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1. Introduction and Background 1 

Q. Please state your name and address.  2 

A. My name is Charles J. Cicchetti.  I am a co-founder of Pacific Economics Group, Inc., 3 

located at 1341 Hillcrest Ave., Pasadena, California 91106. 4 

Q. Please describe your background, experience, and expertise. 5 

A. I am an economist with 46 years of experience in matters related to electricity, energy, 6 

and environmental matters.  I have studied and provided expert testimony before 7 

regulatory commissions and courts on matters related to determining the marginal cost, 8 

pricing, regulation, financing, valuation, and more for electricity.  9 

I graduated from Colorado College in 1965 with a degree in Economics.  I 10 

completed my Ph.D. in economics in 1969 at Rutgers University.  From 1969 to 1972, I 11 

engaged in post-doctoral research at Resources for the Future in Washington D.C.  I held 12 

several academic positions, including becoming a tenured Full Professor of Economics 13 

and Environmental Studies at the University of Wisconsin, Madison, serving as Deputy 14 

Director of the Energy and Environmental Policy Center at the JFK School at Harvard 15 

University, and holding the Jeffrey and Paula Miller Chair in Government, Business and 16 

the Economy at the University of Southern California (USC).  I have resigned from full-17 

time teaching and currently teach part of an online course on marginal cost, electricity 18 

economics, and regulation in the Electrical Engineering Department at USC.  19 

Q. Please describe your non-academic career and relevant experience. 20 

A. In the 1970s, I researched the theory and importance of marginal electricity costs, utility 21 

pricing, and regulation.  I benefited from grants from the Ford Foundation, the National 22 

Science Foundation, and the Environmental Defense Fund (EDF).  I have co-authored 23 
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and published three books and various research papers on electricity economics.  These 1 

include Perspective on Power, which dealt with electricity tariffs and regulation; Studies 2 

in Electric Utility Regulation, which I also co-edited and wrote much of the chapters; 3 

and, The Marginal Cost and Pricing of Electricity, which used utility case studies to 4 

demonstrate the importance of and methods for determining marginal cost. 5 

After spending five years testifying on these matters for environmental and 6 

consumer interveners and governmental agencies, I became Chair of the Public Service 7 

Commission of Wisconsin in 1977, and served on the Commission until 1980.  During 8 

this period, I was also on the Executive Committee of the National Association of 9 

Regulated Utility Commissioners (NARUC) and chaired its Committee for implementing 10 

the National Energy Act of 1978, which included the Public Utility Regulatory Policies 11 

Act (PURPA) and involved electricity pricing matters. 12 

In the 1980s and 1990s, I testified on various matters related to estimating the 13 

cost, valuation, pricing, and regulation of electricity in many states and nations.  I wrote a 14 

book, Restructuring Electricity Markets, in which I updated my previous work on 15 

marginal cost and utility pricing as applied to my work on electricity matters for the 16 

World Bank. 17 

In the new century, I continued this work and added various analyses of mergers 18 

and acquisitions of electricity assets.  I provided opinions on value and costs to Boards of 19 

Directors and regulators.  I prepared a report for the California legislature on the causes 20 

of the electricity crisis in 2000 and 2001.  This led to a book that I co-authored, The 21 

California Electricity Crisis: What, Why and What’s Next, which dealt with the causes of 22 

the western states’ electricity crisis, and provided some views on changing the roles and 23 
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regulation of electric utilities.  I also testified in a number of civil and regulatory 1 

proceedings on these matters. 2 

In the past ten years, I have returned to matters related to adding energy efficiency 3 

and distributed generation to the services that state regulators recognize and graft onto 4 

regulated utilities in an economically efficient fashion.  I wrote a book, Going Green and 5 

Regulation Right, which analyzes how states are encouraging energy efficiency and 6 

establishing regulatory best practices and sensible goals.  More recently, I have been 7 

investigating demand side bidding and distributed generation policies and pricing. 8 

During my career, some examples of testimony I gave before the California 9 

Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) were rate design matters for EDF and The Utility 10 

Reform Network (TURN) in the 1970s.  I have also testified on matters related to 11 

marginal cost and rate design for Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) in the 1980s.  More 12 

recently, I have testified on matters related to the sale of Pacific Bell, attaching cable 13 

television lines to Southern California Edison’s (SCE) poles, Independent Power 14 

Producer matters, Community Choice Aggregation, and matters related to shuttering the 15 

Mohave Generating Station on behalf of the Navajo Nation. 16 

I attach my current resume as Attachment A to this testimony. 17 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 18 

A. I am responding to Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) Application 15-02-009.  19 

My testimony specifically addresses PG&E’s proposal to enter the electric vehicle (EV) 20 

charging station and network service markets as a regulated monopoly, which would own 21 

and operate EV charging stations.  I discuss the nature of PG&E’s proposed program and 22 

its elements, the degree to which the markets for EV charging equipment and network 23 
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services are competitive, the concentration of these markets, and the significant 1 

unmitigated anticompetitive impacts of PG&E’s proposal.   2 

Q. Do you present a conclusion regarding whether PG&E has satisfied the Commission’s 3 

“balancing test” as established in Decisions 11-07-029 and 14-12-079? 4 

A. Yes, I do.  I will discuss this in some detail below.  I conclude that PG&E has failed to 5 

address adequately or reasonably each of the four elements of the balancing test in its 6 

testimony.  I further conclude that PG&E has not identified any unique benefits of utility 7 

ownership.  Put simply PG&E has not made any case, let alone a compelling one, for 8 

why regulated utilities should own EV charging stations financed with ratepayer money.  9 

I conclude the purported benefits of PG&E’s proposal do not outweigh its significant 10 

anticompetitive impacts.   11 

As a general proposition, a proposal to add regulated utilities to competitive 12 

markets raises a great many questions and issues.  These include: what, why, and how? 13 

 What is the need that PG&E’s ownership and operation of EV charging 14 

stations would purportedly fill? 15 

 What does PG&E add beyond the EV charging station connection and grid 16 

integration? 17 

 Why does PG&E propose to enter the competitive market of companies 18 

providing EV charging stations with free rate based products and services that 19 

non-utilities cannot offer? 20 

 Is PG&E ownership of equipment and control of EV networks needed to 21 

provide various benefits such as implementing Time of Use (TOU) rates for 22 

hosts and EV charging?   23 
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 How does PG&E justify treating its competitive EV charging station business 1 

as a regulated service?   2 

 Why should this new service not be offered through a competitive affiliate if 3 

there is a perceived market need that is not being met? 4 

 What evidence is there that the competitive market is failing or will fail to 5 

deliver the necessary EV charging stations and services to meet the needs of 6 

the Northern California suburban workplace, commercial, and public locations 7 

PG&E primarily intends to target? 8 

 Why does PG&E need to do anything beyond assisting with utility-side 9 

infrastructure to encourage expanded consumer investment to meet the state’s 10 

goals? 11 

Q. How is the rest of your testimony organized? 12 

A. I will expand the discussion and address the various concerns enumerated above.  Section 13 

2 summarizes PG&E’s proposal and its effects on competitors and EV drivers.  Section 3 14 

reviews the policy concerns and defects in PG&E’s approach.  Section 4 reviews the 15 

Commission’s Balancing Test.  Section 5 reviews the Joint Assigned Commissioner and 16 

Administrative Law Judge’s Scoping Memo.  Section 6 discusses competition and market 17 

power.  Section 7 discusses benefits, costs, and alternatives.  Section 8 summarizes my 18 

conclusions.  19 
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2. Summary of PG&E’s Application  1 

Q. What does PG&E propose to do in the EV charging station market? 2 

A. PG&E initially proposed to procure, own, and operate 25,000 Level 2 and 100 DC fast 3 

charge EV charging stations and to secure what it claims would be about 25% of the 4 

market by 2020.1   5 

Under this proposal, PG&E would provide EV charging stations, maintenance, 6 

and network services (specified and selected by PG&E) to host properties free of charge.  7 

Ratepayers would shield PG&E’s shareholders from any business or operating risks and 8 

pay higher utility rates that allow PG&E to “sell” EV charging station equipment for 9 

“free.”   10 

In response to instruction from the CPUC, PG&E submitted supplemental 11 

testimony on October 12, 2015 that scaled back the size of this proposal to either a 2,510 12 

station “compliant” Phase 1 program, or a 7,530 station “enhanced” Phase 1 program.2  13 

However, the supplemental testimony made no changes in PG&E’s program design.  As 14 

a result, the CPUC is presented with PG&E’s request for the authority to procure, own, 15 

and operate a network of thousands of EV charging stations, at ratepayer expense, and in 16 

competition with more than 15 non-utility companies (by PG&E’s calculation) that 17 

currently make up the market.3  PG&E proposes to focus its program primarily on prime 18 

workplace, retail, and public locations, with a smaller portion of the program devoted to 19 

multi-unit dwellings (MUDs) and locations in disadvantaged areas. 20 

																																																								
1 Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Electric Vehicle Infrastructure and Education Program 
Application, (February 9, 2015) page 1-3. 
2 Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Supplement to Application Pursuant to Joint Assigned 
Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge’s Scoping Memo and Order (October 12, 2015), 
Supplemental Testimony, page 1, lines 23-28. 
3 Ibid, page 22, lines 16-19. 
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Q. What is the current market for EV charging station installations? 1 

A. By all accounts, PG&E seeks to enter what appears to be the most robust and successful 2 

EV charging market in the country.  Many “hosts” like shopping malls, entertainment and 3 

sports facilities, government buildings, parking facilities, private office and commercial 4 

buildings, and multi-unit residential buildings can and continue to make investments to 5 

add charging stations.  Numerous companies provide EV charging stations and network 6 

services that are successfully competing with each other and offering a diversity of 7 

options for consumers.   8 

Q. What do you conclude regarding PG&E’s proposal? 9 

A. PG&E has proposed a business model in which it would invest money from its 10 

comprehensively regulated utility operations to enter an already existing competitive 11 

market.  PG&E proposes to recover its investment in a network of utility-owned EV 12 

charging stations -- both its allocated expenses and a regulated return.  PG&E’s 13 

shareholders effectively assume no risks related to what would be regulated monopoly 14 

investments and ownership.  PG&E also proposes what it describes as “partnerships” 15 

with entities that it would effectively control.4   16 

Based on my review of PG&E’s application, I conclude that PG&E over-reaches, 17 

seeks unfair and anticompetitive advantages, and would undermine the functioning and 18 

benefits of the competitive markets for EV equipment and services.  PG&E claims that it 19 

wants to make more charging stations available to its customers as quickly as possible, 20 

but instead of choosing a simple and easy to implement program, PG&E is proposing to 21 

																																																								
4 Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Electric Vehicle Infrastructure and Education Program 
Prepared Testimony, (February 9, 2015) page 1-3. 
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create a cumbersome and controversial new business model and move into a role it has 1 

never occupied before.  I discuss these problems in more detail below.    2 
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3. Principal Policy Concerns With PG&E’s Application 1 

Q. What are your principal concerns with PG&E’s application? 2 

A. My concerns fall into two broad categories:  (1) regulatory and anticompetitive concerns; 3 

(2) concerns about unintended consequences if PG&E’s proposal is accepted. 4 

Q. What are your regulatory and anticompetitive concerns? 5 

A. In summary, my concerns regarding the regulatory flaws and anticompetitive impacts of 6 

PG&E’s proposal are: 7 

 PG&E would not charge hosts, such as private building owners, government 8 

entities, and parking structures, to install EV charging stations.  9 

 PG&E would eschew regulatory principles, particularly cost causality and 10 

beneficiary or user pays, without an adequate regulatory or policy 11 

justification.   12 

 PG&E would enter an existing competitive market offering a product and 13 

services that others in the market are already selling, at a zero price 14 

alternative.  This “zero” price can be considered a negative price when hosts 15 

are also freely provided other improvements that are not offered on an equal 16 

basis to competitors.   17 

 PG&E would NOT compete on a level playing field.  Instead, as a regulated 18 

utility receiving guaranteed cost recovery plus a return on equity, PG&E 19 

would provide a regulated alternative, one that is not intended to recover 20 

direct or indirect costs. 21 

 The PG&E proposal would make it impossible for non-utility firms to 22 

compete in the geographical and product markets PG&E has entered.  PG&E 23 
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would likely push successful firms out of the market and cause others not to 1 

enter the market. 2 

 PG&E would use ratepayer funding to pay for a marketing program focused 3 

on competing with the market to obtain host sites (in addition to exploiting its 4 

existing utility customer relationships).  5 

 PG&E provides no logic or evidence supporting the notion that EV charging 6 

station ownership and operation is a natural monopoly or a candidate for cost 7 

of service regulation as a franchise monopoly service.  8 

 PG&E’s approach would effectively monopolize EV charging stations under 9 

CPUC regulation and create bad precedent for other technologies.  This would 10 

be comparable to granting PG&E the exclusive right to monopolize efficient 11 

light bulbs, water heaters, furnaces, distributed energy resources (DER) such 12 

as photo-voltaic (PV) solar and wind, battery storage, etc. 13 

 Allowing a regulated electric utility to use its unique privileges and customer 14 

relationships to move into and exert monopoly power in otherwise 15 

competitive markets is contrary to fundamental principles of utility regulation 16 

and economics.   17 

Q. Is there a role for utilities to play in supporting the deployment of EV charging stations? 18 

A. Yes.  Electric utilities should insure safety and reliability on their distribution grid.  In 19 

addition, there are external benefits for society when electric powered vehicles replace 20 

gasoline and diesel powered vehicles and, potentially, when this new load is balanced 21 

with renewable energy generation on the grid.  Utilities can take actions consistent with 22 

their regulatory mandates and functions to support and promote the adoption and use of 23 
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EVs.  Utilities also have a public education role that includes providing useful 1 

information to their customers. 2 

Q. Explain what you would view as appropriate actions within the areas described above. 3 

A. There is a utility role to support customers that are considering EV choices and/or 4 

purchasing EV charging stations in franchise monopoly markets.  However, there are 5 

limits to when and how regulated utilities should be permitted to take actions using 6 

ratepayers’ dollars that affect competition in markets that are currently working. 7 

Regulated utilities should help to integrate and encourage the formation of competitive 8 

markets that provide economically and socially beneficial customer choices.   Regulated 9 

utilities should NOT monopolize these markets using ratepayers’ funds, while accepting 10 

no business or utilization risks.   11 

For example, utilities can develop and adopt tariffs that encourage and reward 12 

utility customers that invest their own money in a product, such as an efficient 13 

thermostat, or a service, such as installing insulation.  But it would not be necessary or 14 

appropriate for the utility to itself offer these goods and services, assuming they are 15 

available from non-utility competitors. 16 

Regulated utilities should make the necessary regulated utility investments and 17 

upgrades required to keep people safe and the grid reliable.  Since the grid of the future 18 

will need to serve increasing numbers of EVs, the utility’s role could include providing 19 

“make ready” facilities on a non-discriminatory basis at hosts’ sites, and possibly the 20 

distribution of rebates to hosts if they are cost justified and necessary to pay for EV 21 

chargers.  Finally, utilities should incorporate EV load into their distributed energy 22 

resource plans and use feeder-level information to inform future capacity needs. 23 
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Q. Can you identify and explain what you mean by “unintended consequences” that could 1 

result if the Commission adopts PG&E’s proposal? 2 

A. Yes.  The unintended consequences I am concerned with include the following: 3 

 PG&E could adopt a one-size-fits-all approach to EV charging stations.  4 

However, PG&E has no particular expertise as a regulated monopoly with 5 

procuring EV charging stations or services, competitive marketing, branding, 6 

sizing, and location.  In competitive markets, suppliers experiment and earn 7 

rewards when they are successful and lose money when they make mistakes.  8 

There are dozens of different types of charging stations and associated 9 

services available out in the market today.  These different choices appeal to 10 

different sites.  PG&E could pick one approach and flood the market with that 11 

model.  PG&E’s proposal allows it to avoid the risks competitive suppliers 12 

would face, and so there is a greater risk of poor procurement decisions.   13 

 PG&E’s EV Services Partners (the industry participants forced by PG&E into 14 

the role of supplier to the monopoly utility instead of the customer) would 15 

also not likely innovate or experiment.  PG&E’s Services Partners would 16 

tailor their products to PG&E’s RFP specifications, and resell electricity under 17 

terms that PG&E specifies.  This restricts choices that would otherwise be 18 

offered in the competitive market, where each seller of EV equipment and 19 

services seeks to meet the customer’s expectations and desires, and where 20 

each host is free to make pricing and access choices that result in various 21 

service offerings to EV drivers.  For example, the EV charging station market 22 

has introduced networking options and functionality, which provides 23 
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information related to EV charging station locations and current real time 1 

availability, as well as other services designed for particular customer sectors.  2 

EV drivers are also able to join networks and take advantage of various 3 

payment options as members.  The elimination of choice, and the resulting 4 

impact on innovation is a particularly harmful consequence in markets for 5 

advanced technologies and new services. 6 

 PG&E would also likely be conflicted.  PG&E proposes to simultaneously 7 

own and operate its EV program as a regulated electricity business.  PG&E 8 

would constrain its EV Services Partners with program limitations that would 9 

further PG&E’s self-interest in expanding its own utility-owned equipment 10 

and utility-provided electricity.  In contrast, competitive EV charging station 11 

networks and hosts marketing to customers (rather than to PG&E) would be 12 

free to experiment and determine what EV drivers want, which could be very 13 

different than what PG&E thinks would be best.  PG&E’s ownership and 14 

control would create a natural incentive for PG&E to limit how hosts integrate 15 

other technologies, such as distributed generation, batteries, etc., on the hosts’ 16 

side of the meter, and with community choice aggregation and direct access 17 

providers.  Similarly, PG&E would have an incentive to undermine the 18 

emerging competitive market offerings in network and information services. 19 

 Pricing and cost recovery is another area in which there could be unintended 20 

consequences.  Competition would likely encourage, accelerate, and 21 

accommodate non-utility owned investments, and integrate them into an 22 

economically efficient supply chain.  The competitive market would take risks 23 
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and innovate.  As a utility, PG&E operates with restrictions that do not 1 

encourage experimentation related to the products offered and their pricing.  2 

These restrictions often cause regulated utilities to offer products the utility 3 

thinks the customer wants and needs, based solely on the engineering 4 

consequences of what the utility builds, or other utility-specific objectives, 5 

rather than customer preferences and needs, and at a non-competitive price.   6 

 A regulated monopoly that has little or no operating or business risks would 7 

supplant an important role of competitive markets in terms of finding winners 8 

and dismissing losers.  By externally controlling the product specifications 9 

and conditions of customer use and functioning as a monopoly provider of 10 

charging stations and services, PG&E (rather than the market) will determine 11 

which companies win and lose.  This artificial construct deprives consumers 12 

of the benefits of normal market functions.  A company that might otherwise 13 

have been a “loser” in a competitive market may become a “winner” in 14 

PG&E’s RFP, and vice versa. 15 

Q. Can you illustrate these concepts and concerns using examples of other regulated and 16 

competitive products? 17 

A. Yes.  I can easily do this, because this Commission has provided good models for using 18 

its regulatory authority over the utilities to help advance new markets and new 19 

technologies.  The Commission has successfully combined economic incentives and 20 

competition to facilitate deployment of new products in California that benefit customers 21 

and serve public policy goals.  The balanced mix of incentives that support rather than 22 

supplant private investment and policies supportive of competition encourages innovation 23 
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and lets consumer preferences emerge in the market.  Competitive markets are more 1 

efficient in sorting out what works and what consumers want than a large utility’s 2 

planners.  The same opportunities for a combination of regulatory encouragement, utility 3 

financial support, and competition are available in the EV charging station market.   4 

The Commission has taken important steps to encourage very successful 5 

expansions in distributed electricity generation.  For example, solar PV rooftop 6 

investments have expanded beyond virtually everyone’s previous expectations.  This 7 

happened, in large part, through the Commission’s providing regulated utility financial 8 

support to the competitive market under the California Solar Initiative (CSI).  Customers 9 

received incentives to pay for part (but not all) of the cost of a rooftop solar system.  PV 10 

manufacturers and installers competed on price and service.  The Commission established 11 

certain rules such as warranty requirements to ensure that the ratepayers’ investment in 12 

the incentives was protected. 13 

This approach accommodated and unleashed competition, which added marketing 14 

and product innovation in the competitive rooftop solar market.  The Commission 15 

adopted a similar mix of utility support to the competitive market to expand distributed 16 

generation in its Self-Generation Incentive Program (SGIP).   17 

Telecommunications is another good example of how protecting and enabling 18 

competing businesses within a larger regulatory scheme can pay off for consumers and 19 

ratepayers.  Through wise regulatory choices, the nation’s telephone industry was 20 

transformed from plain old telephone service (POTS), which was a vertically regulated 21 

monopoly, to a digitized competitive market that has transformed how the world 22 

conducts business, collects and disseminates information, and socializes.  The innovative 23 
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technology we take for granted today would not have been as completely introduced if 1 

regulated monopoly landline integrated telephone companies had been granted protection 2 

and control. 3 

Regulated monopolies’ investments can become stranded with new technical 4 

innovations, especially if selecting new products is left to the utility rather than the 5 

consumer.  This can reduce innovation, and slow or delay technical and other 6 

advancement.  New technology means new products.  Competition works because 7 

suppliers must gauge a reasonable degree of supplier risk taking.  Opportunity drives 8 

competitive entry based on new technology and new customer choices.  Even the timing 9 

and nature of the technological changes depend on feedback in the competitive market 10 

because consumers and their choices play a central role.  When regulation gives a 11 

monopoly service provider unusual opportunities to control technical and product 12 

innovation, the workings of the competitive market will fail to sort out what consumers 13 

want and are willing to pay to achieve. 14 

Under regulated monopoly control, I suspect solar rooftops would still be 15 

relegated to utility-owned demonstration projects.  Rather than the success that California 16 

and other regions have achieved, we would still be listening to brave talk of the homes of 17 

the future.  Likewise, if monopoly telephone companies had controlled the entry and rate 18 

of innovation in the cellular telephone industry, consumers would still probably be 19 

carrying mobile cell phones the size of bricks.  And no one would call these phones 20 

“smart.” 21 

Q. How do these various economic and regulatory principles relate to the PG&E 22 

application? 23 
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A. The California Legislature and this Commission have considered much of what I have 1 

been discussing above.  The California Legislature established a statutory requirement 2 

that the Commission must not allow the utilities to unfairly compete with non-utility 3 

enterprises.  The Commission recently determined that utilities in California could have a 4 

role in helping expand EV infrastructure.  But the Commission also determined it would 5 

apply a balancing test to any utility proposal to own EV infrastructure.  This balancing 6 

test includes a comparison of the benefits and costs, as well as the potential for 7 

anticompetitive effects and any unfair utility advantages.  Much of my general discussion 8 

above is provided in order to frame the application of this balancing test.  I turn to the 9 

specifics below.  10 
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4. The Balancing Test and Considerations Applicable to Proposals by 1 

Regulated Utilities for Ownership and Operation of EV Charging 2 

Stations 3 

Q. What is your understanding of CPUC Decision 14-12-079? 4 

A. The CPUC has previously determined that EV charging is a service and providers of 5 

charging for electric vehicles will not be considered regulated public utilities.5  In D.14-6 

12-079, the Commission set aside the previous requirement that a regulated utility, such 7 

as PG&E, must present evidence to demonstrate either a “market failure” or “underserved 8 

market” as part of any request to own PEV charging infrastructure.6 9 

The CPUC opined that its decision to remove a “broad prohibition” did not 10 

remove a case-by-case review to “ensure that the utilities do not unfairly compete with 11 

nonutility enterprises.”7 And, “the requirement to protect against unfair competition must 12 

be considered, along with the demonstrated costs and benefits of any utility PEV 13 

proposal.”8  The CPUC’s final general conclusion was that “it may be that certain 14 

programs are not appropriate for either ratepayer funding or ratepayer funding without 15 

shareholder contribution.”9  16 

Q. What will the Commission review in considering a utility’s application to install EV 17 

charging stations? 18 

A. The CPUC articulated four specific elements it would review in each utility application: 19 

																																																								
5 Decision 10-07-044. This CPUC decision was codified into law as well in Public Utilities Code section 
216(i).    
6 Decision 14-12-079, page 2. 
7 Ibid. page 8. 
8 Ibid. page 8. 
9 Ibid. page 8. 
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1) “The nature of the proposed utility program and its elements; for example, 1 

whether the utility proposes to own or provide charging infrastructure, billing 2 

services, metering, or customer information and education. 3 

2) Examination of the degree to which the market into which the utility program 4 

would enter is competitive, and in what level of concentration. 5 

3) Identification of potential unfair utility advantages, if any. 6 

4) If the potential for the utility to unfairly compete is identified, the commission 7 

will determine if rules, conditions or regulatory protections are needed to 8 

effectively mitigate the anticompetitive impacts or unfair advantages held by 9 

the utility.”10 10 

The CPUC agreed with various commenters “that both the ratepayer benefit 11 

analysis (which necessarily includes a quantification of costs) and the impact on 12 

competition will require compliance with [Public Utility Code] Sections 740.3, 740.8 and 13 

451.”11  The CPUC did not adopt a restricted inventory of elements to be deemed relevant 14 

to applying the balancing test to investor-owned utility (IOU) electric vehicle service 15 

equipment (EVSE) ownership.  Instead, it described broad areas of inquiry, and planned 16 

to anticipate further refinements that might emerge.12  17 

Q. What is Section 740.3? 18 

A. This section sets the basis for the Commission’s balancing of ratepayer interests, cost 19 

recovery, and potential anticompetitive concerns.  California Public Utilities Code 20 

Section 740.3(a) directs the Commission to “evaluate and implement policies to promote 21 

the development of equipment and infrastructure needed to facilitate the use of electric 22 

																																																								
10 Ibid. pages 8-9. 
11 Ibid. page 10. 
12 Ibid. page 10. 
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power and natural gas to fuel low-emission vehicles.”  Section 740.3(c) sets forth the 1 

requirement that any policy adopted by the Commission to develop equipment or 2 

infrastructure for EVs “shall ensure that the costs and expenses of those programs are not 3 

passed through to electric or gas ratepayers unless the commission finds and determines 4 

that those programs are in the ratepayers’ interests.  The commission’s policies shall also 5 

ensure that utilities do not unfairly compete with nonutility enterprises.” 6 

Q. What is Section 740.8? 7 

A. California Public Utilities Code Section 740.8 defines the term “interests,” which I 8 

interpret to be the ratepayer benefits and costs in Section 740.3.  Section 740.8 states:  9 

“As used in Section 740.3 , ‘interests’ of ratepayers, short- or long-term, mean direct 10 

benefits that are specific to ratepayers in the form of safer, more reliable, or less costly 11 

gas or electrical service, consistent with Section 451, and activities that benefit ratepayers 12 

and that promote energy efficiency, reduction of health and environmental impacts from 13 

air pollution, and greenhouse gas emissions related to electricity and natural gas 14 

production and use, and increased use of alternative fuels.”13   15 

I interpret the concept of benefits to mean “net” of any ratepayer costs. 16 

Q. What is Section 451? 17 

A. California Public Utilities Code Section 451 requires that any utility charges be just and 18 

reasonable.  This section states, “all charges demanded or received by any public 19 

utility…for any product or commodity furnished or to be furnished or any service 20 

rendered or to be rendered shall be just and reasonable.”   21 

																																																								
13 SB 350 will result in wording changes to this section, which do not affect the analysis in my testimony. 
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This is consistent with my conclusion that the Commission will consider net 1 

benefits, or benefits minus costs, for purposes of the ratepayer benefit analysis required 2 

by Decision 14-12-079. 3 

Q. How are these code sections relevant to this proceeding? 4 

A. I discuss this below after reviewing other relevant Commission actions. 5 

  6 
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5. The Joint Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge’s 1 

Scoping Memo and Ruling  2 

Q. Please discuss your understanding of the September 9, 2015 Joint Assigned 3 

Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge’s Scoping Memo and Ruling (Scoping 4 

Memo and Ruling)? 5 

A. The Scoping Memo and Ruling did two things that are relevant to the PG&E application.  6 

First, it reiterated and reinforced the Commission’s prior Decision 14-12-079 7 

requirements in the context of PG&E’s application, and ordered PG&E to provide 8 

supplementary testimony addressing the “balancing test” as well as testimony on other 9 

questions not adequately covered in PG&E’s opening testimony:  10 

(1)  Does the PG&E proposal meet the four issues “balancing test” that the 11 

Commission enumerated in D14-12-079? 12 

(2)  What benefits does PG&E installation of Direct Current Fast Chargers 13 

(DCFC) offer that others do not already offer, do the benefits merit the 14 

incremental cost of DCFC, and what is the state of DCFC competition in the 15 

market?;  16 

(3)  What data and analysis should be collected to determine the merit of a second 17 

phase, and who should perform the analysis? And,  18 

(4)  What transition should be used between the initial and potential second stage 19 

to provide time for regulatory review and minimize market uncertainty and 20 

discontinuity?14  21 

																																																								
14 In the Matter of the Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company for Approval of its Electric 
Vehicle Infrastructure and Education Program (U39E), Application 15-02-009, Joint Assigned 
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Second, the Scoping Memo and Ruling directed PG&E to: (1) reduce the scale of 1 

its EV charging service deployment to 2,510 charging stations deployed over 24 months; 2 

(2) provide for an 18-month transition plan for a possible second phase; and, (3) be 3 

responsive to the four questions discussed above.15 4 

Q. How do Decision 14-12-079 and the Scoping Memo and Ruling relate to the preliminary 5 

conceptual concerns and questions that you have identified above? 6 

A. The Commission’s actions permit PG&E to propose a program (of the size allowed in the 7 

Ruling) that involves some element of utility ownership of EV infrastructure.  Neither the 8 

Scoping Memo and Ruling nor the Decision provided a blanket approval or invitation to 9 

test whatever PG&E proposes without requiring application of the balancing test to 10 

ensure that the current market participants are not subject to unfair competition with the 11 

utility, and that other ratepayers are not harmed or forced to pay undue subsidies.  12 

Accordingly, while the scale of EV charging stations will be reduced to about ten percent 13 

under the Scoping Memo and Ruling, PG&E still must satisfy the Commission’s 14 

requirements, as set forth in Decision 14-12-079, and pass the balancing test. 15 

As I explain below, PG&E has not done so. 16 

Q. How has PG&E failed to satisfy these threshold requirements? 17 

A. PG&E has failed to acknowledge the potential unfair advantages its proposal confers 18 

upon the utility or to suggest “what rules, conditions or regulatory protections are needed 19 

to mitigate the anticompetitive impacts or unfair advantages held by the utility.”16  20 

PG&E’s entire analysis of elements 3 and 4 of the balancing test consists of two 21 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
Commissioner and Administrative Law Judges’ Scoping Memo and Ruling (September 4, 2015), pages 8-
9). 
15 Ibid, page 15. 
16 See Joint Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge’s Scoping Memo and Ruling in 
Application 15-02-009 (September 4, 2015), page 8. 
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paragraphs on page 26 of PG&E’s Supplemental Testimony.  In these two paragraphs, 1 

PG&E simply cites its obligation to avoid discrimination in its treatment of customers, 2 

and the fact that it will use an open procurement process to “procure” equipment and 3 

services.  4 

PG&E has not quantified any benefits related to its possible entry into the 5 

competitive market by supplying, owning, and operating EV charging service equipment 6 

at no cost to host facility owners.  Nor has PG&E quantified any benefits related to its 7 

plan to own and operate that equipment as a utility.  PG&E has only offered general 8 

benefits of deploying more EV charging stations.  These benefits do not directly proceed 9 

from PG&E’s entering the market and competing as a utility against non-utility market 10 

participants and so are not relevant to the necessary analysis.   11 

The provision of EV charging equipment and services is an existing market, and 12 

no other market participant could compete against a utility that gives away for free the 13 

equipment and services that others would require the host to pay for.  PG&E’s failure to 14 

acknowledge, analyze, or demonstrate any benefits outweighing this anticompetitive 15 

effect does not change the fact that the adverse impact exists. 16 

Q. Why do you say that PG&E has failed to acknowledge the existence of unfair utility 17 

advantage? 18 

A. PG&E dismisses all question of anticompetitive impact by saying it will follow utility 19 

rules.17  PG&E also says that its entry into the competitive market “simply represents 20 

another model” that is comparable to that of any of the other 15 plus participants in the 21 

																																																								
17 Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Supplement to Application Pursuant to Joint Assigned 
Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge’s Scoping Memo and Ruling (October 12, 2015), 
Supplemental Testimony, page 26. 
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market.18  This is a misstatement of fact.  PG&E is a regulated utility seeking permission 1 

to compete with non-utilities in a competitive market.  PG&E’s proposal does not 2 

“simply represent another model.” 3 

Q. Please explain. 4 

A. This is a matter of basic economics.  In competitive markets, suppliers design products, 5 

which they hope buyers will purchase.  They use marketing and packaging tools to make 6 

the products they seek to sell attractive to potential buyers.  The competitive suppliers 7 

also set the price they require to complete a sale.  If customers like the offering, they will 8 

complete the sale and the supplier will use the money received to pay its expenses and 9 

recover a return on its investments.  Suppliers are at some considerable risk that potential 10 

buyers will reject the offer because they think the price may be too high or someone else 11 

is offering what they consider to be a superior offering. 12 

Under regulation, electric utilities do not typically face risks related to a superior 13 

offering from a competitive supplier.  Customers mostly have no choices in what is most 14 

often a “take it or leave it” regulated electric service offering.  Under regulation, an 15 

electric utility would be reasonably certain it would recover all its prudent costs, 16 

including a return “on” and “of” its investments, with little likelihood of losses, combined 17 

with limitations on exceptional gains.   18 

PG&E proposes to take the same regulated approach for the EV charging 19 

equipment products and services it proposes to sell in its service territory, with one very 20 

significant additional change.  PG&E would eschew risks and expect to fully recover its 21 

investments and earn a regulated return for its proposed entry into the competitive EV 22 

charging station market.  PG&E would also add the most unusual, even for a regulated 23 
																																																								
18 Ibid, page 22, line 20. 
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business, “zero” price for the EV charging stations and services it would “sell” to hosts.  1 

In exchange, the same property-owning hosts would be forced to forfeit the ability to 2 

choose equipment and services, to control the pricing and terms of the electricity used to 3 

charge EVs, and all other choices they would otherwise have with respect to the EV 4 

charger and services provided to drivers.   5 

Companies like ChargePoint (and the 15 plus other companies that PG&E refers 6 

to in the California market) currently compete freely with each other on price, product, 7 

etc.  They cannot sell the charging stations for nothing and remain in business.  In 8 

contrast, PG&E proposes to recover its costs and income from the fees that its other retail 9 

electricity customers pay.  Competitive firms have different business models that provide 10 

network services as well as product and services options to attract customers.  Hosts can 11 

innovate and use charging stations to complement their business interests.  PG&E has no 12 

need or incentive to do any of these types of things. 13 

I have provided this brief “primer” on the regulated utility versus competitive 14 

market models because it is at the foundation of understanding why PG&E would have 15 

anticompetitive advantages if it becomes an EV charging station supplier.  This does not 16 

mean there are no opportunities for PG&E to support the expansion of EV charging 17 

stations in its service territory.  All PG&E customers, including EV charging stations, 18 

have a reasonable expectation that PG&E will provide reliable service.  Indeed, PG&E 19 

has a responsibility to maintain a reliable distribution system.  Further, PG&E could 20 

provide “make ready” infrastructure as a regulated extension of its utility system to 21 

facilitate and accommodate competitively supplied EV charging stations and services.  22 
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This would have the additional benefit of lowering the cost of EV adoption to satisfy 1 

California’s ZEV goals.  2 

Q. Are there other deficiencies in PG&E’s proposal? 3 

A. Yes.  PG&E has not addressed the threshold issue of unfairly competing, which I refer to 4 

as the “level playing field” issue.  PG&E incorrectly concludes that, since it will sell 5 

electricity to one or more EV Services Partners at regulated rates and not sell electricity 6 

directly, it will not compete unfairly.19  PG&E also incorrectly concludes that because it 7 

will be procuring EV charging products and services from market participants means 8 

there is no anticompetitive impact.20  This reasoning is flawed because it does not address 9 

PG&E’s selection of and supplying EV charging station equipment and services to hosts 10 

for nothing, and ignores the anticompetitive effects this would have on other competitive 11 

equipment suppliers in this market. 12 

PG&E would not require the site host to pay anything to recover PG&E’s capital 13 

costs or a return on the same, or to contribute fees to cover operating expenses.  Instead, 14 

PG&E proposes to recover the capital costs, including a return, and operating expenses 15 

from its retail customers.   16 

PG&E proposes to use a “new balancing account” through 2019 and then a 17 

General Rate Case (GRC) in 2020 or when it becomes effective to recover its EV 18 

charging station costs in its regulated revenue requirements.21  PG&E proposes to use 19 

various tax benefits, such as normalized federal tax treatment and accelerated 20 

																																																								
19 Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Supplement to Application Pursuant to Joint Assigned 
Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge’s Scoping Memo and Ruling (October 12, 2015), 
Supplemental Testimony, page 23, lines 17-22. 
20 Ibid, lines 14-17. 
21 Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Electric Vehicle Infrastructure and Education Program 
Prepared Testimony, (February 9, 2015) page 6-1. 
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depreciation.22  With no revenue coming directly from the installed EV charging stations 1 

it would provide, this means other PG&E ratepayers would be paying for the EV 2 

charging station installation and maintenance.  3 

Q. Would PG&E shareholders bear any risk related to PG&E’s ownership and operation of 4 

EV charging facilities? 5 

A. No.  In fact,  the PG&E Application does not address the question raised in Decision 14-6 

12-079 of whether PG&E’s proposal falls into the category of “certain programs” that are 7 

“not appropriate for either ratepayer funding or ratepayer funding without shareholder 8 

contribution.”  This is a relevant consideration, since PG&E’s shareholders are not 9 

investing in a new competitive business.  In fact, the intricacies of PG&E’s proposals 10 

make it very clear that PG&E would recover all costs, including a possible cost over-run 11 

contingency if the costs are less than the agreed upon capped amount.  With no 12 

shareholder risk, and no prudence or used and useful reviews, I conclude there would be 13 

no shareholder contributions to the EV charging station installations.  Since this proposal 14 

involves PG&E providing goods and services that are not part of its utility function, it is 15 

reasonable to question whether this is “not appropriate for either ratepayer funding or 16 

ratepayer funding without shareholder contribution.”  I would conclude this is the case. 17 

  18 

																																																								
22 Ibid, pages 6-10 through 6-11. 
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6. Competition and Market Power Considerations 1 

Q. Do you find that PG&E has provided or made a reasonable assessment of competition 2 

and market concentration, which the Commission requires? 3 

A. No, I do not come to such a conclusion.  In fact, I reach an opposite conclusion.  PG&E’s 4 

witness on market concentration erroneously avers that the relevant geographic market is 5 

“at least national and probably global.”23  PG&E also erroneously claims that its relevant 6 

product market is to “sell the electricity under regulated utility rates and tariffs to the 7 

retail charging service providers who, in turn, will resell to EV drivers.  Thus, PG&E 8 

asserts that it will not be competing in the retail EV charging services market, but will be 9 

enabling others to enter and compete in that market.”24 10 

Q. Why do you disagree with PG&E’s definition of the market as global or national? 11 

A. PG&E proposes to enter the competitive market for EV equipment sales and services in a 12 

narrow geographic market in northern California, where it has franchise electricity rights.  13 

This very specific geographic market in northern California is the relevant market.  This 14 

market is neither national nor global in scope. 15 

Q. What would be PG&E’s market share in the relevant geographic market? 16 

A Pursuant to the Scoping Memo and Ruling, in Phase 1 PG&E would supply 2,510 17 

charging stations to an existing market, which PG&E estimates has 3,075 charging 18 

stations in 2015.25  Assume no other suppliers can compete against PG&E’s free or 19 

negative price alternative, which seems more than likely.  With no new entry, PG&E 20 

would have a market share of 44.94% (2,510/5,585).  Its individual company HHI 21 
																																																								
23 Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Supplement to Application Pursuant to Joint Assigned 
Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge’s Scoping Memo and Ruling (October 12, 2015), 
Supplemental Testimony, page 23, lines 25-26. 
24 Ibid, page 23, lines 18-22. 
25 Ibid, page 25, Table 7, line 1.  
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component would exceed 2,020.26  Under its enhanced supplemental proposal, PG&E 1 

proposes to add 7,530 EV charging stations in 202027, which under the same assumptions 2 

would be a market share of 71.0% (7,530/10,605), with an individual HHI component 3 

that equals 5,041. 4 

PG&E does not assume its zero cost option will reduce other competitive entry 5 

into the relevant EV charging station market.  This leads PG&E to assume that by 2020 6 

there would be a rather startling 92,470 non-PG&E EV charging stations, or a 30 fold 7 

increase from the current estimate of 3,075.28  I do not think this type of increase in non-8 

PG&E EV charging stations could occur, with PG&E offering free installation for hosts 9 

while competitors charge the full installation costs.  Accordingly, PG&E’s estimated 10 

market share of 7.5% in 2020 seems to be widely underestimated. 11 

Q. Do you agree with PG&E’s definition of the relevant product market? 12 

A. No, I do not.  The product that PG&E, as a regulated utility, would provide is the 13 

equipment used for EV charging, and the network services.  Other competitors provide 14 

the same types of equipment and services and, typically, hosts pay for any necessary site 15 

preparation.  PG&E initially proposed to add 25,000 Level 2 (L2) charging stations and 16 

100 DCFC stations.  The Scoping Memo scaled back this proposal to 2,510 charging 17 

stations.  PG&E proposed in its Supplemental Filing to modify its original proposal and 18 

																																																								
26 A company’s individual HHI is its market share squared.  Thus, a market share of 44.94% equals an 
HHI of 44.94 times 44.94, or 2020. 
27 Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Supplement to Application Pursuant to Joint Assigned 
Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge’s Scoping Memo and Ruling (October 12, 2015), 
Supplemental Testimony, page 25, Table 7, line 2. 
28 Ibid, line1. 
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install 2,460 L2 stations and 50 DCFC stations; or, under the “enhanced” proposal PG&E 1 

would install 7,430 L2 stations and 100 DCFC stations.29 2 

PG&E testifies that it will not be “directly operating” EV charging stations or 3 

networking facilities.30  As I explained above, operating the EV charging stations through 4 

affiliated Services Partners is not the relevant market for the analysis of market power or 5 

anticompetitive market actions required under Decision 14-12-079.  The relevant product 6 

market is also not the manufacturing of the EV charging station equipment.31 7 

The relevant product market is the sale of this equipment, which competitors 8 

market and charge hosts to install, and the sale of network services, which are likewise 9 

provided through competitive markets.  PG&E proposes to provide the equipment and 10 

EV charging services (other than the cost of electricity) to the host for free.  The EV 11 

Services Partner would operate the equipment that PG&E would own and maintain, and 12 

“resell” the electricity to EV drivers under terms dictated by PG&E. 13 

Q. Why do you identify the sale of EV charging stations and services as the relevant product 14 

market? 15 

A. I recognize that gasoline or conventional vehicles are substitutes for PEVs and ZEVs.  I 16 

also recognize that some PEV drivers who occupy single family or similar homes often 17 

charge their vehicles at home.  Regardless, the analysis of potential anticompetitive 18 

impacts should be focused on the market for EV charging stations and services at multi-19 

unit dwellings (MUD), private and public works, and parking facilities.  The specific 20 

																																																								
29 Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Supplement to Application Pursuant to Joint Assigned 
Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge’s Scoping Memo and Ruling (October 12, 2015), 
Supplemental Testimony, page 1. 
30 Ibid, page 23, lines 10-11. 
31 Ibid, line 10.  
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primary product market is the sale of the EV charging station equipment and services to 1 

customers within these customer sectors.   2 

As I discussed above, there is a lack of any meaningful discussion in PG&E’s 3 

Initial and Supplemental Applications with respect to the distinction between the “free” 4 

goods and services PG&E would provide and the same goods and services others are 5 

competing to sell in the same geographic and product market.  Competitors trying to sell 6 

the same or similar equipment would be simply unable to match or fairly compete with 7 

PG&E and its zero price offer. 8 

PG&E claims that its proposal will result in public benefits, such as enabling 9 

communication of TOU prices and facilitating grid integration benefits that improve 10 

reliability and, other things equal, reduce costs for all customers.32  However, such 11 

benefits are irrelevant for purposes of balancing net benefits against unmitigated 12 

competitive harm, since competitively supplied EV charging equipment has the same 13 

built-in capabilities and the public’s benefit from such capabilities is the same as it would 14 

be under PG&E’s proposal.  Of course, PG&E would need to develop terms, regulations, 15 

and pricing of electricity and other services.  This is its primary “day-job”, but it is not 16 

dependent on PG&E owning and operating EV service charging stations under COS 17 

regulation. 18 

Q. What is the starting point in examining the impacts of PG&E’s proposal to enter into 19 

competitive markets for EV charging equipment and services? 20 

A. There are both specific antitrust or unfair competition concerns and regulatory matters 21 

that are relevant in applying the Commission’s balancing test.  The CPUC identified two 22 

																																																								
32 Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Electric Vehicle Infrastructure and Education Program 
Application, page 5.  See also Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s Electric Vehicle Infrastructure and 
Education Program Prepared Testimony (February 9, 2015) page 4-7, lines 23-27. 
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aspects that would be included in determining whether it would approve utility ownership 1 

of EV charging stations.  These are “ratepayer benefit analysis” and the “impact on 2 

competition.”33  The effects on competition require an examination of the existence of 3 

any unfair advantages that would provide the utility with the “potential…to unfairly 4 

compete.”34  5 

Q. What regulatory principles does PG&E’s proposal violate? 6 

A. Regulation and regulated tariffs have similar potential to protect against unfair 7 

competition, if and when tariffs reflect cost causality, beneficiary or user pays, and 8 

contain no undue subsidies.  These are important regulatory principles and 9 

considerations, particularly when utilities sell or provide regulated services that: (1) 10 

compete directly with competitively-supplied services, such as EV charging services, 11 

solar roof top distributed generation, etc., and (2) compete indirectly in the form of 12 

substitutes related to not using utility services, such as conservation, energy efficiency, 13 

etc.  PG&E’s proposal violates these regulatory principles because it ignores cost 14 

causality, beneficiary pays, and represents an undue subsidy from ratepayers who do not 15 

use EV charging stations.   16 

Under PG&E’s proposal, site hosts receive the benefit of a “free” EV charging 17 

station.  However, this “free” charging station is not free at all, because it is paid for by 18 

ratepayers in the rates they pay to PG&E, rates that are higher than they would otherwise 19 

be, to recover the return “on” and “of” PG&E’s rate based investment in EV charging 20 

stations.  Moreover, PG&E’s proposal would create a permanent and self-sustaining 21 

change in the market because its anticompetitive entry will push others out of the market.  22 

																																																								
33 Phase 1 Decision Establishing Policy to Expand the Utilities’ Role in Development of Electric Vehicle 
Infrastructure, Decision 14-12-079, December 22, 2014, page 10. 
34 Ibid page 9. 
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If the CPUC allows PG&E to take over and monopolize a large sector of the market, the 1 

competition will fail – not because of any flaw in their products or services, but because 2 

they can’t compete with “free” regulated utility offerings.  This failure, of course, would 3 

provide PG&E additional justification for expanding its monopoly utility business model 4 

to take over the failed competitors’ prior place in what will have become a monopolized 5 

market, and to revert to the scale in its initial application, and beyond.   6 

Q. Does that mean that PG&E’s entire proposal is contrary to regulatory principles? 7 

A. No.  Some aspects of PG&E’s proposal are consistent with regulatory principles.  For 8 

example, the reasonable costs of program administration or the recovery of costs related 9 

to make ready infrastructure likely involve just and reasonable costs to all ratepayers.  10 

Such cost recoveries are tied to utility functions and, in the case of the make ready 11 

infrastructure, leads to private investment that serves public purposes. 12 

Q. In what way does PG&E’s proposal violate competitive principles? 13 

A. PG&E proposes to provide host facilities, such as Multi-Unit Dwellings (MUD), parking 14 

facilities, and public and private enterprises, with installed EV charging stations and 15 

services at no charge to the host.  PG&E would take no utilization or other business risk 16 

for the EV charging stations it would supply for free in its service territory.  PG&E 17 

eschews any up- or down-side returns based on the use of the EV charging stations it 18 

locates on its system. 19 

PG&E’s proposal is an extreme form of predatory pricing and anti-competitive 20 

behavior.  PG&E would eliminate new entry and monopolize the market because it would 21 

not charge hosts for the EV charging stations it supplies.  PG&E would assume no cost 22 
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recovery risk and have no incentive to innovate and experiment with network service 1 

options.   2 

Host facilities would not be making any investment, other than some lost parking, 3 

in the free PG&E EV charging stations located on or near their premises, or the related 4 

network services.  PG&E’s Services Partners would not be allowed to offer new terms 5 

and innovative services outside of PG&E specifications.  These would combine to bring 6 

PG&E into the customers’ domain on the so-called “other side of the meter,” which, at a 7 

minimum, raises regulatory concerns. 8 

Q. Why is this potentially anticompetitive? 9 

A. As I noted above, utility involvement beyond complementary steps to facilitate the entry 10 

of others in competitive markets can undermine competition and have unintended 11 

consequences.  An EV charging station service market strongly oriented to PG&E’s 12 

interests will not utilize the important market signaling aspects of a competitive market.  13 

New products would be delayed or not arrive, and alternative packaging and alternative 14 

pricing will be suppressed.  In addition, PG&E will likely be encouraged to make 15 

decisions based on non-market considerations, which will be less efficient than relying on 16 

market forces to determine sensible terms of use. 17 

Barriers to entry will form within the relevant geographical and product markets 18 

because no competitive business could enter and compete against PG&E’s zero priced 19 

EV charging stations, which come with subsidized or freely provided “make ready” 20 

facilities at hosts’ sites.  This would create an unfair and anticompetitive advantage 21 

because, under PG&E’s proposal, only hosts that accept free PG&E-owned EV charging 22 

stations would be entitled to receive the “make ready” investments for free.  Other hosts 23 
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would be obliged to pay for these installation costs and purchase or lease competitively 1 

supplied EV charging station equipment.  Since PG&E will have displaced other market 2 

participants, hosts will effectively be taken out of the equation and have no say related to 3 

terms of use and pricing alternatives.  4 

Competition would likely cease within PG&E’s target geographical and target 5 

product markets, and competitive firms with marketing and technological expertise and 6 

an appetite to innovate and compete would be pushed aside or simply not enter PG&E’s 7 

exclusive market area.  The impact on competition would be extremely negative, and the 8 

effect on entry and innovation most chilling.  PG&E would have unfair advantages, and 9 

competition would be adversely affected.   10 

Q. Can you point to any proceeding in which regulators have addressed the effect of 11 

regulated utility entry into workably competitive markets? 12 

A. Yes.  It is important to recognize that regulators routinely rely on regulatory principles 13 

such as used and useful, cost causation, user pays, and no unfair subsidies or 14 

discrimination.  In situations where a regulated utility proposes to enter a competitive 15 

market, scrutiny over these regulatory principles is heightened.  In such situations, 16 

regulators typically seek to ensure that the utility does not attempt to compete by offering 17 

a zero price option and that the utility assumes operating risk. 18 

For example, I recently testified in two proceedings35 before the National Energy 19 

Board in Canada with respect to a regulated pipeline’s (NOVA Gas Transmission Ltd.) 20 

proposals to enter into workably competitive markets with a tariff proposal that would 21 

																																																								
35 National Energy Board Report in the Matter of NOVA Gas Transmission Ltd., Application Dated 14 
October 2011 for the Northwest Mainline Komie North Extension, GH-001-2012 (January 2013); 
National Energy Board Report in the Matter of NOVA Gas Transmission Ltd., Application Dated 8 
November 2013 for the North Montney Mainline Project, GH-001-2014 (April 2015). 
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have effectively provided shippers with a zero price option.  The first, the Komie North 1 

Proceeding, is the more relevant to the proceedings here. 2 

In the Komie North Proceeding, an important issue before the Board was whether 3 

the entry of the regulated pipeline into the workably competitive market in northeast BC 4 

offered a product that was a close substitute to the product offered in the competitive 5 

market.  The Board stated that it “…finds persuasive the expert opinion of Dr. Cicchetti 6 

on behalf of Westcoast that the Komie North Section is a close substitute for other 7 

facilities in northeast BC.  The Board is satisfied that the evidence on this topic 8 

established that the Project facilities would be part of competition in northeast BC.”36 9 

The Board next considered the effect that entry into the workably competitive 10 

market by an entrant offering what was in essence a zero-priced option (similar in nature 11 

to the zero price option PG&E proposes to offer) would have on that market.  The Board 12 

observed, “Dr. Cicchetti’s evidence was that negotiated, competitive and market-based 13 

pipeline development in northeast BC has historically provided economic transportation 14 

services on a timely basis.  Dr. Cicchetti concluded that if NGTL is permitted to 15 

introduce its regulated utility pricing model into the HRB, then existing natural gas 16 

infrastructure serving that region will likely be underutilized or even become unused and 17 

stranded.”37 18 

In denying NGTL’s application to enter the competitive market with a zero price 19 

toll, the Board stated that it had “regard for the evidence from parties such as Westcoast” 20 

and denied NGTL’s’s zero price tariff application.  The Board stated that it found “…the 21 

																																																								
36 National Energy Board Report in the Matter of NOVA Gas Transmission Ltd., Application Dated 14 
October 2011 for the Northwest Mainline Komie North Extension, GH-001-2012 (January 2013), page 
19. 
37 Ibid. page 43. 
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construction and operation of the Komie North Section on the basis proposed by NGTL 1 

would entice volumes away from Westcoast by offering an alternative path to market 2 

with service priced well below costs.  Issuance of a certificate would negatively affect 3 

Westcoast transmission…and gathering and processing facilities…The Board typically 4 

favours competitive outcomes.  In the Board’s view, healthy competition in northeast BC 5 

would be promoted by pricing consistent with user-pay, economic efficiency, and proper 6 

price signals to the market.”38 7 

This is just one example from a different industry.  The regulatory and economic 8 

principles are applicable generally and should be considered in this case.  9 

																																																								
38 Ibid. page 45. 
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7. Net Benefits and Related Policy 1 

Q. Has PG&E identified sufficient net benefits to offset the unmitigated negative effect of its 2 

proposal on competition and the competitive EV charging station market? 3 

A. No.  PG&E cannot demonstrate net benefits because PG&E has not identified any 4 

benefits that are uniquely linked to its unfair competitive entry into the market.  PG&E 5 

claims that its proposal to enter the market will benefit competitive companies (and thus 6 

create new entrants and expand the market) by giving them a chance to become suppliers 7 

to PG&E’s monopoly utility program.  But there is no evidence that converting market 8 

players into contract suppliers to a utility benefits them or the market. 9 

PG&E also provides no evidence supporting its theory that the competitively-10 

supplied EV charging station market will not continue to expand on its own, particularly 11 

if the Commission approves limited PG&E expenditures to support utility site preparation 12 

and service connection facilities.   13 

To understand the net benefit question presented by this factual situation, assume 14 

that PG&E replaces competitively-supplied EV charging stations with utility-owned and 15 

financed ones within the relevant markets.  Also, suppose the number and use of EV and 16 

ZEV units do not change as a result of PG&E ownership of EV charging stations.  Other 17 

things equal, the benefits to society would not be affected.  Nevertheless, utility retail 18 

electricity customers would pay more for electricity because the full costs of EV charging 19 

station ownership would be rolled into the price of electricity, while a competitively 20 

supplied market would require hosts to pay for the costs of EV charging stations and 21 

services.  The unavoidable conclusion from this straightforward comparison is that there 22 

is a net negative benefit equal to the unnecessary ratepayer cost.  However, it is important 23 
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not to stop at this conclusion, because it does not take into account additional undesirable 1 

consequences and aspects of utility ownership that affect the net benefits for society and 2 

specific outcomes.  3 

Q. What are the additional undesirable consequences? 4 

A. I see at least two areas of additional undesirable consequences to consider.  These are: (1) 5 

there will be different winners and losers under PG&E ownership of EV charging 6 

stations; (2) economic inefficiencies would result if hosts pay a zero cost for EV charging 7 

stations and PG&E restricts and limits host discretion and charger management. 8 

Q. Describe how PG&E ownership and competitive markets would produce different 9 

winners and losers. 10 

A. As I discussed above, it is reasonable to start with the assumption that both PG&E’s 11 

ratepayer-financed EV charging station proposal and a program that does not involve 12 

ratepayer investment in utility-owned and operated charging stations would produce the 13 

same level, mix, and location of expanded EV charging stations.  In this case, the benefits 14 

in terms of meeting EV and ZEV needs would be identical.  The primary difference in 15 

this case is who pays the cost to install EV charging stations.  PG&E would spread the 16 

costs across all electricity customers, while competitors would charge hosts that locate 17 

EV charging stations on their premises, both with and without taxpayer assistance.  In 18 

this circumstance, utility ratepayers would experience the same external benefits and pay 19 

less for electricity under the competitive model than under the PG&E proposal because 20 

they would not bear the additional PG&E costs to acquire, maintain, and operate the 21 

necessary number of EV charging stations. 22 
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Q. Do PG&E’s shareholders benefit more under PG&E’s proposal? 1 

A. Yes, they do.  Shareholders benefit because the utility earns a return “on” and “of” its 2 

investment in the EV charging stations and enjoy the increased revenue generated by the 3 

EV charging stations.  Assuming that the competitive market would achieve similar EV 4 

charging station penetration within PG&E’s service territory as it would without PG&E’s 5 

proposal, the utility would achieve the same bump in revenue from increased sales to 6 

providers of electricity used at competitive market-supplied EV charging stations.   7 

Under PG&E’s proposal, the benefits enjoyed by PG&E’s shareholders as a direct 8 

result of utility ownership come at the expense of all its ratepayers.  This is a form of 9 

undue subsidy unless PG&E can demonstrate that all its customers are better off as a 10 

result of this aspect of its proposal.  PG&E has not produced any analysis to demonstrate 11 

that this is the case.   12 

Q. How would PG&E ownership affect the cost of service for electricity? 13 

A. Utility ownership and the Rate Base cost recovery for EV charging stations and related 14 

services would require retail customers to finance PG&E’s investment and require the 15 

recovery of the cost of EV charging station equipment in the form of the return “on” and 16 

“of” PG&E’s EV charging station equipment.  Over the life of the utility investment, 17 

utility ratepayers would pay much more than the cost of the original investment.  This 18 

would shift additional costs from hosts to PG&E ratepayers. 19 

There are other utility costs that likely would be the same or similar under either 20 

approach.  These are costs for customers’ education and information, and site “make 21 

ready” expenses.  Regardless of whether or not PG&E owns the EV charging stations, 22 
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any of these utility costs could be capitalized or expensed under either approach.  The 1 

primary differences are related to who pays for the EV charging equipment.   2 

Under the competitive model, hosts pay for the EV charging station equipment, or 3 

in the case of disadvantaged communities, a rebate may be expensed.  Under the PG&E 4 

model, PG&E’s other retail customers pay for the EV charging station equipment and 5 

PG&E’s return on its investments.  6 

Q. What is relevance of the amount electricity ratepayers would contribute? 7 

A. In addition to the obvious economic and regulatory concerns related to the amount of any 8 

subsidy used to internalize and capture external benefits, there is a cost effectiveness 9 

matter to consider.  The PG&E approach is particularly costly because the utility would 10 

pay all the cost of, including the investment and return on, EV charging station 11 

equipment.   12 

It appears there is no disagreement between PG&E and most other parties 13 

regarding the overall benefits of EV and ZEV expansion in California.  However, the 14 

mostly third-party ratepayers that pay to encourage the conversion to EV and ZEV are 15 

entitled to a cost-effective solution.  For example, utility customers would pay less and 16 

accomplish more for each dollar paid to support public interest programs if the 17 

Commission adopts a utility program of partial financial support, rather than allowing the 18 

utility to ignore opportunities for participant contribution. 19 

Programs based on utility-financed make-ready programs, targeted rebates (e.g. 20 

for disadvantaged customers), and distribution system upgrades would get more done for 21 

less cost.  Utility ownership coupled with rate base cost recovery is likely the most costly 22 

approach to increase deployment of EV charging stations, especially in areas where there 23 
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is a demonstrable willingness of site hosts to pay part of program costs.  Markets that 1 

support hosts’ ownership and financial contribution encourage innovation, alternative 2 

terms and pricing, and efficient risk-taking.  Thus, a more cost-effective program will 3 

also avoid the potential utility market power and anti-competitive concerns. 4 

Q. What would you suggest for low income and any other areas where it is difficult or 5 

expensive to install EV charging stations? 6 

A. PG&E’s application proposes to help install 10% of EV charging stations in places where 7 

the market might be too slow or otherwise under served.39  In order to ensure that 8 

participation in these areas is enabled, the Commission can consider additional financial 9 

inducements such as rebates and incentives to accomplish the program’s objectives in an 10 

inclusive manner. 11 

Q. Please explain your second concern? 12 

A. My second concern relates to the net cost of inefficiencies created by PG&E’s program.  13 

As I have discussed generally above, a competitive market in which sellers and buyers 14 

interact freely and transact without artificial constraints produces efficiency in the 15 

market.  PG&E’s program interferes with these normal interactions in ways that are likely 16 

to disadvantage ratepayers, and also leads to the less than optimal utilization of EV 17 

charging stations and services that are the focus of this proceeding. 18 

Q. Can you provide an example? 19 

A. Assume that a site host would normally make the decision about how many charging 20 

stations to install based on his or her best estimate of current and future usage, perhaps 21 

with advice from the experienced vendors seeking to sell the product to the buyer.  The 22 

																																																								
39 Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s Electric Vehicle Infrastructure and Education Program Prepared 
Testimony (February 9, 2015) page 1-5, lines 12-15. 
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fact that the buyer will be spending money on the charging stations (regardless of what 1 

benefits the owner expects to achieve as a result) means that the owner will have an 2 

economic incentive to size the installation to meet the best estimate of the needs of the 3 

site.  Any other action would not be rational.   4 

Contrast the situation under the PG&E program, in which the site host will 5 

receive all of the charging infrastructure and related services at no cost.  All things equal, 6 

it is likely that inefficient choices will be made, since the ratepayers, rather than the site 7 

host, will pay the cost of overbuilding.  PG&E also has an inherent incentive (since its 8 

shareholders benefit from each utility-owned station) to install more rather than less.  9 

As another example, assume that a commercial site host purchases a charging 10 

station and network services today from a seller in the competitive market.  That site host 11 

has a strong incentive to recover the investment in that on-site infrastructure by 12 

optimizing its usage.  A site host responding to this incentive in a rational way will want 13 

to encourage more, rather than less, employee or customer usage, and use the EV 14 

charging network technology or other means to achieve this.   15 

Contrast what is likely to happen if PG&E owns the charging station and has 16 

hired an off-site EV Service Partner to set pricing at all of the thousands of charging 17 

stations on the PG&E utility network at what PG&E has determined to be a “reasonable” 18 

price.  The opportunity for site-specific efficiencies will be lost, since the site host has no 19 

control and a “reasonable” charging price determined by PG&E for a diverse fleet of EV 20 

chargers may reflect TOU signals, but would not capture distinctions in the value of 21 

charging to a diverse population of drivers at a diversity of sites who are charging their 22 

cars at different times and for different purposes.   23 
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Q. Does PG&E admit its EV charging station proposal would be a ratepayer program? 1 

A. Yes.  On page 1-8 of its initial Application PG&E states “PG&E will leverage its existing 2 

distribution network, electric infrastructure expertise, and access to capital to install EV 3 

infrastructure and charging equipment at the scale needed to accelerate the EV market.”  4 

PG&E also describes its revenue recovery mechanism in some detail in its application.  5 

This makes it clear that PG&E will not be subjected to any prudence or used and useful 6 

regulatory review, if it keeps costs below the authorized cap.  PG&E also proposes a new 7 

balancing account to book and recover EV charging station and related costs until a likely 8 

GRC filing in about 2020, in which the unrecovered costs would be added to its regulated 9 

revenue requirements. 10 

Q. Who benefits and who pays to finance PG&E’s entry into the EV charging station 11 

market? 12 

A. PG&E shareholders benefit as a general proposition from capital expenditures recovered 13 

in rate base, when the costs of capital are less than the authorized rate of return, including 14 

the benefits of cash flow related to depreciation and tax treatments.   15 

Utility ratepayers benefit from the provision of utility services when they pay less 16 

than they are willing to pay to purchase such utility services.  Externalities can and do 17 

have a role to play. 18 

Utility ratepayers are better off if the utility is held accountable to least cost 19 

principles.  This is a crucial regulatory concept because utilities have exclusive franchise 20 

monopolies.  If the Commission concludes that utilities are an integral and important 21 

component for the achievement of the public interest, ratepayers who are required to 22 
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finance the achievement of such external benefits would be better off if the utility 1 

accomplishes any such assignment at least cost. 2 

Q. How does this affect the Commission’s consideration of PG&E’s proposal to own and 3 

operate EV charging stations? 4 

A. Assume my observations and explicit concerns related to potential anticompetitive and 5 

unfair utility advantages are correct.  Also assume that the Commission agrees with 6 

PG&E’s assertion that the existing market cannot keep up with the requirements to 7 

provide EV charging stations to meet state goals for the expanded purchase and use of 8 

PEV and ZEV vehicles by California drivers.  Utility ratepayers would benefit from a 9 

“least cost” solution that also minimizes the potential adverse anticompetitive market 10 

consequences.   11 

The Commission has a clear path to this end.  PG&E should not own and operate 12 

EV charging stations.  Instead, PG&E’s role should be more traditional.  This could 13 

include utility investments to strengthen the distribution grid, site-specific “make ready” 14 

investments and, if needed, targeted rebates for sites in disadvantaged communities.  15 

These would maximize benefits, avoid adverse market effects, and minimize the bill 16 

impacts for PG&E’s retail customers. 17 

Q. Assuming that there is a common objective of avoiding delay in implementing an EV 18 

charging program, is PG&E’s utility ownership model the best approach? 19 

A. No.  In my opinion it is not.  PG&E’s application states that a “dramatic acceleration” in 20 

the pace of EV charging station deployment is needed to meet California climate goals.40  21 

																																																								
40 Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Electric Vehicle Infrastructure and Education Program 
Application, page 3.  See also Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s Electric Vehicle Infrastructure and 
Education Program Prepared Testimony (February 9, 2015) page 1-2, lines 20-21. 



	 	 	

{00341595;2} 47 
 

If we accept the assumption that speed in program implementation is a priority objective, 1 

PG&E’s proposed approach is not the best choice. 2 

Q. Why? 3 

A. First, the proposal adds administrative and transactional complexity as compared to 4 

alternatives.  Second, I do not think competitive EV charging stations can compete 5 

against PG&E’s zero-price alternative.  Rather than adding EV stations to what 6 

competitive suppliers would add, PG&E will very likely cause competitive EV charging 7 

businesses to exit the market.  The chilling anti-competitive effect of PG&E’s zero-price 8 

option will very likely significantly slow or at least greatly reduce the efforts of 9 

competitors in PG&E’s market.  I think there is too much that can go wrong if PG&E is 10 

authorized to offer EV charging stations at no cost to hosts, and to use rate payer funds 11 

while accepting no operating risks. 12 

Competition is working.  Innovation and choice are important.  PG&E has not 13 

made any case that requires it to go beyond preparing the market for more make ready 14 

sites, which competitors and hosts could use to expand more rapidly.  The CPUC can also 15 

direct PG&E to expand the number and modify the scale of make ready sites or direct 16 

PG&E to add rebates if uptake is lagging in certain customer groups.  Regardless of any 17 

next steps, the Commission should not simply accept PG&E’s costly plan to create a new 18 

vertically integrated utility program for a product and market in which regulated utilities, 19 

such as PG&E, have never been involved.   Such steps would be complex and time 20 

consuming to implement, add much uncertainty related to the rate of expansion, and 21 

introduce anticompetitive problems and the potential abuse of market power. 22 

 23 
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Q. In light of the above, what is your conclusion upon applying the Commission’s balancing 1 

test for PG&E’s proposals? 2 

A. PG&E’s application fails the balancing test because there are significant anticompetitive 3 

aspects with PG&E’s proposal.  PG&E proposes to select, own, and operate EV charging 4 

equipment at no cost to the site host.  No one can compete against PG&E’s “free” 5 

product.  Innovation and experimentation would decline.  Network services would suffer.  6 

PG&E has not identified any potential benefits specific to PG&E’s ownership scheme.  7 

Even if hypothetical benefits such as accelerating deployment were assumed, such 8 

benefits do not outweigh the potential losses in economic efficiency and unfairness that 9 

would result from the anticompetitive impacts of PG&E’s proposals and the longer term 10 

risk of harm to a very successful competitive market.  Under any realistic set of facts or 11 

circumstances, PG&E’s proposals are not necessary and would harm the market it 12 

proposes to help.  This conclusion applies to both the “compliant” and “enhanced” 13 

proposals because both employ the same program design.   14 

Q. In light of the above, what is your conclusion upon applying the Commission’s balancing 15 

test for PG&E’s proposals? 16 

A. PG&E’s application fails the balancing test because there are significant anticompetitive 17 

aspects with PG&E’s proposal.  PG&E proposes to select, own, and operate EV charging 18 

equipment at no cost to the site host.  No one can compete against PG&E’s “free” 19 

product.  Innovation and experimentation would decline.  Network services would suffer.  20 

PG&E has not identified any potential benefits specific to PG&E’s ownership scheme, 21 

and even if hypothetical benefits such as accelerating deployment were assumed, such 22 

benefits do not outweigh the potential losses in economic efficiency and unfairness that 23 
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would result from the anticompetitive impacts of PG&E’s proposals, and longer term risk 1 

of harm to a very successful competitive market.  Under any realistic set of facts or 2 

circumstances, PG&E’s proposals are not necessary and would harm the market it 3 

proposes to help.  This conclusion applies to both the “compliant” and “enhanced” 4 

proposals because both employ the same program design.   5 

Q. What is your recommendation? 6 

A. The Commission should reject PG&E’s proposal, or as discussed above, it could modify 7 

the proposal to ensure that it meets the balancing test and conforms to basic “least cost” 8 

principles.  The modified proposal would include grid enhancement investments, “make 9 

ready” site investments, and other host rebates if cost justified and demonstrably 10 

necessary.   11 
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8. Conclusion 1 

Q. What do you conclude? 2 

A. The State of California, as well as others, will benefit from expanded PEV and ZEV on 3 

the roads.  Electric utilities have an important and essential role in this transition.  Their 4 

primary goal is to supply electricity to charge vehicles in homes, workplaces, parking 5 

facilities, etc.  They have access to finance and they have an important role in 6 

maintaining and expanding the distribution grid so that it can accommodate electric 7 

vehicles.   8 

There currently are numerous competitive firms that sell EV charging station 9 

equipment and network services.  There is no case that supports treating all such stations 10 

and related services as an integrated part of the utility system.  There is also no case that 11 

supports treating EV charging stations as a natural monopoly or even a regulated utility 12 

service.  Finally, PG&E has not provided any information or data that supports a 13 

conclusion that the existing competitive market is failing to satisfy the requirements of 14 

PEV or ZEV drivers, or that it will not respond positively to utility initiatives that make it 15 

less costly and complicated to install the utility side facilities needed to connect new EV 16 

charging facilities on site.   17 

Taking all of the above into consideration, it is my opinion that PG&E has failed 18 

to justify its proposal under the Commission’s balancing test or any other applicable 19 

regulatory principles.  It is my further opinion that a modified program limiting utility 20 

involvement to support in the form of free make ready facilities and/or limited rebates 21 

would be cost justified as a means of encouraging private investment in expansion of EV 22 

infrastructure.23 
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Before the California Superior Court, County of San Francisco, Deposition testimony on 

behalf of Raybestos-Manhattan of Whiteley vs. Raybestos-Manhattan, Case No. 
303184, November 30, 1999. 

 
Before the California Superior Court, County of Los Angeles, Deposition testimony on 

behalf of F&M Trust of In Re: The Conservatorship of Leroy and Estelle Strader, 
September 8 and 9, 1999. 

 
Before the United States District Court, District of Colorado, Deposition in re Atlantic 

Richfield v. Smallwood, Civil Action No. 95-Z-1767, July 1, 1997. 
 
Before the United States District Court, District of Colorado, Expert Report in re Atlantic 

Richfield v. Smallwood, Civil Action No. 95-Z-1767, June 16, 1997.. 
 
Before the United States District Court for the Western District of Missouri, Western 

Division, Expert Rebuttal Affidavit on behalf of Western Resources, Inc., No. 94-
0509-CV-W-1, March 8, 1996. 
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Before the United States District Court for the Western District of Missouri, Western 
Division, Expert Affidavit on behalf of Western Resources, Inc., No. 94-0509-CV-W-
1, June 15, 1995. 

 
Before the United States District Court for the Central District of California, Affidavit on 

behalf of Montrose Chemical Corporation of California, et.al., No. CV90-3122-AAH 
(JRx), March 1, 1995. 

 
Before the Department of the Interior, Comments re NRDA Regulations, Type B Rule, 

September 22, 1993. 
 
Before the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Comments on the 

Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (57 Federal Register 8964) of Natural 
Resource Damage Assessment Regulations (Oil Pollution Act, Section 1006), 
October 1, 1992. 

 
Before The United States District Court for the District of Utah.  Testimony on behalf of 

Kennecott Corporation, Docket No. 86-C-902C, March 26, 1992. 
 
Before the American Arbitration Association, Testimony on behalf of Hard Rock Cafe 

International, January 22, 1992. 
 
G&H Landfill. Prepared analysis of the statistical effect of landfill location and      

neighborhood property values (early 1990s). 
 
Before the Superior Court of California, Orange County, Expert Report re economic and 

stigma analysis related to environmental damages related to groundwater 
contamination in Bouchier v. MacHoward Leasing (Honda) (early 1990s).  

 
State of Washington v. Nestucca (Sause Brothers).  Prepared an economic analysis of 

sea bird losses related to an oil spill in the Pacific Ocean off the coast of Washington 
(early 1990s).   

  
Before the Department of Interior, Comments on Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for 

Natural Resource Damage Assessment Regulations, Type B Rule (43 CFR Part 11), 
July 12, 1991. 

 
Before the Massachusetts Appellate Tax Board, Analysis of the Fair Market Value of 

Boston Edison's Mystic Generating Station, Prepared for Boston Edison Company, 
December 10, 1990. 

 
Before the U.S. Department of Interior, Comments on the U.S. Department of Interior's 

Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking re:  Natural Resource Damage 
Assessments (43 CFR Part 11), November 13, 1989. 

 
Before the Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, Prepared Statement 

related to the Demand-Side Provisions of the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 
1978 (PURPA) Contained in Subtitle B of Title III of S-324, The National Energy 
Policy Act of 1989, November 7, 1989 

 
U.S. v. Motorola.  Prepared statistical analyses of property values and ground  
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water for Phoenix metropolitan area (early 1990s). 
 

Before the United States District Court, State of Colorado, Expert Response to ERC’s 
Damages Report in State of Colorado v. Gulf & Western, December 1985. 

 
Before the United States District Court, State of Colorado, Expert Damages Report in 

State of Colorado v. Gulf & Western, December 2, 1985. 
 
French Limited.  Prepared an analysis of environmental damages (late 1980s). 
 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts v. Charles George Trucking Company.   

Prepared a damages analysis for environmental damages (late 1980s) 
 
U.S. v. Aerovox (New Bedford Harbor.  Prepared numerous economic damage 

calculations, conducted surveys, and analyzed property data for several different 
clients in the late 1980s. 

 
Before the House Subcommittee on Energy Conservation and Power of the Committee 

on Energy and Commerce, Comments on Hydroelectric Relicensing, June 5, 1985 
 
U.S. v. Gulf Western (Eagle Mine).  Prepared expert report related to State of  

Colorado and Federal Natural Resource Damages Claims (early to mid 1980s) 
 
Before the Department of Health and Social Services, Testimony on behalf of Madison 

General Hospital, In Application for Certificate of Need for Open Heart Surgery, CON 
82-026, November, 1982. (Antitrust) 

 
Before the Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, Prepared Statement 

related to the Implementation of Title I of the Natural Gas Policy Act of 1978, 
November 5 and 6, 1981. 

 
Before the Postal Rate Commission, Testimony on behalf of the National Association of 

Greeting Card Publishers, Docket No. R80-1, August 13, 1980. 
 
Before the House Ways and Means Committee, Washington, D.C., Testimony on Utility 

Tax Reform, March 8, 1978. 
 
Before the Senate Subcommittee on Energy Conservation and Regulation of the Senate 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, Comments on Utility Tax Reform, 
July, 1977. 

 
Before the Subcommittee on Energy and Power of the U.S. House of Representatives 

Interstate and Foreign Commerce, comment with respect to Synthetic Fuel Loans, 
May, 1976. 

 
Prepared comments on “H.R. 12461, Summary of Major Provisions of Electric Utility 

Rate Reform and Regulatory Improvement Act (formerly H.R. 10100), March, 1976. 
 
Before the Subcommittee on Energy and Power of the U.S. House of Representatives 

Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Comments with respect to Electric Utility Reform, 
March, 1976. 
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Before the Senate and House Interior Committees, comments on Trans-Alaska Pipeline; 

Energy Conservation and Pricing; and the Optimum Transportation System for 
Alaskan Natural Gas, March, 1976 

 
Before the Federal Energy Administration, “Amendments of Entitlements Program,” 

February, 1976. 
 
Before the Wisconsin State Legislature, Environmental Quality Commission Testimony, 

January, 1976. 
 
Before the Department of Energy, Mines and Resources, Testimony on behalf of the 

office of Energy Conservation, May 16, 1977. 
 
Before the U.S. Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Subcommittee 

on Energy and Power, Testimony, May 25, 1976. 
 
Before the Wisconsin State Legislature, Testimony on the Governor’s transportation 

Program before the Senate Committee on commerce, Joint Committee on Highways, 
1975. 

 
Before the Senate Interior Committee re Energy Transportation, Testimony, December 

12, 1973. 
 
Before the Senate Sub-Committee on Consumer Economics, Testimony re Electricity 

Pricing, October 25, 1975. 
 
Before the U.S. Senate Committee on Interior and Insular, Testimony re the Trans 

Alaska Pipeline, May 3, 1973. 
 
Before the U.S. Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Comments re the Role 

of Energy Conservation in National Energy Policy, March 22, 1973. 
 
Before the Joint Economic Committee, Testimony Concerning the Relative Economic 

Merits of the Proposed Trans Alaska Pipeline, June 9, 1972. 
 
State of Florida v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  Prepared an economic analysis for 

the State of Florida related to damages on the Kissimmee River related to stream 
channelization (mid 1970s). 

 
U.S. Forest Service v. Disney.  Prepared an economic analysis of preservation versus 

development of Mineral King Ski development (early 1970s). 
 
Before the Joint Economic Committee, comments on Trans-Alaska Pipeline; Mandatory 

Oil Import Quotas; Hell’s Canyon; Energy Policy; Electricity Pricing; 
 
Before the US Senate Commerce Committee, comments with respect to Natural Gas 

De-Regulation. 
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Before the Subcommittee on Energy and Power of the U.S. House of Representatives 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Comments with respect to Energy and Power, 
Electricity and Natural Gas Utility Policy. 

 
Before the Subcommittee on Energy and Power of the U.S. House of Representatives 

Interstate and Foreign Commerce, comment with respect to Electricity and Natural 
Gas Utility Policy. 

 
Before the Department of the Interior, Comments with respect to the Trans-Alaska 

Pipeline. 
 
Before the New York and New Jersey Environmental Protection Agencies and Civil 

Proceedings, Testimony With Respect to Tocks Island Dam and Delaware River 
Development. 

 
Before the Energy Council of the Federal Government, Critique of the Project 

Independence Report and Critique of Oil and Natural Gas Policy. 
 
Before the Joint Economics Committee, Testimony on the Trans Alaska Pipeline, 

Mandatory Oil Import Quotas, Hell’s Canyon, Energy Policy, and Electricity Pricing. 
 
Before the Florida Federal Courts on Kissimmee River Channelization. 
 
Before Tennessee Federal Courts on Tennessee Tombigbee River Development. 
 
REGULATORY PROCEEDINGS AND RELATED LEGISLATIVE TESTIMONY 
 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of Nevada, Testimony on behalf of the Alliance 

for Solar Choice in re Application of Nevada Power Company, Docket No. 15-07041, 
August 20, 2015. 

 
Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, In re: Pennsylvania Public Utility 

Commission Bureau of Investigation and Enforcement v. HIKO Energy, LLC, Direct 
Testimony, Docket No. C-2014-2431410, March 13, 2015. 

 
Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, In re: Joint Application of 

Wisconsin Electric Power Company and Wisconsin Gas LLC, both d/b/a We 
Energies, for Authority to Adjust Electric, Natural Gas, and Steam Rates, Surrebuttal 
Testimony, on behalf of the Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District, Case No. 05-
UR. 107, September 22, 2014. 

 
Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, In re: Joint Application of 

Wisconsin Electric Power Company and Wisconsin Gas LLC, both d/b/a We 
Energies, for Authority to Adjust Electric Natural Gas, and Steam Rates, Rebuttal 
Testimony on behalf of the Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District,, 05-UR,107, 
September 12, 2014. 

 
Before the National Energy Board, In re: Application for Approval of Mainline 2013-2030 

Settlement, Additional Written on Behalf of Centra Gas Manitoba, T211-2013-05-01, 
September 3, 2014. 
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Before the National Energy Board, In the Matter of Trans Mountain Pipeline ULC, 

Application for Tariff Amendments Regarding Verification Procedures, Public Written 
Reply Evidence on Behalf of Phillips 66, Hearing Order RHW-001-2013, August 8, 
2014. 

 
Before the National Energy Board, Nova Gas Transmission LTD. Application for the 

North Montney Project, Written Evidence on Behalf of Westcoast Energy Inc., 
Carrying on Business as Spectra Energy Transmission, Hearing Order GH-001-
2014, July 10, 2014. 

 
Before the National Energy Board, T211-2013-05-01, Application for Approval of 

Mainline 2013-2030 Settlement, Written Evidence on Behalf of Centra Gas Manitoba, 
July 4, 2014. 

 
Before the Regulatory Commission of Alaska, Prepared Answering Testimony on Behalf 

of Cook Inlet Energy, LLC and Aurora Gas, LLC, In the Matter of the Tariff Revisions 
Designated as TA 252-4 and TA 253-4 Filed by ENSTAR Natural Gas Company, a 
Division of SEMCO Energy, Inc., U-14-010, May 5, 2014. 

 
Before the State Assessment Review Board (SARB) State of Alaska, Expert Report on 

the valuation of the Trans Alaska Pipeline System (TAPS) on behalf of various 
municipalities; May 2014. 

 
Before the National Energy Board, Public Written Direct Evidence on behalf of Phillips 

66 in the Matter of Trans Mountain Pipeline ULC Application for Tariff Amendments 
Regarding Verification Procedures, April 22, 2014. 

 
Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on Behalf of 

Enbridge Energy, Limited Partnership, Docket No. PL-9/CN 13-153, OAH Docket No. 
8-2500-30952, March 13, 2014. 

 
In the Matter of Arbitration Proceedings Concerning Disputes with to TAGP’S July 26, 

2012 Notice of Force Majeure at Sundance Generating Station Unit 6, Among 
TransAlta Generation Partnership (TAGP) and Capital Power PPA Management, Inc. 
(CPPMI) and Balancing Pool (Balancing Pool), Expert Report November 13, 2013. 

 
Before the Regulatory Commission of Alaska, Prepared Testimony in the Matter of the 

Application Filed by Fairbanks Natural Gas, LLC to Amend Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity No. 514 to Expand its Service Area and in the Matter of 
Application Filed by Interior Alaska Natural Gas Utility for a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity to Operate as a Natural Gas Utility in Areas of the 
Fairbanks North Star Borough, RCA Docket Nos. U-13-083/U-13-103, September 9, 
2013. 

 
Before the Alberta Handling Commission, Written report of Memoranda in re: Retail 

Margins (Handling Fee) for the Alberta Bottle Depots August 29, 2013. 
 
Before the Illinois Commerce Commission, Testimony in re: Enbridge Pipelines (FSP) 

L.L.C., Docket No. 12-0347, July 3, 2012. 
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Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and the Regulatory Commission of 
Alaska, Prepared Supplemental Reply Testimony., On Behalf of Anadarko Petroleum 
Corporation and Tesoro Alaska Company, Phase II Cost of Service-FERC/RCA 
Concurrent Hearing, Docket No. IS09-348-006, et al., June, 19, 2012. 

 
Before the National Energy Board, Written Evidence on Behalf of Westcoast Energy, 

Case No. GH-001-2012, May 29, 2012. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and the Regulatory Commission of 

Alaska, Prepared Supplemental Testimony. on Behalf of Anadarko Petroleum 
Corporation and Tesoro Alaska Company, Phase II Cost of Service-FERC/RCA 
Concurrent Hearing, May 4, 2012. 

 
Before the Alberta Utility Commission, Written Evidence on behalf of EPCOR 

Distribution and Transmission Inc., Performance Based Ratemaking Proceeding, 
Appendix C, Application No. ___; Proceeding ___; July 22, 2011. 

 
Expert Report in Support of the Formation of the Energy Interchange Natural Gas 

Network Hub in Central Louisiana, on behalf of Energy Interchange Joint Application 
for Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity, Abandonment Authority, and 
for Authority to Offer New Market Based Rates; Docket No. CP11-___; June 2011. 

 
Before the Alberta Handling Commission, on behalf of the Beverage Container 

Management Board re Appropriate Margin; November 9, 2010. 
 
Before the Alberta Utility Commission, Written Evidence on behalf of ATCO Gas 2011-

2012 General rate application, Section 4.4 Appendix A, November 8, 2010. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments re Supplemental Notice 

of Proposed Rulemaking and Notice of Technical Conference, Docket RM10-17-000, 
August 25, 2010. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Prepared Testimony on Behalf of 

Puget Sound Energy’s Proposed amendment to its Open Access Transmission Tariff 
to add Schedule 12, Wind Integration-Within Hour Generation Following Service; 
Docket No. ER10-___000, June 14, 2010. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments on behalf of PJM 

Interconnection, LLC in re: Demand Response Compensation in Organized 
Wholesale Energy Markets, Docket RM 10-17-00, April 27, 2010. 

 
Before the Alberta Utility Commission, Written Evidence on behalf of EPCOR 

Distribution and Transmission Inc., In Re: 2010-2011 Phase I Distribution Tariff and 
2010-2011 Transmission Facility Owner Tariff, Appendix G-10, December 22, 2009. 

 
Retail Margin Evidence on behalf of EPCOR Energy Alberta Inc., In Re: 2010-2011 

Regulated Tariff Application, AppendixE-5, December 22, 2009. 
 
Before the Alberta Utilities Commission,  Written Rebuttal Evidence for EPCOR Energy 

Alberta, Inc., Review Hearing on the AEUB Decision 2008-031, 2007-2009 
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Regulated Rate Tariff Non-Energy Return, Application No. 1577836 Proceeding Id. 
174, September 28, 2009. 

 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California, Supplemental Rebuttal 

Testimony on Behalf of the Navajo Nation, In re: Application of Southern California 
Edison Company Regarding the Distribution of SO2 Allowance Sales Proceeds 
Related to the Suspended Operation of Mohave Generating Station, Application 06-
12-022, August 19, 2009. 

 
Before the Alberta Utilities Commission, Rebuttal Testimony in Support of AltaLink 

Management LTD 2009-2010 General Tariff Application, April 16, 2009. 
 
Before the Alberta Utilities Commission, Written Evidence In Support of EPCOR Energy 

Alberta Inc. Review Hearing on AEUB Decision 2008-031 2007-2009 Regulated 
Rate Tariff (RRT) Non-Energy Return, Appendix T, Application No. 1577836, 
Proceeding ID 174, April 9, 2009. 

 
Before the Alberta Utilities Commission, Rebuttal Evidence on Behalf of ATCO Electric, 

Application No. 1578371, February 4, 2009. 
 
Before the Alberta Utilities Commission, Testimony in Support of AltaLink Management 

LTD 2009-2010 General, Tariff Application, September 16, 2008. 
 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California, Rebuttal Testimony. on 

Behalf of the Navajo Nation, In Re: Application of Southern California Edison 
Company (U 338-E) Regarding the Distribution of SO2 Allowance Sale Proceeds 
Related to the Suspended Operation of Mohave Generating Station, Application 06-
12-022, August 1, 2008 

 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California, Direct Testimony on 

Behalf of the Navajo Nation, In Re: Application of Southern California Edison 
Company (U 338-E) Regarding the Distribution of SO2 Allowance Sale Proceeds 
Related to the Suspended Operation of Mohave Generating Station, Application 06-
12-022, August 1, 2008. 

 
Before the North Carolina Utilities Commission, Rebuttal Testimony for Duke Energy 

Carolinas, In re: Application of Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC for Approval of Save-a-
Watt Approach, Energy Efficiency Rider, and Portfolio of Energy Efficiency 
Programs, Docket No. E-7, SUB 831, July 21, 2008 

 
Before the Nebraska Public Service Commission, Prefiled Direct Testimony On Behalf of 

SourceGas Distribution, LLC and Kinder Morgan, Inc., Docket No. FC-1327, July 9, 
2008. 

 
Before the Alberta Utility Commission, Direct Evidence on Behalf of ATCO Electric, 

Application No. 1578371, July 4, 2008. 
 
Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on Behalf of Duke 

Energy Indiana, Inc. Case No. 43373, July 2, 2008. 
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Before the Arizona Corporation Commission, Affidavit in Support of Arizona Public 
Service Company’s Motion for Interim Rate, Docket No. E-01345A008-0172, June 4, 
2008. 

 
Before the Illinois Commerce Commission, Sur-rebuttal, on Behalf of Enbridge Pipelines 

(Illinois) LLC, Docket No. 07-0446, May 21, 2008. 
 
Before the North Carolina Utilities Commission, Direct Testimony In Re: Application of 

Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC for Approval of Save-a-Watt Approach, Energy 
Efficiency Rider, and Portfolio of Energy Efficiency Programs, Docket No. E-7, SUB 
831, April 3, 2008. 

 
Before the Illinois Commerce Commission, Reply Testimony on Behalf of Enbridge 

Pipelines (Illinois) LLC, Docket No. 07-0446, February 4, 2008. 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of South Carolina, Rebuttal Testimony for Duke 

Energy Carolinas, In re: Application of Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC For Approval of 
Energy Efficiency Plan Including Energy Efficiency Rider and Portfolio of Energy 
Efficiency Programs, January 2008. 

 
Before the Public Utility Commission of Oregon, Declaration (with Jeffrey A. Dubin) in 

Response to Wah Chang’s Renewed, Supplemental and Alternative Motions to 
Compel Compliance with DR 203, In Wah Chang v PacifiCorp, UM 1002, November 
19, 2007. 

 
Before the Public Utility Commission of Oregon, Declaration in Support of PacifiCorp’s 

Post Hearing Brief, In Wah Chang v. PacifiCorp, UM 1002, November 12, 2007. 
 
Before the Illinois Commerce Commission, Testimony On Behalf of Enbridge Pipelines 

(Illinois) LLC, Docket No. 07-0446, October 5, 2007. 
 
Before the Public Utility Commission for the State of Oregon, Supplemental       Reply 

Testimony (with Jeffrey A. Dubin, Ph.D.) In Wah Chang v. PacifiCorp, Docket No. 
UM 1002, July 31, 2007. 

 
Before the Oregon Public Utility Commission, Deposition of In Wah Chang v. PacifiCorp, 

UM 1002, June 14, 2007. 
 
Before the Oregon Public Utility Commission, Reply Testimony In Wah Chang v. 

PacifiCorp, UM 1002, May 24, 2007. 
 
Before the Illinois Commerce Commission, Expert Testimony of On   Behalf of Enbridge 

Energy Partners, L.P. and Enbridge Energy, Limited Partnership, Docket No. 06-
0470, December 21, 2006. 

 
Before the Alberta Energy and Utility Board, Expert Testimony on behalf of DERS and 

ENMAX In Support of The Direct Energy Regulated Services Default Rate Tariff and 
Regulated Rate Tariff Application in 2007 and 2008, December 15, 2006. 

 
Before the Alberta Handling Commission, Written report Memoranda in re: Retail 

Margins (Handling Fee) for the Alberta Bottle Depots September 19, 2006. 
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Before the Alberta Utility Board, Rebuttal Evidence on Behalf of DERS re Application for 

Approval of Regulated Rate Tariff (RRT), August 11, 2006. 
 
Before the Alberta Utility Board, Rebuttal Evidence on Behalf of ENMAX re Application 

for Approval of Regulated Rate Tariff (RRT), August 11, 2006. 
 
Before the Alberta Energy and Utility Board, Expert Testimony In Support of The Enmax 

Energy Corporation Application for Approval of a Regulated Rate Tariff (RRT) to take 
effect July 1, 2006, Pursuant to Section 103 of the Electric Utilities Act and Section 
23 of the Regulated Rate Option Regulation, April 4, 2006. 

 
Before the Alberta Energy and Utility Board, Expert Testimony In Support of The Direct 

Energy Regulated Services Application for Approval of a Regulated Rate Tariff 
(RRT) to take effect July 1, 2006, Pursuant to Section 103 of the Electric Utilities Act 
and Section 26 of the Regulated Rate Option Regulation, March 21, 2006. 

 
Before the FERC, Prepared Reply Testimony on behalf of Idacorp Energy L.P. and 

Idaho Power Company, Docket No.EL00-95-147, EL00-98-134, October 17, 2005. 
 
Before the FERC, Prepared Reply Testimony of on behalf of Avista Energy Inc., Docket 

No. EL 00-95-000, EL00-98-000, November 7, 2005. 
 
Before the FERC, Prepared Supplemental Testimony on behalf of Avista Energy Inc., 

Docket No. EL00-95-000, EL00-98-000, September 30, 2005. 
 
Before the FERC, Prepared Testimony on behalf of Idacorp Energy L.P. and Idaho 

Power Company, Docket No. EL00-95-000, EL00-98-000, September 14, 2005. 
 
Before the FERC, Prepared Testimony on behalf of Avista Energy Inc., Docket No. 

EL00-95-000, EL00-98-000, September 14, 2005. 
 
Before the Florida Public Service Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Progress Energy Florida, Docket No. 050078-EI, August 5, 2005. 
 
Before the Florida Public Service Commission, Direct Testimony o on behalf of Progress 

Energy Florida, Review of Progress Energy Florida’s Rate Case Filing, Docket No. 
050078, April 29, 2005. 

 
Before the FERC, Direct Testimony. for Pepco Holdings, Inc., Docket No. EC05-43-000, 

April 11, 2005. 
 
Before the FERC, Affidavit to Comment on Order Granting Motion and Requesting 

Comments in San Diego Gas & Electric Company, v. Sellers Of Energy and Ancillary 
Service Into Markets Operated by the California Independent System Operator 
Corporation And the California Power Exchange, Docket No. EL00-95-045, EL00-98-
042, January 10, 2005. 

 
Before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission, Prefiled Rebuttal 

Testimony on behalf of Puget Sound Energy, Inc., Docket No. UE-04/UG-04, 
November 2004. 
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Before the National Energy Board, Direct Evidence In the Matter of TransCanada 

Pipelines, RH-3-2004, June 21, 2004. 
 
Before the California Public Utilities Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of The 

Navajo Nation, Application No. 02-05-046, June 4,2004. 
 
Before the California Public Utilities Commission, Superseding Testimony on behalf of 

The Navajo Nation, Application No. 02-05-046, May 14, 2004. 
 
Before the California Public Utilities Commission, Reply Testimony on behalf of Cal-

CLERA, Docket No. R03-10-003, May 7, 2004. 
 
Before the California Public Utilities Commission, Prepared Testimony on behalf of Cal-

CLERA and the City of Victorville, Docket No. R03-10-003, April 15, 2004. 
 
Before the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission, Prefiled Direct 

Testimony on behalf of Puget Sound Energy, Inc., Docket No. UE-04/UG-04, April 5, 
2004. 

 
Before the FERC, Affidavit for the Independent Energy Producers, on Behalf of 

Mountainview Power, January 8, 2004. 
 
On Behalf of VENCorp (Australia), Final Report on Stage 1 Definition of Market Design 

Packages, December 24, 2003. 
 
On Behalf of VENCorp (Australia), Initial Report on Stage 1 Definition of Market Design 

Packages, December 8, 2003. 
 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California, Prepared Rebuttal 

Testimony on behalf of The Navajo Nation, Application No. 02-05-046, October 29, 
2003. 

 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California, Comments on behalf of 

The California Clean Energy Resources Authority (Cal-CLERA), October 22, 2003. 
 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of California, Prepared Direct Testimony on 

behalf of The Navajo Nation, Application No. 02-5-046, October 10, 2003. 
 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of California, Prepared Rebuttal Testimony on 

behalf of the Independent Energy Producers Association, Docket No. A-03-03-032, 
October 6, 2003. 

 
Before the California Public Utilities Commission, Prepared Direct Testimony on behalf 

of the Independent Energy Producers Association (IEP), Docket No. A.03-07-032, 
September 29, 2003. 

 
Before the FERC, Testimony on behalf of BP Energy, Docket No. EL03-60-000, April 16, 

2003. 
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Before the FERC, Testimony on behalf of Idacorp Energy L.P. and Idaho Power 
Company, Docket No. EL01-10-007, March 20, 2003. 

 
Before the FERC, Testimony on Behalf of Avista Energy, Inc., BP Energy Company, 

Idacorp Energy L.P., Puget Sound Energy Inc., TransAlta Energy Marketing (U.S.) 
Inc., TransAlta Energy Marketing (California) Inc., and TransCanada Energy, Ltd., 
Docket No. EL00-95-075, EL00-98-063, March 3, 2003. 

 
Before the FERC, Affidavit to Comment on FERC Staff’s Recommendations Related to 

Natural Gas Prices in California’s Electric Markets During the Refund Period, Docket 
No. EL00-95-045, EL00-98-042, October 14, 2002. 

 
Before the FERC, Prepared Reply Testimony on Behalf of Avista and Accompanying 

Exhibits, Docket No. EL00-95-045, EL00-98-042, August 9, 2002.  
 
Before the FERC, Prepared Rebuttal Testimony Issues II and III, Docket No. EL00-95-

045, EL00-98-042, July 26, 2002. 
 
Before the FERC, Prepared Responsive Testimony Issues II and III, Docket No. EL00-

95-045, EL00-98-042, July 3, 2002. 
 
Before the US House of Representatives Subcommittee on Energy Policy, Natural 

Resources and Regulatory Affairs, Comments in the Matter of “California’s Electricity 
Markets:  The Case of Enron and Perot Systems,” on behalf of Perot Systems 
Corporation, July 22, 2002. 

 
Before the Arizona Corporation Commission, Supplemental Testimony on behalf of 

Arizona Public Service Company, Docket No. E-00000A-02-0051m June 26, 2002. 
 
Before the Arizona Corporation Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of Arizona 

Public Service Company, Docket No. E-00000A-02-0051, et al., June 11, 2002. 
 
Before the Alberta Energy and Utilities Board, In the Matter of an Application by NOVA 

Gas Transmission Ltd. For Fort Saskatchewan Extension & Scotford Sales Meter 
Station & Josephburg Sales Meter Station & Astotin Sales Meter Station, 
Supplemental Evidence May 7, 2002. 

 
Before the Arizona Corporation Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of Arizona 

Public Service Company, Docket No. E-01345A-01-0822, April 22, 2002. 
 
Before the Alberta Energy Board, Evidence In the Matter of An Application by NOVA 

Gas Transmission Ltd. for Fort Saskatchewan Extension & Scotford Sales Meter 
Station & Josephburg Sales Meter Station & Astotin Sales Meter StationMarch 26, 
2002. 

 
Before the Florida Public Service Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of Florida 

Power Corporation, Docket No. 000824-EI, February 11, 2002. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Prepared Supplemental Testimony 

on behalf of Avista Energy Inc., BP Energy Company, Coral Power, LLC, IDACORP 
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Energy, LP, Puget Sound Energy and Sempra Energy Trading Corp (Competitive 
Supplier Group), Docket No. EL00-95-045 – EL00-98-042, January 31, 2002. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Deposition testimony on behalf of 

Competitive Suppliers Group, Docket Nos. EL00-95-045 and EL00-98-042, 
November 28, 2001. (FERC) 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Issue I. Prepared Testimony., on 

behalf of the Competitive Suppliers Group (Cal Refund), Docket No. EL00-95-045 – 
EL00-98-042, November 6, 2001. 

 
Before the Florida Public Service Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of Florida 

Power Corporation, Docket No. 000824-EI, September 14, 2001. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, prepared Direct Testimony and 

Exhibits on behalf of Idacorp Energy, L.P., Docket Nos. EL01-10-000 and EL01-10-
001, August 27, 2001. 

 
Before the State Corporation Commission of the State of Kansas, Rebuttal Testimony on 

behalf of Western Resources, Inc., Docket No. 01-WRSE-949-GIE, June 2001. 
 
Before the State Corporation Commission of the State of Kansas, Direct Testimony on 

behalf of Western Resources, Inc., Docket No. 01-WRSE-949-GIE, June 2001. 
 
Before the California Energy Commission, Statement and Affidavit re the Baldwin 

Energy Facility, June 2001. 
 
Before the State Corporation Commission of the State of Kansas, Surrebuttal Testimony 

on behalf of Western Resources, Inc., Docket No. 01-WRSE-436-RTS, May 2001. 
 
Before the State Corporation Commission of the State of Kansas, Rebuttal Testimony on 

behalf of Western Resources, Inc., Docket No. 01-WRSE-436-RTS, April 2001. 
 
Before the State Corporation Commission of the State of Kansas, Direct Testimony on 

behalf of Western Resources, Inc., Docket No. 01-WRSE-436-RTS, January 2001. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Affidavit on behalf of Entergy Power 

Marketing Corp. and Koch Energy Trading, Inc., Docket No. EC00-106, 20 June 
2000. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Affidavit on behalf of Western 

Resources, Inc., Docket No. ER00-00-000, 28 April 2000. 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of Florida, Intervenor Testimony on behalf of 

Florida Power Corporation, Docket No. 991462, 7 March 2000. 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Direct Testimony on behalf of ANR 

Pipeline Company, Docket No. 6650-CG-194, 6 March 2000. 
 



PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
41 

Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 
Duke Energy South Bay, LLC, Docket Nos. ER98-496-000 and ER98-2160-000, 1 
March 2000. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Affidavit on behalf of ANR Pipeline 

Company, Docket Nos. CP00-36-000, CP00-37-000, and CP00-38-000, 28 
December 1999. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of Duke 

Energy South Bay, LLC, Docket Nos. ER98-496-000 and ER98-2160-000, 22 
December 1999. 

 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Alliant Energy Corporation, Docket Nos. 9403-YI-100 and 6680-UM-100, 23 
September 1999. 

 
Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Direct Testimony on behalf of 

Alliant Energy Corporation, Docket Nos. 9403-YI-100 and 6680-UM-100, 1 July 
1999. 

 
Before the Public Service Commission of the State of Missouri, Surrebuttal Testimony on 

behalf of Western Resources, Inc. and Kansas City Power & Light, Case No. EM-97-
515, 10 June 1999. 

 
Before the State Corporation Commission of the State of Kansas, Rebuttal Testimony on 

behalf of Western Resources, Inc., Docket No. 97-WSRE-676-MER, 18 March 1999. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Affidavit on behalf of Duke Energy 

South Bay LLC, Docket No. ER98-496-000 and ER98-2160-000, February 1999. 
 
Before the Georgia Public Service Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Georgia Power Company, GPSC Docket No. 9355-U, 27 October 1998. 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of the State of Missouri, Direct Testimony on 

behalf of Western Resources, Inc. and Kansas City Power & Light Company, Case 
No. EM-97-515, Volume III, June 1998. 

 
Before the State Corporation Commission of the State of Kansas, Direct Testimony on 

behalf of Western Resources, Inc., Docket No. 97-WSRE-676-MER, 17 June 1998. 
 
Before the Georgia Public Service Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of Georgia 

Power Company, GPSC Docket No. 9355-U, 3 June 1998. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of Duke 

Energy, Docket No. ER98-496-000 and ER98-2160-000 24 April 1998. 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Wisconsin Electric Power Company, Docket No. 05-BE-100, __ March 1998. 
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Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 
Wisconsin Electric Power Company, Docket No. 05-BE-100, 23 March 1998. 

 
Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Testimony on behalf of Wisconsin 

Electric Power Company, Docket No. 05-BE-100, 9 March 1998. 
 
Before the Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Pennsylvania Power Company, Docket No. R-00974149, 19 February 1998. 
 
Before the State Corporation Commission of Kansas, Prepared Statement on behalf of 

Western Resources, Inc., 28 October 1997 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Testimony on behalf of Wisconsin 

Energy Corporation and ESELCO, Inc., Docket No. EC97-___-000, 22 October 
1997. 

 
Before the Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of 

Pennsylvania Power Company, Docket No. R-00974149, 26 September 1997. 
 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California, Testimony on behalf of 

Southern California Edison Company, Docket No. U-338-E, September 15, 1997. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Affidavit on behalf of The Power 

Company of America, L.P., Docket No. ER95-111-000, November 1, 1996. 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Wisconsin Energy Corporation, Wisconsin Electric Power Company, et.al. 
(Applicants), Docket Nos. 6630-UM-100, 4220-UM-101, October 23, 1996.  

 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California, Rebuttal Testimony on 

behalf of Pacific Telesis Group, No. 96-04-038, October 15, 1996. 
 
Before the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities, Rebuttal 

Testimony on behalf of Boston Gas Company, Docket No. D.P.U. 96-50, Exhibit 
BGC-117, August 16, 1996. 

 
Before the State Corporation Commission of the State of Kansas, Revised Direct 

Testimony on behalf of Western Resources, Inc. and Kansas Gas and Electric, 
Docket Nos. 193,306-U and 193,307-U, July 11, 1996. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Prepared Rebuttal Testimony on 

behalf of Koch Gateway, Docket No. RP95-362-000, June 18, 1996. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Wisconsin Electric Power Company, Northern States Power Company (Minnesota 
and Wisconsin), and Cenerprise, Docket Nos. EC95-16-000, ER95-1357-000, and 
ER95-1358-000, May 28, 1996. 

 
Before the Arkansas Public Service Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Arkansas Power & Light, Docket No. 89_128 U, 1996. 
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Before the New Mexico Public Utility Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of 
Southwestern Public Service Company, Case No. _______, November 1995. 

 
Before the State Corporation Commission of the State of Kansas, Direct Testimony on 

behalf of Kansas Gas and Electric Company, August 11, 1995. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of Koch 

Gateway Pipeline Company, Docket No. RP-95-  -000, June 28, 1995. 
 
Before the National Energy Board of Canada, Evidence in the Matter of Fort St. John 

and Grizzly Valley Expansion Projects, British Columbia Gas, January 1995. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Rebuttal Comments in the Matter of 

Pricing Policy for New and Existing Facilities Constructed by Interstate Natural Gas 
Pipelines on behalf of Cascade Natural Gas Corporation, et.al. Docket No. PL94-4-
000, December 5, 1994. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments Related to Pricing Policy 

for New and Existing Facilities Constructed by Interstate Natural Gas Pipelines on 
behalf of Cascade Natural Gas Corporation, LFC Gas Company, Northwest Natural 
Gas Company, and Washington Natural Gas Company, Docket No. PL94-4-000, 
November 4, 1994. 

 
Affidavit on behalf of Barr Devlin, October 1994. (FERC) 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments and Responses Related 

to Pricing Policy for New and Existing Facilities Constructed by Interstate Natural 
Gas Pipelines on behalf of Cascade Natural Gas Corporation, LFC Gas Company, 
Northwest Natural Gas Company, and Washington Natural Gas Company, Docket 
No. PL94-4-000, September 26, 1994 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Statement on behalf of Buckeye 

Pipe Line Company, L.P., Docket Nos. OR94-6-000 and IS87-14-000, February 22, 
1994. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Koch Gateway Pipeline Company, Docket No. RP93-205-000, November 29, 1993 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of Koch 

Gateway Pipeline Company, Docket No. RP93-205-000, September 30, 1993. 
 
Before the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of PSI 

Energy, Inc., Cause Nos. 39646, 39584-S1, June 23, 1993. 
 
Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Northern States Power Company, Docket Nos. E002/GR-92-1185, G002/GR-92-
1186, March 23, 1993. 

 
Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Pennsylvania Gas and Water Company, Docket No. R-22482, March 9, 1993. 
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Before the State of Maine Public Utilities Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of 
Central Maine Power, Docket No. 90-085-A, January 7, 1993. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Affidavit regarding Order 636-A 

Compliance Filing Proposed Restructuring on behalf of United Gas Pipe Line 
Company, Docket No. RS92-26-000, October 29, 1992. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Rebuttal and Cross Answering 

Testimony on behalf of Exxon Pipeline Company, Docket Nos. IS92-3-000, et.al., 
August 10, 1992. 

 
Before the Arizona Corporation Commission Task Force on Externalities, Comments in 

Response to Shortcomings and Pitfalls in Attempts to Incorporate Environmental 
Externalities into Electric Utility Least-cost Planning, Docket No. U-000-92-035, 
March 20, 1992. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation, Docket Nos. CP90-2154-000, RP85-177-
008, RP88-67-039, et.al., RP90--119-001, et.al., RP91-4-000, RP91-119, and RP90-
15-000, January 30, 1992. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Washington Gas Light Company, Docket Nos. RP90-108-000, et.al., RP90-107-000, 
January 17, 1992. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments in Response to Notice of 

Proposed Rulemaking on behalf of United Gas Pipe Line Company, Docket No. 
RM92-11-000, October 15, 1991. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of 

Washington Gas Light Company, Docket Nos. RP91-82-000, et.al., August 27, 1991. 
 
Before the Arizona Corporation Commission, Rejoinder Testimony on behalf of Arizona 

Public Service Company, Docket Nos. U-1345-90-007 and U-1345-89-162, June 18, 
1991. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments submitted in Response 

to Notice of Public Conference and Request for Comments on Electricity Issues, 
Docket No. PL91-1-000, June 10, 1991. 

 
Before the Arizona Corporation Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of Arizona 

Public Service Company, Phase II, Docket Nos. U-1345-90-007 and U-1345-89-162, 
May 3, 1991. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of 

United Gas Pipe Line Company, Docket Nos. RP91-126-000, CP91-1669-000, 
CP91-1670-000, CP91-1671-000, CP91-1672-000, and CP91-1673-000, April 15, 
1991. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments on Electricity Issues, 

Docket No. PL91-1-000, April 12, 1991. 
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Before the Arizona Corporation Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of Arizona 

Public Service Company, Docket No. U-0000-90-088, November 26, 1990. 
 
Before the State of Maine Public Utilities Commission, Rebuttal Testimony and Exhibits 

on behalf of Central Maine Power, Docket No. 90-076, November 16, 1990. 
 
Before the State Corporation Commission of Virginia, Direct Testimony on behalf of 

Historic Manassas, Inc., SCC Case No. PUE 890057, VEPCO Application 154, 
November 2, 1990. 

 
Before the Iowa Utilities Board, Comments Prepared at the Request of Iowa Electric 

Light and Power Company on Iowa's Proposed Rulemaking Related to Utility Energy 
Efficiency Programs, Docket No. RMU90-27, October 15, 1990. 

 
Before the Arkansas Public Service Commission, Testimony on behalf of Arkla, Inc., 

Docket no. 90-036-U, August 31, 1990. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Northeast Utilities Service Company, Docket Nos. EC90-10-000, ER90-143-000, 
ER90-144-000, ER90-145-000 and EL90-9-000, July 20, 1990. 

 
Before the Illinois Commerce Commission, Testimony on behalf of Commonwealth 

Edison, Docket No. 90-0169, July 17, 1990. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

New York State Customer Group (Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation; Rochester 
Gas & Electric Corporation; New York State Electric & Gas Corporation), Docket 
Nos. RP88-211-000, RP88-10-000, RP90-27-000, June 1, 1990. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Statement on behalf of Public 

Service Company of Indiana, Docket Nos. ER89-672-000, February 15, 1990. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Prepared Direct Testimony 

submitted on behalf of The New York State Customer Group, which includes Niagara 
Mohawk Power Corporation, Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation and New York 
State Electric & Gas Corporation, Docket Nos. RP88-211-000, RP88-10-000, RP88-
215-000 and RP90-27-000, January 23, 1990. 

 
Before the Arkansas Public Service Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Arkansas Power & Light Company, Docket No. 89-128-U, January 12, 1990. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Prepared Answering Testimony 

Sponsored by Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation, Docket Nos. RP88-67-000 
and RP88-81-000, January 10, 1990. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments on the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission's Proposed Policy Statement on Gas Inventory Charges, 
Docket No. PL89-10999, July 1989. 
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Before the Public Utilities Commission of Texas, Direct Testimony on behalf of Enron-
Dominion Cogen Corporation, Docket No. 8636, June 12, 1989. 

 
Before the Maine Public Utilities Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of Central 

Maine Power Company, Docket No. 88-310, March 1, 1989. 
 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Comments Submitted on behalf of 

Dayton Power and Light Company, In the Matter of the Revision and Promulgation of 
Rules for Long Term Forecast reports and Integrated Resource Plans of Electric 
Light Companies, Case no. 88-816-EL-OR, November 21, 1988. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments of the Energy and 

Environmental Policy Center, RE:  Regulations Governing Independent Power 
Producers, Docket No. RM88-4-000, July 18, 1988. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments of the Energy and 

Environmental Policy Center, RE:  Regulations Governing Bidding Programs, Docket 
No. RM88-5-000, July 18, 1988. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments of the Energy and 

Environmental Policy Center, Re:  Administrative Determination of Full Avoided 
Costs, Sales of Power to Qualifying Facilities, and Interconnection Facilities, Docket 
No. RM88-66-000, July 18, 1988. 

 
Before the Maine Public Utilities Commission, Testimony on behalf of Central Maine 

Power Company, Docket No. 88-111, June 22, 1988. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments of the Energy and 

Environmental Policy Center, Re:  Brokering of Interstate Natural Gas Pipeline 
Capacity, Docket No. RM88-13-000, June 17, 1988. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments of the Energy and 

Environmental Policy Center, Re:  Administrative Determination of Full Avoided 
Costs, Sales of Power to Qualifying Facilities, and Interconnection Facilities, Docket 
No. RM88-6-000, June 16, 1988. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Public Service Company of New Mexico, April 12, 1988. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Oral Comments, Re:  Order No. 

500, Docket No. RM87-34-000 et.al., March, 1988. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Statement on behalf of 

Transwestern Pipeline Company, Docket No. CP88-143-000, March, 1988. 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of New Hampshire, Testimony on behalf of Public 

Service Company of New Hampshire, Docket No DR88-000, January 7, 1988. 
 
Before the Ontario Energy Board, Testimony on behalf of ICG Utilities (Ontario) LTD, 

The 1987 Amended Gas Pricing Agreement, E.B.R.O. 411-III et.al., November, 
1987. 
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Before the New Hampshire Public Utility Commission, Technical Statement on behalf of 

Public Service Company of New Hampshire, Filing of special Contract No. NHPUC-
54 Between Nashua Corporation and Public Service Company of New Hampshire, 
October 30, 1987. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Statement on behalf of Arkla, Inc., 

included as an exhibit in Arkla, Inc.'s Comments on Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 
Docket No. RM87-34-000, October 13, 1987. 

 
Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

West Penn Power Company, Docket No. R-850220, September 28, 1987. 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of New York, Prepared Rebuttal Testimony on 

behalf of National Fuel Gas Distribution Company, September 14, 1987. 
 
Before the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission, Prefiled Direct Testimony on 

behalf of Public Service Company of New Hampshire, Docket No. DR87-151, August 
28, 1987. 

 
Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of West 

Penn Power Company, Docket No. R-850220, Reconsideration, July 27, 1987. 
 
Before the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities, Statement 

on behalf of Boston Edison Company, Docket Nos. 86-36, June 12, 1987. 
 
Before the State of Illinois Commerce Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Commonwealth Edison Company, Docket Nos. 87-0043, 87-0044, 8700096, May 4, 
1987. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments on behalf of Tennessee 

Gas Pipeline Company, In the Matter of Iroquois Gas Transmission System, Docket 
No. CP86-523-001, March 9, 1987. 

 
Before the New Hampshire Public Utility Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of 

Public Service Company of New Hampshire, NHPUC Docket No. DR86-122, March 
3, 1987. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments on behalf of 

Transwestern Pipeline Company, In the Matter of Notice of Inquiry into alleged 
anticompetitive Practices Related to Marketing Affiliates of Interstate Pipelines, 
Docket No. RM87-5-000, December 29, 1986. 

 
Before the Maine Public Utilities Commission, Testimony on behalf of Central Maine 

Power Company, Docket No. 86-215, Re:  Proposed Amendments to Chapter 36, 
December 18, 1986. 

 
Before the Utah Public Service Commission, Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of NUCOR 

Steel Corporation, In the Matter of the Investigation of Cost of Service Issues for 
Utah Power & Light Company, Case No. 85-035-06, December 5, 1986. 

 



PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
48 

Before the Public Service Commission of New York, Prepared Direct Testimony on 
behalf of National Fuel Gas Distribution Corporation, Case Nos. 38947 and 28954, 
November 21, 1986. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Prepared Rebuttal Testimony on 

behalf of Transwestern Pipeline Company, Docket No. RP86-126, November 13, 
1986. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Prepared Cross-Answering 

Testimony on behalf of Members of the New England Customer Group, Docket No. 
RP86-119, October 28, 1986. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Prepared Testimony on behalf of 

Members of the New England Customer Group, Docket No. RP86-119, October 14, 
1986. 

 
Before the Utah Public Service Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of NUCOR 

Steel Corporation, Docket No. 85-035-04, September 30, 1986. 
 
Before the State of New Jersey Department of Energy, Board of Public Utilities, Rebuttal 

Testimony on behalf of Elizabethtown Gas Company, September, 1986. 
 
Before the State of Illinois Commerce Commission, Testimony on behalf of 

Commonwealth Edison Company, Docket No. 86-0249, August 25, 1986. 
 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of Ohio 

Power Company, Case No. 85-726-EL-AIR, April, 1986. 
 
Before the State of New Jersey Department on Energy, Board of Public Utilities, 

Testimony on behalf of Elizabethtown Gas Company, Docket No. 8112-1039, March, 
1986. 

 
Before the Maine Public Utilities Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of Central 

Maine Power Company, Docket No. 85-132, March, 1986. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments on behalf of National 

Economic Research Associates, Inc., Notice of Inquiry Re: Regulation of Electricity 
Sales-for-Resale and Transmission Service, 18 C.F.R. Parts 35 and 290, Issued 
June 28, 1985, Docket No. RM85-17-000 (Phase II), January 23, 1986. 

 
Before the Alaska Public Utilities Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of Seagull, 

Enstar Corporation, and Enstar Natural Gas Company, U-84-67, December, 1985. 
 
Before the Virginia State Corporation Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Dominion Resources, Inc. and Virginia Electric and Power Company, Case No. PUE 
830060, November 26, 1985. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Comments on behalf of National 

Economic Research Associates, Inc., Notice Requesting Supplemental Comments 
Re:  Regulation of Natural Gas Pipeline After Partial Wellhead Decontrol, Docket No. 
RM85-1-000 (Part D), November 18, 1985. 
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Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Oral Comments on behalf of 

National Economic Research Associates, Inc., Notice of Inquiry Re: Regulation of 
Electricity Sales-for-Resale and Transmission Services (Phase II), Docket No. 
RM85-17-000, November 4, 1985. 

 
Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Eastern Wisconsin Utilities, Docket No. 05-EP-4, November, 1985. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Oral Comments on behalf of 

National Economic Research Associates, Inc., Notice of Inquiry Re: Regulation of 
Electricity Sales-for-Resale and Transmission Services (Phase I), Docket No. RM85-
17-000, August 9, 1985.   

 
Before the Maine Public Utilities Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of Central 

Maine Power Company, Docket No. 85-132, August, 1985. 
 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Direct Testimony on behalf of Ohio 

Power Company, Docket No. 85-726-EL-AIR, July, 1985. 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Direct Testimony on behalf of 

Wisconsin Gas Company, Docket Nos. 05-UI-18 and 6650-DR-2, June, 1985. 
 
Before the Ontario Energy Board, Testimony on behalf of Unicorp of Canada 

Corporation, In the Matter of Union Enterprises Ltd. and Unicorp of Canada Utilities 
Corporation, E.B.R.L.G. 28, Exhibit 10.4, April, 1985. 

 
Before the Utah Public Utilities Commission, Testimony on behalf of NUCOR Steel, 

Docket No. 84-035-01 (Rate Spread Phase), January, 1985. 
 
Before the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Affidavit for Alabama Power Company, 

October 1984. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Prepared Direct Testimony on 

behalf of Consolidated Gas Supply Corporation, Application of Consolidated Gas 
Supply Corporation for Rate Relief, Docket No. RP82-115, April, 1984. 

 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of East 

Ohio Gas Company, et.al., In the Matter of the Investigation into Long Term 
Solutions Concerning Disconnection of Gas and Electric Service During Winter 
Emergencies, Case No. 83-303-GE-COI, March, 1984. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Testimony on behalf of Florida 

Power and Light Company, Docket Nos. ER82-793 and EL83-24, February, 1984. 
 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, Direct Testimony on behalf of East Ohio 

Gas Company, et.al., In the Matter of the Investigation into Long Term Solutions 
Concerning Disconnection of Gas and Electric Service During Winter Emergencies, 
Case No. 83-303-COI, January, 1984. 
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Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Supplemental Direct Testimony on 
behalf of Consolidated Gas Supply Corporation, Docket No. RP81-80, September, 
1983. 

 
Before the Arkansas Public Service Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of 

Arkansas Louisiana Gas Company, Docket No. 83-161-U, August, 1983. 
 
Before the New Mexico Public Service Commission, Testimony on behalf of Public 

Service Company of New Mexico, Case No. 1811, July 17, 1983. 
 
Before the Federal Communications Commission, Rebuttal Case Testimony on behalf of 

Interstate Mobile Phone Company, in American Mobile Commission of Washington 
and Oregon, CC Docket No. 83-445, June, 1983. 

 
Before the Public Service Commission of Indiana, Prepared Rebuttal Testimony on 

behalf of Northern Indiana Public Service Company, Case No. 37023, May, 1983. 
 
Before the Public Service Commission of New York, Testimony on behalf of the 

Industrial Energy Users Association, in Procedure to Inquire into the Benefits to 
Ratepayers and Utilities from Implementation of Conservation Programs that will 
Reduce Electric Use, Case No. 28223, May, 1983. 

 
Before the Public Utilities Commission of Maryland, Testimony on behalf of the Mid-

Atlantic Petroleum Distributors Association, the Oil Heat Association of Washington, 
and Steuart Petroleum Company, Case No. 7649, May, 1983. 

 
Before the Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control, Testimony on behalf of the 

Independent Petroleum Association, Docket No. 83-01-01, April, 1983. 
 
Before the State Corporation Commission of Virginia, Testimony on behalf of the Mid-

Atlantic Petroleum Distributors Association, the Oil Heat Association of Washington, 
and Steuart Petroleum Company, Case No. PUE 830008, March, 1983. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Arkansas Louisiana Gas Company, Docket Nos. RP82-75-000 et.al., February 1983. 
 
Before the Federal Communications Commission, Rebuttal Case Testimony on behalf of 

Interstate Mobile Phone Company, in American Mobile Communications of 
Washington and Oregon, CC Docket No. 83-3, February, 1983. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Prepared Testimony on behalf of 

Consolidated Gas Supply Corporation, in Application of Consolidated Gas Supply 
Corporation for Rate Relief, Docket No. RP82-115, July, 1982. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of 

Consolidated Gas Supply Corporation, Docket No. RP81-80, April, 1982. 
 
Before the Florida Public Service Commission, Testimony on behalf of Florida Power & 

Light Company, Docket No. 820097-EU, April, 1982. 
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Before the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities, Direct Testimony on behalf of 
Boston Edison Company, Docket No. 906, January, 1982. 

 
Before the New Mexico Public Service Commission, Testimony on behalf of Public 

Service Company of New Mexico, In the Matter of New Mexico Public Service 
Commission Authorization for Southern Union Company to Transfer Certain Property 
to Western Gas Company, NMPSC Case 1689, January, 1982. 

 
Before the Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control Authority, Testimony on 

behalf of Southern Connecticut Gas Works, DPUC Investigation Into Utility Financing 
of Conservation and Efficiency Improvements, Docket No. 810707, August, 1981. 

 
Before the Connecticut Public Utility Control Authority, Prepared Testimony on behalf of 

Connecticut Natural Gas Corporation, July, 1981. 
 
Before the Philadelphia Gas Commission, Testimony on behalf of Philadelphia Gas 

Works, in PGW Rate Investigations, July, 1981. 
 
Before the California Public Utility Commission, Prepared Testimony on behalf of Pacific 

Gas and Electric Company, In Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company for 
Rate Relief, Application No. 68153, June, 1981. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Prepared Testimony on behalf of 

Consolidated Gas Supply Corporation, Docket No. RP81-80, June, 1981. 
 
Before the Tennessee Valley Authority Board, Comments on Tennessee Valley Authority 

Proposed Determinations on Ratemaking Standards, Contract TV-53565A, October, 
1980. 

 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Testimony on behalf of 

Pennsylvania Power and Light Company, Split-Savings and Emergency Tariffs, 
August, 1980. 

 
Before the Public Service Commission of Maryland, Answering Testimony on behalf of 

the People’s Counsel of Maryland re Baltimore Gas & Electric Company, Docket No. 
7159, May 1, 1980. 

 
Final Report of Consultants' Activities Submitted to Tennessee Valley Authority Division 

of Energy Conservation and Rates, in Consideration of Ratemaking Standards 
Pursuant to the Public Utility Regulatory Policy Act of 1978 (P.L. 95-617) and One 
Additional Standard, Contract No. TV-53575A, May, 1980. 

 
Before the Utah Public Service Commission, Direct Testimony on behalf of NUCOR 

Steel, PSCU Case No. 83-035-06, 1980. 
 
Before the Council on Environmental Quality, Washington, D.C., statement on “Alaskan 

Natural Gas, May, 1980. 
 
Presentation entitled “An Analysis of the Proposed Building Energy Performance 

Standards (BEPS),” Washington, D.C. in March, 1980. 
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Before the Ontario Energy Board, Testimony on behalf of the Public Interest Advocacy 
Board and National Anti-Poverty Organization, February 27, 1979. 

 
Before the Ontario Energy Board, Transcript of Testimony on behalf of the Public 

Interest Advocacy Board and National Anti-Poverty Organization, February 27, 1979. 
 
Before the Federal Power Commission/Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 

Testimony with respect to Cogeneration Pricing Rules, 1979. 
 
Before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Testimony on behalf of the State of 

Wisconsin in the Matter of the Northwest Alaskan Pipeline Company, Docket No. 
CP78-123, 1979. 
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