWHUV��

7KH�UHPDLQGHU�RI�WKLV�RSLQLRQ�VXPPDUL]HV�ZK\�ZH�EHOLHYH�WKDW�WKLV�DSSOLFDWLRQ�RI�WKH�7($0�
PHWKRGRORJ\�SURYLGHV�FUHGLEOH��\HW�FRQVHUYDWLYH��HVWLPDWHV�RI� WKH�H[SHFWHG�EHQHILWV�RI�WKH�39'��
XSJUDGH� WR�&DOLIRUQLD� ,62� UDWHSD\HUV� DQG�ZK\�ZH� UHFRPPHQG� WKDW� WKH� ,62�%RDUG� DSSURYH� WKLV�
WUDQVPLVVLRQ� H[SDQVLRQ�� � %DVHG� RQ� WKH� ,62� DQDO\VLV�� WKH� 39'�� XSJUDGH� UHSUHVHQWV� D� VRXQG�
LQYHVWPHQW� RIIHULQJ� D� VRXQG� UDWH� RI� UHWXUQ� DQG� DQ� LQVXUDQFH� SROLF\� DJDLQVW� IXWXUH� DGYHUVH��
SRWHQWLDOO\�FDWDVWURSKLF��PDUNHW�FRQGLWLRQV��%HFDXVH�7($0�LV�DQ�HYROYLQJ�PHWKRGRORJ\�DQG�VXEMHFW�
WR�FRQWLQXDO�LPSURYHPHQW��ZH�DOVR�VXJJHVW�HQKDQFHPHQWV�WKDW�ZH�EHOLHYH�DUH�ZRUWK�FRQVLGHULQJ�IRU�
IXWXUH�DSSOLFDWLRQV��

                                                
1 CAISO Market Surveillance Committee, “Comments on the California ISO’s Transmission Expansion Assessment Methodology 
(TEAM)” June 1, 2004, http://www.caiso.com/docs/2004/06/01/200406011457422435.pdf.  
2 ISO Draft PVD2 Report posted on the ISO website on Feb 2, 2005. 
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����6RXUFHV�RI�(QHUJ\�&RVW�6DYLQJV�IURP�8SJUDGH�

$�WUDQVPLVVLRQ�H[SDQVLRQ�W\SLFDOO\�DOORZV�FKHDSHU�GLVWDQW�HQHUJ\�WR�VXEVWLWXWH�IRU�KLJKHU�SULFHG�
ORFDOO\� SURGXFHG� HQHUJ\�� � +RZ� ODUJH� WKLV� EHQHILW� LV� GHSHQGV� RQ� D� QXPEHU� RI� IDFWRUV� WKDW� DUH�
XQNQRZQ�DW�WKH�WLPH�WKH�XSJUDGH�LV�FRQVLGHUHG���7KH�7($0�PHWKRGRORJ\�VROYHV�WKLV�SUREOHP�E\�
XVLQJ� LWV� EHVW� HVWLPDWH�RI� WKH� FRQILJXUDWLRQ�RI� WKH� WUDQVPLVVLRQ�QHWZRUN� DQG� VWRFN�RI� JHQHUDWLRQ�
FDSDFLW\� DYDLODEOH� LQ� WKH� :HVWHUQ� (OHFWULFLW\� &RRUGLQDWLQJ� &RXQFLO� �:(&&�� DW� WKH� WLPH� WKH�
SURSRVHG� WUDQVPLVVLRQ�H[SDQVLRQ�ZRXOG�EH�RSHUDWLRQDO�DQG�FRPSXWHV� WKH�H[�SRVW�EHQHILWV�RI�WKH�
H[SDQVLRQ� IRU� D� QXPEHU� RI� SRVVLEOH� UHDOL]DWLRQV� RI� IXWXUH� V\VWHP� FRQGLWLRQV�� � 7KHVH� V\VWHP�
FRQGLWLRQV� GLIIHU� LQ� WHUPV� RI� WKH� H[SHFWHG� JURZWK� LQ� HOHFWULFLW\� GHPDQG�� WKH� OHYHO� RI� LQSXW� IXHO�
SULFHV��K\GURORJLFDO�FRQGLWLRQV�LQ�WKH�3DFLILF�1RUWKZHVW�DQG�UHPDLQGHU�RI�WKH�:(&&��WKH�DPRXQW�
RI� QHZ� LQYHVWPHQW� LQ� JHQHUDWLRQ� FDSDFLW\�� WKH� DYDLODELOLW\� RI� NH\� WUDQVPLVVLRQ� DQG� JHQHUDWLRQ�
IDFLOLWLHV��DQG�WKH�H[WHQW�RI�XQLODWHUDO�PDUNHW�SRZHU�WKDW�VXSSOLHUV�DUH�DEOH�WR�H[HUFLVH���7KH�,62�KDV�
IRUHFDVWV�IRU�WKHVH�IXWXUH�V\VWHP�FRQGLWLRQV�IURP�D�QXPEHU�RI�VRXUFHV����

/RDG�*URZWK�����\HDU�ORDG�IRUHFDVWV�SXEOLVKHG�E\�WKH�:(&&�DUH�XVHG�IRU�DOO�UHJLRQV�EHVLGHV�
&DOLIRUQLD�� � 7KH� ORDG� IRUHFDVWV� XVHG� IRU� &DOLIRUQLD� ZHUH� FRPSXWHG� E\� WKH� &DOLIRUQLD� (QHUJ\�
&RPPLVVLRQ� �&(&��� � 7KHVH� ILJXUHV� DUH� XVHG� WR� FRQVWUXFW� WKUHH� SRVVLEOH� IXWXUH� ORDG� VFHQDULRV��
EDVHOLQH�� ORZ� DQG� KLJK�� � 7KH� ORZ� DQG� KLJK� ORDG� VFHQDULRV� DUH� GHVLJQHG� WR� SURYLGH� D� ��� SHUFHQW�
FRQILGHQFH� LQWHUYDO�RQ� WKH� OHYHO�RI� IXWXUH� ORDG� WKURXJKRXW� WKH�:(&&�� �$OWKRXJK�IXWXUH�GHPDQG�
OHYHOV� DERYH� WKH� KLJK� ORDG� VFHQDULR� DQG� IXWXUH� GHPDQG� OHYHO� EHORZ� WKH� ORZ� ORDG� VFHQDULR� DUH�
SRVVLEOH� DQG� DUH� OLNHO\� WR� OHDG� WR� D� ZLGHU� UDQJH� RI� EHQHILW� HVWLPDWHV� IRU� WKH� XSJUDGH�� WKH� ,62·V�
SURFHGXUH�SURYLGHV�FUHGLEOH�UDQJH�RI�IXWXUH�GHPDQG�FRQGLWLRQV�LQ�WKH�:(&&�����

,QSXW� )XHO� 3ULFHV�� � 1DWXUDO� JDV� SULFHV� DUH� D� PDMRU� VRXUFH� RI� XQFHUWDLQW\� LQ� DVVHVVLQJ� WKH�
EHQHILWV�RI�WKLV�XSJUDGH�EHFDXVH�VR�PDQ\�H[LVWLQJ�JHQHUDWLRQ�XQLWV�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD�EXUQ�QDWXUDO�JDV�DW�
KHDW�UDWHV�VLJQLILFDQWO\�DERYH�WKDW�RI�D�VWDWH�RI�WKH�DUW�FRPELQHG�F\FOH�QDWXUDO�JDV�WXUELQH��&&*7��
IDFLOLW\��WKH�W\SLFDO�XQLW�FXUUHQWO\�EHLQJ�FRQVWUXFWHG�LQ�$UL]RQD���$OWKRXJK�RLO�SULFHV�WHQG�WR�IOXFWXDWH�
ZLWK�QDWXUDO�JDV�SULFHV��YHU\�OLWWOH�HQHUJ\�LV�SURGXFHG�IURP�RLO�ILUHG�XQLWV�LQ�WKH�:(&&���$OWKRXJK�
FRDO�SURGXFHV�D�VLJQLILFDQW�DPRXQW�RI�WKH�HOHFWULFLW\�SURGXFHG�LQ�WKH�:(&&��LWV�SULFH�LV�XQOLNHO\�WR�
FKDQJH�VLJQLILFDQWO\��DQG�FRDO� LV�UDUHO\�RQ�WKH�PDUJLQ����7KUHH�VFHQDULRV�IRU�JDV�SULFHV�DUH�VHOHFWHG�
EDVHG�RQ�WKH�&(&�QDWXUDO�JDV�SULFH�IRUHFDVWV�DQG�WKH�HVWLPDWHG�IRUHFDVW�HUURUV���7KH�EDVHOLQH�SULFH�
VFHQDULRV� DUH� IRU� ����� DQG������DUH�EURDGO\�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�UHFHQW� IXWXUHV�SULFHV� IRU�+HQU\�+XE�
QDWXUDO�JDV� IRU������ WR������IURP�WKH�1HZ�<RUN�0HUFDQWLOH�([FKDQJH�� �7KH�DYHUDJH�RI�WKH�KLJK�
VFHQDULR� QDWXUDO� JDV� SULFHV� LV� DSSUR[LPDWHO\� GRXEOH� WKH� OHYHO� RI� DYHUDJH� SULFHV� IRU� WKH� EDVHOLQH�
VFHQDULR��DOWKRXJK�WKHVH�KLJK�VFHQDULR�SULFHV�DUH�ZHOO�EHORZ�WKH�OHYHOV�RI�QDWXUDO�JDV�SULFHV�UHSRUWHG�
LQ�&DOLIRUQLD� GXULQJ� WKH� SHULRG�'HFHPEHU� ����� WR�0D\������ DQG� DUH� DSSUR[LPDWHO\� HTXDO� WR� WKH�
KLVWRULFDO�KLJKV�IRU�+HQU\�+XE�QDWXUDO�JDV�SULFHV���7KH�DYHUDJH�SULFH�IRU�WKH�ORZ�SULFH�VFHQDULR�LV�
URXJKO\�KDOI�WKH�DYHUDJH�IRU�WKH�EDVHOLQH�VFHQDULR���7KHVH�SULFHV�VHHP�RYHUO\�RSWLPLVWLF�LQ�WHUPV�RI�D�
IXWXUH�ORZ�SULFH�VFHQDULR���$QWLFLSDWLQJ�WRR�ORZ�RI�D�SULFH�VFHQDULR�ZRXOG�WHQG�WR�XQGHUHVWLPDWH�WKH�
EHQHILWV� RI� WKH� WUDQVPLVVLRQ� XSJUDGH� EHFDXVH� WKH� EHQHILWV� RI� VXEVWLWXWLQJ� KLJK� KHDW� UDWH� XQLWV� LQ�
&DOLIRUQLD� IRU� ORZ� KHDW� UDWHV� XQLWV� LQ� $UL]RQD� LV� PXFK� OHVV� ZLWK� ORZHU� QDWXUDO� JDV� SULFHV�� � 7KH�
UHDVRQDEOHQHVV�RI�WKH�EDVHOLQH�DQG�KLJK�SULFH�VFHQDULR�DQG�WKH�RYHUO\�RSWLPLVWLF�ORZ�SULFH�VFHQDULR�
DOO� LPSO\� WKDW� WKH� PHWKRGRORJ\� \LHOGV� FRQVHUYDWLYH� HVWLPDWHV� RI� WKH� IXWXUH� EHQHILWV� RI� WKH�
WUDQVPLVVLRQ�XSJUDGH��

+\GURORJLFDO�&RQGLWLRQV�DQG�)XWXUH�*HQHUDWLRQ�5HVRXUFHV���$�PDMRU�GULYHU�RI�WKH�EHQHILWV�
RI� WUDQVPLVVLRQ�XSJUDGHV� LV� WKH�PL[�RI�DYDLODEOH�JHQHUDWLRQ�UHVRXUFHV�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD�DQG�WKH�UHVW�RI�
WKH�:(&&�� � ,Q� SDUWLFXODU�� WKH� DPRXQW� RI�K\GURHOHFWULF� HQHUJ\� DYDLODEOH� LQ�%ULWLVK�&ROXPELD�� WKH�
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3DFLILF�1RUWKZHVW� DQG�&DOLIRUQLD� LV� D�PDMRU�GULYHU�RI� WKH�EHQHILWV�RI� WKH� WUDQVPLVVLRQ�H[SDQVLRQ���
7KH� PHWKRGRORJ\� DVVXPHV� WKDW� &DOLIRUQLD�PHHWV� LWV� UHQHZDEOH� SRUWIROLR� VWDQGDUGV�� � ,Q� DGGLWLRQ��
&DOLIRUQLD� LV� DOVR� DVVXPHG� WR�KDYH� HQRXJK�QHZ�WKHUPDO�JHQHUDWLRQ�FDSDFLW\� WR�PHHW�D����SHUFHQW�
SODQQLQJ�UHVHUYH�PDUJLQ���.QRZQ�JHQHUDWLRQ�UHWLUHPHQWV�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD�ZHUH�EXLOW�LQWR�WKHVH�SODQQLQJ�
UHVHUYH�VFHQDULRV���7KH�UHVHUYH�PDUJLQ�DVVXPSWLRQ�OLPLWV�WKH�PDJQLWXGH�RI�SRWHQWLDO�EHQHILWV�IURP�
WKH� XSJUDGH� EHFDXVH� LW� HOLPLQDWHV� LQVXUDQFH� YDOXH� WKDW� WKH� XSJUDGH� SURYLGHV� DJDLQVW� \HDUV� LQ� WKH�
IXWXUH� ZKHQ� WKHUH� LV� OHVV� WKDQ� D� ��� SHUFHQW� SODQQLQJ� UHVHUYH�� � 7KH� PHWKRGRORJ\� DFFRXQWV� IRU�
XQFHUWDLQW\� LQ� IXWXUH� K\GURORJLFDO� FRQGLWLRQV� E\� VSHFLI\LQJ� HQHUJ\� DYDLODELOLW\� XQGHU� EDVHOLQH��ZHW�
DQG� GU\� K\GUR� FRQGLWLRQV� XVLQJ� GDWD� FRPSLOHG� E\� WKH� 6HDPV� 6WHHULQJ� *URXS��:HVWHUQ�
,QWHUFRQQHFWLRQ� �66*�:,�� 3ODQQLQJ� JURXS�� � 7KH� WRWDO� DPRXQW� RI� K\GURHOHFWULF� HQHUJ\� DVVXPHG�
DYDLODEOH� LQ� WKH� 3DFLILF�1RUWKZHVW� XQGHU� WKH� ORZ� K\GUR� VFHQDULR� LV� VLJQLILFDQWO\� DERYH� WKH� OHYHOV�
REVHUYHG� LQ� ����� DQG� ������ � %HFDXVH� ORZHU� K\GUR� FRQGLWLRQV� \LHOG� KLJKHU� EHQHILWV� IURP� WKH�
XSJUDGH��WKLV�LPSOLHV�WKDW�WKH�H[�SRVW�EHQHILWV�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�ORZ�K\GUR�VFHQDULRV�DUH�OLNHO\�WR�EH�D�
ORZHU�ERXQG�RQ�WKH�H[�SRVW�EHQHILWV�RI�WKH�XSJUDGH�XQGHU�DFWXDO�ORZ�K\GUR�FRQGLWLRQV��ZKLFK�FDQ�
EH� FRQVLGHUDEO\� PRUH� VHYHUH� WKDQ� WKRVH� DVVXPHG� LQ� WKH� PHWKRGRORJ\�� � $JDLQ�� WKHVH� PRGHOLQJ�
DVVXPSWLRQV�LPSO\�FRQVHUYDWLYH�HVWLPDWHV�RI�WKH�EHQHILWV�RI�WKH�XSJUDGH��

,PSDFW� RI� 0DUNHW� 3ULFLQJ�� � 7UDQVPLVVLRQ� XSJUDGHV� W\SLFDOO\� LQFUHDVH� WKH� QXPEHU� RI�
LQGHSHQGHQW� VXSSOLHUV� DEOH� WR� FRPSHWH� WR� VHOO� HQHUJ\� DW� D� VSHFLILF� ORFDWLRQ� LQ� WKH� WUDQVPLVVLRQ�
QHWZRUN�� �)RU� WKH�39'��XSJUDGH��VXSSOLHUV� ORFDWHG�QHDU�WKH�6RXWKHUQ�&DOLIRUQLD�ORDG�FHQWHUV�ZLOO�
IDFH�JUHDWHU�FRPSHWLWLRQ�IURP�VXSSOLHUV� ORFDWHG�LQ�$UL]RQD���7KH�,62·V�PHWKRGRORJ\�DFFRXQWV�IRU�
WKH� JUHDWHU� FRPSHWLWLRQ� VXSSOLHUV� IDFH� DV� D� UHVXOW� RI� WKH� XSJUDGH� E\� XVLQJ� KLVWRULFDO� GDWD� RQ�
&DOLIRUQLD� SULFH�FRVW�PDUJLQV� WR�PRGHO� WKH� LPSDFW� RI� WKLV� LQFUHDVHG� FRPSHWLWLRQ� RQ� WKH� OHYHO� RI�
SULFH�FRVW� PDUJLQV� UHIOHFWHG� LQ� PDUNHW� SULFHV�� � 7KH� OHYHO� RI� PDUN�XSV� DQWLFLSDWHG� E\� WKH�
PHWKRGRORJ\�DUH�UHODWLYHO\� ORZ��DV�D�UHVXOW�RI�WKH�FRPSDUDWLYHO\�KLJK�OHYHOV�RI�IRUZDUG�FRQWUDFWLQJ�
DVVXPHG� LQ� WKH� ,62·V� DQDO\VLV�� � 1HYHUWKHOHVV�� WKH� UHVXOWV� VKRZ� WKDW� &$,62� SDUWLFLSDQWV� DQG�
FRQVXPHUV�EHQHILW�VLJQLILFDQWO\�IURP�WKH�PRGHOHG�GHFUHDVHV�LQ�WKRVH�PDUN�XSV���:H�QRWH�WKDW�LW�LV�
SRVVLEOH�WKDW�WKH�DVVXPSWLRQ�RI�QR�PDUN�XSV�RXWVLGH�RI�&DOLIRUQLD�PLJKW�UHVXOW�LQ�VRPH�HUURU�LQ�WKH�
HVWLPDWHV�RI�WKH�YDOXH�RI�WKH�39'��XSJUDGH��EXW�LW�LV�QRW�FOHDU�D�SULRUL�LI�WKLV�ZRXOG�ELDV�WKH�EHQHILW�
HVWLPDWHV� XSZDUG� RU� GRZQZDUG�� � $V� ZH� KDYH� VWDWHG� LQ� RXU� SUHYLRXV� RSLQLRQV� RQ� WUDQVPLVVLRQ�
HYDOXDWLRQ��HVWLPDWLQJ�PDUN�XSV�LV�DQ�XQFHUWDLQ�DQG�DPELJXRXV�WDVN��DQG�EDVLQJ�PDUN�XS�SURMHFWLRQV�
RQ�SDVW�EHKDYLRU�DQG�DOORZLQJ�DOWHUQDWLYH�VFHQDULRV�DV�KDV�EHHQ�GRQH�LQ�WKH�7($0�PHWKRGRORJ\�LV�
DQ�DSSURSULDWH�DSSURDFK���:H�HQFRXUDJH�WKH�,62�WR�FRQWLQXH�WR�H[SORUH�DOWHUQDWLYH�DSSURDFKHV�WR�
PRGHOLQJ�WKH�LPSDFW�RI�WUDQVPLVVLRQ�XSJUDGHV�RQ�PDUNHW�SULFHV��:H�ORRN�IRUZDUG�WR�ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK�
,62�VWDII�RQ�PRGHOLQJ�WKLV�YHU\�LPSRUWDQW�FRPSRQHQW�RI�WKH�YDOXH�RI�WUDQVPLVVLRQ�XSJUDGHV�LQ�D�
ZKROHVDOH�PDUNHW�UHJLPH��

����2WKHU�6RXUFHV�RI�%HQHILWV�IURP�7UDQVPLVVLRQ�8SJUDGHV�

�7KH� ,62·V�PHWKRGRORJ\� LQFRUSRUDWHV�RWKHU� VRXUFHV�RI�EHQHILWV� IURP�D� WUDQVPLVVLRQ�XSJUDGH�
EHVLGHV� WKRVH� GXH� WR� HQHUJ\� FRVW� VDYLQJV�� �7KHVH� LQFOXGH� V\VWHP�RSHUDWLRQ�EHQHILWV�� WUDQVPLVVLRQ�
ORVV� VDYLQJV�� FDSDFLW\� FRVW� EHQHILWV�� HPLVVLRQV� VDYLQJV� EHQHILWV�� DQG� DGGLWLRQDO� EHQHILWV� IURP�
DOWHUQDWLYH� FRQJHVWLRQ� PDQDJHPHQW� SDUDGLJPV� RXWVLGH� RI� &DOLIRUQLD�� � $OWKRXJK� WKHVH� EHQHILW�
VRXUFHV� FOHDUO\� H[LVW�� WKH\� DUH� VLJQLILFDQWO\� PRUH� GLIILFXOW� WR� TXDQWLI\� LQ� D� ULJRURXV� PDQQHU���
7KHUHIRUH��LQ�WKH�39'�DQDO\VLV��WKH\�ZHUH�TXDQWLILHG�RXWVLGH�RI�WKH�3/(;26�UXQV�XVHG�WR�TXDQWLI\�
HQHUJ\� FRVW� VDYLQJV�� � 3RWHQWLDOO\�� LPSURYHPHQWV� LQ� 3/(;26�RU� RWKHU�PDUNHW� VLPXODWLRQ�PRGHOV�
ZRXOG� DOORZ� WKHVH� RWKHU� EHQHILWV� WR� EH� TXDQWLILHG� VLPXOWDQHRXVO\� DQG� FRQVLVWHQWO\� ZLWK� HQHUJ\�
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VDYLQJV�� �:H� HQFRXUDJH� WKH� ,62� WR� FRQVLGHU� WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�RU�XVH�RI�VXFK� LPSURYHG�PHWKRGV�
DQG�VWDQG�ZLOOLQJ�WR�DVVLVW�WKH�,62�VWDII�LQ�WKLV�HIIRUW��

6\VWHP�2SHUDWLRQ�%HQHILWV�� �7KH� ,62�RSHUDWRUV� HVWLPDWH� WKDW� DV�D� UHVXOW�RI� WKH�39'�� OLQH�
WKHUH� ZLOO� EH� OHVV� QHHG� WR� NHHS� JHQHUDWLRQ� XQLWV� ORFDO� WR� WKH� 6RXWKHUQ� &DOLIRUQLD� ORDG� FHQWHUV�
RSHUDWLQJ�LQ�UHDO�WLPH�LQ�RUGHU�WR�PDQDJH�WKH�FRQVWUDLQWV�LPSOLHG�E\�1���DQG�UHOHYDQW�1���RSHUDWLQJ�
FULWHULD� WKDW� DUH� QRW� FDSWXUHG� LQ� WKH� 7($0�� � � $SSHQGL[�.� RI� WKH� ,62·V� 7HFKQLFDO� $SSHQGLFHV�
GLVFXVVHV�WKH�FXUUHQW�FRVWV�RI�PDQDJLQJ�FRQJHVWLRQ�DQG�UH�GLVSDWFK�FRVWV�EHFDXVH�RI�WKHVH�RSHUDWLQJ�
FULWHULRQ���7KH�DQQXDO�FRVW�RI�PDQDJLQJ�WKLV�FRQVWUDLQW�LV�MXVW�DERYH�����PLOOLRQ�DQG�ZLOO�GHFUHDVH�WR�
MXVW�EHORZ�����PLOOLRQ�ZLWK�WKH�VKRUW�WHUP�XSJUDGHV�FRPLQJ�LQ�-XQH�RI��������7KH�,62�RSHUDWLRQV�
VWDII� HVWLPDWHV� WKDW� LW� LV� OLNHO\� WKDW� WKH�39'��XSJUDGH�ZLOO� IXUWKHU� UHGXFH� WKHVH�FRVWV�E\���� WR����
SHUFHQW���7KLV�HVWLPDWHG�RSHUDWLRQDO�FRVW�VDYLQJV�\LHOGV�����PLOOLRQ�EHQHILWV�SHU�\HDU�LQ������GROODUV�������

:KLOH�ZH�FRQFXU� WKDW� WKHVH�DUH� WKH�EHVW�HVWLPDWHV�DYDLODEOH�DW� WKH�SUHVHQW�WLPH�RI�RSHUDWLRQDO�
FRVW� VDYLQJV� DV� D� UHVXOW� RI� WKH� 39'�� XSJUDGH��ZH�ZRXOG�KDYH�SUHIHUUHG� D�PRUH�GHWDLOHG� DQDO\VLV�
LQFRUSRUDWLQJ� XQLW� FRPPLWPHQW� FRVWV� LQWR� WKH� 3/(;26� PRGHO� WR� DUULYH� DW� WKHVH� FRVW� VDYLQJ�
HVWLPDWHV���+RZHYHU��WKLV�ZRXOG�DVVXPH�HIILFLHQW�GD\�DKHDG�PDQDJHPHQW�RI�FRQJHVWLRQ��UDWKHU�WKDQ�
WKH� UHDO�WLPH� PDQDJHPHQW� JLYHQ� GD\�DKHDG� VFKHGXOHV� WKDW� WDNHV� SODFH� LQ� D� PXOWL�VHWWOHPHQW�
ORFDWLRQDO�PDUJLQDO�SULFLQJ��/03��PDUNHW��

7UDQVPLVVLRQ�/RVV�6DYLQJV�� �7KH�,62·V�HQHUJ\�SULFH�EHQHILWV�DQDO\VLV�GRHV�QRW�DFFRXQW�IRU�
WUDQVPLVVLRQ�OLQH�ORVVHV�LQ�VHWWLQJ�ORFDWLRQDO�PDUJLQDO�SULFHV���7R�WKH�H[WHQW�WKDW�WKH�XSJUDGH�UHGXFHV�
WKH� OHYHO� RI� OLQH� ORVVHV�� WKLV� LV� D� WDQJLEOH� VRXUFH� RI� HFRQRPLF� EHQHILWV�� � $SSHQGL[� -� RI� WKH� ,62�
7HFKQLFDO�$SSHQGLFHV�SUHVHQWV�D�PHWKRGRORJ\�IRU�PHDVXULQJ�EHQHILWV�IURP�OLQH�ORVV�UHGXFWLRQV�DQG�
ILQGV�WDQJLEOH��EXW�QRW�H[FHVVLYH�EHQHILWV�IURP�UHGXFLQJ�OLQH�ORVVHV����,GHDOO\��WKH�PDUNHW�VLPXODWLRQ�
VRIWZDUH�ZRXOG� FDOFXODWH� ORVVHV� HQGRJHQRXVO\�� �$OWKRXJK� WKH� FDSDELOLW\� WR� GR� WKLV� DW� WKH� OHYHO�RI�
GHWDLO� UHSUHVHQWHG� LQ� 3/(;26� LV� QRW� QRZ� DYDLODEOH�� LW� LV� WHFKQLFDOO\� IHDVLEOH� WR� GHYHORS� VXFK� D�
FDSDELOLW\��DQG�LW�VKRXOG�EH�FRQVLGHUHG�LQ�IXWXUH�DQDO\VHV��

&DSDFLW\� 6DYLQJV� %HQHILWV�� $SSHQGL[� 0� RI� WKH� ,62� 7HFKQLFDO� $SSHQGLFHV� SURYLGHV� D�
FRPSDULVRQ� RI� WKH� HVWLPDWHG� FRVWV� RI� FRQVWUXFWLQJ� DQG� RSHUDWLQJ� D� FRPELQHG� F\FOH� QDWXUDO� JDV�
WXUELQH� �&&*7�� JHQHUDWLRQ� XQLW� LQ� &DOLIRUQLD� YHUVXV� $UL]RQD�� � %RWK� FRQVWUXFWLRQ� FRVWV� DQG�
RSHUDWLQJ�PDLQWHQDQFH�FRVWV�DUH�DVVXPHG�WR�EH�ORZHU�IRU�XQLWV�EXLOW�LQ�$UL]RQD�YHUVXV�WKRVH�EXLOW�LQ�
&DOLIRUQLD�� � 7KHVH� FDSDFLW\� VDYLQJV� DUH� HVWLPDWHG� WR� DPRXQW� WR� URXJKO\� ����PLOOLRQ�RQ� DQ� DQQXDO�
EDVLV�� �7KH� ODUJH� DPRXQW�RI�QHZ�JHQHUDWLRQ�SODQQHG� DQG�XQGHU�FRQVWUXFWLRQ� LQ�$UL]RQD��URXJKO\�
������0:�RI�QHZ�FDSDFLW\�E\������DQG�DQ�DGGLWLRQDO�������0:�RI�FDSDFLW\�EHWZHHQ������DQG������
DFFRUGLQJ�WR�$SSHQGL[�'�RI�WKH�,62�7HFKQLFDO�$SSHQGLFHV��LPSOLHV�FOHDU�FRVW�VDYLQJV�DV�D�UHVXOW�RI�
FRQVWUXFWLQJ� JHQHUDWLRQ� FDSDFLW\� LQ� $UL]RQD� YHUVXV� &DOLIRUQLD�� � +RZHYHU�� IXUWKHU� GHWDLOV� RQ� WKH�
VRXUFHV� RI� WKHVH� FRVW� GLIIHUHQFHV� ZRXOG� SURYLGH� JUHDWHU� FUHGLELOLW\� WR� WKH� FDSDFLW\� FRVW� VDYLQJV�
ILJXUHV� LQ� WKH� UHSRUW�� � :H� QRWH� WKDW� WKHVH� FRQVWUXFWLRQ� DQG� RSHUDWLQJ� FRVWV� KDYH� EHHQ� VWXGLHG�
H[WHQVLYHO\�LQ�WKH�HDVWHUQ�,62V�DV�WKH\�KDYH�GHVLJQHG�WKHLU�UHVRXUFH�DGHTXDF\�PHFKDQLVPV��DQG�WKDW�
GHVSLWH�WKLV�HIIRUW�WKH�HVWLPDWHV�UHPDLQ�ERWK�FRQWURYHUVLDO�DQG�XQFHUWDLQ����

(PLVVLRQV�6DYLQJV�%HQHILWV���7KH�,62�UHSRUW�QRWHV�WKDW�JHQHUDWLQJ�PRUH�HOHFWULFLW\�IURP�QHZ�
XQLWV�LQ�$UL]RQD�ZLOO�UHGXFH�WKH�DPRXQW�RI�QDWXUDO�JDV�FRQVXPHG�LQ�WKH�:(&&�EHFDXVH�KLJKHU�KHDW�
UDWH�XQLWV�ORFDWHG�QHDU�WKH�6RXWKHUQ�&DOLIRUQLD�ORDG�FHQWHUV�ZLOO�EH�GLVSODFHG�E\�WKH�QHZ�ORZHU�KHDW�
UDWH�XQLWV�ORFDWHG�LQ�$UL]RQD���9DOXLQJ�WKH�EHQHILWV�RI�WKHVH�HPLVVLRQV�UHGXFWLRQV�LV�FRPSOLFDWHG�E\�
WKH� IDFW� WKDW� WKHUH� LV� QR� WUDQVSDUHQW� SULFH� IRU�12

;
� HPLVVLRQV� SHUPLWV� LQ� 6RXWKHUQ�&DOLIRUQLD� RU�

$UL]RQD�� � )RUWXQDWHO\�� WKH� ,62·V� HVWLPDWH� RI� WKH� HPLVVLRQ� VDYLQJV� EHQHILWV� LV� H[WUHPHO\�PRGHVW��
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DSSUR[LPDWHO\� ��� PLOOLRQ� DQQXDOO\�� ZKLFK� VKRXOG� QRW� LPSDFW� WKH� GHFLVLRQ� WR� FRQVWUXFW� WKH�
WUDQVPLVVLRQ� OLQH�� � � ,I� WKRVH� EHQHILWV� ZHUH� FRQVLGHUDEO\� ODUJHU�� ZH� ZRXOG� UHFRPPHQG� WKDW� WKH�
H[SOLFLW�PRGHOLQJ�RI�HPLVVLRQV�FDSV�LQ�WKH�PDUNHW�PRGHOLQJ�VRIWZDUH�EH�FRQVLGHUHG��

$OWHUQDWLYH�&RQJHVWLRQ�0DQDJHPHQW�6FKHPHV�2XWVLGH�RI�&DOLIRUQLD�� �$�FRPSODLQW�RI� D�
QXPEHU�RI�VWDNHKROGHUV�ZLWK�WKH�,62·V�PHWKRGRORJ\�IRU�GHWHUPLQLQJ�WKH�HQHUJ\�VDYLQJV�DVVRFLDWHG�
ZLWK�D�WUDQVPLVVLRQ�XSJUDGH�LV�WKH�IDFW�WKDW�DQ�ORFDWLRQDO�PDUJLQDO�SULFLQJ��/03��PDUNHW�LV�DVVXPHG�
WR� H[LVW� RXWVLGH� RI� &DOLIRUQLD�� DV� ZHOO� DV� ZLWKLQ� &DOLIRUQLD�� � 7KHUH� DUH� WZR� LVVXHV� KHUH�� � 2QH� LV�
ZKHWKHU�WKH�GLVSDWFK�DQG�FRVWV�UHVXOWLQJ�IURP�WKH�/03�DVVXPSWLRQ�DUH�D�UHDVRQDEOH�DSSUR[LPDWLRQ�
RI� RSHUDWLRQV� XQGHU� WKH� DFWXDO� WUDQVPLVVLRQ� SULFLQJ� V\VWHPV� LQ� SODFH� LQ� WKH� :HVW�� � 7KH� ,62·V�
H[WHQVLYH�FDOLEUDWLRQ�DQG�YDOLGDWLRQ�RI�WKH�3/(;26�VLPXODWLRQV�JLYHV�XV�FRQILGHQFH�WKDW�WKH�DQVZHU�
WR�WKDW�TXHVWLRQ�LV�\HV���7KH�VHFRQG�LVVXH�LV�ZKHWKHU�WKH�GLVWULEXWLRQ�RI�WUDQVPLVVLRQ�UHQWV�UHVXOWLQJ�
IURP� /03� DGHTXDWHO\� UHSUHVHQWV� WKH� DFWXDO� VSOLW� DPRQJ� PDUNHW� SDUWLFLSDQWV�� JLYHQ� WKH� PL[� RI�
WUDQVPLVVLRQ�SULFLQJ�PHFKDQLVPV���,W�LV�FOHDU�WKDW�WKHUH�LV�DW�OHDVW�RQH�FLUFXPVWDQFH�ZKHUH�WKHUH�LV�D�
VLJQLILFDQW�GLYHUJHQFH�WKDW�DIIHFWV�WKH�ZHOIDUH�RI�&DOLIRUQLD�PDUNHW�SDUWLFLSDQWV��

7KH� ,62� UHSRUW� DGGUHVVHV� WKLV� VHFRQG� LVVXH� LQ� $SSHQGL[� 1� E\� VSHFLI\LQJ� D�PHFKDQLVP� IRU�
UHIXQGLQJ� FRQJHVWLRQ� FKDUJHV� WR� YDULRXV� PDUNHW� SDUWLFLSDQWV� ORFDWHG� RXWVLGH� &DOLIRUQLD� DQG� LQ�
&DOLIRUQLD�LQ�D�PDQQHU�WKDW�DWWHPSWV�WR�UHSOLFDWH�WKH�H[LVWLQJ�PHFKDQLVP�XVHG�WR�PDQDJH�FRQJHVWLRQ�
LQWR� 6RXWKHUQ� &DOLIRUQLD� DQG� DOORFDWH� LWV� FRVWV� WR� FRQVXPHUV� LQ� DQG� RXWVLGH� RI� &DOLIRUQLD�� � 7KH�
DOWHUQDWLYH� FRQJHVWLRQ�PDQDJHPHQW�PHFKDQLVP� LPSOLHV� HYHQ� JUHDWHU� EHQHILWV� DVVRFLDWHG� ZLWK� WKH�
WUDQVPLVVLRQ� XSJUDGH�� � 7DEOH� 9,,��� RI� WKH� ,62� UHSRUW� VKRZV� WKDW� WKH� H[SHFWHG� EHQHILWV� RI� WKH�
XSJUDGH� WR�&DOLIRUQLDQV�XQGHU� WKLV� DOWHUQDWLYH�PHFKDQLVP� IRU� FRQJHVWLRQ�PDQDJHPHQW� DUH� DOPRVW�
WULSOH�WKH�H[SHFWHG�EHQHILWV�DVVXPLQJ�WKDW�/03�LV�XVHG�WKURXJKRXW�WKH�:(&&����7KLV�UHVXOWV�IURP�
WUDQVIHUULQJ� VHOHFWHG� WUDQVPLVVLRQ� UHQWV� IURP� ,62� SDUWLFLSDQWV� WR� QRQ�,62� SDUWLFLSDQWV�� VR� WKDW�
GHFUHDVHV�LQ�WKRVH�UHQWV�QR�ORQJHU�DSSHDU�DV�D�FRVW�WR�,62�SDUWLFLSDQWV��

$OWKRXJK� ZH� FDQQRW� YHULI\� WKH� H[DFW� QXPEHUV�� ZH� GR� LQGHHG� H[SHFW� WKDW� WKLV� DOWHUQDWLYH�
PHFKDQLVP�ZRXOG�UHVXOW�LQ�D�VLJQLILFDQW�LQFUHDVH�LQ�EHQHILWV�WR�&$,62�SDUWLFLSDQWV���7KLV�LV�EHFDXVH�
WKH� UHQWV�RQ� OLQHV� LQWR�6RXWKHUQ�&DOLIRUQLD� WKDW� WKH�/03�PHWKRG�DVVXPHV�DUH�HDUQHG�E\�&$,62�
SDUWLFLSDQWV� LQVWHDG� SDUWLDOO\� DFFUXH� WR�6RXWKZHVWHUQ�PDUNHW�SDUWLFLSDQWV�� �7KXV��ZKHQ� WKH�39'��
OLQH�LV�LQVWDOOHG�DQG�WKH�WUDQVPLVVLRQ�UHQWV�LQ�WKDW�DUHD�GHFUHDVH��WKLV�LV�QRW�DFWXDOO\�H[SHULHQFHG�DV�D�
ORVV�E\�&$,62�SDUWLFLSDQWV��DOWKRXJK�XQGHU�/03�WKHUH�ZRXOG�EH�VXFK�D�ORVV��

���$OWHUQDWLYHV�WR�39'��

7KRXJK� WKH� SURMHFWHG�EHQHILWV�RI� WKH�39'��XSJUDGH� DSSHDU� WR� MXVWLI\� WKH� HVWLPDWHG�XSJUDGH�
�����RQOLQH� FRVW�RI� �����PLOOLRQ�� LW� LV� UHDVRQDEOH� WR� DVN�ZKHWKHU� WKHVH�EHQHILWV�FRXOG�EH�UHDOL]HG�
ZLWK� D� ORZHU�FRVW�DOWHUQDWLYH� WR� WKH�39'��XSJUDGH��7R�DQVZHU� WKLV�TXHVWLRQ�� WKH�,62�FRQVLGHUHG�
WZR�YLDEOH�DOWHUQDWLYHV��EXLOGLQJ�DGGLWLRQDO�JHQHUDWLRQ�LQVLGH�&DOLIRUQLD�DQG�DOWHUQDWLYH�WUDQVPLVVLRQ�
SURMHFWV��

7KH�EHQHILWV�RI�39'��DUH�HVWLPDWHG�XQGHU�WKH�DVVXPSWLRQ�WKDW�WKHUH�LV�JHQHUDWLRQ�H[SDQVLRQ�LQ�
6RXWKHUQ�&DOLIRUQLD� �VHH�7DEOH�'����7HFKQLFDO�$SSHQGL[�'���7KH�NH\� LVVXH� LV�ZKHWKHU�HYHQ�PRUH�
JHQHUDWLRQ� LQVLGH� &DOLIRUQLD� FRXOG� UHSODFH� WKH� WUDQVPLVVLRQ� XSJUDGH�� 7KH� ,62� UHSRUW� DUJXHV� WKDW�
DGGLWLRQDO�JHQHUDWLRQ�LQVLGH�&DOLIRUQLD�LV�LQIHDVLEOH�DQG�LV�XQOLNHO\�WR�DFFUXH�WKH�VDPH�EHQHILWV�DV�WKH�
WUDQVPLVVLRQ� XSJUDGH�� EHFDXVH� LW� LV� FKHDSHU� WR�EXLOG� JHQHUDWLRQ� LQ�$UL]RQD� WKDQ�&DOLIRUQLD�� �7KLV�
VHHPV� OLNH� D� UHDVRQDEOH� FRQFOXVLRQ� EDVHG� RQ� H[LVWLQJ� HYLGHQFH�� �+RZHYHU�� MXVW� DV� LPSRUWDQWO\�� D�
WUDQVPLVVLRQ�XSJUDGH�SURYLGHV�JUHDWHU� IOH[LELOLW\� WKDQ�QHZ�JHQHUDWLRQ��EHFDXVH� WKH�39'��XSJUDGH�
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OHDYHV� D� ZLGHU� UDQJH� RI� JHQHUDWLRQ��ERWK� LQVLGH� DQG� RXWVLGH� RI�&DOLIRUQLD��FRPSHWLQJ� WR� SURYLGH�
HQHUJ\� WR� ORDG� LQVLGH� &DOLIRUQLD�� � 7KLV� KHDOWK\�PL[� RI� VXSSOLHUV� SURYLGHV� DQ� LPSRUWDQW� EDFNVWRS�
DJDLQVW�H[WUHPH�PDUNHW�FRQGLWLRQV��VXFK�DV�WKRVH�REVHUYHG�LQ�WKH������������

$V� D� UHVXOW�RI� VWDNHKROGHU� LQSXW�� WKH�&$,62�DQDO\VLV�RI�39'��FRQVLGHUV�VHYHUDO� WUDQVPLVVLRQ�
DOWHUQDWLYHV� WR� WKH� 39'�� XSJUDGH�� �0RVW� LPSRUWDQWO\�� WKH� DQDO\VLV� FRQVLGHUV�ZKHWKHU� WKH� 39'��
XSJUDGH� FRXOG� EH� UHSODFHG� E\� WKH� SURSRVHG� (DVW�RI�5LYHU� SURMHFW� �´(25� ����µ��� ZKLFK� ZRXOG�
LQFUHDVH� WKH�(25�SDWK�UDWLQJ� IURP�������0:�WR�������0:��DQ� LQFUHPHQW�RI�������0:��$W� WKH�
-DQXDU\�����������06&�PHHWLQJ��WKH�&$,62�VWDII�SUHVHQWHG�WKH�UHVXOWV�RI�VHQVLWLYLW\�DQDO\VHV�ZKHUH�
WKH�EHQHILWV�RI�WKH�39'��OLQH�ZHUH�HVWLPDWHG�ZLWK�DQG�ZLWKRXW�WKH�(25������XSJUDGH��7KH�DQDO\VLV�
VXJJHVWV�WKHVH�SURMHFWV�DUH�FRPSOHPHQWV�DQG�VKRXOG�ERWK�EH�SXUVXHG���

����&RQFOXVLRQ�

7KHUH�LV�D�ZLGH�UDQJH�RI�UHDOL]HG�EHQHILWV�RI�WKH�SURMHFW��SULPDULO\�EHFDXVH�RI�WKH�XQFHUWDLQW\�LQ�
IXWXUH�PDUNHW� FRQGLWLRQV� LQ� WKH�:HVWHUQ� (OHFWULFLW\� &RRUGLQDWLQJ� &RXQFLO� �:(&&��� 7KHUH� DUH� D�
UDQJH� RI� IXWXUH� V\VWHP� FRQGLWLRQV��GHPDQG� JURZWK�� QDWXUDO� JDV� SULFHV�� K\GURHOHFWULF� HQHUJ\�
DYDLODELOLW\�� DQG� WKH� H[WHQW� RI� XQLODWHUDO� PDUNHW� SRZHU� H[HUFLVHG� E\� VXSSOLHUV��ZKHUH� WKH� SURMHFW�
ZRXOG� KDYH� OLPLWHG� UHDOL]HG� EHQHILWV�� LQ� SDUW� EHFDXVH� RI� WKH� FRQVHUYDWLYH�PRGHOLQJ� DVVXPSWLRQV�
PDGH�E\�WKH�,62���+RZHYHU��WKHUH�DUH�DOVR�UDQJHV�RI�IXWXUH�V\VWHP�FRQGLWLRQV��ZKHUH�WKH�SURMHFW�
ZRXOG�KDYH�UHDOL]HG�EHQHILWV�VXEVWDQWLDOO\� LQ�H[FHVV�RI�WKH�FRVW�RI�WKH�SURMHFW�� �7KH�,62�HVWLPDWHV�
WKDW�WKH�SUREDELOLW\�LV�JUHDWHU�WKDQ����SHUFHQW�WKDW�IXWXUH�V\VWHP�FRQGLWLRQV�ZLOO�RFFXU�VXFK�WKDW�WKH�
SURMHFW� UHDOL]HV� EHQHILWV� LQ� DQ\� JLYHQ� \HDU� WKDW� H[FHHG� WKH� DQQXDOL]HG� FRVW� RI� WKH� SURMHFW�� � 7KH�
VWUHQJWK� RI� WKH� 7($0� DSSURDFK� LV� WKDW� LW� LV� DEOH� WR� HVWLPDWH� WKLV� SUREDELOLW\� RU� WKH� HQWLUH�
GLVWULEXWLRQ� RI� UHDOL]HG� YDOXHV� RI� WKH� SURMHFW� RYHU� DOO� SRVVLEOH� IXWXUH� V\VWHP� FRQGLWLRQV� LQ� DQ�
LQWHUQDOO\�FRQVLVWHQW�PDQQHU���$OWKRXJK�LW�ZRXOG�EH�GHVLUDEOH�WR�KDYH�UXQ�DGGLWLRQDO�VFHQDULRV��ZH�
EHOLHYH�WKDW�WKH�PHWKRG�XVHG�WR�GHILQH�VFHQDULRV�DQG�DVVLJQ�SUREDELOLWLHV�WR�WKHP�LV�UHDVRQDEOH��

$V�ZH�HPSKDVL]HG�LQ�RXU�HDUOLHU�GLVFXVVLRQ�RI�WKH�7($0�DSSURDFK��WUDQVPLVVLRQ�SURMHFWV�QHHG�
WR�EH�YLHZHG�QRW�MXVW�LQ�WHUPV�RI�WKHLU�H[SHFWHG�EHQHILWV�EXW�LQ�WHUPV�RI�WKH�LQVXUDQFH�WKH\�SURYLGH�
DJDLQVW� DGYHUVH�� DQG� SRWHQWLDOO\� FDWDVWURSKLF�� RXWFRPHV�� ([WUHPH� PDUNHW� FRQGLWLRQV� �H�J��� KLJK�
HQHUJ\�SULFHV�RU�EODFNRXWV��GLVUXSW�EXVLQHVV�DQG�VRFLHW\�LQ�D�ZD\�WKDW�H[DFWV�D�WROO�EH\RQG�WKH�KLJK�
HQHUJ\�SULFHV� LQFXUUHG�GXULQJ� WKHVH�SHULRGV��7KLV�VWDQGDUG� LV�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�RWKHU�DVSHFWV�RI� WKH�
6WDWH� HQHUJ\� DFWLRQ�SODQ�� VXFK� DV� D� IRFXV�RQ� WKH�GLYHUVLILFDWLRQ�RI� IXHO� VRXUFHV� WKURXJK�H[WHQVLYH�
VXSSRUW�RI�UHQHZDEOH�HQHUJ\���7KXV�HYHQ�LI�WKH�H[SHFWHG�EHQHILWV�ZHUH�QHJDWLYH��D�SURMHFW�FDQ�KDYH�
VLJQLILFDQW� YDOXH� XQGHU� VRPH� IXWXUH� VFHQDULRV�� � $� QHJDWLYH� H[SHFWHG� YDOXH� RI� D� SURMHFW� FRXOG� EH�
YLHZHG�DV�WKH�LQVXUDQFH�SUHPLXP�DJDLQVW�WKHVH�FDWDVWURSKLF�RXWFRPHV���7KH�VLJQLILFDQW�SUREDELOLW\�
RI� UHDOL]HG� YDOXHV� LQ� H[FHVV� RI� WKH� DQQXDOL]HG� FRVW� RI� WKH� SURMHFW� VXJJHVWV� WKDW� WKLV� SURMHFW� LV� DQ�
LQVXUDQFH�SROLF\�WKDW�LV�YHU\�OLNHO\�WR�\LHOG�VXEVWDQWLDO�H[�SRVW�EHQHILWV��

7KRXJK� WKH� 3'9�� XSJUDGH� SURYLGHV� DQ� LPSRUWDQW� LQVXUDQFH� SROLF\�� LW� GRHV� VR� ZKLOH� DOVR�
SURYLGLQJ�D�VRXQG�UDWH�RI�UHWXUQ�DQG�D�UHODWLYHO\�TXLFN�SD\EDFN�IRU�WKH�H[SHFWHG�SULFH�WDJ�RI������
PLOOLRQ��LQ������GROODUV���7KH�,62�SURYLGHV�EHQHILW�VDYLQJV�IRU�RQO\�WZR�\HDUV�²������DQG�������$�
VLPSOH� ZD\� WR� YLHZ� WKHVH� EHQHILW� HVWLPDWHV� LV� WR� FRQVLGHU� WZR� TXHVWLRQV� ���� LQ� KRZ�PDQ\� \HDUV�
ZRXOG� WKH� WUDQVPLVVLRQ� SURMHFW� UHFRXS� LWV� FRVW� DQG� ���� LI� WKH� DQQXDO� EHQHILWV� DFFUXH� RYHU� D� ORQJ�
KRUL]RQ��ZKDW�LV�WKH�UHWXUQ�RQ�WKH������PLOOLRQ�LQYHVWPHQW��(YHQ�DW�WKH�YHU\�ORZ�UDQJH�RI�HVWLPDWHG�
DQQXDO�EHQHILWV�IURP�RQO\�HQHUJ\�VDYLQJV������PLOOLRQ��WDEOH�9,,�����WKH�39'��XSJUDGH�EUHDNV�HYHQ�
LQ������DQG�RIIHUV�D� UHDO� UDWH�RI� UHWXUQ�RYHU�����VHH� ILJXUH����� �$W�PRUH�UHDOLVWLF�DQQXDO� OHYHOV�RI�
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�����RU������PLOOLRQ��WKH�39'��XSJUDGH�EUHDNV�HYHQ�LQ������DQG�������UHVSHFWLYHO\��DQG�RIIHUV�DQ�
DWWUDFWLYH�ORQJ�UXQ�UHDO�UDWH�RI�UHWXUQ�RI�EHWZHHQ����DQG����SHUFHQW��

7KH�HYDOXDWLRQ�RI�WUDQVPLVVLRQ�H[SDQVLRQ�LV�DQ�H[WUHPHO\�FRPSOH[�WDVN���7KH�'HSDUWPHQWV�RI�
0DUNHW�$QDO\VLV�DQG�*ULG�3ODQQLQJ�KDYH�GRQH�SURYLGHG�D�FRPSUHKHQVLYH�DQDO\VLV�RI�WKH�EHQHILWV�RI�
WKLV�XSJUDGH�XVLQJ�VWDWH�RI�WKH�DUW�PHWKRGV�� �$V�QRWHG�DERYH��D�QXPEHU�RI� IDFWRUV�DUJXH�LQ�IDYRU�
WKH� ,62·V� HVWLPDWH� RI� WKH� H[SHFWHG� EHQHILWV� RI� WKH� 39'�� XSJUDGH� EHLQJ� FRQVHUYDWLYH�� � 7KH�
VXEVWDQWLDOO\�KLJKHU�H[SHFWHG�EHQHILWV�RI�WKH�XSJUDGH�XQGHU�D�FRQJHVWLRQ�PDQDJHPHQW�PHFKDQLVP�
IRU�WKH�UHVW�RI�WKH�:(&&�WKDW� LV�PRUH�UHSUHVHQWDWLYH�RI�WKH�FXUUHQW�VFKHPH�DUJXHV�LQ�IDYRU�WKHVH�
EHQHILW�HVWLPDWHV�EHLQJ�FRQVHUYDWLYH���)LQDOO\��WKH�PRUH�WKDQ��������0:�RI�QHZ�JHQHUDWLRQ�WKDW�DUH�
UHSRUWHG� WR� EH� SODQQHG� IRU� $UL]RQD� E\� ����� SURYLGHV� IXUWKHU� HYLGHQFH� WKDW� WKHUH� ZRXOG� EH�
VXEVWDQWLDO�EHQHILWV�WR�WKH�39'��OLQH���)RU�WKHVH�UHDVRQV��ZH�UHFRPPHQG�WKDW�WKH�,62�%RDUG�PRYH�
IRUZDUG�ZLWK�WKLV�WUDQVPLVVLRQ�XSJUDGH��

)LJXUH����5HDO�5DWH�RI�5HWXUQ�RQ�39'��8SJUDGH��DVVXPLQJ�DQQXDO�UHDO�EHQHILWV�RI������������
RU������PLOOLRQ�DQG�D�SURMHFW�FRVW�RI������PLOOLRQ���
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ATTACHMENT 11 
 

Qualifications of Anjali Sheffrin, Ph.D. 
 
Q. Please state you name, title and business address. 
 
A. My name is Anjali Sheffrin.  I am employed by the California Independent 
System Operator Corporation (CAISO) as Director of Market and Product Development 
and Acting Vice-President of Market Development and Program Management.  My 
business address is 151 Blue Ravine Road, Folsom, California 95630. 
 

Q.   What are your responsibilities with the CAISO? 
 
A. In my position with the CAISO, I am responsible for product and service 
development for the CAISO’s wholesale electricity markets toward ensuring an open and 
efficient market for energy, ancillary services, and transmission services.  My duties 
include developing or revising market rules and protocols to address design flaws, 
gaming and market power opportunities, implementing the corrective actions allowed 
under the CAISO tariff, and assisting the CAISO’s Regional Transmission Department in 
evaluating the economic impact of major transmission lines proposed in the CAISO 
service area. 
   
Q. Please describe your professional background. 
 
A. I received a Ph.D. in Economics from the University of California, Davis in 1981. 
I have 24 years of managerial and technical experience in the electric utility industry 
working on utility deregulation, market design, competitive business strategies, 
generation, demand-side and transmission planning, load and market research, marginal 
cost of service studies, and rate design. Prior to joining the CAISO, I was Manager of the 
Power Systems Planning and Evaluation Department at the Sacramento Municipal Utility 
District (SMUD).  I directed a staff of 40 engineers, economists, and financial analysts in 
strategic planning and analysis which included assessment of generation options, 
initiating relicensing of SMUD’s hydro project (Upper American River Project), 
transmission planning, load forecasting, and advanced and renewable technology 
development. I was the chief economist at SMUD through the closure of the Rancho 
Seco nuclear power plant and the evaluation of bids for replacement power. I started my 
professional career as Senior Economist in the Load Forecasting Department of the 
Potomac Electric Power Company in Washington D.C.  
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ATTACHMENT 12 
 

Qualifications of Mingxia Zhang, Ph.D. 
 
Q: Please state your name, title and business address. 
 
A: My name is Mingxia Zhang.  I am employed by the California Independent 
System Operator Corporation (CAISO) as Lead Market Monitoring Specialist.  My 
business address is 151 Blue Ravine Road, Folsom, California 95630. 
 
Q: What are your responsibilities at the CAISO? 
 
A: As Lead Market Monitoring Specialist, I was, and am, responsible for developing 
portions of the CAISO Transmission Evaluation Assessment Methodology (TEAM).  
This methodology sets the evaluation framework and criteria for the CAISO sponsored 
economic-driven transmission upgrade projects.  I am also responsible for assisting the 
CAISO Regional Transmission Department on reviewing and evaluating economic 
transmission projects submitted by PTOs.         
 
Q: Please describe your professional background. 
 
A: I received a Ph.D. in Agricultural and Resource Economics from the University of 
California, Davis in 1997.  I have over 10 years of research and working experience in 
market competition and market power analysis, cost/benefit analysis and benefit 
distribution analysis, and game theoretical analysis in the electric industry and the 
agricultural industry.  I joined the CAISO as Principal Economist/Market Monitoring 
Specialist in 2001.  I had conducted various analyses on market performance, market 
competitiveness, and generators’ strategic bidding in the California electricity wholesale 
market.  Prior to joining the ISO, I was Research Economist at the University of 
California, Davis (UCD).  During my tenure at UCD, I published over 10 journal articles 
in internationally leading economic journals, including Journal of Industrial Economics, 
Southern Economic Journal, American Journal of Agricultural Economics, International 
Journal of Agricultural Economics, Agricultural and Resource Economics, International 
Journal of Agribusiness, and European Review of Agricultural Economics.  Most of my 
research and analyses focused on empirical and game theoretical modeling of imperfect 
competition and market power and the impact of market power on social benefit and its 
distribution.  I started my professional career as Post-Doctorate Researcher at UCD. 
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QUALIFICATIONS OF JOHN KYEI 
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ATTACHMENT 14 
 

Qualifications of Christopher McLean 
 
Q:  Please state your name, title and business address. 
 
A:  My name is Christopher McLean.  I hold the title of Market Monitoring Specialist 
at the California Independent System Operator Corporation.  The business address for my 
place of work is 151 Blue Ravine Road, Folsom, California.  
 
 
Q:  In what capacity are you employed? 
 
A:  My primary responsibilities involve the day to day monitoring of the price action 
and participant bidding behavior in all of the CAISO markets for Ancillary Services, as 
well as the price action in the bi-lateral and exchange traded natural gas markets. In 
addition to the application of statistical and fundamental analysis in the aforementioned 
areas, my experience in performing production cost and network modeling is leveraged 
on special projects similar to and including the Palo Verde-Devers II application of 
CAISO’s Transmission Economic Assessment Methodology. 
 
 
Q:  Please describe your professional background. 
 
A:  My role as a Market Monitoring Specialist with the CAISO Department of Market 
Monitoring at the California ISO began in August of 2004. Prior to joining the ISO, I 
held an Energy Analyst position with the State of California’s Electricity Oversight 
Board. I began working in the energy industry in 1999 as a Staff Consultant for Henwood 
Energy in Sacramento, CA. My experiences range from market monitoring and statistical 
analysis to multi-area production cost modeling, price forecasting and market analytics in 
support of both generation and transmission project finance deals. My educational 
background includes a B.S. in Mathematics from Oregon State University. 
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