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RESPONSE OF SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY TO ALJ
QUESTIONS AND REPLY COMMENTS DATED MAY 19, 2009
Pursuant to ALJ Kenney’s ruling by email dated May 22, 2009, SDG&E hereby
files its response to three questions posed by the ALJ regarding wind speed issues
(questions in italicized text below) and to reply comments filed by the intervenor Water
Districts and DIRA on May 19, 20009.

RESPONSE TO ALJ KENNEY’s QUESTIONS

1. The exposure coefficients used in SDG&E's filing are based the assumption that many
SDG&E utility poles are located in rough terrain, causing a steeper increase in
horizontal wind velocity as one moves up vertically from the ground. However, the wind
measurements used to shut off power will be taken at RAWS. It is my assumption that
RAWS are generally located away from rough terrain in order to get an accurate
measurement of wind speeds. If my assumption is correct, does that mean that wind
speeds measured at RAWS will typically be higher than wind speeds experienced by
utility poles located in rough terrain?

“Some RAWS stations are located in relatively flat terrain where the height of ground
roughness features such as trees or buildings are lower than the RAWS anemometer, and
there are no local terrain influences. In these areas, wind speeds measured may be near to
or even higher than those at a transmission line, depending on shielding of the line.
However, some RAWS stations are located where they are shielded from the approaching
wind by nearby trees and buildings taller than the anemometer. In those areas, the wind

speed at a transmission line site may be either higher or lower than the RAWS reading,
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depending on the severity of shielding and terrain complexity at the RAWS and electric
line sites.” *

SDG&E notes that existing RAWS have been in operation in the same location
for many years. The data from these stations is used to formulate Fire Behavior indices
which in turn are used to set staffing and dispatching levels for wildland fire agencies;
this despite their siting being, in some cases, less than ideal. (For example RAWS
stations are sometimes placed in locations where they can be supervised to avoid
vandalism, even if that is not the theoretically perfect location). In other words,
operational decisions have been made based on RAWS for years despite their less than
perfect locations, and recognizing that not all RAWS are ideally located for all purposes.

The RAWS network provides the best transparent data available to make real
world operating decisions. That is why agencies such as Cal Fire and the US Forest
Service have relied on this data for years. There is no reasonable wind monitoring
system that can be deployed that will accurately measure winds at all locations and
heights associated with thousands of miles of overhead electric system in the high fire
risk areas. Power lines are linear in nature and pass through a wide variety of terrain,
some of which will mitigate the wind, some of which could result in higher winds.

It is reasonable to assume that if high winds are being measured at a given RAWS
station, they are also being experienced in that same general area.

2. Assuming the Commission decides it is appropriate to shut off power when wind gusts
reach 55 mph at 10 meters, and all other criteria are met, what is the appropriate proxy
speed measured by RAWS located at 6 meters? Put differently, what is the appropriate
exposure coefficient for the power law equation? Please explain your reasoning.

“For RAWS stations in relatively flat terrain and where surface roughness elements are
lower in height than the RAWS anemometer, increasing the wind speed by about 15
percent is a reasonable approximation to obtain an estimate of wind speed at 10 m. This
corresponds to a mean velocity power law exponent of about 0.26 — 0.30 and a gust

velocity profile exponent of about 0.20 — 0.25.”% These values are appropriate for the

! See Attachment 1: Jon A. Peterka, Principal of Cermak Peterka Peterson (CPP) Inc., Wind Engineering
and Air Quality Consultants, correspondence to Ali Yari, May 26, 2009, page 1.
? Peterka, page 2.
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terrain and geographic features typical of the inland valley and mountain areas of
SDG&E’s service territory.

“Where a RAWS anemometer is significantly shielded, for example if the anemometer is
below tree height for approach wind directions and where the trees may be only a few
tree heights away, the velocity profile does not follow a power law profile, and there is no

systematic relationship between 6 m RAWS anemometer and a 10 m height.”

3. It is my understanding that an exposure coefficient of around 0.147 is often used. Is
that appropriate here? Why or why not?

“An exponent of 0.147 is appropriate for the mean velocity profile in flat grassland where
there are very few obstacles and no terrain upwind for roughly a mile. There are very
few locations in the mountainous areas of Southern California subject to Santa Ana winds
where this condition exists.” Therefore, in the Southern California terrain, the exposure
coefficient of around 0.147 is not appropriate. The appropriate coefficients to use are the
values discussed in response to question 2.

RESPONSE OF SDG&E TO WATER DISTRICT COMMENTS

Response to the Water Districts’ Claim that “SDG&E misrepresented the number of
Water Districts’ Critical pump stations which would have required generators in the last
10 backcast shut-off events.””

SDG&E has carefully reviewed the critical water facility information provided by the
Water Districts in its reply comments on backup generation for fire fighting purposes.
This review included an account by account (or facility by facility) comparison of the
information submitted by Water Districts in Attachments C, D, and E of their reply
comments and the information used by SDG&E to derive its comments to the
Commission on backup generation for fire fighting. The Water Districts’ claim that
SDG&E misrepresented the number of Water Districts’ Critical pump stations which

would have required generators in the ten (10) backcast shut-off events is completely

® Peterka, page 2.
* Peterka, page 2.
> Page 1 of the Water Districts’ Comments on Backup Generators for Fire Fighting Purposes.
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false. SDG&E stands by its assessment submitted in its original comments. SDG&E
shows below exactly how the information provided by the water districts is incorrect or
inconsistent with historical metered usage information and information of accounts
located within the EPSO plan. Although SDG&E used information provided previously
by the Water Districts to SDG&E, it will now use information provided by the Water
Districts in Attachments C and D of its Reply Comments.

It is important to clarify one important point relating to the size of generators
discussed in SDG&E comments. The Commission, in its request for comments, asked
specifically for “The number of large portable generators that should be included in the

pool”®

. Although the request did not define “large”, it was clear the Commission had a
desire to put some reasonable boundary around the size of generators deemed relevant for
the EPSO plan. SDG&E interpreted the term “large” to be generators greater than 100
kW. A quick “Internet” search shows that portable generators 100 kW or less are readily
available locally and can have relatively low rental fees for periods that could cover a
potential EPSO event. Setting the lower bound at 100 kW may or may not be exactly
what the Commission considers as the cut off for large; the Commission may want to
only consider generators greater than 200 kW or 500 kW, but SDG&E believes 100 kW
is a reasonable cut-off. Some of the Water Districts have included facilities that don’t
even qualify for demand meters or qualify for the smallest commercial rate or have no
registered usage. This dramatically overstates the back up generation needs and should
be excluded.

The inconsistencies identified by SDG&E in the information provided by the
water districts include primarily two areas:

o Including accounts not part of the 2009 EPSO plan

o Including facilities with generator demand less than 100 kW (or overstating
generator size requirements based on the most recent 24 month recorded
historical demand for the facility)

Some of these latter facility demands provided by the Water Districts are grossly

overstated. This appears to have occurred on several accounts which would result in a

magnitude error of a 1000 (i.e., stating a generator need of 1000 watts or 1 kW and

reporting a generator need of 1 MW, or one million watts). SDG&E believes the Water

® Ruling Inviting Comments on Back Up Generators for Fire Fighting Purposes issued in A. 08-12-021.
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Districts erred by confusing “watts” for KW (kilowatts). SDG&E has taken the
information provided by the Water Districts in their Attachment C and has modified it to
include recorded demand by account and the status of each facility in the EPSO plan
(i.e., whether the facility is within or outside of the 2009 EPSO plan). The information
on the SDG&E modified Attachment C’ serves as the basis for addressing the questions
posed by the Commission and to refute the information provided by the Water Districts.
The first table below shows that, once the TL688 and TL6932 relocation and
underground conversion project is completed, there will be a total of 21 critical water
district accounts with demand greater than 100 kW in the 2009 EPSO that currently do
not have backup generation. This information is derived directly from the information of
the 81 critical facilities provided by the Water Districts in Attachment C of their Reply
comments. SDG&E excluded 22 accounts because these are not located within the 2009
EPSO plan. An additional nine accounts are excluded because the Water Districts have
identified these accounts as currently having backup generation. An additional 18
accounts are removed because these accounts have either no recorded demand or
demand less than 100 kW. Finally, an additional 11 accounts are being excluded
because these accounts will be removed from the plan once the TL688 and TL6932
relocation and underground conversion project is completed. This project can impact up
to 14 accounts as described earlier, however three of the 14 are either less than 100 kW

or currently has backup generation. These breakdown as follow:

81 (Accounts claimed by Water Districts as critical)
Less 22 (Accounts outside of the EPSO plan)
Less 9 (Accounts with Backup generation)
Less 18 (Accounts less 100 kW demand)
Less 11 (Accounts after completion of TL688 and TL6932)
21 (Accounts remaining)

The second table does similar arithmetic for each EPSO event in the backcast that the
water districts included in their Attachment D of their reply comments. By excluding

critical accounts with backup generation, those accounts with demand less than 100 kW,
and those accounts that will be removed from the plan once the TL688 and TL6932

" Because of customer specific information, SDG&E cannot publicly list details of usage and recorded
demand for each facility listed in its modified version of the Water Districts Attachment C.
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relocation and underground conversion project is completed only one generator would
have been needed for most of the events. For the extreme 2007 firestorm event 18
generators would have been needed.

/

/!

/
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Reply Comments to the Water Districts’ Attachment C

(a) (b) (© (d) (e ® (2=
(b)-
(ctd+etf)
Water No. of No. of No. of No. of Additional Net No. of
District Accounts Accounts Accounts Accounts in No. of Critical
Listed by Listed Listed by EPSO wi/o Accounts Accounts in
Water Outside of Water Backup excluded the EPSO >
Districts as the EPSO Districts in Generation from EPSO 100 kw and
Critical in Plan EPSO and upon not
Attachment w/Back up Recorded completion of | addressed by
C Generators Demand < TL688 and TL688 and
100 kW TL6932 TL6932
Relocation Relocation
and and
Underground | Underground
Conversion Conversion
Project Project
Valley 18 0 4 1 9 4
Center (#15,16,17, #2)* (#s 3,4,5,8,9,
MWD 18)* 10,11,13,14)*
Ramona 12 5 0 1 1 5
MWD (#s1,5,9,11, (#10)* (#4)*
12)*
Rainbow 16 7 0 8 1** 1
MWD (#s 10-16)* #'s1,2,3, (#2 also <
5,6,7,8,9)* 100 kW)*
Padre Dam 15 9 3 2 0 1
MWD (#s7-15)* (#s 1,5,6)* (#'s 3,4)*
Yuima 15 0 2 4 1 8
MWD (#s 11, 12)* (#'s6,7,8, (# 14)*
9)*
Fallbrook 5 1 0 2 0 2
PUD (# 4)* (#’s 2,3)*
Total 81 22 9 18 11%* 21

*Refers to the specific water district account as numbered on the left-hand column of the Water Districts’

Attachment C.

** To avoid double counting, the 11 does not include Rainbow’s #2 account, because it has already been

included in the column with accounts < 100 kW.

I

I

I
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Reply Comments to the Water Districts’ Attachment D

Number of Critical Pump Station Affected per Backcast Shut-Off Event

(a) (b) (© (d) (O] ® = (b)-
(ctd+e)
Event No. of No. of No. of Accounts | No. of Accounts Net No. of Maximum
No. Accounts Accounts with Recorded excluded from Critical Recorded
Listed by Listed by | Demand < 100 kW EPSO upon Accounts Demand
Water Water completion of impacted by (kW)
Districts as | Districts in TL688 and event that are >
Impacted in EPSO TL6932 100 kW not
Attachment | w/Back up Relocation and address by
D Generators Underground Lilac Upgrades
Conversion
Project
1 6 3 2 0 1 <300 kW
(#2,3) #2)
2 8 0 7 0 1 <300 kW
(#s1,2,3,4,5,6, 8) #7)
3 8 0 7 0 1 <300kW
(#s1,2,3,4,5,6, 8) #7)
4 3 0 2 0 1 <300 kW
(#'s2,3) #1)
5 8 0 7 0 1 <300 kW
(#s1,2,3/4,5,6, 8) #7)
8 8 0 7 0 1 <300 kW
(#s1,2,3/4,5,6, 8) #7)
9 558 9 18 10 18 18> 100
(#s44-52) | (p.D-7,#s1,5,6, (p.D-9, #s (p.D-7,4s 4,8, kW
7,2, 16,19,21,22,25, p. D-8, #s 4 > 500
p. D-8, #s p. D-10, #s 10,13,15 kW
3,9,4,5,11,6,12,14) | 28,29,30,31,32) p. D-9, #s
p.D-9, #20, 17,18,23,24,26,
p.D-10, # 36 p. D-10, #s
p.D-11, #s 37,38, 27,33,34,35
40) p. D-11, #s
39,41,42,43)
/!
/!
/!

8 Water Districts Attachment D contains an error. On the top of p.D-7 it indicates 58 Total Critical Pump
Stations affected, however it identifies only 55.
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The intervening Water Districts contend that pumped water is essential to
firefighting and that SDG&E mischaracterized the need for pumped water. SDG&E is
relying on input from fire agencies and experts in the field. SDG&E does not disagree
that firefighters use water from hydrants when engaged in wildland fire suppression.
However, hydrant water does not instantly become unavailable as soon as power is shut
off in an area. By the intervening Water District’s own admission, some "few to six"
hours worth of water remain available after power is lost. SDG&E would re-energize
lines when ordered by Cal Fire, Office of Emergency Services, other fire or law
enforcement agencies, assuming it was safe to do so, thus providing electricity to pump
water and replenish water systems.

The intervening Water Districts argue that a generator pool is insufficient and
generators must be on site before an EPSO event for all critical pump facilities; they also
claim that four generators are inadequate. The Water Districts also allege that SDG&E's
total of critical pump facilities affected in back cast events is inaccurate. They claim that
the intervening water districts alone require 39 generators of 100 kW or greater and 18 of
500kW or greater, plus a generator for each of the smaller facilities. As explained above,
SDG&E disagrees. The intervening Water Districts have included facilities outside the
EPSO area, and have made other errors presenting an inaccurate estimate of the back up
generation requirements. As noted in its comments, SDG&E recognizes the need for
some additional backup generation and is willing to consider temporary cost sharing for a
pool of four large generators to address the intervening Water Districts’ lack of
preparedness. There is no reasonable basis for the intervening Water Districts to expect
SDG&E to provide permanently installed, 100% backup coverage for all of their facilities
(particularly those that are not even in the potential shut off area). To the degree back up
generation is required SDG&E urges the Water Districts to develop a long term plan to
add these facilities. SDG&E stands ready to work with the Water Districts in this
planning effort. Moreover, it is instructive to note that other Water Agencies (such as the
San Diego County Water Authority or SDCWA) have already made provisions for their
own backup generation and are prepared. See, correspondence re A.08-12-021 from
SDCWA to CPUC, dated May 19, 2006, forwarded to service list by ALJ Kenney on
May 20, 2006. Finally, the Water District comments also attached two emails from CAL
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FIRE employees. However, it is not clear that these emails provide an official CAL
FIRE position on the EPSO plan. Based on earlier conversations SDG&E believes that
CAL FIRE has been neutral, to-date, with regard to EPSO. SDG&E is currently in

discussions with CAL FIRE to determine their official position.

RESPONSE OF SDG&E TO DIRA COMMENTS

DIRA filed comments allegedly regarding backup generation for fire fighting
purposes, but which in actuality broadly oppose EPSO with a number of arguments in
areas where DIRA has no expertise whatsoever. DIRA claims that SDG&E’s proposal
does not consider constraints on implementation; that 100 days is too short a time to
implement the generator plan; and that site preparation could not be implemented in time.
DIRA’s comments are speculative and should be disregarded. SDG&E is already
engaged in site examination and preparation, and work is underway already. DIRA also
criticizes SDG&E for not having information on plans or mutual assistance agreements
that water agencies may have. SDG&E’s plans are not dependent on third party mutual
assistance agreements, so this criticism is irrelevant. DIRA claims that SDG&E’s
proposed timeline is unrealistic. SDG&E’s reply comments and the proposals therein are
at least in part responding to questions and suggestions presented by the ALJ and
therefore cannot be expected to have presciently prepared for such notions before they
were raised for discussion. DIRA also alleges that a pool of four generators
is inadequate. DIRA is outside its area of expertise and is simply speculating about water
district facilities and needs. SDG&E’s proposed pool is supported by analysis in the
record; DIRA’s criticism is not.

In conclusion, SDG&E is encouraged by the Commission’s willingness to have a
broader review and discussion of the issues of preparedness and planning for
emergencies, including the EPSO plan. SDG&E is prepared to work collaboratively with

I

I

I
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its customers, Commission staff, public agencies, and all interested parties as the most
critical portion of the fire season approaches. SDG&E commends the Commission for its

expedited review of this critical proceeding.

Respectfully submitted,

By:__ /s/ Keith W. Melville

LISA G. URICK
KEITH W. MELVILLE

Attorneys for
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

May 26, 2009
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VERIFICATION

I, David L. Geier, am an officer of the applicant corporation herein, to wit: Vice
President — Electric Transmission & Distribution — San Diego Gas & Electric Company,
and am authorized to make this verification on its behalf. The content of this document is
true, except as to matters that are stated on information and belief. As to those matters, |
believe them to be true.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on May 26, 2009 at San Diego, California.

/sl _DAVID L. GEIER

David L. Geier
Vice President —
Electric Transmission & Distribution
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Attachment 1

Jon A. Peterka, Principal of Cermak Peterka Peterson (CPP) Inc., Wind Engineering and
Air Quality Consultants, correspondence to Ali Yari, May 26, 2009
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of RESPONSE OF SAN DIEGO GAS &
ELECTRIC COMPANY TO ALJ QUESTIONS AND REPLY COMMENTS
DATED MAY 19, 2009 has been electronically mailed to each party of record of the
service list in A.08-12-021. Any party on the service list who has not provided an
electronic mail address was served by placing copies in properly addressed and sealed
envelopes and by depositing such envelopes in the United States Mail with first-class
postage prepaid.

Copies were also sent via Federal Express to the Administrative Law Judge and
Commissioner in this proceeding.

Executed this 26th day of May, 2009 at San Diego, California.

Is| LISA FUCCI-ORTIZ
Lisa Fucci-Ortiz
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