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EXTENSION OF TIME AND CHANGE OF EVIDENTIARY HEARING SCHEDULE OF
CALIFORNIANS FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY, INC.

In accordance with rule 1716.5 of the California Energy Commission's Rules of Practice
and Procedure, the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF or City) respectfully files this
response to the motion for extension of time and change of evidentiary hearing schedule of
Californians for Renewable Energy, Inc. (CARE). The City considers that CARE's concerns can
be addressed without delaying the dates for the submission the testimony and, certainly, without
delaying the hearing dates.

CARE's motion notes that testimony from the California Independent System Operator
Corporation (CAISO) was posted on the California Energy Commission (CEC) website on
Friday, April 14, 2006. The City was not served such testimony and became aware of it upon
reading CARE's motion. Because the CAISO's testimony will be sponsored by CEC staff,
pursuant to the Notice for Evidentiary Hearings, the testimony should have been filed by April
10, 2006, at the latest. Moreover, the testimony should have been served on the service list.
However, a delay in the filing of testimony on various topics is not necessary because 1) the
information in the CAISO testimony is already included in the City's application and data

responses, and the Preliminary and Final Staff Assessments, and 2) CARE stated at the



prehearing conference that it would not file testimony on any topic and indicated that it had no

questions about Transmission Lines Safety and Nuisance and Transmission System Engineering.
Page 1 of the CAISO's testimony is merely an introduction and sets forth that the City has

submitted an Application for Certification for the San Francisco Electric Reliability Project

(SFERP). This is all well known information.
Page 2 describes the CAISO's review and approval of interconnection of the SFERP.

This information has already been provided to intervenors in the following documents and data

responses:
» Application for Certification for San Francisco Electric Reliability Project, dated March
2004 (Docket No. 04-AFC-1), Volume 2, Appendix 5.

e Supplement in Response to Data Adequacy Comments on the Application for
Certification for the SFERP, questions on transmission system engineering, dated April

16, 2004.

¢ Supplement A to the Application for Certification for the San Francisco Electric
Reliability Project, Volume 1, dated March 24, 2005, Section 5 (Electric Transmission).

o Applicant’s Response to CEC Staff Requests, Data Response Set 1A, Responses to Data
Requests 70 through 79, dated July 6, 2004.

» Applicant’s Response to CEC Staff Data Requests, Informal Data Response Set 3,
Response to Data Request 146, dated August 20, 2004.

» Applicant’s Response to CEC Staff Data Requests, Data Response Set 3A Final,
Responses to Data Requests 182 and 183, dated June 3, 2005.

e Applicant’s Response to CEC Staff Data Requests, Data Response Set 3B, Response to
Data Request 182, dated June 22, 2005.

e Applicant’s Response to CEC Staff Data Requests, Data Response Set 3C, Response to
Data Request 183, dated July 19, 2005.

o Preliminary Staff Assessment, Section 5.5 Transmission System Engineering, September
12, 2005.

« Final Staff Assessment, Section 5.5 Transmission System Engineering, December
February 21, 2006.

Page 3 and the beginning of Page 4 describes the CAISO action plan and its rationale.

This information has been provided previously in the following documents and data responses:



o Supplement A to the Application for Certification for the San Francisco Electric
Reliability Project, Volume 1, dated March 24, 2005, Sections 3.4.1.1, 3.4.1.2, 3.4.1.3
and 3.4.1.4 (Purpose and Need).

o Applicants Response to CEC Staff Data Requests 179-180, Set 3A, dated June 3, 2005,

o Applicant’s Response to CARE Data Requests, Data Response Set 3, Responses to Data
Requests 3.1-2, 3.4-2, dated June 9, 2005.

Page 4, lines 4-17 merely describes the CAISO and its responsibilities, which were
summarized in the Final Staff Assessment at page 5.5-1.

Further, CARE's request for additional time to file its testimony and for a delay in the
evidentiary hearing dates, is at odds with its representations at the prehearing conference that it
would file no testimony in this case, and that it had no questions on Transmission System
Engineering or Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance. In light of these representations, it is
hard to understand why CARE needs more time on these topics. Also, it is the City's
understanding that the CAISO testimony on the San Francisco Action Plan goes to Local System
Effects; thus there is no reason to delay Power Plant Reliability either on account of the CAISO
testimony.

If the Committee determines that intervenors should be given additional time to respond
to the CAISO testimony, the relief should be proportional to the purported problem. There is
only one paragraph in the CAISO testimony that could be viewed in any way to present any new
information - a general statement on page 3, lines 25-28 and page 4, lines 1-3 about the rationale
for the CAISO Action plan. To avoid any possible prejudice to CARE and other intervenors
from the late filing of the CAISO's testimony, all parties could be given one additional week,
until April 24, 2006, to respond to this one paragraph in the CAISO's testimony. This one week
time period preserves the one week interval between the filing of the staff's supplemental

testimony and the filing of intervenor testimony set forth in the Notice of Hearing. In fact,



CARE will have an extra business day to prepare any testimony as it became aware of the
CAISO testimony on Friday.

There would be no need to delay the hearings on account of the delay in the filing
responses to the CAISO testimony. As noted above, it is the City's understanding that staff is
sponsoring the CAISO's testimony on the Action Plan under Local System Effects, which is
scheduled for hearing on May 1. The City considers that this hearing date can be maintained as
it is the City that would be primarily prejudiced from a delay in the filing of responsive
testimony to the CAISO. This 1s because it will have to prepare to cross examine any intervenor
witness(es) who respond to the CAISO testimony in one week rather than the two weeks
contemplated by the existing schedule. Intervenors will still have two full weeks to prepare their
cross examination of the CAISO.

CARE's request that testimony and hearings on Cultural Resources, Geology, Traffic and
Transportation, Hazardous Materials Management, Air Quality and Public should be delayed is
also unfounded. CARE bases its request on the existing contamination on the site. However,
this topic has been addressed in Soil and Water Resources and in Waste Management, and has no
or minimal impact on the bulk of the topics listed by CARE. In fact, as the City's motion for an
extension of time details, even the bulk of matters under Soil and Water Resources and Waste
Management can be heard on the currently scheduled date May 1. The order issued on Friday
provides an extension for the filing of testimony on the topic of existing contamination and for a
delay in the hearing date for this matter until May 22, 2006. This approach is sufficient to allow

all parties including CARE an adequate opportunity to address the existing contamination on the

site.



In sum, CARE's concerns about the late filed CAISO testimony are overstated. The
testimony does not include new information. At best, there is one paragraph of new, very
general information. If the Committee considers that parties should have additionai time to
respond to this general statement, parties could be given until April 24 to respond to the one
paragraph of new information in the CAISO's testimony. The order extending time for the filing
of testimony on existing contamination and delaying hearing on this matter until May 22, 2006,

adequately addresses CARE's remaining concerns. CARE has not supported its requests for

additional extensions.
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