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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

BEFORE THE

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

San Diego Gas & Electric Company,

)



Complainant,


)







)


v.




)
Docket No. EL00-95-045







)

Sellers of Energy and Ancillary Service
)

Into Markets Operated by the California
)

Independent System Operator Corporation
)

and the California Power Exchange,

)



Respondents.


)

Investigation of Practices of the

)

California Independent System Operator
)
Docket No. EL00-98-042

and the California Power Exchange

)

SUMMARY OF

RESPONSIVE TESTIMONY ON ISSUE 1 OF ROGER VANHOY

ON BEHALF OF THE

MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT

Roger VanHoy, testifying on behalf of the Modesto Irrigation District (“MID”), submits his Responsive Testimony on Issue 1 in the above-captioned proceeding.  Mr. VanHoy addresses the question of which transactions should be excluded from the refund calculation due to the fact that they were made pursuant to Orders issued by the United States Department of Energy (“DOE”).  See Exh. MID-2 at 3:5-9.

Mr. VanHoy describes under what circumstances MID made spot sales to the California Independent System Operator Corporation (“ISO”) during the relevant period in this proceeding.  See id. at  3:10-20.  Mr. VanHoy next states that MID supplied power to the ISO during late year 2000 and early year 2001 pursuant to Orders issued by the DOE under section 202(c) of the Federal Power Act (“FPA”).  See id. at 3:21 to 4:11.  Mr. VanHoy states that MID’s basis for complying with the DOE’s Orders was, among other factors, that the DOE listed MID as one of the entities subject to its Orders, and that the ISO made continued requests for excess Ancillary Services and Energy.  See id. at 4:12 to 7:18.

Mr. VanHoy then states that he disagrees with ISO witness O’Neill that only those transactions in the ISO noted as “DOE transactions” should be considered made pursuant to the DOE Orders.  Mr. VanHoy explains that, for various reasons, MID management considered all transactions that MID made in the ISO markets during the time periods that the DOE Orders were in effect to be subject to the DOE Orders.  MID received no instruction from the ISO as to how transactions were to be designated as DOE transactions.  See id. at 7:19 to 8:16.

MID also sold power to Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”) pursuant to requests for Emergency power under MID’s Interconnection Agreement (“IA”) with PG&E, which PG&E provided to the ISO.  MID interpreted these sales to also be made pursuant to the DOE Orders, given the factual circumstances at the time.   See id. at 8:17 to 9:2.  Last, MID cooperated with the ISO during the power supply shortages over the period in question by instituting rolling blackouts in MID’s service territory.  MID’s cooperation with the ISO should not be punished by including transactions in the refund calculation that were made pursuant to the DOE Orders.  See id. at 9:3-14.

