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Ratepayers for Affordable Green Energy (RAGE) hereby submits comments on the “Revised
Alternate Proposed Decision of Commissioner Lynch” (Mailed 1/12/2004) in CPUC
R.01-10-024.

1. Summary

We are writing to request that any Commission decisions on the subject of multi-year electric
utility procurement or power plant acquisition be delayed until the Commission has completed its
regulations for Community Choice Aggregation (“CCA”) and the Renewables Portfolio Standard
(“RPS”).

However, recognizing the likelihood that one of the decisions will be approved, we wish to
record our preference for the Commissioner Loretta Lynch’s Alternate among those put forward
by President Michael Peevey and Administrative Law Judge Christine Walwyn.

2. Opposition to Any Multi-Year Procurement Framework Until R.0310003 Evidentiary
Record is Complete

Since the Commission voted on an amended and narrowed decision at its December 18, 2003
meeting authorizing electric utility procurement for 2004 only, we believe that Commission
approval of a multi-year procurement framework at this juncture is (1) premature, (2) would
adversely impact the options available to Community Choice Aggregators under AB117, and (3)
will prevent a full implementation of the Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS), SB1078.  

In particular, we are concerned that Commission should not approve any a priori multi-year
reserve requirement or an unduly high/conservative multi-year utility load forecast for electric
utility procurement until CCA regulations are approved and workshops undertaken to allow for
Communty Choice Aggregation (CCA) to be implemented without penalty or prejudice
alongside electric utility procurement. 

As all three decisions on the table propose that a non-bypassable surcharge be imposed on
Community Choice Aggregators to recover the cost of reserve requirements, setting a high
reserve requirement at this juncture will impose a priori barriers to communities seeking electric
service providers, blocking Community Choice Aggregators from exercising their right to depart
from PG&E electricity procurement pursuant to their “authorization” to seek a new electric
service provider pursuant to Public Utilities Code § 366.2 (c) (1), and violating California
ratepayers’ “entitlement” to aggregate and leverage negotiation of contracts with electric service
providers pursuant to Public Utilities Code § 366.2 (a)(1).

Workshops are clearly needed to build an evidentiary record on the relationship between
multi-year electric utility procurement and CCA/ RPS, and to implement appropriate rules that
will allow for a non-prejudicial enforcement of AB57, AB117 and SB1078 prior to any
framework for long-term procurement.  
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The only reason for urgency that has been given for approving a framework for multi-year utility
electric procurement or power plant acquisition so soon in 2004 has come from the Western
Power Trading Forum, which has 10,000MW of capacity in Department of Water Resources
contracts that will terminate at the end of 2004. Understandably, the owners of these power
plants want customers, and hope that the Commission will provide the utilities’captive ratepayers
for this purpose. However, it is not in the public interest to lock ratepayers into new contracts,
rather it is in their interest that this capacity be available for competitive supply to Community
Choice Aggregators. It is inconsistent for WTPF to argue for a competitive market while seeking
to secure captive customers for their member’s available capacity.

Otherwise, it has been suggested that California will face blackouts unless the utilities are forced
to build new gas-fired power plants immediately, and all three proposed decisions propose that
ratepayers should be put on the hook for utility plant acquisition in order to provide underwriting
for such investments - which no bank is willing to underwrite given the expected doubling of gas
prices in 2004-07.  To this we have two responses:

• First, as it is a foregone conclusion that rate-based utility contracts and plants will pass
through any increases in the cost of natural gas to ratepayers, it is clear ratepayers will not
be protected, but rather abused, by any long-term natural-gas contract or power plant
acquisition; 

• Second, it will not do for the Commission to claim on the one hand that the blackouts of
2000 and 2001 were caused not by shortages but manipulation of (unregulated) gas
supplies and gas-fired generation, but then also claim that California has a power shortage
and should solve it with increased gas dependency.

In fact, blackouts and price volatility were the inevitable products of an undiversified market.
During the competitive market between 1998 and 2000, less than 5% of California customers
could find competitive suppliers. Saying small customers were too expensive to serve, Enron
abandoned the retail market only months after it opened, and their competitors followed them -
into the spot markets. With 95% of California’s IOU customers receiving their electricity on day
ahead trading, it is unsurprising that collusion followed. We predicted it would as early as 1996
when AB1890 passed - and now we predict the same will happen if California’s markets are
prevented from pursuing Community Choice and  ratepayers are locked into even greater natural
gas dependency in California’s semi-regulated IOU system.

We therefore request that any vote on a utility procurement framework be delayed at least six (6)
months to provide adequate time for the Commission to complete regulations for CCA and RPS.
We strongly suggest that the Commission coordinate its ongoing CCA and RPS proceedings with
its procurement proceeding, fast tracking all three proceedings so that a long-term procurement
framework may be established during the second half of 2004. 

Our coalition, Ratepayers for Affordable Green Energy (“R.A.G.E.” including Greenpeace USA,
Public Citizen, Local Power, Pacific Environment, Border Power Plant Working Group and
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Marin CAN) filed Comments to this effect at the CPUC Docket Office along with a Motion to
Intervene on December 8, 2003. Judge Walwyn has not yet ruled on this motion.

3. An Uneven Playing Field

As stated in our earlier comments, all of the CPUC's proposed decisions on long-term
procurement will approve a utility procurement-centric "framework" that is more (Peevey,
Walwyn) or less (Lynch) oblivious to its impacts on Community Choice Aggregation and
directly threatens to prejudice ratepayers that seek this option, creating a severely uneven playing
field for Communities and the Utilities whose procurement they wish to escape. 

Primarily this damage is done by the very act of approving a framework for multi-year utility
procurement at the very moment that the Commission’s proceedings for Community Choice
Aggregation, R.03-10-003 is completing its first workshops. Not coincidentally, the Community
Choice proceeding has taken up new utility procurement and the associated Customer
Responsibility Surcharge as its first “threshold” issue.

Another major threshold issue in R0310003 is the question of how to create a rational, orderly
and holistic gatekeeping process for blocks of ratepayers to depart from, and occasionally return
to, bundled service, and how to preserve the “indifference principle” for bundled service
ratepayers while also protecting ratepayers that leave utility procurement from punitive charges.

A failure to integrate CRS calculation with gatekeeping is a serious problem that will come back
to haunt the Commission in the form of jurisdictional crises. As R0310003 begins to look at how
to calculate the CRS for new utility procurement on Communities seeking to depart, R01-10-024
is now on the verge of approving a framework for utility procurement that will threaten
substantial non-bypassable surcharges on such ratepayers and even make decisions about the
responsibilities of CCAs in paying for reserve margins. The Commission should consider these
issues in R0310003 before making any final decisions in R0110024.

The Commission must connect the dots between its ongoing utility procurement proceeding and
Community Choice Aggregation, which should not be difficult as both proceedings share the
same Assigned Commissioner (President Peevey). It is critical that the Commission establish an
evidentiary record of prospective CCAs who wish to depart from utility procurement, so that a
rational, holistic and balanced gatekeeping of utility procurement with CCA can be undertaken. 

The utilities have asked for a gatekeeping of departing and returning load, and this is correct. But
on the other hand it is equally critical - to apply the indifference principle to CCA customers -
that the gatekeeping be also used to minimize electric procurement impacts on CCAs and not
merely “calculate” them while blindly rate-basing utility contracts. We do not disagree with the
utilities will need time to process transfers of customers, upgrade business and information
systems - and will need protocols for returning customers. But this must be a two-way street.
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Finally, AB117 allows CCAs to design local programs according to local conditions, and
requires utilities to provide data to CCAs on their constituents “electricity needs and patterns of
usage”[((Section 366.2( c )(9)]. AB117 also orders the Commission to direct the administrator of
energy efficiency funds to “work with the community choice aggregator, to provide advance
information where appropriate about the likely impacts of energy efficiency programs and to
accommodate any unique community program needs by placing more, or less, emphasis on
particular approved programs”[PUC Code Section 381.1( c ))]. While also protecting the
effectiveness of broader statewide or regional programs, AB117 clearly provide for local
communities to plan for the shaping their aggregated loads - an activity that directly impacts and
is directly impacted by, load forecasting and utility procurement.

A rushed procurement framework will also undermine the RPS by establishing an order of actual
commitment in which the renewable resources come later. The fact that the Commission has
already committed to accelerate the RPS targets to 20% by 2010 for all utilities and Load Serving
Entities does not impress us any more than California's Zero Emission Vehicle requirement,
which, because it was not implemented in an orderly manner, was simply retracted by the
Governor when the deadline arrived. 

It is clear that the utilities will follow any framework approval with one kind of application only -
gas-fired power contracts. Groups as diverse as Greenpeace and Pacific Environment (which
works exclusively on gas fields in Russia but made an exception), and groups fighting LNG
terminals and power plants on the Mexican and Long Beach border agree that this is dangerous
because the procurement framework will leverage investment in new drilling and off-shore
terminals to deliver new foreign gas, the demand for which this framework will line up. In fact it
is stated in the decisions that utilities should be allowed to purchase the state gas plant permits
issued by the former Davis administration, and use ratepayers to underwrite them.

It provides little comfort that the Commission has declared that all IOUs must be ready to
conduct RPS solicitations in the 2nd quarter of 2004. A solicitation is a question mark, not an
answer: it does not automatically produce a result, which depends upon relative costs - and while
nothing in these decisions would diminish the Commission’s 20% by 2010 RPS obligation, the
fact remains that if renewables are not online by a certain date, then the rules are likely to be
changed, just like ZEV. It is easy for governments to make promises during a political emergency
- and much harder to follow through on their commitments. The devil is in the details - we are
just asking to set the process straight so that there is an even playing field framework-wise
between Community Choice Aggregation regs and utility procurement regs. 

San Francisco, San Diego and other cities are prepared to go far beyond the RPS requirements.
The success of our efforts here, and similar efforts in Marin, Los Angeles, and other
communities, could be undermined by a rushed adoption of a utility procurement framework. If
California is to achieve the 20% goal, protecting the ability of these cities to move forward on a
level playing field with Edison, PG&E and SDG&E will prove critical. Local governments
representing over 12 million Californians, including the City and County of San Francisco, Los



6

Angeles County and ten Los Angeles area municipalities as well as Marin County unanimously
passed resolutions in support of our position. 

The outcome of approving a long-term utility procurement framework prior to a CCA framework
is prejudice and discrimination. While any final long-term commitment would be still subject to
prior review and approval by the Commission, and Community Choice advocates will have a
chance to object in the event that any long-term deals are proposed, the framework for such
proposals will have already been approved before the CPUC has given the particular structure of
Community Choice Aggregation (of which you also know little) similar consideration. There
should be an integration of R0310003 and R0110024 so that a coordinated gatekeeping process
can be established that both calculates and minimizes not only the costs imposed on bundled
service customers but also minimizes new utility procurement impacts on the Customer
Responsibility Surcharge for departing commnities. 

AB57 and AB117 were signed within ten minutes of each other (Chapter 835 and 838 of 2002) in
order to put in place a system that would allow both Community Choice Aggregation and utility
procurement to coexist. The new Community Choice Aggregation proceeding at the CPUC could
produce an adequate evidentiary record of gatekeeping principles, and a list of the Cities ready to
produce Implementation Plans within six months. At least that would get Community Choice and
utility procurement processes more parallel and allow for the CPUC to develop a coherent and
holistic policy that integrates the Community Choice Implementation Plans and Customer
Responsibility Surcharge calculations with utility procurement planning. 

Otherwise we face a race between utility procurement and CCA departures, where communities
will have to scramble to avoid additional Customer Responsibility Surcharge increases from new
utility procurement: and utilities will obviously get a head start on an uneven playing field that
will indeed discourage some communities away from trying to escape their utilities' procurement.
It is against the interests of all ratepayers to irrationally threaten their one alternative to captivity.

Such an uneven  race will also retard the diversification of California’s energy markets, creating
a climate for abuse of market power that is more likely to deliver more blackouts than any
fictitious shortage of available generation capacity.

The fact is that because electric utility procurement was fast-tracked and Community Choice
Aggregation slow-tracked by the CPUC since 2002, municipalities are only now beginning to get
involved in the regulatory discussion. Naturally, cities wish to see clarification of "framework"
questions, in particular the issue of the Customer Responsibility Surcharge, before they commit
huge resources such as the money to pay to participate in multiple CPUC proceedings such as the
utility contracts for gas-fired electricity that will immediately follow any approved utility
procurement framework. 

In the meantime the utility procurement framework, which has been formed without
consideration of its impacts on Community Choice Aggregation customers, would now impose a
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priori constraints on the formation of a Community Choice Aggregation framework in
R0310003. Every time the Commission undertakes its review of a utility proposal and considers
resource need, costs and many other factors and allows them to execute contracts, this
compounds the constraints and costs associated with Community Choice Aggregation for no
good reason. 

That is why California’s energy security is better served by bringing CCA and utility
procurement into a parallel process rather than rushing ahead with multi-year utility procurement
before it is ready to proceed in a manner that will encourage market diversification and accelerate
the development of renewable resources by entities, such as San Francisco, San Diego and
others, that are prepared to develop them more expeditiously..

Local Power is urging parties to support a delay in the adoption of any procurement decision for
at least six months and we see no reason for urgency about rushing to approve a long-term
framework when we are already in year 2 of year-to-year utility procurement authorizations (such
as the December 18 vote). While power industry lobbyists claim that the CPUC must set resource
adequacy requirements now and immediately begin workshops on measurement and
implementation issues throughout 2004, and that waiting six months will delay implementation
well into 2005 (meaning a third year of one year authorizations), we see nothing wrong with this.
Another one year authorization for 2005 would indeed protect against the possibility of the
utilities being caught short.

False urgency should not be allowed to justify a fundamentally unsound framework that
irrationally discriminates against Community Choice Aggregators. The concern that the utilities
will have to scramble to acquire capacity to satisfy the escalating reserve margins proposed by
the utilities, ORA, the CEC and TURN will also apply whenever the long-term process
commences and contracts are approved, depending on what the reserve margin that is set in
whatever framework is finally passed. Clearly this could be changed to reflect the new
procurement schedule. The opposite is in fact true; an approved utility procurement framework
now will very likely result in an immediate applications for all gas-fired capacity. If this is signed
first it will likely cause a new and prolonged rate shock; now is not a good time to lock into gas
contracts, as ratepayers will likey discover.

4. Preference for the Lynch Alternate Among the Three

Local Power agrees that the Lynch alternate is far better than the Peevey/Walwyn decisions, for
keeping resource adequacy decisions at the CPUC, directing the utilities to file revised long-term
plans in the spring, actively discouraging them from entering into long-term contracts until their
load forecasts are adjusted to account for potential swings in direct access and Community
Choice, reiterating that any long-term resource acquisitions must go through a lengthy review
process, and reaffirming the CPUC's commitment to a 20% RPS target by 2010. Local Power
also particularly opposes the Peevey alternate decision's directing the ISO to establish resource
adequacy requirements and calls on the utilities to have 17% reserves by 2005. 
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But the larger issue is that California should not approve a framework for utility procurement
until it has developed an appropriate, complementary framework for Community Choice
Aggregation. These are halves of the same system (speculation on the core/noncore bill in the
legislature aside); false urgency will only deliver more of the same policy disasters for which
California's energy establishment is now famous. To a limited extent, the revised Lynch
Alternate attempts to accommodate this need, and is therefore preferable to the others.

a. We agree that “providing the utilities with procurement approval extending throughout
the next five years without resolving the concomitant statutory issues and policies in
AB117 (Migden, 2002) and SB1078 (Sher, 2002), this Commission would be handing the
utilities a pre-approved blank check for five years worth of procurement authority”
(Lynch, 1/12/04, Summary). 

b. We support Commissioner Lynch’s Decision instead resolving many of the policy
issues raised in the plans filed in mid 2003, moving some of those issues to other, more
appropriate fora, and ordering the utilities to file revised long-term plans after a series of
workshops in the first quarter of 2004, with final approval of those long-term plans
coming before the end of 2004.

c. We agree with the Lynch Alternate’s finding that there is ample surplus of electric
energy capacity available in the Western Electricity Coordinating Council region that
California can draw upon today and for the next few years, and we support the Lynch
Alternate’s adoption of a gradual phase-in of a planning reserve requirement over the next
four years.

d. We agree with the Lynch Alternate’s rejection of decision-making based on non-public
and/or redacted materials.

e.  We agree with the idea of having the utilities resubmit their long-term procurement
plans in 2004, following the Commission’s adoption of specific resource adequacy
criteria to be addressed in upcoming workshops in the first quarter of 2004.

f. We agree that “it is essential that California does not over-commit to existing fossil
resources because this could raise rates for consumers and preclude the utilities from
adhering to the loading order preference in the Energy Action Plan.

g. We disagree, however,  with the Lynch Alternate’s provision for direct utility
ownership of new plant.

1. While Commissioner Lynch points out that utility-owned generation is subject
to CPUC jurisdiction, yet such generation will be unavailable to Community
Choice Aggregators, and will make ratepayers responsible for such investments
over decades, imposing non-bypassable surcharges that will certainly curtail the
ability of communities to depart from utility procurement;



9

2. while supportive of the Lynch Alternate’s ban on affiliate transactions, we
oppose allowing affiliate transactions even with existing plant. We believe that
the holding companies and affiliates of each utility have potential conflicts of
interest relative to making future generation investments outside of their utility’s
service territory and sold to other load serving entities.

5. Comparison of Lynch Alternate to the Peevey Alternate

The Lynch Alternate would provide the most protections against utilities buying power too much
power too fast - whereas Administrative Law Judge Christine Walwyn’s Proposed Decision
would provide fewer protections, and President Michael Peevey’s Alternate will likely provide
none at all. As President Peevey has refused to release his final redrafted “Alternate” until
Tuesday at noon, this leaves just 5 hours for the public to read a 250 page document and make
comment to Commission staff before the Commission votes Thursday morning, so we can only
guess based on his past drafts: 

a. The Lynch decision adopts a gradual phase-in of a planning reserve requirement over
the next four years, whereas Peevey requires the utilities to buy the power all up front by
2005, even though this would expose ratepayers to extreme gas price increases and block
the development of energy efficiency and renewable energy. 

b. The Lynch Alternate makes permanent the existing 15% planning reserve requirement,
whereas Peevey raises it to 17% (higher than any other state), overbuying power and
billing it to ratepayers. 

c. Peevey would give the Commission’s jurisdiction to the Independent System Operator
to establish resource adequacy requirements. Lynch would keep resource adequacy
decisions at the CPUC, direct the utilities to file revised long-term plans in the spring,
actively discourage the utilities from entering into long-term contracts until their load
forecasts are adjusted to account for Community Choice, and reiterates that any long-term
resource acquisitions must go through a lengthy review process. 

d. Finally, unlike Peevey, Lynch reaffirms the CPUC's commitment to a 20% RPS target by
2010. And while we are very displeased that all three decisions on the table would allow for
utilities to propose plans to build or buy power plants at ratepayer risk and expense, the filing of
long-term plans for approval by the Commission would still have to file applications and, in the
case of utility ownership of a new plant, the utility must receive a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity. While imperfect, the Lynch Alternate presents the best chances that
Community Choice and renewable energy will find a way to survive alongside utility
procurement and power plant acquisitions.

6. Conclusion
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While we maintain our request that the utility procurement framework vote be delayed six
months to allow the CCA proceeding to build an evidentiary record to better inform utility
procurement and minimize costs to ratepayers while also providing for the formation of a
diversified electricity market that includes captive and competitive supply for all classes of
ratepayers, we wish to register our preference for Commissioner Loretta Lynch’s Revised
Alternate.

The Peevey or Walwyn plans could make California dependent on foreign Liquefied Natural Gas
(LNG) to keep the lights on - and thus expose electricity prices to volatile natural gas prices, and
make California dependent on future resource wars. 

This is not merely a theoretical possibility but an impending fact of life in California.
Significantly, a formal application to build a $400 million LNG terminal at the Port of Long
Beach will be filed next week with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and the port by
Sound Energy Solutions, a subsidiary of Mitsubishi Corp., says the LNG terminal will take
cooled liquefied natural fuel delivered from overseas by tanker to the facility and heat it into gas
for delivery by pipeline to power plants and fuel suppliers, filling about 10 percent of the daily
demand in California. Power plants already consume 40 percent of all gas burned in California
and this will increase based on the path that the CPUC’s utility procurement takes. In addition to
depending on a fuel whose price has already increased by 50% in the last six months, natural gas
plants are a major source of climate change and cancer.

The world’s fifth largest economy, California’s embrace of gas dependency will have grave
upstream implications. If ratepayers are saddled with new utility power plant construction and
excessive reserve margin requirements, the result will be to lock California into a massive new
gas development scheme based on foreign gas supply that is being pushed on California by the
Bush Administration.  The coalition anticipates that this could leverage new gas drilling in
Russia (the largest gas reserves alongside the Middle East), causing further air and ocean
pollution, and threatening the endangered Eastern Pacific Gray Whale. 

The environmental impacts will also be felt at home. The coalition believes that dependence on
imported gas will put pressure on Southern California communities to accept proposed new LNG
terminals now being proposed. Long Beach could become the new host to receive Russian,
Middle Eastern and Australian gas into our power grid, or it could be in San Diego, or in on the
Mexican border where so many gas-fired power plants like have been built in recent years, free
of U.S. and state environmental regulations, for importation to California’s power grid? 

This is also more than merely hypothetical. Under pressure from the U.S. Department of Energy,
power plant owner InterGen shut down one generating unit at its Mexicali power plant last
weekend after U.S. District Court Judge judge Irma E. Gonzalez said its permits were illegal
because InterGen had misled the government into believing that both of the plant's export
turbines were fitted with pollution control devices when it applied for the permits. The plant has
been transmitting electricity to California since July, and was only in its lie to the U.S.
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Government by local advocates.

What we face is nothing less than a moment of decision in which the CPUC will quietly choose
between a California that is energy independent and a California that is powered by foreign gas.
The outcome of the vote between Lynch and Peevey/Walwyn could be to keep the door open for
cities like San Francisco and San Diego, which have made major commitments to energy
independence through renewable resource development and efficiency technologies. Otherwise it
could set the stage for a future modeled on Mitsubishi’s proposed LNG terminal in Long Beach -
in which the price of “Keeping the Lights On” will indeed depend on geopolitical developments
in faraway countries.

Fictitious warnings of blackouts have been used in recent years to justify DWR contracts, utility
bailout plans, gutting of environmental regulations, and now this. It amounts to nothing but fear-
mongering, and should be rejected by the Commission, which should understand by now that the
blackouts and volatility of recent years has always been caused by poorly defined regulatory
regimes and the gas-based manipulation that naturally follows. Preventing blackouts with new
gas-fired power plants is like preventing homicide by suicide.  That is why it is so critical that the
Commission not give short shrift now to Community Choice and the RPS - the real hope for a
sustainable, secure and stable electricity supply.

Furthermore, RAGE urges the Commission not to authorize any rate-basing of monopoly
ownership of new power plants.

Respectfully,

______________________
Paul Fenn
RATAPAYERS FOR AFFORDABLE GREEN ENERGY
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JANUARY 12, 2004)

to be made by EMAIL upon the parties or their attorneys of record for R.01-10-024. 
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6. Aaron Johnson, advisor to Commissioner Lynch



13

R.01-10-024  Email Service List 
Last changed: December 3, 2003
ajo@cpuc.ca.gov, cmw@cpuc.ca.gov, emre@nrminc.com, d.d.gilligan@worldnet.att.net, stevef@ensave.com,
wickend@together.net, bwall@arcainc.com, dgulino@ridgewoodpower.com, bshort@ridgewoodpower.com,
sesco@optonline.net, lbudike@2powerweb.com, shastie@navigantconsulting.com, smckinley@ingaa.org, ecomer@eei.org,
keith.mccrea@sablaw.com, mbriggs@reliant.com, olson@ghpc.org, elsharif@ghpc.org, rberliner@manatt.com,
pglaser@shb.com, cgoodman@energymarketers.com, mharrigan@ase.org, wseay01@attglobal.net,
DavoodiKR@efaches.navfac.navy.mil, srrivkin@msn.com, martin.proctor@constellation.com, roberts7@slb.com,
julie_a_white@whirlpool.com, staples@staples-ad.com, jim@cannontech.com, rholmes@arcainc.com, jcameron@arcainc.com,
jimross@r-c-s-inc.com, esullivan@peabodyenergy.com, mbrubaker@consultbai.com, tdodd@lgl.twc.com,
bgaillar@enron.com, pattym224@aol.com, skumatz@serainc.com, jsalamanski@echelon.com, pjacobs@archenergy.com,
dm@getwise.org, bill_pascarella@apses.com, schlegelj@aol.com, bridget.branigan@swgas.com, ckmitchell@powernet.net,
dnorris@sppc.com, Gwilliams@SPPC.COM, 
ronknecht@aol.com, fchu@legal.ladwp.com, lurick@sempra.com, sjun@energyinnovation.net, fcimgt@fcimgt.com,
mwynne@gridservices.com, tmh@jmbm.com, npedersen@hanmor.com, rshortz@morganlewis.com, dinalane@gte.net,
susan-munves@santa-monica.org, Energx@att.net, operations@ossonline.com, klatt@energyattorney.com,
wallis@winegardenergy.com, mburke@truepricing.com, sdrossi@calpx.com, kduggan@capstoneturbine.com,
thamilton@cheers.org, todoc1@aol.com, douglass@energyattorney.com, lnardoni@icfconsulting.com,
CPUCR0108028@icfconsulting.com, arago@qcsca.com, ckebler@reliant.com, basu@gesusa.org, beth.fox@sce.com,
don.arambula@sce.com, 
gene.rodrigues@sce.com, james.lehrer@sce.com, woodrujb@sce.com, Janet.Combs@sce.com, janet.combs@sce.com,
jennifer.hasbrouck@sce.com,
mike.montoya@sce.com, kswitzer@scwater.com, sconway@scwater.com, aahmed02@earthlink.net,
willieg@ci.chula-vista.ca.us, rsperberg@onsitenergy.com, enpex@aol.com, patton@ranchovalley.com, jparrott@sempra.com,
sctca@inetworld.net, dkates@sonic.net, 
dale.foster@ttemi.com, gbaker@sempra.com, jleslie@luce.com, kmorton@sempra.com, pszymanski@sempra.com,
vthompson@sempra.com,
fortlieb@sandiego.gov, jlaun@apogee.net, kenm@powerlogic-usa.com, mtierney@sempra.com, fhoyer_sweinc@sbcglobal.net,
sherri@vpistrategies.com,
ist@sdenergy.org, jcvantes@sandiego.gov, jyamagata@semprautilities.com, san@sdenergy.org, cbing@semprautilities.com,
dgordon@sandiego.gov,
KJK@KJKammerer.com, neilmiller@earthlink.net, gbutsko@butskoutility.com, energyanalysis@earthlink.net,
MarkS@alohasys.com, m.f.miller@cox.net,
spdorman@cox.net, jlcraft@earthlink.net, EileenMSmithMArch@yahoo.com, Bob.Belhumeur@cox.net,
tflanigan@energycoalition.org, ctoca@utility-savings.com, mjskowronski@inlandenergy.com, dwylie@aswengineering.com,
lmoses@anaheim.net, dale@betterbuildings.com,
awattslaw@earthlink.net, rigganl@earthlink.net, midstateinst@aol.com, pcanessa@charter.net, rjhickok@duke-energy.com,
abrice@rhainc.com,
joe@rhainc.com, kristine@rhainc.com, keyes.r@comcast.net, gregory.lizak@imserv.invensys.com,
FurutaNJ@efawest.navfac.navy.mil, lcasentini@drintl.com, chris@emeter.com, chris@emeter.com, wparker@baprc.com,
kpoole@adamsbroadwell.com, mdjoseph@adamsbroadwell.com,
cal.broomhead@sfgov.org, difellman@fellmanlaw.com, hayley@turn.org, marcel@turn.org, freedman@turn.org,
mflorio@turn.org, armi@smwlaw.com,
rcosta@turn.org, dedington@turn.org, bcp@cpuc.ca.gov, jes@cpuc.ca.gov, jzr@cpuc.ca.gov, nao@cpuc.ca.gov,
joe.como@sfgov.org,
theresa_mueller@ci.sf.ca.us, randy.wu@sfgov.org, fsmith@sfwater.org, jen@cnt.org, savama@consumer.org,
iberrio@greenlining.org, lifcentral@lif.org,
ctanko@liscnet.org, cmurley@gralegal.com, dgrueneich@gralegal.com, doug@nonprofithousing.org, ek@a-klaw.com,
docket-control@gralegal.com,
dbachrach@nrdc.org, ecl8@pge.com, jmckinney@thelenreid.com, leoralawton@fscgroup.com, placourciere@thelenreid.com,
pmiller@nrdc.org,
peterweiner@paulhastings.com, rshelton@navigantconsulting.com, scarter@nrdc.org, sdg6@pge.com, tmfry@nexant.com,
matthew@sfbg.com,
bcragg@gmssr.com, echang@whitecase.com, jsqueri@gmssr.com, jbennett@gmssr.com, jkarp@whitecase.com,
jrosenbaum@whitecase.com,



14

mfogelman@steefel.com, stevegreenwald@dwt.com, edwardoneill@dwt.com, lindseyhowdowning@dwt.com,
jkarp@whitecase.com,
lcottle@whitecase.com, lisaweinzimer@sbcglobal.net, jpc2@pge.com, j0b5@pge.com, mrh2@pge.com, pxo2@pge.com,
rjl9@pge.com,
ssmyers@att.net, wmcguire@efficiencypartnership.com, steven@moss.net, chrischouteau@earthlink.net, mecsoft@pacbell.net,
louis.blumberg@fire.ca.gov, grant.kolling@cityofpaloalto.org, rsridge@attbi.com, rfigueroa@rhainc.com, rochmanm@spurr.org, 
uditetrad@slip.net, shallenbgr@aol.com, ibran@gepllc.com, andy@skafflaw.com, vhconsult@earthlink.net,
jnickel@fishnick.com,
joe.paul@dynegy.com, alexm@calpine.com, DBergmann@IGService.com, phanschen@mofo.com, wbooth@booth-law.com,
wbooth@booth-law.com,
shilton@mofo.com, msutter@alamedanet.net, ted@energy-solution.com, bmast@frontierassoc.com, eric@strategyi.com,
jlarkin@kema-xenergy.com,
rbarnes@kema-xenergy.com, rknight@bki.com, kcorfee@kema-xenergy.com, paulfenn@local.org,
twombly@kw-engineering.com, pjpowerlaw@aol.com,
mrw@mrwassoc.com, dank@edf.org, swentworth@oaklandnet.com, dmarcus2@mindspring.com, cwootencohen@earthlink.net,
schmidt@bartlewells.com, donaldaitken@earthlink.net, eparker@qcworld.com, gmorris@emf.net, jlevin@ucsusa.org,
ndesnoo@ci.berkeley.ca.us, ckingaei@yahoo.com, craigtyler@comcast.net, nrader@calwea.org,
patrickm@crossborderenergy.com, Edward.Vine@ucop.edu, mwbeck@lbl.gov,
john@proctoreng.com, philsisson1@comcast.net, Info188@seiinc.org, philm@scdenergy.com, sruark@co.marin.ca.us,
rebekah@marincouncil.org,
jna@speakeasy.org, timrosenfeld@earthlink.net, aglandenergy@earthlink.net, jdquinley@aol.com, eie@geopraxis.com,
tconlon@geopraxis.com,
rita@ritanortonconsulting.com, mpretto@ci.santa-clara.ca.us, gthomas@ecoact.org, emahlon@ecoact.org,
hankryan2003@yahoo.com, jennifer.holmes@itron.com, angela.chuang@esca.com, Joseph.Leung@gsa.co.scl.ca.us,
elozowicki@coudert.com, sberlin@mccarthylaw.com,
mike@comfortwise.com, jstone@ci.manteca.ca.us, joseph@getwise.org, jpb@greatvalley.org, scottst@mid.org,
glynnis@starband.net,
mattb@rlw.com, energy@palco.com, mtheroux@jdmt.net, jeff@jbsenergy.com, bknox@cityofdavis.org,
mjberm@davisenergy.com, mgoodson@ci.davis.ca.us, reports@aeees.org, cmkehrein@ems-ca.com, rbi@robertson-bryan.com,
blaising@braunlegal.com,
dmahone@h-m-g.com, stone@h-m-g.com, aivancovich@caiso.com, jweil@aglet.org, rtanton@psyber.com,
lpark@navigantconsulting.com,
ptoth@navigantconsulting.com, tcrooks@navigantconsulting.com, vfleming@navigantconsulting.com, bob@sierracc.com,
darryl.conklin@renewable.com,
jtischer@csufresno.edu, dreynolds@aspensys.com, abb@eslawfirm.com, atrowbridge@dbsr.com, dkk@eslawfirm.com,
ed@clfp.com,
cpacounsel@dgs.ca.gov, jcastleberry@rs-e.com, jsnyder@housingca.org, kathryn@ceert.org, lscott@rs-e.com,
lfkaye@ka-pow.com,
maryann@cuwcc.org, pstoner@lgc.org, roberthoffman@paulhastings.com, steve_ponder@fpl.com, sgreen1@ix.netcom.com,
tutt@energy.state.ca.us,
jdh@eslawfirm.com, abb@eslawfirm.com, lmh@eslawfirm.com, fdeleon@energy.state.ca.us, bgwem@igc.org,
hodgesjl@pacbell.net, martha.lake@comcast.net, bmatulich@egia.com, kuhler@egia.com, westgas@aol.com,
dohrmann@adm-energy.com, kmills@cfbf.com,
rliebert@cfbf.com, bburt@macnexus.org, karen@klindh.com, aorchar@smud.org, jparks@smud.org, rmowris@earthlink.net,
bfoster@gepllc.com,
deb@a-klaw.com, mpa@a-klaw.com, pwelker@peci.org, brianh@quantecllc.com, llutz@attbi.com,
jgraham@ecosconsulting.com, ssirkin@ecosconsulting.com, jcpaine@stoel.com, dan@meek.net, john_mclain@pgn.com,
matthew.wright@Pacificorp.com, smunson@vulcanpower.com,
bwildman@sbwconsulting.com, msheehan@microplanetltd.com, tom@ucons.com, rbordner@emil.com, stephenhall@telus.net,
ahouston@apx.com,
dpeaco@lacapra.com, dwechsler@lanthorntechnologies.com, barbalex@ctel.net, PGray@northernpower.com,
terrence.moran@pseg.com, 
krayeskem@coned.com, KWISE1@alleghenyenergy.com, lori.corron@enerwise.com, mark.hoppe@enerwise.com,
mark.mcgough@enerwise.com,
jcaldwell@awea.org, kbilas@reliant.com, dan.delurey@dramcoalition.org, rberman@ios.doi.gov, emmett.kelly@itron.com,
billuhr@uhrtechnologies.com
andy.goett@cbo.gov, lah@stateside.com, jack@jackgreenhalgh.com, ben.deutsch@itron.com, channon@aarp.org,
lynn.england@goodcents.com, 



15

dan.merilatt@goodcents.com, roger.gray@goodcents.com, ellie.doyle@us.landisgyr.com, crandall@msbnrg.com,
rachel.sours-page@xcelenergy.com,
Robert_Anderson@apses.com, wcamp@twacs.com, Alex.Goldberg@williams.com, excetral.caldwell@williams.com,
tim.muller@williams.com,
andrew.chamberlain@eds.com, camthor@statoilenergy.com, treadway@alumni.princeton.edu, consumersvoice@aol.com,
kent@brayden.com,
kjsimonsen@ems-ca.com, moisan@us.ibm.com, pvanmidde@earthlink.net, barbara_klemstine@apsc.com,
ptaylor@rwbeck.com, ally.kolberg@swgas.com, dnorris@sppc.com, tgardner@sppc.com, ronknecht@aol.com,
achan@ladwp.com, robert.pettinato@ladwp.com,
mzafar@semprautilities.com, cgoff@semprautilities.com, eberlen@energyinnovatiion.net, dhuard@manatt.com,
rkeen@manatt.com, kmcspadden@milbank.com, athomas@newenergy.com, sanlu@earthlink.net, perrault@perrcon.net,
ddehnert@earthlink.net, mstrumwasser@strumwooch.com, Mario.Natividad@appliedmetering.com, dlim@truepricing.com,
dloth@truepricing.com, lbicker@truepricing.com,
eklinkner@ci.pasadena.ca.us, slins@ci.glendale.ca.us, jackmack@suesec.com, bjeider@ci.burbank.ca.us,
ipena@ecosconsulting.com, case.admin@sce.com, Denise.Canning@sce.com, frank.cooley@sce.com, laura.larks@sce.com,
laura.genao@sce.com, 
enpex@aol.com, dmitchell@sempraglobal.com, gwright@sempraglobal.com, Kevin.Simonsen@LW.com, meallen@sempra.com
mshames@ucan.org, clower@earthlink.net, Patrick.Dougherty@lw.com, cpucservice@sdenergy.org, fred@rer.com,
brenda@rer.com, keith.fuller@itron.com, jsummerford@drintl.com, jsteffen@iid.com, kellyl@enxco.com,
namnguyen@inlandenergy.com, lmo@corepointassociates.com,
jskillman@prodigy.net, brenelectricity@yahoo.com, hal@rwitz.net, sara@oakcreekenergy.com, jeff.ghilardi@enron.com
pk@utilitycostmanagement.com, atencate@drintl.com, pepper@enertroncons.com, dhmaynor@worldnet.att.net,
maggie@neighborhoodservices.org, fosterbc@sce.com, yladso19@idt.net, kpp@cpuc.ca.gov, mdm@cpuc.ca.gov,
scasey@sfwater.org, jnnc@chevron.com, jlondon@gralegal.com,
nes@a-klaw.com, rsa@a-klaw.com, epoole@adplaw.com, ddeputy@valleyenergyltd.com, shaunao@newsdata.com,
petertbray@yahoo.com,
csweet@newsdata.com, luluw@newsdata.com, weare@ppic.org, jeffgray@dwt.com, kristina.sepetys@NERA.com,
lmacdonald@icfconsulting.com, 
mday@gmssr.com, terry.houlihan@bingham.com, thixson@mdbe.com, jparker@icfconsulting.com, bobgex@dwt.com,
shammond@foresightenergy.com, 
clagier@northernpower.com, ecrem@ix.netcom.com, jim@prudens.com, jim@prudens.com, sgeorge@crai.com,
rwalther@pacbell.net, tony.foster@itron.com, brflynn@pacbell.net, tnicotre@attbi.com, afaruqui@crai.com,
mmcsba@yahoo.com, rgoold@gepllc.com, gephq@gepllc.com, 
dya@ux.netcom.com, kmckenney@oaklandnet.com, jloppio@shellopus.com, jackp@calpine.com, sschleimer@calpine.com,
ackdmcgill@aol.com,
gtbl@dynegy.com, joe@infotility.com, dale@dgpower.com, philippe.auclair@mirant.com, sia2@pwrval.com,
jerryl@abag.ca.gov, 
jblunden@kema-xenergy.com, kmcelroy@kema-xenergy.com, dbeyer@ebmud.com, jon.jacobs@paconsulting.com,
mrufo@kema-xenergy.com, ceyap@earthlink.net, bepstein@fablaw.com, dmarcus2@mindspring.com, bill@econsci.com,
GLBarbose@LBL.gov, MABolinger@lbl.gov, 
nchopper@lbl.gov, knotsund@uclink.berkeley.edu, dslifer@planergy.com, brbarkovich@earthlink.net,
clewis@icfconsulting.com, jdalessi@apx.com,
mfarwell@powelgroup.com, berry@apx.com, renee.guild@esca.com, rita.norton@ci.sj.ca.us, vjw@cleanpower.org,
dkates@sonic.net, 
steve@renewables.com, hartmo@humboldt1.com, gayatri@jbsenergy.com, rothrock@ix.netcom.com, reports@aeees.org,
jflory@enmarket.biz, 
kwh@davis.com, rmccann@umich.edu, cmkehrein@ems-ca.com, jprice@caiso.com, ppettingill@caiso.com, rsparks@caiso.com, 
jberlin@ncpa.com, lwhouse@innercite.com, jeff.francetic@us.landisgyr.com, afernandes@nmgovlaw.com,
mclaughlin@braunlegal.com, 
mclaughlin@braunlegal.com, claufenb@energy.state.ca.us, dgeis@dolphingroup.org, daniel.kim@asm.ca.gov,
kdw@woodruff-expert-services.com,
lawrence.lingbloom@sen.ca.gov, mtennis@dolphingroup.org, mlgillette@duke-energy.com, rachel@ceert.org,
steven@iepa.com, 
christine-henning@alliancepower.com, rroth@smud.org, talereza@adm-energy.com, dick@adm-energy.com,
cabaker906@aol.com, ccastagnoli@henwoodenergy.com, ddavie@henwoodenergy.com, kmills@cfbf.com, srupp@rwbeck.com,
jackwood@gv.net, 
denise.rushing@tacticalpartners.com, bellery@spi-ind.com, brussel@ci.redding.ca.us, conkling@up.edu,
don.winslow@ppmenergy.com, 



16

running@eesconsulting.com, dws@r-c-s-inc.com, david.saul@solel.com, anthony.des.lauriers@powerex.com, loe@cpuc.ca.gov,
mer@cpuc.ca.gov,
ppl@cpuc.ca.gov, hknawls@co.la.ca.us, t18@cpuc.ca.gov, jhe@cpuc.ca.gov, ajo@cpuc.ca.gov, adf@cpuc.ca.gov,
am1@cpuc.ca.gov, ru4@cpuc.ca.gov, 
bam@cpuc.ca.gov, bxw@cpuc.ca.gov, bsk@cpuc.ca.gov, cxc@cpuc.ca.gov, cmw@cpuc.ca.gov, tam@cpuc.ca.gov,
ctd@cpuc.ca.gov, cjb@cpuc.ca.gov,
ckt@cpuc.ca.gov, dpa@cpuc.ca.gov, dmb@cpuc.ca.gov, edf@cpuc.ca.gov, dmg@cpuc.ca.gov, dsh@cpuc.ca.gov,
djh@cpuc.ca.gov, dlw@cpuc.ca.gov,
eaq@cpuc.ca.gov, eyq@cpuc.ca.gov, ewk@cpuc.ca.gov, cpe@cpuc.ca.gov, fxg@cpuc.ca.gov, flc@cpuc.ca.gov,
ill@cpuc.ca.gov, gil@cpuc.ca.gov, 
gaw@cpuc.ca.gov, hjb@cpuc.ca.gov, yee@cpuc.ca.gov, imw@cpuc.ca.gov, ljr@cpuc.ca.gov, jcl@cpuc.ca.gov,
jg1@cpuc.ca.gov, jhg@cpuc.ca.gov, jpt@cpuc.ca.gov, wbb@cpuc.ca.gov, jf2@cpuc.ca.gov, jmh@cpuc.ca.gov,
kms@cpuc.ca.gov, kok@cpuc.ca.gov, kim@cpuc.ca.gov, kwb@cpuc.ca.gov, lrm@cpuc.ca.gov, llk@cpuc.ca.gov,
lau@cpuc.ca.gov, lwt@cpuc.ca.gov, lp1@cpuc.ca.gov, lam@cpuc.ca.gov, ltc@cpuc.ca.gov, mzr@cpuc.ca.gov,
mgl@cpuc.ca.gov, meb@cpuc.ca.gov, meg@cpuc.ca.gov, mlc@cpuc.ca.gov, mcv@cpuc.ca.gov, nfw@cpuc.ca.gov,
nil@cpuc.ca.gov, nyg@cpuc.ca.gov,
omv@cpuc.ca.gov, psd@cpuc.ca.gov, ska@cpuc.ca.gov, pva@cpuc.ca.gov, rmd@cpuc.ca.gov, ram@cpuc.ca.gov,
rcc@cpuc.ca.gov, gig@cpuc.ca.gov,
scl@cpuc.ca.gov, wsc@cpuc.ca.gov, sjl@cpuc.ca.gov, sjr@cpuc.ca.gov, sst@cpuc.ca.gov, sro@cpuc.ca.gov, tjt@cpuc.ca.gov,
ttt@cpuc.ca.gov,
zap@cpuc.ca.gov, tjs@cpuc.ca.gov, vjb@cpuc.ca.gov, wmb@cpuc.ca.gov, wej@cpuc.ca.gov, ztc@cpuc.ca.gov,
andrew@simpsonpartners.com,
jerryl@abag.ca.gov, sbender@energy.state.ca.us, mary.tucker@sanjoseca.gov, kgriffin@energy.state.ca.us,
rmiller@energy.state.ca.us,
gottstein@volcano.net, alo@cpuc.ca.gov, awp@cpuc.ca.gov, asowell@scsa.ca.gov, cm2@cpuc.ca.gov, cleni@energy.state.ca.us,
dhouck@energy.state.ca.us, dabelson@energy.state.ca.us, dhungerf@energy.state.ca.us, dks@cpuc.ca.gov,
hraitt@energy.state.ca.us,
jeanne.clinton@dgs.ca.gov, jtachera@energy.state.ca.us, jsugar@energy.state.ca.us, jwilson@energy.state.ca.us,
jonathan.teague@dgs.ca.gov, 
jrd@cpuc.ca.gov, kherter@energy.state.ca.us, keely.martin@lao.ca.gov, kip.lipper@sen.ca.gov, mmesseng@energy.state.ca.us,
mjaske@energy.state.ca.us, mjaske@energy.state.ca.us, mmesseng@energy.state.ca.us, njenkins@energy.state.ca.us,
rtavares@energy.state.ca.us,
stomashe@energy.state.ca.us, tara.dunn@dgs.ca.gov, tflynn@eob.ca.gov, vschwent@energy.state.ca.us, wsm@cpuc.ca.gov, 
fdeleon@energy.state.ca.us, jgopal@energy.state.ca.us, mrudman@energy.state.ca.us, gbell@water.ca.gov, jslee@water.ca.gov,
jpacheco@water.ca.gov, sprice7@mindspring.com


	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11
	Page 12
	Page 13
	Page 14
	Page 15
	Page 16

