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PROCEEDINGS
10:07 a.m.

PRESIDING MEMBER PFANNENSTIEL: This is
an evidentiary hearing on Walnut Creek Energy
Park. We have resumed these hearings after a
delay of some months. And we have previously
circulated the Presiding Member's Proposed
Decision and there have been recommended changes
back and forth.

So I should introduce myself; I'm Jackie
Pfannenstiel, I'm the Presiding Member of this
Committee. Presiding, and at the moment, only
Member of this Committee. To my right is Garret
Shean, who's the Hearing Officer; and to my left
is Panama Bartholomy, my Advisor in this subject.

Why don't I turn it to the Hearing
Officer to walk us through what we have to do
today.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: Good morning.

As the Chairman indicated, the Committee sent out
notice of this hearing, not only to have an
evidentiary proceeding to incorporate the addendum
by the South Coast Air Quality Management
District, but also, given the passage of time that

had occurred in the interim, to first of all, send
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out the first errata so that the parties had in
mind the result of the Committee's deliberation
based upon the record that we left back in the end
of September, early October of 2007.

And, in fact, it has resulted, as we had
hoped, in some further discussions with respect to
the noise conditions.

What we'd like to do now is have the
introduction of the parties, and then we'll go
quickly into the receipt of the evidence that we
have. And then we'll have further discussions
about either conditions or any other matter that
the parties want to raise to the Committee.

I will indicate that the Committee has
scheduled for February 27th business meeting the
consideration and possible adoption of the AFC.
And I will also indicate that what we are working
on here today is a second errata which will bring
us up to date and finalize all the changes from
the PMPD, the document called the revisions to the
PMPD, the first errata and then the second errata.
So it'll be packaged in that way.

So, with that we'll go to the applicant
and your introductions.

MR. GALATI: Scott Galati representing
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Walnut Creek Energy, which is a wholly owned
subsidiary of Edison Mission Energy.

MR. KOSTRZEWA: Larry Kostrzewa, Edison
Mission Energy, Managing Director of Development.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: Okay.
Commission Staff.

MS. DeCARLO: Thank you, Chairman,
Hearing Officer Shean; Lisa DeCarlo, Senior Staff
Counsel. To my right is Robert Worl, Siting
Program Manager. And in the audience we have air
quality expert Joe Loyer; and noise expert Steve
Baker and Shahab Khoshmashrab.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: Thank you. All
right, what I propose to do is to move first to
the South Coast Air District's addendum to their
final determination of compliance. We received a
copy of it dated January 21, 2008. So we'll use
for purposes of its identification that date. 1Is
there objection by either party, or let me say,
can we have a stipulation by the parties that the
addendum be received in evidence in the record?

MR. GALATI: Yes.

MS. DeCARLO: Yes.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: All right.

We'll move now to the filings by the parties, and
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I'm basically working off of the following:

We have a February llth-dated staff's
comments on the revised Presiding Member's
Proposed Decision. And it contains the
supplemental testimony by Joe Loyer on air
quality, as well as supplemental testimony on
noise. And let me indicate we received by email
yesterday, and in person today, from Staff's
Counsel Ms. DeCarlo, a modification of their
recommended changes to noise-4.

The next item is from the applicant, its
comments on the first errata which contains
suggested changes to condition noise-7. And a
discussion about staff's proposed changes to
noise-4.

Lastly, we have, from the staff, an
errata to their errata with regard to condition
AQ-7. For some reason I already had this change,
had incorporated it. So we're fine on that.

So, with that, why don't we go to the
staff and we'll ask you to bring Mr. Loyer up and
offer his testimony here for the record, which has
the effect so we can cut this kind of short, of
amending conditions AQ-3 and AQ-7, and adding

conditions AQ-17, -18 and -19.
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MS. DeCARLO: We also provided a
declaration with the testimony, so we can either
do live introduction of the testimony into
evidence, or I think it can be handled by
declaration, as well, --

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: Well, why don't

MS. DeCARLO: -- whatever your
preference is.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: Mr. Loyer,
you've been previously sworn, so you understand
you're under oath, okay?

MR. LOYER: Yes, sir.

Whereupon,

JOSEPH LOYER
was recalled as a witness herein, and having been
previously duly sworn, was examined and testified
further as follows:

EXAMINATION

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: You prepared the
document called air quality supplemental
testimony, which is approximately -- is nine pages
and included changes to AQ-3, AQ-7 and the
addition of AQ-17, -18 and -19, is that correct?

MR. LOYER: That is correct.
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HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: Okay. And does
this represent, in staff's judgment, the
appropriate modifications to staff's testimony to
reflect the addendum by the South Coast Air
Quality Management District?

MR. LOYER: If I may, in addition to the
errata we submitted to correct AQ-7 to the
language that all parties did agree to, yes, it
does.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: All right. Do
you have any further direct of your witness?

MS. DeCARLO: No.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: Do you have any
cross of the witness?

MR. GALATI: No.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: Mr. Loyer, thank
you very much; we appreciate it.

MR. LOYER: Thank you.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: You're excused.

MS. DeCARLO: I'm sorry, Eileen Allen
was interested in knowing if there's anyone on the
phone we need to be concerned about.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: All right.

We've opened the phone line teleconferencing

capability this morning. Is there anyone on the
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phone at this time? I hadn't heard --

MR. NASEMI: Yes, this Mohsen Nasemi,
and a number of my staff here from South Coast Air
Quality Management District.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: Mr. Nasemi,
welcome. We have -- I don't know if you heard
this -- taken into our record the addendum to the
FDOC which you presented to us, as well now as the
staff's addition and changes to the conditions
that appear in their FSA testimony, and also in
the Presiding Member's Proposed Decision; which,
in the staff's opinion -- and I will take it,
given that there were no questions from the
applicant -- also in the applicant's opinion
appropriately reflects the changes to the FDOC
that were made in the addendum and reflect the
District's adoption of rule 1309.1.

Do you have any comments that you'd like
to make on behalf of the District?

MR. NASEMI: Thank you, Mr. Shean, and
good morning other staff members.

I just want to give you an update on the
status of the Walnut Creek project. As indicated
in our addendum to the previously issued

determination of compliance, we have gone through
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public notice for this project, and opened it to
public comments and EPA comments according to the
requirements of our Title 5 program.

And actually yesterday was the close of
comment period for the public, which is a 30-day
comment period.

And the EPA has a 45-day review period,
but we have spoken to the EPA Staff and in a
nutshell the only comments we received during the
public comment period was actually from the
applicant regarding condition AQ-19. That they
wanted that condition to be removed.

After further discussion inhouse and
reviewing of the rule language, rule 1309.1, we
have decided that the applicant's request can be
granted. So we are actually going to ask the CEC
Staff and Commissioner to also not include AQ-19
as part of the certification.

Then as far as other comments, like I
said, yesterday was the close of comment period.
And we didn't get anything. But I can't guarantee
100 percent that somebody didn't send us a letter
and it's still either somewhere in this building
or in the mail and we'll get it in the next couple

of days.
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But the EPA has informed us that they
have a few comments that they will be providing us
in writing within the next day or two, I would
say, that would be probably tomorrow, since today
is Thursday.

And we have verbally discussed EPA's
comments. We don't believe any of them are
substantial comments.

But what I would like to suggest is we
understand that there is a hearing scheduled for
the 27th for the full certification of this
project. That we, as indicated in our addendum to
the determination of compliance, we would like to
submit to the CEC sort of a final determination of
compliance which incorporates any comments that we
receive during the public comment period.

And we would attempt to do that either
early next week, or I would certainly -- I'm
planning to be at the February 27th meeting. 1If
we didn't get the EPA comments in time I will just
bring our final determination of compliance with
me to that meeting.

But like I said, the conditions or the
comments that we had verbally talked to EPA this

morning seemed to be not significant enough to
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10
cause any changes in the decision. We may have to
make some minor adjustments to some of the
conditions, though, because of EPA comments.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: All right. Mr.
Galati.

MR. GALATI: I would point out that the
Energy Commission has a standard condition now
that air quality staff has incorporated when there
are minor tweaks to conditions that take place,
which is not uncommon to happen between an FDOC
and then eventually the permit to construct.

Minor things that change -- that don't change, I
think, any of the substantive findings.

And so I would urge the Commission to go
ahead and go forth on the 27th even if it does not
receive these minor changes, because there is a
process built in through compliance that if
there's any changes to the air quality permit
conditions, both construction or operating, that
the District provides, there is a procedure to
make those.

We often do them. They're clean-up
amendments and they're handled administratively
through the Commission's adoption of that

condition.
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I think that what Mr. Nasemi has said
doesn't expect anything significant or
substantial. And I would point out that the
additional comments, this revision provided I
think only two conditions that were additional
since the last FDOC.

So, I think the Commission can be
assured that there's not something substantive
that would change its findings. And we would urge
us to go forward on the 27th.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: All right, and,
of course, Mr. Nasemi's comments did not suggest
anything different from that.

Okay. Mr. Loyer?

MR. LOYER: I would just like to tell
Mr. Galati that I agree with his position. I
think the administrative amendment procedures that
we've incorporated into our compliance phase are
capable of handling these kinds of minor
amendments.

That said, until we actually see what
the changes are, we can't make the determination
of whether or not they are minor amendments. And
so just be prepared that they may be pushed into a

more formal amendment process if that should need
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to occur.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: And, Mr. Loyer,
from your perspective as the staff professional on
air quality, is the staff prepared to accede to
Mr. Nasemi's suggestion that AQ-19 be deleted?

MR. LOYER: That's why we put it last.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: Okay. So I'll
take that as a yes.

MR. LOYER: Yes, sir.

MS. DeCARLO: If I could just follow up
on that really quickly.

And, Mr. Loyer, with the removal of AQ-
19, does that alter your conclusion at all that
the project will comply with all laws, ordinances,
regulations and standards, and will not create a
significant impact on the environment?

MR. LOYER: ©No, it does not.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: All right. With
that, Mr. Nasemi, we look forward to seeing you on
Wednesday. And I think the Committee was mindful
of the timeframes for the comments that would have
been submitted to the District as a result of its
notice.

I think what we had understood from

reading -- understanding that there were two
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comment periods, one essentially the District's,
the other the EPA's, that the EPA requirements
were that the District be given notice within the
first 15 days of a request for a hearing. And
then thereafter there was a 30-day opportunity to
do that.

So I assume that there was, under the
EPA rules, which you implement, no request for
such a hearing, is that correct, Mr. Nasemi?

MR. NASEMI: Yes, actually that's
correct, Mr. Shean. We did not receive any
official or unofficial requests for a public
hearing during the first 15 days according to
Title 5.

So the EPA comment period is 45 days
because they historically wanted to see what kind
of comments we received during the public comment
period before they submit their comments.

And in cases where there are no public
comments, then with maybe some requests from
applicant or us, they can submit their final
comments earlier than 45 days. And that's what
EPA has told us that they will do in the next
couple of days.

Mr. Shean, if I can make one
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clarification to Mr. Galati's statement. Although
there has been only two -- we deleted AQ-19 --
there has been only two additional conditions
added to the conditions of certification, I want
to assure Commissioner Pfannenstiel and others
that the delay in approval of this project was
absolutely necessary because we have not evaluated
the project compliance with the new requirements
in 1309.1.

And the reason there aren't any more
conditions on the certification is because the
applicant has to make a number of demonstrations
that they meet those requirements of 1309.1 before
we could qualify them to act as priority reserve.
And that included anywhere from additional
modeling risk assessment, emissions verification.

And we went back and forth quite a bit
with the applicant to actually finalize the
conditions related to adjustments, so that they
can be assured that they meet the new emissions
standard.

So even though there's only two
conditions, I want to assure you that there was a
lot of work that went into giving you the addendum

as a result of the new requirements of 1309.1.
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HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: All right, Mr.
Nasemi. I think we did understand the amount of
work that the District put, and, of course, the
applicant was right there with you. And by no
means would we assume that only because there are
two additional conditions that that was reflective
of this being a minor undertaking. We understand
it was a very major undertaking and took a lot of
work on --

MR. GALATI: Mr. Nasemi, I wanted to
make sure that I add to that, as well. My
comments regarding only two conditions have to do
with assuring the Commission, under their rules,
when there are changes to lots of conditions it
requires a more significant amendment.

And so if the comments to EPA don't
change conditions, it's a lot easier for us to do
the minor amendment that I was advocating for, but
had in no way, shape or form, meant a comment that
the District didn't do its job under 1309.1, which
took some time.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: All right, are
we prepared to sign off here on air quality, then?
At least from the people who are present here?

MS. DeCARLO: The staff's testimony has
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been entered into the record?
HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: Yes.
All right, Mr. Nasemi, we thank you for
calling in. We're going to switch over to noise
now, and look forward to seeing you on Wednesday.

MR. NASEMI: Thank you. Have a nice

day.
HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: You, too.
All right, we have supplemental
testimony from the staff on noise. So, if you

want to bring your witnesses up.

MS. DeCARLO: Sure. Our noise experts
are Shahab Khoshmashrab and Steve Baker. And
Steve Baker may need to be sworn in.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: Have you not
been previously sworn?

MR. BAKER: I don't recall if I've
testified in person on this --

MS. DeCARLO: I believe there was just
Shahab at the last evidentiary hearing.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: All right.
Whereupon,

STEVE BAKER
was called as a witness herein, and after first

having been duly sworn, was examined and testified
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as follows:

THE REPORTER: Please state and spell
your full name for the record.

MR. BAKER: My name is Steve Baker,
B-a-k-e-r.

Whereupon,
SHAHAB KHOSHMASHRAB
was recalled as a witness herein, and having been
previously duly sworn, was examined and testified
further as follows:
EXAMINATION

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: All right,
gentlemen, you prepared the supplemental testimony
on noise which represents pages 10, 11 and 12 of
the February 11lth staff filing?

MR. KHOSHMASHRAB: Yes.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: And the
amendment to the noise-4 that has been presented
today by Ms. DeCarlo?

MR. KHOSHMASHRAB: Yes.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: All right. Is
there objection to its admission into testimony?

MR. GALATI: No.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: All right. We

have your explanation in front of us, so why don't
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you give us briefly your explanation as to what
you had in mind with this most recently modified -
- and I guess the question that I have is some
explanation why -- my understanding is in most
every noise-4 condition we've ever had in the
recent past at the Commission we have required the
project owner to conduct these 25-hour community
noise surveys unless the facility reaches the
sustained output of 90 percent of its rated
capacity.

And I see by the change that you
proposed here that we're going off of that and on
to something else. So why don't you explain,
first of all, why you want the 5432 turbine
measuring and the 25 hours, the dropping of the
25-hour community noise survey.

MS. DeCARLO: Well, I can jump in, not
on the technical aspect, but just on the necessity
to have some modification of noise-4.

In noise-7, as you recall, we were
directed to, if there is a noise complaint that's
unresolved between the applicant and the
complainant, we're directed to determine, after
the fact, whether there was indeed an exceedance

of the 49 dba level at some time in the past.
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And currently we have no information, or
we would have no information pursuant to the 25-
hour community noise survey, no information to
make such a determination.

So the attempt to measure the varying
levels of operation is an attempt to get
information that we could then use once we receive
a complaint, to make a determination as to whether
there was an exceedance. And staff can go into
the particulars.

MR. BAKER: To expand on that, the way
noise-7 is written it would require the use of a
time machine. Once a complaint comes in, we'd
have to then move back in time to the instant when
the complaint was filed and measure the noise from
the power plant. That's obviously impossible
given current technology.

What we've proposed in the latest
version of noise-4 is noise measurements of the
power plant at different output levels, in the
can, ready to look at. If a complaint comes in,
we look back at the control room log to see how
many machines were operating; look at the results
from the noise survey; and we can tell how much

noise was coming from the power plant at that
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time.

If that is an exceedance then we know we
have a problem. If it's not an exceedance we know
that the power plant was not causing a problem.

MS. DeCARLO: The only alternative to
that would be to attempt to, once we receive a
complaint, to try to replicate the operation of
the plant after the fact. And that can have
identified potential dispatch concerns with being
able to operate a specific level at a particular
point in time if they're not specifically
dispatched.

So we believe having this information
beforehand would make it a lot simpler to obtain a
determination of exceedance.

MR. BAKER: And then to address your
question regarding the 25 hours, condition noise-4
is written to set a limit on the noise just from
the power plant. It does not limit the noise
combined from the power plant and the ambient.

So, because of that, since we're only
requiring a measurement of the power plant noise,
itself, in noise-4, that can be taken into
account. It does not have to be taken throughout

a 25-hour period. Anytime the plant is operating
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the noise from it can be measured.

So it's not necessary for the
measurements in noise-4 to be taken over a 25-hour
period.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: The question
that then raises is if that can be done, my
recollection, or at least experience, in past
cases is that the noise levels can be extrapolated
from the data both up and down, if you will.

And why is it that conducting these
multiple tests is preferable to a mathematical
extrapolation if your initial test is of all five
units running at close to full capacity?

MR. BAKER: As Edison has argued, and we
agree, the plant is not always going to be
operating at full load. There are five separate
machines here and there will be times when all
five will be dispatched, times when only four,
three, two or one will be dispatched.

As you turn off machines the plant gets
guieter. Okay, the plant, with all five machines
operating, should not cause any noise problems
during the daytime when the ambient is high.

At night, when the ambient drops down

low, the noise from all five machines operating
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could cause a problem. But Edison has pointed
out, and we agree, that the likelihood of all five
machines operating in the nighttime is not very
high.

So, what they're saying is that they
should be given credit for the fact that the plant
is likely to be quieter at night than during the
day. And we agree. But unless we measure the
plant at different levels with different numbers
of machines operating, we don't know what that
noise level is at night.

If all five are operating, we'll know
that, using the survey methodology that you're
familiar with from other projects. But if they
want to take credit for a quieter plant at night,
then we need to measure the noise from that
quieter plant, from that plant with fewer machines
operating.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: All right. And
so I would come back to the question that doesn't
that leave us with almost an infinite number of
samplings because you'd want five machines at
let's say 90 percent or 80 percent or 70
percent --

MR. BAKER: No, not at all. The noise
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level from this power plant will vary very little
depending on the actual electrical load on the
plant.

What will mostly control the noise level
from the plant is the number of machines
operating. An LMS100, whether it's operating at
100 percent load or 50 percent load or anywhere in
between is going to put out about the same amount
of noise.

You've got airflow through the machine;
you have inlet noise; you have exhaust noise.
That'll vary a little bit with load, but not a
lot.

You've got the noise from the turbine
enclosure vent fan; that's not going to vary at
all. You've got the inter-cooler cooling system;

you've got pumps that are going to be pumping, in

this case, water. Those are going to be running
all the time the gas turbine is running. There'll
be no change there. You're going to have your

evaporative cooling tower running.

If the plant were operating for any
length of time at less than full load it wouldn't
make sense to keep all five machines running at

partial load. You'd start shutting them down and
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run the remaining machines at full load. Okay.

If you did that, if you shut down gas
turbines, then you can shut off cooling tower
cells and reduce the noise from the cooling tower
a little bit. But, if you're keeping all the
machines running you're going to have the cooling
tower running.

Say that they're offering spinning
reserve; they have all five machines operating at
half-throttle, ready to pick up another 250
megawatts on a moment's notice. They're going to
need the cooling tower running in order to be able
to take care of the inter-cooler load should they
be dispatched immediately.

So the noise from the power plant is not
going to vary as the loads on the individual
machines changes. It's only going to vary when
they can shut off gas turbines. That's what we
want to measure with noise-4. We want to know how
much noise that power plant produces when all five
are running, 4,3,2. That's why this is different
from other cases that you're familiar with.

PRESIDING MEMBER PFANNENSTIEL: And I
just want to --

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: I beg your
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pardon.

PRESIDING MEMBER PFANNENSTIEL: I take
it it's not linear, 1 to 2 to 3 to 4, to 57?

MR. BAKER: It should be calculable, but
noise is not an exact. There's as much art as
science in it. So, it's a good idea to recommend
measuring these four measurements.

Now, the measurements don't all have to
be taken at once. They can be taken at various
times when it's convenient for the owner to
dispatch the plant at different levels. We have
suggested a 60-day period during which, in that
hour, at each of these output levels, two
machines, 3, 4 and 5 will be enough to take the
measurements necessary.

It's possible that if they measured it
with two machines and say five machines, that they
could then interpolate the other readings in
between. We're not recommending that, but it does
seem possible.

MR. GALATI: I would point out that with
the changes our concern was that we would be doing
an infinite number of tests and also running in
the nighttime. It's very possible this plant

wouldn't ever operate in the nighttime, and that
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during the testing would be the one and only time
we got a complaint.

So the fact that staff has let us have
the flexibility to provide them the data, we think
we can work with noise-4 as it is written. And
that if that helps staff, we still believe that
under noise-7 we may propose an operating
restriction that isn't just the number of
turbines. It might be certain loading. And
rather than get into a debate about whether that
affects noise, significant, we're pretty close to
the margin, a little help is better than not being
able to operate.

So, we think that we're find with noise-
4 as it is written. If that helps staff determine
compliance at a later date, we withdraw our
objections to noise-4 and agree to their
modifications. We think if that's helpful, we
will. Yes, the most recent one that we saw today.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: Okay. With that
then let's go to the discussion of noise-7. The
applicant has suggested two changes. One is the
specification of the four hours of quiet,
consecutive nighttime hours to be the hours of

0100 to 0500.
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And also some provision that essentially
the exemption from the nighttime operation account
for the avoidance of, as well as the operation
during, a Cal-ISO-declared electrical emergency.

So, do you have -- I'd just only
indicate, you know, prior to the meeting I guess
you were discussing with the staff counsel some
potential changes to that. Do you have anything
yvet that has been worked out?

MR. GALATI: Yes, I think that we do.
One of the things that staff requested was that
Cal-ISO be the one that actually determined that
we are operating to avoid an emergency. And so I
believe that the language that was requested is at
the end of the sentence where electrical energy,
that we would -- excuse me, electrical emergency,
that we would add the phrase "as determined by
Cal-Iso."

And that would apply both during the
emergency, which is easy to determine whether Cal-
ISO has declared an emergency; and then it would
also provide staff, I think, the surety that Cal-
ISO is asking for the dispatch to be done to avoid
an emergency.

So we had some discussions about how
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would we prove the latter, which is how do you
prove Cal-ISO wants you to be able to operate to
avoid an emergency.

And one of the things we would propose,
and we haven't got an agreement on the specific
language, but in the verification of this
condition, to add that we would use the Cal-ISO's
website where they declare certain restrictions
such as something we call a no-touch day. And
there are several warnings and alerts. And that
that would be the proof that we were dispatched to
avoid an emergency.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: Do you have
anything on this, Ms. DeCarlo?

MS. DeCARLO: Yes. We agree with the
proposed changes to the condition, itself,
identifying that such determination of avoidance
or emergency be made by Cal-ISO.

While we would prefer an actual letter
or statement from the Cal-ISO that such dispatch
is necessary for the avoidance, we do not object
to the identification of a no-touch day as being
suitable verification for the avoidance
determination.

MR. GALATI: So what I propose to the
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Committee is, haven't been able to work out the
language, is maybe in the verification just some
acknowledgement that proof of Cal-ISO declaration
of avoidance of an emergency, or operation during
an emergency, shall be by going to the Cal-ISO
website and showing the following were declared.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: I did some
research on this in anticipation of the hearing.
First of all, I think the Committee felt that the
applicant's general view of avoidance was
appropriate to somehow incorporate; and there was
just a guestion of how that could happen in some
way to verify that you were being requested to
maintain yourself available for dispatch, as
opposed to just this was the way the market was
operating and you were on and it would be
impossible to tell if that were -- if you were
responding to an emergency or not. And while we
had sort of come up with a different idea, this
sounds acceptable, as well.

And I noticed in that research that the
ISO has, if you will, boilerplate notices with
regard to the various stages, as well as sort of
let me call them pre-stages, where they would

identify by service territory, by date and time,
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the time of initiation and time of conclusion.
And the reason for the declaration of any
emergency or the call-up of any dispatch.

That that notice, if it's what you're
referring to as the means by which you verify the
fact that you were online or prepared to operate
would be sufficient.

MR. GALATI: Yes, we're going to make
the verification specific to those notices.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: Okay, what's --

MR. GALATI: We think the easiest way
for staff to check is on the website.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: Or are you going
to provide them with a printout of the website?

MS. DeCARLO: Yeah, I would prefer that
the applicant provide us with something versus us
having to go and investigate on our own.

MR. GALATI: We'll certainly do that;
that's fair.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: All right,
because that information could disappear off the
screen from day to day.

MR. GALATI: Yeah, that's fair.

MR. KOSTRZEWA: We'll want to make a

copy of it for our own records anyway.
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HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: Right. If you
make a printout of it then that seems appropriate.
Okay.

Wait a minute, this is all too easy.
Something is wrong.

(Laughter.)

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: All right.

MR. GALATI: Well, I would point out
that our job is to make it easy for the Committee,
but it wasn't easy for us.

(Laughter.)

PRESIDING MEMBER PFANNENSTIEL: But the
Committee appreciates that.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: Right. All
right, is there any other matter that the
Committee needs to hear from the parties about
before we adjourn here and prepare to go into the
full Commission hearing?

MS. DeCARLO: Not that I'm aware of.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: And you're fine
with --

MR. GALATI: No.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: -- that 0100 to
0500°7?

MS. DeCARLO: Yes, as well as that we're
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moving the stage two of specification for Cal-ISO
emergencies.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: Right. But the
addition of the language "as determined by Cal-
ISO" and the verification by a printout from the
website of a notice of whatever the notice is
about?

MS. DeCARLO: Of the no-touch day, ves.

MR. GALATI: Right. And we'll provide
that verification language; we'll docket it today.

HEARING OFFICER SHEAN: All right.
Because what, in anticipation of the Commission
meeting on Wednesday, I think what we want to have
for the Commission Members is essentially a full
layout of how we've gotten from the PMPD through
the revisions, through the first errata, and
here's the draft of the second errata.

It's virtually complete but for the
language that you're talking about here. So, the
sooner we get it, the better.

And with that we will see you at 10:00
on Wednesday morning, February 27th. And thank
you very much.

(Whereupon, at 10:45 a.m., the hearing

was adjourned.)
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