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PROCEEDI NGS

M5. KOROSEC: We'Il go ahead and get started.
| m Suzanne Korosec. | |lead the Energy Commi ssion’s
I ntegrated Energy Policy Report Unit, and wel conme to
t oday’ s wor kshop on Transm ssion Planning and Corri dor
Desi gnati on Opportunities. This workshop bei ng conduct ed
jointly by the Comm ssion’s Integrated Energy Policy
Report and Siting Conmittee.

Transm ssi on planni ng continues to be a mgjor
issue in California. W have an aging transn ssion
i nfrastructure and needed upgrades and/or repl acenent,
coupled with the need for new transm ssion infrastructure
to access renewabl e resources to help us neet the state’s
greenhouse gas reduction goals, both conplicated by |ong
lead tines for permtting and building transm ssion
infrastructure, so it’'s essential that we do have
coordi nated statew de transm ssion planning process as
well as a long-termstrategic transm ssion pl an.

Transm ssion planning is also a maj or conponent
of efforts underway at the national level. 1In fact, on
Friday | read testinony for a hearing open house energy
and counter subcomrttee on the energy environnment to
di scuss proposals for new transm ssion |egislation. FERC
Chai rman Wl linghoff called for a national policy

commtrment to develop the transm ssion infrastructure
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bri ngi ng renewabl e energy fromrenote areas into our
metropolitan areas, and al so stressed that transm ssion
pl anni ng needs to | ook beyond the needs of a single
utility or even a single state.

So before we start in on technical discussions,
| need to cover a few housekeeping itens. Qur restroons
are out in the atriumthrough the double doors and to your
left. There’'s a snack roomon the second floor at the top
of the stairs behind the white line. And if there’ s an
energency and you need to evacuate the buil ding, please
follow the staff outside to Roosevelt Park, which is
di agonal to the building and wait there until it’'s safe to
return.

Today’ s wor kshop i s bei ng broadcast through our
WebEx conferencing system Parties should be aware that
we are recording the workshop. W' |l nmake that recording
avail abl e on our website imedi ately after the workshop.
Once the witten transcript is conpleted, we will post
that and replace the WebEx recording on our website.

For speakers and commenters today, please be
aware we’ ve been having sone mnor difficulties with our
audi o for WbEx, so pl ease speak very closely into the
mc. It will sound |ike you re speaking very loud in the
room but the WebEx people will be able to hear you a

little bit better.
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Thi s workshop is being held under the 2009
I ntegrated Energy Policy Report or |EPR proceeding. The
Energy Conmmi ssion is required by statute to prepare an
| EPR every two years that provides an overview of energy
transit issues in California and al so provides policy
recommendations to help the state neet our energy goals.
In 2004, Senate Bill 1565 added a requirenent to
t he Public Resources Code for the Energy Conmi ssion to
adopt a strategic plan for the state’'s electric
transm ssion grid that identifies and recomendati ons
actions to ensure reliability, relieve congestion, and
meet future growth in electricity |loads and to include
that plan in biennial TEPR So the results of today’s
wor kshop we’ll get into that docunent, which is the 2009
Strategi c Transm ssion Investnment Plan, which will be
adopted along with the 2009 I EPR in Novenber of this year.
So with that brief introduction, Conm ssioners,
[l turn it over to you for opening comrents.
COWMM SSI ONER BYRON:  Thank you, Ms. Korosec.
Good norning. |I'mJeff Byron and | chair the Energy
Comm ssion’s Integrated Energy Policy Report Conmtt ee.
I’d like to wel cone everyone here this norning. | see a
lot of famliar faces, and | very nmuch appreciate your
being here for this inportant | EPR wor kshop.

The Chairman | think will join us shortly. This
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isajoint, isit ajoint commttee?

VI CE CHAI R BOYD: Yes.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Yes. Siting and | EPR as
you know on the various transm ssion issues that are
extrenely in the state, and we're really interested in the
i nput of all the stakeholders that are involved in this
process and the public. Conm ssioner Gunig had pl anned

to be here. She wote ne yesterday indicating that she

woul d not be able to make it. As | indicated, the Chair
will be down shortly.

W’ re very interested | think you'll see. In
open dialogue, | think you' Il see that that the staff has

created sone sessions that are really conducive to that
and we wel cone your input and comments particularly on
sonme of the recent staff thinking with regard to how we’l|
go forward wth the renewabl e energy transm ssion
initiative.

As many of you know, the Strategic Transm ssion
I nvestnent Plan is a requirenent of the |egislature of
this agency. W’'re required to do it every two years, and
that’s why we need to nove forward quickly with this
wor kshop and follow up to the May 4'" workshop on the same
subj ects so that we can i ndeed produce an IEPR to the
Novenber tinme frame as required by |egislation.

1’11 keep ny remarks brief this norning, but |

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
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would i ke to also introduce ny advisor to ny left, M.
Laurie Tenhope. Al the way to the right is Comm ssioner
Boyd’' s advi sor, Susan Brown, and Conmi ssioner Boyd who is
my associ ate nenber on the IEPR conmttee. Conmm ssioner,
do you have any comment s?

VI CE CHAIR BOYD: Thank you. | think you’ ve
covered it all for the subject since you chair both the
Siting Commttee and the IEPR Conmttee. | defer to your
judgnents and | ook forward to Conmm ssioner Douglas’s
participation as the other nenber of the Siting Commttee.
|’ma veteran of the Integrated Energy Policy Report, so
not hi ng nore needs to be said. This is ny fourth one |
guess through all these yeas, so let’s get on with it.
Thank you.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Ckay. Well, we're really
just followi ng through on a |lot of your earlier
recomendati ons here. M. Korosec, let’s go ahead.

t hi nk when Comm ssi oner Dougl as cones, we will give her an
opportunity as well to nmake sonme comments, and that would
be foll ow ng what ever presentation is going on at that
time.

M5. KOROSEC. Al right. So we’ll start with
Judy Grau fromthe Strategic Transm ssion Planning Ofice.

M5. GRAU. Thank you, Suzanne. The first thing

|’d like to do is if everyone could take out their copy of

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
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t he agenda. W do have sone changes and additions, and so

|’d just like to nake everyone aware of those.

On page 2 where we list the panelists for the
first session, we have sone folks that say invited by
their nane. They are now confirned, so Pat Arons from

Southern California Edison, is she here?

| DENTI FI ED FEMALE: Not yet, but she'll be here.

M5. GRAU. And Karen Edson fromthe California
| ndependent System Operators is confirmed. One nore
thing, do we have a representative from Los Angel es
Depart ment of Water and Power ?

MR. OLSEN. M Bashir (phonetic).

M5. GRAU. M Bashir. GCkay. Thank you. And
then finally on the next page, the invited stakehol ders,
from Bri ght Source Energy repl aci ng Aut hor Haubenstock is
Bob Stuart, and instead of Dariush Shirnmohammadi we have
Faramar z Nabavi representing the California Wnd Energy
Associ ation, and the Environnment representative is Hel en
O Shea with the Natural Resources Defense Council

And one other note, Dave O sen’s presentation,

we do have an (inaudible), a one page of recomendati ons.

There are handouts in the back next to his presentation.
It’s a separate one-page sheet so nake sure you all get
t hat al so.

As Suzanne noted, we are WbExing this

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
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presentation this norning, and so what we will do when we
do open the floor for coments, we will take coments in
the followi ng order, first fromthe dais, second from
parties in the room and then third fromthe WDbEx
participants who have either typed a question in the chat
function of WebEx or have raised their hand online.

And just a few other instructions for those on
WebEXx, you can conmuni cate with the WebEx host during a
full-screen presentation if you think hit keyboard’ s
escape key and then you can type a nessage in the tab
wi ndow. And pl ease send a nessage only to the host;
otherwse, it will be read by all other WebEx
partici pants, and please we ask do not send nmessages to
the presenter because he or she will not be able to see
it. And so on WebEx if you would like to speak during the
wor kshop, again hit your escape key to exit the full-
screen view at the PowerPoint slide, and then you can used
the rai sed hand function in the participants w ndow.

And when we are ready and open up the floor,
like | said, in the order, first the dais, then in the
room and then WebEx, at that point the host will unnute
you and you' Il be able to ask your question. Thank you.

(kay. And as Conmi ssioner Bryon noted, this is
t he second joint workshop between the |Integrated Energy

Policy Report Committee and the Siting Commttee. The

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
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first one was held on May 4'". And at that workshop, we
acconpl i shed several things. W discussed the |oad
serving entities responses to the Conm ssion’s adopted
transm ssion fornms and instructions. W also heard about
the status at that tinme of California s Renewabl e Energy
Transmi ssion Initiative or RETI, and the California
| ndependent System Operator, CAlI SO gave us an overvi ew of
t he 2009 and 2010 transm ssion plans, and we al so heard
about a nunber of regional transm ssion planning
initiatives and projects.

We had a panel discussion on facilitating
coordi nated transm ssion planning to achieve the state’s
renewabl e policy goals, and we had a panel discussion on
val ui ng environnental decisions in transm ssion planning
and permtting using a programmtic approach.

In addition to the oral coments received at the
May 4'" workshop, we received three sets of witten
comments after the workshop, and 1’1l just briefly mention
those. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California expressed concern that its Col orado River
aqueduct transm ssion system was being studied by RETI for
possi bl e wi nter connection and/or reconductoring. And
t hey recommended that because the RETI results were being
vetted in our | EPR process, they recomended that the

Ener gy Conmi ssion ensure each potentially affected

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
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transm ssi on owner receive pronpt and direct notice of the
consi deration of a proposed transm ssion project in a plan
at the earliest possible date.

The Transm ssion Agency of Northern California
or TANC supports joint planning processes that facilitate
i nvestor-owned and publically-owned utilities’ abilities
to devel op the necessary transm ssion infrastructure to
nmeet their renewabl e energy goals as well as those of the
state’s. TANC believes that a statew de coordinated
transm ssi on planni ng process nust be careful not to
i npede transm ssion devel opnent at the individual utility
Il evel. They note that accessing renewabl e energy is but
one reason to build transm ssion but that the prinmary
purpose for transmssion is to reliably deliver energy to
| oad centers.

In short, they believe a statew de plan nust be
descriptive but not prescriptive. The planning for
specific transm ssion projects is best acconplished by the
processes already in place at the CAI SO and the individua
utilities.

The final set of witten coments was by the
joint parties consisting of the CAISO, California
Municipal Uilities Association, Inperial Irrigation
District, Los Angel es Departnment of Water and Power,

Pacific Gas and El ectric, Sacranento Municipal Uility

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
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District, San Diego Gas and Electric, Southern California
Edi son, and TANC. Not coincidentally, nmany of these
entities have agreed to participate as panelists in this
nor ni ng’ s panel di scussion on achieving a coordi nat ed
statewi de transm ssion planni ng process.

In the witten conments, the joint parties state
that inprovenments to the existing planning processes are
preferable to creating a new planning organi zation. And
in that light, they have | aunched the California Joint
Transm ssion Planning G oup. This group is intended to
coordi nate existing transm ssion planning efforts anong
the maj or transm ssion owners and bal ancing authorities in
California in order to elimnate duplication and
stream i ne the process.

W will have an opportunity later this norning
to hear fromnenbers of the joint parties about their
process and how it may or may not fit with staff’s strong
and process di agrans, when we get to that Panel
di scussion. However, before that, we have a presentation
by Dave O sen on the RETI Phase 2A results. And Dave is
the co-coordinator for the RETI effort, so he is our next
speaker. Are there any questions fromthe DAl S?

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  No question really, but I
think as M. O sen cones up, I'lIl nmake a comment or two.

M5. GRAU. Al right. And do we have any

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
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guestions fromthe parties in the roon? And noving on, do
we have any questions on WebEx? GCkay. Thank you.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON: M. O sen, as you’'re com ng
up and you’re | oading your presentation, if | just may I'd
like to just take a nonent to acknow edge the fol ks that
participate in RETI and | always | ook for this
opportunity.

It’s kind of an extraordinary undertaking with
t he nunmber of stakeholders. | know you re going to go
t hrough the objectives and sone of the recent results and
effort. And of course, your organization is under
contract to the Energy Conmi ssion to help facilitate this
initiative, but I just can’t thank the stakehol ders
enough, the agencies that have been involved, the 1SO the
PUC. | think you' ve been exenplary in trying to nove
forward a very inportant initiative in the state.

We all recognize the inportance of renewabl es.

The cal culations indicate that we’'re going to need to

build large sites and can’t do this all in the |oad
centers. |I'd like to certainly thank you and Dr.
Ferguson. |I’mnot sure if R ch Ferguson is here today,

t he stakehol ders that are involved, and the environnental
organi zati ons that have participated at great hardship and
peril at tines.

Davi d, thank you very nuch for shepherding this

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
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t hrough. W’ re not done. | hope you re not going
anywhere for a while.

MR. OLSEN. No, not at the nmonment. Thank you
very much, Comm ssioner Boyd and Conm ssi oner Byron,
Advi sors Brown and Tenhope. Thank you for this

opportunity to give a progress report on the Renewabl e

Energy Transmi ssion Initiative.

Comm ssioner Byron, 1'd just |like to echo a | ot
of the comments you just nade. | want to thank you first
for the support of the Energy Commi ssion in this

undertaki ng and specifically your support because you
foll owed our work closely. That’s really nade a materi al
difference. And the Energy Comm ssion staff al so has
really made extraordinary effort. 1°d like to recognize
Claire Loffinberg-Galardo (phonetic), who serves as the
Ener gy Conm ssioner representative on the RETI stakehol der
staring commttee, Chuck Najarian and Don Condol i an
(phonetic). There are several other nmenbers of the Energy
Comm ssi on who provided really extraordi nary support al ong
with the nmenbers of the coordinating conmttee of RETI
Certainly, the support of the Public Uilities
Comm ssion, the California I ndependent System Qperat or,
and the publically-owned utilities together |aunched this
initiative in Septenber of 2007, and it’s taken their

active support to get to the point that we are today.
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|’ ve been working on their report.

All of this work really represents a huge anount
of effort. |If you had an opportunity to |look at any of
t he appendi ces of the Draft Phase 2A report, you' Il get a
sense of the enornous anount of data that we’ve collected
and anal yzed. And as Conmm ssioner Byron noted, this
represents a really huge anmount of work with each
organi zation paying it’s own costs by not only the
transm ssion planners in all of the |oad serving entities
and transm ssion providers, but all of the staffs of the
state and federal permtting agencies, the environnental
organi zati ons who have devoted an enornous anount of tine.

Wth all that said, what we have here in this
draft report is very decidedly not a business as usual
approach to conceptual transm ssion planning. And this
nontraditional approach to conceptual planning | think has
pretty much everyone unconfortable. So a lot of the
transm ssion planners are unconfortable. Mny of the
renewabl e energy generators are unconfortable. The
envi ronnment al organi zations are unconfortable. | think as
| go through the results of where we are today, you Il get
a sense of why that is.

| think it’s certainly an understandabl e result
because it’s really not a business as usual approach and

it’s appropriate for people not to be entirely confortable
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at this point. Let me enphasize that this is a draft
report. The point of the draft is really to solicit
comments. W have a public comrent period going on right
now. |I'magoing to talk alittle bit nore about that
comment period. These are certainly prelimnary results.
W' re looking to inprove and refine this plan. W’re very
open to the larger task of how we identify the

transm ssion infrastructure that’'s going to be necessary
to nmeet state goals.

So with that preface, 1'd like to go ahead and
gi ve you an overview of what |I'’mgoing to tal k about.
First a very brief review of the RETI m ssion goals and
structure and a review of the work we conpl eted in Phase
1, then an overview of the two main tasks of Phase 2,
whi ch were to reconfirmand revise our conpetitive
renewabl e energy zones that we identified in Phase 1, and
then devel op a statew de conceptual transm ssion plan.
|’ mgoing to spend nost of the presentation on that
conceptual plan and then close with next steps for RETI

W’ ve been joined by Chai rman Douglas. Madam
Chair, would you like to make any remarks before |
proceed?

CHAI RVAN DOUGLAS: Thank you, Dave. | don’t
want to interrupt the flow of your presentation. |'1Il

just take this opportunity to wel cone everybody as well to

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
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t he Energy Comm ssion. Transportation planning is vitally
inportant for the state for both nmeeting our renewables
goals and inproving -- Did | say transportation? That’s
because | was whi spering with Comm ssi oner Boyd about a
transportation issue not too |ong ago, transm ssion

pl anning, and so |I’mvery happy to see everyone today and
very happy to be here today. Thank you.

MR. OLSEN. Thank you. So a brief review of the
pur pose and goals of RETI. The RETI’'s mssionis to
identify the transm ssion necessary to neet the state’s
policy goals. That includes both greenhouse gas reduction
goal s and the 33 percent renewabl e energy goal in 2020, to
do so in a way that supports future energy policy
devel opnment, and to do this in a way that m nimzes both
financial and environnmental costs.

As we eval uate the transm ssion necessary, we
want to do so in a way that then facilitates the siting
and permtting of any of the potential |ines that have
been found to be -- subsequently found to be needed and do
this evaluation in a way that al so support the
identification and preservation of corridors for
transm ssion infrastructure.

Per haps nost inportantly in creating a consensus
statew de plan of build broad support for the actua

approval of transm ssion projects, two rmain prem ses

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
(415) 457- 4417



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

20

underline RETI work. The first is that transm ssion that
we need for 2020 has to be devel oped. W have to devel op
this proactively. W cannot wait for generator

i nterconnection requests. W have to devel op the

transm ssion infrastructure now

The nost effective way to organi ze that
devel opnment is around conpetitive energy renewabl e zones
or CREZ. CREZ focus generation devel opnent into smal
geographic areas in order mnim ze both environnental
i npacts and costs. W can’'t afford to build transm ssion
everywhere. |If we can minimze the areas that we build
the transmssion to, that certainly will help control both
t hose categories of cost.

The second neasure prem se underlying RETI is
that the nost effective way to build active support for
approval of transm ssion projects is to involve
st akehol ders fromthe outset in helping to conceptualize
the projects, what kinds of projects, where should they
go, and how should they be organized. So those are the
prem ses underlying RETI work.

To that end, RETI is structured as a stakehol der
col |l aborative with the stakehol der steering committee
directing the effort. The steering conmttee forns
wor ki ng groups as necessary, quite a few actually since

t he beginning of this whole initiative. There s a
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coordinating commttee nade up of the Energy Conm ssioner,
the Public Utilities Conm ssion, the Independent System
Qperator, and the publically-owned Utilities that ensures
that RETI neets state policy goals. There' s also a
pl enary stakehol der group that’s open to the public and
wel cone to all who are concerned about these issues of
renewabl e generation devel opnent and ot her transm ssion
necessary to support that devel opnment.

The structure of the steering conmttee actually
i ncludes -- we have 29 nenbers at the nmonent. It includes
all of the transm ssion owners and operators in the state,
all of the power buyers in the state, all of the renewabl e
energy generator representatives of all of those
technol ogi es, the state regulatory and permtting
agenci es, so not only the Energy Comm ssion and Public
Utilities Comm ssion, but also the California Departnent
of Fish Gane, the federal permtting agencies, the
mlitary, environnmental organizations, consumers, counties
and tribes. So again, the steering conmttee -- the
intent of the steering conmmittee is represent a broad
ranger of stakehol der interest and concern across the
st at e.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON: M. dsen, if | may
interrupt. The effort has been to be inclusive. O

course, this is a voluntary organi zation and it takes

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
(415) 457- 4417



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

22

resources and effort to attend. You ve had nunerous
meetings | think on the order of one or two a week
sonetinmes. Are there any key groups that we’'re m ssing at
this point?

MR OLSEN: In terns of interest to be
representative, I would say not. One of the criticisns
that we hear of RETI is that it is industry dom nated.
And | think if you ook at the structure, it’s hard to
sustain that criticismbecause of the nunber of
government al agencies, both state and federal, the | ocal
organi zati ons, the environnmental organizations, the
renewabl e generators, so this is neither a utility-
dom nator nor really an industry-dom nated structure.

There is great concern that environnental
organi zations in particular across the state do not feel
adequately represented. W have two environnent al
representatives on this 29-nenber steering commttee, and
there are literally hundreds of |ocal environnental
organi zations, many of themactive in areas in which a
generation devel opnent -- a renewabl e generation
devel opnent and/or transm ssion devel opnent i s proposed,
many of themin the Myjave region, and they do not feel
that they are adequately represented. This is sonething
that our steering commttee has struggled with fromthe

out set .
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The bal ancing act here is to have a small enough
steering commttee that is able to function and reach
collective decisions. |If this were to be a 50-person
steering commttee, for exanple, it would be effectively
inmpossible | think to function in this way.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON: O you woul d be aging at a
much faster rate.

MR OLSEN. So this is -- This is an ongoing
bal ancing act to attenpt to address the concern that not
enough | ocal environment perspective is represented in
RETI considerations. W have had a nunber of public
nmeetings especially in desert area. W have anot her one
next week.

COM SSI ONER BYRON: | believe -- Is it this
week?

MR OLSEN: No. It’s June 18'" actually in
Victorville.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  That’s this week.

MR OLSEN. It is this week. Good point about
the aging information. So | will tell you that the public
nmeetings that we do have are very well attended by | oca
envi ronnment al organi zati ons, you know, in the affected
areas. But there' s still very much or very nuch an issue
here that we’'re | ooking for ways we could build in greater

| ocal environmental or just a concerned citizen kind of
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perspective as we go forward, so nore public neetings or
any i deas peopl e have about how we could do this nore
effectively woul d be nost wel cone.

COM SSI ONER BYRON:  And | think 1'd like to add
one nore thing, and | apologize for interrupting. | think
over the course of the last two years, |’ve nmet with just
about everyone of these stakehol ders at |east once or
nore, and there are concerns that are expressed on the
part of each of themthat this is a governnent-run
organi zation and that this is -- the agencies are trying
to control it and we are not.

We have worked very hard at maintaining a
st akehol der control over the process. Accordingly, the
community is there to provide guidance, but this really is
a stakehol der-run process and we wel cone the invol venent
of the public and these other constituents that you
mentioned to the extent that they can participate. But
it’s extrenely difficult, I know, because of the anount of
time and effort it take and the detail that’s involved in
this, but I just wanted to nmake that enphasis.

MR COLSEN: And | would also Iike to second as
sonmeone who works both with the steering commttee and
with the coordinating conmttee, | greatly appreciate the
fact that the agencies on the coordinating conmttee

really do defer to the steering committee, so this is a
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stakehol der-led effort all the way.

VICE CHAIR BOYD: M. Chairman?

COW SSI ONER BYRON: Pl ease.

VICE CHAIR BOYD: May this grunpy, aged
Comm ssi oner make a comment ?

COWM SSI ONER BYRON: Go ahead. Your aging
process has sl owed.

VI CE CHAIR BOYD: Dave and | go way back even
before ny years on the Conm ssion. | just want to thank
you for all the work he’s done on this project. But I
just want to say the coments that have been goi ng back
and forth here about how people feel they haven't, you
know, they would like to be represented and they haven’t
been represented. It’s just so unfortunately typical and
not atypical of our society.

| mean |’ ve decided at nmy age we’'re incredibly
tribal and that every tribe doesn’'t have a representative
at the table. Then they claimprocess doesn’'t work and
peopl e have a tough tinme del egating up to other
representatives, so | think you ve done an outstandi ng
job. 1 think you' ve done the best that you possibly can
dointhe -- in as far that and I don’t know how far that
may not be. W' ve evolved in our ability to handl e issues
like this, so | think the process has been quite good.

And | agree with Comm ssioner Byron that you and
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that he in particular continues to try to reach out to
everybody, but you would be extrenely aged if you did
touch everybody and they couldn’'t rely on sone of their
peers to represent their points of view So |I think
you’' ve done nore than | woul d have expected to possibly
under the circunstances.

MR. OLSEN:. Thank you very much, Conm ssioner.
| will say though that, to everyone here and there are
many of ny col |l eagues on the steering conmttee and many
peopl e who have been actively involved in putting this
pl an together and certainly all of the governnental and
agenci es representatives here, the reason that we’re here
really is to find a way to nake it easier and faster to
actual ly approve transm ssion infrastructure.

And all of us who see this need in wanting to
achieve that result, have to continue to work to find ways
to make it possible wth public and concerned people in
every local area, so that when we do have a transm ssion
project that is up approval, we can assist the decision
makers in actually in approving that transm ssion. So
this is atask | would say for all of us who want to get
transm ssion actually approved is to find out how we can
bri ng enough of the public along to make it easier to
i nprove these facilities.

So to go on to just a brief review of Phase 1
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work in RETI. Phase | the purpose was to identify and
rank conpetitive renewabl e energy zones. W did this with
three reports. The first report in |last May set out the
assunptions and the net hodol ogy that we would use to
actually identify conpetitive renewabl e energy zones, so
this is where we agree, the stakehol der coll aborative
agreed on all of the assunptions about technol ogy
operating characteristics and costs and all of those kinds
of things.

W followed that up with two reports, and
finally the Phase | gave a report |ast Decenber and
identified 29 CREZ in California and several out of state
areas. And we did this using a three-step process really.
First was to identify environnent exclusionary, so areas
i n which generation devel opnent was actual |y prohibited or
woul d be so difficult because of the sensitivity of the
| ands i nvolved that we could not -- it just would not make
sense to foresee generation devel opnent there.

And then we did an economi c analysis of all the
proj ects each technol ogy, the four mgjor technol ogi es that
we consi der, biomass, geothermal, solar, and wind. W
aggregat ed the nost econonmic of those projects into these
smal | geographic areas that had the best resource
potential, and then applied a relative environnment ranking

to those projects to identify a relative environnent score
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for the CREZ. W also performed a nunber of sensitivities
anal yses to under the uncertainty around maj or assunptions
about cost and timng of devel opnent.

In Phase 2 to go on, there are too many tasks.
The first was to confirmthe developability of generating
projects in each CREZ, and then to revise the boundaries
and descriptions of those CREZ as necessary. To that end,
the steering committee formed a CREZ revision workgroup,
whi ch was al so assisted by the environnental workgroup
that was fornmed in Phase 1.

The second major task of Phase 2 work was to
prepare a conceptual transm ssion plan. And for that
work, the steering commttee formed a conceptual planning
wor kgroup. The pl anni ng wor kgroup subsequently
establ i shed several subconmittees to carry out the
specific tasks. For exanple, evaluating out of state
resources in nore detail, a workgroup on how the report --
how the results of this ranking or eval uation of
transm ssion assets should be perfornmed or howit should
be reported, rather.

And finally, we had two panels of environnmental
experts that assisted us in evaluating the environnental
i npacts of potential transm ssion |ines.

The work of revising the CREZ really was an on

the ground job, so actually going to these particul ar CREZ
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that we anal yze using satellite and mapping information in
Phase |, and getting a sense of on the ground, what were
the issues that woul d either nmake permtting generation
projects difficult or perhaps infeasible.

One of them-- One of these issues was the
parcel i zation of |and ownership, which we did not
appreciate in Phase 1 work. So for exanple, if there are
many, many owners of a projected generating project area
that makes the -- it nmakes it infeasible to think that
generating project could actually be devel oped. For
exanple, nore of the criteria that this group came up with
isif there are nore than 20 owners per a two-square-mle
area or a project site area, that would nean that a
generation devel oper would have to negotiate with so many
owners that it would nmake the |ikelihood of a generation
devel opnent there would certainly nake it unlikely. So we
moved projects that had been placed on areas that had
many, many owners and found alternative locations. In
sone cases that neant adjusting the boundaries of the
CREZ.

We al so applied the effect of the Bureau of Land
Managenment one-percent cap on devel opnment in desert
wildlife managenent areas. This is an issue that we
certainly knew about in Phase 1, but we did not have and

BLM coul d not provide us with G S coordi nates for these
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areas in Phase 1. W took that into account in Phase 2
work and revised the CREZ appropriately.

We al so certainly took note of the proposed
Moj ave Desert National Monunent in this work. And as the
result of this real in-depth | ook at our CREZ, we revised
the estimate of the energy output potential of each of the
CREZ, and cal cul ated a new econom ¢ and environnent al
ranki ng of each of the CREZ. And here is that ranking
di spl ayed as a bubble chart. The size of the bubble is
proportional to the energy in each of these CREZ. The
environmental -- relative environnmental concern is on the
x-axis wth the | arger nunbers representing a higher
environmental concern. The relative econom c score, which
is a neasure of both cost and of value of the energy
output of the CREZ is on the y-axis, again wth higher
costs going up

You' Il note that the out of state areas, so
starting here at Oregon, Nevada, British Col unbia, Baja,
they’re all in the mddle of the environnental concern
axis. That’s because we could not get conparable
environmental data on out of state areas to eval uate them
in the way that we had eval uated the environnmental concern
of the California areas, so the workgroup nmade the
deci sion of assigning the nedian environnental score of

all of the California workgroups assigning that to these
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out of state areas until such tine as we can obtain
conpar abl e environnmental data to eval uate those out of
state areas. So this is the new econom ¢ and

envi ronnmental ranking of CREZ as revised as a result of
t he Phase 2 work.

Any questions before | go on to conceptual
transm ssion planning? So I'd like to turn now to the
draft conceptual transm ssion plan. Once again, the
draft -- the word draft here is italicized to draw
attention to the fact that it is a draft. W are |ooking
for coment, and this is prelimnary in a nunber of ways,
as | will indicate.

|1’d like to start with a summary of the results
and the major outcones. Then I’mgoing to reviewthe
caveats and |limtations associated with the plan, review
the guidelines for conpiling this plan that were
established by the stakehol der steering commttee, walk
t hrough t he net hodol ogy that we used to evaluate all of
t hese potential transm ssion connections, talk a little
bit about how we group theminto transm ssion groups, how
we then ranked these transm ssion groups, and then talk
about recomrendations and the next steps toward this
conceptual planning and exerci se.

So sunmmary, the first thing to say that this

draft plan assesses the relative value of line segnents to
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access and deliver renewable energy from CREZ, so we're
not | ooking at all power. W’re |ooking at renewabl es
flows from CREZ.

The base case scenario that 1’1l talk about here
evaluates a little over 100 network |ine segnents, so
network segnents again, not trunk lines or generation tie
lines but actually connections to the interconnected
network of California and the western interconnection.

The scenari o groups these 100 network |ine
segnents into 14 renewabl e foundation lines, 13 renewable
delivery lines, and a set of renewable collector |ines.
|’ mgoing to tal k about each of those groups. It
recommends -- The plan again in sumrary recommends t hat
the foundation lines and the delivery |ines be studied
i medi ately by the California | ndependent System Operat or
and the publically-owned utilities, any of these |ines
that not already being studied. Several are.

Again in summary, these foundation |ines and
delivery lines represent what the planning group believes
to be the |east-regrets upgrades to the California grid.
So again, least-regrets additions are transm ssion
facilities that likely to be needed regardl ess of
renewabl e generation devel opnent, regardl ess of how the
|l oad grows in the state.

And finally, this plan utilizes existing right-

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
(415) 457- 4417



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

33

of -way and existing corridors to the greatest extent
possible, so that’'s in summary.

Now | call attention to two mmj or outcomes. The
first is that we have a recommendati on of a broad set of
st akehol ders that these two sets of mmjor |ines,
foundation lines and delivery |ines, be studied
i mredi ately by the 1 SO and the publically-owned utilities.
That in itself, getting this broad group, renmenber back to
the conposition of the steering commttee, so all the
transm ssion owners, and utilities interests, but also the
generators the environnmental groups, this broad set of
i nterests recomrendi ng these two maj or steps of additions
to the California grid to be studied. That initself is a
significant outcone.

The second is the devel opnent of a transparent
and objective nethodol ogy for conceptual planning so that
it allows for participation by a diverse set of
st akehol ders.

Conceptual planning is usually done by experts.
It’s a lot faster and a lot nore efficient if transm ssion
pl anners, who know the grid, know congestion problens, and
have a sense of the dynam c interaction on the grid can
identify potential new transm ssion connections. It’s
been very difficult to involve a broad range of

stakeholders in this work of identifying potenti al
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transm ssi on connections. And it certainly hasn’t made
sense to | ook at environnmental considerations at the
conceptual planning stage when we’re only tal king about
potential transm ssion or potential electrical

connecti ons.

The RETI approach does both of those things.
| nstead of using expert judgnent, it has an objective
nmet hodol ogy that then nakes it possible for non-expert
st akehol ders to hel p conceptualize where potenti al
el ectrical connections would make sense and to do so in a
way that builds in environnental considerations fromthe
very beginning. That is a major departure and one of the
maj or outcones of the RETI to date.

To go on to the limtations of the plan, | wll
say that | think everyone that has been actively invol ved
in the RETI initiative is acutely aware of the limtations
of the draft plan that we have here in our Phase 2A draft
report. Many of the caveats and l[imtations derive from
the fact that this is all related to conceptua
transm ssi on planning. The purpose of conceptual planning
is to recommend potential transm ssion projects for study.
It’s a very limted purpose. That’s all. There are no
deci sions being nade. This is a recommendati on of
potential projects for study.

Conceptual pl anni ng does not provide information
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about actual power flows. |It’s about the actual anount of
power that would flow, for exanple, from CREZ onto the
western interconnective grid. It does not provide

i nformati on about congestion. It does not provide

i nformati on about the dynamc stability or interaction of
the grid.

Conceptual planning does not determ ne need. It
does not determ ne whether or not any particul ar proposed
transm ssion project is in fact needed. That is a
regul atory decision. That is not the function of
conceptual pl anni ng.

And finally, conceptual planning cannot
determ ne the extent to which the existing grid, existing
transm ssion infrastructure could accomopdate the fl ows of
new renewabl e generation fromeach of these CREZ. W
don’t have the tools to do so with conceptual planning.
That really does require power flow analysis to understand
whet her or not or the extent to which the existing grid
coul d accomodate all of the new renewabl e generation that
will be needed to neet the state goals in 2020.

The second group of |limtations of this plan is
that it is based on what we know today about the cost of
generation fromthe different technol ogi es, each of these
di fferent renewabl e generating technol ogi es, the cost of

t hose technol ogies. Certainly, the econom cs of these
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CREZ are uncertain. The devel opnment patterns and tim ng
is uncertain, so the best we can do today is to nmake an
infornmed estimate with the information again provided and
agreed to by the stakehol der steering commttee.

So all the assunptions we have about the quality
of the resources, the anount of solar insulation, or the
energy in the wind in particular areas, and the cost of
the technol ogies to convert those resources into
electricity we’'re just using again stakehol der agreed
assunptions about those costs and what we know today.

The plan is based on a shift factor nethodol ogy.
l’mgoing to talk a little bit about that. This shift
fact or met hodol ogy can only approxi mate how power woul d
flowon lines, so it’s a rough approxi mati on and not hi ng
nor e.

And finally, this analysis that we have done to
conpile this initial conceptual plan is really a short-
termlook. It is not useful for the kind of benefit cost
anal ysis that decision makers will have to enploy to
determ ne whether or not to approve a line. It |ooks only
to 2020 when transm ssion assets have 50-year |ives or
nore. So the transmi ssion that we are beginning to plan
right nowwll very likely be in service in 2060 or 2070.

So we al so have nade no attenpt to quantify the

benefits that any of these potential transm ssion projects
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woul d provide to relieve congestion, deliver |ower cost
power to consuners, inprove the reliability of the overal
grid. There’s no estimate of that whatsoever in this
work. So those are sone of the Iimtations of the plan.

The stakehol der steering commttee established a
set of guidelines for the conceptual planning workgroup to
use in conpiling this initial plan. First was to plan
using a statew de perspective without respect to the
ownership or operation of any of the potenti al
transm ssion facilities. So in other words, the plan was
not to be the sum of proposed transm ssion projects of any
of the transm ssion owners. You know all of the
transm ssi on owners have proposed projects of their own
that they ve devel oped to neet the needs in their service
territories. |If you add all of those projects together,
that’s not necessarily an optinml statew de pl an.

So in order to mnimze the nunber of
facilities, the guidance fromthe steering commttee was
to start wwth the CREZ, start with the renewabl e
generation and identify the opti numset of transm ssion
solutions that would provide access to those CREZ, w thout
respect to who owns them or how they woul d be operat ed.

The second guideline has to do with the anount
of energy that this infrastructure wll have to

accompdate. To do that we cal cul ated sonething we refer
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to as the renewabl e net short. This is the anount of
renewabl e energy that each |oad serving entity will have
to have in the year 2020. So if you add the renewabl e
requirenents of all of the load serving entities in
California, that adds up to about 60,000 gi gawatt-hours a
year in 2020.

Now to provide a planning margin of the steering
commttee directive of the conceptual plan to actually be
able to accommpdate 1.6 tinmes that amount or 96, 000
gi gawatt - hours a year of renewabl e energy in 2020, the
pur pose of having a planning margin is to allow for
unforeseen eventualities and certainly to provide for
conpetition anmount CREZ, anobng transm ssion providers, so
that the plan that we have or the guidance fromthe
steering commttee was to provide a plan that could
actual |l y accommobdate 96, 000 gi gawatt-hours of renewabl e
energy in 2020.

A third guidance was to develop a plan that was
capabl e of providing access to all of the California CREZ
and to out of state resource areas and in an anount of
15, 000 gi gawatt-hours of inports. So those are three
broad categories of guidance as a starting point for
devel opi ng this plan.

Now to wal k t hrough the nethodol ogy that the

conceptual planni ng workgroup used to eval uate these
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potential transm ssion connections, so the first thing
here is that the conceptual planning workgroup identified
about 100 potential transm ssion solutions that could be
useful in providing access to the 29 CREZ across the
state, every part of the state, and out of state resource
areas. So we have about 100 different |ine segnents.

To evaluate them we started with the Western
El ectricity Coordinating Council 2018 configuration. Wat
that neans is all of the lines that the WECC expects to be
in place in 2018 in the entire western interconnection.

To that configuration for the entire western

i nterconnection, we added the 106 |ine segnents that our
conceptual planning workgroup has identified as
potentially being useful to provide access to CREZ, and

t hat becane the RETI system configuration that we used for
pur poses of anal ysis.

We then cal cul ated the renewabl e net short for
each | oad serving entity. Each |load serving entity
provided their estimate and the steering committee
verified that. That again in the aggregate adds up to
60, 000 gi gawatt-hours a year of renewable energy in 2020.

We then used this information to cal cul ate what
are called shift factors. These are al so known as
distribution factors and they work like this; these shift

factors were cal cul ated by or calculated for RETI by San
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Di ego Gas and El ectric Conpany. W’'re very grateful for
enor nous anal ytical work supplied by SDGE. By using a
conputer programcalled AVB Gid View The shift factors
insert a small anount of energy fromeach CREZ one at a
time, and then withdraw that energy from each | oad serving
entity load center in proportion to that |oad serving
entity’'s net short, so we have a flow of energy from CREZ
to | oad centers.

The program -- The Gid View programthen
cal cul ates the anpunt of energy injected at each CREZ that
woul d flow on every line into the WECC grid because it’s
an interconnected grid including the 106 lines in the RETI
nodel configuration. So in that way, we come up with a
shift factor that represents a proportion of energy from
CREZ fl owi ng on one of the RETI line segnents, so that is
the heart of the analytical nethodology that the steering
commttee has used to eval uate these 100 potential |ine
segnents.

Wth that shift factor information, we then
conbi ne that shift factor information with four sets of
energy data fromthe CREZ so that the four sets of energy
data are first the econom c ranking of each CREZ, so we
have that information from Phase 1, the environmenta
ranki ng of the CREZ. Renmenber back to the bubble chart.

We had both econonmic score and environnental score for
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each CREZ, so we’'ve taken that information, conbined it
with shift factor information, so we have a sense of both
flow from CREZ and the value or the ranking of the CREZ
W' re taking that into account.

A third set of energy information is the actual
anount of energy, how many gigawatt-hours of wind or solar
or geothermal generation does that CREZ produce. And a
fourth set of energy information here fromthe CREZ
represents the commercial interest in that CREZ as
i ndi cated by either the anobunt of energy under power
pur chase agreenents or in positions in interconnection
hues.

So we took those four categories of information,
CREZ econom ¢ score, CREZ environnmental score, the anmpunt
of energy -- anount of renewable energy from each CREZ,
and the commercial interest energy fromeach CREZ,
conbined it with the shift factors and produced a ranking
of these |line segnents.

Wth that information, we then grouped these 100
line segnents into different functional groups that
provi des us the transm ssion group energy information. So
now we i nformation about the energy fromthe CREZ on these
| ine segnents.

We then conbine that with information about the

cost of building these transmssion facilities, and the
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relative environnental concern associated with the
transm ssion solutions to these CREZ, so at the end here
we have a set of transm ssion groups that have energy
access information, have environnental concern

i nformati on, and investnent cost information.

You know this is detailed stuff. | appreciate
everyone -- Many of you, | know, are veterans. Those in
t he room have been through this before. |If this is your
first tinme through, it will give you a sense -- it would

hel p you appreciate the kind of analytical work that has
gone into this, a lot of thinking by a |ot of people to
cone up with as far as we know a new and unprecedented way
of eval uating renewabl e energy flows on transm ssion
lines, so that's what’'s new about this and one of the
reasons it’s difficult. It’s the first tine.

So the groups that we’ve ended up with, as a
result of this analysis in our prelimnary plan here, it’s
again first a set of renewable foundation lines. W cal
t hem f oundation |ines because they increase the flows both
north and south as needed up and down the state. They
essentially are additions to the California backbone grid.
There are 14 of them They carry power fromany CREZ, and
they’re likely to be useful regardl ess of how renewabl e
generation develops. That’'s again why we called them

| east-regrets.
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The second group is renewabl e delivery lines.
Delivery lines nove energy fromthe foundation lines to
cities. There are 13 of these particular |ine segnents.
They carry power from several CREZ, not as many as the
foundation lines, but nore than usually two or three CREZ

The third transm ssion group we call renewabl e
collector lines, and these carry power from CREZ to the
foundation lines or the renewable delivery lines. Usually
t hey access just one or two CREZ, so they carry
proportionally | ess renewabl e energy. Their function is
just to collect it and bring it to these major upgrades to
the grid. Sonme of themare connected to inter-ties
provi di ng access to out of state energy.

To | ook at what these nean on the map, starting
with Southern California, the foundation lines are in
green. It’s alittle difficult to see on this map, but
you' Il see here, for exanple, fromKranmer to Mdway and
then going north. Delivery lines are in orange and
collector lines are in blue, so many collector |ines
bri ngi ng power from for exanple, geothermal, solar, and
wi nd areas and bringing that power then to the foundation
and delivery lines.

On the map, sone of the delivery lines --
actually sonme of all of the categories are overlaying on

top of one another. W don’t have the map displ ay
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software to be able to show all three |ine segnents

si mul taneously. That’s sonmething we’re working on right
now, but this will give you a sense of the scope of the

I ine segnents that have been identified to provide access
to the CREZ

Then | ooking at Central and Northern California,
again the foundation lines in green, so a mgjor line
comng up the mddle of the state, a delivery line here,
and then to Tracy and then to Sacranento, major collector
l[ines to Northern California and then out of state to
Oregon and British Col unbi a.

As we then | ook at the ranking of these groups
of foundation |ines, delivery lines, and collector |ines,
we have three different categories. |If you renenber the
di mrensions of interest here, first is the CREZ energy in
gi gawatt-hours. So for foundation lines, you see that the
foundation |ines because they carry energy from many CREZ
carry a very |large amount of power, so 53,000 gi gawatt -
hours of renewabl e energy flowi ng on foundation |ines.

Foundation |ines have a high environnental
score. Again, adding the 14 |ine segnents here together,
they have a | ot of environnental concern. And one of the
reasons is that, if getting back to the map, we have a
maj or set of lines going up the mddle of the state, so

long lines with sone new right-of-way, so relatively high
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envi ronment concern with the foundation groups, and then a
cost for the foundation group.

The cost by the way were conpared using
st andardi zed costs, so what we did was agree on a
met hodol ogy for costing the conponents of all the
projects, and then we used one set of cost figures for
line mle for termnation cost, the substation cost so
that the costs are conparable. Regardless of who service
territory they’re in or who m ght have originally proposed
them the costs are all conparable. That doesn’t nean
that they are -- they're certainly not project specific.
That’ s sonmething we’ll have wait until a |ater stage. But
we have here again | ooking at the foundation lines, the
delivery lines, the anount of energy, one mgjor factor in
eval uati ng these groups, the environnental score, and the
cost .

Goi ng on the collector group, there are 12
different sets of collector groups here across the state
necessary to access all of the CREZ. Just to wal k through
this alittle bit, Tehachapi for exanple, the Tehachap
group if you look at just the CREZ energy that’'s carried
on the segnents in the Tehachapi group, so there are 11
line segnents in the Tehachapi transm ssion project. They
carry about 31,000 gigawatt-hours of renewabl e energy.

Tehachapi is a bit of a special case because many of these
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line segnents in fact performed the functions of all three
transm ssion groups. They function as foundation |ines
because several of the Tehachapi segnents in fact form
another leg in path 26 going north and south up and down
the state. There are also segnents of Tehachapi that
function as delivery lines that are aggregating a | ot of
energy fromthe Tehachapi region and delivering it mainly
to the Southern California | oad center, and then there are
pure collector lines in Tehachapi.

I f you foll ow Tehachapi then over to the
envi ronnmental score, you' |l see that it has a relatively
good or |ow environnental score and considerably bel ow t he
medi an environnental score of all these transm ssion
groups. Again, naybe because of many rel atively short
lines, and then you can | ook at the cost of the Tehachap
[ines.

One word about this ranking here, the purpose of
the ranking is to provide information to decision nakers
about the relative priority of these lines as we think
about what should we do first to ensure that we are going
to have enough in the structure to neet our state policy
goals in 2020. But that does not nean that any of these
transm ssion groups could not be a val uabl e and usef ul
proj ect.

Take Carrizo, for exanple, which actually
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carries the | east anmobunt of renewabl e energy, but the
Carrizo group of lines has the best environnental score by
a long way and al so has the | east cost, so the Carrizo
project may be a very good project froma particul ar point
of view It certainly provided access to two CREZ and
there’s no reason not to do that. You just have to keep
in mnd that it’'s providing relatively little renewabl e
energy. It does not nean it is not a good project, so
that inportant to keep in mnd in evaluating all of these
r anki ngs.

If we then take this information about CREZ
energy, environnment score, and cost and display it on a
bubbl e chart, we get sonething |like this. So again, this
is in the sanme format as the bubble chart for the CREZ
ranking that I showed earlier, so relative environnental
concern again on the x-axis with higher values to the
rights, and cost on the y-axis, and the size of the bubble
proportional to the conbined energy in each of the groups.

So these are the -- The groups now, these are
not CREZ, these are groups of transm ssion segnents that
are now evaluated in terns of the energy so the energy
carried on these group segnments with environnmental concern
and cost.

Going on at this point, | just have a few nore

slides and then we can stop, Comm ssioner, and take
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guesti ons.

We have four recommendations in the draft
report. Again, let ne enphasize this is a draft report.
The first is that 1SO and the publically-owned utilities
study any of the foundation and delivery lines that
they’ re not already studying as soon as possible to
determ ne which are needed to neet state goals in 2020.
That’ s our first recomendati on.

The second is to avoid duplicative transm ssion
facilities to the extent that joint investor-owned utility
and publically-owned utility projects can help do that.
We shoul d pronote those joint projects including and that
means specifically renmoving barriers to devel opnent and
operation of joint projects. So for exanple, that m ght
nmean that there would be two tariffs on one transm ssion
line, a California ISOtariff and a publically-owned
utility tariff in effect on the sane physical wire to
facilitate the ability of the publically-owed utility and
the investor-owned utilities using the sane physical
infrastructure.

The third recommendation is that custoners
buying energy from California CREZ pay only a single
transm ssion charge. So for exanple, if PGE wants to
access geothermal energy fromthe Inperial Valley, it

shoul d have to pay only one transm ssion charge even if
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it’s going across Inperial Irrigation District System Los
Angel es Departnent of Water and Power System and the
California 1 SO System O, if SMJD wants to access energy
fromthe Mjave Desert, it should have to pay only one
transm ssi on charge, again, for purposes of facilitating
and supporting devel opment of transm ssion infrastructure
necessary to access renewables. If we’'re neeting
statew de goals, we have to think froma broad public
interest point of view rather than a transm ssion owner
poi nt of view in doing this.

And the fourth recommendation is for the Energy
Comm ssion to nove quickly to designate new corridors
beyond t hose now established as right-of-way or
established by the BLM or other federal agencies and to do
so in a way that's coordinated with the other agenci es,
particularly as the Bureau of Land Managenent establi shes,
for exanple, solar energy zones. That these corridors be
coordinated with those other processes but this work needs
to begin as soon as possible. Those are the four
recommendations in our draft report.

And then the draft report itself was posted for
publ i c conment on June 3'%. There are three public
nmeetings to solicit coment in Victorville later this
week, in Redding and Sacranento next week. The comment

peri od ends June 26'", so we woul d encourage all parties
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that can provide suggestions for inproving this plan,
making it better, making it nore inclusive, making it nore
feasible, comng up with results that nove in the
direction of being able to approve these facilities to
give us those reports so that we can integrate theminto

t he Phase 2A draft final report, which will be sent to the
steering committee around July 4'". The steering committee
will reviewit on July 8" and we will post a RETI Phase
2A final report in md July.

The last slide just to conclude the next work
for RETI, the first thing is to coordinate nore closely
with |1 SO and publically-owned utility planning processes
to make sure that the results that RETI produces is useful
and hel ps to advance those projects that are already being
studi es and hel ps to support the study, the detail ed power
fl ow and reduction cost sinulations of proposed projects
that are not now being studied by the |1SO and the POUs.

Maj or wor k beyond Phase 2A of RETI is to reduce
t he nunber of line segnents and prioritize them |If
you' |l recall the guidance that we were given that the
steering commttee established for this conceptual plan
was to have it accommpdate only the anpbunt of renewabl e
energy needed in 2020.

The plan that | went through this norning can

accomodat e nuch nore than that 60,000 gi gawatt-hours. So
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one of the things we have to do -- that the planning

wor kgroup has to do is to reduce that nunber of |ine
segnents from 100 to a nuch snaller nunber and to
prioritize those so that we’ll have a better sense of

whi ch ones should be built first, which ones are nobst cost
effective and provide the nost value. W have a process
in mnd to do that. It wll take nore work and

di scussion. It cannot be done for the Phase 2A report.

The third is to reduce again the transfer
capacity of the plan, as | nentioned, to the 33 percent of
the renewabl e target while recognizing that we are
identifying transm ssion assets that have a very long life
and we have evolving policy goals. Several of the RETI
st akehol ders have nade it a real point to rem nd the RETI
steering commttee that 2020, as a transm ssion planning
target, is short term And while we're neeting the state
policy goal in 2020, we should do so with an eye on the
| onger-term future that we’re pl anning.

And finally, we have to reconsider out of state
resources. There are indications that there could be nore
cost-effective resources from Nevada, O egon, Baja, and
British Col unbian than were found to be cost effective in
our Phase 1 analysis, so it was new information. W wl|
reconsider that. That, however, directly affects planning

for transm ssion to access the CREZ in California. Right
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now with the planning target that we have used of

i nporting 15,000 gigawatt-hours of out of state energy,
that means that we would utilize roughly a third of the
identified generation potential of the California CREZ
Soif we just use -- If we inport 15,000 gi gawatt-hours
fromout of state, we'll only use a third of the
generation potential in the California CREZ. So if we
were to increase the anount of renewabl e energy that we
were inporting fromout of state, we would then decrease
the amount of California generation in the CREZ, bel ow 33
percent. It could go to 25 percent dependi ng on how, and
so that becones then a policy decision and an inportant
one that | want to alert all of the decision nmakers to.

It doesn’t make sense to inport so nuch renewabl e energy
fromout of state when we have such great in state
generating potential.

VWhat is the appropriate m x of out of state and
in state? There are certainly different considerations
fromdifferent |oad centers or sone | oad centers.
| mporting fromout of state nmay nake nuch nore sense. But
froma state policy point of view, this is going to be an
i nportant decision in how we then finalize this conceptual
pl an.

And with that, | wll stop and be glad to take

any questions.
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COWM SSI ONER BYRON: M. d sen, thank you very
much. | think we have about ten or fifteen mnutes for
guestions. |’'Il make a couple of conmments and turn it
over to ny col |l eagues here today.

First of all, thank you for taking the tinme of
go through all this. | think it may be nore detail than
nost people probably really want to know, but | found it
very helpful. It denonstrates this is conplicated. There
are many limtations involved in this kind of analysis.

| hope everyone is satisfied about the openness
and the consensus buil ding aspect of the process. Twenty-
ni ne stakeholders. W continue to grow. O course,
note 29 CREZs. | guess everybody got a CREZ.

And I'd also like to point out that there’'s
significant interest in the results fromthis work. W
know that it’s really based upon the Governor’s Executive
Order that we're nmoving forward and his interest in
accel erating renewabl e devel opnent.

This Commission is very interested in the
results fromthe report as it infornms our corridor
desi gnation process. The PUC is interested in these
results. The SO is depending upon it to sone extent for
solving the queue congestion issue. | don’'t want to
confuse issues, the queue backlog. And of course, we know

that there’'s also interest on this on a regional basis.
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The Western Governor’s Association | believe is neeting
yesterday and today, and one of the things they will do
will be to approve their draft report on the Western
Renewabl e Energy Zones.

So extrenely inportant results, and we’'re all
depending upon this. 1’1l stop there for a nonment and ask
if any of ny fellow Conm ssioners have any questions or
coment s.

CHAI RVAN DOUGLAS: One question. You said that
you have a process in mnd or there is a process under
consideration for reducing the nunber of |ine segnents and
prioritizing line segnents in the future. And it would be
hel pful to me if you could expand on that a bit.

MR OLSEN: Well, this is our fourth session by
t he conceptual planning workgroup, but if we were to
extend the shift factor analysis that | explained, what we
woul d do is renove the | owest scoring |line segnents and
then recal culate the shift factors. So and we woul d
continue to do that until we end up with the m ni num
nunber of lines that would provide access to the 60, 000
gi gawatt - hours of energy. But we would do that through
sequential analysis of each of those segnents, so
calculating the | owest score and renoving those |ines.

We know that there are in several CREZ there are

redundant or duplicative lines, and that’'s sonething we
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want to pay special attention to. The potentially
redundant |lines may or may not be redundant dependi ng on
assunptions about generation devel opnent in a particular
CREZ. So this is going to take a | ot of careful thought
as we elimnate potentially duplicative Iines, but we
woul d use basically the shift factor analysis.

CHAI RVAN DOUGLAS: Let ne nmake sure | understand
or let me -- | guess I'll phrase the question anot her way.
| can see that you can do nore analysis of the information
that you’ ve already got to drop sonme of the |ower scoring
I ines and that nmakes sone sense.

At the sane tinme over the next couple of years,
| woul d expect that we would get nore new information into
the process. For exanple, as you note, sonme of these
transm ssion |lines mght have nultiple benefits beyond
sinply accessing renewable. At the sane tinme, | think
we’'re going to be refining our ideas about which CREZs are
able to be permitted in the nost expeditious or
accelerated format and that may affect the priorities for
whi ch transm ssion |ines ought to be accel erated.

So is the process that’'s being di scussed
fl exi bl e enough to take into account new i nformation as
wel | as the reevaluating and re-ranking |lines based on
exi sting information?

MR. OLSEN. Yes. | know that’'s sonmething we're
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going to talk about later today is the purpose of refining
or the useful ness of refining a conceptual plan as we
devel op nore information. For exanple, as the I SO and the
publically-owned utilities performpower flow studies of

t hese potential transm ssion connections, that would
provide a lot of information about the useful ness and cost
benefit of potential facilities.

And as we devel op the desert renewabl e energy
conservation plan, for exanple, that will affect certainly
t he geographic priorities. So, yet, RETI would take that
both those sets of information into account to nore
carefully target the transmssion facilities that we
r ecomended.

CHAl RMVAN DOUGLAS: Good. Thank you and thanks
for all of your hard work in this.

COMM SSI ONER BYRON:  Comm ssi oner Boyd?

VICE CHAIR BOYD: Well, I'"mgoing to hold nost
of ny comrents to after I hear fromthe folks in the
audi ence and their reaction to all the data that’s
presented. And ny one concern or question was about our
ability to nove nore actively in future and Conmm ssi oner
Dougl as raised that issue with you

|’ma great student of process and systens
anal ysis and what have you, and | think you ve done a

grand job here in the face of all the prodding that had to
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t ake place over the years on the need to nove in this
arena, and therefore, | think I’mreally anxious to hear
what ot her fol ks have to say and see what you’ ve
acconplished there. Thank you.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON: Wl |, let’s go ahead and
open it up if there’s any questions then from attendees
here this nmorning if you have a question or a comment if
you woul dn’t m nd com ng forward. W don’t have a podi um
but you can certainly conme forward and sit briefly and
identify yourself.

VICE CHAIR BOYD: | was about ready to say,

Dave, totally intimdated everybody but ne.

MR OLSEN:. O put themto sleep

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Yeah. As long as the green
light is on, you re good.

M5. MLLS: |1'magood. | don’'t have to hold down
like ny other neetings and | don’t need cookies. Karen
MIls. 1I'"mwth the California Farm Bureau Federati on,
and | appreciated the overview that Dave provi ded because
| tried getting through the report and it was much nore
hel pful to have sonebody talk nme through it.

| guess 1'd just |ike to echo what Conmi ssioner
Byron poi nted out and as Dave pointed out also that in our
eagerness to enbrace transm ssion infrastructure that we

not | ose sight of those many caveats that Dave listed up
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t here about what this process can and can’t do. And |
think there’'s so nuch interest in trying to identify
transm ssion projects, that we want this outcone of RETI
sonetinmes to be nore than it really can be.

And as the effort to nove forward faster
smarter with transm ssion infrastructure, it’s inportant
that it not be lost sight that these projects do have
i mpacts on real |life property and property owners.
Certainly, that’'s our interest. | aminvolved very nuch
in the past couple of years or so about the inpacts that
transm ssion infrastructure has on fol ks, businesses,
hones, and |ivelihood.

And so the effort to nove forward quickly
obvi ously cannot suppl ant deliberative, focused planning
as part of it and notice to |and owners and engagenent of
themas | think that Dave and ot hers know how i nport ant
that is. Certainly, the theoretical aspects that RETI
brings forward and pragmati c ones al so, but they are
per haps juxtaposed with real |life projects that are going
on |ike the TANC transm ssion project, which obviously has
generated a lot of interest by affected | andowners and
residences in the northern part of the state.

And | think one of the nost inportant outcones
of this project that would be great to see would be if the

transm ssion owner/entities could begin to cooperate in
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i dentifying how they can work together to identify
transm ssion |lines and use them cooperatively.

| think of great concern to a lot of folks in
the northern part of the state is | ooking at the TANC
transm ssion project and knowi ng that P&E al so has a
project that they would Iike to be built. And after
havi ng been to many neetings related to the TANC
transm ssion project, | know that the only thing that
woul d create nore interest would be if there were another
I ine proposed in much the same area.

So you know it’s inportant to bring back the
realities of what these projects entail and not to | ose
sight of the fact that even though we want to nove forward
quickly and identify projects for a |l ot of reasons, but
there’s still a need to carefully study them and the RETI
process cannot displace all those other inportant
processes that we have to take a | ook at and carefully.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Yes. And we al so hear from
those that are involved in those processes not wanting
nore transm ssion planning processes.

M5. MLLS: Yes.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  And | realize that
everybody’s resources are stretched very thin. Those are
very comrents. Do you have anything el se you want to add?

MR. OLSEN. No. That was it. Thank you. Thank
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you very much, and | appreciate being able to have an
overvi ew of how the -- what the report says. Thank you.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Thank you. And | would add
that in addition to your concerns about mnaking sure that
we all understand, RETI cannot supplant the | andownership
interests nor can it replace the CEQA and NEPA
requi renents, the federal and state | aws, environnental
| aws that have to be net as well.

Do we have soneone el se that wanted to comment ?
Pl ease cone forward and identify yourself.

M5. O SHEA: Good norning. |’m Helen O Shea.
work for the Natural Resources Defense Council, and we are
one of the two environnmental organizations that sit on the
RETI stakehol der steering commttee. M coll eague Johanna
Wal d has been working on the process for quite a while
now. |’msure sone of you know her.

| just wanted to echo a few comments and
hi ghl i ght one thing Dave said at the beginning of his
presentation, which is incredibly inportant from our
perspective, which is taking environnental concerns into
account at the beginning of the transm ssion planning
process. | think we’ve |earned recently that when we try
to tack themon at the end we can find ourselves facing
sone very chal |l engi ng situations.

And | think if we can incorporate themat the
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begi nni ng, that hopefully will nobve us towards area of

| esser conflict, which will nove us towards faster
permtting and siting, and |I think that’s what everyone
here is ideally trying to get towards to support our clean
energy goals, so that’s incredibly inportant from our

per specti ve.

Dave al so nentioned that RETI is open to | ooking
at nore opportunities for public engagenent and
st akehol der engagenent. | do feel very fortunate that ny
organi zation is directly taking part in the process and we
are trying to coordinate with our colleagues in the
envi ronmental community. [It’s not a honbgenous comunity,
soit’s a bigjobtotry to bring everyone's concerns and
perspectives to the table. So I woul d encourage everyone
involved in RETI if we can | ook for even nore ways to get
fol ks engaged. That’'s incredibly inportant.

And | think 1’1l Timt nyself to one nore
comment right now. Coordinating the work of all the
utilities, coordinating the planning is also incredibly
i mportant from our perspective with the end goal of
reduci ng the nunber of lines we need to build. As Dave
said and | think as Karen nmentioned, if we can do
everyt hing possible to avoid redundant or excessive |lines,
that goes a |long way towards giving people confidence that

we’'re not over building, and that again | eads you towards
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nore public support and hopefully noving forward with
projects that are going to get us to RPS and at sone point
beyond. | think I"Il cut myself off.

COW SSI ONER BYRON:  No, you don’t have to.

Very good coments. Thank you. And | think that nerits
menti oni ng, although M. O sen nentioned it in his caveats
to sone extent, | added a third. Not all of these lines
will be built. O course, what they' re trying to do here
in the RETI process is to provide sone prioritization
based upon all the data that they can accunulate. But it
is inmportant that we maintain public confidence that this
not seei ng how much we can buil d.

As you know t hough, Ms. O Shea, we do have
constituents that feel there’s no need to build any
additional transm ssion lines, and | think the evidence is
pretty clear that that’'s not the case. | was very
i npressed with the net short cal cul ations that the RETI
initiative did, and ny staff has nmade simlar
calculations. W are going to need to develop | arge sol ar
projects. W’re going to need to build transm ssion to
it. But your point is well taken about maintaining public
confidence and the need for joint projects, which | think
t he previous comenter nmade as wel | .

Any other comments or questions. M. dsen, do

you want to add anything to that?
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MR OLSEN. 1'd just like to give an exanpl e of
the benefit of including environnental considerations at
t he begi nning of the planning process. So our concept ual
pl anni ng wor kgroup started by identifying potenti al
transm ssion solutions to provide access to CREZ

And after we had an initial set of potential
Iines, the RETI environnmental workgroup then reviewed all
those lines. W actually had a joint nmeeting of the
envi ronment al wor kgroup and the conceptual planning
wor kgroup. And the environnmental workgroup, which
i ncl udes many representatives of the desert communities,
the environnmental workgroup is not limted to steering
commttee nenbers. It has -- It’s open to all, and we’ve
benefitted from having the participation of a |lot of |ocal
groups.

And as we tal ked about, each of these
connections to dessert CREZ -- CREZ in the dessert area,
sone of the environnmentalists who knew t hose areas were
able to point out that it would be very, very difficult to
actually have lines permtted crossing sonme of these
sensitive areas. And as a result, the conceptual planning
wor kgroup el i m nated potential connections from
consideration and found alternative routings, alternative
ways to get access to those CREZ that did not cross

sensitive | ands. If we wouldn’'t have had that invol venent
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at the beginning, we would have gone ahead and eval uated a
set of lines that probably couldn’'t have been permtted,
and it woul d have wasted everyone’s tine.

COWMM SSI ONER BYRON:  Very val uabl e.

MR. OLSEN:. That’'s an illustration of the val ue
of including this kind of environmental intelligence at
t he begi nning of planni ng process.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON: That’s very valuable. And
t hen, of course, we know those rerouting cost nore, which
costs are passed on to the consuners, so there' s tradeoffs
at every turn here.

Are there any nore questions or, Conm ssioner
Boyd, did you indicate you wanted to nake sone nore
comments at this tinme?

VICE CHAIR BOYD: Not at this tinme, no

COWM SSI ONER BYRON: Wl l, | think we're in
pretty good shape on tine. | know we went a little bit
long with that session, but | think it was very val uabl e.
Thank you, M. d sen.

M5. GRAU. Conmi ssioners, just so you know where
we are on the schedule, our next itemis a panel
di scussion. W actually have that going until noon, and
then we al so have a continuation. Assum ng the |unch
break is fromnoon to one, we have another hour to go with

t he panel discussion as needed.
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So just to let you know if we do start to run
past 12 o' clock, | believe everyone can stay through to
two o' clock. | haven't heard anyone say they have to
| eave before then. So if we’re making a | ot of progress
and you want to keep going, you' re welcone to do that, but
| also want to |let you know that we have the opportunity
to conme back after |unch

And with that if you would be open to a break of
five or ten mnutes, we would like to set up the pl ace

cards and get our panelists up there, so would that work,

say until --

COWMM SSI ONER BYRON:  Yes.

M5. GRAU. -- cone back at 117

COWM SSI ONER BYRON: Let’'s take a ten-m nute
br eak.

M5. GRAU. So by this clock.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  El even o’ cl ock.

M5. GRAU. Thank you.

(O f the record.)

COWMWM SSI ONER BYRON: I f you'll all be seated,

we'll go ahead and restart. W’'re a little bit behind.

M. Najarian is going to noderate a very interesting panel
di scussion, and I amvery nuch | ooking forward to this,
but we do have sone constraints on tinme that we want to be

sensitive to. | understand we may be | osing sone fol ks,
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and we certainly want to take advantage of your being
her e.

We appreciate very much your participation. So
we may press on through 12:30 or even 1:00 as |long as that
wor ks for those of you that are still here. W wll take
a lunch break, but it may be a little bit later. |
apol ogi ze. But again, we're really |l ooking for the
participation of our panelists here today so, Ms. Gau, to
you or to M. Najarian?

M5. GRAU. Yes, just to ne very briefly. And so
what | want to do is just tal k about sone of ground rules
here. Qur noderator is Chuck Najarian. He's our
transm ssion systens specialist with the Energy
Comm ssion’s Strategic Transm ssion Planning office. And
we have ten panelists seated around the table, and Chuck
w Il noderate the session. | just wanted to al so note
that after that session has taken place, we have the
i nvited stakehol ders; Bob Stuart of BrightSource Energy,
Faramar z Nabavi of the California Wnder Energy
Associ ation, and Helen O Shea fromthe Natural Resource
Def ense Council. And so we’'d like to ask all the
panelists to remain seated and then each of those three
i ndividually can conme up to this podiumwhere I am and
make their remarks to the stakehol ders and Comm ssi oners.

And so with that, | will turn it over to Chuck
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And by the way for the audience, the centerpieces for this
di scussion are attached to the agenda. They are two
strawman docunents. The first figure is the shorter term
by 2020 process and the second figure is the |longer-term
process for the coordinated (inaudible), so that’s the
basis for the panel discussion this norning. Thank you.

MR. NAJARI AN. Good norning. Today’'s we're
going to be building on the panel discussion we had at our
May 4'" hearing that actually introduced the transm ssion
pl anni ng process questions and issues that we’'re currently
grappling wth.

We're very grateful that nost of the panel is
from My 4'".  Actually, we had you return to continue the
conversation. W failed to scare themoff. W’re also
grateful that we have several new panelists to join the
fray today.

As | indicated in May, these are sone of the
best transm ssion policy and planning people in the
business and |I'd like to introduce themat this tinme. W
have Patricia Arons of Southern California Edison, Tony
Braun of California Municipal Uilities Association, Karen
Edson, California I SO Nancy Ryan, CPUC, Juan Carl os
Sandoval, 11D, Jim Shetler fromSMJD. W also have in
terms of new panelists Jon Eric Thal man from Pacific Gas

and Electric. He's here from Kevin Dasso who i s on
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vacation. Then we’ ve added Dave O sen from CEERT to our
panel. As the RETI coordinator, he has a speci al
perspective on RETI and its inplications to transm ssion
pl anning. G ace Anderson fromthe California Energy

Comm ssion, she is our expert in terns of Western State
Transm ssion System and she brings a special perspective
about that. And also Mo Bashir of LADW has joi ned us
today. Thank you.

Ckay. As Judy indicated the purpose of the
panel today is to discuss several strawran proposal s that
staff devel oped. They are designed to stimulate
conversation about alternative transm ssion planning
approaches in California. They do not inply that we’ ve
solved all the transm ssion planning issues that face
California today, and it does not inply that we have a
fixed position with regards to a transm ssion pl anni ng
process.

We are | ooking for constructive conservation
today, and we want to nmake progress in this area, so let’s
go ahead and call up the first diagram figure one, on the
screen, please.

M5. KOROSEC. W' re having a slight technical
difficulty.

MR. NAJARI AN:  Thank you. The strawran

proposal s have certain assunptions that they carry. One,
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we assume that transm ssion planning in California needs

i nprovenent. W assune that the | and use and

envi ronnment al consi derations are as inportant as

el ectrical considerations. W also assune that state
goal s and objectives nust be part of the solution to
transm ssion planning in California, and that we assune
that inprovenents to planning will significantly benefit
transm ssion permtting. W assunme that Nancy Ryan agrees
with that |ast assunption.

So let’s refer to this first transm ssion
process flowchart that’s on the screen. This is a chart
that | ooks to 2020, the 33 percent goal. This particular
strawman chart is built on and infornmed by the RETI
st akehol der process. It envisions that RETI in sonme form
will continue in updating cycles over tinme, and it assunes
that REIT participation is critical in ternms of
facilitating transm ssion planning in California.

The second box refers to the fact that it
enphasi zes transm ssion planning role in California of the
California electric utilities and the California SO It
envi si ons devel opnment at a generally 1QU, investor-owned
utility, and PQU, publically-owned utility, sub-regiona
plan for California. W’'re aware that this effort is
al ready underway with the formation of the California

Joint Transm ssion Planning G oup conprised of electric
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utilities and the California | SO

We're going to be hearing probably a |ot nore
about this as the panel discussion unfolds today from sone
of our panelists. Referring to box three, the strawman
| everages the Strategic Transm ssion Investnent Plan to
facilitate stakehol der participation and confirm RETI
integration and consideration of state goals and
objectives in the statewide plan. It inplies that RETI
stakehol ders w il be part of the proceedings.

Box four envisions that the I SO and the
publically-owned utilities Balancing Authorities will be
i nfluenced by the Strategic Transm ssion | nvestnent Plan
recommendat i ons regardi ng a sub-regional plan. For
exanple, it envisions that the California | SO annua
transm ssion planning process will be influenced by
recommendations fromthe Strategic Transm ssion | nvest nent
Pl an.

It al so recognizes that there are advantages to
targeting transm ssion corridor designation at this stage
to preserve long-termtransm ssion corridors. You're
going to be hearing nore about transm ssion corridor
designation this afternoon.

And finally, this strawran understands t hat
permtting processes will ultimately benefit from an

enhanced and effect statew de transm ssion planni ng
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process.

So let’s switch to figure two, the | onger-term
pl anni ng process strawman. Up front, there’'s a
rel ati onship between this strawman and the previous
strawman. In this strawran, the assunption is that it is
i nfluenced by the outcone of the previous process, that it
starts fromthere and works out to as |long as 2040 tine
frane.

It envisions that the Strategic Investnent Plan
is the actual vehicle for preparation of what it calls a
30-year abstract plan. 1It’s trying to separate itself
froma conceptual plan, which by definition has nore
detail. It also envisions that the abstract plan would
then link back into the next RETI transm ssion concept ual
pl anni ng process and ultimately feed into corridor
designation on a |onger-term basis.

And as | alluded to earlier, it also envisions
that RETI proceeds over tine in sone formin an updating
cycle, in this case every two years. Before we get into
t he actual questions and exchanges with the panel, |I'm
going to ask if there’'s any comment or question fromthe
dai s.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  No. 1'd nuch rather hear
fromthemfirst.

MR NAJARIAN: Al right.

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
(415) 457- 4417



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

72

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Commi ssi oner Boyd, did you
have a conment or question?

VI CE CHAIR BOYD: No.

CHAI RVAN DOUGLAS:  No.

VI CE CHAI R BOYD: Mbve on.

COW SSI ONER BYRON:  Sorry.

MR. NAJARIAN: Al right. Thank you. The first
guestion we’'re going to be focusing on the first figure,
the 2020 tinme frame chart initially. And the first
guestion had to with that but also | think we could talk
about the |onger-term process as well.

And it's really sonmething that 1'd like to
direct to all the panelists, and | aminterested in very
short response to this. Staff is interested in know ng
what the initial reactions to these charts are. |Is there
any promse in what we put forth? Are they confusing?
Are they scary? W’'re just interested in know ng what
your initial reaction to the chart is and you know | ooki ng
at 30 seconds max. So, Juan Carlos, I'Il start at this
end of the table. What is your overall reaction to the
strawran proposal s?

MR. SANDOVAL: | could see what is the intent of
CEC in trying to incorporate (inaudible) RETI process into
the overall planning process. | think you could see that

and include the benefits of the open stakehol der process,
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and eventual ly providing for transm ssion corridor
desi gnation of whatever plan is noving on.
MR. NAJARI AN  Ckay. Thank you. Patricia?
M5. ARONS: My first reaction was a little bit
of confusi on about what the existing planning process is
that were involved would really | ook |ike and how
information flows. | think | too can understand the
intent in ternms of how RETI wanting to link into the

exi sting processes to end up with real projects com ng out

of it.

| am sonmewhat concerned about the order of steps
two and three. | think ny first reaction there would be
to reverse those. | wouldn't want to if | were the CEC be

waiting for various products to be feeding into a
strategic investnent plan comng out of a joint
transm ssion pl an.

And the reason why | say that is when we devel op

transm ssion plans, | nmean, we started working on
Tehachapi in 96 or "97. It’s a very long-termtine
frane. It takes a lot of coordinated work and interaction

wi th stakeholders to really firmup what your plans really
| ook like. So you take concepts and you begin to work on
them and it’s actually a |onger process than this two

year cycle that seens to be what they’ re (inaudible) here,

so | think that I wouldn’'t want to see any CEC processes
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hel d up by that.

But as far as all the pieces, |I think I need
nore tine to really think about, you know, how we interact
with the Western Electricity Coordi nating Council, the
activities that we're involved wth there, and how we
bring all the pieces together. | think just a sinple -- |
think it would be fairly sinply to reverse steps two and
three and have a little bit nore of a coherent series of
st eps invol ved.

MR. NAJARI AN:  Ckay.

M5. ARONS: The other comment | would nmake is |
don’t think that RETI necessarily has to be a two-year
cycle. The greatest value out of it is the |and use
assunptions and the econom cs of CREZs, and | don't really
think that they tend to nove all that often. | think a
two-year cycle is probably too frequently, and naybe a
four or five-year cycle would work for that in my m nd.

MR. NAJARI AN  Okay. Thank you. Jon Eric, just
initial reaction to the strawman proposal s?

MR. THALMAN. We're pleased to see the inclusion
of what | ooks to be what we’'re working on with the
California Joint Planning, and still wet fromthe process
with the RETI studies. W’re cautious about its process
in the future. W acknow edge the value there. And as we

| ook at the arrows and |lines here, we're anxious to
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understand nore how that m ght work in future.

| agree with Pat on that nmaybe we need to | ook
at timng and cycles and what the values are to the
different steps.

MR. NAJARI AN  Ckay. Thank you. G ace?

M5. ANDERSON: | will give you a very really
quite positive response. Those aspects of these charts
froma western perspective | think that are nost inportant
woul d be the box two, figure one, which is the challenge
to prepare a California sub-regional transm ssion plan
that woul d go hand-in-hand with what we heard today about
the California Joint Transm ssion Planning Goup. O her
portions of the west have organi zed thenselves in this
way, and that is the nost effective way to communi cate
your policies and your assunptions to the regional
anal yses. For exanple, on which your |ine segnent shift
factor analysis is based.

And it also will position you well should the
federal government require an interconnection-w de
transm ssion plan. This would be what would be rolled up
into that plan, and it will also be inportant if the FERC
goes down the path of adopting an interconnection-w de
transm ssion plan, so |I'd encourage you to nove forward
and go down this path

MR. NAJARI AN:  Thank you. Nancy, initial
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reactions fromthe CPUC?

M5. RYAN. I’'Il just focus on the RETI piece and
echo the remarks that 1’ve already heard so that | can
expand upon them | think that the RETI process is
i mensely valuable but it’s also very expensive in terns
of the time and effort of all the stakehol ders that are
involved. | agree with I think we really have to ask the
guestion what is the right cycle to conduct this on.

And | would agree with Pat’s remarks that |
think that the types of information and nore inportant
consensus that could cone out of the RETI process probably
don’t need to be updated every two years. W really need
to revisit these questions in atinme frame in which the
| and use and probably nore inportantly the project
econonmics are likely to change, so that’s worthy of
further discussion.

| mentioned that | thought that the RETI process
was also really valuable, and I think in part | think
we'll really see the benefits of it. Not so much -- Well,
we'll see the benefits in the permtting process, and |
really think that’s where -- that’s the pudding that the
proof will exist. Does it indeed help speed up the
permtting process, and | amvery optimstic that it wll.

So that asks the question of is kind of is there

a way for the RETI process to sustain itself over tine in
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a way and perhaps be institutionalized but do so in a way
that really preserves what | believe is its nost inportant
aspect, which is this bringing together of stakehol ders
and the sort of distinction between RETI and the agenci es
that sponsor it. | think that was -- Sonebody nmade a
remark earlier today about how inportant, | think
Comm ssi oner Byron did, about how it was not an agency
process, although there was agency invol venent but that
it’s above all of us here and a stakehol der process, and |
think it will really only realize its value if it
continues operates in that form

MR. NAJARI AN:  Thank you. Karen Edson?

M5. EDSON. Good norning, Comm ssioners. | want
to start it’s going to start being a little redundant |
think at this point, but let nme just reiterate the val ue
that we see in the RETI work especially (inaudible) the
| and use constraints on transm ssion devel opnment.

Bringing that in early in the planning process is
absolutely critical to avoid those m stakes that we’ ve al
seen in past years, so | really want to commend the RETI
effort for the work that it’s done.

Second, | think that when | | ook at the charts
and the process ny concern is that it doesn’t -- you have
to reflect the kind of integration with the existing

processes that are in place. As you know, we, and all of

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
(415) 457- 4417



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

78

t he bal ancing authorities here, conduct planning in an
open transparent nechanismw th stakehol der invol venent
under FERC order 890. 1It’s not to say that there isn't a
role to the California strategic plan. | think there
absolutely is, but this will need | think sone attention
to make sure that we have properly brought these together.
Pat’ s idea of maybe flipping two and three may be one of
the steps that would acconplish that.

The last thing | want to note is just to
acknow edge that in the case transm ssion a ten-year
horizon is really a devel oped horizon. [It’'s the |onger
termwhere | think the strategic issues really cone to
bear, where these | and use considerations, where the
conceptual work really has the nbst inportant role to
play. | think if you re going to begin to map out how
long it takes a plan to devel op these serial projects that
cross so many jurisdictions including balanci ng areas and
| and use authorities, then it’s clear that ten years is
not a |long-term plan.

And ny final point is sinply that it’s
absolutely critical we’'re absolutely on board with
m ni m zing the nunber of |ines and the possible redundancy
of these lines, which is why we’'re working so closely with
the nmunicipal utilities and the investor-owned utilities

to come together and really begin to plan for system needs
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as opposed to the interested individual balancing areas.

Thank you.

MR. NAJARI AN:  Thank you, Karen. M, DW's
initial reaction to the strawren?

MR BASHIR | guess | don't really have to nuch
to add to what was already said, but | think the cycle

i ssue is nunber one | guess for nme because | do recal
what was sai d before because | don’t think the two-year
cycle is appropriate for this kind of work.

The focus | think going forward really is going
to be in the California Transm ssion G oup work, which has
been occurring, because that’'s really where we’'re going to
take the projects or the conceptual plans into what could
happen with the projects and makes them happen. | think
that’s really where the effort is going to be.

But other than that, | think the sane issues and
sanme comments, which were said before.

MR. NAJARI AN:  Thank you, M. JinP

MR, SHETLER: Well, | alnbost wanted to say
ditto, but you asked for ny initial reaction. Wen
first saw the horror of another process we had to
participate in, I've lost track of how many pl anning
processes there are out there right now

In |l ooking at the chart, | think, nunber one, we

clearly understand the desire and the need to make sure
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the RETI process, which | will agree have been a val uable
addition to | ooking at how we access renewabl es and how
that’ s i nbedded going forward, I will share the sane
thought that I’mnot sure every two years nakes sense.
don’t know what that cycle is and planning that every two
years. | appreciate the fact that you tried to inbed the
Joint Transm ssion Planning G oup in this. W’re very
serious about trying to pull together the planning for the
State of California and in a way that will neet the needs
of all of the entities at the table. W want to do that
in an open process. O-der 890 requires that we do.

Beyond that, | think we're still digesting the
details of this, but we want to nake sure that whatever
this is dovetails well with the other processes that are
out there. W don’t want to duplicate planning efforts
that are already underway out there, so we want to figure
out how woul d that integrate here.

MR. NAJARI AN:  Thank you, Jim Tony, does CMUA
have anything to add to what we’ve al ready heard?

MR. BRAUN. Not a lot. | nean to the extent
that the straw proposal reflects a desire to continue to
make i nprovenents on transparency, that’s certainly
sonmet hing we support. To the extent the straw proposal
enphasi zes the need to get environnental and | and use

factors into the planning process in the initials stages,
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that’ s obviously sonething we al so support.

As far as sonme of the nitty-gritty details of
what boxes are where, | think that’s sonething that
probably needs a little nore discussion and tinme to
di gest.

MR. NAJARI AN:  Thank you, Tony. Dave O sen?

MR OLSEN. 1'd certainly agree with Nancy that
RETI is an extensive process, and extensive in terns of
t he huge anount of tine that’s been required to date to
put together a conceptual plan that, as | indicated, could
be done a lot nore quickly and nore efficiently by
experts. To the value again, it’s the value of the
st akehol der participation early.

As a stakehol der effort, all of the transm ssion
owner and provider nenbers of the steering conmttee are
represented on this panel, so the issue of whether or not
t he stakehol ders feel that there is enough val ue generated
by this process and to continue to devote the substanti al
anmount of work is really up to the organizations
represented here in ternms of transm ssion planning.

And so as the coordinator, | can only turn back
to the other participants here for their indications of or
the perception that there’s going to be enough val ue
provided to justify the substantial comm tnent of staff

and resources.
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MR. NAJARI AN:  Thank you, Dave. GCkay. At this
time, I'd like to get into sonme specific questions |I’'I| be
directing to individual panelists and then I'll try to
elicit discussion on the response.

And so noving on to question nunber one, can the
RETI col | aborative nodel be maintained over tine to
produce biennial plans addressing a ten-year horizon.
Because we’ ve already touched on this with several initial
responses, so I'mgoing to ask Dave to get into that in a
l[ittle nore detail.

MR. OLSEN. Chuck, |I'msorry?

MR. NAJARIAN: In terns of the first question,
can the RETI coll aborative nodel be maintained over timne
to produce plans. Now we suggested that in the strawmn
that that could be done on a two-year cycle. W’ve heard
al ready from sone panelists that that could be an issue.

And as you know, RETI is |ooking at ten-year
hori zon now, so the question really has to do with can
this effort be maintained? |Is two years the correct
cycle? | nean | think you could even get into what form
it mght be inin the future. | know that we envision as
an update cycle and not necessarily sonething where we’'re
starting the effort over, so there is a difference there.
Anyway, 1’1l turn it over to you.

MR OLSEN. Well, the first thing is we’'re going
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to have to understand the value of this initial conceptual
plan. Does it really assist the 1SO and POUs to identify
potential transm ssion facilities for study, so is there
sone val ue added? Have we either elimnated potenti al
connections fromconsideration and that's a val ue or
identified other potential connections that are not
priorities for any of the existing transm ssion providers
to study? |Is there any indication that this will in fact
expedite siting for permtting?

| think we don’t know yet, and we haven’t
conpleted -- at this point, we have conpleted even this
initial plan, and we don’t have a sense of how well this
going to coordinate with the existing processes. For
exanple, will this help the ISOin its giver process,
confirmclusters, or confirmareas for study?

So until we have sense of that real val ue,
don’t think we’'re a position to say. | do share the sense
that two years may too frequent as an update. Although if
we were to have an initial plan that is then vetted or
considered by the 1SO and the POUs and there is sonme sense
that there is value added there, it would be relatively --
it would be much | ess expensive and tine consunmng to do
an update of that and to cone back.

And for exanple, as the desert renewabl e energy

conservation plan areas are identified to nmerge to the
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RETI CREZ information with the DRECP results, that could
be done relatively quickly and that could valuable in
provi di ng st akehol der input to m grate whatever planning
the 1SO and POUs are doing to accommbdate DRECP results.
That coul d be done nuch nore quickly if we're agreed that
this initial plan is provided with an adequate basis so

t hat st akehol ders believe that the results are useful.

But | think at this point we need to work this
through a little bit further before we’'ll be able to
concl ude anyt hi ng.

MR. NAJARI AN Ckay. A quick follow up to that,
assum ng that the scope of work for RETI in any subsequent
phases woul d be reduced, do you think it’s correct to say
t hat DRECP work, the desert plan work, would allow RETI to
focus on conceptual transm ssion planning going forward or
do think that there would be work effort, scope of work
involved in CREZ facilitation in the future?

MR. OLSEN. | think both actually. That again
remains to be worked but how are the DRECP zones, the
desert generation devel opnent zones going to build on RETI
CREZ. W don’t know that, so that remains to be worked
out .

What we do have is large group of nobilized
st akehol ders who have becone know edgeabl e as well as

concerned about these zones, and that stands to benefit
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t he DRECP process, so | think there is sone continuing
i nvol venent on the part of the CREZ work as the desert
plan is refined and could add a | ot of val ue.

And certainly as the desert zones are defined,
we may have to adjust sone of the conceptual planning
wor k, and that remains to be seen again, and it could be
that the 1SO and POU and the joint transm ssion planning
wor k has already taken that into account. Qur report
can't easily take that into account.

MR. NAJARI AN  Okay. Thank you, Dave. Any
reaction to what we’ve heard from Dave? Al right. Let’s
nmove on to question nunber two.

COWMWM SSI ONER BYRON:  |If | may, M. Najarian,
just for a nonent. Now | | ooked back at your
presentation, M. O sen, about all the changes that took
pl ace between the Phase 1 and Phase 2 and all the
addi tional information that becane avail able, you know,
the | and ownershi p parcelization, BLM s one percent
devel opnent, and ot her environnmental concerns.

| think back, based upon what | know of mapping
data and accuracy inprovenents, there were additional
st akehol ders that came into play. The site visits that
real ly hel ped everyone understand better the inpact that
of the CREZs that were being | ooked at, and public input,

what | characterize as the reeducation of the public that
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woul d need to be taking place periodically.

And as a Comm ssioner, I'’mvery interested in
the public’s perception and input of all of this process,
notw t hstanding all of your expectations and abilities to
do all this transmssion planning. So I’'ll put out there
as a question, why not do this every two years? You're
certainly all benefitting fromit.

MR NAJARI AN:  Ji n®?

MR. SHETLER: 1’mgoing to naybe add on to
Dave’s coment and 1’1l try to answer your question. | do
think we need to get through a cycle, and by a cycle |
mean | think we do need to take the input from RETI and
accurately marry that up with the pieces that are done as
part of the RETI process, which are the (inaudible) issues
and the reliability issues, and the other issues that we
have | ook fromthe transm ssion planni ng standpoint.

And what we may find out is when we marry those
up we may end up with a very different transm ssion plan
at least in sone areas. And | think it woul d be hel pful
to understand that and that woul d inform how best we
should go forward in the future. So | do think we need a
conpl ete cycle under our belt to understand that better.

As far as the public input, there’s never enough
no matter how far down the road you go, and certainly

we're interested in having that. W also are interested
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in dealing with that through our transm ssion planning
group and how we can nmake sure we have that public input
as wel | .

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Thank you. 1’11 take any
ot her coments back. Please, M. Arons.

M5. ARONS: The concern | would have is that
you' re creating a constant set of assunption changes.

That if they were to alter your transm ssion --

COMM SSI ONER BYRON: A constant set of
assunpti on changes?

M5. ARONS: Well, it’s like a tenpest in the
teapot. Your assunptions have to | and on the ground at
sonme point intime in order to build the rocket that
you' re launch to the moon. So if you're creating the
envi ronment where your assunptions are continually
changi ng, you can’t nake deci sions.

Transm ssion investnents are very long-term
decisions, and there is a sense in which you have to build
a robust transmission grid to respond to changi ng
conditions. But in the planning process, you really need
to put your assunptions on the ground and begin to do the
techni cal scoping work. But if you re forever changing
| and use and nmoving fromhere to there and to Ato B, you
get caught up in an inability -- it’s an analysis

paral ysis is where you end up
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So | think a five-year cycle is good enough for
my world to give ne five years of planning tinme to scope
t hi ngs, cost things out, and begin to devel op the project
with other utilities that may eventually need to have
their say.

So I woul d suggest a |onger cycle, not a shorter
cycle. It wll just create too nuch -- too many problens
in terms of do we have the perfect set of assunptions
moving forward to make a decision. And | think we'll find
that in that kind of environnent we’'re not going to have a
perfect set of assunptions because your next plan is going
to change everything again, so | would be very concerned
about .

| don’t believe those plans are going change
that nuch in terns of |and-use decisions. | think these
t hi ngs change slowly over tine, and | think it’s
appropriate to think about a four-year or five-year cycle.

COW SSI ONER BYRON:  So | and use issues not
changi ng much over tine. Are you thinking within that
ten-year plan horizon or beyond the ten-year planning
hori zon.

M5. ARONS: Well, | think it’s where a | arge
part where population is going to grow. And if our growh
rate in California is, you know, |ess than two percent per

year, we're dealing with trying to find routes through
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environnmental ly sensitive areas, trying to avoid

popul ation areas, trying to get power into the popul ation
areas. Having a perfect set of assunptions where nothing
needs to be mtigated is not a possible future.

In fact, the first tinme you started putting the
mat h toget her for RETI, what we found out was all of
California was bl acked out. There was no place to put
transm ssion. And | think through opening up and
reconsi dering sone of that information, we needed to
understand that what we were striving for was the best
possi bl e deci sion but not a perfect decision.

So | think that going toward a two-year cycle is
thinking that there is a perfect set of assunptions there.
| think there’s a good enough world where we can nake
deci sions to nove forward on sonet hi ng.

MR. NAJARIAN: Al right. Thank you. 1°d like
to nmove on to the next question. 1'mgoing to really
conbi ne the next two questions, and then |I’m going to ask
that Karen Edson reply to those.

So question nunber two: |Is the devel opnent of
regi onal coordinated transm ssion planning readily
achi evable and in what tine frame, and then noving from
there, will 10Us and POUs effectively integrate RETI plans
in that process.

M5. EDSON. Thank you, Chuck. Let ne start with
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your second question first and that answer is absolutely
yes. At the California I SO we are already considering
what’s cone out of the RETI process in our Order 890
process. It’s informng scenario work that we’ re doing.
The timng was such that it couldn’'t be pulled in other
ways, but it absolutely will informthat and as well has
been di scussed in the context of the joint transm ssion
group as a critical input to the work that will be
happeni ng t here.

And | say that really to reinforce the val ue of
this work. | think we all recognize that having a much
better understanding of the | and use constraints and the
relative potential and econom c costs of the various
renewabl e energy zones is really in all of our interests
to have that part of our process.

And before | forget, I'’mgoing to make a
little side note here having to do with those renewabl e
energy zones. As you probably know, the California I SO
has special tariff provisions, which allows us to
i npl enent financing of interconnections in renewable
energy zones that have been certified by the California
Energy Commi ssion and the California Public Uilities
Comm ssion. So having these zones identified through the
RETI process and potentially certified by both the

Energy Comm ssion and the CPUC is al so sonet hi ng of great
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val ue.

WIl we succeed in devel oping a statew de plan?
| absolutely think we will. W’re working hard and in
good faith to do that. The actually timng of the results

is alittle tougher to predict.

W' re dealing with some of the tougher issues
now, but we know that we have sonme i medi ate pl ans that
need to be taken into account to nake sure we’ re avoi di ng
t he kind of redundancy that RETI is assigned to address.
So | think there will be positive results before the end
of this year. Whether they' |l be a conpletely
conprehensive California in that tineline, |I'’mnot sure.
|’m |l ooking to the other entities that are part of that
process.

MR. NAJARI AN  Ckay. Thank you, Karen. Jim |
was wondering if you had any reaction to that. | know
you’'re a major player in that sub-regional planning group,
and we al so are aware that that sub-regional group has
been ki cking around planning in a process jointly for
quite sone time. So you know part of the question is what
we could be seeing in terns of a tine frame for a product
out of the group?

MR SHETLER Well, | will echo Karen's conment
that the tinme frane may be a little bit hard to predict

right this mnute. As far as how |l ong we’ ve been ki cking
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this around, we’ve had a I ot of interesting discussion
over the last six or eight nonths, but | think the serious
di scussions of actually trying to pull this together and
have I'll say a sub-regional planning group has really
started over the | ast 60 days or so.

We are making progress. My guess is we're
probably talking a year if | were to throw a nunber out
there to try to get through our process and then work
t hrough the details of putting together a plan. It would
be ny first cut just off the top of ny head on tine frane.
But there are others around the table that may have a nore
educated guess that | do on that.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  If | may just for a nonent,
this is the CQJTPG Rem nd ne again what the acronymis.

MR. SHETLER: |’'ve forgotten. California Joint
Transm ssion Pl anning G oup.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Thank you, M. Shetler.

And | did have an opportunity to neet with a nunber of the
menbers of that joint planning group |ast week, and | want
you to know you have my whol e support for your efforts
goi ng forward.

MR, NAJARI AN:  Mo?

MR BASH R | guess the sane. It’s probably a
good time to talk about this group. | guess we’'ve been

| eading efforts to get it to a point where we can really
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talk about it, what the nane is. | guess the nane of
CJTPG anynore, but it’s |I guess CTPG without the J, so
it’s California Transm ssion Planning Goup. | think we
can work around the namng. That took a few hours | could
say just to cone up with the right name, but that’s really
the nane we’'re going to go with going forward.

But we have restructured a few things around it,
and | think it’s just for the benefit of everybody right
now. Maybe | can just go through sone of this stuff
because | may cone back and forth later on, so | want to
make just an understanding that everybody knows where
we’' re going forward.

So that is the name we have is California
Transm ssion Planning G oup. O course, the purpose going
forward is to provide a forumfor conducting and doi ng
transm ssi on planning and coordinating in transm ssion
activities to neet the needs of California consistent with
FERC Order 890, so that's really the general plan going
forward, and thus the purpose we aspiring for us.

As part of the process, we are identifying
i ssues, which this group needs to address. |In addition to
t he renewabl es, we have many other issues with reliability
bei ng one. But also we do have the AB 32 issues. W have
considerations with the, you know, once through cooling

considerations and howis the reliability of the system
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and many, many issues, which is really part of daily life
in transmssion planning in California.

So we would be really foolish not to think
al ong, you know, in cooperating and enconpassing all those
pi eces as part of doing our transm ssion planning process,
so that is the general concept.

But as far as doing it, we’'re going to be
following the 890 rul es, transparency, openness, and
doi ng, you know, all the nine principles as part of the
890 planning principles that’s part of our other work.

Presently, we have identified the kind of
menber shi p and requi rement because we did think the way --
to do this thing is really to have transm ssion providers
Wi th transm ssion planning responsibility (inaudible)
because they' re going to be contributing the resources of
peopl e and going to lead the effort and extensive
di scussi ons and process.

So as part of the process, we have identified
the California SO Inperial Irrigation D strict, LADWP,
Pacific Gas and Electric, Southern California Edison,

Sout hern California Public Power Authority, San Di ego Gas
and El ectric, Sacramento Municipal Uility District,
Transm ssi on Agency of Northern California, Turlock
Irrigation District, and Western will be part of this

group, and we’'ll be nmeeting. Right now we have had a few
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nmeetings already and trying to roll out all the issues.

We have set up conmttee structures. W have an
executive conmttee. W have the steering conmttee, and
we al so have ot her study groups, which we are planning to
work out as part of the process. So | just wanted to give
you a feeling of howthis thing is structure. W haven’'t
really had a good -- well, conme up with a tineline of when
and where and what the process is to come up with a final
deliver on this. But we do anticipate (inaudible) reports
as well as all types of reports, drafts, and at the end of
the day, we’'ll have a joint California-w de transm ssion
pl an.

Qur aspiration is to have this on an annual
basis. W'l produce a transmssion -- a California-w de
transm ssion plan on an annual basis. Qur tineline may
move fromJuly -- fromJuly 1% to June. That's what we
are aspiring. Six nonths of preparation and the |ast six
nmont hs of pulling reports and finalizing the reports.
That’ s kind of the general concept. W’I| probably have
nore information (inaudible).

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Very good. Thank you.

MR. NAJARI AN:  Thank you, M.

VICE CHAIR BOYD: May | nake a comment | guess
here? First, you know |l et ne comrend the group for the

creation of the, whatever you want to call it, California
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Joint Transm ssion Planning G oup or just the California
Transm ssion Planning G oup. And | heard nore than once
it’s predicated upon the FERC Order 890. | think FERC
Order 890 has been around |onger than | have, so |I’'m gl ad
to see that it has pronpted sonet hing.

The trouble is I’ve been sitting up here seven
and a half years, you know, waiting for this day and,
therefore, I comrend you for arriving at this point where
we have joint planning. |If | sound a little cynical,
am | bear deep scars fromthe electricity crisis during
whi ch we tal ked about what are the things we need to do in
California. And one of the earliest things, besides just
get nore iron on the ground and generation, was the
transm ssion issue. And we engaged in sone joint
pl anni ng, and one of the tribes broke ranks and scuttled
it. And we’'ve been struggling through | EPRs, through the
joint transm ssion plan requirenents, and through this
rat her marvel ous RETI process, which has been [ ong and |
don’t want to say cunbersone, but | think it’s been
(i naudi ble) to bring us where we are today.

So I don’t know whether | have a question here
is what finally brought you to create the California Joint
Transm ssion Planning G oup, strike the Joint if you so
desire, and I don't if anybody can answer this, but |I'm

glad to see it has occurred. |’mdisappointed it’s taken
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so long to get to this point.

| may be wong but | kind of think this agency
with its planning efforts and with its threats in seven
years worth of | EPRs and whatever, and now etcetera,
etcetera. Either you do it or we'll do it for you.
don’t think we ever wanted to do it. Nonetheless, we have
finally reached a point where joint planning is apparently
taking place. And a |ot of concerned peopl e about who we
expressed earlier concerns about nmultiple lines and why
can’t, you know, folks get together and plan a single
l'ine.

It sounds like you' re finally going to get there
and the State of California is going to get there through
this process and | can retire a happy person. | am
di sappoi nted, you know, it has taken us so | ong.

And |I'’mvery glad that Conm ssioner Byron becane
the transm ssion Comm ssioner after the previous
Comm ssioner retired. | certainly wouldn’'t want to touch
it because of the frustration. I'mwlling to be on the
Agri Commttee, so don’t let nme pour any cold water on
this event.

Just let nme point out it has taken us a | ong,
long tine to get here, far too long, and we do have to
nmove. | nmean we’'re way behind schedule. W’'re really

struggling to get to the 20 percent. Lord knows how we’'re
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going to get to 33 percent RPS. | don’t want to ever be
in the position, you know, of being plunged into sem -
dar kness agai n.

So the debate about whether two years is too
much or five years is too nmuch, it’s interesting. In this
worl d of the every accel erating pace of everything, we
al nrost have to a real tinme plan.

So you all decide whether two years or five
years is the tinme horizon. | found -- Two years assuned
the perfect assunptions. | found that in reality two
years assumes assunptions are going change constantly so
you better take another quick | ook at things. But you
settle on two versus five, but I do urge this process to
nmove rapidly because the world is not waiting for us.
Enough sai d.

And | don’t know if there’ s really a question
there or whether you should even try to answer it if you
found one in it.

MR. NAJARIAN: | think that the next question we
have will hopefully get at sone of your remarks. |’'m
going to ask John to respond to this question. Wuld
using the Strategic Transm ssion I nvestnment Plan process
to confirmutility coordination of the |ike that
Commi ssi oner Boyd just addressed and to confirm RETI

integration be effective. So that is using the Energy
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Comm ssion’s process to do that, do you see a value in
t hat ?

MR. THALMAN. | think there’'s definitely a
val ue.

COWMM SSI ONER BYRON:  |'s your m crophone on?

MR THALMAN: Yes, | believe so. | think
definitely there’'s a value. The question, Conm ssioner

Boyd, was what’s taken so long. | think it’s because we
see there’'s a value here, and we have to cone together

My credit to |l think 1SO and SMID is really what’s brought
us together in this joint person discussions that have
happened a handful of nonths ago that made the

(1 naudi bl e) .

Is this sonmething we need to do? Wat should we
do? Is this the course we’'re going to take because we
have to do this? And so in that environnent, we feel very
positive that an investnent plan |ike what you proposed
here woul d be hel pful.

| think nost people have acknow edged the fact
t hat the stakehol der involvenent that RETI has been able
to acconplish has value. W’Il find that value out nore
as Nancy nentioned when we get to the permtting process,
but I don’t think that’'s going to take a while to get to
and hopefully not too | ong.

Let’'s see, and there’'s a second half of the
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guestion. Wat has been provided so far has provided a
context as we’ve begun initial nmeetings in the California
Joint Goup as a starting point. There s been sone great
coordi nati ons happen as we’ ve cone together in RETI and in
tal king about different projects and how t hey woul d
relate. And | think that has also |l ed to our good
progress in comng together in the California Joint

Pl anni ng Group where we recogni ze the need to work

t oget her on these projects.

So the devel opnent of an investnment plan | think
| ays the environnent for nore detailed tal ks and get us
over that hunp where before you wouldn’t have that genera
pl an out there so.

MR. NAJARIAN: Al right. Thank you, John. |’'m
going to ask, you know, Dave O sen is fairly famliar with
the Energy Commi ssion’s processes and procedures. |’'m
going to ask Dave to react to that question as well.

MR. CLSEN: | do think that the Comm ssion
Strategic Transm ssion Investnent Plan could help to --
well, certainly it could confirmthe coordination and
ensure that the RETI stakeholder results are appropriately
consi der ed.

| know fromworking with each of the
transm ssi on owners, the transm ssion owners do take the

Order 890 planning armthat’s in the stakehol der
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i nvol venent requirenents in that order very seriously and
have filed their plans to conply with the requirenents of
the order with FERC. That said, RETI provides an
addi ti onal dinension of stakehol der involvenent probably
beyond anything that any of the transm ssion owners now
anticipates incorporating into its planning just because
of the breadth of it and the diversity of the different
st akehol der perspectives that are brought together in the
RETI col | aborati ve.

So | think there is sone additional value
certainly in terns of |and use considerations and
identification of generation devel op zones that could be a
very useful and effective or a good conplinment to what’s
now consi dered in your 890 conpliance. So | think there's
al so a broader concern here is that and I'Il just speak
fromthe exanpl e of what we’ve gone through in the RETI
process the last six nmonths in comng up with this initial
conceptual plan.

So you' Il note, as | nentioned, the guidance
fromthe steering conmmittee -- fromthe RETI steering
commttee was to plan without regard to ownership or
operation. And that is | think the intent of this Joint
Transm ssion Planning G oup as well. It’s to plan w thout
regard to the ownership or operation of the facilities.

In the case of RETI work, the spirit was willing
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but the flesh was weak, so there’s a |lot of good intent to
do that planning fromthe statew de perspective. But when
we got closer to have to actually recommend specific
facilities and rank them what tended to dom nate was the
proposed projects of different transm ssion owners. So
and alnost all of the transm ssion owners had identified
projects, many with great thought, and over many years,
and they want to see those projects nove forward.

And those individual projects tended to trunp
any kind of consideration of statew de coordi nat ed,
optim zed, mnimzed transm ssion kind of perspective for
under st andabl e reasons. And what we tried to do in RETI
is to have the statew de perspective dom nate over
i ndi vidual transm ssion owners for those projects, but
that’s a very difficult discussion. And | would inagine
it’s going to be a difficult discussion for the Joint
Transm ssion G oup as well.

This is where having broader stakehol der
per spectives who can cone in and say froma consuner point
of view, froma county point of view, froma state and
federal agency point of view, well, wait a mnute, we
don’t need all of these transm ssion |ines, so which ones
shoul d be priorities froma statew de point of view It
coul d assist | think.

What |’ m suggesting is that having a stakehol der
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ki nd of perspective the way that RETI does bring can
actually help with the resolution of the conflict between
sonme of the individual transm ssion owner plans and the
devel opment of a truly coordinated optim zed statew de
pl an, which is not as | noticed a before or cannot be
probably nerely the sumof all the individual transm ssion
owner pl ans.

| think that sone kind of public agency process,
for exanple, could be provided by the Strategic
Transm ssion I nvestrment Plan could be a venue to review
and allow this broader set of stakeholder interest to help
i nprove and optim ze the result that’s produced by the
Joint Transm ssion Planning G oup.

MR. NAJARI AN:  Ckay. Thank you, Dave. Any
reaction to what Dave just said?

M5. EDSON: | just want to add two points. One
is at the 1 SO we have the | uxury of not owning
transm ssion, so at |east we don’t have to worry about
whet her or not we have projects that we own that we care a
ot about. And it’s not the case with others, but | think
it’s inmportant to understand that there are legitimte
reasons that people want to have their own ownership.

The second point | want to make is just to
underscore one of the principles that we’'ve agreed to in

the Joint Transm ssion Planning G oup and that is that we
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aren’t going to start with owned projects. W’ re not
going to start with operational agreenents. W’re going
to do the planning based on these needs and we | et those
ki nds of considerations come out at the end of the process
where you identify the needs that you' re neeting with the
system this renewabl e integration need, the once through
cool i ng needs, greenhouse gas objectives, etcetera.

You plan your systemw th those constraints in
m nd including, of course, reliability, and then | ook at
what cones out of that, and understand where the comon
interests are and agree on those ownership interests and
operational interests on a case-by-case basis.

MR. NAJARI AN:  Thank you, Karen.

MR BASH R | just want to add to what Karen
just said. | think the process is set up really to work
out the technical portion first and get into those issues
of ownership at a later stage when we really are going --
finalizing and find out the interrelationship.

But I'"mvery optim stic because | think going
back in the early years, we did build transm ssion on a
joint basis. | nean we had a | ot of success stories to
tell, and we built the transm ssion that was already --
was done as a joint project, as a planning process |eading
to construction and ownershi p and devel opnent of

transmn ssi on.
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So | don’t think, even though we have this issue
(tnaudible), I think there was really sone issues we were
trying to get out of the way before we got into this
transm ssion planning group, which I think was standing in
the way, but now | think we have a clear view on how to
address those issues. So |I'mvery optimstic that | think
the process is going to help us and lead us to a
successful transm ssion involvenent.

MR NAJARI AN:  Tony.

MR. BRAUN. Thanks, Chuck. | nean as far as the
state is concerned, which is think was one of the bases of
t he question, you know, SB 1565 is a nodel of sinplicity.
It barely over ten lines long and so | think that it
probably bears a | ot of discussion of what role the STIP
process would have in the context of all the discussions
we’ re having here.

VWhat is clear in 1565, however, is that it
antici pates a conprehensive plan taking into account a
host of factors whether it be reliability, serving
i ncreased | oad requirenents, relieving congestion as well
as the state energy goals of the energy efficiency
renewabl es and demand response prograns.

So we |l ook forward to sorting out as we
carefully consider the planning processes that we m ght

get to ultimately and where the STIP fits in, but we do

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
(415) 457- 4417



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

106

view it as a conprehensive effort that takes into account
a host of relevant factors and goals that we’'re al
seeking to attain.

MR. NAJARI AN. Ckay, thank you, Tony. In fact,
let’s carry on with that thought in the next question,
Tony. Do you envision that the POUs and | SCs, and the | SO
woul d integrate STIP recomendations? | know we’'re
specul ating on what those recomrendati ons m ght be ot her
t han what the scope and content m ght be of the strategic
transm ssion plan at this stage as you just pointed out
but do you envision a role for that process wthin your
clients’ transm ssion planni ng proceedi ngs?

MR. BRAUN. The State is required under State
law so | think it started then as a starting point that
it’s in statute and therefore, anything that’s in there
must be factored in. | nmean, as far as anything nore
detailed than that, it’s unclear what the precise
relationship is between the STIP and the natural siting
and permtting authorities and planning authorities and
obligations of entities under California |aw, including
many of the fol ks around the State.

Certainly, I think it’s safe to say that the
STI P recommendati ons woul d be factored into anyone’s
consi deration of a plan.

MR. NAJARI AN:  Thank you. Any other conment on
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that point? Okay. The next question has to do with
timng. Several panelists have brought up the question of
timng of RETI vis-a-vis the other planning processes and
procedures. Wiy don’'t we talk a little bit nore about the
meshing of all these processes? 1In the next question, |I'm
going to have Patricia take this off.

Can, you know, we tal ked about RETI. People
have nentioned two years up to five years. | believe
Patricia was with, you were | ooking at and we’ re | ooking
at annual transm ssion planning processes that are going
to be continuing over tinme both at the SO 10Us and PQOUs
and transm ssion permtting will spin off of those
processes over tinme. So, do you think there’s a way where
all these can be neshed at some point? Do you have any
i deas at this stage on how we coul d proceed?

M5. ARONS: |I'ma very clear thinker. M first
t hought is that you have to devel op a point of view of
what RETI is, what its value is but you have to understand
the assunption | keep going back to is that the assunption
of RETI is that every CREZ will be connected and every
CREZ will be utilized to sone degree in delivering
renewabl e power.

That is not the reality that we face as a
utility. It’s a great long termview that says nmaybe over

the course of 20 or 30 years, those will ultinately be
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accessed as CREZs and that m ght be the ultimte
transm ssion plan that we build.

VWhat |'mgrappling with today is ny generator
i nterconnection queue and ny reliability needs of short
term So there has to be a reconciliation process that
t akes pl ace between the theory of generation and accessing
CREZs over the long termversus what we're grappling with
today. And | think that that nay be sone of the struggles
that we’ve had in terns of getting our projects into the
RETI process.

It’s been kind of a, things are happening in two
different tinme domains. So | think that RETI, the
greatest value is land use. The idea of, that you have a
potential transm ssion plan that you mght ultimtely want
to build that coul d advise you today on the appropriate
size of facilities to build, we mght be placing a
generator interconnection request that could be satisfied
with a 230KV |ine but when you go to RETI and you | ook at
what the potential is for the CREZ area and what’s in the
State-wide plan, it nmay be appropriate to instead of
buil ding a 230 project, build a 500KV project.

That, to nme, is the big value of RETI. It
advi ses our decisions in the short termso that we can
build out RETI as tine goes by with an ultimate plan. It

may not be in the ultinmate that we’'re going to be
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accessing every CREZ in California. It may be that we’'re
capped on the anmount of wind that we can integrate and
therefore, we have to rely nore heavily on out of state
resources or sonething will happen that will tip the

bal ance on these assunptions that could ultimately yield
to a different plan at the end of the day.

That’ s where the strategic part of our thinking
has not yet happened. W need to be thinking about the
future in ternms of what can change our transm ssion
deci sions. And, you know, we’'re, what are the inportant
things that we have to do today because we are obligated
to interconnect generation today? How we do that is under
our control and the decisions that we nmake that we all buy
into, | think is critical. So we have to have a
di scussion, | think, that everybody agrees with on the
val ues and how to use this information and what we do next
with it.

MR. NAJARI AN  Okay, thank you. Let’s focus a
little bit nore on what we articulated in the ten year
chart, the 33 percent chart in terns of corridor
designation and that the chart envisions a corridor
designation plays a critical role both with the short term
chart and the long termchart. And I'd Iike to get sone
reaction from people to this process.

Now, it’s a new process. | know there are sone
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guestions about the value but | think, generally, people
see great potential here, particularly in preserving
corridors over the long term So, let nme first, let nme
first Nancy a side question on this about direct |inkage
fromthe corridor designation to transm ssion permt and
whet her or not you see that as an inportant step in the
permtting process or not?

M5. RYAN. |’m probably not, actually, the right
person to ask that question which can be as a techni cal
guestion, I'll answer it that way. | would just say that
| think that if you have a designated corridor comng into
the permtting process, you want to put a little about, if
the applicant wants to put a line in the designated
corridor, when they commtted the permtting process,
think they come into it on better footing in terns of that
they are chasing an entirely new route. That’s about al
| can say.

MR. NAJARI AN Ckay. Dave, do you have any
reaction to that in ternms of the, of how corridor
designation fits in this process? | know there are sone
gquestions about timng, you know, the joint transm ssion
pl anni ng group, when that takes off, how all these
processes ultimtely nmesh but aside fromthat, we do have
corridor designation. So does that help, you know, cut

t hrough sone of these tim ng problens or not?
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MR CLSEN:.  Well, | think we all know from our
experience in trying to permt different facilities and,
certainly, the discussion of RETI indicates that any
corridor designation process is so controversial and so
difficult that we need to start nowto identify and
reserve corridors in addition to the ones that are already
identified in reserve. And there are quite a nunber in
Cal i forni a.

RETI, for exanple, has nmade every effort to
utilize existing right-of-way, existing corridors but we
al so know that we are going to need additional corridors.
And we have a stakehol der process with RETI that, | think,
is fair and bal anced, once representing, again, a broad
range of different stakehol der interest that can provide,
| believe, a lot of value in making sure that whatever
corridors are identified can be designated in a way that
recogni zes all the different interests to the extent
possi bl e.

It takes theminto appropriate consideration and
comes out with recommendations for corridors that have the
best chance of havi ng enough support to actually be
desi gnat ed and approved. And that work shoul d begin now
because any of the projects that we’'re tal king about that
are not an existing right-of-way are going to have to have

this kind of help or review approved if we have any chance
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of neeting our 2020 goal s.

MR. NAJARI AN:  Ckay, thank you. All right,
well, let’s then focus on the second chart which is what
we call the ultra-long term planning process.

Designation is an inportant part that we
envision in that strawran and the first question is, would
an ultra-long termstatew de abstract transm ssion
pl anni ng process building on the ten year RETI plans and
| ooki ng 20 years beyond RETI's horizon be desirable and
constructive? |I'magoing to ask Juan Carlos to take a shot
at that question.

MR. SANDOVAL: Definitely, you know, the effort
al ready done in RETI in Phase 2A already contains a | ot of
facilities to be on the ten year and shoul d be probably on
the 20, 30 year horizon. And it is ny belief that the
California transm ssion planning group is going to
undertake the further evaluation of these facilities and
i ncorporate, you know, the other aspects or other goals
t he stakehol ders m ght (inaudible) -- em ssion reductions
--and reliability and once that is to be conpleted, we can
have a final product designation for further eval uation
for transm ssion purposes.

But definitely, I think it will be desirable.

It isn"t working for us, | don’t think that has been done

yet but that would be the way if you want this long term
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MR. NAJARI AN  Ckay, thank you. You know, let’s
go to the next question, the last question. W can swtch
back and forth here a little bit but I'd like Gace to
take a shot at this next question.

You know, by definition, once you get out beyond
ten years, you' re faced with a lot of uncertainty. |
mean, there’'s a lot of uncertainty in ten years |let alone
20 or 30. So, by definition, you have a little bit of
di fferent process here and | know when staff was | ooking
at this tinmeframe, it was struggling with it, just howto
attack it. And so this question is what would be the
obj ective, including scope and content of an ultra-Ilong
term abstract plan?

And I'll ask Grace to try to kick this off and
then, I'll ask others to join in. Gace?

M5. ANDERSON: Thank you for asking. [It’s a bit
of a surprise, that I was going to address this question.
It is a question that’s being asked in the |arger Wstern
United States also so it’'s tinely.

One of the nost inportant objectives, | think,
of | ooking |l onger than ten years which we very nuch
support is that you can try to posit a range of sort of
big picture futures that no one can know what is going to
happen but if you' re |ooking |onger out, gives you an

opportunity to see where are the comonalities that cone
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out of your analysis so different |onger termfutures?

And that can guide you toward the nost robust options for

i nvestnment that you m ght see, you know, in the next 10 to
15 years.

So, it also, you know, allows you to have nore
| oad gromh farther into the future and that m ght give
you a little nore policy space to expand your horizons of
where you think your resources mght come from And since
| was asked to wear a Western hat for this panel, |'d be
remss if | didn’t say that, you know, the west is blessed
wi th an amazing array of renewabl e resources and anyone in
the East would just give anything to have that
opportunity.

And the REZ report, the Phase | REZ report was
adopted this norning by the Governor’s and it, contains
the only identification of -- it’s called mapping
concentrated high quality resources to neet denmand in the
western area connection distant markets. It has a
transm ssion tower on the front page.

So, out there in the West, they' re very focused
on, you know, each State having its resources and how to
get themto distant | oads and that’s kind of code for
California or coastal states. So, | want to echo that
it’s alittle bit of an artificial distinction of what you

woul d | ook at in, you know, in your ten year plan versus
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your ultra-long term you know, process.

Real |y, your near term planning can be inforned
by REZ now that you have their document and in its next
phase, it will create conceptual transm ssion |ines and
those are going to be available. And just because 33%
percent, you know, is our floor, it doesn’'t nean we want
to defer, you know, acquisition of the nore renote
resources to oppose 2020 or greater than 33% percent
mar ket .

And it’s very good that we got the 15,000 GW
hours and the Nevada and Oregon and British Col unbia and
Baja resources in this. Just to encourage that now and in
this longer termplan, you ook to REZ and to your
nei ghbori ng sub-regi onal planning group plans to give you
the information that mi ght help you characterize the
transm ssi on segnment and the environnental concerns
associated wth not only the nearby out of state resources
but the nore di stant opportunities.

MR. NAJARI AN:  Thank you, Gace. Go ahead, M,
and Jon next.

MR BESHR | think | was nore, | tried to
focus on this ultra -- | guess | call it ultra planning or
long termplan nore than that. | thought this probably
made sense to ne nore than the other one. | nean, the

ot her one was, | guess, | look at it fromthe California
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in ternms of planning goals, the transm ssion planning
focus, but this one really neant a lot on really how
transmssion is really --

In the early planning days, sonebody said the
transm ssion plan is a 30 year plan -- ten years to plan
it; another ten years to construct it; and the third and
the 30 years really to operate it. So you start the cycle
again to operate the transmssion line. So it’'s really a
30 year plan, 30 year cycle and | think that’s probably
supported enpirically in nost cases, that’'s the way it’s
been happening. So 30 years is not really long, long from
the transm ssion point of view

So | think this is really a process which really
could junp in and it would also work, as is being done,
think for properly sufficient to get us going for the next
ten years on, if we can really do what RETI has identified
for planning and fromthe transm ssion conceptual plan.

If we can take that to the next ten years, to build those
transm ssion, | think we’d be ahead, way ahead of the
gane, | can tell you that.

So, | think that really is the focus. This is
really a good plan fromwhat ny perspective is.

MR. NAJARI AN:  Thank you, M. Jon?

MR. THALMAN:. Just wanted to chinme in here that

representing a utility that has and is currently buil ding,
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wor king on a |arge transm ssion projects that eval uating
and devel opi ng products and eval uating cost benefit

anal ysis of the projects, the large projects that | ook at
benefits far out in the future is a challenge and that the
addi tion of another assessnent that |ooked out that far
woul d be wel come and woul d be an added data point that
could be hel pful. There' s benefits beyond.

The corridor designation is definitely an aid
but just another study that |ooked out that far and
addressed benefits looking into that part of analysis is
still good and often, you feel |ike you' re kind of a,
it’s a challenging question |ooking out that far because
there are so many variables. At the sane tine, another
| ook at it, another opinion would be kind of help.

MR. NAJARI AN  Ckay, is scenario planning the
approach once you get out that far? Jinf

MR. SHETLER: | think that's a piece of it,
you' ve got to start |ooking at what are our goals. | know
for us, our Board told us we’ve got to reduce our carbon
footprint by 90% percent by 2050. Now, |I'’mfortunately
not too worried about 2050. | know that ny staff is and
we need to start thinking about that. And then the
guestion that what are the scenarios that help us get
there? W have to |ook at those alternative scenari os.

The other thing I think we need to |look at is,
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you know, from ny experience, at the tine you think about
and design permt, environnentally, do the studies and
construct a transmission |line, you re probably ten years
out. And that neans for 2020, we need to be homing in on
what those transm ssion plans are and what we’re going to
build in the next 12 to 24 nonths. W can’t spend the
next five years trying to decide what those transm ssion
alternatives ought to be in 2020.

So, | think by definition, we start to nove
forward. W need to start | ooking beyond 2020 and |
agree; | think the longer term plan nakes nore sense from
nmy perspective.

MR. NAJARI AN: Go ahead.

M5. RYAN. | just wanted to build on Jins
remark and say that | advocated for using scenario
pl anning for the long term planning process the last tine
| was here and the main reason that | recommended that was
just because | think there was so nmuch uncertainty when
you | ook out that far about technol ogy, the rel evant
costs, the realization of econom es of scale that, you
know, you really do have sone sort of neans to put sone
structure on the uncertain futures and try to identify in
particular what | think Grace referred to as conmonalities
what you m ght also think of as no regrets options what

are the nunber one thing we think of that far out in terns
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of actions that you can take in the present is preserving
options, preserving optionality. And that’s a good t ool
for that and that seens to ne to be the nunber one
objective for long termplanning in ternms of actual
actions that we would take today.

MR. NAJARI AN: Ckay, thank you. Anyone el se on
that topic? OCh, one thing we wanted to do is to allow for
sone feedback from several selected stakehol ders who are
in the audience today. So I think what -- unless there
are any other questions fromthe dais or any other
comments? We can proceed on that basis, okay.

Al right. Let’s see. W have Bob Stuart from
Bri ght Source here today and I’mgoing to ask Bob if he
can go up to the podium over here and any comments and
guestions and the panel will react to it. Thank you.

MR. STUART: Geat. It’s an honor to be here.
Again, Bob Stuart, Bright Source Energy. There are a | ot
of good comrents here and, you know, | think the nobst
recent one by Jim Shetler hits the sense of urgency. He
knows we’ ve got to get this transm ssion planning process
right but we need to also nove forward. And speaking as a
generation devel oper, we're here to see sonme wire in the
air and, perhaps, in the ground.

And, so first of all, | comend that the straw

man proposal integrated public and private transm ssion
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planning is long overdue and it’s great that everyone’'s
here. Having said that, this process to inplenent al
this seens it’s already a | engthy process, timnme-consum ng
and expensive so how can these ideas we hear here in

pl anni ng i nstead be expedited to reduce the length of the
process and not extend the process?

MR. NAJARI AN Ckay, is anyone willing to
respond to that question?

M5. EDSON: | think that's exactly the concern
we’'re hearing fromthose --

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Ms. Edson, unfortunately,
you need to speak into the m crophone.

M5. EDSON. | get to speak with my back to you
Pardon ne. | do think the concern about drying the
process out given the sense of urgency is, contributes to
sonme reluctance to having additive transm ssion planning
process.

As Jim | think it was Jimwho tal ked further
about getting through a cycle, | think it’s absolutely
critical that we have the RETI information; we're pulling
it into our processes as we speak. W need to get through
this initial cut at things before we start piling on
addi tional mechanisnms. It’s why | think all of us haven’'t
have indicated that we really would |like to think about

this nore carefully before com ng back with detail ed
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comments on what the process options m ght be.

MR. STUART: Thank you, Karen. Just about a few
nore questions for everyone here. So everybody’s here,
all the interested parties that have anything to do with
planning in California. | just want to knowis there a
commtrment? What will it take for, to get this commttee
off the ground and all the I10Us and POUs along with the
Cal 1 SO and all the regulatory bodies to conmt to this
integrated process? That's a rhetorical question.
just, | hope there is a commtnment and I’ mjust asking
what comm tnent there is.

MR BESHIR | think what the commtnents in the
pl anni ng process to get to where we are right now, we keep
asking though is this commtnent full conmmtnment by al
t he pl ayers?

And as of now, | think everybody’'s really
commtted. W can see the kind of resource everybody is,
the planning to put into the process and the kind of
people are involved in the neetings and in the ongoing
activities so | think there is a full comm tnent.

If there is going to be any backstop or anything
of that nature, | cannot really say at this point but I
think the kind of peer pressure and | think at the end of
the day we're trying to acconplish sonething and | think

that is really enough incentive for everybody to commt to
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the process. So we feel we have the comm tnent.

MR. STUART: Thank you, Md. Patricia nentioned
sonmet hing which I also wanted to followup on in terns of
the generation interconnection process. That’s obviously
sonet hing very, of great interest to us and howw | this,
the existing -- it’s not clear to ne how the generation
i nterconnection process will be integrated into RETI and
into the strawman proposal here since this is a short term
process.

M5. ARONS: Well, | think what we need to do is
we have proposed upgrades that are com ng out of the
generator interconnection process. Now, granted we’'re
processing cluster studies with 77, 000MV of
i nterconnection requests in our area, 75 different
proj ects, approximately, so that, as you can inmagine, is
driving a lot of new transm ssion nuch of which is
probably going to go away because we only have a peak | oad
of 25, 000MWso, you know, it would be a very long tine
before 77, 000MN ar e used.

But what it has forced us to begin to do in
those, both cluster studies is develop the transm ssion
pl ans that could integrate 77, 000MN And where we’ ve been
able to bring conponents of that plan that we’ve known
about at the tinme, of course, we're still, in the mddle

of the processing part of it but where we’ve been able to
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bring sone nmaster plans into the RETI, we’'ve tried to do
that so that we have a RETI process that reflects various
conponents that we’'re seeing the need for in our
generation interconnection process.

But | think as time goes by and additional
cycles get under our belts, we’'ll be able to do nore of
t hat noving potential projects into the long termand vice
versa. Some of the long termprojects nay conme into the
short termneeds to get built. It really depends, in ny
m nd, which generation projects go forward and whi ch do
not and that’s sonmething that only tinme is going to tel
us.

MR. STUART: Ckay, thank you, Patricia. Just
one other comment | wanted, that rem nded nme of the
comments that Dave O sen nade initially in ternms of this
plan has to really lay out and get, you know, nake a very
solid transm ssion plan w thout being overly concerned
about whether the generator’s going to show up because |
think a lot of the plans, particularly foundation |ines,
were there as at |l east regrets or no regrets regardl ess of
renewabl e energy, they needed to get built.

And | guess the other comment | wanted to nmake
and this al so goes to one of the recomendati ons of RETI
is to be very focused on what out of state transm ssion

needs to be built, interstate transm ssion. And there’'s
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al ready an existing transmi ssion dais from Ari zona and
Nevada into California that’'s already extrenely
constrained plus tens of mllions of dollars of congestion
already and folding that into the renewal plans and being
able to integrate resources outside of the state to help
conpl emrent resources in the inside of the state is going
to be very inportant.

| just want you to bear with nme one | ast conment
or question in terns of technology. The true smart grid
out of there’s lots of technol ogies out there today that
are really maturing or are going to be fairly mature and |
just want to know how wi Il technol ogy be integrated into
t he ongoing plans of, will there be the flexibility in
these transm ssion plans to integrate and update this
technol ogy when it cones into play?

MR. NAJARI AN: | know that G ace had a comment
so let’s start there.

M5. ANDERSON: Well, | was just going to just
quickly try to address this question of urgency or
comm t ment and, you know, where did that conme fron? And,
perhaps, it will cone, whether we want it to or not, from
the federal government and everyone's aware that, you
know, there’s legislation. No one knows whether that wll
pass. It’s a pretty unpredictable atnosphere and tine in

Washi ngton so, you know, sonething could pass but nore
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than that, the FERC staff has indicated to the western
state representatives that they feel that they have the
authority right now to require interconnection w de

pl ans.

We have the governors of the West in a letter to
t he Congress saying that they intend to approve an
i nterconnection wide plan. And whether or not any of this
is good news or whether it unfolds, it does provi de one
di rension that is encouragenent to California to try to
nove toward that integrated process, that integrated plan
because they’'re nore well-positioned to engage when the
region and the federal governnent cones to call on us.

MR. NAJARI AN:  Thank you, Grace. Karen?

M5. EDSON: | just wanted to add one thing. |
think the optionality that Nancy nmentioned a few m nutes
ago is absolutely inportant. W’re pushing very hard, as
hard as we can, to nmake sure that the smart grid is smart
that it communicates fromthe transm ssion |evel all the
way down to the systemand talk to one another and | think
we absol utely have to position ourselves to be able to
t ake advantage of the value that those technol ogies hold
out there in addition to a known variety of technol ogi es,
not just transm ssion technol ogi es.

So, | think that’'s a very inportant point. It’s

sonmet hing that everyone around this table is, | think, is
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conmitted to.

MR. STUART: Thank you very much.

MR. NAJARI AN:  Thank you, Bob.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON: M. Najarian, if | may take
a second? 1'd like to acknow edge | think an inportant
point M. Stuart made. He nade a nunber of them but the
one that | really wanted to focus on is the sense of
urgency about all of this.

As we sit around and talk as regul ators, as
i nvestor-owned utilities, publicly-owned utilities,
etcetera, we talk of cycles and how this process, how nany
years it takes and M. Stuart, representing a devel oper
and let’s say all devel opers in general here, they have
nmoney on the line. This job to sone extent, is based upon
whet her or not we get this done and when we get it done
but we have to bal ance that wth some sense of regul atory
certainty. | know that this Comm ssion, having been in
devel oping activity myself in the past, | always wondered
why it took the Energy Conmmission so long to site power
pl ant s.

Now, working on this side of dais, | see that
t he thoroughness of the process really contributes to that
regul atory certainty. So, I'mnot trying to defend the
Energy Conmm ssion’s process here but we still are batting

a thousand percent in terns of our challenges in the
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Suprene Court all over siting positions. That regulatory
certainty is worth sonething and | think that would be the
flip side of the urgency issue. W’'d like this all to be
done tonorrow but we know it does take a little bit of
time to nmake sure that we cover all the bases,
environnmental ly, legally and provide that certainty as
wel | .

So, M. Stuart and all the other devel opers that
are out there, that’s really the goal that we’ re working
on here.

MR. NAJARI AN:  Ckay, thank you. | think we’ve
got about 10-11 m nutes before we start to | ose our
panelists so let’s continue. Helen, NRDC

M5. OSHEA: H, I'mHelen OShea. |I'mwth the
Nat i onal Resources Devel opnent Council. | have a couple
of coments rather than questions, two of themand two
specific questions that may be are better directed towards
EC staff. | don't know if there s anyone present who can
speak to the details of the strawran proposal. | don’t
think the panelists, they're --

COWMM SSI ONER BYRON:  Absol utely, ma’ am
Absol utely.

M5. O SHEA: MW two conmments, 1’1l try to keep
themfairly short. One of ny first thoughts upon | ooking

at the strawman proposal was not the need to plan for a
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whol e system not just transm ssion and generation.
Qobviously, there’'s planning efforts specific to each but
to think of the whole that works together and supports our
cl ean energy goals but that’s just one coment to offer.

And the second one, transm ssion planning is
incredi bly technical and for stakeholders |ike nyself who
are still comng up to speed with the engineering part of
this, the |anguage is alnost a different | anguage than we
speak in other neetings. |It’'s really helpful to have a
framewor k for non-engi neering stakehol ders to partici pate.

And whil e the thought of nore planning process
Wi thin our framework can be daunting, | think it’s really
important to remenber that if you don’t provide a
meani ngf ul opportunity for those to engage, they may be
able to cone to a neeting but they can't really dig into a
process. So, that’s just sonmething, | know when you're in
a field and you speak the |anguage, it’'s hard to renmenber
that sonme folks who really want to play a role may need a
little extra hel p accessing your world. So that would be
my second comrent.

And then, the few questions, what | would just
want to raise now, | may not be able to go into themin
great detail but |looking at the flowhart, the questions
t hat popped into ny mnd were where in the process is the

envi ronnmental review going to take place and where are
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there going to be opportunities for stakehol der
engagenent? So, it would be great to hear nore from
whoever is appropriate to answer that, get a little bit
nore detail about where and how that m ght take place.

MR. NAJARI AN:  Ckay, I'll respond to that real
qui ckly.

First of all, let’s go to the first, Figure 1
chart. The RETI process it is really, initiates what the
strawman descri bes and, as you know, that’s a stakehol der
process.

The other, | think, you know, we’ve heard about
the FERC requirenents for the sub-regional planning. So,
there is some opportunity there and there certainly would
be opportunity through the CEC s strategic investnent
pl anni ng process. That’s an open public forum |In fact,
we see that in this strawman as potentially taking sone
pressure off of the sub-regional planning process itself,
knowi ng that there’s an opportunity for full vetting of
that result through the strategic plan. And the process,
you see the swooping arrow from RETI going into that. So
there’ s opportunities there.

And t hen, you have annual planning. | know the
| SO is a stakehol der annual planning process so there's
opportunity there and then permtting in which you have

different parties to the proceedings. So, | think, real
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qui ckly in response -- we can provide nore details later -
- that’s how we see participation.

M5. O SHEA: Ckay, that definitely helps. W'l
probably have nore questions later but that definitely
hel ps clarify. And do you envision |lifting the
st akehol der input fromRETI into this process that would

be (i naudible)?

MR. NAJARI AN:  Yeah, in fact, we actually, yeah,
we do envision that. W see RETI as effectively being a
party to the strategic investnent plan proceeding. W’ ve
heard al ready fromthe participants on the sub-regional
pl anning that they intend to use RETI input to help them
drive their process. So, yeah, to respond to your
guestion, yes.

M5. O SHEA: Ckay, | think that’s it.

MR. NAJARI AN.  Thank you.

M5. O SHEA: Thank you.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  And |I’'d |i ke to acknow edge
briefly what Ms. O Shea said that although we’ve got a | ot
of transportation planning expertise at the table --
forgive ne, did | msstate your name?

M5. O SHEA: No, you said transportation
pl anni ng.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON: My, thank you.

MR. NAJARIAN: We're transporting el ectrons

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
(415) 457- 4417



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

131

ar ound.
COWM SSI ONER BYRON: Al t hough, we’ve got a great

deal of transm ssion planning expertise at the table, M.

O Shea indicated that we're still m ssing the stakehol der
i nvol venent that she’s interested in and | would note
that’s, in your case, the environnmental comunity but the

public in general, | think, definitely has to feel they
have an input to all of this process.

M5. OSHEA: It definitely applies beyond just
t he environnmental comunity.

COWMM SSI ONER BYRON:  Thank you.

MR. NAJARI AN:  Ckay, Faramarz?

MR. NABAVI: So, 1'd just like to thank you al
and | have comments both, you know, positive and otherw se
and | want to preface it by saying | think everyone in
this process has done a hercul ean effort whether we're
t al ki ng about environnmental stakeholders getting up to
speed on the technical issues, engineers getting up to
speed on stakehol der’s concerns and regul atory staff, you
know, and RETI coordinators being able to nake nove this
process forward.

So, here are ny general remarks. First of all,
t he conceptual transm ssion planning effort has been very
beneficial. W see one of its outconmes being this

California Joint Transm ssion Planning Workgroup. The
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recommendati ons they’ve al so presented, these have been
very val uabl e.

Redoi ng, RETI, every two years, would take away
scarce resources fromother processes that we’'re dependi ng
on. However, a long term an ultra |ong term abstract
pl an, may provi de sone benefits and maybe that’s where
this di scussion should go.

Transm ssion costs are very small relative to
generation. W should keep that in mnd. But the nost
crucial thing that’s resolving the coordinati on between
the transm ssion owners and operators and | think we see
that comm tnent here today, sir.

First of all, CalWEA, the California Wnd Energy
Associ ation, concurs with the recommendati ons that the
Phase 2A Transm ssion Planning Wrkgroup has identified --
| ooki ng at which sets of lines are part of this |east
(1 naudi bl e) approach that Dave nentioned, trying to find
out how we can overcone barriers to do joint projects
rather than duplicating facilities. And one aspect of
this process that is obviously very crucial fromthe
devel opers’ perspective is having a single transm ssion
charge if not having a dual rift rate pancaking.

And then, finally, thinking forward not just ten
years but, as Patricia Arons nentioned, that we need to

| ook at these investnents with a | ong term perspective in
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m nd. Doing a dance corridor designation is very hel pful.

Ckay, sone of the issues that we have not
necessarily agreed with all of the details of the RETI
process one of which is we think that uncertainty process
needs to be highlighted. W’re working with RETI
coordinators to get that in the final phase of the report.

The econom ¢ net hodol ogy needs to be updat ed.
The assunptions in Phase 1B, they were accurate at the
time they were made but as we know President Obama’ s nade
a significant conmtnment to renewabl es and we need to
incorporate that in the CREZ revision for Phase 2B.

And then, finally, with regard environnenta
nmet hodol ogy, the wind industry has nentioned this and we
are working with environnmental stakeholders on this but we
want to nmake sure that our footprint is represented
accurately.

O her things in terns of next steps. W think
that it is inportant to make sure that we have a credible
pl an and that does not nean that every segnent that’'s in
Phase 2A is going to happen. W all know nuch of that
won’t happen but how we approach that is the question.

We think rather than saying we think x, y, and z
transm ssi on segnents are the ones that are going to nove
forward, it makes sense based on the high |l evel analysis

that RETI has done to rather | ook at the timng. Wich
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ones are the ones that are nost |likely to nove forward

qui ckly, have the | east environmental concerns at the
greatest econonmic justification rather than saying we are
prioritizing these? W are just recognizing these are
going to be the ones that are nost likely going to cone to
us first.

So that’s that point. And | think another point
that’s inportant is to nake sure that we’'re not trying to
aimjust for 33% percent. You know, if you' re a major
| eague basebal |l player, you're not aimng at the outfield.
You’' re ai mng much higher and then the ball will go where
you want it to go and the sanme concept applies here for
the RPS. If we shoot just for 33% percent, given the
risks that are involved, it’s quite likely that we would
come up short. And | know that the CPUC actually just
rel eased a report that tal ks about this stuff.

Sone of the discussion questions, to answer the
guestions that Chuck brought up, we think that redoing the
full RETI process is probably not necessary. There are
aspects of it that could be updated, particularly in terns
of the transm ssion side, and we’'re open for that. The
crucial factor though again is the work that the people at
the tabl e here are doing right now.

RETI plans are indicative and everybody has

tal ked about this. | think everyone here is in agreenent
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and these processes are being incorporated. Wat we do
think though is that in ternms of timng, the biennial
concept probably is too anbitious given the resource
constraints not only of the transm ssion planners but
especially of the stakeholders. W need to keep that in
mnd. |If we have a process that’s noving forward at one
speed and other folks are noving forward at a different
speed, we’'re going to have problens. So that’s sonething
that we need to keep in m nd.

| want to talk about this ultra long term
abstract plan. This could have sone real benefits for us
but we need to keep in mnd that analysis has to be at a
high level. W won't be able to do the whol e RETI
analysis even if we wanted to but the |level of detail --
and | have to give trenmendous credit to folks |ike Roger
Johnson, Mark Hesters and Janes Reed from Energy
Comm ssi on who have just spent countless hours working on
this. W won't be able to do the sort of 500 front |evel
anal ysis of transm ssion and generation sites. But it
woul d be val uable to have a variety of scenarios, analyze
themand to | ook at them certainly.

And so, what are some of these potentia
scenarios? One thing that we need to keep in mnd, again,
thinking long term the intergovernnental panel on climate

change tells us that we’re going to need to cut our
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greenhouse gas eni ssions by 80% percent and in order to
achi eve that 80% percent, we're going to have to overshoot
that in electricity and transportati on because there are
ot her sectors that won’t be able to make it. So that
means we have a very anbitious |ong termgoal and given
the lack of (inaudible) of transportation -- |, nyself, |
took public transit to get here -- you know, we’'re going
to need to increase the anmobunt of electricity generation.
And that’s above and beyond the energy efficiency
initiatives that we have.

So another point -- again, not to get too
technical but just keep it at a high level -- we need to
| ook at a variety of scenarios for technology costs and
assunptions. | know a nunber of people in the floatable
(i naudi bl e) corridor group contacted RETI regarding its
assunptions but it’'s not just about (inaudible). It’s
al so applicable to wind, to solar thermal, to geothernal,
to biomass. W should have a standard set of assunptions
and | ook at them for each technol ogy.

And then, finally, | think that the corridor
started this. Again, it cannot be underestimated, the
i nportance of |ooking at the outset, what are our
showst oppers in terns of environnental issues and then try
to set aside potential corridors that we're going to need

SO we’'re not going to be in a tough spot a few years down
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t he road.

Ckay, not to get too nuch detail in transm ssion
costs but, again, there are sonme ways in which these
anal yses that were done initially that led to
overestimati on of what m ght be needed. And | think RETI
has done a good job of trying to address that. So, just
sonething to keep in m nd again, going forward.

And | tal ked about why we should not limt
transm ssion and this is nmy last slide so, again, in terns
of work neaning rate pancaking froma devel oper’s
perspective, can really kill a project.

Pronoti ng co-ownership and co-location of |ines
is also beneficial. It reduces the up-front costs,
potentially two generators, but above and beyond that, it
has both economi c and environnental benefits for
st akehol ders as a whole. Lines should be |arge enough to
accommodat e each party if we add joint POU and I QU |i nes
and the capacity should be nade avail abl e.

One nore thing that | think should be nentioned
is that when you have joint projects, it inevitably |eads
to sone beneficial outcones on the (inaudible) site. So,
if you have a regular framework for cooperation, maybe
you’' re upgradi ng an existing |line and having joint use
rat her than having duplication of lines. And, ultimately,

this is going to result in nore costs and | ower debt per
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capita outlays for both 10QUs and POUs.

So that is nmy presentation and | thank you for
hanging in there. | think everyone is eager to go to
l unch now. So, thank you very nuch.

MR. NAJARI AN:  Thank you. | think we’'re done.
| just want to thank all the panelists. | think we’ ve
built an excellent record here today. | appreciate it
very much

COWMM SSI ONER BYRON:  Yes, | do too. Thank you.
For those of you who are returning, we'll reconvene at two
o’ clock and for those of you that we’'re losing as a result

of other commtnents, thank you so nuch for being here
t hi s norni ng.
[OFf the record]

M5. GRAU. Are we waiting for Chairnman Dougl as?

MR. JOHANSON: No, | don’'t think so. | think we
shoul d go ahead and start.

M5. GRAU. Ckay. Well, thank you all of you who
canme back after lunch and it was a very | ong norning but
we do have one nore major section and that is on the staff
proposed transm ssion corridor designation selection
nmet hodol ogy and | would Iike to introduce Roger Johnson
who is the Iead for the Conmission’s transm ssion corridor
desi gnati on program

He has a Power point presentation and you woul d
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notice seven questions in the agenda and he is offering
anybody the opportunity to respond to those questions.
And, Roger, you are taking coments as you go through your
presentation; is that correct? O would you prefer to
wai t ?

MR, JOHNSON:. | think |I prefer to wait.

M5. GRAU. (kay, so can you go through this
Power poi nt and then, we’' |l open it up to questions from
the dais in the roomand then the fol ks on Wbex. And
with that, Roger, you can cone on up here.

MR. JOHNSON. Ckay, thanks. Good afternoon.
Good afternoon, Conmm ssioners, and audi ence. Thank you
very rmuch for com ng back and participating in this
afternoon’ s di scussion of the staff’s proposed corridor
desi gnati on net hodol ogy.

Unli ke Dave O sen, | forgot to put the big
italicized draft in front of this but it is a draft
proposal and we are, since we are essentially offering,
this is another strawman, this is another one today, for
peopl e to consider and offer us their conmments and
recommendati ons on how we m ght be able to use this
nmet hodol ogy to identify possible transm ssion on corridors
for designation.

This works out real well because Dave O sen did

an excellent job this norning tal king about the RETI
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process that 1’mgoing to be able to go through this
real l'y quick

The background of where these transition |ine
segnents have cone from so Dave nentioned the RETI
process this norning, Phase 1 he tal ked about as far as
defining the criteria, assunptions and net hodol ogy. And
t hen, the Phase 1B report, where they identified the CREZ
and the ranking. The Phase 2 report which we just now put
out the draft, had the CREZ refinenent that Dave did a
good job of explaining and al so the conceptual transition
pl ans of servi ce.

And those kinds of service are, what we're
| ooking at as far as which of these |lines m ght be a good
candi date for a corridor designation? And then the Phase
3 detailed transm ssion plans here, is to foll ow

As Dave nmentioned this norning, the RETI Phase 2
draft report had a series of, had four recommendati ons and
the fourth recomrendati ons was for the Energy Comm ssion
to get busy. Actually, to imediately |look to start
designating corridors beyond those al ready established by
the federal agencies or utility's rights-of-way to reserve
and protect transm ssion access. Corridor designation
nmust be coordi nated anong state/federal agencies and
support access to renewabl e energy areas, not only those

identified by RETI but by the Bureau of Land Managenent.
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So, energy zones that they' re going to be
identifying based upon the Secretary’s order and the
Desert Renewabl e Energy Conservation plan, the DRECP, that
t he Energy Comm ssion and Fish and Gane are tasked to
identify as part of the Governor’s executive order.

So, and as we heard this norning, RETI canme out
with 29 CREZs of high commercial renewabl e energy
potential indentified throughout California and these
areas have wi nd, solar, geothermal and bi omass resources.

The transm ssion |ine segnents that came out in
t he conceptual plan, there were renewabl e foundation |ines
whi ch Dave did a good job of describing. Fourteen of
t hose renewabl e delivery lines, 13 and then the collector
I'ines which connect the CREZs to either the delivery or
the foundation lines, there are 17 of those identified in
t he Phase 2A report.

So, just a quick recap of these renewabl e
foundation lines -- it will increase the anmount of energy
t hat can nove between Northern and Sout hern California.
They will be needed toward delivering renewabl e energy
fromall the CREZs and they're likely to be needed to neet
growi ng energy demand regardl ess of generation source.

And this is, the sane holds true for the
delivery lines. The renewable delivery lines wll nove

energy fromfoundation lines to major |oad centers and
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they’re likely to be needed regardl ess of energy source,
generation source and then, finally, the collector |ines.
These are the | arge nunber of |ines that have been
identified for carrying power fromthe CREZs to the
delivery lines and the foundation |ines.

So here’s a nice sketch of the segnents that
have been identified. As Dave nentioned, this map, you
can’t really discern when you have nultiple projects,
mul ti ple segnents in the sane right-of-way or corridor.

We just discussed today a bunch. 1In fact, we created sone
new maps that were going to go on the website today that
will give you a little nore information about the segnents
and they will be available this afternoon or tonorrow
which | think should be hel pful. And in the Southern
California map, you can see, again, the delivery |ines
foundation and the collector |ines and those gray service
spider veins are the CREZs that have been identified.

So, we're putting together this designation
met hodol ogy. One of the assunptions we were considering
was a corridor of designation for any RETI transm ssion
segnent included in 2009 Strategic |Investnent Transm ssion
Plan. W’Ill be in conformance with that plan. For a
corridor to be designated by the, for a corridor to be
applied for and designated by the Comm ssion, it needs to

be in conformance with the nost recent Strategic
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| nvest nent Pl an and our thought was that if we incorporate
t hese RETI segnents, there should be automatically, if you
woul d, found to be in conformance.

Anot her assunption we had was corridor
desi gnations should not be considered for transition
segnents with on-line service dates prior to 2015. Those
segnents, essentially, there’s not enough tine to,
essentially go to the corridor designation and then take
that to permtting and then construction to neet a 2015
on-line date. And you' d be cutting it real close and as,
| think, we all know, it takes, tend to slip, not get
closer. So that was an assunpti on.

RETI transm ssion |line segnent factors -- we
| ooked at these different segnents and | ooked to see what
factors could be evaluated for essentially determ ning
whi ch one m ght be, which ones mght be a little preferred
for designation and when these corridors, when these
designated -- excuse ne -- when the segnents were
eval uated, we used the Garanendi principles to | ook at the
different types of right-of-way.

Essentially, there’'s a preference for non-
expanding the right-of-way, if you would. Using existing
right-of-ways either by reconductoring the existing
transm ssion towers or replacing those towers but in the

sanme right-of-way w thout expanding it.
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And then, after those two types of right-of-way,
we have an expansion of the existing right-of-way where
you need to make the right-of-way sonmewhat |arger to
handl e either a new line or a reconductoring or, excuse
me, a rebuilding of an existing |line.

And then, there’s the new right-of-way that’s
co-l ocated near an existing right-of-way and when we use
co-located, we use the, we | ooked out for up to half a
mle. |It’s considered co-located. So anything that’s
near an existing right-of-way up to half a mle is
consi dered co-located and then finding there is a right-
of-way that’'s a new right-of-way that’s not co-located is
now, essentially, in newterritory. And that would be the
fifth and | east desirable type of new corridor.

We al so | ooked at on-line service dates. W
just nentioned that we didn’t consider any segnents that
had on-line dates earlier than 2015. W |ooked at the
total energy potential and the comercial interest, the
CREZs that are being accessed by the segnent. The total
energy was determ ned by RETI to be what they believe
based upon the resource potential would be avail able there
and the comrercial interest, and essentially sonething
that has a nunber of applications, if you would, in that
ar ea.

And so, sonetines, when the comercial interest
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was | arger than the total interest, it’s because BLM has
multiple applications for a |ot nore negawatts than RETI
bel i eved woul d be devel oped that area. The |ocation of
the CREZ bei ng accessed was considered as well as

envi ronnent al concerns, the cost of the segnent and ot her
factors.

So we decided that there’'s these three different
types of segnents -- the collectors, the foundation,
delivery. The collectors can all be evaluated by each of
the factors we | ooked at, the right-of-way, the on-1line
date, the energy potential, the CREZ | ocation and the
econom ¢, the environnental concern, the econom c score
and ot her factors.

The ot her factors we considered were could
mul ti pl e segnents use the sanme corridor? O wll federa
corridors be connected with the corridor?

The foundation and delivery |ines though,
because the energy potential was considered to be the sane
for each of those types of lines and each of those |lines
are supposed to have been able to access and provide
access for all CREZs, those categories weren’t considered
in that type of an evaluation for that segnent type.

kay, | got a correction. Say that again?

FEMALE VO CE: Econom c score.

MR. JOHNSON:. Ch, you're right. The economc
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score, we changed that to be segnent cost instead of
econom ¢ score because we were able to find the cost for
each segnent in the appendi X.

So, for the rights-of-way breakdown, we started
out with 106 segnents identified in the RETI report and 41
of those segnents woul d be using existing right-of-ways so
t hose are excluded fromthis nmethodol ogy since they
al ready have their right-of-way and 65 segnments either
requi re an expanded or a new right-of-way and those wl|
be carried forward to have further evaluations. So the
type there, you can see that a total of 32 to be expanded
and 19 new co-located and 14 woul d need a new ri ght - of -
way.

So then, when you | ook at the on-line service
breakdown, those lines projected to be needed by 2015 on-
line date, there’s seven total, four by 2016 and 11 |ines
for 2020. So that takes us to 22 lines that are being
consi der ed.

And then when the collector lines are sorted by
right-of-way type, we’ve identified the projects -- get ny
mouse -- the nanme of the project, we’ve changed that to an
al pha designation just so that we don’t get people excited
about which projects potentially | ook best right now The
coll ector group has been identified and, again, this group

is that group of collector lines, all the lines are
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together in a group and these are the CREZs that were
accessed by those collector lines and then the type of
right-of-way required. So it’s sorting by right-of-way
required. The expanding of the right-of-way would be a
preferred activity versus the newer co-Ilocated right-of-
way. And then we kept out, just for information purposes,
we showed the energy, the total energy, the commerci al
energy, environmental concern -- high, nmedium and | ow --
and then the cost of the segnent in mllions of dollars.

Al right. So then, you can sort the lines by
their total energy potential and you get a different set
of ordering. And then we can sort them by environnental
concerns. W did another ordering with these particul ar
segnents. The nedium was the | owest environnent concern
and hi gh was hi gher.

The environmental concern value was created for
each segnent by a group of environnental experts that
eval uated the segnments and det erm ned based upon | ooki ng
at it a nunber of criteria, whether or not there was a
hi gh, medi um or | ow environnental concern with the
construction of that segnent.

And then, finally, when you sort the |ines by
cost, you get another ordering. The tinmes two indicates,
typically, a transmssion -- actually, these are two

segnents but it’s the sane line. One segnent is
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essentially one half of the circuit and the other segnent
is another half of the circuit. And when RETI put these
segnents out there, it was understood that initially only
one circuit would be needed and then as the CREZ built
out, the second circuit woul d be added.

W were scoring these for environnental concern
t hough. There was a thought that you should give a, you
know, a high concern or a mediumconcern to the first
proj ect because that’s where you' re actually creating | and
use inpacts, if you would and it’s affecting your
envi ronnment al species and then the second project which is
just like adding conductors to get a set of towers shoul d
get a |l ow because it’s essentially very mnimal inpact.
The thing there, there was concern that you would have,
maybe the second half of the project scoring higher than
the first half of the project and being recomended before
you get to the first project. So, we gave the sane
concern to both halves of the project and here, we’ ve
shown times two to show that that cost, $1.6 million, is
actual ly double that for having a double circuit project.

So what do you do with all these scores and this
data? So, we just decided, let’s just put together just a
basic, if you would, just a summary table where we, on the
rights-of-way, there's either a expanded, a co-located, a

new right-of-way or a co-located or a new right-of -way
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that’s not co-located. And so, we gave those val ues of
one, two or three.

Under potential energy, we'll go ahead and use
the, the nunber of the sort, essentially, the best, the
hi ghest energy project was A and so we’ve got a score of 1
and then the second highest was B in this case and you’ ve
got a score of 2.

Envi ronnental concern, there was three |evels of
concern -- low, nedium high -- so we just, for this
effort, for this exercise, we just used 1 for low, 2 for
medi um and 3 for high. And then, the cost, we also
all ocated as, the | owest cost project got a score of 1 and
t he highest project in this particular set of projects got
a 9.

So then, just a sinple adding up the scores --
we won't get a 3.75. Let’'s see. Oh, the average of these
scores, sinple average, okay, is 3.75, 2.75 being the
| onest and 5.00 and a 5.25, the highest here.

So this just gives you just a suggestion of an
order of preference of these projects. The 2.75, that’s
awful close to three and so naybe there are sone ot her
ways that we should be eval uating these segnents.

So, like we mentioned before, another area would
be renewabl e areas access for collector lines. The

recommendat i on suggested that these lines also need to
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access the BLM and DREZP areas and so that would be --
when we have that information which should be later this
sumer, BLMw || be identifying the areas for solar energy
project and the DREZP should be comng out later this
summer with sone initial areas for a preferred devel opnent
in the state for renewabl e energy.

So, when we have that information it will help
us understand whi ch of these segnents would of fer access
to all three types of areas. Just a second, please, to
check nmy notes. And another consideration for trying to
eval uate whi ch of these corridors would be preferred woul d
be whether or not a segnent would connect to a federal
corridor. And then, also whether or not a segnment would
be avail able for nore than one segnent. | nean, excuse
me, whether or not a corridor would provide the ability to
have nore than one line that’s not duplicative and provide
a corridor for two lines, I'd say. So with those types of
additional factors, we're hoping to be able to identify
the one, two or three preferred segnents that should be
consi dered per designation. That was for the collector
[ines.

For the foundation |ines, because we weren’t
able to say anything about commercial interests or about
accessing different corridors, excuse ne, the different

CREZs because they said, the report says that these
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foundation lines won't provide access to all CREZ and
serve essentially the sanme nunber of, same anount of
energy. That’s why those nunbers are repeated here.
Really, the only thing we could sort out was environnental
concern and then we could just sort those on cost of these
foundation lines, giving you an idea of what would be the
preferred ones. And then, finally, the sanme as the
delivery lines. 1In this case, we're going into two we

| ook at -- environnental concern, we're could sort on

t hose and we could al so sort those on cost.

So, and then, we put a note down here, if there
is no clear favored project, then we could confer with the
new Joi nt Transm ssion Planning G oup and ask for their
gui dance on what they would recommend as far as a project
for corridor designation. So that’'s briefly this proposal
on how we m ght take these 106 segnents and put them
t hrough sone sort of a nethodology to conme up with a
recomrendat i on.

Then, | have a set of questions here that staff
put together and if | could just go through the questions
with you and then, if you care to comment on net hodol ogy
or the questions, | ask if you could conme up and provide
your comrents. These are on the hand-outs as well.

COWMM SSI ONER BYRON:  Before you end, M.

Johnson, could we ask sone clarifying questions here?
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MR. JOHNSON: Yes, please.

COW SSI ONER BYRON: | got to see your
presentation | think last night for the first tinme and,
on-line -- so | didn't very nmuch have a chance to jot down
sonme questions but now that you' ve gone through it, |I'm
stuck with a couple of things here that 1'd like to see if

| munderstanding it correctly.

So, the criteria for the 2015 cut-off date is
because we can’t get through this process any faster than
t hat ?

MR. JOHNSON:. That’'s correct. For going through
a designation, it’s going to take anywhere from six nonths
to a year to prepare an application for designation. |It’s
going to take a year to process that, process that
application and then, it will take, because we went
t hrough the corridor designation process, you m ght be
able to get the permtting done in six nonths to a year
and then, it will take two years for construction. So
when you add that up there, you' re right up to 2015 and
that’s if everything goes w thout any problens.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Ckay. So those, any
projects that are in discussion prior to that are
basically on their own and they won’t benefit fromthis
process?

MR. JOHNSON:. That’s correct. They should go
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straight to permtting.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON: Ckay. | have to note that
all of the manipulation of the nunmbers, it kind of
troubles nme. For instance, if | work you at like slide 19
where you’ ve gone ahead and averaged all these rankings,
essentially, they re rankings. Mst of them are rankings.
It’s kind of a net weighting. Everything has equal
wei ghting, correct?

MR JOHNSON:. Correct.

COM SSI ONER BYRON:  And it seens very
sinplistic to ne. Had you consi dered using the RETI
st akehol ders, perhaps, on how to go about this rating
process, taking advantage of the 29 stakehol ders that are
i nvol ved in that?

MR. JOHNSON. Well, that was what | was hopi ng
we woul d start that discussion today.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Ckay. Wiy do you only have
a limted nunber of Iines? For instance, there’s only two
delivery lines |isted.

MR. JOHNSON. Those are the delivery |ines,
there’s only two of themthat are needed after 2015.

COWMWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Ch, | see. ay, | think
Il stop there and go ahead and open it up to questions
unl ess there are any other questions or clarification that

anyone had. Let’'s go ahead and open it up to your |ist of
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guesti ons.

MR. JOHNSON. Ckay, thank you. Well, first, the
guestion that I would like to know, first off, what
changes should we make to inprove this nethodol ogy for
selecting the RETI transm ssion |ine segnments for corridor
designation? And we’ve only had the report for about five
days and this is a brainstormng that we had as far as
just -- it’s sinplistic but it gives you a suggestion of
what a preferable project mght ook |ike.

And the second question is what’s the earliest
on-line date for a RETI transm ssion |line segnent we
shoul d assune? We’ve picked 2015, do you think that we
can do anything earlier than that? And is the on-line
date slippage a factor that we shoul d consider in our
nmet hodol ogy? W sort of think that nobst transm ssion and
generation, if you would, dates, for on-line dates tend to
slip and if we know that, should we sonehow factor that
into the nethodol ogy?

The fourth question is should transm ssion |ine
segnents identified by the RETI process that are included
in the 2009 STIP be considered in conformance with the
pl an for purposes of the corridor designation needs
determ nati on?

And then, under what circunstances do you

believe that designating a corridor at that tinme could
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shorten and i nprove the overall transm ssion |ine
permtting process and outcone? Now, staff |ooks at the
nunbers and we believe that it could save a year on a
project that goes through a designation versus just go
straight to devel oping an application and going through a
permtting process with sonme of the issues that conme up
wWith permtting.

And then, if the Energy Conmi ssion identifies in
the 2009 Strategic Transm ssion and Investnent Plan a
certain RETI transm ssion |line segnent as a candi date for
corridor designation, should the transm ssion |ine owner
prepare and submt an application for a corridor
designation? And if the answer is no, what would be the
reasons for not applying a designation?

So those are essentially the questions we have
and |'d entertain additional questions and any comments on
met hodol ogy. So, if anybody would like to conme up to the
m crophone?

MR. NABAVI: They say people are poor at silence
so Il junp in on this one. 1'd |like to thank Roger for
putting this presentation together. This is really the
first tinme sonmeone has attenpted to put this all together
in this fashion and | think that what we should do is we
shoul d | ook at how we can integrate this with what the

California Joint Transm ssion Planning Goup is |ooking at
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in terns of commercial interests.

So, that’s not to say that we should only do
commercial interests because | think there is a long term
benefit to | ooking at some corridors where there may not
be a high degree of commercial interests right now and
that is what this methodol ogy could present. But, in
addition to those lines that may be indicated by this
met hodol ogy, | think, you know, having that overlay wth,
let’s say, the generator interconnections that Patricia
Arons was referring to in her presentation, | think there
woul d be a lot of value in, in having that synergy though.

MR. STUART: Roger, |’ m wondering why you
couldn’t speed up the process in terns of, if it neets al
the criteria for --

MR. JOHNSON. Could you state your nane for the
record, please?

MR. STUART: OCh, I'msorry. Bob Stuart,

Bri ght source Energy.

MR, JOHNSON. Thank you.

MR. STUART: |’ m wondering why instead of 2013,
you’' re assumng a two-year tinme to construct which is
probably reasonable? If it nmet all the criteria, why that
couldn’t be noved up to 2013, saying look at it; it neets
all the criteria in terns of the corridor designation; it

fits into the 2009 plans, what have you. Wy does the
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project have to be constructed if it’s permtted and it’s
about to construct, shovel ready?
MR, JOHNSON: |I'msorry, Bob. | lost that

question. Could you --

MR, STUART: Ckay, let ne, okay, refrane it.
So, |’ mwondering, you nentioned 2015 cut-off date. Wy
not a proposed 2013 saying that if it’s going through al
of the needs designation, neets all of the criteria for a
corridor line, then why settle with a two-year
construction period? It neets all the dates. It’s going
to go nove ahead. It didn't seemlike it has to wait for
the construction period.

MR. JOHNSON:. Well, neeting the criteria for a
corridor designation only neans that soneone can prepare a
corridor application and go through a 12-nonth corri dor
desi gnati on process.

MR STUART: Ckay.

MR. JOHNSON: So, that could be a year and a
half right there to get a designation fromthe Energy
Comm ssion. And then, after you have designation, you
need to go through permtting.

So you need to take your, you know, designation
process and, hopefully, the permt you gave the PQU or the
| QU going through the CPCin with the CPUC, the California

Public Uilities Conmm ssion, could benefit fromthe
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program (i naudi bl e) that was done for the corridor
designation and reduce the permtting time for that
segnent. So that could be six nmonths to a year there. So
that’s two and a half years and then, two years for
construction would be four and a half years. So if you
start at 2010 when you would start your application
process for the designation, that’'s 2014 for four years.
So that’s why we were thinking 2015 woul d probably be the
earliest.

MR STUART: | see. Are there sone
opportunities for doing sone of these in parallel?

MR, JOHNSON: Well, we could do multiple
corridors designations. Yes, there are opportunities. It
just takes, you know, the other question is, one of the
guestions | posed was should utilities prepare their
applications and if not, why not? The Comm ssion can
designate corridors on its own notion. It said, when
would we do that? When will the Conm ssion take the |ead
versus the transm ssion owner, if you would, preparing
their own application?

MR. STUART: So, just a point of clarification
then, | thought | heard the Conm ssioner say that those
projects that are not going to nake the 2015, they’'re
still there on their owm in terns of their, the permtting

process?
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MR. JOHNSON. Every transm ssion |ine project
has to go through permtting.

MR STUART: | understand.

MR. JOHNSON: So, when we say they're on their
own, that neans they should just go straight to permtting
and not to take advantage of the corridor designation
because that’s not going to give themany, if you would,
advantage on getting a permt in that short tinme frane
bet ween now and 2015.

MR. STUART: Ckay. That's what | was kind of
wonderi ng why shouldn’t in having the corridor designation
have sone benefit in ternms of speeding up the permtting
process?

MR JOHNSON:. Well, | think it could, maybe, you
know, depending on the need determi nation unit at the PUC,

MR. STUART: Ckay, all right.

MR. JOHNSON: Thank you, Anne.

M5. G LLETTE: Anne Gllette fromthe PUC. Just
a couple of nitty-gritty questions, | guess, but thank you
very nmuch, M. Roger. This is really, it had sone good
t hi nki ng that has gone into this. Just a question on page
20. You have four lines listed. | was wondering if there
was any particular reason that these four are |listed? |
didn’'t see any correlation between the scores on page 19

or is this just an exanple of you just choose three or
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four of the top lines?

MR. JOHNSON: It’s just an exanpl e.

M5. G LLETTE: kay.

MR, JOHNSON:. W just didn’'t have the tinme. W
didn’t have the space on the slide to put nore than four
so we just left it as an exanple of the process.

M5. G LLETTE: Okay, and then, | would like to
t hi nk through the overall nethodol ogy nore but it just
struck nme on page 19, you’'re doing a sinple average on the
four scores that have different ranges and so, the right-
of -way, for exanple, is only 1 to 2 but total energy has 1
to 9. So just averaging themwould cause a | ot nore
wei ght to conme on the energy potential and the cost rather
than on right-of-way than on environnmental concerns.

MR JOHNSON: That’s true.

M5. G LLETTE: That’'s sonething to think about.

MR JOHANSON: We ran into that when we were
doi ng the environnmental scoring of the transm ssion |ine
segnents. One of the scores dealt with Iength and so a
200 mile long |ine had a huge di sadvantage over a 50 mle
long line if you were just using sinple averages. So
there, we cane up with a system of buckets where we took
the projects and divided themup into quintiles, if you
woul d, so we m ght be able to do sonething here as well

with those factors but w thout having, w thout having nore
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time and input on that, we just went with a sinple average
just to get you guys to react to it.
M5. G LLETTE: Ckay. GCkay, and then on your

guestion, the second to the |last question, if you identify

in the STIP a certain RETI transm ssion as a candi date
should -- oops, sorry, no. |I’msorry, the fourth question
on slide 25. Do you have any thinking on, you nentioned

that maybe the lines in the RETI conceptual plan would
just be automatically adopted by the STIP? 1|s that kind
of your current thinking or would this nethodol ogy used in
the STIP to vet the RETI lines or this would be used after
the STIP to vet RETI lines that came through STIP? |
guess |’ m having troubl e seeing the conbination there.

MR. JOHNSON: Right now, any corridor
designation has to, any transmssion line that's conmng to
the Comm ssion for a corridor designation has to be in
conformance with the nost recent Strategic |nvestnent
Transm ssi on Pl an.

M5. G LLETTE:  Un- huh.

MR. JOHNSON: And so, by bringing in all RETI
segnents regardl ess of date, regardl ess of the suggestion
t hat because RETI has produced those and proposed those as
transm ssi on segnments for the purposes of renewabl e energy
that that would, the fact that they were presented in a

strategic plan would neet that requirenment for being in
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conformance with the plan.

Now, a different project, if soneone brought
anot her project to the Conm ssion that hadn’t gone through
RETI and it was a different transm ssion project, there
are other requirenents of neeting, conformng with the
STIP as far as neeting the goals and objectives of the
Comm ssion, of the State’s energy policy.

So there are other criteria that these projects
in particular and the nethodol ogy would only be used for
staff to recommend designation for certain projects. Not
that all of them would be reconmended for designation
just that if someone were to propose one, it would be
found to be in conformance with the report but then staff
woul d use the nmethodology within the strategic plan to
propose that the Comm ssion designate, | feel not
designate but identify, certain segnents that should go to
desi gnation

M5. G LLETTE: You said that designation, so
this woul d be done as part of the STIP? This eval uation
woul d be done. So the STIP would nake the recomendati ons
not only of which ones were eligible to apply but of which
ones woul d be considered a priority?

MR JOHNSON: Wi ch ones shoul d be recommended
for priority designation, yes.

MS. G LLETTE: Ckay.
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MR. JOHNSON: So that we could identify those
segnents that we felt should, would benefit the nost,

woul d definitely benefit the nost from designating for the

future.
M5. G LLETTE: Okay, thank you.
MR. JOHNSON. We use the nethodol ogy to pick
t hose.
M5. G LLETTE: Right, thank you.
MR, JOHNSON. Any ot her questions or conments?
Dave.
MR OLSEN. |'m Dave Osen with RETI. Roger,
t hank you, again, for putting this together.

One thing | would note in the proposal to use
line segnents identified by RETI as candidates to be in
conformance, seen in conformance with the STIP, please
keep in mnd that the draft plan that we have now is
really prelimnary and we are going to do sone
prioritization of the Iine segnents that we have
identified which wll narrow those down.

And so, | think it would nmake a | ot of sense to
wait until RETI has had an opportunity to significantly
reduce the nunber of line segnents and prioritize them and
that woul d provide a better basis for consideration of any
of these segnents in STIP

| would also, would like to ask a clarifying

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
(415) 457- 4417



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

164

guestion. Again, could you clarify the effect on a
proposed transm ssion project of being in a designated
corridor? 1Is the intention here to designate corridors
then, which then would go through a full sequel review so
that transm ssion projects in designated corridors would
be in essence pre-approved?

MR. JOHNSON: No. The, | think your question
is, what’s the advantage of a project being identified and
having a designated corridor identified for a project?

MR OLSEN.  Yes.

MR. JOHNSON. Qur hope is that the issues that
woul d go along with that designation will be taken care of
during the designation process and there woul d be an
agreenent between the | ocal agencies and the public that
a, this is the appropriate corridor for a new transm ssion
project and so when it cones tinme for permtting, those
issues will have been addressed, hopefully, and the per
i npl enented EIR that was used to designate that corridor
woul d then be used by the permtting agency to tier off of
it to essentially provide for an expedited permt.

MR. CLSEN.  Uh- huh.

MR. JOHNSON:. So that woul d be the advantage of
using a corridor.

MR. OLSEN. So, and that’s the basis for your

estimate that this could take six to twelve nonths off the
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permtting time?

MR JOHNSON:. Correct.

MR. OLSEN. And, but the project would still
have to apply for a CPCN? It would submt a CPCN
application and go through that process in the case of
investor owned utilities at the PUC?

MR. JOHNSON: That’'s correct. They still have
to go through the process but, hopefully, it would be an
expedi ted process.

MR. OLSEN. Ckay. One final comrent -- | think
that in this nmorning s panel discussion, a couple of the
panel i sts enphasi zed the val ue of preserving optionality
for future devel opnent as being in the strategic interest
of the State and | would certainly second that. That
| ooks beyond potentially 2020 with the RETI tinmefrane and
so, | would really encourage the Comm ssion to | ook | onger
termat potential corridors or potentials for corridors
that are not essentially in the RETI anal ysis now since
we’ve only | ooked really to 2020. 1It’'s going to becone
increasingly difficult to preserve any kind of corridors
as popul ati on devel ops and as we | earn nore about
ecosystens and the need to preserve basic ecosystem
functions. So, it’s in our interest to identify these
corridors and maybe, if necessary, over a much |onger term

now. And | don’'t see that in this approach here. So
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that’s just something that | woul d suggest.

MR, JOHNSON. kay, thank you, Dave. Pat?

M5. ARONS: Roger, | think this is areally
great starting point for us to talk about how do we go
about deciding what to designate as a corridor but let ne
ask a question of you.

If we believe that this plan sets out long term
options and we wanted to | ook at this as kind of a
coherent plan that maybe it takes us sone nunber of years
to build out maybe an approach to think about is to nove
forward with the plan that creates designations for the
maj or portion of these lines that we think can be
desi gnated and so divide up and carve up the work over a
nunber of years.

Have you thought about how long it would take to
take this plan as it stands right now through a corridor
desi gnation process as far as the CEC is concerned with
its resources? |If you don’'t take it pieceneal segnment by
segnent but if you look at it as the whole, how many years
do you think it would take us to get this through kind of
a conprehensi ve set of designated corridors?

MR. JOHNSON: That’s a good questi on.
Essentially, we believe that we're probably staffed to
handl e two corridor designations simultaneously. To do

nore than that woul d go beyond our resources and with our
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current concern about resources for the State of
California, that’s a concern. But we never suggested or
were thinking that there would be a need to designate
corridors for the whol e plan.

W felt that there’s probably those key
corridors that can provide the State with the best
results, if you would, for energy and for nulti-purpose.
That’ s why we were suggesting that we’'re | ooking to
whittle this down to one or two or maybe even three key
projects to go forward with designation. So, | don’t know
if that answers your question.

M5. ARONS: | think it’s sonething that we need
to maybe think about in ternms of a strategic view of, you
know, what are the pressures that we're facing with
growt h, what are the pressures that we’'re facing
environnentally and if we’'re trying to provide the path
into the future that maybe takes us 20 or 30 years down
the road, naybe we only do one or two at a tine but it
certainly puts us on a path of having a conprehensive set
of transm ssion options for the future.

MR, JOHNSON. Ckay.

M5. ARONS: Just a suggested thought that maybe
we think about this in terns of the work that we want to
do as opposed to priority because, |like you, each of these

is either nmoving directly into a permt process or
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becomng a long termoption for the future and we can’t
tell whether that future is ten years out or eight years
out or twenty years out. So we focus on the work to be
done and how we want to go through or how we want to go
down that path in terns of which one do we do first, which
one goes second. Thank you.

MR, JOHNSON. Thank you.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Ms. Arons, before you
| eave, you sound you're pretty famliar then with the
| egislation that created this corridor designation
process, the SB 1059 and it passed, | think, two years
ago. Does that sound right?

M5. ARONS: |'mnot a | awyer.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  So, three years ago. And
we've westled, |I'"ve westled with this Commssion in
terms of what it’s value is. Again, it looks like it’'s
creating another process. Wat’s your thought about the
potential for any value fromthis corridor designation
process?

M5. ARONS: | think it’s huge. | think that to
the extent that we lay out a system of potential areas
where we m ght want to build transm ssion in the future,
what you then do is incorporate those into cities and
counties’ general plans so that everybody out there in the

world can build up to whatever ownership rights we’'re able
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to establish through acquisition right away.

The corridor designation alone is not enough.
You’ ve got to go and allow utilities to acquire right-of-
way wWithin the corridor and then, you can all ow
devel opment up to the edge of right-of-way.

What you don’t do is you don’t set up a dynam c
for the future. Ten years or twenty years, we’'re going to
be doing a ot of condemation. Condemation is probably
the worst outcone in any sort of permt process that you
have to go through and you can get into a |lot of |ega
wr angl i ng about the, you know, the validity of the work
that was done to establish the permt and you don't want
to go there.

You're better off telling the public, here’ s the
path that we’'re on. W want to be able to build
transm ssion. W will need to build transm ssion. These
are State goals. W’'re allowing utilities or transm ssion
devel opers to procure right-of-way. W’'re allow ng them
to collect on that investnent through rates and,
therefore, you can only build your hones, you know, your
shoppi ng centers, whatever, up to the edge and at | east
you’' re hol ding open a right-of -way.

And that, it becones critical in the areas where
you thi nk devel opnment can occur next. So if we were, if

we had our Johnny Carson turban on, you know, we could
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tell the future very well, the question would be where do
we think gromh is going to obliterate a transm ssion
option because then, it beconmes a condemati on exercise?

| f you knew that for sure, then you could focus
on just those areas but you don’t know and transm ssion
has to have corridors that all connect together. So |
t hi nk the approach that we’ve got is very good but | think
it needs to be viewed as very long termoptions for the
State and a legitimte question to ask is how nmany
transm ssion options does the State need to have inits
hi p pocket to be sure that we’ll be able to achi eve our
renewabl e goal s?

What we have right now in the RETI plan may be
way too much. Maybe we don’t need all those options but
it does give you the ability, you know, as the future
unfol ds as we have projected in the RETI studies, these
transm ssion lines will be built. But because the future
is so uncertain, other transm ssion |ines nay be needed
but so then you, you don’t need everything that we’'ve laid
out. It wouldn't need designated corridors for everything
but there’'s got to be a happy nmedium And so, in doing
the planning, | think you re better off thinking about the
uncertainties, pinpointing themand then establish an
appetite for acquisition of right-of-way and putting that

in rates versus the only other option that you have to
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this path is to build transm ssion early and you don’t
want to overbuild. W want to end up buil ding sonething
that’s appropriate for the needs at the tinme as we see
themat the tinme. And | think that’s what nakes corridor
designation so attractive in my mnd is by sinply hol ding
the property and not overbuil ding transm ssion, you nay be
overinvesting in potential transm ssion right-of-way but
that’s sonmething that can be sold off at a | ater date.

So, | think as a manageabl e set of assets, what
you’' ve got is sonmething that gives you the option and it’s
an option cost that you re experienced in holding that
property in rates and going through this exercise.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  As | learned | ast Friday
when you and | both participated in that transm ssion
ef fici ency workshop down in Southern California, you are a
key transm ssion planner or the transm ssion planner at
Sout hern California Edison. Can we anticipate that
Sout hern California soon will be applying for any corridor
designations to this agency?

M5. ARONS: | believe so. | think one of the
things that we have to have tine to do is to go back into
the office, digest all of this stuff and really begin to
apply strategic thinking to the whole plan in terns of
what are our thoughts about where load will grow? What

are our thoughts about |and use issues and being able to
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secure right-of-way and putting people on notice and
starting to go through that process?

Ri ght now, we have a couple of big permtting
processes that we're involved with so we’re going to have
to achi eve, you know, sonme m |l estones there, free people
up to be able to initiate applications but | think,
definitely, these are, | think it’s critical for the
State. | think it’s going to be valuable for the State in
10 or 20 years when ny junior planners becone, you know,
senior planners. They' re going to be the ones that are
going to be building this stuff out, not nme, but,
hopefully, I will have left themw th sonething that is
roadmapped i nto, you know, gives themthe flexibility of
mai nt ai ni ng these procurenent goals that the State has set
out for us.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Thank you.

MR, JOHNSON. Any nore questions or comments?
Thank you.

COWMM SSI ONER BYRON:  Whoa, |'’m sure we can
solicit a few nore coments. |’mreally pleased that the,
that we do have sonme investor owned utilities that are
still here. | was hoping that PGE m ght be willing to
make sone comrents or questions, either ask you sone
guestions or provide sone comments. Any possibility of

t hat ?
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MR JOHNSON:  Jon?
MR. THALMAN. Thanks for vol unteering ne.
COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Yes, thanks for

vol unt eeri ng.

MR, THALMAN:  Sure.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Usual ly, he’s not this
qui et .

MR. THALMAN. Jon Eric Thal man, PGE. Roger, of
course, a question that crossed ny mnd while | was

readi ng through your questions is you posed a question --
shoul d the Energy Comm ssion file for a corridor
designation if utilities do not? Maybe |I’m nore curious
what scenario you m ght be thinking of there and what
woul d be, if so, what would be the val ue of having a
corridor designated without any interest fromthe
utilities?

MR, JOHNSON: Well, | wasn't thinking it wasn’'t
inthe interest of the utilities. | guess, | was thinking
that if we came up with the top segnent that would qualify
for a designation, it would be the, you know, best thing
for California, what if the utility didn't care to file an
application? It didn't see the value init. So would the
Comm ssion then, on its own notion, take that through
designation and nmake it available in the future. That was

t he questi on.
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MR. THALMAN. Ckay, so then, the followup is
and Pat touched on this sonme but if a utility just, from
the utilities perspective, you m ght decide, we don't
need to do that. The Energy Conm ssion’s done that and
it’s waiting for when we need it. |Is that a, is that
vi ewed as an advantage for the State because froma public
standpoi nt, corridors have been designated and set-up?
Because then, the potential, the potential here is that
events change, variables change and ten, fifteen years
fromnow, there’s a need that is, where a segnent that was
designated, a corridor designation previously now has sone
serious di sadvantages but yet, it is designated that and
to build aline in a different area now is an uphill
battl e because not only do you have to go through the ful
process, Yyou' ve got to prove why this non-designated
corridor is better than the one that was designated. And
if that’s the truth, then you're still going to have an
uphil'l battle.

MR, JOHNSON: But we're required to essentially
re-evaluate all designated corridors at |east once every
ten years.

MR. THALMAN. Ckay.

MR. JOHNSON: To see if it should remain
designated. W' re hoping that we don’'t have to

essentially carry the water and do this, you know, since
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what with the State’s situation the way it is and our
budget. \Wonever designates the corridor pays for all the
process and it’s fully reinbursable so it won't be

I nexpensi ve to, you know, essentially pay for all the
cities and counties and anybody el se that needs to
participate for themto participate in the process.

But, to answer your question, | think it would
be an advantage to the State to have that corridor
desi gnat ed because we believe that it’s inportant for
their reliability of the State and to nmeet our energy
goal s and our, essentially, especially our renewable
energy goals and | guess we want to see that designated
and hopefully, that woul d maybe, essentially expedite and
i nprove the permtting process when it happened.

MR. THALMAN. PG&E thinks this is a good idea
and, just, you know, we like the idea of being able to
designate corridors. W don't anticipate a case where the
State woul d have to do that without utilities doing so.
was j ust curious, maybe what scenario you were thinking
of .

MR, JOHNSON. Okay, glad to hear that.

COWMWM SSI ONER BYRON:  If | may? PGRE, | believe,
participated in our May 4'" workshop and we did hear from
themon this as well, and | think we’ve got favorable

support from P&E in particular and | think some other
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investor owned utilities as well. W have staffing
limtations. |In fact, as M. Johnson indicated, those may
beconme nore severe as these sweeps begin to take place.
And we’ve anticipated that the value in this since the

| egi sl ation’s passed. W’ ve devel oped regul ati ons around
this but yet, we’ve not seen corridor designation.

You rai sed a good point. W have not seen
applications for corridor designation. You raised a good
point. It’s kind of Iike why would you proceed at this
point if we mght self-apply. Resources being what they
were, if I’mdoing nmy math correctly, we could do about
two, you said, sinultaneously? W could do about four, if
soneone el se was doing the applying because if there is --
| don’t need to speak for staff on this -- because there
is obviously time and effort involved in these
applications. But we’'re not seeing a novenent and the
interest there yet. |I'mjust wondering if publicly we're
heari ng one thing but privately, there’s another
restriction that’s going on as to why, why the investor

owneds are not coming forward with applications at this

poi nt ?

MR. JOHNSON:. There aren’t any that |’m aware
of. | think it’s nore of and Pat may have alluded to this
that we're still trying to figure out how all this fits

into the project plans. Wen is the nost appropriate tine
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fromthe corporate, the country standpoint to go ahead and
apply for corporate, corridor designation?

W see the advantage to it at the tinme. | think
it’s nore an issue of timng.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Yeah. And |’'ve al ways
struggled with the limted advantages associated with it
and |like you say, timng and the length of tine it takes.
Thi ngs change. W know that Southern California has
dropped its Palo Verdes (inaudible) to line two,
continuing through Arizona, sonething they worked on for
an order of, 1'Il say decades. But things change. And so
there is an application resources here that needs to be
considered for these |ong term pl anni ng processes.

We really value the input of utilities on this
i ssue and wel come sone nore public or private input as to
whet her or not we’'re, we have the right tool here in front
of us in the way of the corridor designation has been
given to us by legislation.

So, thank you very much and | would solicit any
other utilities that are present that would care to
cooment. | don’'t see any.

May | ask a question of M. O sen? You re very
ki nd when you cane forward, M. Osen, but is this the
ki nd of process that RETI had in m nd when you nmade your

recommendation the other day? |’ msorry. But yeah, when
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the RETI Phase 2 report recomendation that CEC designate
new corridors beyond those now established in coordination
with others. Does the RETI process envision that this, do
the RETI stakehol ders understand the Iength of tinme that’s
involved in this corridor designation process?

MR. COLSEN. | don’t know because we haven’t
tal ked about this specifically in the steering commttee
so I'’mnot sure that all of the nenbers of the steering
commttee are aware of the length of tine involved.

| think the feeling of the RETI steering
commttee is, as Pat Arons expressed, is to preserve the
long termoptions for, that would make it possible to
devel op transm ssion projects in the future. So I think
it’s the RETI stakehol ders put this reconmendation
together in this draft report, is |ooking beyond not just
the initial projects in the conceptual plan but we’'re
| ooki ng |l onger term thinking about the needs of the
State, of beyond 2020.

COM SSI ONER BYRON:  If we go wwth M. Johnson’s
notion that this process really applies to things beyond
at | east 2015, should we be concentrating on just
delivery? Should we be thinking nore in terns of the
delivery lines, the higher value Iines as opposed to
foundati on and collectors? Should we do the two delivery

lines first?
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MR. OLSEN. Well, certainly, the conceptual plan
makes the case that there are | east regrets upgrades and
they do carry, all those lines carry a |ot of renewable
energy. So that would certainly argue for giving priority
to those lines.

But as | also pointed out, there are several
others that also could be excellent projects that access
consi derabl e renewabl e energy and gi ven that you are
subj ect, of course, to staff, staffing constraints and the
mechani cs of being able to designate these corridors,
there are several others.

But, again, | would encourage a | onger term
view. The projects that have been identified today, |
t hi nk the proponents are prepared to apply, to forward
permts for those projects now without necessarily having
the benefits of corridor designation. But as we think
about |l onger termgoals, having corridors identified, that
| think, the benefit really cones from having corridors
avai l abl e for projects that have not been well defined at
the nonent. So, again, it’s the idea of preserving the
option of having rights-of-way available in the future.

COWMM SSI ONER BYRON:  And you used a tine franme
beyond 2020, correct?

MR. OLSEN: Yes.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Wel |, any ot her questions
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or comments for Roger? |I'mreluctant to let M. Johnson
go as you can see. Please? M. MIIls, welcone back. It
| ooks like you may be the first comrentor and you may be
the | ast.

M5. MLLS: Okay, first and | ast, great.
guess, | just, with respect to the corridor designation
process, we were active in the legislation and then,
| ater, as the Energy Comm ssion adopted the regul ations,
because of our concern about the inpact on the resources
and the | andowners that own those resources and many of
the issues that we're facing with respect to renewabl e
generation and the transm ssion and delivery have a | arger
i mpact on resources.

And | guess, as | was listening to the
di scussi on about what the purpose of the corridors would
be, I would think that it would be very inportant to have
in mnd exactly what the, what you were trying to serve
with that transm ssion corridor designation and being
assured that it was sonmething that there really was a
project for out there or we don’t have enough | and
resources in the State to just identify a nunber of them
just in the off-chance that there’'s going to be needed
transm ssi on down the road.

It needs to be very specific because many tines,

there are varying needs for the area based on what the
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genesis of what the transmi ssion is whether it’s for
reliability or renewabl e generation or to connect with
sonething else. So, | would think that you need to be
fairly, have a fairly good idea about what it’s going to
be serving.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON: Wl |, you sound |ike ne.
You' re hol ding out for space pace generation and wrel ess
transm ssi on.

M5. MLLS: |I'mnot quite that idealistic.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  But ny point is that it’s
not, these aren’t random undertakings. W are trying to
| ook out a lot further than just 2020. | think you
characterized it correctly. As | |look at the maps and see
the | and use demands, there’s not nuch opportunities |eft
now | et al one maybe 30 years from now.

M5. MLLS: R ght, and so there really isn't an
option to just carve out areas, in the hopes that, in
hopes that there is going to be an ability to connect
places. | think that for these types of designations,
there’s going to have to be a fairly specific idea of what
the transm ssion is needed for. Based on what all these
line segnents there were in the RETI report, | think
there’s plenty out there. There's a lot of transm ssions
pl anned for out there already.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON: Wl |, those aren’t planned,

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
(415) 457- 4417



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

182

of course. Those are potential.

M5. MLLS: Well, | know but they’'re in the
pl anni ng process, if you will. So there is quite a |ot
out there already. Thank you.

COWMM SSI ONER BYRON:  Thank you. Do we open it
up to Webex? |Is that what you' d like to do?

M5. GRAU. |’ve just taken everybody off of
mut e.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON: | f there’s anyone on Wbex
that has a question, nowis the tinme. Please identify
yourself. W can hear noi se but no questions.

M5. GRAU:. No.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Ckay. All right, M.
Johnson, you' re off the hook.

MR. JOHNSON. Thank you, Comm ssioner.

M5. GRAU. Thank you, Roger. That ends the
formal part of the workshop. W do now have a general
public conment period if there is anyone, first on the
dais, then in the room then on Wbex. would |ike to make
a comment about anything they’ ve heard all day. So we’ll

start with the Conm ssioners? Ckay.

COWM SSI ONER BOYD: | have sone cl osing conments
to nmake.

M5. GRAU. Ckay. W’'ll wait. GCkay. W'l get
to that then. |Is there anyone in the roomwho would Iike
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to make any general coment on anything fromtoday? Okay,
and finally, | assune, there’s no one on Wbex who wants
to make any general comrent on anything today? Ckay.

Fal se alarm Al right, okay. Thank you very nuch then.
[’11 turn it back to you for closing coments.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON: M. Boyd, would you like to
make any comrents?

COWM SSI ONER BOYD:  Just a couple of comments
and it mght fit in the last discussion nore than in
closing but the |ast, Roger’s issue brought up a | ot of
interesting questions and all the questions about us
unilaterally designating corridors are an area of concern
And | agree with you, | don’'t think anything in the
process that’ s been denonstrated here all day today, in
the processes, are in the least bit capricious. And I
don’t think prior to this tinme, we’ve had any di scussion
that 1’ve been involved in about just willy-nilly
designating corridors because people don’'t step up. But
as indicated in the |ast discussion, there are a | ot of
things right on the edge.

And the next comment’s a tough thing to say in
the mddle of a recession but for the past, Lord knows how
many years, you know, California |and is being gobbl ed up,
as | love to say, the last few years, there’s no m ddl e of

nowhere, anywhere left in California and there is a fear
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and concern about the future and there being | and
available to facilitate transm ssion and people having to
go through the condemati on process which is painful
expensive, etcetera. So this is sonething that deserves a
| ot of, | guess, additional discussion as to, you know,
what is our future and how are we going to deal with it.
And | guess, | predicate sone of this concern on ny
experience in four decades in governnent with the
i ncredi bly poor |and use planning this State, well,
actually, the local governnment in the State have engaged
in which | eaves us continually with probl ens.

And | don’t want to get into nmy feelings about
Prop 13 but the dilemma of |ocal governments financing
t hensel ves and their for devel oping every square inch of
| and etcetera, etcetera, |leaves us with quite a dilemm to
westle with. So earlier in the day, there were sone
references to seizing the opportunity with all these
peopl e now com ng together and realizing that they should
be working together to solve even other problens. The
collision, I know you and | have tal ked about of once
t hrough cooling, air pollution rules, |lack of em ssion
of fsets, climte change, AB32, the renewabl e goals, the
goals we have for facilitating distributive generation,
etcetera, etcetera. Those really are to be all considered

once in making all these decisions but that’s, that’s
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seens bigger than we’'re capabl e of taking, which we're
chewi ng and swal | ow ng, but we are noving in that
direction and we just have to deal with some of these
I Ssues.

So | was very pleased with what | heard today
and although | was a little critical this norning, | was
just plain grunpy about how many years it’s taking to get
to this point where we’'re at today which is really way
behi nd the curve of what woul d have been the best thing to
do but, okay, the glass is half full. Let’s |ook forward.
Let’s make the best of the process but we are running out
of tinme and so we are, you know, as a society, going to
have to deal with this and we can’t argue too too much
| onger about process or the exact process or let’'s wait a
little longer in case, you know, the |law, and a great
belief in technology, in case your wireless future cones
along. In any event, this has been very interesting and
educational for ne and | want to encourage everybody to
keep up the good work and nove it along as rapidly as we
can lest we're totally | ocked out of sinple solutions in
the future. Thank you.

COWM SSI ONER BYRON:  Thank you, Comm ssi oner.
|’d like to end on a positive note as well. |I'm
optimstic. |I'mvery optimstic about sone of the things

that | heard here today. Hi gh kudos to whatever the
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acronymis, the California Joint Transm ssion Pl anning
group. | think this is a great step forward. Wen
| earned about it earlier this week, | was very pleased as
these are inportant constituents to the transm ssion
pl anni ng process. These are the fol ks that serve
custoners. They're concerned about reliability. They
want to neet the growi ng demand going forward. That’s
extrenely inmportant and for themto be tal king about joint
projects and the other many benefits that come from
i mproved conmuni cati on anongst all the transm ssion
pl anners in the State, that’s very good.

| think we are m ssing sone key stakeholders in
that process. | don’'t know yet fully what it nmeans to be
a FERC 890 open and transparent process but if, indeed, it
is, such that constituents, the public constituents can
participate and as Ms. O Shea indicates, understand the
vocabul ary of what everybody’s tal king about, | think that
can work very wel .

| also noted that there is this June 18'"
wor kshop that will be taking place this week in
Victorville and a few others that wll follow | applaud
RETI's effort to get out and neet with | ocal electives and
public where, that will be inpacted by all this.

It’s, you know, and when we say RETI, you know,

we’re tal king about the stakehol ders that are invol ved,
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the 29 stakeholders. That nmeeting will take place in the
Victorville City Hall at ten o'clock. | plan to be there.
And | also plan to remain in the afternoon when we, the
Energy Conm ssion is holding a desert renewabl e energy
conservation plan workshop in accordance with the
governor’s executive order.

So, | can't, I'mtrying to think, | always, |
don’t think there’s anything that has a |ead tine for
pl anni ng and approval and construction |ike transm ssion
siting, this. And barring the space pace generation and
wirel ess transm ssion, we nust proceed with this process.
The goal is, the floor is 33% percent by 2020. W need to
make sure we’ve got the path open for nore. W’re stil
seei ng, even though there’'s a trenmendous downturn in
demand due to the economic crisis that this State is in,
we're still going to see load growth return at the 1%to
1. 2% percent kind of annual growth and that’s what with
all the energy efficiency all in. 1t’s just the
i ncreasi ng popul ation nore than anything else that’'s
driving that.

So, we do have | and use constraints. W do have
i ssues that we’re going to have to deal with and | think
the RETI results have proven to be very valuable. | note
that everybody’s using the results but there’s a certain

reluctance to proceed with additional effort there. And
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we' |l need to tal k about that some nore. W' re not
interested in creating another transm ssion planning
process or bureaucracy that gobbles up the limted
resources that are available to do these things. But |
thi nk the invol venent of the environnmental comrunity and
the public and other stakehol ders that aren’t necessarily
represented here today is extrenely inportant. In fact,
|’d say that the environnental organization involvenent is
key in order to give themsonething they' d be for instead
of to always have to be put in the position of being
agai nst the transm ssion siting.

| make nmy commtnent that RETI, if it’s going to
continue in any way, has to add value to this process. As
| said, we're not interested in creating additional
bureaucracy and organi zations. And | think, thus far, it
has added value. There are a |lot of folks using the
results.

And, if | could, as much as | amin favor of the
Joint Transm ssion Planning G oup and they have ny
conpl ete support, it’s still essential that California
energy policy have a voice in transm ssion planning.
There’s many policies that we're trying to put forward
here, not just reliability, not just serving custoners’
needs. There’s environnmental considerations, our goals

for renewabl es and, as Conm ssi oner Boyd indicated, there
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are ot hers around once through cooling and em ssion
credits that have to be addressed as well. M hope is
that the CTPG sees the value of the input of RETI in their
process and will request it in future years.

1’1l end with this. W are all notivated to
nove forward with renewables. 1’ve been in the generation
busi ness for 35 years. This is the holy grail of what we
want to do in the power industry. Except for the issues
i ke | and use and inpact on the environnent and little
things |ike, perhaps, higher costs, everyone wants to nove
forward with renewabl es and we need to do it in such a way
that we can provide sonme regulatory certainty for the
devel opnment to be able to take pl ace.

So, we ook forward to your witten conments.
|’msure Judy will tell us when those are due. |1'd |ike
to, again, thank all of the fol ks that were here today.
Sonme have already had to leave. | found this to be very
val uable and I’ m sure that Comm ssioner Boyd and | will
derive much good fromthis workshop today in ternms of
recommendations that we will nake going forward in the
i ntegrated energy policy report.

Ms. Grau, conments are due?

MS. GRAU. Comments are due June 24'M

COWM SSI ONER BYRON: And we wel come, we woul d

ask if you could neet that deadline. There was a request
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to delay this workshop and, unfortunately, we could not
conply with delaying it because we’re on a difficult
schedul e, a tight schedule in order to conplete this work
for legislative requirenent of producing the (inaudible).
Ms. Grau, you have sonet hi ng?

M5. GRAU. Yes, I'mjust going to say what,
we’ re wor ki ng backwards from Novernber 4'" adoption date for
the 2009 Strategic Transm ssion Investnment Plan so if you
wor k backward fromthat, on Septenmber 3'9 we have the joint
| EPR siting commttee hearing on the conmttee draft
docunent and then, in md-Cctober, after the witten
coment period for that, we would rel ease the conmmttee
final |eading themto the adoption on Novenber 4'". So, we
all have our work cut out for us this sumer and, yes, we
appreciate tinmely cooments so that we can nmake this
comm ttee draft docunent the best it can be.

COWMM SSI ONER BYRON:  Ckay, ny thanks to the
staff for getting together a good workshop on short
notice. Thank you all for being here. W’II| be
adj our ned.

(Wher eupon, at 3:22 p.m the workshop adj ourned)

--00o0- -

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
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CERTI FI CATE OF REPORTER
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|, MARY CLARK, a certified electronic reporter,

do hereby certify that | ama disinterested person herein,;

that | recorded the foregoing California Energy Comm ssion

Wor kshop, dated June 15, 2009; that it was thereafter
transcribed into typewiting.

| further certify that I am not of counsel or
attorney for any of the parties to said nmeeting, nor in

any way interested in the outconme of said neeting.

I N WTNESS WHERECF, | have hereunto set ny hand

this 9th day of June, 2009.

MARY CLARK, CERT*D-214

California Reporting LLC

CALI FORNI A REPORTI NG LLC
(415) 457- 4417
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