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A. The Track 1 Issues Should Beldressed This Year

Q 1

Onpage 4 of its Track 1telteobny, Calpine Corporation (“Calpine”)
argues that “the Commissionshould not authorize the IOUsto procure any

new [emphasis in original] resources to meetlocal reliability needs until
system reliability needs have also been determined.” DoesPacific (Gas anc
Electric Company(“PG&E”) agree?

No. The need for resources |lahae taeliability considerations  should be

addressed this year, in Track 1, as has already been established in the May 17,
2012 Scoping Memand Rulingf Assigned Commissionerand
Administrative  Law Judge (“Scoping Memo”).

The Scoping Memo’sdetermination to address loca capacity needsin
southern California this year, and taddress the broader question of system
reliability needs next year in a secondtrack, makes sense for several rea
Firstand foremost, based on the Catifnia Independent System Operator’s
(“CAISQO”) analysis, there is a pressing need for capacity to meet local
requirements.  Therefore,quésion should be addressed now.

Other parties’ dissgreement with the CAISO’s analysis, and differing
opinions on the level of local capacity needin southern California, do nc
support deferring a decision orttére md&ince the CAISO,who has
responsibility  to operate the CAISQgrid reliably, has concluded that ther
a substantill need, the Cdifornia  Public Utilities Commission(“*CPUC” or
“Commission”) should address the meatter immediately to reach its own
judgment. The Commission should act now so that, if it egrees with the
CAISO’sconclusion that resources are needed, there will be enough time fo
that need to be addressed.

Second, the basic analytic approach for evaluating local capacity need
aready established. The CAISOhas used the sameapproach for evaluating
local capacity needs, based on established reliability criteria, for sevel
years. The CAISOstudy here is longer term than the CAISOlocal capacity

-1-
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studies that have been used to determine year-ahead local capacity
requirements for resource adequacy purposes, but the basic analytic
framework is the same. Therefore, as the CAISOhas completed and
presented its analysis, it makes sense for the Commissionto use that, as
as the input other parties have provided in their testimony, to reach its
independent determination of local capacity need.
There is more uncertainty associated with the CAISO’smulti-year
forward conclusions regarding local capacity needs here than there is with the
CAISO’sone-year forward conclusions presented in connection with
year-ahead local capacity resource adebjigatipns. However, this is an
unavoidable consequenceof the #ctthéh further into the future one
attempts to look, the more uncertainty there is. The higher level of
uncertainty does not meanthat the CAISO’smulti-year study is flawed, buf
instead simply reflects the uncertainty inherent in longterm planning.
Third, evaluating system needin 2013 will be a challenging enough task
Loca capacity needs should be addressed this year, instead of deferring t
issue to 2013, in order to help limit the numberof issues that must be
addressed in Track 2.
Doyou ggree with the DivisidReteplyer Advocates’ (“DRA”) suggestion
that the Track 1 decision on local capacity need be deferred in order to t
into account the fina CPUC-ad@pteidgl standards in Track 2 of the
2012 Long-Term Procurement Plan (“LTPP”)?
No. DRA’ssugestidris troubling. Not only would this delay the Track 1
decision, but it would almost certainly cause delays in both the Track 2 e
Track 3 decisions, as well. Newinformation will always be available, buf
given the local need identifiede CW3®,the Commissionshould move
forward now, using the information ndat tdeevaluate the CAISO’sandysis
and conclusions.

B. The Costs of Capacity to Meet Ldéapacity Requirements in Southern
Cdlifornia Should Not Bédocated to Customersin PG&E’sService Area

Q 3

In the direct testimony of Sgaliftenia Edison Company(“SCE”), on
page 2, SCEstates “[ijn the abSenceulti-year forward procurement

1 DRADirect Testimony (Peter Spencer), p. 3.

2.
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mechanismthat can secure generation capacity to meetthe identified Loca
Capacity Requirements (‘LCR”) needand fairly alocate costs to al Load
Serving Entities (“LSE”), SCEpropbatesthe Commissionauthorize SCE

to procure newLCRgeneration needéttinLA Basin area on behalf of all
system customers.” Did SCEclarify this statement in discovery?

Yes. In response to PG&Mata Request PGE-SCF@diated that

‘al system customers” means “all customers served by SCE’selectrical
system and is limited to procurement of newgeneration capacity intended t
meet CPUC-authorized LCRneed in SCE’sservice territory.”

Onpege 2, SCE’stestimony states that “[iln the absence of a multi-year
forward procurement mechanismthat can secure generation capacity to meet
the identified LCRneedand fdidgate a costs to al LSEs, SCEproposes

that the Commission authorize SCE poocure new LCRgeneration needed

in the LA Basin area on behalf sydtaath customers.” Also, on page 26

SCE states that that “LCR resources are required to meet system and local

area reliability requirements. thAs suost, to SCEof procuring the LCR
resources should be equaly and fairly alocated to al LSEsand
non-jurisdictional publicly-owned utilities (“POU”) in the CAISObalancing
Doyou egree with these statements by SCE?

No. It appears that SCE’suse of the term “system” is inconsistent and f
confuses on whosebehdf the LCRresources are being procured. Further,
the absence of a multi-year forward procurement mechanismis irrelevant an
does not justify having the Commissionalocate to customers outside of
SCE’sservice territory any ofp8@Hrement costs for LCRresources

As noted in A3 above, SCEhas acknowledged that “system customers”
as discussed on page 2 of its testimony pertains to “al customers served
SCE’selectrical  system.to meet CPUC-authorized LCRneed in SCE'’s
territory.” Yet, on page 26 of its testimony, SCE’suse of the term “syst
appears to refer to the lager CAISCarea

A 3
Q 4
area.”
A 4
neededfor the LA Basin.
2

SCE’sresponse to Question 1a of P&&MRequest No. PGE_SCE_001s included

in this testimony as Attachment 1.

-3-
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To the extent SCEmeansthat costs of its procurement to meetthe LCR
need in the LA Basin are to be alocated to al benefiting customers in S
service territory-including bundled service, Direct Access (“DA”), and
CommunityChoice Agyregetion  (“CCA”) customers-but not to any
customers outside of SCE’sservice territory, PG&Egrees with these
statements by SCE. This is consistent with the direction of Public Utilities
Code (“Pub. Util. Code”) Sectibr (862)(A), which indicates that
resources procured to meet “local area reliability needs for the benefit
customers in the electrica corpodisbiiution service territory” should
be dlocated to the bundled customers of the utility  procuring the resourc
well as CCAand DAcustomers, but not to customers outside that electrica
corporation’s distribution service territory.

To the extent that SCEmeansthat someportion of its costs for its
procurement to meet the LCRneed in the LA Basin (or elsewhere in the SCE
service territory, such as Big Creek/Ventura) are to be dlocated to any
customers in PG&E’sservice territory, PG&Hlisagrees with these statement

by SCE.
Still  referring to SCE’stestimgey26n $&Estates that “to the extent
the LCRresources provide flexibility benefits (i.e., integration  services

intermittent  resources) to the entire CAISOsystem, SCEis interested in
seeking a broader cost allocation from al CPUQurisdictional customers
benefitting from the increased flexible capacity.” Should PG&E’scustome
be allocated a portion of the costs for SCE’sprocurement to meet LCRnee
in the LA Basin or elsewhere in the SCEservice territory?
No. SCEappears to suggest that such costs may be allocated to PG&E’s
customers because incremental resources procured to meetthe LCRneed in
the LA Basin may provide operational flexibility that helps the entire CA
system integrate  intermittent  renewables and PG&E’scustomers benefit fron
such increased flexible capacity. PG&Hlisagrees with this premise. PGé&
contends that it is inapproprieiedend® G&E’scustomers with any
portion of SCE’scosts for proctirémeneet the LCRneeds in the
LA Basin or elsewhere in SCE’sservice territory.

SCEhas provided neither any anahiscredible precedent to support
having the Commissionallocate to PG&E’scustomers a portion of SCE’s

-4-

SB GT&S 0557023



0O N O AW N -

6

7

costs to procure incrementd capacity to meetthe longterm LCRneed in th
LA Basin or elsewhere in SCE’sservice territory.

In contrast, the CAISO’stestimpegrsapto support PG&E’sview.
The CAISO’stestimony suggests that there is somethreshold of flexibility
neededfor newcapacity to satishCRnleed for the LA Basin, regardiess
of the amount of flexible capacity neededfor the system to integrate
intermittent  renewables. The CAISO’stestimony of Robert Sparks discusses
the flexibility attributes  thate stwsddsed by capacity procured to
meet the LCRneed in the LA Basin:

The OTCgeneration characteristics include ramp rates and minimum
output levels that allow the generatin to be ramped- up quickly following

the first transmission contingency in order to ensure religdble system
operation following the next tramsmissitingency.  The flexibility of
the OTC generetion allows efficient system dispatch when all

transmission equipment is in-service, but still provides for reliable
operation following a transmission ‘contin ncy. Replacement generation
should have similar flexible exihstaxs. uick starting  generation

would also provide for efficiestém digpatch, but still _ provide for
reliadble  system operation following a transmission &ontingency.

Does San Diego Gas & Electric Company(“SDG&E”)propose a cost
alocation rationale  similar to SCE'’s, with costs associated with flexibility
benefits of LCRprocurement possibly allocated to customers throughout the
CAISOsystem, including possibly PG&Eustomers?

No. SDG&lndicates that there may be interrelationships betweenthe LC
needs of the Western LA Basin sub-area, and particularly the Ellis sub-are:
and the LCRneeds in the San DiedoGaeater Imperial Valley-San Diego
areass4 SDG&E’$CRneeds are beimpnsidered in A.11-05-023.

SDG&MBas not suggested that thsdscessociated with the flexibility
benefits of SDG&E’s LCR procurement may be dlocated to customers
throughout the CAISO,inding possibly PG&Eustomers.

Does PG&Esupport dlocating  the net cost of LCRcapacity to al benefitin
customers as proposed by The Utility = Reform Network (“TURN”) and other
parties in their Track 1 tes®imony?

3
4
5

Direct Testimony of the CAISO(Robert Sparks), May 23, 2012, p. 15.
Direct Testimony of SDG&EJohn Jontry), June 24, 2012, p. 1.
TURN Direct Testimony, p. 24; SDG&E Direct Testimony, p. 9.

-5-
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Yes, as a general principle, PG&Egrees with TURMNNd others who
recommenallocating  the net cost of LCRresources to al benefiting
customers. In the case of LCRresources procured pursuant to a Track 1
decision, PG&HEecommendsllocating the cost of these resources to all
customers in the service area where LCRresources are added, whether
bundled, DA, or CCAcustomers.

Is there precedent for allocating LCRresource costs to all customers in
service area where LCRresources are added?

Yes. Consistent with thecegujplwvided by Senate Bill (“SB”) 695,

which enacted Public Utilities e€ales365.1(c), and with Decision

(“D.”) 11-05-005, the existing Cost Allocation Mechanism(“CAM”)
provides that the net capacity cost of resources which the Commission
determines are neededto meetthe local reliability needs of an electric
distribution service territory dliochetbe to the bundled, DA, and
CCAcustomers in that electrica corporation's  distribution  service territor
Section 365.1(c)(2)(A) provides:

The net capacity costs of those generation resources are alocated on:
fully non- bgpassable basis consistent with departing load provisions as
determmed y the commission, to al of the following

) Bundled service customers of the electrical corporation.

ii) Customersthat purchase elgdthnioiigh a direct transaction with
other providers.

iii.)  Customers of community choice agreggtors.

Do other parties reach theosaimeion as PG&Hegarding CAMor

allocating  SCE’sLCRresource costs?

Yes. Severa parties reach the same conclusion as PG&E. For example,
SDG&Etates that “each investoredvatility (“IOU”) is responsible for
procuring new generation resources to serve its distribution service territory,

with the cost and benefits of the capacity associated with these newresot
being shared by al “benefitting parties” located in that |10U’s service
territory.”® TURNstates that the net costs of such capacity should be
dlocated to dl benefiting cuptomerd, to SB695, SB790 and other
Commissionpolicies’

SDG&E Direct Testimony, p. 9.
TURNDirect Testimony, p. 24.
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Q 10 Doyou have any commentsregaglithe issues identified by Commissioner

9

10

Florio in his Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling issued on July 13, 2012 in th
proceeding?

Yes. Thefirst topic identified by CommissionerFlorio was if the
Commissiondetermines there is a loca needin southern California, how St
and other LSEsin Southern Califorraaild bk directed to meetthat need

“on behalf of the system.” P@&ftands that this topic addresses
procurement mechanismsfor LCRresources in southern California and does
not address cost allocation. However, to the extent that parties interpret
topic as addressing cost alocation, for the reasons stated above, LCR
resources are not associated with system needand thus the costs associated
with resources should not be alocated to all customers in the CAISO.
Instead, these costs should be allocated to the customers that benefit fro
these resourceése.( the bundled, DAand CCAcustomers located in southern
Cdlifornia).

The Proposals to Modify the Cost @dion MechanismShould Be Rejected

11

11

12

12

Could you summarize the proposals madeby Allance for Retfail Energy
Markets, Direct Access CustomerCadlition, and the Marin Energy Authority
(“DA/CCAParties”) in their joint testimony?

Yes, the DA/CCAParties make proposas in three areas:

1) Process and criteria to determine whenCAMs applicable;

2) Modifications to the CAMcharge methodology; and

3) LSEOpt-Out from the CANMmechanism.

The Process and Criteria  for eBeining CAMResources Should Not

Be Changed

Doyou have any concerns witDAKECAParties’ first proposal regarding

the process and criteria for the Commission determining when CAM

procurement should occur?

Yes. First, the DA/CCAPanesproposed process and criteria  are

biased and unfar to bundled custonidére DA/CCAParties’ version of

cost causation unfairly assumesthat CCAand DAcustomers have first rights
to and can meet their requirements exclusively from existing resources.
The DA/CCAParties would require Ithatdled customers pay the marginal

-7-
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and presumably higher cost of any newresources as well as the cost of
replacing existing resources.

Second, the DA/CCAParties indicate that in determining whenCAM
procurement should occur, the Commnsssiold determine “[iff the load of
the bundled utility = customers is driving the peak or decreasing the systen
load factor..”8 If the Commissionwere to adopt this cost causation
proposal, then the Commissionshould require al DAand CCAproviders to
submit procurement plans, including detsiled load and forecast data, in
procurement proceedings that casebeto determine CCAand DAload
impacts on the need for newresources.

In the past, DAproviders and l@@Asot submitted their ownload
data and forecasts in these proceedings. However, if the DA/CCAParties’
cost causation proposal is adopted, this would result in the Commission
having an incomplete picture. If the DA/CCAParties truly support their
proposal, they should be willing to agree that al DAproviders and CCAs
required to submit procurement plans to the Commissionthat include detaile
load forecast information.

The DA/CChparties recommendhat their process be adopted in
March 2013 whenthe 10U bundled procurement plans are currently
scheduled to be file8. If the Commissionadopts this aspect of the DA/CCA
Parties’ proposd, it should require all3Psand CCAsto file their ownLTPP
at that time, which would include load forecasts.

The Proposed Modifications  toe tRAMCharge Methodology Should

Not Be Adopted

Do you have any concerns wehDMICCAParties’ proposas in Section V

of their testimony regarding modificatons to the CAMcharge methodology?

Yes, PG&Has three areas of concern: (1) changes to the CAlMcaculation
to include additional forecast revenud? (2) levelization  of the annual

8 DA/CCAParties Direct Testimony, p. 21, linesseddalsgp. 23, lines 14-18
(explaining that the Commissionshould d@lugtElectric Service Provider (‘ESP”)
and CCA loads).

9 DA/CCAParties Direct Testimony, p. 34, lines 15-17.
10 DA/CCAParties Direct Testimony, pp. 38-43.

-8-
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Q 14

14

revenue requirement for utility-owned generation (“UOG”)and front-loaded
Power Purchase Agreement (“PPA”) cdstsand (3) creating a cap for
CAM costs12
How do the DA/CCA Parties propesto change the CAMalculation and
what is your concern?
The DA/CCAParties propose to change the proxy calculation  that weas part
the Joint Parties’ Prdfdealinclude additiona  incrementa ancillary
service revenue, renewable integrati value and the options vaue of a
long-term tolling agreement into the imputed revenues that offset the
resource’s cost in determining the CAMamount. The Joint Parties Proposal
was part of the Settlement Agreement gpproved in Decision 07-09-044.
The CPUQound that the Settlement was reasonable and that it balanced the
interests of the various MYhrtiks.is not reasonable to go back nowto alter
only cerlain aspects of that Settlement since it was a compromiseon the
various issues betweenall the parties.

Furthermore, the Joint Parties’ Proposal’s use of only non-spin impute
revenues in addition to imputed energy revenues was not an oversight.
The inclusion of only non-spin imputed revenue was because it was
incremental to imputed energy revenue that was calculated with perfect
hindsight at the day-ahead energy price. Since the imputed energy revenue
includes al the hours in which the resource is determined to have been
economic to dispatch given actua day-shead enefgyitprisesid not be
reasonable to impute any additional ancillary  services revenues in those
hours. In the hours whenit isnedktdren resource would not have been
economic to dispatch in the day-ahead energy market, imputed revenues for
providing non-spinning reservescardednif economicand if the resource
can provide such servi€e.The imputed day-ahead energy revenues are a

11
12
13

14
15
16

DA/CCAParties Direct Testimony, pp. 44-47.
DA/CCAParties Direct Testimony, pp. 47-48.
The Joint Parties’ Proposal wasgastttieinent agreement in R.06-02-013 that was

adopted in D.07-09-044 and is containedtiom H€wmf Appendix A of that decision.

Decision 07-09-044, p. 11 and Finding of Fact 6.
D.07-09-044, Appendix A, Section IX.B.2a.
D.07-09-044, Appendix A, Section IX.B.2.b.
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Q 15
A 15

proxy for all the enemy or ancillary  service revenue the resource could

capture whenit was economicto dispatch, and the imputed non-spin revenue
is a proxy for al the incremental ancillry  service revenue the resource
capture whenit was not economicto dispatch.

The DA/CCAParties’ proposa to include additional imputed revenues
on top of those adopte®.07Y-09-044 should be rejected because it is a
one-sided change to an adoptéterBent and would also double count
imputed revenues in an attempt to lower the CAMharge.

What is your concern witDAZCA Parties’ levelization proposal?

The DA/CCAParties’ proposal to levelize the annual revenue requirement f
UOGs inconsistent with the statutory languege in Pub. Util. Code,
Section 365.1(c)(2)(C), whichreeqthie use of the annual revenue
requirement for UOG that is subject to the CAM, not the levelized costs.

Moreover, the DA/CCA customers shdupay the same costs as bundied
customers based on the norma trajectory of revenue requirements, which
start higher and end lower than the levelized value. Using a levelized c«
creates an unfar advantgge ford @AEKcustomers. Moreover, in the
Reopening Direct Access Proceeding7{650025), Mark Fulmer, one of the
DA/CChoarties’ witnesses, took Hoké epposite position regarding using
levelized costs. In that proceeding, Mr. Fulmer maintained that to detern
an appropriate market price benchmark for renewable resource costs, the

actual revenue requirement of UOQenewable resources should be used,
instead of a levelized Tpricethat proceeding, Mr. Fulmer’s DA/CCA

clients benefited from higher UOQGevenue requirements in the first years
operation and thus they opposed usitigete prices for UOQGesources to
determine the market price for renewable resources. Here, Mr. Fulmer’s
clients benefit from a levelized price and so he is taking the completely
opposite position.

The DA/CCAParties aso propose that if a PPAcontract is front-loaded
then the actual annua costs of the PPAshould not be used in calculating
CAMcharge, but rather that the costs used in the CAMshould be levelized.

17 See,R.07-05-025, Transcript  from March 28, 2011dbhegin@?2, line 23 to p. 23,
line 25.
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Like the proposal to levelize the UOQGevenue requirements, this proposal
would shift costs to bundled customers from DAand CCAcustomers since
the bundled customers would be pdginthe full costs of the PPA in the

early years of the PPAwhile thed BRCAcustomers would be paying a
CAMcharge based on a lower annual cost.  Interestingly, the DA/CCA
Parties don’t seemto advocate levelization if a CAMeligible resource hac
back-loaded costs.

Is the DA/CCAParties’ proposal to create a cap on the CANchage
reasonable?

No, it is not. The DA/CCAParties’ testimony confuses cost and value.
CAMstands for “Cost Allocation Mechanism.” The DA/CCAParties

mistakenly claim that the CAMttempts to calculeste the value of the
Resource Adequacy (“RA”) portion of the re&dara that if the CAMs

ever above somemeasure of RAvaltiee CAMcharge should be capped at

that level. This is confusing the residual cost represented by the CAM charge

and RAvaue. The CAMcharge isrdbilual cost of the resource after the
energy and ancillary  services revenues are netted from the tota costs.
This residual cost of a longterm contract will likely be higher than the
short-term RAvalue of the resource. That does not imply that the total «
of the CPUC-approvedCAM-eligible contract was unreasonable, but rather
that the cost of newgeneration for system or loca reliability is more
expensive than short-term RA.

Furthermore, costs associated with CAMesources are not capped for
bundled customers and thus the DA/CCAParties’ proposal would have the
effect of favoring DA/CCAcustemeer bundied customers. The
DA/CCAcustomers should be required to pay their far share of any
CAM-related costs.

Load-Serving Entities Should Not Hatee Option to “Opt-Out” of the
CAMMechanism

Do you have any concerns wghD#ICCAParties’ third proposal that DA
and CCAproviders be aite opt-out from the CAM?

18 DA/CCAParties Direct Testimony, p. 47, lines 11-12.
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Yes. The DA/CCAroposal is not a necessary modification to implement th
RAprovision of SB695, but ratpespomal that shifts costs from DA/CCA
to bundled customers. [f adopted, this opt-out may very well adversely
impact reliability and impose addifidménistrative  burden on I0Usand
the Commission.

Do you have any concerns meigpect to DA/CCA Parties’ suggested
contract term for opt-out?

Yes. Under DA/CCAParties’opgmal, an LSEwould only need to
demonstrate a 5-year contract term to opt-olf. In resource need situations,
or whenthere are no existing resources availeble  with the right type of
operatingattributes for the LSE to medés requirements, the LSEwill needto
commit to newresources. Most nesvggon resources require longterm
contracts, 10 years or morein length. Thus, the DA/CCAParties’ proposal
would not adequately protect system reliability.

Do you have any concerns abeuéptiicability of the DA/CCAParties’
proposa for LSEopt-out mechanismspecifically relating to the Qualifying
Facilities (“QF”)/Combined Heat and Power (“CHP”) Settlement adopted in
D.10-12-0357?

Yes. The DA/CCAParties sugiest the opt-out mechanismshould be
applicable to al CAMrocurement including CAMhages imposed
pursuant to D.06-07-029, D.10-52-@8d any othBommissiondecision
that imposesa non-bypassable charge for 10U pro@frement.

Applying such an opt-out provision tqrocurement entered into under the
QF/CHP Settlement  (“Settlement”) apmuram D.10-12-035 may impact the
IOUs’ ongoing procurement of CHP resources.

The QF/CHP Settlement provided for one of two aternatives  for
alocating  OHP procurement costiormaty to all ESPsand GUAs.

Based on commentsfiled by DA/CCAepresentatives at that time, PG&E
understood that someESPsand C@wg not want to procure G

19 DA/CCAParties Direct Testimony, p. 58, lines 20-23.

20 DA/CCAPaties’ Direct Testimony, pPG&Hnterprets the DA/CCAParties’
citation at lines 19-20 of “D.11-12r8f85” o D.10-12-035ddlsesion adopting
the QF/CHP Settlement.

21 Qettlement Term Sheet, Sections 13.1.2, 13.1.2.1 and 13.1.2.2
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20

20

21

resources, or may be unsble to be competitive iR2ddihg so.
Commission’sdecision to have the |0OUs procure CHP on behalf of the
DA/CCAcustomers impacted the CGP targets agreed to under the Settlement
and the I0U’s ongoing CHP procurement strategy.

Any change to the cost recovery structure for the CHP Program at this
point would add substantill complexibpssibly alter the balance of
benefits and burdens ggreed to by the settling parties. Further, allowing
opt-out would raise a numberdfiogeesiot addressed in the DA/CCA
Parties’ testimony. First, if oeuleSEX/CHP resources, is the IOUs’
megawatt (“MW”) target  reduced accgigih  If yes, QF/CPparties may
express concerns. If no, bundled customers may see above market costs
associated with QF/CHPprocurement increase.  Similar questions may be
asked associated with QF/CGHPprocurement to meet greenhouse gs
(“GHG”) emissions reduction targets.

Doyou have any concerns with respddfA/CCAParties’ proposa for the
timing of LSEopt-out application?

Yes. According to DA/CCAPartiecurrent testimony, an LSEcould submit
the opt-out application any timeeaff@ommissiondecision is approved,

but before the 10U identifies a short list of potential winning bidders in
Request for Offers (“RFO”) procegs.

This approach is problematic due tdhe uncertainty it would create during
the initial phases of an IOU’s planning for an RFOor other procurement
approaches. Oncean 10U rece¥@simissionauthorization to procure
toward certain tagets, it actively engges its internd and externa resc
to meet those targets. Any L8&opbtuld potentielly  change the 10U
targets, necessitating a shift in the IOU’s procurement strategy.

Would there be additiona  administrative  complexity to implement the
Opt-Out mechanism?

22 gSee eg.Opening Comment®f Shell Energy North America (US), L.P. on the Qualifying

Facility and Combineddat and PowerProgram Settlement AgreBlent
October 25, 2010, at p. 7 (noting that ESRsamay ot have the ability to
procure CHP resources).

23 DA/CCAParties’ Direct Testimony, p. 56.
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A 21

Q 22

Yes, implementation of the DA/CCAParties’ Opt-Out proposal would add
significant  administrative  complexity, both for the Commissionand the 10l
For example, the DA/CChAoartiesop@se each non-lIOU LSEwould have
the option to apply for an opt-out each time the Commission issues a decision
approving the need for CAMprocurédmey an IOU, including procurement
to meet obliggtions  under the QF/CHP Settlement.  Conceivably, for this
procurement, someLSE’s would opt and somewould not. Tracking the
opt-outs, and the impact of each fiéerent opt-out on CAMcharges on a
resource-by-resource basis would be an administrative  challenge for both t
Commissionand the 10Us.

The DA/CChoarties aso sugesteethtifferent  opt-out options, chosen
at the election of the ESPorTii€ Aptionality  will adlow each ESPor
CCA to maximize their ability to opt-out and select the option that minimizes
cost for their customers, further shifting costs to remaining bundled
customers by increasing the residua quantity allocated back to bundled
customers. Tracking WhESPor CCAelected eadption, and verifying
the necessary calculations to ensure that each ESP or CCA has met the
conditions for each opt-out, for Meelgil@& procurement, would add
significant administrative  burden for the Commission.

Findly, if the Opt-Out appli@F/CHP obliggtions, any ESP
exercising an Opt-Out option wealtita file a QF/CHP compliance
report, similar to the IOU-filed reports. This imposesan additiona
administrative  burden on the CPléCcuffent CAM-related rate (the New
System Generation Charge or “NSGC”)varies by customer class. The
Opt-Out proposal would make it necessary to create different NSGQates by
class for each ESPor CCAInOBHiskervice territory based on which
contracts each LSEexercised an Opt-Out option. This kind of contract by
contract and ESPby ESPratemakimguld require significant additional
resources to implement and for the Commissionto track.
Doyou have any find obsersategrding the DA/CCAParties’ CAM
proposals?
Yes. In response to a PG&Hata request, the DA/CCAParties confirmed
that their proposals are prospectitbat orithe only effect on previously
approved CAMorojects would be oncHheulation  of the net capacity costs
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in future yeakd” The DA/CCAParties aso confirmed that “[tlo the extent
that agreements entered into under the Qualifying Facility and Combined
Heat and Power (“QF/GP”) Settlemeapiproved in D.10-12-035 are subject

to CAM cost recovery treatment, weould intend our proposal to apply
prospectively to those contractg?

For the reasons above, the DA/CCAParties’ proposed changes to the
CAMmechanismshould be rejectedtogether. In any event, any adopted
changes should not be applied esttivsty. If an opt-out option is
nonetheless considered, any DA/Cédece used to support an opt-out
must have the attributes  specified by the Commissionas neededto meet the
identified LCR or system need. Resources without those attributes cannot be
considered to fulfill these requirements, and no LSEshould be alowed to
opt-out based on access to resources without the neededattributes. Amort
many other things, this would require demonstration of a 10-year or longer
resource commitmentby the LSEoptingofodl@AMvhenit is opting out of
newor repowered generation comenitsn made by the 10U (unless the
resource it is being provided in place of has a shorter commitmentperiod).

If an opt-out provision is to be considered, there must be a specific,
limited windowof time during wheclopt-out provision would be
available, for example, three monthsafter the Commissionauthorizes
CAM-eligible procurement. The timing windowwould start after the
Commission’sauthorization to meet LCRor system need, and end after a
fixed period of time.

PG&HKloes not believe that a CAMopt-out approach is workable, or that
it would work in a manner that would be far to bundled customers, or
maintain  reliability. Opt-out will substantidly increase the administrativ
burden for [OUsand the Commission, may adversely impact reliability, and
will impose additional  burden to bundled customers. Opt-out should be
rejected.

24 DA/CCHPaties’ response to Qurestpf PG&E Data Request No. PGE_Joint_001, is
included in this testimony as Attachment 2.

25 DA/CCHPaties’ response to Qurestbf PG&E Data Request No. PGE_Joint_001, is
included in this testimony as Attachment 3.
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D. The CommissionShould Not Estalish a Combineddeat and Power
“Set-Aside” as a Part of This Proceeding

Q 23

A 23

Q 24

The Cdifornia Cogeneration Co@{L{states that “[iIf the state is
serious about its OGP goas, the only way to achieve themis to maintain &
place in the I0Us’ portfolios for G, as determined in these LTPP
proceedings. This includes assuming that CHP can meet both loca and
system capacity needs. Otherwise, the IOUswill eliminate the need for QG
by filling that need with converdmunatesrend then arguing there is no
need for further OHP resource£8 Do you ggree ithv CCC’sposition?

No, PG&Edoes not agree with CCC’sposition that it is necessary to
“‘maintain a place in the IOUs’ portfolio for OHP” if, by this, CCGntends
establish an additional  CHP set@sighrocurement target above and

beyond what was agreed to in théHRBettlement and approved by the
Commissionin D.10-12-035.

The CAISO’stestimony presented s phoceeding, and discussed by
CCC,provides estimates of the ammulity@me of capabilty neededin the
system. If CHPresources can provide the desired attributes-and can do sc
in a cost-effective  and environmentaly sound manner whencompared to
other alternatives—then GP will be selected to meetthe resource need.

CHPis dready brought into the IOU portfolio in several ways and does
not needan additiona  set-gBhieexisting programs that support G
include the QF/GHP Settlement, AssemblyBill 1613, Public Utility
Regulatory Policies Act (“PURPA’EPA QFsless than 20 MWand the
Self-Generation Incentive Progam. These programs offer CHP facilities of
all sizes a preferred procurement process. The IOUs’ obliggtion  to purche
CHP under the CGHP Progam is clealgfined in the QF/CHP Settlement’s
Term Sheet. PG&Eupports the QF/GHP Settlement and recommendghat
existing programs be given a chance to demonstrate success in achieving th
state’s policy goals prior toatonsiddrany additiona  GHP preference
through the LTPPprocess.

CCCstates that G units can provide a measure of flexibility (p. 12),
is PG&E’sview?

26 CCC,Direct Testimony, p. 14.
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A 24 CCCQobserves that most CHP faces flexibility limitations  due to therma

energy production requiremé@nftsin order to meetthe efficiency

requirements in the QF/GP Setttégmehe California  Energy Commission’s
(“CEC”) efficiency standards for the OGP Feed-In Tariff (“FIT”), and the
efficiency requirements of the Self-Generation Incentive Program (“SGIP”),
CP units operate to serve the thermal load. However, PG&bbelieves that
a market is established for flexibility products, CHP may be able to suppl
these products. Fair competition between flexible CHPand other resources
supplying these products is desirable. Flexibility procurement should be
technology neutral.

Local RFOsand related procurement should focus on the operating
attributes  neededto provide reliable and cost-effective  service to the lo
area. O should be dlowed to participate in these local area procureme
processes and evaluated based on their ability to support cost-effective |
area reliability. PG&Ecautions egpinst  planning to use OHP resources to
meeta loca area reliability need without a careful analysis of GP’s
flexibility limitations.

E. The CommissionShould Not Establisra Storege “Set-Aside” as a Part of
This Proceeding
Q 25 Whatis your understanding abf tiwh Cdlifornia  Energy Storege Alliance

A 25

(“CESA”) recommendsn its Track 1 testimony?

CESA makes three main recommendations. First, CESA recommends that
“[tThe Commission’s long-term procurement planningassumptions should
begin including energy storege imehglatd “avery strong emphasis on
energy storgge in al planning scéfariBecond, CESAproposes that
“Itlhe  Commissionshould focus on assumptions neededto model the
performance, costs, and benefits of energy2%tofegd.third,
CESAecommendghat the Commissiadopt a multi-year procurement
mechanismthat includes energy storage. CESlexplains that “the
Commissionshould develgpocesses for multi-year procurement that

27 CCC Direct Testimony, p. 12.
28 CESADirect Testimony, p. 7-9.
29 CESADirect Testimony, p. 12-14.
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Q 26
A 26

provide reasonable rates of return for energy storege investments, includin
industry infrastructure  and individua 3Brojects.”

Could you explain PG&ESfion on CESA’srecommendations?

Yes. CESA’sfirst and second recommendations are more focused on

Track 2, the system need deteroringick of this proceeding. To the

extent that CESAaises someor al of these topics in the future in Track
PG&HEmay respond to them there.

With respect to Track 1, CESAhas presented nothing to suggest that the
CAISO’sTrack 1 andysis has erred in its treatment of storge. PG&Has
objection to consideration of energy storgge as one of the alternatives
availeble  to the meetthe local capacity needidentified in Track 1. How
PG&Bwould opposeadoption of anyefprence or “set aside” for storage
resources in Track 1.

CESA'’s third recommendation for a multi-year procurement process is
outside the scope of Track 1. Multi-year procurement requirements are the
subject of Track13.Also relasted to the issues raised by CESAthe
Commissionhas indicated that it will “immediately begn the effort to
finalize a framework for filling flexible capacity needs” in the ongoing
resource adequacy rulemaki®g.

PG&Esupports the adoption of Wi-year  procurement requirement for
LSEsto meet their projected reliability and flexibility requirements.
PG&E however, does not suppog dtoption of an energy storege
procurement requirement, as CESAproposes. In general, set-asides increase
costs for ratepayers and should bé.avdide actual selection of resources
to meeta forward procurement requirement should be done through a
competitive procurement process that enables al resources and dl
technologies, including storege, to competeon an equal footing to meetth
resource identified needin Track 2.

30 CESADirect Testimony, p. 14-16.

31 May 17, 2012 Scoping MemdAssigned CommissionerRuling of Assigned
CommissionerAdministrative  Law Judge at p. 12.

32 D.12-06-025, p. 20.
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F. The CAISO’sTreatment of Incremental Energy Efficiency, Demand
Response, CombinedHeat and Powerand Demand, Which Several Parties
Criticized in Their Testimony, isoridels for Evaluating Loca Capacity
Needs

Q 27

A

27

In their testimony, severa paties ague that the CAISO’sTrack 1 andysi
fundamentally flawe? Does PG&Egree with these parties’  criticisms?

No. PG&bbelieves that determining local reliability needs requires a
conservative approach, as was taken by the CAISO. Specificaly, only thos
resources (demand or supply-sicat) hdate a high likelihood of being

realized should be considered. For instance, it is very difficult to predict the
geographic  location of energy efficiency (“EE”) savings from traditiona
progams that are openand available to everyone in the IOUs’ service
territories.

Onemodeling approach waube to alocate  EEresources, adjusted for
customer class, proportionately across the service territory. However, th
forecast is fairly uncertain. It is very likely that someareas will ovel
while others will underachieve, relative to the forecast.

Because of this, if one were to rely on such forecasts to evaluate loca
capacity needs, then loca reliability could be seriously compromised.
This same rationale  applies to nd-Bti@r customer generation) which is
also driven by customer choice. It is possible to encourege instalations
certain locdlities (for example the location adder in the GP FIT), but th
does not guarantee that the resources will appear. At some point it is too late
to procure optimal resources a reasonable costs in order to compensate fo
previous planning that assumed local resources that did not materialize.

All resources that rely on customer behavior generally have a lead time to
long to be effectively included in loca planning. Using a conservative
approach to determine local reliability needs is the more prudent approach
take for planning and procurement.

33 See, eg. DRADirect Testimony (Peter Spencer) p. 1; TURNDirect Testimony, p. 9.
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Q 28

A 28

Someparties (including TURN)sugest that the CAISO’streatment of
incremental EE, demandresponse (“DR”), and CHPis inapp#priate.

What is PG&E’sview?

PG&E’sview is that these parties are being too optimistic in their appro
evaluating local resource needs. Theyare sugesting that Demand-Side
Management (“DSM”) resources that are likely to be achieved on a system
basis can also be achieved on a loca planning basis. It is unlikely that
will be the case across all areas, and the areas where it will not happen are

unknown. There is significant varigtion  with how DSMesources are
adopted across an IOU’s service territory. Including these savings withou
significant reductions to account for potential shortfals could put local
reliability at increased risk.

It is too optimistic at this time to simply assume that 100 percent of
incremental EE, DRand GP can be counted on at the Loca Capacity Area
(“LCA”) level.

PG&Bugests that if more optimistic assumptions are included,
reductions should be madeto account for the risks of the savings not
materializing in the LCA.

Several parti®® mention one or more of the following proposals:

(1) the 12,000 MWenewable Distributed Generation goal; or (2) the

6,500 MWCHP goal from the GovernoiCdean Energy Jobs Plan. Noneof

these proposals have been fully described or defined, nor have they been
evaluated for cost effectiveness compared to other options. All of them,

at this point, are aspirations whosefulfilment  will require future actior
by utilities, private parties, and regulators, that may or may not actually
occur. At this time these potentidl resources do not fully meetthe stand
“cost-effective, reliable, and feasible” in Pub. Util. Code, Section 454.5
It would be overly optimistic to assumethese levels for these resources i
Commission’sevauation of local capacity needs.

34 TURNDirect Testimonyat p 9.

35 See, eg..DRADirect Testimony (Peter Spencpp). a8-10; CdifoeniCogeneration
Council (“CCC”) Testimony at Calfprnia  Environmentaltickis Alliance
Commentst pp. 3, 23 and 26.
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Q 29 The Cdifornia Environmental Justice Alliance (“CEJA”) suggests that the
CAISOis inappropriately  relying ona 1-in-10 demanéscenario.

Does PG&Egree?

A 29 No. The CAISO’suse of a 1-in-10 demandscenario to
capacity needsis a reasoned, conservative approach.
elaborate as to why it believes this to be inappropriate. It is not

determine local
CEJAdoes not

. Load

projections should be adequaterdsené a range of resource need that

might occur. The CAISO’suse of d0lqreak load scenario

is consistent

with this approach. The CAISOdeedssure the system will be religble
under a variety of possible future states, most importantly a high load stress

condition. In addition, the CAI®O’susen-10 forecast

for loca studies

is approprigte  because local regions may well experience a 1-in-10 peak lo

G. There Should Be N Priori Presumption That Any Bed Identified in This

Track Will Be Met With Fossil-Fuel PoweredResources
Q 30 Both CEJAand DRApropose thate CAISO’smodeling will

lead to an

over-procurement of fossil-fuel re86ubmes PG&E agree with these

parties comments?

A 30 No. There should be no presuomptthat resource need will
fossil-fuel powered resources. Other resources should
opportunity to meetany identified needs.

36 CEJADirect Testimony (Bill Powers)at p. 32.
37 CEJADirect Testimony at p 30; DRADirect Testimony a p. 2.
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Southern California Edison
2012 LTPP R.12-03-014

DATA REQUEST SET PGE-SCE-001

To: PG&E
Prepared by: Colin E. Cushnie
Title: Director, Energy Planning
Dated: 06/27/2012

N
Question 01.a:

Q 1: Atp. 2, SCE’s testimony says that “[i]n the absence of a multi-year forward procurement
mechanism that can secure generation capacity to meet the identified LCR need and
fairly allocate costs to all LSEs, SCE proposes that the Commission authorize SCE to
procure new LCR generation needed in the LA Basin area on behalf of all system
customers.” Regarding this statement,

a. Please explain what SCE means by “all system customers.” In particular, please
identify (1) which customers, (i1) in which service areas outside of SCE’s service
area, and (ii1) whether within or outside of the CAISO.

Response to Question 01.a:

The subject statement’s reference to “all system customers” pertains to all customers served by
SCE’s electrical system, and is limited to procurement of new generation capacity intended to
meet CPUC-authorized LCR need in SCE’s service territory. SCE is not proposing to allocate

contract costs associated with procurement to meet LCR needs in SCE’s service territory to
customers outside of SCE’s service territory.
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Recipient: Alliance for Retail Energy Markets (AReM), Direct Access Customer Coalition
(DACC) and Marin Energy Authority (MEA)
PG&E Data Request No.: | PGE_JOINT_001

PG&E File Name: LongTermProcure2012-OIR_DR_ PGE_Joint001-Q01-Q07
Request Date: July 3, 2012
Due Date: July 18 , 2012

Q 1: Do your proposals regarding the Cost Allocation Methodology (“CAM”) in the
Track 1 testimony of Sue Mara and Mark Fulmer have any impact or effect on
PG&E’s recovery and/or allocation of costs associated with the Marsh Landing
Power Purchase Agreement (“PPA”) approved in D.10-07-045?

Witnesses: Ms. Mara and Mr. Fulmer

RESPONSE: We intend our proposal to apply prospectively. The only effect on
previously-approved CAM projects would be on the calculation of the net
capacity costs in future years. The proposal would not impact PG&E’s overall
cost recovery for Marsh Landing, only the CAM amounts.

a. If your response is anything other than an unequivocal “No”, describe in detail
how your proposals would or could impact or effect the recovery and/or
allocation of costs associated with the Marsh Landing PPA.

RESPONSE: See answer to Question 1.

b. Are you proposing any change or modification to the calculation of net
capacity costs included in the lIl.D of the Partial Settlement Agreement
approved in D.10-07-045 for the Marsh Landing PPA? If your response is
anything other than an unequivocal “No”, describe in detail the proposed
change(s) or modification(s).

RESPONSE: Yes. Mr. Fulmer recommends improvements to the calculation of
net capacity costs on pages 34-50 of his testimony.

c. Are you proposing that Load-Serving Entities (“LSEs”) be able to opt-out of
the cost recovery and/or allocation of net capacity costs included in the Partial
Settlement Agreement approved in D.10-07-045 for the Marsh Landing PPA?
If your response is anything other than an unequivocal “No”, describe in detail
your proposal as to when and under what conditions LSEs could opt-out.

RESPONSE: No. The proposal is prospective, as discussed on pages 54-55 of
Ms. Mara’s testimony.

A2-1

SB GT&S 0557044



PACIFIC GAS AND ELEC TRIC COMPANY
ATTACHMENT 3

SB GT&S 0557045



Recipient: Alliance for Retail Energy Markets (AReM), Direct Access Customer Coalition
(DACC) and Marin Energy Authority (MEA)

PG&E Data Request No.. | PGE_JOINT_001

PG&E File Name: LongTermProcure2012-OIR_DR_ PGE_Joint001-Q01-Q07
Request Date: July 3, 2012
Due Date: July 18 , 2012

Q 2: Do your proposals regarding the CAM in the Track 1 testimony of Sue Mara and
Mark Fulmer have any impact or effect on PG&E’s recovery and/or allocation of
costs associated with agreements entered into under the Qualifying Facility and
Combined Heat and Power (“QF/CHP”) Settlement approved in D.10-12-035?

Witnesses: Ms. Mara and Mr. Fulmer

RESPONSE: To the extent that agreements entered into under the Qualifying
Facility and Combined Heat and Power (“QF/CHP”) Settlement approved in D.10-
12-035 are subject to CAM cost recovery treatment, we would intend our proposal
to apply prospectively to those contracts. The only effect on previously-
approved CAM projects would be on the calculation of the net capacity costs in
future years. The proposal would not impact PG&E’s overall cost recovery of
QF/CHP contracts, only the CAM amounts.

a. If your response is anything other than an unequivocal “No”, describe in detail
how your proposals would or could impact or effect the recovery and/or allocation
of costs associated with agreements entered into under the QF/CHP Settlement.

RESPONSE: See answer to Question 2.

b. Are you proposing any change or modification to the calculation of net capacity
costs included in Section 13.1.2.2 of the Term Sheet that was included in the
QF/CHP Settlement? If your response is anything other than an unequivocal
“No”, describe in detail the proposed change(s) or modification(s).

RESPONSE: No. That section of the Term Sheet contains no details on how the
net capacity costs would be calculated. Pages 34 through 50 of Mr. Fulmer’s
testimony recommends specific changes to the calculation of net capacity costs
that would apply to CAM allocations for QF/CHP contracts going forward.

c. Are you proposing that Load-Serving Entities (“LSEs”) be able to opt-out of the
cost recovery and/or allocation of net capacity costs included in Section 13 of the
Term Sheet that was included in the QF/CHP Settlement? If your response is
anything other than an unequivocal “No”, describe in detail your proposal as to
when and under what conditions LSEs could opt-out.

Witness: Ms. Mara

RESPONSE: Yes. An LSE would be permitted to opt-out of the cost recovery
and/or allocation of net capacity costs included in the QF/CHP Settlement

A3-1
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provided the ESP or CCA requested the opt-out in accordance with the timing
specified on page 56 of Ms. Mara’s testimony. The precise requirements
applicable to such an opt-out would be determined by the Commission.

A3-2

SB_GT&S 0557047



PACIFIC GAS AND ELEC TRIC COMPANY
APPENDIX A
STATEMENTS OF QUALIF ICATIONS

SB GT&S 0557048



(O8]

© 0 - O L A

10

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

Q1
Al

Q3
A3

Q4
A4

Qs
AS

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS OF
JANICE FRAZIER-HAMPTON

Please state your name and business address.

My name is Janice Frazier-Hampton, and my business address is Pacific Gas
and Electric Company, 245 Market Street, San Francisco, California.

Briefly describe your responsibilities at Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(“PG&E”).

I am director of Integrated Resource Planning within the Energy Policy,
Planning and Analysis Department of PG&E’s Energy Procurement
organization. My department is responsible for long-term planning for
energy procurement.

Please summarize your educational and professional background.

I have a bachelor of business administration degree in finance from Northeast
Louisiana University, Monroe, LA, and a master of business administration
degree with a concentration in finance from Golden Gate University,

San Francisco.

I joined PG&E in 1982 and have held various positions of increasing
responsibility in the Finance, Regulatory Relations and Energy Procurement
organizations. | was promoted to director in 2001. [ assumed my current
position in March 2010.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

[ am sponsoring Questions/Answers 1-12 and 23-30 of PG&E’s Reply
Testimony.

Does this conclude your statement of qualifications?

Yes, it does.

JF-1
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS OF RICK MARTYN

Please state your name and business address.

My name is Rick Martyn, and my business address is Pacific Gas and Electric
Company, 245 Market Street, San Francisco, California.

Briefly describe your responsibilities at Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(“PG&E”).

[ am a principal in Long Term Energy Policy within the Energy Policy,
Planning and Analysis Department of PG&E’s Energy Procurement
organization.

Please summarize your educational and professional background.

I have a bachelor of arts degree in economics from the University of
California at Santa Cruz.

I joined PG&E in 1992 and have held positions of increasing
responsibility in the Regulatory and Energy Procurement organizations. I
assumed my current position in August 2011.

What is the purpose of your testimony?
I am co-sponsoring Questions/Answers 13-22 of PG&E’s Reply Testimony.
Does this conclude your statement of qualifications?

Yes, it does.
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS OF RAY D. WILLIAMS

Please state your name and business address.

My name is Ray D. Williams, and my business address 1s Pacific Gas and
Electric Company, 245 Market Street, San Francisco, California.

Briefly describe your responsibilities at Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(“PG&E”).

I am a director within the Energy Policy, Planning and Analysis Department
of PG&E’s Energy Procurement organization. I oversee the team responsible
for a number of long term energy policy planning matters.

Please summarize your educational and professional background.

I graduated from Clark University in 1975 with a bachelor of arts degree in
geography and from Stanford University in 1981 with a master of science
degree in civil engineering. From 1975 to 1979, | was employed by the
Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs.

I began work with PG&E in 1981. In June 2004, I became a director
supporting regulatory activities and policy development related to long-term
energy policy and procurement, including PG&E’s policies regarding
greenhouse gas policy development and implementation.

What is the purpose of your testimony?
I am co-sponsoring Questions/Answers 13-22 of PG&E’s Reply Testimony.
Does this conclude your statement of qualifications?

Yes, it does.
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