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Transmission Project

Application 04-03-008

REPLY BRIEF OF THE
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR CORPORATION

The California Independent System Operator Corporation (“CAISO”) respectfully
submits this reply brief in the above-referenced proceeding regarding San Diego Gas & Electric
Company’s (“SDG&E”) application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity
(“CPCN”) to construct the Otay Mesa Power Purchase Agreement Transmission Project
(“OMTP”). Only the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (“ORA™) offers any material reservations
to the OMTP. Its reservations, however, largely rest on misconceptions or errors. The CAISO
believes that when these misconceptions and errors are corrected, the foundation for ORA’s
opposition can be rejected and SDG&E’s application for a CPCN granted with respect to project

need.

I SCOPE OF THE PROCEEDING — ORA’S CLAIM THAT D.04-06-011 DID
NOT NARROW THE SCOPE OF THIS PROCEEDING IS INCORRECT

ORA contends that “[t]his proceeding was intended to address not only whether the

OMTP should be constructed, but whether it is necessary to construct the project at this time.”

! Interestingly, ORA relies on the following quote from D.04-06-011: “We will address the proposed

Transmission System Enhancements in our consideration of SDG&E’s application, A.04-03-008, including the
question of whether that proceeding should be expedited.” (ORA Opening Brief at 5, fn. 2 [emphasis in brief].)
While the expedition of this “proceeding” would likely effect the ability of SDG&E to commence construction of
the Transmission Project, it does not have any reasonable bearing on whether the Transmission Project must be



(ORA Opening Brief at 5.) The CAISO disagrees with ORA that the complete rejection or
indeterminate deferral of transmission upgrades associated with the approved Otay Mesa Power
Purchase Agreement (“Otay Mesa PPA”) can be reconciled with D.04-06-011. Indeed, the error
of ORA’s interpretation can be exposed by examining whether the intent of D.04-06-011 in
approving the Otay Mesa PPA can be realized without the construction, or timely construction,
of the OMTP.

In D.04-06-011, the Commission approved the Otay Mesa PPA to serve as a local
reliability resource “that will allow the utility to reduce its increasing [Reliability Must Run
(“RMR”)] costs.” (D.04-06-011 at 77 [Finding of Fact 32 and 35].) Commissioner Brown
similarly acknowledged that the Otay Mesa PPA constitutes a valuable “bird in hand” and stated
that “[t]here are RMR [] benefits from building Otay, and benefits from substitution of cleaner,
more efficient power.” (Id., Brown Concurring at 3.) However, the Commission correctly
recognized that “Otay Mesa will not be fully deliverable and cannot fully satisfy SDG&E’s local
reliability needs, without some transmission system upgrade.” (/d. at 76 [Finding of Fact 30].)
The CAISO corroborated this point in its testimony by stating that with only the interconnection
upgrades approved by the California Energy Commission (“CEC”), “Otay Mesa cannot displace
any RMR generation ... and does not contribute to SDG&E resource adequacy requirements.”
(ISO-1 at 19:5-16.) Accordingly, the Commission instructed the CAISO to inform this
proceeding “[w]hether that upgrade should be the two 238 kV lines proposed in A.04-03-008, or
some alternative,” NOT whether an upgrade should be built at all or otherwise deferred. (/d.
[emphasis added].)

Further, the Otay Mesa PPA and D.04-06-011 cannot, and should not, be divorced from
the Commission’s post-energy crisis efforts to address SDG&E’s resource needs. In 2001,
SDG&E applied to the Commission to construct the Valley-Rainbow 500 kV project. The

primary justification advanced by SDG&E for the Valley-Rainbow project was a need for new

energized in sufficient time to accommodate the contractual on-line date of Otay Mesa in 2008. Simply put, the
quote addresses the Commission’s process, not the Commission’s view of the substantive need for transmission
upgrades to accommodate Otay Mesa generation.



transfer capacity by 2005 to allow SDG&E to satisfy applicable reliability criteria. D.04-06-011
confirms that Otay Mesa was viewed “as an alternative way to the transmission project to allow
the utility to meet its grid reliability needs” and that Valley-Rainbow was denied on the “key
assumption” that “Otay Mesa would be an in-basin generating resource available and capable of
satisfying SDG&E’s local reliability grid capacity needs as of 2005.” (D.04-06-011 at 61 and 77
[Finding of Fact 35].) The CAISO explained in its opening testimony that “load growth must be
addressed either through increasing the transmission import capacity or constructing additional
generation internal to the local reliability area.” (ISO-1 at 4:15-19 [emphasis added].)
Because the Commission recognized that Otay Mesa could not satisfy SDG&E’s local reliability
needs without some transmission system upgrade beyond the minimal plan of interconnection,
ORA'’s interpretation conflicts with the clear intent of D.04-06-011 to approve the Otay Mesa
PPA as a resource capable of fulfilling the local reliability benefits SDG&E originally sought
from Valley-Rainbow.

From the above, it is clear that the Commission intended Otay Mesa to supply SDG&E
with capacity that could contribute to meeting reliability criteria in the face of anticipated load
growth. This establishes the “need” for the OMTP. Moreover, the fact that the Commission
selected Otay Mesa as the preferred solution above other resource and technology solutions is
equally manifest. As stated by Commissioner Brown in his concurring opinion:

Here is a plant that we know can meet the utility’s energy, capacity and reliability

needs for 10 years starting in 2008. It is unclear whether there is another plant, or

any combination of power plants, transmission projects and other solutions that

can meet these needs for that time period. Although it is possible that the cost

may be higher than we would like, we should strike while the iron is hot, because

we should not take the risk of being caught short. (D.04-06-011, Brown

Concurring at 3.)



Thus, the CAISO contests ORA’s assertion that “there is no support for [the] conclusion” that
Otay Mesa was chosen by the Commission to “meet further resource adequacy and local
generation needs.” (See ORA Opening Brief at 10.)

More importantly, these provisions of D.04-06-011 refute two of the recurring criticisms
of the CAISO in ORA’s opening brief. First, ORA suggests that the CAISO failed, but should
have attempted, to determine whether the OMTP was “needed” based on an economic analysis.
D.04-06-011 approved the Otay Mesa PPA to meet resource adequacy and local reliability
needs. The transmission related to accomplishing this objective constitutes a reliability project
for purposes of the CAISO Tariff. (See, CAISO Tariff 3.1, et seq.) Accordingly, it was wholly
appropriate for the CAISO to accept the resource adequacy need determination by the
Commission and consider economic factors solely in selecting the optimal transmission
alternative for Otay Mesa. (ISO-2 at 5:16-7:8.)

Second, ORA claims that the CAISO did not study “other alternatives to provide
SDG&E’s optimal transmission solution for reducing the congestion that the OMTP is designed
to relieve.” (ORA Opening Brief at 6.) ORA similarly alleges that the CAISO “did not consider
any alternatives that addressed how other resources in similar locations may further improve
reliability with the proper transmission plan, while fully delivering power from Otay Mesa and
relieving existing congestion.” (/d.) While the CAISO is unsure what was intended by these
assertions, the suggestion that the CAISO’s evaluation was somehow too narrow is incorrect. To
begin, as noted above, the Commission approved the Otay Mesa PPA, above other resource
options, to provide SDG&E local capacity at its existing location and requested that the CAISO
opine on the optimal transmission alternative to deliver power from this location. If there were a
generation resource in a location close to Otay Mesa, then exactly the same transmission plan

would be needed to deliver power from this resource.” In this regard, SDG&E and CAISO

2 If ORA intends to imply that the CAISO should have evaluated other potential resources to meet the

objective envisioned by the Otay Mesa PPA, the Commission precluded the need for such an effort. “As of today,
Palomar and Otay Mesa provide the only possible sources of new generation with capacity over 500 MW, in
SDG&E’s service territory, that can serve SDG&E’s needs in the foreseeable future.” (D.04-06-011 at 60.)



studied numerous alternatives with the alternative included in the CPCN application selected as
the optimal solution.

ORA'’s recommendation to defer the OMTP is equally incompatible with D.04-06-011.
The Commission recognized that “SDG&E does not absolutely need the power from Otay Mesa
during that [2008 through 2010] period.” (D.04-06-011 at 68.) Nevertheless, based on the fact
“that a significant amount of SDG&E’s load demand is met by larger old units ... within
SDG&E’s service territory,” the Commission noted that “there is a real risk that SDG&E could
be short of power as soon as 2008 without Otay Mesa.” (Id. at 69.) For this reason, the
Commission viewed Otay Mesa as valuable “insurance.” (/d. at 60.) Given that the “large old
units” within SDG&E’s service territory generally operate as RMR resources, a delay in
constructing the OMTP would defeat the Commission’s objective that Otay Mesa operate as
insurance against the retirement or mothballing of these local units. Further building on this
point, Finding of fact no. 32 provides: “While power from Otay Mesa is not needed to meet the
2007 — 2009 grid reliability shortfall, SDG&E established that Otay Mesa will provide state-of-
the-art, low heat-rate, economical clean power to SDG&E’s service area that will allow the
utility to reduce its increasing RMR costs by utilizing Otay Mesa for those contracts, in lieu of
the aging, expensive, inefficient units currently being used for those contracts.” (Id. at 77.)
Unless the OMTP is energized concurrently with the anticipated 2008 operation date of Otay
Mesa, SDG&E ratepayers will not realize the full extent of the projected RMR cost savings upon
which the Otay Mesa PPA was approved. ORA questions the size of these savings, but no party,
including ORA, provided any evidence to refute SDG&E’s estimated RMR cost savings.

The CAISO recognizes and appreciates ORA’s position that the application of the OMTP
has not followed the traditional regulatory process. Nevertheless, based on D.04-06-011, the
CAISO believes the issue of “need” for the OMTP, or some functional equivalent, to provide for
the deliverability of Otay Mesa generation has been decided. This proceeding must focus on

whether the proposed OMTP constitutes the preferred alternative and, in this regard, ORA has



not challenged the CAISO conclusion that the OMTP is the preferred transmission solution to

render Otay Mesa an in-basin, deliverable resource.

I1. ORA INCORRECTLY IMPLIES THAT THE CAISO WILL NOT BE
SEEKING BOARD OF GOVERNOR APPROVAL OF THE OMTP

ORA intimates that the present absence of any formal CAISO Board of Governors
approval reflects a belief by the CAISO that the OMTP is not needed. The desired implication is
incorrect. The CAISO stated in its reply testimony:

The fact that the CAISO Board of Governors has not yet approved the Project is

just an issue of timing. Submission of the Project has been deferred because of

the large number of transmission projects with costs over $20 million that

recently have been reviewed by the CAISO, including Palo Verde-Devers #2.

CAISO staff prefers that the Board of Governors have ample opportunity to

thoroughly review the transmission proposals and, therefore, has staggered the

presentations for the various projects. Nevertheless, CAISO management has

approved the Project and anticipates submitting the Project to the Board of

Governors within the next two months. (ISO-2 at 4:10-21.)
Consistent with the CAISO’s testimony, CAISO management intends to seek Board of

Governors approval of the OMTP at its May 6, 2005, meeting.

III. ORA MISTAKENLY ASSOCIATES THE DWR SUNRISE CONTRACT
WITH THE RELIABILITY BENEFITS OFFERED BY OTAY MESA

ORA asserts that “any reliability benefits SDG&E claims for the Otay Mesa plant must
be discounted against benefits from the Sunrise contract, because that contract remains in
SDG&E’s portfolio for purposes of a decision in this proceeding.” (ORA Opening Brief at 10.)
ORA further argues that the expiration of the Sunrise contract constitutes an appropriate
timeframe to delay approval of the OMPT. (/d.) This reasoning reflects a misunderstanding of
SDG&E’s local reliability needs and Sunrise’s relationship to those needs.

SDG&E load is covered by local generation, in part, and by imported power, in part.

With respect to imports, SDG&E has a 2500 MW Non-Simultaneous Import Limit, which



constitutes the maximum amount of power that can be delivered to SDG&E by the transmission
system when the 500 kV Southwest Power Link (“SWPL”) is out of service. SDG&E’s peak
customer load exceeds this import limit. The CAISO’s grid planning standards require that
SDG&E have sufficient resources and import capacity to serve the 1-in-10 year peak summer
demand for the local reliability area during an outage of the largest generator and one
transmission facility (G-1/N-1 event). Accordingly, SDG&E’s service area may be considered a
“load pocket,” requiring a certain minimum amount of generation physically located within its
local reliability area. Ifload increases, either the SNIL transfer capacity or local generation must
also increase. (See ISO-1 at 3:7-123 and 4:15-5:5.)

Sunrise does not effect SDG&E’s local reliability requirements because it is not an on-
system resource, but rather is delivered to SDG&E as part of its overall transfer capacity. The
Sunrise contract is resourced from units located in ZP-26, which is in PG&E’s service territory.
In other words, Sunrise is part of the 2500 MW SDG&E can count on as an “import,” but it does
nothing to increase transfer capacity or internal generation. In fact, as a result of recognized
constraints on Path 26, the CAISO is contemplating an amendment to its operating procedure
relating to emergencies (E-508) to specify a “Regional Reserve Emergency,” which may be
declared when regional reserve requirements and load demand exceed available resources in
either SP26 (SCE and SDG&E service territories) or NP26 (PG&E service territory) and
congestion restricts the movement of resources into the specific subregion. The conclusion to be
drawn is that the CAISO does not view ZP-26 resources as effectively mitigating capacity

shortages in SCE and SDG&E’s service territories.’

IV. THE OMTP DOES NOT REPRESENT A “PIECEMEAL” APPROACH TO
TRANSMISSION PLANNING

At several places in its opening brief, ORA laments that transmission problems in the

SDG&E service area are at risk of being addressed in a “piecemeal” fashion if the OMTP is

} See, “Response to Proposed Alternatives of the California Independent System Operator Corporation on

Allocation of Certain Department of Water Resources Contracts,” R.04-04-003 (April 15, 2005) at pp. 4-5.



approved at this time. (ORA Opening Brief at 5 and 12.) ORA’s fear is unfounded. As noted in
the CAISO’s opening testimony, the OMTP fits into the overall expansion plan for the South
Bay area. The transmission line to Old Town will serve as a means to create a new 230 kV
source in downtown San Diego. Presently, downtown San Diego is supplied from the Main
Street 138/69 kV substation. This substation is over 40 years old, and its equipment is obsolete
and unlikely to be sufficient to accommodate the current rate of load growth in the downtown
area. (ISO-1 at 36:24-25.)

Although the final plan for South Bay is not finalized, preliminary indications point to
replacement of the Main Street Substation with a new substation which will be served at 230 kV,
not at 138 kV. The new Otay Mesa-Old Town 230 kV line will be looped into the new
substation, thus creating a new source to supply the downtown. All 69 kV lines connected to the
Main Street Substation will be re-routed to the new substation, and two 138 kV South Bay-Main
circuits will be removed according to the Memorandum of Understanding between SDG&E and
the City of Chula Vista. Without the OMTP, the new substation project will not be possible
because of the absence of a 230 kV source to which the substation can connect. (ISO-1 at 36:24-

25.)

V. ORA INCORRECTLY SUGGESTS THAT THE “ADDITIONAL”
UPGRADES IDENTFIED BY THE CAISO FOR THE OMTP COULD
REPRESENT SUBSTANTIAL ADDITIONAL COSTS TO RATEPAYERS

The ORA appears to argue that the CAISO’s testimony raises the specter that the OMTP
will cost far in excess of that estimated by SDG&E because of certain additional upgrades
identified by the CAISO. (ORA Opening Brief at 11.) The CAISO’s testimony referenced three
upgrades that SDG&E should construct prior to connecting Otay Mesa under the OMPT. (ISO-1
at 32:14-20.) The upgrades are:

1. Construction of the Old Town-Miguel Tap section of the new
Otay Mesa-Old Town 230kV line with an emergency capability of
at least 1176 MVA;

2. Reconductoring of the Poway-Pomerado 69kV transmission
line to a capability of at least 175 MVA; and



3. Additional SPSs may need to be implemented. (ISO-1 at 32:14-
20.)

As noted in the testimony, the Old Town-Miguel Tap is a part of the new Otay Mesa-Old
Town 230 kV transmission line, which is included in the estimated cost of the OMTP. Again,
with respect to the Poway-Pomerado 69kV line, the CAISO’s testimony clearly indicates that the
upgrade will be part of SDG&E’s 2005 Grid Expansion Plan. The implication of this statement
is that the line reconductoring is needed even without the OMTP, and, therefore, its cost will not
encumber the OMTP. Finally, a SPS or Special Protection Scheme is a common addition to new
generation projects that involve relatively low costs, usually not exceeding $100,000.

VI. CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above and in its opening testimony, the CAISO respectfully
requests that the ALJ provide the Commission with a proposed decision finding that the OMTP
is needed and constitutes the electrically optimal solution to achieving the Commission’s

objectives in approving the Otay Mesa PPA in D.04-06-011.

April 29, 2005 Respectfully Submitted:

Grant A. Rosenblum
Attorney for
California Independent System Operator




PROOF OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on April 29, 2005 I served, by electronic and United States
mail, the Reply Brief of the California Independent System Operator Corporation in

Docket #A.04-03-008.

DATED at Folsom, California on April 29, 2005.

(Yol

Charitny. Wilson g ‘/
An Employee of the California
Independent System Operator




DAVID L. HUARD

MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BOULEVARD
LOS ANGELES, CA 90064
PUCservice@manatt.com

A.04-03-008

E. GREGORY BARNES

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
101 ASH STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
gbarnes@sempra.com

A.04-03-008

JOHN W. LESLIE

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

SAN DIEGO, CA 92130

jleslie@luce.com

A.04-03-008

BRIAN T. CRAGG

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

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
bcragg@gmssr.com

A.04-03-008

JANE A. PEARSON

DUKE ENERGY AMERICAS
5400 WESTHEIMER COURT
HOUSTON, TX 77056
japearson@duke-energy.com

A.04-03-008

ALBERT YORK HUANG
401 MILE OF CARS WAY
SUITE 310

NATIONAL CITY, CA 91950

A.04-03-008

ARLEN & ELAINE WATT
10881 OAK CREEK DRIVE
LAKESIDE, CA 92040

A.04-03-008

CENTRAL FILES

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC

8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP31-E
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1530
centralfiles@semprautilities.com
A.04-03-008

MITCH WEINBERG
CALPINE CORPORATION
4160 DUBLIN BLVD.
DUBLIN, CA 94568
mitchw@calpine.com
A.04-03-008

GEOFFREY ROBINSON

BINGHAM MC CUTCHEN

1333 NORTH CALIFORNIA BLVD., 210
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596
geoffrey.robinson@bingham.com
A.04-03-008

RANDALL W. KEEN

MANATT, PHLEPS & PHILLIPS, LLP
11355 WEST OLYMPICS BLVD.
LOS ANGELES, CA 90064
puc_service@manatt.com

A.04-03-008

WILLIAM J. BRIGGS

PORT OF SAN DIEGO

3165 PACIFIC HIGHWAY
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-1128
wbriggs@portofsandiego.org

A.04-03-008

NOEL A. OBIORA

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

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

A.04-03-008

JEFFREY P. GRAY

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, SUITE 600
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
jeffgray@dwt.com

A.04-03-008

NORMAN A. PEDERSEN

HANNA AND MORTON LLP

444 SOUTH FLOWER STREET, SUITE 1500
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071-2916
npedersen@hanmor.com

A.04-03-008

JOHN PORTEOUS

DUDEK & ASSOCIATES, INC.
605 THIRD STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92024
jporteous@dudek.com
A.04-03-008

THEODORE E. ROBERTS

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
101 ASH STREET, HQ 13D

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3017
troberts@sempra.com

A.04-03-008

BRUCE FOSTER

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
601 VAN NESS AVENUE, STE. 2040

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
fosterbc@sce.com

A.04-03-008

RICHARD L. THOMAS
CALPINE CORPORATION
4160 DUBLIN BLVD.
DUBLIN, CA 94568
rickt@calpine.com
A.04-03-008

ANDREW TRUMP

DUKE ENERGY

PO BOX 11140
OAKLAND, CA 94611
altrump@duke-energy.com
A.04-03-008

ALEXANDRA ELIAS

CENTRE CITY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
225 BROADWAY, SUITE 1100

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

elias@ccdc.com

A.04-03-008

CHRIS BING

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC

8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP02-170
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123
ching@semprautilities.com

A.04-03-008

EVELYN KAHL

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
ek@a-klaw.com

A.04-03-008

GRANT A. ROSENBLUM

CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630

grosenblum@caiso.com

A.04-03-008

MKE HARRINGTON
GOODRICH ASG

850 LAGOON DRIVE
MAIL ZONE 54/A

CHULA VISTA, CA 91910

A.04-03-008

EUCALYPTUS HILLS LANDOWNERS ASSOC. INC.
PO BOX 803

LAKESIDE, CA 92040

EHLA@flash.net

A.04-03-008

FRED SAINZ

SAN DIEGO CONVENTION CENTER CORPORATION
111 W. HARBOR DRIVE

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-7899

A.04-03-008

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS
517-B POTRERO AVE.

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110
cem@newsdata.com

A.04-03-008

STEVEN S. SCHLEIMER
CALPINE CORPORATION
4160 DUBLIN BLVD.
DUBLIN, CA 94568
sschleimer@calpine.com
A.04-03-008

MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC.

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

A.04-03-008



CALIFORNIA ISO

150 BLUE RAVINE ROAD
FOLSOM, CA 95630
e-recipient@caiso.com

A.04-03-008

Maxine Harrison

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
320 WEST 4TH STREET SUITE 500
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

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

Julie A Fitch

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE, ROOM 5203
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
if2@cpuc.ca.gov

A.04-03-008

CLARE LAUFENBERG

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH ST., MS 46
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
claufenb@energy.state.ca.us
A.04-03-008

MELANIE GILLETTE

DUKE ENERGY NORTH AMERICA
980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 1420
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
migillette@duke-energy.com
A.04-03-008

Billie C Blanchard

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

A.04-03-008

Scott Logan

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

A.04-03-008

KAREN GRIFFIN

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS 39
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
kgriffin@energy.state.ca.us
A.04-03-008

CHRISTINE KELLER

VIEWPOINT WEST

23475 GOVERNMENT SPRINGS ROAD
MONTROSE, CO 81401
vpwest@montrose.net

A.04-03-008

Carol A Brown

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE, ROOM 5103
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
cab@cpuc.ca.gov

A.04-03-008

PAUL SCHEVERMAN
SCHEVERMAN CONSULTING
3915 RAWHIDE ROAD
ROCKLIN, CA 95677
pgs@ieee.org

A.04-03-008



	California Independent System Operator
	
	SCOPE OF THE PROCEEDING – ORA’S CLAIM THAT D.04-0
	ORA INCORRECTLY IMPLIES THAT THE CAISO WILL NOT BE SEEKING BOARD OF GOVERNOR APPROVAL OF THE OMTP
	ORA MISTAKENLY ASSOCIATES THE DWR SUNRISE CONTRACT WITH THE RELIABILITY BENEFITS OFFERED BY OTAY MESA
	THE OMTP DOES NOT REPRESENT A “PIECEMEAL” APPROAC
	ORA INCORRECTLY SUGGESTS THAT THE “ADDITIONAL” UP
	CONCLUSION





