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Pursuant to 18 C.F.R. §§ 385.206 and 385.213 (2000) and the Commission's October 11, 2000, Notice of Filing, Enron Power Marketing, Inc. ("EPMI") and Enron Energy Services, Inc. ("EES") (jointly referred to as "Respondents") hereby answer in opposition to the complaint in the above-captioned docket.  In support of its motion, Respondents state as follows:
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II.

THE FILING

On October 6, 2000, the California Municipal Utilities Association ("CMUA") submitted a Complaint, Request to Institute Cost‑Based Rates, and Motion to Consolidate.  CMUA alleges that the markets for energy and ancillary services operated by the California Power Exchange Corporation ("PX") and the California Independent System Operator Corporation ("ISO") are not workably competitive and that the prices in those markets are unjust and unreasonable.  Further, CMUA requests that the Commission order all sellers into those markets to tender cost‑based filings, and that the Commission consolidate this docket with other related dockets.

III.

DESCRIPTION OF RESPONDENTS

EPMI is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Enron North America Corp. ("ENA") and was formed to develop a North American merchant services business in electric power.  EPMI markets a range of products and services related to the purchase, sale and delivery of electric power and the management of associated price risks throughout the United States.  EPMI functions as a power marketer pursuant to a Commission order issued December 2, 1993.  Enron Power Marketing, Inc., 65 FERC ¶ 61,305, order on reh'g, 66 FERC ¶ 61,244 (1994).  EPMI also functions as a scheduling coordinator pursuant to a Scheduling Coordinator Agreement with the California ISO.  California Independent System Operator Corp., 82 FERC ¶ 61,174 (1998).
As a scheduling coordinator and a marketer of power in the Western Interconnection, EPMI has a direct interest in the transmission, distribution, scheduling, and exchange services related to the wholesale and retail power markets in California.  EPMI's interests are therefore directly affected by the outcome in this proceeding.  These interests cannot be adequately represented by any other party.  Therefore, EPMI submits that its intervention in this proceeding is in the public interest and should be granted.


EES is a leading provider of natural gas and electric power to the commercial and retail markets in the United States.  In addition to making retail sales of natural gas and electricity, EES offers a broad range of energy products, capital, technology and related service capabilities, such as demand side management designed to decrease energy costs, consolidated billing, and related energy asset management.  EES is an indirect, wholly-owned subsidiary of Enron Corp., one of the world's largest publicly-held integrated natural gas and electric companies.

IV.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In its recent filing to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“the Commission”) the California Municipal Utilities Association (“CMUA”) asserts that
: 

· markets in California are not “workably competitive”; 

· a planned approach to correct market problems does not exist and would take a lengthy period of time to implement; and 

· therefore, the Commission should reinstate cost-of-service ratemaking. 

These statements, as well as the resulting conclusions, are profoundly flawed: 

· Return to cost-of-service ratemaking. The “re-regulation” approach proposed by the CMUA is both simplistic, in that it fails to recognize the true underlying problems in the California power market, and unworkable, in terms of the implications for FERC and the electricity industry in California. 

· Rejection of low-cost and cost-effective policy options. The CMUA’s recommendations ignore the range of policy options that have been identified – many of which can be implemented in a timely and low-cost manner – by many commentators, including Enron. 

· Impediments to future investment. Finally, a return to strictly regulated outcomes in the California market sends a profoundly disturbing message to investors and financial institutions alike – that the California energy market is beset by regulatory and political risks. The implication is a further reduction in the incentive to invest and, consequently, higher costs to customers over time. 

The operations of the California energy market are currently riddled with structural problems, most of them with origins in state legislative and regulatory policies. However, the high and volatile price outcomes of this past summer result from the interplay of a number of complex factors. CMUA’s complaint has shown no appreciation of the complexity of the market’s operations, nor of the economic alternatives available for improvement. Therefore, the cursory analysis suggesting that a return to cost-based pricing will address a complex policy problem should be rejected by the Commission.  In fact, such a move will exacerbate market problems, represent an unworkable administrative burden to the Commission, and will most likely end up being litigated in federal courts. CMUA’s assertion that the many factors contributing to recent market outcomes are not being addressed is wrong. A number of stakeholders and commentators, including the Respondents, have proposed structural measures that will contribute to immediate and substantial improvement in the functioning of the California energy market, and the Commission has itself committed its efforts to defining the policy changes necessary to make the market fully functional. Finally, it should be noted that significant moves are also underway to address the structural shortcomings of the California energy sector, and to increase short- and medium-term supply to the market. 

V.

ANSWER
A. The Root of California’s Problems.
The CMUA requests that the Commission withdraw its authorization for market-based pricing in the California energy markets. The evidence that is presented to show that these markets are not workably competitive appears to be primarily based on the observation that prices in the California wholesale market were higher during the summer of 2000 than in previous years, even in hours when demand was no higher. This logic ignores the basic economic fact that conditions of supply were very different than in previous years. High prices in the California energy markets were the outcome of a complex series of interactions. The conclusion that the markets are simply “not workably competitive” ignores these complexities, and the correspondingly simplistic remedies do not address real concerns about the operations of the market. 

The following brief review of additional factors that have led to the high price outcomes observed in the California market in recent months highlights two key conclusions: 
· high prices and market turbulence resulted from interactions of a number of unrelated structural and market design factors; and

· rather than being the cause of volatile market conditions, incentives for trading by market participants to take advantage of high prices largely arose as a result of these market conditions and increasing attempts at regulatory intervention. 

1. The Demand-Supply Balance Hit an Unprecedented Low
High demand growth within California, exceptionally high demand in the entire Western system and a sustained lack of investment in generation capacity represent one reason for higher than historical prices in the California energy market. As a matter of principle, high prices are a natural and legitimate outcome of tight supply-demand balances in a functioning market. 

Where conditions in the summer of this year are concerned, the California Independent System Operator’s (“California ISO’s”) Department of Market Analysis (“DMA”) has highlighted ‘high peak demand growth’ and noted that “[a]verage peak loads grew by 13% in May and 15% in June compared to the same months of 1999.”
 This is also borne out in the ISO board meeting testimony submitted by the CMUA itself: “I need you to recognize that loads are up 7 to 10 percent over last year. We’ve had a booming economy and a tremendous amount of energy consumption that we’ve had to serve.”
  By any standard, these are substantial year-on-year growth rates. However, load growth was not just high in the California energy market. Demand in the wider interconnected western system was also unusually high. Moreover, high demand in the western states of the United States coincided with that in California, so that reserves could not be shared across the systems, as has historically been the case. The California Power Exchange (“PX”) noted, 

The entire Western US was unusually hot at the same time, and that higher than normal heat pattern persisted. The summer of 2000 was one of the ten hottest on record. Typically, heat variations throughout the West allow for reserve margins to be supported in one area where high temperatures occur by accessing resources from other regions. During the event period, all subregions of the WSCC were faced with unusually high temperatures.
 

For California, the effect was to reduce the quantity and increase the costs of import to meet demand in California and to increase the opportunity cost to generators of supplying power to meet loads in California. 

Rapidly increasing demand by California customers had to be met by generation capacity that - in the absence of investment in new power stations in California – has remained unchanged for many years, and which had moreover been reduced for a variety of other reasons. Thus the DMA noted that “[d]espite robust economic growth, there has been little new investment in generation and transmission in California during the past 15 years.”
  This fundamental feature of the California energy market highlights what should be one of the key objectives for the Commission and state policy makers – to ensure that political and regulatory intervention do not further reduce the incentive to invest. During the summer of 2000, a shortage of new generation in California was compounded by the following factors:

· Scheduled maintenance and forced outages. The California ISO reports that the May and June price spikes in the California market coincided with an unusually high rate of forced outages within the ISO system and other control areas.

· Low hydro reserves. Lack of water reserves for California’s hydro stations has limited available generation capacity.

· Environmental constraints. The PX Compliance Unit points to binding environmental constraints and the high costs of NOx credits: “This dynamic contributed to supply uncertainty and amplified price premiums to assure certainty of supply during a protracted period of high stress.”

· High gas prices. Natural gas prices almost doubled from $2.50/MMBTU in June of 1999 to $5.00/MMBTU in June of 2000.

2. Market Design/Operational Flaws

EPMI and EES’s recent submission to the Commission (“the White Paper”) centered on market design/operational flaws in the California energy market and on the steps that the Commission could take to address these problems.
 Key policy issues identified in the White Paper were:

· the lack of significant forward contracting and the strongly pro-competitive and efficiency effects of strong contract markets;

· the importance of promoting accurate price signals in the market, specifically for encouraging greater demand side participation; and 

· the lack of participant information and market transparency, which is undermining the convergence of sequential markets. 
In addition, the California ISO itself has raised the following issues as playing a key role in terms of explaining the recent market performance and price spikes:
 

· California ISO’s replacement reserve procurement policy. The ISO now believes that its policy of purchasing large volumes of replacement reserve capacity may have contributed to the development and/or perpetuation of a spiral of price spikes and under-scheduling. 

· Reliance on Supplemental Energy from other control areas. The California ISO notes that Supplemental Energy bids from neighboring control areas have decreased significantly, particularly to meet projected peak demand during afternoon hours. 

3. What Was Going on in the California Energy Markets?
The list of factors determining recent outcomes in the California energy markets is extensive. From an economic perspective, however, it is possible to identify some clear trends. 

Supply scarcity.  First and foremost, the combination of high demand growth rates and a shortage of generation capacity constitutes a circumstance in which strong price signals would be expected in a functioning market. Prices rise over time as additional and more costly sources of generation supply need to be utilized. Where real capacity shortages arise, the value of a unit of output is not just what it costs to produce it, but the social cost that would be incurred if that unit were not produced: “In these instances, prices in the market should be set by the willingness of consumers to forego purchases of electricity, rather than by the bids of generators.”
  This is the concept of a scarcity rent, and it forms an integral and legitimate part of short-run marginal costs. Scarcity rents represent the key mechanism via which investors in high fixed-cost technologies – such as power stations – expect to recoup their costs in a competitive market over time. These are market forces at work, and capacity shortages should be reflected in high prices to encourage new entry and investment. 

Opportunity costs.  The integrated nature of the high voltage grid and associated regional power markets has implications not just for prices in the California wholesale market, but also across the entire Western United States. That is, even price-taking generators will compare (expected) price outcomes across a variety of markets, including the sequential California energy markets, but also those markets outside California to sell their energy at the highest prevailing price. The PX highlights the importance of opportunity costs to explain market dynamics: 

Less supply was offered in the CalPX Day-ahead market during the summer of 2000 than during 1999. During the event period, prices were often more attractive in markets outside California as well as the ISO Real-time and Ancillary Services markets. This in turn had the effect of pulling supply out of the Day-ahead market and forcing demand to follow supply into these more attractive markets.

Opportunity costs are also key in explaining higher than historical market prices during off-peak demand periods. Higher prices do not reflect what has speculatively been referred to as “fragile” market conditions, but represent the impact of very real constraints in the California market during the summer 2000:

· water shortages and hence energy limitations for hydro resources resulting in reduced availability during off-peak hours; and 

· a supply problems in the NOx market in southern California, resulting forcing generators to either buy credits at higher prices or to operate within existing limitations.

Market power.  The CMUA’s filing before the Commission would suggest that high price market outcomes in the California energy markets are first and foremost the result of market power. This simplistic conclusion ignores the many complex factors listed above. It is also not supported by rigorous analysis or consistent findings. 

For instance, the PX has commented that “[a]nalysis of which types of participants were setting prices in CalPX markets show no consistent pattern by individual participant or participant category. In other words, there is no single entity or category of participant that can be singled out as the force driving prices during the event period.”
  The California ISO itself recently stated that “[t]he performance of the ISO markets over the past two years has shown that workable competition has existed for most hours of the year (i.e.,for all but about 1 to 2% of total annual hours).”
  Where the California ISO does detect instances of market power, its analysis is flawed because it fails to take into account the existence of high prices – and hence high generator opportunity costs – in other markets. The evidence presented by the CMUA purporting to prove that the California markets were uncompetitive suffers from the same fundamental defect.
 Naïve comparisons of market price outcomes with estimates of generating units’ marginal costs reflect neither the impact of real supply shortages on market price outcomes – and hence implicitly assume that generating units should never recover their fixed costs, nor do they reflect very real opportunity cost trade-offs open to generating units in related geographical and sequential markets. In fact, separate analyses undertaken by the PX and by the California ISO show that prices in the California markets during May and June of this year were consistent with prices in related markets. Figure 1 and Figure 2 demonstrate that during May and June 2000, prices in the California energy markets mirrored wider trends and capacity shortages across the Western US.
,
 The PX’s statistical analysis of the Day-ahead market from April 1998 to March 2000 concluded that trends in prices were largely accounted for by “fundamental” factors.

The CMUA claims that California prices in fact “drive” prices in the remainder of the Western US.
  Enron notes that this assertion is not backed up by a single statement to that effect on the part of legitimate market observers, such as the California ISO or the California PX. Nor does the CMUA present any relevant statistical analysis to support this assertion. A comparison with out-of-market (“OOM”) purchase prices for the period June through August 2000 is hardly relevant in this context. First, as noted by the California PX “The ISO restricts information on Out-of-Market volumes and prices making it difficult to analyze impacts of these purchases on the Day-Ahead market.”
 Second, the evidence presented by the CMUA appears to contradict directly evidence presented elsewhere by the California ISO: “Over this period, about 60% of the energy purchased out-of-market by the ISO was at a pre-agreed price equal to the $750 price capacity in effect during May and June. … Overall, the average price paid for energy out0of market was $690 during hours when this energy was procured.”

Figure 1: CalPX and bilateral market indices
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Figure 2: Comparison of regional energy market prices
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4.
CMUA has Provided Insufficient Support in its Complaint
For factual support, CMUA relies on evidentiary materials that raise problems of proof.  Rather than offer its own expert testimony to support its position, CMUA’s evidence is "drawn from materials prepared and testimony delivered by the California ISO, and other public sources."  CMUA Complaint at 11.  CMUA did not prepare several of the items of proof offered:  Appendices A, B, G, and H were prepared by the California ISO or California PX; and Appendix E contains a transcript excerpt, but it is a transcript of a California ISO representative appearing before the California Electricity Oversight Board, not the sworn testimony of a CMUA witness.   CMUA does not specify who prepared Appendices C, D, E, and F, and offers no source for the data presented.  It remains unclear whether CMUA can swear to the veracity of the information contained in these items, and, in any case, it offers no affidavits to support its factual claims.  Given the showing in its Complaint, CMUA would be unable to offer factual witnesses during a hearing.  Moreover, parties wishing to challenge CMUA in a hearing context would be unable to conduct discovery or cross-examine witnesses on this proof.  In short, CMUA has offered an insufficient factual basis for the broad claims in its Complaint.

5.
CMUA Incorrectly Characterizes the History of Wholesale Competition in Western Markets.


CMUA asserts that with the advent of electric restructuring, the Commission has increasingly allowed energy and ancillary services to be sold at market-based rates.  CMUA Complaint at 7-8.  While CMUA’s assertion may be correct in other regions of the country, it is not correct in the Western United States.   In the west, market participants have traded electricity at market-based rates since 1991 — well before electricity restructuring— when the Commission approved the Western Systems Power Pools’s contract.  Western Systems Power Pool, 55 FERC ¶ 61,099 (1991).

This market existed before AB1890, Order No. 888, and even the California ISO and California PX.  Before the advent of the market rules we have today, the wholesale market developed unimpeded.  Only later, when regulators introduced market rules, were the seeds of the current crisis sown.  Market-based rates are not, and never have been, the problem in the western market.  Then what is the problem?  The rules and policies that constrain competition in the market, which the Respondents discussed in the Answer in Opposition filed in Docket No. EL00-104 on September 18, 2000 and in the White Paper filed October 20, 2000 in several dockets.  In the Answer and White Paper, the Respondents described how the policies of California authorities are principally to blame for the high prices in California, and not the market power of any participant.  EPMI and EES Answer at 9-11 (Docket No. EL00-104-000), Motion to Lodge White Paper at 11-14.

B. Cost-Based Pricing Will Not Fix California’s Problems


Section A highlighted that, in contrast to the CMUA’s assertion, price outcomes in the California energy markets are the result of many complex factors. Simplistic solutions will therefore not work. In particular, the return to cost-based pricing advocated by the CMUA, CMUA complaint at 21-25 does nothing to address California’s power problems. Attempts to re-regulate a restructured and divested wholesale power industry raise fundamental conceptual and practical difficulties, are likely to place the Commission in an impossible and highly contentious position and will undermine market participation and investment incentives in the California power industry.

1. 
California Cannot Aavoid the Cost of High-Cost Power Imports 

California relies to a significant extent on imports to meet load during peak hours. During the summer of 2000, average imports amounted to around 8,000MW of capacity when ISO loads exceeded 40,000MW.
 Given California’s reliance on markets in the Western United States and similar price trends in these markets as in California, it is clear that the state cannot avoid paying the same high prices for out-of-state peak power that it is paying at present.  Moreover, re-regulation and attempts to impose cost-based pricing on Californian generating units will undermine reliability, if it reduces the incentive for imports into California (since higher prices can be earned elsewhere) and will increase the incentive for California generators to export to other markets to take advantage of such higher prices. 


2. 
Re-regulation in a Market Environment Poses Fundamental Problems

CMUA’s call for the reintroduction of “cost-based” rates fundamentally ignores the practical and theoretical difficulties that arise in attempting to re-regulate assets – such as power plants– that earn market revenues and are traded at market prices. In a market environment, accounting valuations of expenditures or what was originally paid for an asset is irrelevant in determining its worth today. Instead, an asset’s market value is determined by expected future revenue streams only.  The combined generation assets of PG&E, SDG&E and SCE in the California market were sold at well in excess of $3.6 billion, substantially above historical cost book values.
  Attempts to define “costs” of generating assets – specifically infrastructure and capital costs with different operating profiles, of different vintages and technologies and a variety of owners – on the basis of outdated historical valuations amount to confiscatorial policies that will end up being resolved in the federal courts. These issues are complicated further if power station’s contractual positions in the market are considered, as will need to be the case.  Marketers and loads have entered into binding forward agreements with generating units, and attempts by regulatory authority to force an industry-wide return to cost-of-service pricing will undermine the settled expectations of parties entering into commercial contracts. 

3. 
Re-regulation Places the Commission in an Untenable Position

A return to cost-based pricing will place the Commission in a position that is fundamentally changed and ultimately unsustainable. The CMUA asserts that cost-based rates are easy to administer, familiar to the Commissions and not arbitrary. However, the Commission’s experience with cost-base rates for many independent producers and suppliers – not all neatly tied up in a few large utilities – suggests just the opposite. The United States experience with gas regulation provides valuable lessons.

Following a 1954 Supreme Court decision, the Federal Power Commission attempted to regulate on a cost-of-service basis a gas industry characterized by many owners and widely different cost structures.
 Given the diversity of the industry, this form of detailed regulation soon proved unworkable and was replaced by “area wide pricing,” in effect regional price caps.  Case-by-case regulation had proved logistically impossible and area wide pricing attempted to find a common cost base, which – as is the case for the electricity industry – did not exist.
 This regulatory approach eliminated incentives for new investment and eventually resulted in the serious supply shortages of the 1970s.
 The parallels with the California electricity industry are striking. California has approximately 900 individual generating units, 150 of which have a capacity greater than 50MW. The diversity in ownership of these units contrasts with the pre-regulation structure of the industry where regulation only involved three vertically integrated utilities. 

Cost-based rates do not represent an easy way to solve California’s problems. Instead, they represent a step-up, in terms of administrative complexity and intrusiveness. The Commission risks becoming involved in the details of performance-based regulation, as applied to individual power stations. Attempts to regulate an industry with many different owners and a variety of plants of different technologies, in different locations is a task of monumental proportions and exposes the Commission to accusations of arbitrariness.  The Commission would have to specify what constitutes efficient costs for differing individual generating units – including an appropriate return on (somehow defined) capital, fuel costs and operating & maintenance costs. The operations of individual units in the California market would have to be regulated to prevent power from being exported out of the California market, resulting in regulatory intervention in much of the day-to-day running of units. Contrary to what has been asserted by the CMUA, the Commission has no experience with this level of intrusive regulation, nor is it desirable that it should move to establish this type of a regulatory framework. 

4. 
Reregulation Would Increase Administrative Burdens and Force Power Marketers Out of the California Market


CMUA briefly argues that cost-based rates are appropriate because it is less expensive than market reform and the Commission has experience administering cost-based rates.  Complaint at 24-25. Contrary to CMUA’s first argument, a return to cost-based rates would be expensive because generation owners would have to prepare filings for cost-based rates.  The cost of these filings, including the legal and labor costs involved in reintroducing and litigating cost-based rates, would erase any potential savings to the market and consumers.  Regardless of the Commission’s experience with market-based rates, we wonder wether the Commission has the resources to open the number of cost-based rate proceedings required by CMUA’s proposal.  What is more, CMUA does not discuss how marketers and other participants not owning generation, such as certain Investor-owned utilities, will operate under reintroduced market-based rates.   

Without generation assets, certain market participants would have no basis for setting cost-based rates.  For example, marketers could only pass-through cost-based rates and would lack a basis for economic market participation.  Almost all of the power EPMI sells is power it has bought from other marketers or generators.  Many of EPMI's deals are done through brokers such that EPMI does not learn the identity of the seller until after a deal has been struck.  Accordingly, EPMI gets no information about the cost of the underlying generation.  In order for the industry to seriously consider its proposal, CMUA must put some effort into solving the thorny issue of preserving market participation.


In addition, if the Commission revokes marketers’ market-based pricing authority in order to reintroduce cost-based pricing, the Respondents and other market participants would have the basis for a regulatory takings claim.  Generally speaking, uncompensated takings of property for public use are forbidden “to bar the Government from forcing some people alone to bear public burdens which, in all fairness and justice, should be borne by the public as a whole.”  Connolly v. Pension Benefit Guaranty Corp., 475 U.S. 211 at 224-25 (1986) (quoting FHA v. The Darlington, Inc., 358 U.S. 84, 91 (1958).  Using the analysis applied by the Supreme Court in Connolly, a denial of market-based rate authority to implement cost-based rates would be appropriate.  First, the nature of the governmental action is to revoke market-based rate authority for the purpose of reintroducing cost-based rates.  Second, the revocation of market-based rate authority interferes with the reasonable investment-backed expectations of marketers because revocation eliminates marketers’ ability and long-standing expectation to compete in California.  Finally, because the revocation would eliminate marketers’ business prospects in California, the economic impact on EPMI and other marketers would be devastating.  The regulatory ______ litigation would likely drag on for years. 


5. 
Regulatory risk undermines future investment incentives 

Re-regulation of the California power industry and, in particular, the intrusive and arbitrary return to cost-based rates proposed by the CMUA also has serious implications for efficiency incentives and investment. The CMUA asserts that cost-based rates “can be tailored to provide incentives and to stimulate investment in new generation in California and elsewhere.”
 The CMUA does not go into the detail of such a proposal, and with good reason. It represents an untenable position.

The potential for regulatory interference and re-regulation of the California power industry – particularly if it entails a return to historical asset valuations – sends a negative signal to private investors and the capital markets. Such a policy decision has implications for the regulatory risks it brings to the forefront and will result in serious disincentives and increased costs to siting new generation in California.  In particular, such a policy would communicate to investors that owners of power stations in California will carry all of the downside risk of a siting decisions in that state, but that increased revenues resulting from higher prices in times of scarcity – the upside risk to such a long-term investment decision – will be expropriated. The CMUA makes unfounded assertions that investment can be stimulated - following an ill-considered return to regulation of private businesses - by suitable encouragement to enter the market on the part of the State of California. This view will not be matched by corresponding optimism on the part of bankers and institutional investors.  Regulatory appropriation in California would send a long-lasting signal to investors who will be keenly aware of the prospect for investment in electric generation in other locations.  In the longer term, such a policy only achieves one thing – higher costs for customers. 

C.
Short- to Medium-Term Remedies Can Address High Prices in California


At the heart of the CMUA’s complaint to the Commission lies an attempt to dismantle the reform process of the California energy markets. What is instead required in California is a willingness to tackle basic economic issues. The challenge for the Commission is to focus on the longer-term efficiency objectives that should be the fundamental drivers of economic reform, rather than the short-term political objectives that have now come to dominate the debate. 


1. 
The Respondents Have Highlighted a Number of Market Design Initiatives 

The White Paper submitted to the Commission by the Respondents lists a number of policy initiatives that can be implemented by the Commission in the short- to medium-term with relatively little cost.  In combination, these will go a long way towards addressing the high prices and volatility that has been observed in the California market. In particular, the Commission can play an important role by taking the following initiatives:

· Strengthening forward markets. A shift in emphasis from the spot market to forward contract markets will increase the competitiveness of all markets and reduce the risks to customers. 

· Requiring effective price signals and strengthening retail competition. The introduction of retail competition in California is central to achieving more price-elastic demand and removing market price distortions. 

· Information transparency. Greater openness in information flows is critical for efficiency and market transparency. 

These recommendations are echoed elsewhere. Both the California ISO and the PX firmly support requirements for forward contracting to address high prices and price volatility.
 Both the California ISO and the PX highlight greater demand responsiveness as key reform initiatives.


2. 
Demand-Supply Balance Issues are Being Addressed 

In addition to the market design issues referred to in the White Paper and briefly summarized above, the California ISO has begun to put in place a range of measures designed to increase preparedness for the summer of 2001: 
 

· Demand side management initiatives. The ISO has initiated a summer 2001 demand response program based on the experience with the summer 2000 trial program. The ISO is also contemplating additional initiatives, including an ancillary services participating load program, although this requires concessions on the part of the CPUC.

· Expedited short-term supply options. The California ISO is in the process of negotiating the procurement of approximately 2,000 MW of peaking capacity for the summer months of 2001-2003. If the experience of summer 2000 is any guide, this additional capacity will not come cheaply. Nevertheless, it must be recognized that the high price of generation capacity in California reflects fundamental economic cost drivers, including the riskiness and high costs associated with obtaining siting and environmental permits, high fuel and emissions costs and, increasingly, heightened regulatory risks.

· Expedited transmission options. In cooperation with transmission owners, the California ISO is in the process of identifying and fast tracking a number of key transmission investment projects.

In turn, Assembly Bill 970 directs the California Energy Commission (“CEC”) to establish a process to issue its final certification for any thermal power plant and related facilities within six months after filing.  The CEC currently has currently posted power plant licensing cases amounting to 14,938MW.
  While it is unclear to what extent this expedited process will address hold-ups due to environmental concerns, the new law is intended to:

· establish a “fast track” six month process for power plants that present no significant environmental impact; and 

· establish a four-month siting process to provide a three-year operating permit for simple cycle plants that provide no significant adverse environmental impact and are equipped with best available air emission control technology. 

D.
Conclusions

The CMUA’s Complaint maintains that the difficulties experienced in the California energy markets in recent months can be addressed through a return to industry regulation and cost-of-service pricing. The preceding discussion shows that this is not the case:

· Recent upheavals in the energy markets were primarily driven by market design flaws and underlying capacity shortages. 

· EPMI and EES and other stakeholders have recommended to the Commission a list of market reform measures that will provide greater stability to the market in the immediate term and at minimal cost. 

· A range of measures are underway to address supply shortages that may arise in the summer of 2001. In contrast, re-regulation does nothing to increase reliability of electricity supply in the short term. 

· In the longer term, re-regulation removes incentives for private sector, market-driven investment in the California energy sector and threatens projects currently on track for licensing before the CEC. The Commission’s agreement to such a policy would be tantamount to a return to government provision of energy services. 

VI.

CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE,  EPMI moves the Commission to reject the CMUA complaint for the reasons stated above.
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