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Order Instituting Investigation into Implementation Of Assembly Bill 970 regarding the identification of Electric transmission and distribution constraints, actions to resolve those constraints, and related Matters affecting the reliability of electric supply.


Investigation 00-11-001



ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING 

REGARDING FALL HEARINGS IN PHASE 2

On July 10, 2001, I held a further prehearing conference (PHC) to determine the scope and schedule for additional evidentiary hearings on transmission constraints.  As discussed in my June 25, 2001 ruling, the focus of the next set of hearings will be to evaluate high priority transmission upgrades that are not currently being reviewed at the Commission and that could produce significant economic benefits to ratepayers.

Discussion of Transmission Project

We discussed several transmission projects at the start of the PHC, and interested parties met informally with Energy Division to explore them further and report on their status after the lunch hour.  I briefly summarize these projects below.


Path 45


Path 45 is the transmission path between Mexico and Southern California system, and is jointly owned by San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) and the Comision Federale de Electricidad (CFE).  It is comprised of a western leg (Tijuana-Miguel) and an eastern leg (La Rosita-Imperial Valley).  SDG&E is already moving ahead with adding a second circuit to the La Rosita-Imperial Valley component of Path 45, which will double the import (or export) capability of that path from 408 to approximately 800 megawatts (MW). SDG&E has received concurrence from the California Independent System Operator (ISO) and plans to have the upgrade in service by November 1, 2001.  The estimated cost is $1.6 million.  There are also general discussions underway between SDG&E and CFE to consider additional upgrades to Path 45.
  With respect to certification or environmental review requirements, it is SDG&E’s understanding that this project is exempt from General Order (GO) 131-D and requires the submittal of an informational Advice Letter to the Commission.  SDG&E is in the process of seeking concurrence from Energy Division.

Imperial Valley Transformers

Several generators propose that upgrades to the Imperial Valley substation be considered in the next phase of hearings.  They argue that such upgrades will be needed to allow for the full capacity of generation from Mexico as well as from Palo Verde that comes along the Southwest Power Link.  They contend that this project will yield significant ratepayer benefits by relieving the constraint point at the Imperial Valley substation that would prevent power from moving from Imperial Valley west to Miguel.  The upgrade would involve replacement of one transformer and the addition of another transformer. 


Since last September, this project has been discussed by a joint group that has been studying SDG&E’s system, comprised of ISO, SDG&E, CFE and Imperial Irrigation District.  It is related to the Path 45 upgrades in that once approximately 1000 MWs enters into the Imperial Valley substation either from the additional capacity on Path 45 or projects feeding directly into the substation, the system becomes overloaded. SDG&E states that the upgrade would cost approximately $30 million.  Other parties believe it would cost approximately half that amount. 
     


West of Pittsburg/Contra Costa

The ISO, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) and Calpine have been discussing how best to address congestion in this area (thermal overloads), due to the new Delta Energy Center.  They have agreed on a solution, namely, to install reactors at PG&E’s Pittsburg switchyard, at a cost of approximately $5 million.  The project is expected to be operational between April and June of 2002. PG&E will be submitting a formal request to the ISO for project approval in the near future, and will confirm with Energy Division that it is exempt from review under GO 131-D. 


Path 26

The ISO has recently begun technical studies to investigate the feasibility and associated costs of further increasing the north to south transfer rating along Path 26 (Bakersfield to Los Angeles). 
  The Phase 1 study, which will be completed by October, will examine options that involve higher emergency ratings and replacement of terminal equipment at the Midway substation.  It will include an evaluation of incremental benefits (e.g., reduced congestion) associated with each of the technical options. 


Miguel-Mission

An upgrade to SDG&E’s 230 kV line west of Mission substation system (Miguel-Mission) has been proposed before the ISO as an economic project by several generators to relieve congestion in bringing additional generation into the San Diego load center from the Mexico border area of SDG&E’s service territory and northern Mexico.  These generators contend that there is potential for 2500 additional MWs to be coming on-line in and near Mexico by mid-2003.  

There is not consensus among the parties whether this upgrade would be economic to ratepayers, relative to other approaches to relieving congestion (e.g., a remedial action scheme), and there has been no analysis to date on the magnitude of the economic benefits.  Upgrades to the Miguel-Mission line are estimated to cost in the range of $25 to $30 million.  The project involves replacing conductors on existing structures, with an existing right of way. SDG&E will be discussing the environmental and certification requirements associated with this upgrade with Energy Division. 

Tie Line 649

Coral Power proposes that the Commission consider reconductoring of approximately 5 ½ miles of a 69 kV line (tie line 649) to accommodate 140 MW of new generation coming on line this fall under three-year contracts.  SDG&E argues that this project does not belong in this proceeding, due to its size and scope.  In addition, SDG&E contends that the upgrade is not needed until the third unit comes on line and, to date, that project has not broken ground or signed a contract.  According to SDG&E, the remedial action scheme that would be needed if the third project comes on line would only be required during off-peak periods.  The ISO has just sent SDG&E a letter to look at potentially reinforcing the line for the third unit, and SDG&E is reviewing that letter. 
  

San Francisco-Peninsula Area

A stakeholder group continues to meet to discuss upgrades to the Jefferson-Martin 230 kV line that are needed for reliability reasons and that may also have potential economic benefits by reducing reliability must-run (RMR) requirements.  The stakeholder group process was initiated in response to an ISO report: San Francisco Peninsula Long-Term Electric Transmission Planning Technical Study, issued in October 2000.  That report, in turn, came out of a study of the December 8, 1998 outage that was also the subject of a Commission proceeding.  The group had their most recent meeting in June and another one is set for late September.  PG&E reports that it is working very closely with the City of San Francisco to develop a proposed route for the project.  Since much of the line is anticipated to be underground through the City, there are a number of challenges to finding a route and defining feasible alternatives and associated costs.  The schedule developed during the stakeholder meetings still calls for the project to be operational by September of 2005.  PG&E plans to file a CPCN application at the Commission in September of 2002.  PG&E considers this to be among their highest priority projects and states that they are taking all necessary steps to move it forward as expeditiously as possible.  None of the parties at the PHC believed that this project could be ready for evaluation during fall hearings. 

Greater Bay Area
The City and County of San Francisco also brought up the Greater Bay Area project that PG&E has been exploring for both reliability and economic (RMR) reasons.  This project is in very early stages of planning, and the alternatives are not yet defined. 
  

Techachapi

Ridgetop proposes that the Commission examine the economic benefits of upgrades to the Antelope-Bailey 66 kV line to eliminate the need to curtail existing wind generation and to accommodate new wind capacity in the Techachapi region.  Southern California Edison (SCE) contends that there is currently no evidence that any developers are interested in interconnecting at the line, and therefore the economic evaluation of these upgrades would be speculative.  Ridgetop argues that this is a “chicken and egg” problem, since developers are not willing to come forth with projects when current generators are experiencing curtailments.  To date, however, there are no specific cost estimates for the project or developer proposals.

Scope of Fall Hearings 
 


Further evidentiary hearings will be held from October 29 through November 9, 2001 in San Francisco.  Based on the discussion at the PHC, I ruled that the purpose of the hearings will be to evaluate the net economic benefits (benefits minus costs) to ratepayers of relieving two potential in-state transmission constraints in Southern California.  We will look at alternatives to address potential congestion (1) west of Miguel and (2) at the Imperial Valley substation.  The utilities and interested parties should present testimony on the potential for generation projects coming on line that would trigger constraints or congestion in these areas, the costs of alternatives to relieve the constraints as well as the allocation of benefits between ratepayers and project developers.  The Commission will use the results of this record to determine whether SDG&E should, for example, submit a CPCN to request construction of the Mission-Miguel upgrade based on economic viability, or take other steps needed to move forward with these projects. 


At my direction, SCE and Ridgetop discussed ways to obtain more information on developer interest and project costs for upgrades to the Antelope-Bailey line in the Techachapi area.  They agreed to develop a letter to potential developers requesting an expression of interest in participating in the transmission line upgrade, with some rough cost estimates to be included in the letter. 
  Ridgetop and SCE agreed to bring this information back to the Commission by the next PHC, which I plan to hold in December, 2001.  I directed SCE and Ridgetop to also look at the allocation of benefits of a line upgrade to developers, as well as ratepayers.  In particular, I noted that there would be monetary benefits to current developers because the curtailment clauses in their contracts would no longer be invoked. 


For the Jefferson-Martin (San Francisco-Peninsula) and Greater Bay Area projects, I directed PG&E to present monthly updates in their status reports in this proceeding, so that the Commission and interested parties may monitor the steps that PG&E is taking to address these constrained areas.  PG&E should plan to present an up-to-date status report at the December PHC.


I also directed the ISO to file its first phase report on Path 26 when it is published in October.  The report should be filed at the Commission’s Docket Office with a notice of availability sent to all appearances and the state service list in this proceeding.  The ISO should also report on the status of the second phase of this study at our next PHC. 


As I stated at the PHC, I do not consider the reconductoring of line 649 to be a priority for this proceeding.  Given the status of planned upgrades to address Path 45 limitations and congestion West of Pittsburg, those two projects will also not be considered further in this proceeding.  However, the utilities should report on the status of  any plans to upgrade Path 45 beyond 800 MW at the next PHC.  We may consider an economic evaluation of those plans during a later phase of the proceeding, if ratepayer funding is involved. 


Finally, as discussed at the PHC, Energy Division staff will be involved in this phase of the proceeding, as they were during summer hearings, and should be accorded the utmost respect and responsiveness from all the parties.  The utilities should involve Energy Division during the development of their direct testimony, particularly with regard to the methodology and assumptions used for assessing economic benefits.  

Schedule For Evidentiary Hearings


The schedule for the economic evaluation of upgrades west of Miguel and at the Imperial Valley substation is as follows: 


September 10:

Discovery cut-off date

 
September 14:

Utilities file direct testimony (may be jointly 

sponsored with other parties)


October 10:


Intervenor testimony


October 19:


Rebuttal testimony

October 22:
List of exhibits, witness availability and cross-examination estimates due (See Attachment)

October  23:
Last day to file motions to strike on direct or rebuttal testimony 

October 26:
Last day to file responses to motions to 


strike

October 29-November 9:
Evidentiary hearings in San Francisco

Any discovery disputes should be directed to the Commission’s Law and Motion Judge.  I plan to rule on motions to strike on the first day of hearings, based on the written filings.  There will be no opportunity for oral argument.  Utilities may file rebuttal testimony in response to intervenor testimony.  Other parties may also file rebuttal testimony if (and only if) it rebuts the direct testimony of other intervenors.

Evidentiary hearings will be held at the Commission’s Courtroom, 505 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, California.  For the first day of hearings each week, hearings will run from 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. (i.e., October 29 and November 5.)  On all other days, hearings will start at 9 a.m. and I plan to complete hearings on those days at 1 p.m.

Procedures for Filing Documents, Serving Testimony and Other Prehearing Preparations

As directed in previous rulings, all testimony and filings in this proceeding should be served on the appearances and state service list by both electronic and US mail by the due date. 
  Parties are not obligated to adopt special procedures for serving e-mail addresses that do not work or are not provided on the service list. 

Before filing pleadings or testimony in this proceeding, parties should make sure to obtain the most recent service list from the Commission’s Process Office (and posted on the Commission’s website).

Electronic mail should be sent to me at meg@cpuc.ca.gov.  Additional procedures for serving testimony and preparing exhibits are presented in the Attachment.

Dated July 19, 2001, at San Francisco, California.



/s/  MEG GOTTSTEIN



Meg Gottstein

Administrative Law Judge

Attachment
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PROCEDURES FOR SERVING TESTIMONY AND PREPARING EXHIBITS

1.  Service of Exhibits


All prepared written testimony should be served via US mail and electronically on all appearances and state service on the service list, as well as on the Assigned Commissioner’s office and on the Assigned ALJ.  Parties are not obligated to adopt special procedures for serving e-mail addresses that do not work or are not provided on the service list.  Parties should serve testimony electronically as close as possible to the time that the testimony is place in the mail.

Prepared written testimony should NOT be filed with the Commission’s Docket Office.

One copy of prepared written testimony should be sent to the Assigned ALJ electronically at meg@cpuc.ca.gov and a hard copy should also be sent to each of the following locations:

1) ALJ Meg Gottstein

CPUC, Room 5044

505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

2) ALJ Meg Gottstein

PO Box 210

Volcano, CA 95689-0210

(for overnight delivery only: 21496 National Street, Volcano, CA 95689)

2.  Identification of Exhibits in the Hearing Room


Each party sponsoring an exhibit should, in the hearing room, provide one copy to the ALJ and one to the court reporter, and have sufficient copies available for distribution to parties present in the hearing room.  Exhibits shall comply with Rule 70 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure.  The upper right hand corner of the exhibit cover sheet should be blank for the ALJ’s exhibit stamp.  Please note that this directive applies to cross-examination exhibits as well.  If there is not sufficient room in the upper right hand corner for an exhibit stamp, please prepare a cover sheet for the cross-examination exhibit.

3.  Cross-examination With Exhibits


Any exhibit to be used for cross-examination purposes should be served in advance on counsel for the party to be cross-examined, or at worse, served on the day of hearings before they commence (service may need to be made electronically, by overnight mail or facsimile).  This cuts the amount of hearing time spent on foundational matters.  While some potential cross-examination exhibits may only come to the parties’ attention after the hearing has started, and short notice may be necessary in some instances, the parties are strongly encouraged to cooperate in observing this suggested procedure and not to use “surprise” as a litigation strategy. 

4. Each party should provide the following information via US mail and electronic delivery to the assigned ALJ at the addresses listed above no later then five (5) working days prior to the start of evidentiary hearings:

a. A list of exhibits that it intends to offer, in the approximate order they wish to have them introduced.  The list should include the name of the witness and the subject or title of the document.

b. An estimate of direct and cross-examination time that the party needs, broken down by party and by witness.

c. A list of any schedule constraints affecting any of its witnesses.

Copies of this information should also be sent electronically to all appearances and the state service list in this proceeding.  Service by US mail is optional.

5.  Corrections to Exhibits


Generally, corrections to an exhibit should be made in advance and not orally from the witness stand.  Corrections should be made in a timely manner by providing new exhibit pages on which corrections appear.  The original text to be deleted should be lined out with the substitute or added text shown above or inserted.  Each correction page should be marked with the word “revised” and the revision date.


Exhibit corrections will receive the same number as the original exhibit plus a letter to identify the correction.  Corrections of exhibits with multiple sponsors will also be identified by chapter number.  For example, Exhibit 5-3-B is the second correction made to Chapter 3 of Exhibit 5.

(End Of Attachment)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that I have by mail, and by electronic mail, to the parties to which an electronic mail address has been provided, this day served a true copy of the original attached Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Regarding Fall Hearings in Phase 2 on all parties of record in this proceeding or their attorneys of record.

Dated July 19, 2001, at San Francisco, California.

/s/  JILL ENQUIST

Jill Enquist

NOTICE

Parties should notify the Process Office, Public Utilities Commission, 505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 2000, San Francisco, CA  94102, of any change of address to insure that they continue to receive documents. You must indicate the proceeding number on the service list on which your name appears.

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

The Commission’s policy is to schedule hearings (meetings, workshops, etc.) in locations that are accessible to people with disabilities. To verify that a particular location is accessible, call: Calendar Clerk (415) 703-1203.

If specialized accommodations for the disabled are needed, e.g., sign language interpreters, those making the arrangements must call the Public Advisor at (415) 703‑2074,

TTY  1-866-836-7825 or (415) 703-5282 at least  three working days in advance of the event.
� See PHC Reporter’s Transcript (RT) at 108-109.  Also, see RT at 114-115, 148-149 from the summer evidentiary hearings. 


� PHC RT at  169-176.


� Ibid. at 116.


� Per D.01-03-077, Southern California Edison Company was directed to increase Path 26 transfer capability by 200 MW by installing wave traps, and this work was completed in May, 2001.  


� Ibid. at 117, 154-159.


� Ibid. at 113-114, 159-162.


� Ibid. at 162-169.


� Ibid. at 117-118, 137-144.


� Ibid. at 144-145.


� Ibid. at 118-122, 146-154.


� Ibid. at  118-122, 177-179.


� Ibid. at 179-180.


� Electronic versions of filings should be served by 6 p.m. on the date they are required to be filed. Although testimony and exhibits are not filed in the Commission Docket Office, I encourage parties to distribute those documents electronically as close as possible to the time that they are placed in the mail.
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