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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
In the Matter of the Application of The Nevada Hydro 
Company for a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity for the Talega-Escondido/Valley-Serrano 500-
kV Interconnect  

Application No. 

(Filed October 1, 2007) 

 

APPLICATION OF THE NEVADA HYDRO COMPANY FOR A CERTIFICATE OF 
PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY FOR THE TALEGA-

ESCONDIDO/VALLEY-SERRANO 500-KV INTERCONNECT 

Pursuant to §§ 1001, et seq. of the California Public Utilities Code, the Commission’s 

General Order 131-D (“GO 131-D”), and the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure,1 

The Nevada Hydro Company (“TNHC”) respectfully requests that the Commission issue a 

Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN”) for the construction and operation of 

the Talega-Escondido/Valley-Serrano 500-kV Interconnect (“TE/VS Interconnect”).  The TE/VS 

Interconnect is necessary in order to serve two functions: 

1. Provide a transmission interconnection from the Lake Elsinore Advanced Pumped 
Storage hydroelectric plant (“LEAPS”) to the transmission systems of Southern 
California Edison Company (“SCE”) and San Diego Gas & Electric Company 
(“SDG&E”); and 

 
2. Interconnect the SCE and SDG&E transmission systems and facilitate wholesale 

bulk power transfers between those systems and from neighboring areas to those 
systems.   

 
As the result of either function, the TE/VS Interconnect will become an integrated and 

integral part of the transmission grid in California.  The TE/VS Interconnect will be constructed 

and operated by TNHC.  TNHC anticipates that upon energization, TNHC would transfer control 

of the TE/VS Interconnect to the California Independent System Operator (“CAISO”) while 

TNHC recovered its costs plus a reasonable rate of return under the CAISO Transmission Access 

                                                 
1 Cal. Admin. Code tit. 20 (2007). 
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Charge.  TNHC would become an “electrical corporation” within the meaning of Section 218 of 

the Public Utilities Code and thus be subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction.   

TNHC is a co-applicant with The Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District (“EVMWD”) 

to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) for a license under the Federal Power 

Act to construct and operate the Lake Elsinore Advanced Pumped Storage facility at Lake 

Elsinore (FERC Project Number P-11858) and related entitlements.  That application is for a 

license to include the LEAPS pumping facility, the line from that facility to the TE/VS 

Interconnect, and the TE/VS Interconnect.  Certain parties, however, including EVMWD staff, 

contend in the FERC proceeding that FERC should not include TE/VS Interconnect within a 

Federal Power Act hydroelectric license on the asserted basis that these transmission facilities 

are not ancillary facilities of the hydroelectric plant.  Although TNHC disagrees firmly with this 

contention, TNHC files this Application to assure that these jurisdictional contentions, no matter 

how resolved, do not delay construction and operation of the TE/VS Interconnect.  Additionally, 

this Application covers certain upgrades on the SCE and SDG&E.  

I.  INTRODUCTION 

The Nevada Hydro Company is a corporation organized under the laws of the State of 

Nevada.  TNHC’s business is the development, construction, and eventual ownership and 

operation of the TE/VS Interconnect and LEAPS.  In accordance with the Commission’s Rule 

2.1(a), TNHC states that its principal place of business is 2416 Cades Way, Vista, CA, 92081.  

Its organizing documents are included as Appendix A. 

In accordance with the Commission’s Rule 2.1(b), all correspondence concerning this 

matter should be addressed to: 

Rexford Wait 
David Kates 
The Nevada Hydro Company 
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2416 Cades Way 
Vista, California 92081 
(ph): 760-599-0086 
(fax): 760-599-1815  
rwait@controltechnology.org 
Dkates@sonic.net  

This Application is organized as follows.  First, the Application describes the proposed 

TE/VS Interconnect (Section II) and its regulatory history (Section III).  The Application then 

addresses the proposed California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”)2 review process 

(Section IV).  Section V provides information required by the Commission’s rules and orders for 

CPCN applications, including information on the proposed project’s purpose and need, the 

project cost and ratemaking, alternatives to the proposed project, public and agency involvement, 

and competing utilities.  Section VI of the Application proposes categorization of and a schedule 

for this proceeding.  Section VII provides a chart indicating the location in the Application of all 

of the various information and documents provided to satisfy the legal requirements for CPCN 

applications.  Finally, the Application reports on the environmental impact report deposit 

(Section VIII).  

II.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The TE/VS Interconnect is a proposed approximately 30-mile, 500-kV alternating current 

regional interconnection transmission line with a nominal design capacity of 1,000 MW.  The 

TE/VS Interconnect would extend from the LEAPS powerhouse substation3 southward to 

                                                 
2 Public Resources Code, Sections 21000-21177. 
3  LEAPS is a proposed 500-MW advanced pumped storage facility and has an estimated cost of 
approximately $650 million.  It will have a pumping capacity of 600 MW provided by two single-stage reversible 
Francis-type pump turbine units operating under an average net head of approximately 1,600 feet.  LEAPS will firm 
and store renewable energy (much of which is otherwise inherently interruptible), primarily wind energy, and will 
be one of the most efficient storage facilities in the nation, rated at 82%.  This efficiency rating means that for every 
100 MWh of electricity withdrawn from the grid to operate the pumps to refill the LEAPS water reservoir, 82 MWh 
of electricity will be returned to the grid when LEAPS is operated to convert the storage to electricity.  TNHC and 
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SDG&E’s existing 230-kV Talega-Escondido transmission line in northern San Diego County 

and northward to SCE’s existing 500-kV Valley-Serrano transmission line in western Riverside 

County.  The interconnection with SDG&E would be between SDG&E’s existing Talega and 

Escondido substations at a new substation in the vicinity of United States Marine Corps Camp 

Joseph H. Pendleton (“Camp Pendleton”), and the interconnection with SCE would be at a point 

between SCE’s existing Valley and Serrano substations at a new substation in the vicinity of Lee 

Lake.  For most of its route alignment, the TE/VS Interconnect would be located on the federal 

lands located within the Cleveland National Forest, Trabuco Ranger District, and within Camp 

Pendleton. 

In addition to the above-described transmission facilities which would be constructed by 

TNHC, LEAPS and the TE/VS Interconnect would require the following network upgrades to be 

constructed by SDG&E and SCE: 

1. Upgrades to SDG&E’s existing 230-kV single circuit Talega-Escondido transmission 

line in northern San Diego County.   

2. Upgrades to SDG&E’s existing Talega and Escondido Substations.  Substation 

modifications would occur in areas that are already graded and surfaced.  As 

proposed, an approximately 47-mile long second (double circuit) 230-kV 

transmission line, Talega-Escondido No. 2, will be installed along existing support 

structures (already containing one 230-kV circuit) connecting SDG&E’s Talega and 

                                                 
 
the EVMWD submitted an application to the FERC for a hydropower license for LEAPS in February 2004, in FERC 
Docket No. P-11858.  In that application, it was proposed that LEAPS be connected to the grid over a route that is 
identical to that proposed by TNHC in this Application for the TE/VS Interconnect.  The licensing of LEAPS is 
exclusively within the jurisdiction of the FERC and no CPCN for the construction and operation of LEAPS is sought 
in this Application.  As explained below, TNHC requests that the Commission issue and certify an EIR (or 
Mitigated Negative Declaration) pursuant to CEQA with respect to both LEAPS plant facilities including the line to 
the TE/VS Interconnect, and the TE/VS Interconnect, under the California Environmental Quality Act. 
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Escondido Substations.  In addition, approximately 8 miles of existing 69-kV 

transmission line would be removed from the existing towers and installed on new 

wooded or steel poles within the existing SDG&E right-of-way. 

3. Upgrades to SCE’s existing 500-kV and 230-kV system. 

4. Upgrades to SCE’s existing Serrano and Valley Substations. 

5. Upgrades to SCE’s existing Etiwanda generating station.4 

In conjunction with this requested approval for the TE/VS Interconnect and the above-

described upgrades to the SCE and SDG&E systems, an additional component requiring 

Commission approval involves the addition of distribution level (115-kV) additions to the SCE 

system, at the proposed Lee Lake substation.  These 115-kV facilities will be constructed by 

TNHC and turned over to SCE upon completion.  TNHC is in the process of finalizing the Large 

Generator Interconnection Agreements (“LGIAs”) with SCE, SDG&E and the California 

Independent System Operator (“CAISO”) regarding the above-described network upgrades.5 

Section 2 of the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (“PEA”) submitted herewith 

describes in greater detail all of the TE/VS Interconnect and LEAPS facilities, as well as the 

network upgrades.  Appendix B contains the Project Implementation, Design and Construction, 

and Cost Control information required by Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 1003(b) and (e). 

                                                 
4 SCE currently is restudying the necessary network upgrades in light of the recent decision by the Arizona 
Corporation Commission which failed to approve its proposed Palo Verde – Devers 2 transmission project. 
5 TNHC’s use of the LGIA procedures is without prejudice to its position before FERC in Docket No. ER06-278 
that LEAPS qualifies as a transmission asset under Section 1223 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, Pub. L. No. 109-
58, §1223, 118 Stat. 594, 953 (2005), and should be eligible for cost recovery through the CAISO’s transmission 
access charge (“TAC”).  This issue remains pending before the FERC and is not material to the instant application 
before this Commission.   
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III.  REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

With regard to the federal hydrolicense proceedings, FERC accepted for filing the Final 

License Application as of January 25, 2005, and is processing the application under the Federal 

Power Act (“FPA”) as FERC Project No. 11858 (Docket No. P-11858).  Because portions of the 

TE/VS Interconnect lies in the Cleveland National Forest, special use permit applications have 

been filed with the United States Forest Service (“USFS”) on June 24, 2003, and July 12, 2005, 

seeking a right-of-way in which to construct, operate, and maintain the projects. 

Most significantly, FERC and USFS coordinated to develop an Environmental Impact 

Statement (“EIS”) on LEAPS and the TE/VS Interconnect in accordance with the National 

Environmental Policy Act.  FERC and the USFS issued the Final EIS (“FEIS”) for LEAPS and 

the TE/VS Interconnect for public comment on January 30, 2007.  Adoption of the FEIS by 

FERC and the USFS will complete the Federal environmental review process. 

Several other Federal agencies have been involved in the Federal review of the project, 

mainly under the auspices of a Memorandum of Understanding6 that coordinates Federal review 

of electricity infrastructure projects.  Of particular importance is a Programmatic Agreement 

among the EVMWD, the California State Historic Preservation Office, the affected federal 

landowners, TNHC, and all potentially affected California Indian Reservation Tribal 

governments.7  TNHC requests that the Commission find that this document, included in 

                                                 
6 United States Departments of Energy, United States Department of Defense, United States Department of 
Agriculture, United States Department of the Interior, United States Department of Commerce, Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, United States Environmental Protection Agency, the Council on Environmental Quality, 
and Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Memorandum of Understanding on Early Coordination of Federal 
Authorizations and Related Environmental Reviews Required in Order to Site Electric Transmission Facilities, 
August 8, 2006. 
7 FERC Document 20070215-0152, Docket No. P-11858-002. February 21, 2007. 
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Appendix C, satisfies the requirement under Section IX-A-1-g of General Order 131-D to 

provide notice to California Indian Reservation Tribal governments.   

As a result of the above-described proceedings, we understand that FERC requires only a 

single action from the State of California before issuing its final decision:  issuance by the State 

Water Resources Control Board of its water quality certification under Section 401(a) of the 

Federal Clean Water Act.   

Under the Federal Power Act, a hydropower license issued by FERC must include all of 

the facilities necessary for the proper operation of the project, including the project’s primary 

facilities or lines transmitting the project’s power to the point of junction with the interconnected 

primary transmission system.  No determination has been made in the FERC docket as to 

whether the TE/VS Interconnect would be primary lines with respect to LEAPS and therefore 

within the scope of the hydro license (there is no dispute that the line from the LEAPS plant to 

the TE/VS Interconnect should be included within the license).8  If the FERC were to consider 

the TE/VS Interconnect part of LEAPS primary facilities, the FERC license would apply to both 

LEAPS and the TE/VS Interconnect.  The FEIS also indicates that TNHC, at its option, may seek 

to remove portions of the primary lines from the scope of the hydro license.  In due course, 

FERC will decide the scope of the hydro license and the conditions, if any, applicable to that 

license.  Regardless of whether the TE/VS Interconnect facilities are considered “primary lines” 

within the scope of the federal hydro license, TNHC files this Application to ensure that all 

necessary regulatory approvals and environmental reviews for the TE/VS Interconnect and the 

                                                 
8 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Final Environmental Impact Statement for Hydropower License – Lake 
Elsinore Advanced Pumped Storage Project, FERC Project No. 11858, FERC/EIS-0191F, January 2007, Appendix 
B. 
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associated network upgrades are completed as soon as possible and that various arguments about 

what facilities are primary facilities do not delay issuance of needed regulatory approvals. 

A full list of all government agencies potentially involved in reviewing the TE/VS 

Interconnect and LEAPS is available in PEA § 1.8.  To the extent that those agencies have 

commented on the project, those comments may be found in Appendix F of the FEIS. 

IV.  PROPOSED CEQA PROCESS 

In addition to requesting that the Commission issue a CPCN authorizing the TE/VS 

Interconnect, TNHC requests that the Commission consider how an Environmental Impact 

Report (“EIR”) (or Mitigated Negative Declaration) pursuant to CEQA will be processed.   

Under the LGIA procedures set forth in the CAISO Tariff, both SCE and SDG&E have 

identified upgrades needed for their existing transmission system assets in order to accommodate 

the interconnection and operation of LEAPS.  These upgrades will require that each company 

obtain approval from the Commission in the form of individual CPCN filings.  TNHC’s 

development arrangement with the EVMWD includes that entity’s agreement to serve as lead 

agency for CEQA.  However, if the Commission determines that this approach is not feasible 

(see 14 CCR § 15051(b)(1) ("The lead agency will normally be the agency with general 

governmental powers, such as a city or county, rather than an agency with a single or limited 

purpose such as an air pollution district or a district which will provide a public service or pubic 

utility to the project."), then the Commission may, sua sponte, determine to issue and certify an 

EIR (or Mitigated Negative Declaration) itself.  The document should address (1) the TE/VS 

Interconnect, (2) LEAPS, and (3) the necessary network upgrades to be constructed by the 

utilities under the LGIAs. 

Under the CEQA guidelines, “[w]hen a project will require compliance with both CEQA 

and NEPA, state or local agencies should use the EIS or Finding of No Significant Impact rather 
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than preparing an EIR or Negative Declaration if” (1) the EIS is already prepared, and (2) the 

EIS complies with the CEQA guidelines. 9  TNHC will defer to the Commission’s expertise as to 

the extent to which the FEIS developed by FERC and the USFS complies with the CEQA 

guidelines.  The FEIS and this Application, including the attached PEA, address substantially the 

same projects, and the FEIS represents FERC’s extensive scoping and outreach efforts.  In 

addition, the environmental review record, of which the FEIS is a part, includes a wide array of 

technical studies, including studies submitted by TNHC, analyses performed by FERC, and 

correspondence submitted in response to the various notices required under the federal 

hydropower licensing process and NEPA compliance procedures.  TNHC respectfully requests, 

therefore, that the Commission utilize the information and analyses presented in the FEIS and its 

accompanying environmental review record to the maximum extent that the Commission deems 

feasible. 

TNHC also notes that the Commission is undertaking an extensive CEQA analysis in 

connection with the Sunrise Powerlink project proposed by SDG&E,10 and that this analysis 

includes a review of the TE/VS Interconnect as a CEQA alternative to the Sunrise project.  

Because TNHC understands that the two projects are receiving a similar level of scrutiny and 

review, TNHC respectfully requests that the Commission also make use of the Sunrise DEIR to 

avoid duplication of effort when developing the DEIR for the TE/VS Interconnect.  In this way, 

the Commission will be in a position to expedite the processing of this Application, reduce the 

burden on interested parties, and conserve Commission resources. 

                                                 
9 14 Cal. Code Reg. § 15221(a) (2007) (Implementing 13 Cal. Pub. Resources Code § 21083.5). 
10 In the Matter of the Application of San Diego Gas & Electric Company for a Certificate of Public Convenience 
and Necessity for the Sunrise Powerlink Transmission Project, Application 06–08–010. 
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Additional detail on the state environmental review process may be found in attached 

PEA.  The PEA is sponsored by Peter Lewandowski, whose testimony is attached in Appendix 

D, §1. 

V.  OTHER REQUIREMENTS 

The remainder of the Application provides additional support for the TE/VS Interconnect, 

in accordance with the Commission’s CPCN rules and orders. 

A. Purpose and Need 

Pursuant to GO 131-D § IX-A-1-c and Rule 3.1(e), this subsection explains how the 

TE/VS Interconnect will provide cost-effective access to additional electric generation resources 

and will enhance grid reliability.  Appendix B of the FEIS also presents FERC staff’s view 

concerning the purpose and need of the project.  In addition to the FEIS, TNHC is providing 

testimony pertaining to the economic benefits and other benefits of the project in the attached 

Appendix D §§ 3, 4.11  

In the recent Draft Joint Committees Report prepared by the California Energy 

Commission (“CEC”) concerning the “Strategic Transmission Investment Plan” for the 2007 

Integrated Energy Policy Report Proceeding (06-IEP-1F),12 the CEC Electricity Committees find 

that “[b]oth the transmission and generation that comprise the LEAPS project could provide 

significant benefits to California” and “[g]eneration and transmission should be treated 

separately and The Nevada Hydro Company, CPUC, California ISO, SCE, and SDG&E should 

                                                 
11 TNHC anticipates filing supplemental testimony in the near future which describes the benefits of the LEAPS 
plant and TE/VS Interconnect under additional scenarios. 
12 http://www.energy.ca.gov/dockets/docket_redesign.php?docketNo=06-IEP-1F.html.  
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proceed expeditiously on permitting issues related to the transmission portion of the project.”13  

The project (both LEAPS and TE/VS Interconnect) were among the five new transmission 

projects recommended for the 2007 Strategic Plan.14 

Once constructed, the TE/VS Interconnect will perform a network transmission function 

allowing for additional bulk power transfers within and to the CAISO-managed transmission 

grid.  Accordingly, the TE/VS Interconnect will provide greater access to additional sources of 

electric energy and therefore will lower the cost of electricity for Californians.  In particular, the 

TE/VS Interconnect will provide the San Diego area access to renewable resources located 

throughout the Western United States.  In turn, this increased access to additional, lower-cost 

energy sources should enhance competition among energy suppliers, and facilitate both 

SDG&E’s and SCE’s procurement strategies as approved in their respective Long-Term 

Procurement Plans.  By connecting with SCE’s existing Valley-to-Serrano line segment, the 

TE/VS Interconnect will allow the SDG&E control area to access generation resources to the 

north and west that would otherwise be impractical to access.  The State’s existing 500-kV bulk 

transmission “backbone” runs from the Oregon border through the SCE service territory but does 

not connect with the San Diego area.  San Diego currently has only two sets of connections with 

the rest of the Nation’s grid: via 230-kV lines running north through the San Onofre Nuclear 

Generating Station (“SONGS”)15 and a single 500-kV line running east to Imperial Valley. 

                                                 
13 August 2007 Report at 99.  Available at http://www.energy.ca.gov/2007publications/CEC-700-2007-018/CEC-
700-2007-018-CTD.PDF. 
14 Id. at 7. 
15 SCE and SDG&E are currently interconnected at the SONGS switchyard.  SCE owns the north half of the 
SONGS switchyard and the four 230-kV transmission lines to the SCE service area.  These four SCE lines comprise 
what is known as Western Electricity Coordinating Council (“WECC”) Path 43 or the “north of SONGS path.”  
SDG&E owns the south half of the switchyard and the 230-kV lines to its service area.  These five SDG&E lines 
comprise what is known as WECC Path 44 or the “south of SONGS path.” 
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TNHC has determined the energy and reliability benefits of the TE/VS Interconnect using 

the CAISO’s Transmission Economic Assessment Methodology (“TEAM”).  Employing this 

methodology, TNHC has determined that the 2015 annualized benefit of the TE/VS Interconnect 

project (as compared to a 2015 base case developed by CAISO) is $148 million per year, with 

levelized costs of $51.3 million per year, resulting in an annualized net benefit of $98 million per 

year for southern California electricity consumers.  Testimony supporting these determinations 

and conclusions is included in the attached Appendix D §§ 3, 4. 

The FEIS states that the TE/VS Interconnect also will enhance grid reliability.16  The 

CAISO has indicated that SDG&E’s service area has “insufficient transmission” and that such 

“[r]eliability constraints limit SDG&E’s ability to import additional power into the San Diego 

area over the next few years and have raised the concerns that SDG&E may not be able to 

reliably serve its customers in 2010 and beyond.”17   

SDG&E has released studies showing that, without additional transmission, it will violate 

the CAISO’s “G-1/N-1” criteria by 2010, meaning that the San Diego area will no longer be able 

to withstand the simultaneous outage of its largest generating unit and largest interconnection, 

and be able to withstand the next most critical transmission outage, without dropping load.18  As 

the Commission stated in its Decision 05-10-014, SDG&E has indicated that “without at least 

                                                 
16 FEIS.  Op. Cit. at Appendix B. 
17 Initial Testimony of the California Independent System Operator Corporation, Part I, In Re Application of San 
Diego Gas & Electric Company (U-902) for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the Sunrise 
Powerlink Transmission Project, A.06-08-010, at 4 (Jan. 26, 2007).   
18 SDG&E, Application No. 05-12-014, Sunrise Powerlink Transmission Project, Volume 2, Purpose and Need, at I-
15. 
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one new 500 kV transmission line coming into its territory from the east, it will not be able to 

bring into its service territory the volume of power needed for its compliance planning.”19 

California’s existing transmission system links power generation resources with customer 

loads in a complex electrical network that must balance supply and demand on a moment-by-

moment basis.  An efficient and robust transmission system is required not only to help deliver 

the lowest-cost generation to consumers but also to stimulate competitive behavior in energy 

markets, pool resources for ancillary services, and provide emergency support in the event of 

unit outages or natural disasters.  Some of the problems facing the transmission system in the 

area of LEAPS include congestion on major paths, which prevents optimal economic operation 

of the system, and constraints such as power flow restrictions, which affect both the economic 

and reliable operation of the system, in major load centers such as San Diego. 

San Diego is the Nation’s eighth largest city and the Nation’s sixth largest county, with 

an economy producing in excess of $70 billion of goods and services per year.  Yet it depends on 

a single 500-kV line and a single set of 230-kV lines tied to the largest transmission network 

outside the San Diego area to obtain the electricity imports needed to support its economy.  

Among the large electric service areas in the State, only the San Diego region is so underserved.   

As far back as the proposed Valley Rainbow Project, State agencies and regional 

planning groups such as Southwest Transmission Expansion Plan (“STEP”), the CEC, the 

CAISO, and this Commission have been aware of the need for additional import capacity into the 

SDG&E area.  Currently, SDG&E’s long-term resource plan submitted in its Sunrise Powerlink 

                                                 
19 Order Instituting Rulemaking to Implement the California Renewables Portfolio Standard Program, California Public Utilities 
Commission, A.06-08-010 (Oct. 6, 2005).   
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CPCN application identifies a need for a second 500-kV transmission interconnection to meet 

the grid reliability requirements of the CAISO in 2010.20 

The TE/VS Interconnect therefore is crucially important to meet the needs of the growing 

San Diego area.  Both CAISO21 and the CEC22 have stated that the TE/VS Interconnect, or 

TE/VS Interconnect in conjunction with the LEAPS capabilities, will significantly improve 

system reliability.   

B. Project Cost and Ratemaking 

The estimated cost of the TE/VS Interconnect project is $353 million (2007 dollars), 

which includes a new northern 500-kV substation and a new southern 500/230-kV substation, as 

well as transmission lines and upgrades to both the SCE and SDG&E systems.  Cost details 

compatible with GO 131-D § IX-A-1-d, Rule 3.1(f), and Public Utilities Code § 1003(c) are 

included in Appendix D, § 2, and Appendix E. 

Section 1005.5 of the Public Utilities Code provides that, when issuing a CPCN for a 

project costing in excess of $50 million, the Commission is to establish a maximum reasonable 

and prudent construction cost.  However, as an interstate (wholesale) transmission facility, the 

TE/VS Interconnect will be subject to FERC’s jurisdiction for ratemaking purposes, and FERC 

ultimately will determine the reasonableness of costs.  Although the Commission must comply 

with the statutory requirements, the maximum reasonable cost established under Section 

1005.5(a) will not necessarily establish the cost which will ultimately be reflected in the FERC-

                                                 
20 San Diego Gas & Electric Company, In the Matter of the Application of San Diego Gas & Electric Company for a 
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the Sunrise Powerlink Transmission Project, Application 05-12-
014, Amended Application of San Diego Gas & Electric Company (U 902-E), Vol. I, August 4, 2006.  
21 CAISO, Motion to Intervene and Comments of the CAISO in Support of Lake Elsinore Advanced Pumped 
Storage Project, Docket No. P-11858-002, April 2, 2004, p. 3.  
22 Op. Cit., Strategic Transmission Investment Plan, CEC 100-2005-006CTF, p. 68.  
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jurisdictional rates.  If the Commission decides to establish a maximum reasonable cost, TNHC 

proposes the use of deflation factors to convert actual expenditures in future years to their 

equivalent value in 2007 dollars.  TNHC believes the deflation factors should be calculated using 

an index such as the Handy-Whitman Index of Public Utility Construction Costs and considering 

other factors that have significant influence on the cost of the projects.  TNHC’s estimated cost 

of constructing the TE/VS Interconnect project may change due to permitting and environmental 

requirements, final design criteria, changes in the operational start date, inflation and deflation 

factors, and unforeseen events.  TNHC requests that any Commission order granting the CPCN 

include an ordering paragraph authorizing the use of the Commission’s advice letter process so 

that after the CPCN has been issued, TNHC may apply to the Commission to adjust the 

maximum cost to reflect changes in the cost estimates, if necessary, as provided by Section 

1005.5(b).23 

TNHC will be submitting a Participating Transmission Owner (“PTO”) application for 

the TE/VS Interconnect to the CAISO and will be seeking CAISO Board approval in the near 

future.24  Once the TE/VS Interconnect is placed in service, TNHC intends to turn control of the 

facilities over to the CAISO and to recover its costs through the CAISO’s Transmission Access 

Charge (“TAC”).  The TAC is derived from a formula which uses the transmission revenue 

requirement (“TRR”) of each of the CAISO PTOs as inputs.  A PTO’s TRR is adopted through 

the PTO’s FERC-filed tariff.  Certain issues related to TNHC’s TRR are currently pending in 

                                                 
23 Pub. Util. Code § 1005.5(b) specifies that “After the certificate has been issued, the corporation may apply to the 
Commission for an increase in the maximum cost specified in the certificate.  The Commission may authorize an 
increase in the specified maximum if it finds and determines that the cost has, in fact, increased and the present or 
future public convenience and necessity require construction of the project at the increased cost; otherwise, it shall 
deny the application.” 
24 TNHC submitted a PTO application for the combined TE/VS and LEAPS facilities to the CAISO in February 
2007.  An application solely for the TE/VS Interconnect would not prejudice this earlier application. 
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FERC Docket No. ER06-278.  Pursuant to Rule 3.1(h), TNHC will promptly provide appropriate 

information on such proceedings when it becomes available.   

C. Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

Before selecting the proposed project, TNHC analyzed routing alternatives to the TE/VS 

Interconnect based on three primary criteria: maximize the use of existing, previously-disturbed 

transmission line right-of-ways to minimize the effects on previously-undisturbed land and 

resources; select route and tower locations with the lowest potential for environmental impacts 

while meeting project objectives; and select the shortest feasible route to minimize potential 

environmental impacts and project costs.  This analysis was further refined by the FEIS as part of 

the Federal hydropower licensing process.  The alternatives are discussed in depth in the FEIS 

and in § 2 of the PEA.  

The TE/VS Interconnect and the Sunrise project proposed by SDG&E and now under 

review by the Commission are complementary.  Both links may be needed if the State is going to 

meet its long-held goals of (1) connecting San Diego into the rest of the California grid and (2) 

completing the backbone transmission grid around San Diego.  In addition, if the Arizona 

Corporation Commission does not reconsider its recent decision not to approve SCE’s proposed 

Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line project, a route combining the Sunrise project and 

the TE/VS Interconnect may become the default alternative path for importing power from 

Arizona as well as for directing the mass of renewable resources into San Diego.   

The alternatives are discussed in depth in the FEIS and in § 2, “Projects Description,” 

and § 9, “Alternatives Analysis,” of the PEA. 

D. Public and Agency Involvement 

Pursuant to Section IX-A-1-g of GO 131-D, FEIS § 1.5 provides a listing of the 

governmental agencies with which proposed route reviews have been undertaken.  The 
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Programmatic Agreement (Appendix C) and FEIS Appendix E serve as the written agency 

responses. 

Before preparing its DEIS on the project, the FERC and USFS staff conducted a public 

scoping process to identify issues and alternatives.  FERC issued its DEIS for licensing of the 

LEAPS Project on February 17, 2006.25  As part of it proceedings and under its rules, FERC 

requested comments on the document and conducted additional public meetings.  In Appendix E 

to the FEIS, FERC summarized the written comments received, provided responses to those 

comments, and indicated, where appropriate, how FERC modified the text in the FEIS from that 

appearing in the DEIS.  

E. Competing Utilities 

Rule 3.1(b) requires the applicant to list all entities with which the proposed construction 

is likely to compete, and the cities or counties within which service will be rendered in the 

exercise of the requested certificate.  As indicated above, the TE/VS Interconnect will lie 

predominantly within the Cleveland National Forest in Orange County and will interconnect with 

SCE and SDG&E in Riverside and Orange Counties, respectively. 

TNHC does not intend to operate the TE/VS Interconnect (or LEAPS) in a manner that 

would compete with any other utilities, corporations, persons, or other entities.26  TNHC intends 

to have the CAISO operate the line and determine access for the entire foreseeable life of the line 

pursuant to the CAISO Tariff.  By providing a new interconnection between the service 

territories of SDG&E and SCE, TNHC believes that the TE/VS Interconnect will enhance 

                                                 
25 FERC Docket No. P-11858. 
26 See Rule 3.1(b). 
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transmission service to both markets, and therefore will enhance competition among energy 

suppliers.  

VI.  PROPOSED CATEGORIZATION, NEED FOR 
HEARINGS, AND SCHEDULE 

As required by Rule 2.1(c), TNHC proposes that the Commission categorize this 

proceeding as ratesetting until such time as the Commission determines that rules applicable to 

one of the other categories are best suited to the proceeding.  This proceeding involves the 

Commission’s (i) environmental review of the proposed project in compliance with CEQA 

(Public Resources Code §§ 21000, et seq.) and the Commission’s GO 131-D, and (ii) issuance of 

a CPCN authorizing TNHC to construct and connect the project.  TNHC anticipates that hearings 

will be required.  

The chart below is the “proposed schedule for certification … of the facilities” required 

by GO 131-D § IX-A-1-a and the “schedule showing the program of right-of-way acquisition 

and construction” required by GO 131-D § IX-A-1-f.  Appendix F provides the “proposed 

schedule for … construction and commencement of operation of the facilities” required by GO 

131-D § IX-A-1-a. 

The schedule assumes the Commission will approve the final CEQA document prior to 

the first Commission Meeting following the expiration of the one-year period following the 

Commission’s acceptance of a complete application as required by Public Resources Code § 

21100.2.   

Table 1 
PROPOSED SCHEDULE 

Action Taken / To Be Taken Proposed Schedule 

Application submitted October 1, 2007 
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Action Taken / To Be Taken Proposed Schedule 

Responses to Application (30 days from daily calendar notice) October 31, 2007 

TNHC Response to Protests, if necessary November 15, 2007 

Prehearing Conference November 22, 2007 

Scoping Memo November 28, 2007 

Supplemental Testimony, if needed (2 weeks) December 11, 2007 

Right-of-Entry Permits for environmental and  
engineering surveys received December 2007 

Land surveying and preparation of legal descriptions 
of property rights completed December 2007 

Intervenor Testimony (3 weeks) January 2, 2008 

Rebuttal Testimony ( 2 weeks) January 23, 2007 

Hearings, if needed February 12-23, 2008 

Opening Briefs (3 weeks) March 13, 2008 

Reply Briefs (2 weeks) April 5, 2008 

Real estate appraisals completed April 2008 

Preparation of new easements and deeds completed May 2008 

Negotiations for acquisition of property rights begin May 2008 

Proposed Decision on Purpose and Need issued May 2008 
 

Assuming that the CPCN is granted, TNHC will not need separate eminent domain 

hearings before it may commence acquisition of rights-of-way through private property.  “An 

electrical corporation may condemn any property necessary for the construction and maintenance 

of its electric plant.”27  The term “electric plant” includes transmission lines.28  TNHC is aware 

that “[a] public utility that offers competitive services may not condemn any property for the 

purpose of competing with another entity in the offering of those competitive services, unless the 

                                                 
27 Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 612. 
28 Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 217. 
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Commission finds that such an action would serve the public interest.”29  TNHC will not be 

offering competitive services on the TE/VS Interconnect, however, as TNHC intends to have the 

CAISO operate the line and determine access pursuant to the CAISO Tariff.  Although the 

precise alignment for the TE/VS Interconnect is subject to separate entitlements from Federal 

agencies, TNHC will give notice to those property owners most likely to be affected by the 

current alignment as required by GO 131-D § XI-A.   

VII.  ITEMS REQUIRED UNDER CPCN RULES AND ORDERS 

For the Commission’s reference, TNHC provides below a table identifying the various 

requirements applicable to a CPCN application for transmission facilities and where the 

information and documents satisfying those requirements are located within this Application and 

the attached Appendices. 

Requirement Authority See 
Project Description GO 131-D §IX-A-1-a 

Rule 3.1(a) 
§II; PEA §2; FEIS 
§2 

Proposed Schedule GO 131-D §IX-A-1-a §VI; App. F 
Map of Proposed Routing GO 131-D §IX-A-1-b 

Rule 3.1(c) 
PEA Figs. 2-3, 2-8, 
2-10; FEIS Figs. 1, 
2, 5, 8, 16; FEIS §F 

Public Convenience and Necessity 
Statement 

GO 131-D §IX-A-1-c 
Rule 3.1(e) 

§V.A  

Cost Estimate GO 131-D §IX-A-1-d 
Rule 3.1(f) 
PUC §1003(c) 

Apps. D §2; E 

Reasons for Route Selection GO 131-D §IX-A-1-e PEA §9; FEIS 
§§2.5.3, 5.1 

Schedule of Right-of-Way Acquisition GO 131-D §IX-A-1-f §VI 
Reviewing governmental agencies GO 131-D §IX-A-1-g 

Rule 3.1(d) 
App. C; PEA §1.8; 
FEIS §E 

EMF Management Plan GO 131-D §X-A App. G 
Public Notice GO 131-D §XI-A §VI; App. H 
Statement of Relief Sought Rule 2.1 Preface 

                                                 
29 Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 625 (emphasis added). 
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• First, it summarizes the approach I use to evaluate the economic benefits 1 

of the TE/VS transmission line and the combined TE/VS+LEAPS 2 

projects. 3 

• Second, it discusses the benefits of TE/VS and the combined 4 

TE/VS+LEAPS projects and; 5 

• Third, it provides a net benefit calculation for the TE/VS and the 6 

combined TE/VS+LEAPS projects. 7 

Q. Please describe your conclusions.  8 

A. I conclude that the TE/VS transmission line will have a positive net economic 9 

benefit, and that the TE/VS transmission line and LEAPS pumped storage project 10 

together (TE/VS+LEAPS) will have a positive net economic benefit.  Estimates 11 

of the value of the principal elements of the benefits of TE/VS and the combined 12 

TE/VS+LEAPS projects are summarized in Table 1 below.  I will explain the 13 

nature of each type of benefit and how the estimates for each were derived later in 14 

my testimony. 15 
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Table 1 1 
Estimated Net Benefit of the TE/VS and TE/VS+LEAPS Combined Projects  2 

($M 2015 Nominal) 3 

*  These numbers are approximate because the model used does not apportion deductions for PTO Transmission Rent, 4 
URG Margin, and IOU Excess Loss Payments between the Energy Benefit and the Ancillary Services Benefit.  This 5 
issue does not affect the total Energy and Ancillary Service Benefit figures (see table 2, infra).  The impact on the 6 
Energy Benefit and Ancillary Services Benefit numbers in Table 1 would be relatively minimal.   7 
 8 

2.0 ECONOMIC EVALUATION METHODOLOGY  9 

Q. What methodology do you rely on to evaluate the economic net benefit of the 10 

TE/VS and TE/VS+LEAPS projects? 11 

A. I rely on the California Independent System Operator Corporation’s (CAISO’s) 12 

Transmission Economic Assessment Methodology (TEAM),1 as supplemented by 13 

the CAISO South Regional Transmission Plan for 2006 (CSRTP)2 and by the 14 

CAISO’s written testimony in the California Public Utilities Commission’s 15 

(CPUC’s) pending proceeding regarding SDG&E’s application for a certificate of 16 

                                                 

1  Transmission Economic Assessment Methodology, July 2004, CAISO, Folsom, CA. 

2  CAISO South Regional Transmission Plan for 2006 (CSRTP): Findings and Recommendation on the Sun 
Path Project, July 28, 2006, California ISO, Folsom, CA. 

 BENEFIT 
 TE/VS LEAPS TE/VS + 

LEAPS 
Energy Benefit $22* $71* $93* 
Ancillary Services Benefit 1* $57* $58* 
Wind Integration and Over-Gen 
Mitigation Benefit 

 $33 $33 

Local Reliability Compliance Benefit  $126 - $126 
Resource Adequacy Compliance Benefit - $14 $14 
Total Benefit $149 $174 $324 
Total Levelized Annual Cost  $51 $94 $145 
NET ANNUAL BENEFIT $98 $81 $179 
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public convenience and necessity for its proposed Sunrise Powerlink transmission 1 

project (Sunrise Proceeding).3 2 

Q. What is TEAM? 3 

A. TEAM is a constrained optimization problem in which the economic modeler 4 

(resource planner)4 picks the least-cost5 transmission and generation resource 5 

capacity plan (and energy delivery plan) that satisfies three sets of constraints.6  6 

The three sets of constraints are: 7 

• A model of the existing and projected infrastructure and network 8 

topology; 9 

• Economic and financial input assumptions (e.g., projected demand based 10 

on an adopted load forecast); and  11 

• Policy and regulatory standards.   12 

Another way of explaining the TEAM approach is that the objective of the 13 

TEAM modeler (resource planner) is to find the resource plan (generation and 14 

transmission capacity) that minimizes total expected consumer expenditures on 15 

generation and transmission, while satisfying forecasted energy demand and all 16 

network, financial and regulatory constraints. 17 

Q. What do you mean by least-cost resource plan? 18 

                                                 

3  Initial Testimony of the California Independent System Operator Corporation – Part I, San Diego Gas & 
Elect. Co., Application 06-08-010, January 26, 2007. 

4  The term ‘resource planner’ is not used here to imply that the CAISO is the state’s resource planner.  Instead, 
the term is used to illustrate that the TEAM exercise is an integrated resource planning exercise.  As such, 
one who engages in this modeling exercise is a resource planner within the context of the exercise.  

5  This study’s working assumption is that the price elasticity of demand for electricity is inelastic.  

6  Compliance with the State of California’s loading order is assumed throughout this discussion.  It is assumed 
that energy efficiency and demand response programs are either resources or means to reduce load forecasts.   
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A. The least-cost resource plan is the plan that has the lowest total cost.  The total 1 

cost of generation is equal to the total variable cost plus the total fixed cost of 2 

generation infrastructure that consumers must pay.  The total cost of transmission 3 

is equal to the total variable cost plus the total fixed cost of transmission 4 

infrastructure that consumers must pay.  The resource planner focuses on 5 

avoidable costs, not sunk costs, in choosing the least-cost plan.  6 

Q. How does the TEAM modeler (resource planner) account for and value the 7 

expected stream of future costs (expenditures) associated with a resource plan? 8 

A. The resource planner calculates the present value of the stream of expected 9 

expenditures across the entire planning horizon.  As an alternative, the resource 10 

planner may calculate and use the annual levelized equivalent.  Lastly, the 11 

resource planner may also rely on a snapshot in time, such as 2015 or 2020, or 12 

both. 13 

Q. How should the resource planner satisfy, or obey, the existing and projected 14 

network topology and regulatory requirements? 15 

A. The TEAM modeler (resource planner) should obey the projected network 16 

topology and regulatory requirements by imposing reliability and regulatory 17 

constraints (standards) on the transmission and generation infrastructure capacity 18 

plan, and by solving a constrained least cost dispatch problem for the present and 19 

future financial delivery of energy. 20 

Lastly, the TEAM modeler (resource planner) should obey the State of 21 

California’s imposed energy procurement constraint - the Renewable Portfolio 22 

Standard (RPS), as well as the State’s loading order, which includes Demand 23 

Response (DR) and Energy Efficiency (EE) programs. 24 
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Q. Has the CAISO modified the original TEAM approach to evaluating transmission 1 

and generation projects? 2 

A. Yes.  The 2006 CAISO CSRTP for the Sun Path Project7 added a CAISO and 3 

WECC reliability constraint to the TEAM approach.  In addition, CAISO’s 4 

written testimony in the Sunrise Proceeding also includes a system RA constraint 5 

to comply with the Commission’s resource adequacy policy.  The reliability and 6 

RA constraints now include: 7 

1. CPUC system Resource Adequacy Requirement.  8 

2. CPUC/CAISO Local Capacity Resource Adequacy (LCRA) requirements. 9 

3. CAISO RMR requirements, until the CPUC LCRA is fully implemented.   10 

Q. What is a feasible resource plan?   11 

A. When the TEAM modeler (resource planner) imposes present and projected future 12 

network constraints on transmission and generation infrastructure capacity plans, 13 

he obtains a feasible resource plan. 14 

Q. What is a feasible dispatch? 15 

A. When the TEAM modeler (resource planner) imposes present and projected future 16 

network constraints on present and projected energy delivery, he obtains a set of 17 

feasible dispatches across time.  (i.e., a feasible set of energy injections and 18 

withdrawals from the present to 2015 or 2020.) 19 

Q. What is the objective of the resource planner after he obeys all the network and 20 

regulatory constraints? 21 

                                                 

7  CAISO South Regional Transmission Plan for 2006 (CSRTP): Findings and Recommendation on  the Sun 
Path Project, July 28, 2006, California ISO, Folsom, CA. 
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A. The objective of the TEAM modeler is to find the least-cost resource plan among 1 

the set of feasible resource plans.  At the same time, the TEAM modeler must also 2 

ensure that each feasible resource plan solves the constrained least cost dispatch 3 

problem.  Solving the constrained least cost dispatch problem yields Locational 4 

Marginal Cost Prices (LMP).   5 

Q. What approach does the TEAM modeler use to find the least-cost resource plan? 6 

A. The TEAM modeler first defines a feasible “base-case” resource plan and 7 

calculates the total cost of that plan.  The base-case resource plan serves as a 8 

benchmark or reference against which the modeler compares all other alternative 9 

resource plans.   10 

The base-case resource plan defines and includes certain financial and 11 

electricity infrastructure assumptions (referred to as “input data assumptions”) 12 

that generally remain constant during the evaluation of the feasible alternative 13 

resource plans.  These input data assumptions include variables such as load 14 

forecasts, forecasted price of natural gas, projected generation infrastructure by 15 

location, vintage, and technology (operational profile, such as heat-rates), and 16 

projected transmission infrastructure.   17 

The TEAM modeler then specifies alternative feasible resource plans.  18 

Each alternative resource plan differs from the base-case resource plan by 19 

substituting one or more generation projects and/or one or more transmission 20 

projects.  In some cases, each alternative resource plan may include input data 21 

assumptions that differ from those used in the base-case.  The TEAM modeler 22 

must be very careful not to allow the changes in input assumptions to bias the 23 

results of her study.  The TEAM modeler then compares the total costs (total 24 
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expenditures) of each alternative feasible resource plan to the total cost (total 1 

expenditures) of the base-case resource plan. 2 

Q. How is the benefit of an alternative resource plan calculated? 3 

A. The benefit of the alternative resource plan is equal to the total expenditure on the 4 

alternative resource plan minus the total expenditures on the base-case resource 5 

plan. 6 

Q. How is the net benefit of a proposed alternative resource plan or project 7 

calculated? 8 

A. The net benefit of a proposed alternative resource plan or project is obtained by 9 

subtracting its total cost from its total benefit.  The least-cost (lowest expenditure) 10 

resource plan has the highest net benefit.  11 

3.0 APPLICATION OF ECONOMIC EVALUATION METHODOLOGY TO 12 
TE/VS AND TEV+LEAPS 13 

Q. How do you apply the TEAM-based approach you describe above to evaluate the 14 

cost effectiveness of TE/VS line and TE/VS+LEAPS?  15 

A. I use the three resource plans developed in the testimony of Dr. Mingxia Zhang 16 

submitted contemporaneously with mine.  The first plan is the base case plan.  17 

The second is the TE/VS resource plan, and the third is the combined 18 

TE/VS+LEAPS resource plan.  Each plan includes one study year, 2015, in which 19 

the benefits and costs are expressed in nominal dollars. 20 

I calculate the benefit of the TE/VS line as the difference between the 21 

consumer expenditures necessary for the base case resource plan and consumer 22 

expenditures necessary for the plan with the TE/VS line in service. 23 
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I also calculate the benefit of the combined TE/VS+LEAPS resource as 1 

the difference between the consumer expenditures necessary with the combined 2 

TE/VS+LEAPS  projects in service and the consumer expenditure necessary for 3 

the base case plan.  4 

Q. Please describe the types of benefits you considered in evaluating the TE/VS line 5 

and the combined TE/VS+LEAPS project relative to the base case plan. 6 

A. I considered and summed the following benefits expressed as the respective 7 

differences in expenditures between the project plans and the base case plan:   8 

1. The Energy Benefit of the project is the difference in the load-weighted 9 

locational marginal prices (“LMP”) in the applicable study area between 10 

the project case and the base case, net of: 11 

• The difference in Utility Retained Generation (URG) margins 12 

between the project plan and the base case plan; 13 

• The difference in congestion rent between the project plan and the 14 

base case plan;8 15 

• The difference in the CAISO refund for line loss over-collection 16 

(excess loss payments to CAISO utilities) between the project plan 17 

and the base case plan; and 18 

                                                 

8  Adding a well-planned transmission line or a resource may reduce congestion rents.  However, this reduction 
in congestion rents is not included as a benefit because congestion rents are rebated to the CAISO area 
consumers who already pay the CAISO’s Transmission Access Charge (TAC).  Congestion rent and 
congestion cost are two distinct concepts.  Congestion cost is the aggregate re-dispatch cost + the consumer 
deadweight loss due to binding transmission constraints. Congestion rent is an assignable financial property 
right, and as such, is a transfer payment; congestion cost is a loss to society as a whole. 
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•  (For the TE/VS+LEAPS case only), the difference in the energy 1 

storage value between the combined TE/VS+LEAPS resource plan 2 

and the base case plan. 3 

2. The Ancillary Services (AS) Benefit  of the project is the difference in the 4 

cost of AS in the applicable study area between the project case and the 5 

base case. 6 

3. The Local Reliability Compliance Benefit of the project is the difference 7 

in the cost of complying with applicable reliability criteria in the relevant 8 

study area between the project case and the base case.  9 

In addition, I provide estimates of the Wind Integration and Over-10 

Generation Benefits and Resource Adequacy Capacity Benefits of the TE/VS and 11 

TE/VS+LEAPS combined projects.  I also discuss California’s Renewable 12 

Portfolio Standard (RPS) and Green House Gas Policy as they relate to the 13 

projects.  14 

Lastly, I determine the net economic benefit of the TE/VS and the 15 

combined LEAPS+TE/VS projects by subtracting each project’s annual levelized 16 

cost from its total benefits (energy benefit + AS benefits + reliability compliance 17 

benefit). 18 

4.0 NET BENEFITS OF TE/VS AND TE/VS+LEAPS PROJECTS 19 

Q. Please describe the benefits of the TE/VS transmission line relative to the base 20 

case plan. 21 

A. It is my understanding from TNHC that the TE/VS 500 kV transmission line 22 

provides 1000 MW of additional transmission import capacity to the SDG&E 23 

system.  This increase in import capacity provides SDG&E access to a larger pool 24 
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of lower cost generation for SDG&E customers.  As such, it provides an energy 1 

price benefit by reducing the energy market clearing prices (i.e., location marginal 2 

prices, or LMPs) to CAISO consumers. 3 

The TE/VS line also provides SDG&E with access to renewable energy 4 

resources, and may increase the depth of the pool of renewable suppliers to 5 

SDG&E.  For example, the TE/VS line facilitates access for SDG&E consumers 6 

to renewable resources located north of San Diego, including Tehachapi wind 7 

resources, as well as Pacific Northwest, other western U.S., and Canadian 8 

renewable resources.  In addition, should the Los Angeles Department of Water 9 

and Power decide to construct its proposed Green Path North transmission project 10 

from the Imperial Valley/Salton Sea area to the Los Angeles basin, the TE/VS 11 

line could also provide SDG&E customers with access to renewable energy 12 

resources to the east of San Diego.  As such, the TE/VS line is well-positioned to 13 

assist SDG&E in meeting its RPS compliance objectives. 14 

In addition, by increasing the transmission import capacity to the San 15 

Diego Local Capacity Requirement (LCR) area by 1000 MW, the TE/VS 16 

transmission line will reduce SDG&E’s local reliability compliance costs relative 17 

to the base case. 18 

Finally, by interconnecting LEAPS to the CAISO high voltage 19 

transmission system, TE/VS will permit CAISO customers to realize the 20 

economic benefits provided by the LEAPS project.   21 

Q. Please describe the benefits of the LEAPS project that would be made possible by 22 

the addition of TE/VS. 23 
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A. LEAPS will provide the following benefits:  Ancillary Services (AS); energy and 1 

energy storage; resource adequacy capacity; integration of intermittent resource 2 

including wind; and the capability of mitigating over-generation situations. 3 

It is my understanding that the LEAPS resource provides the following 4 

Ancillary Services (AS): 5 

- Black Start (15 seconds)  6 

- Regulation up and down (up to 500 MW per minute) 7 

- Spinning Reserve (up to 500 MW per minute) 8 

- Non-spinning reserve (up to 500 MW per minute) 9 

A reasonable benefit evaluation methodology should account for the very 10 

rapid response time of the LEAPS resource to dispatch instructions – 15 seconds 11 

– and should value it accordingly.  The methodology should also account for the 12 

fact that LEAPS can provide up to 500 MW to the grid in 15 seconds.  These 13 

capabilities make LEAPS an extremely valuable asset in assisting the grid 14 

operator to maintain system balance and stability.  Other than perhaps some 15 

conventional hydro,9 I am unaware of any other grid facility that can match 16 

LEAPS’ ability to provide 500 MW to the grid within 15 seconds in response to a 17 

CAISO dispatch notice.  These operational characteristics should make LEAPS 18 

one of the best sources of regulation and spinning reserve capacity for the grid 19 

operator.  In addition, LEAPS’ rapid dispatch response and ramping capability 20 

should enable it also to efficiently provide load-following service, should the 21 

CAISO decide to adopt a load following product as an Ancillary Service.  The 22 

                                                 

9  It is my understanding that no new, sizeable conventional hydro has been added to the California grid in over 
15 years. 
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emergency value of LEAPS should not be overlooked.  The ability to provide 500 1 

MW in one minute will be a very valuable service in times of system emergency. 2 

To put LEAPS’ response capabilities in perspective, it is my 3 

understanding that combustion turbines (CTs) require anywhere from 10 to 60 4 

minutes to respond to a dispatch signal and do not provide regulation or spinning 5 

reserve capability.  Combined cycle CTs take anywhere from one to four hours to 6 

respond to a dispatch signal, have no black start capability, and, compared with a 7 

plant like LEAPS, have a much more limited capability to provide regulation and 8 

spinning reserve services.  It is also my understanding that combined cycle units 9 

may take hours to ramp up to full capability, e.g., to provide 500 MW to the grid 10 

in one minute may require 10 to 12 combined cycle units, each of 500 MW 11 

generating capacity.  Accordingly, LEAPS represents an efficient, cost-effective 12 

source of regulation, spinning reserve and load-following services.   13 

Another important benefit of LEAPS is that it can effectively function as a 14 

large energy storage battery.  For example, wind and other generation with low 15 

marginal operating costs may be used to power LEAPS’ pumps at night to fill the 16 

project’s upper reservoir.  The water stored there thus represents low-cost, stored 17 

energy.  In a well-designed, competitive spot energy market, this storage value 18 

should equal the difference between the on-peak energy price and the off-peak 19 

energy price.  During conditions of high demand, the value of storage and 20 

associated increase in grid efficiency can be quite significant. 21 

Q. Why would the energy storage capability of LEAPS be important in such an 22 

evaluation? 23 
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A. California is implementing aggressive RPS goals.  Achievement of these goals 1 

will mean relying on a significant amount of wind generation resources.  Wind 2 

energy is intermittent and unpredictable.  LEAPS’ storage capability provides a 3 

mechanism to consume and store wind energy (e.g., Tehachapi wind) when it is 4 

available, but not needed, during off-peak periods, and to release the stored 5 

energy during peak demand periods.  Because LEAPS can respond to a CAISO 6 

dispatch signal in 15 seconds and also can provide up to 500 MW in one minute, 7 

it would be an efficient and valuable complement to wind energy, whose capacity 8 

factors typically range from 25 to 35 percent.  In this role, LEAPS is said to “firm 9 

up” wind energy. 10 

In addition, adding significant quantities of wind capacity to the grid will 11 

create integration challenges for the CAISO that, if not properly planned for, may 12 

lead to unnecessarily high integration costs.  For example, the unpredictable and 13 

intermittent nature of wind will increasingly place CAISO operators in the 14 

position of having to adjust either up or down the output of slow-responding, 15 

fossil fuel thermal generation.  This may lead, in turn, to greater reliance on 16 

spinning reserve and regulation services.  This reliance likely will become 17 

increasingly inefficient and costly to CAISO ratepayers.10  California load is 18 

growing by nearly two percent per year.  However, it is my understanding that the 19 

supply of regulation units (e.g., conventional hydro) in California has not changed 20 

appreciably in more than 15 years, and is not expected to change in the 21 

foreseeable future.  As a percentage of the growing load, the fleet of existing, 22 

                                                 

10  This greater reliance on fossil fuel thermal generation for purposes of integrating wind resources would be 
contrary to California’s Greenhouse Gas Policy and RPS objectives.    
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conventional generation is becoming less and less flexible with respect to the 1 

CAISO’s operational needs, even as such flexibility is becoming an increasingly 2 

valuable and necessary commodity.    3 

Q. Please explain your assessment of the Energy and AS Benefits of the TE/VS and 4 

TE/VS+LEAPS projects. 5 

A. I use the TE/VS and LEAPS energy benefit results from TNHC’s witness Dr. 6 

Mingxia Zhang, reproduced and adapted from her testimony in Table 2 below.  7 

Table 2 8 
Estimated Energy & AS Benefits of the LEAPS and TE/VS Projects 9 

using PLEXOS Modeling ($M 2015 Nominal) 10 

*  These total figures are not the exact sum of their inputs due to rounding.   11 
† The Benefit calculation represents the difference between the total cost of the Base Case and the TE/VS and LEAPS 12 
projects.  13 
  14 

 Cost Benefit† 

(project case vs. base case) 
 Base 

Case 
TE/VS LEAPS + 

TE/VS 
TE/VS LEAPS LEAPS + 

TE/VS 
Customer Energy 
Payments from 
PLEXOS (M$) 

$15,546 $15,507 $15,487 $39 $20 $59 

Customer AS 
Payment from 
PLEXOS (M$) 

$189 $188 $160 $1 $28 $29 

less CAISO PTO 
Transmission Rent 
(M$) 

$364 $350 $347 $(15)* $(2) $(17) 

less CAISO URG 
Margin (M$) 

$3,238 $3,239 $3,232 $1 $(7) ($6) 

less IOU Excess Loss 
Payments(M$) 

$1,017 $1,013 $1,008 $(4) $(5) $(9) 

LEAPS Energy 
Storage Value (M$) 

- - ($66) - $66 $66 

LEAPS AS Margin to 
Consumers 

- - ($29) - $29 $29 

Total Energy & AS 
Cost and Benefit 
(M$) 

$11,116 11,093 10,965 $23* $128* $151 
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The TE/VS transmission line alone provides an energy and AS benefit of 1 

$23 million.  For the combined TE/VS + LEAPS projects, Dr. Zhang’s PLEXOS 2 

market simulation yields a total energy and AS benefit, relative to the base case 3 

outcome, of $151 million (nominal) for the year 2015.   4 

The TE/VS line reduces net LMP energy and AS payments by $23 million 5 

annually by providing an additional 1000 MW of import capacity to the San 6 

Diego LCR area, thus permitting access for the area to lower cost generation.  In 7 

addition, the introduction of LEAPS further depresses net LMP energy and AS 8 

expenditures in the relevant region by an additional $33 million/year. 9 

The combined TE/VS + LEAPS energy and AS benefit of $151 million a 10 

year is explained to a significant degree by the energy storage value of LEAPS of 11 

$66 million/year.   12 

Using the CAISO’s cost-levelizing methodology11 for the TE/VS and 13 

LEAPS projects, I obtain an annual, levelized cost of $145 million/year for the 14 

combined project (i.e., $51.33 million/year for the TE/VS transmission line and 15 

$94 million/year for the LEAPS project.)12   16 

Thus, the 2015 energy and AS benefits quantified in Table 2 more than 17 

offset the combined, levelized annual cost of LEAPS + TE/VS.  This result is 18 

obtained before accounting for the reliability benefits of TE/VS and the resource 19 

adequacy and other benefits of LEAPS, which are not reflected in Table 2.  I will 20 

discuss these other benefits later in my testimony. 21 

                                                 

11  Second Errata to Initial Testimony, Part II, A.06-08-010, April 20, 2007 (CAISO). 

12  The capital cost for TE/VS is $350 million and $650 million the LEAPS project. 
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Examination of the LEAPS facility confirms that the $66 million/year 1 

storage value is a reasonable estimate.  The LEAPS pumped storage facility will 2 

consume electricity during off peak (low price) periods in order to generate 3 

electricity during peak (high price) periods.  It is this capability to consume 4 

electricity during off-peak and over-generation periods when LMPs are very low 5 

and provide electricity during on-peak periods, when LMPs are high, that allows 6 

LEAPS to obtain an energy margin of  $66 million/year on a continuous basis, 7 

unconstrained by the unpredictable, year-to-year patterns of precipitation that 8 

dictate operation of conventional hydro resources.   9 

A simple example can illustrate that the $66 million/year figure is a 10 

reasonable number.  LEAPS can generate 500 MWh each hour for 12 hours, 365 11 

days per year.  The technology does not face the “water for electricity” constraint 12 

faced by conventional hydropower.  An assumed average daytime LMP of 13 

$52.40/MWh13 would yield a yearly revenue stream of $114.7 million. 14 

On the other hand, LEAPS consumes power during the 12-hour period 15 

when LMPs are expected to be significantly lower.  Since the expected energy 16 

storage value of LEAPS is the difference between the expected LMPs during the 17 

12 hour peak period and the expected LMPs during the 12 hour off-peak period, it 18 

is reasonable to assume that the estimated storage value could be significant. 19 

Q: Your expected storage benefit of LEAPS is based on expected on-peak/off-peak 20 

LMP differentials during the life of the asset. Is it reasonable to expect that such 21 

                                                 

13  Initial Testimony of the California Independent System Operator – Part I, A.06-08-010, January 26, 2007, 
page 50.  The CAISO testimony calculates an average LMP of $52.40/MWh over the entire period of the 
transmission study plan, including off-peak periods.  Therefore, an assumption of $52.40/MWh for the on-
peak period is very conservative.  
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differentials between on-peak and off-peak energy prices will continue for the 1 

foreseeable future? 2 

A. California continues to refine its wholesale market and retail-side designs.  3 

Neither I nor any other observer can be certain of the impacts on future wholesale 4 

prices of new, real-time retail pricing programs and possible retail direct access 5 

design elements.  For example, it is possible that, should all the market design 6 

elements now under consideration be put in place, including forward contracting, 7 

spot market scarcity pricing could become a reality.  Nevertheless, I do not know 8 

of any spot commodity market where, when short-term demand goes up, prices 9 

don’t go up as well.  I do not expect peak and off-peak differences in demand for 10 

electricity to change significantly in the foreseeable future. 11 

Q. Please explain your assessment of the AS benefits of the LEAPS facility. 12 

A. As mentioned earlier in my testimony, the AS value of LEAPS lies in its ability to 13 

provide to the CAISO 500 MW in one minute, and to commence generating 14 

within 15 seconds after receiving a CAISO dispatch signal.  These capabilities 15 

enable LEAPS to provide regulation service and both spinning and non-spinning 16 

reserve capacity to the CAISO.   17 

Dr. Zhang’s PLEXOS market simulation co-optimized the use of the 18 

LEAPS facility for sales of energy vs. ancillary services.  Her analysis indicates 19 

that LEAPS’ AS benefits would be approximately $57 million in 2015 (nominal 20 

2015$).  This LEAPS AS benefit comprises two elements.  First, LEAPS reduces 21 

AS expenditures by $28 million a year.  Second, the PLEXOS simulation also 22 

yields a LEAPS AS margin of $29 million a year which TNHC proposes be 23 

credited back to consumers. 24 
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I note the CAISO’s own preliminary estimates of the AS benefits of 1 

LEAPS in a 2006 presentation on the economic benefits of the LEAPS project.14  2 

The following table provides the estimates from the CAISO presentation. 3 

Table 3 4 
CAISO Ancillary Service Benefits Preliminary Results  5 

($M 2005 Nominal)  6 

AS Services Benefit 

Regulation Up 14.90
Regulation Down 7.93
Spin 11.56
Non-Spin 1.67
Total 36.05

 7 

For the sake of consistency, I will utilize Dr. Zhang’s estimated AS 8 

benefits in my evaluation.   9 

In addition, the CAISO also evaluated the wind integration benefits of 10 

LEAPS.  Its 2006 presentation states: 11 

LEAPS can provide additional regulation service to help 12 
with increased regulation and load following needs due to 13 
(the) large volume of wind generation.  LEAPS can also 14 
reduce the magnitude of wind generation curtailment.15 15 

 16 

The CAISO estimated the wind integration benefit of LEAPS to be $10.02 17 

million (2006$) in 2015. 18 

In addition, it is important to note that LEAPS will also provide a benefit 19 

during low load periods by consuming the output of must-take plants during over-20 

generation conditions – conditions in which certain generation must be curtailed 21 
                                                 

14  CAISO Presentation:  Economic Benefits Assessment of the LEAPS Project, Regional Transmission South, 
September 19, 2006, at 20.  (Copy attached as Exhibit TNHC-20.). 

15  Id. at 31.  
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to allow the continued operation of the must-take generation. Over-generation 1 

conditions take place during the spring season.  In its 2006 presentation on the 2 

economic benefits of the LEAPS project, the CAISO stated: 3 

• Adding LEAPS will reduce/eliminate the over-4 
generation condition that take[s] place during the 5 
spring season.  6 

• The impact of over-generation on [the] market is 7 
that regulation down prices spike.   8 

• In addition, over-generation [has] caused major 9 
operation difficulties, resulting in reliability criteria 10 
violations.16    11 

 12 

LEAPS would therefore mitigate spikes in regulation down prices during 13 

over-generation periods.  The CAISO, which characterizes this service as an 14 

Ancillary Service, estimates the over-generation benefit of LEAPS to be $17.46 15 

million (2006$) in the year 2015.17 16 

Therefore, for the year 2015, the total benefit derived from energy sales, 17 

ancillary and related services for the TE/VS and LEAPS projects approximates 18 

$184.07 million in 2015.  (Please see Table 4).  This amount exceeds the 19 

combined levelized annual cost of the projects by about $39 million. 20 

                                                 

16  Id. at 17.   

17  Id. at 32. 
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Table 4 1 
Energy, Ancillary Service & Related Benefits of LEAPS & TE/VS 2 

($Million 2015 Nominal)18 3 

Energy Benefits $93  

Ancillary Services Benefits 

Over-Generation 

Wind Integration 

$58 

$20.86 

$12.21 

Total Energy, AS & Related 
Benefits 

$184.07 

 4 

Q. Please explain your assessment of the Local Reliability Benefit of TE/VS. 5 

A. The TE/VS line provides reliability benefits to the San Diego Local Capacity 6 

Requirement area by providing an additional 1000 MW of transmission import 7 

capability.  This additional capacity will reduce CAISO Reliability Must Run 8 

(RMR) contracts and reduce the obligation of SDG&E to procure capacity to 9 

comply with the CPUC’s Local Capacity Requirement (LCR).19 10 

To obtain the LCR compliance benefits for the TE/VS transmission line in 11 

2015, I rely on the local reliability benefit evaluation methodology the CAISO 12 

used in its April 20, 2007 testimony in the CPUC’s Sunrise Powerlink 13 

proceeding.20 21  However, I change the increase in transmission import capacity 14 

                                                 

18  I converted the 2006 CAISO values to 2015 nominal dollars, assuming a two percent annual rate of inflation. 

19  CAISO RMR contracts comply with the CPUC’s LCR.  The CAISO intends to phase out the CAISO RMR 
contract and rely instead on the CPUC LCR contract.  

20  Initial Testimony of the California Independent System Operator Corporation – Part I, Application 06-08-
010, January 26, 2007; Second Errata to Initial Testimony, Part II, CAISO, Application 06-08-010, April 20, 
2007.  

21 In response to a CPUC Energy Division staff request, the CAISO subsequently  revised its local reliability 
benefit evaluation methodology to include the impact of its alternative resource plans on the LA LCR area, in 
addition to the San Diego LCR area.  However, the structure of the new CAISO testimony “Two-LCR” (LA 
& SD) benefit evaluation methodology is not fully developed, is not sufficiently explained and is, in fact, 
internally inconsistent.  As such, I have chosen to use  the structure of the CAISO’s “One-LCR” local 
reliability benefit evaluation methodology in its April 20, 2007 testimony.  My decision to do so is supported 
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attributable to the TE/VS line from the CAISO’s assumed 500 MW to 1000 MW 1 

to reflect TNHC’s estimate of the import capacity of the line. Based on my 2 

observation that the LCR benefit of the CAISO’s bundled Green 3 

Path+LEAPS+TE/VS alternative is associated entirely with the TE/VS 4 

transmission line, and since this 1000 MW incremental import capacity is twice 5 

that assumed by the CAISO testimony, I have assumed the LCR benefit of TE/VS 6 

is twice the benefit of $63 million/year that the CAISO calculated for its bundled 7 

LEAPS-TE/VS-Green Path North project.   8 

Accordingly, the LCR benefit of the TE/VS line in 2015 is an annualized 9 

$126 million/year.  This is a conservative estimate because the Sunrise line would 10 

provide the same additional import capacity to the San Diego region as the TE/VS 11 

line.  Since the CAISO estimates the 2015 reliability benefits of Sunrise to be 12 

$138 million/year in 2015, one should arguably conclude that the reliability 13 

benefits of TE/VS would also be $138 million/year in 2015. 14 

Q. What is the total annualized benefit of the TE/VS and TE/VS+LEAPS projects for 15 

the year 2015 at this point of the analysis? 16 

A: The total annualized benefit of the TE/VS transmission project for the year 2015 17 

equals the energy and AS benefits of $23 million + the reliability compliance 18 

benefit of $126 million, or $149 million.  Since the annualized cost of TE/VS is 19 

$51.33 million, the annualized net benefit of TE/VS for the year 2015 is $97.67 20 

million ($149 million - $51.33 million).  This net benefit amount is sufficient to 21 

recover the cost of TE/VS in under five years.  22 

                                                                                                                                                 

by the CAISO reliance on a “One-LCR” reliability benefit evaluation  methodology in both its CSRTP and 
2008 LCR Study processes.  I must note I am not questioning the validity of a two or more LCR benefit 
evaluation methodological framework, but rather how the CAISO testimony has structured it. 
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The total annualized benefit of the combined TE/VS+LEAPS project 1 

equals the energy benefit of $93 million + the AS and related services benefits of 2 

$91.07 million + the reliability compliance benefit of $126 million, or total 3 

benefits of $310.07 million.  Against these benefits, one must net the annualized 4 

cost of the TE/VS and LEAPS projects of $51.33 million/year and $94 5 

million/year, respectively.  Accordingly, the net benefit of the TE/VS+LEAPS 6 

projects at this stage of the analysis is an annualized $164.74 million/year.  That 7 

is, the energy benefits, reliability benefits and AS benefits alone are expected to 8 

reduce CAISO consumer expenditures by $164.74 million per year in 2015.    9 

Q. Please explain your assessment of the Resource Adequacy Capacity Benefit of the 10 

LEAPS facility. 11 

A. The CPUC’s resource adequacy policy requires its jurisdictional load-serving 12 

entities (LSEs) to procure the bulk of their wholesale electric needs through 13 

forward procurement mechanisms.  Moreover, the Commission has established a 14 

capacity-based, as opposed to an energy-based, resource adequacy (RA) 15 

obligation.   LEAPS would qualify as RA capacity, thereby providing an RA 16 

capacity compliance benefit.  Although I do not adopt a value for this RA 17 

capacity compliance benefit, the CAISO has agreed in the Sunrise proceeding 18 

with and adopted a value of $27/kW-year (in 2006 dollars),22 or $27,000/MW-19 

year, as a floor for RA payments.   For LEAPS, this would amount to $13.5 20 

million/year (500MW x $27,000/MW-year = $13.5 million).  Including this 21 

                                                 

22  Rebuttal Testimony of the California Independent System Operator Corporation, A.06-08-010, June 15, 
2007, p.35. 
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benefit brings the total quantified net benefits of TE/VS+LEAPS to CAISO 1 

ratepayers to $178.24 million annually. 2 

Q. Please explain your assessment of the RPS Benefits of the TE/VS and TE/VS 3 

+LEAPS facilities. 4 

A. I have not quantified an RPS compliance benefit for TE/VS and TE/VS+LEAPS.  5 

Nevertheless, the TE/VS line will directly assist the state’s LSEs in meeting their 6 

RPS compliance requirements.  As mentioned above, TE/VS will provide 1000 7 

MW of additional import capacity to permit SDG&E to access a varied portfolio 8 

of renewable energy resources throughout California, the Pacific Northwest, and 9 

other parts of the western United States, as well as western Canada.  Since 10 

SDG&E will have a wider array of renewable suppliers to choose from, one 11 

would reasonably expect its customers to benefit from lower RPS procurement 12 

costs than they otherwise would incur.  13 

Although LEAPS does not qualify as an RPS resource under California 14 

law, it nonetheless will be a crucial component of the grid for the purpose of 15 

integrating intermittent wind energy resources.  As such, LEAPS would greatly 16 

facilitate implementation of the state’s RPS policy.  In addition, LEAPS will 17 

facilitate compliance by one or more LSEs with California’s Greenhouse Gas 18 

policy and associated carbon emissions standard.  In this respect, LEAPS will be a 19 

critical tool to help the State of California realize its environmental policy 20 

objectives, while at the same time providing much needed electricity to serve its 21 

growing economy. 22 

Q. What is the total net benefit of the TE/VS and TE/VS+LEAPS projects? 23 
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A. The total annualized benefit of the TE/VS and TE/VS+LEAPS projects equals the 1 

energy benefit of $93 million + the AS benefits of $58 million + the wind 2 

integration and over-generation benefits of $33 million + the reliability 3 

compliance benefit of $126 million + $13.5 million of RA benefits.  This equals 4 

$323.5 million dollars/year.  Since the annualized cost of TE/VS and the LEAPS 5 

projects are $51.33 million/year and $94 million/year, respectively, the net benefit 6 

of the combined TE/VS and LEAPS projects is an annualized $323.5 million - 7 

$145.33 million, or $178.17 million/year.   8 

The total benefit of the TE/VS project alone is the energy benefit of $22 9 

million/year + the AS benefit of $ 1 million/year + the reliability benefit of $126 10 

million/year, or $149 million/year.  With an annualized cost of $51.33 11 

million/year, the net benefit of the TE/VS transmission project alone is more than 12 

$97.67 million/year. Although I do not quantify the RPS compliance benefit for 13 

the proposed projects, it is clear from my testimony above that TE/VS and 14 

LEAPS will provide significant RPS benefits in addition to the calculated benefits 15 

I have provided in this testimony.   16 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 17 

A. Yes.  18 

 19 
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APPENDIX E 
TE/VS INTERCONNECT  

ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS 
 
 
Component Estimated Cost 

(millions) 
Substations $200.00
Overhead Transmission Lines $80.00
Underground Transmission Lines $20.00
Land Rights $15.00
Technical, Environmental, Land, 
Project Management, and Legal Support 

$15.00

Subtotal $330.00$
Allowance for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC) $23.50

Total Project Cost $353.50
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APPENDIX F 
PROPOSED SCHEDULE FOR CONSTRUCTION 

 
The chart below is the “proposed schedule for … construction and commencement 
of operation of the facilities” required by GO 131-D §IX-A-1-a.1   
 
On “Day 0”, the day that the Commission issues the CPCN for TE/VS, this chart 
assumes that all other permits and approvals required for TE/VS have been 
obtained and that the Engineering, Procurement, and Construction (“EPC”) 
Contract has been executed.  
 

Project Segment  

Commencement 
(Days after 
Approval) 

Duration
(Days) 

Phase I - Execution 0 474
Phase I - Commissioning & Testing 475 505
Limted Commercial Operation - No Phase 
Shifters 505 0
Phase II - Execution (Installation of Phase 
Shifters) 506 150
Phase II - Commissioning & Testing 656 20
Commercial Operation 676   

 
 

                                                 
1 The “proposed schedule for certification” required by GO 131-D §IX-A-1-a and the “schedule showing the 
program of right-of-way acquisition and construction” required by GO 131-D §IX-A-1-f are in the body of the 
application at §VI. 
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APPENDIX G 

ELECTRIC AND MAGNETIC FIELDS MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR TALEGA-

ESCONDIDO/VALLEY-SERRANO 500 KV INTERCONNECT PROJECT  

The Nevada Hydro Company (“TNHC”) is proposing to construct a new 32–mile, 

500 kilovolt (“kV”) alternating current regional interconnection that would link Southern 

California Edison’s (“SCE’s”) Valley-Serrano 500-kV transmission line in western 

Riverside County with San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (SDG&E’s) 230-kV 

Talega-Escondido transmission line in northern San Diego County.  Confirmed impact 

and facility studies on operation of the proposed line would require upgrades be made to 

some of SCE's and SDG&E’s electrical transmission facilities in California.  The 

proposed line and transmission facility upgrades are known as Talega–

Escondido/Valley–Serrano 500 kV Interconnect (“TE/VS”) Project. 

1.0 BACKGROUND 

1.1 The California Public Utilities Commission 

The Commission’s General Order 131–D, Section X, addresses “Potential 

Exposure to Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF)” and requires applicants for a CPCN to 

“describe the measures taken or proposed by the utility to reduce the potential exposure 

to electric and magnetic fields generated by the proposed facilities.”  

In the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) issued for SCE’s Devers–

Palo Verde No. 2 transmission line project, the FEIR characterizes the issue as follows:1 

                                                 

1/ At Section ES–3  



G–3 

Recognizing that there is a great deal of public interest and concern 
regarding potential health effects from exposure to electric and magnetic 
fields (EMFs) from power lines, the EIR/EIS provides information 
regarding EMF associated with electric utility facilities and the potential 
effects of the Proposed Project related to public health and safety. 
Potential health effects from exposure to electric fields from power lines 
(effect produced by the existence of an electric charge, such as an 
electron, ion, or proton, in the volume of space or medium that surrounds 
it) are typically not of concern since electric fields are effectively shielded 
by materials such as trees, walls, etc., therefore, the majority of the 
following information related to EMF focuses primarily on exposure to 
magnetic fields (invisible fields created by moving charges) from power 
lines. However, the EIR/EIS does not consider magnetic fields in the 
context of CEQA or NEPA and determination of environmental impact. 
This is because (a) there is no agreement among scientists that EMF does 
create a potential health risk, and (b) there are no defined or adopted 
CEQA or NEPA standards for defining health risk from EMF. As a result, 
EMF information is presented for the benefit of the public and decision-
makers. 

After several decades of study regarding potential public health risks from 
exposure to power line EMF, research results remains inconclusive. 
Several national and international panels have conducted reviews of data 
from multiple studies and state that there is not sufficient evidence to 
conclude that EMF causes cancer. Most recently the International Agency 
for Research on Cancer (IARC) and the California Department of Health 
Services (DHS) both classified EMF as a possible carcinogen. The 
information included in EIR quantifies existing EMF exposures within the 
community — these exposures are widespread and cover a very broad 
range of field intensities and duration. 

Presently there are no applicable regulations related to EMF levels from 
power lines. However, the California Public Utilities Commission has 
implemented a decision (D.93-11-013) requiring utilities to incorporate 
“low-cost” or “no-cost” measures for managing EMF from power lines 
up to approximately 4 percent of total project cost. Using the 4 percent 
benchmark, SCE has incorporated low-cost and no-cost measures to 
reduce magnetic field levels near schools along the proposed route 
(including deeper burial of underground lines combining several existing 
230 kV circuits onto double-circuit transmission line structures and 
changing phase configuration). There are additional potential measures 
for reducing magnetic fields, mostly beyond the no-cost/low-cost 
parameters (including increasing distance from conductors, reducing 
conductor spacing, converting single-phase to split-phase circuits, or 
placing proposed transmission lines underground and minimizing 
current), which are described for the benefit of the public and decision-
makers in reviewing the Proposed Project. 
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Most recently the CPUC issued Decision D.06-01-042, on January 26, 
2006, affirming the low-cost/no-cost policy to mitigate EMF exposure 
from new utility transmission and substation projects. This decision also 
adopted rules and policies to improve utility design guidelines for 
reducing EMF. The CPUC stated “at this time we are unable to determine 
whether there is a significant scientifically verifiable relationship between 
EMF exposure and negative health consequences.” The CPUC has not 
adopted any specific limits or regulation on EMF levels related to electric 
power facilities. 

1.2 The FERC’s View 

In the Final Environmental Impact Statement (“FEIS”) for the project,2 FERC 

stated the following, relative to EMF:  

Some studies, while inconclusive, have purported to find a positive 
relationship between electromagnetic fields and certain diseases or 
conditions in animals, including humans (World Health Organization, 
2002).  However, studies conducted by the National Research Council, 
Commission on Life Sciences (1997), National Institute of Environmental 
Health Sciences (NIEHS, 1998) and Department of Health Services (DHS) 
(2002), among others, had equally inconclusive findings, which led the 
U.S. Department of the Interior (2003) to state, “[t]here is a consensus 
among the medical and scientific communities that there is insufficient 
evidence to conclude EMF causes adverse health effects.” 

Regardless of these findings, which indicate a lack of evident harm not 
only to people but to animals and plants as well, the World Health 
Organization (WHO) has stated that there is “sufficient evidence” to 
apply a “precautionary principle” to both power and high-frequency 
electromagnetic fields to help protect from uncertain risks.  WHO 
supported its position by stating: 

‘…If the risk is eventually found not to exist, it may be that any 
measures undertaken will not have protected health and some 
resources will have been spent unnecessarily.  However, this 
outcome is often more acceptable than one where public health 
measures were delayed or neglected because a risk was thought 
not to exist, but was eventually shown to be both real and 
substantial.’ 

                                                 

2/  Final Environmental Impact Statement for Hydropower License – Lake Elsinore Advanced Pumped Storage Project, 
FERC Project No. 11858, FERC/EIS-0191F  
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To provide additional context for our evaluation of potential EMF effects 
from the co-applicants’ proposed and staff transmission lines, we 
reviewed many documents concerning EMF effects.  The following points, 
summarized from the draft EIR/EIS prepared for Southern California 
Edison’s proposed Antelope-Pardee 500-kV Transmission Project 
(CPUC/USFS, 2006) provide some useful perspective for our analysis: 

• The International Radiation Protection Association, in cooperation with 
the World Health Organization, has published recommended guidelines 
for magnetic field exposure that would limit the general public to 
exposures less that 833 mG. 

• A 1999 report to Congress by the National Institute of Environmental 
Health Sciences suggested the evidence supporting EMF exposure as a 
health hazard was insufficient to warrant aggressive regulatory action.  
The report suggested the power industry continue its practice of siting 
lines to reduce public exposure to EMF and to explore ways to reduce the 
creation of magnetic fields around lines. 

• Florida and New York, the only states that currently limit the intensity of 
magnetic fields from transmission lines, limit magnetic fields to 200 to 250 
mG at the edge of the right-of-way.  The magnetic field limits were based 
on an objective of preventing field levels from increasing beyond levels 
currently experienced by the public and were not based upon any link 
between scientific data and health risks (Morgan, 1991, as cited in 
CPUC/USFS, 2006) 

• Several agencies and municipalities have adopted a concept of “prudent 
avoidance”, which has been defined as “…limiting exposures which can 
be avoided with small investments of money and effort.” (Morgan, 1991, 
as cited in CPUC/USFS, 2006) 

• In January 1991, the California Public Utility Commission began an 
investigation of the potential health effects that their electric utility power 
lines might cause by generating EMFs.  The study considered potential 
health effects that included childhood cancer and chronic lymphocytic 
leukemia.  The study also explored potential mitigation measures for 
reducing potential public health impacts.  Following input from interested 
parties, the California Public Utility Commission implemented a decision 
that requires that utilities use “low-cost” or “no cost” mitigation 
measures for facilities requiring certification under General Order 131-D.  
The California Public Utility Commission did not adopt any specific 
numerical limits or regulation on EMF levels related to electric power 
facilities. 

• In January 2006, the California Public Utility Commission issued 
Decision D.06 01 042, which affirmed the low-cost/no-cost policy.  The 
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decision stated that “at this time we are unable to determine whether there 
is a significant scientifically verifiable relationship between EMF 
exposure and negative health consequences.” 

• Research on ambient magnetic fields in homes and buildings found 
average magnetic field levels within most rooms of about 1mG, while in 
rooms with appliances present, the measured values ranged from 9 to 20 
mG (Severson et al. 1988 and Silva, 1988, as cited in CPUC/USFS, 2006).  
Typical magnetic fields measured within 12 inches of household 
appliances range from less than 1mG to 250 mG, with maximum strengths 
of up to 20,000 mG from common appliances such as can openers and 
hair dryers (Gauger, 1985, in CPUC/USFS, 2006). 

• Measurements of ambient magnetic field strengths associated with the 
proposed Antelope-Pardee 500-kV line found pre-project field strengths at 
the edge of the right-of-way to be 0 to 12.5 mG, while model estimates of 
post-project field strengths ranged from about 2 to 23 mG.  In 
undeveloped areas with no existing transmission or electrical distribution 
lines, the increase associated with the project was generally in the range 
of 14 to 18 mG.  In more developed areas where the proposed line would 
share right-of-way with existing lines, the change ranged from 0.2 mG to -
11.7 mG. 

Based on the foregoing information and analysis, the California Public 
Utility Commission and USFS determined that EMFs from the proposed 
Antelope-Pardee 500-kV transmission line would have no effect.3 

2.0 TNHC’s EMF POLICY  

TNHC is aware of the public's concerns about the potential health effects of 

power-frequency electric and magnetic fields.  Notwithstanding the health, safety, and 

economic benefits of electricity, TNHC recognizes and takes seriously its responsibility 

to address these EMF concerns.  In order to understand fully electric and magnetic fields 

and to respond to the current uncertainty, TNHC will continue to:  

• Assist the CPUC and other appropriate local, state, and federal governmental 
agencies in the development and implementation of reasonable, uniform 
regulatory guidance.  

                                                 

3/  Ibid., at page 3–204 et. seq.  
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• Provide balanced, accurate information to employees, and public agencies, 
including providing EMF measurements and consultation as required.  

• Take appropriate “no-cost and low-cost” steps to minimize field exposures 
from facilities.  

2.1 Transmission and Subtransmission Design with Magnetic Reduction  

TNHC and its contractor, Siemens Power, Transmission and Distribution have 

adopted as “best accepted practices”, the methods and techniques used by SCE in their 

“EMF Design Guidelines for New Electrical Facilities: Transmission, Substation, 

Distribution” manual.4  Using these guidelines, “no-and low-cost” measures to reduce 

fields will be implemented wherever available and practical in accordance with the 1993 

CPUC Decision.  The criteria will be based on the following processes, recommendations 

and assumptions.  

Priority in the design of any electrical facility is public and employee safety.  

Without exception, design and construction of an electric power system must comply 

with all federal, state, and local regulations, applicable safety codes, and state utility 

construction standards.  Furthermore, power lines and substations must be constructed so 

that they can operate reliably at their design capacity.  Their design must be compatible 

with other facilities in the area.  The cost to operate and maintain the facilities must be 

reasonable.  These, and other requirements, are included in the existing CPUC 

regulations.  As a supplement to this, the CPUC directed all investor-owned utilities in 

the state to take “no-cost and low-cost” magnetic field reduction measures for new and 

upgraded electrical facilities (1993 CPUC Decision).  Any possible “no-cost and low-

cost” magnetic field measures, therefore, must meet these requirements. 

                                                 

4/  EMF Design Guidelines for New Electrical Facilities; Transmission, Subtransmission, Distribution, Southern 
California Edison, December 2003. 
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TNHC defines “no-cost and low-cost” magnetic field reduction measures as 

follows:  

• “No-cost” measures include any design changes that reduce the magnetic field 
in public areas without increasing the overall project cost; and  

• “Low-cost” measures are those steps taken to reduce magnetic field levels at 
reasonable cost.  The 1993 CPUC Decision states:  

"We direct the utilities to use 4 percent as a benchmark in 
developing their EMF mitigation guidelines. We will not 
establish 4 percent as an absolute cap at this time because 
we do not want to arbitrarily eliminate a potential measure 
that might be available but costs more than the 4 percent 
figure.  Conversely, the utilities are encouraged to use 
effective measures that cost less than 4 percent.”  

The CPUC agreed that a “low-cost” measure should achieve some noticeable 

reduction, but declined to specify any numeric value.   

TNHC’s transmission line, utilizing Siemens state-of-the-art technology will be 

used to engineer, design and construct the TE/VS Interconnect project which will 

ultimately take into account all EMF reduction measures as well as other safety and 

operational concerns to be implemented in final design.  

TNHC is using state-of-the-art technology called Gas – Insulated Switchgear 

(“GIS”) and Gas – Insulated Transmission Line (“GIL”) coupled with Siemens concept 

of Flexible AC Transmission Systems (“FACTS”) to engineer, design, install and 

construct “world class” transmission line with a truly remarkable performance.  FACTS 

provides fast voltage regulation, increased power transfer over long AC lines, dampening 

of active power oscillations and load flow control in meshed systems. The TE/VS Project 

will be the first transmission line in the United States to run GIL for approximately 2 - 3 

miles underground.  GIL results in much smaller electromagnetic fields than with 

conventional power transmission systems. In fact, this technology can be used close to 
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telecommunications equipment, hospitals, residential areas or flight monitoring systems 

and similar as it meets the most stringent magnetic flux density requirements, for 

example the Swiss limit of 1 microtesla.  

3.0 TE/VS INTERCONNECT PROJECT  

3.1 Project Description  

The TE/VS Interconnect is a proposed approximately 30–mile, 500 kilovolt 

(“kV”) alternating current regional interconnection that would link Southern California 

Edison’s (SCE’s) Valley-Serrano 500-kV transmission line in western Riverside County 

with San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (SDG&E’s) 230-kV Talega-Escondido 

transmission line in northern San Diego County.  The TE/VS Interconnect would connect 

between SCE’s existing Valley and Serrano substations at a new substation to be 

constructed at Lee Lake, with a new substation to be constructed between SDG&E’s 

existing Talega and Escondido line near Camp Pendleton, California, located 

approximately 9 miles west of the location of the proposed Valley-Rainbow project 

proposed by SDG&E.  For most of its route alignment, the TE/VS Interconnect would be 

located within the Trabuco Ranger District of the Cleveland National Forest.  The 

estimated cost of constructing the TE/VS Interconnect for an operating date of late 2009, 

including the upgrades and other project elements described in this application, is $350 

million (2007 dollars and excluding Allowance for Funds Used During Construction) 

(“AFUDC”)).  This cost-estimate may change due to permitting and environmental 

requirements, final design criteria, and changes in the project start date, inflation and 

deflation factors, and unforeseen events.   
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TNHC and SPTD engineers considered magnetic field reduction measures early 

in the design phase for this project.  Therefore, the total project cost includes "low-cost" 

field reduction options incorporated in the project design. 

3.2 Alternatives to Proposed Project  

Alternatives to the TE/VS Interconnect were considered as part of the Federal 

licensing process.  The USFS required consideration of the use of “non–public lands” 

before accepting an application.  The main private routes under consideration at that time 

were those routing alternatives associated with SDG&E’s proposed Valley–Rainbow 

project.  In addition, a number of alternative routings were considered by the USFS 

before selecting the current route.  Because one of the purposes for the project is to 

connect the LEAPS project to the grid, the TE/VS interconnect needed to be adjacent to 

that facility’s proposed site.   

In addition, TNHC proposed to the FERC number of alternative end points and 

routings.  These included different locations for the northern and southern substations, 

and different routes through the Cleveland National Forest.  After extensive analysis and 

public input, FERC and the USFS selected the current project routing.   

TNHC is also working with SCE to provide a number of 115 kV connections at 

the northern (Lee Lake) substation as SCE firmly believes this will save it both time and 

money to enhance the local distribution system.   

4.0 EFFECTS OF TE/VS INTERCONNECT OPERATION ON EMF 

The project proposes to place some sections of the transmission line underground, 

which has the effect of reducing EMF exposure in those areas because of magnetic field 

cancellation.  Also, the very fact that TNHC is utilizing Siemens FACTS, as noted above, 
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results in better technology for deterring EMF fields and ultimately exposure due to 

operations. 

Operation of the proposed project would contain several elements that would 

generate EMFs, including the substation at the Santa Rosa site, the transmission line 

along the northern and southern segments of the proposed transmission alignment, and 

the proposed substations along the proposed transmission alignment.  The EMF strengths 

that would be generated would be typical for similar generation and transmission 

facilities. 

However, because the literature to date provides little evidence supporting the 

contention that EMFs from high-voltage transmission lines have adverse effects on 

wildlife, plants, or humans, TNHC and the FERC5 expect that there would be no adverse 

effects associated with the EMF intensities at the proposed transmission alignment. 

                                                 

5/ Project FEIS at page 3–207.  
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NOTICE OF APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND PUBLIC NECESSITY 

 

PROJECT: Talega–Escondido/Valley–Serrano 500kv Interconnect Project 
 
REFERENCE: CPUC Application No. 07–08–XXX 

Date:  

1.0 Proposed Project:   

The Nevada Hydro Company proposes to construct a new approximately 30-mile, 
500 kilovolt (“kV”) alternating current regional interconnection that would link Southern 
California Edison’s (SCE’s) Valley-Serrano 500-kV transmission line in western 
Riverside County with San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (SDG&E’s) 230-kV 
Talega-Escondido transmission line in northern San Diego County.  The project would 
connect between SCE’s existing Valley and Serrano substations at a new substation to be 
constructed at Lee Lake, with a new substation to be constructed between SDG&E’s 
existing Talega and Escondido near Camp Pendleton, California, located approximately 9 
miles west of the location of the Valley-Rainbow project previously proposed by 
SDG&E.  For most of its route alignment, the project would be located within a recently 
designated utility corridor within the Cleveland National forest.   

Operation of the proposed line would require that upgrades be made to some of 
SCE's and SDG&E’s existing electrical transmission facilities in California.  The 
proposed line and transmission facility upgrades are known as the Talega–
Escondido/Valley–Serrano 500kv Interconnect Project (“TE/VS Interconnect”).  The 
TE/VS Interconnect will be constructed within a new right-of-way designated by FERC 
and the US Forest Service.  Construction of TE/VS Interconnect will add transmission 
facilities necessary to improve system reliability and import renewable energy into the 
San Diego basin.   

1.1 Transmission Line Facilities 

The TE/VS Interconnect will extend for about 30 statute miles (SM), generally 
running north to south through the Cleveland National Forest and linking SCE’s and 
SDG&E’s transmission systems.  The upgraded 230-kV transmission line will extend for 
about 47 SM, generally running east to west between SDG&E’s existing Talega 
substation (33000 Avenida Pico, San Clemente, San Diego County) and SDG&E’s 
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existing Escondido substation (2037 Mission Avenue, Escondido, San Diego County).  
The four segments of the proposed 230/500-kV transmission lines are described below. 

1. Northern 500-kV transmission line (Northern-Midpoint [Lake-LEAPS]).  
The Northern transmission line constitutes an approximately 13-mile long 
500-kV transmission line segment extending northerly from the 
Applicant’s proposed new (Midpoint (LEAPS) substation to the 
Applicant’s proposed new Northern (Lake) substation. 

2. Southern 500-kV transmission line (Midpoint-Southern [LEAPS-
Pendleton]).  The Southern transmission line constitutes an approximately 
17-mile long 500-kV transmission line segment extending southerly 
between the Applicant’s proposed new Midpoint (LEAPS) substation and 
the Applicant’s proposed new Southern (Pendleton ) substation. 

3. Western 230-kV transmission line (Talega-Southern or Talega-Pendleton).  
The Western transmission line constitutes an approximately 10-mile long 
230-kV transmission line upgrade extending westerly between the 
Applicant’s proposed new Southern (Pendleton or Case Springs) 
substation and SDG&E’s existing Talega substation. 

4. Eastern 230-kV transmission line (Southern-Escondido [Pendleton-
Escondido]).  The Eastern transmission line constitutes an approximately 
37-mile long 230-kV transmission line upgrade extending easterly 
between the Applicant’s proposed Southern (Pendleton) substation and 
SDG&E’s existing Escondido substation, including the relocation of 
approximately 7.7 miles of 69-kV line. 

Final tower designs and specifications shall be determined in cooperation with the 
California Independent System Operator (“CAISO”) and with SCE and SDG&E.  As 
now proposed, new 500-kV single-circuit transmission towers would be erected between 
SCE’s existing Valley-Serrano and the Applicant’s proposed new Southern (Pendleton) 
substation.  Except where noted, typical four-legged transmission towers will be 
constructed of full galvanized lattice steel angle members connected with steel bolts.  The 
structure would carry the electrical conductors in either a horizontal or delta 
configuration.  Towers, which will generally vary in heights between 150 and 178 feet, 
will be located along the centerline of a new 500-foot wide right of way (“ROW”) 
designated by FERC.   

The LEAPS path rating will be 1,500 MW.  The conductor size is now planned at 
2,156 Kcmil (thousands of circular mils) aluminum conductor steel reinforced (ACSR) 
spaced 18 inches apart.  The connection will have a planned rating of at least 1,623 amps.  
All 500-kV air-insulated circuits will be twin-bundled 2156 “Bluebird“ ACSR, or 
equivalent.  The overhead shield wires, employed to protect the electrical conductors 
from lighting strikes, would be aluminum-coated steel-stranded wire with a fiber optic 
core for communication purposes.  Some of the fibers in the fiber optic core would be 
used for control and monitoring of protective relaying and communication equipment 
between facilities. 
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Transmission towers will consist of tangent (suspended) type structures, where 
the conductors approach and depart the structures in a straight line, and heavier 
structures, including both angle structures that suspend the conductors and allow limited 
changes in line direction and dead-end structures which allow for more substantial 
changes in line direction.  Based on the nature of the existing terrain and requirements for 
adequate ground clearance, tower-to-tower spacing for new steel lattice towers will range 
between a minimum spacing of approximately 400 feet to a maximum spacing of about 
1,600 feet.  The span length for tubular steel poles will range between approximately 
1,000 feet and 1,500 feet depending on anticipated line sag and required clearance from 
existing terrain and vegetation.  The exact quantity and placement of the transmission 
structures will be determined during the final design phase. 

Typical structure foundations will require four to eight augured, cast-in-place 
concrete piles.  The size and number of piles, which will vary based on the type of 
structure, load, and soil conditions encountered at each tower site, would be 
approximately three feet in diameter for the lattice structures (four foundations per 
structure) and approximately nine feet in diameter for tubular steel structures (one 
foundation per structure).  For the larger angle or dead-end structures, foundation holes 
would likely be larger in diameter because of the additional loads and tension. 

With the exception of new transition towers and the adjoining towers located 
adjacent to the proposed Southern (Pendleton) substation, an approximately 47-mile long 
second (double circuit) 230-kV transmission line (Talega-Escondido No. 2) will be 
constructed on and installed along existing support structures (already containing one 
230-kV circuit) connecting SDG&E’s Talega and Escondido substations.  The conductor 
type for the second 230-kV circuit, between the Talega and Escondido substations, is 
proposed as 3M Company Composite Conductor Part Number 3M1033-T13, or 
equivalent, with the upgraded path nominally rated at 1,500 MW with overload at 
approximately 2,000 MW.    

SDG&E’s existing Talega-Escondido 230-kV transmission line was originally 
licensed and constructed using double circuit structures with only one circuit installed.  
The existing SDG&E 230-kV Talega-Escondido lines (Talega-Escondido No. 1) will be 
upgraded to loop in/out (adding a second conductor).  An additional single circuit 
(Talega-Escondido No. 2) will be added to the existing spare tower steel pole supports, 
extending in each direction.  This re-conductoring and added circuit would bring the 
SDG&E 230-kV Talega-Escondido path rating to approximately 1,500 MW.  SDG&E 
has indicated that their Talega-Escondido 230-kV transmission line (23030) general 
arrangement pole type, structure details, and structure stringing loads are “confidential.”  
SDG&E’s typical four-legged double-circuit 230-kV steel lattice tower is illustrated in 
Figure 2-19 (Typical Double-Circuit 230-kV Steel Lattice Tower) and SDG&E’s typical 
double-circuit 230-kV tubular steel pole tower is illustrated in Figure 2-20 (Typical 
Double-Circuit 230-kV Steel Pole Tower). 

In order to accommodate the second conductor, it will be necessary to rebuild a 
7.7-mile section (interconnecting SDG&E’s existing Pala and Lilac substations) of the 
existing 69-kV transmission circuit on new 69-kV wood and steel pole structures adjacent 
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to the existing 230-kV line within the existing 300-foot wide Talega-Escondido right-of-
way.  Subject to SDG&E specifications, the existing 7.7 miles of conductors used in the 
69-kV circuit may remain on the 230-kV support structures and will be incorporated into 
the new 230-kV circuit.  Typical single-circuit 69-kV wood and steel poles are illustrated 
in Figure 2-21 (Typical Single-Circuit 69-kV Wood and Steel Cable Pole). 

In addition to the proposed short-tap, an approximately 2.1-mile segment of the 
proposed transmission line will be placed in an underground vault, rather than on 
overhead structures.  The underground circuits are gas-insulated lines (GIL), rated at 
4,000 amps (A) continuous and 63 kiloamps (kA) short circuit.  The GIL-vault layout is 
as generally illustrated in Figure 2-22 (Gas-Insulated Line [GIL] Vault Layout).  As 
illustrated in Figure 2-23 (GIL-OHL Transition Station North) and Figure 2-24 (GIL-
OHL Transition Station South), transition stations between the GIL and the overhead line 
(OHL) will be constructed at the northern and southern terminus of the GIL vault.  That 
transmission line is electrically depicted in Figure 2-25 (GIL-Vault Single-Line 
Diagram). 

1.2 Substations 

New substations/switchyards will be constructed near the proposed points of 
juncture with SCE’s existing transmission system on the north and SDG&E’s existing 
transmission system on the south.  In addition, a new substation/ switchyard will be 
constructed in proximity to the proposed powerhouse.  Each of the proposed 
substations/switchyards is described below. 

1.2.1 Northern (Lake) substation.   

The northern connection and 500-kV substation will be located near Lee Lake 
(Corona Lake), in the unincorporated area of Alberhill in Riverside County.  The new 
Northern (Lake) substation (500-kV, 115-kV tie option, and 13.8-kV station power)  will 
be located on the northern side of the Interstate 15 (I-15) Freeway, in close proximity to 
SCE’s existing 500-kV Valley-Serrano line.  This new substation will occupy two pads 
with a total area of about 22 acres and consist of a new breaker and a half configuration.  
The loop in/out will be approximately half-way between SCE’s existing Serrano 
substation (East Carver Lane, Orange, Orange County) and Valley substation (Menifee 
Road and Highway 74, Romoland, Riverside County). 

 

1.2.2 Midpoint (LEAPS) substation.  

The new Midpoint substation will be located south of Grand Avenue in the 
unincorporated Lakeland Village area of Riverside County, either in the general location 
depicted or in the general construction staging area.  The proposed substation will occupy 
an area of about 40 acres and connect to the powerhouse.  The distance between the 
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Northern (Lake) substation and the Midpoint substation (500-kV, 115-kV ties, and 13.8-
kV station power) is about 12.7 SM.   

The proposed Midpoint (LEAPS) substation will enclose a breaker and a half, 
500-kV configuration, and include the substation/switchyard gear, consisting of two 16-
kV to 500-kV step-up transformers for two reversible vertical Francis-type pump-
turbine/motor generators, nominally rated at 300-MW when pumping.  The switchyard 
will connect lower-voltage power from the powerhouse to the high-voltage transmission 
system.  The primary components of the switchyard include a switchyard control 
building, circuit breakers and disconnect switches, switchyard buses and structures, and 
microwave/telecommunication facilities. 

1.2.3 Southern (Pendleton or Case Springs) substation.   

The approximately 35-acre new Southern substation will be located near the 
SDG&E’s existing 230-kV transmission lines on publicly owned lands near the northern 
border of Camp Pendleton and the southern border of the CNF.  SCE’s existing 230-kV 
transmission lines extend between SDG&E’s existing Talega and Escondido substations.  
The distance between the new Southern substation (500-kV, 230-kV, 69-kV 
upgrades/voltage support, and 13.8-kV station power) and the new Midpoint (LEAPS) 
substation is about 16.5 SM.  The new Southern substation will include flow control.  
Three phase-shifting transformers, sized for nominal operation at 25-30 degrees with a 
southern flow of 1,500 MW, are proposed.   

2.0 Environmental Assessment:  

TNHC has prepared a Proponent's Environmental Assessment (PEA) which 
includes analysis of potential environmental impacts that could be created by the 
construction and operation of the proposed project.  The PEA concludes that all potential 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project would be mitigated to less 
than significant levels through the implementation of mitigation measures.  

Associated with TNHC’s PEA is the FEIS prepared by FERC. 

3.0 EMF Compliance:  

The California Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) requires utilities to employ 
"no cost" and "low cost" measures to reduce public exposure to electric and magnetic 
fields (“EMF”).  The TE/VS Interconnect is designed in accordance with the SCE "EMF 
Design Guidelines for New Electrical Facilities: Transmission Substation and 
Distribution", filed with the CPUC in compliance with CPUC Decision No. 93-1 1-01 3.  
TNHC will implement the measures for this project described in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement prepared by FERC.  
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4.0 Public Review Process:  

TNHC has applied to the CPUC for a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity for this project.  Pursuant to the CPUC Rules of Practice and Procedure, any 
affected party may, within 30 days of the date on this notice, protest and request that the 
CPUC hold hearings on the application.  If the CPUC as a result of its investigation 
determines that public hearings should be held, notice shall be sent to each person or 
entity who is entitled to notice or who has requested a hearing.  

All protests must be mailed to the CPUC and TNHC concurrently and should 
include the following:  

1. Your name, mailing address and day-time telephone number.  

2. Reference to the CPUC Application Number and Project Name identified 
above.  

3. A clear and concise description of the reason for the protest.  Protests for 
this Application must be mailed within 30 CALENDAR DAYS to:  

 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 
Docket Office, Room 2001 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
 San Francisco, CA 94102 

AND 

The Nevada Hydro Company
Law Department 
2416 Cades Way 
Vista, CA 92081 

AND 

California Public Utilities 
Commission  
Director, Energy Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

 

For assistance in filing a protest, please call the CPUC Public Advisor in San 
Francisco at (415) 703-2074, or in Los Angeles at (21 3) 576-7057.  To review a copy of 
TNHC’s Application, or to request further information, please contact:  
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Table H-1 
AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS  
ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECTS 

Association Contact 

CEQA 
Lead Agency 

California Public Utilities Commission 
Attn: Paul Clanon, Executive Director 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, California  94102 
(415) 703-2782 
 

State 
Clearinghouse 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research - State Clearinghouse 
Attn: Terry Roberts, State Clearinghouse Director 
1400 Tenth Street, Room 222 (P.O. Box 3044) 
Sacramento, California 95814 (Sacramento, California 95812-3044) 
(916) 445-0613 

Regional 
Clearinghouse 

Southern California Association of Governments 
Attn: Mark A. Pisano, Executive Director 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor   
Los Angeles, California 90017  
(213) 236-1800 

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District 
Attn: Ronald Young, General Manager 
31315 Chaney Street 
Lake Elsinore, California 92531 
(951) 674-3146 

Applicants 
The Hydro Company, Inc. (dba The Nevada Hydro Company, Inc.) 
Attn: Rexford Wait, Vice President 
2416 Cades Way 
Vista, California 92083 
(760) 599-0086 

Southern California Edison 
Attn:  Leslie E. Starck, Director of Federal Regulation and Contracts 
2244 Walnut Grove 
Rosemead, California 91770 
(626) 302-4883  

Participating Transmission 
Organizations 

 
Investor-Owned 

Utilities 
San Diego Gas & Electric 
Attn: E. Gregory Barnes, Legal Counsel 
101 Ash Street HQ 13D 
San Diego, California 92112 
(619) 696-2000 

California Independent 
System Operator 

California Independent System Operator 
Attn: Yakout Mansour, President and Chief Executive Officer 
P.O. Box 639014 
Folsom, California 95763-9014 
(916) 608-1113 
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Table H-1 (Continued) 
AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECTS 

Association Contact 

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District 
Attn: Ronald Young, General Manager 
31315 Chaney Street 
Lake Elsinore, California 92531 
(951) 674-3146 Potential  

Responsible Agencies California Energy Commission 
Attn: B.B. Blevins, Executive Director 
1516 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, California 95814-5512 
(916) 654-4996 
California Fish and Game Commission 
Attn: John Carlson, Jr., Executive Director 
1416 9th Street, Room 1320  
Sacramento, California  95814 
(916) 653-4899 
California Department of Fish and Game, Region 5 
Attn: Larry Eng, Regional Manager 
4949 Viewridge Avenue 
San Diego, California 92123 
(858) 467-4201 
California Department of Water Resources 
Attn: John L. Vrymoed, Acting Chief 
Division of Safety of Dams 
1416 Ninth Street (P.O. Box 942836) 
Sacramento, California 94236-0001 
(916) 653-5791 
California State Water Resources Control Board 
Attn: Russ J. Kanz 
1001 I Street, 14th Floor 
Sacramento, California 95814 
(P.O. Box 2000, Sacramento, California 95812-2000) 
(916) 341-5341 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region (8) 
Attn: Gerald J. Thibeault, Executive Officer 
3737 Main Street, Suite 500 
Riverside, California 92501-3339 
(951) 782-4130 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region (9) 
Attn: John Robertus, Executive Officer 
9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100 
San Diego, California 92123-4340 
(858) 627-3929 

 

California Department of Transportation, District 8 
Attn:  Michael Perovich, District Director 
464 W. Fourth Street, 6th Floor 
San Bernardino, California  92401-1400 
(909) 383-6327 
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Table H-1 (Continued) 

AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECTS 

Association Contact 

Potential 
Responsible Agencies 

(Continued) 

California Department of Transportation, District 12 
Attn: Mili Lim, Branch Chief 
3337 Michelson Drive, Suite 380 
Irvine, California 92612-8894 
(949) 724-2167 

 

California Department of Parks and Recreation 
Office of Historic Preservation 
Attn: Milford Wayne Donaldson, State Historic Preservation Officer 
1416 9th Street, Room 1442 
Sacramento, California 95814 
(P.O. Box 942896, Sacramento, California 94296-0001) 
(916) 653-6624  

South Coast Air Quality Management District 
Attn:  Barry R. Wallerstein, Executive Officer 
21865 Copley Drive 
Diamond Bar, California 91765 
(909) 396-2000 

San Diego Air Pollution Control District 
Attn: Dick Smith, Director 
10124 Old Grove Road 
San Diego, California 92131 
(858) 586-2600 
California Department of Industrial Relations 
Division of Occupational Safety and Health 
Attn: Len Welsch, Acting Chief 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1901 
Oakland, California 94612  
(510) 286-7000 
County of San Diego – County Administrative Office 
Attn: Walter F. Ekard, Chief Administrative Officer 
1600 Pacific Highway, Room 209 
San Diego, California 92101 
(619) 531-5880 
County of Orange – County Administrative Office 
Attn: Thomas Mauk, County Executive Officer 
10 Civic Center Plaza, 3rd Floor (Building 10) 
Santa Ana, California 92701 
(714) 834-2345 
County of Riverside – Riverside County Executive Office 
Attn: Jennifer Sargent, Senior Management Analyst 
4080 Lemon Street, Fifth Floor 
Riverside, California 92501 
(951) 955-1110 

 

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
Attn: Warren D. Williams, General Manager – Chief Engineer 
1995 Market Street 
Riverside, California 92501 
(951) 788-1200 
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Table H-1 (Continued) 

AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECTS 

Association Contact 

Riverside Local Agency Formation Commission 
Attn: George J. Spitiotis, Executive Officer 
3850 Vine Street, Suite 110 
Riverside, California. 92507-4277 
(951) 369-0631 Potential 

Responsible Agencies 
(Continued) City of Lake Elsinore 

Attn: Robert A. Brady, City Manager 
130 S. Main Street 
Lake Elsinore, California 92530 
(951) 674-3124 

 

Lake Elsinore Unified School District 
Attn: Mike Sattley, Director of Facilities Services 
545 Chaney Street 
Lake Elsinore, California 92530 
(951) 253-7000 

Eastern Municipal Water District 
Attn: Anthony J. Pack, General Manager 
2270 Trumble Road  
Perris, California 92572-8300 
(951) 928-3777 

 California Coastal Commission 
San Diego Coast District Office 
Attn: Sherilyn Sarb, Deputy Director  
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103 
San Diego, California 92108-4402 
(619) 767-2370 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission - Hydro West Branch 2 
Attn: Timothy J. Welch, Chief 
888 First Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20426 
(202) 502-6095 

United States Department of Energy 
Attn: Samuel W. Bodman, Secretary of Energy 
1000 Independence Ave., SW 
Washington, DC 20585 
(202) 586-6210 

Potential Federal 
Agencies 

United States Department of Agriculture – United States Forest Service 
Cleveland National Forest - Supervisor's Office 
Attn: Tina Terrell, Forest Supervisor 
10845 Rancho Bernardo Road, Suite 200 
San Diego, California 92127-2107 
(951) 678-3700 
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Table H-1 (Continued) 
AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECTS 

Association Contact 

United States Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District Office 
Attn: Col. Alex C. Dornstauder, District Commander 
P.O. Box 532711 
Los Angeles, California 90053-2325 
(213) 452-3908 

United States Department of the Navy 
Office of the Secretary of the Navy 
Attn: The Honorable Dr. Donald C. Winter, Secretary  
1000 – Navy Pentagon 
Washington, D.C.  20350-1000 

Potential Federal 
Agencies 

(Continued) 

United States Department of the Navy, Southwest Division 
Attn: Lowell Martin, Planning/Business Team Lead 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command/Camp Pendleton Focus Team 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, California  92132 
(619) 532-4746  

 

United States Marine Corps – Camp Joseph H. Pendleton 
Attn: Larry Rannals, Community Plans & Liaison Officer 
Commanding General (Attn: CPLO) 
Box 555010 
MCB Camp Pendleton, California  92055-5010 
(760) 725-6513 

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 
Attn:  Wayne Nastri, Regional Administrator 
Office of the Regional Administrator 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, California  94105 
(415) 947-8702 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Carlsbad Field Office 
Attn: Jim Bartel, Field Supervisor 
6010 Hidden Valley Road 
Carlsbad, California 92011 
(760) 431-9440 

National Marine Fisheries Service – Southwest Regional Office 
Attn: Rodney McInnis, Regional Administrator 
501 West Ocean Boulevard 
Long Beach, California 90802-4213 
(562) 988-4000 

Bureau of Land Management – Palm Springs South Coast Field Office 
Attn: Gail Acheson, Field Manager 
690 W. Garnet Avenue (P.O. Box 581260) 
North Palm Springs, California 92258-1260 
(760) 251-4800 

 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Attn: John M. Fowler, Executive Director 
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, MW, Suite 803 
Old Post Office Building 
Washington, DC 20004 
(202) 606-8503 
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Table H-1 (Continued) 
AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECTS 

Association Contact 

 

United States Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Regional Office 
Attn: Clay J. Gregory, Regional Director 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, California 95825 
(916) 978-6000 
City of Anaheim – Public Utilities Department 
Attn: Marcie Edwards, General Manager 
201 South Anaheim Boulevard 
Anaheim, California 92803 
(714) 765-3300 Potentially Participating 

Municipal Utility Districts 
 City of Azusa – Light & Water Department 

Attn: Joseph F. Hsu, Director of Utilities 
729 North Azusa Avenue (P. O. Box 9500) 
Azusa, California 91702 
(626) 812-5225 

 

City of Banning – Electric Department 
Attn: James Earhart, Electric Utility Director 
176 East Lincoln (P.O. Box 998) 
Banning, California 92220 
(909) 922-3260 

City of Colton – Public Utilities Department 
Attn: Jeannette Olko, General Manager 
650 North La Cadena Drive 
Colton, California 92324-2823 
(909) 370-5099 

 
City of Riverside – Utilities Department 
Attn:  David Wright, Public Utilities Director 
3900 Main Street 
Riverside, California 92522 
(909) 782-5781 

California Department of Fish and Game, Region 5 
Attn: Larry Eng, Regional Manager 
4949 Viewridge Avenue 
San Diego, California 92123 
(858) 467-4201 Potential 

Trustee Agency California State Lands Commission 
Attn: Paul D. Thayer, Executive Officer 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 South 
Sacramento, California 95825-8202 
(916) 574-1800 
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Table H-1 (Continued) 

AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECTS 

Association Contact 

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 
Attn: Richard Milanovich, Chairperson 
600 E. Tahquitz Canyon 
Palm Springs, California 92262 
(760) 325-3400 

Juaneno Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation 
Attn: Anthony Rivera, Chairperson 
31411-A La Matanza Street 
San Juan Capistrano, California 92675 
(949) 488-3484 

La Jolla Band of Mission Indians 
Attn: Tracy Lee Nelson, Chairperson 
22000 Highway 76 
Pauma Valley, California 92061 
(760) 742-3771 

Pala Band of Mission Indians 
Attn: Robert Smith, Chariperson 
35008 Pala Temecula Road, PMB 50 
Pala, California 92059 
(760) 591-0926 

Tribal 
Governments 
(Recognized) 

Pauma/Yuima Band of Mission Indians 
Attn: Chistobal C. Devers, Chairperson 
P.O. Box 369 
Pauma Valley, California 92061 
(760) 742-1289 

Pechanga Band of Mission Indians 
Attn: Mark A. Macarro, Chair 
P.O. Bos 1477 
Temecula, California 92593 
(909) 676-2768 

Rincon Band of Mission Indians 
Attn: John Currier, Chairperson 
P.O. Box 68 
Valley Center, California 92082 
(760) 749-1051 

Gabrieleno/Tongva Tribal Council of San Gabriel 
Attn: Anthony Morales, Tribal Chairperson 
P.O. Box 693 
San Gabriel, California 91776 
(626) 286-1632 

Tribal 
Governments 

(Unrecognized) 

Juaneno Band of Mission Indians 
Attn: Anthony Belardes, Chairman 
31742 Via Belardes 
San Juan Capistrano, California 92675 
(949) 493-4933 
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Table H-1 (Continued) 

AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECTS 

Association Contact 

Juaneno Band of Mission Indians 
Attn: Sonia Johnston, Chairperson 
27001 La Paz Road, Suite 330 
Mission Viejo, California 92691 
(949) 462-0710 

Tribal 
Governments 

(Unrecognized) 
(Continued) San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians 

Attn: Richard Estrada, Chairperson 
1042 Highland Drive 
Vista, California 92083 
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Table H-2 
DISCRETIONARY PERMITS, APPROVALS, AND CONSULTATION 

Federal Agencies1 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
Hydro West Branch 2 
888 First Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20426 

Federal hydropower license 

Secretary of Energy 
United States Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Ave., SW 
Washington, DC 20585 

Consultation 

United States Forest Service 
Cleveland National Forest  
Trabuco Ranger District 
1147 E. Sixth Street 
Corona, California  92879 

Forest Plan amendment 
SUP authorization 
Easements or other real property conveyances  
Forest plan amendment or interpretation  
Timber settlement sale   

Bureau of Land Management  
Palm Springs South Coast Field Office 
690 W. Garnet Avenue (P.O. Box 581260) 
North Palm Springs, California 92258-1260 

Easements or other real property conveyances 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, California  94105 

Conformity determination 
Prevention of significant deterioration permit 

United States Department of the Interior 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
Carlsbad Field Office 
6010 Hidden Valley Road 
Carlsbad, California 92011 

Section 7 consultation 
Take authorization 

National Marine Fisheries Service 
Southwest Region - Habitat Conservation Division 
501 West Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200 
Long Beach, California 90802  

Section 7 consultation 
Take authorization 

United States Department of the Interior 
Office of the Secretary of the Interior 
1849 “C” Street N.W. 
Washington, DC 20240 

Notification of impending loss of archaeological resources 

United States Department of the Interior 
San Francisco Region 
600 Harrison Street, Suite 515 
San Francisco, California 94107-1376 

Notification of impending loss of archaeological resources 

United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Los Angeles District 
911 Wilshire Boulevard 
P. O. Box 2711 
Los Angeles, California  90053-2325 

Section 404 individual or nationwide permit 
Section 10 permit 

United States Department of the Navy 
Office of the Secretary of the Navy 
1000 – Navy Pentagon 
Washington, D.C.  20350-1000 

License for non-federal use of real property 

United States Department of the Navy 
Southwest Division 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, California  92132 

License for non-federal use of real property 
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Table H-2 (Continued) 
DISCRETIONARY PERMITS, APPROVALS, AND CONSULTATION 

Federal Agencies (Continued) 

United States Marine Corps 
Camp Joseph H. Pendleton 
Natural Resources Department 
Box 555010 
Camp Pendleton, California  92055-5010 

License for non-federal use of real property 
Base Commander General consultation 

Federal Aviation Administration 
Western-Pacific Region - Air Traffic Division1500 
Aviation Boulevard 
Hawthorne, California 90250 

Notice of proposed construction or alteration 
(Form 746001) 

National Park Service 
Pacific West Region 
600 Harrison Street, Suite 600  
San Francisco, California  94107 

Section 106 consultation 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, MW, Suite 803 
Old Post Office Building 
Washington, DC 20004 

Section 106 consultation 

United States Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Pacific Regional Office 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, California 95825 

Section 106 consultation 

State Agencies 

California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, California  94102 

Certificate of public convenience and necessity 
Permit to construct 
CEQA Certification and Finding 

California Energy Commission 
1516 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, California 95814-5512 

Electric transmission corridor designation (SB1059) 

California Independent System Operator 
P.O. Box 639014 
Folsom, California 95763-9014 

Acceptance of operational control 

California Department of Water Resources 
Southern District 
770 Fairmont Avenue 
Glendale, California  91203 

Certificate of approval of plans and specifications 

California Department of Water Resources 
Division of Safety of Dams 
2200 “X” Street, Suite 200 
Sacramento, California 95818-2502) 
P. O. Box 942836 
Sacramento, California  94236-0001 

Certificate of approval of plans and specifications 

California Department of Fish and Game 
South Coast, Region 5 
4949 Viewridge Avenue 
San Diego, California 92123 

Streambed alteration agreement 

California Department of Fish and Game 
Eastern Sierra and Inland Desert Region, Region 6 
3602 Inland Empire Boulevard, Suite C-220 
Ontario, California 91764 

Streambed alteration agreement 
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Table H-2 (Continued) 
DISCRETIONARY PERMITS, APPROVALS, AND CONSULTATION 

State Agencies (Continued) 

California Fish and Game Commission 
1416 9th Street, Room 1320  
Sacramento, California  95814 

Application for fishway 

State Water Resources Control Board  
Division of Water Rights 
1001 “I” Street 
P.O. Box 2000 
Sacramento, California  94814 

Statement of water diversion and use 
Permit to appropriate water  
Section 401 water quality certification 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Santa Ana Region (8) 
3737 Main Street, Suite 500 
Riverside, California  92501 

Section 401 water quality certification 
NPDES and associated storm water permits 
Storm water pollution prevention plan 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
San Diego Region (9) 
9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100 
San Diego, California 92123-4340 

Section 401 water quality certification 
NPDES and associated storm water permits 
Storm water pollution prevention plan 

California Department of Transportation, District 8 
464 W. Fourth Street, 6th Floor 
San Bernardino, California  92401-1400 

Highway crossing permit 
Right-of-way easements 
Encroachment permit 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 
21865 E. Copley Drive 
Diamond Bar, CA  91765 

Permit to construct 
Permit to operate 

San Diego County Air Pollution Control District 
9150 Chesapeake Drive 
San Diego, CA 92123-1096 

Permit to construct 
Permit to operate 

California Department of Industrial Relations 
Division of Occupational Safety and Health 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1901 
Oakland, California 94612  

Construction activities permit 
Tower cranes permit 
Helicopter operations permit 
Tunneling permit 

California State Lands Commission 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 South 
Sacramento, California 95825-8202 

Lease or permit for use of non-tidal navigable waters 

Local Agency Formation Commission 
3850 Vine St, Suite 110 
Riverside, California, 92507-4277 

Change of organization 

California Coastal Commission 
San Diego Coast District Office 
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103 
San Diego, California 92108-4402 

Consultation 

Local Agencies 

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District  
31315 Chaney Street 
Lake Elsinore, California 92531 

Operating agreement 
Water purchase agreement 

Eastern Municipal Water District 
2270 Trumble Road  
Perris, California 92572-8300 

Water purchase agreement 
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Table H-2 (Continued) 
DISCRETIONARY PERMITS, APPROVALS, AND CONSULTATION 

Local Agencies (Continued) 

County of Riverside 
Planning Department 
4080 Lemon Street 
P.O. Box 1409 
Riverside, California  92502-1409 

MSHCP permit 
General plan amendment and zone change 
Tentative map, easement, or lot line adjustment 
Dedication and acceptance 
Conditional use permit 
NPDES and associated storm water permits 
Stormwater pollution prevention plan 

County of Riverside 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
1995 Market Street 
Riverside California, 92501 

Development review 
Flood hazard report and conditions 
Cooperative agreement 
Encroachment permit 
Site plan review 

Riverside County Health Department 
Environmental Health Services 
4065 County Circle Drive, Room 123 
Riverside, California  92503 

Drilling permit (water well) 

County of San Diego  
Planning and Land Use Department 
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B 
San Diego, California  92123 

Tentative map, easement, or lot line adjustment 
NPDES and associated storm water permits 
Stormwater pollution prevention plan 
Building permits 

County of San Diego 
Department of Environmental Health 
Land and Water Quality Division 
P.O. Box 129261 
San Diego, California 91221-9261 

Drilling permit (water well) 

City of Lake Elsinore  
Community Development Department 
130 S. Main Street 
Lake Elsinore, California  92530 

Tentative map, easement, or lot line adjustment 
Prezoning and annexation 
General Plan amendment and zone change 
Shoreline buffer zone 
Dedication and acceptance 
Design review 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
700 North Alameda Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012-2944 
P.O. Box 54153 
Los Angeles, California 90054-0153 

Real property conveyance or encroachment permit 
Water purchase agreement 

Western Riverside County  
Regional Conservation Agency 
4080 Lemon Street, Twelfth floor 
Riverside, California 92501 

Real property conveyance or encroachment permit 
Joint project review 

Western Riverside County  
Regional Conservation Agency 
4080 Lemon Street, Twelfth floor 
Riverside, California 92501 

Real property conveyance or encroachment permit 
Joint project review 

Lake Elsinore Unified School District 
545 Chaney Street 
Lake Elsinore, California 92530 

School or facilities agreement 
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Table H-2 (Continued) 
DISCRETIONARY PERMITS, APPROVALS, AND CONSULTATION 

Tribal Governances 

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 
600 E. Tahquitz Canyon 
Palm Springs, California 92262 

Section 106 consultation 

Juaneno Band of Mission Indians 
Acjachemen Nation 
31411-A La Matanza Street 
San Juan Capistrano, California 92675 

Section 106 consultation 

La Jolla Band of Mission Indians 
22000 Highway 76 
Pauma Valley, California 92061 

Section 106 consultation 

Pala Band of Mission Indians 
35008 Pala Temecula Road, PMB 50 
Pala, California 92059 

Section 106 consultation 

Pauma/Yuima Band of Mission Indians 
P.O. Box 369 
Pauma Valley, California 92061 

Section 106 consultation 

Pechanga Band of Mission Indians 
P.O. Bos 1477 
Temecula, California 92593 

Section 106 consultation 

Rincon Band of Mission Indians 
P.O. Box 68 
Valley Center, California 92082 

Section 106 consultation 

Gabrieleno/Tongva Tribal Council of San Gabriel 
P.O. Box 693 
San Gabriel, California 91776 

Section 106 consultation 

Juaneno Band of Mission Indians 
31742 Via Belardes 
San Juan Capistrano, California 92675 

Section 106 consultation 

Juaneno Band of Mission Indians 
27001 La Paz Road, Suite 330 
Mission Viejo, California 92691 

Section 106 consultation 

San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians 
1042 Highland Drive 
Vista, California 92083 

Section 106 consultation 

Participating Investor-Owned Utilities 

Southern California Edison 
2244 Walnut Grove 
Rosemead, California 91770 

Power purchase agreement 

Southern California Gas & Electric 
Attn: E. Gregory Barnes, Legal Counsel 
101 Ash Street HQ 13D 
San Diego, California 92112 

Power purchase agreement 
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Table H-2 (Continued) 
DISCRETIONARY PERMITS, APPROVALS, AND CONSULTATION 

Participating Municipal Utility Districts 

City of Anaheim - Public Utilities Department 
201 South Anaheim Boulevard 
Anaheim, California 92803 

Power purchase agreement 

City of Azusa - Light & Water Department 
729 North Azusa Avenue (P. O. Box 9500) 
Azusa, California 91702 

Power purchase agreement 

City of Banning - Electric Department 
176 East Lincoln (P.O. Box 998) 
Banning, California 92220 

Power purchase agreement 

City of Colton – Public Utilities Department 
650 North La Cadena Drive 
Colton, California 92324-2823 

Power purchase agreement 

City of Riverside - Utilities Department 
3900 Main Street 
Riverside, California 92522 

Power purchase agreement 
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APN Owner Last Name Owner First Name Mail to Name Mail To Street Mail To City Mail To Zip 
Riverside 
County 
Parcels       
391120011 SNOW EUGENE C/O NATHAN DELLAGATTA 4628 ALTA CANADA LA CANADA  CA 91011 
391180028 OTTO RANDOLPH  18025 HICKORY TREE RIVERSIDE  CA 92504 
901180013 NICOLOSI CHERYL  43061 AGENA ST TEMECULA  CA 92592 
901180006 TAYLOR WILLIAM  309 PASEO DE CRISTOBAL SAN CLEMENTE  CA 92672 
901110006 TABB HARVEY  37565 CALLE DE COMPANERO MURRIETA  CA 92562 
901110005 OAK MEADOW ENTERPRISES  C/O DIANE BATHGATE P O BOX 1870 SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO  CA 92693 
901170032 BECKTEL RICHARD  29621 MORARCH DR SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO  CA 92675 
901170018 KOSKOVICH HARVEY  38305 MAISEL MURRIETA  CA 92562 
901090016 USA 901   U S DEPT OF INTERIOR WASHINGTON  DC 21401 
901170058 KOSKOVICH HARVEY  38305 MAISEL AVE MURRIETA  CA 92562 
901130006 USA 901   U S DEPT OF INTERIOR WASHINGTON  DC 21401 
901130007 USA 901   U S DEPT OF INTERIOR WASHINGTON  DC 21401 
901130018 USA 901   U S DEPT OF INTERIOR WASHINGTON  DC 21401 
901120005 USA 901   UNKNOWN 09-16-81 � 0 
929050002 THOMPSON SCOTT  33425 Vista Del Bosque MURRIETA  CA 92563 
929040012 KANEMAKI RANDALL  8751 VALLEY VIEW ST NO B BUENA PARK  CA 90620 
929040013 MILLER JASON  30129 CALLE HALCON TEMECULA  CA 92591 
929020002 DEANDERO RICHARD  28946 CAPANO BAY CT MENIFEE  CA 92584 
929020017 THOMAS CLOYCE  39570 Via Sereno MURRIETA  CA 92562 
929020018 GREENWAY K  39660 VIA SEREO MURRIETA  CA 92562 
929020019 GREENWAY KATHERINE  39660 VIA SERENO MURRIETA  CA 92562 
929020006 CANTRELL RICHARD  2254 MOORE ST 207 SAN DIEGO  CA 92110 
929020013 WEAVER SANDRA  28672 PASEO BAHIA SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO  CA 92675 
929020007 BARCLIFT DONALD  33850 Via Sereno MURRIETA  CA 92562 
929020008 MACDONALD BRUCE  30773 YOUNG DOVE ST MENIFEE  CA 92584 
929020014 SMITH MICHAEL  1288 E VERMONT AVE ANAHEIM  CA 92805 
932300009 HOBBS STEPHEN  45397 VIA JACA TEMECULA  CA 92592 
385120018 USA 385   UNKNOWN 08-07-97 � 0 
383196009 TURNER STANLEY  33864 NARANJO ST LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92530 
391190015 OTTO RANDOLPH  18025 HICKORY TREE RIVERSIDE  CA 92504 
391220007 CHEN JASON C/O T HSU 17946 SUNRISE DR ROWLAND HEIGHTS  CA 91748 
387260008 EWING ROBERT  31520 El Cariso Truck Trail LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92530 
386100012 OLSEN JARNETTE C/O EDWARD WHITE & CO LLP 21700 OXNARD ST STE 400 WOODLAND HILLS  CA 91367 
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386110015 USA 386  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
383196002 KUZMENKO SERGEY  61 ARCHES CIR SACRAMENTO  CA 95835 
901180007 TAYLOR WILLIAM  309 PASEO DE CRISTOBAL SAN CLEMENTE  CA 92672 
901170020 ADAM BARBARA  P O BOX 539 ASH FLAT  AR 72513 
391180029 ELSINORE READY MIX CO INC   P O BOX 959 LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92531 
391180025 ELSINORE READY MIX CO INC   P O BOX 959 LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92531 
391170021 MILLER JIM  41802 HUTCHINGSON CT MURRIETA  CA 92562 
391170006 SOO HOO WILLIE  485 GIANO AVE LA PUENTE  CA 91744 
391230009 PACIFIC CLAY PRODUCTS INC  C/O G DALE KLINE 14741 LAKE ST LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92530 
391230002 PACIFIC CLAY PRODUCTS INC  C/O G DALE KLINE 14741 LAKE ST LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92530 
391240001 PACIFIC CLAY PRODUCTS INC  C/O G DALE KLINE 14741 LAKE ST LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92530 
391250006 USA 391   US DEPT OF INTERIOR WASHINGTON  DC 21401 
391270013 USA 391  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
390100006 PREVOST HUEY  P O BOX 207 BIG PINE  CA 93513 
390100007 COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE  C/O AMELIA M VAILUU 3525 14TH ST RIVERSIDE  CA 92501 
390100008 CARROLL ARLENE C/O LANNY LEISHMAN 4320 S 168TH ST SEATTLE  WA 98188 
390100009 RIVERSIDE CO HABITAT CONSERV AGENCY INC  4048 LEMON ST 12TH FL RIVERSIDE  CA 92501 
390100002 RIVERSIDE CO HABITAT CONSERV AGENCY INC  4048 LEMON ST 12TH FL RIVERSIDE  CA 92501 
390110007 LONG BEACH EQUITIES INC  STE 1100  C/O AMERIQUEST CAPITAL 1100 TOWN AND COUNTRY RD ORANGE  CA 92868 
387290002 GOOD LAND INV III   2142 LIANE LN SANTA ANA  CA 92705 
387290003 GOOD LAND INV III   2142 LIANE LN SANTA ANA  CA 92705 
387290006 GOOD LAND INV III   2142 LIANE LN SANTA ANA  CA 92705 
387290007 GOOD LAND INV III   2142 LIANE LN SANTA ANA  CA 92705 
387290008 GOOD LAND INV III   2142 LIANE LN SANTA ANA  CA 92705 
387020018 USA 387  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
387020017 USA 387  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
387020008 GOOD LAND INV III   2142 LIANE LN SANTA ANA  CA 92705 
387050012 OUTHUIJSE JOHANN  33410 Greenwood LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92530 
387260009 BETHEL KOREAN CHURCH   31600 El Cariso Truck Trail LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92530 
387260010 BLOUGH CHAD  1645 CALLE DEL ORO CORONA  CA 92882 
387230006 BULEN R  P O BOX 115 LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92531 
387260015 DOTY KATHLEEN  13 VIA DE LA VALLE LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92532 
387230007 TAING WAH  1006 W GRAHAM AVE LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92530 
386100004 LAKE ELSINORE HOLDINGS   1438 9TH ST SANTA MONICA  CA 90401 
386100030 PELZ DELORES  33368 MACY ST LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92530 
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386100034 ANTELOPE VALLEY LAND   1718 WESTWOOD BLV LOS ANGELES  CA 90024 
386192018 CONCORDIA CKS INV   4959 PALO VERDE STE B110 MONTCLAIR  CA 91763 
386192019 CONCORDIA CKS INV   4959 PALO VERDE STE B110 MONTCLAIR  CA 91763 
386100022 USA 386  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
386100033 SCHWEITZER RALPH  2709 HARTWOOD DR FORT WORTH  TX 76109 
386100032 SCHWEITZER RALPH  2709 HARTWOOD DR FORT WORTH  TX 76109 
386110016 USA 386  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
386110001 USA 386  C/O CLEVELAND NAT FOREST 332 S JUNIPER ST STE 100 ESCONDIDO  CA 92025 
385120010 USA 385   UNKNOWN 04-18-79 � 0 
385120019 USA 385   UNKNOWN 08-07-97 � 0 
385120012 USA 385   UNKNOWN 04-18-79 � 0 
385150012 USA 385   UNKNOWN 04-18-79 � 0 
383020009 USA 383  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
383140025 NAMVAR EZRI & LLANA CHARITABLE TRUST C/O EQUIMAX MORTGAGE 12121 WILSHIRE BLV 1400 LOS ANGELES  CA 90025 
383020005 EVMWD   P O BOX 3000 LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92530 
383020006 KNESEL ELIZABETH  27672 VIA TURINA MISSION VIEJO  CA 92692 
383193004 BELL CRAIG  330 W E ST ENCINTAS  CA 92024 
383196008 TURNER STANLEY  33864 NARANJO ST LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92530 
383020007 EVMWD   P O BOX 3000 LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92530 
383140024 NAMVAR EZRI & LLANA CHARITABLE TRUST C/O EQUIMAX MORTGAGE 12121 WILSHIRE BLV 1400 LOS ANGELES  CA 90025 
382090005 USA 382  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
382090003 USA 382   KNOWN  0 
382080010 USA 382  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
382080012 USA 382  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
382080007 BIG JAKE ENTERPRISES   19301 JASMINE CT LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92530 
382080017 BIG JAKE ENTERPRISES   32295 MISSION TR NO 206 LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92530 
382080019 PHAM KENT  2355 CORNELL CIR CORONA  CA 92881 
382080024 BIG JAKE ENTERPRISES   19301 JASMINE CT LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92530 
382080011 USA 382  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
901110002 USA 901  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
901110004 USA 901  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
901180003 WRIGHT EDWARD  307 LEE ANN LN ENCINITAS  CA 92024 
901180004 RIETSCH KURT  16836 MARINA BAY DR HUNTINGTON BEACH  CA 92649 
901180014 DOMBRADY SHEILA  19200 Saint Gallen MURRIETA  CA 92562 
901130019       
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391290006 STATE OF CALIF   1416 9TH ST SACRAMENTO  CA 95818 
290150007 USA 290   UNKNOWN  0 
290150006 GRACE KOREAN CHURCH AT NORWALK  1645 W VALENCIA DR FULLERTON  CA 92833 
290170005 USA 290  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
290170006 USA 290  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
290170007 USA 290  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
391050007 CORONA LAKE  C/O BILLY ANDREWS 4060 E LA PALM AVE ANAHEIM  CA 92806 
391050009 USA BLM   6221 BOX SPRINGS BL RIVERSIDE  CA 92507 
391050011 USA BLM   6221 BOX SPRINGS BL RIVERSIDE  CA 92507 
391050002 CORONA LAKE  C/O BILLY ANDREWS 4060 E LA PALM AVE ANAHEIM  CA 92806 
391050003 CORONA LAKE  C/O BILLY ANDREWS 4060 E LA PALM AVE ANAHEIM  CA 92806 
391070007 CORONA LAKE  C/O BILLY ANDREWS 4060 E LA PALM AVE ANAHEIM  CA 92806 
391070034 PATSCHECK RAYMOND  2620 RIVERSIDE DR COSTA MESA  CA 92627 
391070040 GLEN EDEN CORP   25999 GLEN EDEN RD CORONA  CA 92883 
391080010 GLEN EDEN CORP  C/O GLEN EDEN CORP 25999 GLEN EDEN RD CORONA  CA 92883 
391210014 REED HARTSEL  12472 BOSLEY CORONA  CA 92883 
391210007 MARGIS MICHAEL  22215 NORMA ST PERRIS  CA 92570 
391210009 JJ & RR PROP  C/O JOHN L MARTIN JR 26886 EAGLE ST CORONA  CA 92883 
391250005 USA 391  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
391270001 USA 391   UNKNOWN 10-18-96  0 
391270008 USA 391   UNKNOWN 11-29-95 � 0 
387020013 USA 387  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
386020001 AYER WILLIAM C/O JACQUELINE AYER 2010 W AVENUE K NO 701 LANCASTER  CA 93536 
386090010 USA 386  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
386060052 AMEN JEFF  32507 ORTEGA HWY LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92530 
386090011 USA 386  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
386090012 USA 386  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
386140004 GAMBLE JOHN  20091 MT ISRAEL PL ESCONDIDO  CA 92029 
386160013 FAR EASTERN GROUP PARTNERSHIP IV C/O MILBRIBGE CORP 12188 CENTRAL AVE NO 600 CHINO  CA 91710 
386160011 GAMBLE JOHN  20091 MOUNT ISRAEL PL ESCONDIDO  CA 92029 
386110016 USA 386  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
386120010 FAR EASTERN GROUP PARTNERSHIP IV C/O MILBRIBGE CORP 12188 CENTRAL AVE NO 600 CHINO  CA 91710 
386110001 USA 386  C/O CLEVELAND NAT FOREST 332 S JUNIPER ST STE 100 ESCONDIDO  CA 92025 
385120010 USA 385   UNKNOWN 04-18-79 � 0 
385120009 USA 385   UNKNOWN 04-18-79 � 0 
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385120019 USA 385   UNKNOWN 08-07-97 � 0 
385120012 USA 385   UNKNOWN 04-18-79 � 0 
385150012 USA 385   UNKNOWN 04-18-79 � 0 
385150014 USA 385   UNKNOWN 04-18-79 � 0 
385150013 USA 385   UNKNOWN 04-18-79 � 0 
385180005 DWORZAN MARY  368 S CAROLET LN ORANGE  CA 92669 
385180006 MCINTYRE TIMOTHY  34475 S MAIN DIVIDE LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92530 

385180008 FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INS & TR CO 
RANCHO CAPISTRANO PROP OWNERS 
ASSN 35240 CALLE GRANDE LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92530 

385180009 LOVICH MARK  25545 CALLE BECERRA LAGUNA NIGUEL  CA 92677 
385180015 MAHANEY RON  2769 VISTA UMBROSA NEWPORT BEACH  CA 92660 
385180016 WOOD BRIAN  31212 BELFORD DR SAN JUAN CAPO  CA 92675 
385180017 SMITH WILLIAM  34920 CALLE GRANDE LAKE ELSINORE  CA 92530 
382090005 USA 382  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
382090003 USA 382   KNOWN  0 
901090005 USA 901  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
901110004 USA 901  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
901090006 USA 901   U S DEPT OF INTERIOR WASHINGTON  DC 21401 
901090016 USA 901   U S DEPT OF INTERIOR WASHINGTON  DC 21401 
901130005 USA 901   U S DEPT OF INTERIOR WASHINGTON  DC 20401 
901130006 USA 901   U S DEPT OF INTERIOR WASHINGTON  DC 21401 
901130008 USA 901   U S DEPT OF INTERIOR WASHINGTON  DC 21401 
901120001 USA 901   U S DEPT OF INTERIOR WASHINGTON  DC 21401 
901120007 USA 901   UNKNOWN 04-05-84 � 0 
901120008 USA 901   UNKNOWN 10-28-83 � 0 
932030018 FRIESIAN FOCUS  C/O JOSEPH FERNANDEZ P O BOX 2763 LA JOLLA  CA 92038 
391050012 USA BLM   6221 BOX SPRINGS BL RIVERSIDE  CA 92507 
391050008 CORONA LAKE  C/O BILLY ANDREWS 4060 E LA PALM AVE ANAHEIM  CA 92806 
290150005 USA 290  NONE UNKNOWN  0 
391280015 STATE OF CALIF   1416 9TH ST SACRAMENTO  CA 95818 
391290005 RIVERSIDE CO HABITAT CONSERVATION AGENCY C/O BEST BEST & KRIEGER 600 E TAHQUITZ WAY PALM SPRINGS  CA 92262 
391040005 RIVERSIDE COUNTY HABITAT CONSERV AGENCY C/O BEST BEST & KRIEGER 600 E TAHQUITZ CANYON WAY PALM SPRINGS  CA 92262 
391290012 USA 391   UNKNOWN 01-27-94 � 0 
391290016 USA 391   UNKNOWN 01-27-94 � 0 
391290017 USA 391   UNKNOWN 01-27-94 � 0 
391290013 USA 391   UNKNOWN 01-27-94 � 0 
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901130019       
       
       
       
San Diego Parcels      
       
APN_8 PARCELID OWN_NAME1 OWN_NAME2 OWN_ADDR1 OWN_ADDR2 OWN_ZIP 
10111025 652218 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA(CLEVELAND NATIONAL FOREST) PUBLIC AGENCY  00000 
10113008 654345 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA(CLEVELAND NATIONAL FOREST) PUBLIC AGENCY  00000 

10111026 652224 

PLUMMER COWAN A 
&MARTHA B FAMILY TRUST  
10-04-96 LAMPERT ALBERT J TR 1421 HOLLENCREST DR WEST COVINA CA 91791 

10106009 652222 PIERCE FRANKLIN O&ROSEMARY C TRS P O BOX 1021 WILDOMAR CA 92595 
10153015 652347 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA(CLEVELAND NATIONAL FOREST) PUBLIC AGENCY  00000 
10106011 652223 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA PUBLIC DOMAIN PUBLIC AGENCY  00000 
10115008 653436 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA(CLEVELAND NATIONAL FOREST) PUBLIC AGENCY  00000 
10152001 651195 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA(CAMP PENDLETON) PUBLIC AGENCY  00000 

10106001 654322 
CARAHER PAUL JR&DONNA J 
TRS RIPLEY RICHARD K&VIOLET D ET AL 2061 OMEGA DR SANTA ANA CA 92705 
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List of Newspapers Receiving Notice 

 
Section XI-A of General Order 131-D requires the applicant to notify the public of its 
filing “within ten days of filing the application,” by, among other means, newspaper 
advertisements “in the county or counties where the proposed facilities will be located,” 
plus at least one more advertisement in each publication a week later.  TNHC is 
publishing notice in the following newspapers: 

 
Newspaper Area Served 

Press-Enterprise Riverside County 
Orange County Register Orange County 

North County Times San Diego County 
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Declaration of Posting 
 

I, Rexford Wait, on October 1, 2007, will post the Talega–Escondido/Valley–Serrano 
500kv Interconnect Project route with the Notice of an Application for a Certificate of 
Public Convenience and Necessity with the California Public Utilities Commission in 
accordance with General Order 131-D, Section XI.A.3. 
 
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing statements are true and correct to the 
best of my knowledge. 
 
 
Executed this ____ day of _________, 2007, at _____________, California. 
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APPENDIX I 

FINANCIAL STATEMENTS FOR TALEGA-ESCONDIDO/VALLEY-SERRANO 

500 KV INTERCONNECT PROJECT  

 

Rule 3.1(g) requires that an Applicant for a CPCN provide “Statements or 

exhibits showing the financial ability of the applicant to render the proposed service 

together with information regarding the manner in which applicant proposes to finance 

the cost of the proposed construction or extension.” 

TNHC is a privately held development company, and our partner’s represent 

significant sources of financial ability.  Financial statements for each may be found at the 

following links: 

The Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District:  

http://www.evmwd.com/depts/finance/budget_and_financial_reporting.asp  

Siemens AG: 

http://www.siemens.com/index.jsp?sdc_p=ft6mls4uo1330859i1330856pcz2&sdc_bc

path=1330815.s_4,1330856.s_4,&sdc_sid=25466553202&  

Morgan Stanley: 

http://www.morganstanley.com/about/ir/annual_reports.html  
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APPENDIX J 

DISCLOSURE OF INTERESTS FOR  

TALEGA-ESCONDIDO/VALLEY-SERRANO 500 KV INTERCONNECT 

PROJECT  

 

Rule 3.1(i) and GO 104-A require that TNHC report the material financial 

interests of its directors, members, partners and/or any associated or affiliated company, 

in transactions connected to the construction of the TE/VS transmission project.  

Affiliates include “any company or person whether or not engaged in public utility 

operations that directly or indirectly through one or more intermediaries, controls, or is 

controlled by, or is under common control with the utility.”  

At this time, TNHC has no such interests to report. 




