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1.0 INTRODUCTION

2.0 CAISO’S AUTHORITY AND CHARGE ARE NOT DIMINISHED WHEN A CPCN IS ISSUED FOR A PROJECT
THAT DIFFERS FROM WHAT CAISO APPROVED



2 
 

2.1  CAISO’s 2010 review of SOCREP Does Not Reflect Circumstances Today and is Insufficient for 
  Commission Purposes. 

never 
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reliability projects deemed “needed” within CAISO’s 10 year planning horizon, this new planning process 
established 2 new categories for “policy driven” transmission projects: 1) “policy driven” transmission projects that 
would be approved; 2) transmission projects that would be considered in future planning cycles.2   SOCREP was 
approved in the 2010-2011 TP as a reliability project and not designated as a Category 1 project [Table 5.9.3].  This 
is important, because under a “Memorandum of Understanding” executed by the Commission and CAISO in May of 
2010, Category 1 projects approved by CAISO are supposed to “proceed directly to the CPUC and/or other siting 
authorities for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity, California Environmental Quality Act and other 
siting/permitting requirements”.  Reliability projects such as SOCREP are not addressed by this MOU, so the 
Commission is under no obligation to proceed as if they are.   
2.1.2 CAISO Did Not Consider “Cross Boundary” Solutions to Address Reliability Concerns in 2010. 
In 2010, CAISO did not consider connections across utility boundaries to address reliability concerns in lieu of 
adding new transmission facilities within a utility boundary.  As far as FRONTLINES is aware, the only cross-
boundary connections that CAISO has ever approved are those which the utilities themselves support.  This is a 
clear shortcoming of CAISO’s which has become quite evident in the SOCREP Proceeding.  The opportunity for a 
“cross boundary” utility connection as an alternative to SOCREP is readily apparent to any dispassionate observer 
looking at a transmission asset map of Southern California without reference to asset ownership or utility territory 
boundaries.  Indeed, the Trabuco Alternative fairly “leaps out” as the most obvious choice.  Yet, CAISO was (and 
apparently still is) loath to consider such options.  The reason for CAISO’s reticence is not at all clear; CAISO 
controls all of the lines, so it does not “lose” or “gain” anything in approving cross-boundary connections.  Certainly 
the utilities might perceive such projects as a “boundary dispute” in which they may “lose” something (though what 
that might be is not apparent).  However, CAISO’s obligation to investor owned utilities (“IOUs”) is not dictated by 
territorial disputes.  To the contrary, CAISO’s role is to transcend such issues and to perceive (and control) the grid 
as an interconnected web, so CAISO’s staunch opposition to a “Cross Boundary” solution like the Trabuco 
Alternative is not rational and quite “beyond the pale”.  It would be imprudent for the Commission to defer to 
CAISO’s unreasonable position regarding the Trabuco Alternative, particularly since CAISO’s own testimony shows 
that the Trabuco Alternative can be feasibly constructed (Section 2.3.3.1.3 of FRONTLINES Opening Brief). 
2.1.3 In 2010, CAISO Assumed Significant Generation Would be “Online” in Southern California. 
In the 2010-2011 transmission planning process, CAISO considered generation from the San Onofre Nuclear 
Generating Station (“SONGS”) to be both substantial and certain (as FRONTLINES’ Protest of the SDGE CPCN 
_________________________________________________________ 
2 Memorandum Issued by the CAISO Board of Governors approving the 2010-2011 TP – Agenda Item 8 
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“needed”
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legendary

even though

even though

which is nearly double the amount that 
TRTP was intended to address

not not

even though
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2.1.6 CAISO’s 2010 Approval of SOCREP was based on an Amputated Alternatives Analysis. 
In the 2010-2011 TP, CAISO reviewed reliability projects and considered the extent to which they could adversely 
impact the grid and whether they addressed an electrical reliability “need” and occasionally (though not always), 
CAISO considered various utility-recommended alternatives to these projects as well.  Based on this “need” 
determination, CAISO then approved reliability projects incorporating most, if not all, of the elements sought by the 
utility.  CAISO did not “cast a net” to identify a spectrum of project alternatives to address the perceived “need”; to 
the contrary, CAISO’s consideration of alternatives was generally limited to IOU recommendations and was tightly 
constrained by utility interests, territorial boundaries, and other factors.  SOCREP was no exception, because 
CAISO’s consideration of SOCREP in the 2010-2011 TP [on page 210] was limited solely to three alternatives: 1) 
SDGE’s proposed project; 2) a slightly scaled down version of SDGE’s project; and 3) a significant expansion of 
SOC 138 kV system upgrades that CAISO had previously considered [2009 TP and 2010 TP].  In fact, CAISO’s 
consideration of SOCRUP was so stunted that it did not even meet requirements imposed by CAISO’s tariff.5   
2.1.7 Environmental Impacts were not Considered in Reliability Projects Approved by the 2010-2011 TP. 
When approving reliability projects under the 2010-2011 transmission planning process, CAISO did not consider 
environmental impacts and, to FRONTLINES knowledge, CAISO has never prepared an EIR or a Negative 
Declaration pursuant to CEQA for any of its approved reliability projects.  As a public benefit corporation formed by 
California law under jurisdiction of the FERC, CAISO considers itself exempt from CEQA6 and is not bothered by 
the pesky details which attend CEQA compliance, nor does it ever face the very real environmental costs and 
human impacts that are incurred when it approves excessive and unnecessary transmission infrastructure.7   
_______________________________________________________________ 
5 Section 24.4.6.2 of the CAISO Tariff in effect at the time stipulates that CAISO “shall consider lower cost alternatives to the 
construction of transmission additions or upgrades…such as…Demand-side management, Remedial Action Schemes, appropriate 
Generation, interruptible Loads…”  
 
6 FRONTLINES observes that there are many corporations in California (such as housing authorities) that are formed pursuant to state 
law and subject to federal jurisdiction and which routinely comply with CEQA.  For instance, no housing authority in California ever 
approves the construction of a new housing project that will be operated under its jurisdiction unless the project documentation includes a 
certified EIR, MND, or ND prepared pursuant to CEQA.  
 
7 A good example of this is addressed by one small element of the TRTP project involving the replacement of an existing 220 kV line 
built by SCE in the early 1970’s that was partially constructed to 500 kV standards and was located south of the Vincent substation within 
the Community of Acton.  As set forth in the Acton Town Council’s briefs & comments filed in Proceeding A.07-06-031.  CAISO approved 
bringing this line up to 500 kV standards knowing that the upgrades were not necessary for TRTP, and that the line would operate at 220 
kV far beyond a 2030 planning horizon.  Despite this, CAISO approved it, so the Commission and approved it.  Construction took more 
than a year, and involved helicopter operations from dawn to dusk.  Helicopters constantly hovered over, and landed next to residences 
and their operations were so disruptive that the Acton Town Council filed a complaint [C.12-09-002].  The unnecessary towers constructed 
for this TRTP segment have contributed to ruined view sheds and create such glaring light intrusions into residential spaces at night that 
curtains do not help.   None of these impacts should ever have occurred, and ALL of these impacts occurred only because CAISO 
approved unnecessary project infrastructure without consideration for any of the impacts that such an approval entails. 
 



7 
 

2.2  CAISO’s Review of SOCREP does not Satisfy the Commission’s Statutory Obligations.

required

“required”
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this 

entirely unreasonable

precisely
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Wildfire events: 
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Earthquake Events: 



11 
 

SOCREP Reliability Concerns that were Completely Ignored by the Alt PD:  

even if Talega remains fully operational and unimpaired
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SDGE’s testimony, has a transmission capacity that is less than SDGE’s peak load forecast for SOC.  
Therefore, if these overlapping contingencies occur under the peak load conditions forecast by SDGE, load 
shedding in SOC will be required.13  The Trabuco Alternative is not susceptible to this problem because it fully 
serves SOC load from SCE’s system even if all the 230 kV lines serving Talega were be removed from service. 
 

These reliability problems stem largely from the fact that SOCREP is configured to transmit power to Capistrano 
from the same power sources that serve Talega along the same corridors that serve Talega, and using the same 
transmission infrastructure that serves Talega.  These factors demonstrate that SOCREP does not really provide 
SOC with a “second” power source, rather it provides a mere “extension” of the existing power source at Talega 
which is plagued by the same reliability problems as Talega.  
2.2.1.3 Summary 
As evidenced above, the CAISO’s determination that SOCREP is “necessary” is based on a substantially flawed 
cost assessment which assumes a highly speculative 15 year planning horizon and an astronomically high load 
forecast and it ignores important reliability problems which SOCREP itself creates.  Therefore, the Alt PD materially 
errs in positing that CAISO’s opinion regarding SOCREP “need” should be deferred to by the Commission.  Nothing 
about CAISO’s analysis of SOCREP comports with, or complies with, the “need” determination which the 
Commission must make pursuant to PUC Section 1001 
2.2.2 Deferring to CAISO’s Opinion and Approving SOCREP Violates CEQA. 
CEQA obligates the Commission to establish project objectives for a proposed project, and develop a reasonable 
range of project alternatives/mitigation measures that will achieve most (if not all) of these project objectives.  
CEQA also compels the Commission to adopt alternatives/ mitigation measures if they 1) reduce environmental 
impacts. 2) are technically and economically feasible, and 3) achieve most of the project objectives.  Application of 
these CEQA requirements to the conclusions presented in the Alt PD reveal that the Alt PD embodies at least two 
significant material CEQA errors.  The first significant material error lies within the Alt PD’s argument that the 
Commission should defer to CAISO’s opinion and simply approve SOCREP; this argument fails to recognize that 
CAISO’s 2010 analysis of SOCREP does not comply with CEQA’s mandate that the Commission consider a 
reasonable range of alternatives.   The second significant material error lies in the Alt PD’s failure to recognize that 
SOCREP itself fails to achieve the CEQA project objectives and is therefore insufficient for the purposes of CEQA.  
These two material errors are discussed in more detail below. 
____________________________ 
13 FRONTLINES Reply Brief Page 9 
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one

This is not the circumstance in which the Commission finds itself today.  

compels
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must 

2.3  It Is Imprudent for the Commission to Defer to CAISOs Opinion Regarding SOCREP
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horrified
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even though CAISO’s own analysis shows the Trabuco 

Alternative is entirely feasible

3.0  THE ALT PD’S CONTENTION THAT FRONTLINES PROPOSALS ARE NOT “CONVINCING” 
  LACKS FOUNDATION AND IS COMPLETELY UNSUPPORTED. 

deplorable

3.1 FRONTLINES Reconductoring Proposal
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all

all the thermal 

overloads identified in CAISO’s Testimony

3.2 FRONTLINES Trabuco Alternative
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even under the extreme Category D contingency event 

4.0  THE 75 MW THRESHOLD ESTABLISHED BY THE ALT PD.
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4.1 “Footnote b” in the Prior NERC Standard and Footnote 12 in the Current TPL-001-4 NERC Standard.

consequential 

non-consequential

non-

consequential consequential
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non-consequential

any consequential

Nothing could be further from the truth, and both CAISO and SDGE know it. 

consequential
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4.2 FRONTLINES’ Reconductoring Alternative Complies with the 75 MW Threshold.

any any

all

5.0 THE ALT PD PROVIDES INSUFFICIENT BASIS TO REJECT THE TRABUCO ALTERNATIVE

5.1 The Trabuco Alternative Does not Impact SCE’s 230 kV System any More than SOCREP.
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5.2 CAISO Never Analyzed SPS to Prevent Loop Flow for the Trabuco Alternative. 

CAISO never ever analyzed the use of SPS to prevent loop flow. 

none of what CAISO asserts in its Opening Brief 

is reflected in the transcript. 
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6.0 THE ALT PD CRITICIZES THE TRABUCO ALTERNATIVE BASED ON NONEXISTENT TESTIMONY  
AND CAISO STATEMENTS THAT FRONTLINES HAS PROVEN TO BE FALSE.
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7.0 THE DISCUSSION OF TRABUCO ALTERNATIVE COST IN THE ALT PD IS FRAUGHT WITH ERROR.

7.1 The Alt PD Misstates SDGE’s Trabuco Cost Estimate, Which Includes Unnecessary Elements.

7.2 None of CAISO’s “Cost Adders” are Necessary 

7.3 The Alt PD’s Understanding of the Significant Cost Elements in the Trabuco Alternative flawed.
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8.0 OTHER ERRORS IN THE ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED DECISION

all the thermal overloads identified in CAISO’s Testimony

9.0 CONCLUSIONS


