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ADV ;TFEK 2487 E A 
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PUBl IC UTli HIES COMMISSION I IFORNIA 

SUBJECT; SUPPl Eli EN TAIL Fll INGS REQUEST FOR APPKC AMENDED 
RENEWAB 'WER PURCHASE AGREEMENT WITH CSOI AR IV WEST 
I J, C 

I. INTRODUCTION 
A. Identify the purpose of the advice letter 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company ("SDG&E") hereby provides this Supplement to its 
previously filed Advice I etter ("All ") 2487 E seeking approval from the California Public Utilities 
Commission ("GPUC" or "Commission") to enter into a proposed Amended a stated 
Second Amendment (the "Proposed Agreement") to an existing power purchase agreement (the 
"existing PPA") with CSolar IV West, II II C. ("CSolar IV West"). The existing PPA contemplated 
construction of the project with 100% concentrating solar photovoltaic ("GPV") panels, but 
included ivision allowing CSolar IV West to construct the project with 100% non 
concentrating solar photovoltaic ("PV") panels under certain circumstances. Under the existing 
PPA, CSolar IV West has notified SDG&E that it is exercising its right to construct the project 
using 100% PV panels and no CPV panels. 

Because of the potential benefits to the San Diego region due to use by CSolar IV West of CPV 
panels manufactured in San Diego, SDG&E entered into the Proposed Amendment with CSolar 
IV West with the objective of preserving use of some number of CPV panels in the final project. 
The Proposed Agreement modifies the existing PPA by (1) establishing a target on the 
megawatt ("MWj quantity of CPV capacity to be used in constructing the project, (2) setting 
forth the conditions upon which the expected quantity of CPV in the project may be reduced, (3) 
updating the time of day adjustment factors that apply to the times that energy is generated by 
the proje .i ' •' I • ors! lodifying the capacity factors for the energy to be produced 
by the CPV and non concentrating PV panels comprising the project, (5) allowing for downward 
pricing adjustments if the project is constructed with fewer than the target MW of CPV panels, 
(6) establishing contract remedies for the occurrence of certain events that impact the quantities 
of CPV and PV panels to be used in the project, and (7) potentially increasing the PPA price to 
allow CSolar IV West to recover the cost of its interconnection facilities. As discussed below, 
this F ce increase would apply in the event interconnection facilities constructed by CSolar 
IV West are not deemed to be network upgrades and CSolar IV West is therefore not 
reimbursed for the cost of such interconnection facilities. 

The modifications included in the Proposed Amendment are intended to enhance the viability of 
a project that promotes CPV technology and incorporates locally manufactured equipment. 
CSolar IV West intends to procure the CPV panels from a local San Diego factory, thus helping 
to support that factory and the jobs associated with it. The retention of the CPV technology in 
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the project design and enhanced project viability could enable the project to contribute to 
economic growth in the region and in t i te, if 1 i iimission approves the Proposed 
Agreement, but CSolar IV West is unable for any reason to construct the project using the CPV 
technology, then through a combination of eliminating the viability enhancements and reducing 
tf ze, the value of the viability enhancements described above will be reduced. This 
mechanism helps to balance risk and reward by ensuring that benefits meant to enhance the 
viability of the project and support the local panel supply factory are retained by CSolar IV West 
only if factory supp lains in place. SDG&E notes further that assuming CSolar IV West 
constructs t yect at the target level of CPV panels, the costs under the Proposed 
Agreement would be below the top range of potential costs that were already approved by the 
Commission for the existing PPA.1 Thus, the costs to ratepayers under this amendment could 
be lower than the costs could have been under the original agreement approved by the 
Commission. The costs could be higher if CSolar IV West ultimately uses more CPV than 
targeted, but that cost would be counter balanced by the increased use of the CPV technology. 

The specific aspects of the Proposed Agreement that serve to enhance project viability include 
modifications providing the developer with additional time and flexibility to finalize its 
engineering, procurement and construction ("EPC") contracts and secure financing for the 
project, and providing certainty to CSolar IV West regarding the costs of its interconnection 
facilities. A portion of the interconnection facilities for the project are expected to be designated 
as refundable network upgrades under the CAIi iff once additional facilities in the Imperial 
Irrigation District are constructed and placed into service. If the Imperial Irrigation District does 
not Interconnect to these facilities and these facilities ultimately are not deemed to be network 
upgrades, the PPA price is increased to cover the interconnection costs paid by CSolar IV West. 
If the Imperial Irrigation District does interconnect to these facilities and these facilities ultimately 
are deemed to be network upgrades, then the PPA price increase Intended to cover the 
interconnection costs paid by CSolar IV West would not become effective. 

Project viability is also enhanced by the agreement to increase the expected and guaranteed 
capacity factors in the PPA, thereby providing for a greater volume of energy deliveries than 
originally expected. In addition, the TOD I actors have been modified resulting in higher 
payments to CSolar IV West as compared to the TC tors in the existing PPA. 

By this Supplemental Advice Letter filing, SDG&E requests that the Commission find that the 
terms and conditions of the PPA, as amended by the Proposed Agreement, are reasonable, that 
procurement under the PPA, as amended by the Proposed Agreement, is eligible to count 
toward SDG&E's compliance with 1 newables Portfolio Standard ("RIPS"), and that all 
payments fr »6&E under the PPA, as amended by the Proposed Agreement, may be 
recovered in SDG&E's rates. 

Finally, SDG&E notes that CSolar IV West £ i i[ G&E have entered int ndltional Second 
Amendment that will become effective only in the event the Commission does not approve the 

For purposes of clarity, the already approved costs of the existing PPA are based on CSolar IV 
West constructing the project with 100% CPV panels. As noted herein, CSolar IV West has elected, 
under the existing PPA (assuming the Proposed Agreement is not approved) to build the project with 
100% PV panels and no CPV panels. Comparing the expected costs under the Proposed Agreement 
(assuming CSolar IV West constructs the project at the target level of CPV panels) to the expected costs 
under the existing PPA (assuming CSolar IV West constructs the project with 100% PV and no CPV 
panels), the expected costs under the Proposed Agreement are higher than the expected costs under the 
existing PPA. Further, the costs under the Proposed Agreement if CSolar IV West elects to construct the 
project with 100% CPV would be higher than the costs under the existing PPA of CSolar IV West 
constructing the project with 100% CPV. The relative cost are shown in Confidential Appendix A. 
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Proposed Agreement in time for CSolar IV West to meet its construction schedule. Because the 
modifications that would result from the Conditional Second Amendment fall within the scope of 
SDG&E's reasonable contract administration, SDG&E does not believe that Commission 
approval of the Conditional Second Amendment is required. This summary description of the 
Conditional Second Amendment is provided for informational purposes: the Conditional Second 
Amendment (1) recognizes CSolar IV West's right to construct the project using 100% PV 
panels and no CPV panels, (2) reduces the PPA price if CSolar IV West receives a refund for 
the costs of its interconnection facilities in the event that the Imperial Irrigation District 
interconnects to these facilities and these facilities are deemed to be network upgrades, (3) 
extends the deadline for CSolar IV West to sea ancing for the project thereby giving 
CSolar IV West some relief from the time expended in negotiating the Proposed Agreement, (4) 
reduces the PPA price if CSolar IV West delivers energy in excess of its expected generation 
amounts, (5) adds a provisions that requires CSolar IV West to refund money to SDG&E in the 
event WREC iot recognize certain RECs related to the retail service to the project, and 
(6) makes other minor corrections. The Conditional Second Amendment is attached to 
Confidential Appendix E of this Advice II etter. 

Identify the subject of the advice letter, including: 

1. Project name: CSolar IV West, II II C 

2. inology (including level of maturity): Concentrating solar PV with dual-
axis tracking combined with non concentrating solar PV. Solar PV is a 
mature technology with over 20,150 MWs of capacity installed worldwide, 
with over 1,564 MW installed in California. The CSolar IV West project will be 
the first utility scale project to utilize concentrating solar PV with dual axis 
tracking. 

3. General II ocation and Interconnection Point: Interstate 8 and Dunaway Road 
in El Centra, California. Interconnection to SDG&E's Imperial Valley 
Substation. 

4. Owner(s) / Developer(s) 

a. Name(s): Tenaska Solar Ventures, Inc. 
b. Type of entityp 3. LI C, partnership): Corporation 
c. Business Relationship (if applicable, between seller/owner/developer): 

CSolar IV West is a wholly owned subsidiary of Tenas lar 
Ventures, II II C, which is in turned owned by Tenaska Energy, Inc. and 
Tenaska Energy Holdings, II II C, which act as co-holding companies 
and are privately held companies. The companies are headquartered 
in Omaha, Nebraska. 

5. Project background, e.g., expiring QF contract, phased project, previous 
power purchase agreement, contract amendment 

i !posed Agreement amends an existing, Commission approv " " A that 
has not yet begun deliveries. 

6. Source of agreement, i.e., RPS solicitation year or bilateral negotiation 

Proposed Agreement is the result of bilateral negotiations between 
CSolar IV West and SDG&E. 
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C, General Project scription 

Project Name CSolar IV West 

Technology 
Concentrating solar PV with 
dual axis tracking, and non 
concentrating solar PV 

Capacity (MW) 96-150 MW 

Capacity Factor 

i for concentrating solar 
PV with dual-axis tracking, 
and 29% for non-
concentrating solar PV; 
27% for non-concentrating 
solar PV if the Project 
includes no concentrating 
solar PV with dual axis 
tracking 

Expected Generation (GWh/Year) /h/Yr (at 67 MW 
CPV and 83 MW PV) 

Initial Commercial Operational Date (COD) acted Decern b • 

Date c Delivery Term begins baching COD 

Delivery , 1 • - - 25} 
Vintage (h xisting / Repower) New 

II ocation (city and state) EI Centra, California 

Con 4 SO, IB PA) CAISO 

Nearest Competitive Renewable Energy 
Zone (CREZ) as identified by the 
Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative 
(RETI)2 

aria! So " . • i • ) 

Type of cooling, if applicable N/A 

Project location 

Approximately 8 miles west of the city of EI Centra in Imperial County, California. 

II. CONSISTENCY W iMMISSIQN DECISIONS 
A. II east-Cost, Best F F) Methodology and Evaluation 

1. Briefly describe lOU's II CBF Methodology 
SDG&E evaluates projects on the basis of Net Market Value, which 
consists of (1) a project's II evelized Contract Cost, (2) transmission 
network upgrade costs as determined by the costs of network upgrades 

2 information about RETI is available at: http://www.energy.ca.gov/reti/ 
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as presented in the project's transmission cost stucli ngestion 
costs am" ' - ie deliverability value of the project to SDG&E, les " ie 
Energy Benefit, a project's MPR cost as determined by the CPUC's AMF 
Calculator which incorporates TOD factors) and (6) the Capacity Benefit, 
which shall be the deliverability value of the project if it were to provide full 
deliverability and local resource adequacy within SDG&E's service 
territory, irise Powerlink, or on the Southwest Powerlink west of 
the Imperial Valley substation. Offers are ranked on a leveiized Net 
Market Value, $/MWh ba; i highest to lowest value. The specific 
analysis of the Proposed Agreement is found in Part 2, Confidential 
Appendix A. 
Indicate when the lOU's Shortlist Report was approved by Energy 
Division 
SDG&E submitted the shortlist for the 2012 RFO to the Commission on 
June 7, 2013. The short list was approved by Energy Division on July 7, 
2013. 

L'. Compliance with Standard Terms and Condition - ' , 
1. Does the proposed contract comply wit i I ' -04 009, 1 -08 028, and 

D.10 03-021, as modified !5? 
The Non Modifiable STCs are contained within the Original I id the 
Proposed Agreement, with the exception of the "REC only" STCs. Those 
are not includ " rause neith - i .• ginal PPA nor the Proposed 
Agreement urchases. 

2. Using the tabular format, provide the specific page and section number 
where the RPS non modifiabl ; are located in the contract. 

Non-Modifiable 
Term Contract 

Sec11on Number 
Contract 

f' N u i n r 
CPUC 

Approval 1.1 of Original PPA Original PPA 

Green 
Attributes and RECs 

1.1 of Original 
3.1 (i)cr^"'"' " PPA 

i • rigir 
28 of Original 

ibility 10.2 of Original PPA 52 of Origir 
jplicable 

II aw 13.8 of Original PPA 60 of Original 

»fer 
of RECs 10.2(b) of Original PPA 

52 53 of Original 
pp/\ 

STC REC 2: 
WREGI ring of 
RECs 3.1(1) of Original PPA 29 of Original PPA 

PUC 
Approval N/A - m IC contract 
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3. Provide a redline of the contract against the utility's Commission-
approved pro fori Dntract as Confidential Appendix D to the filed 
advice letter. I lighlight modifiable terms in one color and non modifiable 
terms in another. 
See Part 2, Confidential Appendix D 

C. Portfolio Content Category Claim and Upfront Showin lering 

Describe the contract's claimed portfolio content category 
1 )posed Agreement will be claimed under Cat. Pub. Util. Code 
Section 399.18(b)(a)(A). That category is described as follows: 
I : i first point of it ith a ( i 
; ' ' lave a first ps i i i 
uscu it • users i a \ • i ' umy area, or 
; 1 'om tin Durce into a 
< ig authority — 1 1 fror i 
: • )f another: > to prov 1 Hart 
i i j maiptain an hourly or suh-h"»,ri" imnnrf C?R"«,il(u a 

'• sala1 1 authority shall be , i taction of 
h i uie • ly generated by i , e energy 
resource shall 1 oward this portfoli 

Explain how the procurement pursuant to the contract is consistent with 
the criteria of the claimed portfolio content category as adopted 
12 052 
T aject will be located in California and have its first point of 
interconnection with CAISO, a California balancing authority. No energy 
from any other source is permitted to be substituted for energy from the 
project at any time. 

Describe the risks that the procurement will not be classified in the 
claimed portfolio content category 
1 y perceived risk to the project not being classified as claimed 
would be an intervening change of law prior to the project reaching COD. 
Describe the value of the contract to ratepayers if: 

a. Contract is classified as claimed 
If the contract is classified as claimed, ratepayers will benefit from 
having a clean energy project located in the state and helping 
displace generation from sources that may be more polluting. In 
addition, ratepayers will benefit from the savings in RPS 
compliance costs made possible by the extension of the COD to 
CPS. 

b. Contract is not classified as claimed 

If the contract classification were changed to Category 2, then 
ratepayers might be faced with higher costs for RPS energy if 
SDG&E had to procure additional volumes of Category 1 energy 
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and RECs to comply with Pub. UtiL Code Section 399.16(c)(1) or 
(2). 

That ratepayer risk would be compounded if the Proposed 
Agreement were classified as a Category 3, since starting in 2017 
SDG&E will be limited to only ten percent (10%) of its total ISPS 
portfolio qualifying for compliance in that category. Ratepayers 
would either be paying for ISPS energy and RECs that could not 
be used for compliance and would have to old (presumably, 
at a lower cost) or be banked for future use. 

Minimum Quantity 

Minimum contractii irements apply to short term contracts less than 10 
years in length 

1. Explain whether or not the proposed contract triggers the minimum 
quantity requirement 

N/A the Proposed Agreement is for a term of 25 years. 

2. If the minimum quantity requirement applies, provide a detailed 
calculation that shows the extent to which the utility has satisfied the 
minimum quantity requirement. If the requirement has not yet been 
satisfied for the current year, explain how the utility expects to satisfy the 
quantity by the end of the year to count the proposed contract for 
compliance. 

N/A 

E. Confidentiality 

Confidential treatment is requested for the Confidential Appendices that make up 
Part 2 of this Supplemental Advice II etter. The request for confidential treatment 
is based on the Confidentiality Matrix fr< nmission Decision No. 06 06 066 
et seq., as described below: 
Confidential Appen Information, Category VIII.A.; Specific Quantitative 
Analysis, Category Villi.ET; Contrs ns and Conditions, Category VII.G.; Total 
Energy Forecast, Categon 

Confidential Appen Information, Category VIII.A.; Specific Quantitative 
Analysis, Category VIII.B. 

Confidential Appen Information, Category VI11.A.; Specific Quantitative 
Analysis, Categ- INI • • ritra ns and Conditions, Category VII.6.; Total 
Energy Forecast, Category V.C. 
Confidential Appen-" 1 itract Terms and Conditions, Category1 1 

Confidential Appen-" itract Terms and Conditions, Category' 11 ' 

The attached Declaration of Theodor iberts sets forth added detail on the 
justification of this request for confidential treatment. 
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F, Tier 2 Short term Contract "hast Track" Process 

1. Is the facility in commercial operation? If not in commercial operation, 
explain the lOU's basis for their determination that commercial operation 
will be achieved within the required six months. 

N/A contract was negotiated bilaterally and is ineligible for FE ;k. 
2. Describe and explain any contract modifications to the Commission 

approved short term pro forma contract. 

N/A contract was negotiated bilaterally and is ineligible for FE ;k. 

G. Interim Emissioi ormance Standard 

3, the Commission adopted a greenhouse gas Emissions 
Performance Standard (EPS) which is applicable to an electricity contract for 
baseload generation, as defined, having a delivery term of five years or more. 

1. Explain whether or not the contract is subject to the EPS. 

The Proposed Agreement is for as available energy w ipacity factor 
below 60%. It is therefore not subject to the EPS.. 

2. If the contract is subject to the EPS, discuss how the contract is in 
compliance with 339. 
N/A 

3. If the contract is not subject to EPS, but delivery will be firmed/shaped 
with specified baseload generation for a term of five or more years, 
explain how the energy used to firm/shape meets EPS requirements. 

N/A - no firming and shaping is involved. 

4. If the contract term is five or more years and will be firmed/shaped with 
unspecified power, provide a showing that the utility will ensure that the 
amount of substiti mgy purchases from unspecified resources is 
limited such that total purchases under the contract (renewable and non
renewable) will not exceed the total expected output from the renewable 
energy source over the term of the contract. 

N/A - no firming and shaping is involved. 

5. If substitute system energy from unspecified sources will be used, provide 
a showing that: 

a. the unspecified energy is only to be used on a short-term basis; and 
N/A - no substitute energy is involved. 

b. the unspecified energy is only used for operational or efficiency 
reasons; and 

N/A - no substitute energy is involved. 
c. the unspecified energy is only used when the renewable energy 

source is unavailable due wed outage, scheduled maintenance, 
or other temporary unavailability for operational or efficiency reasons; 
or 
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N/A - no substitute energy is involved. 

d. the unspecified energy is only used to meet operating conditions 
required under the contract, such as provisions for number of start
ups, ramp rates, minim Tiber of operating hours. 
N/A - no substitute energy is involved. 

i I. Procurement Review Grou articipation 
1. II ist PRG participants (by organization/company). 

SDG&IE's PRG is comprised of over fifty representatives from the 
following organizations: 

a. California Department of Water Resources 
b. California Public Utilities Commission - Energy Division 
c. California Public Utilities Commission - Division of Ratepayers 

Advocates 
d. The Utility Reform Network 
e. Union of Concerned Scientists 
f. Coalition of California Utility Employees 

2. Describe the utility's consultation with the PRG, including when 
informal • i • out the contract was provided to 1 i ' G, whether the 
information was provided in meetings or other correspondence, and the 
steps of the procurement process where the PRG was consulted. 

The Proposed Agreement was discussed at the following P reting 
dates: 
September 20, 
October 18, 2013 

The information was provided in both written and oral form, with the 
written presentation gone over in detail with the PRG. The September 20 
presentation was made when the contract terms were being developed, 
and PRG feedback was incorporated into subsequent discussions. At the 
October eeting, the negotiations were nearly compk id the 
Proposed Agreements main terms were presented in substantially the 
same form as in the executed Amended and Restated Second 
Amendment. 

3. For short term contracts, if the PRG was not able to be informed prior to 
filing, explain why the PRG could not be informed. 
NA - not a short term contract 

I. Independent Evalu; 
The use of £ ml required by ' ' "05-039,' 2, a A ' 
06-050 

i. Name 
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SDG&E f I- r renewable projects i., ' onsulting. 

ii. Describe the oversight provided by the IE. 

i if works collaboratively with SDG&E to design th id the 
II fl|( rocess. Th I - so performs an independent ranking of the RFO 
bids and double checks that SDG&E is applying the II CBF process 
appropriately and that the SDG&E shortlist matches t hortlist. The 

lonitors the progress of contract negotiations and, finally, prepares an 
independent report on the fairness of the negotiations and the value of 
the Proposed Agreement. 

iii. II ist when the ide any findings to the Procurement Review Group 
regarding the applicable solicitation, the project/bid, and/or contract 
negotiations. 

SDG&E does not keep minutes of the PRG meetings.. The lE's specific 
analysis and recommendations are included in the project-specf 
Report. 

iv. Ins i public version of the project specific '! . port. 

The public version of the project specific sort appears at the end of 
Part 1 of this Advice II ette i • confidential version of th< I ' port 
appears at Appenc Part 2. 

III. ' I • . )flj> 1 : " INS 

A. What terms in t dress the safe operation, construction and maintenance of 
the Project? Are there any other conditions, including but not limited to conditions of 
any permits or potential permits, that the iOU is aware of that ensure such safe 
operation, construction and decommissioning? 

T posed Agreement leaves undisturbed the requirements in the existing PPA 
that the project be operated in accordance with Good Utility Practice and the CAISO 
Tariff. The project also needs to comply with all conditions in its permits regarding 
safety, including during the decommissioning process, which is typically part of such 
permits. 

B. What has the IOU done to ensure that the 1 PA and the Project's operation are: 
consistent with Public Utilities Coi" Don " •• >t interfere with the lOU's safe 
operation of its utility operations and facilities; and will not adversely affect the public 
health and safety? 

The Proposed Agreement leaves undisturbed the requirements in the existing PPA 
that the project may be curtailed by the local transmission operator or the CAISO in 
order ntain safe and reliable operation of the electric grid. 

C. If PPA or amendment is with an existing faci ase provide a matrix that 
identifies all safety violations found by any entity, whether government, industry-
based or internal with an indication of the issue and if the resolution of that alleged 
violation is pending or resolved and what the progress or resolution was/is. 

N/A - the facility is not yet in existence or under construction. 
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D. If PPA or amendment is with an existing facility, will the PPA or amendment lead to 
any changes in the structure or operations of the facility? Any change in the safety 
practices at the facility? If so, with what federal, state and local agencies did the 
developer confer or seek permits or permit amendments for these changes? 

N/A - the facility is not yet in existence or under construction. 

IV. PROCEDURAI MATTERS 

A. Requested Relief 

SDG pectfully requests that the Commission expedite its review and approval of 
the Proposed Agreement through the issuance of a final resolution no later than 
December 5, 2( commodate this request, SDG&E further requests a shortened 
comment period and shortened reply period, below. 

As detailed in this Supplemental Advice I etter, SDG&E's entry into the Proposed 
Agreement and the terms of such agreements are reasonable; therefore, all costs 
associated with the Proposed Agreement, including for energy, green attributes, and 
resource adequacy, should be fully recoverable in rates. 

The Proposed Agreement is conditioned upon Commission Approval. SC 
therefore, requests that the Commission include the following findings in its Rest 
approving the Proposed Agreement: 

1. T as amended by the Proposed Agreement, is reasonable and consistent 
with SDG&E's Commission approved RPS Plan and; procureme i PPA, as 
amended by the Proposed Agreement, will contribute towai »G&E's RPS 
procurement obligation. 

2. SDG&E's entry into 1 >posed Agreement and the terms of such Proposed 
Agreement • asonable; therefore, hi I • iposed Agreement is approved in its 
entirety and all costs of the purchase associated with the PPA, as amended by the 
Proposed Agreement, including for energy, green attributes, and resource adequacy 
are fully recoverable in rates over the life of the PPA, as amended by the Proposed 
Agreement, subject to Commission review of SDG&E's administration of the PPA, as 
amended by the Proposed Agreement. 

sratlon procured pursuant to the PPA, as amended by the Proposed Agreement, 
constitutes generation from eligible renewable energy resources for purposes of 
determining SDG&E's compliance with any obligation that it may have to procure 
eligit jwable energy resources pursuant to the California Renewable Portfolio 
Standard program (Public Utilities Code §§ 399.11, et seq. and/or other applicable 
law) and relevant Commission decisions. 

4. T i " A, as amended by t i i iposed Agreement, will contribute to SDG&E's 
minimum quantity requirement established in -038. 

I.:. 3st 

Anyc y protest this advice letter to the California Public Utilities Commission. 
Because this filing is a Supplement to an existing Advice II etter and not a new filing, 
SDG pectfully requests that the protest period be shortened to five (5) days, and 
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the period for any SDG&iE reply to be two (2) days. . Any protest to this Supplement 
must state the grounds upon which it is based, Including such items as financial and 
service impact, and should be submitted expeditiously. The protest must be made in 
writing and received no later than November 13, 2013, which is five (5) days from the 
date this advice letter was filed with the Commission. There is no restriction on who may 
file a protest. The address for mailing or delivering a protest to the Commission is: 

CPUC Energy Division 
Attention: T it 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francis 94102 

Copies should also be sent via e mail to the attention of t ergy Division at 
EDtariffUnlt@cpuc.ca.gov. It is also requested that a copy of the protest be sent via 
electronic mail and facsimile to SDG&E on the same date it is mailed or delivered to the 
Commission (at the addresses shown below). 

Attn: Megan Caulson 
Regulatf iff Manager 
8330 Century Park Court, Room 32C 
San Diego, CA 92123-1548 
Facsimile No. 858-654 1879 
E Mail: MCaulson@semprautilities. com 

C, Effective Date 

This Advice I etter is classified as Tier 3 (effective after Commission approval) pursuant 
to GO 96 IB. 5PG«" I aectfully requests that the Commission isst Resolution 
approving this Advi II er on or before Decembe 13. 

Notice 

In accordance with General Order No. 96 B, a copy of this filing has been served on the 
utilities and interested parties shown on the attached list, including interested parties in 

005, by either providing them a copy electronically or by mailing them a copy 
hereof, properly stamped and addressed. 

Address changes should be directed to SDG&E Tariffs by facsimile at (858) 654 1879 or 
by e mail to SDG&ETariffs@semprautilities.com. 

CI , : 
Director - Regulatory Affairs 

(cc list enclosed) 
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All information contained in the following Confidential Appendices 
is considered Confidential except where printed in italics. 

Italicized information contained in the Confidential Appendices is also 
included in Part 7 of this Advice Letter, 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES 
COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

DECLARATION OF THEODORE I. ROBERTS REGARDING 
CONFIDENTIALITY OF CERTAIN DATA 

I, Theodore E. Roberts, do declare as follows: 

1. I am the Origination Manager for San Diego Gas & Electric Company 

("SDG&E"). I have reviewed the attached Advice Letter No, 2487-E-A, including 

Confidential Appendices A, B, C,D and E, (the "Protected Information"), and am 

personally familiar with the facts and representations in this Declaration. If called upon to 

testify, I could and would testify to the following based upon my personal knowledge 

and/or belief. 

2. I hereby provide this Declaration in accordance with D.06-06-066, as 

modified by D.07-05-032, and D.08-04-023, to demonstrate that the confidential 

information ("Protected Information") provided in the Responses submitted concurrently 

herewith, falls within the scope of data protected pursuant to the IOU Matrix attached to 

D.06-06-066 (the "IOU Matrix").1' In addition, the Commission has made clear that 

information must be protected where "it matches a Matrix category exactly . .. or 

consists of information from which that information may be easily derived."2' 

v The Matrix is derived from the statutory protections extended to non-public market sensitive and trade 
secret information. (See D.06-06-066, mimeo, note 1, Ordering Paragraph 1). The Commission is 
obligated to act in a maimer consistent with applicable law. The analysis of protection afforded under 
the Matrix must always produce a result that is consistent with the relevant underlying statutes; if 
information is eligible for statutory protection, it must be protected under the Matrix. (See Southern 
California Edison Co. v. Public Utilities Comm. 2000 Cal. App. LEXIS 995, *38-39) Thus, by 
claiming applicability of the Matrix, SDG&E relies upon and simultaneously claims the protection of 
Public Utilities Code §§ 454.5(g) and 583, Govt. Code § 6254(k) and General Order 66-C. 

2f See, Administrative Law Judge '$ Ruling on San Diego Gas & Electric Company's April 3, 2007 
Motion to File Data Under Seal, issued May 4,2007 in R.06-05-027, p. 2 (emphasis added). 
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3. I address below each of the following five features of Ordering Paragraph 2 in 

D.06-06-066: 

• That the material constitutes a particular type of data listed in the 
Matrix, 

• The category or categories in the Matrix to which the data 
corresponds, 

• That it is complying with the limitations on confidentiality 
specified in the Matrix for that type of data, 

• That the information is not already public, and 

• That the data cannot be aggregated, redacted, summarized, 
masked or otherwise protected in a way that allows partial 
disclosure.27 

4. SDG&F/s Protected Information: As directed by the Commission, The 

instant confidentiality request satisfies the requirements of D.06-06-06647 because the 

information contained in the Confidential Appendices provided by SDG&E is of the type 

of information protected by the Matrix as follows: 

Confidential Appendix A - Bid Information, Category VIII.A.; Specific 
Quantitative Analysis, Category VIII.B.; Contract Terms and Conditions, 
Category VII.G.; Total Energy Forecast, Category V.C. 

Confidential Appendix 6 - Bid Information, Category VIII.A.; Specific 
Quantitative Analysis, Category VIII.B. 

Confidential Appendix C - Bid Information, Category VIII.A.; Specific 
Quantitative Analysis, Category VIII.B.; Contract Terms and Conditions, 
Category VII.G.; Total Energy Forecast, Category V.C. 

Confidential Appendix D - Contract Terms and Conditions, Category VII.G. 

Confidential Appendix E - Contract Terms and Conditions, Category VII.G. 

37 D,06-06-066, as amended by D.07-05-032, mimeo, p. 81, Ordering Paragraph 2. 
47 See, Administrative Law Judge "s Ruling on San Diego Gas & Electric Company's Motions to File 

Data Under Seal, issued April 30 in R.06-05-027, p. 7, Ordering Paragraph 3 ("In all ftiture filings, 
SDG&E shall include with any request for confidentiality a table that lists the five D.06-06-066 Matrix 
requirements, and explains how each item of data meets the matrix"), 

2 
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5. As an alternative basis for requesting confidential treatment, SDG&E submits 

that the Power Purchase Agreement enclosed in the Advice Letter is material, market 

sensitive, electric procurement-related information protected under §§ 454.5(g) and 583, 

as well as trade secret information protected under Govt. Code § 62S4(k). Disclosure of 

this information would place SDG&E at an unfair business disadvantage, thus triggering 

the protection of G.O. 66-C,m/ 

6. Public Utilities Code § 454.5(g) provides: 

The commission shall adopt appropriate procedures to ensure the confidentiality of any 

market sensitive information submitted in an electrical corporation's proposed 

procurement plan or resulting from or related to its approved procurement plan, 

including, but not limited to, proposed or executed power purchase agreements, data 

request responses, or consultant reports, or any combination, provided that the Office of 

Ratepayer Advocates and other consumer groups that are nonmarket participants shall be 

provided access to this information under confidentiality procedures authorized by the 

commission. ' 

7. General Order 66-C protects "[r]eports, records and information requested or 

required by the Commission which, if revealed, would place the regulated company at an 

unfair business disadvantage." 

^ This argument is offered in the alternative, not as a supplement to the claim that the data is protected 
under the IOU Matrix. California law supports the offering of arguments in the alternative. See, 
Brandolino v. Lindsay, 269 Cal. App. 2d 319, 324 (1969) (concluding that a plaintiff may plead 
inconsistent, mutually exclusive remedies, such as breach of contract and specific performance, in the 
same complaint); Tanforan v, Tanfonm, 173 Cal. 270, 274 (1916) ("Since . .. inconsistent causes of 
action may be pleaded, it is not proper for the judge to force upon the plaintiff an election between 
those causes which he has a right to plead.") 

3 
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8. Under the Public Records Act, Govt. Code § 6254(k), records subject to the 

privileges established in the Evidence Code are not required to be disclosed.5' Evidence 

Code § 1060 provides a privilege for trade secrets, which Civil Code § 3426.1 defines, in 

pertinent part, as information that derives independent economic value from not being 

generally known to the public or to other persons who could obtain value from its 

disclosure. 

9. Public Utilities Code § 583 establishes a right to confidential treatment of 

information otherwise protected by law.6"' 

10. If disclosed, the Protected Information could provide parties, with whom 

SDG&E is currently negotiating, insight into SDG&E's procurement strategies, which 

would give them an unfair negotiating advantage and could ultimately result in increased 

cost to ratepayers. In addition, if developers mistakenly perceive that SDG&E is not 

committed to assisting their projects, disclosure of the Protected Information could act as 

a disincentive to developers. Accordingly, pursuant to P.U. Code § 583, SDG&E seeks 

confidential treatment of this data, which falls within the scope of P.U. Code § 454.5(g), 

Evidence Code § 1060 and General Order 66-C. 

11. Developers* Protected Information: The Protected Information also 

constitutes confidential trade secret information of the developer listed therein. SDG&E 

is required pursuant to the terms of the PPA to protect non-public information. Some of 

the Protected Information in the PPA relates directly to the viability of the project. 

Disclosure of this extremely sensitive information could harm the developer's ability to 

5/ See also Govt. Code § 6254.7(d). 
- See, D.06-06-066, mimeo, pp. 26-28. 

4 
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negotiate necessary contracts and/or could invite interference with project development 

by competitors. 

12. In accordance with its obligations under its PPA and pursuant to the relevant 

statutory provisions described herein, SDG&E hereby requests that the Protected 

Information be protected front public disclosure. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this S^day of November, 2013 at San Diego, California. 

Theodore E. Roberts 
Origination Manager 
Electric & Fuel Procurement 
San Diego Gas & Electric 

5 
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PA 
FOREWORD 

This ,11 tonsulting Group's Independent Evaluat It Report analyzing the 
Second Amendment to the contract between San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) 
and CSoIar for a 96 150 MW photovoltaic project. This contract is based on a bilateral offer. 

This report is styled as a revision sort on the contract as previously amended. The 
most recent report was dated May 29, 2013 and was filed with the Commission on June 4, 
2013, covered by Advice I etter 2487 E. The May 29 report w; /ision to previous 
reports dated October 4, 2011 and May 23, 2011. 

The reports were based on insulting Group's Preliminary Report on the 2009 RFC). The 
Preliminary Report addressed the conduct and evaluation of San Diego Gas & Electric 
Company's 2009 Renewables RFC) through the selection of its preliminary short list. This 
report contains all the text of the Prelimir port except for placeholder text in chapters 6 
and 7. 

The CPUC requires an II art accompany any bilateral contract submitted for approval, 
and the template provided by the CPI ites to RFOs. Since this contract was not 
submitted into any I I - l< ased its report upon f III port for the most recently 
completed RPS RFO as of the time of writing (the 2009 RPS RFO). CPUC Resolution E 
4199 states that contract repricings should always be compared to the most recent MPR. 
The October 2011 revision, while based on t )rt for the 2009 RFO, also references the 
results of the then recently completed 2011 I report in turn references the results of 
the 2 :0. 

3 body of the report (that is, except for this Foreword), text from the earlier versions of 
the Report is in gray while new text is presented in black. This should help the reader identify 
the new text. 

This report contains confidential and/or privileged materials. Review and access are 
restricted subject to PUC Sections 454.5 : • ' 06 066, GO 66 C and the 
Confidentiality Agreement with the CPUC. 

San Diego Gas & Electric Co, 11/8/13 
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dura! fairness of the bid evaluation 
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6. FAIRNE • IFIC NEGOTIATIONS 

SDG&E filed the resulting Second Amendment with the 
Commission on June 4, 2013, covered by Advice Letter 2487-E. 

On September 20, 2013, SDG&E informed the PRG that it was negotiating a "Revised 
Amendment No. 2" with Tenaska. The Second Amendment had not been approved by the 
CPUC. The Second Amendment had terminated in August because the CPUC had not 
approved 

The original point of the Second 
Amendment was to replace this right to convert the project in toto to conventional PV, by a 
right to convert part of the project from concentrating to conventional PV. The issue had not 
been presented to the PRG earlier because 

arned of this renegotiation upon receiving the PRG 
meeting slid i" ' 

On October 19, 2013, SDG&E provided the I >RG an explanation of the changes being made 
to the Second Amendment, and the "Conditional Second Amendment" which would take 
effect if the CPUC rejected the Amended and Revised Second Amendment. 

6.1 PRINCIPl Ill I 

6.2 II FIC NEGOTIATIONS 

6-1 
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6. Fairness of project-specific negotiations 

:• ' ' - : " •' 
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7 7. 7 '• 7 7. ... 7'' ' . ! • 7 . . ' : 7 . 7 

• ' : ; : • -

articipated in some of the conference calls between SDG&E and Tenaska as part of the 
negotiation of the Amended and Revised Second Amendment, and attempted to monitor the 
negotiations through communication from SDG&E; however the negotiation was irregular 
and, due to vacations or other absences, involved two separate principal SDG&E negotiators. 

6 2 
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6. Fairness of project specific negotiations 

SDG&E was at a disadvantage in that 
SDG&E wanted the project still to include conce nd as much as possible), which 
it said would better support its service area's economy. SDG&E also wanted some financial 
concessions. The negotiations appear to have been fair ai aska met some of SDG&E's 
concerns. 

6.3 MS AND CONDITIONS 

6.3.1 Second Amendment 

ed a significant change to certain terms of the contract as 
revised by the First Amendment. Originally the contract specified that the plant would be 
constructed using concentrating solar panels, and provided a condition under which Tenaska 
could terminate the contract if the panel factory, which was expected to be built in San Diego 
County, did not get build or was unable to produce panels at a high enough rate. In that case 
Tenaska could also choose instead to convert the plant to a conventional design, at a slightly 
lower energy price and lower expected capacity factor. The First Amendment reworded this 
so it was not a condition precedent, and significantly increased the discount associated with 
the conversion. 

• to- ' • •' "V '• '• •... • : ' ; •' ' '• •' ; *• - ' 
.. V • ••• •' 
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6.3.2 Amended and Revised Second Amendment 

The Amended and Revised Second Amendment implicitly assumes that at least part of the 
plant's capacity will be conventional PV panels, which has been characterized this as a 
requirement in order to qualify for the Treasury cash grant. The full conversion option is 
resto " if Tenaska is unable 
to obtain financeable EPC contracts, or financing, I 

in which case the Energy Price will be reduced from) 
to and the capacity factor would be 27% as in the First Amendment. If at any 
point the panel factory defaults Tenaska can switch to use conventional panels for the 
remainder of the plant but without any change in pricing. 
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6. Fairness of project-specific negotiations 

naska did not exercise the new conversion option, Tenaska would have to use at least 
94IVlWdc (somewhere between 65 and 72 IVIWac) of concentrating solar panels. This means 
tf aska would have the ability to use up to about 120 MWdc of conventional PV panels. 
Furthermore, if the panel factory (which has been built and is successfully operating) has a 
"schedule impairment," the EPC contract may still use an additional " 
conventional panels. The contractual capacity factor is a weighted avera ired 
conventional and concentrating capacity factors, where the required concentrating PV 
capacity factor is increased from 29% to 31% and the conventional PV capacity factor is 
increased from 27% to 29% (f rtial conversion). 

The pricing is changed from the Second Amendment by the addition of an "Interconnection 
Charge". Tenaska expects that it will have to construct more expensive upgrades than 
originally intended, in order to reinforce the local CAtSO HID interface, and that those 
upgrades will be transferred to the Transmission Owner. The Interconnection Charge is 
supposed to collect the additional cost of the upgrades, less any reimbursement Tenaska 
receives in return for transferring the facilities to the Transmission Owner. If the additional 
costs of the identified facilities is $31.8 million then the Interconnection Charge will be 
$4.00/lVIWh in the first two Contra -s and $5.30/MWh thereafter, and it will scale with the 
identified facilities' costs and the final installed capacity. 

Furthermore, the TOD factors used in the contract are changed to SDG&E's newer TOD 
factors used in more recent contracts, except if the plant is 100% converted to conventional 
PV (t conversion option"). If Tenaska completes the plant with conventional PV panels 
because the panel manufacturer declares or enters bankruptcy, the new TOD factors will be 
used. 

I ike the earlier Amendment 2, the Amended and Revised Second Amendment changes the 
guaranteed COD to Dec. 31, 2016 regardless of configuration. 

Finally, if WREC ; to certify some of the energy produced as being renewable, to the 
extent the plant use upplied station power, then the contractual payment will be 
reduced by $25/MWh for each such "Undelivered REC". 

6.3.3 Conditional Secc endment 

If the CPUC does not approve the Amended and Restated Second Amendment, Tenaska 
may continue to develop the plant as a conventional photovoltaic facility. The Conditional 
Second Amendment, which the parties negotiated alongside the Amended and Restated 
Second Amendment and which does not require CPUC approval, would then take effect. 
Under the current contract (as amended by the First Amendment), the power price would be 
$1Q0/MWh, The Conditional Second Amendment includes a price reduction called the 
Interconnect Cost Savings Reduction, explained next paragraph. 

Tenaska obtaim ' st estimate of $24,741,200, before being told it should construct the 
rr Derisive facilities that it expects to transfer to the Transmission Owner. If Tenaska is 
reimbursed for those facilities, and if i ibursement exceeds the additional construction 
cost (over and above the previous jeted $24,741,200), then Tenaska agreed to return 
the excess reimbursement to SDG > epayersthrou -"jetton. The price 
reduction will be $2.00/MWh if the CAbCOO reimbursement is $15 million, and will scale with 
the excess reimbursement. There is no difference between the reduction in the first two 
Contract Years and the reduction in subsequent Contract Years. 
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6. Fairness of project-specific negotiations 

The Conditional Second Amendment does not 
explicitly redefine the Guaranteed Commercial Operation Date, but it does acknowledge that 
section 3.9(c)(ii; the original contract which will have the same delaying effect. 

6,4 RELATION :R NEGOTIATIONS 

6,5 ADDITIONAl ISSUES 

6 5 
San Diego Gas & Electric Co, 11/8/13 

SB GT&S 0390981 



6. Fairness of project-specific negotiations VA 

(including the Amended and Revised Amendment 2) provides that the 
Delivered Energy, which is what goes through the CAISO revenue meter(s), is broken down 
into concentrating and non-concentrating categories based on the ratios of the readings of 

6 6 
San Diego Gas & Electric Co, 11/8/13 

SB GT&S 0390982 



7. PROJE FIC RECOMMENDATION 

It inion that the Amended and Revised Second Amendment significantly increases 
the cost of these contracts, owing to the change 3 factors. The benefit associated with 
approving the Amendment is that there will still be some likelihood that the plant will employ 
panels manufactured by Soitec's factory in the San Diego are« aska will use fewer CPV 
panels than it had initially intended to use, reducing the benefit of approving the Amendment. 
If it is not approved Tenaska can build a similarly sized conventional PV plant w wer 
capacity factor. 

ginal recommendation wa i a CPUC believes that the value to the San Diego 
economy of a new panel manufacturing facility, plus the value of advancing CPV technology, 
justify that price differential then it should approve the contracts." The facility has been built 
and is operational. w recommends that the CPUC approve the Amended and Revised 
Second Amendment if it believes the additional CPV demand represented by this project is 
critical to obtaining the benefits that justified the original approval. 

previously recommended that the CPUC approve the Second Amendment subject to the 
assurance referenced in Section 6.5. With either technology the contract is at a significant 
premium to the market, but the premium the project is 
. '•••'• W • ' : / : 
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7. Project-specific recommendation 

7.1 EVALUATION 

jinal pricing as submitted with Al 2270 IE 
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ftsed and Amended Second Amendment 

The Revised and Amended Second Amendment is similar to Amendment 2 as described 
above and we only address certain key points here. 
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7. Project specific recommendation PA 
aska exercises its full conversion option, the price is reduced ' . This is 

a clear benefit to SDG&E ratepayers. 

2. The capacity factors of both configurations are increased. Because both configurations 
were previous judged to be out of market, this is detrimental to SDG&E ratepayers - they 
are buying a greater quantity of out of market energy. Furthermore, SDG&E has reported 
to its PRG that it will exceed its RPS requirement on an expected probability weighted 
basis, through the third compliance period (2020). It will most likely exceed its ISPS 
requirement for two to three years thereafter, especially if it can make use of banked 
credits. Thus the increased capacity factor provides more renewable credits that SDG&E 
does not need. 

3. The cost aska's interconnection will increase, but that is part of the interconnection 
process and not a consequence of this contract. The only impact this Amendment could 
have, would be if Tenaska is not completely reimbursed. According to romputations, 
if the unreimbursed costs are (the figure used as an example in the 
Amendment), using the charge hibited in the Amendment SDG&E 
will pay in Interconnect Charges (assuming a configuration with 67 MW of 
CPV at apacity factor and 83 MW of conventional PV at a 29% capacity factor); 
but the present value of those Charges, at SDG&E's 7.79% WACC, will be on' 

Thus SDG&E will be paying of the costs, and only in the event they are 
unreimbursed. This appears reasona 

4. The Amendment institutes the use of SDG&E's more recent TOD factors for payment 
purposes. These factors are skewed to the summer peak period, and photovoltaic plants 
produce most of their power in peak hours. This will Increase the payments to the project. 

rtimates that th -weighted average price paid for energy from conventional 
panels will be increased by approximr " under the Amended and Revised 
Second Amendment, and the price for energy from CPV panels . These 
are significant increases in the cost of an already out of market projec 

Table 5 compares the contract value arisi i the Amended and Revised Second 
Amendment with the value under the previous pricing as shown in Table 4. Like Table 4 it 
is based on the "Net market value" metric form the 2 cws the cost 
based on payments for the minimum required concentrating PV capacity (67 MW) and for 
the maximum allowed conventional PV capacity, under the assumption that the previously 
estimated transmission upgrade cost used is prorated between the two. The last line 
("Blended") shows the cost of a configuration including 67 MW of concentrated PV and 83 
MW of conventional PV, the lowest-priced configuration other than 100% conventional. 
These costs do not incli " 
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l: • nicing prices for Amended and Revised Amendmem 

Technology Amendmei rsion Capacity Net market value 

CPV Original 150 MW 

CPV Amended & Revised 150 MW 

Conventional PV Original 150 MW 

Conventional PV Amended & Revised 150 MW 
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ject Viability Calculator 
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7,2 RECOMMENDATION 

7.2.1 ginal recommendation 
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7.2.2 Recommendation relative to the revised contracts 
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7. Project-specific recommendation 

7.2.3 Recommendation relative to Amendment 2 
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7.2.4 Recommendation relative to the Amended and Revised Amendment 2 

original recommendation was that the contract be approved. After the initial revision to 
the contract, ted changes in the market which made the contracts relatively expensive, 
and recommended that the Commission approve the contract if it felt the economic 
development benefit of the Soitec factory to the San Diego area justified the additional cost. 

It inion that the Amended and Revised Second Amendment significantly increases 
the cost of these contracts, owing to the change 3 factors. The benefit associated with 
approving the Amendment is that there will still be some likelihood that the plant will employ 
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7. Project specific recommendation PA 
panels manufactured by Settee's factory in the San Diego area. However, the Amendment 
will increase the cost of the contract even if only a small amount of CPV panels is used, by 
changing the TOD factors for payment for energy from conventional panels. 

The consequence of denying the Amendment is clean the Conditional Second Amendment 
will take effect. That Amendment slightly improves the contract economics 

Table 5 shows that under the Amended and Revised Second Amendment, a 100% CPV 
configuration would re out of market than under the previous pricing, while a 
100% conventional PV plant would her out of market (excluding the 
conversion discount). The least expensive and probably most likely allowable configuration 
(67 MWac of CPV and 83 MWac of conventional PV panels) appears to be out of market by 
al , which is better than a 100% CPV plant would have been under the 
previous pricing in the original Second Amendment.20 If instead the Conditional Second 
Amendment is allowed to take effect, Tenaska would build a conventional PV plant that would 
be aboir below market. 

The Amended and Revised Second Amendment will probably adversely affect the cost of the 
CSolar West contract relative to the market. It will also increase the project capacity factor, 
providing additional renewable energy that SDG&E will not need to meet its RIPS requirement 
for the first five years of the plant's life. The alternative is t iditional Second 
Amendment, ^^^^B^^^^^M^^^^Miiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii^^^^^^^^^^MiM 

The main benefit of the Amended and Revised Second Amendment would be the economic 
development or technology diversity benefit from the CPV panels expected to be produced in 
San Diego, because it will req naska to use concentrating PV for at least part of the 
plant. That was the justification for the original contract approval. not i • tsition to 
estimate that benefit. Tenaska will use fewer CPV panels than It had Initially intended to use, 
reducing the economic development or technology diversity benefit below the value that had 
been expected when the contract was originally approv >mmendation is again 
that t imlsslon base its decision on whether it believes there is still benefit from using 
panels from the Soltec San Diego plant. 

7.3 ADDITIONAl ISSUES 

PA has nothing else to add to this chapter. 
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