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Application of Southern California Edison
Company (U 338-E) for Authorization to: (1)
Replace San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station
Unit Nos. 2 & 3 (SONGS 2 & 3) Steam
Generators; (2) Establish Ratemaking for Cost
Recovery; and (3) Address Other Related Steam
Generator Replacement Issues.

Application 04-02-026
(Filed February 27, 2004)
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY'S (U 338-E) REPLY IN SUPPORT
PETITION FOR MODIFICATION OF DECISION NO. 05-12-040

Pursuant to Rule 16.4 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission)
Rules of Practice and Procedure and as authorized by Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Jeffrey P.
O’Donnell, Southern California Edison Company (SCE) submits the following reply in support
of its Petition for Modification (Petition) of Decision (D.) 05-12-040, which approved the Steam
Generator Replacement Project (SGRP) for San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station Units 2 & 3
(SONGS 2 & 3) and SGRP cost estimate. ALJ O’Donnell authorized SCE to file this reply by

December 10, 2010 via a December 2, 2010 email to SCE’s counsel.

I.
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

SCE’s Petition should be approved as filed. SCE’s Petition presents a straightforward
request that should be non-controversial. SCE is simply requesting that the Commission modify
D.05-12-040 for the purpose of removing from the SGRP cost estimate the costs (approximately

$9.2 million, 2004 dollars) related to replacing and refurbishing certain components in the



SONGS 2 & 3 low and high pressure turbines (LPTs and HPTs). The turbine-related
refurbishment work proposed in the SGRP has been replaced by a separate HPT retrofit project
(HPT Project), which will also include a number of more extensive activities to completely
replace additional turbine components. The Commission approved the HPT project for Unit 2 in
SCE’s 2009 General Rate Case (GRC).1 SCE indicated in the 2009 GRC that it would file the
instant Petition to remove these costs from the SGRP cost estimate if the Commission approved
the HPT Project. This Petition is in support of that commitment. SCE has also included the
remaining costs of the HPT Project in the 2010-2014 SONGS capital forecast for SCE’s 2012
GRC. Therefore, the costs of the turbine-related work removed from the SGRP are captured by
the forecasted costs for the Commission-approved HPT Project.

Because SCE removed the turbine-related work and associated costs from the SGRP, and
included these costs in the HPT Project approved in D.09-03-025, the Commission should
modify D.05-12-040 to reduce the SGRP cost estimate and cost cap to a revised total of $670.8

million (2004 dollars). This will prevent double recovery of costs associated with this work.

II.
ARGUMENT

DRA was the only party who opposed SCE’s Petition. DRA essentially argues that the
Commission should not revise the SGRP estimate on the following three grounds: (1) the costs
of both the turbine-related work initially included in the SGRP and the more extensive HPT
Project were incorporated as contingencies in the SGRP and should be reflected in the SGRP
estimate; and (2) SCE is prohibited from by D.05-12-040 from reducing the SGRP estimate.
DRA also argues, without completing any analysis, that the SGRP and HPT Project are not cost-
effective. As explained below, DRA’s opposition is without merit. DRA presents a flawed

understanding of the SGRP cost estimate approved by D.05-12-040, and grossly

1 Decision (D.)09-03-025. The HPT Project costs were not included in the costs disallowed by the Commission
in this decision.



mischaracterizes the costs that SCE is requesting the Commission to remove. In addition, DRA
ignores the evidentiary record for the SGRP proceeding, and improperly relies on SGRP cost-
effectiveness scenarios that are not applicable or relevant here. SCE responds to DRA’s specific

arguments below.

I1I.
DISCUSSION

A. The Costs of the Turbine-Related Work Removed from the SGRP Should Not Be

Reflected in the SGRP Cost Estimate and Cost Cap.

DRA characterizes the costs of the turbine-related work initially included in the SGRP as
a contingency in the SGRP, and then relies on that characterization to argue that those costs and
the costs of the more expansive HPT Project are contingencies that should be reflected in the
SGRP cost estimate and cost cap authorized by the Commission in D.05-12-40.2 DRA is wrong.

First, the costs of the turbine-related work initially included in the SGRP are not
contingencies. Rather, SCE included specific line item estimates for this turbine work in its
SGRP cost estimate.2 Because SCE has removed these specific line items from the SGRP and
included them in the HPT Project approved by the Commission, it is appropriate to remove these
line items from the SGRP cost estimate. This is what SCE’s Petition requests the Commission to
do here.

Second, DRA fundamentally misunderstands (or ignores) that the HPT Project is a
wholly distinct capital project that the Commission has approved in the GRC, wholly apart from
the SGRP. As indicated in SCE’s Petition and supporting documents, the turbine-related work

initially included in the SGRP estimate was part of a narrowly-scoped turbine refurbishment

DRA Response at pp. 1-2.

See Attachment B to SCE’s Petition, which provides the SGRP detailed line item cost estimate approved in
D.05-12-040. Attachment C to SCE’s Petition provides a summary of the specific line items that SCE has
removed from the SGRP and that should therefore be removed from the SGRP cost estimate.

[ ]
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project, related to replacing the steam generators for SONGS 2 & 3 only in the timing of the
work to be completed.# Indeed, the principal activity for the turbine-related work included in the
SGRP was going to be replacing the HPT diaphragms (fixed blades).3 In contrast, the HPT
Project will involve the same diaphragm (fixed blades) work and several other more extensive
activities including replacing the HPT rotors and moving blades with new rotors and blades.®
Moreover, the HPT Project will increase SONGS power output by about 48MW.Z In short, the
HPT Project is substantially different in scope and will have a different results than turbine work
removed from the SGRP, analogous, for example, to the difference between an engine tune-up
and a complete engine overhaul that may involve some similar activities but are substantially
different in scope and results.

Further, SCE included the costs of the HPT Project in the 2007-2011 SONGS capital
forecast for SCE’s 2009 GRC.8 The forecasted project costs for the HPT Project included both
the estimated costs of the turbine-related work initially included in the SGRP, and the estimated
costs of the more extensive activities to replacing the HPT rotors and moving blades, a
substantially different project.2 In its supporting GRC testimony, SCE also provided a cost
estimate summary and cost-effectiveness analysis for the new project.l2. The Commission
approved the SONGS capital forecast in D.09-03-025. Consequently, the costs of the HPT

Project, including the turbine work removed from the SGRP, cannot fairly be considered as

IS

Petition at pp. 3-4, fn. 4; See also A.07-11-011, SCE-02, Volume 5 — “SONGS 2 & 3 High Pressure Turbine
Project” (SCE’s 2009 GRC HPT Project Testimony), and A.10-11-015, SCE-02, Volume 2 — “SONGS 2 & 3
Capital Expenditures Chapters I-III” at pp. 22-25 (SCE’s 2012 GRC SONGS Capital Forecast Testimony).
SCE’s SONGS capital forecasts for the 2009 and 2012 GRCs provide a description of the HPT Project and cost-
effectiveness analysis.

See Attachment B to SCE’s Petition.

See SCE’s 2009 GRC HPT Project Testimony, and SCE’s 2012 GRC SONGS Capital Forecast Testimony.
SCE’s SONGS capital forecasts for the 2009 and 2012 GRCs provide a description of the HPT Project and cost-
effectiveness analysis

See SCE’s 2009 GRC HPT Project Testimony, and SCE’s 2012 GRC SONGS Capital Forecast Testimony.

See SCE’s 2009 GRC HPT Project Testimony.

The testimony for SCE’s 2009 and 2012 GRCs both indicate that SCE has removed turbine-related work from
the SGRP and included those costs in the HPT Project, and that SCE would file a petition for modification or
other appropriate document to remove those costs from the SGRP estimate.

10 See SCE’s 2009 GRC HPT Project Testimony, and SCE’s 2012 GRC SONGS Capital Forecast Testimony.
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contingency in the SGRP. D.09-03-025 approved these costs as HPT Project costs, separate
from the SGRP.

Indeed, the SCE’s inclusion of HPT Project costs in the SONGS capital forecast for
SCE’s 2009 and 2012 GRC:s is precisely the reason why the Commission should remove the
costs of the turbine-related work initially included in the SGRP. The costs for this work have
been approved by the Commission in two separate decisions: (1) for the SGRP (D.05-12-040)
and (2) for the 2009 GRC (D.09-03-025). SCE will only complete the work in the HPT Project.
Therefore, it is appropriate that the Commission should remove the costs from the SGRP cost

estimate given the Commission approval of the HPT project.

B. Commission Rule 16 Provides Authority for SCE to Submit the Petition for

Modification.

DRA also argues that there is no provision in the D.05-12-040 for “manipulating” the
SGRP cost estimate and cost cap.l This argument is nonsensical and plainly ignores the
Commission’s procedural rules. The Commission generally does not provide authority for
making modifications to a decision within the decision itself, which typically closes the
proceeding. Commission Rule 16 provides this authority, expressly allowing parties to submit “a
petition for medication [that] asks the Commission to make changes to an issued decision.”
Therefore, SCE does not need to identify a provision in D.05-12-040 authorizing its petition for
modification. SCE appropriately filed its petition in accordance with Rule 16.

On a related note, DRA argues that because the Commission has not decided SCE’s 2012
GRC, which provides the remaining costs of the HPT Project in the 2010-2014 SONGS capital
forecast, the Commission cannot make a ruling on SCE’s Petition.!2 DRA misses the point.

As indicated in SCE’s 2009 and 2012 GRC submissions, SCE will not complete turbine-related

11 DRA’s Response at p. 2.
Id.
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refurbishment work in the SGRP.13 Therefore, even if the Commission were to reverse D.09-03-
025, which approved the HPT Project, it is appropriate to remove the estimated costs of this
refurbishment work from the SGRP cost estimate, given that SCE is not completing the work

contemplated in the SGRP cost estimate.

C. The Cost-Effectiveness of the HPT Project and the SGRP Are Not Relevant Issues.

DRA raises two separate arguments regarding the cost effectiveness of the SGRP and
HPT Project. According to DRA, who conducted no analysis here and ignores the evidentiary
record for the SGRP proceeding, the two projects are not cost effective. Even if those arguments
were applicable or relevant here (and they are not), they are completely incorrect.

DRA speculates that SCE considered the expanded HPT Project during SCE’s design of
the SGRP and rejected the HPT Project as not being cost-effective. DRA’s unsubstantiated
assumption regarding the cost-effectiveness of the HPT Project is incorrect. In fact, DRA
ignores the evidentiary record for the SGRP proceeding, which identifies the benefits of the
various scopes of turbine-work considered.14 In addition, SCE also included a cost-effectiveness
analysis for the HPT Project in the 2009 and 2012 GRCs, demonstrating the cost-effectiveness of
the project.l> DRA also ignores information provided by SCE in response to a DRA’s data
request on SCE’s Petition (DRA-SCE-1_SGRP), which included copies of the HPT Project cost-
effective analysis and other supporting materials regarding the HPT Project.1¢

DRA also cites to the “Table of Results” in D.06-11-024, which lists the cost-
effectiveness scenarios considered by the Commission in the underlying SGRP proceeding.!?

DRA suggests that the Commission should re-examine the cost-effectiveness of the SGRP.18

—_
5]

See SCE’s 2009 GRC HPT Project Testimony, and SCE’s 2012 GRC SONGS Capital Forecast Testimony.
See Attachment 1 to this Reply -- Document No. SGR—A10061 (identifying the “Element of Benefit”,
including power increases, for the various scopes of turbine-work considered in the SGRP).

See SCE’s 2009 GRC HPT Project Testimony, and SCE’s 2012 GRC SONGS Capital Forecast Testimony.
See Attachment 2 to this Reply — Written Response to DRA-SCE-1_SGRP.

DRA’s Response at p. 4.

1d.
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According to DRA, the HPT Project is a non-cost-effective SGRP contingency that results is
higher SGRP costs or capital additions.l? As explained above, however, the cost effectiveness of
the HPT Project is a separate issue properly considered in the GRC, not in this proceeding. In
addition, the “Table of Results” or cost-effectiveness scenarios cited by DRA are not applicable,
given that many of the assumptions used to develop those scenarios are no longer valid,

including for example the assumption that SONGS co-owners do not participate in the SGRP.

Iv.
CONCLUSION

For the reasons discussed above, SCE respectfully requests that the Commission modify

D.05-12-040, as set forth above and in Attachment A to SCE’s Petition.




December 10, 2010

Respectfully submitted,
DOUGLAS K. PORTER
WALKER A. MATTHEWS III
ANGELICA MORALES

/s/ Walker A. Matthews I11

By: Walker A. Matthews III

Attorneys for
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Post Office Box 800

Rosemead, California 91770

Telephone:  (626) 302-6879
Facsimile: (626) 302-3990

E-mail: walker.matthews@sce.com
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.- -~ ————Appendix-i;No-PowerUprate Case—— A Document No. SGR — A10061

Created on 8/14/2002 7:54 AM

No Power Uprate
Element of Cost Element of Benefit
Component Description of Change S?;%%rgmigfggs Design _ Enhanced
Engineering | Documents Material | |fansportation & | Storage & Instaiation | . (emporary Cther Reduced Reduced Power Conm;?onznt Other
Hours Requiring 4 Taxes Disposal Modifications Inspections | Cutage Duration| Increase Life
Change ) :
LP Turbines | No changes required, analysis only 250 Yes, not N/A NiA N/A N/A N/A N/A No Input No See HP No N/A
» quantified Section
LP Stop & No changes required ‘ N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Governor Valves
HP Turbine {1} | Install Old HP diaphragms stages ) 625 Yes, not None No Input No Imput | $1,375,000 No Input No Input No No 15 MWe No N/A
» 1,2,&3 Either %aSE{H(L 5 (2), quantified
or (3) will be -
) HP Turbine (2) {Install New stage 1 and Old stage 2 imp(legnented, 625 Yes, not $875,000 No Input No imput | $2,500,000 No Input No Input No No 19 MiWe No N/A
6. & 3 diaphragms depending on the quantified ‘
HP Turbine (3) | Replace HP rotor and diaphragms | costbenefit analysis: 3125 Yes, not $9,375,000 No input No Input No tnput No Input No Input Yes, not No Input 27 MWe Yes, not N/A
‘ | qguantified guantified quantified
HP Siop & No changes required, analysis only 150 Yes, not N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NfA N/A NfA
Governor Vaives CTTTT Y guantified ’
* MSR No changes required Yes, see document | N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A : N/A - N/A
for details
SBCS No changes required N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
MSSV No changes required N/A N/A NFA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Heater Drain No changes required Yes, see document N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A, N/A N/A NIA N/A
Pumps for detalls
Condensate No changes required ' N/A N/A N/A N/A CONA N/A N/A N/A NA NIA N/A N/A N/A
Pumps . .
Condenser ’ No changes required N/A N/A NFA N/A N/A N/A N/A " N/A N/A - N/A e NIA N/A NfA
S/G Pressure Respan Instruments | 750 Yes, not No input No Input No Input No Input No nput $37,500 No Input No Input Neg input No Input N/A
Ximrs : quantified
S/IGWR Level Respan Instruments 250 Yes, not No input No Input No Input No Input No Input $12,500 No Input No input . No Input No Input N/A
Xtmrs quantified
S/G NR Level No changes required Potential changes, No Input ] No Input No Input No Input No nput No input No input No Input No Input No [nput No [nput No Input No input
Ximrs RSG vendor to
assess
S§/G Secondary Replace Instruments Yes, see document 250 No input No Input No tnput No Input No Input No [nput $12,500 No Input No Input No Input Na Input No Input
Temperafure for details .
Xtmr )
MS flow D/P No changes required Yes, see document No Input No Input No Input No Input No Input No input No Input No Input No Input No [nput No input No [nput ‘No Input
Xtmr for details
5/G DIP Xtmr Analysis only Yes, see document 625 No Input No Input No Input No input No input No Input $31,250 No input No Input No Input No Input No Input
for details . .
PZR levei conirol Analysis only Yes, see document 625 No [nput No Input No Input No Input No input No Input $31,250 No Input No Input No [nput No [nput No input
for details
CPC Constants Change to constants 100 No Input No input No input No Input No Input No Input $125,000 No tnput No Input No Input No Input No Input
PPS Setpoints Changes for Setpoints . 2500 No input No Input No Input No input No Input No nput $125,000 No Input No tnput No input No Input No Input
FW HTR Level No changes required Yes, see document No input Neo Input No Input No Input No input No Input No input No Input No Input No Input No Input No Input No Input
Control for details . .
Bled & Live Replace Transmitters Yes, see document No Input No Input No Input No Input No Input No Input No Input No input No input No Input No Input No Input No Input
Steam D/P for details
Iso Phase Duct No changes required No nput No Input Ne Input No Input No Input No Input No Input . No input No Input No Input No Input No Input No Input
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No Power Uprate
R g Element of Cost Element of Benefit
Component Description of Change Op%%%nawin; ?12?125!5 Design o Enhanced
Engineering Documents  {. Material ‘Transportation & | Storage & Installation * Temporary Other Reduced Reduced Power Component Other
Hours Requiring Taxes Disposal | '@ Modifications Inspections | Outage Duration| Increase Life
Change v .
Seal Oil and No changes required No Input Na input No input No Input No input No Input No Input No Input No Input No Imput No Input No input Na input
Hydrogen
Systems .
Main No changes required : “No input No Input No input No Input No Input No input No Input No Input No Input Mo Input No Input No input No input
Transformers
Auxiliary No changes required No Input No Input No Input ' No Input No Input No Input No Input No input No Input No Input No [nput No Input No Input
Transformers _ :
Main Feedwater No changes required No Input No [nput No nput No Input Ne Input No Input No Input No [nput No Input No Input No Input No nput Ne Input
Pumps '
Feedwater No changes required See Appendix 1-A No Input No Input No Input No input No Input No Input Ne Input No input No Input No input No Input No Input No Input
Heater Train
Auxiliary Analysis & Licensing change to 250--—--}—- No Input - No Input No Input No Input No input No Input No tnput No input No Input No Input No Input No Input
Feedwater allow cooldown with 1 hour
) following Hot Standby versus 2 ‘ \ -
hours in Hot Standby because of -
T121 inventory
Piping Analysis Reanalysis and Reconciliation, 16250 No Input No Input No Input No Input No Input No input No Input No Input No [nput No Input No Input No Input
Mechanical Analysis Support ' :
Nuclear Fuel Analysis, OEM support 450 No Input No Input No input No input No Input No Input $1,000,000 No Input No Input No Input No Input -~ No Input
Management . ) I [ I o
input
Blowdown Piping New lines, insirumentation - 1250 No Input No Input No Input No Input No Input No Input $25,000 No Input No Input No Input No Input No |nput
NSSS Analysis and Review only 2500 No Input No Input NG input " No Input No Input No Input No Input No Input No Input " No lhput No Input No Input
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Southern California Edison
SGR A.04-02-026

DATA REQUEST SET DRA-SCE-1_SGRP
To: DRA
Prepared by: Katie Blakeslee
Title: Manager
Dated: 10/20/2010

Received Date: 10/20/2010

Question 01:
Please provide complete copies of all documents, including memoranda, reports, work orders,
meeting minutes, etc., evincing the chronology of SCE’s decision to expand the scope of the
work on the Low and High Pressure Turbines from installing new stage 1 diaphragm and old
stage 2 and 3 diaphragms, a.k.a. “Case 2,” See “SONGS 2 & 3 Steam Cost Generator
Replacement Project, TSG Installation Cost Estimate — Contingency Development”, p. B-2,
items 1.03.01 and 1.03.02 and “Document No. SGR — A10061,” dated 8/14/2002, Appendix 1,
“No Power Upgrade Cases,” page 1 of 2. to the new High Pressure Turbine Project (to be filed in
SCE’s 2012 GRC). SCE’s response must include complete copies of the case studies from the
original 2002 cost-benefit analyses and of the most recent cost-benefit analyses supporting the -
new, expanded work scope on the Low and High Pressure Turbines.

Response to Question 01:

General Objections

SCE objects to the request on the grounds that it is overbroad, unduly burdensome, and seeks
information that is not relevant to the Commission's resolution of SCE's Petition to Modify
Decision (D.) 05-12-040. As indicated in the Petition to Modify, SCE included a
cost-effectiveness analysis for the High Pressure Turbine retrofit project (HPT Project) in its
2009 General Rate Case (GRC), which the Commission approved in D.09-03-025 (2009 GRC
Decision). Accordingly, the cost-effectiveness of the HPT Project is not an issue in this
proceeding. SCE also objects to the request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous
regarding the phrase "evincing the chronology of SCE's decision to expand the scope of work on
the Low and High Pressure Turbines." In an abundance of caution, SCE is interpreting the
request as also seeking information regarding SCE's decision to complete the HPT Project,
including the cost-effectiveness analysis for the HPT Project. SCE further objects to the request
to the extent it seeks information protected by the attorney-client privilege and attorney-work

product doctrine.

Without waiving any of these objections, SCE provides the following response:
{




Response

SCE has not identified any documents responsive to DRA's request regarding SCE's decision to
"expand" the scope of turbine-related work originally included in the SGRP and complete the
HPT Project for SONGS 2 & 3. However, SCE is producing the following documents regarding
SCE's decision to complete the HPT Project: (1) HPT White Paper (Attachment A); and (2) a
February, 2007 presentation providing a cost-effectiveness summary of the HPT Project

(Attachment B).

In addition, as indicated in SCE's Petition to Modify , SCE completed a cost-effectiveness
analysis for the HPT Project, discussed in SCE's 2009 General Rate Case (GRC), A.07-11-011,
SCE-02, Volume 5 — “SONGS 2 & 3 High Pressure Turbine (HPT) Project. ” In accordance
with the general rate case plan, SCE also included the costs of the SONGS 2 portion of HPT
Project in the 2007-2011 SONGS capital forecast for SCE’s 2009 GRC. SCE will include the
remaining costs of the SONGS 2 portion and the costs of the SONGS 3 portion in the 2010-2014
SONGS capital forecast for SCE’s 2012 GRC. SCE respectfully refers DRA to SCE's 2009 GRC
testimony (SCE-02, Volume 5) and to SCE's Notice of Intent for the 2012 GRC (SCE-02,

Volume 2) for this information.

Finally, as requested, SCE is producing complete copies of the case studies from the orlglnal
2002 cost-benefit analyses for the SGRP (Attachment C).




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that, pursuant to the Commissioner’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, I
have this day served a true copy of SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY'S
(U 338-E) REPLY IN SUPPORT OF PETITION FOR MODIFICATION OF DECISION
NO. 05-12-040 on all parties identified in the attached service list(s).

Transmitting the copies via e-mail to all parties who have provided an e-mail address.
First class mail will be used if electronic service cannot be effectuated.

Executed this 10th day of December, 2010, at Rosemead, California.

/s/ Andrea Moreno
Andrea Moreno

Project Analyst
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 Walnut Grove Ave.
Post Office Box 800
Rosemead, California 91770
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MUNGER, TOLLES & OLSON LLP

560 MISSION ST., 27/F

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

BRIAN T. CRAGG

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI, DAY & LAMPREY
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: CITY OF ANAHEIM

ANDREW B. BROWN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ELLISON SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP (1359)
2600 CAPITOL AVENUE, SUITE 400
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-5905

FOR: INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS
ASSOCIATION (IEP)

Information Only

CURTIS KEBLER

SEMPRA GENERATION
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

T. ALANA STEELE
ATTORNEY AT LAW
HANNA AND MORTON, LLP

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

AMY PETERS

SEMPRA ENERGY UTILITIES

8330 CENTURY PARK COURT -CP32D
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1530

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC

MARC D. JOSEPH

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ADAMS, BROADWELL, JOSEPH & CARDOZO
601 GATEWAY BLVD., STE. 1000

SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080

FOR: COALITION OF CALIFORNIA UTILITY
EMPLOYEES

PAUL ANGELOPULO

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4107

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

FOR: OFFICE OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES

KAREN TERRANOVA

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

33 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 1850
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: THUMS LONG BEACH COMPANY

NORA SHERIFF

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

33 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 1850
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: ENERGY PRODUCERS & USERS COALITION

JAMES WEIL

DIRECTOR

AGLET CONSUMER ALLIANCE

PO BOX 1916

SEBASTOPOL, CA 95473

FOR: AGLET CONSUMER ALLIANCE

MICHAEL ALCANTAR

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

1300 SW FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 1750
PORTLAND, OR 97201

FOR: COGENERATION ASSOCIATION OF
CALIFORNIA

MRW & ASSOCIATES, LLC
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

DOUGLAS K PORTER
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE
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444 S. FLOWER STREET, STE.1500
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071

SCOTT J. ANDERS
RESEARCH/ADMINISTRATIVE CENTER
UNIVERSITY OF SAN DIEGO - LAW
5998 ALCALA PARK

SAN DIEGO, CA 92110

GARY NOLFF

CITY OF RIVERSIDE
3900 MAIN STREET
RIVERSIDE, CA 92522

BOB CLARKE

PRESIDENT

CYPRESS POINT HOME OWNERS ASSOCIATION
21 VIA CALANDRIA

SAN CLEMENTE, CA 92672

LYNN HARRIS HICKS

CREED

3908 CALLE ARIANA

SAN CLEMENTE, CA 92672

BRUCE FOSTER

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
601 VAN NESS AVENUE, STE. 2040

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

KAREN MOGLIA

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, B10A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS

425 DIVISADERO STREET, SUITE 303
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117

FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS

LISA WEINZIMER

PLATTS MCGRAW-HILL

695 NINTH AVENUE, NO. 2
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118

J.A. SAVAGE

CALIFORNIA ENERGY CIRCUIT
3006 SHEFFIELD AVE.
OAKLAND, CA 94602

KEVIN WOODRUFF

WOODRUFF EXPERT SERVICES
1100 K STREET, SUITE 204
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

STEVEN KELLY

INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION

1215 K STREET, SUITE 900
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS
ASSOCIATION (IEP)
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ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
CENTRAL FILES
SDG&E AND SOCALGAS
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP31-E
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1550
FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC
ROBERT DELGADO
CITY OF RIVERSIDE
3900 MAIN STREET
RIVERSIDE, CA 92522
FRED SWEGLES
SUN POST NEWS
95 AVENIDA DEL MAR
SAN CLEMENTE, CA 92672
FOR: SUN POST NEWS
ROCHELLE BECKER
SAN LUIS OBISPO MOTHERS FOR PEACE
PO BOX 164
PISMO BEACH, CA 93448
JOSEPH O'FLANAGAN
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, ROOM 2477, B23J
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
SANDY LAMBOY
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MC B13L
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
HILARY CORRIGAN
CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS
425 DIVISADERO ST. SUITE 303
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117-2242
REGULATORY FILE ROOM
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 7442
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120
DAVID MARCUS
ADAMS BROADWELL & JOSEPH
PO BOX 1287
BERKELEY, CA 94701-1287
FOR: COALITION OF CALIFORNIA UTILITY
EMPLOYEES
SCOTT BLAISING
BRAUN BLAISING MCLAUGHLIN P.C.
915 L STREET, STE. 1270
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
12/10/2010
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State Service
DONALD J. LAFRENZ DONNA J. HINES
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
AREA 4-A ROOM 4102
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
FOR: CPUC ENERGY DIVISION
JEFFREY P. O'DONNELL PAMELA NATALONI
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES LEGAL DIVISION
ROOM 5111 ROOM 5124
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
FOR: CPUC
TRUMAN L. BURNS ANNE W. PREMO
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY COST OF SERVICE & NATURAL GAS BRA ENERGY DIVISION
ROOM 4205 770 L STREET, SUITE 1050
505 VAN NESS AVENUE SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 FOR: CPUC ENERGY DIVISION
FOR: OFFICE OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES
CONSTANCE LENI LISA DECARLO
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION STAFF COUNSEL
MS-20 CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 NINTH STREET 1516 9TH STREET MS-14
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
TOP OF PAGE
BACK TO INDEX OF SERVICE LISTS
http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/published/service lists/A0402026 62407.htm 12/10/2010



