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To:	IEP Generators
From:	Jan Smutny-Jones
CC:	Steven Kelly; Katie Kaplan
Date:	9/28/2025
Re:	Governor’s Staff Meeting		
Several IEP companies have been invited to a meeting with the Governor’s staff next Monday, November 27th.
The following are some options, which the Governor’s office is considering.  IEP is doing some preliminary research on some of these topics.  IEP would like to arrange a teleconference call around noon on Monday, November 27th to discuss the Governor’s meeting.  Please advise us as to whether your have been invited, and who you are sending.
California’s electricity supply situation has two inter-related problems – (1) high wholesale electricity costs, and (2) marginally adequate supply of generation – both have combined to create a dysfunctional wholesale electricity market.  The goals should be:
	To assure reliable electricity to California consumers for the lowest reasonable cost.
· Consider requiring that all in-state generation be sold in state.  Respond with (1) laws of physics, (2) import/export numbers, (3) Interstate Commerce clause, and (4) complexity of tracking transactions (first sale or all sales?).
· Consider re-asserting state authority over the operation, maintenance and safety practices of all in-state generating facilities’ for public health and safety purposes.  Keep in mind that the CEC could probably assert this authority over the facilities it licenses (if it doesn’t already.)  Thus, you are talking about asserting this authority over facilities that are not jurisdictional to the CEC or were built prior to the creation of the CEC – non-thermal plants (wind and small hydro), plants smaller than 50 MW (including industrial cogeneration plants with the associated industrial operations issues), nuclear plants, and plants purchased from the IOUs.  Also, remember that the state successfully defended its nuclear laws before the U.S. Supreme Court on public health and safety grounds.
· Consider developing a state power authority to build generation and own/operate transmission.  I liked Jan’s answer to this when suggested by Peace earlier this week:  (1) Should we really be nationalizing the grid? (2) Private money will pour into this market if we can get a little political stability. And (3) Isn’t public money better spent on health care for kids, relieving traffic congestion, and schools?
· Consider requiring utilities both to retain existing and to build new generation.  Remember Diablo Canyon (costs rising from $400 million to more than $5 billion in a few short years).  It was the utilties’ inability to carry out this function that lead to restructuring.  
· Consider providing utilities with authority to stabilize retail prices to be paid by consumers through development of an energy portfolio that reduces exposure to spot markets, including contracting forward for much more of their unmet power needs.  Good idea.
· Consider extending consumer rate freeze.  Yes, if part of transition to other market reforms that will give customers meaningful choices.
· Consider centralizing power plant dispatch like the other ISOs in the rest of the country.  Sounds like POOLCO.
· Consider eliminating the ISO and assigning its functions to either a state or private entity that can acquire the transmission facilities, and control the electricity transmission grid (MUNIs have proposed this).  ???  This might get the munis into the system, but otherwise, it’s not clear to me how this addresses any of the price and supply problems in the market.
· Consider sponsoring/supporting legislation to change the ISO and PX boards to increase accountability.  Eliminating the stakeholder boards is fine, provided that the result is governance that is truly independent.  Less rather than more politics is what is needed.  
· Expand energy conservation programs focused both on immediate peak demand reduction and on longer term, broader-based programs.  Yes.  Create programs that give customers real incentives to reduce peak consumption.  (See pending CPUC case.)
· Aggressively work to site new generation and transmission facilities, to streamline permitting, and to develop renewable resources.  Yes.  Start by stabilizing California’s regulatory climate (cite cancellation of peaking projects, if necesssary).  Next, examine the CEC process.  Regulations to implement AB 970 make the process more difficult, not less.  
· Call for/sponsor federal FERC reform legislation that would:
· Impose a regional price cap that varies by time of day and year;
· Set requirements for FERC to use its retroactive refund authority;
· Improve FERC enforcement over price gouging practices;  Yes, provided that it extends to all entities that are setting price in the markets, including the IOUs, municipal utilities, federal agencies, and Canadian and Mexican exporters.
· Affirm the role of states to protect their customers from unjust prices.  
· Pressure the FERC to do its job to (1) bring about responsible seller behavior in wholesale electric markets through price controls and other market interventions as necessary, and (2) provide refunds to affected consumers.
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