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'Bets the two conditions

By on

Oakley reduces reliability
approved now

8]
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D.10-07-045

Thoughwe deny the Oakley Project at this time, we understand that
developing and building a power plant in California is a long proces
fraught with pitfalls. Given this risk and the fact that we believe
plant has numerousbeneficial attributes.

Prior to the next PG&H.TRFQhe conditions under which PG&E
may resubmit the Oakley Project:

1. Demonstrate that the Oakley Project has received the
necessary permits CECpermits are final and non-
appealable
2. |If the final results from the CAISORenewablelntegration Stud

demonstrates that, even with the projects approved by the
Commission, there are significant  negative reliability risks frc
integrating a 33%RenewablePortfolio  Standard.” (D.10-07-
045, p.40-41) CAISO studies filed at FERC
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Favorable comparedto other flexible
g%%é%mg%év%g

generation

ﬁﬁgk%%yé fully permitted and under construction
« Construction started on site

» Signed interconnection agreement. Construction needsto start on

network upgrades to keep current schedule
» Millions already invested in project

%ﬁifﬁéﬁ?ﬁ%%‘iaé footprint
to existing

— CECand BAAQM:

alternatives:

Lower @Hi‘%@zgglﬁ@g

« Lower heat rate and lower minimumload

Located on an existing industrial site

Uses less water than other conventional resources
Will have a beneficial impact of reducing electricity
Faster starts and faster ramping

Permits

do not constrain plant operations

rmits are final and non-appealable
and technology are superior

market prices
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renewable capacity coming on line —faster than expected

PG&E’ Projected RPSPortfolio

9,000

£.000 y 36%

7,000

29% RPS Compliance %
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4,000 - @ Intermittent

Renewables

Installed Capaicty (MW)
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2,000

= Non-intermittent

1,000 - Renewables
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Year

hNole: Graphic «
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« Waiting for resolution
2017-2018 timeframe.
» Qakley is more cost effective than other alternatives to meet 2017-2018
needs.
— More viable and cost effective
— Preferable to delayi

ng retirement

A

of older,

Q@Sié%?gﬁﬁﬁ of Oakley nowis appropriate pursuant to D.10-07-045
of 2012 LTPPwill

not meet flexibility

than any new generation alternatives.

less efficient OTCunits.
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Oakley Project
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PEx ParteAssertions

{EF Assertion

[Ex parte Notice Facts Evidentiary Suppor
11/19/12]

The Oakley Project | The Qakley Project was a winning offer in PG&EEx. 1 at pp. 5-14

was not the produgt2008 LTRFO

of a competilive D0-07-045

solicitation

PG&Fhas failed to| PG&Eloes not believe that the requirements of |[[ER7-1 at pp. 55 to &

demonstrate that thd2-052 for procurement of UOGutside of an RF(Ex. 2 at pp. 7-16 (an

Oakley Project necessarily apply to the Oakley Project. Howeg\RF(@seinfeasible)

qualifies  for one plif the requirements of D.07-12-052 for UOGutgide of

the exceptions an RFCapplied, the Oakley Project satisfies  thelgen other intervenors

identified in D.07-requirements. The Qakley Project is neededto |rseeh as

12-052 for utility- | unigue reliability need and an RFCis infeasible| Fgrfestid/Madera, agr

ownedgenearation the timing of the need and the lengthy process |ftvat an RFOis

(“UOG") being
procured oulside
an RFO

conducting an RFQCand permitting and developin
generation in California.

infeasible. Seekx. 11 a
p. 15,

Ex. 1Tat pp. 52 to 5
Ex. 2 at pp. 16-18 (ih
unique reliability m
See glsdrecord
Evidence identified
below concerming
reliability need
associated with once-
though cooling (“OTC’
retirements  and the 3
renawable Portfolio

(Oakley Project meets g

12:

)

3%

FPG&E has not met
the conditions in

D.10-07-045 for ret

submitting  the
Amendedurchase

and Sale Agreement

(“AmendedPSA”) Ex. 2 at pp. 23-31

for the Oakley FRecord evidence solidly  demonstrates that both |dilgbeshing  the final

Froject criteria have been met. results of CAISO
siudies)

£2.10-07-045 established two relevant requireme
re-submission of the AmendedPSA: (1) that the
Project has all  necessary permits; and (2) that
results from the CAISO’sRenewablelintegration
demonstrate that there are significant  negative
risks  from 33%RPSintegration.

oy

Standard (“RPS”)
3-2 3

fexfol at pp. 32 to
(HBakley at pp. 20-33
(fmahonstrating  that
Shatliey Project has all
medabiddyy permits)

8;

=]

PG&Eseeks to
preempt the

The Commissionhas already determined that the
Project maybe reconsidered prior to PG&E’sne

OakEg7-045, p.40
t

Commission’s LTRFO. Nosuch LTRFChas ocourred.
dacision in the LR
proceading

ffi
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IEP Assertion
[Ex parte Notice
11/19/12]

Facts

Evidentiary Suppor

The Oakley Project’
existing  permit

constraints  severe
imit  its value fo
renewable
integration.

Serious questions
have arisen as to
whether the Oakle
Froject  can operat
in the manner

neededio integrate

The Qakley Project’s
renewable integration.

parmit does not limit s
The parmit  limitations
hoy BAAQMEre for overall emissions and do not
unit starts  and stops.  The unit is capable of
than 200 starts  a vear by simply trading off o
hour emissions for starts in the annual emissi

calculations. According to BAAGMIs  Autho
Construct will allow the Oakley Project to pro
‘operational  flexibility to efficiently addres
fluctuations  due to the intermittent  nature of

generation  such as wind and solar.  This is su
the CEC’sassessmentthat finds the Oakley proj
“‘would provide short-starting  and fast-ramping..

e fat pp. ©8-70
adoptad
[BANCQMIFEDOC,
rsanpechatanuary 2011,
gragivg Ex. 2, Altachm

rd (Authority  to
yortstruct issued by 1t
IBAAQMD)

gricl

fireviable pp. 50 to 51
pquisiindgy the CECFina
Eracision)

and

PP,

renewable resourcesis likely to serve as an important firming  sourdéxfoB2 (BAAGME
intermittent  renewable resources in support of | operating  scenarios)
California’s  RPSand GH&oals.”  Furthermore, [the
Oakley Project is less constrained than manyoihdearing transcript,
projects  that have recently been permitied, 554.555

Oakley will  not The Qakley Project will facilitate the retirementzxof? at pp. 47-50

enable the retiremerdging, inefficient  OTCunits, especially units |in

of OTCresources | Northern California. Inefficient  OTCplants ex@cted T&@PCPUC
retire  in PG&E’sservice territory  include:  67&Midgrdized Planning

12/31/14 for Contra Costa 6-7; 650 MWby 12/31/
Morro Bay 3-4; 629 MWby 12/31/17 for Pittsburg
and 1,510 MWby 12/31/17 for Mosslanding 6-7.

ir
1Bstumplions (Part 1) fo
Sy8tem Resource Plans
Attachment 1 to
February 10, 2011
ruling,  p. 40

The CAISO
raliability
not complete

studie

In his  declaration
Vesdver Petition
will  explain,

in support of the CAISO’sS
at FERC Mr. Rothleder states
the 1SO’s analysis _concludes that
analysis  using the assumptions described above
consistent  with good utility  practice, there w
shortage or gap of 3,570 MWor meeting system
needs in California by the end of 2017.” (emp
added). The CAISOstudies submitted in the Su
Waiver Petition to FERGCwere final and complet
Furthermore, as ALJ Yacknin stated during heari
“And b think it is quite clear on the record a
itself that the I1SO has not yet developed a st
predicts  with certainly  the fulure and that it's
continue to do so for s entire being and exis
never going to be done. Andso | recognize all
s possible that the parties might wish to a
decision implied that PG&Ecould not bring the
application until  the I1SO was done with its  wo

rik. That

e
As 130

under an
Ex. 2 at pp. 23-28
Wddwaribing  in detail
WIAdS Ostudies)
Esis
. 2, Attachment B
(CAISOSutter Waiver
Haiition)
din life
diletimidg transcript,
48@minignde 15-26.
ence, s
of this.
gue that this
Oakley

would be cruel”

1, Attachment 5-1 at

Pp.

ffi
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IEP Assertion
[Ex parte Notice
11/19/12]

Evidentiary Suppor

The Commissioncar
accelerate the RF
and development

process to meet a

rexliability naad

Facts
This is inconsistent  with EF's statements in
roceadings.  In the 2012 LTPPprocesding, [EP

witness submitted testimony expressing significant
yeoncerns aboul delays in procurement decisions.
also stated that the “lead-time for constructin
resources can be §6-8 years or more.” In other
in that procesding, [EF has stated that “[iln

Fmr 2, Attachment Oa
g 19 (IEP testimony
2012 L.TPP)

IEP
Exedo at p. 2 (IEP
mesmtings in the 2012
m.TPPprocesding)

aenvironmeant where new generation facilities typicatly
take 5-7 years to build, California must plan far enough
in advance to have adequale resources available | to meaet
growing elsciricity demands.” Wailing for rescglution of
the 2012 LTFPwill  not meet flexibility needs in the
2017-2018 timeframe.

Oakley is too costly Qakley is a cost effective option and was gBwindirag 5-15

participant in PG&E’s2008 LTRFO. PG&E’s

economic assessmentshows the Oakley Project h
greater market value than other projects the C
approved during the last two years. PG&E’san

x. 2 at pp. 40-46
Uas
alymis 3 at p. 10

also showsthat customers will  save millions of dollars
relative  to paymentsto keep aging, inefficient units  on-
line to facilitate renewable integration. CUE testimony
also indicates that the efficiency of the Oakley Project
will  have the net effect of lowering overall arket
prices, benefilting  all  customers.
The Lodi Energy The basis for this cost estimate is a short predéxrefdase
Center costs are | by NCPA. It is not knownwhat costs are excluded from
approximately 35% this  estimate (e.q., transmission interconnection) and no
less than Oakley | adjustments have been madeto reflect differences such
as the cost of financing.
The Qakley RevenugThis is only one side of the equation. IEP lookExat2tbe p. 41, Table

Reguirement tolals
$1.5 billion

costs, but fails  to consider the benefits inclu
resource adequacy and ancillary  services.  Wh
benefits are factored in, the Qakley Project’s
are significantly lower. Comparedo other re

e

irehowinerdyakley Projed
market valuation

mhrgmsteito  other
emibiacts)

value is

built projects, the Oakley Project’s net mark
substantially  higher, better than all of the o

projects in the 2008 LTRFO.

her winning
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