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OPINION ON METHODOLOGY FOR  
ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT OF TRANSMISSION PROJECTS 

 
I. Summary 

The Commission opened Investigation (I.) 05-06-041 in order to consider 

methodologies for the economic assessment of proposed transmission projects.   

In today’s decision, we adopt general principles and minimum requirements and 

provide other guidance for economic evaluations of proposed transmission 

projects that may be submitted in Commission certificate of public convenience 

and necessity (CPCN) proceedings. 

The Commission is taking steps to simplify transmission planning and 

permitting procedures and make them more efficient, both here and in 

I.05-09-005 and other venues.  Our adoption today of principles and minimum 

requirements that will apply to all economic evaluations of proposed 

transmission projects, and the creation of a rebuttable presumption in favor of an 

economic evaluation approved by the California Independent System Operator 

(CAISO) Board, will complement the Commission’s other transmission project 

streamlining efforts and further the goal of greater coordination and consistency 

between the Commission and the CAISO.   

A threshold issue in this proceeding has been what deference should be 

given to determinations by the CAISO regarding the cost-effectiveness and need 

for a transmission project that is proposed for its economic benefits.  The CAISO 

is a critical player in California’s efforts to ensure reliability and economic 

efficiency of the transmission system.  The CAISO’s work in developing its 

Transmission Economic Assessment Methodology (TEAM) has advanced the 

state of the art in economic evaluations of transmission projects.  We agree with 

and adopt many aspects of the CAISO’s TEAM approach.  Consequently, as 
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discussed in Section IV of this order, we will establish a rebuttable presumption 

with regard to economic evaluations in a CPCN proceeding in favor of a CAISO 

Board-approved economic evaluation provided: (1) the CAISO Board has made 

certain explicit findings regarding the economic value of the proposed project; 

(2) the CAISO Board-approved evaluation is consistent with the principles and 

minimum requirements set forth herein; and (3) the CAISO Board-approved 

evaluation is submitted to the Commission within sufficient time to be included 

within the scope of the proceeding.  This rebuttable presumption in favor of a 

CAISO Board-approved economic evaluation shall be such that parties opposing 

the proposed project in a CPCN proceeding will bear the burden of 

demonstrating either (1) that the CAISO Board-approved economic evaluation 

does not comply with the principles and minimum requirements of this decision 

or (2) that the project is not cost-effective.     

Notwithstanding the foregoing, a CAISO determination of economic value 

is not a prerequisite to obtaining a CPCN and an applicant retains the right to 

propose its own economic evaluation.  However, we do not grant a rebuttable 

presumption to an evaluation not approved by the CAISO Board, and any 

evaluation submitted in a CPCN proceeding shall comply with the requirements 

of this decision.  Further, an applicant shall submit any CAISO economic 

evaluation of the proposed project into the record of the proceeding.   

Another significant issue in this proceeding has been how prescriptive the 

Commission should be regarding the imposition of standards for economic 

evaluations submitted in CPCN proceedings.  We agree with the consensus 

among the parties that Commission requirements regarding economic 

evaluations of transmission projects should not be overly prescriptive, but we 

also believe such requirements should be sufficient to ensure consistency among 
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and transparency in economic evaluations submitted in CPCN proceedings.  

Thus, today we adopt general principles and provide guidance to establish a 

framework for all economic evaluations submitted in CPCN proceedings.  The 

adopted principles, along with minimum requirements for economic evaluations, 

are appended as Attachment A to this order, and can be summarized as follows: 

1. The CAISO’s standardized benefit-cost methodology shall be 
used to measure the economic benefits of proposed 
transmission projects.  The perspective of CAISO ratepayers is 
of primary importance in a CPCN proceeding, although there 
is value in reviewing benefit-cost results from other 
perspectives as well. 

2. The CAISO’s framework for the computation of potential 
energy benefits shall be used.  Parties shall assess energy 
benefits using established, credible, and commercially 
available production cost modeling tools.  The applicant may 
decide whether to include market power mitigation benefits 
as part of its demonstration of need for a proposed 
transmission project. 

3. In addition to energy benefits, other economic effects of a 
transmission project may be considered, including economic 
effects that may not be quantifiable. 

4. Economic evaluations shall consider how uncertainty about 
future system and market conditions affects the likelihood 
that a transmission project’s forecasted benefits will be 
realized. 

5. Economic evaluations shall use baseline resource plans and 
assumptions about the system outside the applicant’s service 
territory that are consistent with resource plans and system 
assumptions used in procurement or other recent Commission 
proceedings, updated as appropriate. 

6. Economic evaluations shall consider feasible resource 
alternatives to the proposed transmission project. 
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II. Background 
This investigation has been coordinated with Phase 1 of Application 

(A.) 05-04-015, the application of Southern California Edison Company (SCE) for 

a CPCN to construct the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 (DPV2) transmission project, a 

proposed 230-mile, 500 kilovolt alternating current transmission line between 

California and Arizona.  DPV2 would connect SCE’s existing Devers substation 

near Palm Springs, California to the existing Harquahala Generating Company 

switchyard located approximately 49 miles west of Phoenix, Arizona. 

On June 30, 2005, the Commission opened I.05-06-041 to consider 

appropriate principles and methodologies for assessment of the economic 

benefits of transmission projects, including DPV2, that are submitted for 

Commission approval.  The Commission named SCE, Pacific Gas and Electric 

Company (PG&E), and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) as 

Respondents to the investigation.  As established in the Order Instituting 

Investigation (OII), the Commission wished to consider, in particular, the CAISO 

TEAM approach to economic evaluation of transmission projects, both as an 

evaluative framework and as applied to assess the economic benefits of the DPV2 

project.  The OII provided that issues then under consideration in I.00-11-001 

regarding the methodology for assessment of the economic benefits of 

transmission projects were subsumed in I.05-06-041, and that the record on these 

issues developed in I.00-11-001 would be fully available for consideration in 

I.05-04-061. 

A prehearing conference was held in A.05-04-015 and I.05-06-041 on 

July 20, 2005.  The Assigned Commissioner issued the scoping memo for the two 

proceedings on August 26, 2005.  The scoping memo categorized I.05-06-041 as 

ratesetting and stated that hearings were necessary.  The scoping memo also 
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provided that evidence regarding DPV2 would be received in two phases.  

Phase 1 would address need issues and the economic methodology used to 

assess cost effectiveness on a coordinated basis for A.05-04-015 and I.05-06-041.  

Phase 2, in A.05-04-015 only, is underway to address environmental, routing, 

updated cost estimates, and other issues related specifically to DPV2.  The 

Commission plans to rule on SCE’s CPCN request for authorization to construct 

DPV2 by the end of 2006.  In that decision, we will consider Phase 1 evidence 

regarding the cost-effectiveness of DPV2 in addition to other CPCN issues 

considered in Phase 2.  

Among other issues in I.05-06-041, the Commission planned to address 

validation of and reliance on CAISO assessments of need in Commission 

proceedings.  Parties discussed this issue, among others, at a joint workshop held 

on September 14 – 15, 2005.  Based on workshop discussions, a September 27, 

2005 Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) ruling determined that a complete 

validation of the CAISO’s TEAM approach should not be pursued at this time.  

The ALJ ruling established that Phase 1 would address the following issues 

related to I.05-06-041, in addition to issues related to the need for the DPV2 

transmission project under consideration in A.05-04-015: 

1. What general principles or methodologies should the 
Commission employ in assessing the economic benefits of 
transmission projects within its jurisdiction? 

2. Is the CAISO’s TEAM approach, as applied to Path 26 and to 
DPV2, consistent with such general principles or 
methodologies? 

3. Are the following procedures a reasonable approach at this 
time for the Commission’s assessment of the economic 
benefits of transmission projects?   
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a. In I.05-06-041, the Commission would adopt principles, 
a framework for decision-making, and criteria for the 
economic analysis of transmission lines.   

b. In subsequent certificate proceedings, the Commission 
would evaluate whether the CAISO, in evaluating the 
economic value for the proposed project, has followed 
the guidance provided by the Commission in a 
reasonable manner. 

c. If so, the Commission would adopt the CAISO’s 
economic determination, so that the outcomes at the 
CAISO and the Commission would be consistent. 

4. After the Commission adopts general principles or 
methodologies for assessing the economic benefits of 
transmission projects, how should the Commission evaluate 
in a certification proceeding whether the CAISO, in evaluating 
the cost-effectiveness of the proposed project, has followed the 
guidance provided by the Commission in a reasonable 
manner? 

5. If the Commission determines in a certification proceeding for 
a transmission project proposed for its economic benefits that 
a CAISO assessment of need has followed the guidance 
provided by the Commission in a reasonable manner, are 
there additional requirements that must be met in the 
Commission’s determination of economic benefits and need 
for the project? 

6. For those certification proceedings for transmission projects 
proposed for economic benefits where there is no CAISO 
assessment of need that the Commission has found to be 
reasonable and consistent with guidance provided in this 
investigation, what requirements should the Commission 
adopt for consideration of economic benefits and need? 

We agree with the September 27, 2005 ALJ ruling that consideration of 

these issues in I.05-06-041, in the context of assessment of need for DPV2, should 

further the Commission’s goal of streamlining transmission planning and help 

ensure consistency in Commission and CAISO results.   
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As provided in the September 27, 2005 ALJ ruling, parties filed comments 

and reply comments on Phase 1 issues.  An ALJ ruling dated October 28, 2005 

provided further guidance regarding the scope of Phase 1 testimony and 

evidentiary hearings. 

Three days of evidentiary hearings were held in Phase 1 on January 10–12, 

2006.  The following parties filed opening briefs:  the CAISO, SCE, PG&E, 

SDG&E, Division of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA), The Utility Reform Network 

(TURN), Bay Area Municipal Transmission Group (BAMx),1 and Global Energy 

Decisions, Inc. (Global Energy).  All of these parties except BAMx also filed reply 

briefs.  Following the receipt of late-filed exhibits and opening and reply briefs, 

Phase 1 was submitted on March 24, 2006.  No party requested final oral 

argument before the Commission on Phase 1 issues in its opening brief, as 

allowed by the scoping memo. 

III.  Overview of Positions of the Parties 
To assist our consideration of the proper principles and methodologies for 

evaluating the economic benefits of proposed transmission projects, we have the 

benefit of the Phase 1 record containing four project-specific economic 

evaluations:  the CAISO’s evaluation using the TEAM approach of a possible 

Path 26 upgrade, submitted originally in I.00-11-001, and three separate 

economic evaluations of the DPV2 project submitted by the CAISO, SCE, and 

DRA.  All parties submitted testimony and took positions regarding the 

submitted economic evaluations and related issues. 

                                              
1 BAMx is an unincorporated association of publicly owned utilities located in the 
Greater Bay Area.  Members include the City of Santa Clara, Alameda Power and 
Telecom, and City of Palo Alto Utilities. 
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In today’s order, we describe in some detail the principles and 

methodologies used in each of the four economic evaluations because they assist 

in our determinations regarding how best to analyze the economic benefits of a 

proposed transmission project.  We provide an overview of the positions of the 

parties regarding the principles and methodologies for economic evaluations of 

proposed transmission projects and the manner in which the Commission should 

consider such evaluations in CPCN proceedings.  We then address individual 

issues. 

A. CAISO 
The CAISO has been developing its TEAM approach for several years.  

At the direction of the ALJ in I.00-11-001, the CAISO submitted a report in June 

2004 describing the CAISO’s TEAM approach and its application to a potential 

project to upgrade the transmission path between central and southern 

California, which is commonly called Path 26  (June 2004 Report, which is 

Attachment 1 to Exhibit 11 in the Phase 1 record).  In the June 2004 Report, the 

CAISO explained that the Path 26 study provided an opportunity to evaluate its 

TEAM approach in a realistic situation and to gain experience regarding areas for 

further enhancements.  The CAISO concluded that additional refinements to 

TEAM would be needed to reach a definite conclusion regarding whether a Path 

26 upgrade would be economically viable. 

In analyzing the DPV2 project proposed by SCE, the CAISO made 

certain refinements to its TEAM approach.  The CAISO has approved the 

proposed DPV2 project as economically needed.  

The CAISO considers five aspects of its methodology, which it calls key 

principles, to be necessary to any economic evaluation of a proposed 
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transmission project.  While described in more detail in Section V, in summary, 

the CAISO’s key principles include the following:  

1. Benefit framework:  utilization of a standardized benefit-cost 
methodology to measure transmission expansion benefits 
regionally and separately for consumers, producers, and 
transmission owners.   

2. Network representation:  measurement of energy benefits using a 
network model that reflects physical constraints of the transmission 
grid and forecasts nodal prices. 

3. Market prices:  measurement of energy benefits using a 
methodology that forecasts market prices by simulating producer 
bid strategies, to assess consumer benefits from reduced supplier 
market power. 

4. Uncertainty:  assessment of the impact of uncertainty about future 
market conditions through analysis of a representative set of 
market scenarios, with assignment of weighting factors (relative 
probabilities) to the different scenarios so that the expected benefit 
and range of benefits can be determined. 

5. Resource alternatives:  identification and consideration of 
alternative generation, demand-side management, and 
transmission investment decisions. 

In addition to these mandatory key principles, the CAISO described 

several other TEAM attributes that it considers to be either requirements or 

recommendations for economic evaluations of proposed transmission projects. 

The CAISO urges the Commission to adopt TEAM’s key principles as 

the minimum requirements in any economic evaluation of a proposed 

transmission project.  The CAISO recommends that the Commission determine 

that in a CPCN proceeding considering a proposed transmission project that the 

CAISO has already found to be cost effective, a project proponent may rely on 

the study underlying the CAISO’s determination to trigger a rebuttable 

presumption that the project is cost-effective.  In the CAISO’s proposal, this 
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rebuttable presumption would oblige an opposing party to demonstrate either 

that the project is not economic or that other factors in Public Utilities Code 

Sections (§§) 1001 and 10022 compel or warrant denial of the CPCN.  The CAISO 

submits that adoption of a rebuttable presumption standard is warranted 

because of the public policy benefits of streamlining infrastructure development 

and creating greater coordination between Commission and CAISO processes. 

The CAISO cites its statutory responsibilities under §§ 334 and 335 and 

argues that the ability to identify economic transmission projects is an integral 

part of its responsibility under § 345 to ensure the efficient use of the 

transmission grid. 

Much of the CAISO’s description of the TEAM approach is contained in 

the June 2004 Report, which applies the methodology to the potential Path 26 

upgrade.  In assessing TEAM, we rely on the detailed description of TEAM in the 

June 2004 report and on the CAISO’s evaluation of DPV2, since that is the state-

of-the-art application of the TEAM approach.   

To evaluate potential energy benefits of DPV2 (and also Path 26), the 

CAISO used the PLEXOS DC Optimal Power Flow (DC-OPF) network model.  

We address system modeling issues in Section V.B.1 of this order.  To forecast the 

amount by which market prices may be bid above system marginal costs, the 

CAISO used statistical relationships it found historically between price markups 

above cost and two measurements of system supply and demand conditions, as 

described in more detail in Section V.B.2.  

                                              
2 All references to statutory Sections refer to the Public Utilities Code. 
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As described in Section V.B.5, the CAISO analyzed the effects of 

uncertainty on the energy benefits of DPV2 by undertaking 17 system 

simulations using combinations of variations in load growth, hydro conditions, 

gas prices, and the degree of market power exhibited in producers’ bids.  The 

CAISO also analyzed several contingency scenarios representing extreme events 

for which it did not assign probabilities and whose results it did not include in 

the calculated benefit-cost ratios. 

The CAISO modeled the energy system throughout the Western 

Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) region with and without DPV2 in two 

years:  2008 and 2013.  In calculating benefit-cost ratios for DPV2, the CAISO 

assumed that the energy benefits it found for 2013 would continue with a 1% real 

(adjusted for inflation) annual escalation rate through 2057. 

In addition to energy benefits, the CAISO quantified and included in 

the benefit-cost ratios certain non-energy benefits of the DPV2 upgrade.   

B. SCE 
SCE agrees with the concept of adopting general principles to guide the 

economic evaluation of proposed transmission projects in CPCN proceedings.  

SCE emphasizes its view, however, that whatever guidance the Commission 

provides should not include any requirement that parties use a specific type of 

computer model or database, or that they forecast the effect of the proposed 

transmission project on producers’ ability to wield market power. 

SCE states that, under § 1003, the applicant has the burden of 

demonstrating in a certificate proceeding that the proposed project is, or will be, 

required for the public convenience and necessity.  SCE is concerned that, in 

considering the CAISO’s proposal to create a rebuttable presumption, the parties 

confuse the burden of proof with the burden of producing evidence.  SCE states 
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that the applicant in a CPCN proceeding always has the burden of proving that 

its proposed project is reasonable, and also the burden of producing evidence 

that supports its request. 

SCE is concerned that emphasizing the CAISO’s economic evaluation of 

the need for a project in a certificate proceeding may confuse the CAISO’s role 

with that of the utility applicant.  SCE emphasizes its view that the utility 

applicant must have the ability to choose how best to meet its burden of proof 

and that the applicant can choose whether to rely on the CAISO’s evaluation.  

SCE suggests that the Commission adopt a modification of the fourth principle 

that DRA recommends (see Section III.C below) as follows:   

The applicant is responsible for its showing and justification 
before the Commission.  If the CAISO has determined that a 
project is needed, the applicant should present that fact and 
may use the CAISO assessment to help it meet its burden of 
proof.  The CAISO is encouraged, but not required, to 
participate in Commission licensing proceedings.   

SCE forecasted DPV2’s impact on energy costs using the Global Energy 

(formerly Henwood) transportation model.  SCE studied the period from June 1, 

2009—the proposed energization date for DPV2—through December 31, 2015.  

SCE assumed that estimated 2015 energy benefits would continue at the same 

level in real terms through 2055, i.e., escalated each year only by inflation.  To 

assess DPV2’s benefits over a wide range of load forecasts, natural gas prices, 

and available hydroelectric generation, SCE utilized stochastic tools (described in 

more detail in Section V.B.4) to perform 100 simulations, with load forecasts, gas 

prices, and hydro levels chosen stochastically. 

In addition to energy benefits, SCE quantified and included in its 

benefit-cost analysis the amount by which it expects third-party transmission 
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revenues to increase with the addition of DPV2, due to the increased revenue 

requirement used to develop rates for CAISO wheeling service and Existing 

Transmission Contracts.   

C. DRA 
DRA recommends that the Commission focus on general principles 

used to evaluate the economic value of a proposed transmission project, and 

allow applicants to determine how to apply the adopted principles, subject to 

Commission scrutiny on a case-by-case basis.   

DRA recommends adoption of four principles, which can be 

summarized as follows: 

1. Assessment of energy benefits.  Energy benefits should be assessed 
using an established, credible, and commercially-available 
production cost modeling tool.  Computer model access 
requirements of §§ 1821 and 1822 should be met consistent with 
Commission Rules regarding access to computer models,3 or 
reasonable alternative computer model access rules may be 
established on a case-by-case basis. 

2. Input assumptions and uncertainty analysis.  The applicant should 
rely on input assumptions developed for the State’s most recent 
major resource planning proceeding.  In addition to a base case, 
uncertainty analyses are appropriate based on alternative 
assumptions about key variables. 

3. Analysis of alternative resource options.  The applicant should 
prepare economic assessments of a variety of resource alternatives to 
the proposed transmission project, including, but not limited to, 
other transmission projects, generation projects, demand-side 
options, and distributed generation.  

                                              
3 Cites to Rules refer to the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure.  The 
Commission’s prior Rules regarding access to computer models have been superseded 
by new Rules 10.3 and 10.4, effective September 13, 2006. 
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4. Responsibility of the applicant.  The applicant is responsible for its 
showing and justification before the Commission.  The applicant is 
encouraged, but not required, to coordinate its assessment of the 
proposed transmission project with the CAISO’s assessment of the 
project. 

DRA states that the CAISO’s TEAM approach is generally consistent 

with the four principles DRA recommends, but that the CAISO over-prescribes 

methodologies to implement the principles, in particular, its requirement that a 

full network model be used.   

DRA opposes the CAISO’s recommendation that economic analyses 

performed by or otherwise found acceptable by the CAISO for its own purposes 

be granted a rebuttable presumption of reasonableness in Commission CPCN 

proceedings.  DRA argues that the CAISO’s rebuttable presumption proposal is 

inconsistent with the Commission’s statutory mandates under §§ 1001 and 1003 

and the historical use of rebuttable presumptions.  DRA maintains that the 

CAISO’s analysis and findings should be treated like any other facts presented to 

the Commission and should be accorded the appropriate weight due any 

evidence that has been tested through the hearing process. 

Like SCE, DRA used the Global Energy transportation model for its 

economic assessments of DPV2.  DRA based its modeling of DPV2’s potential 

energy benefits on SCE’s analysis, with modifications as DRA deemed 

appropriate.  While SCE performed stochastic analyses, DRA developed a 

deterministic reference case and several additional market simulations to 

evaluate DPV2. 

To assess the impact of “forecast risk,” DRA developed an Uncertainty 

Margin method to quantify the level of forecast risk that can be accepted.  DRA 

also proposes what it calls a tipping point analysis, in which parties identify 
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which parameters, assumptions, or relationships drive the conclusions of their 

economic evaluations. 

D. PG&E 
PG&E cautions that the Commission should minimize the need for 

continuing reassessment of principles and criteria endorsed in this proceeding by 

focusing on general principles rather than particular models or assumptions.   

PG&E’s view is that, if the CAISO employs general principles 

articulated by the Commission, the Commission should defer in a CPCN 

proceeding to the CAISO’s finding of need.  PG&E argues that pursuant to §§ 334 

and 345 and the CAISO’s tariff approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission, the CAISO is responsible for determining which transmission 

projects are needed within its control area.  PG&E asserts that, consistent with 

the CAISO’s tariff, the CAISO has the authority to compel construction of 

transmission upgrades it determines to be needed, subject to right of appeal.  

PG&E recommends that the Commission adopt the three-step procedural 

framework identified in Issue 3 in the September 27, 2005 ALJ ruling, on the basis 

that these procedures would reduce the threat of inconsistent results and would 

expedite the siting process for proposed transmission projects.  

PG&E recommends that Commission consideration of project need 

issues be limited to verifying that the CAISO applied Commission-recommended 

principles, and that the Commission not review the merits of the CAISO’s 

analysis unless the CAISO failed to apply one or more of the Commission-

recommended principles.  PG&E would also support the solution developed by 

the CAISO of creating a rebuttable presumption, if needed to address legal 

concerns raised by granting full deference to a CAISO need determination.  

PG&E submits that such an approach provides more than adequate safeguards 
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for intervenors in CPCN cases, is consistent with the CAISO’s authority over 

transmission planning, and is well within the Commission’s authority to adopt.   

Regarding specific guidelines, PG&E generally supports the principles 

recommended by the CAISO, but takes issue with the CAISO’s proposal that use 

of a network model be required.  

E. SDG&E 
SDG&E states that the Commission should defer to CAISO need 

determinations, giving them a rebuttable presumption of validity.  In SDG&E’s 

view, if the CAISO follows principles and an analytical framework adopted by 

the Commission in a reasonable manner, the Commission should adopt the 

CAISO’s need determinations.  

SDG&E disagrees with some of the more prescriptive recommendations 

of the CAISO, in particular its network model requirement and its suggestion 

that the Seams Steering Group – Western Interconnection (SSG-WI) database be 

used.  SDG&E acknowledges possible complications regarding access limitations 

to models and databases the CAISO may use, but submits that the Commission 

must accept these access limitations in order to grant deference to the CAISO 

need determinations.  SDG&E acknowledges that Commission deference to the 

CAISO may not be appropriate if the Commission wishes to consider a broader 

range of generation and demand-side alternatives than the CAISO evaluates.  

SDG&E also cites transmission needed to attain renewable resource goals as a 

situation where the Commission may approve a proposed transmission project 

even if the CAISO found it was not needed. 

F. TURN 
TURN supports Commission endorsement of the CAISO’s proposed 

benefits framework, but recommends that the Commission not endorse the other 
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elements of TEAM at this time.  TURN submits that methods for economic 

evaluation of proposed transmission projects are still evolving and, it contends, 

there is no need to halt that evolution by locking into one specific approach. 

TURN believes that the three-step procedures identified in Issue 3 in 

the September 27, 2005 ALJ ruling “move much too far and too fast.”  TURN 

believes that the first step, in which the Commission would adopt principles, a 

framework for decision-making, and criteria for the economic evaluation of 

transmission lines, is as far as the Commission should go at this time.  TURN 

recommends that the Commission evaluate in CPCN proceedings whether each 

party has followed any adopted guidelines or has made a reasonable case for 

modifying those guidelines.  TURN opposes any special deference to the 

CAISO’s determination of economic value, citing both legal and practical 

reasons, including that the CAISO is a private corporation rather than a 

governmental agency, and that the CAISO does not conduct a public process in 

which its assumptions and model inputs can be tested and ratepayer concerns 

fully aired. 

TURN argues that the Commission should continue to hear from all 

parties in CPCN proceedings and should continue to make its decisions based on 

the overall weight of the evidence.  TURN emphasizes its views that the 

applicant has the burden of proving that its proposed project has economic 

benefits for ratepayers and that shifting this burden would be inappropriate. 

TURN maintains that the TEAM approach, while a valuable work 

product, is not specific enough to allow the Commission to defer to any one 

party’s proposed implementation of the methodology.  TURN maintains that two 

different parties could undertake analyses consistent with the overall TEAM 

framework but still reach different conclusions regarding the economics of a 
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particular project, and that those differences would still need to be examined in a 

regulatory process. 

Regarding the perceived need to shorten the approval process for 

proposed transmission projects, TURN points out that there is no requirement 

that a utility present a proposed transmission project to the CAISO first and gain 

its approval prior to filing a CPCN application.  TURN suggests instead that the 

CAISO and Commission could conduct their analyses in parallel as a way to 

speed approval of worthy transmission projects.  

G. Global Energy 
Global Energy does not support the three-step procedures identified in 

Issue 3 in the September 27, 2005 ALJ ruling.  It argues that deference to the 

CAISO could deprive the Commission of hearing the recommendations and 

analyses of the applicant and other parties and, since the CAISO does not hold 

hearings, could deprive parties of a reasonable opportunity to participate in the 

project evaluation.  Global Energy comments that, in order for a more deferential 

approach to be reasonable, the Commission would have to be highly prescriptive 

in identifying the principles to be used and the framework and criteria for 

decision-making.  Global Energy asserts that such a prescriptive approach is not 

practicable now and could quickly become outdated.  Global Energy suggests 

instead that the Commission adopt general guidelines, principles, and 

methodologies for use by all parties.  

Global Energy argues that the type of network model used by the 

CAISO does not provide what it calls a “true” DC-OPF analysis and is less 

acceptable than a transportation model such as the one used by SCE and DRA.  

Global Energy suggests that the Commission provide guidance that, for 

proposed transmission projects above a specific dollar threshold (e.g., if the 
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project is expected to cost $500 million or more), parties must perform a more 

accurate AC-OPF analysis.  For smaller projects, Global Energy recommends that 

the Commission allow a DC-OPF analysis using variable shift factors and with 

the modeling of non-linear elements such as DC lines, and also allow 

transportation models if computational experiments show that little bias results 

from using such models.  

H. BAMx 
BAMx supports the CAISO’s TEAM approach as a useful analytical 

framework for the economic evaluation of proposed transmission projects.  

BAMx suggests that the Commission adopt certain elements of the TEAM 

principles as “safe harbor” principles, with studies in compliance with the 

adopted principles accorded greater weight in a determination of project need.  

In particular, BAMx recommends that the Commission give preference to use of 

a network model and the SSG-WI database.  BAMx suggests that the costs of new 

entry, that is, capacity values, need to be developed to assess project benefits.   

IV. Consideration of Economic Benefits in 
Transmission Project CPCN Proceedings 

A. The Need for General Principles and 
Guidance 
In Decision (D.) 01-10-070 issued in I.00-11-001, the Commission 

recognized that, in a restructured electricity market, traditional methods are 

inadequate for assessing the economic benefits of proposed transmission 

projects.  At the Commission’s request, the CAISO began to develop a generic 

methodology and analytical tools for economic evaluations of proposed 

transmission projects in dynamic market conditions.  In developing its TEAM 

approach, the CAISO has made substantial contributions to advancing the art of 

transmission economic analysis. 
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Nevertheless, as discussed below in Section V, substantial concerns 

remain regarding the ability to model aspects of the increasingly complex inter-

regional transmission and generation system that serves far-flung geographic 

areas with different market structures.  We are confident that continued 

developments in system modeling capabilities will allow more accurate 

estimates of production costs, and that computer advances will reduce 

processing times and thus allow more refined uncertainty analyses.  Any 

detailed requirements and criteria that we could adopt at this time would need 

to be revisited and updated as the state of the art in economic assessment 

progresses.  

Transmission projects may be proposed in various configurations and 

sizes and for various economic purposes, such as inter-regional bulk power 

transfers, congestion relief, or to meet other intra-regional needs.  The wide 

range of transmission projects that may be proposed for economic reasons would 

further complicate any efforts to adopt detailed study requirements applicable to 

them all.   

As long as the adopted principles and minimum requirements for 

economic evaluations are met, there may be value in having economic analyses 

in CPCN proceedings undertaken using multiple approaches.  As an example, 

both network models and transportation models have strengths and weaknesses, 

as we discuss in Section V.B.1.  Analyses using both approaches may be 

complementary in some respects and thus provide stronger underpinnings for 

our need determinations. 

For these reasons, we focus on general principles rather than overly 

prescriptive directives to reduce the need for continuing reassessment of the 

guidance we adopt today.  The minimum requirements will help ensure that 
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economic evaluations are undertaken consistent with the general principles and 

guidance provided in today’s decision.  A common goal of many of the 

minimum requirements is that each party should explain and justify its study 

design and should report results in a manner that facilitates understanding of its 

economic evaluation and comparison with evaluations that may be submitted by 

other parties. 

B. The Role of CAISO Economic Evaluations 
in Commission CPCN Proceedings 
The CAISO, PG&E, and SDG&E assert that the CAISO has primary 

jurisdiction over need determinations.  The Commission has considered similar 

arguments previously, and has repeatedly affirmed our jurisdiction and 

statutory responsibility to assess need in a certificate proceeding.  (See 

D.03-05-038; see also D.02-10-065, D.02-10-066, D.01-05-059, and D.01-10-029.  See 

also D.99-09-028 regarding the general issue of transmission jurisdiction.)  We see 

no need to revisit this issue at this time.  As we summarized previously: 

[D]eference that consists of adopting the [CA]ISO’s need 
assessment without conducting an independent review 
cannot substitute for our mandate to consider need for the 
project under Section 1001.  (D.03-05-038, mimeo. at 12.) 

The CAISO’s proposal that its economic evaluations be granted a 

rebuttable presumption of reasonableness arguably does not reach the level of 

deference rejected in D.03-05-038.  Under the procedures recommended by the 

CAISO, parties would have the opportunity to challenge the CAISO’s findings in 

the Commission’s CPCN proceeding and to introduce evidence to attempt to 

persuade the Commission that it should not adopt a CAISO need determination. 

The Commission has long held that the applicant carries the burden of 

proof in a certification proceeding, and we reiterate those determinations today.  
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At the same time, we recognize the CAISO’s work in the area of economic 

evaluations and its role in transmission planning.4  Consequently, provided 

certain safeguards to protect the public interest and our statutory mandates are 

met, we conclude it is appropriate to establish a rebuttable presumption 

regarding economic value in CPCN proceedings in favor of an economic 

evaluation approved by the CAISO Board and submitted in a CPCN proceeding.  

This rebuttable presumption in favor of a CAISO Board-approved economic 

evaluation shall be such that parties opposing the proposed project in a CPCN 

proceeding will bear the burden of demonstrating either (1) that the CAISO 

Board-approved economic evaluation does not comply with the principles and 

minimum requirements of this decision or (2) that the project is not cost-effective.   

The safeguards are as follows: 

First, in order to be accorded a rebuttable presumption, the CAISO 

Board must make the following findings with regard to the economic evaluation: 

1. That the CAISO process has met the following public participation 
requirements: 

a. The CAISO has sponsored at least two meetings open to the 
public with opportunity for public comment both at the meeting 
and following the meeting, including: (1) an initial meeting, 
which occurs sufficiently early in the CAISO's assessment process 
to provide an opportunity to discuss the scope of the proposed 
economic assessment, including identification of the base case  
and other relevant assumptions, as well as resource alternatives 
and (2) a second meeting to take public comment on the draft 
economic evaluation prior to its submission to the CAISO Board. 

                                              
4 See, e.g., AB 974 (2006) (An act to add Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 3260) to 
Part 4 of Division 1 of the Public Utilities Code, relating to electricity). 
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b. The final economic evaluation (“Final Evaluation”) that is 
submitted to the CAISO Board includes reasoned responses to all 
public comments by explaining how the comment was addressed 
in the Final Evaluation, either through incorporation in full, 
modification, or rejection, and the reasons therefore.   

c. The public participation process has provided interested parties 
with sufficient time and opportunity (including sufficient access 
to information) to adequately review and comment on the Draft 
Evaluation.  

2. That the Final Evaluation meets all of the requirements of this 
decision, as it may be amended by future Commission decisions, 
including the Principles and Minimum Requirements for the 
Economic Evaluation of Proposed Transmission Projects set forth as 
Attachment A to this decision. 

3. That the Final Evaluation determines that the proposed project 
promotes economic efficiency in that it constitutes a cost effective 
upgrade to the CAISO Controlled Grid based on clearly defined 
information, assumptions, and weighting or combination of the 
relevant benefit-cost ratios and other economic criteria, including 
(but not limited to) difficult to quantify economic benefits, such as 
system operational benefits. 

Second, in order to ensure that the parties to the CPCN proceeding  

have adequate notice of the role of the CAISO Board-approved economic 

evaluation and adequate time to prepare any case challenging it, and to avoid 

delays in the proceeding, the CAISO Board-approved evaluation must be 

submitted to the Commission within sufficient time to include it in the scope of 

the proceeding.  

Third, to the extent that material facts relied upon in the CAISO Board-

approved economic evaluation are inaccurate or become outdated, the applicant 

shall submit additional information and shall provide an explanation of the 

additional information’s impact on the assumptions and conclusions contained 

in the evaluation.  
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Fourth, to facilitate discovery and to ensure that expert witnesses are 

available for cross-examination, the CAISO shall be a party to any proceeding in 

which a rebuttable presumption is to be granted to a CAISO Board-approved 

economic evaluation.  This approach is consistent with recent experience.  For 

example, the CAISO has been a party in recent transmission CPCN proceedings, 

and we believe its party status in those matters has been beneficial to the overall 

development of the evidentiary record.  That said, we will continue to encourage 

and welcome the CAISO’s collaborative efforts in working with us and other 

state agencies in policy making dockets where a cooperative approach, rather 

than a litigation model, is a more appropriate way to further statewide 

policymaking efforts. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, a CAISO determination of economic value 

is not a prerequisite to obtaining a CPCN and an applicant retains the right to 

rely upon its own economic evaluation.  However, a rebuttable presumption will 

not apply to an evaluation not approved by the CAISO Board, and any 

alternative economic evaluation submitted in a CPCN proceeding shall comply 

with the principles and minimum requirements of this decision.  Further, an 

applicant shall submit any CAISO economic evaluation of the proposed project 

into the record of the proceeding.   

This grant of a rebuttable presumption goes only to the economic 

evaluation of a proposed project and will have no impact on the Commission’s 

environmental analysis or other factors that the Commission must consider in 

evaluating a request for a CPCN.  Pursuant to its statutory obligations, the 

Commission will continue to consider and weigh all relevant factors in reaching 

a decision on a CPCN application.  Thus, for example, a rebuttable presumption 

regarding project economics will not shift the burden of proof on environmental 
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issues, nor require or mandate the Commission to make any finding of 

overriding considerations pursuant to Section 15093 of the Guidelines for the 

Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act5 in favor of the 

project (or in favor of any alternatives identified in the environmental impact 

report) if the project (or any environmentally preferred alternative) would have 

unavoidable adverse environmental impacts.  Additionally, as the CAISO’s 

comments recognized, factors addressed in §§ 1001 and 1002 may compel denial 

of a CPCN, notwithstanding a project’s economic benefits.   

Finally, to prevent delays and/or confusion with regard to pending 

CPCN proceedings, the rebuttable presumption granted in this decision will not 

apply to CPCN applications filed with the Commission prior to the effective date 

of this decision unless the economic analysis complies with the safeguards and 

requirements of this decision and the assigned commissioner of a pending 

transmission proceeding issues a ruling that explicitly elects to apply it to that 

application.  

C. The Impact and Application of General 
Principles 
Our adoption today of general principles and guidance regarding 

economic evaluations of proposed transmission projects, and the creation of a 

rebuttable presumption in favor of a CAISO Board-approved economic 

evaluation will further the goal of greater coordination and consistency between 

the Commission and the CAISO.  The adopted principles and minimum 

requirements should be useful to project proponents, the CAISO, and other 

parties who may participate both in the CAISO review and in CPCN proceedings 

                                              
5 See, Title 14, Chapter 3 of the Code of California Regulations. 
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before the Commission by providing consistency and transparency across the 

two forums.  Among other things, if CAISO review precedes Commission review 

of a proposed project, an applicant’s experience in defending its project 

evaluation during the CAISO process should narrow issues and streamline the 

process in the CPCN proceeding here.   

The principles we adopt are applicable to transmission projects 

proposed wholly or partly on the basis of their expected economic benefits.  We 

recognize that it may be appropriate to tailor the application of these general 

principles to the particular project before us.  As the CAISO notes, the level of 

analysis required for inter-regional economic projects may be the most 

substantial and the analysis needed for intra-regional economic projects may be 

considerably less complex, particularly if the economic impact is limited 

primarily to a single area.  The Assigned Commissioner or assigned ALJ in a 

CPCN proceeding may allow parties to deviate from the adopted minimum 

requirements for economic evaluations with good cause shown, taking 

case-specific conditions into account, and may impose additional requirements 

as warranted. 

Some transmission projects may be proposed only in part on the basis 

of economic benefits, and may be expected to have significant other benefits such 

as enhanced reliability or the ability to deliver power from renewables in 

furtherance of California’s Renewables Portfolio Standard Program (RPS) goals.6  

The principles adopted in today’s decision will be applicable in such instances, 

but we will also consider the other possible benefits in making an overall need 

determination.  Even for a proposed transmission project with significant non-
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economic benefits, a rigorous economic analysis may be needed, for example, if 

other projects with different economic benefits could also meet the project’s 

objectives. 

Finally, we agree with SCE’s suggestion that the applicant in a CPCN 

proceeding should inform the Commission of a CAISO evaluation of its 

proposed project, even if it disputes some or all of the CAISO analysis.  As 

discussed above, to the extent it agrees with a CAISO evaluation, the applicant 

may use the CAISO assessment to help meet its burden of proof.  We continue to 

encourage the CAISO to participate actively in our CPCN proceedings. 

D. Future Commission Action 
Because the state of the art in economic evaluations of proposed 

transmission projects continues to evolve, it is not clear that further investigation 

at this time aimed at refining the principles and minimum requirements we 

adopt today would be warranted.  Instead, we anticipate that the Commission 

will assess the applicability of the adopted principles and guidance in the context 

of individual CPCN applications, as the need arises.  As a result, with the 

adoption of today’s decision we close I.05-06-041. 

Notwithstanding the case-study emphasis on the DPV2 project in today’s 

order, we do not determine, at this time, the economic value of that project.  We 

will resolve that question in our later decision in A.05-04-015 addressing SCE’s 

CPCN request.  At that time, we will consider all of the relevant factors that 

affect the cost-effectiveness of DPV2, including issues such as fuel cost and load 

forecasts that we do not address today.  We will assess the parties’ economic 

                                                                                                                                                  
6 See §§ 387, 390.1, 299.25, and 399.11, et seq.  
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evaluations of DPV2 on their merits, recognizing that our guidance adopted 

today in I.05-06-041 was not available when the evaluations were prepared.  

V. Principles for Assessment of Economic 
Benefits of Transmission Lines 

Benefits of a proposed transmission project can be evaluated by comparing 

estimates of total costs that would be incurred without the proposed project and 

total costs if the proposed project is built.  Such comparisons include 

assumptions about the resource mix, which may differ in the scenarios with and 

without the proposed project.   

In addition to base case (most likely) scenarios, the effects of possible 

variations in key factors of the analysis, e.g., load growth or fuel prices, also 

should be considered in assessing likely economic benefits of a proposed project.  

Identification and consideration of alternative cases or scenarios as a means of 

addressing uncertainty is addressed in Section V.B.4. 

In economic evaluations of proposed transmission projects, there are three 

general categories of costs and benefits:  (1) the change in total production costs, 

or energy benefits, (2) changes in other quantifiable economic benefits and costs 

not included in production cost analyses, and (3) factors whose expected 

economic effects cannot be monetized.  These three types of costs and benefits 

are addressed in Sections V.B, V.C, and V.D, respectively.   

A. Benefit Perspectives 
In evaluating a proposed transmission project, assessment of the 

distribution of potential benefits and costs among geographic areas and among 

various types of market participants is important.  Because of the interconnected 

nature of the Western electricity system, the relevant geographic region affected 
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by a proposed transmission project may be much larger than the CAISO control 

area, particularly if the project is an inter-regional upgrade such as DPV2. 

All four economic evaluations submitted in this proceeding determined 

energy benefits based upon production cost modeling of the entire WECC area.  

However, parties generally recommend that any Commission-approved 

methodology rely primarily upon the economic impacts on CAISO ratepayers—

rather than WECC-wide economic impacts—in determining whether to grant a 

CPCN.  

In its June 2004 report, the CAISO described the importance of the 

various perspectives as follows: 

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” 
perspectives of benefits may be the relevant test.   

If a benefit-cost ratio is greater than 1.0 for one perspective but less than 

1.0 for another perspective, the proposed transmission project may transfer 

benefits from one region or stakeholder group to another.  

The CAISO describes that quantifiable benefits of proposed 

transmission expansions can be evaluated from various perspectives, and 
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describes three particular perspectives:  the WECC or Societal perspective, the 

CAISO Ratepayer perspective, and the CAISO Participant perspective.  Benefit-

cost ratios can be calculated for other perspectives as well, e.g., for other 

geographic regions such as the Southwest or the Northwest, or other groups of 

market participants such as non-utility generators or municipal utilities. 

The WECC or Societal perspective takes into consideration all market 

participants in the WECC area.  It identifies the net benefit to all consumers (or 

their load serving entities), producers, and transmission owners or holders of 

transmission rights in the WECC region.  The CAISO describes two versions of 

the Societal benefit-cost test.  The basic Societal test includes all producer 

revenues, whereas what the CAISO calls the Modified Societal test includes only 

the portion of producer profits derived from competitive prices, and excludes 

additional producer net revenue obtained from uncompetitive market 

conditions, i.e., through the exercise of market power.  The rationale for the 

Modified Societal test is that, if producers’ market power profits are given the 

same importance as consumer benefits (as occurs in the CAISO’s basic Societal 

test), transfers of market power-derived profits from producers to consumers as 

a result of a transmission upgrade would net to zero.  The CAISO explains that, 

to the extent policymakers believe there is value in reducing producer monopoly 

profits, what it calls the Modified Societal test will be more appropriate than the 

basic Societal test as a measure of the value of a transmission upgrade. 

The CAISO describes that the CAISO Ratepayer perspective focuses on 

the benefits that would accrue to all parties that are responsible for contributing 

to the transmission revenue requirement balancing account for the CAISO 

Participating Transmission Owners (PTOs) and who thus directly or indirectly 

fund the transmission project.  In addition to CAISO consumers, utility-retained 
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generation is included in the CAISO Ratepayer perspective because profits from 

this generation flow into the balancing account.  Transmission owners in the 

CAISO-controlled grid are also included because their congestion revenues and 

revenues received from the sale of transmission rights flow into the balancing 

account.  The CAISO assumes that utility-retained generation does not exert 

market power, which may be a reasonable assumption.  With this assumption, 

there is no need for a Modified CAISO Ratepayer test. 

The CAISO Participant perspective includes CAISO ratepayers plus 

California merchant generators (independent power producers).  No party 

evaluated DPV2 from this perspective.  

1. Positions of the Parties 
The CAISO, SCE, PG&E, DRA, and TURN recommend primary 

reliance on the CAISO Ratepayer test because it focuses on whether a proposed 

transmission project will yield benefits to those who pay the costs of the project 

and aligns closely with the group of customers whose retail rates are established 

by the Commission.  These parties generally recommend that results from other 

perspectives be reviewed as well.  

The CAISO evaluated DPV2 using four perspectives:  the Societal 

test, the Modified Societal test, and two versions of the CAISO Ratepayer test.  

The CAISO’s calculations for what it calls the CAISO Ratepayer (LMP Only) test 

were based on the assumption that a locational marginal price (LMP) market 

structure and physical flow-based scheduling would be applicable throughout 

the WECC.  However, most of the WECC operates based on contract path (rather 

than physical-flow network model) scheduling.  For the interfaces between the 

CAISO control area and external control areas, day-ahead scheduling is based on 

contract paths and interface scheduling limits, and actual conditions may result 
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in congestion that must be mitigated in real time.  The CAISO acknowledges that 

its LMP-based calculation overestimates the loss of congestion revenue due to 

DPV2 and underestimates California consumer benefits, compared to what may 

occur under the scheduling paradigms prevailing now and for the foreseeable 

future.    

The CAISO undertook a second CAISO Ratepayer test for DPV2 to 

compensate for the inaccuracies of the WECC-wide LMP assumption.  The 

CAISO’s simulations for its CAISO Ratepayer (LMP + Contract Path) test for 

DPV2 utilize selected contractual paths between the CAISO and the Southwest 

and indicate energy benefits over three times as large as those obtained from its 

LMP-based calculation.  The CAISO believes that these results more closely 

reflect DPV2 benefits to CAISO ratepayers under current and anticipated WECC 

scheduling rules.  Recognizing some shortcomings to this adjustment as well, the 

CAISO believes that “the true answer lies somewhere between the CAISO 

benefits computed with and without this adjustment.” 

SCE reported results of its economic evaluation of DPV2 from three 

perspectives:  CAISO Ratepayers, WECC-wide, and the impact to Arizona.  DRA 

reported results of its economic analysis of DPV2 only from the CAISO 

Ratepayer perspective.  Since SCE and DRA forecasted market prices based on 

marginal production costs and did not include any effects of strategic bidding, 

the adjustments that the CAISO made to its Societal perspective to obtain a 

Modified Societal perspective would not be applicable to the SCE and DRA 

analyses.  Also, since SCE and DRA analyses were based on contract flows 

WECC-wide, the CAISO’s variations to the CAISO Ratepayer perspective to 

compensate for inaccuracies in its LMP-based modeling likewise would not be 

applicable to their analyses. 
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In addition to the CAISO Ratepayer perspective, DRA proposes that 

inter-utility equity issues be considered.  DRA states that it will be impossible to 

guarantee that ratepayers of all three major investor-owned utilities (IOUs) 

always benefit from a transmission project that provides CAISO-wide benefits.  

However, it recommends that the Commission verify that no IOU bears a 

disproportionate share of the project costs.  To that end, DRA recommends that 

IOU-specific benefit-cost ratios be calculated and a project be approved only if no 

IOU-specific benefit-cost ratio falls below 0.75.  SCE and the CAISO maintain 

that the Commission should license a proposed transmission project if it benefits 

CAISO customers in aggregate, since its costs will be collected from all CAISO 

users.  The CAISO maintains that, while each project may not benefit all users 

equally, over time the aggregate projects as a whole should benefit all CAISO 

customers. 

DRA also proposes that the Commission only approve proposed 

transmission projects that have an expected benefit-cost ratio of at least 1.25 and 

an undiscounted payback period of 15 years or less.  In DRA’s view, this 

requirement would provide some assurance that ratepayers will receive benefits.  

TURN states similarly that it would like to see a benefit-cost ratio of at least 1.2, 

but that proposed transmission projects with benefit-cost ratios between 1.1 and 

1.2 could be considered if there are significant non-quantifiable benefits.  The 

CAISO asserts that the Commission should consider any proposed transmission 

project with a benefit-cost ratio greater than 1.0, and should give weight to other 

factors such as risk reduction, environmental impacts, State policy 

considerations, local economic impacts, and deliverability of renewable 

resources.  The CAISO opposes any criterion for an undiscounted payback 
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period, arguing that benefits over the entire economic life of the project should 

be considered. 

2. Discussion 
No party disputes that the CAISO’s standardized benefit-cost 

methodology is a reasonable approach to measure the economic benefits of 

proposed transmission projects, and we adopt it to the extent described in this 

order.  We agree that the perspective of CAISO ratepayers is of primary 

importance in the Commission’s evaluation of a proposed transmission project, 

since it reflects the effects on customers of the utilities within our jurisdiction.  

While CAISO ratepayers include some non-jurisdictional entities,7 consideration 

of all CAISO ratepayers is an analytical convenience with minor effects on the 

analysis.  We agree with TURN that there is value in reviewing the cost-benefit 

results from other perspectives as well. 

In a restructured energy market that is not fully competitive, 

producers and traders may garner monopoly rents through the exercise of 

market power.  When the market price is above costs of the least efficient 

generator whose output is needed to meet market demand, as occurs in a market 

that is not fully competitive, efficiency is reduced and consumers are harmed.  A 

transmission expansion may improve the import capability over a transmission 

                                              
7 CAISO ratepayers include some non-Commission jurisdictional customers, including 
several municipal utilities and public power agencies such as the State Water Project 
that have joined the CAISO as PTOs.  Entities who wheel energy through the CAISO 
control area and entities with Existing Transmission Contracts whose rates are tied to 
the PTO transmission revenue requirement also pay Transmission Access Charges and, 
thus, will also contribute to recovery of the costs of new CAISO transmission projects. 
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path and allow access to additional sources of power, thus reducing producers’ 

ability to exercise market power and lowering production costs.  Because 

consumer benefits arise due to this reduction in monopoly power, we view this 

as an important benefit of a transmission project.  If a party models strategic 

bidding behavior in its economic analysis, the party should reflect the proposed 

transmission project’s effect in reducing producers’ monopoly profits as a benefit 

of the project.  For evaluations that include estimates of the effects of strategic 

bidding, the Modified Societal perspective, rather than the basic Societal 

perspective, is the appropriate perspective to use in evaluating the societal 

benefits of the proposed project.   

In CPCN proceedings for transmission projects proposed wholly or 

partly on the basis of expected economic benefits, the applicant and any other 

party presenting economic evaluations should analyze benefits from, at a 

minimum, the CAISO Ratepayer perspective and the Societal perspective.  If a 

party attributes benefits to the proposed project due to mitigation of market 

power, it should report benefit-cost results using both the Societal and the 

Modified Societal perspectives.  Parties may choose to report benefit-cost results 

using other perspectives as well.   

Consistent with the flexibility we have provided, the Assigned 

Commissioner or assigned ALJ may require that parties in a transmission CPCN 

proceeding report benefit-cost results from additional perspectives as 

appropriate.  As an example, the CAISO Participant perspective could provide 

useful insight regarding the impact of a proposed transmission project on 

merchant generators within the CAISO area as we consider the need for 

additional generation near California load centers.  
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We find the CAISO’s development of two CAISO Ratepayer  

perspectives for DPV2 (LMP and LMP + Contract Path), as explained above, to 

be very helpful in understanding the intricacies of modeling inter-regional power 

flows under anticipated market conditions.  Any party submitting economic 

evaluations in transmission CPCN proceedings should explain how it models 

power flows, constraints, and congestion charges throughout the WECC region, 

to the extent applicable. 

We decline to adopt DRA’s inter-utility equity proposal, or a 

pre-specified benefit-cost threshold or payback period that a transmission project 

must achieve in order to be granted a CPCN.  We expect that transmission 

projects that individually provide benefits to CAISO ratepayers as a whole will, 

in the aggregate, benefit customers of each IOU.  Additionally, transmission 

projects may have other benefits and costs in addition to those that can be 

quantified in a benefit-cost ratio.  The Commission will continue to consider and 

weigh all relevant factors in reaching a decision on a CPCN request. 

Parties took differing positions on the discount rate that should be 

used in calculating benefit-cost ratios.  Consistent with our determination in 

D.05-04-051, the applicant’s weighted cost of capital, as adopted most recently by 

the Commission, should be used as the discount rate in evaluating the benefits of 

a transmission project.  Consistent use of the utilities’ weighted cost of capital as 

a discount rate will facilitate our comparison of proposed transmission projects 

and alternative investments. 

B. Quantification of Energy Benefits  
The CAISO, SCE, and DRA all used the CAISO’s energy benefits 

framework to report the change in production costs and thus the potential 

energy benefits of the studied transmission projects.  At the most basic level, 
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energy benefits are the difference between the production costs to serve load in a 

region without the proposed transmission project and the lower production costs 

with the upgrade in service.  Of course, while transmission upgrades are 

generally viewed as providing positive energy benefits, this may not be true for 

all projects or from all perspectives. 

A transmission upgrade will lower production costs if it increases 

market access to economic supply.  However, there will be a redistribution of 

benefits among consumers, producers, and transmission owners.  In particular, a 

transmission project that increases access to economic power will reduce costs to 

consumers, thus increasing the consumer surplus.  At the same time, the project 

may reduce income for those generators not accessed by the transmission 

upgrade, reducing the producer surplus for those generators.  It may also reduce 

transmission owners’ congestion revenues and thus the transmission surplus.  

The energy benefits due to a transmission project consist of the net changes in 

consumer costs (consumer surplus), producer net income (producer surplus), 

and congestion revenues flowing to transmission owners or holders of 

transmission rights (transmission surplus).  The sum of the changes in consumer 

surplus, producer surplus, and transmission surplus equals the change in energy 

production costs. 

The composition of the three components of the energy benefit 

calculation depends on the geographic area and the market participants’ 

perspective being examined.  For example, a WECC Societal benefit calculation 

would include the effects on all consumers, generators, and transmission owners 

in the WECC region.   

The CAISO Ratepayer perspective considers only changes in consumer 

procurement costs and generator and transmission profits that affect rates in the 
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CAISO area.  From this perspective, the change in consumer surplus is limited to 

the change in energy procurement costs for consumers in the CAISO area.  The 

change in producer surplus is calculated only for those generation assets owned 

or controlled by CAISO-area utilities, which may earn less income due to the 

additional competition from power accessed by the new transmission project.  

Parties refer to this component of the CAISO Ratepayer benefits calculation as 

the change in the utility-retained generation producer surplus.  Similarly, 

PTO-owned transmission assets may earn lower congestion revenues because of 

the increased flow of power over key transmission interfaces.  In summary, 

energy benefits from the CAISO Ratepayer perspective are the net result of the 

increase in consumer surplus and changes in the utility-retained generation 

producer surplus and PTO transmission surplus in the CAISO area.  

All parties appear to support the CAISO’s conceptual framework as an 

appropriate representation of the energy benefits of proposed transmission 

projects.  As TURN notes, this framework represents a significant advance in the 

economic evaluation of transmission lines, since it incorporates changes in 

congestion revenues, a factor not included in prior analyses.  Because it provides 

a more complete representation of the energy benefits due to a transmission 

upgrade, we adopt the CAISO’s energy benefits framework as reasonable to the 

extent described in this order. 

Parties presenting economic evaluations should report separately the 

three components of their energy benefit calculations, that is, the changes in 

consumer surplus, producer surplus, and transmission surplus (congestion 

revenues), to aid our understanding of their results.  This level of detail should 

be provided for each benefit perspective reported, i.e., the Societal, Modified 

Societal, CAISO Ratepayer, and any other benefit perspectives reported. 
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In the following subsections, we address several areas of concern 

regarding how energy benefit calculations should be performed.   

1. System Modeling Requirements 
Parties disagree about the type of production cost computer model 

that should be used to simulate network operation and forecast energy benefits 

of proposed transmission projects.  There are two basic types of production cost 

models:  network models and transportation models (also called transshipment 

models).   

A network model provides a detailed depiction of the transmission 

network and forecasts physical flows and nodal prices on the network.  Network 

models can have differing capabilities.  An AC-OPF network model is the most 

complex and most accurate type of production cost model currently available.  

AC-OPF models typically are used to simulate short periods of time for 

reliability analyses.  Parties agree that it would be expensive and very time-

consuming to perform an economic analysis using an AC-OPF model, because of 

the numerous simulations needed to analyze multiple scenarios and the lengthy 

time periods to be simulated. 

In a DC-OPF network model, simplifying assumptions are made.  In 

particular, a DC-OPF analysis does not model reactive power or variations in 

voltage magnitudes and phase angles.  These simplifications allow a DC-OPF 

analysis to be less time-consuming than use of an AC-OPF model, but there are 

tradeoffs in the accuracy of its calculations.  

In a transportation model, groups of nodes are aggregated into areas 

or zones, and power is simulated to flow along simplified contract paths between 

the zones.  The transportation model constrains power flows on paths using 

specified line limits and multi-line constraints to approximate real-world 
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network constraints.  A transportation model calculates zonal prices, whereas a 

network model calculates nodal LMP prices.  To make their complex power flow 

simulations manageable, network models typically contain a somewhat 

simplified treatment of generators and their operating constraints, compared to 

the more detailed treatment of generators that may be undertaken in evaluations 

using in transportation models.  

a) Positions of the Parties 
The CAISO states that TEAM requires use of a network model, in 

order to capture the physical constraints of the transmission grid and impacts of 

a proposed transmission project on locational marginal prices.  The CAISO 

maintains that the production cost simulations must, at a minimum, use a 

network model derived from a WECC power flow case and perform a DC-OPF 

analysis that models the physical power flows on transmission facilities for each 

hourly load and generation pattern.  The CAISO states that it is acceptable for a 

DC-OPF model to compute Power Transmission Distribution Factors (also called 

shift factors) for every hour of the simulation (variable shift factors), or just for 

the initial hour (fixed shift factors).  Use of an AC-OPF analysis would be 

optional.  The CAISO states that transportation models may be sufficient for 

many types of resource studies, but maintains that approach is insufficient when 

analyzing a transmission project that will affect regional transmission flows and 

locational prices.    

The CAISO describes that PLEXOS, the DC-OPF network model 

it used to analyze DPV2 and Path 26, employs a linearized DC-OPF solution and 

fixed shift factors, and that transmission constraints are enforced explicitly on 

high-voltage transmission paths.  The CAISO stresses that the requirement to 

utilize a DC-OPF or AC-OPF production cost model does not constitute an 
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endorsement of any particular vendor or software product, and that many 

vendors offer an acceptable production cost tool.  

The CAISO maintains that use of a transportation model is not 

acceptable because it computes contract transmission flows instead of physical 

flows and provides zonal rather than nodal price estimates.  The CAISO explains 

that transportation models cannot model the consequences of loop flow 

limitations accurately, and that with transportation models interfaces need to be 

derated artificially to account for loop flow impacts.  

The CAISO states that the execution times required for network 

models limit the number of simulations that feasibly can be performed at this 

time, although this limitation may be eased in the future.  Because of this 

limitation, the CAISO recommends that the effects of uncertainty be evaluated 

using a network model to perform as many discrete sensitivity simulations as 

possible.  The CAISO asserts that the larger number of sensitivity cases that can 

be examined using a transportation model will not enhance the quality of a study 

because the underlying physical transmission system is not modeled accurately.  

SCE, PG&E, SDG&E, DRA, TURN, and Global Energy unite in 

recommending that the Commission not require use of a network model for the 

analysis of energy benefits.  SCE and DRA used the Global Energy transportation 

model in evaluating the economic benefits of DPV2.  

SCE submits that the utility’s choice as to which computer model 

to use in a particular certificate proceeding may be influenced by a variety of 

factors, including price, staff availability, regulatory familiarity, and adaptability 

to a particular project.  SCE agrees with the CAISO that it is important to verify 

that simulated power flows are physically realistic, but maintains this can be 

done with transport modeling, using power flow models and nomograms such 
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as the Southern California Import Transmission (SCIT) nomograms.8  SCE 

describes that the network representation in its economic analysis of DPV2 

incorporated SCIT limits to reflect operational constraints and ensure that flow is 

physically feasible.  SCE also performed power flow analyses to demonstrate the 

physical feasibility of the modeled power flows.  SCE concludes that its 

simulations using a transportation model produce reasonable forecasts of market 

prices and DPV2 economic benefits. 

PG&E’s position is that use of transportation models should be 

allowed, since selected power flow studies and known operational limits can be 

used to validate the results obtained using a transportation model.  

SDG&E asserts that transportation models have certain 

advantages over network models.  It would like to maintain the flexibility to use 

transportation models.  SDG&E reiterates its overall position, however, that the 

Commission should grant deference to the CAISO’s need determinations 

regardless of the particular model that is employed in obtaining the CAISO’s 

approval for a project. 

TURN would prefer to see both network and transportation 

models employed in certificate proceedings to the extent that time and resources 

permit, since both types of models have strengths and weaknesses.  TURN 

submits that decision makers can act with greater confidence when both 

approaches produce the same end result.  TURN comments that, if parties’ 

showings using the different types of models produce markedly different results, 

                                              
8 A nomogram is a chart showing the operational limits for simultaneous use of a set of 
particular transmission lines. 
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that would be cause to delve more deeply and seek to determine why that is the 

case. 

Global Energy does not consider the PLEXOS model, as used by 

the CAISO, to be a “true” DC-OPF model.  It asserts that a network model that 

uses fixed shift factors is less accurate than a properly designed transportation 

model.  In Global Energy’s view, the Commission should require that a network 

model, at a minimum, use variable shift factors and that it model non-linear 

elements of the grid, namely, DC lines and phase-shifting transformers.  Global 

Energy also submits that it is not clear that the CAISO’s model reasonably 

reflects generation unit commitment and dispatch. 

b) Discussion 
We agree with the CAISO that it is important to achieve 

reasonable accuracy in forecasting energy production costs, energy prices, and 

congestion costs.  At the same time, we are not convinced by its arguments that 

only network models can provide an acceptable level of accuracy in this regard.   

We note the assessment of the CAISO Market Surveillance 

Committee that transportation models have certain advantages and their use 

may be acceptable under certain conditions: 

[W]e believe that any estimation of transmission 
benefits should rely upon a full network model, unless 
computational experiments under a representative 
range of cost and demand conditions show that little 
bias results from using a simpler [transportation] 
model.  If indeed there is little such bias, then a 
[transportation] model may have significant 
computational advantages, allowing consideration of a 
more complete range of fuel price, demand, 
hydrological, and equipment outage scenarios.  
However, in the absence of a demonstration that 
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insignificant bias results from network simplification, a 
full network model based upon, at a minimum, a 
linearized DC load flow should be adopted.  

As the record shows, both network models and transportation 

models have advantages and disadvantages.  Because of their more detailed and 

realistic modeling of the transmission system, network models can provide more 

accurate forecasts of physical flows on the network and can pinpoint congestion 

and, in an LMP market, its economic implications with more certainty compared 

to a transportation model.   

At the same time, a simpler transportation model is 

computationally faster and allows a more complex analysis of uncertainty, 

including the ability to perform stochastic analyses of the effects of variability in 

key factors.  Parties point out that economic evaluations using transportation 

models generally provide more sophisticated modeling of generation resources 

than those using a network model.  Global Energy also raised concerns regarding 

the accuracy of the CAISO’s network model due to its use of fixed shift factors 

and linear modeling of non-linear system elements. 

The CAISO acknowledged the view of the CAISO Market 

Surveillance Committee that use of a transportation model may be advantageous 

if separate calculations show that it exhibits little bias.  However, the CAISO 

categorically rejected the use of transportation models, without providing 

evidence regarding steps that may be taken to verify the adequacy of the results.  

Nor did it provide evidence regarding the adequacy of the particular steps SCE 

took in its DPV2 study using power flow analyses and the representation of SCIT 

nomograms to reflect operational limits.   

The anticipated move to an LMP market design for the CAISO 

may affect the relative desirability of network versus transportation models.  The 



I.05-06-041  COM/MP1/tcg   
 
 

- 46 - 

CAISO asserts that a network model is better at modeling an LMP market 

because it forecasts prices at the nodal level.  But, as the CAISO acknowledges, a 

network model based on physical flows may exhibit significant inaccuracies in 

scheduling and the allocation of congestion revenues on the interfaces between 

CAISO and non-LMP areas.  Transportation models may provide more accurate 

modeling of generator operating constraints, but need independent verification 

regarding the effects of loop flow and the consequent development of prices and 

line-specific congestion. 

In I.00-11-001, the Commission relied on an analysis undertaken 

for SDG&E by Henwood Energy Services (Henwood, now Global Energy) in 

assessing economic benefits of proposed Miguel-Mission and Imperial Valley 

upgrades.  Global Energy explains now that its analysis in I.00-11-001 used 

transportation modeling capability comparable to that utilized by SCE and DRA 

in this proceeding to evaluate DPV2.  In D.03-02-069, we found the Henwood 

modeling approach to be reasonable and expressed that we were not concerned 

“that the modeling effort conducted here represents a simplified tool that must 

be properly benchmarked against more sophisticated models in order to assure 

confidence in its use.”  We remain unconvinced that benchmarking efforts 

cannot be sufficient to allow reliance on the results of transportation models.  

We are likewise unconvinced that the state of the art in modeling 

the transmission and generation system is such that one type of system model 

should be required and another rejected.  We do not accept the CAISO’s position 

that a network model must be used in an economic evaluation of a proposed 

transmission project.  Instead, we will continue to allow the applicant to choose 

the type of system model to use to support need for its proposed transmission 
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project.  DRA’s proposed principle regarding the assessment of energy benefits is 

most useful in this regard, and we adopt a slightly modified version, as follows: 

Parties shall assess energy benefits using an 
established, credible, and commercially-available 
production cost modeling tool.  Computer modeling 
access requirements of §§ 1821 and 1822 shall be met 
consistent with Rules 10.3, 10.4, and 1.2. 

As is now the case, the applicant and any other party submitting 

economic evaluations in a CPCN proceeding must demonstrate the 

reasonableness of their modeling efforts.  To that end, in their economic 

evaluations parties should address the accuracy with which their chosen models 

reflect system operations and market prices under expected market structures, 

including the modeling of generation unit commitment and dispatch and the 

modeling of power flow, constraints, and congestion charges both within the 

CAISO control area and in other areas included in their analyses.   

2. Consideration of Market Power and 
Strategic Bidding 
Expansion of the transmission system may increase the total supply 

that can be delivered over a transmission path and the number of suppliers that 

can be accessed to serve load.  This allows more efficient production and, in a 

restructured market, can provide further economic benefits to the extent it 

reduces the ability of producers to exercise market power.  However, parties 

disagree regarding the desirability of forecasting a proposed transmission 

project’s effect in reducing generators’ market power.  

a) Positions of the Parties 
The CAISO recommends that the assessment of economic 

benefits of a proposed transmission project include the modeling of strategic 
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bidding and the project’s effects in reducing producers’ market power and thus 

consumers’ costs.  The CAISO states that if a transmission project is shown to be 

strongly economic under cost-based conditions, with Societal and CAISO 

Ratepayer benefit-cost ratios over 1.5, it would be reasonable to allow the 

proponent to choose not to perform a strategic bidding analysis.  For other 

projects proposed for economic reasons, the CAISO maintains that the project 

proponent must model strategic bidding.  The CAISO would not restrict the 

types of modeling techniques that parties could utilize, except to require that 

system conditions be reflected dynamically on an hourly basis.  The CAISO 

recommends that some type of benchmarking occur, as an indication of how well 

the proposed bid strategies perform in predicting either current or historical 

regional prices.   

In both its Path 26 and DPV2 analyses, the CAISO used an 

empirical econometric approach to forecast the result of strategic bidding.  The 

CAISO estimated the historical statistical relationship between market-clearing 

price-cost markups and two variables that measure system supply and demand 

conditions:  the percentage of load that is unhedged, that is, not under forward 

contract, and the Residual Supply Index.  The Residual Supply Index reflects the 

total supply available to meet load without the largest supplier.  The CAISO 

estimated this statistical relationship between price-cost markups and the two 

supply/demand measures using CAISO market data from two periods:  1999 to 

2000 when suppliers had few long-term contracts with load, and 2002 when 

some suppliers had large amounts of supply under long-term contracts.  The 

CAISO estimated the relationship of how market-clearing prices were marked up 

above cost every hour in each of three California regions (south, central, and 

north).  Using that information, the CAISO built a dynamic bid adder mechanism 
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in its market simulation model, according to which merchant suppliers’ bids are 

estimated based on their production costs and market conditions. 

While preferring an empirical approach, the CAISO describes 

that other methods can be used to model strategic bidding behavior, including a 

game-theoretic approach in which strategic suppliers seek to maximize profits by 

changing their bidding in response to the bidding strategy of other players. 

SCE and DRA do not model strategic bidding to estimate benefits 

of DPV2 due to its mitigation of market power.  In its opening brief, SCE takes 

the position that modeling of strategic bidding should be optional and that the 

Commission should not require a specific methodology, since the applicant in a 

CPCN proceeding has the burden of proof.  In prepared testimony, SCE viewed 

efforts to model market power with skepticism: 

Modeling of market power is an unbounded problem 
because one can’t rely on anything factual.  The 
reduction in market power is a positive benefit, but the 
absolute value of the benefit can’t be quantified.  (Ex. 9 
at 7.) 

Global Energy agrees with the CAISO that it would be desirable 

to reflect bidding strategies in an analysis of the economic benefits of 

transmission projects if cost-based studies do not show that a project will bring 

net benefits.  In its view, however, the CAISO’s approach to bidding strategies 

must be refined and undergo further testing before it can be accepted.  Global 

Energy cites concerns by the CAISO Market Surveillance Committee that further 

work is needed, as well as its own concerns about the lack of data from the entire 

WECC market, possible misspecification of the econometric model, and a poor 

R-squared measure of model accuracy.   
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BAMx agrees with the price-cost and bid-cost markup 

methodology used by the CAISO and recommends that the Commission adopt it. 

b) Discussion 
No party in this proceeding has disputed that transmission 

expansions can mitigate generator market power.  However, the difficulty lies in 

quantifying the value of that reduced market power in terms of reduced energy 

prices.  The evidence in this proceeding demonstrates that attempts to quantify 

the benefits of market power mitigation are extremely complex, and that it is 

difficult to confirm the extent to which they produce reliable results.  

Consequently, we are not persuaded that an applicant should be required to 

forecast the proposed transmission project’s impact on strategic bidding 

behavior and market prices.  The CAISO suggests a threshold market power 

study requirement if cost-based benefit-cost ratios are below 1.5; we are not 

convinced of the value of such a threshold.  As SCE reminds us, the applicant has 

the burden of demonstrating need for its proposed project.  We believe that the 

applicant should be allowed to determine whether to include information 

regarding market power mitigation benefits to meet this responsibility. 

There is general agreement that the forecasting of bidding 

strategies is a very complex undertaking.  The CAISO Market Surveillance 

Committee has noted the difficulty of modeling such behavior: 

The interaction of transmission constraints and market 
prices is an extremely complicated process that is 
difficult to model.  Over the last decade there has been 
quite a bit of research into methods for modeling 
imperfect competition in electricity networks and 
several approaches have been developed.  
Unfortunately, the process of vetting and empirically 
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testing these approaches has just begun.  (Att. 17 to 
Ex. 13 at 7-8.) 

While the CAISO has made significant strides in developing a 

dynamic bidding strategy algorithm in an attempt to quantify the benefit of 

market power reduction, we have several concerns about the CAISO 

methodology as submitted in this proceeding.  An initial observation is that the 

methodology has not been thoroughly vetted.  The only applications to date of 

the CAISO’s dynamic bidding strategy methodology are the Path 26 and DPV2 

studies submitted in this proceeding, with the CAISO making several 

refinements when it undertook the DPV2 study.  The CAISO is not aware that 

any other entity has engaged in such an undertaking, and acknowledges that 

“much research and development remains to be done in this area” and that 

further enhancements of its market price methodology are “both important and 

necessary.”   

We question the consequences of the CAISO’s use of historical 

data to predict generator bidding behavior in the anticipated LMP-based market.  

Because the LMP market design has not yet been implemented in the CAISO 

control area, the CAISO has no experience with an LMP-based market to inform 

its analysis.  Both the CAISO and the CAISO Market Surveillance Committee 

recognize that this is a potential shortcoming of the CAISO’s approach to 

modeling bidding strategies.  Additionally, the combination of the market power 

mitigation measures in the LMP market design and the large portions of supply 

that will be under contract as a result of the Commission’s resource adequacy 

and long term procurement requirements will tend to reduce the ability of 

producers to exercise market power.  The CAISO’s historically based strategic 

bidding algorithm does not reflect these fundamental changes in market design 
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or their effect in reducing the extent to which new transmission projects may 

mitigate market power.  

Another concern is that the reasonableness of the CAISO’s use of 

derived market-wide price-cost markups to approximate individual generators’ 

bid-cost markups has not been established.  The CAISO Market Surveillance 

Committee has opined that it is very difficult to estimate econometrically unit or 

even firm-specific bid mark-ups.  The CAISO had only limited information on 

bidding behavior of suppliers, since it relied upon information provided by the 

CAISO’s real-time markets, which account for only a very small portion of 

wholesale energy sales in the CAISO control area (less than 5% in 2003).  The 

CAISO acknowledges that some calibrations may be needed when price-bid 

markups are used as a proxy for bid-cost markups, but did not undertake such 

an effort in its evaluation of DPV2.   

Similarly, the CAISO has not established the predictive ability of 

its chosen regression specification.  As Global Energy noted, the R-squared value 

of 0.46 for the CAISO’s chosen equation provides only limited assurance in this 

regard.  The CAISO chose its regression equation based on a qualitative 

comparison of the predictive ability of three candidate equations using five days 

of historical market data from July 2003.  We would like to see a more rigorous 

analysis of the predictive ability of bidding strategies submitted in support of a 

proposed transmission project. 

Global Energy describes that, while SCE and DRA did not use 

this capability in their DPV2 analyses, its transportation model contains a 

method for modeling bidding strategies and market power.  Global Energy states 

that in D.03-02-069 the Commission reviewed and accepted the Henwood 

analysis of the effects of market power as part of its evaluation of the 
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Miguel-Mission and Imperial Valley upgrades.  Global Energy asks the 

Commission to find that its methodology for modeling market power continues 

to be reasonable. 

The record in this proceeding is insufficient for us to pass 

judgment on Global Energy’s methodology for modeling bidding strategies and 

market power.  In D.03-02-069 the Commission found the Henwood analysis of 

the Miguel-Mission and Imperial Valley projects to be reasonable.  The 

Commission did not address the reliability of the market power (then called the 

scarcity premium) component of the Henwood analysis, commenting only that 

the scarcity premium came into play during very few hours.  In this proceeding, 

Global Energy provided only a brief description of its approach to modeling 

bidding strategies and market power, characterizing it as a rational behavior-

based approach.  Lacking a detailed record in this proceeding regarding the 

Global Energy modeling of bidding strategies and market power or whether 

Global Energy has modified its approach since its evaluation of Miguel-Mission, 

we cannot make findings at this time regarding the acceptability of Global 

Energy’s methodology. 

In summary, market power mitigation can be an important 

benefit of transmission projects, but a benefit that may be difficult to quantify 

reliably.  Any party submitting an economic evaluation in a transmission CPCN 

proceeding that includes impacts of the proposed project to lessen market power 

should include a complete description of its bidding strategy methodology and 

steps taken to validate its predictive ability in anticipated market conditions.  The 

party should also submit a comparable economic analysis that does not model 

strategic bidding or market power mitigation benefits, so that the Commission 
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can evaluate both the manner in which the market power mitigation analysis is 

performed and its effect on the economic justification for the project. 

3. Other Modeling Assumptions and 
Simplifications 
The parties’ efforts to model the economic impacts of the Path 26 

and DPV2 transmission projects, while perhaps the most complex ever presented 

for a transmission project, entail numerous assumptions and simplifications.  In 

some instances, simplifications are necessary due to modeling limitations.  Other 

modeling choices may be made because of resource or time constraints. 

Parties that submit economic evaluations in CPCN proceedings 

should identify significant assumptions and simplifications, the reasons for those 

choices, and the biases and possible effects on their study results.  While it may 

not be possible to quantify the effects of many assumptions and simplifications, 

the parties should provide as much information as possible, both quantitative 

and qualitative, about the likely magnitude and direction of such effects. 

As mentioned above, parties should address the impacts of 

modeling choices that affect power flows and congestion revenues, as well as 

generation unit commitment and dispatch.  We describe here several other 

assumptions and simplifications made in DPV2 evaluations about which 

concerns have been raised in this proceeding, and which by their nature also 

appear likely to be at issue in other CPCN proceedings. 

a) Contracts and Ownership of New 
Generation Facilities 
In system simulations performed for their DPV2 evaluations, SCE 

and the CAISO assume that all energy is bought and sold at spot market prices.  

DRA is concerned that this modeling simplification tends to overestimate 

consumer surplus benefits, because it credits the transmission project with price 
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reductions for all energy sold.  DRA points out that, in reality, much of the 

utilities’ energy needs is met by power contracts or cost-of-service generation 

whose costs to ratepayers are either partially or entirely insensitive to market 

prices and immune to exercise of market power.   

SCE and the CAISO justify their use of this modeling choice 

because of difficulties in predicting future contract terms.  They downplay 

possible impacts of this simplification on the basis that, in the long run, contract 

prices should track expectations regarding the market price, subject to risk 

considerations.  They also state that, to the extent that consumer surplus benefits 

may be overstated due to use of spot market prices, there may be offsetting 

impacts in the generator and transmission surplus calculations that may mitigate 

or even eliminate the purported overstatement. 

As a related concern, DRA criticizes SCE’s analysis of DPV2 in 

that it assumes that no new generating units will be owned by CAISO utilities or 

controlled by CAISO utilities under a power purchase contract.  DRA contends 

that SCE’s assumption biases the results because it underestimates the reduction 

in URG producer surplus due to the new transmission project and, thus, 

overestimates the benefits of the transmission project to CAISO ratepayers.  DRA 

notes that PG&E is currently proposing to complete construction of the Contra 

Costa 8 unit9 and that PG&E issued two Requests for Offers in 2005 that sought 

turnkey bids that would enable PG&E to take ownership of additional new 

resources.  DRA also believes that, given the Commission’s physical resource 

adequacy requirement, the utilities will enter new power contracts in the future 

                                              
9 In D.06-06-035, the Commission granted PG&E a CPCN for the Contra Costa 8 facility. 
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that give them control over specific generating units, including such units’ 

revenues.  DRA comments that the municipal utilities that are CAISO PTOs also 

are likely to own or control new generating unit revenue streams in the future.    

We agree with DRA that such aspects of economic evaluations 

should be reviewed with particular care.  While the need for modeling 

simplifications is understandable, the effect of such simplifications on the ability 

to forecast system operations reliably under anticipated market conditions must 

be addressed.  In all economic evaluations submitted in CPCN proceedings, 

parties should identify their modeling assumptions about bilateral contracts and 

ownership of new generation, and should address possible impacts of such 

assumptions on study results.  

b) Number of Years Studied and 
Extrapolation of Results 
In its TEAM approach, the CAISO states that at least two years of 

system operations must be evaluated.  The CAISO would require that the two 

years studied be at least five years apart.  The CAISO conducted its analysis of 

DPV2 for 2008 and 2013.  Although SCE expects DPV2 to become operational in 

2009, the CAISO used 2008 for its first year of analysis, and 2013 as the second 

year because those were the two years for which the CAISO was able to obtain a 

representation of the network and associated data from SSG-WI.  

Using forecasted 2013 energy benefits, the CAISO assumed a 1% 

real (adjusted for inflation) escalation rate for energy benefits after 2013.  The 

CAISO performed sensitivity calculations which indicated the change in 

levelized energy benefits if a negative 1% real escalation rate or a positive 3% real 

escalation rate is assumed instead. 
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SCE performed production simulations for a study period 

beginning with DPV2’s proposed operating date of June 1, 2009 through 2014, 

and forecasted that benefits would continue with zero real growth beyond 2014.   

We agree with the CAISO that at least two years should be 

modeled, with the years chosen several years apart.  We prefer, however, that 

analyses also simulate the intervening years, particularly if there are significant 

system changes, e.g., large transmission or generation additions or retirements, 

during those years.  DRA notes that 61% of the present-value benefits that SCE 

projected due to DPV2 occur during the four and a half years it modeled.  We 

agree that there would be limited value to undertaking detailed simulations 

much beyond five years of initial operation, due both to increasing uncertainty 

regarding market conditions as time progresses and to the fact that energy 

benefits during the later years will be increasingly discounted in present-value 

benefit calculations. 

Any party submitting an economic analysis in a transmission 

CPCN proceeding should justify the number and choice of years to be simulated.  

It should also explain and justify the method for estimating benefits for years for 

which simulations are not undertaken, including any years before and those 

years after the last year simulated.  The party should also provide sensitivity 

analyses such as those the CAISO submitted for the effects of different 

assumptions about benefits in years that are not simulated. 

c) Time Period Studied Each Year 
The CAISO would require chronological modeling in which at 

least 12 weeks per year and at least 168 hours per week would be simulated.  It 

recommends that the entire year (8,760 hours) be simulated, as it did for DPV2.  

The SCE analysis of DPV2 simulated a typical week each month, and every 
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fourth hour in each of the typical weeks, to reduce simulation times.  DRA 

submits that SCE’s approach tends to overestimate a transmission project’s 

value, because it causes the appearance that outages occurring during the 

simulated week last the entire month. 

In an economic evaluation, the party should identify the number 

of hours studied each year and, if the entire year is not simulated, should address 

any impact the choice not to simulate all hours may have on study results. 

We note that a party with resource or time constraints may make 

trade-offs in how it undertakes an economic evaluation.  The CAISO stated that it 

views additional sensitivity cases to be more important than simulations of 

multiple sequential years.  At the same time, in evaluating DPV2 it chose to 

study all hours of the year.  SCE chose to limit the number of hours studied, but 

performed a stochastic analysis with 100 simulations of four and a half years of 

system operations.  Resource constraints may affect other choices as well, such as 

whether to use a network model or a transportation model.  Each party 

submitting economic evaluations should address the extent to which resource or 

time constraints affected its study design choices, including but not limited to the 

type of model used, the number of years and the number of hours per year 

studied, and the number of scenarios or stochastic iterations performed.  Each 

party should address the basis for any resulting trade-offs it made among such 

study attributes.  This will allow the Commission to better understand the 

parties’ showings. 

4. Uncertainty Analysis 
Because of the long-lived nature of the investment, economic 

evaluations of proposed transmission projects require judgments and 

assumptions about system and market conditions for many years into the future 
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and even the best forecasts are inherently uncertain in this respect.  As a result, it 

is essential that economic evaluations consider how uncertainty about future 

system and market conditions affects the likelihood that a project’s forecasted 

benefits will be realized.  

The impact of risk and uncertainty on economic benefits associated 

with transmission expansions can be assessed using deterministic, scenario, 

and/or stochastic approaches.  A deterministic analysis would rely on a system 

simulation using expected forecasts of critical parameters that would affect the 

magnitude of benefits to be obtained due to the project.  Factors such as system 

load, fuel prices, and hydrological conditions may be critical parameters in 

economic analyses of transmission projects.  A scenario analysis would 

undertake multiple simulations using predetermined combinations of forecasted 

values for such key variables and, if relative probabilities are assigned to the 

individual scenarios, would allow calculation of probability-weighted expected 

benefits.  In contrast, a stochastic analysis would develop probability 

distributions for the key parameters such as fuel prices and would then perform 

repeated system simulations using values for the key parameters chosen by 

randomly sampling the values from the probability distributions.  Such a 

stochastic analysis is often referred to as a Monte Carlo analysis. 

We agree with the CAISO that it would be overly prescriptive and 

counterproductive to mandate the methodology to be used in performing 

uncertainty evaluations.  As the parties’ sensitivity analyses for DPV2 

demonstrate, whether scenario or stochastic sensitivity studies are appropriate 

may depend to some extent on the type of system modeling tool that is chosen, 

e.g., a network model or a transportation model.  It is appropriate, however, to 
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provide certain guidance regarding the types of uncertainty that should be 

considered and the scope of the showing that we expect. 

The CAISO would require sensitivity analyses only if the Societal 

benefit-cost ratio for a proposed project under what the applicant considers to be 

base case conditions is less than 1.5.  We are not comfortable with use of such a 

threshold.  As the DPV2 analyses demonstrate, benefit projections can vary 

widely based on relatively minor variations in key parameters and modeling 

conventions.  We require that any applicant requesting a CPCN for a 

transmission project justified wholly or partly on the basis of economic benefits 

submit an uncertainty analysis consistent with the guidelines we adopt today. 

While using very different approaches, SCE and the CAISO 

provided probabilistic economic analyses of DPV2.  SCE performed 100 

stochastic simulations varying hydro conditions, natural gas prices, and demand 

conditions according to assigned probability distribution functions for each 

variable.  In contrast, the CAISO analyzed 17 market-based scenarios which, in 

addition to load, gas price, and hydro variations, also considered that merchant 

generators alternatively exhibited low, base case (derived from the regression 

analysis described in Section V.B.2), or high levels of market power in their 

bidding strategies.  SCE and the CAISO each used its results to calculate 

probability-weighted expected future benefits of DPV2.  

While we will address the results of the parties’ economic analyses 

of DPV2 in a later order in A.05-04-015, it is clear that such probabilistic studies 

are very helpful in understanding the potential effects of uncertainty on large 

transmission investments.  Recognizing that probabilistic studies may be 

expensive, we require that any applicant proposing a transmission project 

expected to cost more than $100 million and justified at least in part on the basis 
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of expected economic benefits provide a probabilistic analysis of the effects of 

uncertainty on the expected benefits of the project.  Such an analysis should 

consider a reasonable range of possible variations in key parameters that may 

affect economic benefits significantly.  We do not specify the parameters that 

should be considered or the type of probabilistic analysis, e.g., scenario or 

stochastic, that should be undertaken.  However, the inputs and corresponding 

results of individual cases (whether stochastically or manually derived) should 

be provided as part of the submitted economic evaluation. 

Contingency events may affect the cost-effectiveness of a 

transmission project in either a positive or negative manner, but it is difficult to 

assign a probability to them.  Transmission projects may provide insurance value 

for high-risk contingency events.  At the same time, there may be downside risk 

that unexpected market developments may render a transmission investment 

uneconomic.  For DPV2, the CAISO analyzed eight market-based contingency 

scenarios representing extreme or unlikely transmission and generation events.  

DRA likewise analyzed eight sensitivity scenarios having no assigned 

probabilities, including extended outages of the Palo Verde nuclear units, no 

differential between Arizona and southern California natural gas prices, the 

addition of a 1,000 MW solar installation that interconnects at the proposed 

Midpoint substation on the DPV2 line, a delay in the retirement of California 

generators, alternate assumptions about capacity expansions in Arizona, 

extended outages of the San Onofre nuclear units, higher natural gas prices, and 

construction of 1,250 MW of combined cycle plants instead of DPV2.   

Parties presenting uncertainty analyses should address a reasonable 

range of contingency events.  Parties should address both contingency events 

whose possible economic consequences may be quantified (providing both the 
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inputs and corresponding results for each such contingency event analyzed) and 

those whose consequences may be addressed only in a qualitative fashion.  We 

do not specify the contingency events that should be considered, since they are 

likely to vary depending on the transmission project under consideration. 

DRA is concerned that model complexity poses a major barrier to 

understanding parties’ analyses.  DRA recommends that the Commission direct 

applicants to submit a deterministic reference case and specified sensitivity cases 

to illustrate the impact of changes in major variables on project valuation.  For 

similar reasons, the CAISO proposed in its prepared testimony that all parties 

submitting economic evaluations of a transmission project be required to analyze 

at least one cost-based reference case using the SSG-WI database, to facilitate 

comparison of different parties’ analyses and help identify the cause of differing 

results. 

As DRA and the CAISO suggest, establishment of reference cases 

would assist the Commission’s evaluation and comparison of parties’ economic 

analyses.  We have found DRA’s reference cases particularly helpful in 

understanding differences between its and SCE’s evaluations of DPV2.   

We require that each party submitting an economic evaluation 

provide at least one cost-based (that is, without strategic bidding) deterministic 

reference case, subject to the following guidance, in order to facilitate 

understanding of its chosen methodologies and comparison with other parties’ 

showings.  The applicant should use its baseline resource plan and assumptions 

about the system outside its service territory from procurement or other recent 

Commission proceedings, as described in Section V.E, and what it views as most 

likely forecasts of key variables such as fuel prices, demand, and hydro 

conditions.  The applicant should provide a detailed description of its reference 
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case and should provide access to its database (as is required by §§ 1821 and 1822 

and Rules 10.3 and 10.4).  Other parties should submit a cost-based deterministic 

reference case that mirrors the resources and other key assumptions in the 

applicant’s reference case to the extent feasible, consistent with that party’s 

chosen model and methodologies. Any party that models strategic bidding 

should also submit a market-based reference case that varies from its cost-based 

reference case only in its inclusion of strategic bidding, so that the effects of its 

modeling of market power mitigation benefits are clearly delineated.  We 

encourage parties to submit additional reference cases, for example, to help 

illuminate differences among parties’ positions on modeling issues and input 

assumptions. 

We decline to require use of the SSG-WI database in the parties’ 

reference cases, because of the need to maintain consistency with resource plans 

used in other Commission proceedings.  There are also concerns about 

compatibility of the SSG-WI database with non-network models and its 

maintenance and accessibility following its recent transfer to the WECC.  We are 

willing, however, to revisit the use of SSG-WI data in future CPCN or other 

relevant proceedings. 

DRA proposes that applicants be required to submit a tipping point 

analysis, such as DRA provided for DPV2.  DRA notes that there may be a small 

number of pivotal factors in which slight changes can drive the economics of the 

project from positive to negative.  DRA recommends that parties be required to 

identify clearly which parameters, assumptions, or relationships most affect their 

conclusions.  Once tipping point factors are determined, DRA recommends that 

the next step would determine the tipping point value (or “knife edge”) for each 
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factor, above (or below) which the proposed project would not be economically 

beneficial.   

Regarding DPV2, DRA identified four variables as tipping points:  

modeling conventions, the natural gas price differential between Arizona and 

California generators, the on-line status of the Palo Verde nuclear units, and the 

wholesale cost of natural gas.  Due to time constraints, DRA was not able to 

perform a “knife edge” analysis for these variables.  

We agree that there is value in understanding the critical factors in a 

party’s economic evaluation.  As DRA suggests, we require that each party 

identify which parameters, assumptions, or relationships most affect the 

conclusions in its economic evaluation.  We encourage but do not require an 

explicit tipping point analysis such as DRA submitted for DPV2.   

In addition to near-term uncertainty, DRA emphasizes that the 

farther a forecast extends into the future, the more likely it is to be wrong, 

particularly given the potential for major paradigm shifts in the production, 

distribution, and consumption of electricity.  DRA proposes an Uncertainty 

Margin methodology as a way to quantify the robustness of benefit-cost 

calculations to forecast risk.  The requirement adopted in Section V.B.3.b that 

parties indicate the effect of different escalation rates for energy benefits after the 

last year simulated has much the same effect and so we do not adopt DRA’s 

proposal for a separate Uncertainty Margin analysis. 

C. Other Quantifiable Economic 
Benefits and Costs 
In addition to expected energy benefits and project costs, other 

potential economic benefits and costs of a proposed project may be identified 

and quantified.  The CAISO recommends, but would not require, that economic 
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benefits in addition to energy benefits be quantified and included in a benefit-

cost analysis, to the extent feasible.  It states that proponents should have 

flexibility to offer credible methodologies for determination of such benefits. 

Parties have identified the following non-energy attributes that may 

have economic benefits or costs that may be quantified and thus included in an 

economic assessment: 

• Reductions in operating costs, 

• Changes in system losses, 

• Environmental benefits or costs, 

• Capacity benefits, 

• Capital and other costs or benefits resulting from resource 
substitution, and 

• Increased transmission revenues from CAISO wheeling 
service and Existing Transmission Contracts. 

To the extent parties estimated the value of these benefits attributable to 

DPV2, we will assess those estimates in our later decision in A.05-04-015. 

In its economic evaluation, an applicant should identify and, if possible, 

quantify the economic impacts of any attributes of its proposed transmission 

project or its operation that may increase societal costs or have other detrimental 

effects.  The importance of quantifying non-energy economic benefits depends, 

to some extent, on whether identified energy benefits provide sufficient 

justification for the proposed project.  We encourage parties, however, to provide 

such information so that we may consider as fully as possible all important 

attributes of the proposed project.  If a party quantifies non-energy benefits and 

costs, the party should report separately the amount of each such attribute of the 

proposed project.  Parties may include these factors in their uncertainty analyses, 

to the extent appropriate. 
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The cost of a proposed transmission project is an integral component of 

any economic evaluation.  Each party should specify the level of project costs 

(including capital and operating and maintenance costs) assumed in its economic 

evaluation, and how a change in project costs would affect cost-effectiveness 

results.  In particular, any party presenting benefit-cost analyses should specify, 

through a formula if appropriate, how a change in project costs would change 

any benefit-cost ratios or other benefit-cost results in its economic evaluation.  

Additionally, to the extent an applicant learns its evaluation relies upon 

estimated costs that have become outdated by more than 5%, the applicant shall 

update its economic evaluation to reflect that change in estimated costs of the 

project and shall explain the impacts of that change on the evaluation.    

In its opening brief, BAMx argues that the Commission should develop 

the long-term cost of entry for new capacity for various regions within 

California.  We do not address the BAMx proposal because, in addition its 

untimeliness, this proceeding is not an appropriate place for its consideration. 

D. Non-monetized Considerations 
In order to allow full consideration of a proposed transmission project, 

the applicant should apprise the Commission of any detrimental aspects of the 

project whose economic impacts cannot be quantified.  We encourage parties to 

also address any economic benefits that may be difficult to measure.  As 

examples, parties have identified the following considerations that may be 

relevant to a proposed transmission project and whose benefits or costs may not 

be quantifiable: 

• Access to renewable resources, 

• Non-monetized environmental impacts, 

• Fuel diversity benefits, 
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• Reliability impacts, 

• Enhanced system operational flexibility, 

• Mitigation of market power, to the extent not quantified, 

• Potential for increased reserve resource sharing, and 

• Job creation or losses. 

The Commission will consider such non-monetized aspects of the 

proposed project, along with other relevant factors, in assessing an applicant’s 

CPCN request. 

E. Resource Plans and Alternatives to a 
Proposed Project 
The applicant’s resource plan and assumptions about transmission and 

generation resources in other portions of the study area are important 

components of the economic evaluation of a proposed transmission project.  An 

economic assessment should take into account other potential changes to the 

system that may accompany construction of the proposed project.  It should also 

consider alternative resources that could be added or implemented in lieu of the 

proposed transmission project.  

In its economic analysis of DPV2, SCE used the system database it 

maintains for the Commission’s long term procurement proceedings, with 

updated forecasts for loads, natural gas prices, and available hydro generation.  

SCE describes that, for inclusion in its baseline resource plan, construction of 

other transmission projects should be fairly certain, with entities sponsoring the 

new transmission taking affirmative steps toward construction such as entering 

projects in the WECC rating process, making monetary investments like 

purchasing land or major facilities, or applying for necessary regulatory permits 

necessary to construct.   
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SCE’s criteria for inclusion of a generation project include that it must 

either be substantially constructed and have financing completed, or be an 

investor-owned or municipal utility project.  SCE’s baseline resource plan 

included increased energy efficiency and demand response, as well as 

renewables to meet or exceed the State’s 20% RPS goal.  SCE removed generation 

based on published retirement dates, if a plant reaches a life of 55 years, if 

retirement is planned due to air quality restrictions, or if retirement is consistent 

with Commission planning assumptions.  SCE suggests that developing the DPV 

transmission corridor could attract new generation development east of the 

Devers substation and that DPV2’s benefits could increase due to the increased 

access to new generation.  However, SCE did not model or quantify this 

purported benefit.  

SCE describes that it evaluated several potential transmission projects 

that could increase transmission import capability into California.  The identified 

projects were screened using rough estimates of project costs and deterministic 

production simulations before the DPV2 project was chosen. 

In its DPV2 analysis, the CAISO modeled the transmission and 

generation system using the SSG-WI database, modified after lengthy 

discussions with SCE to improve its representation of the SCE system.  The 

CAISO describes that it also added generation resources to the SSG-WI database 

to reflect estimated RPS goals in each state, and added new gas-fired generation, 

primarily combined cycle plants, in each of the WECC areas as needed to 

maintain at least a 15% planning reserve margin.   

The CAISO describes its intent to plan the transmission grid taking into 

account the profitability of generation additions in various locations.  The CAISO 

explains that, in this way, it will influence generation decision making, rather 
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than accounting for generation additions after the fact.  Under this approach, the 

CAISO would model the profitability of new generation and would optimize 

generation additions for “with upgrade” and “without upgrade” cases.  The 

CAISO states that it would attribute to the proposed transmission upgrades the 

benefits and costs of resources alternatives that are economic in the “with 

upgrade” case but not viable in the “without upgrade” case.  However, the 

CAISO did not optimize generation additions in its economic evaluation of 

DPV2.  Instead, the CAISO used the same resource plan for its “with DPV2” and 

“without DPV2” simulations. 

The CAISO’s view is that both additional generation in southern 

California and inter-regional transmission upgrades should be pursued.  Thus, it 

did not evaluate new generation projects in southern California as an alternative 

to DPV2. 

DRA based its economic evaluation of DPV2 on SCE’s resource plan 

assumptions, with certain modifications.  DRA notes one difference between the 

baseline resource plans developed by SCE and the CAISO:  the CAISO included 

a series capacitor upgrade sponsored by the Salt River Project, whereas SCE did 

not.  DRA expects that inclusion of that upgrade in SCE’s (and therefore DRA’s) 

analysis would reduce the indicated economic benefits of DPV2.  However, DRA 

did not opine on whether SCE should have included that upgrade in its baseline 

resource plan.  DRA explored several other sensitivity scenarios modeling 

possible changes to SCE’s resource plan. 

The importance of well-developed and clearly justified baseline 

resource plans is not unique to CPCN proceedings.  In order to allow consistency 

among Commission proceedings, the applicant in a CPCN proceeding should 

use a baseline resource plan and assumptions about the system outside its 
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service territory that are consistent with its resource plan and system 

assumptions used in procurement or other recent Commission proceedings.  In 

its showing, the applicant should identify clearly and explain any changes to its 

baseline resource plan or to prior assumptions about transmission and 

generation resources in other parts of the study area.  The applicant should also 

specify the criteria it used to determine the inclusion, exclusion, and retirements 

of generation, transmission, and other resources, and also the sources and 

justification for its assumptions about the system outside its service area.  Other 

parties presenting economic evaluations of the proposed transmission project 

should highlight any differences between resource and other input assumptions  

they utilize and those submitted by the applicant, and should address how the 

differences may affect the results of their analyses. 

The Commission will examine the utilities’ resource plans and their 

modeling of the system outside their service areas on an on-going basis as 

needed in CPCN and other relevant proceedings.  We believe that it would be 

helpful to develop clear and consistent criteria regarding what resources should 

be included in or excluded from baseline resource plans, for use in CPCN and 

other Commission proceedings.  Limited criteria have evolved in prior CPCN 

proceedings for when a pending generation facility should be included in the 

baseline resource plan, but the treatment of pending transmission upgrades has 

been addressed primarily on a case-by-case basis.  Lacking a well-developed 

record on this matter, we hesitate to adopt specific criteria at this time.  We plan 

to explore this matter further in the future. 

Finally, we agree with the parties that the availability and cost of 

feasible alternatives should be evaluated as part of the economic evaluation of a 

proposed project, but that the exact approach should not be dictated at this time.  
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Depending on the proposed project, alternatives to be examined may include 

other transmission projects or configurations, central station or distributed 

generation, renewable generation, demand-side options, and/or operating 

procedures or additional remedial action schemes.  Each party submitting an 

economic evaluation in a transmission CPCN proceeding should identify 

alternatives it considered, the bases for its choices, and the results of its 

alternatives analysis. 

VI. Comments on Proposed Decision 
The proposed decision of the ALJ in this matter was mailed to the parties 

in accordance with § 311(d) and Rule 77.1 (now Rule 14.2) of the Commission 

Rules of Practice and Procedure.  The CAISO, DRA, and BAMx filed comments 

on the proposed decision.  SCE, SDG&E, and Global Energy filed reply 

comments taking issue with certain aspects of the CAISO and BAMx comments. 

In its comments on the proposed decision, DRA fully supports the 

proposed decision and recommends its adoption.  DRA comments that adoption 

of the proposed decision should aid the goal of streamlining major transmission 

proceedings.  It comments that, as an added benefit, the principles and minimum 

requirements for the economic evaluation of transmission projects in certification 

proceedings should “spill over” into other resource planning and procurement 

proceedings and that the statewide planning process should be well served with 

adoption of the proposed decision. 

The CAISO takes issue with the proposed decision’s provision allowing a 

CPCN applicant to choose the type of system model to use in its economic 

assessment of the proposed transmission project.  The CAISO reiterates its 

position that, because transportation models do not represent physical flows on 

the transmission system accurately, outcomes of transportation models are 
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unreliable.  We are unpersuaded by the CAISO’s arguments that benchmarking 

efforts can never be sufficient to allow reliance on economic evaluations based on 

the use of transportation models.  However, we have clarified the discussion 

regarding the showing that a party in a CPCN proceeding must make regarding 

the adequacy of the system modeling efforts that underlie its economic 

evaluation of a proposed transmission project.   

The CAISO requests, if the Commission intends to rely on D.03-02-069 as a 

justification for the continued acceptance of transportation models, that the 

Commission reopen the record to evaluate the accuracy of the modeling effort 

using a transportation model to assess the economic benefits of the Miguel-

Mission and Imperial Valley upgrades.  Our determination in today’s decision 

that a CPCN applicant should not be required to use a specific type of system 

model results from our assessment of the parties’ showings in this proceeding, 

and is not based on the earlier findings in D.03-02-069.  There is no need to 

reopen the record regarding the economic evaluations of the Miguel-Mission and 

Imperial Valley upgrades undertaken in I.00-11-001. 

BAMx reiterates its position, stated for the first time in its opening brief, 

that the Commission should develop the long-term cost of entry for new capacity 

for various regions within California.  We see no reason to modify the proposed 

decision in this regard. 

BAMx also urges the Commission to keep I.05-06-041 open to examine the 

application of the adopted principles in the context of intra-zonal projects, such 

as SDG&E’s pending application for a CPCN for the Sunrise Powerlink 

transmission project (A.05-12-014).  However, continuation of this investigation 

is not needed to ensure the proper application in CPCN proceedings of the 
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principles and guidance adopted in today’s decision.  Consistent with the 

provisions of § 1701.5, this investigation should be closed at this time.  

VII. Comments on Alternate Proposed Decision 
The alternate proposed decision of President Michael R. Peevey was 

mailed to the parties on October 10, 2006 in accordance with Pub. Util. Code 

§ 311(e) and Rule 14.1 of the Commission Rules of Practice and Procedure.  

Comments on the alternate proposed decision were filed on October 30, 2006 and 

reply comments were filed on November 6, 2006.  SCE’s motion for a one day 

extension was granted, and its late-filed comments were filed on October 31, 

2006.   

PG&E, SCE, Coral Power and Intergen, Global Energy, TURN, DRA and 

the CAISO filed opening comments.  PG&E, SDG&E, DRA and the CAISO filed 

reply comments.  The utilities, along with the CAISO and Coral and Intergen, 

support the alternate proposed decision.  PG&E and SCE propose further 

amendments to the alternate proposed decision.  PG&E’s request for clarification 

and SCE’s request to reduce submission requirements accompanying an 

economic evaluation would have been more appropriately directed to the 

proposed decision and are not considered at this time.  We reject SCE’s request to 

eliminate the requirement that an applicant must update its economic analysis if 

costs change by 5%, as counter to the need for a full record to assess a 

transmission project proposed for its economic benefits.  DRA and TURN object 

to the granting of a rebuttable presumption to a CAISO Board-approved 

economic determination, but do not raise issues that warrant modification to the 

alternate proposed decision.   

Global Energy expresses reservations about the granting of a rebuttable 

presumption and proposes two additional safeguards which it contends will 
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reinforce those already included in the alternate proposed decision.  Global 

Energy begins by noting that meeting all of the requirements necessary to qualify 

for a grant of rebuttable presumption is a formidable task that cannot be met 

with a pro forma effort, and therefore urges that Ordering Paragraph 1 of the 

alternate proposed decision not be modified.  We concur.  Ordering Paragraph 1 

herein is unchanged from the alternate proposed decision.  Global Energy also 

argues that the CAISO Board should be required to enter an appearance as a 

party in any CPCN proceeding in which it seeks a grant of rebuttable 

presumption for a CAISO Board-approved economic determination.  While we 

agree that ready access to data, models and witnesses is essential for parties 

seeking to rebut a CAISO Board-approved economic determination, we find that 

it is sufficient to require that the CAISO, not its Board, become a party to a CPCN 

proceeding.  This requirement has been added to the list of safeguards and is 

reflected in Ordering Paragraph 5. 

SDG&E in its reply comments makes an erroneous statement regarding the 

requirements for an economic evaluation, contained in both the proposed 

decision and the alternate proposed decision.  Specifically, SDG&E asserts that:  

There is no indication in Attachment A that the CAISO is 
obligated to consider alternatives in order to satisfy the 
Principles and Minimum Requirements for economic 
evaluation; the CAISO is simply obligated to identify resource 
alternatives to a proposed transmission plan if it did consider 
such resource alternatives.  (SDG&E Reply Comments, p. 4.) 

 
SDG&E errs in overlooking the provision in the ordering paragraphs that 

economic evaluations must be consistent with the guidance provided in the body 

of this decision, in addition to the Principles and Minimum Requirements 

contained in Attachment A.  Included in this guidance is the requirement that an 
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economic assessment presented in a CPCN should “consider alternative 

resources that could be added or implemented in lieu of the proposed 

transmission project” and that “the availability and cost of feasible alternatives 

should be evaluated as part of the economic evaluation of a proposed project, but 

… the exact approach should not be dictated at this time.”  (Section V.E.)   

VIII. Assignment of Proceeding 
Dian M. Grueneich is the Assigned Commissioner and Charlotte F. 

TerKeurst is the assigned ALJ in this proceeding. 

Findings of Fact 
1. The CAISO’s work in developing its TEAM approach has advanced the 

state of the art in economic evaluations of transmission projects. 

2. The state of the art in economic evaluations of transmission projects 

continues to evolve, with continuing developments in system modeling 

capabilities and computer advances. 

3. It is reasonable for the Commission to adopt general principles and 

provide guidance to establish a framework and minimum requirements for 

economic evaluations to be submitted in CPCN proceedings for proposed 

transmission projects. 

4. The Commission should retain the ability to assess the adequacy of the 

applicant’s showing regarding its baseline resource plan and alternatives to a 

proposed transmission project, and to maintain consistency among proceedings 

in which the Commission assesses alternative means of meeting California’s 

energy needs. 

5. It is reasonable to allow the Assigned Commissioner or assigned ALJ in a 

CPCN proceeding for a proposed transmission project to modify application of 
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the minimum requirements for economic evaluations adopted in this decision 

with good cause shown, taking case-specific conditions into account. 

6. It is reasonable for the Commission to assess the applicability of the 

principles and guidance adopted in this decision in the context of individual 

CPCN applications, as the need arises. 

7. Provided certain safeguards to protect the public interest are met, as set 

forth in this decision, it is reasonable to grant a rebuttable presumption in a 

CPCN proceeding to an economic evaluation approved by the CAISO Board. 

8. The grant of a rebuttable presumption should apply only to the economic 

evaluation of a proposed transmission project and should not impact the 

environmental analysis or other factors that the Commission must consider in 

evaluating a request for a CPCN. 

9. The rebuttable presumption granted in this decision will not apply to 

CPCN applications filed with the Commission prior to the effective date of this 

decision unless the economic analysis complies with the safeguards and 

requirements of this decision and the assigned commissioner of a pending 

transmission proceeding issues a ruling that explicitly elects to apply it to that 

application. 

10. In economic evaluations of proposed transmission projects, there are 

three general categories of costs and benefits:  (1) the change in total production 

costs, or energy benefits, (2) changes in other quantifiable economic costs and 

benefits not included in production cost analyses, and (3) factors whose 

economic effects cannot be monetized. 

11. In evaluating a proposed transmission project, the distribution of 

potential benefits and costs among geographic areas and among various types of 

market participants can be assessed. 
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12. The WECC or Societal benefit-cost perspective takes into consideration all 

market participants in the WECC area, including consumers (or their load 

serving entities), producers, and transmission owners or holders of transmission 

rights. 

13. The Modified Societal benefit-cost perspective includes only the portion of 

producer profits derived from competitive prices, and excludes additional 

producer net revenue obtained through the exercise of market power. 

14. The CAISO Ratepayer benefit-cost perspective includes the benefits and 

costs that would accrue to CAISO consumers, utility-retained generation, and 

transmission owners on the CAISO-controlled grid.  

15. It is reasonable to use the CAISO’s standardized benefit-cost methodology, 

as described in this decision, to measure the economic benefits of a proposed 

transmission project. 

16. The perspective of CAISO ratepayers is of primary importance in the 

Commission’s evaluation of a proposed transmission project, because it reflects 

the effects on customers of the utilities within our jurisdiction. 

17. A transmission expansion may improve the import capability over a 

transmission path and allow access to additional sources of power, thus reducing 

producers’ ability to exercise market power and lowering production costs, to the 

benefit of consumers. 

18. For economic evaluations that include estimates of producers’ strategic 

bidding behavior, the Modified Societal perspective is the appropriate 

perspective to use in evaluating societal benefits of the proposed transmission 

project. 
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19. Use of discount rates equal to the utilities’ weighted cost of capital will 

facilitate consistent comparison of proposed transmission projects and 

alternative energy investments. 

20. The energy benefits due to a proposed transmission project consist of the 

net changes in consumer costs, producer net income, and congestion revenues 

flowing to transmission owners or holders of transmission rights.  The sum of 

these changes equals the change in energy production costs. 

21. It is reasonable to use the CAISO’s energy benefits framework for the 

computation of energy benefits of a proposed transmission project, as described 

in this decision. 

22. Both network models and transportation models have advantages and 

disadvantages. 

23. It is reasonable to allow the applicant to choose the type of system model 

to use in its showing of need for a proposed transmission project. 

24. The modeling of the benefits of market power mitigation is a complex 

undertaking, and it is difficult to confirm the extent to which such forecasts 

produce reliable results. 

25. It is reasonable to allow the applicant to determine whether to include 

information regarding market power mitigation benefits as part of its showing of 

need for a proposed transmission project. 

26. It is reasonable to require that parties identify significant assumptions and 

simplifications in their modeling of the economic impacts of proposed 

transmission projects, the reasons for those choices, and possible effects on study 

results. 
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27. It is reasonable to require that, in economic evaluations of proposed 

transmission projects, system operations be modeled for at least two years, with 

the years chosen several years apart. 

28. It is reasonable to require that, in its economic evaluation of a proposed 

transmission project, each party address the extent to which resource or time 

constraints affected its economic study design choices and the basis for any 

resulting trade-offs it made among study attributes. 

29. Evaluations of proposed transmission projects require judgments and 

assumptions about system and market assumptions for many years into the 

future and even the best forecasts are inherently uncertain in this regard. 

30. It is reasonable to require that an applicant address how uncertainty about 

future system and market conditions affects the likelihood that the proposed 

transmission project’s forecasted economic benefits will be realized, taking into 

account a reasonable range of possible variations in key study parameters and 

contingency events. 

31. It is reasonable to require that an applicant proposing a transmission 

project expected to cost more than $100 million provide a probabilistic analysis of 

the effects of uncertainty on the expected benefits of the project. 

32. It is reasonable to require that each party submitting an economic 

evaluation in a transmission CPCN proceeding provide at least one cost-based 

deterministic reference case, with the applicant using its baseline resource plan 

and other parties mirroring the resources and other key assumptions in the 

applicant’s reference case to the extent feasible. 

33. It is reasonable to require that a party that models the effects on strategic 

bidding of a proposed transmission project submit a market-based reference case 
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that varies from its cost-based reference case only in its forecast of strategic 

bidding. 

34. It is reasonable to require that each party identify the parameters, 

assumptions, or relationships that most affect the conclusions in its economic 

evaluation of a proposed transmission project. 

35. It is reasonable to require that the applicant identify any attributes of its 

proposed transmission project that may increase societal costs or have other 

detrimental effects and, if possible, quantify the potential effects. 

36. It is reasonable to require that each party specify the level of project costs it 

assumed in its economic evaluation of a proposed transmission project, and how 

a change in project costs would affect its cost-effectiveness results. 

37. The importance of identifying and quantifying non-energy economic 

benefits of a proposed transmission project depends, to some extent, on whether 

identified energy benefits provide sufficient justification for the project. 

38. It is reasonable to require that, in its economic evaluation of a proposed 

transmission project, the applicant use a baseline resource plan and assumptions 

about the system outside the applicant’s service territory that are consistent with 

its resource plan and system assumptions used in procurement or other recent 

Commission proceedings, with identification and explanation of any differences. 

39. It is reasonable to require that, in their economic evaluations of a proposed 

transmission project, parties other than the applicant identify and justify any 

differences between the resource plan and other input assumptions they utilize 

and those submitted by the applicant. 

40. It is reasonable to evaluate the availability and cost of feasible alternatives 

as part of the economic evaluation of a proposed transmission project. 
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41. It is reasonable to require that each party identify alternatives to the 

proposed transmission project that it considered, the bases for its choices, and the 

results of its alternatives analysis. 

42. It is reasonable to adopt the Principles and Minimum Requirements for the 

Economic Evaluation of Proposed Transmission Projects appended as 

Attachment A, with the further guidance provided in this decision, for use in 

CPCN proceedings in which the applicant proposes a transmission project 

wholly or partly on the basis of expected economic benefits. 

Conclusions of Law 
1. The Principles and Minimum Requirements for the Economic Evaluation 

of Proposed Transmission Projects appended as Appendix A should be adopted, 

with the further guidance provided in this decision, for use in CPCN 

proceedings in which the applicant proposes a transmission project wholly or 

partly on the basis of expected economic benefits. 

2. The Assigned Commissioner or assigned ALJ in a CPCN proceeding 

should be allowed to modify application of the minimum requirements for 

economic evaluations adopted in this decision with good cause shown, taking 

case-specific conditions into account. 

3. In order to rebut the presumption created by a CAISO Board-approved 

economic evaluation in support of a proposed transmission project, parties 

opposing the proposed project in a CPCN proceeding should bear the burden of 

demonstrating either (1) that the CAISO Board-approved economic evaluation 

does not comply with the principles and minimum requirements of this decision 

or (2) that the project is not cost-effective.   
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4. A CAISO determination of economic value should not be a prerequisite to 

obtaining a CPCN and an applicant should retain the right to rely upon its own 

economic evaluation. 

5. This order should be effective today so that the adopted principles and 

minimum requirements can be applied to transmission projects that the 

Respondents may propose. 

6. This proceeding should be closed. 

 

O R D E R 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. We adopt the Principles and Minimum Requirements for the Economic 

Evaluation of Proposed Transmission Projects (Principles and Minimum 

Requirements) appended as Attachment A, with the further guidance provided 

in this decision, for use in certificate of public convenience and necessity (CPCN) 

proceedings in which the applicant proposes a transmission project wholly or 

partly on the basis of expected economic benefits. 

2. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, 

and San Diego Gas & Electric Company shall each submit an economic 

evaluation consistent with the Principles and Minimum Requirements and the 

further guidance provided in this decision, as part of its showing in any 

proceeding in which it requests a CPCN for a transmission project proposed 

wholly or partly on the basis of expected economic benefits. 

3. Non-applicant parties in CPCN proceedings considering a transmission 

project proposed wholly or partly on the basis of expected economic benefits 

may submit economic evaluations that are consistent with the Principles and 

Minimum Requirements and the further guidance provided in this decision. 
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4. The Assigned Commissioner or assigned Administrative Law Judge in a 

CPCN proceeding considering a transmission project proposed wholly or partly 

on the basis of expected economic benefits may modify application of the 

minimum requirements for economic evaluations adopted in this order with 

good cause shown, taking case-specific conditions into account. 

5. If the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) Board makes the 

explicit findings regarding an economic evaluation of a proposed transmission 

project as set forth in this decision, the evaluation shall be granted a rebuttable 

presumption provided that the CAISO is a party to the CPCN proceeding. 
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6. If material facts relied upon in a CAISO Board-approved economic 

evaluation are inaccurate or become outdated, the applicant shall submit 

additional information and shall provide an explanation of the additional 

information’s impact on the assumptions and conclusions contained in the 

economic evaluation. 

7. Investigation 05-06-041 is closed. 

This order is effective today. 

Dated November 9, 2006, at San Francisco, California. 

 

 

     MICHAEL R. PEEVEY 
            President 
     DIAN M. GRUENEICH 
     JOHN A. BOHN 
     RACHELLE B. CHONG 
                    Commissioners 

 

I dissent. 

   /s/  GEOFFREY F. BROWN 
  Commissioner 
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PRINCIPLES AND MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR THE ECONOMIC 

EVALUATION OF PROPOSED TRANSMISSION PROJECTS  
 

  

 
PRINCIPLES: 

1. Benefits Framework 

The CAISO’s standardized benefit-cost methodology, as described in this 
decision, shall be used to measure the economic benefits of proposed 
transmission projects.  The perspective of CAISO ratepayers is of primary 
importance in a CPCN proceeding because it reflects the effects on customers of 
the utilities within the Commission’s jurisdiction. 

The discount rate to be used in evaluating the benefits of a proposed 
transmission project shall be the applicant’s weighted cost of capital adopted 
most recently by the Commission. 

Economic assessments of proposed transmission projects shall consider three 
categories of costs and benefits:  (a) the change in total production costs, or 
energy benefits; (b) changes in other quantifiable economic costs and benefits not 
included in the production cost analysis; and (c) factors whose effects cannot be 
monetized. 
 
2. Energy Benefits 

The CAISO’s framework, as described in this decision, for the computation of 
potential energy benefits of a proposed transmission project shall be used.  The 
change in production costs, or the energy benefits, has three components:  the 
change in consumer costs, the change in producers’ profits, and the change in 
congestion revenues flowing to transmission owners or holders of transmission 
rights. 

Parties shall assess energy benefits using an established, credible, and 
commercially-available production cost modeling tool.  Computer modeling 
access requirements of Public Utilities Code Sections 1821 and 1822 shall be met 
consistent with Rules 10.3, 10.4, and 1.2 of the Commission Rules of Practice and 
Procedure. 
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PRINCIPLES AND MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR THE ECONOMIC 

EVALUATION OF PROPOSED TRANSMISSION PROJECTS 
 
 

 

The applicant may decide whether to include market power mitigation benefits 
as part of its demonstration of need for a proposed transmission project. 

Parties shall model system operations for at least two years, with the years 
chosen several years apart.  The Commission prefers that parties also model 
system operations during the intervening years, particularly if there are 
significant system changes, e.g., large transmission or generation additions or 
retirements, during those years. 
 
3. Other Economic Benefits and Costs 

In addition to energy benefits, other economic effects of a proposed transmission 
project may be considered, including economic effects that may not be 
quantifiable.  The applicant shall identify in its economic evaluation any 
attributes of the proposed transmission project that may increase societal costs in 
some manner.  Additionally, to the extent an applicant learns its evaluation relies 
upon estimated costs that have become outdated by more than 5%, the applicant 
shall update its economic evaluation to reflect that change in estimated costs of 
the project and shall explain the impacts of that change on the evaluation.    
 
4. Uncertainty Analysis 

Economic evaluations shall consider how uncertainty about future system and 
market conditions affects the likelihood that a proposed transmission project’s 
forecasted benefits will be realized. 
 
5. Resource Plans and Other Input Assumptions 

Economic evaluations of proposed transmission projects shall use baseline 
resource plans and assumptions about the system outside the applicant’s service 
territory that are consistent with resource plans and system assumptions used in 
procurement or other recent Commission proceedings, updated as appropriate.  
Potential changes to the system that may result from or accompany construction 
of the proposed project shall be taken into account. 
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EVALUATION OF PROPOSED TRANSMISSION PROJECTS 
 
 

 

 
6. Alternative Resource Options 

Economic evaluations shall consider feasible resource alternatives to the 
proposed transmission project.  Depending on the transmission project, these 
alternatives may include, but are not limited to, other transmission projects or 
configurations, central station or distributed generation, demand-side options, 
operating procedures, and/or additional remedial action schemes. 
 
 
REQUIREMENTS: 
 
1. Benefits Framework 

Each party that submits an economic evaluation in a transmission CPCN 
proceeding shall report benefits from, at a minimum, the CAISO Ratepayer 
perspective and the Societal perspective. 

If a party quantifies and attributes benefits based on mitigation of market power, 
the party shall report benefit-cost results using both the Societal and Modified 
Societal perspectives.   
 
2. Energy Benefits 

Parties shall report separately the three components of their energy benefit 
calculations, that is, the changes in consumer surplus, producer surplus, and 
transmission surplus (congestion revenues).  This level of detail shall be 
provided for each benefit perspective reported, i.e., the Societal, Modified 
Societal, CAISO Ratepayer, and any other benefit perspectives reported. 

If a party attributes benefits based on mitigation of market power, the party shall 
include a complete description of its bidding strategy methodology and steps 
taken to validate its predictive ability in anticipated market conditions.  The 
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party shall also submit a comparable economic analysis that does not include 
strategic bidding or market power mitigation benefits. 

Each party shall identify and justify significant assumptions and simplifications 
in its economic analysis, and shall provide information about the likely effects of 
the assumptions and simplifications.  In particular, each party shall address its 
treatment of the following modeling issues: 

• Modeling of power flows, constraints and congestion charges within 
both the CAISO control area and all other areas included in system 
simulations. 

• Modeling of generation unit commitment and dispatch. 

• Modeling of bilateral contracts and assumptions about future 
contracts. 

• Assumptions about ownership of new generation facilities. 

• Number and choice of years studied, the method for estimating 
benefits for years not studied, and the number of hours per year for 
which system operations are simulated.  The party shall provide a 
sensitivity analysis addressing the effect on benefit-cost results of 
different assumptions about energy benefits in years that are not 
simulated. 

 
3. Other Benefits and Costs 

The applicant shall identify any attributes of its proposed transmission project 
that may increase societal costs or have other detrimental effects and, if possible, 
quantify the potential effects.  In addition to energy benefits, parties are 
encouraged to identify other beneficial economic aspects of the transmission 
project.  Parties may include these factors in their uncertainty analyses, to the 
extent appropriate.     

If a party quantifies changes in non-energy economic benefits or costs, the party 
shall identify separately the economic value of each of those benefits or costs. 
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Each party shall specify the level of project costs (including capital and operation 
and maintenance costs) it assumed in its economic evaluation, and shall specify, 
through a formula if appropriate, how a change in project costs would change 
any benefit-cost ratios or other numerical benefit-cost results in its economic 
evaluation. 
 
4. Uncertainty Analysis 

The applicant shall submit an uncertainty analysis that considers a reasonable 
range of possible variations in key study parameters and contingency events.  
For any proposed transmission project expected to cost more than $100 million, 
the applicant’s uncertainty analysis shall include a probabilistic and/or scenario 
evaluation. 

Each party that submits an economic evaluation shall provide the inputs and 
corresponding results for each deterministic case, individual probability case 
(whether stochastically or manually derived), and each contingency event whose 
possible economic consequences are quantified. 

Each party that submits an economic evaluation shall provide a cost-based (that 
is, without strategic bidding) deterministic reference case.  The applicant shall 
use its baseline resource plan and assumptions about the system outside its 
service territory from procurement or other recent Commission proceedings, 
modified as appropriate.  Other parties shall mirror resource and other key 
assumptions in the applicant’s reference case to the extent feasible.  Any party 
that models strategic bidding shall submit a market-based reference case that 
varies from its cost-based reference case only in its forecast of strategic bidding.   

Each party shall identify the parameters in its economic analysis whose realized 
values are most likely to affect the cost-effectiveness of the transmission project 
under consideration. 
 
5. Resource Plans and Other Input Assumptions 
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The applicant shall use a baseline resource plan and assumptions about the 
system outside its service territory that are consistent with its resource plan and 
system assumptions used in procurement or other recent Commission 
proceedings, with identification and explanation of any differences.  The 
applicant shall consider any potential changes to the system that may result from 
or accompany construction of the proposed project. 

The applicant shall specify the criteria it used to determine the inclusion, 
exclusion, and retirements of generation, transmission, and other resources in its 
baseline resource plan, and also the source and justification for its assumptions 
about the system outside its service area. 

Other parties shall identify and justify any differences between the resource 
plans and other input assumptions they utilize and those submitted by the 
applicant, and shall address how the differences may affect the results of their 
analysis. 
 
6. Alternative Resource Options 

Each party shall identify the resource alternatives to a proposed transmission 
plan that it considered, the bases for its choices, and the results of its alternatives 
analysis. 
 
7. General 

If the CAISO has determined that a proposed transmission project is needed, the 
applicant shall present the CAISO’s economic evaluation and may use the 
CAISO assessment to help meet its burden of proof.  

Each party shall address the extent to which resource or time constraints affected 
its study design choices, including but not limited to the type of model used, the 
number of years and the number of hours per year studied, and the number of 
scenarios or stochastic iterations performed.  Each party shall address the basis 
for any resulting trade-offs it made among such study attributes.   
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(END OF ATTACHMENT A)  



I.05-06-041  COM/MP1/tcg   
 
 

ATTACHMENT B 
Page 1 

 
LIST OF APPEARANCES 

 

  

 
************ APPEARANCES ************  
 
Marc D. Joseph                           
Attorney At Law                          
ADAMS, BROADWELL, JOSEPH & CARDOZO       
601 GATEWAY BLVD., STE. 1000             
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO CA 94080             
(650) 589-1660                           
mdjoseph@adamsbroadwell.com                   
For: Coalition of California Utility Employees and California 
Unions for Reliable Energy             
 
Bruce Mclaughlin                         
BRAUN & BLAISING P.C.                    
915 L STREET, SUITE 1420                 
SACRAMENTO CA 95814                      
(916) 682-9702                           
blaising@braunlegal.com                       
For: California Municipal Utilities Assoc.                                              
 
Grant A. Rosenblum                       
Attorney At Law                          
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR   
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD                     
FOLSOM CA 95630                          
(916) 351-4400                           
grosenblum@caiso.com                          
For: CAISO                                                                                           
 
Linda Y. Sherif                          
Attorney At Law                          
CALPINE CORPORATION                      
3875 HOPYARD ROAD, SUITE 345             
PLEASANTON CA 94588                      
(510) 897-8996                           
sherifl@calpine.com                           
For: Calpine Corporation                                                                        
 
Laurence Chaset                          
Legal Division                           
RM. 5131                                 
505 VAN NESS AVE                         
San Francisco CA 94102                   
(415) 355-5595                           
lau@cpuc.ca.gov                          
 
 
 
 
 

George Forman                            
Attorenys At Law                         
FORMAN & ASSOCIATES                      
4340 REDWOOD HIGHWAY, SUITE F228         
SAN RAFAEL CA 94903                      
(415) 491-2310                           
george@gformanlaw.com                         
For: Morongo Band of Mission Indians                                                
 
Joseph F. Wiedman                        
Attorney At Law                          
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE & DAY,LLP 
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900            
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111                   
(415) 392-7900                           
jwiedman@gmssr.com                            
For: Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Ritchie & Day, LLP                            
 
Robert Vanderwall                        
GRANITE CONSTRUCTION COMPANY             
38000 MONROE ST.                         
INDIO CA 92203                           
(760) 775-7500                           
robert.vanderwall@gcinc.com                   
For: GRANITE CONSTRUCTION COMPANY                                   
 
Dean F. Dennis                           
HILL, FARRER &BURRILL LLP                
300 SOUTH GRAND AVENUE, 37TH FLOOR       
LOS ANGELES CA 90071-3147                
(213) 620-0460                           
For: Chaffin Farms                                                                                  
 
Earl Nicholas Selby                      
Attorney At Law                          
LAW OFFICES OF EARL NICHOLAS SELBY       
418 FLORENCE STREET                      
PALO ALTO CA 94301                       
(650) 323-0990                           
ens@loens.com                                 
For: Global Energy Decisions, LLC                                                         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



I.05-06-041  COM/MP1/tcg   
 
 

ATTACHMENT B 
Page 2 

 
LIST OF APPEARANCES 

 
 
 
Andrew B. Brown                          
Attorney At Law                          
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP         
2015 H STREET                            
SACRAMENTO CA 95814                      
(916) 447-2166                           
abb@eslawfirm.com                             
For: 3M Composite Conductor Program           
 

 
 
Shanise M. Black                         
Deputy City Attorney                     
LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER&POWER    
111 NORTH HOPE STREET, ROOM 340          
LOS ANGELES CA 90012                     
(213) 367-4520                           
Shanise.Black@ladwp.com                       

John W. Leslie                           
Attorney At Law                          
LUCE, FORWARD, HAMILTON & SCRIPPS, LLP   
11988 EL CAMINO REAL, SUITE 200          
SAN DIEGO CA 92130                       
(858) 720-6352                           
jleslie@luce.com                              
For: Border Generation Group (Coral Power; interGen; Sempra 
Generation)                              
 
Barry F. Mccarthy                        
Attorney At Law                          
MCCARTHY & BERLIN, LLP                   
100 PARK CENTER PLAZA, SUITE 501         
SAN JOSE CA 95113                        
(408) 288-2080                           
bmcc@mccarthylaw.com                          
For: Bay Area Municipal Transmission Group (BAMX)                     
 
Kevin R. Mcspadden                       
Attorney At Law                          
MILBANK,TWEED,HADLEY&MCCLOY LLP          
601 SOUTH FIGUEROA STREET, 30TH FLOOR    
LOS ANGELES CA 90068                     
(213) 892-4563                           
kmcspadden@milbank.com                        
For: Vulcan Power Company                                                                  
 
Mary F. McKenzie                         
Legal Division                           
RM. 5136                                 
505 VAN NESS AVE                         
San Francisco CA 94102                   
(415) 703-2760                           
mfm@cpuc.ca.gov                          
 
David T. Kraska                          
Attorney  At Law                         
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
PO BOX 7442                              
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94120                   

E. Gregory Barnes                        
DON GARBER                               
Attorney At Law                          
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY         
101 ASH STREET, HQ 13D                   
SAN DIEGO CA 92101                       
(619) 699-5019                           
gbarnes@sempra.com                            
For: San Diego Gas & Electric                                                                  
 
Osa L. Wolff                             
Attorney At Law                          
SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER, LLC          
396 HAYES STREET                         
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102                   
(415) 552-7272                           
wolff@smwlaw.com                              
For: Cities of Temecula, Hemet, Murrietta                                            
 
Julie A. Miller                          
MICHAEL MACKNESS; DANIELLE PADULA; BETH  
Attorney At Law                          
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY       
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE                    
ROSEMEAD CA 91770                        
(626) 302-4017                           
julie.miller@sce.com                          
For: Southern California Edison Company                                           
 
Michel Peter Florio                      
Attorney At Law                          
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK (TURN)        
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350           
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102                   
(415) 929-8876                           
mflorio@turn.org                              
 
Steve Munson                             
VULCAN POWER COMPANY                     
1183 NW WALL STREET, SUITE G             
BEND OR 97701                            



I.05-06-041  COM/MP1/tcg   
 
 

ATTACHMENT B 
Page 3 

 
LIST OF APPEARANCES 

 
(415) 973-7503                           
dtk5@pge.com                                  
For: Pacific Gas and Electric Company                                                  
Marion Peleo                             
Legal Division                           
RM. 4107                                 
505 VAN NESS AVE                         
San Francisco CA 94102                   
(415) 703-2130                           
map@cpuc.ca.gov                          
For: ORA                                                                                             
 

(541) 317-1984                           
smunson@vulcanpower.com                       
For: Vulcan Power Company                                                                  
 
********** STATE EMPLOYEE ***********  
 
Susan Lee                                
ASPEN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP                
235 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 935         
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104                   
(415) 955-4775 X 203                     
slee@aspeneg.com                              
For: CPUC Energy Division (consultant)                                               
 

Billie C. Blanchard                      
Energy Division                          
AREA 4-A                                 
505 VAN NESS AVE                         
San Francisco CA 94102                   
(415) 703-2068                           
bcb@cpuc.ca.gov                          
For: Energy Division                                                                                
 
Traci Bone                               
Legal Division                           
RM. 5206                                 
505 VAN NESS AVE                         
San Francisco CA 94102                   
(415) 703-2048                           
tbo@cpuc.ca.gov                          
 
Clare Laufenberg                         
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION             
1516 NINTH STREET,  MS 46                
SACRAMENTO CA 95814                      
(916) 654-4859                           
claufenb@energy.state.ca.us                   
 
Judy Grau                                
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION             
1516 NINTH STREET MS-46                  
SACRAMENTO CA 95814-5512                 
(916) 653-1610                           
jgrau@energy.state.ca.us                      
For: CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION                                       
 
Karen Griffin                            
Executive Office                         
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION             
1516 9TH STREET, MS 39                   
SACRAMENTO CA 95814                      
(916) 654-4833                           

Scott Cauchois                           
Division of Ratepayer Advocates          
RM. 4209                                 
505 VAN NESS AVE                         
San Francisco CA 94102                   
(415) 703-1525                           
wsc@cpuc.ca.gov                          
 
Robert Elliott                           
Energy Division                          
AREA 4-A                                 
505 VAN NESS AVE                         
San Francisco CA 94102                   
(415) 703-2527                           
rae@cpuc.ca.gov                          
 
Darrell Freeman                          
1304 ANTRIM DR.                          
ROSEVILLE CA 95747                       
ddf@surewest.net                              
 
Thomas Flynn                             
Energy Division                          
770 L STREET, SUITE 1050                 
Sacramento CA 95814                      
(916) 324-8689                           
trf@cpuc.ca.gov                          
 
Aaron J. Johnson                         
Division of Ratepayer Advocates          
RM. 4202                                 
505 VAN NESS AVE                         
San Francisco CA 94102                   
(415) 703-2495                           
ajo@cpuc.ca.gov                          
 
 
 



I.05-06-041  COM/MP1/tcg   
 
 

ATTACHMENT B 
Page 4 

 
LIST OF APPEARANCES 

 
kgriffin@energy.state.ca.us                   
 
 
 
 
Ken Glick                                
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION             
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-14                 
SACRAMENTO CA 95814                      
(916) 654-3855                           
kglick@energy.state.ca.us                     
 
Mark Hesters                             
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION             
1516 9TH STREET, MS 46                   
SACRAMENTO CA 95814                      
(916) 654-5049                           
mhesters@energy.state.ca.us                   
For: CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION                                       
 

 
 
 
 
 
Robert Kinosian                          
Division of Ratepayer Advocates          
RM. 4205                                 
505 VAN NESS AVE                         
San Francisco CA 94102                   
(415) 703-1500                           
gig@cpuc.ca.gov                          
 
Diana L. Lee                             
Legal Division                           
RM. 4300                                 
505 VAN NESS AVE                         
San Francisco CA 94102                   
(415) 703-4342                           
dil@cpuc.ca.gov                          
 

Kenneth Lewis                            
Energy Division                          
RM. 4012                                 
505 VAN NESS AVE                         
San Francisco CA 94102                   
(415) 703-1090                           
kl1@cpuc.ca.gov                          
 
Scott Logan                              
Division of Ratepayer Advocates          
RM. 4209                                 
505 VAN NESS AVE                         
San Francisco CA 94102                   
(415) 703-1418                           
sjl@cpuc.ca.gov                          
For: ORA                                                                                             
 
Brian D. Schumacher                      
Energy Division                          
AREA 4-A                                 
505 VAN NESS AVE                         
San Francisco CA 94102                   
(415) 703-1226                           
bds@cpuc.ca.gov                          
 
Charlotte TerKeurst                      
Administrative Law Judge Division        
RM. 5117                                 
505 VAN NESS AVE                         
San Francisco CA 94102                   
(415) 703-3124                           

Henry Zainiger                           
ZECO, INC.                               
9959 GRANITE CREST COURT                 
GRANITE BAY CA 95746                     
hzaininger@aol.com                            
 
********* INFORMATION ONLY **********  
 
Jim Villa Abrille                        
UNIT 2                                   
296 MEADOW VALLEY RANCH                  
ELKO NV 89801                            
 
Gloria D. Smith                          
ADAMS, BROADWELL, JOSEPH & CARDOZO       
601 GATEWAY BLVD., SUITE 1000            
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO CA 94080             
(650) 589-1660                           
gsmith@adamsbroadwell.com                     
 
Christopher C. Kempley                   
Chief Counsel                            
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION           
1200 W. WASHINGTON STREET                
PHOENIX AZ 85007                         
Ckempley@azcc.gov                             
 
Janice Alward                            
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION           
1200 WEST WASHINGTON                     
PHOENIX AZ 85007-2996                    



I.05-06-041  COM/MP1/tcg   
 
 

ATTACHMENT B 
Page 5 

 
LIST OF APPEARANCES 

 
cft@cpuc.ca.gov                          
 
 
 
 
 
Lon W. House                             
WATER & ENERGY CONSULTING                
4901 FLYING C RD.                        
CAMERON PARK CA 95682                    
(530) 676-8956                           
lwhouse@innercite.com                         
 
Kevin Woodruff                           
WOODRUFF EXPERT SERVICES, INC.           
1100 K STREET, SUITE 204                 
SACRAMENTO CA 95814                      
(916) 442-4877                           
kdw@woodruff-expert-services.com              
 
Keith D White                            
Energy Division                          
AREA 4-A                                 
505 VAN NESS AVE                         
San Francisco CA 94102                   
(415) 355-5473                           
kwh@cpuc.ca.gov                          
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Steve Olea                               
Asst. Director Of Utilities Division     
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION           
1200 W. WASHINGTON STREET                
PHOENIX AZ 85007                         
Solea@azcc.gov                                
 
John D & Mary P Buttler                  
2953 BRIDGEVIEW DR.                      
GAINESVILLE GA 30507-8355                
 
Orvett W. Shelby                         
C/O RACHELLE SHELBY LOMAS                
8601 BIRCH LEAF COURT                    
SACRAMENTO CA 95828-5001                 
(916) 271-8817                           
                                         
CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS                
517-B POTRERO AVE.                       
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1431              
(415) 552-1764                           
cem@newsdata.com                              
For: CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS                                              
 

Karen Mills                              
CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION        
2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE                   
SACRAMENTO CA 95833                      
(916) 561-5655                           
kmills@cfbf.com                               
 
                                         
CALIFORNIA ISO                           
LEGAL AND REGULATORY DEPARTMENT          
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD                     
FOLSOM CA 95630                          
e-recipient@caiso.com                         
 
Robin Smutny-Jones                       
CALIFORNIA ISO                           
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD                     
FOLSOM CA 95630                          
rsmutny-jones@caiso.com                       
 
Steven S. Schleimer                      

Donald C. Liddell                        
Attorney At Law                          
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL                       
2928 2ND AVENUE                          
SAN DIEGO CA 92103                       
(619) 993-9096                           
liddell@energyattorney.com                    
 
Jeffery D. Harris                        
Attorney At Law                          
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS              
2015 H STREET                            
SACRAMENTO CA 95814-3109                 
(916) 447-2166                           
jdh@eslawfirm.com                             
 
William W. Westerfield Iii               
Attorney At Law                          
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP          
2015 H STREET                            
SACRAMENTO CA 95814                      



I.05-06-041  COM/MP1/tcg   
 
 

ATTACHMENT B 
Page 6 

 
LIST OF APPEARANCES 

 
ALI AMIRALI                              
CALPINE CORPORATION                      
3875 HOPYARD ROAD, SUITE 345             
PLEASANTON CA 94588                      
(925) 479-6808                           
sschleimer@calpine.com                        
 
 
Grant Kolling                            
Senior Assistant City Attorney           
CITY OF PALO ALTO                        
250 HAMILTON AVENUE, 8TH FLOOR           
PALO ALTO CA 94301                       
(650) 329-2171                           
grant.kolling@cityofpaloalto.org              
 
Rol Pfeifer                              
Assistant City Attorney                  
CITY OF SANTA CLARA                      
1500 WARBURTON AVE.                      
SANTA CLARA CA 95050                     
(408) 615-2232                           
rpfeifer@siliconvalleypower.com               
 
Jeffrey P. Gray                          
Attorney At Law                          
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP               
505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800         
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111-6533              
(415) 276-6581                           
jeffgray@dwt.com                              
 
Eddie Wang                               
GLORIOUS LAND COMPANY, LLC               
SUITE 530                                
13181 CROSSROADS PARKWAY N.              
CITY OF INDUSTRY CA 91746                
(562) 908-0797                           
 

(916) 447-2166                           
www@eslawfirm.com                             
 
 
 
 
 
 
Barry R. Flynn                           
FLYNN RESOURCE CONSULTANTS, INC.         
5440 EDGEVIEW DRIVE                      
DISCOVERY BAY CA 94514                   
(925) 634-7500                           
brflynn@flynnrci.com                          
For: FLYNN RESOURCE CONSULTANTS, INC.                                
 
Ed Chang                                 
FLYNN RESOURCE CONSULTANTS, INC.         
2165 MOONSTONE CIRCLE                    
EL DORADO HILLS CA 95762                 
(925) 634-7500                           
edchang@flynnrci.com                          
 
Diane I. Fellman                         
Attorney At Law                          
FPL ENERGY, LLC                          
234 VAN NESS AVENUE                      
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102                   
(415) 703-6000                           
diane_fellman@fpl.com                         
 
J. Richard Lauckhart                     
GLOBAL ENERGY                            
2379 GATEWAY OAKS DRIVE, STE 200         
SACRAMENTO CA 95833                      
(916) 609-7769                           
rlauckhart@globalenergy.com                   
For: GLOBAL ENERGY                                                                           
 

Brian T. Cragg                           
Attorney At Law                          
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE & DAY LLP 
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900            
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111                   
(415) 392-7900                           
bcragg@gmssr.com                              
 
William B. Marcus                        
JBS ENERGY, INC.                         
311 D STREET, SUITE A                    
WEST SACRAMENTO CA 95605                 
(916) 372-0534                           

C. Susie Berlin                          
Attorney At Law                          
MC CARTHY & BERLIN, LLP                  
100 PARK CENTER PLAZA, SUITE 501         
SAN JOSE CA 95113                        
(408) 288-2080                           
sberlin@mccarthylaw.com                       
 
Glenn Elssmann                           
MISSION DEVELOPMENT COMPANY              
SUITE C                                  
25814 BUSINESS CENTER DR.                
REDLANDS CA 92374                        



I.05-06-041  COM/MP1/tcg   
 
 

ATTACHMENT B 
Page 7 

 
LIST OF APPEARANCES 

 
bill@jbsenergy.com.                           
 
Jim Kritikson                            
KRITIKSON & ASSOCIATES, INC.             
1997 VIA ARROYO                          
LA VERNE CA 91750                        
(909) 480-1028                           
jkritikson@adelphia.net                       
 
Jack Mcnamara                            
Attorney At Law                          
MACK ENERGY COMPANY                      
PO BOX 1380                              
AGOURA HILLS CA 91376-1380               
(818) 865-8515                           
jackmack@suesec.com                           
 
David Marcus                             
PO BOX 1287                              
BERKELEY CA 94701                        
(510) 528-0728                           
dmarcus2@sbcglobal.net                        
 
Teresa Martin-Potts                      
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL           
1275 WEST WASHINGTON STREET              
PHOENIX AZ 85007                         
(602) 542-8547                           
teresa.martin-potts@azag.gov                  
For: PAD-EES                                                                                         
 
Jason Yan                                
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE B13L          
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105                   
jay2@pge.com                                  
For: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY   
 
Michael S. Porter                        
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
77 BEALE ST., MAIL CODE 13L RM 1318      
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105                   
(415) 973-6625                           
mspe@pge.com                                  

(909) 796-4664                           
 
Christopher J. Mayer                     
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT              
PO BOX 4060                              
MODESTO CA 95352-4060                    
(209) 526-7430                           
chrism@mid.org                                
 
Devra Wang                               
Staff Scientist                          
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL        
111 SUTTER STREET, 20/F                  
SAN FRANCISCO CA 95104                   
(415) 875-6100                           
dwang@nrdc.org                                
For: NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL                         
 
Martin A. Mattes                         
Attorney At Law                          
NOSSAMAN, GUTHNER, KNOX & ELLIOTT, LLP   
50 CALIFORNIA STREET, 34TH FLOOR         
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111                   
(415) 438-7273                           
mmattes@nossaman.com                          
 
Robert Kargoll                           
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC CO.             
77 BEALE ST., MC B13L RM. 1317           
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105                   
(415) 973-4003                           
reke@pge.com                                  
 
Bernard Lam                              
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE B10C          
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105                   
(415) 973-4878                           
bxlc@pge.com                                  
 
 

 
Peter Bray                               
PETER BRAY AND ASSOCIATES                
3566 17TH STREET,  SUITE  2              
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1093              
(415) 437-1633                           
petertbray@yahoo.com                          
 

Case Administration                      
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY       
ROOM 370                                 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE                 
ROSEMEAD CA 91770                        
(626) 302-4875                           
case.admin@sce.com                            
 



I.05-06-041  COM/MP1/tcg   
 
 

ATTACHMENT B 
Page 8 

 
LIST OF APPEARANCES 

 
Kevin O'Beirne                           
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY         
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32D           
SAN DIEGO CA 92123                       
(858) 654-1765                           
ko'beirne@semprautilities.com                 
 
 
 
 
Paul A. Szymanski                        
Attorney At Law                          
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY         
101 ASH STREET                           
SAN DIEGO CA 92101                       
(619) 699-5078                           
pszymanski@sempra.com                         
 
Edward Sandford                          
5169 HAWLEY BLVD.                        
SAN DIEGO CA 92116                       
(619) 532-7909                           
 
Ken Sims                                 
Electric Division Manager                
SILICON VALLEY POWER                     
1601 CIVIC CENTER DR. NO. 201            
SANTA CLARA CA 95050                     
(408) 615-6678                           
ksims@siliconvalleypower.com                  
 
Bruce Foster                             
Vice President                           
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY       
601 VAN NESS AVENUE, STE. 2040           
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102                   
(415) 775-1856                           
bruce.foster@sce.com                          
 
Perry Zabala                             
257 VIENNA DRIVE                         
MILPITAS CA 95035                        
(408) 262-7100                           
 

Jan Strack                               
8316 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP52A           
SAN DIEGO CA 92123-1582                  
jstrack@semprautilities.com                   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Renee Switzky                            
1534 VIA VERDE AVENUE                    
PALMDALE CA 93550                        
(661) 272-5892                           
 
John Kalish                              
UNITED STATES BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT  
PO BOX 581260                            
PALM SPRINGS CA 92258                    
 
Julian Veselkov                          
PO BOX 580453                            
NORTH PALM SPRINGS CA 92258              
(760) 288-2283                           
 
Keith White                              
931 CONTRA COSTA DRIVE                   
EL CERRITO CA 94530                      
keithwhite@earthlink.net                      
 
Daniel Suurkask                          
WILD ROSE ENERGY SOLUTIONS, INC.         
430 8170 50TH STREET                     
EDMONTON AB T6B 1E6                      
CANADA                                   
daniel@wildroseenergy.com                     
 
Margaret H. Claybour                     
WINSTON & STRAWN LLP                     
1700 K ATREET, N.W.                      
WASHINGTON DC 20006                      
(202) 282-5709                           
mclaybour@winston.com                         
 
Laurie A. Woodall                        
Assistant Attorney General               
ENVIRONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT SECTION        
1275 W. WASHINGTON                       
PHOENIZ AZ 85007                         
(602) 542-8864                           
laurie.woodall@azag.gov                       
 



I.05-06-041  COM/MP1/tcg   
 
 

ATTACHMENT B 
Page 9 

 
LIST OF APPEARANCES 

 
 
 

  
(END OF ATTACHMENT B)



 

  

 


