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Re: 	 Orange Grove Energy, L.P.'s Response to Envirepel Energy Inc.'s September 23,2007 

Comment Letter 


Dear Commissioners: 

This letter provides Orange Grove Energy, L.P.'s ("Orange Grove Energy") response to 
Envirepel Energy Inc.'s ("Envirepel") September 23, 2007 submission of comments lo the 
California Energy Commission (CEC). Envirepel's cover letter declares its opposition to the 
Orange Grove Energy Project ("Orange Grove Project") and contains or purports to contain the 
following attachments: 

1. Letter of Opposition to be submitted to the California Public Utilities Commission, 
2. Letter of Opposition to the Orange Grove Project under Title 20, Appendix B, 
3. Data Adequacy Worksheet comments for Six Month expedited process, 
4. GE LM 6000 estimated performance data sheet, 
5. Fallbrook Renewable Energy Facility Executive Summary, 
6. Emissions calculations for developments within the six mile study area, and 
7. Environmental Impact Reports from some of the surrounding projects. 

Orange Grove Energy would like to point out that Envirepel is a direct competitor in the area of 
energy production in San Diego County. Envirepel proposed its own Fallbrook Renewable 
Energy Facility to be located near the Orange Grove Project but was not awarded the Power 
Purchase Agreement by San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E). Envirepel is attempting to use the 
regulatory process to achieve what it was unable to do in the marketplace. Therefore, Envirepel 
has a clear commercial objective to ensure that the Orange Grove Project is not built. 

The September 23, 2007 cover letter to the CEC states that California, when given the choice 
between a renewable energy project and a conventional energy project on the same circuit, "has 
an obligation to allow the renewable energy project priority over the gas fired project . . .." We 
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assume that this question of priority refers to the transmission interconnection queue whereby the 
California Independent Systems Operator (Cal-ISO) does not make any judgments on selecting 
one project over another. Unlike what Envirepel suggests, priority is simply a matter of timing 
based on when an application for interconnection is received. 

1. Letter of Opposition Submitfed to the California hrblic Utilities Commission (PUC) 

In its letter to the PUC, Envirepel claims that J-Power (the applicant for the Orange Grove 
Project) was fraudulently awarded the Power Purchase Agreement by SDG&E. Envirepel itself 
has retracted this claim in its October 3, 2007 letter to PUC Commissioner Grueneich. 

2. Leuer of Opposition to the Orange Grove Project Under Title 20, Appendix B (September 
23, 2007) 

This letter attempts to point out to the CEC the perceived inadequacies of the Orange Grove 
Project's Small Power Plant Exemption (SPPE) Application. 

In ltem 1, Envirepel claims that the Orange Grove Project will not be used as a peaker by 
SDG&E. This claim is false for several reasons. First, the Orange Grove Project has limited 
hours of operation set in accordance with the permit that is being requested (See Sections 2.4 and 
6.2.4.4 of the Orange Grove SPPE AppUcation). The maximum total annual operating hours 
expected to be licensed and permitted is 3,200 hours per turbine. This clearly indicates that the 
Orange Grove Project is not intended to be a baseload facility. Second, dispatch is based on 
heat-rates and peakers have higher heat-rates than combined cycle facilities and are designed to 
start up quickly and operate for short periods of time, this means that peakers are less efficient 
than combined cycle plants. The Orange Grove Project is being built as a response to a need 
from SDG&E for a peaker facility in that region. If a non-peaking power plant was desired, 
SDG&E would have requested bids from combined cycle facilities with higher operating hours 
in its RFO. Furthermore, even though the Orange Grove Project will be permitted to operate 
each turbine up to 3,200 hours per year, it will likely not meet that limit. Historically, peaking 
power plants in the San Diego region have only operated 5 to 10 percent of the available hours. 
This roughly equates to 450 to 900 hours per year. Nonetheless, it is typical to permit operation 
above these historic levels to allow flexibility in operation if needed to support demand or the 
electric grid in the San Diego County area. 

In Item 2, Envirepel states that the Orange Grove Project has significant environmental impacts. 
Envirepel states that within a six mile radius of environmental study for this project are two 
Indian casino expansions, 10,000 proposed residences, a solid waste landfill, one million square 
feet of industrial space. a state college expansion, a rock quany and a renewable energy power 
project. 

In addition, Item 2 claims that there are significant air quality issues associated with the Project 
site and no offset credits are available in the San Diego Air Basin. Orange Grove Energy has 
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