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Pursuant to the March 17, 2010 Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law
Judge Scoping Memo and Ruling Determining the Scope, Schedule, and Need for
Hearings in this Proceeding, Verizon California Inc., Verizon Business and Verizon
Wireless (collectively, “Verizon”) respectfully submit these reply comments on the
May 25, 2010 Utility Supplier Diversity Program Staff Report, Workshop on
Underutilized Areas (the “Staff Report”).

INTRODUCTION

These reply comments focus on the Opening Comments of The Black Economic
Council, Latino Business Chamber and Mabuhay Alliance (jointly filed) (hereafter “BEC”
comments), the Greenling Institute, the California Asian Pacific Chambers of
Commerce, and the California Hispanic Chamber of Commerce (“Intervenors”). While
the purpose of commenting on the Staff Report is to ensure accuracy in the report,
Intervenors go well beyond that purpose and provide a number of specific proposals
they would like the Commission to adopt as mandates. Many of these proposals are
variants of work that is already part of reporting company’ efforts. Other proposals
simply ignore operational, legal or other limitations. These reply comments provide a

response to some of the Intervenor proposals.?

! For purposes of these comments, reporting companies are the companies that are required to

follow GO 156 and who annually report their compliance with the General Order.

2 Due to the abundance of proposals, Verizon is not commenting on each. Silence on a particular

proposal should not be interpreted as tacit support for it.
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DISCUSSION

L THE PROPOSAL TO REQUIRE THE CREATION OF A $135 MILLION
UTILITY-SOURCED FUND FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND
CAPACITY BUILDING IS UNNECESSARY AND INAPPROPRIATELY
MANDATES PHILANTHROPY

BEC proposes that reporting companies create a $135 million fund that would be
used to pay for technical assistance and capacity building.® There are many issues with
this proposal but the main problem is that the Commission has no authority to mandate
the creation of such a fund. Tellingly, BEC’s comments do not articulate a legal path to
the creation of such a fund, nor could it. An additional problem with this proposal is that
it seeks to mandate philanthropy and philanthropy by definition is voluntary.

Intervenors have previously sought to require philanthropy.* But the Commission
has repeatedly recognized that it lacks authority to require such. The nature, amount,
and recipients of any shareholder philanthropic activities are not within the scope of any
general rate proceeding or other regulatory purview. For many reasons, including good
corporate citizenship and social responsibility, utilities and carriers believe philanthropy
is an important activity. Indeed, in the absence of any regulatory requirement, utilities
and carriers engage in robust philanthropy. In prior efforts to have a vehicle to enforce
voluntary but non-binding agreements regarding philanthropy, intervenors have sought
to include this type of requirement in several general rate cases (“GRC”), and each time

the Commission has rejected the request.

3 BEC Opening Comments at Exhibit A (unnumbered page 2) (proposing that reporting companies

allocate a minimum of “$27 million per year over five years”).

4 See African American Voice Opening Comments (September 30, 2009) at 3 (seeking

commitments that carriers and utilities spend 2% of each corporation’s pre-tax income on philanthropy);
Greenlining Institute Opening Comments (September 30, 2009) at 21 (seeking ways to promote carriers
and utilities to spend 2% of each corporation’s pre-tax revenues on philanthropy); California Hispanic
Chamber of Commerce Opening Comments (September 30, 2009) at 3 (seeking 33% of philanthropy
dollars for Hispanic businesses).
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In a GRC for Southern California Edison (“SCE”), the Commission found it had
no authority to compel SCE or its parent Edison International (“EIX”) to take any
involuntary action related to philanthropy and stated: “For many reasons, including
good corporate citizenship, social responsibility, and public perception, philanthropy is
an important consideration for SCE/EIX and corporations in general. However, as we
have previously indicated, we have no jurisdiction to order a change in SCE's giving

practices.”

The Commission came to a similar conclusion with regard to SDG&E and
SoCalGas:

[WI]e find that the Commission has no authority to make a lawful order to

either SDG&E or SoCalGas to adopt the Greenlining agreement's

provisions on philanthropy . . . °
This acknowledgement regarding the Commission’s lack of jurisdiction over corporate
giving was recently reaffirmed in D.09-03-025: “the Commission has no jurisdiction over

a utility's charitable contributions.””

Mandating creation of a fund paid for by reporting
companies is the equivalent of mandating philanthropy. As the Commission has no

jurisdiction to require corporate giving, this proposal must be rejected. Indeed, the

5 Re Southern California Edison Co., Decision No. 06-05-016, Opinion on Southern California

Edison Company's Test Year 2006 General Rate Increase Request, 2006 Cal. PUC LEXIS 189, mimeo,
at 183. See also Re Southern California Edison Co., Decision No. 04-07-022, Opinion on Base Rate
Revenue Requirement and Other Phase | Issues, 235 P.U..R4th 1, 305 (July 8, 2004) (noting that
although Greenlining proposes to require increased philanthropic goals, Greenlining acknowledges that
"the Commission does not appear to have the explicit authority to require Edison to set goals with respect
to philanthropy").

6 Re San Diego Gas & Electric Co., Decision No. 08-07-046, Decision on the Test Year 2008
General Rate Cases for San Diego Gas & Electric Company and Southern California Gas Company,
2008 Cal. PUC LEXIS 281, *102, reh’g denied, Decision No. 09-06-052 (rejecting claims that Commission
had jurisdiction over philanthropy).

! Re Southern California Edison Co., Decision No. 09-03-025, Alternate Decision of President

Peevey on the Test Year 2009 General Rate Case for Southern California Edison Company, 2009 Cal.
PUC LEXIS 165, *476 (recognizing the Commission’s lack of authority in this area, but encouraging SCE
to increase its philanthropic giving).
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Commission should continue to reject any role in enforcing corporate commitments
regarding philanthropy.

IL. REQUIRING PRIME CONTRACTORS TO ACHIEVE 30% DBE
PROCUREMENT IS INAPPROPRIATE

The California Asian Pacific Chambers of Commerce (CAPCC) recommends that
the Commission mandate reporting companies to require prime contractors to spend
30% of their dollars on diverse business enterpises (DBEs).® The CAPCC fails to
explain, however, how the Commission can require such a mandate when it cannot by
law require reporting companies to have quotas or set-asides. Such a mandate would
be an indirect way to establish a prohibited set-aside. Because quotas or set-asides
threaten the GO 156 program, CAPCC’s recommendation must be conclusively and
expressly rejected.

Even if the Commission could mandate such a requirement, it is unworkable and
unenforceable. Prime contractors face some of the same challenges that reporting
companies face in finding qualified DBEs for certain products and services, and a 30%
set-aside could be the equivalent of mandating an impossibility in some scenarios.
Finally, such a mandate could lead to unnecessary controversies with prime
contractors, especially if the prime contractor is making good faith efforts at retaining

DBEs but is simply falling short of the 30% mark.

8 CAPCC Opening Comments at 2.
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III. THE PROPOSAL THAT THE COMMISSION ADOPT SPECIFIC GOALS
FOR EACH MINORITY GROUP AND WOMEN OF COLOR SEEKS TO
CIRCUMVENT THE SCOPING MEMO’S EXCLUSION OF INCREASING
GOALS

BEC asks the Commission to establish specific goals for women of color, ethnic
categories and service disabled veteran business enterprises (DVBESs). Specifically,
BEC would require 10% spend with Asian businesses, 15% with Latino businesses,
6.5% with African American businesses, 10% with women of color businesses and 3%
with DVBEs.? Because BEC allows that spend with women of color businesses could
be assumed to be part of one of the other ethnic goals, ' the total goal would be 31.5%
for ethnic categories and 3% for DVBEs for a grand total of 34.5%. BEC’s
recommendation is inappropriate because the Assigned Commissioner and ALJ have
already ruled that increased goals are eliminated from the scope of this proceeding:

The issue of whether to increase the voluntary initial minimum long-term

goals of 15% of procurement spend for MBEs, 5% for WBEs, and 1.5% for

DVBEs is modified based on party comments. Instead of increasing parts

of, or the aggregate, 21.5% target goal for DBE spend, all covered utilities

will submit to the Commission responses to specific questions about their

own self-identified short-term steps towards achieving or exceeding the
target goals of GO 156 as described in Section 4 below."

BEC'’s attempt to circumvent the scoping memo by providing a more specific set
of goals must also be rejected because the goals are completely arbitrary. As

previously explained, the only target that is based on an availability study is the DVBE

t.12

targe While BEC couches its recommendation with reference to the number of

o BEC Opening Comments at unnumbered page 4.

10 Id. (“Women of color goals can be reflected both in the women of color and in the appropriate

minority category.”).
" Scoping Memo at 10.

Re Rulemaking to Revise General Order 156, Decision No. 96-12-081, 70 CPUC2d 422, 424
(Dec. 20, 1996).

12
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Asian, Latinos and African Americans in the California population,’ the existence of a
certain percentage of a particular group in the population of California does not translate
into a corresponding percentage of qualified vendors.™ To avoid establishing arbitrary
targets, the Commission would have to undertake an availability study to determine the
number of qualified Asian, Latino, African American and women of color vendors and
the current number of qualified disabled veteran vendors, as the Commission required
with respect to DVBE vendors when it established the existing goal of 1.5%. Performing
an availability study avoids arbitrary targets. Without such a study, any changes to the
goals as proposed by BEC would be arbitrary and lack an evidentiary basis.

IV. THE PROPOSAL TO HAVE REPORTING COMPANIES PROVIDE HIGH

LEVEL FORECASTS OF PROCUREMENT OPPORTUNITIES IS ALREADY
PART OF SOME PROGRAMS BUT CANNOT BE MANDATED

Some reporting companies have stated in workshops that they provide some
advance notice of procurement opportunities, but most cannot provide such forecasts
for competitive reasons (that is, forecasting may tip off competitors) or simply because
the ebb and flow of contracting is too fast to do so. Verizon provides very high level
forecasting of major procurement areas in its GO 156 plans submitted each March 1.
But beyond that, Verizon considers its RFPs confidential and requires any potential
bidder to sign a non-disclosure agreement. Thus, providing forecasts of these
opportunities is simply not workable for Verizon.

In practice, this type of forecasting is likely unnecessary. The areas of work that

carriers and utilities have are fairly well known and qualified DBEs that register on

3 BEC Opening Comments at Exhibit A, unnumbered page 2 (15% is modest, given the 38% Latino

population in California); (“Mabuhay Alilnace has proposed a goal of 10% for Asian American-owned
business. Asian Americans are presently more than 15% of the state’s population.”) and unnumbered
page 3 (Goals “are well below the state’s more than 55% minority population”).
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Verizon’s supplier diversity website, for example, have a very good chance of sufficient
notice to prepare a quality bid. The issue is not forecasting opportunities, but becoming
sufficiently qualified to register. Perhaps a major step for a DBE to improve chances of
obtaining work from a telecommunications company is to become 1SO 9000 certified.
Verizon has provided technical assistance through the Black Economic Council’s Total
Quality Management program to help DBEs become 1SO 9000 certified.’® These types
of programs are more helpful than simply providing a forecast of procurement
opportunities.

V. REQUIRING UNBUNDLING OF CONTRACTS COULD LEAD TO A

CONSTITUTIONAL CHALLENGE OF THE GO 156 PROGRAM AND
SHOULD BE CONCLUSIVELY REJECTED

Several Intevenors would have the Commission mandate unbundling.'® Verizon
addressed in opening comments why the Commission should not and cannot require
unbundling. First, the assumption that unbundling will lead to more DBE contracts is
questionable because unbundling will open up bidding to numerous non-DBE vendors.
Second, unbundling effectively substitutes the Commission’s judgment for the
reasonable business judgment of management on how to achieve GO 156 targets.
Third, the requirement would be an unprecedented departure from the Commission’s
practice of avoiding micromanaging utility business. And fourth, mandating unbundling
that causes economic harm or has no economic benefit could be deemed an indirect

mechanism of establishing a prohibited preference for DBEs, leading to a potential

" Tellingly, BEC does not tie the 10% women of color goal to their incidence in the population.

15
6-7.
16

This effort through BEC is explained in detail in Verizon’s September 2009 submission at pages

BEC Opening Comments at unnumbered page 2; CAPCC Opening Comments at 4; and CHCC
Opening Comments, Exhibit 1 at 2.
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constitutional challenge of the program.'” All of these reasons are discussed in
Verizon’s opening comments.'®
VI. SEVERAL PROPOSALS THAT REPORTING COMPANIES USE

CBOs/CHAMBERS ARE ALREADY PART OF MANY SUPPLIER
DIVERSITY PROGRAMS

The Opening Comments of Intervenors have a commonality in that they propose
that Community Based Organizations (CBOs) and ethnic Chambers of Commerce
(Chambers) be used, in effect, as a conduit for supplier diversity work. Specifically,

Intervenors suggest that reporting companies use CBOs and Chambers:

. to coordinate all outreach efforts;'®

. to serve as a conduit for training DBEs and networking;?°

. provide technical assistance and capacity building;?' and,

o to facilitate relationship building between DBEs and purchasing
managers.?

Reporting companies already voluntarily use CBOs and Chambers in differing
degrees to serve as a conduit for outreach, training DBEs and networking, technical
assistance and capacity building and facilitating relationship building. But the use of

CBOs and Chambers has been a completely voluntary and mutually beneficial effort.

R The GO 156 program has recently been challenged on constitutional grounds so there is no

reason to believe that the long existence of the program insulates it from such challenges. See Pegastaff
v. Corestaff Services, LP, San Francisco Superior Court, Case No. CGC-09-492995 (filed September 29,
2009).

18 The California Asian Pacific Chamber of Commerce’s proposal to adopt a program to set aside

small contracts less than $75,000 for DBEs is nothing more than a form of unbundling and, as discussed
in the text, cannot be mandated. See California Asian Pacific Chamber of Commerce’s Opening
Comments at 4 and Exhibit 3 (describing the Sacramento Municipal Utilities District’'s Supplier Education
and Economic Development program).

19 CAPCC Opening Comments at 3.

20 American Indian Chamber of Commerce Comments on Aspirational Goals at 2.

2 BEC Opening Comments at unnumbered page 1.

2 Greenlining Institute Opening Comments at 4.
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There is no evidence that these efforts need to be mandated (or that the Commission
has authority to do so). To the extent an Intervenor is seeking to have the Commission
mandate use of CBOs and/or Chambers as conduits for supplier diversity efforts, the
Commission must reject the proposal and instead encourage underperforming reporting
companies to consider the proposals as best practices. Some of these proposals are
discussed below.

The CAPCC (at 3) proposed that reporting companies coordinate all outreach
activities through CBOs or Chambers. This suggestion fails to recognize that it is not
workable to coordinate all outreach efforts through Chambers. There are simply too
many outreach events to allow for coordination. Nor is there any evidence that any
Chamber could handle all outreach efforts. Moreover, even if the Commission were
inclined to consider this proposal, there is no obvious or fair way to select which
Chamber would coordinate all outreach efforts for all reporting companies.

And like outreach efforts, reporting companies must be left to voluntarily continue
use of CBOs and Chambers for other work, like training, networking and providing
technical assistance. Mandating use of CBOs and Chambers could derail or detract
from other efforts. For example, SDG&E provides technical assistance by paying DBEs
to attend Management Development for Entrepreneurs classes at UCLA, Finance
Success for Diverse Business classes at USC, the APEX Academy for Business
Success at the University of San Diego. Mandating the use of a particular Chamber or
set of Chambers would set up a dynamic where the Chamber might demand that dollars

spent for these classes be funneled through the Chamber or, worse, that the Chamber
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have some kind of veto power over how those dollars are used. Such a dynamic would
be disruptive of supplier diversity work.

The Commission cannot mandate any particular form of training or networking or
technical assistance, as doing so would require the Commission to mandate
philanthropy and to micromanage each reporting company’s supplier diversity efforts.
Such micromanagement would interfere with the daily operations of reporting
companies, and should thus be rejected.

Vil. THE COMMISSION CANNOT REQUIRE REPORTING COMPANIES TO
ADOPT THE WALMART APPROACH

BEC also seeks to have reporting companies adopt what it calls the Walmart
approach, which BEC describes as giving warnings to prime contractors that they must
meet certain subcontracting obligations, putting the prime contractor on probation if
those obligations are not met, and ultimately refusing to do business with a non-
compliant prime contractor.?® While reporting companies certainly should find ways to
enforce contractual commitments—including commitments to subcontract to DBEs—the
Commission has no legal authority for mandating inclusion of any particular
enforcement mechanism in reporting company contracts.

VIII. THE COMPANIES THAT OPPOSE POSTING BID OPPORTUNITIES

CORRECTLY ARGUE SUCH A PRACTICE WOULD BE UNWORKABLE,
WASTEFUL AND INEFFICIENT

AT&T and SDG&E both commented on the Staff Report’'s recommendation under

the rubric “Transparency” that utilities be encouraged to publicly post their procurement

2 BEC Opening Comments at unnumbered page 3; Exhibit A, unnumbered page 6 (“[T]he Wal-Mart

[sic] approach . . . includes, for example, specific warnings to suppliers and putting suppliers on
probation, temporarily suspending suppliers and in some cases, termination all relations with suppliers.”).
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opportunities.?* SDG&E comments that while transparency is a worthwhile goal,
reporting companies “face unique constraints” such as business requirements, including
legal, regulatory and/or contractual confidentiality constraints. SDG&E concludes that a
“one-size-fits-all solution” may be unworkable across all companies. Verizon agrees
with these comments and as discussed above in relation to forecasting opportunities,
“Verizon considers its RFPs confidential and requires any potential bidder to sign a non-
disclosure agreement.” Thus Verizon would not be in a position to post RFPs.

AT&T also opposes Staff’'s recommendation regarding posting bidding
opportunities because doing so would lead to wasteful inefficiencies for both AT&T and
potential bidders. AT&T states as follows:

Unlike a governmental agency, AT&T does not post its bids externally,

and we do not have a public bidding system. Our attsupplierdiversity.com

website allows any interested company to self-register as a prospective

supplier. When we have a need to source a product or service, we use

this database to help identify candidates who are good fits for our specific

needs. In contrast, the open bidding process tends to attract large

numbers of vendors, many of whom have only marginal capabilities for the

area of need. Businesses may surmise that they will make an attempt to

win a bid, even though they know they are not qualified. In practical

terms, there are very long odds of an unqualified bidder winning a

contract. Thus, for our business, a public bidding system would be an

inefficient use of everyone’s time and will lead to more frustration and

dissatisfaction for many bidders, especially given that responding to RFPs

can be costly time drain to small businesses.

Verizon agrees with AT&T on this issue, as AT&T’s processes are very similar to
Verizon’s. Like Verizon, AT&T uses a supplier database of self-registered DBEs from
which potential bidders that likely fit the requirements of a job are found. Publicly

posting bid opportunities will attract a number of marginally qualified or unqualified

24 AT&T Opening Comments at 4-5; SDG&E Opening Comments at 2-4.
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non-DBE vendors, overwhelming the procurement process. Staff's recommendation
would indeed lead to waste and inefficiencies and Verizon therefore cannot support that
practice.

CONCLUSION

Many of the ideas that Intervenors propose should be discussed as possible best
practices that underperforming reporting companies can voluntarily follow. But to the
extent a proposal is meant to be adopted as a mandate, the Intervenors suggestion is
not helpful. The GO 156 program is appropriately a voluntary program. Any effort to
make elements of the program mandatory is misguided, as doing so threatens
constitutional challenges. Verizon looks forward to continuing its leadership position in
supplier diversity by establishing what may be considered best practices.

Dated: June 21, 2010 Respectfully submitted,
/s/
Jesus G. Roman
112 Lakeview Canyon Road
Thousand Oaks, CA 91362
Telephone: (805) 372-6233

Facsimile: (805) 373-7515
Email: jesus.g.roman@verizon.com

Attorney for Verizon
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(CINGULAR WIRELESS PCS, LLC); CAGAL
CELLULAR COMM. CORP.; STA BARBARA
CELLULAR SYSTEMS, LTD.; VISALIA
CELLULAR TELEPHONE CO.; AT&T COMM. OF
CALIF., INC.; TCG LOS ANGELES, INC.;
TCG S.F.; TCG SAN DIEGO

& ASSIST. GEN COUNSEL

STEPHEN H. KUKTA
SPRINT NEXTEL

201 MISSION STREET, STE. 1500
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525 MARKET ST., STE 2025
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
FOR: AT&T

PETER A. CASCIATO

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

355 BRYANT STREET, SUITE 410

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107

FOR: TW TELECOM OF CALIFORNIA, LP

JEANNE B. ARMSTRONG
ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE & DAY LLP

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
FOR: CTIA - THE WIRELESS ASSOCIATION

JOSE E. GUZMAN, JR.

ATTORNEY AT LAW

NOSSAMAN LLP

50 CALIFORNIA STREET, 34TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-4799

FOR: VERIZON CALIFORNIA, INC/VERIZON
BUSINESS

MELANIE SHELBY

GRAY GREER SHELBY & VAUGHN, LLC

51 TERALYNN COURT

OAKLAND, CA 94619

FOR: SMALL MINORTY AND WOMAN OWNED
BUSINESS

MELISSA A. KASNITZ

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES

2001 CENTER STREET, FOURTH FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704-1204

FOR: DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES

JOEL AYALA
PRESIDENT AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER

CALIFORNIA HISPANIC CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE

770 L STREET, SUITE 900

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: CALIFORNIA HISPANIC CHAMBERS OF
COMMERCE

TED PUNTILLO
CALIFORNIA DEPT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
1227 O STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS

AFFAIRS

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1831

FOR: SPRINT NEXTEL

E. GARTH BLACK

COOPER, WHITE & COOPER, LLP

201 CALIFORNIA STREET, 17TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: SUREWEST TELEPHONE

SARAH DE YOUNG

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

CALTEL

50 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 1500
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: CALTEL

LEN CANTY

BLACK ECONOMIC COUNCIL

4096 PIEDMONT AVE., STE. 314
OAKLAND, CA 94611

FOR: BLACK ECONOMIC COUNCIL

SAMUEL KANG

MANAGING ATTORNEY

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY AVE., 2ND FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704

FOR: THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

RICHARD DRYDEN

DVBE ALLIANCE

1611 S STREET, SUITE 102
SACRAMENTO, CA 95811

FOR: DISABLED VETERANS BUSINESS
ENTERPRISE ALLIANCE

LAWRENCE B. GARCIA
DIEPENBROCK HARRISON

400 CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 1800
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: CALIFORNIA HISPANIC CHAMBERS OF

COMMERCE/CALIFORNIA ASIAN PACIFIC
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

JEDEDIAH J. GIBSON

ATTORNEY

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP
2600 CAPITOL AVENUE, SUITE 400
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-5905

FOR: SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
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MICHELLE R. MISHOE

PACIFICORP

825 NE MULTNOMAH STREET, SUITE 1800
PORTLAND, OR 97232

FOR: PACIFICORP

Information Only

STEPHANIE C. CHEN
THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

DAVID A. FINKELSTEIN

THE WILLIAMS CAPITAL GROUP, L.P.
650 FIFTH AVENUE, 11TH FLOOR
NEW YORK, NY 10019

VIL SOUTHASARN
NV ENERGY

6226 WEST SAHARA AVE.
LAS VEGAS, CA 86151

ROSE DAVIS
NV ENERGY
6226 WEST SAHARA AVE.
LAS VEGAS, CA 89151

MARISA BLANCARTE

LATINO BUSINESS CHAMBER OF GREATER L.A.
634 S. SPRING STREET, SUITE 818

LOS ANGELES, CA 90017

BILL WINSTON

S L HARE CAPITAL, INC.

1640 S. SEPULVEDA BLVD, STE 218
LOS ANGELES, CA 90025

JERRY J. RUIZ

ADORNO YOSS ALVARADO & SMITH
633 W. FIFTH STREET, SUITE 1100
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071

JACQUELINE R. GLOVER

PUBLIC AFFAIRS AND SUPPLIER DIVERSITY
PARK WATER COMPANY

9750 WASHBURN ROAD

DOWNEY, CA 90241

JACQUE LOPEZ
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DAIL ST. CLAIRE

WILLIAMS CAPITAL MANAGEMENT TRUST
570 SEVENTH AVENUE, STE. 504

NEW YORK, NY 10018

CLIFFORD SWINT

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT
BLAYLOCK ROBERT VAN, LLC

600 LEXINGTON AVE., 3RD FLOOR
NEW YORK, NY 10022

VALERIE J. ONTIVEROZ
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION
5241 SPRING MOUNTAIN ROAD
LAS VEGAS, NV 89150

DRISHA MELTON

CPUC - LA BRANCH

320 WEST 4TH ST., STE. 500
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

MICHAEL MOSS

HARRIS & ASSOCIATES

915 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 1820
LOS ANGELES, CA 90017

SKIP COOPER
BLACK BUSINESS ASSOCIATION
PO BOX 43159

LOS ANGELES, CA 90043

R. NEIL CHEATHAM

CAPITAL NETWORKS, INC.

433 N. CAMDEN DRIVE, 6TH FLOOR
BEVERLY HILLS, CA 90210

LEIGH K. JORDAN
PARK WATER COMPANY
9750 WASHBURN ROAD
DOWNEY, CA 90241

LORRAINE A. KOCEN
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VERIZON CALIFORNIA INC

112 LAKEVIEW CANYON ROAD, CA501LB
THOUSAND OAKS, CA 91362

FOR: VERIZON

ROBERT W. NICHOLSON
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY WATER COMPANY
11142 GARVEY AVENUE
EL MONTE, CA 91733

TIMOTHY J. RYAN

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY WATER CO.

11142 GARVEY AVE., PO BOX 6010

EL MONTE, CA 91733-2425

FOR: SAN GABRIEL VALLEY WATER COMPANY

JENNY DARNEY-LANE
REGULATORY AFFAIRS MANAGER
GOLDEN STATE WATER COMPANY
630 E. FOOTHILL BLVD.

SAN DIMAS, CA 91773-9016

NANCI TRAN

GOLDEN STATE WATER

630 E. FOOTHILL BLVD.

SAN DIMAS, CA 91773-9016

ESTHER NORTHRUP

COX COMMUNICATIONS

350 10TH AVENUE, SUITE 600
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

TERRY FARRELLY
269 G AVENUE
CORONADO, CA 92118

A.J. WILSON

ELITE SDVOB NETWORK
10224 BARONESS AVENUE
SAN DIEGO, CA 92126

MARK WHITLOCK

CULTURE

USC CENTER FOR RELIGIOUS AND CIVIC
17801 EAST MAIN STREET, STE. E
IRVINE, CA 92612

ELAINE M. DUNCAN

GENERAL COUNSEL

VERIZON CALIFORNIA, INC.

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 300
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
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SENIOR STAFFE CONSULTANT

VERIZON CALIFORNIA INC.

112 S. LAKEVIEW CANYON ROAD, MC 501LS
THOUSAND OAKS, CA 91362

DANIEL A. DELL'OSA

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY WATER COMPANY
11142 GARVEY AVE., PO BOX 6010
EL MONTE, CA 91733-2425

CASE ADMINISTRATION
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE, ROOM 370
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

JOHN GARON

REGULATORY AFFAIRS MANAGER
GOLDEN STATE WATER COMPANY
630 E. FOOTHILL BLVD.

SAN DIMAS, CA 91773-9016

ROB HOWARD

UTILITY WORKERS UNION OF AMERICA
PO BOX 4451

OCEANSIDE, CA 92052-4451

KATY MIRR

SEMPRA GLOBAL

101 ASH STREET, HQ 08B
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3017

LINDA WRAZEN

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32D
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1530

DEBBIE TATUM
2252 N LOS ALAMOS RD
PALM SPRINGS, CA 92262

EMMA E. MAXEY

SUPPLIER DIVERSITY SPECIALIST
GOLDEN STATE WATER COMOPANY
1920 WEST CORPORATE WAY
ANAHEIM, CA 92801

INGRID MERRIWETHER

MERRIWETHER & WILLIAMS

417 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
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COLIN R. PETHERAM
DIRECTOR - REGULATORY
AT&T CALIFORNIA
525 MARKET ST.,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

STE. 1932
94105

KIMBERLY C. JONES

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MC B9A, ROOM 904
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

MARK FOGELMAN

FRIEDMAN DUMAS & SPRINGWATER, LLP
150 SPEAR STREET, SUITE 1600

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

MWIRIGI IMUNGI

SR. REGULATORY ANALYST

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MC B10A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

MARILYN H. ASH
U.S. TELEPACIFIC CORP./MPOWER COMM. CORP
620/630 3RD ST.

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107

MARTIN A. MATTES

ATTORNEY AT LAW

NOSSAMAN LLC

50 CALIFORNIA STREET, 34TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JANE J. WHANG
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533
MARIA CARBONE

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS
425 DIVISADERO ST STE 303
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117-2242

CASE COORDINATION

ILEANA WINTERHALTER
AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET ST., 19TH FLOOR, NO 24

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
KRISTIN L. JACOBSON

SPRINT NEXTEL

201 MISSION STREET, SUITE 1500
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: SPRINT NEXTEL

MICHELLE CHOO

AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET STREET, 20TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

MARGARET L. TOBIAS
TOBIAS LAW OFFICE

460 PENNSYLVANIA AVE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107

LORI ANNE DOLOQUEIST

MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP

ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, 30TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

SARAH E. LEEPER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP

ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, 30TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JOSH DAVIDSON

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

505 MONTGOMERY ST, STE 800

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533
SUZANNE TOLLER

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

ROBERT GNAIZDA

COUNSEL
BLACK ECONOMIC COUNCIL
200 29TH ST., STE. 1

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131

EARL NICHOLAS SELBY
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE ST., PO BOX 770000 MC B9A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

MICHAEL R. HANNEKEN
RESS RESOURCES

15 NORTHWOOD COURT
ORINDA, CA 94563

DOUGLAS PHASON
3245 DUBLIN BLVD., UNIT 314
DUBLIN, CA 94568

ANITA TAFF-RICE

LAW OFFICES OF ANITA TAFF-RICE
1547 PALOS VERDES MALL, SUITE 298
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94597

DAVID GLOVER

RENEWAL

OAKLAND CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR URBAN
1330 BROADWAY, STE. 1030

OAKLAND, CA 94612

TARRELL GAMBLE

VICE PRESIDENT-CAPITAL MARKETS
BLAYLOCK ROBERT VAN, LLC

350 FRANK H. OGAWA PLAZA, 10TH FLOOR
OAKLAND, CA 94612

JEAN CHUNG

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, 2ND FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704

PATRICK ALEXANDER

CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE COMPANY
1720 N. FIRST STREET

SAN JOSE, CA 95112

DOUGLAS M. GRANDY, P.E.
CALIFORNIA ONSITE GENERATION
DG TECHNOLOGIES

1220 MACAULAY CIRCLE
CARMICHAEL, CA 95608

CHARLIE BORN
FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS
PO BOX 340
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ATTORNEY AT LAW

LAW OFFICES OF EARL NICHOLAS SELBY
530 LYTTON AVENUE, 2ND FLOOR

PALO ALTO, CA 94301

FOR: SPRINT NEXTEL

SEAN P. BEATTY

MIRANT CALIFORNIA, LLC
696 WEST 10TH STREET
PITTSBURG, CA 94565

TRACY PORTER

PREMIERE SOLUTIONS, LLC

5673 W. LAS POSITAS BLVD., STE. 206
PLEASANTON, CA 94588

FRED JORDAN

OF COMMERCE

S.F. AFRICAN AMERICAN CHAMBER
11 EMBARCADERO WEST, SE. 210
OAKLAND, CA 94607

LEON M. BLOOMFIELD

WILSON & BLOOMFIELD, LLP

1901 HARRISON STREET, SUITE 1620
OAKLAND, CA 94612

J. ALFRED SMITH, JR

ALLEN TEMPLE BAPTIST CHURCH
8501 INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD
OAKLAND, CA 94621

DARIN DUNCAN

CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE COMPANY
1720 NORTH FIRST STREET

SAN JOSE, CA 95112

SALVADOR PEINADO, JR

CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE COMPANY
1720 N. FIRST STREET

SAN JOSE, CA 95112

FRANCIS TROTTIER

LEGAL LEGISLATIVE COALITION
4248 ECHO ROCK LANE
ROSEVILLE, CA 95747

DAN M. SILVERBOARD
DIEPENBROCK HARRISON
400 CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 1800
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ELK GROVE, CA 95759

JOSE L. PEREZ

CALIFORNIA UTILITIES DIVERSITY COUNCIL
1017 L. STREET, PMB 306

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

KEN MACIAS

MACIAS GINI & O'CONNELL

3000 S. STREET, SUITE 300

SACRAMENTO, CA 95816

State Service

CHERYL LEE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JOYCE DE ROSSETT

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
UTILITY AUDIT, FINANCE & COMPLIANCE BRAN
AREA 3-C

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MARSHALL KENNEDY

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
CONSUMER ISSUES ANALYSIS BRANCH
ROOM 2013

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MELANIE DARLING

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 5041

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MICHAEL COLVIN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
POLICY & PLANNING DIVISION

ROOM 5119

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
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SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: CALIFORNIA HISPANIC CHAMBERS OF
COMMERCE/CALIFORNIA ASIAN PACIFIC
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

STEWART LEWIS MACKENZIE IT

CA DEPT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

1227 O STREET, ROOM 105

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: CA DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

GEORGE HANIBLE

SPECIAL WORKFORCE CONSULTANT GRP.
3270 ARENA BLVD., STE. 400-116
SACRAMENTO, CA 95834-3001

DOUGLAS PHASON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
CONSUMER ISSUES ANALYSIS BRANCH
AREA 2-B

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KAREN M. SHEA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

AREA 5-E

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MARZIA ZAFAR

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PUBLIC ADVISOR OFFICE

ROOM 2-B

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MELICIA CHARLES

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5306

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MOISES CHAVEZ

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
WATER AND SEWER ADVISORY BRANCH
AREA 3-C

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
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NATALIE WALES

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 5141

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

TOP OF PAGE
BACK TO INDEX OF SERVICE LISTS

http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/published/service lists/R0907027 78488.htm 6/21/2010



