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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Energy Resources Conservation

and Development Commission

In the Matter of:                           



) Agenda Item No. 6

                                            



) STOP THE RUSH TO JUDGEMENT
California Energy Commission       



) COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE
Business Meeting of  August 9, 2000              

) FINDINGS UNDER Public Resources Code



) Section 25705 relating to a proposal 
___________________________________________ 
)  to install emergency generation

On July 26, 2000 CARE Petitioned the Commission to be an intervenor in the proposed Rio Da Luz, a floating 95MW power plant, presumed by P.G.& E. to be sited in the San Francisco Bay. This is the proposed emergency generation under consideration by the Commission today as its Regular Business agenda item number 6. California Public Resources Code Section 25705 requires the declaration of an emergency by the governor or legislature prior to findings being made by the CEC of overriding considerations in the siting of such an emergency generation project. CARE filed this petition to intervene because we believed that no emergency exists, and your continuance of this matter from your previous regular business agenda means this item is part of a continuing resolution, which is by it very nature, not a matter of emergency. 

CARE strongly objects to your consideration of this item as another example of the CEC’s RUSH TO JUDGEMENT on the causes, and remedies for the June 14, 2000 rolling outages in the Bay area. CARE contends that big power generators created a series of blackouts in the San Francisco bay area of California, to maximize their profits, justify new power plant construction, and start the juggernaut power plant barge on its sea going excursion to the pristine bay of San Francisco. CARE contends that CEC failure to require P.G.&.E. to go through the normal siting process, demonstrates that the Commission is prejudiced in favor of the generators over the consumers of power and the environment that you are entrusted to protect. The Commission bought the generator’s scheme that the June 14, 2000 outage meant we need new generation despite the environmental or economic cost, hook line and sinker. CARE contends that you are (possibly unintentionally) part of a conspiracy by the generators to maximize their profits, and justify new power plant construction, despite the environmental impacts.

Fortunately for the consumers and the environment our Governor, and the California Public Utilities Commission, saw through this scheme and on August 2, 2000 he wrote a letter to California Attorney General Bill Lockyer stating (see attachment 1),

“Given the volatile nature of wholesale price fluctuations and the apparent opportunities for manipulation that exist in an electricity market that is not yet developed, investigation of possible manipulation in the wholesale electricity marketplace is recommended and, I believe, warranted. Such an investigation will highlight any market manipulation and price abuses. Further, it will serve to restore consumer confidence in the emerging electricity market, and will provide valuable guidance as we attempt to resolve the underlying problems.”
Coincidentally following this letter from the Governor, calling for an investigation of the generators by the California Attorney General, P.G.& E. dropped their plans for the barge (already through the panama canal from Texas). According to John Woolfolk of the San Jose Mercury News in a August 5, 2000 article titled, Bay plant dropped by PG&E Worried over environment, critics hail the decision (see attachment 2).

“Facing stormy protests from conservationists, PG&E Corp. scuttled plans Friday to float a power plant on San Francisco Bay, a move critics said would needlessly jeopardize air and water quality for energy needs.” 

CARE contends that faced with the possible investigation of their business practices and clearly no intention of the governor declaring a generation emergency P.G.& E. had no choice but to withdraw their proposed emergency generation project, the Rio Da Luz. The question we all want to know is where will the barge go now?


CARE further contends that item number 6 should be limited to discussions of the need for findings on this barge proposal, pursuant to the Bagley-Keene Act. CARE understands that the Commission plans on discussing the Governors Executive Order D-14-00 which states,

“All state agencies involved in the licensing of proposed electric power plants in California will participate to implement the State's energy facility siting process in a timely manner without compromising the protection of public health and safety, the quality of the environment, or public participation. All agencies shall diligently review proposed license applications and provide timely comments to the lead agency within 100 days of the date the application is deemed to be complete.

The California Energy Commission shall propose legislation and/or regulations to prioritize and expedite the State Power Plant Licensing Process for the cleanest projects, those likely to result in the fewest or least public health, safety or environmental impacts and fully comply with all applicable federal, state, and local requirements. The California Energy Commission shall consult with the California Environmental Protection Agency, Resources Agency and the Governor's Office of Planning and Research in developing those regulations.

The President of the Public Utilities Commission, the Chairperson of the Electricity Oversight Board, the Chairperson of the Energy Commission, the Secretary of Resources Agency, the Secretary of the Environmental Protection Agency and the Director of the Governor's Office of Planning and Research shall comprise the Governor's Task Force on Energy Reliability to consider, coordinate and advise me on energy generation, reliability, siting, conservation, and efficiency policies.”


CARE is concerned that once again the Commission will make a RUSH TO JUDGEMENT that narrowly construes this executive order to mean the CEC will only, “participate to implement the State's energy facility siting process in a timely manner”, without the prerequisite to do this, “without compromising the protection of public health and safety, the quality of the environment, or public participation.“ The Governor’s order does direct, ”The California Energy Commission shall propose legislation and/or regulations to prioritize and expedite the State Power Plant Licensing Process for the cleanest projects, those likely to result in the fewest or least public health, safety or environmental impacts and fully comply with all applicable federal, state, and local requirements.”


In light of the governor’s call to not compromise “public participation” CARE suggests that the discussion of this and other executive orders from the governor be agendized, as such, at the Commission’s next regular business meeting.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
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Michael E. Boyd – President, CARE  8-8-00


Attachment1

August 2, 2000

Attorney General Bill Lockyer

1300 I Street

Suite 1730

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Attorney General Lockyer:

On June 14, 2000, the San Francisco Bay area experienced energy shortages during an unseasonably hot day, resulting in blackouts for tens of thousands of customers. Today, the Independent System Operator has indicated that California may experience power supply shortages to 90,000 homes or more statewide. We face this continuing threat daily during the summer season when energy usage is at its peak. Simultaneously, electricity bills for customers have doubled in San Diego, the only area in the nation that has experienced full deregulation of the energy industry. 

These events prompted me to ask the Chair of the Public Utilities Commission and the Chair of the Electricity Oversight Board to immediately investigate the conditions that are contributing to these serious energy problems. They have responded with a report and recommendations, a copy of which is attached.

The report suggests that, "…the system is operating in ways that are contrary to the public interest." Analytical and anecdotal information is included to support this finding. 

Given the volatile nature of wholesale price fluctuations and the apparent opportunities for manipulation that exist in an electricity market that is not yet developed, investigation of possible manipulation in the wholesale electricity marketplace is recommended and, I believe, warranted. Such an investigation will highlight any market manipulation and price abuses. Further, it will serve to restore consumer confidence in the emerging electricity market, and will provide valuable guidance as we attempt to resolve the underlying problems.

Therefore, I request that you undertake a full investigation of the operations of the wholesale market for electricity in California.

Sincerely, 

Gray Davis

Attachment 2

Published Saturday, August 5, 2000, in the San Jose Mercury News 

Bay plant dropped by PG&E

Worried over environment, critics hail the decision

BY JOHN WOOLFOLK 

Mercury News 

Facing stormy protests from conservationists, PG&E Corp. scuttled plans Friday to float a power plant on San Francisco Bay, a move critics said would needlessly jeopardize air and water quality for energy needs.

Conservation groups that had vowed to greet the plant with a flotilla of protesters as it sailed on a barge through the Golden Gate cheered the news.

``We are claiming a huge victory for the health and environment of San Francisco Bay,'' said Bradley Angel, executive director of Greenaction, a San Francisco conservation group that organized opposition. ``I think PG&E realized this would be a public relations disaster.''

Pacific Gas & Electric Corp., the utility's parent, denied pulling the plug because of protests. A spokesman said the corporation determined that regulatory approval would take too long for the plant to be used to help with this year's energy shortage.

``From a practical standpoint, it wasn't going to be here in time to help out this summer,'' said PG&E Corp. spokesman Brian Hertzog.

PG&E Corp. hatched the plan with state grid operators after its utility June 14 had to temporarily cut power to nearly 100,000 Bay Area customers because of the region's chronic energy shortage.

The idea was to dock a plant on the bay and fire it up during days of critical electricity demand, such as during this week's heat wave, which threatened to overwhelm the state's power grid and lead to more blackouts.

PG&E National Energy Group bought a barge-mounted power plant from Brazil and began shipping it to San Francisco. The plant, named ``Rio Da Luz'' -- Portuguese for ``River of Light'' -- generates 95 megawatts, enough to power 95,000 homes. It rises five stories and sits on a barge as big as a football field.

The plan was to dock it at San Francisco International Airport or the Port of Redwood City. An earlier suggestion to put it near Pier 70 in San Francisco was dropped.

The plant, which was to arrive in a week, is now on the Pacific side of the Panama Canal, Hertzog said. It will be shipped to Mexico and moored while PG&E Corp. decides what to do with it, he said.

The cost of buying and transporting the plant, estimated at as much as $1.5 million, will be borne by PG&E Corp.'s shareholders, not by customers of the utility, PG&E Co., Hertzog said.

Critics argued the jet fuel that powers the plant's turbines burns far dirtier than the natural gas fired at big modern plants -- at least 20 times more by some estimates. They said the environmental hazard was not justified by a temporary power shortage.

Hertzog said, however, that the fuel burns 20 times cleaner than the diesel oil that powers most generators during peak power demand.

Last month, the proposal took a drubbing before the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission. The state-sponsored regional agency, which oversees development around the bay, has long opposed power plants on its shore.

The project would have required permits from the California Energy Commission and local authorities in the area where it would be located.

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Contact John Woolfolk at jwoolfolk@sjmercury.com or (408) 278-3410.
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