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 In accordance with California Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC” or “Commission”) 

Rule 75, the California Independent System Operator (“CA ISO”) respectfully submits its reply 

brief in this matter.  As stated in the CA ISO’s opening brief, the CA ISO’s key interest in this 

proceeding is definition by the CPUC of a resource adequacy requirement that is clear, effective 

and enforceable. 

I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY   
 
 Upon review of the opening briefs in this matter, two general areas cause the CA ISO 

particularly grave concern.  This reply brief addresses these two areas and sets forth several 

additional points. 

The first area of concern is the suggestion or implication by many parties that the CPUC 

should not require adequate procurement by the utilities.  The reasons provided are diverse, 

including 1) the utilities’ financial condition; 2) the possibility of the introduction of a core/non-

core program; 3) the wish by the state to rely in the first instance on energy efficiency, demand 

response and renewables; 4) the alleged significant level of surplus resources in California and 
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the West.   The second area of concern is the low priority given by a significant number of 

parties to the need for coordination and a hand-off between the CPUC’s resource adequacy 

requirements and the activities of the CA ISO.   If the CPUC were to heed these suggestions and 

assignment of priorities, the result could be a very anemic resource adequacy requirement that 

will do little to assure the sufficiency of resources to meet customers’ needs or to provide for 

reliable system operations. 

 The CA ISO is concerned in particular about the general resistance on the part of many 

parties to a requirement that the utilities “firm up” their capacity purchases prior to real time.  

San Diego Gas and Electric Company (“SDG&E”) went so far as to suggest that the CPUC’s 

current 5% guideline should be eliminated.  The CA ISO would be very concerned about an 

unbounded ability on the part of the utilities to rely on the spot market for their capacity needs.  

Thus, the CA ISO considers that there needs to be a limitation on the utilities’ ability to rely on 

the spot market for their capacity needs and a mechanism to enforce it.  With such a mechanism 

in place, the CA ISO agrees with SDG&E that a limitation on the ability of utilities to rely on 

spot market energy purchases to optimize the value of their portfolio is unnecessary and could 

foreclose cost-saving opportunities for customers.   

 As the CA ISO explained in its opening brief, a monthly reliability obligation which 

requires the utilities to firm up 100% of their peak load plus the applicable planning reserve a 

month ahead of time would support stable investments in needed infrastructure and would, 

coupled with appropriate reporting and availability requirements, support a hand-off between the 

resources procured by the utilities under a CPUC jurisdictional resource adequacy requirement 

and CA ISO operations.  The CA ISO is dismayed at the short shrift given to these issues in the 

opening briefs of most other parties.  Unless coordination and a hand-off are explicitly 
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addressed, the value of a CPUC resource adequacy requirement will not be fully realized, and the 

CA ISO will continue to have to operate the system without the information it needs to support 

reliable system operations and to optimize energy and ancillary service procurement.  

Perpetuating this situation benefits nobody.    

 In addition to these two areas of significant concern, a number of additional points raised 

in the opening briefs of other parties deserve some discussion.  First, the CA ISO reiterates the 

need for utilities to accurately demonstrate the deliverability of the resources they indicate they 

will rely on to meet their needs.  Transmission constraints are a very real limitation on the ability 

to deliver resources to load.  (Transmission constraints that create deliverability problems can 

also give rise to substantial congestion charges.)  As CA ISO witness Sparks stressed, the utility 

long-term plans do not even contain the information necessary to undertake a meaningful 

deliverability analysis.  Thus, the claims made by the utilities that the subject is adequately 

covered in their long-term procurement plans are not accurate.  At a very minimum, the CPUC 

should direct the utilities, on a going-forward basis, to demonstrate that the resources they 

procure are deliverable to load.  With such a requirement formally established by the 

Commission, all parties can diligently work towards development of a specific deliverability 

standard and test in the workshop process. 

 Second, the CA ISO is concerned about any suggestion or implication in the utilities’ 

opening briefs that the CPUC should approve their long-term procurement plans based on the 

current record.  The utilities have agreed to re-file long-term procurement plans in 2004, which 

are consistent with the resource adequacy framework put into place by the CPUC.  The CA ISO 

supports this approach because the long-term procurement plans filed by the utilities on April 15 
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do not include sufficient or consistent information from which to conclude that they are 

adequate. 

   Third, the CA ISO agrees that it is necessary to define responsibilities for the provision of 

reserves for all Load Serving Entities (“LSEs”), including Energy Service Providers (“ESPs”) 

and others, remains open to addressing reserve requirements in its tariff as necessary and 

consistent with the CA ISO’s obligation to provide open and non-discriminatory access to the 

transmission system. 

 Fourth, the CA ISO notes that a necessary prerequisite to the establishment of a firm 

obligation on the utilities to procure, in the forward market, adequate capacity to meet peak load 

plus the applicable planning reserve is the establishment of fair and ex ante cost-recovery rules.  

Such rules are in fact required by state law.  Upon review of the opening briefs, the CA ISO 

concludes that adequate cost-recovery rules for procurement activities pursuant to long-term 

procurement plans have not yet been defined.  This task must be given priority when the utilities 

file revised long-term procurement plans in 2004. 

 Finally, the CA ISO concurs with Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”) that it is 

imperative that the CA ISO and the CPUC harmonize their respective responsibilities as to the 

addition of transmission infrastructure; and supports the notion that the CPUC should rely on CA 

ISO determinations of need for transmission projects.  In addition, the CA ISO agrees with the 

California Energy Commission (“CEC”), that the state agencies and the utilities will have to 

incorporate an overall assessment of the trade-offs between additional transmission, generation 

or load management into the various planning and procurement process that have been created.  

A clear mechanism to accomplish this objective is important to assure that this assessment does 

not delay the construction of needed resources. 
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 In sum, particularly in light of a reluctance on the part of many parties to meaningfully 

address the myriad of key issues needed to put into place a clear, effective and enforceable 

resource adequacy requirement, the CA ISO considers that it is imperative that the CPUC step up 

to the plate and provide meaningful leadership by adopting the recommendations on threshold 

issues listed in the CA ISO’s opening brief.   Without such leadership, the current resource 

balance situation which is portrayed by so many parties as very favorable could quickly degrade 

and place California customers once again in the untenable position of having to pay very high 

prices for the resources needed to meet load or forego reliable electric service. 

II. THERE ARE NO VALID REASONS TO DELAY THE IMPOSITION OF AN 
EFFECTIVE RESOURCE ADEQUACY REQUIREMENT WHICH INCLUDES A 
REQUIREMENT TO PROCURE IN THE FORWARD MARKETS SUFFICIENT 
CAPACITY TO MEET UTILITIES’ RESOURCE NEEDS 

 
 As the CA ISO’s opening brief sets forth, a resource adequacy requirement is needed 1) 

to provide, in the long-term, a platform for future investment in California’s electric 

infrastructure; 2) to support, in the shorter-term, reliable system operations; and 3) to mitigate the 

amount and effect of market power in California’s wholesale electricity markets by encouraging 

utilities to enter into long-term contracts.  A resource adequacy requirement should assure that, 

consistent with their obligation to serve, the utilities secure adequate capacity in forward markets 

to meet their needs.  To support the development of needed resources, it is important that utility 

reliance on spot markets to meet their capacity needs be appropriately limited, while allowing 

utilities to optimize the value of their resource portfolio using the spot market for energy trades. 

A. Out-standing policy and financial issues should not delay the imposition and 
enforcement of an effective resource adequacy requirement.  

 
 A common theme in the opening briefs of a number of parties are reasons to delay firm 

action to achieve the objectives of resource adequacy including: 1) the utilities’ financial 
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condition; 2) the possibility of the introduction of a core/non-core program; 3) the wish by the 

state to rely in the first instance on energy efficiency, demand response and renewables; 4) a 

claim that there are a huge number of surplus resources so there is no need to take prompt action.   

The CA ISO certainly acknowledges that these factors, along with others, need to be considered 

in developing prudent long-term procurement plans by the utilities.  The CA ISO itself has 

highlighted Market Redesign (“MD02”) related issues that should also be considered.  However, 

these factors do not provide a basis for delaying the implementation of a clear and enforceable 

resource adequacy requirement that requires the utilities to “firm up” procurement of capacity no 

later than a month ahead, rather than continuing to rely on last minute spot market purchases to 

meet their needs.   

 The CA ISO is very worried that if concerns about other policy issues dissuade the CPUC 

from putting into place the framework that requires utilities to procure sufficient capacity to meet 

their needs in the forward markets, the result could be insufficient supplies.  As the Energy 

Action Plan notes, “[t]he state needs to ensure that its electrical generation system, including 

reserves, is sufficient to meet all current and future needs . . . .”  Exh. 53, Energy Action Plan at 

6.  The CA ISO’s opening brief lays out in section III.A.1.d., the concern that without mid to 

long term contracts, existing and new resources that many parties are relying on to contribute 

towards a surplus of resources in California and the West may not remain in service and are 

unlikely to be built.  Thus, the “surplus” that parties claim supports a delay in putting into place 

an effective resource adequacy requirement is fragile at best.   In order for a favorable resource 

balance to be maintained, it is necessary for the utilities to enter into adequate mid to long term 

commitments in order to support the continued orderly development and maintenance of the 

resources needed to meet load. 
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 Unfortunately, California has experience with delaying investment in needed resources 

pending the outcome of policy debates about the future of the electric industry, and this 

experience is not favorable.  A review of the history of power plant development is instructive.  

As is shown in the record of power plant permitting by the CEC, available at the CEC website at  

http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/projects_since_1976.html, from 1996 to 1999 when the 

debate over restructuring of the electric industry raged, there was a hiatus in the development of 

new resources in California; not one single plant sought a permit from the CEC.   This hiatus 

undoubtedly adversely affected the electric industry in 2000-2001.   

 Whereas the CA ISO agrees with Dr. Stern that the problems experienced during 2000-01 

are not solely attributable to tight resources, tr. (Stern) at 5097:12-19, the CA ISO disagrees that 

the resource balance had no impact whatsoever, see id.  Certainly, the Legislature considered the 

addition of resources to be one important component of a strategy to relieve the situation as, in 

2000 and 2001, it enacted AB 970 and SB 28X to expedite the permitting of new power plants 

and power plant repowering.  Public Resource Code Sections 25,550 and 25,550.5.  In its 

preamble, AB 970 states: 

Section 2.  The Legislature finds and declares as follows: 

(a) In recent years there has been significant growth in the demand for electricity in the 
state due to factors such as growth in population and economic activities that rely on 
electrical generation. 

(b) In the past decade, efforts to construct and operate new, environmentally superior and 
efficient generation facilities and to promote cost-effective energy conservation and 
demand-side management have seriously lagged. 

(c) As a result, California faces potentially serious electricity shortages over the next two 
years, which necessitates immediate action by the state. 

(d) The purpose of this act is to provide a balanced response to the electricity problems 
facing the state that will result in significant new investments in new, environmentally 



 8 
 

superior electricity generation, while also making significant new investments in 
conservation and demand-site management programs in order to meet the energy needs of 
the state for the next several years. 

(e) It is further the intent of this act to provide assistance to persons proposing to 
construct electrical generation facilities without in any manner compromising 
environmental protection. 

AB 970, Section 2.  It would be a deplorable mistake to allow history to repeat itself by once 

again allowing a hiatus in the orderly development and maintenance of resources needed to meet 

projected demand, while policy matters related to the future structure of the electric industry 

continue to be debated. 

 The CA ISO notes further that its proposed approach for a resource adequacy 

requirement provides a significant amount of flexibility: utilities may rely on short-term 

purchases for 5-10% of their annual capacity requirements provided 100% of their capacity 

requirements are “firmed up” at least a month in advance.  The CA ISO is concerned that 

additional flexibility to address possible new policies gives undue significance to the risk of 

policy changes without considering the risk of an erosion of the availability of resources to meet 

the needs of California electricity users.   

 Regardless of the ultimate structure of and priorities for the electric industry, resources 

will be needed to reliably and cost-effectively meet the needs of California electricity users, and 

it is important to put into place without further delay the resource adequacy framework needed to 

ensure the availability of these resources.  

B. Utilities should not be allowed to rely on spot capacity purchases to meet the 
resource needs of their customers, but should be allowed to optimize the value of 
their resource portfolio through spot energy trades. 
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 The CA ISO is also very disappointed by the level of resistance to a requirement that 

utilities procure sufficient capacity to meet their peak load plus the applicable planning reserve in 

the forward markets, at least one month ahead of time, rather than relying on spot market 

purchases and hoping there will be sufficient supplies at the last minute when few alternative 

options may be available.  See tr. (Sheffrin) at 4423: 22-28; 4425: 8-12; 4426: 10-15; 4471: 8-13.  

If the CPUC heeds the recommendations of many of the parties, progress towards forward 

procurement of capacity resources by the utilities could be reversed rather than advanced.  

Certainly, a failure to put into place requirements for forward procurement of capacity needs by 

the utilities coupled with the elimination of the current Commission guideline to minimize spot 

purchases and justify purchases above 5% of monthly needs would be a significant step 

backward. 

 The CA ISO’s proposal for a resource adequacy requirement and its rationale are set forth 

in great detail in its opening brief.  Briefly, the CA ISO considers that utilities should be required 

to demonstrate “that they have procured (or have a reasonable plan to procure) sufficient 

capacity to meet 90-95% of their needs” on a year ahead basis.  Exh. 87, Opening Testimony of 

Philip Pettingill and Anjali Sheffrin Regarding Long-Term Procurement Plans of the Investor 

Owned Utilities on Behalf of the California Independent System Operator (“Pettingill/Sheffrin 

Opening”) at 16.  Further, utilities should be required to procure, and to demonstrate that they 

have procured, sufficient resources to meet 100% of their monthly peak load plus the applicable 

planning reserve one month ahead of time.  Id. at 17-18.   

 As explained in the CA ISO’s opening brief, this approach provides the utilities a large 

degree of flexibility to firm up their capacity commitments when market conditions are optimal, 

while ensuring that surplus supplies, to the extent they exist, are committed to California and are 
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not diverted elsewhere or available only at very high prices due to adverse conditions such as a 

West-wide heat wave.  Moreover, the month-ahead requirement would ensure that if there are 

problems looming, the CPUC, the CA ISO and the utilities would have a month to attempt to line 

up additional supplies or encourage conservation rather than addressing a potential short fall at 

the last minute in a crisis mode.  See Opening Brief of the CA ISO at 39-40. 

 The level of resistance to an obligation on the part of the utilities to line up sufficient 

capacity to meet their needs in the forward markets is unwarranted.  Ultimately, the utilities must 

procure sufficient resources to meet the needs of their customers be it in forward markets or 

relying on CA ISO markets.  When purchases are made at the last minute, the range of options 

available to meet unforeseen circumstances is substantially more narrow then if purchases are 

made ahead of time.  See tr. (Sheffrin) at 4423: 22-28; 4425: 8-12; 4426: 10-15; 4471: 8-13.  

Thus, no party has given a credible explanation for why it is better to risk last minute purchases 

of needed capacity rather than to proceed with an orderly procurement of needed resources ahead 

of the day-ahead and real-time time frames.     

 To the extent some of the resistance stems from a concern about the burden of making a 

monthly demonstration, the CA ISO notes that it devised the monthly obligation in order to 

provide for additional flexibility to rely on short-term capacity purchases.  At some point before 

the spot market time frame, utilities should be required to show that they have secured all the 

capacity they need to meet their needs.  Therefore, if it is draconian to require this demonstration 

a year-ahead, then, as far as the CA ISO is concerned, a month-ahead would suffice.  But if a 

year-ahead is too far ahead and a month-ahead is too burdensome, the result becomes no 

enforceable requirement at all.  The CA ISO considers this result to be inconsistent with the 
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utilities’ “obligation to serve its customers at just and reasonable rates.”  Public Utilities Code 

Section 454.5(d).  

 In its opening brief, SDG&E argues that the CPUC should in fact eliminate the current 

5% guideline adopted in D.02-10-062.  SDG&E Opening Brief at 73-76.   The arguments put 

forward by SDG&E for this elimination are similar to the CA ISO’s arguments for allowing 

utilities to optimize the value of their portfolio through spot market energy trades.  See CA ISO 

Opening Brief at 40.  As explained in the CA ISO’s opening brief, once sufficient capacity is 

procured and made available to the market, the CA ISO sees no need for restrictions on the use 

of a competitive spot market for energy to minimize the operating costs of serving load.  CA ISO 

Opening Brief at 38.  However, the CA ISO would be very concerned if the sole restriction on 

reliance on spot markets is eliminated without the creation of a clear and enforceable 

requirement for utilities to forward procure the capacity needed to meet their peak load plus the 

applicable planning reserve. 

 In sum, a resource adequacy regime is meaningless without some requirement that the 

utilities procure in the forward markets sufficient capacity to meet their customers needs.   This 

is because any target reserve level (regardless of how high or how low) can easily be “met” if 

utilities are simply allowed to assume that resources will be available to meet their needs in the 

spot market.   

 The CA ISO urges the CPUC to adopt a monthly reliability obligation whereby utilities 

are required to show that they have procured sufficient capacity to meet 100% of their projected 

peak load plus the applicable planning reserve.  This approach is a very reasonable middle 

ground.  On the one hand, it does not unduly limit the ability of utilities to use short-term 
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capacity purchases and it allows utilities to procure resources for their customers when market 

conditions are optimal.  On the other hand, it precludes the utilities from placing reliable cost-

effective service to load at risk by waiting until the last minute to procure the resources needed to 

serve their customers’ load.  Elimination of the current guideline to justify spot market purchases 

above 5% without creation of a requirement to procure sufficient capacity in the forward markets 

would inappropriately afford the utilities an unlimited authority to (as SCE put it with regards to 

2004) fill the open position by any short term means they see fit.  See SCE’s Long Term 

Resource Plan Opening Brief at 82. 

III. THE VALUE OF A RESOURCE ADEQUACY REQUIREMENT WILL NOT BE 
FULLY REALIZED UNLESS COORDINATION WITH AND HAND-OFF TO 
THE CA ISO IS ADDRESSED. 

 
 Requiring the utilities to firm up 100% of their peak load plus the applicable planning 

reserve a month ahead of time could, in addition to supporting stable investments in needed 

infrastructure, support a hand-off between the resources procured by the utilities under a CPUC 

jurisdictional resource adequacy requirement and CA ISO operations.  This hand-off could be 

implemented through appropriate reporting and availability requirements.  The CA ISO is 

dismayed at the short shrift given to these issues in the opening briefs of most other parties.   

The CA ISO’s opening brief lays out the reasons that support the need for a hand-off 

between utility procurement activities and CA ISO operations. These include 1) the operational 

problems that result from a failure to make available to the CA ISO accurate information about 

the resources that have been procured by LSEs to serve their load, see CA ISO Opening Brief 

sections II, B, 2, and III, C; and 2) supply short-fall problems that could result if the CA ISO 

does not have the ability to commit resources that have been procured by the utilities in the day 

ahead and real time time frames as necessary to meet projected load, see CA ISO Opening Brief 
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section II,B,3 and III., C. Unless coordination and a hand-off are explicitly addressed, these 

problems will persist and the value of a CPUC resource adequacy requirement will not be fully 

realized.    

The CA ISO is worried that coordination issues will fall through the cracks as utilities 

argue that the CPUC should not address coordination issues because they should be addressed in 

the CA ISO tariff and state agencies argue that coordination issues should not be addressed in the 

CA ISO tariff because they should be addressed at the state level.  The state is in the best 

position to comprehensively address resource adequacy and should do so.  Once the core 

requirements of a resource adequacy program are established, including an obligation to make 

information and resources available to the CAISO, the CA ISO, the state agencies and the 

utilities can work to determine the precise details of the information exchange and coordination 

with the CA ISO.   If the result of this work is a consensus view that certain elements should be 

addressed in the CA ISO tariff, the CA ISO understands that it may have to modify aspects of its 

MD02 proposal to conform to the state’s requirements.   

 The CA ISO reiterates moreover that if a resource adequacy regime is ineffective in 

assuring that sufficient resources are available to meet customer needs in real time, the CA ISO 

will continue to face the difficult choice of either paying very high prices to obtain resources at 

the last minute or curtailing load.   

 In sum, the hand-off and coordination between the utilities procurement activities and CA 

ISO operations needs to be explicitly addressed by the CPUC.  The possibility that certain 

requirements may ultimately appropriately be included in the CA ISO tariff does not provide a 

basis for a failure to address these critical matters.     
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IV. THE UTILITIES LONG-TERM PLANS DO NOT ADEQUATELY ADDRESS 
THE DELIVERABILITY OF THE RESOURCES THEY INTEND TO RELY 
UPON TO THEIR LOADS 

 
 The utility opening briefs suggest that the utilities have adequately demonstrated the 

deliverability of the resources they propose to rely upon to serve their load.  The CA ISO 

disagrees. As CA ISO witness Sparks stressed, the utility long-term plans do not even contain the 

information necessary to undertake a meaningful deliverability analysis.  Moreover, the 

simplified analysis undertaken by Henwood is insufficient to effectively demonstrate 

deliverability.  The CPUC should direct the utilities, on a going-forward basis, to demonstrate 

that the resources they procure are deliverable to load through the performance of comprehensive 

and adequate studies that take into account the activities of all three utilities in coordination with 

the CA ISO.  With such a requirement formally established by the Commission, all parties can 

diligently work towards development of a specific deliverability standard and test in the 

workshop process. 

 The utilities generally claim that their long-term plans adequately address deliverability.  

As Mr. Sparks testified, however, all of the utility long-term plans include generic resources with 

no indication of a location.  See Exh. 59C, Unredacted Opening Testimony of Robert Sparks 

Regarding the Long-Term Procurement Plans of the Investor Owned Utilities on Behalf of the 

California Independent System Operator at 11.  As, Mr Sparks testified, an adequate 

deliverability analysis requires 1) information about the location of specific resources (or at the 

very least likely scenarios where resources could be located) and 2) a coordinated review of the 

three utilities’ plans including technical studies to assess the resulting loadings on various import 

paths and internal paths within the CA ISO system.  See tr. (Sparks) at 3858: 14-17; 3859: 13-20; 

3864: 9-28; 3865: 1-8.  As the CA ISO indicated in its testimony, with regards to transmission 
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constrained areas within California, utilities should be required to show that the combination of 

internal resources plus the deliverable outside resources they intend to rely upon are sufficient to 

meet the needs of customers within the constrained area.  See Pettingill/Sheffrin Opening at 10. 

The CA ISO must note in response to SCE’s opening brief, that it does not consider the 

modeling work by Henwood using the MarketSym software to constitute an adequate 

deliverability analysis.  As explained in SCE’s long-term procurement plan: 

Market Sym approximates the electrical system in the WECC region by dividing the 
WECC’s region into 25 market zones and 42 transmission paths between zones.  Within 
this WECC approximation, the California electrical market is modeled by eight zones 
and 17 paths, and SCE’s service territory is modeled by one zone with six paths. 
 

Exh. 10, Southern California Edison Company’s Long-Term Resource Plan Testimony – 

Volume 2 (Redacted) at 26-27 (emphasis added).  There is no mention in this passage or any of 

the other testimony regarding the Henwood modeling work of actual power flow analysis, and in 

fact, the CA ISO does not understand the Henwood modeling work to include the transmission 

line and transformer impedance data necessary to accurately calculate power flows on 

transmission paths and facilities.  Without accurate modeling of the transmission system it is 

impossible to accurately understand the capability of the transmission system to deliver power to 

load when needed.1  See tr. (Sparks) 3859: 13-20; 3864 at 9-22.   

In contrast, SDG&E’s discussion of appropriate deliverability assessments is much more 

consistent with the CA ISO’s view of the matter.  As Mr. Korinek explained in his rebuttal 

testimony: 
                                                 
1 No support for the adequacy to demonstrate deliverability of modeling work using Henwood 
MarketSym can be garnered from the fact that Henwood’s MarketSym software was utilized by SDG&E 
in their filing for the proposed Miguel-Mission transmission project reviewed by the Commission in 
Investigation No. 00-1-001.  The Henwood MarketSym modeling work was used to support an economic 
justification for the Miguel-Mission line; not to demonstrate the deliverability of any particular resource.  
In fact, as SDG&E itself admitted, notwithstanding any analysis using Henwood’s MarketSym software 
to support the economics of the Miguel-Mission line, “the deliverability of generation additions located 
on the 230 kV system between Miguel and Tijuana presents unique issues . . . .”  Exh. 58, Rebuttal 
Testimony of David M. Korinek at 7.   
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In regard to deliverability of potential resource additions internal to the SDG&E LRA 
that are currently in SDG&E’s or the ISO’s interconnection queues, we have completed 
(or are in the process of completing) generation interconnection studies that have been (or 
will be) reviewed by the ISO pursuant to their established tariff procedures.  Furthermore, 
prior to contractually committing to a capacity purchase from any project in our 
generation study queue that seeks to meet SDG&E reliability needs, we would complete 
further deliverability analysis for review by the ISO.  For other generic resource additions 
internal to SDG&E’s service area that are not presently in the interconnection queue, we 
have not identified any specific transmission deliverability upgrades in our opening 
testimony.  However, SDG&E intends to develop a transmission plan of service for such 
resources that will satisfy deliverability requirements.  These studies will also be 
submitted to the ISO for their review.  . . .  
 
Furthermore, . . . it is critical that deliverability of a resource located outside an LRA be 
determined for both normal and emergency conditions.  This is necessary because remote 
resources that can be scheduled for delivery to an LRA under normal operating 
conditions may not be deliverable during certain transmission contingencies when they 
are needed to serve the LRA’s reliability needs and vice-versa. 

 

Exh. 58, Rebuttal Testimony of David M. Korinek at 7-8.   

This passage suggests that SDG&E understands the need for accurate power flow 

analysis to support a showing of deliverability since power flow analysis is an integral part of 

study work undertaken in the interconnection and grid planning processes at the CA ISO.  The 

CA ISO concurs with SDG&E that there is a need to address how and when deliverability 

assessments are to be undertaken in the case of resources to be procured so far into the future that 

they have no defined location.  See Rebuttal Testimony of David M. Korinek at 9-10.  These 

details, however, can be addressed in the workshop process. 

As discussed in the CA ISO’s opening brief, the CA ISO has ideas on how its 

interconnection and grid planning processes can be used to support adequate deliverability 

analyses for purposes of utility long-term procurement plans, and the CA ISO is open to the 

ideas of other parties to ensure that an effective deliverability requirement can be designed.  In 

the interim, however, it is important that the CPUC understand that the “deliverability” analysis 
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presented in the April 15 long-term procurement plans is very far from adequate.  Therefore, the 

CPUC should make a threshold decision that “deliverability” must be demonstrated; should 

direct the parties to address the appropriate technical assessments needed to demonstrate 

deliverability in the workshops; and should direct the utilities to include adequate deliverability 

analyses in the revised long-term procurement plans submitted in 2004.  

V. THE CPUC SHOULD NOT APPROVE THE UTILITY LONG-TERM PLANS 
UNTIL THEY ARE REVISED AND REVIEWED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 
RESOURCE ADEQUACY REQUIREMENT RULES ESTABLISHED BY THE 
CPUC 

 
 The Joint Recommendation endorsed by each of the utilities provides that the utilities are 

to file revised plans in 2004 based on the resource adequacy framework resulting from this 

proceeding and workshops.  Exh. 69, Joint Recommendation of California Energy Commission, 

Office of Ratepayer Advocates, the Utility Reform Network, Southern California Edison 

Company, San Diego Gas and Electric Company and Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

Addressing Reserve Requirements, Energy Efficiency Funding and Long-Term Commitments 

(“Joint Recommendation”) at Point I.8.  The Joint Recommendation goes on to state that ‘[t]he 

Commission should initiate in 2004 a process for determining with more specificity the timing 

and extent of new resource needs for each IOU.  The objective of this process is that long-term 

resource needs would be identified and resource plans in place for each IOU by the end of 2004, 

leading to new long-term commitments to satisfy such needs, assuming customer base and 

financial issues are satisfactorily resolved.”  Id. at Point III.2.  Notwithstanding having endorsed 

the Joint Recommendation, there are suggestions, or at least implications, in the opening briefs 

of some of the utilities that the Commission should approve their long-term procurement plans.   
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The CA ISO would be very concerned about CPUC approval of the utility long-term 

procurement plans in a manner that forecloses further rigorous analysis of the plans in 2004, 

when revised plans are presented in a more complete and comparable basis.  The CA ISO’s 

opening brief and the section above set forth some of the CA ISO’s concerns with the lack of 

adequate deliverability analysis in the plans.  Further, as stated in the CA ISO’s opening brief, 

the CA ISO remains concerned that the April 15 long-term procurement plans do not contain 

sufficient consistent information for the CPUC to make a determination based on the plans that 

the utilities will obtain sufficient resources to meet their load in the coming years.  Exh. 3, 

Opening Testimony of Mary Jo Thomas Regarding the Long-Term Procurement Plans of the 

Investor Owned Utilities on Behalf of the California Independent System Operator (“Thomas 

Opening”) at 2.  Finally, as the CA ISO’s opening brief details, the April 15 long-term 

procurement plans fail to adequately assess a number of important matters.   See CA ISO 

Opening Brief, Section VI.   Better information on these matters is important to establish a sound 

strategic direction for procurement by the utilities in the future. 

In sum, the CA ISO does not consider that the CPUC should approve the current utility 

long-term procurement plans.  Rather the utilities should be required to revise their plans to 

address outstanding deficiencies consistent with the Commission’s threshold decisions and the 

resource adequacy framework adopted by the Commission.  The revised plans should be 

reviewed in 2004. 

VI. CONSISTENT RESOURCE ADEQUACY REQUIREMENTS SHOULD BE 
ESTABLISHED FOR ALL LOAD SERVING ENTITIES  

 
 The Alliance for Retail Energy Markets (“AReM”) suggests in its opening brief that the 

CPUC does not have jurisdiction to impose resource adequacy requirements on ESPs, but that it 
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may develop guidelines for such requirements to be implemented and enforced by the CA ISO.  

Opening Brief of the Alliance for Retail Energy Markets at 13-18.  The Western Power Trading 

Forum (“WPTF”) suggests that the CPUC should “take the lead both in developing a common 

resource adequacy standard” and “working with the ISO to implement that standard for LSEs.”  

Opening Brief of the Western Power Trading Forum at 9.  The CA ISO shares the concern of 

many parties that there should be consistent resources adequacy requirements applicable to all 

LSEs, exh. 87, Pettingill/Sheffrin Opening at 13, and remains ready to work with the CPUC and 

the state to provide for the application of consistent resource adequacy requirements for all LSEs 

within its control area. 

The CA ISO has not researched the extent of the CPUC’s jurisdiction to impose reserve 

requirements on ESPs, and hence takes no position on the matter.  However, as Mr. Pettingill and 

Dr. Sheffrin testified, the CA ISO is unaware of what entity other than the CPUC or the CA ISO 

could impose reserve requirements for ESPs.  Exh. 87, Pettingill/Sheffrin Opening at 29.  Thus, 

to the extent the CPUC is confident that it has jurisdiction to determine and impose resource 

adequacy requirements for direct access and community aggregation customers, it should do so.  

Further, if the CA ISO’s assistance is required to impose consistent resource adequacy 

requirements on ESPs, community aggregators, municipal utilities and any other LSEs within the 

CA ISO control area, the CA ISO remain open to working with the CPUC, other state agencies, 

and stakeholders to place resource adequacy requirements in its tariff in a manner that assures 

consistent requirements for all LSEs. 

VII FAIR AND EX-ANTE COST RECOVERY RULES MUST BE ESTABLISHED 
FOR UTILITY PROCUREMENT OF NEEDED CAPACITY IN THE FORWARD 
MARKETS 
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 The CA ISO considers that a necessary prerequisite to the establishment of a firm 

obligation on the utilities to procure, in the forward market, adequate capacity to meet peak load 

plus the applicable planning reserve level, is the establishment of fair and ex ante cost-recovery 

rules.  In fact, state law specifically requires the establishment of such rules.  

Public Utilities Code Section 454.5(b)(7) specifically requires that utility procurement 

plans include: “[t]he upfront standards and criteria by which the acceptability and eligibility for 

rate recovery of a proposed procurement transaction will be known by the electrical corporation 

prior to execution of the transaction.  This shall include an expedited approval process for the 

commission’s review of proposed contracts and subsequent approval or rejection thereof.”  

Public Utilities Code Section 454.5(c) provides that 

A procurement plan approved by the commission shall contain one or more of the 
following features, provided that the commission may not approve a feature or 
mechanism for an electrical corporation if it finds that the feature or mechanism would 
impair the restoration of an electrical corporation's creditworthiness or would lead to a 
deterioration of an electrical corporation's creditworthiness: 
 

(1)  A competitive procurement process under which the electrical corporation 
may request bids for procurement-related services.  The commission shall specify the 
format of that procurement process, as well as criteria to ensure that the auction process is 
open and adequately subscribed.  Any purchases made in compliance with the 
commission-authorized process shall be recovered in the generation component of rates. 

 
    (2)  An incentive mechanism that establishes a procurement benchmark or 
benchmarks and authorizes the electrical corporation to procure from the market, subject 
to comparing the electrical corporation's performance to the commission-authorized 
benchmark or benchmarks.  The incentive mechanism shall be clear, achievable, and 
contain quantifiable objectives and standards.  The incentive mechanism shall contain 
balanced risk and reward incentives that limit the risk and reward of an electrical 
corporation. 
 
    (3)  Upfront achievable standards and criteria by which the acceptability and 
eligibility for rate recovery of a proposed procurement transaction will be known by the 
electrical corporation prior to the execution of the bilateral contract for the transaction. 

The commission shall provide for expedited review and either approve or reject 
the individual contracts submitted by the electrical corporation to ensure compliance with 
its procurement plan.  To the extent the commission rejects a proposed contract pursuant 
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to this criteria, the commission shall designate alternative procurement choices obtained 
in the procurement plan will be recoverable for ratemaking purposes. 
 

Further, as set forth in the CA ISO’s opening brief, it is necessary to give utilities 

adequate incentives to forward procure sufficient resources.  The opposite effect is likely if 1) 

there is no clear cost recovery rules for long-term forward procurement and 2) all spot market 

transactions procured through CA ISO markets are deemed prudent.  See CA ISO Opening Brief 

at 43.   

In reviewing the opening briefs, the CA ISO is concerned that the rules for cost recovery 

of long-term procurement commitments by the utilities are still murky, and certainly do not 

contain the specificity required in Public Utilities Code Sections 454.5(b) and (c).  Consistent 

with Public Utilities Code Section 454.5(b)(7), the utilities should be required in the first 

instance to propose a process for cost recovery for resources procured in accordance with their 

long-term procurement plans that provides for prompt cost recovery, up-front standards for 

reasonableness review and protection from hindsight review.  Utilities should be required to fully 

address the requirements of Public Utilities Code Sections 454.5(b) and (c) in their revised 2004 

plans.  Addressing cost recovery should be a high priority as, until a clear ex-ante process is in 

place, the utilities will continue to have a perverse incentive to rely on transparent CA ISO 

markets without first contracting for sufficient capacity to meet their needs. 

VIII. THE CA ISO, CPUC AND CEC MUST DEVELOP AN EFFICIENT PROCESS 
FOR IDENTIFICATION AND SITING OF NEEDED TRANSMISSION 
FACILITIES 

 
 The CA ISO concurs with SCE and the CEC that further work is needed to establish an 

efficient process for the identification and siting of transmission additions in California. 
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Mr. Sparks’ Opening Testimony contains a summary description of the CA ISO’s grid 

planning process.  Exh. 60, Redacted Opening Testimony of Robert Sparks Regarding the Long-

Term Procurement Plans of the Investor Owned Utilities on Behalf of the California Independent 

System Operator (“Sparks Opening”) at 1-5.  As Mr. Sparks describes, the grid planning process 

is a year long, intensive process, with numerous opportunities for participation by interested 

stakeholders.  Id.  The process culminates in the submission of plans by the utilities to the CA 

ISO, and review and approval or disapproval of the projects contained in the plans by the CA 

ISO, with governing board approval required for projects costing $20 million or more.  Id.   

The CA ISO agrees with SCE that as a matter of public policy, the Commission should 

work with the CA ISO to harmonize the Commission’s siting responsibilities with the CA ISO’s 

responsibilities for maintaining reliability and undertaking transmission planning.  SCE’s Long 

Term Resource Plan Opening Brief at 72.  The CA ISO also agrees with SCE that the 

Commission should do so by relying on a finding by the CA ISO that it has reviewed a project 

under its mandate to ensure efficient use and reliable operation of the transmission grid, and 

found that a transmission line was needed.  Id. at 72-73.  The CA ISO’s policy and legal 

arguments for this conclusion have been presented to the CPUC repeatedly, most recently in its 

January 23, 2003, Petition for Rehearing of Decision 02-12-66.  The CA ISO will not reiterate its 

arguments and analysis here but rather refers the Judge and the Commission to its Petition for 

Rehearing of Decision 02-12-066.  Suffice it to say that the CA ISO agrees with SCE regarding 

this matter. 

Further, the CA ISO agrees with the CEC that the CA ISO, the state agencies and the 

utilities will have to incorporate an overall assessment of the trade-offs between additional 

transmission, generation or load management into the various planning and procurement 
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processes that have been created, including the CA ISO grid planning process, the CEC’s 

Integrated Energy Policy Report process, and the procurement processes.  The mechanism for 

doing this has not yet been well defined.  The CA ISO welcomes further dialogue with the 

utilities and the state agencies to establish where in the various proceedings that relate to 

planning and procurement, these trade-offs are to be considered in a timely and efficient manner.  

In this way, the need to assess the relative merits of transmission or generation/load management 

additions will not delay the construction of needed resources. 

In sum, additional dialogue is required to harmonize the respective responsibilities of the 

CA ISO, the utilities, the CPUC and the CEC in the identification and permitting of new 

transmission facilities. 
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VII.  CONCLUSION 
 

Creation of a resource adequacy requirement is of overriding importance to provide for 

reliable and cost-effective electric service to customers in California.  Particularly in light of a 

reluctance on the part of many parties to meaningfully address the myriad of key issues needed 

to put into place a clear, effective and enforceable resource adequacy requirement, the CA ISO 

considers that it is imperative that the CPUC step up to the plate and provide meaningful 

leadership by adopting the recommendations on threshold issues set forth in the CA ISO’s 

opening brief.   Without such leadership, the current resource balance situation which is 

portrayed by so many parties as very favorable could quickly degrade and place California 

customers once again in the untenable position of having to pay very high prices for the 

resources needed to meet load or forego reliable electric service. 

  
 
 
 
      Respectfully submitted, 
 

By:  
_________________________ 

      Jeanne M. Solé 
 
 
Counsel for the California Independent 

      System Operator Corporation 
      151 Blue Ravine Road 
      Folsom, California 95630 
      Phone: (916) 351-4400 
      Fax: (916) 608-3222 
Date:  September 22, 2003         



PROOF OF SERVICE 
 
 
I hereby certify that on September 22, 2003, I served by electronic and U.S. mail, the Reply Brief of 
the California Independent System Operator Corporation in Docket # R. 01-10-024.  

DATED at Folsom, California on September 22, 2003. 
 
 

_________________________________ 
Karen Voong 
An Employee of the California 
Independent System Operator 



DANIEL V. GULINO 
RIDGEWOOD POWER MANAGEMENT, LLC 
947 LINWOOD AVENUE 
RIDGEWOOD, NJ 7450 
 
 

 

WILLIAM P. SHORT 
RIDGEWOOD POWER MANAGMENT, LCC 
947 LINWOOD AVENUE 
RIDGEWOOD, NJ 7450 
 
 

KEITH R. MCCREA 
SUTHERLAND, ASBILL & BRENNAN LLP 
1275 PENNSYLVANIA AVE., N.W. 
SUITE 800 
WASHINGTON, DC 20004-2415 
 
 

ROGER A. BERLINER 
MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP 
1501 M STREET, NW, SUITE 700 
WASHINGTON, DC 20005 
 
 

 

PETER GLASER 
SHOOK, HARDY & BACON, L.L.P 
600 14TH STREET, NW, SUITE 800 
WASHINGTON, DC 20005-2004 
 
 

MARTIN PROCTOR 
CONSTELLATION POWER SOURCE 
111 MARKET PLACE, SUITE 500 
BALTIMORE, MD 21202 
 
 

EDWARD SULLIVAN 
SENIOR COUNSEL 
PEABODY HOLDING COMPANY, INC. 
701 MARKET STREET 
ST. LOUIS, MO 63101-1826 
 
 

 

LOUIS DENETSOSIE 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 
NAVAJO NATION DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
PO DRAWER 2010 
WINDOW ROCK, AZ 86515 
 
 

LISA URICK 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
555 W. FIFTH STREET, SUITE 1400 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013-1011 
 
 

RICHARD A. SHORTZ 
ESQUIRE 
MORGAN, LEWIS & BOCKIUS LLP 
300 SOUTH GRAND AVE., 22ND FLOOR 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071-3132 
 
 

 

GREGORY KLATT 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
LAW OFFICES OF DANIEL W. DOUGLASS 
411 E. HUNTINGTON DRIVE, SUITE 107-356 
ARCADIA, CA 91006 
 
 

THOMAS D. O'CONNOR 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
O'CONNOR CONSULTING SERVICES, INC 
5427 FENWOOD AVENUE 
WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367 
 
 

DANIEL W. DOUGLASS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
LAW OFFICES OF DANIEL W. DOUGLASS 
6303 OWENSMOUTH AVENUE, TENTH FLOOR 
WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367-2262 
 
 

 

CURTIS KEBLER 
DIRECTOR, ASSET COMMERCIALIZATION 
RELIANT ENERGY 
8996 ETIWANDA AVENUE 
RANCHO CUCAMONGA, CA 91739 
 
 

BETH A. FOX 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE, RM. 535 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
 
 

JAMES WOODRUFF 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE, SUITE 342 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
 
 

 

RICHARD H. HERTZBERG 
ENPEX CORPORATION 
1329 STRATFORD COURT 
DEL MAR, CA 92014 
 
 

KELLY M. MORTON 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
SEMPRA ENERGY 
101 W. ASH STREET, HQ13 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 
 
 

JEFFREY M. PARROTT 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
101 ASH STREET, HQ 13 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3017 
 
 

 

FREDERICK M. ORTLIEB 
CITY ATTORNEY 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
1200 THIRD AVENUE, 11TH FLOOR 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-4100 
 
 

MARK J. SKOWRONSKI 
DUKE SOLAR 
3501 JAMBOREE ROAD, SUITE 606 
NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92660 
 
 

KATE POOLE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO 
651 GATEWAY BOULEVARD, SUITE 900 
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080 
 
 

 

MARC D. JOSEPH 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO 
651 GATEWAY BOULEVARD, SUITE 900 
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080 
 
 

DANIEL EDINGTON 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
 
 

MATTHEW FREEDMAN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
 
 

 

MICHEL PETER FLORIO 
SENIOR ATTORNEY 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK (TURN) 
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
 
 

OSA ARMI 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
SHUTE MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP 
396 HAYES STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
 
 

NOEL OBIORA 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
LEGAL DIVISION 
ROOM 4107 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

 

RANDOLPH L. WU 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4682 
 
 

MARK SAVAGE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
CONSUMERS UNION OF U.S., INC. 
1535 MISSION STREET 
BAR NO. 141621 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103 
 



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

 

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

EVELYN C. LEE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
77 BEALE STREET, 31ST FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
 
 

JEANNE MC KINNEY 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
THELEN, REID & PRIEST 
101 SECOND STREET, SUITE 1800 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
 
 

 

MARY A. GANDESBERY 
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
77 BEALE STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
 
 

PAUL C. LACOURCIERE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
THELEN REID & PRIEST LLP 
101 SECOND STREET, SUITE 1800 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
 
 

PETER WEINER 
PAUL HASTINGS LLP 
55 SECOND STREET, 24TH FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
 
 

 

SHERYL CARTER 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
71 STEVENSON STREET, STE 1825 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
 
 

BRIAN T. CRAGG 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
GOODIN, MACBRIDE, SQUERI, RITCHIE & DAY 
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
 
 

ENOCH H. CHANG 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
WHITE & CASE LLP 
THREE EMBARCADERO CENTER, SUITE 2100 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
 
 

 

JOE KARP 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
WHITE & CASE, LLP 
3 EMBARCADERO CENTER, SUITE 2210 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
 
 

JOHN ROSENBAUM 
WHITE & CASE LLP 
THREE EMBARCADERO CENTER, SUITE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
 
 

LISA A. COTTLE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
WHITE & CASE LLP 
3 EMBARCADERO CENTER,SUITE 2210 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
 
 

 

MARK FOGELMAN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
STEEFEL, LEVITT & WEISS, P.C. 
ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, 30TH FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
 
 

STEVEN F. GREENWALD 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP 
ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, SUITE 600 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
 
 

EDWARD W. O'NEILL 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP 
ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, SUITE 600 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-3834 
 
 

 

LINDSEY HOW- DOWNING 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP 
ONE EMBARCADERO, SUITE 600 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-3834 
 
 

JOHN WHITTING BOGY 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 7442 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120 
 
 

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

 

JOSEPH M. PAUL 
DYNEGY MARKETING & TRADE 
5976 WEST LAS POSITAS BLVD. 
PLEASANTON, CA 94588 
 
 

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

SETH HILTON 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
MORRISON & FOERSTER LLP 
101 YGNACIO VALLEY ROAD, SUITE 450 
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596-8130 
 
 

 

ANDREW J. SKAFF 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW J. SKAFF 
1999 HARRISON STREET, SUITE 2700 
OAKLAND, CA 94612-3572 
 
 

DANIEL KIRSHNER 
ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND 
5655 COLLEGE AVENUE, SUITE 304 
OAKLAND, CA 94618 
 
 

REED V. SCHMIDT 
BARTLE WELLS ASSOCIATES 
1889 ALCATRAZ AVENUE 
BERKELEY, CA 94703 
 
 

 

GREGORY MORRIS 
GREEN POWER INSTITUTE 
2039 SHATTUCK AVE., SUITE 402 
BERKELEY, CA 94704 
 
 

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

CHRIS KING 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
AMERICAN ENERGY INSTITUTE 
842 OXFORD ST. 
BERKELEY, CA 94707 
 
 

 

NANCY RADER 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
CALIFORNIA WIND ENERGY ASSOCIATION 
1198 KEITH AVENUE 
BERKELEY, CA 94708 
 
 

PATRICK  G. MCGUIRE 
CROSSBORDER ENERGY 
2560 NINTH STREET, SUITE 316 
BERKELEY, CA 94710 
 
 



MICHAEL GREEN 
THE PACIFIC LUMBER COMPANY 
PO BOX 37 
SCOTIA, CA 95565 
 
 

 

MICHAEL THEROUX 
THEROUX ENVIRONMENTAL 
PO BOX 7838 
AUBURN, CA 95604 
 
 

JEANNE M. SOLE 
REGULATORY COUNSEL 
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM 
OPERATOR 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
 

JAMES WEIL 
AGLET CONSUMER ALLIANCE 
PO BOX 1599 
FORESTHILL, CA 95631 
 
 

 

THOMAS TANTON 
4390 INDIAN CREEK ROAD 
LINCOLN, CA 95648 
 
 

ANDREW B. BROWN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS 
2015 H STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
 

DOUGLAS K. KERNER 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS 
2015 H STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
 

 

EMILIO E. VARANINI III 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
CALIFORNIA POWER AUTHORITY 
901 P STREET, SUITE 142A 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
 

LYNN M. HAUG 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP 
2015 H STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
 

STEVE PONDER 
FPL ENERGY, INC., LLC 
980 NINTH STREET, 16TH FLOOR 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
 

 

ANN L. TROWBRIDGE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DOWNEY, BRAND, SEYMOUR & ROHWER 
555 CAPITOL MALL, 10TH FLOOR 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-4686 
 
 

RONALD LIEBERT 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 
2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95833 
 
 

DONALD BROOKHYSER 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP 
1300 S.W. 5TH AVENUE, SUITE 1750 
PORTLAND, OR 97201 
 
 

 

MICHAEL P. ALCANTAR 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP 
1300 SW FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 1750 
PORTLAND, OR 97201 
 
 

JAMES PAINE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
STOEL RIVES, LLP 
900 SW 5TH AVE STE. 2600 
PORTLAND, OR 97204-1268 
 
 

STEVE MUNSON 
VULCAN POWER CO. 
1183 NW WALL STREET, SUITE G 
BEND, OR 97701 
 
 

 

CHUCK GILFOY 
TRANSALTA ENERGY MARKETING US 
4609 N.W. ASHLEY HEIGHTS DRIVE 
VANCOUVER, WA 98685 
 
 

JAMES LOEWEN 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
320 WEST 4TH STREET SUITE 500 
NATURAL GAS, ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND 
RESOURCE ADVISORY 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013 
 

AARON J JOHNSON 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION ROOM 5205 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

 

BRADFORD WETSTONE 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ELECTRIC INDUSTRY & FINANCE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

CHRISTINE M. WALWYN 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES 
ROOM 5117 
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 
 
 

 

DAN ADLER 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING 
ROOM 5119 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

DAVID M. GAMSON 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION ROOM 5214 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

DONNA J HINES 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ELECTRIC INDUSTRY & FINANCE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

 

EUGENE CADENASSO 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
NATURAL GAS, ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND 
RESOURCE ADVISORY AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

FARZAD GHAZZAGH 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES AND PRICING 
BRANCH ROOM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 

JAN REID 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES AND PRICING 
BRANCH ROOM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

 

JAY LUBOFF 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
NATURAL GAS, ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND 
RESOURCE ADVISORY AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

JOHN GALLOWAY 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
NATURAL GAS, ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND 
RESOURCE ADVISORY AREA 4-A 
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 
 
 

 

JULIE HALLIGAN 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES 
ROOM 5101 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

KAREN M SHEA 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ELECTRIC INDUSTRY & FINANCE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

KAYODE KAJOPAIYE 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ELECTRIC INDUSTRY & FINANCE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

 

LAINIE MOTAMEDI 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING 
ROOM 5119 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

LAURA L. KRANNAWITTER 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES AND PRICING 
BRANCH ROOM 4101 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 

LAURENCE CHASET 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
LEGAL DIVISION ROOM 5131 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

 

LISA PAULO 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
PUBLIC PROGRAMS BRANCH AREA 3-E 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

LYNNE MCGHEE 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION ROOM 5306 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

MANUEL RAMIREZ 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION AREA 4-A 
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 
 

PETER V. ALLEN 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES 
ROOM 5022 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

 

REGINA DEANGELIS 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
LEGAL DIVISION ROOM 4107 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

RICHARD A. MYERS 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
NATURAL GAS, ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND 
RESOURCE ADVISORY AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 

ROBERT KINOSIAN 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION ROOM 4205 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

 

SCOTT LOGAN 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES AND PRICING 
BRANCH 
ROOM 4209 
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 
 
 

STEVEN C ROSS 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES AND PRICING 
BRANCH ROOM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 
 

 

ANDREW ULMER 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
SIMPSON PARTNERS LLP 
900 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
 
 

KAREN GRIFFIN 
MANAGER, ELECTRICITY ANALYSIS 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH STREET MS-20 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95184 
 
 

ROSS MILLER 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH STREET MS-20 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95184 
 
 

 

JAMES MCMAHON 
SENIOR ENGAGEMENT MANAGER 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600 
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670 
 
 

CHIEF COUNSEL'S OFFICE 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH STREET, MS 14 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
 

ALAN LOFASO 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
770 L STREET, SUITE 1050 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
 

 

ANNE W. PREMO 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
770 L STREET, SUITE 1050 
ELECTRIC INDUSTRY & FINANCE 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
 

CARLOS A MACHADO 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
770 L STREET, SUITE 1050 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
 

CONSTANCE LENI 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET MS-20 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
 

 

DAVID HUNGERFORD 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-22 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
 

DON SCHULTZ 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
770 L STREET, SUITE 1050 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES AND PRICING 
BRANCH 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 



HEATHER RAITT 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH STREET, MS 45 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
 

 

JENNIFER TACHERA 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 - 9TH STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
 

JONATHAN TEAGUE 
CALIFORNIA DEPT. OF GENERAL SERVICES 
717 K STREET, SUITE 409 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
 

KIP LIPPER 
SENATOR BYRON SHER 
STATE CAPITOL, ROOM 2082 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
 

 

MIKE JASKE 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-22 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
 

RUBEN TAVARES 
ELECTRICITY ANALYSIS OFFICE 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH STREET, MS 20 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
 

TARA M. DUNN 
901 P STREET, SUITE 142A 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
 

 

WADE MCCARTNEY 
REGULATORY ANALYST IV 
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
770 L STREET, SUITE 1050 
ENERGY DIVISION 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 
 

FERNANDO DE LEON 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516  9TH STREET, MS-14 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-5512 
 
 

GLORIA BELL 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER 
RESOURCES 
3310 EL CAMINO AVENUE, SUITE 120 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821 
 
 

 

JEANNIE S. LEE 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY RESOURCES 
SCHEDULING 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER 
RESOURCES 
3310 EL CAMINO AVENUE, ROOM 120 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821 
 

JOHN PACHECO 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY RESOURCES 
SCHEDULING 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER 
RESOURCES 
3310 EL CAMINO AVENUE, ROOM 120 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821 

 
   

 
 
 

 
   

 
 
 

 
   

 
 
 

 
   

 
 
 

 
   

 
 
 

 
   

 
 
 


