£ . . Stakeholder Comments
‘1 y CG ITornia ISO 2023-2024 Transmission Planning Process Stakeholder Meeting

November 16, 2023

The CAISO received comments on the topics discussed at the November 16, 2023 stakeholder call from the following:

A. AES

Avantus Clean Energy LLC

Bay Area Municipal Transmission Group (BAMx)
California Community Choice Association
California Public Utilities Commission

California Public Utilities Commission — Public Advocates Office
California Western Grid Development, LLC
California Wind Energy Association

Center for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Technology
Gallatin Power Partners

Golden State Clean Energy

GridLiance West LLC

Independent Energy Producers Association
Kern — Southland Energy Link LLC

Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.

New Leaf Energy

NextEra Energy Resources

RWE Renewables

Sonoma Clean Power Authority

Terra-Gen, LLC

The Nature Conservancy of California

CAVIOUVOZEr X~ IONMMUOW

Copies of the comments submitted are located on the Transmission Planning Process page at:
https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/RecurringStakeholderProcesses/2023-2024-Transmission-planning-process
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o . . Stakeholder Comments
\‘ = CG IiTornid ISO 2023-2024 Transmission Planning Process Stakeholder Meeting

November 16, 2023

The following are the CAISO’s responses to the comments

ONoOOaRWN =~

Please provide your organization’s comments on the Recommended Reliability Projects less than $50 million for the North Region.

Please provide your organization’s comments on the Recommended Reliability Projects less than $50 million for the South Region.

Please provide your organization’s comments on the MIC Expansion Requests.

Please provide your organization’s comments on the Preliminary Policy Assessment Results for the SCE & GLW areas.

Please provide your organization’s comments on the Preliminary Policy Assessment Results for the SDG&E area

Please provide your organization’s comments on the Preliminary Policy Assessment Results for the PG&E area.

Please provide your organization’s comments on the Preliminary Economic Analysis Results.

Please provide any additional comments on the November 16, 2023 Transmission Planning Process Stakeholder Meeting.
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November 16, 2023

1.

Please provide your organization’s comments on the Recommended Reliability Projects less than $50 million for the

North Region.

No | Submitting Organization Comment Submitted CAISO Response
1A | AES No Comment

Avantus Clean Energy, LLC (Avantus) concurs with PG&E’s

identfied projects requiring a variety of ransmission system

upgrades to improve system reliability.

, - , Additional projects less than $50 million dollars that were not ready for

The preseniahon shows descrlpllo.n and cost eShmates of on!y approval atthis time, as well as the projects with estmated costabove $50

1B | Avantus Clean Energy LLC three (3) projects. Is CAISO planning o update tis presentaon | mijion, will be included in the Transmission Plan.

with information on the remaining 10 projects?

The range of cost estimates seem to be quite broad. The upper
numbers are almost double the PG&E’s September 2023 per
unit cost guidelines. Are these costestimates planned to be
updated to more reasonable values?

1C

Bay Area Municipal
Transmission Group (BAMx)

The Bay Area Municipal Transmission group (BAMx)
appreciates the opportunity to commenton the CAISO's 2023-
2024 Transmission Planning Process. The comments and
questions below address the material presented at the CAISO
Stakeholder meeting on November 16, 2023.

BAMXx has no comments on the recommended reliability projects
less than $50 million for the North region at this tme. However,
as the CAISO has indicated in its response[2] to BAMx
comments, it is currently reviewing the need and tming for some
of the proposed transmission projects. These projects include
the Crazy Horse Canyon-Salinas-Soledad #1 and #2 115 kV
Line Reconductoring, Camden 70 kV Reinforcement Project
Reedley 70 kV Capacity Increase Project Vaca Dixon
Reinforcement (Rescope), and Diablo Canyon High voltage
miigation. We request the CAISOto take BAMx’s comments on
these projects into consideration as it evaluates these projects.

BAMx comments are being considered while reviewing projects.

1D

California Community
Choice Association

No comment

1E

California Public Ullies
Commission

Staff of the California Public Utlites Commission in the Energy
Division (CPUC Staff or Staff) develop and administer energy

Page 3 of 87



https://stakeholdercenterpub.oa.caiso.com/CommentResponses/EditResponse/b2b4bb3a-fc1d-463e-a0eb-5dc24b59d7fb#_A1B09F5E-F097-4513-895C-0113DA7F1CD6ftn1
https://stakeholdercenterpub.oa.caiso.com/CommentResponses/EditResponse/b2b4bb3a-fc1d-463e-a0eb-5dc24b59d7fb#_A1B09F5E-F097-4513-895C-0113DA7F1CD6ftn2

Stakeholder Comments
\ ’7 CG 1ITorn |0 ISO 2023-2024 Transmission Planning Process Stakeholder Meeting
November 16, 2023

Submitting Organization Comment Submitted CAISO Response

policy and programs o serve the public interest advise the
CPUC, and ensure compliance with CPUC decisions and
statutory mandates. The CPUC Energy Division Staff provide
objectve and expert analyses that promote reliable, safe, and
environmentally sound energy services at just and reasonable
rates for the people of California.[1] Further, CPUC Staff
advocate on behalf of California ratepayers at the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), under whose
jurisdiction the 2023-2024 Transmission Plan would fall.

CPUC Staff appreciate tis opportunity to comment and with
these comments CPUC Staff seek clarification about load
forecasts, the accuracy of costestimates, assumptions that
projects are in-service, the need and cost efiectiveness of
certain projects, and any actions to reduce delay or expedite
transmission project development CPUC Staff also request
updates on projects as they become available along with
adequate time fo review information.

Martin-Millbrae 60 kV Area Reinforcement project (Greater
Bay Area)
During the presentation of the Martin-Millbrae Reinforcement toﬁg f;)ar;cea%rtésceai{n e CAISObasa casesare developed by PGAE, soft
project, PG&E stated tat they stand behind the load forecast
and the base case used, as it aligns with the near-term growth
they also forecast CPUC Staff would like clarification on
whether the “load forecast' mentioned by PG&E is the load
forecast used by the CAISO or another PG&E-determined load
forecast

PG&E AACE Level 5 Cost Estimation

Muliiple stakeholders asked for elaboration on how PG&E will The CAISO willwork with PG&E to provide information regarding the AACE
refine cost estmates from the inital AACE Level 5100% Level 5 estimates.

contingencies. CPUC Staff also request that PG&E provide
additonal information on the methodology used to determine
how the AACE Level 5 cost estmates are further refined and
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Submitting Organization

Comment Submitted

CAISO Response

what tmeline PG&E uses to provide the refnements. As the
TPP enters the later stages of the process, it's important for
stakeholders to have the ability to consider projects with a more
accurate representaion of their costs.

California Public Uliiies

The Public Advocates Ofice at the California Public Utliies

Commission (Cal Advocates) provides these comments on the
transmission project recommendations presented at the 2023-
2024 Transmission Planning Process Stakeholder meeting on

1F ig\r;:)gszéslog&cl:ubhc November 16, 2023. Cal Advocates is an independent
ratepayer advocate with a mandate to obtain the lowest possible
rates for utlity services, consistent with reliable and safe service
levels and the state’s environmental goals.[1]
16 California Western Grid No comment
Development, LLC
H California Wind Energy Please see CalWEA's response to question 6.
Association
The three recommended reliability projects for the North Region | The CAISO's understanding is that the lower end is the planning level cost
_ have an estmated cost of between $51 milion and $102 estmate and the higher end is with the 100 % contingency. The CAISO will
g | Center for Energy Eficiency |\ " CEERT recommends that he CAISO require more work with PG&E to getmore dlarity onthe cost esimates.
and Renewable Technology : , , :
precise project cost esimates from PG&E before approving
reliability projects.
1J | Gallain Power Parters No comment
1K | Golden State Clean Energy | No comment
1L | Gridliance West LLC No comment
The IEP has no comments on the specific Reliability Project The comment has been noted.
proposed for less than $50 million in the North Region of the
State. IEP wants to emphasize the importance of maintaining
M Independent Energy approvals throughout each TPP cycle. Approval of a
Producers Association transmission project sends marketsignals to developers that this
project will go forward and habitually maintaining tese
approvals will ensure generaton comes online fimely to meet the
state’s GHG reduction and electrificaion goals.
N Kern —Southland Energy No comment
Link LLC
10 Natural Resources Defense | No comment
Council, Inc.
1P | New Leaf Energy No comment
1Q_| NextEra Energy Resources | No comment
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Submitting Organization Comment Submitted CAISO Response

1R RWE Renewables No comment
1s Sonon]a Clean Power No comment

Authority
1T | Terra-Gen, LLC No comment
U The Nature Conservancy of | No comment

California
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2. Please provide your organization’s comments on the Recommended Reliability Projects less than $50 million for the

South Region.

No | Submitting Organization Comment Submitted CAISO Response
2A | AES No Comment
Avantus concurs with SCE’s recommendations on the proposed | SCE appreciates Avantus question. SCE acknowledges that the field of grid-
three (3) Reliabiity upgrades. However, the details on the other | forming inverters (GFMI) is rapidly advancing andmay enable inverter-
two projects, Trout Canyon —Lugo 500 kV line and the Eldorado | based resources (IBR) to take a more acfive role in helping SCE maintain
500K bs Short cuduy milgale, re ro provie.Is | DY I 291w snfat B et ol o GEMlon,
CAISOplanning o add that informaton in the next update? amount of IBR seeking interconnection to SCE’s transmission system can
. continue to drive up SCD even with the relatively low fault contribution of
On the SCE Eastern Area evaluation, te results show that the each IBR (either grid-forming or grid-following). Moreover, SCE has no
12 circuit breakers at the Etwanda 230 kV bus will exceed 100% | assurance that GFMI will 1) help reduce SCD atEtiwanda substation and/or
of their rating only in the year 2035. So, can the installation of 2) be adopted by interconnection customers to a level required to defer the
these circuit breakers be deferred by few more yearsinstead of | decision o replace the CBs at Etwanda.
2B | Avantus Clean Energy LLC | 2027? Many technology changes including the future inverter - .
designs (Grid forming inverters) are coming that could affect the SCE usesa threshold of 95% of SCD capabiity to proactively upgrade CBs
short circuit duty on these circuit breakers resulting in a different ?:qﬁﬁgg%bm;?ﬁ;?n?hogﬁ gﬁguqt'r;)‘:g[eﬁ;&“r:“::]y dﬁg@i‘;ﬁggf‘;g"e(;“gggopg
decision on when such repiacement is needed. chain challenges have increased the lead ime for 230 kV circuit breakers)
On the five (5) identfied projects in the SDG&E system, no
information is found in the presentation. Is CAISO planning to
add that information in the next update?
Additional projects less than $50 million dollars that were not ready for
approval atthis time, as well as the projects with estmated cost above $50
million, will be included in the Transmission Plan.
2 Bay Area Municipal No comment
Transmission Group (BAMx)
2D California Community No comment
Choice Association
%E California Public Utilites No comment
Commission
Cal Advocates requests addiional information to explain the SCE thanks Cal Advocates for identifying this cost discrepancy. The correct
proposed $40 milion Etwanda 230 kV Bus Short Circuit Duty ;OSt es:jmate is taF;F:\;IOTimat%y $15 T:Eion,zvhiofbigigqgs %099 'T;li."iOF}OfOF
At ; i iact i e replacementof twelve (12) circuitbreakers ,$3.9 million for
California Public Utliies S?&E:)w!w m,“%zi}sg Sggji(i:lg[vlc}lt -(T\I/S) 2irrc():%cia[sg;jegg;c:[’vli%v(;Ixeiﬁ_onIy the reglacementof line pro(teczion reIays(UC#2(1 1), and 2$137,000for
2F | Commission — Public placing construction oversite. TransientRecovery Voltage (TRV) capacitors are not

Advocates Ofice

service date of 2027. Using Southern California Edison
Company’s (SCE) 2023 Final Per Unit Cost Guide, Cal
Advocates estimates the project should cost approximately
$12.2 million. Cal Advocates arrived at this $12.2 million project

needed for this application.
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Submitting Organization

Comment Submitted

CAISO Response

cost estimate by referring to the unit cost for Circuit Breakers
(without Transient Recovery Voltage Capacitors) and the costs
for Transient Recovery Voltage (TRV) Capacitors for 230 kV
Transmission Lines in SCE’s Unit Cost Guide.[2] We then
muliplied this referenced Circuit Breaker costs at $916,000 by
12, which is the proposed number of replacement circuit
breakers for the project, and the TRV Capacitor Costs at
$212,000 by 4 because TRV Capacitors come in sets of

three. We also applied the Escalation Factor of 1.0272 from
SCE’s Unit Cost Guide for an in-service date of 2027.[3] Using
this method, the project should cost approximately $12.2 million
instead of $40 million. Since there is a $27.8 million diference
between Cal Advocates’ cost estmate and the provided project
cost esimate, Cal Advocates requests SCE explain the method
it used to arrive at the $40 milion costesimate.

2G

California Western Grid
Development, LLC

No comment

2H

California Wind Energy
Association

Please provide short circuit duty information for MiraLoma East
and West 220kV buses in 2025 and 2035 respectvely.

SCE appreciates CWEA's question. The estimated short-circuit levels at
Mira Loma East and West 220 kV sections are as follow:

*Mira Loma East 2025: 61.9 kA three-phase, 54.1 kA single-line-to-ground
*Mira Loma East 2035: 64.7 kA three-phase, 59.4 kA single-line-to-ground
*Mira Loma West 2025: 59.7 kA three-phase, 57.9 kA single-line-to-ground
*Mira Loma West 2035: 60.3 kA three-phase, 59.8 kA single-line-to-ground

2|

Center for Energy Eficiency
and Renewable Technology

CEERT notes that SCE provided precise cost esimates for each
of the three reliability projects identified in the South Region.

The comment is noted.

2J

Gallain Power Partners

Gallatin Power Partners (Gallain Power) strongly supports the
Recommended Reliabilty Project less than $50 million in
Southern California Edison’s (SCE) North of Lugo Area.
Strengthening the SCE transmission infrastructure in the North
of Lugo Area s a positive step towards enabling future
transmission access fo central and northern Nevada renewable
resources that can help achieve California’s decarbonization
efforts at the lowest possible cost In addion to the
Recommended Reliabilty Project less than $50M included in this
cycle, Gallain Power supports the already-approved upgrades
to the SCE Kramer-Victor-Lugo 230kV Transmission System.
and urges the California Independent System Operator (CAISO)
to evaluate further upgrading the system between the Control

The comment is noted.
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Submitting Organization Comment Submitted CAISO Response
Substaton (Control) and the Kramer Substation (Kramer) to
500kV or HVDC, which would oplimize and expand access o
central and northern Nevada’s abundant renewable resources.
2K | Golden State Clean Energy [ No comment
2L | Gridliance West LLC No comment
The IEP has no comments on the specific Reliability Project The comment is noted.
proposed for less than $50 milion in the South Region of the
State. IEP wants to emphasize the importance of maintaining
oM Independent Energy approvals throughout each TPP cycle. Approval of a
Producers Association transmission project sends marketsignals to developers that this
project will go forward and habitually maintaining these
approvals will ensure generaton comes online fimely to meet the
state’s GHG reduction and electification goals.
N Kern — Southland Energy No comment
Link LLC
20 Natural Resources Defense | No comment
Council, Inc.
2P | New Leaf Energy No comment
2Q | NextEra Energy Resources | No comment
2R | RWE Renewables No comment
28 Sonoma Clean Power No comment
Authority
2T | Terra-Gen, LLC No comment
2 The Nature Conservancy of | No comment
California
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3. Please provide your organization’s comments on the MIC Expansion Requests.
No | Submitting Organization Comment Submitted CAISO Response
3A | AES No Comment
MIC studies seem very helpful. In the later part of the o . S .
presentaion, the value of MIC studies become important while Failed” means hat the fransmission system including the previously
performing Deliverabiity Assessment In some scenarios, approved transmission projects cannotaccommodate the MIC increase due
lowering MIC values become a miigation plan to achieve ful to these MIC expansion requests. As a result without new fransmission
Deliverabilty upgrades (notapproved yet) the currentMIC expansion requests will be
B | A Clean E LLC ' denied. If new fransmission upgrades are proposed and approved (partof
vanus Clean Energy this TPP cycle) that are required to mitgate either reliability, economics or

On slides 30 and 31, can CAISO elaborate what “failed” in
Status column mean?

Avantus appreciates performing MIC studies to make
Deliverability Assessmenteven more credible.

policy and if such new transmission projects provide “additional” import
deliverability capability in order to accommodate the MIC expansion
requests than such MIC expansion requests will be carried forward.

3C

Bay Area Municipal
Transmission Group (BAMX)

No comment

3D

California Community
Choice Association

CalCCA appreciates the California Independent System
Operator’'s (CAISO) presentation on the maximum import
capability (MIC) expansion requests. The availabilty of MICis
crical for meeting a variely of load-serving enfity (LSE)
compliance obligaions. Both Resource Adequacy (RA) and
Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) procurement obligations require
LSE to obtain MICfor the portions of their obligations being met
by outof-state (OOS) resources. In additon, the California
Public Utlites Commission (CPUC) has relied upon significant
amounts of OOS wind in its preferred system plans (PSP) that
will require MICto ensure deliverability to CAISOload. LSEs and
developers may be understandably hesitant o investin the
development of new OOS resources when there is significant
uncertainty that those resources will count towards teir
compliance obligatons due to the lack of MICin both the short
and long-term. For these reasons, the CAISO should aim to
provide as much transparency as possible within the MIC
expansion request process so that LSEs have a clear picture of
when, where, and how much fotal import capability will grow in
response to the CPUC’s PSP portfolio.

Thank you for your support

The MIC expansion requestsis a separate and distinct CAISO process
apartfor the MIC expansions drivenby the CPUC PSP portfolio.

The currentMIC expansion data, processes and presentations are geared
towards the submitter of such requests. If CAISO understands you comment
correcly your proposal is that the CAISO discuss both MIC expansions
requests and MIC expansions drivenby the CPUC’s PSP portfolio at the
same fime for a betier “overall view”.
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Submitting Organization

Comment Submitted

CAISO Response

The CAISO should adopt the following enhancements fo
increase MIC expansion transparency:

Provide Details Regarding MIC Expansions Driven by
the CPUC Portfolio: The CAISO did not study several
MIC expansion requests because the requests overlapped
with the CPUC portiolio. With the current level of
information available to stakeholders, te overlap with MIC
expansion requests and the CPUC portfolio is unclear. For
example, the “On-Peak Eldorado — M cCullough 500 kV
constraint summary” on slide 83 includes details on the
afiected interties, the megawatts (M W) of MIC expansion
request behind the constraint, and the amount of
deliverable MIC expansion request MW. The presentation
does not, however, provide a breakdown of te
overlapping CPUC portiolio’s MIC expansion that is
impacted by the constraint or enabled by the mitigation. In
its presentation of policy-driven Transmission Planning
Process (TPP) results, the CAISO should provide
expected aggregate MIC expansion in MW by interfie from
the combined impact of MIC expansion requests and te
CPUC portiolio and their dependency on upgrades or
mitigation.

Update MIC Advisory Estimates with Future
Expansion: The CAISO’s long-term advisory estmates
for import capability are very useful in understanding te
future availability of future long-term MIC. The CAISO
should regularly update these advisory estmates with the
amount of MIC that can be expanded resuling from the
CPUC’s portfolio, when that MIC expansion will take
place, and te proposed mitigaiion or upgrade that will
enable the MIC expansion. Given the PSP’s reliance on
out-of-state resources, the CAISO should seek to provide
stakeholders with a clear picture of how total import
capability will grow so LSEs and developers can move
forward with enough certainty to minimize the risk
associated with securing MIC.

Thank you for your suggestions.

On-going forward bases details regarding approved portolio and MIC
expansion requests driven MICincreases (and their dependentupgrades)
will be provided in section 6.1.2 of the latest CAISO Transmission Plan and
they will also be included in the “Advisory estimates of future resource
adequacy importcapability”.

The CAISO does plan on updating the “Advisory estimates of future
resource adequacy importcapability” with the MIC expansions driven by
both the CPUC portiolio and MIC expansion requestafter they passall the
required deliverability studies (thatis the TPP deliverability study and the
GIP deliverability study). While these CPUC portfolio and the MIC expansion
requestgetimmediately modeled in the TPP deliverability study, currenty
due to pre-established imelines there is a lag in modeling them in the GIP
deliverability studies, They willbe modeled in the nextround of GIP
deliverability studies.
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Submitting Organization

Comment Submitted

CAISO Response

e MIC Associated with Non-CAISO Transmission
Element Entitlements: The CAISO should clarify if there
is any MIC or modeled transmission in the CAISO model
that is based upon an enfilement to a non-CAISO
transmission element that, if the enflement expired,
would no longer be available to the CAISO? If so, the
CAISO should explain how many MWs are ied to these
enftements and at what locations. The CAISO should
also explain when the entifements expire and the
expected process for informing the TPP and MIC
allocation process of these expirations to ensure that they
can be accounted for in the CAISOand CPCU'’s planning
processes.

The CAISQO’s assessmentof MIC expansion requests indicates
that, given the current ransmission system, a vast majority of
the MIC expansion requests studied by the CAISO failed the
TPP deliverability study, meaning the CAISO cannot expand
MIC. MIC expansion would necessitate fransmission upgrades
due to a lack of available deliverability. If a MIC expansion
request resuls in a “fail” of the CAISO’s deliverability
assessments, the CAISO must (1) expand MIC afler the
completion of ransmission upgrades that could result in
additonal deliverability for MIC expansion requests that overlap
with the CPUC portfolio or (2) provide a feedback loop o te
CPUC of MIC expansion requests tat failed but were not
included in the CPUC portiolio such that the CPUC can use
those requests to inform future base case resource portolios for
study in the next TPP cycle. The CAISO has stringent
requirements for studying MIC expansion requests (e.g., LSE
demonstration of an executed confract), so the CPUC should
take MIC expansion requests as an indication that there are high
levels of commercialinterest in the resources at those locations.
As a result, the CPUC should include them as part of its base
portolios for determining policy-driven transmission. Mitigation
alernatives should be selected that enable the MIC expansion
requests o receive full deliverability. This step is essental o
provide ofttakers certainty on project viability and developers

Currently there is MIC established on such entitements. See the first 8
branch groups herein:
htp://www.caiso.comVDocuments/ISOMaximumResourceAdequacylmportC
apabilityforYear2024.pdf

The CAISO hasreached outto the owners ofthese entitements in order to
find details aboutthe expiration/extension dates and the actions the owners
intend fo take at the expiration/extension date. The CAISO will first
catalogue such owner responses and then discuss them with stakeholders
and any affected parties that either currently rely or intend to rely on MIC
over such entiements.

MIC expansion requests alone do not drive new fransmission and if they fail
atbranch groups withoutnew transmission approved for any valid reason
than they just getrejected. If they fail at branch group thatrequire new
transmission for any other valid reason (including a CPUC portolio need)
than they get carried forward in order fo test if the new fransmission
provides additional deliverability in amounts necessary to approve or
partially approve such MIC expansion requests (they have lower priority
compared with the CPUC portolio need).

The CAISO cooperates with the CPUC both direcly and through open
stakeholder meeting in order to make available details abouthow much
deliverability is available and where.

The CPUC takes in consideration more than just the RA confract status
when making decisions aboutthe portiolio, like for example the cost of
transmission upgraders required to make the portfolio fully deliverable. MIC
expansion requests should notautomatically be included in the CPUC
portfolio if alone they drive high costs of new transmission.
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the confidence to move forward with providing resources that are
criical to meeting California’s climate and reliability goals.

3E

California Public Uliies
Commission

CPUC Staff appreciate the efforts by the CAISO to review base
portiolio resources to eliminate duplicate entries and avoid
unnecessary MIC expansions. These efforts protect the interests
of ratepayers and Staff welcome any further engagement from
the CAISOthat it believes could further improve the review
process.

Thankyou for your help and collaboration.

California Public Uliliies

Cal Advocates appreciates CAISO’s transparency on California

3F | Commission — Public load serving entiies’ Maximum Import Capacity (MIC) requests
Advocates Ofice and has no other commenton this topic.
3G California Western Grid No comment
Development, LLC
Some of the undeliverable MIC Expansion Requests could be Future cycles of deliverability studies, including TPP deliverability studies
deliverable once CAISO adopts ifs proposed deliverability will use the delivertatlailily(;r\edﬂwoc_JIo(;ogy avai:able aﬁe(Ff?]e refgﬁm. Mﬁj
T expansion requestalready denied can apply again (ifthey stil meet the
3H nggg?;oxvmd Energy assessmentmetodology  reform. qugliﬁcaﬁon c?'iteria). MIC)(lexpansion req%%zts glready mgving along will be
studied under the new methodology in the cycle that comes immediately
after the new methodology approval.
3 Center for Energy Eficiency | No comment
and Renewable Technology
3J | Gallatn Power Pariners No comment
3K | Golden State Clean Energy | No comment
3L | Gridliance West LLC No comment
M Independent Energy No comment
Producers Association
N Kern — Southland Energy No comment
Link LLC
30 Natural Resources Defense | No comment
Council, Inc.
3P | New Leaf Energy No comment
3Q | NextEra Energy Resources | No comment
3R | RWE Renewables No comment
3s Sonoma Clean Power SCP shares concerns that are detailed in comments by CalCCA | Thankyou for your comments.

Authority

on tis topic.
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3T Terra-Gen, LLC No comment
3U The Nature Conservancy of | No comment
California
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4. Please provide your organization’s comments on the Preliminary Policy Assessment Results for the SCE & GLW areas.

No

Submitting Organization

Comment Submitted

CAISO Response

4A

AES

AES Clean Energy appreciates the CAISO’s assessment of the
Colorado River 500/230 kV constraint and supports mitigation of
this constraint to relieve the 323 MW of undeliverable MWs.! To
mitigate the constraint, the CAISO recommends expanding the
West of Colorado CRAS.2 However, AES Clean Energy notes
that the West of Colorado CRAS expansion mitigation was
recommended for the Colorado River 500/230kV constraint in
the 2022-2023 TPP, but not approved.® This was in part due to
RAS guidelines that limits the amount of MW that can be added
fo an exising RAS to 1150 MW, and West of Colorado River
CRAS has already exceeded this limit Therefore, AES Clean
Energy recommends the CAISO o identfy an alternative
mitigation, suchas an addional RAS scheme (rather than a
CRAS expansion) or adding an additonal 500/230kV
transformer bank at Colorado River substation, to miigate the
Colorado River 500/230 kV constraint This will ensure that
CAISOmeets ifs tariff obligation to meet state, municipal, county
and federal policy requirements and directives, including
renewable portolio standards policies.*

The comment has been noted. The Colorado River 500/230 kV transformer
is an existing monitored element on the West of Colorado River CRAS, and
the CAISOis working with the PTO to evaluate the continued need to add
generation to the CRAS for this contingency following the RAS guidelines.

4B

Avantus Clean Energy LLC

SCE’s Northern Area is becoming a very important generation
pocket with a large concentration of generation exceeding 15000
MW. Avantus strongly supports a very sound mitigation plan to
eliminate chances of “cascading” and at the same ime minimize
generation curtailment for a loss of wo 500 kV transmission
lines in this pocket

Slide 46, last bullet, “generation amount that can be islanded...”,
do you mean “generation amount that can be curtailed?” The
same applies on slide 51.

The simultaneous or overlapping outage of Antelope — Windhub 500kV Line
and Whirlwind — Windhub 500 kV Line without ime for system adjustments
occurs, islands all of Windhub connected generation. Thus, the ISOiis re-
evaluating the maximum generation amountthat can be lost without creating
the reliability concerns mentioned in the Stakeholder meeting presentation.

4C

Bay Area Municipal
Transmission Group (BAMX)

Need for a Method to Reevaluate Need for the Approved
Transmission Projects When Assumed Condition Change

In the Draft 2022-2023 Transmission Plan, the CAISO
considered the approval of the Trout Canyon-Lugo 500 kV Line
with an estimated capital costof $2 billion.[1] However, its
approval was held back in the Final Transmission Plan due to a
leter from Lotus Infrastructure Partners on April 25, 2023,[2]

Inthe 2022-2023 TPP the CAISO was considering the need for the Trout
Canyon-Lugo 500KV line based on the sensitivity portfolio. Normally the
ISO would notconsider recommending upgrades to meet needsin
sensifivity portiolio cases. However, stakeholders have expressedconcern
regarding the lack of available ransmission capability needed to meet the
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which identfied an alternative solution, causing the CAISO
additional tme to assess.[3] If this alternative had not been
proposed at the end of the 2022-2023 TPP cycle, the CAISO
probably would have approved the Trout Canyon-Lugo 500 kV
line as one of the policy-driven fransmission projects in the Final
Transmission Plan. Itis the CAISO’s standard practice to model
all the previously-approved projects in the starting power fow
cases tat are used in a given transmission planning cycle.[4]
So, had the CAISO approved the Trout Canyon-Lugo 500 kV
line in the 2022-2023 Transmission Plan, it would have been
modeled in the 2023-2024 TPP cases as given. Therefore, the
continued need for the Trout Canyon-Lugo 500 kV line would not
have been evaluated in the 2023-2024 TPP.And there would be
no need for a superior alternative.

Since the Trout Canyon-Lugo 500 kV line was not approved in
the 2022-2023 TPP,the CAISOis evaluaiing whether that
project is the most effiecive mitigation solution in the current
TPP.During the November 16" stakeholder meefing, the
CAISO, while presenting the preliminary policy assessment for
the East of Pisgah Interconnection area, indicated tat they are
evaluatng the need for solutions to address some deliverability
constraints. However, the Trout Canyon-Lugo 500 kV line project
may or may not be the solution that would be needed to address
those deliverability constraints. These preliminary findings
indicate that a combination of the change in the resource
portiolios, especially in the VEA area and the Southern Area
Reinforcement projects[5] approved in the 2022-2023
Transmission Plan, has reduced or eliminated the need for a
major project like the new Trout Canyon-Lugo 500 kV line.

BAMXx believes this is an example of the need o reexamine the
appropriateness of projects, even if they have been previously
approved. BAMXx has been asking the CAISO to be open to
such areevaluation for many years. A good example of the
benefits of such re-examination was when the need for
previously approved PG&E projects was reevaluated in 2016-
2018. CAISO’s effort resulted in over $3 bilion of project

State’s GHG reduction goals, so the ISO was looking for opportunities to
expedite ransmission development. As described in the comments, a
competing alternative was proposed and the approval was postponed.

Inthe 2023-2024 TPP the portiolio had less generation in the VEA area, so
the need was not as pronounced asitwasin the previous TPP. Therefore,
the generation dispatch in the area was refined in the 2023-2024 analysis
and found that the need wasmarginal. As a result, the decision to propose
the approval ofany upgrades in the area was further postponed.

A review ofthe 2024-2025 resource portfolios indicates that the need for
upgradesin this area is highly likely.

The CAISO has previously responded fo a similar comment  The CAISO
agrees that when circumstances materially change in a way thatis likely to
change the previously identfied need for a project, then it will be considered
for reevaluation. Stakeholders, can provide comments if they believe
specific circumstances have changed.
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cancellations and scope reductions. BAMx requests the CAISO
develop a stakeholder process to define a set of circumstances
when such reevaluaton would occur. We understand that tere
would be limitations to such a reevaluation process. Project cost
could be one such criterion. Of course, regulatory issues like
PTO recovery of costs for an abandoned project would need to
be considered. But ratepayer costs to reimburse for early
feasibility work would be more than offset by not having to build
a project or selecting a betier alternatve with the latest
information on the need for projects. Aless desirable alternative
to a separate process may be to allow addional tme to
investigate the above proposal during the development of a plan
for the next planning cycles. If this vehicle is chosen, muliiple
stakeholder meetings should be scheduled.

Regarding the Trout Canyon-Lugo 500 kV line project, BAMX,
therefore, recommends that the CAISO deploy the following
approach in its determination of the fransmission need. Check
whether the other transmission projects (e.g., the Southern Area
Reinforcement projects in 2022-2023 TPP under consideration
for approval lower or eliminate the need for a given project (e.g.,
Trout Canyon-Lugo 500 kV line project). This analysis will
require the CAISOto model a case with and without the Trout
Canyon-Lugo 500 kV line project, assuming that the Southern
Area Reinforcement projects are online to verify whether the
Trout Canyon-Lugo 500 kV line is genuinely needed to address
certain deliverability constraints. A similar approach should be
implemented to confirm the need for all previously approved
projects. If limited bandwidth to review and confirm the need for
all previously-approved fransmission projects in every planning
cycle is a constraint, then the CAISO needs to develop criteria o
select a ransmission project for reevaluation in consultaion with
the stakeholders.

California Community No comment
4D . -
Choice Association
PR SR SCE Northern Interconnection Area The ISO will update stakeholdersiif the assessment shows a difierent
4E gglrlrf?%ni?sisnuulc Utlifes Windhub Area ExportConstraint Transmission Capability Estmate and if

policy ransmission upgrades are needed.
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During the November 16% stakeholder meeting, the CAISO
discussed how important the Windhub system was o prevent
the loss of 3000-6000 MW of generating resources identiied in
the SCE Northern Interconnection Area analysis. CPUC Staff
would appreciate further updates as the CAISO re-evaluates the
islanding situation at the Windhub Substation, particularly as
policy-driven fransmission mitgaton options are explored.

SCE North of Lugo (NOL) Interconnection Area

Analysis presented for the SCE NOL Interconnecton Area
presentaton assumed all approved 2022-2023 TPP projects o
be in-service. With the tendency for delays in TPP-approved
projects, this assumption concerns CPUC Staff. Please provide
additonal information and justiication on why this approach is
used and if analysis was also performed with assumptions that
some percentage of 2022-2023 TPP projects will not be in-
service.

The ISO performs studies with all approved projects modeled based on their
expected in-service date. This approach allows the ISO fo determine
whether the previously approved upgrades areadequate to meet the current
need. The ISO monitors the progress ofapproved transmission projects; if
the expected ISD of a project changes, studies in subsequentTPP cycles
will be performed based on the updated expected ISD.

4F

California Public Uliliies
Commission — Public
Advocates Ofice

Cal Advocates appreciates that CAISO considered protection
schemes and energy storage as possible mitigation options to
address deliverability issues with the preferred system portolio
in its analysis this TPP cycle.[1] Cal Advocates recommends
CAISO also consider other grid enhancing technologies such as
smartwires and increasing line or equipment ratings to address
potential deliverability issues. These options would be more
cost efficient for ratepayers than reconductoring and, for this
reason, should be evaluated before reconductoring is
considered as a possible mitigaton opon. The Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) also recommends that public
ufility transmission providers consider whether adding dynamic
line ratings or advanced power flow control devices to existing
transmission faciliies could meet the same fransmission need
more efficienly or costefiectively than a new fransmission

facility.[2]

The comment has been noted.

4G

California Western Grid
Development, LLC

See response o question 8
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California Wind Energy

Some of the upgrade needs shown for the sensitivity portfolios in
the previous TPP cycleare not present in tis cycle even though
the base portolio is similar to the previous sensitivity portolio.
CalWEA urges CAISO o post the study base cases as soon as
possible to support stakeholders’ understanding of

the underlying reasons for this discrepancy. The Lugo-Victorville

IPP DC flow was 2000MWin 2022-2023 TPP study and 1500MWin 2023-
2024 TPP study. The base cases and other study input fles for each study
area have been posted to the ISO MarketPartcipant Portal.

4H Association 500kV overload is no longer reported in the study, eliminatng

the need for Lugo-Trout Canyon 500kV upgrade. Many

generation interconnection projects are relying on this upgrade

fo obtain deliverability. In addion to the factors that CAISO

mentoned on the call impacting te study results, please provide

a comparison of IPP DC fow in the deliverability assessment

between the two cycles, which may explain the discrepancy.

CEERT notes that the PG&E portion of the Midway to Whirlwind Dynamic Line Ratings generally cannotbe considered as a long-term

500 kV line will be overloaded during normal operating soluion since ambient condiions have a stochastic behavior and itis

condiions. CEERT recommends that the CAISO evaluate the challenging o predict them with years in advance. Thus, deterministically

use of dynamic line raings for this overloaded line as an established conditions are assumed during the policy assessment.

alternave mitgaon measure.

The CAISO has also observed that transmission upgrades could | |n slide 50, the 1SO proposed a preliminary transmission alternative tat

be considered as a miigaiion option for tis overloaded line if could be evaluated and consists of bypassing the series capacitor of the

they also provide economic benefits. However, the CAISO does | Midway-Whirlwind 500 kV line and increase the rating on SCE’s segment
A Center for Energy Eficiency | not specify what ransmission upgrades should be evaluated for | by eliminaiing the line ground clearance restriction. Other alternatives could

and Renewable Technology | potential economic benefits. CEERT assumes tat a possible | also be explored, and ifthat is the case, they will be described in the draft

miigation could be the reconductoring of the Midway to 23-24 TPPreport

Whirlwind 500 kV line. If that mitigation is under consideration

CEERT recommends that the CAISO evaluate advanced

conductors to replace the standard ACSR conductor.

CEERT also recommends that dynamic line ratings be

considered for the elements that are overloaded in the North of

Lugo Interconnection Areain conjunction with the expansion of

remedial action schemes.

Gallatin Power understands that CAISO’s analysis shows that all | As notedin the comment the NOL area deliverability assessment, which

portolio resources in the SCE North of Lugo area are was performed with the $482 million Lugo-Victor-Kramer 230 kV Upgrades
4J | Gallatn Power Partners deliverable C. However, Gallain Power also recognizes the that were approved in the 2022-2023 TPPmodeled, indicated that e 2023-

significant discrepancy in resource portfolios when comparing
the 2023-2024 TPP Resources Portfolios, 20-Year Transmission

2024 TPP portolio resources in the area are deliverable with existing or
expanded RAS. ThelSO cannotrecommend transmission upgrades that
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Outiook’s “2045 Scenario”, and the 2023 California Public Utility
Commission (CPUC) Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) Preferred
System Portiolio (PSP)/2024-2025 TPP Proposed 25 MMT
Core Case”’. The table below provides a comparison of the wind
resource types included in the resource portiolios utlized by the
2023-2024 TPP, 20-Year Transmission Outiook and currenty
proposed to be used in the 2024-2025 TPP.

Resource Type (2023-2024 2023-2024 TPP |20-Year Proposed 25 MMT |Proposed 25
TPP Base OSW Sensitivity[Transmission Core Case 2035 |MMT Core Case
Portfolio 20352035 [Outlook 2045 (2024-2025 TPP) (2045 ( 2024-
Scenario 2025 TPP)
(MW)[1] (MW) [2] (MW)[4]
(MwW)[3] (MW) [5]

Offshore Wind 4,707 13,400 20,000 3,855 4,531

[Wind 3,074 3,074 3,074 5,129 10,362

Out of State Wind 5,618 5618 12,000 5,268 10,204

The significant decrease in forecasted offshore wind included in
the proposed 25 MMT Core Case will further increase the
demand for on-shore wind, geothermal and solar. Gallatn Power
understands tat the CAISOis in a precarious situation by being
well underway with the 2023-2024 TPP with the knowledge that
the resource portiolio for the next TPP cycle is proposed to differ
significantly in both resource type and location. Over 5 GWs of
the Wind in the 25 MMT Core Case is identified as being
mapped in Southern Nevada. Insofar as it is possible from a
regulatory and policy standpoint, Gallain Power recommends
that the CAISO be forward thinking and proactive when
completing the 2023-2024 TPP analysis by keeping the
proposed 25 MMT Core Case in mind, specifically the change in
wind locations and the fransmission development necessary to
enable it

The U.S. Department of Interior (DOI), Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) and Argonne National Laboratory prepared
amap ftled “Wind Resources, Exclusions, and Resource
Sensitivites on BLM Administered Lands in Nevada’[6] which

are notfound to be needed for the base portolio the CPUC provided for the
2023-2024 TPP. Some ofthe additional considerations mentioned in the
comment are applicable if the currentbase portolio friggers a fransmission
upgrade. The 2024-2025 TPP will determine whether additional upgrades
will be needed inthe NOL area to supportthe 2024-2025 portfolio.

Page 20 of 87



https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/Comments/AllComments/56c4c97f-df38-4550-88a4-c30b3e0660d8#_51CA6497-A607-4C6E-8F09-56A2F3C5BCDEftn6

Stakeholder Comments
\ ’7 CG 1ITorn |0 ISO 2023-2024 Transmission Planning Process Stakeholder Meeting
November 16, 2023

Submitting Organization Comment Submitted CAISO Response

ilustrates the substantial wind potential areas in central and
northern Nevada, with fewer permiting considerations than in
the southern Nevada region. Although parts of southern Nevada
have a strong wind resource, a significant amount of these lands
are in “Excluded Areas” or identfied as requiring “High Level of
Siting Consideration”, which significanty limits the amount of
development that can occur. Whereas, central and northern
Nevada show strong wind resource with more land identfied as
having “Moderate Level of Siing Considerations” while also
having close proximity to California. Itis important to note that
the wind speed data presented in the map assumes a wind
turbine heigh of 80 meters. Even with a relatively low hub height
of 80 meters, there are 6,788,647 acres of BLM land with a wind
speed of 5 m/s or greater that have a “Moderate Level of Sifing
Considerations”. Almost all of the land is located in central or
northern Nevada. Wind development interest in central and
northern Nevada is already very high. As of November 2023, the
BLM Mineral & Land Records System showed 22 active Nevada
wind projects within the BLM Bristlecone Field Ofice, Eagle
Lake Field Ofice, Humboldt River Field Ofice, Sierra Front Field
Ofice, Stillwater Field Ofice, Tonopah Field Ofice, and Wells
Field Ofice territories.[7]

Central and northern Nevada also have substantal potential for
geothermal energy. A map prepared by the Natonal Renewable
Energy Laboratory (NREL) tfled “Geothermal Resources of the
United States®lillustrates the relative favorability for geothermal
potential in the greater Nevada area. Favorability is generally
greatest in northwestern Nevada, with high favorability ratings in
Esmeralda County continuing to the north. Esmeralda County
can be viewed as the gateway for California into the strongest
geothermal potental area in Nevada, directly abuting Mono and
Inyo counties to the west, and lying only approximately 50 miles
from the SCE’s Control Substation near Bishop, California. On
November 14, 2023, the BLM held a compefiive lease auction
for geothermal leases[9], predominanty in central and northern
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Nevada, through which 96,605.5 acres of BLM lands were
secured by geothermal developers.[10]

Esmeralda County is also a center for solar development in
Nevada. As of November 2023, there are 14 active applications
for large-scale solar and storage facilies on BLM lands in
Esmeralda County, totaling over 11,000MW. This area is
particularly atractive for solar development due fo its strong
solar resource, low environmental and cultural sensitivity and te
low-cost land lease rates available on BLM lands.

Furthermore, Gallatin Power would like to draw atienion fo the
Energy Community designation for almost the entre state of
Nevada. This classification renders the region eligible for bonus
Investment Tax Credit (ITC) and Production Tax Credit (ITC)
under the Inflaion Reducton Act The U.S. Department of
Energy maintains an interactive online map identfying the
Energy Community Tax Credit Bonus locations™ and as of
November 2023 the majority of Nevada qualifies. Leveraging the
federal Energy Community bonus incentive would lead to lower
cost renewable energy resources for California ratepayers when
compared fo wind resources in states without Energy
Community status, suchas Idaho.

Given the substantial resource potental and amount of
development activity in central and northern Nevada, Gallatin
Power would like to urge the CAISOto consider further
expanding transmission infrastructure in the North of Lugo area
in California towards Nevada. CAISO has already identified and
approved incremental fransmission projects in tis area, which
when combined and optimized could enhance access to central
and northern Nevada’s abundant resources. Notably, the 2022-
23 CAISO Transmission Planning Process (TPP) approved
upgrades to the Southern California Edison (SCE) Kramer-
Victor-Lugo 230kV Transmission System, indicating a path
toward accommodating a greater influx of resources from the
North of Lugo area. An upgrade to 500kV was also studied and
had an estmated costof $700 million, a relatively small
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incremental cost compared to the $482 million for the approved
230kV upgrades.[12]

SCE s also currenty in the CPUC/CEQA permiting process for
the Ivanpah-Control 115kV upgrade project to meet ransmission
line safety and reliability requirements, which includes a rebuild
of the system from the Control Substation near Bishop,
California (roughly 50 miles from the Nevada border) to the
Kramer Substation.!8l SCE has already completed
environmental and cultural studies for tis upgrade and has
made substantal progress in the permiting process. The
currently contemplated Control to Kramer 115kV rebuild and the
Kramer-Victor-Lugo 230kV upgrades should be “leapfrogged”
and instead upgraded to 500kV or High Voliage DC (HVDC)
lines. By taking advantage of existing rightofway (ROW)and
the significant environmental and permiting work already
underway, increasing fransmission access from North of Lugo
towards Nevada could be completed in a more timely and lower
cost manner when compared to building a greenfield
fransmission line to access out of state resources.

Further, the 2022 CAISO 20-year Transmission Outiook
identifies a Lugo to LA Basin HVDC upgrade at an estmated
cost of $1billion as necessary to meet the requirements of
SB100.04 Considering tis identified future upgrade at Lugo, it
may be appropriate o build HVDC lines from Control to Lugo.
These three identfied upgrades present an opportune
foundation o develop arobust fransmission network info
Nevada through the North of Lugo study area, providing access
fo a diverse range of low-cost renewable resourcesin a timely
manner.

Gallatn Power frmly believes that strategic consideration of
central and northern Nevada's wind, solar and geothermal
potential, coupled with transmission enhancements, will not only
help to achieve California’s decarbonizaton goals at a lower cost
and on a faster imeline, but also ensure a more resilient and
efficient ransmission grid for the region.
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4K

Golden State Clean Energy

No comment

4L

Gridliance West LLC

Trout Canyon-Lugo 500 kV Project

GridLiance West(GLW) appreciates that CAISOis continuing to
evaluate the Lugo-Victorville constraint and area solutions,
especially the Trout Canyon-Lugo 500 kV project The Lugo-
Victorville constraint remains a significant impediment, adding
costs to renewable project solutons, and impacing the
allocation of deliverability to projects on the GLW system and
from surrounding systems. Itis essential to address the Lugo
area constraint to resolve the delivery issues between southern
Nevada and southern California, enhance the reliability of the
CAISO grid in the region, and improve imports through Eldorado
and other significant desert area fie points.

The Trout Canyon-Lugo 500 kV project is the most cost
efiectve soluon to meet the following policy-driven needs:

1. Mitgate the Lugo-Victorville 500 kV area constraint

2. Mitgate the GLW 230 kV area constraints

3. Improve the deliverabilty of GLW- and VEA-area
resources and enable access to Nevada's solar and
storage-rich areas, as well as to geothermal development
sites in southern Nevada

The need for the Trout Canyon-Lugo 500 kV project is further
reinforced by the generation mapped by the California Public
Utliies Commission’s (CPUC'’s) Integrated Resource Plan
(IRP). The 2023-2024 CPUC base portiolio highlights the need
for improved deliverability in the southern Nevada region.
Specifically, there are 5,400 MW of resources (3,690 MW of Full
Capacity Deliverability Service (FCDS)) mapped to Trout
Canyon and north, and over 9,000 MW of FCDS resources east
of Pisgah. Additonally, the CPUC's preliminary mapping for the
2024-2025 TPP shows a high level of mapped resources in
these areas. If not addressed, tis is likely to cause the Lugo—

Inthe 2023-2024 TPP the portiolio had less generation in the VEA area, so
the need was not as pronounced asitwasin the previous TPP. Therefore,
the generation dispatch in the area was refined in the 2023-2024 analysis
and found that the need wasmarginal. As a result, the decision to propose
the approval ofany upgrades in the area was further postponed.

A review ofthe 2024-2025 resource portfolios indicates that the need for
upgradesin this area is highly likely.
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Victorville constraint to bind again in the 2024-2025 TPP, and
Trout-Lugo will again be required.

There have been other solutions identiied in the past to resolve
the Lugo—Victorville constraint, but none provide the samelevel
of policy and economic benefits o te deliverability constraints
of generation in the Eldorado Valley and southern Nevada as the
Trout Canyon-Lugo 500 kV project Additionally, CAISO had
previously estmated the Trout Canyon-Lugo 500 kV line project
fo costaround $1,500 to $2,000 million ($8.33M/Mile to
$11.11M/mile). However, the actual costof the project is likely to
be lower, considering the cost per mile of comparable
transmission projects that were procured competitvely, such as
Harry Allen-Eldorado ($3.4 M/mile) and SWIP North
($3.8M/mile).

Other alternatives to the Lugo-Victorville constraint currently
considered include:

e Eldorado-Lugo 500 kV No.2 Line: This alternatve
provides similar results in mitigating the Lugo-Victorville
500 kV area constraints as Trout Canyon-Lugo. However,
it was not considered a viable miigaton by CAISO
previously because this option would require additional
transmission upgrades o address GLW area constraints,
and it would include an excessive number of line crossings
in a very congested area. In additon, the cost estmate of
the Eldorado-Lugo 500 kV No.2 line project was
previously estmated by CAISOto be approximately $2.1
billion. With the Eldorado—-Lugo 500 kV No. 2 line option,
there is also aneed 1o build a second Sloan Canyon-
Eldorado 500 kV line, which has a cost estmate of $14
million and includes anincrease in line crossingsin a very
congested area.

e Remedial Action Schemes (RAS): A new Trout Canyon
RAS has been identfied by CAISO as a potential
mitigation. This would be the 4" RAS put on GLW'’s
system, with the other RAS at Sloan Canyon, Innovation,
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and Gamebird. While RAS, in general, play an important
role in ensuring grid stability, tey are best viewed as
complementary to, rather than substitutes for, long-term
transmission solutions. Additionally, having too many RAS
on the GLW system, especially when considering the size
of GLW’s queue (~21 GW) and even more commercial
interest in the area, creates serious grid planning and
operational challenges for GLW. Lasty, new fransmission
such as Trout Canyon-Lugo will help offset existing and
future RAS, improve system reliability, and enable future
renewable integration.

GLW urges CAISO to approve the Trout Canyon-Lugo 500kV
project in the 2023-2024 TPP as a solution fo boost
deliverability from the southern Nevada region to California load
centers. This projects approval will help GLW fully realize its
value proposiion to CAISO and help achieve California's policy
objectives.

Independent Energy

|EP supports a portiolio of MWs that are deliverable in each
constraint area as defined by the Base Case plan being
analyzed by CAISO. Although the placement of a CRAS on an
overloaded substaton may be a suitable soluton for immediate
need, relying on CRAS for many of the proposed interconnection
projects may lead to more generation disconnections and

Connecting projects to RAS or CRAS to mitigate post-contingency
transmission consfraints does notimpact the FCDS status of the projects.

a Producers Association disruptions to the balance of the grid. IEP recommends for each
area studied, CAISO clarify if the full amount of Full Capacity
Deliverability Status (FCDS) being studied is deliverable through
CRAS mitigation efforts. If not, fransmission solutons to achieve
the Base Case FCDS levels should be the priority over all other
mitigation options.
Kern-Southland Energy Link LLC appreciates the opportunity to | The ISOnotes that the Serrano-Del Amo-Mesa 500 kV Transmission
provide comments on the 2023-2024 Transmission P|anning Reinforcementlwhich includes the new Del Amo 500/230 kV Substaﬁgn,
Process (TPP) update provided on November 16, 2023. was apprgved in the_z 2022-2023 TPPto address deliverability constraints
4N | Kem—Soutland Energy The deliverability analysis conducted for the base and sensitivity tggg /V2V§6ekl\(/jzﬂaﬁ:gﬁg]nﬁ;en(!\AﬂitéoNé)rr(?f]abfASSC\;vl\?gg]—eS,:ﬁ;mng;g(())ll(\lvc?iﬁe were

Link LLC

portiolio as part of the policy-based assessmentdid not identify
any fransmission constraints in the SCE Metro area, even
though previous TPPs with much lower GHG farget resource
portiolios have shown significant constraints in the metro area

approved in the same planning cycle o address deliverability constraints in
the San Diego and SCE Metro areas. The ISO believes these major projects
are the main reason the 2023-2024 TPP policy-driven assessmentdid not
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resuling from retirement of carbon intensive resources along the
coast, especially when gas generation curtailment fom Aliso
Canyon Storage is considered as evidenced by the special study
done in the 2022-2023 TPP. Our preliminary investigaton shows
that an increased amount of BESS siting in the LA metro area
may be masking some of the past frequenty constrained intra-
basin deliverability constraints. For example, the 2035 busbar
mapping report shows over 2,100MWs of FCDS generic energy
storage capacity tat is being assumed to be built in the Greater
LA region by 2035 vs 1,600MWs and 1,200M Ws in 2022-2023,
2021-2022 TPP respectively.

We understand and appreciate the recent policy direction of
beter coordinaton between CPUC and CAISO fo align resource
and transmission planning assumptions as they share a
symbiofic relatonship. We also appreciate how a siting
philosophy to avoid exising known transmission limitaons can
guide more sitng of BESS closerto load in the LA metro area
and we appreciate the value that BESS provides to the system.
However, we want o request CAISO to consider the viability for
limited-duration resources to mitigate transmission constraints
during all hours the constraints may be binding, as well as the
actual feasibility of developing and building BESS at such a
massive scale within the city. For example, development
constraints within urban areas include availability of land, strict
fire codes, noise polluton, and the subsequent effects on the
economics of the BESS.

We believe there is a fundamental need to deliver cheaper
FCDS resources from outside the LA basin area as west info the
LA basin as possible, in order to maximize the exising intra-
basin network that was built to deliver costier carbon intensive
generation. We are developing the Kern-Southland Energy Link
(K-SEL) project to address this through an innovative and
practical solution, via a multi-value project with policy, reliability,
and economic benefits. K-SELintends on repurposing an
existing underground Oil & Gas industry pipeline as the conduit
for the below grade HVDC transmission cable and rightof-way,
enabling the deliverability of cheaper FCDS resources deep into

identify any fransmission constraints in the SCE Metro area that require
transmission upgrades.

The requestregarding the K-SEL projecthas been noted. However,itwas
not consider as a candidate policy-driven projectfor the Metro areain the
currentplanning cycle as no deliverability constraints were identified in the
area that require transmission mitigation.
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the LA basin. K-SELwould be afully networked, mult-terminal 2
GW VSC HVDC line, providing a critical backbone o the CAISO
grid by interconnecting the Midway 500kV Substation — Pardee
500kV Substation - El Nido 230kV Substation providing a link to
coastal LA. Addiionally, K-SELwould provide a path info Del
Amo500kV Substation, with the optionality to tie into the South
Area Reinforcement projects approved in the 2022-2023 TPP.

We request CAISO to study K-SEL for ifs ability to reduce LCR
and reliance on Aliso Canyon storage by providing deliverability
of 2 GW of cheaper resources into the LA Basin without major
upgrades to the inra-basin ransmission system, the ability to
provide voltage support to t coastal LA Basin system, and
economic congestion management benefits from having a
controliable North South backbone DC transmission link.
Addiionally, K-SELwould provide a controllable DC te that
would be wildfre resistant since itis fully underground, tereby
increasing the system’s resiliency and operational flexibility.
Energy Strategies conducted a deliverability analysis to assess
the intra basin fransmission impacts of meefing LA basin LCR
requirements and reduced reliance on Aliso Canyon. The LCR
and Aliso Canyon deliverability study showed tat K-SEL
alleviates the need for major infra basin transmission by
providing a direct source into the LA coast, maximizing the
utiizaion of the existing urban transmission infrastructure.

We would be happy to provide the detailed study report upon

request
40 Natural Resources Defense | No comment
Council, Inc.
4P | New Leaf Energy No comment
NextEra Energy Resources, LLC (“NextEra Resources”)
supports CAISO’s evaluation of transmission solutons 1o the 1) The comment has been noted
constraints in the East of Pisgah Area. The East of Pisgah Area 2) The 2023-2024 TPP study modeled all previously approved
4Q | NexEEra Energy Resources is crucial for public policy solufons given te large amount of transmission projects including all the fransmission upgrades

solar, geothermal, and batery projects in Southern Nevada and
surrounding areas. It is also the gateway for wind generation in
Wyoming and Idaho. The constraints in this area severely

approved in 2022-2023 TPP study. Those topology changes
reduce the impact of certain area generation on the Lugo -
Victorville constraint.

Page 28 of 87




\ > California 1SO

Stakeholder Comments

2023-2024 Transmission Planning Process Stakeholder Meeting

November 16, 2023

Submitting Organization

Comment Submitted

CAISO Response

restrict deliverability of these resources hampering the economic
viability of renewables projects by limifing eligible resource
adequacy available to the CAISO market For tis reason,
NextEra Resources supports the CAISO solution o enable cost
effective transmission solutions, namely the Red-Bluff to Mira
Loma reconducting and Remedial Action Scheme (‘RAS”) hat
will enable Full Capacity Deliverability of Southern Nevada
renewables and out of state wind in a tmely manner. With tat,
NextEra Resources also supports the CAISO’s on-going
commitment o the coninued assessmentof grid congestion in
this area and whether more enduring, comprehensive soluions
are required as out-ofstate resources become increasingly
needed to meet California climate targets.

East of Pisgah is a high renewable resource area that both

ofers diversity of renewable generation resources and
resources that are quicker to market than in-state resources
challenged by longer development tmelines. This is
demonstrated by both the CPUC resource portiolios and the
large number of interconnection requests in the area. The 2023-
2024 CPUC base portolio further reinforces the area’s
deliverability need with over 9,000 MW of Full Capacity
Deliverability Status (FCDS) resources mapped to East of
Pisgah as seenin Table 1, which was a significant increase from
the 2022-2023 base case. In 2022-2023 several overloads were
seen on the Lugo - Victorville 500 kV Line, including a P1
overload in the base portiolio. While fewer overloads were seen
in this year’s case, the generation mapped by the CPUC IRP
coupled with the increased costof offshore wind will have a
corresponding impact that triggers addional renewable and
storage development This addional development East of
Pisgah may result in the Lugo Victorville constraint binding again
in the 2024-2025 TPP, if not addressed in this cycle. Therefore,
NextEra Resources appreciates CAISO’s coninued commitment
fo investgate the Lugo — Victorville 500 kV constraint and
strongly supports CAISO exploring all possible solutions to
relieve constraints over the long-term. To that end, we offer the

The TPD deliverability study will model all CAISO approved TPP
projects.

The comment is noted. The RAS mitigations proposed in the
2023-2024 TPP were in compliance with the updated CAISORAS
guideline.
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following questions and observations to help aid CAISO staff in
their evaluaton:

1) As reflected in Table 1 (below), the sensitivity portolio
models a larger number of megawatts into the Eastof Pisgah
area and consequenty indicates a higher degree of overload
compared o te level of overload captured in the base portilio.
Since the Sensitivity portfolio can be a good indicator of what is
expected in future TPP cycles, NextEra Resources suggests that
the CAISO release the results from the policy sensitivity studies
for the 2023-2024 cycle. This information will enable better
analysis by planners and stakeholders in assessing the
desirability of locating development in certain locations and the
associated risk of overloads and associated lack of deliverability.

Table 1: CPUC East of Pisgah Resource Portiolio

RESOLVE Resource 2022-23 SENSITIVITY
Name 2022-23 BASE Portfolio Portfolio 2023-24 BA SE Portfolio
FCDS |[EODS |TOTAL [FCDS |[EODS |TOTAL (FCDS |[EODS (TOTAL
Nevada Geothermal 440 0 440) 727 0 727 905 0 905
Solar 770 1946 2716 1320 4196 5516 2157 2786 4943
Wind - In State 442 0| 442 442 0| 442 403 0l 403
Wyoming Wind 1082 0| 1062] 1500, 0| 1500 1500, 0f 1500
Idaho Wind 0] 0| 0 1000, 0| 1000 1000, 0f 1000
Li Battery 1228 0 1236 2 0| 271 2689 0f 2689
Wind - Out of State
(Existing TX) 486| 486 486 0| 486 571 100] 671
Total 4436 1846 6382 81886 4136 12382 9225 2886 12111

*Table 1 data pulled from the following sources: ISO-Board-
Approved-2022-2023-Transmission-Plan; Presentation-2023-
2024-Transmission-Planning-Process-Nov 16223

2) Per Table 2 (below), there are fewer constraints overall
identfied in this 2023-2024 TPP study compared fo last year.
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Addionally, the contingency and overload pairs from the 2022-
2023 cases TPP are compared fo the 2023-2024 base case. A
new base case overload of a 500 kV facility is seen in tis TPP
cycle that was not seen last year, while existng overloads on te
Eldorado-M cCullough and Lugo-Victorvile 500 kV lines
diminished despite a similar portiolio size. During the
stakeholder call CAISO suggested that one of the reasons for
fewer overloads (while maintaining similar portfolio size) could
be topology changes in the base case. NextEra Resources
requests that CAISO expand on this further, specifically: What
fopology changes were made? Is there something shifing
constraints from one area o another, including any changes
made on importing flowgates? Will these same topology
changes, that are indicating a higher level of deliverable
resources, be used in the TPD deliverability studies?

NextEra Resources suggests that tere needs to be consistent
treatment and modeling of these constraints across all CAISO
studies.

Table 2: East of Pisgah Overloaded Faciliies

2022-23
Overloaded Facilities Contingency 202223BASE | oo\ gmviTy | 202324 BASE
Fortfolio (%)

Portfolio (%) Portfolio (%)

Eldorado-McCullough 5
line Eldorado-Lugo 500 kV line 100 118.57 1104

Lugo-Victorville 500 kV line  |Eldorado-Lugo 500 kV line 103.5 1256 =100

Sloan Canyon-Eldorade 500
KV line Base Case 100 =100 100.4

*Table 2 data pulled from the following sources: ISO-Board-
Approved-2022-2023-Transmission-Plan; Presentation-2023-
2024-Transmission-Planning-Process-Nov 16223

3) The 2023-2024 TPP study is depending on a higher level of
RAS, partcularly as mitigation solutons (in the Southern
California system). While RAS, in general, plays an important,
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and cost-effectve role in ensuring grid stability by providing relief
to overloaded elements without building more transmission, it is
atemporary soluon commonly ulized to mitgate “near term”
grid issues. Where appropriate, NextEra Resources
recommends that CAISO consider longer term corrective action
plans. The longer-term corrective action plans will provide the
incremental fransmission grid capability to integrate renewable
and energy storage resources more effectively and will also
reliably reduce overloads as observed in the on-peak
deliverability assessment

4R

RWE Renewables

No comment

4S

Sonoma Clean Power
Authority

No comment

a7

Terra-Gen, LLC

Terra-Gen provides the following feedback on CAISO’s
Preliminary Policy AssessmentResults for the SCE Northern
Interconnection Area:

CAISO has provided background regarding the on-peak
Windhub area export constraint and a potential 1o identfy related
policy-driven ransmission mitigation, summarized as follows.

CAISOnoted that an area deliverability constraint has been
enforced to address the voltage collapse and loss of resource
issue described on slide 46 of its November 16, 2023,
presentation. CAISO also noted the constraint was exceeded in
the base portolio under the HSN condition. Due fo the
exceedance, CAISOis currenty re-evaluating the maximum
generation amount that can be islanded at the Windhub
Substation before cascading occurs and based on that
information, may identfy if a policy-driven transmission
mitigation is needed.

Terra-Gen acknowledges CAISO'’s review of this issue regarding
the on-peak Windhub area export constraint Terra-Gen
requests CAISO clarify whether a policy-driven transmission
project would be necessary to mifigate the identified issue or if
there is a possibility to simply increase the on-peak Windhub
area export constraint to address the issue. In general, Terra-

The ISO will re-assess if the Windhub Area ExportConstraint Transmission
Capability Esimate can be increased so the base portilio is deliverable
without miigation or if a policy driven upgrade is needed.

The ISO policy assessment did notfind deliverability issues, inthe On-Peak
scenarios, at Whirlwind, Antelope, and Vincent Areas. Increasing the
Windhub Area Export Transmission Capability, either with the current
transmission or with ransmission upgrades, will notaffect the deliverability
of the base portfolio resources connected to other substations in SCE
Northern Area, butcould increase the competition for TPD allocation for
future generator interconnection projects.
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Gen is supportive of any increase to the on-peak Windhub area
export constraint limit

More specifically, Terra-Gen requests that CAISO specifically
explore the feasibility of increasing te on-peak Windhub area
export constraint limit to levels sufiicient to support flows at
observed levels in its HSN scenario results. Terra-Gen is also
supportive of CAISO considering policy-driven transmission
miigation if deemed necessary and costefiecive. Additonal
policy-driven fransmission reinforcements will also improve
reliability and provide economic benefits, as well as increasing
deliverability for resources behind the Windhub constraint

Terra-Gen also notes that changes to increase the on-peak
Windhub area export constraint limit will have “downstream”
impacts on the deliverability availability in the Whirlwind,
Antelope, and Vincent areas; i.e., increasing the Windhub area
constraint limit will reduce availability of deliverability for
resources in the Whirlwind, Antelope, and Vincent areas. Terra-
Genis among numerous other project sponsors comprising
significant interconnection requests in these downstream areas.
Therefore, Terra-Gen recommends that CAISO also consider
the need for additonal policy-driven transmission projects in
subsequent TPP cycles to ensure adequate deliverability
becomes available to support the TPP portiolio resources
mapped to these areas, including viable projects currenty
requesting interconnection in the Whirlwind, Antelope, and
Vincent areas. This approach is important to incorporate in
future planning efforts if CAISO proposes 1o increase the on-
peak Windhub area export constraint limit to avoid negatvely
impacting te viability of projects in downstream areas.

TNC recommends attenfon to transmission projects with the Deliverability assessmentof the resource portolio provided by the CPUC fr
highest likelihood of successful permiting, specifically projects | usein the 2023-2024 TPP did notidenty deliverability constraints that

that enable high levels of resources tat correspond o areas of | féquire ransmission upgradesin he Vestal area. Resource portolios

low environmental impact TNC's Greenlight Study demonstrates | ransmited by CPUC for the ongoing 2024-2025TPP and future planning
that renewable energy projects in areas of lower environmental cycles will determine whether transmission upgrades willbe needed in the

conflict can be accomplished faster and more affordably. area.

The Nature Conservancy of

4 | Galiornia
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TNC and partners recenty conducted an analysis reviewing
alignment of current and planned transmission capacity, solar
resource potential, and commercial interest in areas with low
environmental confict in the San Joaquin Valley, an area that
the IRP identfies as important for future solar resources. This
information was shared as part of the 2023 IEPR docket TNC
found that Vestal has higher solar resource potental on least
environmental conflict land than available and planned
transmission, so TNC recommends the CAISO consider study of
upgrades at Vestal. TNC also echoes CEERT’s comments on
the broader Central Valley area that these are generally good
locations for the development of solar and batiery projects that
can improve system and local area reliability.
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5A

AES

No comment

5B

Avantus Clean Energy LLC

Slide 91, which circuits are being referred for “wo-hour” rating?
Can you list that rating? How does that compare with standard
“four-hour” rating?

Slide 93, Is the purpose of using “30 minute” raing to gain ime
fo drop generation?

Line rafings are classified as Crifical Energy Infrastructure
Information by the facility owners.

Using 2-hour or 30-minute ratings allows me to do system re-
dispatch to bring loadings on lines back to within normal ratings.

5C Bay Area Municipal No comment
Transmission Group (BAMx)
5D California Community No comment
Choice Association
5E California Public Utiliies No comment
Commission
California Public Utliies Please refer to the comments provided in response to question Proposed mitigation in the SDGE area is to use 2-hour and 30-
5F | Commission — Public number 4. minute emergency ratings. No reconductoring is proposed.
Advocates Ofice
5G California Western Grid No comment
Development, LLC
The two mitigations proposed in the SDG&E area are to use The emergency ratings are being used as mitigation in the
Calfornia Wind Energy shorter-term emergency ratings, which have zero cost CaWEA | deliverability studies already, and will be used in the TPD allocation
5H Associaton urges CAISO to implement the mitigations immediately in the study as well.
generation interconnection process to provide more deliverability
in the upcoming TPD allocation.
51 Center for Energy Eficiency | No comment
and Renewable Technology
5J | Gallain Power Parters No comment
5K | Golden State Clean Energy | No comment
5L | Gridliance WestLLC No comment
a. |EPsupports aportolio of MWs that are deliverable in The proposed mitigaion of using 2-hour and 30-minute emergency
each constraint area as defined by the Base Case plan ratings is sufficient to make the portiolio deliverable without any new
being analyzed by CAISO. Although te placement of a RAS.
5M Independent Energy CRA?S on gn ove%oaded substaﬁo% may%e a suitable

Producers Association

soluon for immediate need, relying on CRAS for many of
the proposed interconnection projects may lead to more
generation disconnections and disruptions o the balance
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of the grid. IEP recommends for each area studied,
CAISO clarify if the full amount of Full Capacity
Deliverability Status (FCDS) being studied is deliverable
through CRAS mitigation efforts. If not, transmission
solutons 1o achieve the Base Case FCDS levels should
be the priority over all other mitigation opfions.

b. |EP recommends for each project proposed, CAISO
should carefully consider the longer-term vision for the
area and choose the mitigation option tat would enable
deliverability of resources, not just maintain reliability.
Transmission upgrades are long-lead tme items, and for
California to meet its SB 100 clean energy and GHG
goals, the state needs to be proactve in building
transmission o enable resources to come online. In
addiion, CAISO’s Interconnection Process
Enhancements inifiaive has a proposal to only allow
interconnection requests in zones with available
transmission capacity. Therefore, ensuring the
appropriate and proactive buildout in the TPP process is
criical. If an upgrade to the transmission system would
solve the constraint, ensure deliverability during imes of
grid stress, and maintain reliability, CAISO should
recommend that option and not overly rely on CRAS.

c. Toensure there are limited delays in bringing generation
online, IEP recommends approving upgrades that allow
the CPUC portolio to be fully deliverable in each zone.

5N Kern — Southland Energy No comment
Link LLC
Natural Resources Defense | No comment
50 .
Council, Inc.
5P | New Leaf Energy No comment
5Q | NextEra Energy Resources | No comment
5R | RWE Renewables No comment
5S Sonoma Clean Power No comment
Authority
5T | Terra-Gen, LLC No comment
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The Nature Conservancy of | No comment

U California
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6A | AES No comment

This analysis is a very thorough job. Avantus has no further

6B | Avantus Clean Energy LLC comments.

Anticipated Significant Changes to Offshore Wind Resource
Selection Requires Revisiting Current TPP Portfolios and
CAISO’s Determination Regarding Policy-Driven
Transmission Upgrades

BAMXx appreciates that the CAISO is evaluating the resource
portiolios that were provided by the California Public Utiliies
Commission (CPUC) in March 2023 to be utilized in its 2023-
2024 TPP.

The latest CPUC IRP Ruling on the 2023 Preferred System Plan
recommends the 25 MMT Core portiolio as the Base portfolio.l!
If it is adopted by the Commission, then it would be transmitied
to the CAISO as both the reliability and policy-driven base case
scenario to be analyzed by the CAISOin the 2024-2025 TPP. As
Bav Area Muricioal summarized in Table 1 below, the Base portiolio in the 2023-
6C T y Area G P BAM 2024 TPP included 1,607 MW of ofishore wind (OSW) resources
ransmission Group (BAMX) | i fhe North Coast area, whereas te Sensitvity portolio in the
same TPP cycle assumedas high as 8,045 MW of OSW. The
expected costs of ofshore wind are now significanty higher
relafve to its competing resources across the modeling horizon
based on the most recent 2023 National Renewable Energy
Laboratory (NREL) Annual Technology Baseline (ATB).2Asa
result, the proposed Base portolio and the Sensitivity portolio in
the latest Draft Base portiolio select no OSW resources in the
North Coast Also, the proposed Base portiolio in the latest Dratt
Base portiolio includes only 4,531 MW of OSW, which is entirely
mapped in the MorroBay Call area (Central Coast). In confrast,
the proposed Sensitivity scenario does not select a single MW of
OSW. As evident from Table 1 below, the proposed 2024-2025
TPP portolios constitute a significant departure fom te past

The CAISOis currently working on developing miigations needed to
supportresource portfolio studied as partof the 2023-2024 TPP. As partof
our final approval recommendations, the CAISO may consider CPUC’s new
decision along with other factors.
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portiolios that require serious consideration in the CAISO’s
current, i.e., the 2023-2024 TPP cycle.

Table 1: A Comparison of Offshore Wind Resource Capacity
(MW) Selected in the 2022-2023 TPP vs. 2023-2024 TPP vs.
Draft 2024-2025 TPP Portfolios.

2022-2023 TPP* 2023-2024 TPP™ Draft 2024-2025 TPP™*

Offshore Wind Area
Base Sensitivity Base Sensitivity Base Sensitivity

Fortfolio Portfolio | Portfolio | Portfolio Portfolio Portfolio

IMorro Bay Call Area 1,588 3,100 3,100 5,355 4,531 0

Humboldt Call Area 120) 1,807 1,607 2,600 0] 0

Del Norte Area 0 0| 0 3,445 0] 0

Cape Mendocino Area 0) 0| 0 2,000 0] 0

Total North Coast 120| 1,607 1,607 8,045 0) [/

Total 1,708 4,707 4,707 13,400 4,531 0|

* htips://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/RecurringS takeholder
Processes/2022-2023- Transmission-planning-process

** https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/RecurringS takeholder
Processes/2023-2024-Transmission-planning-process

** CPUC ED, “2023 Proposed PSP & 2024-2025 TPP Resolve
Modeling Results,” October 5, 2023

BAMx agrees with the CAISO that they cannot make any
assessmenton the draft 2024-2025 TPP portolios untll they are
finalized and provided to them by the CPUC as part of the Final
Decision in the IRP proceeding. However, as the CAISOis
considering approval of ransmission project(s) that are found
needed to meet the OSW resource needs of the Base portfolio, it
needs to be cognizant of the changed circumstances regarding
the economic viability of OSW resources in the North Coast If
the CAISO approves a policy-driven project to accommodate the
OSW resources in the North Coast that could not only prove to
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be a sub-optmal outcome but could also lead to stranded
assef(s) based on the current expectations regarding the cost of
OSW as reflected in the dratt 2024-2025 TPP portiolios. BAMXx
urges the CAISOto delay the approval of any policy-driven
transmission related to accessing OSWin the North Coast until
the CPUC provides clarity based on the above-described
updated information.

This provides another example that would benefit fom the
above proposal to set up criteria for reevaluation of previously
approved projects. If the CAISO does approve some OSW-
related fransmission projects despite knowing there is a
likelihood that 2024-2025 TPP portiolios would no longer require
proposed projects, the CAISO could reevaluate its earlier
decision. Some development costs would have been spent
unnecessarily, but they would be minor compared o building a
project that well-exceeds the need.

Need Cost Estimates of Major Transmission Optionsto
Access OSW in North Coast and Additional Transmission
Upgrades Triggered By Procurement of Humboldt/North
CoastOSW

During the November 17t call, the CAISO verbally provided the
high-level cost esimates for the following three transmission
options.

1. 500 kV AC line to Fern Road;

2. Onshore overhead VSC-HVDC to Collinsville
Substation; and

3. Offshore sea cable VSC-HVDC fo a Substation in the
Bay Area.

BAMx understands that the CAISO will consider the combined
capital cost of these major transmission options and the
additonal fransmission reinforcements that would be needed for
each of the three options to select the most economic
transmission option in the current ransmission planning cycle.

The comment has been noted.
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BAMXx supports the CAISO approach but reminds CAISO that
without the CAISO providing the capital cost estmates for each
of the fransmission enforcements, it would be impossible for the
stakeholders o weigh in on te costeflectveness of the three
transmission options. BAMx understands that the CAISO plans
to provide all the capital costestmates in its Draft Transmission
Plan. However, having preliminary capital cost esimates at such
alate stage in the TPP cycle, provides stakeholders with very
lile tme to provide meaningful feedback and for CAISOto
incorporate itin the Final Transmission Plan. We, therefore, urge
the CAISOto post the capital costestmates of all ransmission
projects under consideration as they become available at the
CAISQO’s secured transmission planning web portal.

Further Technical Evaluation of OSW Transmission Projects
Needs to Be Accompanied By High-Level
Permitting/Feasibility/Environmental Assessment

Integrating North Coast OSW s a challenging objective with
technical, environmental, and scheduling risks. Such risks
suggest value in staging ransmission improvements in a
manner where decisions on higher costand technically
challenging elements are made later in the process once better
information is available. The choice between the terrestrial
alternatives (Fern Road or Collinsville) will likely depend on
environmental factors. It does not appear that these
environmental and permiting constraints have been considered
in the determination of transmission options yet Similarly, the
CAISO needs o perform high-level technical feasibilty and
supply chain issues associated with the submarine cable
option(s). CAISO’s approval of any green-field policy-driven
fransmission project without considering the feasibility
challenges and environmental permiting constraints for
transmission development would be counter-producive.
Therefore, BAMx recommends that the CAISO conduct a high-
level feasibility and environmental permiting assessment before

Given the complexity of these projects, preliminary cost esimates could not
be provided sooner than the draft ransmission plan.

The CEC recently released a reporton an offshore wind ransmission study,
which explores the potential environmental challenges associated with
various alternatives. (htfps://www.energy.ca.gov/data-
reports/reports/ab-525-reports-offshore-renewable-energy (under
Consuliant Reports). The CAISO will take such potental
environmental and permiting challenges into account when
recommending a project to integrate north coast ofishore wind for
approval.
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recommending any particular fransmission project to access
North Coast OSW.

Questions on Potential Mitigation Projects for Humboldt

Area Offshore Wind Interconnection North Dublin-Vineyard line isin series with the Contra Cost-Lone Tree line.

As such, reducing fow on the Contra Costa-Lone Tree secfion will also help
reduce loading on the North Dublin-Vineyardline.
1. Please explain why the Contra Costa - Lone Tree

Series compensation project helps address the P1
overload on the North Dublin - Vineyard 230 kV under
the Base B alternative instead of reconductoring that The feasibility ofre-scoping verses needfor new upgradewillbe looked into
line.[3] prior fo the final recommendations.

2. ltappears that Lone Tree — Cayetano — Newark
Corridor Series Compensation approved in 2022-2023
Transmission is not adequate in addressing the
deliverability issues in the Base A aliernative.[4] Please
evaluate why the reconductoring of the Cayetano - Comment noted.
Lone Tree (USWP-Cayetano) 230 kV line is preferred
over revising the scope of the Lone Tree — Cayetano —
Newark Corridor Series Compensation project

3. Please explore the effeciveness and adequacy of a
series compensation project as a miigaion measure
for the Tesla - Newark 230 kV constraint in lieu of
reconductoring the line in the Base B and Base C
alternatives.[5]

In some cases, the CAISO’s policy assessmentresults do not The main reason is the difierence between the TPP portfolio and the
identify any area-scale deliverability constraints even though te | commercial interest resources in the GIP in terms of the amountand
2023 generalor interconnection and deliverability allocation location of the resources. Other reason is change in the sygtem powerﬂow
procedures (GIDAP) resutied in no deliverability allocaons in patiern caused by aggregate resource modeled between differentregions.

the region o due existing constraints (e.g., North of Greater Bay
California Community or Greater Bay Areas). To ensure that valuable clean capacity
Choice Association that is mapped by the CPUC and under contract with LSEs is not
put at risk, the CAISO should:

6D

e Clarify why the GIDAP and TPP results differ with respect
to the identfication of area-scale deliverability constraints;
and
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e Either provide confidence tat the 2024 GIDAP will align
with the TPP results or expand the scope of upgrades so
that they will align.

6E

California Public Ullities
Commission

No comment

6F

California Public Uliies
Commission — Public
Advocates Ofice

Similar to our recommendations on SCE’s and Gridliance West's
(GLW) service areas, the proposed Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E) area mitigations should first exhaust
consideration of any protecton schemesand grid enhancing
technology (GET) miigations options prior to considering new
wire solutons. Cal Advocates supports CAISO’s inclusion of
alternatives like reinstating 500 kV line rerates, as it is a cost
eflective soluton that addresses potential line overloads in the
PG&E area. Once all economical miigations have been
exhausted, Cal Advocates supports consideration of new wire
soluions that can be compefiively bid.

Regarding Offshore Wind Study Results

Cal Advocates supports CAISO's approach to determining the
most costefiecve option to integrate North Coast ofishore wind
(OSW), which involves investigating four base case options and
four sensitivity options. Cal Advocates requests that CAISO
provide cost estmates for the difierent integration options
presented in the Transmission Planning Process (TPP)
stakeholder meetings to allow for a stakeholder discussion on
these cost estimates. Cal Advocates also requests discussion
on whether investments to support exclusively North Coast OSW
integration should be put on-hold in this TPP cycle. Cal
Advocates makes this request because it appears tat the
Commission may not include North Coast OSW in its portfolio for
study in the 2024-2025 TPP cycle based on preliminary busbar
mapping results.[1]

If CAISO decides to support one of the proposed North Coast
OSW integration options, Cal Advocates requests that this

CAISOwill consider RAS and GET where possible.

Giventhe complexity of these projects preliminary cost estmates could not
be provided sooner than the draft ransmission plan.

CAISQis currently working on developing mifigations needed o support
resource portfolio studied as partof the 2023-2024 TPP. As partof our final
approval recommendations, the CAISO may consider CPUC’s new decision
along with other factors.

The comment has been noted.
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decision be presented in a TPP stakeholder meefing and not just
included in the final plan without stakeholder discussion.

Proposed Projects to Bring North Coast OSW to Onshore
Connections

As mentioned, in the presentation, CAISO did not provide project
cosfs o integrate OSW o connection points onshore. Instead,
CAISOreferenced a 2023 Schatz Center Northern California

and Southern Oregon Offshore Wind Transmission Study for
cost estimates. This report explains that the mostexpensive
option amongst the upgrades considered is “he utlization of
HVDC subsea cables, esimated at $4.0 billion. In comparison,
the overland routes to Fern Road substaton are estimated at
$2.4 bilion, while HVDC injections to Collinsville substation are
esiimated at $2.1 bilion.”[2]

If the amount of North Coast OSW s increased from the base
case amount at 1,607 MW to 8,045 MW, as proposed in the
sensitivity case, Cal Advocates assumes that the integration
costs would increase.[3] To confirm this cost increase, Cal
Advocates request CAISO provide a cost estmate fo integrate
the proposed amount of North Coast OSW in the sensitivity
case.

Possible Financial Impact of Bringing North Coast OSW from
Onshore Connections o Load

Atthe November 16, 2023 stakeholder meetng, CAISO also
presented 10 addional mitigations necessary o bring North
Coast OSW o load. Cal Advocates’ interprefation of the
CAISO’s tariff suggests the following three projects would be
competiively bid, to support primarily North Coast ofishore
wind:[4]-51

e New Fern Road-Tesla 500 kV Line;
e Collinsvile 230 kV Reactor; and

Cost estimates for all the fransmission alternatives and the miigation
measures for the base and sensitvity portiolios will be included in the draft

transmission plan

Once the approval recommendations are finalized, the CAISO will evaluate
projects fo idenfify ones that meet the criteria to go through the competiive

solicitation process.
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o New Eastshore 230/115 fransformer Bank #3.

Competiively bidding projects would reduce the capital costs
associated with reaching California’s energy policy goal and
presents a cost saving opportunity for ratepayers.

Itis worth noting that CAISO’s November 16, 2023 presentation
did not highlight the potential transmission investments needed
fo integrate MorroBay OSW. The policy portolio for study in
this 2023-2024 TPP cycle includes 3,100 MW of Morro Bay
OSW for the base case and 5,355 MW for the sensitivity. For
this reason, Cal Advocates requests CAISO confirm the
transmission investments needed to integrate the proposed
amount of MorroBay OSW. Based on the November 16, 2023
presentation, its seems that only a ransformer at Wheeler Ridge
115/70 kV Transformer #2 would be needed for the base

case.[6]

Financial Impact of OSW Transmission M ifigations

The mentioned 2023 California and Oregon OSW study
estimates that California’s total cost for land-based and
undersea infrastructure costs to support OSW integration from
$5.13 bilion to $12.33 hilion.[7] Cal Advocates requests CAISO
present these cost esimates in the next TPP meeting for further
discussion to clarify the OSW locations and projects considered
in this costestmate. This discussion should cover the
anticipated OSW fransmission costs with the current base and
sensiivity system portiolios for study in CAISO’s 2024-2025 TPP
cycle.

In accordance with the 23-24 portolio there was no additional fransmission
needed fo deliver Morro Bay OSW.

Cost estimates for all the fransmission alternatives and the mitigation
measures for the base and sensitivity portiolios will be included in the draft

fransmission plan

6G

California Western Grid
Development, LLC

No comment

6H

California Wind Energy
Association

CalWEA and other parties are advocating at the CPUC that the
Commission refain at least 1.6 GW of ofishore wind off the North
Coast inits adopted 2023 Proposed System Plan, as was
included in the 2023-24 base case portiolio, to support the
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CAISO’s continued planning for these necessary

upgrades. Moregenerally, CalWEA and other partes are
advocating in the CPUC’s planning process, as we have in the
TPP process, tat te state should strengthen the fransmission
backbone in PG&E’s service territory, rather than continue with
piecemeal upgrades. CalWEA notes that the same overloads in
PG&E’s service territory have been identiied in three
consecutive TPP cycles and CAISOiis stil not addressing the
problem properly.

Specifically, the overloads in the North Dublin-Vineyard 230kV &
Cayetano-Lone Tree 230kV path have been addressed as
follows:

1. 2021-2022: Collinsville 500kV (the mitigation did not work
at all and, in fact made the overload worse since the
Collinsville upgrade doesn’t create new transmission
capacity)

2. 2022-2023: series reactors

3. 2023-2024: reconductor (proposed)

This 230kV path is parallel to the Collinsville-Tesla 500kV path.

The 500kV upgrades from Fern Road to Telsa to support OSW

would reduce flows on the 230kV path as well. Therefore, should

the CPUC restore 1.6 GW of North Coast ofishore wind to the

PSP, these needs should be examined together to strengthen

backbone fransmission capacity in the area, rather than

inefiicienty continuing patchy solutions.

In the unfortunate event that North Coast offshore wind is not
included in the adopted PSP in February, CAISO should refine
the scope of the previously approved Coliinsville upgrade to
include: 1) series compensation reducton on Fern Road to Telsa
path; and 2) up to 20 ohms reactor on Collin-Pitisburg before te
upcoming TPD allocation. The series compensation reduction
will be effective in providing additonal deliverability to generators
in the North of Greater Bay Area and will thus continue making
some progress fowards the state’s clean energy goals.

As the portiolio and OSW landscape changes so does the optimal solution
for agiven constraint Each portolio is evaluated with the latest information
available, which could lead to the evolution of mifigation solutions.

The comment has been noted.
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6l

Center for Energy Eficiency
and Renewable Technology

CEERT appreciates the CAISO’s framing of the analysis for the
base case portolio for North Coast ofishore wind. The four
alternative transmission projects — 500 kV AC line o Fern Road,
onshore VSC-HVDC to Collinsville, ofishore VSV-HVDC to Bay
Area and ofishore VSC-HVDC to Moss Landing are reasonable
alternative transmission projects to evaluate. Eachalternatve
project requires downstream network upgrades to deliver 1,607
megawats of ofishore wind resources from the Humboldt Bay
area in the base case portilio. The sensitivity case requires
substantally more investment in fransmission projects to assure
deliverability of additonal offshore wind capacity from the North
Coast

CEERT notes that the dratt preferred system portiolio

(PSP) currenty under consideration by the CPUC for the 2024-
2025 transmission planning process does not include new wind
resources from the North Coast Atits October 20, 2023
workshop the CPUC presented a supplemental analysis for the
2023 proposed PSP that included multiple sensitivity cases.*

The purpose of tis sensitvity analysis was to consider the
impacts of difierent future resource costs on te development of
an optimal resource portiolio. Given a high level of uncertainty
about future costs for offshore wind resources, the CPUC
explored situations where including ofishore wind selection in
the resource portiolio could be economically justified.

The CPUC sensitivity analyses found that higher costs of
competing resources costs would not, onits own, result in the
selecton of offshore wind in a least-cost portiolio. However, it
did find that if ofishore wind costs are lower than currenty
projected and the availability of non-offshore wind resources is
significantly reduced then up to 4.3 GW of offshore wind would
be selected by 2035.

The CAISOin its November 13, 2023 comments to the CPUC
regarding the dratt 2024 preferred system portiolio (R.20-05-
003) observed tat it would be helpful for the CPUC to provide

The comment has been noted.

The comment has been noted.

The comment has been noted.

The comment has been noted.

The comment has been noted.
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stakeholders with clear PSP reconciliatons in order to
understand changes in planned and expected capacity by
inferconnection zones. The draft 2024 PSP contains zero
offshore wind resources located in the North Coast wind area
and an increase o 4,531 MWs of ofishore wind in the MorroBay
wind area. The CAISOnoted this change and observed that
general stability in resource portolios over successive years is
important to provide a level of consistency in ransmission
planning, procurement, and interconnection. CEERT strongly
agrees with tis observation.

CEERT strongly supports keeping the development of offshore
wind as a future option for California’s evolving resource
portiolio. However, given the uncertainty about the costof
ofishore wind it would be prudent 1o first pursue offshore wind
development in the MorroBay call area where onshore
transmission capacity is already available.

CEERT believes the CAISO should contnue to study
transmission options for the interconnection of Humboldt Area
ofishore wind resources together with other North Coast wind
resources, including those in Oregon, in the upcoming 20-Year
Transmission Outiook report It is our view that it is premature
to recommendactionable policy-driven fransmission projects for
the interconnection of Humboldt Area ofshore wind in the 2023-
2024 transmission plan.

CEERT strongly support the policy-driven transmission upgrades
in the other parts of the PG&E area particularly in the Greater
Fresno interconnection area. For the many reconductoring
projects CEERT requests that the CAISO evaluate the
opportunity to use advance conductors fo increase transmission
capacity and power deliverability on the PG&E system.

The comment has been noted.

CAISOis currently working on developing miigations needed to support
resource portfolio studied as partof the 2023-2024 TPP. As partof our final
approval recommendations, the CAISO may consider CPUC’s new decision
along with other factors.

The comment has been noted.

6J | Gallain Power Pariners No comment
Golden State Clean Energy (‘GSCE”) believes it is important
iforni “ » CAISOis looking at all study areas through multiple lenses including the
6K | Golden State Clean Energy that the California Independent System Operator (“CAISO”) use g y g p g

the 20-Year Transmission Outiook in this ransmission planning
process (“TPP”) cycle o rightsize Fresno area transmission

cross over between policy and economic studies to ensure appropriate
miigations are proposed, which are in line with the future needs.
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solutions that address issues identfied in both the policy and
economic assessments. This is because the mitigaton optons in
the preliminary policy assessmentare not of the scale needed
for future area development and that process hurdles are
impeding this TPP cycle’s ability to recognize future resources in
the Fresno area that should come online within tis TPP’s study
horizon.

In addition, we request CAISO study the Monarch500 kV The comment has been noted.
Transmission Project during the policy-driven assessment This
transmission project is currently being studied by the Western
Area Power Administration (“WAPA”) SierraNevada Region
(“SNR”)in relation to solar and storage projects in the WAPA
SNR queue, and CAISO could engage in a costsharing
arrangement with respect to this fransmission project The
project provides a reasonable policy-driven project for CAISO
that integrates solar and storage while also potentially providing
congestion relief on some of the high priority study areas in te
economic assessment

GSCE addresses these points in further defail below.

Preliminary policy assessment

GSCE appreciates CAISO’s atiention to the Fresno area in its
policy assessment This area of the state provides significant
solar and storage potential on drainage impaired, fallowed, and
water-challenged agricultural lands that will benefit from aland
use conversion plan to develop thousands of megawatts of solar
and energy storage. This land use conversion has garnered
broad support with local landowners, environmental NGOs, and
environmental justice groups but will require significant
fransmission investments to be successful.

The preliminary policy-driven assessment showed a need for As mentioned above, miigations are to be developed to support
fransmission solufions in the Fresno area, as did the preliminary | deliverability of the resourcesin the base portiolio. However, the CAISO

economic assessment tat identfied significant and increasing does givelconslideraﬁon o ﬁndiqg from sensitivity scenario and alsp from
congestion on Path 15 as well as other Fresno area congestion other studies, like GIP, economic and 20-yearoutiook, to find the right,
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that is a high priority for CAISO’s studies. However, the scalable solution 1o the extent possible, that would be in line with future
mitigation options in the preliminary policy assessment that needs.

involve the 115 kV system or other modest upgrades to existing
faciliies will not provide the degree of investment in the region
that will be required to scale up future solar and storage
development in alignment with the 20-Year Transmission
Outlook. Larger-scale investments will allow northern California
to plan for comparable amounts of future resources with the
southern part of the state, especially solar, and increase the
region’s access o renewable energy while also providing
pushback flows on Path 26.

This TPP cycleis faced wih a dificult process hurdie that also | F16ase see aboveresponse.
impacts the policy and economic assessmentin the Fresno area
and broader San Joaquin Valley, which is that the Manning
Substation has been approved fo alleviate area constraints and
will integrate significant amounts of solar and storage that can
feed directly into the 500 kV system, but the CPUC’s resource
portiolios have not yet included expected generation at the
Manning Substation. There are planning process and fming
reasons for this, but that does not mean the new resource
potential that Manning brings should be ignored when designing
the ransmission system needed by 2035. Although Manning is
being modeled and can alleviate constraints, new generation
resources are not currenty mapped to this new substation, even
though Cluster 15 showed an immediate and very significant
interest in interconnecting solar and storage to Manning. New
resources are expected 1o interconnect to Manning within this
TPP’s study horizon tat are in addion to the resources
included in the CPUC’s portfolio, and CAISO should plan for
these additonal resources in this TPP cycle.

In light of our concern that the mitigation options in the
preliminary policy assessment are not of the scale needed and
that process hurdles are impeding tis TPP cycle’s ability to
study resources in the Fresno area that will appear within the
study horizon, GSCE recommends CAISO align the final policy-
driven solutions with the 20-Year Transmission Outlook by right-

Please see above response.
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sizing the transmission upgrades to better meet future needs.
Right-sizing should particularly occur in the Fresno area where
major investments are sill needed to put the area on track with
the longer-term outiook envisioned in the SB 100 Report, and
the 20-Year Transmission Outiook identifies new and upgraded
high voltage faciliies in Southern PG&E o enable the area’s
future solar and storage development

In addion to providing insight into future needs, the 20-Year
Transmission Outiook eflectively examined the bulk transmission
system to study significant in-state resource development
opportuniies. This is in confrast to the CPUC'’s resource portiolio
development process that only considers a limited set of
transmission upgrades when locating resources and is overly
focused on the existing queue and past generation
interconnection studies. Allowing the 20-Year Transmission
Outlook to guide transmission upgrades provides a crucial
perspective not captured in the CPUC portiolio development
process, and it enables future generation interconnection to
move away from PG&E'’s low voltage system and avoid a
backlog of legacy projects and cascading network upgrades.
Besides strategically placed local resources, such as battery
storage, that may provide reliability benefits interconnecting to
the low voltage system, CAISO should emphasize future
interconnection that can directly feed into the high voltage
system.

We appreciate that CAISO has only presented its preliminary
assessmentresults and that muchwork remains before the draft
2023-24 Transmission Plan. Nevertheless, we strongly
encourage CAISO fo look toward the 20-Year Transmission
Outook to rightsize transmission upgrades and ensure the
investment properly considers the full scale of resource
development expected in the region, including from generation

Please see above response.

The comment has been noted.
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interconnection to the Manning Substation and other forms of
commercial interest

GSCE proposed policy-driven_solution

GSCE requests that CAISO study as a possible policy-driven
solufon the transmission project associated with the Fresno
County solar plus storage projects in the WAPA SNR queue
(i.e., the Monarch 500 kV Transmission Project).[1] GSCE
understands that CAISOis aware of the Monarch project from
an affected system perspective, but this fransmission project and
the corresponding solar and storage in the WAPA SNR queue
could benefit LSEs in CAISO’s foofprint if CAISO were fo study
the fransmission project with the view of the transmission
capacity being shared between the CAISO BAA and the
Balancing Authority of Northern California BAA.

The Monarch 500 kV Transmission Project can integrate solar
and storage in the CPUC'’s resource portlios while also
allowing for renewable energy delivery directly onfo the high
voliage system that can access the Greater Bay Area where it is
dificult interconnecting land-intensive renewable resources. In
additon, CAISO’s queue is currently inundated with projects,
and Cluster 14 and 15 projects are not expected to reach
commercial operation for many years. WAPA's queue is not
currenty facing these hurdles and thus LSEsin CAISO’s
footprint could benefit from accessing these resources.

A combination of both policy and economic benefits associated
with Monarch may makeit a reasonable fransmission soluton.
CAISO should examine whether the fransmission project
provides economic benefits related to congestion on Path 15,
north of Los Banos, and potentially Moss Landing-Las Aguilas
that are being prioriized for study in the economic assessment
The project could also provide a transmission soluon to some
of the concerns that CEERT is attempting to address with its
proposed Path 15 HVDC replacement

The comment has been noted.
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GSCE believes there are sufficient policy and economic
reasons o approve this project in the 2023-2024 TPP cycle, but
we appreciate that it is a relatively new proposal and thus
CAISO should provide it with due consideration during the
current TPP cycle or if needed, contnue to examine it in the
2024-2025 TPP or through an addendum study process to the
2023-24 TPP similar to SWIP-North. This appears reasonable
given solar and storage needs in the Fresno area and San
Joaquin Valley should contnue to increase in the CPUC’s
resource portolios (as winessed by the CPUC’s current draft
portlio and the 20-Year Transmission Outiook), and congestion
on Path 15 and north of Los Banos continues o increase in the
absence of new backbone transmission.

6L

Gridliance West LLC

No comment

6M

Independent Energy
Producers Association

|EP supports a portiolio of MWs that are deliverable in each
constraint area as defined by the Base Case plan being
analyzed by CAISO. Although the placement of a CRAS on an
overloaded substation may be a suitable solution for immediate
need, relying on CRAS for many of the proposed interconnection
projects may lead to more generation disconnections and
disruptions to the balance of the grid. IEP recommends for each
area studied, CAISO clarify if the full amount of Full Capacity
Deliverability Status (FCDS) being studied is deliverable through
CRAS mitigation efiorts. If not, transmission solufions to achieve
the Base Case FCDS levels should be the priority over all other
mitigation options.

Connecting projectsto RAS or CRAS o miigate post-contingency
transmission constraints does notimpact the FCDS status of the projects.

6N

Kern —Southland Energy
Link LLC

No comment

60

Natural Resources Defense
Council, Inc.

Generally, regarding the Preliminary Policy Assessments, NRDC
encourages the CAISOto plan toward the sensitivity portiolio.
The base case and the sensitivity portolio have the same 30
MMT carbon goal, but the load forecast associated with 13.4
GW of ofishore wind most closely aligns with the state’s
decarbonization and climate goals. Since we know that we will
eventually need at least this much offshore wind due to
anficipated load growth, and given the long-lead fime to build

The comment has been noted.
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transmission, CAISO should plan toward this case in order to
avoid a delay in upgrades.
NRDC support the consideration of the offshore wind sensitivity
portiolio in evaluaiing transmission needs in the PG&E area. As
CAISQis looking into transmission needs for the PG&E area for
ofishore wind, they should plan for the full ofshore wind
potential for that area because the incremental cost fo build
additonal transmission capacity within existng proposed
projects is low relatve to the cost of expanding fransmission
capacity ata later point in ime.
In the comments below, NLE respectiully urges the CAISO o
reexamine the Gates-Arco-Midway 230 kilovolt (“kV”) line Under the culrrentPorh‘oIio neither of these constraints have been binding.
constraint and the MorroBay 230 kV line constraint—both of Policy mitigations are to be developed primarily to supportdeliverability of
urich he CAISO ot propose approving mitgalons br | (% C20Een e et ot
during e Novembgr 1.6’ 2023 _stakeholder ”]ee“”9 for the studies, like GIP, economic and 20-yearoutiook, to find the right, scalable
2023-2024 Transmission Planning Process (“TPP"). NLE solution o the extentpossible, that would be in line with future needs.
provides several reasons the CAISO should reexamine these Regarding the difference in findings between Policy and GIP studies, the
constraints before releasing its draft 2023-2024 Transmission main reason is the difierence between the TPP portiolio and the commercial
Plan. interest resources in the GIP in terms of the amount and location of the

resources. Other reason is change in the system power flow pattern caused
NLE has redacted all confidential information from the comments | bY aggregate resource modeled in diflerentregions.
below. Concurrenty with submiting these comments, NLE
transmitted a non-redacted confidental version of the comments

6P | New Leaf Energy o the CAISO.

a. Gates-Arco-Midway 230 kV Line Constraint

The Gates-Arco-Midway 230 kV line constraint impacts 90
substations, and nearly a quarter of the CAISO’s queued
megawats (“MW”) ofgenerating capacity through Cluster 14 are
behind this constraint alone.ll The constraint significanty affects
proposed projects in the PG&E Fresno and Kern study areas.
[REDACTED].[2 [REDACTED].2If the CAISO does not approve
Gates-Arco-Midway, this constraint will coninue to be binding
and will prevent Cluster 14 projects in the Kern and Fresno study
areas from qualifying for TPD.
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Further, approving a mitigation for this policy-driven need would
also address identfied reliability-driven needs. The CAISO’s
preliminary reliability results for the PG&E bulk system identfy
overloads o the Arco-Midway 230 kV line under a P1 loss of the
Gates-Midway 500 kV line, as well as under several P6 outages.
Further, the 2024 and 2028 Local Capacity Technical Studies
identfy Local Capacity Requirement deficiencies in the Kern and
Fresno Local Capacity Resource Areas. Approving the
mitigation would address these deficiencies and Local Resource
Adequacy procurement challenges experienced by the load-
serving entities.

Additionally, NLE respectiully urges the CAISO fo further
analyze the policy-driven studies for the Gates-Arco-Midway 230
kV line. The findings of the policy-driven study performed in the
TPP and the studies esimating transmission capability for the
California Public Utlites Commission (“CPUC”) do not appear o
align. The CAISOreleased fransmission capability esimates—
for use in the CPUC’s Integrated Resource Planning (“IRP”)
process—indicating tat the Midway constraint on the Midway-
Q2005 230 kV line, which is a parallel path to the Gates-Arco-
Midway 230 kW line, has 1,099 MW of deliverability available for
Full Capacity Deliverability Status (“FCDS”) resources.l This
transmission capability estimate is largely consistent with the
results from the 2023 TPD Allocation Report® However, the
draft policy-driven studies performed as part of the 2023-2024
TPP do not show a binding constraint for the Gates-Arco-
Midway 230 kV line, despite there being significanty more
resources proposed behind this constraint than available
deliverability. I NLE respectully requests that the CAISO
investigate why the results of these studies do not align and why
the relevant proposed resources do not trigger a mitigation.

Finally, though the CAISO does not consider environmental
justice issues in the context of the TPP initiative, it bears
mentioning that there are a disproportionate number of
Disadvantaged Communites (‘DACs”) located in the Fresno and
Kern study areas . If the CAISO does not approve a mitigation
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for the Gates-Arco-Midway 230 kV line constraint, most projects
in these areas would not receive TPD. This would consequenty
prevent or delay construction of the projects and impede the
community, health, and environmental benefits for residents
within these DACs.

For the reasons described above, it is essential that the CAISO
reexamine the Gates-Arco-Midway 230 kV line constraint
Failing to approve a mitigation for tis constraint in the 2023-
2024 Transmission Plan would result in Cluster 14 projects in
the Kern and Fresno study areas needing to withdraw from the
interconnection queue or proceed as Energy Only .2 This could
significanty impact California’s ability to meetits renewable
energy and reliability goals, as well as the availability of
resources needed to safisfy Local Capacity Requirements.

b. Morro Bay 230 kV Line Constraint

NLE respectully urges the CAISO to further analyze the policy-
driven studies for the MorroBay 230 kV line. The findings of the
policy-driven study performed in the TPP and the studies
estimating transmission capability for the CPUC do not appear to
align. The CAISQO'’s ransmission capabilty estimates for the
CPUC’s IRP process indicate that the MorroBay Looping has
937 MW of deliverability available for FCDS resources.ld This
fransmission capability estmate is fairly consistent with te
results rom the 2023 TPD Allocation Report™! On the other
hand, the draft policy-driven studies performed as part of the
2023-2024 TPP do not show a binding constraint for the Morro
Bay 230 kV line—despite 2,500 MW of resources within the
MorroBay 230 kV boundary. Although a specific Point of
Interconnection is needed to determine the exact amount of
deliverability available for FCDS resources, the capacity in the
policy-driven studies is over 2.5 tmes te estmated available
deliverability for FCDS resources. The CAISO should therefore
revisit the results of these studies.
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Addionally, the mitgation for the MorroBay 230 kV line
constraint is a mult-value asset that would address policy- and
reliability-driven needs that are criical to address for Cluster 14
projects seeking TPD. NLE’s prior comments on the 2023-2024
TPP reliability results advocate for approving a miigaton for the
MorroBay 230 kV line constraint The CAISO’s response o
comments states that the long-term thermal violations in a post-
Estrella Substation configuration were largely driven by load
projection at PasoRobles, and the CAISO therefore
recommends monitoring load materialization.'’2 However, if the
CAISO does not approve the mitigation in the 2023-2024 TPP,
Cluster 14 projects behind the constraint would not receive
deliverability during the next wo TPDallocaton cycles and
would need to proceed as energy-only resources or withdraw
from the queue.8l Furthermore, approval iming will be criical in
this cycle due to the tmeline required to complete te
mitigation.4]

6Q | NextEra Energy Resources | No comment

RWE Ofishore Wind has a leading offshore wind development
portolio in the United States and currenty holds California lease
area OCS-P 0561, one of the Northern California lease areas
auctioned by the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management in
December 2022. RWE appreciates the opportunity o provide
input to CAISO’s Preliminary Policy AssessmentResults that
include various fransmission expansion options for connecting
Humboldt ofishore wind.

6R | RWE Renewables 1. CA!SO sh.ould consider total offshore wipd capacity
available in the Humboldt area in evaluating
alternatives to ensure both offshore wind lease
areas in Humboldt are considered

We understand tat CAISOis considering the following four
options for connecting Humboldt ofishore wind:

e Option A: 500 kV ACline to Fern Road with 4.5GW
path capacity
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e Option B: Onshore overhead VSC-HVDC to Collinsville
with 1.4GW path capacity

e Option C: Offshore sea cable VSC-HVDC to Moss
Landing with 2.0GW path capacity

e Option D: Offshore sea cable VSC-HVDC to Bay Hub
with 2.0GW path capacity

We'd like to highlight that there are 2 ofishore wind lease areas | Sensitivity studies have 8GW of OSW in the Humboldt area and are being

off the coast of Humboldt where the combined generation used fo inform baseline decisions for scalability. The CAISO will propose a
capacity is more than 3GW. With only 1.6GW in the base project for approval fo integrate the offshore wind in the base portiolio but
portiolio and 2.6GW in the sensitvity portiolio, a significant will have the flexibility to be expanded for integration ofhigher levels of

amount of these projects could be left stranded. We therefore ofshore wind n the sensitvity portolio.
request CAISO consider how each option can be expanded to
accommodate the full output of these 2 wind lease areas. The
capacity shortiall is especially acute for all HVYDC options
(options B, C and D) that currenty only have 1.4 or 2.0 GW
capacity, which is not sufficient to accommodate even the
2.6GW sensitivity portfolio and therefore definitely need to be
expanded. Choosing an option that can accommodate additonal
ofishore wind capacity would be a “least regrets” approach that
allows for addional cost-efiectve ofishore wind development

We understand tat transfer path capacity is estimated based on
a high-level assessmentwith simplified assumptions considering
contingencies and maximum generaton tripping allowed. We
would like to request CAISO o provide a more accurate

estmate of injection capacity of each option taking into account
the system losses and the overloads and potential mitigations in
the rest of the system, in light of concerns that there will be
insuficient transfer capacity to accommodate both wind lease
areas.

For each option, we would also like additional clarity of what
POls will be available to connect Humboldt ofshore wind, o
ensure that the options work for both wind lease areas.
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2. The Selected Option must be Feasible from a
Permitting Perspective

As noted in the Schatz Energy Research Center study for
Northern California/Southern Oregon Transmission
Infrastructure: Environmental Concerns and Permiting
Analysis(htips:/efiling.energy.ca.gov/iGetD ocumentaspx?ih=252
695&DocumentContentid=87775), permiting transmission
corridors in Humboldt and Northern California region can be very
challenging for both overland and subsea options. Therefore,
considering the potental development feasibiliies is criical to
ensure the recommended fransmission line can be built and
delivered without significant delays. To the extent possible,
CAISO should ensure that it is not adopting an option that will
ulimately prove to be impossible or dificult to permit

3. Additional opportunities for stakeholder input are
needed before the draft plan is issued in March
2024

RWE thanks the CAISOfor its efforts to refine the Preliminary
Policy Assessment Results toward the draft fransmission plan in
March2024. In light of the questions outined above concerning
the ability of each option to accommodate additional capacity,
the POls available to each wind lease area, and concerns
around potential permiting challenges, RWE would appreciate
additonal opportunifes to provide input on the Humboldt
ofishore wind options prior to the publication of the draft plan in
March2024. Achieving California’s offshore wind planning goal
of 5GW by 2030 and 25GW by 2045 depends on the successiul
development of the existing 5 lease areas in Humboldt and
MorroBay, and it is criical that the necessary fransmission
expansion is adequately planned and delivered.

The CAISO will take potential environmental and permiting
challenges info account when recommending a project for approval.

Due to the complexity of these projects additional details cannotbe provided
prior fo the draft ransmission plan.

6S

Sonoma Clean Power
Authority

A key priority for SCP is supporting local energy project
development to provide clean, reliable, and afordable energy o
SCP’s customers. Transmission is a key botleneck to clean
energy deployment in the North Bay and SCP has appropriately
increased its focus on fracking fransmission upgrades in the
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PG&E territory. The North Bay region could greaty benefit from
the reliability ofiered by battery energy storage projects and has
strong potential o provide expanded geothermal capacity that
will be critical in meeting the state’s decarbonizaton and
reliability goals—both of which are represented in the busbar
mapping underlying the 2023-24 TPP policy assessment In
reviewing te preliminary policy assessmentresults and listening
to the November 16" discussion, SCP offers the following
comments:

Results are Misaligned with GIDAP: The PG&E policy
assessmentresults in the North of Greater Bay or Greater
Bay areas did not identfy any area-scale deliverability
constraints. This is misaligned with the results of the 2023
GIDAP, which resulted in zero deliverability being
allocated in the region due to the Delevan 500 kV and Bay
Area (Contra Costa-Delta Pump) constraints. Although
the 2023 GIDAP did not benefit from the 2022-23 TPP, the
only related upgrade identfied in the 2022-23 plan was a
500 kV series compensation reducion project—which the
ISO stated during the call is not considered a long-term
soluion in TPP planning. Due fo te representation of
contracted resources in LSE plans, the CPUC continues 1o
map a significant amount of resources in the Bay Area and
has assumed the 2021-22 TPP upgrades (Collinsville and
230 kV reconductoring) are sufiicient to enable
deliverability for resources. SCP asks for the CAISOto
provide clarity on why the GIDAP and TPP results difler
and either provide confidence that the 2024 GIDAP wil
align with the TPP results or expand the scope of
upgrades fo ensure that valuable clean capacity that is
under confract isn’t put at risk.

Transparency on 500 kV De-rates: In the evaluation of
Humboldt ofishore wind, the CAISO evaluates reinstating
500 kV rafings as an alternafve for mitgating several
consfraints. During the November 16% call, it was shared
that PG&E recently de-rated its 500 kV lines resuliing in
these constraints. Given the potential impact on

Regarding the difference in findings between TPP Policy and GIP studies,
the main reason is the difference between the TPP portolio and the
commercial interest resources in the GIP in terms of the amount and
location of the resources. Other reason is change in the system power flow
patiern caused by aggregate resource modeled in difierent regions.

The CAISO has been identifying in its assumptions where the studies are
performed using the derated ratings. The CAISO understands that PG&E
has plan to reinstate these ratings and is working with PG&E 1o help
prioriize based on the impacts observed in various studies.
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deliverability and scope of upgrades, SCP asks the CAISO
to provide more transparency on the impact of the 500 kV
de-rates, the studies that have been impacted by the de-
rates (past TPPs, GIDAPs, efc.), and the potential and
necessary criteria for potential reinstattment

Explore Novel Solutions for Accelerating
Deliverability: Concerns were shared on the November
16" call on PG&E’s ability to provide the necessary
resources to execute identfied upgrades. SCP
appreciates the CAISO’s clarification that the PTO’s ability
to perform upgrades is not used as a criteria in identfying
the scope of policy upgrades. However, the iming of
upgrades is dependent on the PTO and upgrade delays
could add considerable risk to valuable clean energy
projects in PG&E territory. Given the concerns about
PG&E resource constraints, SCP asks the CAISO to give
special consideration o opportunies t apply novel
technologies and approaches to PG&E ferritory. This
could include grid-enhancing technologies, strategically
siing batiery storage, leveraging grant funding, or
identfying approaches to expand the scope of upgrades
that can be evaluated for compefiive solicitation. Many of
the upgrades in the North of Greater Bay area involve
reconductoring around the Geysers. SCPis currenty
leading an inifative called the Geothermal Opportunity
Zone (GeoZone) to grow capacity at the Geysers in
parinership with tree geothermal developers and would
be open o partnering with the CAISO and PG&E on
testing novel solutons to accelerate deliverability in this
region if there is interest

GETsare considered wherever feasible atthe ime of developing
appropriate mifigation. The CAISOis working with PTOs and state agencies
to help track progress ofimplementation of approved projects and provide
transparency where delays are being experienced. Please follow the
Transmission DevelopmentForumfor more defail.

6T

Terra-Gen, LLC

Terra-Gen provides the following feedback on the Preliminary
Policy AssessmentResults for the PG&E area and Humboldt
Area Ofishore Wind (OSW) interconnecton:

CAISO has provided background on its 2023-24 OSW Sensitivity
portolio, noting that it included 8,045 MW from the North Coast
CAISO also explained that for all OSW Sensitivity cases, a new

The comment has been noted.
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500 kV line from Fern Road o Tesla is assumed. Terra-Gen
supports the CAISO’s continued utlization of these OSW
Sensitivity portolio assumptions.

Terra-Gen believes that the potential mitigations that CAISO has
identified in the PG&E area to support OSW in the North Coast
should be pursued. Specifically, Terra-Gen strongly supports the
approval of the New Fern Road - Tesla 500 kV Line which has
been identfied as one of the key solutions in assumptions to
enable other alternative solutions that will enable the
interconnection of future North Coast OSW resources. North
Coast OSW reinforcements also support reliability and project
viability for TPP portiolio resource in the North of Greater Bay
Study Area that are needed to meet more immediate California
Public Utlites Commission (CPUC) Integrated Resource
Planning (IRP)Mid-Term Reliability procurement directives.

6U

The Nature Conservancy of
California

TNCis interested to learn if the proposed line reconductoring at
Henrietta would also support transmission capacity expansion
for new solar resources nearby the Henrieta substaion. As part
of the abovementioned study, TNC identfied Henrietia as a
substaton nearby higher levels of low-environmental conflict
solar resource potential than exising available ransmission at
the substation. Similarly, TNC would like to understand if
upgrades impacting Helm would create more fransmission
capacity for solar resources nearby Helm, while also achieving
the intended congestion mitigation. Solar and storage resources
allocated to Helm appear low relatve to solar resource potential
on least-conflict land, so we recommend CAISO staff review with
the IRP team.

Please follow future studies and other data that the CAISO has made public
and additional information that the CAISQOis planning to provide through the
Interconnection Process Enhancement, to determine where additional
capacity will become available due to approvedprojects. Inregards to the
amount of resources selected in portfolio, please participate and provide
comments in CPUC IRP directly.
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7. Please provide your organization’s comments on the Preliminary Economic Analysis Results.
No | Submitting Organization Comment Submitted CAISO Response
7A | AES No comment
7B | Avantus Clean Energy LLC This analysis is a very thorough job. Avantus has no further

comments.

7C

Bay Area Municipal
Transmission Group (BAMx)

In the 2022-2023 TPP, the CAISO identified the benefits of the
projects approved in the 2021-2022 Transmission Plan in terms
of reduced renewable curtailments, such as the GridLiance/VEA
230 kV upgrades, Manning, Collinsville, Moss Landing - Las
Aguilas projects.[1] However, no such benefits were atrributed to
any transmission projects approved in the last (2022-2023)
Transmission plan, such as the Lugo — Victor — Kramer 230 kV
Upgrade or the Southern Area Reinforcement projects during the
November 16" stakeholder meeting. Does that mean no such
benefits were observed as part of the preliminary economic
analysis, or were they not reported? Please explain. BAMXx also
requests the CAISO o calculate the production cost benefits for
all the policy-driven projects under consideration for approval,
just the way the CAISO had done for the Manning and
Collinsville projects in the 2021-2022 Transmission Plan.[2]

The fransmission upgrades approvedin the last planning cycle in the
southern California areas and in the GridLiance West area helped to reduce
renewable curtailimentin these areas. However, curtailmentin some of
these areas were siill observed in this planning cycle, mainly because
system constraint (such as the ISO net exportlimit, which is not impacted by
transmission upgrades) and transmission congestions that were triggered by
renewable resources in the CPUC portfolio for tis planning cycle. The ISO
considered to conduct detailed assessment for some of these areasin this
planning cycle.

7D

California Community
Choice Association

No comment

7E

California Public Ullities
Commission

No comment

TF

California Public Ullies
Commission — Public
Advocates Ofiice

To address the observed congestion in the Southern California
Edison Eastof Pisgah and Lugo to Victorville area, CAISO
identfies the Trout Canyon o Lugo 500 kV line as a possible
mitigation.[1] Cal Advocates requests CAISO provide two
additonal pieces of information with its Trout Canyon - Lugo
500 kV line analysis.

First, CAISO should provide information that illustrates the policy
and economic benefits from the Southern Reinforcement

projects approved in the 2022-2023 Transmission Plan as part of
its analysis of the Trout Canyon Lugo 500 kV Line. This
evaluation will assist with explaining the impact of the previously
approved projects and the addional benefits that the Trout
Canyon — Lugo 500 kV line could provide. This information will

This comment has been noted.
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also assist with assessing if the TroutCanyon — Lugo 500 kV
project is sfil necessary.

Second, CAISO should compare the costs and benefits of the
Trout Canyon — Lugo 500 kV project with the proposed Mead —
Adelanto Project Upgrade (MAP Upgrade project). The MAP
Upgrade project would convert the exising Mead — Adelanto line
from High-Voltage Alternating Current operation (HVAC) o High-
Voltage Direct Current (HVDC) operation. This conversion is
anticipated fo increase the Mead - Adelanto line capacity from
1,291 megawatt (MW)1o 3,500 MW.[2] Asaresult the MAP
Upgrade project would provide increased fransmission capacity
between southern California and southern Nevada, and
specifically along the Eldorado-Lugo corridor. This project
alternative is also anticipated to cost $1.1 billion, which is
significanty less than the proposed $2 billion for the Trout
Canyon-Lugo 500 kV project[3] Itis worth noting that the Trout
Canyon-Lugo 500 kV line would need to establish a new
fransmission corridor across the California desert and for this
reason is a riskier project than the proposed MAP Upgrade
project, which involves upgrading an existing line.

California Western Grid See response o queston 8
7G
Development, LLC
California Wind Energy No comment
TH o
Association
The CAISO Preliminary Economic Analysis Results were very | Thiscomment has been noted.
informative. There is a clear trend of increasing power fows from
Southern California to Northern California that is creating
congestion on Paths 15 and 26.
7 Center for Energy Eficiency | The analysis shows that Southern California solar and wind

and Renewable Technology | generation and evening battery discharging contribute to south
to north congestion on the Path 26 corridor. Development of
solar and battery resources in the Central Valley can partally
miigate this congestion as well as ofishore wind development at
Morro Bay.
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The analysis also shows that Path 15 corridor congestion
increased compared with the results in the last ransmission
plan. The increased Path 15 congestions is, in part, a result of
increased renewable energy development in the Kern and
Fresno areas. CEERT believes that the potential for longer-term
solar and battery development is underestmated for the Kern
and Fresno areas. The last 20-Year Transmission Outiook
anticipated as muchas 30 gigawatts of solar development in this
area.

For these reasons CEERT has recommended that the CAISO
study the conversion of elements of Path 15 to HVDC fo
increase transmission capacity in the Central Valley that wil
enable increased resource development Asa minimum the
CAISO should study the conversion of the existing 500 kV AC
line from the Los Banos substation to the Midway substation with
a bi-pole HVDC line that includes voltage sourced converters at
each terminal.

J

Gallatn Power Parters

No comment

7K

Golden State Clean Energy

GSCE is encouraged by CAISO'’s priority studies of Path 26,
Path 15, and the Fresno area (both the Henrietta 115 kV
congestion as well as Moss Landing-Las Aguilas 230 kV
congestion caused in part by Fresno/Kern area solar). The
preliminary 2023-2024 economic study results generally show
significant increases in congestion from te final 2022-2023
Transmission Plan. For example, PG&E Fresno area congestion
increased from $13.81 million in the final 2022-2023
Transmission Plan[1] to $147.60 million in the preliminary 2023-

2024 resulis.[2] The preliminary 2023-2024 results show similar,

though not as significant, increases in Path 26 and Path 15
congestion. GSCE recommends CAISO consider these
economic studies in combination with the policy-driven
assessmentin the Fresno area and the 20-Year Transmission
Outiook o identify multiple benefits that could be achieved by
adding high voltage transmission in Southern PG&E to access
abundant San Joaquin Valley solar resources.

This comment has been noted. Asindicated in the November stakeholder
meeting, some of these congestions would be assessed in detail in the final

TPPreport.
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Though the economic analyses have accurately identfied
significant congestion on the CAISO key north/south
transmission corridors and the PG&E Fresno area, GSCE
believes CAISO’s current Transmission Economic Assessment
Methodology (“TEAM”) may understate actual congeston at
fimes. To ground fruth CAISO’s current methodology, GSCE
recommends CAISO compare historical actual congestion to its
economic modeling results. Recent marketreports suggest tat
congestion on Path 15 and Path 26 is already occurring. The
CAISO Department of MarketMonitoring (“DMM?”) 2022 Annual
Report identified a significant increase in congestion costs, with
$1.07 billion in day-ahead congestion rents representing 5.5
percent of day-ahead marketenergy costs.[3] The DMM 2022
Annual Report also identfied the three constraints with the with
the greatest annual impact on price separation as the Midway-
Vincent #2500 kV Line, the Quinto-Los Banos 230 kV Line, and
the Panoche-Gates #2 230 kV Line. In fotal, the congestion on
these lines significanty limited both north-to-south and south-to-
north flows across the CAISO foofprint[4] 2023 congestion has
been lower than 2022 congestion but continues to show
significant impacts on Path 15, with the Gates-Midway #2 500
kV Line and the Los Banos-Gates 500 kV Line experiencing
congestion in four and five percent of hours, respectvely, in the
day-ahead in the second quarter.[5]

In additon to using historical data, the CAISO should consider
whether its economic analysis is consistent with forward-looking
price difierentials for NP26, SP26, and ZP26. Energy futures
prices on the Interconnection Exchange (“ICE”) indicate
increasing price deviafions between CAISO zones. The figure
below shows the ICE futures forward-peak product for
December 2023 through December 2030 with a roughly
$11/MWhon-peak price diferential between NP15 and
SP15.[6]
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In sum, the CAISO should pursue improvements to TEAM that
provide more accurate, robust economic studies to review
economically driven projects and fo right-size reliability and
policy projects that can provide economic benefs.

7L

Gridliance West LLC

Beatty Upsizing Opportunity

In the 2022-2023 Transmission Planning Process (TPP), CAISO
approved transmission enhancements for the Beatly 230 kV
project The project scope includes building new 230 kV lines
and expanding existing substations, which GLW is actively
developing. However, as per slide 184 of the preliminary
economic assessment results, the congestion in the GLW/VEA
and SCE East of Pisgah area is considered high-priority, and
thus, CAISO should further study the expansion of the planned
GLW facilites by converting the approved 230 kV double-circuit
to a 500 kV, double-circuit capable design. The lines could be
iniially constructed to a 500 kV standard but operated at 230 kV
in the short term. This would allow for a seamless conversion o
a 500 kV pathway in the future, as required by the system when
new generators are interconnected. By increasing the capacity in
this way, the tme and effort required for future permitting,
construction, and interconnection will be greaty reduced.

This comment has been noted. The ISO considered to conduct detailed
assessment for the congestions in the Gridliance West/VEA area.
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The 500 kV upsizing from Trout Canyon to Beatly transmission
path provides a higher capacity alternaive and optionality to
maximize future renewable generation on the previously studied
GLW upgrades. The GLW transmission capability expansion
could support an increased volume of renewable resources—
such as solar, geothermal, and batery storage—tat is optimal
given market conditons, California Policy objectives, and CAISO
reliability needs. Given that the CPUC has expanded the volume
of diverse renewables mapped in GLW’s area as well as te size
of GLW’s queue (~21 GW, which includes ~6 GW at Beatly),

this 500 kV upsizing could add as muchas 3 GWs of addiional
transfer capability from the Beatly area to the bulk CAISO grid.
There is a clear opportunity to maximize GLW's upgrade
potential, which is crucial for future renewable integraton as
design, routing, rightofway (ROW), and permiting efforts are
already well underway for the Beatty 230 kV project

The costof such an expansion to the current Beatly upgrade
would be most costefiective if approved in the next TPP, prior o
GLW'’s procurement of the 230 kV equipment In this case, GLW
could maintain the current Beatly 230 kV projects schedule,
which has an in-service date of 2027. GLW brings this
expansion opportunity to te atienton of the CAISO staff o
ensure itis considered as part of the CAISO’s economic analysis
in this TPP,as GLW is presented with a limited opportunity
window to conduct the upsize instead of the 230 kV equipment
upgrade. GLW has also provided the details of the upgrade
enhancement opportunity in recent comments to the CPUC.

Beatty-Esmeralda Economic Study

GLW submited the Beatty-Esmeralda Project as a supplement
to the CAISO proposed Beatly 230 kV upgrade identfied in the
2022-2023 CAISO TPP. As previously mentoned in GLW's
study request, the CPUC 2023-2024 Generation Resource
mapping has identfied a large increase in expected renewable
and geothermal interconnections to the CAISO’s portion of the
grid located in Nevada, particularly along the Johnnie Corner—
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Valley-Lathrop-Beatty 230 kV path with 1.1 GW of mapped
solar and geothermal in the Base Portiolio. This is also aligned
with current and growing generator developer interest in the
area, with currenty 1.3 GW of active generator interconnection
requests along the aforementioned path and 6.8 GW of
additonal solar / storage and geothermal projects being
permited in the Esmeralda area as well as along the Beatly—
Esmeralda route.

GLW now offers the following as new information to further
highlight the ease of permiting in the Esmeralda area. As noted
in GLW’s economic study request, southern Nevada has
significant amounts of accessible and buildable land and ofers
lower-cost and faster renewable generation construction with
minimal environmental impacts. This is even more apparent
with a recent development from the Bureau of Land
Managements (BLM) nofice of intent (NOI) for a programmatic
environmental impact stattment (PEIS)for public lands in
Esmeralda County, Nevada. [1]

This efort and commentary from the BLM illustrates a
substantial push to smooth the regulatory road for renewable
developers. The “Esmeralda 7” identified seven solar projects
fotaling in 5.3 GW of potental new generation (see attached
PDF). Given that NV Energy’s proposed Greenlink West has
only an estimated ~3-4 GW of tofal capacity reserved for new
generation projects, a great deal of the Greenlink adjacent
projects from northern Nevada to southern Nevada will not have
aplace on that system, which underscores the need for
addional expansion north of GLW’s existing footprint

GLW would be pleased to work with the CAISOin its analysis
and welcomes the opportunity to provide moreinsight and
information on the local development opportunites in and
around its

system.

Page 69 of 87



https://stakeholdercenterpub.oa.caiso.com/CommentResponses/EditResponse/8f4fb2d6-b3fc-4fcb-b11b-f37c0dab120b#_5240A5EA-7A20-42BC-86ED-B6BAF1E2D3A6ftn1

“}v California ISO

Stakeholder Comments

2023-2024 Transmission Planning Process Stakeholder Meeting

November 16, 2023
No | Submitting Organization Comment Submitted CAISO Response
X 59
[screenshot of the atiached PDF for internal reviewer
convenience |
7M | Independent Energy The IEP wants to emphasize the need to keep transmission This comment has been noted.
Producers Association interconnection charges reasonable.
K-SEL would also like to request consideration of the economic | Thiscomment has been noted.
benefits that K-SELwould provide to CAISO and the LA Basin.
With the mulfi-terminal configuration interconnecting Midway —
N Kern - Southland Energy Pardee — El Nido (or Del Amo), K-SEL would provide a parallel
Link LLC path in the form of a controllable DC tie that could be optmized
fo alleviate congestion on Path 26, which experienced nearly
3,500 hours of congestion and a fotal cost of congestion of
~$72M in the CAISO 23-24 TPP economic assessment
70 Natural Resources Defense | No comment
Council, Inc.
7P | New Leaf Energy No comment
7Q | NextEra Energy Resources | No comment
7R | RWE Renewables No comment
75 Sonoma Clean Power No comment
Authority
7T | Terra-Gen, LLC No comment
The Nature Conservancy of | No comment

(Y

California
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8. Please provide any additional comments on the November 16, 2023 Transmission Planning Process Stakeholder
Meeting.
No | Submitting Organization Comment Submitted CAISO Response
8A | AES No Comment
When 8000 MW of oft-shore wind in the Humboldt Bay area and Impacts on lower voltage systems are identfied in the Sensitivity results
8B | Avantus Clean Energy LLC | system, what is the impact of tis 13000 MW of generation on plan.

downstream transmission system, especially on 60-70 kV lines
that ulimately deliver this power fo load centers?

8C

Bay Area Municipal
Transmission Group (BAMx)

BAMXx appreciates the opportunity to commenton the 2023-2024
Transmission Plan preliminary Policy and Economic assessment
results and acknowledges the significant efiort of the CAISO
staff in developing this material.

8D

California Community
Choice Association

In its evaluation of Humboldt ofishore wind mitigation
alternatives, the CAISO will evaluate reinstaing 500 kilovolts
(kV) ratings that had previously been derated. Given the impacts
deraings may have on deliverability and the need for upgrades,
the CAISO should provide transparency on past 500 kV de-
rates, studies that have been impacted by the de-rates (past
TPPs, GIDAPs, etc.), and the potential and necessary criteria for
reinstating 500 kV rafings.

The CAISO has beenidentfying in its assumptions where the studies are
performed using the derated rafings. The CAISO understands that PG&E
has plan to reinstate these ratings and is working with PG&E to help
prioritize based on the impacts observed in various studies.

8E

California Public Uliliies
Commission

Previously Approved Projects

CPUC Staff echo the request from other stakeholders o better
understand what ongoing methodology the CAISO is using to
evaluate the continued need for previously approved TPP
projects. With a significant number of previously approved TPP
projects undergoing significant delays or cancellatons, Staff
encourage the CAISOto conduct more regular assessments of
projects not yet commencedto ensure the most efficient and
costeflectve solutions are built

Relatedly, CPUC Staff would appreciate further information on
what the CAISQiis doing to change the historic frend of project
delays and fo expedite the development of TPP-approved
projects identified as necessary solutons for the fransmission
grid.

Need for previously approved projects are evaluated on a case-by-case
basis based on the extent of change in the input assumptions. Scope of
previously approved projects are reevaluated in some cases to better fit the
future need based on the recentassessment and depending upon the
project status
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Model Input Files

CPUC Staff support the release of base cases and model input
fles from the CAISO fo stakeholders as expeditously as
possible.

Adequate Timing for Stakeholder Review

Staff appreciate the efforts made by the CAISO to provide
information to stakeholders in a timely manner and continue to
encourage the CAISOto provide all relevant information with
suficient me for real stakeholder engagement While
acknowledging the necessary imeline for approving each
Transmission Plan, at tmes there have been delays in
publishing results and fles which limit the ability of stakeholders
to properly engage in the current TPP and even the next
iteration of the TPP (when considering that inputs and
assumptions heavily influence the next TPP’s modeling and
studies). Large portions of the PG&E analysis remain incomplete
(TBD) such as mitigation options in the Humboldt Area Offshore
Wind Interconnection Alernatives section and sensiivity
analysis in the Greater Bay and North of Greater Bay
Interconnection area. “This information should enable
customers, other stakeholders, or an independent tird party to
replicate the results of planning studies,”[1] and tmely dispersal
of information is needed fo meet this requirement and to enable
stakeholders to review and provide input in the TPP.

Due to the complexity of the studies addiional details were not able to be
provided sooner than the draft ransmission plan.

8F

California Public Uliliies
Commission — Public
Advocates Ofice

Reliability Project Update

Cal Advocates appreciates that CAISOis not moving forward

with the conceptual reliability projects that PG&E presented at
the September 27, 2023 Reliability meeting. Providing PG&E
with addional tme to evaluate mitgation options to address

identified reliability issues including considering GETs should

result in costsavings for ratepayers.

California Independent System Operator (CAISO) should
coordinate with the California Public Utilities Commission
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(CPUC) to incorporate non-CPUC load-serving entities’

(LSEs) planned resources into the busbar mapping process,

rather than amend the busbar mapping results ona post-
hoc basis.

In its Interconnection Process Enhancements (IPE) Iniiative
Phase 2 Straw Proposal, CAISO states, “In addion o the
portolios received by the CPUC for the annual ransmission
planning process, the ISO will coordinate with the Local
Regulatory Authoriies (LRAs)and non-CPUC jurisdictional
entiies to determine their approved resources in their individual
IRPs fo include in the transmission planning analysis.”

[1] However, non-CPUC-jurisdictional LSES’ planned resources
should be taken into consideration during the joint CAISO-
CPUC-California Energy Commission (CEC) busbar mapping
process, o the extent possible. The inclusion of non-CPUC
jurisdictional LSEs’ future resourceson a posthoc basis in the
transmission planning analysis may result in suboptimal
ratepayer outcomes in the event that the busbar mapping
process would have produced a difierent set of mapped
resources and fransmission upgrades had the full suite of non-
CPUC-jurisdictional entiies’ planned resources been taken into
consideration in the CPUC’s Integrated Resource Planning
(IRP). The IRP process already includes some non-CPUC-
jurisdictional enties” planned resources in the list of baseline
resources. However, these resources may not reflect all
planned resources, due to te information asymmetry inherent in
the CPUC'’s lack of jurisdiction over the IRP activiiies of other
LRAs’ and LSEs.[2] For example, the CPUC’s IRP modeling
may not reflect all generic resources that non-CPUC-
jurisdictional enties may be planning in future study years to
meet their Renewables Portiolio Standard and greenhouse gas
emissions reduction needs. Aste CPUC lacks jurisdiction to
require other LRAs to provide any such information, the CPUC
may be unable to improve the IRP modeling inputs and
assumptions unilaterally to model any missing non-CPUC-
jurisdictional entiies” planned resources.

The ISO provided the following in the IPE 2023 Dratt Final Proposal.

In addition to the portfolios received by the CPUC for the annual
transmission planning process, the ISO will coordinate with other LRAs and
non-CPUC jurisdictional entities to determine their approved resources in
their individuallntegrated Resources Plans (IRP) to include in the
transmission planning analysis. As part of the 2024-2025 transmission
planning process, the ISO will request non-CPUC jurisdictional entities to
provide their current approved resource plans as input into the development
ofthe studyplan...
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However, the CAISO and CEC have jurisdiction to require such
information from the non-CPUC-jurisdictional enfiies by way of
their CAISOroles as LRAs|[3] and their IRP obligations before
the CEC.[4] In additon, the CAISO and CEC actively
collaborate with the CPUC in the IRP’s busbar mapping
process. Therefore, the CAISO should not be content fo amend
the busbar mapping results on an ad-hoc basis o reflect the
transmission deliverability needs of the non-CPUC-jurisdictional
entiies.

Instead, the CAISO should proactvely collaborate with the
CPUC and CEC. Ideally, the CPUC would have information on
any non-CPUC-jurisdictional enfiies’ planned resources well
before the busbar mapping process begins — early enough in te
IRP process for the IRP modeling to address the efiects of non-
CPUC-jurisdictional enfiies’ planned resources and associated
transmission deliverabilty needs. However, the non-CPUC-
jurisdictional LSEs have varying schedules and levels of detail
for their own planning actvites. The timing and detail of the
non-CPUC-jurisdictional enfiies’ plans may or may not allow for
early incorporation into the CPUC’s IRP modeling

assumptions. [f early incorporation proves infeasible, then the
CAISO should work with the CPUC and CECto incorporate non-
CPUC-jurisdictional enfiies’ planned resources directly into the
busbar mapping process.

Comments of California Western Grid LLC on CAISO’s
November 16, 2023, Stakeholder Presentation For the 2023-
2024 Transmission Planning Process

Three Rivers Energy Development, LLC (TRED)is an
. . Independent Transmission Developer that is developing the

8G galn‘olrnla Weslt_eLrg Grid Pacific Transmission Expansion Project (“PTE Project’ or

evelopment “PTEP”) on behalf of California Western Grid Development, LLC.
(“California Western Grid” or “CWG”). The PTE Project is a
2,000 MW controllable HVDC subsea transmission cable that
the California Independent System Operator (“CAISO”) has
found will allow new and renewable energy supply including new
offshore wind, available to the Diablo Canyon 500 kV
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switchyard, or MorroBay to be delivered to the LA Basin o
reduce local capacity requirements while also solving other
significant reliability, economic and public policy needs.

Cal Western Grid found the CAISO September 26 and
November 16 2023-24 TPP Stakeholder Meefings to be
extremely valuable and informative. We appreciate all the
expertise and hard work CAISO staff have applied o bring us o
this point in the TPP.

Cal Western Grid will be making three primary requests of
CAISQOin our comments today.

1.

3.

Evaluate the cumulative reliability, economic and policy
benefits of PTEP - and present CAISOs findings in a
single tabulaton in the 2023-24 TPP draft transmission
plan on March 31, 2024.

Update the TEAM methodology analysis of PTEP -
When evaluaiing Local RA Benefits of PTEP using the
TEAM methodology, recognize tat by 2035 the
marginal system RA resource will be ufility scale
batteries and not gas fired generation.

Acton the urgency to moveforward with least regrets
long lead tme transmission solutions for fransmission
constrained local areas and recommend approval of an
undersea transmission soluton from Central California
to the LA Basin o the CAISO Board in this 2023-24
TPP.

Evaluate the Cumulative Reliability, Economic and Policy
benefits of the PTEP project.

Cal Western Grid appreciates CAISO’s intent to evaluate both
reliability and economic benefits. PTEP as part of the 2023-24
TPP (11/16 Stakeholder Presentaton slides 11 and 183). In

addition to reliability and economic benefis, Cal Western Grid
also believes PTEP provides significant public policy benefits.

Path 26 corridor congestion was selected for detailed analysisin the 2023-
2024 planning cycle, and the PTE project will be considered as an
alternatve to miigate the Path 26 corridor congestion.

Please note that the ISO has studied the PTE projectin previous several
planning cycles. It was observed thatthe PTE project can only partially
mitigate the Path 26 corridor congestion. The ISO noficed that the scope of
the PTE project was modified in the 2023-2024 TPP economic study
request This change will be modeled in the PTE projectproduction cost
simulation model.

Both production cost savings and local capacity reduction savings will be
calculated according to the CAISO’s TEAM methodology .. The local capacity
reduction savings will be evaluated based on the capacity cost provided in
the latest CPUC Resource Adequacy Report The ISO will evaluate the
proposed battery costin the PTE economic study request The details of the
economic assessment results for the PTE project can be found in the 2023-
2024 draft TPP report, which will be posted in April, 2024.
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We request the CAISO evaluate the benefits of the PTEP
wholistically, summing the cumulative reliability, economic and
policy benefits of the proposed project, and tabulate and present
the summary cumulatve findings in a single place in the 3/31/24
CAISOdraft Transmission Plan.

Our concern is that while each individual project benef
(reliability, economic and policy) may not in of itself justify
approval of PTEP fransmission soluion, when the individual
benefits are added together, they will more than justfy moving
forward with a subsea transmission solution tat brings power
from Central California directy into the transmission constrained
Western LA Basin.[1] By presentng a finding on the cumulative
benefits of a subsea fransmission solution, stakeholders will be
reassured that the project was evaluated across all of the
benefits and value streams the project has to offer.

Cal Western Grid has specific requests to help shape CAISO
evaluaton of each of the PTEP reliability, economic and policy
benefits.[2]

Reliability Benefits of PTEP - While reliability needs are often
studied as small, targeted solutions, PTEP offers a broad
spectrum of reliability benefits for Path 26 and the LA Basin. As
we stated in our 10/13/23 study request, we urge the CAISOto
apply a broad strategic approach to evaluating the reliability
benefits offered by PTEP. To look beyond a single reliability
benefit and instead evaluate PTEPs cumulatve ability to (1)
reduce congestion on Path 26; (2) eliminate numerous P6and
P7 contingencies on the SCE Mainand Western LA Basin
systems; and (3) eliminate uncertainty in meeting the batiery
recharging requirements in the LA Basin.

All three of which were noted as reliability needs in the CAISO
September 26 Stakeholder Meeting and all of which can be
alleviated by PTEP.
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Economic Benefits of PTEP — Cal Western is pleased the
CAISO accepted Cal Western Grid’s Economic planning study
request for PTEP (slide 183/187 of CAISO November 16
presentation, and Page 77 of the CAISO 2023-24 TPP Final
Study Plan dated 8/15/23).

PTEP ofers a multude of economic benefits, some of which
can be quantfied using the TEAM methodology and many of
which are not included in TEAMs restricted view of project
economic benefis.

The mostnotable benefits that can be quantiied applying te
TEAM methodology include:

Production Benefits

System Adequacy Benefits

Local Resource Adequacy Benefits
Congestion relief benefits

Cal Western commissioned a study by E3 Consulting in 2022 to
take a fresh look at the economics of the PTEP Project Using
the TEAM methodology E3 found that even if gas plants are not
refired in the LA Basin by 2035 the PTEP yields a b/c ratio of
0.58 1o 0.64. The key difierence between the E3 analysis and
tradiional CAISO TEAM evaluation is the way Local Capacity
benefits are quantiied. E3 concluded utility scale batieries are
the system marginal resource by 2035, not gas fired generation.
However, E3 assumed that gas generation continued to be the
marginal resource for local RA in 2035. We urge CAISO o
revise its past practice of assuming gas generation is the
marginal system resource for both system RA and Local RA in
2035.

Cal Western believes there are also glaring omissions from
TEAM methodology Benefits Calculations, for example none of
the following have been historically quantified:

e GHG and Renewable Energy Credit (REC) Benefits
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e Local Air Emissions benefits (NOx, PM2.5,SOx)
e Reduced Risk of Wildfires
e Reduced need for Aliso Canyon Storage Facility

The E3study of PTEP economics from 2022 did quantify te
avoided REC and GHG benefits but attempiing to quantify
additonal benefits was beyond the scope of the study. Simply
adding a reasonable value for PTEPs avoided REC and GHG
costs raised the b/c ratio to 0.62-0.68. Again, this b/c ratio did
not assumeany gas plant refrements in the LA Basin.

Cal Western Grid encourages the CAISO fo at a minimum
quantfy REC and GHG benefits as part of its TEAM evaluation
of PTEP in the 2023-24 TPP. CAISO can review the
methodology E3 used o evaluate RECand GHG benefits by
looking at Cal Western Grid 2022-23 TPP Technical Appendix A
(page 32-33) of our Request Window Submission Form
submitted on 10/14/22.

Finally, E3 prepared a only a partial update of the economic
analysis of PTEP in September 2023 but concluded that given
the 2023-24 TPP increased loads and significant new resource
additons in the preferred portfolio, the TEAM economic benefits
of PTEP would likely be higher than they found in their initial
2022 economic benefits study.

Public Policy Benefits of PTEP - The CAISO evaluation of The ISO notes that the policy-driven ransmission upgrades thatwere
public policy benefts in the 2022-23 TPP was focused on ggglrg%’gdk\i/” ‘hg ZQEZ‘Z%T{DP inc'%deddugoel?emmé’ %”tgglolf”‘ ofSC%Cl:llQS
“Deliverabiliy” and ® m Resource A " Th i substations that were foun e needed to deliver portiolio
poﬁcyetrzgs%is:ioi sso)lljﬁt?)ns tﬁ:,:) l\JN:fe a(:)%?gsgz in m: %2;23 resourcestq load pockt_ais suph as tfle LA Basm and San Dlggo. The 2023-
TPP had the beneft of removing constaints tat could hamper 2024 TPP did notidentfy deliverability constraints that require fransmission
o 9 : P solution. The Del Amo and North of SONGS 500/230 kV substations are
bringing clean power from generafors o the high voliage functonally similar to the EI Nido and Redondo Beach 230 kV terminals of
230/500 kV backbone system. However, fransmission needed | PTEP interms of delivering portiolio resources to load pockets.
deliver that power to location constrained load pockets such as
the LA Basin was not the focus.

Cal Western Grid applauds the CAISO 2022-23 TPP approval of
Public Policy ransmission solufions to bring power from
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renewable energy sources o the high voltage 230/500 kV
backbone system, which the CAISO called ‘deliverability’
soluons. However, faiing to evaluate and approve fransmission
solutions that allow renewable power to move from the high
voliage 230/500 kV backbone system info fransmission
constrained load centers is a crifical omission that SB 887
requires be addressed.

Cal Western Grid believes that the CPUC is still required to
provide gas plant guidance to the CAISO under SB 887,
however, CAISO has already received suficient guidance from
the CPUC to proceed with much needed tfransmission info
transmission constrained local areas. The preferred resource
portiolio the CPUC has already fransmitted to CAISO for the
2023-24 TPP combined with the public policy guidance
arculated in SB 887 is sufficient for the CAISOto approve a few
iniial projects that perform well under multiple scenarios and
support reduced reliance on gas plants in ransmission
constrained load pockets. The only thing CAISO must do is o
expand the definiion of ‘deliverability’ the way SB 887 requires;
Section 1 (h) (3) asks the CAISOto plan and approve
transmission that “eliminate(s) transmission constraints that
prevent electrical generation resources from delivery o the wider
grid and that prevent importing energy into load pockets.”

In the 2022-23 TPP the CAISO approved numerous deliverability
solutons that allowed electrical resources to be delivered to the
grid. The CAISOdid this based on the portiolio provided by the
CPUC. What the CAISO failed to do was approve transmission
solutons 1o eliminate transmission constraints that prevent
importing energy into load pockets.

It appears to Cal Western Grid that the CAISO'is about o repeat
this material omission for public policy fransmission approvals in
the 2023-24 TPP. From the staff overview of Slides 33 and 34 at
the 11-16-23 Stakeholder Meeting it appears to Cal Western
Grid that CAISO Staff intends to define deliverability narrowly
once again, as the ability to deliver power from resources o the
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high voltage grid, and not address eliminating transmission
constraints that preventimporting energy into load pockets. In
the 2023-24 TP the CAISO mustbroaden its definiion of
deliverability to include fransmission needed fo bring energy into
transmission constrained load pockets.

Turning o the language of SB 887, it is clear the legislature
asks CAISO recognize the policies set forth in SB 887:

‘...itis the intent of the Legislature tat the Independent
System Operator shall take nofice of the state policies
expressed in this section” SB 887 Section 1 (c).

And Section 1 (h)(3) of SB 887 makesiit clear that state policy is
to eliminate transmission constraints that prevent importing
energy info load pockets (fransmission constrained load
pockets):

“Itis the policy of the state that planning for new
fransmission facilifes considers the following goals: ....
(3) eliminate constraints that prevent electrical
generation resources from delivering to the wider grid
and that prevent imporing energy infto load pockets.”

And in Section 1 (e) (4) (A) SB 887 provides policy guidance
regarding when transmission should be in place to eliminate
constraints info local capacity areas, i.e., not later than 2035:

“Providing resource projections that, combined with
transmission capacity expansions, are expected o
substantially reduce, no later than 2035, the need to
rely on nonpreferred resources in local capacity areas.”

The State policy is clear, and the CPUC and CEC have already
given load forecasts with a resource portolio to the CAISO that
enables the CAISO to approve the ransmission SB 887 Section
1 (h) (3) sets forth as public policy, (i.e., ransmission that
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removes constraints that prevent importing energy into load
pockets).

All that is needed is for the CAISO to expand its definiion of
‘deliverability’ to embrace the scope required under SB 887.
Deliverability that includes both bringing power from resource
zones 1o the high voltage grid and to transmission constrained
load pockets.

Cal Western Grid understands that the CAISO has repeatedly
asked for gas plant guidance from the CPUC and a plan for
reducing reliance on gas generation. Cal Western Grid believes
that guidance, including a rerement plan for gas fired
generation would facilitate  CAISO planning for ransmission
solutions, but while this required guidance has not been
provided, it should not be necessary in order to get started now,
in the current 2023-24 TPP, for approving transmission o load
centers as envisioned in SB 887.

In fact waiting for a CPUC gas plant refrement plan is a luxury
the CAISO can no longer afford. The 2023-24 TPP resource
portiolios provided by the CPUC, once again, do not contain a
plan for reducing reliance on gas plants during the planning
horizon. Even more concerning is the CPUC on October 5,
2023, issued its proposed preferred planning portolio for the
2024-25 TPP without any provision for gas plant reductions or
guidance for the CAISO.

Again, the CPUC proposed a Preferred Resource Portiolio that
does not plan for meaningfully reduced reliance on gas plants in
transmission constrained local areas, or even a plan for reducing
reliance on system wide gas plants during the entire planning
horizon, through 2039.

We urge CAISO recognize the CPUC preferred portiolio that the
CPUC has already provided is enough to start approving least
regrets fransmission soluions that will provide substantial
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reliability and economic benefits and will be needed to meet
California’s SB 887 policy objectives.

As the CAISO knows well, long lead ime transmission approved
by the CAISOin the 2023-24 TPP is subject to compefiive
bidding to select a sponsor. We recognize CAISO Management
intends o seek Board Approval of major fransmission projects at
the Board Meefing in May 2024. If a project were approved by
CAISO Board in May 2024 as part of the 2023-24 TPP, a
sponsor would not, under CAISO’s phase 3 competiive process,
be selected untl the very end of 2024 or more likely early 2025.
Only then can the more than decade-long imeframe for
permiting and construction begin. SB 887 requires the
Commission to plan to reduce reliance on gas plants in location
constrained load centers by 2035. Projects approved by CAISO
which do not have a sponsor untl early 2025 cannot realistically
be expected 1o be operational by 2035, and the more likely
operational date would be in the 2036-2038 timeframe, which
fails the policy requirements of the state. This is because the
challenge for siing and permiting requirements for significant
new fransmission projects is long and arduous. This coupled
with recent supply chain issues exacerbated by the worldwide
growing demand for new fransmission cable and equipment that
is being driven by the need to reduce reliance on fossil
generation.

While Cal Western Grid continues to encourage CAISO fo
proactively reach out to the CPUC and CEC, Cal Western
believes the CAISO can and should make a determination of
need for PTEP in this 2023-24 TPP without waiting for further
guidance or a gas plant rerement plan from the CPUC.

If CAISO reviews the cumulative benefits of PTEP, even without
gas plants being retred, the TEAM methodology alone can drive
a blc ratio that approaches or exceeds 1.0. When the additonal
reliability benefits, economic benefits that are not quantiied in
TEAM andurgency to get started with needed policy driven
fransmission, as required by SB 887 are considered
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cumulatively, CAISO should conclude approval for PTEP is
warranted in the 2023-24 TPP.

Cal Western believes the CAISO approval would receive very
lite pushback. Muliiple stakeholders have fled comments at the
CPUC expressing the need to get going with needed new
fransmission. And importanty, even the CPUC said when
transmiting the resource portilios for the 2023-24 TPP o
CAISO:

“If California is to meet its aggressive reliability and
environmental goals, more fransmission will be needed
fo be planned and built ahead of generation and
storage development, and itis just a mater of exacty
when, and not if, the transmission will be needed.”[3]

Itis far past ime for CAISO to start approving least regrets
transmission solutons that will provide substantial reliability and
economic benefits that will be needed to meet California’s
SB887 policy objectives.

PTEP s aleast regrets option that, if friggered in the 2023-24
TPP, can provide a solution to the transmission constrained

West LA load pocket and provide substantial economic and
reliability benefits.

California Western Grid appreciates the opportunity to offer its
views on these crifical issues and stands ready to answer any
questions or o provide any additonal informaton CAISO may
need.

California Wind Energy No comment

OH Association

CEERT appreciates the CAISO presentations at the November
16, 2023 Transmission Planning Process Stakeholder Meeting.
8l Center for Energy Eficiency | CEERT s looking forward to the scheduled January stakeholder
and Renewable Technology | meeting on the updated 20-Year Transmission Outiook. CEERT Thi h The fnal olanning PCM s wil
believes it would be valuable to stakeholders if the CAISO Is comment has been noted. The final planning models will be

) . ted dth fi hen the draft TPP ti ted.
schedules an update on the results from economic studies that posied around e same ime when fne dra reportis pos
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will be conducted based on the planning study requests prior o
the release of the draft transmission plan at the end of March

2024.
8J | Gallain Power Parners No comment
8K | Golden State Clean Energy | No comment
8L | GridLiance WestLLC No comment

|[EP wants to emphasize that there should be consistency
between planning cycles to provide a level of certainty o . o .
developers that projects planned for upgrade in previous TPPs TheTroutCanyon—Lugo 500 kV line was notidentified as needed in the
will move forward, and only under well documented and justifed | Previous TPPcycle.

cases should planned upgrades be reconsidered. For example,

aM Independent Energy while an upgrade to the Trout Canyon — Lugo 500 kV line was
Producers Association identified in the previous TPP cycle, the current TPP cycle is
now showing that it is not needed for reliability purposes. Once
an upgrade is justified in a previous TPP cycle, this upgrade
should be assumed o be occurring in future TPP cycles so as
not to add uncertainty for if and when a project recommended in
a TPP cycle will actually be developed
8N Kern - Southland Energy No comment
Link LLC

NRDC appreciates CAISO’s work on this transmission planning | The comment has been noted.
cycle and encourages CAISO to consider more Grid Enhancing
Technologies in the 23-24 TPP because “he consideration of
Natural Resources Defense reconductoring enables four imes more transmission build-out
80 Council. Inc by 2035 - representing over 80% of the transmission needed to
St reach over 90% clean electricity. With $180 billion in system cost
savings by 2050, reconductoring presents a costeflectve and
ime eficient, yet underutlized, opportunity to accelerate global
transmission expansion,” according to a November 2023 study.

NLE respectiully requests that the CAISO promptly post the The comment has been noted. The base cases and other study inputfies
policy-driven base cases to the Market Participant Portal, along | for each study area have been posted o the ISO MarketParticipant Portal.
with the TARA input files required to run deliverability
assessments. The CAISO should provide stakeholders with
access o tis data as soon as possible—rather than postng the
data and the dratt fransmission plan in the same month as has
been done in the past Posting the base cases and underlying
data expediiously would ensure stakeholders have sufiicient

8P | New Leaf Energy
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tme to provide informed and useful feedback in the TPP
inifiative.

8Q

NextEra Energy Resources

No comment

8R

RWE Renewables

No comment

8S

Sonoma Clean Power
Authority

Minimal Policy Upgrades: As was noted by others in the
November 16! meefing, SCP was in general surprised by
the minimal scope of policy upgrades in the 2023-24

TPP. The CPUC’s Staff Report on Modeling Assumptions
for the 2023-2024 TPP stated that the portiolio may trigger
major upgrades like the Cortina-Vaca Dixon 230kV,
Contra Costa — Delta Switchyard 230kV, and MorroBay —
Templeton 230kV but no major policy upgrades were
identfied in the TPP study. SCP appreciates the CAISO’s
detailed analysis inthe TPP that identifies mitigatons and
less costly options to achieve the CPUC’s portfolio but is
also concerned with the small scale of identified upgrades
given the deliverability limitaions SCP has experienced
with recent project development and the ambitious
resource deployment in the coming years to meet state
climate and reliability targets. It would be helpful if the
CAISO shared the amount of loading the CAISO
estimated on constraints in the 2023 GIDAP process or
the CPUC white paper to build confidence that te
proposed TPP upgrades will be sufficient

ISO Response Process: SCP appreciates the writen
responses the CAISO posted on previous TPP meetings
and encourages the CAISO to continue the process for
comments submitted on the November 16t, 2023
meeting. If possible, responses should be posted ahead
of the next stakeholder meeting to allow stakeholders to
use the meeting as an opportunity for follow-up and
clarificaion.

Due fo the significant amount of work involved in performing these studies, it
will not be feasible for the CAISO fo provided additional information about
the loading on other GIP consfraints if they are notbinding in the Policy
study. The study base case and other input data are posted on the MPP for
stakeholders to perform their own additional assessment as needed.

Thathas been the practice and the CAISO will do the best o continue to
meet these timing.

8T

Terra-Gen, LLC

Terra-Gen also provides the following feedback on the overall
2023-24 TPP regarding the upcoming 2024 Transmission
Planning Deliverability (TPD)allocation cycle:
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Terra-Gen notes there is a significant decision regarding te
modeling of bypassing or reducing series compensation on the
Table Mountain-Vaca Dixon-Collinsville-Tesla 500kV Path that
should also be included in the 2024 TPD allocation cycle. While
CAISQis currenty employing this solution in the 2023-24 TPP to
address reliability constraints, there is currenty no plan to
incorporate tis solution into the 2024 TPD Allocaton case.
CAISO has explained it views this series compensation
reduction or bypass solution as interim; however, since the
series compensation is a part of the approved upgrades and no
other upgrades are planned, it canindeed be considered a
permanent solution.

Terra-Gen is concerned about the absence of modeling te
reduction or bypassing series compensation on the Table
Mountain-Vaca Dixon-Collinsville-Tesla 500kV Path poses a
significant challenge. Without such modeling, there will be no
available deliverability for projects in Cluster 13 and Cluster 14
located in the North of Greater Bay Study Area. The
recommended modeling would also improve deliverability in the
northeast part of the Greater Bay Area study area as well. Terra-
Gen notes it previously requested this issue be considered by
CAISQin past TPP comments submitied on October 11, 2023.
Terra-Gen would appreciate CAISO’s attention regarding this
matier and requests CAISO provide clarifcaton regarding its
intent for modeling this series compensation freatment in the
upcoming 2024 TPD allocation cycle.

Further series compensation readjustment on the Table Mountain-Vaca-
Collinsville-Tesla 500 kV path is not partof the approvedupgrade.
Operational challenges has been identified in implementing the series
compensation reduction on a permanentbasis. A more comprehensive
series compensation study will be needed o be able o readjustthe series
compensations on the 500 kV path. Until such time, the series
compensation adjustment will only be used as a temporary operating
soluion as need based on the operating conditions.

8U

The Nature Conservancy of
California

TNC has no addional comments about the November 16t
Stakeholder Meeting. TNC offers te following recommendations
for future discussions on improvements to the TPP:

1. Bybasing the TPP’s proposed transmission projects on
the energy resource portolios that result from application
of the CEC Land Use Screens, the TPP is already well-
positioned 1o focus fransmission in areas of lower social
and environmental conflict There is an opportunity to
apply the CEC Land Use Screens in two additonal ways
to accelerate the deployment of fransmission and energy

The comment has been noted. The CAISO continues to collaborate with the
CEC and the CPUC trough their respective SB100 and IRP processes.
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resources: 1) The CAISO should consider assessing the
degree to which draft ransmission projects align to the
CEC’s Land Use Screens to highlight projects best
positioned 1o unlock new solar, wind, and storage
resources in low-confict areas; 2) As many of the TPP’s
proposed projects are sl ata point where they can be
achieved through two or more potential alternatves, there
is an opportunity to apply the Screens to the locations of
proposed fransmission projects. This would highlight
projects that merit closer consideration of how they can be
achieved, such as uflizing existing rights of way, seeking
lower-impact alternative routes, or replacing line projects
with operational changes or batieries. While conflicts are
studied as part of later planning stages, tis is an
opportunity to identfy potential confiicts sooner and thus
to set those projects up for success.

2. CAISOstaff should consider permiting feasibility as a
criteria for project assessment Specifically, projects that
cross county or other jurisdictons where they would face
plausible permiting challenges are higher-risk to achieve.
This underscores the opportunity for: 1) proactve planning
across the energy agencies and other local and regional
jurisdictons and 2) aligning transmission planning with
renewable energy land use planning that has occurred at
the federal, state, and local levels.
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