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ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER AND ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S  
JOINT SCOPING MEMO AND RULING 

 
1. Overview 

This scoping memo and ruling, which follows a prehearing conference 

held on June 12, 2010, affirms the preliminary categorization of this proceeding 

as “ratesetting,” sets forth the scope and procedural schedule for the proceeding, 

including evidentiary hearings, pursuant to the requirements of Section 1701.1,1 

and assigns Administrative Law Judge Victoria S. Kolakowski and Peter V. Allen 

as the presiding officers.  It also addresses discovery, service, and other 

procedural issues for the proceeding.  Parties can appeal this ruling only as to the 

category of this proceeding under the procedures in Rule 7.6.2 

2. Background 
This long-term procurement proceeding (LTPP) was initiated by an Order 

Instituting Rulemaking (OIR) to continue the Commission’s efforts to ensure a 

reliable and cost-effective electricity supply in California through integration and 

refinement of a comprehensive set of procurement policies, practices and 

procedures underlying long-term procurement plans, and to provide the 

appropriate forum in to consider the Commission’s electric resource 

procurement policies and programs and how to implement them.3 

                                                 
1  Unless otherwise stated, all section references are to the California Public Utilities 
Code. 
2  Unless otherwise stated, all references to a “Rule” or to “Rules” are to the 
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure. 

3  This is the successor proceeding to Rulemaking (R.) 08-02-007, R.06-02-013,  
R.04-04-003, and R.01-10-024, the rulemakings initiated by the Commission to ensure 
 

Footnote continued on next page 
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The OIR established a multi-track proceeding separately addressing 

several issues.   

In Track I, we shall consider issues related to the overall long-term need 

for new system and local reliability resources, including adoption of “system” 

resource plans4 for each of the three utilities’ service area that will inform the 

next available cycle of bundled procurement plans.  These resource plans will 

allow the Commission to comprehensively consider the impacts of state energy 

policies on the need for new resources. 

In Track II, we shall consider adoption of “bundled” procurement plans5 

pursuant to AB 57 (Stats. 202, ch. 83, Sec. 3) (codified as Pub. Util. Code § 454.5) 

for the three major electric IOUs, i.e., Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), and Southern California Edison 

Company (SCE) to authorize their procurement needs for their bundled 

customers. 

In Track III, we shall also consider a number of rule and policy issues 

related to procurement plans.  Track III will be split into two phases.  Phase 1 

                                                                                                                                                             
that California’s major investor-owned utilities (IOUs) could resume and maintain 
procurement responsibilities on behalf of their customers. 

4  We define “system” as pertaining to the loads and resources in each IOU’s service 
area.  “Service area” generally corresponds to the IOUs’ respective distribution service 
territories, inclusive of bundled, direct access, and community choice aggregator loads, 
but exclusive of embedded publicly-owned utility loads.  To distinguish filings related 
to system reliability needs from bundled Assembly Bill (AB) 57 procurement plans, we 
will refer to these as “resource plans.” 

5  We define “bundled” as pertaining to an IOU’s load and resources in its role as a Load 
Serving Entity (LSE).  To distinguish filings related to bundled AB 57 obligations from 
separate filings related to system reliability needs (e.g., the resource plans), we will refer 
to these as “procurement plans.” 
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covers issues requiring immediate resolution and includes convergence bidding 

and amendments to the Cost Allocation Mechanism.  Phase 2 will consist of all 

other matters detailed in the Track III discussion below. 

While the three tracks shall be conducted concurrently, any interim 

decisions and rulings from one track may inform future activities in the other 

tracks as described below. 

All resource and procurement planning in this proceeding will be done in 

the context of the Energy Action Plan II (EAP II)6 and other state energy policies. 

The OIR includes a preliminary scoping memo which identified issues that 

are in the scope of this proceeding, as well as some issues which are not within 

the scope of this proceeding.7  Any issue identified in the preliminary scoping 

memo as being within the scope of this proceeding is affirmed herein to the 

extent that this Scoping Memo does not clearly modify or supersede its 

provisions, and any issue identified in the preliminary scoping memo as being 

outside the scope of this proceeding is excluded unless specifically noted herein. 

3. Scope of the Proceeding 

3.1. Track I 
As noted in the OIR, the purpose of the "system" planning track, Track I, 

is to identify California Public Utilities Code (CPUC)-jurisdictional needs for 

                                                 
6  Energy Action Plan I (EAP I) was issued jointly on May 8, 2003, by the Commission, 
the California Energy Commission (CEC) and the California Consumer Power and 
Conservation Financing Authority.  EAP I was updated with the adoption of EAP II, as 
a joint policy plan of the Commission and the CEC, in October 2005.  See 
www.energy.ca.gov/energy_action_plan/2005-09-21_EAP2_FINAL.PDF. 

7  OIR at 11-19. 
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new resources to meet system or local resource adequacy over the 2011-2020 

planning horizon, including issues related to long-term renewables planning and 

need for replacement generation infrastructure to eliminate reliance on power 

plants using Once Through Cooling (OTC).  In addition to maintaining an 

adequate reserve margin, we anticipate that system requirements to:  1) integrate 

renewables; 2) support OTC policy implementation; 3) maintain local reliability; 

and 4) meet greenhouse gas (GHG ) goals will be primary drivers for any need 

for new resources identified in this proceeding.  Furthermore, we may address or 

reassess the Energy Efficiency (EE) and Demand Response (DR) assumptions 

utilized in determining future need.8 

Finally, the Commission will need comprehensive information on which to 

base resource policy choices applicable to all jurisdictional LSEs.  While 33% 

renewables portfolio standards (RPS) implementation scenarios will likely be a 

central focus of this proceeding, additional information may be required to 

assess other cost-effective strategies to achieve GHG goals, including considering 

GHG adders, transmission, distributed generation, and OTC may also be 

considered. 

3.1.1. General Process for Developing System 
Resource Plans 

Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Victoria S. Kolakowski issued a ruling on 

May 28, 2010 (May 28 Ruling) setting forth the initial schedule and process for 

                                                 
8  We will not consider new EE goals in this proceeding.  However, we may review the 
energy efficiency planning assumptions adopted in Decision (D.) 08-07-047 for 
procurement purposes.  Additionally, we may consider any new information about EE 
projections after parties file proposals in response to a subsequent ruling served in both 
this proceeding and R.09-11-014. 
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discussing the various elements of Track I.  The May 28 Ruling announced that 

system resource plans9 would be developed based upon plans generated by the 

IOUs based upon a variety of scenarios10 to be described in this Scoping Memo.  

IOUs and other parties may prepare alternative proposed resource plans or other 

analyses relevant to developing such plans.  More specifically, the May 28 Ruling 

stated: 

• Required renewable portfolios shall be initially proposed 
by Energy Division staff (Staff). 

• Required non-renewable inputs shall be initially proposed 
by the IOUs (or any party, in the case of energy efficiency 
inputs). 

• Any party or respondent may comment on any proposal 
and make any alternative proposal; Staff may, however, 
establish guiding principles for alternative proposals. 

• Following this series of Staff, IOU and party proposals, the 
Scoping Memo shall establish standardized planning 
assumptions for the system resource plans conducted by 
the IOUs, consistent with the direction in the OIR. 

• The IOUs shall complete and file system resource plans 
that fulfill the standardized planning assumptions set forth 
in the Scoping Memo. 

                                                 
9  Resource Plan:  A filing before the Commission containing information and analysis 
on all portfolios developed and evaluated, including complete documentation of each 
portfolio’s performance under required evaluation criteria. 

10  Scenario:  A possible future state of the world encompassing assumptions about 
policy requirements, market realities and resource development choices. 
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• In filed testimony, the IOUs or any other party or 
respondent may submit supplemental analyses based on 
alternative assumptions.11 

The required standardized planning assumptions to be used in developing 

the studied system resource plans were released in three separate parts, each of 

which was the subject of a separate workshop and round of comments and reply 

comments.  We have reviewed these comments, and standardized planning 

assumptions are contained in Attachments 1 and 2 to this ruling and are 

discussed in further detail below. 

Ultimately, the purpose of these required scenarios is to model potential 

outcomes of a wide variety of policy choices using common assumptions to 

allow plans developed by each IOU to be compared together.  While not 

exhaustive, Staff intends these scenarios to represent a wide practical range of 

potential resource futures.  Absent such pre-established assumptions, each IOU 

would likely develop proposals for their service territory based upon 

incompatible assumptions which could not be readily compared and combined 

to create a meaningful overall system resource plan. 

The appropriate use for these system resource plans is within the scope of 

this proceeding, and has been the source of comment by parties.  We shall not 

seek definitive resolution of these questions in this Scoping Memo.  However, 

the system plans utilized in this proceeding may be utilized or modified in other 

proceedings as deemed appropriate by the ALJ or assigned Commissioner’s 

office for the proceeding in question. 

                                                 
11  May 28 Ruling at 5-6. 
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To the extent that such questions arise regarding specific elements of the 

system resource plans, they are discussed in further detail below. 

3.1.2. Standardized Planning Assumptions (Part 1) 
The first part of the Resource Planning Assumptions was released with the 

May 28 Ruling.  It sought to establish a number of common value12 assumptions 

and definitions, including:  evaluation criteria related to cost, risk and GHG 

emissions; base case assumptions for each scenario including load and resource 

(L&R) variables and cost variables as well as standardized L&R tables.  

Additionally, it recommended requiring sensitivity analysis regarding natural 

gas prices; carbon dioxide (CO2) prices; need levels; and technology costs.  The 

Planning Standards attachments to the May 28 Ruling have been revised and are 

attached hereto as Attachment 1 - Standardized Planning Assumptions (Part 1). 

3.1.2.1. Evaluation Criteria 

3.1.2.1.1. Cost 

Some parties, including Cogeneration Association of California (CAC), 

Energy Producers and Users Coalition (EPUC), PG&E, and SDG&E,13 

commented that cost calculations for a wide range of renewable scenarios are too 

difficult and time consuming to model in production simulations in the LTPP 

proceeding.  The Commission’s procurement policies are not envisioned to 

                                                 
12  Common value:  A set of input assumptions and parameters that represent the 
expected or most likely values for each scenario.  All required scenarios shall have the 
same common value assumptions, whereas supplemental scenarios may consider 
alternative assumptions. 

13  CAC June 21st Comments at 5-6; EPUC June 21st Comments at 5-6; PG&E June 11th 
Comments at 5; and SDG&E June 21st Comments at 8. 
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include an exhaustive list of possible scenarios.  The required scenarios described 

in this scoping memo have been selected to narrow the cost modeling burden on 

parties in this proceeding.  

3.1.2.1.2. Risk 

Risk analysis in the context of the LTPP proceeding raises issues related to 

the efficacy of Time to Expiration for the Value at Risk (TEVaR) over a 10 year 

horizon.  In comments both SDG&E and PG&E opposed the utilization of 

TEVaR, while Jan Reid proposed utilities risk management plans must change 

over time with the “dynamics of both energy markets and risk management 

practices.”  (June 4th 2010, 1-2.)  In opposing Reid’s position, SDG&E argues 

“Track I addresses risk by examining multiple scenarios and sensitivities”  

(June 25th 2010, 6) and should not utilize TEVaR to otherwise measure long term 

risk exposure.  SDG&E is correct that relative risks can be examined by 

comparing and contrasting multiple scenarios and sensitivities, but TEVaR 

remains the leading, although not the only, metric for measuring risk in IOU 

positions in the LTPP proceeding.  In light of these concerns, the Commission 

will give each metric, including TEVaR, its appropriate weight in its assessment 

of risk. 

3.1.2.1.3. GHG Emissions 

See Section 3.A.2b.3 below for discussion of all GHG issues. 

3.1.2.1.4. Other Potential Criteria 

Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) and Union of Concerned 

Scientists (UCS) argue in comments14 that the proposed GHG metrics capture 

                                                 
14  NRDC and UCS June 21st Comments at 4. 
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many of the state’s objectives, but do not capture all of them.  NRDC and UCS 

suggests that an environmental impact assessment (EIA) be an additional 

required portfolio metric.  The EIA would measure the environmental impacts of 

different procurement portfolios based on criteria determined by the 

Commission.  

The scenarios required herein are built upon indicative portfolios, and 

meet the state’s environmental goals, such as the RPS, and OTC retirements.  

Given that, along with the nature of the process at issue here, and the uncertainty 

about what will ultimately be built, it is unnecessary and premature to attempt 

the detailed level of analysis suggested by NRDC and UCS. 

3.1.2.2. Common Assumptions 

3.1.2.2.1. Loads & Resources 

The L&R tables are designed to provide guidance on the forecast of system 

demand and supply between 2011 and 2020.  The assumptions underlying these 

tables are based upon numerous publicly available data sources, including the 

demand forecast, taken from the CEC, forecasts of demand-side programs, and 

forecasted retirements and additions.   

3.1.2.2.1.1. Physical Location of 
Generation 

Since the IOUs are not directed to create a single, system-wide plan, 

allocation of resources by their physical location is the easiest way to deal with 

the individual footprint.  Existing, planned, and retiring generation will be 

allocated to North of Path 26 (NP26), South of Path 26 (SP26), or San Diego based 

on its physical location, regardless of the contracting entity.  This allocation is 

derived from the physical siting location of units in the system in Track I, rather 
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than the contractual obligations of units.  Contractual obligations are considered 

in the bundled plans. 

The impacts of dividing all resources by their physical path location will 

greatly alter the landscape of RPS-eligible resource capacity.  For example,  

RPS-eligible resources are location-dependent, which means most of the capacity 

value from a given scenario might be assigned to SP26.  Similarly, RPS-tagged 

imports from outside of California Independent System Operator Corporation 

(CAISO) service area will also be associated with either NP26 or SP26.   

By comparison, the allocation of RPS-eligible resources from a contractual, 

or bundled, perspective will see much more equal distribution since the ability to 

contract (within Commission and State rules and policy) is much more flexible 

than physically siting the resources themselves. 

3.1.2.2.1.2. Net Interchange 
Net Interchange represents the firm amount of capacity in megawatts 

(MW) that is expected to be delivered into a particular service territory or 

balancing authority net of exports and taking into account path limits on 

transmission lines.  For the System Resource Plans, the Net Interchange for each 

service territory will be established from the sum of two values.  These values 

are derived from a physical perspective of the system, and not a contractual 

perspective.  It is expected that the results presented for the PG&E, SCE, and 

SDG&E service areas will differ from the contractual plans presented in Track II 

due to the different types of analyses performed in the different tracks.   
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3.1.2.2.1.2.1. Imports/Exports from 
Outside the CAISO Control 
Area 

The Maximum Import Capability will be determined by summing import 

capability of intertie lines into the CAISO control area that deliver into PG&E’s 

service territory, SCE’s service territory, or SDG&E’s service territory based on 

the transmission resource’s Maximum Available Import Capability for purposes 

of the Import Allocation process.15 

3.1.2.2.1.2.2. Net Interchange of In-State 
Resources Across Paths 

The net transfer of resources on peak across Paths between IOU service 

areas is recommended to be considered as part of any eventual final decision 

outcome, and will be included in the calculation of the residual net short or long 

in the service areas.  In light of the physical look, we must address differences in 

location of physical resources or we are implicitly adopting a cross-subsidy 

between IOU ratepayers.  To address this issue, we adopt a mechanism that 

calculates transfers across the path based on excess resources being transferred to 

areas with too few resources.  As part of this calculation, there is the 

presumption that there are no exports across the Paths from a capacity-scarce 

service area during the time of that service area’s peak. 

Transfers across the path will be calculated based on excess existing 

resources in a capacity-rich side of the path16 to the capacity-scarce side17 of the 

                                                 
15  Maximum Import Capability posted to the Commission website here:  
http://www.caiso.com/27c6/27c675b81c230.pdf. 

16  Greater than 117% of the demand forecast. 
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path.  This calculation would be capped in one of three cases.  First, is when the 

maximum resource adequacy (RA) value of the Path’s transmission capacity 

rating at peak is reached.  Second, is when the transfers reduce the capacity-rich 

side of the path’s residual net long position to 117% of the demand forecast.  

Third, is when the capacity-scare side of the path’s residual net short position 

meets the Planning Reserve Margin (PRM) of 115%. 

3.1.2.2.2. Prices 

3.1.2.2.2.1. Natural Gas 

The 2009 Market Price Referent (MPR) model incorporates the 22-day  

(22 trading days for one month from July 27, 2009 to August 25, 2009) average of 

New York Mercantile Exchange (NYMEX) closing prices for year 2010 to 2021.  

PG&E raises the issue during the Planning Standard Part 1 workshop and via its 

written comments that the MPR model should be updated with more recent 

quote dates.18  We agree that the NYMEX gas price inputs should be updated to 

capture the most up-to-date gas futures.  Therefore, the IOUs should utilize the 

2009 MPR gas price methodology, with the NYMEX future price inputs based on 

the 22 trading day average over one month, from July 26, 2010 to August 24, 

2010. 

                                                                                                                                                             
17  Less than 115% of the demand forecast. 

18  PG&E June 21 Comments at 8. 
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3.1.2.2.2.2. CO2 

The IOUs shall use the latest MPR methodology to determine CO2 prices, 

for the same time period as employed for the gas price.19    

3.1.2.2.3. GHG-Related Issues 

This proceeding has a number of GHG related issues which we will 

consider in this section.  

3.1.2.2.3.1. Carbon Offset Prices 
On October 28, 2010 the Air Resources Board (ARB) released a proposed 

mechanism to implement a cap and trade program with an expected vote on the 

proposal on December 2, 2010.  Until ARB releases its final carbon regulations, 

the utilities shall assume that offsets will be valued at the same price of carbon 

allowances for each year.  After ARB finalizes its offset policies, parties shall 

discuss with Staff how to revise the offset assumptions to more appropriate 

outcomes expected under regulations under AB 32, stats.2006, ch 488. 

3.1.2.2.3.2. GHG Cost Containment 
In its OIR comments, PG&E encouraged the Commission to include cost 

containment policies in its GHG assumptions.  We agree that these assumptions 

are important; however, the ARB has not finalized what cost containment 

policies it will be using in its regulation.  The ARB released a draft version of 

these policies on October 28, 2010.  In accordance with that draft at this time we 

                                                 
19  The 2009 MPR model is available at:  
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/NR/rdonlyres/1406475F-6F1E-4A3F-85AF-
6EA53419BA01/0/2009_MPR_Model.xls. 
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require the IOUs to base their analysis upon the carbon cost schedule provided 

in Attachment 1, Appendix B. 

3.1.2.2.3.3. Allocation Policy 
Assumptions 

In comments on the OIR, several parties20 expressed an interest in 

receiving specific guidance from the Commission regarding assumptions that 

should be used for GHG allowance allocation policy.  We recommend that 

portfolios be designed under the assumption that no allowances will be provided 

to utilities.  The allocation policy will be determined by the ARB and included in 

their final draft carbon regulation.  ARB has not provided any public 

announcements regarding specific electricity sector allocation proposals, but it 

has indicated an interest in auctioning some allowances and giving utilities some 

of the revenue from these sales to support their GHG-reduction efforts. 

The ARB released its draft regulation October 28, 2010.  Following the 

release of ARB’s allowance allocation proposal, utilities should update their 

portfolios to reflect the value of the allowances or allowance revenue that they 

receive.  The value of these allowances should be consistent with the allowance 

prices provided in this Scoping Memo. 

In addition, IOUs should include in their portfolios information regarding 

how allowance allocation revenue will be used to support GHG mitigation 

efforts.  As stated in the CPUC CEC Joint Recommendation to ARB on allowance 

                                                 
20  PG&E June 11th Comments at 5; CAC June 25th Comments at 4-5; and EPUC June 25th 
Comments at 4-5. 
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allocation policy (R.04-06-009),21 the Commission expects that all allowance value 

will be used to support GHG mitigation efforts.  Procurement portfolios should 

include specific documentation outlining how much allocation value is used for 

different mitigation efforts. 

Because of the opportunity costs associated with any allocation, the 

amount of free allocation that each utility receives should not impact the carbon 

cost of its procurement decisions.  This is because the GHG costs associated with 

procurement will relate to the carbon cost passed on by generators and the 

carbon costs associated with utility-owned generation.  The primary drivers of 

these costs are the allowance price and the procurement method.  Neither of 

these factors is influenced by the allocation of allowances – whether allowances 

are allocated by auction or freely distributed.  The price of allowances is 

determined by supply and demand for allowances, which is not affected by the 

allowance allocation schemes being considered by ARB.22   

                                                 
21  Interim Opinion on GHG Regulatory Strategies available at:  
http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/efile/PD/78643.pdf. 

22  As discussed in the Commission Staff paper on allowance allocation in the electricity 
sector, an output-based allocation could impact the price of allowances, but only in the 
case that it was used for a significant portion of total allowances and used over a long 
period of time.  We do not anticipate that ARB will use this approach to allowance 
allocation in the electricity sector.  Available at:  
http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/eaac/documents/state_reports/CPUC-
CEC_Staff_Paper_on_Allocation.pdf. 
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3.1.2.2.3.4. Allocation of GHG Emissions 
from Combined Heat and 
Power Facilities 

While it is difficult to determine a precise system average heat rate (HR) 

for combined heat and power (CHP) expected to come online in the next decade, 

the CEC’s CHP Market Assessment23 provides some guidance.  This report 

assesses the technical potential for CHP in the State and compares this capacity 

with various market scenarios.  The sum of these market scenarios, or the  

“All-In” case in the report, includes a mix of large and small CHP providing  

on-site and exported electricity.  The weighted average HR for CHP systems in 

the All-In case is 8,893 British thermal units (Btu) / kilowatt-hours (kWh) 

without line losses.  (For supply-side resources, a line loss factor may be added 

to the HR to account for less efficient electricity delivered to the grid.)  

We believe the weighted average HR provided in the CEC report’s All-In 

market scenario represents an appropriate estimate for new CHP in the next 

decade.  While the overall market penetration of CHP is higher in the All-In case 

than what is proposed in this proceeding, the characteristics of the market are 

reflective of we expect to see develop.  That is, we expect a CHP build out 

roughly evenly split between new CHP above and below 20 MW, with exports to 

the grid dominated by large systems and a carbon payment that will stimulate 

the CHP market based on the social, environmental and economic benefits of 

emissions reductions provided by CHP-generated power that is more efficient 

than the displaced grid electricity. 

                                                 
23  Combined Heat and Power Market Assessment is available at:  
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-500-2009-094/CEC-500-2009-094-
D.PDF. 
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3.1.2.2.3.5. Time of Use and Seasonal 
Marginal Emissions 

We recommend that IOUs develop their own assumptions regarding the 

emissions of the marginal generator during different time periods and seasons.  

These assumptions are used to calculate the carbon cost associated with sales of 

self-owned generation, market purchases from other LSEs, bilateral purchases 

from other LSEs, purchases from Qualifying Facilities (QFs) and market 

purchases from the CAISO market. 

3.1.2.2.3.6. Average Emissions of the 
CAISO Market Pool 

Staff recommends that the emissions associated with CAISO market pool 

purposes should reflect the average emissions of all of the CAISO market pool 

during a particular time period and season.  However, we will not direct IOUs to 

use specific assumptions regarding average emissions from CAISO pool 

purposes.  Instead, IOUs are encouraged to discuss their proposed assumptions 

with the Staff prior to submitting their portfolio results.  

3.1.2.2.3.7. Allocation of GHG from CHP 
Facilities 

IOUs and parties will follow the methodology in the Standardized 

Planning Assumptions (Part 1) for allocating the proportion of GHG emissions 

from CHP to the electric industry. 

3.1.2.2.4. OTC and Non-OTC Retirements 

We adopt a set of assumptions about OTC retirements.  These assumptions 

are based upon the State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) adopted 

policy, with the following modifications:  (i) certain OTC plants with permit 

restrictions or repowering agreements that would become active before the 

SWRCB adopted policy schedule are placed in earlier years, due to publicly 
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known arrangements; (iii) OTC in Los Angeles Basin remaining as of 2016 and 

slated to become compliant in 2020 was evenly spread over 2016 – 2019;  

(iii) several plants were assumed to not retire, such as the nuclear units and Moss 

Landing units 1 and 2.  The 15 MW South Bay Gas Turbine is counted under 

OTC units retiring, although it itself is not an OTC unit. 

As to non-OTC aging plants, this scoping memo directs use of the forecast 

retirements listed in the CAISO’s OTC scenario analysis tool, under Category 10. 

3.1.2.2.5. Demand Response 

The common values used in the required scenarios should reflect the 

reasonable levels of DR resources that the Commission has authorized funding, 

directed in its DR policy decisions, and relied on the benefits for approving 

funding for other projects.  

Specifically, the levels of DR assumed in the required scenarios shall 

reflect currently adopted 2009-2011 DR programs in D.09-08-027 and DR 

programs approved through other Commission proceedings.  The Common 

Value should also include load impact from reasonably anticipated DR 

programs/resources such as those enabled by the IOUs’ Advanced Metering 

Infrastructure (AMI) systems (“AMI Enabled DR”), of which the estimated 

benefits were included in the Commission approved AMI decisions. 

The forecasted values shall include AMI-enabled DR, such as  

price-responsive programs adopted or directed by the Commission, but yet to be 

implemented,24 and any default and optional dynamic rates expected in the 

forecast period.  In addition, the forecasts should include the PTR program and 

                                                 
24  These include, for example, PG&E’s Peak Time Rebate (PTR).   
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the Programmable and Communicating Thermostat program underling the AMI 

related DR benefit assumptions in the Commission AMI decisions.25  

The estimated ex-ante load impact forecast filed in this proceeding shall be 

based on the April 1, 2010 Load Impact Report Compliance Filing pursuant to 

Ordering Paragraph (OP) 4, D.08-04-050.  The utilities should report DR portfolio 

load impact forecast (2011-2020) for the 2010 LTPP using the August Monthly 

System Peak Load Day under a 1-in-2 Weather Condition.     

Pursuant to the Commission orders in PG&E’s and SCE’s AMI decisions,26 

we anticipate that the IOUs would include the ex-ante load impact forecasts for 

the AMI Enabled DR in their April 1 Load Impact Reports (April filings).  

However, except for SDG&E, some of these programs have not been 

implemented; therefore, PG&E and SCE did not include any ex-ante forecast for 

these programs in their April 2010 filings.  Neither PG&E nor SCE provided the 

information in their initial comments on the OIR neither in June 2010 nor in the 

supplemental comments in July 2010.       

In absence of the IOU inputs, it is reasonable to rely on the load impact 

forecast adopted in the AMI decisions to develop the AMI Enabled DR values for 

this ruling.  The common value also includes the ex-ante DR portfolio load 

impact forecast for other programs provided in the IOUs’ April 2010 filings. 

                                                 
25  D.09-03-026 (PG&E), D.08-09-039 (SCE), and D.07-04-043 (SDG&E). 

26  D.09-03-026, OP 10 and D.08-09-039, OP 3.  
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3.1.2.2.6. Local Need Requirements 

A number of parties, from SCE to The Utility Reform Network (TURN),27 

indicated the importance of locally constrained areas.  As such, we are requiring 

the IOUs to conduct a needs analysis for locally constrained areas.  The needs 

analysis shall include a methodology for the most appropriate and cost effective 

ways to address the shortages.  As part of this analysis, we expect that the IOUs 

will not use simple L&R spreadsheets, instead they shall use modeling 

techniques such as power flow analyses to demonstrate the results of their 

methodology.    

These analyses shall be completed according to the schedule laid out 

herein and in subsequent ALJ rulings. 

3.1.2.3. Sensitivities 

3.1.2.3.1. Natural Gas 

In the sensitivity analysis for natural gas prices, the IOUs shall use low and 

high natural gas prices of $2 per million British thermal units (MMBtu) and $10 

per MMBtu respectively based on feasible extremes of long-term gas prices.  

These values are established based on the current status of the natural gas 

industry. 

3.1.2.3.2. CO2 

In the sensitivity analysis for CO2 prices, the IOUs shall use low and high 

carbon prices that reflect a 25% variance from the MPR value for each year. 

                                                 
27  SCE June 11th Comments at 4-5; TURN June 25th Comments at 6; and WPTF June 4th 
Comments at 7. 



R.10-05-006  MP1/VSK/PVA/oma 
 
 

- 22 - 

3.1.2.3.3. Need 

In the sensitivity analysis for demand levels for both gigawatt hour (GWh) 

and MW, the IOUs shall use high and low demand levels that reflect a 10% 

variance from the demand forecast value for each year.  This value is reflective of 

any combination of future uncertainties (e.g., increased or decreased load growth 

or programmatic performance).   

3.1.2.3.4. Technology Cost 

Staff initially proposed consideration of a technology cost sensitivity.  

However, there are a number of distinct technologies used for different resources 

procured by IOUs.  Because differences between technology costs adjustments 

can shift the resource allocation, use of distinct sensitivities for different 

technologies would be appropriate.  This would require the use of numerous 

sensitivities, which would introduce complexities that would outweigh the 

benefits of the analysis.  Additional discussion on photovoltaic costs is included 

later in this scoping memo.  Therefore, we will not require use of a technology 

cost sensitivity in this proceeding. 

3.1.2.4. Other Issues 

3.1.2.4.1. CHP Assumptions 

The common values regarding CHP were based on parties’ comments.  

The Cogeneration Association of California (CAC) and the Energy Producers and 

Users Coalition (EPUC)28 recommended that 4,596 MW of existing CHP should 

be retained by the IOUs.  Additionally, CAC and EPUC recommended between 

2,000 and 4,000 MW of new incremental CHP between now and 2020.  SCE 

                                                 
28  CAC June 11th Comments at 2 and EPUC June 4th Comments at 2. 



R.10-05-006  MP1/VSK/PVA/oma 
 
 

- 23 - 

replied,29 amongst other comments related to CHP, that the Commission has a 

QF, not a CHP policy, and that existing capacities are required only through 

2016. 

The common values assumptions developed by Staff and adopted herein 

anticipates increases in CHP in IOU service territories at the midpoint between 

no incremental CHP and the IOUs' portion of the nearly 4,000 MW of 

incremental state-wide CHP that ARB targets in its AB 32 Scoping Plan.  This 

assumption is an attempt to balance current state policy goals, including AB 32 

and AB 1613, Stats. 2007, ch. 71330(which fosters new, small and highly efficient 

CHP facilities) with reliability concerns that could result from under-

procurement if these CHP goals are not fully achieved by 2020.  We will  

re-evaluate our CHP adoption assumptions in future LTPP proceedings, after 

review of actual incremental CHP capacity adoption rates. 

Additionally, we make several assumptions for CHP.  First, existing CHP 

capacity will be maintained through 2020.  Second, incremental CHP growth is 

evenly split between on-site use and exports to the grid.  Third, the ratio of 

capacity between the IOUs’ territories remains constant at the 2010 percentages 

for supply-side and demand-side CHP.  Fourth, the 2020 values are evenly 

distributed back to 2010. 

3.1.2.4.2. PRM 

We are using existing assumptions regarding the PRM as adopted in  

D.04-01-050.  R.08-04-012 was closed without altering the PRM.     

                                                 
29  SCE June 25th Comments at 8-11. 

30  Codified as Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 2840 through 2845. 
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3.1.3. Standardized Planning Assumptions  
(Part 2 - Renewables) 

The second part of the Planning Standards were issued in a ruling mailed 

June 22, 2010 (RPS Ruling) and related to RPS assumptions, including proposals 

for the four RPS portfolios/scenarios to be included in developing the required 

system resource plans. 

3.1.3.1. Required Scenarios: 
We require that the IOUs study four different RPS scenarios that achieve a 

33% RPS by 2020, as well as a 20% by 2020 scenario.  Additionally, two 

sensitivities around the 33% trajectory scenario with high and low load are 

required.  Staff and its consultants, Energy and Environmental Economics, Inc. 

(E3) and Aspen Environmental Group, sized these portfolios based upon:  the 

CEC’s 2008 Net Systems Power Report, as updated by Staff records of newly 

online resources;31 the CEC’s 2009 Integrated Energy Policy Report process for 

load forecasts;32 and modifications to the load forecasts based upon assumptions 

regarding demand-side programs.  

Each portfolio includes a “discounted core” consisting of projects with 

signed power purchase agreements and filed applications for major permits.  To 

fill the remaining gap between the “discounted core” and the total RPS need in 

2020, staff and E3 considered renewable potential identified in: the Energy 

Division database of projects under contract and negotiation; the Renewable 

Energy Transmission Initiative’s Phase 2B database; E3’s GHG calculator; and 

                                                 
31  CEC, 2008 Net System Power Report.  CEC-200-2009-010. 

32  CEC, California Energy Demand 2010-2020, Adopted Forecast.  CEC-200-2009-012-CMF. 
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E3/Black & Veatch estimates of statewide distributed generation (DG) 

potential.33  Cost, environmental concern, and time factors were assigned to 

resources,34 and portfolios were developed by varying the weight given to these 

factors in the project ranking and portfolio selection process. 

The following portfolios were developed:  

(1) Trajectory:  Intended to model a future similar to the IOU’s 
current contracting and procurement activities.  It weights 
commercial rankings at 60% and costs and environment 
rankings at 20% each, giving no weight to the time factor.  
Three versions of the trajectory scenario will be studied:  
the first assuming high demand, the second assuming the 
common value demand and the third assuming low 
demand.  These changes to demand are consistent with the 
need sensitivity, and the changes to both demand and 
additional required RPS-eligible resources are located in 
the corresponding L&R Table. 

(2) Time Constrained:  Focuses on resources that can come 
online most quickly, weighting the time factor at 95% and 
the environmental factor at 5%.  The environmental score is 
included as a tie-breaker, given the limited differentiation 
between the timing scores, which depend only upon first 
full year of commercial operation.  The environmental 
criterion was chosen as the tie-breaker because of the 
impact that environmental concerns could have on a 
project’s permitting and construction timelines. 

(3) Cost Constrained:  Focuses on resources that are lowest 
cost, weighting the cost factor at 100%.  

                                                 
33  RPS Ruling, Attachment 1 at 10-11. 

34  The weighting process is described in detail in the attached Standardized Planning 
Assumptions (Part 2 - Renewables). 
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(4) Environmentally Constrained:  Focuses on the resources 
that scored highest according to the environmental scoring 
methodology described in the attached Standardized 
Planning Assumptions (Part 2 - Renewables), weighting 
the environmental factor at 100%. 

Parties commented on the definitions assigned and values calculated 

regarding each of the foregoing inputs into these four portfolios. 

3.1.3.2. High DG 
Pacific Environment, Sierra Club California, and California Energy Storage 

Alliance (CESA) request that the Commission specifically adopt a “High DG” 

scenario as one of the required scenarios for the 2010 plans.  We decline to adopt 

such a scenario as required, for several reasons. 

First, the Environmentally-Constrained Scenario is in fact already a “High 

DG,” though not “All DG,” scenario, as it includes over 9,000 MW of wholesale 

distributed photovoltaic (PV) – system-side projects each less than or equal to  

20 MW.  This represents an approximately 200-fold increase over the current 

installed capacity of these types of projects in California.  In fact, through the 

inclusion in the discounted core of 1,052 MW of wholesale DG, all of the required 

scenarios assume a significant acceleration in the installation of small-scale 

wholesale PV, relative to past trends in California. 

Second, we agree with the comments by parties that more information is 

needed regarding the feasibility of such high levels of PV penetration, from both 

a system impact and project development perspective.  Parties offered little 

comment on the staff-proposed timing assumptions for the deployment of 

wholesale DG (Table 6 of the draft Long-Term Renewable Resource Planning 

Standards), and these assumptions drive the amount of PV that is selected in the 
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Environmentally-Constrained and Time-Constrained Scenarios, where cost has 

little impact on portfolio selection. 

We thus agree with comments from parties including Sierra Club 

California, that work is needed to identify and address the barriers that 

today constrain DG deployment.  The CPUC is developing the Renewable 

Distributed Energy Collaborative (Re-DEC) for this purpose, and we hope to 

soon have better information on development time-frames.  We encourage 

parties interested in this issue to contribute to the Re-DEC’s work as it develops. 

Should any party believe that a scenario with higher levels of DG would in 

fact meet the guiding principle of “reasonably feasible,” that party may submit 

the complete scenario and justification for consideration by all parties according 

to the schedule laid out in this Scoping Memo. 

3.1.3.2.1. Storage 

CESA, Green Power Institute (GPI), NRDC and UCS, and Pacific 

Environment commented on the need for a storage scenario, particularly in 

relation to renewables integration.35  While energy storage can potentially 

provide grid services to help integrate renewables, it is not the only technology 

type that can do so.  The IOUs should choose the most environmentally-sound 

and cost-effective resources for procuring to the level of identified need.   

The Commission has already approved ratepayer funding for storage 

research and demonstration projects in a number of proceedings,36 and is 

                                                 
35  CESA July 9 2010 Comments at 2, GPI July 16 2010 Reply Comments at 1, NRDC and 
UCS July 9 2010 Comments at 3 and 6, and PE July 9 2010 Comments at 5.   
36  D.10-01-025 authorized PG&E to recover up to $24.9 million in ratepayer funding to 
study the feasibility of a Compressed Air Energy Storage facility.  Resolution 4355-E 
 

Footnote continued on next page 
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currently investigating the economic and operational benefits associated with 

energy storage.37  Until these investigative efforts provide the Commission with 

better information regarding storage technologies’ commercial viability and 

benefits, we agree with SCE that “it is premature to foreclose other alternatives 

based on the current state of energy storage development.”38   

Thus, we do not require storage in a separate scenario, nor order its 

inclusion across all portfolios. 

3.1.3.3. Employment of Scenarios 
Many parties requested clarity about the proposed use of the RPS 

scenarios in this proceeding.  Specifically, all three IOUs, the Center for Energy 

Efficiency and Renewable Technologies (CEERT), GPI, the Large-Scale Solar 

Association and others requested that the Commission not use the scenarios to 

constrain or proscribe RPS procurement in any way.  This Scoping Memo 

clarifies for parties the Commission’s intended use of these scenarios. 

Given the uncertainty in long term planning, it is prudent to use the best 

information available at the time to develop a plan.  Using the best information 

available to both the Commission and the public, the Commission has selected 5 

                                                                                                                                                             
approved SCE’s request to construct a battery demonstration facility at Tehachapi.  
D.09-08-027 also approved funding for permanent load shifting technologies. 

37  See CPUC Policy and Planning Division Staff White Paper, Electric Energy Storage:  An 
Assessment of Potential Barriers and Opportunities, at:  
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/NR/rdonlyres/71859AF5-2D26-4262-BF52-
62DE85C0E942/0/CPUCStorageWhitePaper7910.pdf.  

Also, AB 2514 was enacted on September 29, 2010, which requires the CPUC to initiate a 
proceeding to consider energy storage policies. 

38  SCE July 16th 2010 Comments at 3.  
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scenarios, representing various policy objectives.  While certainly not exhaustive 

or definitive, the required scenarios represent a reasonable subset of possible 

renewable development outcomes for which the IOUs would have to build 

conforming renewable integration plans in this planning cycle.  

RPS procurement authority is not an outcome of this proceeding, and any 

Commission decisions about RPS procurement would be considered in the 

appropriate RPS proceedings – R.06-02-012, R.08-08-009, or its successor.  

However, long-term renewable resource planning is within the scope of this 

proceeding.  The RPS analysis presented in this Scoping Memo is the 

Commission’s first attempt at this long-term RPS planning, which also includes 

renewable integration.  As parties are aware, the pattern of renewable generation 

development over the next ten years will be linked directly to when and where 

transmission gets built, to which areas of the state are determined to be 

appropriate for large generation installations, and to emerging information about 

renewable integration needs, as well as to commercial interest. 

The plans submitted by the IOUs will provide this Commission with 

extremely valuable information about the extent to which the state’s residual net 

short or long, transmission, and integration needs vary in response to alternative 

forecasts of renewable development.  If the need for new integration resources 

varies significantly across renewable generation scenarios – and the procurement 

authorizing resulting from the 2010 LTPP may thus accommodate one particular 

set or range of RPS resources but not another – then it would be appropriate to 

consider with parties the implications for RPS procurement.  Any such 

implications could be addressed as appropriate in other proceedings at the 

Commission.  Similarly, the scenarios utilized in this proceeding may be utilized 
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or modified in other proceedings as deemed appropriate by the ALJ or assigned 

Commissioner’s office for the proceeding in question.39 

3.1.3.4. Specific Elements of Scenario Proposal 

3.1.3.4.1. Discounted Core 

While most parties agreed with the idea of holding a “discounted core” of 

resources constant across scenarios for RPS planning, several parties commented 

on the makeup of and criteria for inclusion in the discounted core.  Division of 

Ratepayer Advocates (DRA), for example, suggests that all signed contracts 

should be included in the discounted core, while GPI, UCS and NRDC, FiT 

Coalition, and SCE suggest that the Commission apply some discount factor to 

all projects in addition to, or in place of, the deterministic approach proposed by 

Staff, which includes or excludes each individual project based on certain 

criteria.   

No party provided justification for use of specific alternative discount 

factors for evaluation.  Therefore, in the attached updated standardized 

assumptions (Attachment 2), the discounted core is essentially unchanged from 

the one provided to parties in the Staff proposed Planning Standards (Part II). 

3.1.3.4.2. Photovoltaic Costs 

Several parties recommended that the RPS analysis consider cost 

reductions for photovoltaic and, to a more limited extent, other  

technologies – either as a base case assumption or as a sensitivity.  Given  

long-term trends and uncertainty regarding what portion of recent PV cost 

                                                 
39  The scenarios utilized in this proceeding are also expected to be used by the CAISO in 
its transmission planning process, which may in turn result in applications for specific 
projects before this Commission. 



R.10-05-006  MP1/VSK/PVA/oma 
 
 

- 31 - 

declines can be attributed to changes in fundamentals, rather than to short-term 

shifts in supply and demand, we do not share the optimism of some parties 

regarding the extent to which PV prices may decline over the next 10 years.   

We continue to find it most prudent to use current cost estimates for all 

technologies, but parties are welcome to test lower PV costs in the 33% RPS 

Calculator and to submit alternative scenarios as they believe warranted.   

We note that cost does not affect resource selection for either the 

Environmentally-Constrained or the Time-Constrained scenario, and contributes 

only very slightly to resource selection in the Trajectory Scenario.  Thus, a change 

in assumptions about the cost of PV would significantly affect the amount of PV 

in only 1 of the 4 required scenarios. 

3.1.3.4.3. Timing Assumptions 

In response to comments by several parties that the development timing 

assumptions in the RPS analysis were overly ambitious, we have revised some of 

the assumptions, as noted on the cover page to the updated standardized 

assumptions (Attachment 2).  Staff also noted that the lack of obvious new, major 

transmission lines in most of the cases has a significant impact on the overall 

timing of the scenarios, and we anticipate revisiting the results of the timing 

analysis when the CAISO completes its high-level analysis of the transmission 

needs associated with each of the RPS scenarios. 

Much of the work done by Staff in the June 2009 Implementation 

Analysis40 to estimate the overall impact of “external risks” on the state’s ability 

                                                 
40  http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/NR/rdonlyres/1865C207-FEB5-43CF-99EB-
A212B78467F6/0/33PercentRPSImplementationAnalysisInterimReport.pdf.  
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to achieve a 33% RPS involved applying challenges and delays to transmission 

lines, technologies, and zones that were chosen relatively at random.  This 

analysis was informative, as it attempted to illustrate whether a particular risk 

was likely to materialize as a delay somewhere in the state, with implications for 

the state’s achievement of a 33% RPS.   

However, applying such a methodology in the LTPP is more difficult – we 

know that certain risks are real, but zones and technologies should not be chosen 

at random for delay, given the potential real impacts for planning.   

Here, we agree with parties including the California Wind Energy 

Association (CalWEA) and the Large-scale Solar Association (LSA) that a key 

goal of LTPP must be to identify major areas of uncertainty and risk, and to use 

that information to develop “robust long-term procurement principles designed 

to allow procurement and transmission planning to respond adroitly no matter 

how the uncertainties are resolved.”41 

3.1.3.4.4. Environmental Scoring 

The environmental scoring methodology proposed in an appendix to the 

RPS Ruling received a great deal of comment, though most parties agreed that 

environmental concerns could significantly affect renewable generation 

development over the LTPP’s planning horizon and should thus be considered 

in long-term planning.  We have performed several changes to the methodology 

in response to comments and these changes are reflected in the Standardized 

Planning Assumptions (Part 2 - Renewables). 

Parties including LSA, CEERT and GPI expressed concern about the extent 

to which the proposed methodology diverged from, without improving upon, 
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the one developed by the Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative (RETI).  In 

the revised standards, the new Disturbed Lands criterion remains, the High 

Desert and Air Quality criteria included in the draft have been removed, and 

RETI’s measures of sensitive lands within and near a competitive renewable 

energy zone (CREZ) are now included.  

Further, the technology-specific weightings proposed in the draft have 

also been removed, and are replaced by a calculation of acres/unit of 

energy/year that is specific to each technology and CREZ.42   

Comments by CEERT, GPI and LSA raised the issue of the need to 

evaluate a renewable resource’s effect on overall system dispatch and emissions 

when considering the true environmental concern associated with any portfolio 

of renewable resources.  We hope to address this issue, to some extent, through 

review of the integration needs associated with each scenario and the GHG 

emissions metric used to evaluate each plan. 

3.1.3.4.5. Capacity Value 

In response to party comments about the capacity valuation methodology 

employed in the RPS analysis, we agree with SCE and PG&E that consistency 

with the Commission-adopted net qualifying capacity methodology is warranted 

                                                                                                                                                             
41  LSA Comments, July 9 2010 at 4. 
42  This approach mimics RETI’s convention of “normalizing” each CREZ’s score on each 
criterion by the total amount of energy in that CREZ, but accounts for the fact that the 
33% RPS Calculator ranks projects individually and then sorts them into transmission 
“bundles” that may not reflect the overall resource mix of that CREZ.  The energy 
metric that RETI used to normalize each CREZ’s environmental score was specific to 
that CREZ’s resource mix, so staff and its consultants developed an approach that 
maintained the intent of the RETI methodology, but reflected the appropriate new 
resource mix. 
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for the present analysis.  However, we also understand the limitations of the 

reliance on capacity only as a methodology for long term planning as expressed 

by PG&E, LSA, CalWEA, Zephyr and Pacific Environment.  We note, for 

example, that preliminary results from the work on renewables integration done 

by PG&E and CAISO raise questions about the capacity value of incremental 

resources as the “net” system peak shifts at very high levels of renewable 

penetration.  This issue is not in scope in the current proceeding, but the 

Commission may address it in another proceeding, as appropriate. 

3.1.3.4.6. Renewables Integration 
 Modeling 

The CAISO, with input from a working group of a number of stakeholders 

and PG&E are developing two independent models for addressing Renewables 

Integration in California for use in the LTPP proceeding.  The CAISO and PG&E 

have presented methodologies and assumptions for a portion of the models in 

workshops held on August 24 and 25, 2010.  Parties have commented on the 

information presented at those workshops.  On October 22, 2010 PG&E 

presented the remainder of the model methodologies and assumptions, in 

addition to initial completed results, at a workshop.  Parties are expected to 

comment on PG&E’s model shortly.  At the same workshop, CAISO presented 

on its model methodologies and assumptions.  An additional workshop is 

expected on the remainder of CAISO’s model during the last quarter of 2010.  

The renewables integration models are expected to be rerun with the planning 

assumptions detailed in this scoping memo with an initial release of information 

as detailed in the schedule.  While the schedule details a release date for this 

information, we would encourage CAISO and PG&E to file results as they 

become available.  
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The results of these updated planning assumptions runs are expected to be 

presented according to the time line in the schedule.  Parties will have had the 

opportunity to utilize the PG&E model, which is freely available, or any other 

model of their choice to develop other renewables scenarios for discussion at the 

February workshop as addressed below.  Because of the extensive use of models 

in this proceeding, parties are reminded that access to computer models and 

related databases and documentation is required to be consistent with Rules 10.3 

and 10.4 and Pub. Util. Code § 1822. 

3.1.4. Planning Standards Part 3 – EE Assumptions 
The third part of the Resource Planning Assumptions, related to EE, was 

issued in a ruling that mailed June 22, 2010 (EE Ruling).  This ruling sought party 

inputs into EE inputs in two main areas:  appropriate base case assumptions; and 

appropriate high and low sensitivity case assumptions.43   

Two specific questions were:  (1) whether to deviate from the 

Commission’s policy of using one hundred percent of Total Market Gross as the 

base case scenario; and (2) whether to deviate from the Commission’s policies 

requiring utilities replace fifty percent of measure decay.44   

Most parties supported the Mid Case with variations.  PG&E, SDG&E, 

TURN, NRDC, and DRA used the Mid Case as their recommendation for the 

starting value.  By comparison, the Sierra Club of California (SCCA) supported 

using the High Case, and SCE the Low Case or the 2008 EE Goals.  Reid 

                                                 
43  EE Ruling at 4. 

44  Id. at 5. 
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indicated that the 2008 EE Goals should serve as the starting point, with changes 

to known variants such as the Title 20 and Title 24 Codes and Standards. 

Parties are split on how much of the Big Bold Energy Efficiency Strategies 

(BBEES) savings to include in the analysis.  The IOUs, recommended against 

including any savings from BBEES in the analysis.  However, the IOUs already 

have programmatic designs in place for the 2010 - 2012 EE program cycle which 

will provide savings in this category.45  In contrast, other parties46 recommended 

using 100% of the BBEES savings.47  Given the uncertainties raised by parties 

over BBEES in particular, we have decremented the savings attributed by BBEES 

by employing the low case values from the CEC’s final Committee Report on 

Incremental Uncommitted Energy Efficiency (Incremental Uncommitted EE 

Report).48   

The CEC, in its final Committee Report on Incremental Uncommitted 

Energy Efficiency, recommended that the Commission adopt the EE savings 

decay for the committed period as a downward adjustment to the base 

Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) forecast.  The CEC conducted this 

additional analysis once it better understood the CPUC’s policy on decay 

                                                 
45  PG&E July 2nd Comments at 6-7; SCE July 2nd Comments at 11; and SDG&E July 2nd 
Comments at 13. 

46  DRA July 2nd Comments at 8-9; NRDC July 2nd Comments at 9; SCCA July 2nd 
Comments at 8; and TURN July 9th Comments at 2-3. 

47  Forecast peak savings attributable to BBEES, in the CEC’s Incremental Uncommitted 
EE mid goals care in 2020, are 2,056 MW; Energy savings are 2,167 GWh. 

48  Forecast peak savings attributable to BBEES, in the CEC’s Incremental Uncommitted 
EE low goals case in 2020 are 1,552 MW; Energy savings are 1,809 GWh. 
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replacement; however this analysis came after the adoption of the 2009 IEPR and 

thus was not included in the base forecast. 

DRA, TURN, SCCA, NRDC, and Reid all support the inclusion of savings 

decay replacement, while the three IOUs oppose including savings decay 

replacement. 

We have revised the Planning Standards (Part 3) and the resulting 

assumptions are contained in the Standardized Planning Assumptions (Part 1).  

For the common values, parties will use the Mid Case Incremental Uncommitted 

results, with the exception of the Low Case results for BBEES.  Additionally, the 

demand forecast will be further reduced by the inclusion of the CEC’s 

recommended decrement for EE measure savings decay. 

3.1.5. Alternative Scenarios Portfolios 
Aside from the Commission required scenarios, parties are encouraged to 

file their own alternative scenarios and portfolios.  We expect that all alternative 

scenarios and portfolios filed in this proceeding will conform to the Guiding 

Principles: 

A. Assumptions should take a realistic view of expected 
policy-driven resource achievements in order to ensure 
reliability of electric service and track progress toward 
resource policy goals. 

B. Assumptions should reflect the behavior of market 
participants, to the extent possible.49  

C. Resource plans should be informed by an open and 
transparent process.50 

                                                 
49  A possible exception is confidential market price data, which may be reasonably 
substituted with public engineering- or market-based price data. 
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D. Resource plans should consider whether substantial new 
investment in transmission and flexible resources would be 
needed to reliably integrate and deliver new resources to 
loads. 

E. Resource scenarios should provide useful information and 
resource portfolios should be substantially unique from 
each other. 

F. Filed plans should include “active” or “live” spreadsheets 
for the metrics and portfolio results. 

To this end, we anticipate that parties will file documentation in a clear 

manner, including providing their own alternative load and resource tables, 

justification for changes from the standardized planning assumptions, and 

stating where they have left the common value assumptions unchanged.  As 

stated earlier, we encourage use of the E3 calculator.  To the extent that an 

alternative methodology is used, we expect that it will: explain why the E3 

calculator is insufficient and present an equal depth of analysis.  Alternative 

methodologies will be weighed individually on their own merit.  Parties must 

explain any departures from the common value assumptions.  Portfolio 

information must also conform to the “Portfolio Evaluation Criteria” established 

in the Standardized Planning Assumptions (Part 1).  Alternative scenarios and 

portfolios will be filed concurrently with the scenarios detailed in this scoping 

memo run by the CAISO and PG&E, based on the schedule discussed herein. 

                                                                                                                                                             
50  We believe that the renewable generation scenarios developed by Energy Division 
have been developed according to a transparent and vetted methodology.  However, as 
stated in Guiding Principle B, there are benefits to having commercial activity reflected 
in renewable generation portfolios.  These scenarios thus include some aggregated 
confidential information from the IOUs’ RPS solicitations.  Access to disaggregated 
market data may be restricted to non-market participants who sign a non-disclosure 
agreement, pursuant to D.06-06-066 and its successors. 
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3.2. Track II – IOU Bundled Procurement Plans 
The OIR noted that Track II will consider individual IOU procurement 

plans pursuant to § 454.5, in light of any guidance derived from Tracks I and III 

adopted no later December 31, 2010.  The selection of a date certain for 

incorporation of Track III changes into Track II filings was reasonable when the 

range of possible action in Track III was broad.  However, we delineate two 

distinct phases of Track III.  The first phase is sufficiently limited in scope that 

we expect a date no later than the end of the year for Track III, Phase 1 issues to 

be incorporated in Track II.  We expect no decision on Track III, Phase 2 issues 

prior to the filing of the Track II IOU bundled procurement plan.  Each IOU shall 

file its individual bundled plan consistent with the schedule included in Section 

5 below or as modified by the Track II Scoping Memo.  Additional guidance will 

be provided in a subsequent Track II Scoping Memo.  We anticipate that Track II 

will begin no later than January 2011. 

In this track, we anticipate that the IOUs shall file their bundled plans and 

associated testimony, to be followed by intervenor testimony.  Evidentiary 

hearings are anticipated, followed by a round of post-hearing briefs and reply 

briefs.  Regardless of any modifications to the above schedule, we anticipate 

issuance of one or more proposed decisions on the IOU bundled plans no later 

than December 2011.51 

Based on the record in R.08-02-007, we find it reasonable to direct the 

IOUs’ filing of bundled LTPPs to be based on a limited set of standardized 

                                                 
51  The Commission is aware that the authorizations granted in D.07-12-052 only extend 
through 2016, and that the IOUs may need some decision on procurement authority by 
December 2011. 
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planning assumptions, consistent with those adopted here, using the best 

information available as described in the Track II Scoping Memo.  While we 

envision that Track II plans will be based on currently effective conformed LTPP 

plans, our intent is to ensure that the IOUs’ plans can be more easily compared to 

each other and to maintain consistency across utilities to the extent possible.  

Additional guidance will be provided by ALJ Rulings and/or by issuance of a 

revised Scoping Memo. 

3.3. Track III – Procurement Rules 
The OIR identified a number of issues that may be addressed in Track III, 

and noted that some must be resolved prior to the initiation of Track II of this 

proceeding.52  We prioritize several issues for resolution, including those issues 

that will be addressed in a second phase of Track III later in the proceeding, time 

permitting.  We expect proposed decisions on the issues of Phase 1 of Track III 

by the end of the year and modify the schedule in the May 6, 2010 OIR with 

regard to the November 19, 2010 deadline as described above.  

3.3.1. Phase 1 

3.3.1.1. Updates to Procurement Rules to 
Comply with SB 695 and Refinements to 
the D.06-07-029 Cost Allocation 
Methodology 

Senate Bill (SB) 695 (Stats. 2009, ch. 337, effective October 11, 2009) 

addresses many of the same issues addressed in the Cost Allocation 

Methodology (CAM) which we adopted in D.06-07-029.  SB 695 applies to both 

Utility Owned Generation (UOG) and Independent Power Producer-owned 

                                                 
52  OIR at 14-17. 
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(IPP) generation, and provides that a cost allocation must be “on a fully 

nonbypassable basis consistent with departing load provisions as determined by 

the Commission.”53  

Thus, this proceeding will consider any necessary modifications to the 

CAM-related rules needed to implement SB 695 and also address refinements to 

the CAM process.  Modifications to CAM-related rules to ensure statutory 

compliance do not raise disputed issues of fact, and will be resolved by 

concurrent briefs and reply briefs, as detailed in an ALJ Ruling issued  

September 14, 2010.  CAM issues that are broader than those related to SB 695 

are expected to be addressed in the 2nd phase of Track III.   

3.3.1.2. CAISO Corporation Market-Related 
Procurement Implementation Issues 

The CAISO instituted a new market structure in 2009, previously known 

as the Market Redesign and Technology Upgrade.  This proceeding will consider 

LTPP issues that arise from the new CAISO market design, with a particular 

focus on the upfront standard for IOU procurement activity in congestion 

revenue rights (CRR) and convergence bidding markets. 

Due to the complexity of the issues involved and the need to reach a 

resolution this year, ALJ Kolakowski issued a ruling (First Convergence Bidding 

Ruling) on July 1, 2010 regarding IOU participation in the CAISO’s planned 

convergence bidding market.  The First Convergence Bidding Ruling set forth a 

schedule for IOU proposals, comments and reply comments, and workshops.  

The First Convergence Bidding Ruling also asked a series of questions directed 

to parties’ analysis of the risks and benefits of IOU participation in the CAISO 

                                                 
53  Section 365.1(c)(2)(A). 
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convergence bidding market, as well as any potential limitations on that 

participation.   

In response to a July 9, 2010 motion from PG&E, DRA and TURN, ALJ 

Kolakowski issued a Second Convergence Bidding Ruling on July 16, 2010, 

modifying the schedule.  

Parties have provided comments and reply comments related to the 

questions from the First Convergence Bidding Ruling, and PG&E, SCE, and 

SDG&E have filed their individual proposals for participation.  An additional 

round of comments concluded by September 7, 2010.  These issued were 

included in a Proposed Decision which issued on November 15, 2010. 

Issues regarding CRR procurement activities and any other CAISO market 

related issues shall be considered in the 2nd phase of Track III of this proceeding 

if conditions merit it. 

3.3.2. Phase 2 

3.3.2.1. Procurement Rules to Comply with OTC 
Policies 

This proceeding will consider a number of procurement policies related to 

IOU-owned or contracted OTC generation units.54  Examples of such policies 

include, but are not limited to, policies encouraging retirement of OTC units; 

Request for Offer (RFO) design to procure new greenfield or repowered projects 

for local RA, while minimizing market power; and RFO bid evaluation protocols 

                                                 
54  We anticipate that changes to procurement rules may be necessary to ensure that IOU 
procurement activity is in accordance with any adopted OTC policy. 
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to allow comparison of retrofitting projects.55  To the extent possible, these issues 

shall be resolved as part of the 2nd phase of Track III, as informed by the 

concurrent development of Track I. 

3.3.2.2. Clarification / Refinement of Existing 
Procurement-Related Requirements in 
Support of the Development of a 
Procurement Requirements Summary 
Document (a.k.a. “Rulebook”) 

A Staff draft of a procedural requirements summary document or 

“Rulebook” was attached to a June 2, 2010 ruling (Rulebook Ruling) by ALJ 

Kolakowski.  While this document is known informally as the “Rulebook,” its 

final implementation may be in one of several different forms.  A workshop was 

held on the Rulebook on June 11, 2010, and comments and reply comments were 

filed by parties. 

One of the key issues discussed by the parties in comments was whether 

the Rulebook would serve as a compendium of existing rules and policies, or 

whether it would replace prior Commission action and serve as a single 

comprehensive governing document, much like a General Order.  Other than 

SCE, all commenting parties favored treating this document as a compendium.  

This issue will be addressed in the 2nd phase of Track III.  

                                                 
55  Retrofitting refers to a modification of an existing plant through the installation of a 
cooling system that complies with an adopted OTC policy.  Retrofitting projects do not 
add new capacity to the system.  
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3.3.2.3. Refinements to Bid Evaluation in 
Competitive Solicitations (particularly 
with respect to UOG Bids) 

D.07-12-052 identified several concerns related to the process for 

evaluating UOG bids against Power Purchase Agreements bids.  These concerns 

focus on the need to ensure that the bid evaluation process is fair, just and 

reasonable, and include the need to determine whether and how bid criteria can 

be developed to improve head-to-head comparisons of UOG and IPP bids.  

Issues which may be considered include: 

• How IOU bid development costs would be addressed 
(“at-risk” or ratepayer-guaranteed);  

• The extent to which penalty and reward components are or 
should be added to UOG bids to make them consistent 
with IPP bids;  

• What measures should be taken to prevent sharing of 
sensitive information between utility staff involved in 
developing utility bids and staff who create bid evaluation 
criteria and that select the winning bids; 

• How failed contracts should be handled within the IOU 
RFO/procurement process; and 

• Whether parties might agree on a common set of risk 
factors better managed by IOUs as compared to IPPs, to 
simplify the standard terms and conditions in the IOUs’ 
pro forma contracts and subsequent counterparty contract 
negotiations. 

As with the broader range of SB 695 issues, these issues may benefit from 

the developments of Track I and shall be considered later in Phase 2 of Track III. 

3.3.2.4. GHG Compliance Products and Risk 
Management Strategies  

This proceeding will also consider the GHG compliance products that 

IOUs will be authorized to procure to meet their anticipated California GHG 
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compliance obligations.  Included in this authorization will be the GHG risk 

management approaches the IOUs plan to employ to manage this new risk.56  

Due to the timing of the ARB’s schedule for announcing the details of their 

proposed GHG regulations, this issue shall be addressed later in the proceeding 

after an ALJ ruling setting a process and schedule for review. 

3.3.2.5. Refinements to the Timelines 
Associated with IOU RFOs for RA 
Products 

D.06-06-064 instructs the IOUs to develop “least cost/best fit” portfolios 

and to sell contracted resources that are not needed.  To meet this obligation, 

IOUs need to provide the excess resources to the market with sufficient time that 

other LSEs have an opportunity to purchase them to meet their resource 

obligations.  We shall evaluate potential schedule milestones that IOUs can 

adopt to allow for smoother LSE compliance with RA filing deadlines. 

3.3.2.6. Other Procurement Rule Changes 
Staff has identified several issues in the Quarterly Compliance Report 

approval process:  (1) net debtor IOU transactions with non-investment grade 

counterparties and collateral requirements; (2) refinements to Independent 

Evaluator (IE) guidelines (e.g., restrictions on IEs engaging in other business 

with the utility while being an IE); (3) clarifications related to the timing and 

availability of public information related to the Procurement Review Groups; 

                                                 
56  The Commission may also authorize in Track III interim IOU authority to procure a 
limited amount of these products, since the adoption of final ARB Cap and Trade 
Program regulations is anticipated in advance of the Track II decision in which bundled 
procurement authority will be addressed.  
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and (4) acceptable timeframes for IOU procurement staff to sign their codes of 

conduct. 

These issues shall be addressed in the 2nd phase of Track III in this 

proceeding. 

4. Evidentiary Hearings 
Evidentiary hearings are anticipated in Track I.  Evidentiary hearings may 

be held in Track II of this proceeding on appropriate issues (if necessary), to be 

set forth in subsequent rulings by the assigned Commissioner or ALJ. 

5. Schedule 
Track I 

Date Item 

November 30, 2010 Workshop on step 2 results for CAISO model  
(a separate ruling will set dates for workshop 
comments.) 

March 11, 2011 PG&E files renewables integration (RI) results for 
all runs, CAISO files RI results for runs completed 
to date57 

March 18, 2011 Parties file alternative scenarios, metrics and 
common values; IOUs also file required scenarios 
and metrics 

Late March 2011 Workshops presenting completed scenarios and 
outputs from updated RI runs 

April 1, 2011 Requests for hearings due 

April 8, 2011 Comments due on RI results 

April 15, 2011 Reply comments due on RI results 

                                                 
57  To the extent individual runs are available before a particular due date, results should 
be distributed to all parties. 
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April 22, 2011 Comments due on data adequacy of required and 
alternative scenarios and metrics filed by parties 

April 29, 2011 Reply comments due on data adequacy of 
required and alternative scenarios and metrics 
filed by parties 

May 2011 Ruling on data sufficiency of filings 

May 31, 2011 Supplemental data filings on scenarios and 
metrics (if necessary) 

June 2011 Filed Testimony 

July 2011 Hearings (if necessary) 

July 15, 2011 Comments due on possible Commission actions 

July 22 2011 Reply comments due on possible Commission 
actions 

August 2011 Briefs and Reply Briefs 

November 2011 Track I proposed decision 

Track II 
Date Item 

January 14, 2011 Utilities file bundled procurement authority plan 
and supporting testimony 

February 18, 2011 Non-IOU Party testimony 

March 18, 2011  Reply testimony 

March 31, 2011 Request for hearings due 

April 2011 Hearings (if necessary) or workshops 

May - June 2011 Opening briefs on bundled procurement authority 
plan 

May - June 2011 Reply briefs on bundled procurement authority 
plan 
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September 2011 Track II proposed decision 

 
Date Item 

Spring 2011 Scoping, workshops (if necessary) and briefing of 
Phase 2 of Track III issues 

Fall 2011 Track III, Phase 2 proposed decision 

6. Attachments 
We direct the use of the attached Standardized Planning Assumptions 

documents, Attachment 1 - Standardized Planning Assumptions (Part 1) for 

System Resource Plans, Attachment 2 - Standardized Planning Assumptions 

(Part 2 - Renewables) for System Resource Plans.  The original Staff proposed 

Planning Standards have been updated based on party comments and the 

workshops held on June 2010 on the 11th, 18th, and 25th and are now replaced 

with this Scoping Memo’s Standard Planning Assumptions. 

7. Discovery 
A party of which a discovery request has been made shall provide a 

complete response within 10 working days of each request.  If the responding 

party needs clarification of the request, it shall seek that clarification within two 

working days of receiving the request.  If the responding party cannot provide a 

complete response within 10 working days, it shall communicate that fact to the 

requesting party within four working days, along with providing a firm date for 

a complete response.  A party issuing a discovery request shall simultaneously 

provide a copy of that request to all other parties.  A responding party shall 

provide a copy of its discovery response to each party that makes a request for 

that specific response.  Electronic copies of discovery requests and discovery 

responses are sufficient unless the receiving party requests a paper copy.   
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Parties shall undertake a “meet and confer” process in a good faith effort 

to resolve any discovery dispute.  The meeting may occur telephonically if that is 

more convenient than an in-person meeting.  If that attempt does not resolve the 

dispute, the parties shall so inform the ALJ.  If there is not a timely opportunity 

to use that forum, the disputing parties may send an e-mail to the ALJ regarding 

the dispute.  The assigned ALJ may schedule a conference call, ask for written 

motions, refer the discovery dispute to the Law and Motion ALJs, or take other 

steps as deemed appropriate.  The assigned ALJ’s e-mail address is 

vsk@cpuc.ca.gov. 

8. Filing, Service, and Service List 

All formally filed documents in this proceeding must be filed with the 

Commission’s Docket Office and served on the service list for the proceeding.  

Article 1 of the Rules contains all of the Commission’s filing requirements.  

Parties are encouraged to file electronically whenever possible as it speeds 

processing of the filings and allows them to be posted on the Commission’s 

website.  More information about electronic filing is available in Rule 1.13 and at 

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/efiling.  We will follow the electronic service 

protocols adopted by the Commission in Rule 1.10 of the Commission’s Rules of 

Practice and Procedure for all documents, whether formally filed or just served.  

This Rule provides for electronic service of documents, in a searchable format, 

unless the appearance or state service list member did not provide an e-mail 

address.  If no e-mail address was provided, service should be made by United 

States mail.  In this proceeding, we require concurrent e-mail service to ALL 

persons on the service list for whom an e-mail address is available, including 

those listed under “Information Only.”  Parties are expected to provide paper 

copies of served documents upon request.   
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E-mail communication about this case should include, at a minimum, the 

following information on the subject line of the e-mail:  R.10-05-006-2010 LTPP.  

In addition, the party sending the e-mail should briefly describe the attached 

communication; for example, Brief.  Paper format copies, in addition to electronic 

copies, shall be served on the assigned Commissioner and the ALJ.   

The official service list for this proceeding is available on the 

Commission’s web page.  Parties should confirm that their information on the 

service list is correct, and serve notice of any errors on the Commission’s Process 

Office, the service list, and the ALJ.  Prior to serving any document, each party 

must ensure that it is using the most up-to-date service list.  The list on the 

Commission’s web site meets that definition. 

Any person interested in participating in this proceeding who is 

unfamiliar with the Commission’s procedures or who has questions about the 

electronic filing procedures should contact the Commission’s Public Advisor at  

(866) 849-8390 or in San Francisco at (415) 703-2074, or (866) 836-7825 

(TTY-toll free), or send an e-mail to public.advisor@cpuc.ca.gov.  

9. Intervenor Compensation 
The prehearing conference in this matter was held June 12, 2010.  Pursuant 

to § 1804(a)(1), a customer who intended to seek an award of compensation but 

has not done so already should have already filed and served a notice of intent 

(NOI) to claim compensation.  In one or more separate ruling(s), the ALJ will 

address eligibility to claim compensation for the pending NOIs. 

10. Categorization, Need for Hearings, Ex Parte Rules, and 
Designation of Presiding Officer 
The Commission preliminarily categorized this proceeding as 

“ratesetting” as defined in Rule 1.3(e) and determined that the matter should be 
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set for hearing.  No party has disputed the Commission’s preliminary 

categorization of this proceeding as “ratesetting.”  We affirm that preliminary 

determination.  This ruling, as to category, is appealable pursuant to Rule 7.6.   

In a ratesetting proceeding, Rule 13.2 defines the presiding officer as the 

person designated as such by the assigned Commissioner prior to the first 

hearing in the proceeding.  The assigned Commissioner has designated ALJ 

Victoria S. Kolakowski and ALJ Peter V. Allen as the presiding officers.  The 

provisions of § 1701.3(a) apply.  The applicable ex parte rules are set forth in Rule 

8.2(c). 

IT IS RULED that: 

1. This ruling confirms the Commission’s preliminary finding that the 

category for this proceeding is ratesetting, and finds that hearings will be 

necessary.  This ruling, only as to category, is appealable under Rule 7.6. 

2. Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Victoria S. Kolakowski and ALJ Peter V. 

Allen are the presiding officers for this proceeding. 

3. The scope of this proceeding is as set forth in Section 3 of this ruling. 

4. The schedule for this proceeding is as set forth in Section 5 of this ruling. 

5. The assigned ALJ may make any revisions or provide further direction 

regarding the scope of this proceeding and the manner in which issues shall be 

addressed, as necessary for a full and complete development of the record. 

6. The ALJ may modify the schedule adopted herein as necessary for the 

reasonable and efficient conduct of this proceeding. 
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7. Parties shall serve all filings as set forth in Section 8 of this ruling. 

Dated December 3, 2010, at San Francisco, California. 

 
 
 
  /s/  MICHAEL R. PEEVEY 

  Michael R. Peevey 
Assigned Commissioner 

 
 
  /s/  JANET A. ECONOME for 

  Victoria S. Kolakowski 
Administrative Law Judge 

 
 
  /s/  JANET A. ECONOME for 

  Peter V. Allen 
Administrative Law Judge 
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INFORMATION REGARDING SERVICE 

 
I have provided notification of filing to the electronic mail addresses on 

the attached service list. 

Upon confirmation of this document’s acceptance for filing, I will cause a 

Notice of Availability of the filed document to be served upon the service list to 

this proceeding by U.S. mail.  The service list I will use to serve the Notice of 

Availability of the filed document is current as of today’s date. 

Dated December 3, 2010, at San Francisco, California. 

 
 
 

/s/  OYIN MILON 
Oyin Milon 

 
 

N O T I C E  
 

Parties should notify the Process Office, Public Utilities Commission, 
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 2000, San Francisco, CA  94102, of any 
change of address to ensure that they continue to receive documents. 
You must indicate the proceeding number on the service list on which 
your name appears. 
 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
 
The Commission’s policy is to schedule hearings (meetings, workshops, 
etc.) in locations that are accessible to people with disabilities.  To verify 
that a particular location is accessible, call: Calendar Clerk (415) 
703-1203. 
 
If specialized accommodations for the disabled are needed, e.g., sign 
language interpreters, those making the arrangements must call the 
Public Advisor at (415) 703-2074 or TDD# (415) 703-2032 five working 
days in advance of the event. 
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CAL. ENERGY EFFICIENCY INDUSTRY COUNCIL  
EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY CA 00000-0000                 
(916) 390-6413                           
mokeefe@efficiencycouncil.org                 
 
Grant Rosenblum                          
CALIF. INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR CORP. 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD                     
FOLSOM CA 95678                          
(916) 608-7130                           
grosenblum@caiso.com                          
 
Mark Rothleder                           
CALIF. INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR CORP. 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD                     
FOLSOM CA 95678                          
(916) 608-7130                           
mrothleder@caiso.com                          
 
Udi Helman                               
CALIF. INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR CORP. 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD                     
FOLSOM CA 95678                          
(916) 608-7130                           
uhelman@caiso.com                             
 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS                
425 DIVISADERO ST. STE 303               
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94117-2242              
(415) 963-4439                           
cem@newsdata.com                              
 
Legal & Regulatory Department            
CALIFORNIA ISO                           
EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY CA 00000                      
e-recipient@caiso.com                         
 
Avis Kowalewski                          
CALPINE CORPORATION                      
4160 DUBLIN BLVD., SUITE 100             
DUBLIN CA 94568                          
(925) 557-2284                           
kowalewskia@calpine.com                       
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Matthew Barmack                          
Dir                                      
CALPINE CORPORATION                      
4360 DUBLIN BLVD., SUITE 100             
DUBLIN CA 94568                          
(925) 557-2267                           
barmackm@calpine.com                          
 
Daniel Jurijew                           
Sr. Mgr - Regulatory Affairs West        
CAPITAL POWER CORPORATION                
10065 JASPER AVENUE                      
EDMONTON AB T5J 3B1                      
CANADA                                   
(780) 392-5167                           
djurijew@capitalpower.com                     
For: Capital Power Corporation                                                                   
____________________________________________ 
 
Danielle Osborn Mills                    
Policy Director                          
CEERT                                    
1100 11TH STREET, SUITE 311              
SACRAMENTO CA 95814                      
(916) 442-7785                           
Danielle@ceert.org                            
For: Center for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Technologies 
(CEERT)                                                                                                       
____________________________________________ 
 
David Miller                             
Renewable Technologies                   
CENTER FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND         
1100 ELEVENTH ST., SUITE 311             
SACRAMENTO CA 95814                      
(916) 340-2638                           
david@ceert.org                               
 
Arthur O'Donnell                         
CENTER FOR RESOURCE SOLUTIONS            
1012 TORNEY STREET, 2ND FLOOR            
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94129                   
(415) 561-2101                           
arthur@resource-solutions.org                 
 
Alex Beck                                
COMPETITIVE POWER VENTURES, INC.         
55 2ND STREET, SUITE 525                 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105                   
abeck@cpv.com                                 
 
 

William Mitchell                         
COMPETITIVE POWER VENTURES, INC.         
55 2ND STREET, SUITE 525                 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105                   
(415) 293-1469                           
will.mitchell@cpv.com                         
 
Mary Lynch                               
CONSTELLATION ENERGY COMMODITIES GRP     
2377 GOLD MEADOW WAY, STE 100            
GOLD RIVER CA 95670                      
(530) 358-3781                           
mary.lynch@constellation.com                  
 
Cynthia Brady                            
CONSTELLATION ENERGY RESOURCES, LLC      
EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY IL 00000-0000                 
(312) 704-8518                           
cynthia.brady@constellation.com               
 
Patrick G. Mcguire                       
CROSSBORDER ENERGY                       
2560 NINTH STREET, SUITE 316             
BERKELEY CA 94710                        
(510) 549-6922                           
patrickm@crossborderenergy.com                
 
Vidhya Prabhakaran                       
DAVIS WRIGHT & TREMAINE LLP              
505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800         
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111                   
(415) 276-6568                           
vidhyaprabhakaran@dwt.com                     
 
Robert Gex                               
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP                
505 MONTGOMERY STREET,  SUITE 800        
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111                   
(415) 276-6500                           
robertgex@dwt.com                             
 
Diana Sanchez                            
DAY CARTER & MURPHY LLP                  
3620 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE, STE. 205      
SACRAMENTO CA 95864                      
(916) 570-2500 X-116                     
dsanchez@daycartermurphy.com                  
 
Ann L. Trowbridge                        
Attorney At Law                          
DAY CARTER MURPHY LLC                    
3620 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE, SUITE 205     
SACRAMENTO CA 95864                      
(916) 570-2500 X103                      
atrowbridge@daycartermurphy.com               
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Gene Varanini                            
Special Counsel                          
DEMAND RESERVES PARTNERSHIP              
717 K ST. SUITE 217                      
SACRAMENTO CA 95814                      
drp.gene@sbcglobal.net                        
 
Brian Theaker                            
DYNEGY, LLC                              
3161 KEN DEREK LANE                      
PLACERVILLE CA 95667                     
(530) 295-3305                           
brian.theaker@dynegy.com                      
 
Jessie Baird                             
EARTHJUSTICE                             
426 17TH STREET, 5TH FLOOR               
OAKLAND CA 94612                         
(510) 550-6725                           
jbaird@earthjustice.org                       
 
Fred Mobasheri                           
Consultant                               
ELECTRIC POWER GROUP, LLC                
201 SOUTH LAKE AVE., SUITE 400           
PASADENA CA 91101                        
(626) 658-2015                           
fmobasheri@aol.com                            
 
Ryan Heidari                             
ENDIMENSIONS LLC                         
1670 SOUTH AMPHLETT BLVD., SUITE 105     
SAN MATEO CA 94402                       
(650) 286-4239                           
ryan.heidari@endimensions.com                 
 
William Chen, Esq.                       
Corporate Counsel                        
ENERGY CURTAILMENT SPECIALISTS, INC.     
4455 GENESEE STREET, BLDG. 6             
NEW YORK NY 14225                        
(877) 711-5453 X-164                     
wchen@ecsgrid.com                             
 
Cynthia K. Mitchell                      
ENERGY ECONOMICS, INC.                   
530 COLGATE COURT                        
RENO NV 89503                            
(775) 324-5300                           
Cynthiakmitchell@gmail.com                    
 
 

Kevin J. Simonsen                        
ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES               
646 E. THIRD AVE.                        
DURANGO CA 81301                         
(970) 259-1748                           
kjsimonsen@ems-ca.com                         
 
Caitlin Collins Liotiris                 
ENERGY STRATEGIES, LLC                   
215 SOUTH STATE STREET, STE 200          
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84111                  
(801) 355-4365                           
ccollins@energystrat.com                      
 
Justin Farr                              
ENERGY STRATEGIES, LLC                   
215 SOUTH STATE ST., STE. 200            
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84111                  
(801) 355-4365                           
jfarr@Energystrat.com                         
 
Andra Pligavko                           
FIRST SOLAR DEVELOPMENT, INC.            
EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY CA 00000                      
(510) 625-7406                           
apligavko@firstsolar.com                      
 
Kenneth Sahm White                       
FIT COALITION                            
16 PALM CT.                              
MENLO PARK CA 94025                      
(805) 705-1352                           
sahm@fitcoalition.com                         
For: FIT Coalition                                                                                       
____________________________________________ 
 
Pushkar Wagle, Ph.D.                     
FLYNN RESOURCE CONSULTANTS INC.          
2900 GORDON AVENUE, SUITE 100-3          
SANTA CLARA CA 95051                     
(888) 634-3339                           
pushkarwagle@flynnrci.com                     
 
Lucas Williams                           
GOLDEN GATE UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF LAW     
536 MISSION STREET                       
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105                   
(415) 369-5351                           
lwilliams@ggu.edu                             
For: Pacific Environment                                                                             
____________________________________________ 
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James D. Squeri, Esq.                    
S. HONG                                  
GOODIN, MACBRIDE, SQUERI, DAY & LAMPREY  
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900            
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111                   
(415) 392-7900                           
jsqueri@goodinmacbride.com                    
For: Powerex Corporation                                                                            
____________________________________________ 
 
Steven Kelly                             
INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION 
1215 K STREET, SUITE 900                 
SACRAMENTO CA 95814                      
(916) 448-9499                           
steven@iepa.com                               
 
William B. Marcus                        
Consulting Economist                     
JBS ENERGY, INC.                         
311 D STREET, SUITE A                    
WEST SACRAMENTO CA 95605                 
(916) 372-0534                           
bill@jbsenergy.com                            
 
John Nimmons                             
JOHN NIMMONS & ASSOCIATES, INC.          
EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLU CA 00000-0000                 
(415) 381-7310                           
jna@speakeasy.org                             
 
Docket Coordinator                       
KEYES & FOX LLP                          
436 14TH STREET, SUITE 1305              
OAKLAND CA 94612                         
(510) 314-8201                           
cpucdockets@keyesandfox.com                   
 
Sky C. Stanfield                         
KEYES & FOX LLP                          
436 14TH STREET, SUITE 1305              
OAKLAND CA 94612                         
(510) 314-8204                           
sstanfield@keyesandfox.com                    
 
Shannon Eddy                             
Executive Director                       
LARGE SCALE SOLAR ASSOCIATION            
2501 PORTOLA WAY                         
SACRAMENTO CA 95818                      
(916) 731-8371                           
eddyconsulting@gmail.com                      
For: Large-Scale Solar Association                                                              
____________________________________________ 
 
 

Steven A. Weiler                         
LEONARD STREET AND DEINARD, PA           
1350 I STREET, NW, STE. 800              
WASHINGTON DC 20005                      
(202) 346-6911                           
steve.weiler@leonard.com                      
For: Zephyr Power Transmission, LLC                                                       
____________________________________________ 
 
John W. Leslie, Esq.                     
LUCE, FORWARD, HAMILTON & SCRIPPS, LLP   
EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY CA 00000                      
(619) 699-5464                           
jleslie@luce.com                              
 
Barry F. Mccarthy                        
MCCARTHY & BERLIN, LLP                   
100 WEST SAN FERNANDO ST., STE. 501      
SAN JOSE CA 95113                        
(408) 288-2080                           
bmcc@mccarthylaw.com                          
 
Michael A. Yuffee                        
MCDERMOTT WILL & EMERY LLP               
600 THIRTEENTH STREET, N.W.              
WASHINGTON DC 20005-3096                 
(202) 756-8066                           
myuffee@mwe.com                               
 
Victoria Lauterbach                      
MCDERMOTT WILL & EMERY LLP               
600 13TH STREET, NW                      
WASHINGTON DC 20005                      
(202) 756-8162                           
vlauterbach@mwe.com                           
 
Sean P. Beatty                           
MIRANT CALIFORNIA, LLC                   
696 WEST 10TH STREET                     
PITTSBURG CA 94565                       
(925) 427-3483                           
Sean.Beatty@mirant.com                        
 
Steven Huhman                            
MORGAN STANLEY CAPITAL GROUP INC.        
2000 WESTCHESTER AVENUE                  
PURCHASE NY 10577                        
(914) 225-1592                           
steven.huhman@morganstanley.com               
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MRW & ASSOCIATES, LLC                    
EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY CA 00000                      
(510) 834-1999                           
mrw@mrwassoc.com                              
 
Donald Gilligan                          
NATIONAL ASSC. OF ENERGY SVC. COMPANIES  
EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY DC 00000-0000                 
(202) 822-0950                           
dgilligan@naesco.org                          
For: National Association of Energy Service Companies                            
____________________________________________ 
 
Devra Wang                               
Staff Scientist                          
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL        
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR            
SAN FRANCISCO CA 95104                   
(415) 875-6100                           
dwang@nrdc.org                                
 
Noah Long                                
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL        
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR            
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104                   
(415) 875-6100                           
nlong@nrdc.org                                
 
James L. Filippi                         
NEXTLIGHT RENEWABLE POWER, LLC           
353 SACRAMENTO STREET, SUITE 2100        
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111                   
(415) 935-2498                           
jfilippi@nextlight.com                        
 
Diane I. Fellman                         
NRG WEST                                 
73 DOWNEY STREET                         
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94117                   
(415) 665-3824                           
Diane.Fellman@nrgenergy.com                   
 
Stephanie Wang                           
Attorney At Law                          
PACIFIC ENVIRONMENT                      
251 KEARNY STREET, 2ND FLOOR             
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94108                   
(415) 399-8850 X308                      
swang@pacificenvironment.org                  
For: Paciific Environment                                                                            
____________________________________________ 
 
 

Alice Gong                               
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
77 BEALE ST. MC B9A                      
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105                   
AxL3@pge.com                                  
 
Anthea Lee                               
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
77 BEALE STREET, MC B9A, ROOM 904        
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105                   
(415) 973-5382                           
AGL9@pge.com                                  
 
Case Coordination                        
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
77 BEALE ST., PO BOX 770000 MC B9A       
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105                   
(415) 973-2776                           
RegRelCPUCCases@pge.com                       
 
George Zahariudakis                      
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
77 BEALE STREET, RM. 904, MC B9A         
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105                   
(415) 973-2079                           
GxZ5@pge.com                                  
 
Mark W. Zimmermann                       
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
77 BEALE STREET, MC B9A                  
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105                   
(415) 973-6515                           
MWZ1@pge.com                                  
 
Regulatory File Room                     
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY         
PO BOX 7442                              
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94120                   
(415) 973-4295                           
CPUCCases@pge.com                             
 
Ray Pingle                               
7140 STEEPLE CHASE DR.                   
SHINGLE SPRINGS CA 95682                 
(530) 677-4513                           
Ray_Pingle@msn.com                            
 
Gifford Jung                             
P. ENG                                   
POWEREX CORPORATION                      
666 BURRARD STREET, SUITE 1400           
VANCOUVER BC V5R 4Y2                     
CANADA                                   
(604) 891-6040                           
gifford.jung@powerex.com                      
For: Powerex Corporation                                                                            
____________________________________________ 
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Rory Cox                                 
RATEPAYERS FOR AFFORDABLE CLEAN ENERGY   
251 KEARNY STREET, 2ND FLOOR             
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102                   
(415) 399-8850 X 302                     
rcox@pacificenvironment.org                   
For: Pacific Environment                                                                             
____________________________________________ 
 
Gopal Shanker                            
President                                
RECOLTE ENERGY                           
3901 LAKE COUNTY HIGHWAY                 
CALISTOGA CA 94515                       
(707) 480-1960                           
gopal@recolteenergy.com                       
For: Recolte Energy                                                                                      
____________________________________________ 
 
Sue Mara                                 
RTO ADVISORS, LLC                        
164 SPRINGDALE WAY                       
REDWOOD CITY CA 94062                    
(415) 902-4108                           
sue.mara@rtoadvisors.com                      
For: RTO Advisors, LLC                                                                             
____________________________________________ 
 
John A. Pacheco                          
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY         
101 ASH STREET, HQ12B                    
SAN DIEGO CA 92101-3017                  
(619) 699-5130                           
JPacheco@SempraUtilities.com                  
 
Wendy Keilani                            
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY         
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT-CP32D            
SAN DIEGO CA 92123                       
(858) 654-1185                           
WKeilani@SempraUtilities.com                  
 
Phillip Muller                           
SCD ENERGY SOLUTIONS                     
436 NOVA ALBION WAY                      
SAN RAFAEL CA 94903                      
(415) 479-1710                           
philm@scdenergy.com                           
 
Melissa Schary                           
EMAIL ONLY                               
EMAIL ONLY CA 00000-0000                 
(626) 302-6509                           
Melissa.Schary@sce.com                        
 
 

Greg Bass                                
SEMPRA ENERGY SOLUTIONS LLC              
401 WEST A STREET, SUITE 500             
SAN DIEGO CA 92101                       
(619) 684-8199                           
GBass@NobleSolutions.com                      
 
Jim Metropulos                           
Sr. Advocate                             
SIERRA CLUB CALIFORNIA                   
801 K STREET, SUITE 2700                 
SACRAMENTO CA 95814                      
(916) 557-1100 X109                      
jim.metropulos@sierraclub.org                 
 
Gloria D. Smith                          
SIERRA CLUB ENVIRONMENTAL LAW PROGRAM    
85 SECOND STREET                         
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105                   
(415) 977-5532                           
Gloria.Smith@sierraclub.org                   
 
Amber Wyatt                              
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY       
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE                 
ROSEMEAD CA 91770                        
(626) 302-6210                           
amber.wyatt@sce.com                           
 
Case Administration                      
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY       
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE. / PO BOX 800      
ROSEMEAD CA 91770                        
(626) 302-3101                           
case.admin@sce.com                            
 
Melissa Hovsepian                        
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY       
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE.                   
ROSEMEAD CA 91770                        
Melissa.Hovsepian@sce.com                     
 
Rich Mettling                            
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY       
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE                 
ROSEMEAD CA 91770                        
rich.mettling@sce.com                         
 
Bruce Perlstein, Ph.D                    
Managing Director                        
STRATEGY, FINANCE & ECONOMICS, LLC       
366 EDGEWOOD AVENUE                      
MILL VALLEY CA 94941                     
(415) 381-1578                           
bperlste@pacbell.net                          
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Rafi Hassan                              
SUSQUEHANNA FINANCIAL GROUP, LLLP        
101 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 3250        
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111                   
(415) 403-6531                           
rafi.hassan@sig.com                           
 
Marcel Hawiger                           
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK               
115 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900            
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104                   
(415) 929-8876 X311                      
marcel@turn.org                               
 
Marybelle C. Ang                         
Staff Attorney                           
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK               
115 SANSOME STREET, STE. 900             
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104                   
(415) 929-8876                           
mang@turn.org                                 
 
Matthew Freedman                         
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK               
115 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900            
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104                   
(415) 929-8876 X304                      
matthew@turn.org                              
 
Adam Browning                            
THE VOTE SOLAR INITIATIVE                
300 BRANNAN STREET, SUITE 609            
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94107                   
(415) 817-5062                           
abrowning@votesolar.org                       
For: The Vote Solar Initiative                                                                      
____________________________________________ 
 
John Dunn                                
TRANSCANADA CORPORATION                  
450 1ST ST. S.W.                         
CALGARY AB T2P 5H1                       
CANADA                                   
(403) 920-5566                           
john_dunn@transcanada.com                     
 
Meredith Lamey                           
TRANSCANADA CORPORATION                  
450 1ST STREET S.W.                      
CALGARY AB T2P 5H1                       
CANADA                                   
(403) 920-5056                           
meredith_lamey@transcanada.com                
 
 

Douglas Davie                            
WELLHEAD ELECTRIC COMPANY                
650 BERCUT DRIVE, SUITE C                
SACRAMENTO CA 95814                      
(916) 447-5171                           
ddavie@wellhead.com                           
 
Barbara George                           
WOMEN'S ENERGY MATTERS                   
PO BOX 548                               
FAIRFAX CA 94978-0548                    
(510) 915-6215                           
wem@igc.org                                   
 
Kevin Woodruff                           
WOODRUFF EXPERT SERVICES                 
1100 K STREET, SUITE 204                 
SACRAMENTO CA 95814                      
(916) 442-4877                           
kdw@woodruff-expert-services.com              
 
 

 


