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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
Order Instituting Rulemaking to Consider 
Refinements to and Further Development of the 
Commission’s Resource Adequacy Requirements 
Program. 

Rulemaking 05-12-013 
(Filed December 15, 2005) 

 
COMMENTS OF RRI ENERGY, INC. 

ON REVISED PROPOSED DECISION OF ALJ WETZEL 
 
 Pursuant to Rule 14.3 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California 

Public Utilities Commission (Commission), and the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling 

Providing for Comments and Replies Regarding the Revised Proposed Decision issued 

on March 30, 2010, RRI Energy, Inc. (RRI) submits its comments on the Revised 

Proposed Decision of Administrative Law Judge Wetzel adopting a preferred policy on 

Resource Adequacy (RA), issued March 30, 2010. 

 The Assigned Commissioner established Phase 2, Track 2 in this proceeding on 

December 22, 2006 to consider the establishment of a centralized capacity market, 

among other issues.  In the 40 months since this phase of the proceeding was initiated, 

RRI has participated in numerous filings explaining in significant detail the reasons that 

a centralized forward capacity market is an essential mechanism to assure long term 

resource adequacy in California, and is very disappointed that the Commission is 

contemplating a policy decision that effectively retains the status quo.   

I. INTRODUCTION  
 
 On March 30, 2010, ALJ Wetzel published the revised proposed decision 

(“RPD”) on long term resource adequacy.  The RPD would close this proceeding (R.05-

12-013) without major structural changes to the RA program, concluding that the 
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existing RA program should not be altered to require multi-year forward commitments or 

a central-clearing mechanism.  The RPD reverses the proposed multi-year forward 

commitment obligation reflected in the Original Proposed Decision (OPD) published on 

November 23, 2009, and would instead continue the existing year-ahead bilateral RA 

program. 

II. COMMENTS  

A. The OPD Found the Existing RA Framework to be Ineffective – yet 
the RPD Inexplicably Reverses the Related Findings of the OPD  

 
The OPD found that “the RA program standing alone has not been meeting the 

long-term reliability objective of facilitating investment in new generation and, without 

revision, is not likely to do so going forward.”1  The OPD concluded that, standing alone, 

“there is little evidence that the RA program is meeting its primary reliability objective of 

facilitating new generation investment.”2  The OPD acknowledged that many market 

participants, the CAISO and others have expressed concern with the existing resource 

adequacy program. This conclusion is consistent with extensive evidence in the record 

provided by numerous parties.  While the OPD recognized that action was required to 

resolve problems with the existing RA framework, the RPD sweeps these problems 

under the rug, effectively ignoring the record in this proceeding. 

The RPD instead finds that “the RA program, in combination with the LTPP and 

RPS programs, is meeting California’s needs for infrastructure development, and no 

other proposal in this proceeding offers a reasonable likelihood of doing so more 

����������������������������������������������
1  See OPD at 85. 
2  See OPD at 32. 
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effectively or at lower cost to ratepayers.”3  No additional evidence was introduced after 

the OPD was issued – yet the RPD would somehow reinterpret the evidence to draw 

the opposite conclusion.   

B. The OPD Found that the Status Quo Failed to Comply with Section 
380 - Yet the RPD Inexplicably Concludes that the Existing RA 
Framework is Compliant 

 
The OPD concluded that the existing RA program could not meet the 

requirements of Section 380 (which requires an RA program applicable to all LSEs).  

Further, the OPD made a finding that the existing “short-term” approach “does not 

adequately foster investment in new generation” and that “to ensure that the program 

functions as intended, we determine that it is necessary to modify the program by 

providing for a multi-year forward commitment of capacity resources.”   

In contrast, the RPD concludes that both Section 380 and 365.1 (from SB 695) 

contemplate investment by the IOUs with cost allocation to both bundled and unbundled 

customers.  The RPD clarifies that the narrow role of the PD is not to meet the RA 

requirement under Section 380 for all LSEs but that the Commission can rely on its 

other programs, and in particular investment in new generation by the IOUs. 

The Commission is obligated under Section 380 of the Public Utilities Code to 

determine the most efficient and equitable means of ensuring that investment is made in 

new generating capacity, that existing economic generating capacity is retained, and 

that the cost of generating capacity is allocated equitably.  This existing law also 

specifically authorizes the Commission to consider a centralized resource adequacy 

����������������������������������������������
3  See RPD at 80. 
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mechanism to fulfill these objectives, including equitable cost allocation.  It is unclear 

how the Commission is fulfilling these mandates if it adopts the RPD. 

C. A Multi-Year Forward Obligation is Essential – yet Implementation 
Through the Bilateral Market Structure Would Cripple Retail 
Competition, Leaving a Centralized Forward Capacity Market as the 
Only Reasonable Long Term RA Mechanism 

 
The Commission has painted itself into a corner.  As clearly explained by multiple 

parties, implementing the multi-year forward commitment with a bilateral market 

structure would impose unworkable burdens on ESPs, requiring them to undertake 

significant obligations to secure supply commitments for multiple forward years when 

the duration of service commitments to their customers is much shorter.  The only way a 

multi-year forward commitment is compatible with retail competition is if those 

commitments are made under a filed and approved federal tariff for a centralized 

capacity mechanism, where the commitments are made years in advance, but the 

obligations are not assigned until the delivery period.  The Commission was apparently 

convinced by the comments filed on the OPD that implementing a multi-year forward 

commitment through a bilateral market structure was incompatible with retail 

competition, and that the only rational means of implementing such an obligation is 

through a symmetric multi-year forward centralized capacity market.  But instead of 

choosing to move in the direction of competition, transparency and assured resource 

adequacy through a systematic centralized auction mechanism, the RPD would have 

the Commission retreat to the status quo. 

The OPD found concerns that a multi-year forward commitment would fail to 

enable or support direct access to be insufficient to reject that structure – while the RPD 
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refers to this as an “overriding concern.”4  RRI agrees that retail competition is in the 

best interest of customers, but maintaining the status quo does nothing to facilitate 

customer choice (particularly given the RPD’s aim to rely on utility companies as the 

buyers and builders of RA capacity) and fails to address the critical deficiencies of the 

existing RA framework in facilitating investment. 

D. The RPD Mistakenly Concludes that the Best Way to Protect 
Commission Jurisdiction Over the RA Framework is to Maintain the 
Status Quo 

 
The year-ahead, bilateral structure that would be preserved by the OPD is the 

path of least resistance – and may appear to be the prudent, low-risk option.  

Unfortunately, this is not the case, as the shortcomings of the existing RA program can 

no longer be ignored.  For example, the OPD included the following finding:  “Having 

determined that the RA program is not adequately facilitating investment, we find it 

becomes imperative to resolve the long-standing question of whether to impose a multi-

year forward commitment of RA capacity on LSEs.”5    

The RPD states that “a decision to endorse a centralized capacity auction 

mechanism would be a decision to hand substantial components of resource adequacy 

over to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. Such a move is at best premature. 

We therefore decide to continue the bilateral contracting approach.”6  There is no basis 

for this conclusion – and in fact, further delay may mean that the opportunity to define 

the policy is taken out of the Commission’s hands. 

����������������������������������������������
4  See RPD at 71. 
5  See OPD at 33. 
6  See RPD at 3. 
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The CAISO and FERC have historically deferred to the Commission on key RA 

policy principles such as counting rules and planning reserve margin.  By adopting the 

RPD, the Commission will be rejecting the recommendation of the CAISO and the 

majority of market participants for a centralized forward capacity market.  By retaining 

the existing year-ahead RA framework, the Commission will be ignoring the CAISO’s 

strong preference for a multi-year forward RA structure. 

By adopting the RPD, the Commission is rejecting the opportunity to lay out the 

initial policy framework for extending its partnership with the CAISO on resource 

adequacy to assure that critical investment is made.   With the RPD’s proposed 

entrenchment of the status quo, sealed by the planned termination of this proceeding, 

market participants will have no choice but to turn their attention to the upcoming 

stakeholder process at the CAISO through which the replacement of the Interim 

Capacity Procurement Mechanism (ICPM) will be developed as the best opportunity to 

assure long term resource adequacy in California.   

E. The RPD Increases Risks to California Ratepayers 
 

California environmental policies, including implementation of the greenhouse 

gas reduction mandates of AB 32, an Executive Order from the Governor calling for 

regulations to increase California's Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) to 33 percent 

by 2020, and a proposed policy that would require substantial reductions in once 

through cooling by 19 power plants in California will require extensive construction of 

new transmission lines, new generating capacity, and assurance of sufficient reserves 

and ramping capability to integrate an enormous increase in intermittent generation.  
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RRI operates more than 3,000 MW of fast-ramping thermal capacity in Southern 

California but is confronted by state policy calling for retirement of “aging” power plants, 

the proposed policy limiting use of once through cooling, and other proposed policies 

that threaten the operation of these power plants.  Although RRI is evaluating 

opportunities to modernize these facilities, including possible measures to substantially 

reduce water use, improve heat rates, reduce minimum load, and make ramp rates of 

up to 30 MW per minute available to the CAISO – all such improvements require 

significant investment, many with multiple year pay-back periods.  The existing opaque 

and ad hoc resource adequacy framework is simply inadequate to support such 

investments.   

A multi-year forward, centralized capacity market would provide the systematic 

framework and clear price signals that are necessary for rational decisions by RRI and 

its competitors.  Independent power companies are willing to invest and compete – if 

rules are clear, prices are transparent, and sufficient assurance of forward values is 

available to justify those investments.7  Such a multi-year forward capacity market would 

also provide several years of lead time to allow the development of new generation, 

including expanded use of renewable resources, demand response and energy 

efficiency.  By continuing to rely on an RA framework that relies only on year-ahead 

commitments with the utilities being the principal buyers or builders of new generation 

for reliability, the Commission would impose an unnecessary cost and risk on 

customers. 

����������������������������������������������
7  A centralized capacity market does not replace the need for bilateral contracts for 
capacity – but instead provides a transparent and relevant index to the forward value of capacity 

����������	���
����
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F. The RPD Ignores Broad Support for a Centralized Forward Capacity 
Market  

 
The Commission has received comments and support from a broad range of 

parties advocating the adoption of a Centralized Forward Capacity Market, including 

generators, utilities, electric service providers and retail electric customers.  The 

Commission has also received support for the adoption of a Centralized Forward 

Capacity Market from a member of the Senate Energy Utilities and Communications 

Committee.  In May, 2009, Senator Roderick Wright, representing California’s 25th 

Senate District, sent a letter to President Peevey (attached hereto as Appendix 1) 

encouraging the Commission to adopt a policy decision outlining key principles for a 

multi-year forward capacity market to protect ratepayer interests by assuring stable 

prices and reliable electric service.   Senator Wright pointed out that the Commission 

need not specify every detail, instead encouraging the Commission to work 

cooperatively with the CAISO to define a centralized capacity market that incorporates a 

multi-year forward auction for a standard product to procure the full forecasted load and 

planning reserve margin, with costs assigned based on realized load.  

 The Commission’s authority to adopt a centralized capacity market was recently 

affirmed by the Legislature.  With a unanimous vote in the Senate, and a single 

dissenting vote in the Assembly, the Legislature passed Senate Bill 695 last fall, which 

was signed into law by Governor Schwarzenegger on October 11, 2009.  Not only did 

SB 695 provide for the reinstatement of customer choice and direct access, but it 

affirmed the Commission’s authority to consider a centralized resource adequacy 

��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
that can facilitate bilateral contracting, and provide a benchmark to assess the cost of such 
contracts against the market value of local and system capacity.  
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mechanism, providing that with the Commission’s approval of a centralized resource 

adequacy mechanism, SB 695’s requirement for a fully nonbypassable cost allocation 

mechanism to assign capacity costs to all customers would be suspended.8  This 

provision makes clear that the Legislature acknowledges the Commission’s authority to 

adopt a centralized resource adequacy mechanism, but moreover it recognizes the 

simplicity and fairness of allocating costs through a transparent, competitive, centralized 

capacity market.  . 

G. The RPD Would Stifle Competition by Relying on the Utilities for 
Backstop Procurement 

 
The OPD rejected the IOUs in the role of backstop procurement, while the RPD 

relies on that role.  The OPD noted the concern that over-reliance on backstop 

procurement is “fundamentally at odds with the LSE-based procurement objective of the 

RA program,”9 and that “the absence of a durable backstop mechanism is another 

shortcoming of the current program that jeopardizes the reliability and cost-

effectiveness objectives” and further that “a more durable backstop procurement 

mechanism that does not rely primarily on IOUs is needed to complement the RA 

program.”  The OPD further noted that “since IOU-based backstop procurement could 

run afoul of the Section 380(e) requirement for nondiscriminatory establishment of RA 

requirements for all LSEs, we recognize that CAISO backstop procurement is likely to 

be a component of the RA program.”   

The OPD found that the current RA program “relies too heavily on IOU-based 

procurement to ensure that investment in non-renewable resources needed for long-

����������������������������������������������
8  See Section 365.1(d)(1) of the Public Utilities Code. 
9  See OPD at 18. 
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term reliability occurs” and that “expanding the LTPP process to include all LSEs would 

be a less practical means of complying with Section 380 than the alternative of 

incorporating long term requirements into the RA program.”   

In stark contrast to the findings in the OPD, the RPD concludes that the record 

does not support making any major structural changes, and while it acknowledges the 

need for a more durable backstop, it intends to rely primarily on the IOUs, building off 

the Cost Allocation Mechanism adopted in D.06-07-029.  Again, there is no basis in the 

record supporting this about face, which would appear to establish IOU procurement as 

the Commission’s preference for a durable backstop procurement mechanism.   

H. The RPD Would Reverse the Commission’s “Competitive Market 
First” Policy to the Detriment of Customers  

 
Consistent with its apparent intent to rely on IOU procurement as the principal 

backstop, the RPD would appear to abandon the Commission’s “competitive market 

first” philosophy adopted in D.07-12-052, and instead formalize its adoption of a 

centralized planning approach.10  The original PD would have rejected what it 

characterized as a imprudent “wait and see” approach to determining whether the 

existing RA structure in conjunction with the Renewable Portfolio Standard and the 

CAISO’s locational marginal pricing will cause LSEs to make long-term commitments to 

new capacity in the absence of a regulatory obligation.11  The RPD flip flops, concluding 

that “it is too soon to conclude that many, or most, of the benefits” of a multi-year 

����������������������������������������������
10  The Commission emphasized that it believes in a “competitive market first” approach, 
and that “all long-term procurement should occur via competitive procurements, rather than 
through preemptive actions by the IOU, except in truly extraordinary circumstances.” (D.7-12-
052, page 209). 
11  See OPD at 35. 
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forward procurement obligation “will not be achieved under the current year-ahead 

approach.”12 

The original PD would have accepted the PG&E proposal for a multi-year forward 

bilateral design.  The RPD adopts the Bilateral Trade Group’s year-ahead structure with 

a bulletin board.  The RPD would add to this a staff recommendation to include a 

“collaborative forward assessment of capacity need with a multi-year horizon” which 

would be “an indispensible tool that would assist all market participants by providing 

high-quality official supply and demand information.” 

The OPD would have initiated a proceeding to implement its policy decision.  The 

RPD instead concludes that the Commission will not now initiate a dedicated 

implementation proceeding, but instead asks the Energy Division to consider whether a 

new proceeding is required, or whether relevant topics to implement this policy decision 

can be addressed in existing proceedings.  The RPD also asks the Energy Division to 

consider how the “forward assessment” process should be coordinated or even merged 

with the existing LTPP assessment process. 

 By relying on centralized planning and utility procurement, the Commission would 

assure a step backward – away from competitive markets and back toward the cost, 

complexity and ratepayer risk implicit in a centrally planned, cost-of-service model.  A 

worse time for a retreat from competitive markets and a policy that encourages 

merchant investment is difficult to imagine.   

The original PD observed that “[a]s long as IOU procurement is the primary 

source of new generation investment, merchant investment will tend to be crowded out 

����������������������������������������������
12  See RPD at 34. 
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of the California market.”13  The RPD eliminates this finding, instead concluding that 

Section 365.1 and 380(g) anticipate IOU procurement, and stating that it will “seek 

opportunities to support competitive wholesale markets while ensuring that the primary 

goals for resource adequacy are met.”14  No details of when or how this inquiry will be 

conducted are provided by the RPD. 

III. CONCLUSION  
  

The State’s policy objectives can be best achieved through a centralized forward 

capacity market, in which commitments are made to new and existing generation by a 

multi-year forward market that would be collaboratively developed by the Commission, 

CAISO, and market participants.  Not only would such a framework meet the 

requirements of Section 380, but it would also facilitate investment in emerging, clean 

and renewable supplies and demand response, and relieve all load serving entities from 

significant risk and financial burden of securing supply multiple years in advance 

because charges for capacity are not allocated until the year in which the capacity is 

made available, based on the actual load served by each provider. 

����������������������������������������������
13  See OPD at 40. 
14  See RPD at 38. 
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The time is now for the Commission to move forward in a collaborative process 

with the CAISO to develop the design details for a centralized forward capacity market, 

and secure these benefits for California.  

 Respectfully submitted this April 16, 2010, at San Francisco, California 

 

 
 

/s/ Trent Carlson  
Vice President,Regulatory Affairs 
RRI Energy 
1000 Main Street 
Houston, TX 77702 
Telephone: (832) 357-4386 
E-Mail:  tcarslon@rrienergy.com 
 
 

. 



�

� ���

�

�

 

 

APPENDIX 1 









 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I, Linda Chaffee, certify that I have on this 16th day of April 2010 caused a 

copy of the foregoing 

COMMENTS OF RRI ENERGY, INC. 
ON REVISED PROPOSED DECISION OF ALJ WETZEL 

 
to be served on all known parties to R.05-12-013 via e-mail to those listed with e-

mail on the attached service list, and via U.S. mail to those without e-mail service.  

I also caused courtesy copies to be hand-delivered as follows: 

President Michael R. Peevey 
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 5218 
San Francisco, CA  94102 

ALJ Mark S. Wetzell 
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor 
San Francisco, CA  94102 

 

 I declare on penalty of perjury under California law that the foregoing is 

true.  Executed this 16th day of April 2010 at San Francisco, California. 

 

         /s/ Linda Chaffee    
Linda Chaffee 

3094/011/X118357.v1  



Service List – R.05-12-013 
Last Updated 03/29/10 

   

ABRAHAM ALEMU 
AAlemu@ci.vernon.ca.us 
 
ANDREW B. BROWN 
abb@eslawfirm.com 
 
Andrew Campbell 
agc@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
ANTHONY J. IVANCOVICH 
aivancovich@caiso.com 
 
AKBAR JAZAYEIRI 
akbar.jazayeri@sce.com 
 
ALAN HOLMBERG 
alan.holmberg@ci.oxnard.ca.us 
 
ANDREW L. HARRIS 
alho@pge.com 
 
FRANK ANNUNZIATO 
allwazeready@aol.com 
 
ANNA MCKENNA 
amckenna@caiso.com 
 
ANDREA MORRISON 
andrea.morrison@directenergy.com 
 
AUDRA HARTMANN 
Audra.Hartmann@Dynegy.com 
 
MATT BARMACK 
barmackm@calpine.com 
 
Bishu Chatterjee 
bbc@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
BONNIE S. BLAIR 
bblair@thompsoncoburn.com 
 
BETH ANN BURNS 
bburns@caiso.com 
 
BRIAN T. CRAGG 
bcragg@gmssr.com 
 
RYAN BERNARDO 
bernardo@braunlegal.com 
 
BETH VAUGHAN 
beth@beth411.com 
 
BILL KEY 
bill.c.key@fpl.com 
 
BRIAN K. CHERRY 
bkc7@pge.com 
 
SCOTT BLAISING 
blaising@braunlegal.com 
 
BARRY F. MCCARTHY 
bmcc@mccarthylaw.com 
 
ROBERT GEX 
bobgex@dwt.com 
 

C. ANTHONY BRAUN 
braun@braunlegal.com 
 
BARBARA R. BARKOVICH 
brbarkovich@earthlink.net 
 
BARRY R. FLYNN 
brflynn@flynnrci.com 
 
BRIAN THEAKER 
brian.theaker@dynegy.com 
 
HSI BANG TANG 
btang@ci.azusa.ca.us 
 
CLAUDIA GREIF 
c.greif@comcast.net 
 
MARK TUCKER 
californiadockets@pacificorp.com 
 
CARLA PETERMAN 
carla.peterman@gmail.com 
 
CASE ADMINISTRATION 
Case.Admin@sce.com 
 
CARLA BANKS 
cbanks@complete-energy.com 
 
CARMEN BASKETTE 
cbaskette@enernoc.com 
 
CINDY CASSELMAN 
ccasselman@pilotpowergroup.com 
 
  
CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS 
cem@newsdata.com 
 
CENTRAL FILES 
CentralFiles@semprautilities.com 
 
CENTRAL FILES  
SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC 
COMPANY 
centralfiles@semprautilities.com 
 
Charlyn A. Hook 
chh@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
CHRISTOPHER A. HILEN 
chilen@sppc.com 
 
CYNTHIA HINMAN 
chinman@caiso.com 
 
CHRISTOPHER C. O'HARA 
chris.ohara@nrgenergy.com 
 
CONSTANCE PARR LENI 
Cleni@energy.state.ca.us 
 
Chloe Lukins 
clu@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
CRAIG MARTIN 
cmartin@calpine.com 
 

CHARLES MEE 
cmee@water.ca.gov 
 
CATALIN MICSA 
cmicsa@caiso.com 
 
CAROLYN KEHREIN 
cmkehrein@ems-ca.com 
 
CRYSTAL NEEDHAM 
cneedham@edisonmission.com 
 
CHARLES R. MIDDLEKAUFF 
crmd@pge.com 
 
CURTIS KEBLER 
curtis.kebler@gs.com 
 
CYNTHIA A. FONNER 
Cynthia.A.Fonner@constellation.com 
 
DANIEL A. KING 
daking@sempra.com 
 
DAN SILVERIA 
dansvec@hdo.net 
 
DAVID LLOYD 
david.lloyd@nrgenergy.com 
 
DAVID BRANCHCOMB 
david@branchcomb.com 
 
David Peck 
dbp@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Donald J. Brooks 
dbr@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
DAN L. CARROLL 
dcarroll@downeybrand.com 
 
DONALD BROOKHYSER 
deb@a-klaw.com 
 
DEBRA LLOYD 
debra.lloyd@cityofpaloalto.org 
 
DENNIS M.P. EHLING 
dehling@klng.com 
 
DAVID E. MORSE 
demorse@omsoft.com 
 
DENINIS DE CUIR 
dennis@ddecuir.com 
 
DON P. GARBER 
DGarber@sempra.com 
 
DIANE I. FELLMAN 
Diane.Fellman@nrgenergy.com 
 
DIRK A. VAN ULDEN 
dirk.vanulden@ucop.edu 
 
Donna J. Hines 
djh@cpuc.ca.gov 
 



 

 2.  

DAVID X. KOLK 
dkolk@compenergy.com 
 
DAVID MARCUS 
dmarcus2@sbcglobal.net 
 
DOUGLAS MCFARLAN 
dmcfarlan@mwgen.com 
 
DANIEL W. DOUGLASS 
douglass@energyattorney.com 
 
DESPINA NIEHAUS 
dpapapostolou@semprautilities.com 
 
DAVID A. SANDINO 
dsandino@water.ca.gov 
 
DONALD SCHOENBECK 
dws@r-c-s-inc.com 
 
ED CHANG 
edchang@flynnrci.com 
 
Elizabeth Dorman 
edd@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
EDWARD W. O'NEILL 
edwardoneill@dwt.com 
 
E.J. WRIGHT 
ej_wright@oxy.com 
 
EVELYN KAHL 
ek@a-klaw.com 
 
Elizabeth Stoltzfus 
eks@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
ED LUCHA 
ELL5@pge.com 
 
ELENA MELLO 
emello@sppc.com 
 
  
CALIFORNIA ISO 
e-recipient@caiso.com 
 
ERIC PENDERGRAFT 
eric.pendergraft@aes.com 
 
VICKI E. FERGUSON 
ferguson@braunlegal.com 
 
KAREN TERRANOVA 
filings@a-klaw.com 
 
FRED MASON 
fmason@ci.banning.ca.us 
 
FRED MOBASHERI 
fmobasheri@aol.com 
 
Farzad Ghazzagh 
fxg@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
GARY M. IZING 
garyi@enxco.com 
 

GREG BASS 
GBass@SempraSolutions.com 
 
GURCHARAN BAWA 
gbawa@cityofpasadena.net 
 
GARY DESHAZO 
gdeshazo@caiso.com 
 
  
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 
george.getgen@ucop.edu 
 
GEORGE WAIDELICH 
george.waidelich@safeway.com 
 
GIFFORD JUNG 
gifford.jung@powerex.com 
 
GLORIA BRITTON 
GloriaB@anzaelectric.org 
 
GRANT A. ROSENBLUM 
grosenblum@caiso.com 
 
GRETCHEN SCHOTT 
gschott@rrienergy.com 
 
GRACE LIVINGSTON-NUNLEY 
GXL2@pge.com 
 
HARRY SINGH 
harry.singh@rbssempra.com 
 
HOLLY B. CRONIN 
hcronin@water.ca.gov 
 
MICHAEL WERNER 
hcronin@water.ca.gov 
 
HUGH TARPLEY 
htarpley@complete-energy.com 
 
JOEL M. HVIDSTEN 
hvidstenj@kindermorgan.com 
 
IRENE K. MOOSEN 
irene@igc.org 
 
IRYNA KWASNY 
iryna.kwasny@doj.ca.gov 
 
L. JAN REID 
janreid@coastecon.com 
 
JASON ARMENTA 
jarmenta@calpine.com 
 
JEANNE B. ARMSTRONG 
jarmstrong@goodinmacbride.com 
 
JACQUELINE DEROSA 
jderosa@ces-ltd.com 
 
JEFFERY D. HARRIS 
jdh@eslawfirm.com 
 
JEFF LAM 
jeff.lam@powerex.com 
 

JEFFREY P. GRAY 
jeffgray@dwt.com 
 
JACQUELINE GEORGE 
jgeorge@water.ca.gov 
 
JOHN GOODIN 
jgoodin@caiso.com 
 
JIM HENDRY 
jhendry@sfwater.org 
 
JAMES MAYHEW 
jim.mayhew@mirant.com 
 
JAMES ROSS 
jimross@r-c-s-inc.com 
 
JEDEDIAH GIBSON 
jjg@eslawfirm.com 
 
JOHN W. LESLIE 
jleslie@luce.com 
 
JANE E. LUCKHARDT 
jluckhardt@downeybrand.com 
 
JAMES MCMAHON 
jmcmahon@crai.com 
 
JESSICA NELSON 
jnelson@psrec.coop 
 
Joe Como 
joc@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
JOSEPH PAUL 
joe.paul@dynegy.com 
 
  
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 
john.rolle@ucop.edu 
 
JOHN R. REDDING 
johnrredding@earthlink.net 
 
JEANNETTE OLKO 
jolko@ci.colton.ca.us 
 
JORDAN A. WHITE 
jordan.white@pacificorp.com 
 
JOY A. WARREN 
joyw@mid.org 
 
JOHN PACHECO 
jpacheco@water.ca.gov 
 
JANINE L. SCANCARELLI 
jscancarelli@crowell.com 
 
JAMES D. SQUERI 
jsqueri@gmssr.com 
 
JUDY PAU 
judypau@dwt.com 
 
JULIE L. MARTIN 
julie.martin@bp.com 
 



 

 3.  

JAMES WEIL 
jweil@aglet.org 
 
JIM WOODWARD 
jwoodwar@energy.state.ca.us 
 
KENNETH E. ABREU 
k.abreu@sbcglobal.net 
 
KEONI ALMEIDA 
kalmeida@caiso.com 
 
KAREN LEE 
karen.lee@sce.com 
 
KAREN A. LINDH 
karen@klindh.com 
 
KATHRYN WIG 
Kathryn.Wig@nrgenergy.com 
 
KATIE KAPLAN 
katie@iesolutionsllc.net 
 
Kevin R. Dudney 
kd1@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
KIRBY DUSEL 
kdusel@navigantconsulting.com 
 
Kathryn Auriemma 
kdw@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
KEVIN WOODRUFF 
kdw@woodruff-expert-services.com 
 
KEITH MCCREA 
keith.mccrea@sablaw.com 
 
KEITH RICHARDS 
Keith.richards@nrgenergy.com 
 
KENNY SWAIN 
kenneth.swain@navigantconsulting.com 
 
KERRY HATTEVIK 
kerry.hattevik@nexteraenergy.com 
 
KEITH JOHNSON 
kjohnson@caiso.com 
 
KEVIN J. SIMONSEN 
kjsimonsen@ems-ca.com 
 
GREGORY S.G. KLATT 
klatt@energyattorney.com 
 
KIMBERLY KIENER 
kmkiener@cox.net 
 
AVIS KOWALEWSKI 
kowalewskia@calpine.com 
 
Karen P. Paull 
kpp@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
KEN SIMS 
ksims@siliconvalleypower.com 
 

KEITH SWITZER 
kswitzer@gswater.com 
 
Laurence Chaset 
lau@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
LAURA GENAO 
laura.genao@sce.com 
 
LISA A. COTTLE 
lcottle@winston.com 
 
DONALD C. LIDDELL 
liddell@energyattorney.com 
 
LISA WEINZIMER 
lisa_weinzimer@platts.com 
 
LAWRENCE KOSTRZEWA 
lkostrzewa@edisonmission.com 
 
LORENZO KRISTOV 
Lkristov@caiso.com 
 
LYNN MARSHALL 
lmarshal@energy.state.ca.us 
 
LYNN M. HAUG 
lmh@eslawfirm.com 
 
LEE TERRY 
lterry@water.ca.gov 
 
LEEANNE UHLER 
luhler@riversideca.gov 
 
LANA WONG 
lwong@energy.state.ca.us 
 
MARCIE MILNER 
marcie.milner@shell.com 
 
MARY LYNCH 
mary.lynch@constellation.com 
 
  
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 
matthew.stclair@ucop.edu 
 
MATTHEW BARMACK 
mbarmack@alum.mit.edu 
 
BRUCE MCLAUGHLIN 
mclaughlin@braunlegal.com 
 
MICHAEL B. DAY 
mday@goodinmacbride.com 
 
MARC D. JOSEPH 
mdjoseph@adamsbroadwell.com 
 
MICHEL PETER FLORIO 
mflorio@turn.org 
 
MELANIE GILLETTE 
mgillette@enernoc.com 
 
MIKE EVANS 
michael.evans@shell.com 
 

MICHAEL J. GERGEN 
michael.gergen@lw.com 
 
MIKE C. TIERNEY 
mike.tierney@nrgenergy.com 
 
MIKE JASKE 
mjaske@energy.state.ca.us 
 
Matthew Deal 
mjd@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
MICHAEL MAZUR 
mmazur@3PhasesRenewables.com 
 
MARGARET E. MCNAUL 
mmcnaul@thompsoncoburn.com 
 
MICHAEL G. NELSON, ESQ. 
mnelson@mccarthylaw.com 
 
MOHAN NIROULA 
mniroula@water.ca.gov 
 
MICHAEL P. ALCANTAR 
mpa@a-klaw.com 
 
MARC PRYOR 
mpryor@energy.state.ca.us 
 
MANUEL RAMIREZ 
mramirez@sfwater.org 
 
MARK R. HUFFMAN 
mrh2@pge.com 
 
  
MRW & ASSOCIATES, LLC 
mrw@mrwassoc.com 
 
MICHAEL SHAMES 
mshames@ucan.org 
 
Mark S. Wetzell 
msw@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
MICHAEL TEN EYCK 
MtenEyck@ci.rancho-cucamonga.ca.us 
 
MONA TIERNEY-LLOYD 
mtierney-lloyd@enernoc.com 
 
MARIO VILLAR 
mvillar@nevp.com 
 
MICHAEL A. YUFFEE 
myuffee@mwe.com 
 
NOAH LONG 
nlong@nrdc.org 
 
SHMUEL S. OREN 
oren@ieor.berkeley.edu 
 
PATRICIA GIDEON 
pcg8@pge.com 
 
MARK L. PERLIS 
perlism@dicksteinshapiro.com 
 



 

 4.  

PETER T. PEARSON 
peter.pearson@bves.com 
 
PHILIP HERRINGTON 
pherrington@edisonmission.com 
 
PHILIPPE AUCLAIR 
philha@astound.net 
 
PHILLIP J. MULLER 
philm@scdenergy.com 
 
PAUL D. MAXWELL 
pmaxwell@navigantconsulting.com 
 
PAMELA J. MILLS 
pmills@semprautilities.com 
 
PHILIP D. PETTINGILL 
ppettingill@caiso.com 
 
PETER TELLEGEN 
ptellegen@complete-energy.com 
 
JOHN DUTCHER 
ralf1241a@cs.com 
 
RICHARD H. COUNIHAN 
rcounihan@enernoc.com 
 
CASE COORDINATION 
RegRelCPUCCases@pge.com 
 
BOB EMMERT 
remmert@caiso.com 
 
RICK C. NOGER 
rick_noger@praxair.com 
 
RONALD MOORE 
rkmoore@gswater.com 
 
Robert L. Strauss 
rls@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Rahmon Momoh 
rmm@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
RANDY NICHOLSON 
RNicholson@Semprautilities.com 
 
ROGER VAN HOY 
rogerv@mid.org 
 
REED V. SCHMIDT 
rschmidt@bartlewells.com 
 
ROBIN SMUTNY-JONES 
rsmutny-jones@caiso.com 
 
ROBERT STODDARD 
RStoddard@crai.com 
 
ROBIN J. WALTHER, PH.D. 
rwalther@pacbell.net 
 
SAEED FARROKHPAY 
saeed.farrokhpay@ferc.gov 
 

Aram Shumavon 
sap@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
SUSIE BERLIN 
sberlin@mccarthylaw.com 
 
SCOTT TOMASHEFSKY 
scott.tomashefsky@ncpa.com 
 
SETH D. HILTON 
sdhilton@stoel.com 
 
SEAN P. BEATTY 
sean.beatty@mirant.com 
 
Simon Baker 
seb@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
SHAUN HALVERSON 
SEHC@pge.com 
 
SHAWN COX 
shawn_cox@kindermorgan.com 
 
STEPHEN HESS 
shess@edisonmission.com 
 
STEVE ISSER 
sisser@goodcompanyassociates.com 
 
STEPHEN KEEHN 
skeehn@sempra.com 
 
Sudheer Gokhale 
skg@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
SEEMA SRINIVASAN 
sls@a-klaw.com 
 
MARK J. SMITH 
smithmj@calpine.com 
 
SEBASTIEN CSAPO 
sscb@pge.com 
 
STEPHEN J. SCIORTINO 
ssciortino@anaheim.net 
 
STEVEN HUHMAN 
steven.huhman@morganstanley.com 
 
STEVEN S. SCHLEIMER 
steven.schleimer@barclayscapital.com 
 
STEVEN KELLY 
steven@iepa.com 
 
SUE MARA 
sue.mara@rtoadvisors.com 
 
SOUMYA SASTRY 
svs6@pge.com 
 
Traci Bone 
tbo@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
TOM BILL 
tbrill@sempra.com 
 

TOM BRILL 
tbrill@sempra.com 
 
TRENT CARLSON 
tcarlson@rrienergy.com 
 
TARYN CIARDELLA 
tciardella@nvenergy.com 
 
THOMAS CORR 
tcorr@sempraglobal.com 
 
THOMAS DARTON 
tdarton@pilotpowergroup.com 
 
TREVOR DILLARD 
tdillard@sppc.com 
 
THERESA L. MUELLER 
theresa.mueller@sfgov.org 
 
TIM DRENNAN 
tim.drennan@fpl.com 
 
TIM LINDL 
tjl@a-klaw.com 
 
THOMAS S KIMBALL 
tomk@mid.org 
 
TONY ZIMMER 
Tony.Zimmer@ncpa.com 
 
TRACEY DRABANT 
traceydrabant@bves.com 
 
TIMOTHY N. TUTT 
ttutt@smud.org 
 
Melissa Semcer 
unc@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
VALERIE WINN 
vjw3@pge.com 
 
WAYNE AMER 
wamer@kirkwood.com 
 
WILLIAM H. BOOTH 
wbooth@booth-law.com 
 
WILLIAM MITCHELL 
will.mitchell@cpv.com 
 
WAYNE TOMLINSON 
william.tomlinson@elpaso.com 
 
WILLIAM V. WALSH 
william.v.walsh@sce.com 
 
WILLIAM W. WESTERFIELD III 
wwester@smud.org 
 
JUSTIN C. WYNNE 
wynne@braunlegal.com 
 



 

 5.  

KATHLEEN ESPOSITO 
CRESTED BUTTE CATALYSTS LLC 
PO BOX 668 
CRESTED BUTTE, CO 81224 
 
MIKE KASABA 
QUIET ENERGY 
QUIET ENERGY 
3311 VAN ALLEN PLACE 
TOPANGA, CA 90290 
 
ERIC LEUZE 
RRI ENERGY, INC. 
4174 RIVA RIDGE DRIVE 
FAIR OAKS, CA 95628 
 
ELIZABETH PARELLA 
MERRILL LYNCH 
4 WORLD FINANCIAL CENTER 
NOTH TOWER, 19TH FLOOR 
NEW YORK, NY 10080 
 
RANDALL PRESCOTT 
BP ENERGY COMPANY 
BP ENERGY COMPANY 
501 WESTLAKE PARK BLVD, 4-242A 
HOUSTON, TX 77079-2604 
 
NANCY TRONAAS 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST. MS-20 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-5512 
 
 

PUC/X118363.v1  


