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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Pacific Gas and Electric Company
for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity
Authorizing the Construction of the Jefferson-Martin
230 kV Transmission Project

Application 02-09-043

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF GARY L. DESHAZO
ON BEHALF OF
THE CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR

Submitted by the California Independent System Operator

Q. Please state your name.

Al My name is Gary L. DeShazo.

Q. Are you the same Gary L. DeShazo who submitted testimony on behalf of the California
Independent System Operator (“CAISO™) on October 10, 2003 regarding CPUC Docket No.A.02-09-
043.

A. Yes, I am.

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

A, The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to rebut the testimony submitted by various parties
intervening in CPUC Docket No.A.02-09-043, entitled Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s
Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity Authorizing the Construction of the

Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Transmission Project (“J-M Project”). Specifically, my rebuttal testimony
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addresses, in order, certain statements made by Scott Logan on behalf of the Office of Ratepayer
Advocates (“ORA”); Lara Lighthouse on behalf of the 280 Corridor Citizens Group, Jeffrey Shiclds,
President of Utility Systems Associates, Inc., William M. Stephenson, Independent Consultant (** 280
Corridor Group”); Barbara George, Executive Director of Women’s Energy Matters, (“WEM”) on
behalf of that group; Barry R. Flynn on behalf of the City and County Of San Francisco (“CCSF”) and
Michael E. Boyd on behalf of Californians for Renewable Energy, Inc (“CARE”).

Q. Do you use any specialized terms in your testimony?
A, Yes. Unless indicated otherwise, we use capitalized terms as defined in the CAISO Tariff
Appendix A: Master Definitions Supplement. The Master Definition Supplement is available on the

CAISO website.

1. Rebuttal Testimony: Office of Ratepaver Advocates

Q. On page 3, lines 1-6 of the ORA testimony, Mr. Logan for ORA states, “This application has
many parallels to another recent transmission application. SDG&E’s Valley-Rainbow Transmission
Project was submitted as the utility’s solution to a local grid reliability problem... The CAISO
supported SDG&E’s proposal, also without exploring generation, or other *non-wires’ options.” Do

you agree with this statement?

A. No, I do not. The San Francisco Peninsula Long-Term Electric Transmission Planning
Technical Study, dated October 24, 2000 (“SF LT Study”), and the CAISO San Francisco Peninsula
Load Serving Capability Study, dated July 3, 2003 ("CAISO SF LSC Study”) incorporated an analysis
of a reduction in the amount of existing generation resources as well as assessments of new generation
resources being proposed within San Francisco. The SF LT Study incorporated an analysis of +/- 10%
change in the load forecast modeled in the study. The CAISO SF LSC Study assessed load levels that

may cause a reliability problem not already being mitigated by PG&E through either an existing or
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planned transmission project. This study takes mto account future reduction in load due to “non-

wires” Impacts.

Q. On page 5, lines 5-6 of the ORA testimony, Mr. Logan states, “It 1s reasonable to assume that
the San Francisco Internal Cable Projects will be completed by 2006”. Do you agree with this

statement?

A. No, I do not. The proposed new Hunters Point-Martin 115 kV cable project is discussed in
PG&E’s 2003 Electric Transmission Grid Expansion Plan and 1s scheduled to be completed in 2007.
PG&E and the CAISO are working together to establish and utilize emergency ratings for the 115 kV
cable system within San Francisco until the new cable project is completed. It is expected that these

emergency ratings will be in effect when the J-M Project becomes operational.

Q. On page 5, lines 25-29 of the ORA testimony, Mr. Logan for ORA states, “It is reasonable to
assume that the four combustion turbines (“CT”) (45 MW each) owned by the CCSF will be sited and
in operation by 2006. This assumption is reasonable since it is in the CCSF’s interest to do so, a
contract has been signed with the California Department of Water Resources (“CDWR”) for their
output, and the return to the state of these ’free’ resources 1f they are not sited soon is inevitable™, Do

you agree with this statement?

A. While I would agree that the successful siting, construction, and operation of the CCSF
combustion turbines is an assumption, I do not believe 1t to be a “reasonable” assumption when
considering the timing of the in-service date of the J-M project. The CA ISO believes that unless
something is done to increase the LSC for the San Francisco Peninsula Area by the end of 2003, the
forecasted load will exceed the LSC of the area resulting in CA ISO Planning Standard violations.
There is uncertainty in any siting process and there certainly is no finality that the CCSF combustion
turbines will be online by 2006. Although the CCSF’s intent is to do so and a contract has been signed

with the CDWR, the CCSF CT’s permutting process through various state regulatory agencies still has
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to be completed. The Williams turbines still fact significant environmental hurdles and community
opposition. When the last several years are considered, there are numerous examples that illustrate
this uncertainty in the generation development business. Proposed power plant projects have been
delayed, canceled or put on indefinite hold after they have been permitted by the California Energy
Commission (“CEC”) and in at least in one case, after the project was well under construction.
Because of this uncertainty CA ISO Grid Planning studies only model new power plant projects that
are under construction and even then there is risk that these projects will never see the opportunity for
commercial operation. The Commission has the authority to site the J-M project; as such PG&E is
before the Commission now seeking their approval to construct the J-M project to assure that the line

is placed in-service when it is needed.

Q. On page 6, line 15 of the ORA testimony, Mr. Logan for ORA states, “Cases 32 and 34

provide the best estimate of the value of the J-M Project”. Do you agree with this statement?

A, No, I do not. Cases 32 and 34 are a comparison of the CCSF CTs and the J-M Project whereas
Cases 29 and 34 within the CAISO SF LSC Report compare scenarios with and without the J-M
Project. These cases Tepresent generation assumptions are consistent between the two cases which

removes generation as a variable when assessing the value of the J-M Project.

Q. On page 6, lines 23-24 of the ORA testimony, Mr. Logan concludes that “Based on these
results, J-M provides 75 MW of LSC to San Francisco, and 135 MW of LSC to the total area above
the scenario which we believe will occur before J-M is cited and constructed.” Do you agree with this

statement?

A, No, I do not. As 1 stated above Cases 32 and 34 are a comparison of the CCSF CT’s and the J-
M Project whereas Cases 29 and 34 compare pre and post J-M Project scenarios while holding the
generation assumptions consistent between the two cases. Based on these cases, J-M would increase

San Francisco LSC by 159 MW and Peninsula LSC by 126 MW for a total LSC increase of 285 MW.
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This is covered in more detail within the CAISO SF LSC Report within the section titled
“Interpretation of Study Results” starting on page 48. Specifically, when assessing the full potential
capability of the J-M Project, CAISO analysis has shown it to be as much as 351 MW more LSC for

the area north of San Mateo Substation.

Q. On page 7, lines 14-15 of the ORA testimony, Mr. Logan concludes that “It is also apparent
that the re-rates provide far greater LSC than the Internal Cable Projects”. Do you agree with this

statement?

A. No, I do not. This conclusion is not correct. The South of San Mateo Re-rates should not be
compared against the Internal Cable Projects since they mitigate bottlenecks in different electrical and

geographic arcas. These areas are in series and are interdependent.

Q. On page 8, lines 26-27 of the ORA testimony, Mr. Logan concludes that, “ORA recommends
that the Commission defer its decision on this application until the record is clear on what will be the

disposition of the CCSF turbines.” Do you agree with this statement?

A. No, I do not. As I stated above, the CA 1SO believes that unless something is done to increase
the LSC for the San Francisco Peninsula Area by the end of 2005, the forecasted load will exceed the
LSC of the arca resulting in CA 1SO Planning Standard violations. There is uncertainty in any siting
process and there certainly is no finality that the CCSF combustion turbines will be online by 2006.
Should the Commission follow the ORA’s recommendation, the in-service date of the J-M Project will
most certainly be delayed beyond when it is needed. If the CCSF CTs are not in operation as
expected, CA ISO Planning Standard violations will exist until the J-M Project 1s placed in-service.
The Commission has the authority to site the J-M project; as such PG&E 1s before the Commission
now seeking their approval to construct the J-M project to assure that the line 1s placed in-service

when 1t is needed.
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IL. Rebuttal Testimony: 280 Corridor Concemed Citizens

Q. On page 7, fourth paragraph of the testimony of the 280 Corndor Group, Lara Lighthouse
states that “PG&E excluded the residents of the 280 Corridor from its planning process. PG&E never
solicited input from the neighborhoods through which it proposes to install its 230 kV transmission
lines. The ISO Stakeholder Report lists the members of the Stakeholder Group which includes almost
every segment of the interested and affected community except those 1n the areas that would be most

directly impacted by construction of the J-M Project”. Is this a correct statement?

A, No, I do not. While the statement directly references PG&E, it also refers to an ISO
Stakeholder Report list that is not clearly referenced in the 280 Corridor Group’s testimony. I assume
the statement is a reference to Attachment 17 — List of Stakeholders Study Group Members within the
CAISO San Francisco Peninsula Load Serving Capability Report. The list does include a Mr. Steven
Drake as a representative of the 280 Corridor Group.

The CA ISO stakeholder process for transmission planning is administered through the CA
ISO Coordinated Planning process. This process requires the CA ISO to work with interested
stakeholders throughout the transmission planning process. The CA ISO relies on public self-
awareness during this stakeholder process and welcomes public participation. As such, whenever the
CA ISO initiates a transmission planning process, notification of the process is sent to all stakeholders
that are listed on the CA ISO’s Market Participant email list. This email list 1s mamntained by the CA
ISO and any stakeholder interested in CA ISO activities, transmission planning or otherwise, may
have their name placed on this list. During this stakeholder planning process, 1t 1s not known what the
outcome will be and what, 1f any transmission project will be proposed. When a preferred
transmission project is determined, the CA ISO relies on the Participating Transmission Owner (in this
case PG&E) to submit an application to the CPUC for approval and through CPUC requirements and
regulations, mnteract appropriately with public and private entities. The CA ISO utilized the Market

Participant mailing list to notify stakeholders of the CA ISO’s J-M transmission planning activities
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And, as I discussed in my testimony dated October 10, 2003, CA ISO staff has made several
presentations about the J-M to the CA ISO Board of Governors since October 2000. All presentation

information is posted on the CA ISO’s public web site for all stakeholders to view.

Q. On page 17 of the 280 Corridor Group testimony, William M. Stephenson states that “The
Proposed Project Will Not Address the Root Cause of the 1998 Blackout”. Do you agree with this

interpretation?

A. No, I do not. Common sense suggests that building the J-M project will not prevent human
error, however, building the J-M Project will certainly contribute to mitigating the overall impact to
San Francisco and the adjoining penmsula of what occurred in 1998, by providing a separate source to
feed power into San Francisco and the peninsula. The J-M Project is needed to serve load in San
Francisco and the peninsula within the boundaries defined by the CA ISO planning standards. The
fact that the proposed route is separate from the existing San Mateo — Martin corridor and that the J-M
Project terminates at Martin rather than San Mateo are benefits that should be recognized but not held
above the need for the J-M Project.

Q. On page 18 of the 280 Corridor Group testimony, Jeffrey Shields states “The Proposed Project
Will Not Effectively Diversify the Transmission System in the Project Area”. Do you agree with this

statement?

A. No, I do not. The testimony provided by Mr. Shields states that the “Proposed Project would
simply shift the “choke pomnt” on the existing transmission system north from the San Mateo
Substation to the Martin Substation.” Whether the J-M line terminates at Martin or some location
further within San Francisco, the ability to serve load in San Francisco and the peninsula will be
“diversified” by this project because it provides a second source of power into a point in PG&E’s
system that benefits San Francisco and peninsula customers. One need only consider the benefit of the
J-M project had it been in-service when the 1998 disturbance occurred. Indeed, the J-M project would

have benefited San Francisco and peninsula customers alike by providing an independent source of
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power to the area during the disturbance and reduced the overall impact of the 1998 disturbance to

PG&E’s customers in this area.

Q. On page 19, fourth paragraph of the 280 Corridor Group testimony, Jeffrey Shields states
“Nevertheless, based on PG&E’s most recent load forecast, revised to be consistent with the growth 1n
PG&E’s recorded peak loads over the past five years, and reasonable assumptions regarding PG&E’s
existing transmission system and the addition of new generation, the Proposed Project would not be
needed even 1f a planning horizon longer than five years were used in this proceeding.” Do you agree

with this statement?

A. No, I do not. First of all, the Commission’s consideration of the Valley — Rainbow
Interconnection Project bears no relationship on the consideration of need for this project. This is a
different project and the assessment of need should be based on this project’s merits. Further, the
determination of need for the J-M Project is based on a different analytical approach than was used for
the Valley — Rainbow Interconnection Project; that of determining LSC for the San Francisco
Peninsula Area. This LSC analytical approach was described in my October 10, 2003 testimony and
again in detail in the CAISO SF LSC study report. Suffice 1t to say that using the LSC analytical
approach decouples and insulates the study results from changes in load projections. Therefore, LSC
information can be evaluated on its own merits rather than to comparisons of subjective load forecasts
or “planning horizons.” As such, the determination of LSC renders information about the amount of
load that can be served in an area by the electrical transmission system into that area and the available
generation within that area, without violating the CA ISO Planning Standards. When compared to
load projections, the results of the LSC analysis describe, from a Grid Planning perspective, what
combinations of transmission reinforcement and generation within the San Francisco Peninsula Area
would be required to meet the CA 1SO Planning Standards. The bottom line 1s that a load forecast is
required to assess “when” the J-M Project will be needed not “if” the J-M Project 1s nceded. As I
stated in my initial testimony, based on load forecast information available to the ISO & PG&E’s

timely completion of CA ISO approved projects m PG&E’s 2003 Ten Year Bulk Power Expansion
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Plan, the project is needed by the end of 2005 after which the projected load will exceed the LSC of

the San Francisco Peninsula Area.

Q. On page 23 of the 280 Corridor Group testimony Jeffrey Shields states “Although CCSF has
not obtained regulatory approvals to site and operate the Williams turbines, it is reasonable to assume

that these turbines will be constructed and operational.” Do you agree with this statement?

A. While T would agree that the successful siting, construction, and operation of the Wilhams
turbines is an assumption, I do not believe it to be a “reasonable” assumption when considering the
timing of the in-service date of the J-M project. The CA ISO believes that unless something 1s done to
increase the LSC for the San Francisco Peninsula Area by the end of 20035, the forecasted load will
exceed the LSC of the area resulting in CA ISO Planning Standard violations. There 1s uncertainty in
any siting process and there certainly 1s no finality that the Willilams turbines will be online by 2006.
Although the CCSF’s intent 1s to do so and a contract has been signed with the CDWR, the CCSF
CT’s permitting process through various state regulatory agencies still has to be completed. The
Williams turbines still fact significant environmental hurdles and community opposition as fervently
opposed to the need of these turbines as the 280 Corridor Group is opposed to the need of the J-M
Project. When the last several years are considered, there are numerous examples that illustrate this
uncertainty in the generation development business. Proposed power plant projects have been
delayed, canceled or put on indefinite hold after they have been permitted by the California Energy
Commussion (“CEC™) and in at least in one case, after the project was well under construction.
Because of this uncertainty CA I1SO Grid Planning studies only model new power plant projects that
are under construction and even then there is risk that these projects will never see the opportunity for
commercial operation. The Commission has the authonty to site the J-M Project; as such PG&E is
before the Commussion now seeking their approval to construct the J-M Project to assure that the line
is placed in-service when it is needed.

Q. On page 24 of the 280 Corridor Group testimony, William M. Stephenson states “Under the
planning contingency used by PG&E ~ both the 230 kV cable and the San Mateo-Martm 115 kV line
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out of service — there are five remaining 115 kV lines to serve the load in the Project Area. If each line
was re-rated to have a gross rating of 261 MW, the rating of five lines could be as high as 1,305 MW
(five lines multiplied by 261 MW per line). In a parallel system with mtermediate loads (or
generation), the lines generally do not carry the same amount of power. If series reactors are placed in
some of the lines to equalize the load, this 1,305 MW total can likely be achiecved.” Mr. Stephenson
further states “To the extent reactors are needed to increase the capacity of the 115 kV lines between
the San Mateo and Martin substations, the cost of such construction would represent a mere fraction of
the expected cost of the Proposed Project, without any of the environmental impacts that would be

associated with constructing a 27 muile long transmission line.” Do you agree with these statements?

A. I believe that the first statement 1s misleading by attempting to oversimplify a solution to a
complex problem. For example, he fails to adequately account for the physical characteristics of the
115kV system between San Mateo and Martin and the operational complexities of operating six
parallel circuits through the use of switchable series reactors. In theory, Mr. Stephenson’s proposal
makes electrical sense but PG&E is the appropriate entity to address whether his proposal merits
consideration.

Nonetheless, 1 do not agree with Mr. Stephenson’s second statement that suggests that
mereasig the capability of the 115kV system between San Mateo and Martin would displace the need
for the J-M Project. Were it possible, mncreasing the capability across the 115kV system between San
Mateo and Martin beyond what PG&E has been able to so far achieve will not displace the need for
the J-M Project. As I discussed in my October 10, 2003 testimony, for an area Jike the San Francisco
Peninsula Area where the load is served through a radial transmission system, the ability to serve load
in San Francisco and the penunsula is rooted 1n the capability of the interconnected system to deliver
the necessary power io load that 1s not served by local generation. It follows that siress placed on
PG&E’s existing transmission infrastructure in the San Francisco Peninsula Area results from load in
this area. Therefore, not only the load serving needs in San Francisco but also the peninsula underpins

the need for the J-M project.
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Q. On page 26 of the 280 Corridor Group testimony, Jeffrey Shields states that comparing the
revised load forecast with the LSC in the Project area demonstrates that the J-M Project is not needed
by 2006. Further, it 1s stated, “Under the planning contingency employed by PG&E both the San
Mateo-Martin 230 kV cable and the San Mateo-Millbrae 115 kV circuit are assumed to be out and
Potrero Unit 3 is off-line. As shown in Figure 4-8, the total load serving capability under this scenario
would be 1,713 MW assuming the 115 kV lines are re-rated as discussed above.” Do you agree with

these statements?

() A. No, I do not. The load serving capability calculation done by the 280 Corridor Group
assumes that “transfer capability” and “LSC” are equivalent and no technical analysis has been
provided to demonstrate how the LSC could be achieved. Based on the information shown in
Figure 4-8 of the 280 Corridor Group testimony, Mr. Shields appears to be determining the
load serving capability of the area by summing the “expected” future transfer capabilities of
five San Mateo — Martin 115 kV circuits, and adding that sum to the amount of “Anticipated
Generation 2006” shown in Figure 4-6 less the generation from Potrero unit 3. By adding the
“expected” future transfer capabilities of five San Mateo — Martin 115kV circuits implies that
the “transfer capability” of these Imes is directly equivalent to the “LSC” which they provide.
I do not agree with this implication.. When the ISO initiated the San Francisco Peninsula LSC
study, it was recognized that many stakeholders did not understand what “transfer capability”
and “LSC” were and how they were related. One of the objectives of the study was to address
that issue through interactive communication with stakeholders mnvolved in reviewing this
study. The result was a detailed discussion about “transfer capability” and “LSC” being
included in the final version of the report that discusses why directly equating transmission line
“transfer capability” to “LSC” is fundamentally flawed and can lead to misstating the ability of
a transmission system to actually serve load. At this pomt in time, the 280 Corridor Group has
not provided any technical analysis performed by them that substantiates the LSC claims they

are making.
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Q. On page 27 of the 280 Corridor Group testimony, Jeffrey Shields states that “Distributed
Generation, Renewable Initiatives and Demand Reduction will further reduce any need for the

proposed Project.” Do you agree with this statement?

A. While I would agree, “Distributed Generation, Renewable Initiatives and Demand Reduction”
may defer the need for new transmussion infrastructure, I do not believe 1t to be a “reasonable”
assumption when considering the timing of the in-service date of the J-M project. The 280 Corridor
Group has not provided any substantiated basis to assume that the amount of “expected” demand
reduction would actually materialize in the future. Even if an agsumption is made that, all demand
reduction programs referenced n the 280 Corridor Group testimony will be implemented, it will still
not be enough to defer the need for the project. As I have stated earlier, the CA ISO believes that
unless something is done to increase the LSC for the San Francisco Peninsula Area by the end of 2005,

the forecasted load will exceed the LSC of the area resulting in CA ISO Planning Standard violations.

II. Rebuttal Testimony: Women’s Energv Matters

Q. Barbara George on behalf of WEM states on page 4, line 3 of therr “testimony” that “J-M
actually REDUCES load serving capability in San Francisco, although PG&E and the CAISO went to
great lengths to paper over this fact.” This statement 1s attributed to study results documented in two
power flow case studies (Cases 28 and 33) within the CAISO San Francisco Peninsula Load Serving
Capability Report referred to above and is shown within Appendix A of the WEM testimony. Do you

agree with this interpretation of the study resulits?

A. No, I do not. The Jefferson-Martin line increases the LSC within the entire San Francisco
Penmsula. It does not decrease it as stated by WEM. The entire San Francisco Peninsula refers to a
combination of areas served and identified by PG&E as the San Francisco and Peninsula areas. WEM
tells only part of the story, and in so doing confuses the record. The scenarios modeled and

documented in Cases 28 and 33 are hmited to an analysis of the Jefferson-Martin 230 kV line
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combination with remnforcing the transmission system south of the San Mateo Substation. The
comparison of these two cases for assessing the benefits of J-M Project is improper since the driving
point limitations for these cases are within the City of San Francisco. The City of San Francisco 1s an
independent system and any limitation within the city has to be fixed by project(s) other than
Jefferson-Martin. Therefore, to have a complete picture of the planned LSC within the San Francisco
Peninsula, consideration of reinforcement of the 115 kV cable transmission system within San
Francisco 1s necessary. Cases 29 and 34 within the CAISO San Francisco Peninsula LSC Report
correctly illustrate the potential increase in San Francisco Peninsula LSC after the construction of the
J-M Project. These are the cases that WEM should have referred to for comparison purposes. These
Cases show an increase in San Francisco LSC from 1911 MW to 2196 MW after the Jefferson-Martin
230 kV hne is in service. PG&E is presently projecting load within the San Francisco Peninsula to be
1949 MW in 2006. The CAISO’s San Francisco LSC studies show that the import contribution of the

J-M Project is 351 MW across the San Mateo-Martin corridor.

Q. On page 3, line 9 of the WEM testimony, Barbara George states, “Why are PG&E and CAISO
so eager to go forward with the project even though the study shows 1t reduces power in SF? Will the
problems really be easily resolved?” Do you agree with the statement in the question that the J-M

Project will reduce power in SF?

A, No, I do not. Again, I believe that WEM misinterpreted the facts. Cases 29 and 34 within the
CAISO San Francisco Penmnsula LSC Report correctly illustrate the potential mcrease in San
Francisco Peninsula LSC. These Cases demonstrate that the J-M line will increase the LSC in the San
Francisco Pemnsula by 285 MW (from 1911 MW to 2196 MW) afier the Jefferson-Martin 230 kV {ine

is 10 service.

Q. On page 9, line 13 of the WEM testimony, Barbara George states, “CAISO adopted PG&E’s

cnteria and focused only on the San Mateo to Martin comdor, cleverly eliminating the pesky
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constraints north and south of the J-M line that showed up in its own SF LSC study.” Do you agree

with this statement?

A. No, I do not. It appears that WEM has either misunderstood the information or failed to take
into account all of the documented results and conclusions within the CAISO SF LSC Study report.
This report includes two important conclusions (Conclusions 1 and 6, located on page 8). These
conclusions state the following:
1. The LSC of the San Francisco Peninsula Area is directly related to generation located within
this Area and the capability of the San Mateo-Martin Corridor, the 230 kV system south of
San Mateo, and local transmission along the San Francisco Peninsula. The San Francisco
internal 115 kV cable system supports the LSC within the City of San Francisco.
6. Utilization of the Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Project with a reduction 1n existing generation
within San Francisco requires reinforcement of both the transmission system south of San

Mateo Substation and the 115 kV cable system within San Francisco.

Q. On page 10, line 12 of the WEM testimony, Barbara George states, “J-M will increase LSC in
the Project Area, but if you read 1t more carefully, it actually says that J-M will increase the load
serving capability of the electrical grid SOUTH of the Project Area and implies that i some

unspecified way that will improve things n the Project Area”. Do you agree with these statements?

A. Again, WEM 1s not mterpreting the study results correctly. The J-M Project will increase both
the LSC between the San Mateo and Martin Substations and south of San Mateo Substation because
the J-M Project 1s virtually parallel to several existing transmission lines and substations from which
load is served. An outage of one of the existing transmission lines now has an additional transmission

line to help carry its power flow.
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Q. On page 11, line 10 of the WEM testimony, Barbara George states, “CAISO numbers are
different from PG&E’s.” Do you agree with this statement and 1s it indicative of erroneous study

results?

A. I agree that the study results were different, but the difference (365 MW per PG&E and 351
MW per CAISO) 1s not considered significant. Some, 1f not most, of this difference may be accounted
for by the fact that the CAISO SF LSC Study started from a power flow base case representing 2004
summer load conditions with the load scaled upwards to simulate load growth, while PG&E’s San
Francisco Internal Transmission System After AP-1 Technical Study started from a power flow base

case specifically representing 2006 summer load conditions.

Q. On page 12, lines 18, 26 and 35 of the WEM testimony, Barbara George states, “PG&E and
CAISOQO differ about the geography of the system... CAISO initially agreed with PG&E and listed
Peninsula load as approximately 300 MW... CAISO now requires these lines to serve a much larger
area, assigning a load of more than 900 MW on the Peninsula on top of 900 MW in the City”. Do you
agree with these statements and if so, please explain the difference in the PG&E and CAISO study

area?

A. I agree that the study areas that have been defined as most relevant to the J-M Project are
different between PG&E and the CAISO. During it’s analysis, the CAISO defined the study area as
the complete area most directly associated with power being delivered to and coming off the J-M line.
This included the entire San Francisco Peninsula area as well as the 230 kV lines that cross San
Francisco Bay. For CA ISO SF LSC Study, the CAISO also performed a study to verify a previous
analysis done by PG&E to assess the transmission benefits of the JM project. For the purpose of
verification only, South of San Mateo substations were not included for this analysis, and PG&E’s
Corridor criteria were used. The results of this analysis showed the transfer capability benefits of the
project across San Mateo-Martin corridor. Either way the CAISO has performed studies to assess the

J-M Project benefits, it has arrived at the same conclusion that the J-M Project provides significant
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additional load serving capabulity to the San Francisco Peninsula system. However, utilization of the
Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Project with a reduction in existing generation within San Francisco requires
reinforcement of both the transmission system south of San Mateo Substation and the 115 kV cable
system within San Francisco. PG&E chose not to include the area south of San Mateo Substation in
their J-M Project analysis, but did include the J-M Project in their 2003 Electric Transmission Grid
Expansion Plan studies where the area south of San Mateo Substation and lines across San Francisco

Bay were analyzed.

Q. On page 13, lines 4 and 14 of the WEM testimony, Barbara George states, “PG&E
acknowledges that the current Jefferson-Martin 60 kV line serves substations on the Western half of

the Peninsula:. CAISO pretends there’s nothing there.” Do you agree with this statement?

A. No, I do not. The transmission system illustrated in diagrams within the CA ISO SF LSC Study
report were only intended to include the 230 and 115 kV transmission system and not all of the 60 kV
system. The CA ISO is fully aware of the entire transmission system within the San Francisco
Peninsula including 60 kV transmission lines and substations. The transmission system modeled for
CA ISO technical analysis includes all of PG&E’s transmussion system including 60 kV lines and

substations.

Q. On page 13, line 22-31 of the WEM testimony, Barbara George states, “The above passage
refers to the two 230 KV lines between Martin and Embarcadero...We are puzzled why many PG&E
and ISO documents downplay or ignore the existence of the 230 kV lines”. Please comment on the

WEM statements referenced above.

A Once again, 1t appears that WEM is “not correctly understanding the facts”. The 230 kV Iines
n question are 230 kV cables that exist between Martin and Embarcadero Substations and are to serve
distribution load from Embarcadero Substation. These 230 kV lines are not directly related to, effect,

or are affected by the Power Plants in San Francisco, the 115 kV cable system or the J-M Project.
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Both Potrero and Hunters Point Power Plants are connected to the San Francisco 115 kV cable system
and not to the two 230 kV cables 1in question. These 230 kV lines are modeled in all CAISO studies,
and have not indicated relevance to an analysis of the interconnected 115 kV cable system within San
Francisco with less than existing generation resources available. Both the proposed J-M Project and
the output of existing power plants in San Francisco do not impact power flow on the 230 kV cables

between Martin and Embarcadero Substations.

Q. On page 14, line 9 of the WEM testimony, Barbara George states, “Assurming the single 230
kV line is out (Line minus 1) and the Line #4 upgrade 1s done, the six 115 kV lines from San Mateo to
Martin could apparently carry 1320 MW — with no SF generation.” Do you agree with this
interpretation of the study results and are these transmission line power flow capabilities possible

while meeting established reliability criteria?

A. No. It appears that the capability cited on page 14, line 11 of 1320 MW 1s based on
determining the LSC over these 115 kV lines through simple addition of what each line can carry.
There is more to the process than adding the capability of the hines. The transmission system 1is
planned according to established reliability criteria and through technical analysis utilizing established
analytical power system simulation programs. Based on technical study analysis as documented in the
CAISO San Francisco Peninsula LSC Report (Case 27a), the LSC under conditions with no generation
on-line within San Francisco, i1s 686 MW for the San Francisco area and 1391 MW for the San
Francisco Peninsula area. This illustrates the present day dependence on generation resources within
San Francisco to meet the projected load of 942 MW in San Francisco and 1949 MW within the San

Francisco Peninsula area by 2006.

Q. On page 14, line 28 of the WEM testimony, Barbara George states, “Since April, 2003, WEM
has been asking for the list of power plants in the Greater Bay Area that CAISO assumes can deliver
power to the Project Area...Earlier, in a SF Power Flow meeting 11/7/03, CAISO had confirmed that

it uses outdated assumptions”. Do you agree with these statements?
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A, No, I do not. To better understand the existing transnmussion and generation system and
therefore better understand planned reinforcements and additions, WEM (Barbara George) requested
and was given several diagrams and documents on September 15, 2003 related to the CAISO 2004
Reliability Must-Run (“RMR”) Study and Local Area Reliability Service (“LARS”) designation of
generator units to maintain reliability within the San Francisco Bay Area Local RMR Area. These
documents had been discussed and distributed publicly as part of the CAISO 2004 RMR and LARS
processes. These documents listed all generator units considered within the San Francisco Bay Area

Local RMR Area for maintaining reliability of the electric system in this area.

IV. Rebuttal Testimony: City And County Of San Francisco

Q. On page 3, line 9 of the initial CCSF testimony, Barry Flynn states, “Providing an electric
system that meets the reliability criteria contained in the Califormia ISO Planning Standards may not

be sufficient to provide reliable power to San Francisco.” Do you agree with this statement?

A. All of PG&E’s transmission system 1s planned to meet all CA ISO Planning Standards. The
facilities that are required to meet this requirement are documented in PG&E’s annual transmission
expansion plan, of which the most current is the PG&E 2003 Electric Transmission Grid Expansion
Plan. Not withstanding this fact, my interpretation of Mr. Flynn’s statement is that providing
“reliable” power to San Francisco may be of sufficient importance that the application of a more
stringent reliability criteria to the San Francisco transmission system may be appropnate. The CA ISO
sponsors the CAISO Planning Standards Commuttee which is tasked with addressing this type of issue
and would be the appropriate forum to discuss what, 1f any, changes are needed to assure that a

reliable source of power is provided to San Francisco.
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V. Rebuttal Testimony: Califormans for Renewable Energy

Q. On pages 3-4 and 11-13 CARE makes various statements that relate to the CA ISO’s
governance structure as well as raising certain discrimination claims. Do you have any comment on

these allegations?

A. Yes. | have been advised by my legal counsel that these allegations do not relate in any way to
the need for the J-M Project and that they have been addressed or are being addressed in other

regulatory fora.

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

A. Yes. It does.,
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