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BEFORE THE
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Promote )
Policy and Program Coordination and ) R.04-04-003
Integration in Electric Utility Resource )
Planning )
)
COMMENTS OF THE

CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR CORPORATION
ON THE ALTERNATE DRAFT DECISION OF COMMISSIONER LYNCH
REGARDING RESOURCE ADEQUACY
In accordance with Rule 77.6 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, the
California Independent System Operator Corporation (“CAISO”) respectfully submits its
comments on Commissioner Lynch’s alternate draft decision regarding resource adequacy
(“Alternate”), mailed September 23, 2004.
L. INTRODUCTION
The Alternate modifies the Draft Decision of Administrative Law Judge Wetzell in the
following ways:
1. Restricts the obligation on load serving entities (“LSEs”) to satisfy a 15-17%
planning reserve margin (“PRM?”) to just the summer months of May through
September, rather than the year round obligation set forth in the Draft Decision.
(See § 3.1.)'
2. Eliminates the year round 100% month-ahead forward commitment in favor of a
limited 100% month-ahead forward commitment for the summer months. (See §
3.7.2)
3. Rejects acceleration to June 1, 2006 of the full resource adequacy requirement
and, instead, maintains the January 1, 2008 deadline for full compliance with the

PRM. (See § 3.3.)

4. Exempts all California Department of Water Resources (“DWR?”) contracts from
deliverability screens. (See § 3.3.)

Any section reference is to both the Draft Decision and the Alternate.



5. Adopts the “current customer” method for forecasting LSE load. (See § 3.3.3)

6. Limits the eligibility of intra-control area system contracts to those written prior
to the effective date of the decision, rather than the Draft Decision’s deadline of
the end of 2004. (See § 3.5.2.)

Commissioner Lynch proposes each of these changes with the appropriate intention of
protecting consumers from paying unnecessarily high costs for resource adequacy. The CAISO
concurs with this general objective and believes that the value of all elements of the resource
adequacy requirement should be considered in the context of their cost impacts. However, the
CAISO strongly contends that proposed changes 1-3 above are shortsighted and, contrary to
Commissioner Lynch’s expectations, are highly destructive to the interests of California
consumers. The proposed changes will (1) jeopardize realization of the core goal of resource
adequacy, which is to ensure reliable grid operations, and (2) impair infrastructure investment and
the long-term efficiency of the electricity markets to the economic detriment of LSE customers.
Accordingly, the CAISO urges the Commission to reject proposed changes 1-3 to the Draft
Decision.

The CAISO also believes change 4 creates an unnecessary risk to grid reliability.
Resources are of little value for purposes of resource adequacy unless they can be delivered to
load when needed. Given the substantial megawatts associated with the DWR contracts, even if
limited to quantities under unit-specific contracts, it is essential to preserve the efficacy of the
Commission’s resource adequacy program that deliverability screens be applied to the DWR
contracts to the maximum extent possible. As such, the unit-specific DWR contracts should be
assessed if technically feasible. In this regard, the CAISO believes, based on its preliminary
assessment and information currently available, that the DWR unit-specific contracts will be
found to be deliverable, as will most generators internal to California.

Finally, the CAISO agrees with Commissioner Lynch that changes 5 and 6 constitute
positive improvements that should be adopted by the Commission, but only as modifications to

the Draft Decision. The “current customer” method to LSE load forecasting is preferable to the



Draft Decision’s direction that all LSEs prepare load forecasts on the basis of their best estimate
of future customers and loads. The current customer method assures that all customers will be
counted and that the effectiveness of the Commission’s resource adequacy requirement will not
be undermined by the uncertainties and negative incentives inherent in the “best estimate”
approach. Moreover, in its opening comments on the Draft Decision, the CAISO expressed
concern that permitting intra-control area system contracts to remain eligible as qualifying
capacity if executed anytime prior to 2004 would lead to a rush to execute such contracts prior to
the deadline. The Alternate properly prevents this result.
II. THE RESOURCE ADEQUACY OBLIGATION, INCLUDING THE 100%
MONTH-AHEAD CAPACITY REQUIREMENT, MUST BE YEAR
ROUND
Without analysis, the Alternate purportedly “clarifies” that the 15-17% PRM applies only
to the summer months of May through September and, unsurprisingly, in the absence of any year
round PRM obligation, also restricts the 100% month-ahead commitment to the summer months.”
The Alternate merely states that applying the PRM to the “summer months is adequate to ensure
grid reliability” and, with respect to the year round month-ahead commitment, “that the

operational details and the impacts on LSEs’ procurement strategies must be more fully

developed.”™ This latter statement defies logic. It follows that if LSEs can accommodate the

2 The Alternate purports to “clarify” the Commission’s decision in D.04-01-050. However, D.04-

01-050 provides that “[b]ased upon the record developed in this proceeding, we believe that a planning
reserve level of between 15-17% should be adopted for all LSEs, which should be phased in by no later
than January 1, 2008.” (D.04-01-050, mimeo at p. 22.) Nowhere in the decision did the Commission
restrict application of the PRM to the summer months, but rather limited the forward contracting
commitment to the summer months. (D. 04-01-050, mimeo at p. 30.) The Alternate’s interpretation
renders the Commission’s reference to January 1, 2008, nonsensical. A more reasonable interpretation of
D.04-01-050, as reflected in the Draft Decision, is that the Commission intended the PRM to apply on a
year round basis along with an accompanying 90% reporting obligation one-year ahead.

} Alternate, mimeo at pp. 9 and 37. The fact that the Alternate even discusses a month-ahead year

round requirement after rejecting a year-round PRM demonstrates the Alternate’s fundamental lack of
understanding of the structure the resource adequacy requirement generally. It also demonstrates that the
purported need to more fully develop operational details and the impacts on LSEs’ procurement strategies
constituted mere pretext.



undefined operational details and impacts on procurement strategies imposed by the acceptable
summer month-ahead commitment, there is no logical basis to assume that the same
accommodation cannot extend to the other months of the year.

More importantly, the Alternate’s rejection of the year-round PRM and month-ahead
obligations defeats the very consumer protection objectives motivating the Alternate. Resource
adequacy benefits consumers by (1) providing, in the long-term, a platform for investment in
California’s electric infrastructure, (2) supporting, in the shorter-term, reliable system operation,
and (3) mitigating the amount and effect of market power by encouraging LSEs to enter into
long-term contracts,* as well as by facilitating approval by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (“FERC”) of more effective local market power mitigation measures. Without a
year-round PRM and month-ahead obligation, California consumers will not fully receive these
anticipated benefits.

By only establishing a requirement that LSEs satisfy the PRM during the summer peak
season, the Alternate fails to provide sufficient “insurance” to California. The approach in the
Alternate is based on erroneous assumptions, including that if adequate resourced are available
during the summer months, adequate resources will be available during the rest of the year, and
that there is no need for LSEs to lock up capacity during non-peak periods. The fact that there are
adequate resources lined up to meet summer peak loads does not guarantee that such resources
will be there in other months because California LSEs will not have ensured such resources are
committed to serving California consumers. Thus, by not requiring LSEs to procure sufficient

capacity to serve non-summer loads, the Alternate is gambling that the LSEs will not need this

4 It was no accident that spot market prices in California stabilized after DWR executed its long-

term energy contracts during 2001. Long-term contracts reduce the incentive for suppliers to exercise
market power because the revenue associated with the capacity covered by the contract is established and
generally not subject to spot market price fluctuations. This fact, as well as the overall reduction in supply
purchased through the spot market because of long-term contracts, results in more stable prices and a less
volatile spot market. By reducing the obligation of LSEs to contract for capacity during non-peak periods,
the Alternate is likely to reduce incentives for long-term contracting and lead to a more volatile spot market
during non-peak months.



capacity during non-peak periods. Based on past experience, this could be a substantial losing
proposition. Blackouts can occur, and have occurred, during the off-peak winter months.
Further, price spikes regularly can occur, and have occurred, during the shoulder months,
especially when there are heat waves, low hydro levels, and/or significant quantities of capacity
offline for scheduled outages. Accordingly, ignoring non-peak months is inadequate and could
unnecessarily expose consumers to high spot market prices and potential curtailments.

The Alternate also undermines the value of the resource adequacy requirement as a
catalyst for infrastructure investment. A summer only requirement will skew investment and
contracting decisions toward peaking products only. Over the long-term, this could result in
under-investment in units needed to efficiently meet generally increasing demand in California.

Finally, the Alternate, unlike the Draft Decision, fails to grasp the linkage between the
resource adequacy requirement and the market design set forth in the CAISO’s Market Redesign
and Technology Upgrade (“MRTU”) proposal. In a competitive market generally, all suppliers
that are needed for system and local reliability must be adequately compensated in the long run
either to recover their fixed costs to avoid shutting down or, when additional capacity is needed,
to provide adequate incentive for entry. FERC has stated its view that such a competitive market
could function properly without capacity payments, but that this would require greater tolerance
of price spikes and higher prices, and less aggressive mitigation.” Simply put, FERC desires to
ensure that there are sufficient revenues from market operations (i.e., “revenue adequacy”) both
to support a supplier’s going- forward costs and attract additional investment in the system. In
FERC’s view, given the presence of a mitigated spot energy market, a viable resource adequacy
mechanism is necessary to ensure that suppliers have other means (e.g., capacity payments) to
recover their fixed costs. Thus, by failing to impose a year-round obligation, including a month-

ahead commitment, either capacity payments received only during summer must be sufficient to

3 Further Order on the California Comprehensive Market Redesign Proposal, 105 FERC 61,140
(Oct. 28, 2003), at § 274.



cover annual fixed costs or spot prices must allow for such recovery.

The CAISO is concerned that the rejection of the year round and month-ahead
commitment obligations may compel FERC to prefer a reserve shortage pricing mechanism,
which would hinder the CAISO’s goal in MRTU of obtaining adequate tools to mitigate local
market power. The CAISO believes a reliance on a scarcity pricing mechanism, particularly
when applied to load pockets, would create incentives for creating “artificial scarcity” via
physical withholding and could result in excessive wealth transfers from consumers to producers
if the scarcity condition (whether real or artificial) is chronic. Moreover, the development of such
a pricing mechanism would add to the overall complexity and cost of implementation. As such,
the CAISO strongly urges the Commission to reject changes 1-2 of the Alternate.

I11. THE ALTERNATE ERRS BY DEFERRING UNTIL 2008 FULL
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RESERVE REQUIREMENT

The Alternate rejects the recommendation by Governor Schwarzenegger, the CAISO,
PG&E, SDG&E, California Manufacturers & Technology Association,” ORA, ALJ Wetzell and
others to accelerate full implementation of the 15-17% planning reserve margin to June 1, 2006.
Instead, the Alternate maintains the goal adopted in D.04-01-050 of phasing in the planning
reserve margin by 2008. Three “findings of fact” summarize the reasons for the Alternate’s

conclusion:’

6 Comments of Pacific Gas and Electric Company on Interim Opinion Regarding Resource

Adequacy (Sept. 20, 2004) at p. 1 [PG&E fails to dispute acceleration despite “submit[ing] these comments
to suggest changes and corrections to the DD that the Commission should adopt to improve the final
product.”]; Comments of San Diego Gas & Electric Company on Draft Interim Opinion Regarding
Resource Adequacy (Sept. 20, 2004) at p. 3 [“SDG&E believes the case for expedition is strong, and thus
supports acceleration of the schedule as proposed.”]; Comments of the California Manufacturer’s &
Technology Association on the Draft Interim Opinion Regarding Resource Adequacy (Sept. 17, 2004) at p.
2 [“CMTA submits that unless the Commission takes aggressive action, such as contemplated in the DD,
the potential market power situation will only grow worse, as owners make economic decisions to either
mothball or decommission aging units that are currently needed during peak demand periods.”]

7 Alternate, mimeo at 46 [Findings of Fact 4, 5, and 6].



e Shortening the PRM deadline from January 1, 2008 to June 1, 2006 will create
potentially significant market power for generators, resulting in increased power costs for
consumers.

e Shortening the PRM deadline could lead LSEs to over-procuring resources, or
purchasing resources that do not meet their respective local reliability needs.

e Accelerating the PRM deadline to 2006 does not create any new capacity beyond what
is already scheduled to come online by that date.

Upon scrutiny, each of the purported justifications for deferring full implementation of the PRM
lack merit and should be rejected by the Commission.
A. Delaying Implementation of the Full PRM Exacerbates Market
Power Risks and May Expose Consumer to Greater Volatility and
Threats of Curtailments

As noted, the CAISO sympathizes with the aim expressed in the Alternate to shield
California consumers from needlessly increased costs. However, the Alternate’s fear that
shortening the phase-in period will “create potentially significant market power for generators” to
the detriment of consumers constitutes mere speculation, conflicts with the record,
indiscriminately blurs local and system needs, as well as capacity and energy products, and
ignores the threat posed by future market uncertainty. Accordingly, the CAISO strongly submits,
as it has throughout this proceeding, that acceleration of the PRM under current market
conditions actually supports the goal of protecting consumers from potentially high energy costs
and service curtailments.

The Alternate notes that “[s]ince January, the longer term forecast of electricity supply
and demand has not significantly changed.”® In January, the Commission concluded, “there are
ample resources for California to meet peak demand through 2007.”° The Alternate, therefore,
acknowledges that aggregate or system-wide supply conditions currently favor LSE procurement

by dampening the threat of the exercise of market power by suppliers. Indeed, recent testimony

8 Alternate, mimeo at p. 13.

? D.04-01-050, mimeo at p. 20.



by the IOUs on their long-term resource plans confirms the feasibility of an early phase-in. For
example, Mr. Fong Wan, witness for PG&E, corroborated CAISO’s frequent contention that
market conditions are currently favorable for procurement activities: “We certainly believe that
we have been in an environment that’s, pricing wise, quite favorable.”'® PG&E recognizes that
with the current excess of capacity prices are relatively cheap, and it is less likely that suppliers
can subject LSEs to the exercise of market power. In contrast, the Alternate’s deferral of full
implementation of the PRM to 2008 would require LSEs to procure the last increment of capacity
during the same 2007 time period that the Commission anticipates may reflect tightening supply
conditions."

Further, the Alternate’s assumption that competition between LSEs for capacity will
drive up costs significantly is mere speculation not only because of the current supply conditions,
but also because of the limited amount of additional capacity needed by the IOUs to meet the
reserve requirement. The DWR contracts cover a significant percentage of the IOUs’ current net
short. Again, in confirmation of this reality, Mr. Robert Anderson, witness for SDG&E on its
long-term procurement plan, acknowledged that an early phase-in would not result in
modification of SDG&E’s procurement strategy given that they anticipate being in compliance
with the planning reserve margin by 2006."

On the other hand, to the extent LSEs are not already meeting the full PRM, the CAISO
submits that waiting until 2008 for full implementation could subject California ratepayers to
increased costs and, potentially, curtailments if the resource base deteriorates, there is a prolonged

period of low hydro conditions, or there is a significant increase in peak demand (in California

10 R.04-04-003, Reporters Transcript, Vol. 4 at 598:16-18.
H The CAISO acknowledges that market power can be mitigated by the ability to construct or
implement new supply or demand resources to meet the forecasted demand. However, other than possibly
combustion turbines for local needs, the CAISO does not believe it is realistic that other large projects
could be online by this time unless already through the permitting process.

12 R.04-04-003, Reporters Transcript, Vol. 1 at 124:18-26.



and/or the West). Simply put, it is highly uncertain whether conditions will or will not remain
favorable into the future. If not, LSEs will be forced to meet their resource adequacy obligation
in times where tighter supply increases prices. In assessing this risk, the Alternate implicitly fails
to recognize that capacity is cheap compared to energy. As California learned during the energy
crisis, high spot market prices are not cheap. When capacity is not locked-in in advance, LSEs
must rely on volatile spot market prices to serve load, and that approach can be extremely
expensive.

The CAISO recognizes that a system-wide surplus does not necessarily hinder the
exercise of local market power by suppliers. If this was the Alternate’s concern, it again ignored
the presence of adequate measures to protect against local market power in the near-term. The
CAISO has repeatedly suggested that if evidence that suppliers are exercising market power
arises, LSEs can always come back to the Commission and request that the effective date of the
reserve requirement be revised. Alternatively, if there is a demonstration that suppliers are
exercising market power, the CAISO could step in and execute RMR or RMR-like contracts,
whichever is applicable under the circumstances, for a transitional period in order to meet
locational capacity needs.

B. Full Phase-in Should Not Lead to Unduly Inefficient Procurement
Decisions By LSEs

The Alternate asserts that “[a]ccelerating the PRM deadline before determining the
resource counting and deliverability issues in Phase 2 of this proceeding, or before pinpointing
the effect on utility load of Community Choice Aggregation or other departing loads, could lead
LSEs to over-procuring resources, or purchasing resources that do not, in fact, meet their
respective local reliability needs.” There are a number of issues combined in this statement.
First, the assumption that the absence of final Phase 2 counting and deliverability (i.e., aggregate
to load and imports) standards could lead to over-procurement is unlikely. Application of the

counting and deliverability protocols to resources can only result in a reduction, not an increase,



in eligible capacity currently under LSE control. Consequently, an LSE is more likely to be
under-procured prior to application of the final counting and deliverability protocols (assuming
LSEs possess a reasonable estimate of their load).

Second, the assumption that uncertainties surrounding community choice aggregation and
local capacity requirements will lead to over-procurement is overstated. Under the Draft
Decision, LSEs possess substantial flexibility in their capacity procurement strategies. The Draft
Decision grants LSEs the ability and the opportunity to fill-in 10% of needed capacity between
the 90% year-ahead showing and the 100% month-ahead obligation. Accordingly, in the near-
term when the uncertainties identified in the Alternate exist, LSEs can secure capacity utilizing
short-term transactions to minimize or eliminate the threat of stranded costs resulting from
subsequently imposed locational capacity requirements or movement of load. The Draft Decision
also recognizes that the adopted year-ahead September 30 reporting date may not be appropriate
or practical for identifying resources under LSE control for summer 2006. The Draft Decision,
therefore, grants latitude to move the initial year-ahead showing closer to summer 2006." It is
probable, therefore, that with the extension of time to procure and demonstrate compliance for
summer 2006, sufficient progress in defining, at a minimum, the parameters for local capacity
requirements will have been made to allow LSEs to reasonably estimate the MWs potentially
subject to any local capacity requirement. This, in turn, will allow LSEs to allocate this quantity
of MWs to transactions with terms of one-year or less. Thus, any claim that an accelerated phase-
in would lead to inefficient procurement is exaggerated and should be disregarded.

C. The Inability of Accelerated Phase-In to Spur New Resources Does
Not Eliminate Its Value in Preserving Existing Resources

The Alternate accurately finds that accelerating the phase-in date for the full PRM will

1 Draft Decision, mimeo at 14 [“As discussed further below, in Phase 2 we direct parties to develop

a package of reporting requirements and an initial filing date that reveals resources under the LSEs’ control
for 2006. We expect that the second year’s filing requirements, i.e. September 2006 filings for Summer
2007, may be enhanced to more fully reflect our long-term resource adequacy requirements.”].

10



not result in incremental resources being constructed. However, that is not the objective of an
accelerated phase-in. The primary objectives of an accelerated phase-in are to increase reliability,
reduce the risk of curtailments, and limit exposure to volatile spot market prices. These goals can
be accomplished by ensuring that available resources are committed to serving California loads.
In this regard, it is CAISO’s belief that rejection of the accelerated phase-in may exacerbate the
near-term potential for the “mothballing” and/or retirement of 3,000-4,000MW of generating
units." The Alternate ignores this very real risk that existing resources may no longer be
available to serve California load in the immediate future. This could result in a capacity
shortage if an obligation is not imposed to secure such capacity.

Iv. THE ALTERNATE ERRS BY EXEMPTING THE DWR CONTRACTS
FROM DELIVERABILITY SCREENS

The Draft Decision allows the long-term contracts executed by DWR during 2001 to “be
eligible” as a resource, “but that their qualifying capacity be determined by application of the
deliverability screens that are ultimately adopted by this Commission.”” The CAISO supports
this approach and the Draft Decision’s unwillingness to “risk California’s grid reliability by
ignoring contract features, such as deliverability, that can impact reliability.”'® The Alternate
takes a different tact by according the DWR contracts “full value,” without regard to or
application of the deliverability screens."’

The Commission should reject the Alternate’s treatment of the DWR contracts for the

14 The CAISO has received formal notification that some large older generators will retire prior to

2005 in the event they are not selected in the procurement process. Without a contract, owners of aging
generators are not compelled to invest in needed maintenance based on hopes to run in the spot market.
TURN argues that even if aging generators retire or mothball now they will likely return to service when
needed. It can take from one-to-six months for a mothballed generator to re-commission. As such
mothballed units cannot be considered as quasi-available to meet adverse conditions.

13 Draft Decision, mimeo at p. 27.

16 Id.

17 Alternate, mimeo at p. 27.
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reasons set forth in the Draft Decision. A fundamental tenet of resource adequacy is that
resources intended to serve load actually be able to do so. In this regard, of the total quantity of
megawatts supplied by the DWR contracts, approximately 3000 MWs involve unit-specific
contracts. This is a substantial quantity. Applying the deliverability screens, at the minimum, to
these unit-specific DWR contracts advances the goal of grid reliability.
V. CHANGES IN THE ALTERNATE RELATED TO LOAD FORECASTING
AND INTRA-CONTROL AREA CONTRACTS SHOULD BE ADOPTED
IN THE DRAFT DECISION
A. Current Customer Method
The CAISO agrees with the Alternate that application of the “current customer” method
to LSE load forecasting is preferable to the Draft Decision’s direction that all LSEs “prepare load
forecasts on the basis of their best estimate of future customers and loads.”'® The current
customer method assures that all customers will be counted and that the effectiveness of the
Commission’s resource adequacy requirement will not be undermined by the incentives inherent
in the approach adopted by the Draft Decision. It should be noted that the development of a
tradable capacity product could address load fluctuation concerns and will be addressed as a
second-generation issue.
B. Limitation of Intra-Control Area System Contracts
The Draft Decision provides that “no intra-control area system contracts written after
2004 should be eligible to count as qualified capacity in satisfaction of forward commitment
obligations.”" In response, the CAISO noted that since intra-control area system contracts cannot
readily be screened for deliverability, an incentive exists for suppliers and LSEs to rush into such
contracts prior to expiration of the end of 2004 deadline. To address this concern, the CAISO

recommended advancing the final date for determining eligibility of an intra-control area system

18 See § 3.4.2.

19 Draft Decision, mimeo at p. 21.
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contract to October 1, 2004. The Alternate reaches a similar conclusion by proposing to exclude
as eligible capacity all intra-control area contracts “written after the effective date of this
decision.”® The CAISO supports this aspect of the Alternate and believes it should be
incorporated into the Draft Decision.?!

VL CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing arguments, the CAISO requests that the Commission reject the

Alternate, in general, and the changes identified above as 1-4, in particular. The CAISO further
requests that the changes identified as 5 and 6 above be incorporated into the Draft Decision.

September 30, 2004 Respectfully Submitted;

By: WK/’“ 4

Grant A. Rosenblum
Attorney for
California Independent System Operator

20 Alternate, mimeo at p. 22.

A Much of the concern over restricting the use of intra-control area system contracts for resource
adequacy rests on confusion between capacity and energy products. The CAISO does not propose to
restrict the use of such contracts going forward to optimize an LSE’s energy requirements. The CAISO
agrees that liquidated damages and/or intra-control area system contracts can remain a standard product in
constructing an LSE’s energy, not capacity, portfolio after the effective date of the resource adequacy
decision.
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ROOM 5135

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

GARSON KNAPP

FPL ENERGY, LLC

770 UNIVERSE BLVD.
JUNO BEACH, FL 33408

JAMES OZENNE

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
555 W. FIFTH ST., STE. 1400

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013-1034

MARGARET R. SNOW
MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS
11355 W. OLYMPIC BLVD.
LOS ANGELES, CA 90064

KEVIN DUGGAN

CAPSTONE TURBINE CORPORATION
21211 NORDHOFF STREET
CHATSWORTH, CA 91311

BETH A. FOX

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

THEODORE ROBERTS
SEMPRA ENERGY

101 ASH STREET, HQ 13D
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3017

JOHN W. LESLIE
LUCE, FORWARD, HAMILTON & SCRIPPS, LLP
11988 EL CAMINO REAL, SUITE 200
SAN DIEGO, CA 92130

CHRIS KING

CALIF. CONSUMER EMPOWERMENT
ALLIANCE

ONE TWIN DOLPHIN DRIVE
REDWOOD CITY, CA 94065

MICHEL PETER FLORIO

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK (TURN)
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

DIAN M. GRUENEICH

GRUENEICH RESOURCE ADVOCATES
582 MARKET STREET, SUITE 1020
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104



JACK MC GOWAN

GRUENEICH RESOURCE ADVOCATES
582 MARKET STREET, SUITE 1020
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

NORA SHERIFF

ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

EDWARD V. KURZ

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

BRIAN CRAGG

GOODIN, MAC BRIDE, SQUERI, RITCHIE &
DAY

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JEANNE B. ARMSTRONG

RITCHIE & DAY, LLP

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

EDWARD W. O'NEILL

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, SUITE 600
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-3834

JOHN W. BOGY

PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC
PO BOX 7442

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120

LINDA'Y. SHERIF
CALPINE CORP.

4160 DUBLIN BOULEVARD
DUBLIN, CA 94568

JOE DESMOND

INFOTILITY, INC.

4847 HOPYARD RD. STE. 4311
PLEASANTON, CA 94588

RAMONA GONZALEZ

EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
375 ELEVENTH STREET, M/S NO. 205
OAKLAND, CA 94607

JODY S. LONDON

GRUENEICH RESOURCE ADVOCATES
582 MARKET STREET, SUITE 1020
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

ROD AOKI

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

JENNIFER K. POST

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, ROOM 2496

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

CHRISTOPHER HILEN

DAVIS, WRIGHT TERMAINE, LLP

ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, SUITE 600
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JOSEPH M. KARP

WHITE & CASE LLP

3 EMBARCADERO CENTER, STE 2210
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JEFFREY GRAY

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE

ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, 6TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-3834

SARA STECK MYERS
122 - 28TH AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

MARJORIE OXSEN
CALPINE CORPORATION
4160 DUBLIN BOULEVARD
DUBLIN, CA 94568

WILLIAM H. BOOTH

LAW OFFICES OF WILLIAM H. BOOTH
1500 NEWELL AVENUE, 5TH FLOOR
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596

REED V. SCHMIDT

BARTLE WELLS ASSOCIATES
1889 ALCATRAZ AVENUE
BERKELEY, CA 94703

KAREN TERRANOVA

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, STE 2200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

SHERYL CARTER

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER STREET, 20/F

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

MARY A. GANDESBERY

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

JAMES D. SQUERI

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE & DAY
LLP

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

STEVEN F. GREENWALD

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP

ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, 6TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

LISA A. COTTLE

WHITE & CASE LLP

3 EMBARCADERO CENTER, SUITE 2210
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-4050

AVIS CLARK

CALPINE CORPORATION
4160 DUBLIN BLVD.
DUBLIN, CA 94568

STEVEN S. SCHLEIMER
CALPINE CORPORATION
4160 DUBLIN BLVD.
DUBLIN, CA 94568-6600

ERIC C. WOYCHIK

STRATEGY INTEGRATION LLC
9901 CALODEN LANE
OAKLAND, CA 94605

R. THOMAS BEACH
CROSSBORDER ENERGY

2560 NINTH STREET, SUITE 316
BERKELEY, CA 94710



BARBARA R. BARKOVICH
BARKOVICH AND YAP, INC.
31 EUCALYPTUS LANE
SAN RAFAEL, CA 94901

JUSTIN D. BRADLEY

SILICON VALLEY MANUFACTURING GROUP
224 AIRPORT PARKWAY, SUITE 620

SAN JOSE, CA 95110

CHRISTOPHER J. MAYER
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
PO BOX 4060

MODESTO, CA 95352-4060

GRANT ROSENBLUM
CALIFORNIA ISO

151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD
FOLSOM, CA 95630

DOUGLAS K. KERNER

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

LYNN HAUG

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-3109

MICHAEL ALCANTAR

ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP

1300 SW FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 1750
PORTLAND, OR 97201

ERIC YUSSMAN

FELLON-MCCORD & ASSOCIATES
9960 CORPORATE CAMPUS DRIVE
LOUISVILLE, KY 40223

DAVID SAUL

SOLEL, INC.

439 PELICAN BAY COURT
HENDERSON, NV 89012

CURTIS KEBLER

GOLDMAN, SACHS & CO.
2121 AVENUE OF THE STARS
LOS ANGELES, CA 90067

JOHN REDDING

SILICON VALLEY MANUFACTURING GROUP
31 EUCALYPTUS LANE

SAN RAFAEL, CA 94901

BARRY F. MCCARTHY

MCCARTHY & BERLIN, LLP

2005 HAMILTON AVENUE, SUITE 140
SAN JOSE, CA 95125

SCOTT T. STEFFEN

MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 ELEVENTH STREET
MODESTO, CA 95354

MATTHEW V. BRADY

MATTHEW V. BRADY & ASSOCIATES
2339 GOLD MEADOW WAY

GOLD RIVER, CA 95670

GREGGORY L. WHEATLAND
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

DIANA MAHMUD

STATE WATER CONTRACTORS
455 CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 20
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-4409

DONALD W. SCHOENBECK

RCS, INC.

900 WASHINGTON STREET, SUITE 780
VANCOUVER, WA 98660

GARY HINNERS

RELIANT ENERGY, INC.
PO BOX 148

HOUSTON, TX 77001-0148

CYNTHIA K. MITCHELL
ECONOMIC CONSULTING INC.
530 COLGATE COURT

RENO, NV 89503

NORMAN A. PEDERSEN

HANNA AND MORTON LLP

444 SOUTH FLOWER STREET, SUITE 1500
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071-2916

JENNIFER HOLMES
ITRON INC.

153 WOODCREST PLACE
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95065

C. SUSIE BERLIN

MC CARTHY & BERLIN, LLP

2005 HAMILTON AVENUE, SUITE 140
SAN JOSE, CA 95125

DAVID KATES

DAVID MARK AND COMPANY
3510 UNOCAL PLACE, SUITE 200
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403-5571

ANDREW B. BROWN

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

W. KENT PALMERTON
CONSTELLATION POWER SOURCE
1215 K STREET, SUITE 1700
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

RONALD LIEBERT

CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION
2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE

SACRAMENTO, CA 95833

CARLO ZORZOLI

ENEL NORTH AMERICA, INC.
1 TECH DRIVE, SUITE 220
ANDOVER, MA 1810

JOHN HILKE

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION
125 SOUTH STATE STREET
ROMM 2105

SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84138

KEVIN R. MCSPADDEN

MILBANK, TWEED,HADLEY&MCCLOQOY LLP

601 SOUTH FIGUEROA STREET, 30TH FLOOR
LOS ANGELES, CA 90017

COLIN M. LONG

PACIFIC ECONOMICS GROUP

201 SOUTH LAKE AVENUE, SUITE 400
PASADENA, CA 91101



ROGER PELOTE

WILLIAMS POWER COMPANY, INC.
12736 CALIFA STREET

VALLEY VILLAGE, CA 91602

FRANK J. COOLEY

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE RM 345
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

DANIEL A. KING
SEMPRA ENERGY

101 ASH STREET, HQ13
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

DONALD C. LIDDELL, P.C.
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL
2928 2ND AVENUE

SAN DIEGO, CA 92103

CENTRAL FILES

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1530

MARK SHIRILAU

ALOHA SYSTEMS, INC.
14801 COMET STREET
IRVINE, CA 92604-2464

LAUREN CASENTINI

D & R INTERNATIONAL

711 MAIN STREET

HALF MOON BAY, CA 94019

Regina DeAngelis

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4107

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

DEVRA BACHRACH

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

VALERIE J. WINN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

CASE ADMINISTRATION

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE, ROOM 370
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

LAURA A.LARKS

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE, ROOM 345
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

ROB RUNDLE

SANDAG

401 B STREET, SUITE 800
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

IRENE M. STILLINGS

SAN DIEGO REGIONAL ENERGY OFFICE
8520 TECH WAY, SUITE 110

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

JOSE C. CERVANTES

CITY OF SAN DIEGO

9601 RIDGEHAVEN CT., SUITE 120
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1636

CHARLES R. TOCA

UTILITY SAVINGS & REFUND, LLC
1100 QUAIL, SUITE 217
NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92660

DIANE I. FELLMAN

LAW OFFICES OF DIANE I. FELLMAN
234 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

SEAN CASEY

SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSIO

1155 MARKET STREET, 4TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

CHRIS ANN DICKERSON, PHD
FREEMAN, SULLIVAN & CO.
100 SPEAR ST., 17/F

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

PETER BRAY

PETER BRAY AND ASSOCIATES
3566 17TH STREET, SUITE 2
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110-1093

BERJ K. PARSEGHIAN

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

LAURA GENAO

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

THOMAS CORR

SEMPRA ENERGY

101 ASH STREET, HQ 15G
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

SCOTT J. ANDERS

SAN DIEGO REGIONAL ENERGY OFFICE
8520 TECH WAY - SUITE 110

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

KURT J. KAMMERER

SAN DIEGO REGIONAL ENERGY OFFICE
PO BOX 60738

SAN DIEGO, CA 92166-8738

MARK J. SKOWRONSKI

SOLARGENIX AT INLAND ENERGY GROUP
3501 JAMBOREE ROAD, SUITE 606
NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92660

MATTHEW FREEDMAN

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

SEAN CASEY

SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSIO

1155 MARKET STREET, 4TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

GRACE LIVINGSTON-NUNLEY

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE B9A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS
517-B POTRERO AVE.
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110-1431



JAMES A. BOOTHE

HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP

50 CALIFORNIA STREET, 28TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

LISA WEINZIMER

CALIFORNIA ENERGY CIRCUIT
695 NINTH AVENUE, NO. 2
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118

BARRY R. FLYNN

FLYNN RESOURCE CONSULTANTS, INC.
5440 EDGEVIEW DRIVE

DISCOVERY BAY, CA 94514

JAY BHALLA

INTERGY CORPORATION

4713 FIRST STREET, SUITE 235
PLEASANTON, CA 94566

PHILIPPE AUCLAIR

MIRANT CORPORATION

1350 TREAT BLVD., SUITE 500
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94597

CATHERINE E. YAP
BARKOVICH & YAP, INC.
PO BOX 11031
OAKLAND, CA 94611

GREGG MORRIS

GREEN POWER INSTITUTE

2039 SHATTUCK AVE., SUITE 402
BERKELEY, CA 94704

NANCY RADER

CALIFORNIA WIND ENERGY ASSOCIATION
1198 KEITH AVENUE

BERKELEY, CA 94708

KAREN NOTSUND

UC ENERGY INSTITUTE
2547 CHANNING WAY
BERKELEY, CA 94720-5180

STEVEN KELLY

INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSN
1215 K STREET, SUITE 900

SACRAMENTO, CA 95616

LINDSEY HOW-DOWNING

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, SUITE 600
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-3834

ED LUCHA

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE: B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

MICHAEL ROCHMAN

SCHOOL PROJECT UTILITY RATE
REDUCTION

1430 WILLOW PASS ROAD, SUITE 240
CONCORD, CA 94520

GREGORY T. BLUE

DYNEGY INC.

5976 WEST LAS POSITAS BLVD., NO. 200
PLEASANTON, CA 94588

STANLEY |. ANDERSON

POWER VALUE INCORPORATED
964 MOJAVE CT

WALNUT CREEK, CA 94598

MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC.
1999 HARRISON STREET, SUITE 1440
OAKLAND, CA 94612

JOHN GALLOWAY

UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS
2397 SHATTUCK AVENUE, SUITE 203
BERKELEY, CA 94704

EDWARD VINE

LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIIONAL LAB
BUILDING 90-4000

BERKELEY, CA 94720

PHILLIP J. MULLER

SCD ENERGY SOLUTIONS
436 NOVA ALBION WAY
SAN RAFAEL, CA 94903

CAROLYN M. KEHREIN

ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES
1505 DUNLAP COURT

DIXON, CA 95620-4208

DANIEL W. FESSLER

HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP

50 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 2800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-4726

SEBASTIEN CSAPO

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000

MAIL CODE B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

KEITH WHITE
931 CONTRA COSTA DRIVE
EL CERRITO, CA 94530

WILLIAM H. CHEN

CONSTELLATION NEW ENERGY, INC.
2175 N. CALIFORNIA BLVD., SUITE 300
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596

TED POPE

COHEN VENTURES, INC./ENERGY
SOLUTIONS

1738 EXCELSIOR AVENUE
OAKLAND, CA 94602

DAVID MARCUS
PO BOX 1287
BERKELEY, CA 94701

CRAIG TYLER

TYLER & ASSOCIATES
2760 SHASTA ROAD
BERKELEY, CA 94708

RYAN WISER
BERKELEY LAB

ONE CYCLOTRON ROAD
MS-90-4000

BERKELEY, CA 94720

WILLIAM B. MARCUS

JBS ENERGY, INC.

311 D STREET, SUITE A

WEST SACRAMENTO, CA 95605

SCOTT BLAISING
BRAUN & BLAISING, P.C.
8980 MOONEY ROAD
ELK GROVE, CA 95624



LEGAL & REGULATORY DEPARTMENT
CALIFORNIA ISO

151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630

ROBERT SPARKS
CALIFORNIA ISO

151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD
FOLSOM, CA 95630

ED CHANG

FLYNN RESOURCE CONSULTANTS, INC.
2165 MOONSTONE CIRCLE

EL DORADO HILLS, CA 95762

KEVIN WOODRUFF

WOODRUFF EXPERT SERVICES
1100 K STREET, SUITE 204
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

TERRY A. GERMAN
LIVINGSTON & MATTESICH LAW
CORPORATION

1201 K STREET, SUITE 1100
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-3938

KAREN NORENE MILLS

CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION
2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE

SACRAMENTO, CA 95833

DON WINSLOW

PPM ENERGY

1125 N.W. COUCH, SUITE 700
PORTLAND, OR 97209

Maxine Harrison

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
320 WEST 4TH STREET SUITE 500
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

Brian D. Schumacher

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ENGINEERING, ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES,
CUSTOMER SERVICE, AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

Clayton K. Tang

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ELECTRIC INDUSTRY & FINANCE
AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

GARY DESHAZO
CALIFORNIA ISO

151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD
FOLSOM, CA 95630

JAMES WEIL

AGLET CONSUMER ALLIANCE
PO BOX 1599

FORESTHILL, CA 95631

BRUCE MCLAUGHLIN
BRAUN & BLAISING P.C.
915 L STREET, SUITE 1460
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

LOREN KAYE

POLIS GROUP

1115 11TH STREET, SUITE 100
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

GREG BROWNELL

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
6201 S STREET, M.S. B306

SACRAMENTO, CA 95817-1899

KAREN LINDH

LINDH & ASSOCIATES

7909 WALERGA ROAD, NO. 112, PMB 119
ANTELOPE, CA 95843

G. ALAN COMNES
DYNEGY POWER CORP.
3934 SE ASH STREET
PORTLAND, OR 97214

Amy Chan

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ELECTRIC INDUSTRY & FINANCE, AREA 4-A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

Bruce Kaneshiro

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

NATURAL GAS, ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND
RESOURCE ADVISORY, AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

Donald R Smith

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ELECTRICITY RESOURCES AND PRICING
BRANCH, ROOM 4209

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

PHILIP D. PETTINGILL
CALIFORNIA ISO

151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD
FOLSOM, CA 95630

VICTORIA P. FLEMING

NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.

3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670-6026

DAN GEIS

AGRICULTURAL ENERGY CONSUMERS
ASSO.

925 L STREET, SUITE 800
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

MELANIE GILLETTE

DUKE ENERGY NORTH AMERICA
980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 1420
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

CAROLYN A. BAKER
7456 DELTAWIND DRIVE
SACRAMENTO, CA 95831

NATHAN TOYAMA

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
6201 S STREET

RATES DEPARTMENT, MS 44

SACRAMENTO, CA 95852-1830

LAURA J. SCOTT

LANDS ENERGY CONSULTING INC.
2366 EASTLAKE AVENUE EAST
SUITE 311

SEATTLE, WA 98102-3399

Bradford Wetstone

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ELECTRIC INDUSTRY & FINANCE
AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

Carol A Brown

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 5103

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

Donna J Hines

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ELECTRICITY RESOURCES AND PRICING
BRANCH, ROOM 4102

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214



Jack Fulcher

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ELECTRIC INDUSTRY & FINANCE
AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

Jeanette Lo

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

NATURAL GAS, ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND
RESOURCE ADVISORY, ROOM 4006

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

Kenneth Lewis

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ENGINEERING, ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES,
CUSTOMER SERVICE, ROOM 4002

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

Marshal B. Enderby

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ENERGY COST OF SERVICE BRANCH
ROOM 4205

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

Moises Chavez

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

NATURAL GAS, ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND
RESOURCE ADVISORY, AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

Paul Douglas

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ELECTRIC INDUSTRY & FINANCE
AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

Stephen St. Marie

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ELECTRIC INDUSTRY & FINANCE
AREA

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

Zenaida G. Tapawan-Conway

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

NATURAL GAS, ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND
RESOURCE ADVISORY, AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

CPA COUNSEL OFFICE
CALIFORNIA POWER AUTHORITY
901 P STREET, SUITE 142A
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

DARCIE L. HOUCK

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS 34
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

Jan Reid

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ELECTRICITY RESOURCES AND PRICING
BRANCH, ROOM 4209

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

Julie A Fitch

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

EXECUTIVE DIVISION, ROOM 5203
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

Louis M Irwin

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ELECTRICITY RESOURCES AND PRICING
BRANCH, ROOM 4209

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

Maryam Ebke

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING
ROOM 5119

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

Nilgun Atamturk

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

NATURAL GAS, ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND
RESOURCE ADVISORY, AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

Scott Logan

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ELECTRICITY RESOURCES AND PRICING
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