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MOSES DIAZ, SBN 224572 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
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for a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
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(Filed May 30, 2008) 

11 
Necessity for the San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop 

12 Transmission Project. 

13 

14 REPLY BRIEF OF THE CITY OF FARMERSVILLE 

15 The City of Farmersville hereby submits its reply brief in opposition to the application of 

16 Southern California Edison Company (SCE) for a Certificate of Public Necessity and 

17 Convenience. 

18 I. SUMMARY OF REPLY RECOMMENDATIONS 

19 The City of Farmersville requests and recommends that the Commission find that SCE's 

20 alleged urgency is not supported by: (I) the new energy forecast data, (2) the lack of prior 

21 outages under base-case conditions, and (3) the lack evidence to suggest that the single- and 

22 double-contingency problems are likely to occur within the next few years. 

23 City of Farmersville also requests and recommends that the Commission reject SCE's 

24 argument that Alternative I is superior to Alternative 2 and the others based on delays, especially 

25 since Alternative I has many delays associated with it and SCE's Proposed Project Objectives in 

26 the DEIR do not include any timeframe whatsoever. 

27 Based on the DEIR's side-by-side comparison of Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 (and 

28 others) which clearly indicates that Alternative 2 will have the same impacts as Alternative 1 
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except that Alternative 2 will have a lesser impact on agricultural resources than Alternative 1, 

the City of Farmersville requests and recommends that the Commission reject SCE's argument 

that Alternative 2 has more environmental impacts than Alternative 1 and decline to approve 

Alternative 1. 

II. DISCUSSION 

SCE's Claimed Urgency For Issuance of A Certificate of Public Convenience Is Not 

Supported By The California Energy Commission's Revised Forecast of Peak 

Demand. 

In its prepared testimony SCE states that a rising trend in population growth created the 

need for the Proposed Project: 

"Tulare County is one of the fastest growing regions in California. 
This increased growth has resulted -in an increased demand for 
electricity. SCE has determined that the existing transmission lines, 
which deliver electricity to Rector Substation located southeast of 
Visalia, are operating at or near their limits and will be unable to 
deliver sufficient electricity to safely and reliably serve this increased 
demand. As a result, SCE is woposing to construct the San Joaquin 
Cross Valley Loop Project...' 

However, in its opening brief, SCE now concedes that " ... a significant impact on 

forecasted demand in the San Joaquin Valley area is not expected due to the recession ... ,,2 

Additionally, the California Energy Commission's 2010-2020 forecast which was adopted in 

December 2009 confirms that a dip in energy demand is expected due to both economic 

downturn and expected savings from energy efficiency programs: 

"The din in the earlv vears of CED 2009 Adopted is caused by both 
the revised economIc projections and by elev~1ed assumptions about 
increased energy effiCIency program savings." 

SCE's opening brief also erroneously assumes a 2.5% load growth4 even though the 

CEC's updated growth forecast for peak demand from 2010 through 2018 is only 1.40%.5 The 

25 Southern California Edison Company's Testimony Supporting Its Application For A Certificate Of Public 

26 

27 

28 

Convenience And Necessity To Construct The San Joaquin Cross-Valley Loop Transmission Project, pg. B-1 (July 20, 2009). 
2 

4 

SCE Opening Briefatpg. II [emphasis added]. 

CALIFORNIA ENERGY DEMAND 2010-2020 ADOPTED FORECAST, pg. 89 (December 2,2009); available at: 

http://www.energv.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-200-2009-0 l2/index.html 

See SCE Opening Brief at pg. 6. 
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I CEC's forecast also shows that the peak consumption level originally predicted (in October 

2 2007) for the present year (2010) has been delayed and is now the predicted level for 2015, 

3 reducing the projected peak consumption for this year to a level very close to the 2008 leve1.6 

4 These updated data show that SCE's claimed need and urgency for Alternative 1 are not 

5 supported. 

6 The single-contingency problem identified by SCE as the worst-case threat to reliability 

7 of service7
, namely if the Big Creek I-Rector transmission line went down, is a hypothetical 

8 scenario that SCE has not identified as occurring in the past. In fact the double-contingency 

9 problem identified by SCE, 8 namely if the Big Creek I-Rector and Big Creek 3-Rector 

10 transmission lines both went down at the same time, also has not been identified by SCE as 

II occurring at any time in the past. Moreover, SCE has not identified any reason to believe that 

12 either of the two transmission lines will be down at any time in the near future. Accordingly, the 

13 two SCE contingency hypothetical problems are not by themselves sufficient to hastily proceed 

14 with the Proposed Project's Alternative I as suggested by SCE. 

IS SCE also claims that reliability of service is threatened under a base-case scenario 

16 because the Big Creek 3-Rector transmission line will be overloaded beyond its maximum 

17 capability when the Visalia rector substation's load exceeds 700 MW.9 According to SCE's 

18 Prepared Testimony both the Big Creek 3-Rector and the Big Creek I-Rector transmission lines 

19 terminate at the Visalia rector substation. 1O Thus the Big Creek 3-Rector line will not be 

20 operating by itself. SCE failed to consider and discuss the fact that the Big Creek I-Rector 

21 transmission line is also be available for use by the Visalia rector substation during the base-case 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

5 See lower portion ofTable 14, CALIFORNIA ENERGY DEMAND 2010-2020 ADOPTED FORECAST, pg. 89 
(December 2, 2009). 

6 See lower portion ofTable 14, CALIFORNIA ENERGY DEMAND 2010-2020 ADOPTED FORECAST, pg. 89 
(December 2, 2009). 

7 

9 

SCE Opening Brief at pg. 4. 

SCE Opening Brief at pg. 5. 

SCE Opening Brief at pg. 4. 
10 Southern California Edison Company's Testimony Supporting Its Application For A Certificate Of Public 
Convenience And Necessity To Construct The San Joaquin Cross-Valley Loop Transmission Project, pg. 2 (July 20,2009). 
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conditions, and SCE clearly conceded this: "The base-case scenario is defined by having all Big 

Creek Corridor electrical facilities in operation."!! SCE's claim, that the Big Creek 3-Rector line 

will be overloaded beyond its maximum capacity if the Visalia rector substation's load exceeds 

700 MW, is also undermined by SCE's own statement that the peak load on one occasion 

allegedly reached 701 MW.12 Significantly, SCE has never contended that on this occasion the 

Big Creek 3-Rector line, which has an emergency rating of 106%,13 went down or otherwise 

became inoperable. Furthermore, no other equal or higher peak load at the Visalia rector 

substation has ever been identified by SCE. 

The CEC's latest energy forecasts and SCE's own statements do not support an urgent 

need to hastily approve Alternative 1 on the grounds that base-case peak loads or speculative 

contingencies will render existing transmission facilities inoperable within the next few years. 

Accordingly, the City of Farmersville requests and recommends that the Commission find that 

SCE's alleged urgency is not supported by: (1) the new energy forecast data, (2) the lack of prior 

outages under base-case conditions, and (3) the lack evidence to suggest that the single- and 

double-contingency problems are likely to occur within the next few years. 

The Same Logic Behind SCE's Claim That Alternative Route 2 (and Other Routes) 

Are Infeasible Applies Equally To Alternative Route 1. 

SCE does not dispute that Alternative Routes 2, 3A or any other alternative routes would 

be feasible, electrically and from a construction standpoint, and would adequately address the 

reliability concerns that prompted the Proposed Project in the first place. For example, with 

regard to Alternative 2, SCE clearly concedes that it would satisfy the project's purpose and can 

be constructed: 

II 

12 

13 

"To be clear and as explained below, although Route Alternative 2 -
if constructed within a timeframe that would meet the Project's 
purpose, need, and objectives as defined by SCE - may be 
technically feasible from a construction and electrical standpoint, the 
delays that would be caused br necessary environmental studies now 
render that route "infeasible' because it cannot be constructed to 

SCE Opening Brief at pg. 4. 

SCE Opening Brief at pg 4. 

SCE Opening Brief at pg. 5. 
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address the 14area's system reliability needs within a sufficient 
timeframe. " 

As noted from this quote, SCE simply argues that Alternative 2 will not address the reliability 

problems that prompted the Proposed Project within the time frame that seE believes is 

appropriate. However, it should be noted that SCE's Proposed Project Objectives in the DEIR 

do not include any timeframe whatsoever. 15 

Although SCE claims that Alternative 2 and the other alternatives will have delays due to 

the mitigation measures and that such delays will render the project infeasible for timing reasons 

only, SCE failed to account for the fact that the Proposed Project (i.e. Alternative 1) will also 

have delays that can last years. Some of these delays include, but are not limited to, the 

following: 

14 

15 

16 

1. Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a: Alternative Route 1 has within it the valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle habitat. SCE has proposed avoidance of elderberry 
shrubs through the implementation of APM-B10-0l and consultation with 
USFWS to develop addItional mitigation measures if avoidance is not feasible. 
[DEIR at pg. 4.4-32.] 

2. Mitigation Measure 4.4-2b: If detailed surveys indicate that the project would 
directly or indirectly impact any occupied valley elderberry longhorn beetle 
habitat, SCE must consult with the USFWS to determine if formal consultation 
is required under the Endangered Species Act. [See Table 8.1, DEIR at pg. 8-
20.] 

3. Mitigation Measure 4.4-6: Grassland and agricultural portions ofSp.e Proposed 
Project are generally known to support the San Joaquin kit fox. SCE must 
conduct reconstruction surveys WIthin 200 feet of work areas to identifY 
potential San Joaquin kit fox dens or other refugia in and surrounding work 
areas. If kit fox occupancy is determined at a given site, closure activities must 
immediately be haltea and the USFWS must be contacted. 

4. Mitigation Measure 4.4-3: Regarding Swainson's hawk and golden eagle 
nestmg areas, for activities conducted with agency approval within the required 
buffer zone, a qualified biologist must monitor construction activities and 
active eagle nest( s) to monitor eagle reactions to activities. If activities are 
deemed to have a negative effect on nesting eagles, the biologist shall 
immediately inform the construction manager that work should be halted, and 
CDFG must be consulted. [See Table 8-1, DEIR at pg. 8-21; DEIR at pg. 4.4-
33.] 

SCE Opening Brief at pg. 2, FN-3 [emphasis added]. 

DEIR at pg. 3-2. 

DEIR at pg. 4.4-36. 
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1 In addition to the list of delays above, and as a practical matter, SCE failed to also consider the 

2 lengthy delays that would likely occur as a result of the many legal challenges and appeals if 

3 Alternative 1 were approved. The record and FEIR are filled with many public comments 

4 opposing Alternative 1 and therefore this potential delay, as a practical matter, also suggests that 

5 SCE's contention that Alternative 1 would result in the swiftest completion of construction is 

6 unrealisti c. 

7 As a practical matter, all of the alternative routes might have significant delays, including 

8 Alternative 1. Therefore, in the same way that SCE argues that the Alternative 2 (and the others) 

9 would be infeasible based on their potential delays, Alternative 1 is similarly infeasible due to 

10 the delays associated with it. As a consequence, Alternative 1 is not superior to Alternative 2 or 

II any other alternative route in terms of delays. Accordingly, the City of Farmersville requests and 

12 recommends that the Commission reject SCE's argument that Alternative I is superior to 

13 Alternative 2 and the others based on delays, especially since SCE's Proposed Project Objectives 

14 in the DEIR do not include any timeframe whatsoever. 

15 SCE's Argument That Alternative Route 1 Has Less Impacts Than Alternative 

16 Route 2 Is Not Supported By The FEIR And Should Be Rejected. 

17 Although SCE attempts to argue that Alternative 2 will have more environmental impacts 

18 than the Proposed Project,17 Table 5-2 in the DEIR has a side-by-side comparison of Alternative 

19 1 and Alternative 2 (and others) and clearly indicates that Alternative 2 will have the same 

20 impacts as Alternative 1 except that Alternative 2 will have a lesser impact on Agricultural 

21 Resources than Alternative 1.18 Even though the FEIR makes it clear that Alternative 2 is 

22 environmentally superior to Alternative 1, the Commission can do even better with Alternative 

23 3A which would have an even lesser impact on Agricultural Resources and would eliminate the 

24 impacts to Biological Resources from Alternative 3. SCE has not deny this. Therefore, the City 

25 of Farmersville requests and recommends that the Commission reject SCE's argument that 

26 

27 
17 

28 
18 

SCE Opening Brief at pg. 15. 

Table 5-2, DE1R at pg. 5-4. 
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1 Alternative 2 has more environmental impacts than Alternative 1 and decline to approve 

2 Alternative 1. 

3 III. CONCLUSIONS 

4 The CEC's December 2009 energy forecasts and SCE's own statements do not support an 

5 urgent need to hastily approve Alternative 1 on the grounds that base-case peak loads or 

6 speculative contingencies will render existing transmission facilities inoperable within the next 

7 few years. Accordingly, the City of Farmersville requests and recommends that the Commission 

8 find that SCE's alleged urgency is not supported by: (1) the new energy forecast data, (2) the 

9 lack of prior outages under base-case conditions, and (3) the lack evidence to suggest that the 

10 single- and double-contingency problems are likely to occur within the next few years. 

11 In the same way that SCE argues that the Alternative 2 (and the others) would be 

12 infeasible based on their potential delays, Alternative 1 is similarly infeasible due to the delays 

13 associated with it. As a consequence, Alternative 1 is not superior to Alternative 2 or any other 

14 alternative route in terms of delays. Accordingly, the City of Farmersville requests and 

15 recommends that the Commission reject SCE's argument that Alternative 1 is superior to 

16 Alternative 2 and the others based on delays, especially since SCE's Proposed Project Objectives 

17 in the DEIR do not include any timeframe whatsoever. 

18 Although SCE attempts to argue that Alternative 2 will have more environmental impacts 

19 than Alternative 1, the DEIR's side-by-side comparison of Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 (and 

20 others) clearly indicates that Alternative 2 will have the same impacts as Alternative 1 except 

21 that Alternative 2 will have a lesser impact on agricultural resources than Alternative l. 

22 Therefore, the City of Farmersville requests and recommends that the Commission reject SCE's 

23 argument that Alternative 2 has more environmental impacts than Alternative 1 and decline to 

24 approve Alternative 1. 

25 Regarding Alternative I in general, and as discussed in the City of Farmersville's opening 

26 brief, the FEIR failed to adequately consider the aesthetic, social and economic impacts from the 

27 physical location of the Proposed Project though it did properly find that the loss of farmland 

28 would be significant enough to render Alternative 2 to be environmentally superior. 

7 
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1 Accordingly, the City of Farmersville requests and recommends that the Commission find that 

2 the Alternative l's significant environmental impacts on aesthetics, recreational/park areas, 

3 community values, social and economic effects, at least as to Farmersville, were not adequately 

4 considered in the FEIR and therefore decline to certifY the FEIR at this time. However, City 

5 agrees with the FEIR that Alternative I should be avoided due to its significant unmitigable 

6 environmental impact on agricultural resources. 

7 Though the City of Farmersville believes that Alternative 2 is environmentally superior as 

8 compared to Alternative 1, the City believes that Alternative 3A is the most environmentally 

9 superior of all alternatives. Unfortunately, the FEIR prematurely dismissed Alternative 3A 

10 without the detailed consideration it deserves in light of its feasibility, satisfaction of all of 

11 SCE's project goals and its ability to substantially lessen the significant environmental impact 

12 indentified for Alternatives 1 and 3. 

13 Since the FEIR failed to adequately consider Alternative 3A, the Commission is 

14 precluded from making a fully informed decision about the Proposed Project and its alternatives. 

15 Therefore, the City of Farmersville also requests and recommends that the Commission either 

16 not certifY the FEIR because its consideration of Alternative 3A is deficient, or only certifY the 

17 FEIR upon a finding that Alternative 3A or 2 is the environmentally superior alternative for 

18 which the Certificate of Public Necessity and Convenience will be approved. 

19 Respectfully submitted, 
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MOSES DIAZ (mdiaz@farleylawfirm.com) 
FARLEY LAW FIRM 
108 West Center Avenue 
Visalia, California 93291 
559-738-5975 
559-732-2305 (fax) 
Attorneys for CITY OF FARMERSVILLE. 
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Application 08-05-039 
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Necessity for the San Joaquin Cross Valley Loop 
12 Transmission Project. 
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14 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

15 [Rule 1.9( d), CPUC Rules of Practice and Procedure/] 

16 I, the undersigned, declare and state as follows: 

17 I am employed in Tulare County and over eighteen (18) years of age. I am not a party to 
18 he within entitled action. My business address is 108 West Center Avenue, Visalia, California 

3291. On the date listed below, I caused the following document(s), all of which were produced 
n recycled paper, to be served in the manner hereafter indicated: 

19 

20 
REPLY BRIEF OF THE CITY OF FARMERSVILLE. 

3/J.{PO 
21 ~ BY MAIL: For each party with no e-mail address listed below, I placed U the original 

and/or ~ a true copy(ies) thereof enclosed in sealed envelope. I deposited such 
envelope in the U.S. mail at the City of Visalia, State of California, With first-class 
postage thereon fully prepaid. 

22 

23 
D BY FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION: I transmitted via facsimile a true copy thereof to 

24 the addressee at facsimile number: 

25 ~ BY ELECTRONIC MAIL (EMAIL): At </: t.{~ A.M~ on the date listed 
below, I transmitted via the Internet, from kfike@farleylaW:COm without any 

26 report of error, a true copy thereof to the following e-mail address( es): 

27 

28 

BY OVERNIGHT DELIVERY: I deposited D the original and/or D a true copy(ies) 
thereof into envelope(s) or package(s) designated by the overnight delivery carrier with 
delivery fees fully prepaid or provided and: 
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D deposited such envelope( s) or package( s) in a facility regularly maintained 
by the overnight delivery carrier; or 

D delivered such envelope(s) or package(s) to an authorized courier or driver 
authorized by the overnight delIvery carner to receive documents 

D PERSONAL SERVICE: By causing delivery by hand on March , 2010 to the 
5 following person at the address shown: --

6 SERVICE WAS DIRECTED TO: 
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13 

14 

See attached SERVICE LIST. 

I declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California, that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on March ~G"' ,2010, at Visalia, California. 
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Page 1 of6 



SERVICE LIST 
CPUC Application 08-05-039 

KAREN MILLS 
CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU 
FEDERATION 
2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95833 
kmills@ctbf.com 

CASE ADMINISTRATION 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
case.admin@sce.com 

CHERYL TURNER 
2520 N. FILBERT RD 
EXETER, CA 93221 
rtn@aol.com 

DEAN GORDON 
29201 NORTH FILBERT ROAD 
EXETER, CA 93221 
dean 161@verizon.net 

DIANE HEATON 
3014 N. FILBERT 
EXETER, CA 93221 

DONBASTADY 
SECITRES 
BASTADY RANCHES, INC 
26389 ROAD 204 
EXETER, CA 93221 

ELIZABETH K. HART 
31359 DAHLEM DRIVE 
EXETER, CA 93221 

FRANK SPRATLING 
32017A FRITZ DR. 
EXETER, CA 93221 

GARY & KIM HUFFMAN 
2149 AVENUE 296 
EXETER, CA 93221 
GKHuffman@gmail.com 

JEFF DOWIEN 
PO BOX 506 
EXETER, CA 93221 

JOEL HEATON 
3014 N. FILBERT 
EXETER, CA 93221 

KlMMCGEE 
PACE TREASURER/FINANCIAL ANALYST 
PACE/CITY OF VISALIA 
2399N. FILBERTRD 
EXETER, CA 93221 
kmcgee 1 012@aol.com 

LINDA MCEWEN 
145 NORTH E STREET 
EXETER, CA 93221 
lcnnc@clearwire.net 

LLOYD THOMURE 
OWNER 
RANCH 
21201 AVE 296 
EXETER, CA 93221 
lethomure@hotmail.com 

LOIS BRANNAN 
DIRECTOR 
EXETER COURTHOUSE GALLERY 
1310 BRADLEY CT. 
EXETER, CA 93221 
Ioisbrann.@msn.com 

NEAL FISHER 
PACE 
2351 N. FILBERT ROAD 
EXETER, CA 93221 

PATRICIA STEARNS 
166 HIGH SIERRA DR. 
EXETER, CA 93221 

Page 2 of6 



SERVICE LIST 
CPUC Application 08-05-039 

ROBERT WARD 
20569 AVENUE 300 
EXETER, CA 93221 

SANDY CAMARA 
30621 LYLA LANE 
EXETER, CA 93221 
sandycamara@gmail.com 

TED MACAULAY 
MAYOR OF THE CITY OF EXETER 
137 NORTH F STREET 
EXETER, CA 93221 

TONY CALCAGNO 
273 HIGH SIERRA DRIVE 
EXETER, CA 93221 
nytc@aol.com 

TYROBERTS 
750 MEADOW COURT 
EXETER, CA 93221 

MONTGOMERY FARMS 
883 JOYNER AVE. 
EXETER, CA 93221 

LARRY JOHNSON 
2403 NORTH FILBERT ROAD 
EXETER, CA 93221-9781 
larbarbjohnson@verizon.net 

ANN HOSIER 
CITY COUNSEL FARMERSVILLE 
388 E CITRUS DRIVE 
FARMERSVILLE, CA 93223 
annosier@yahoo.com 

TERESA CORTEZ 
660 N. BRUNDAGE AVE 
F AMERSVILLE, CA 93223 

IRENE RUBIO 
PO BOX 44292 
LEMON COVE, CA 93244 

LYDIA GARGAN 
24001 AVENUE 324 
LEMON COVE, CA 93244 

MICHAEL LAMPMAN 
PO BOX 44172 
LEMON COVE, CA 93244 

SUSAN HAMMOND 
33062 SIERRA DR. 
LEMON COVE, CA 93244 

TROY JONES 
PO BOX 44192 
LEMON COVE, CA 93244 

MARGARET PENSAR 
POBOX 1 
LEMON COVE, CA 93244-0001 
pensar3@netzero.com 

ARMIN PF ADISCH 
46030 SOUTH FORK DRIVE 
THREE RIVERS, CA 93271 

LAURIE SCHWALLER 
43857 SOUTH FORK DR. 
THREE RIVERS, CA 93271 

LEAH SPENCER 
42600A KAWEAH RIVER DRIVE 
THREE RIVERS, CA 93271 

DELL STRANGE 
464 EAST JACKSON AVENUE 
TULARE, CA 93274 

Page 3 of6 



SERVICE LIST 
CPUC Application 08-05-039 

DONALD 1. FULBRIGHT 
DONALD LAWRENCE COMPANY 
PO BOX 2622 
VISALIA, CA 93279 
dfulbright@dlc4me.com 

FRANK PEREZ 
FARMER 
612 N. PEPPER 
WOODLAKE, CA 93286 

RANDY REDFIELD 
21451 AVE 360 
WOODLAKE, CA 93286 
randredfield@sbcglobal.net 

ALLEN' R. ISHIDA 
TULARE COUNTY BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS 
DISTRICONE 
2800 W. BURREL 
VISALIA, CA 93291 

ARNEL KOSTER 
FREEWAY PARTNERS 
5020 W. MINERAL KING 
VISLIA, CA 93291 

FLORENTINO HERNANDEZ III 
321 W. SWEET ANENUE 
VISALIA, CA 93291 

LESLIE B. CA VIGLIA 
DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 
CITY OF VISALIA 
425 E. OAK, STE 301 
VISALIA, CA 93291 
Icaviglia@ci.visalia.ca.us 

MICHAEL OLMOS 
ASSISTANT CITY MANAGER 
CITY OF VISALIA 
315EACEQUIA 
VISALIA, CA 93291 
molmos@ci.visalia.ca.us 

MICHAEL W. MILLER 
706 N. TILDEN COURT 
VISALIA, CA 93291 

TONY SALIERNO 
2803 BORDER LINKS DR. 
VISALIA, CA 93291 

CINDY HOMER 
15115 AVE 280 
VISALIA, CA 93292 

ERIKA CHARETTE 
27399 RD 148 
VISALIA, CA 93292 
echarette@earthlink.net 

GERALD HOMER 
15115 AVE 280 
VISALIA, CA 93292 

JOHNNY SARTUCHE 
SEC 
ESHOM V ALLEY BAND OF INDIANS 
929 N. LOVERS LANE 
VISALIA, CA 93292 
signsbysarch@aol.com 

JONATHAN K. WHITENDALE 
2738 E. COLLEGE AVE 
VISALIA, CA 93292 

LARRY DOAN 
29968 RD 168 
VISALIA, CA 93292 
doan1@aol.com 

MARJORIE WHITENDALE 
EARL C AND MARJORIE R. 
WHITENDALE TRUST 
29305 ROAD 152 
VISALIA, CA 93292 
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MARK SISCO 
15364 AVE 292 
VISALIA, CA 93292 

MATHEW S. WHITENDALE 
4147 E. MURRAY 
VISALIA, CA 93292 

PATRICIA WHITENDALE 
PATRICIA L. WHITENDALE 
REVOCABLE TRUST 
29349 ROAD 152 
VISALIA, CA 93292 

ROGER E. BRIDGES 
1525 E. NOBLE PMB 122 
VISALIA, CA 93292 

RONDA C. HASH 
15570 AVE 292 
VISALIA, CA 93292 
rhash@kschanford.com 

SHERRY ESTABROOKS 
14870 AVENUE 360 
VISALIA, CA 93292 
bsfanns@clearwire.net 

WILLIAM C. WHITENDALE 
15203 AVE 292 
VISALIA, CA 93292 

MELISSA POOLE 
33141 E. LERDO HIGHWAY 
BAKERSFIELD, CA 93308 
melissap@paramountfarming.com 

PAULA CAVIGLIA 
42415 ROAD 164 
OROSI, CA 93647 
CavigliaFanns@earthlink.net 

CHRISTOPHER L. CAMPBELL 
BAKER MANOCK & JENSEN, PC 
5260 NORTH PALM A VENUE, 4TH FL 
FRESNO, CA 93704 

BRUCE FOSTER 
SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 
COMPANY 
601 VANNESS AVENUE, STE. 2040 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
bruce.foster@sce.com 

FRAN LAYTON 
SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER, LLP 
396 HAYES STREET 
SAl'.J FRAf.JCISCO, CA 94102 
layton@smwlaw.com 

JUDY FISHER 
PACE 
2351 N. FILBERT ROAD 
EXETER, CA 94102 
hookme@fisheads.net 

JENNIFER JOHNSON 
ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE 
ASSOCIATES 
225 BUSH STREET, SUITE 1700 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
jjohnson@esassoc.com 

ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE 
ASSOCIATES 
225 BUSH STREET, SUITE 1700 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
nyeto@esassoc.com 

MATTHEW G. ADAMS 
SONNENSCHEIN NATH & ROSENTHAL 
LLP 
525 MARKET STREET, 26TH FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
madams@sonnenschein.com 
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JAY CUTLER 
TULARE COUNTY CITRUS FARMERS 
125 CARMEL STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117 
jnjcj l@aol.com 

HILARY CORRIGAN 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS 
425 DIVISADERO ST. SUITE 303 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117-2242 
cem@newsdata.com 

MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC 
1814 FRANKLIN STREET, STE 720 
OAKLAND, CA 94612 
mrw@mrwassoc.com 

DOUG COVER 
ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE 
ASSOCIATES 
1425 N MCDOWELL BLVD SUITE 105 
PETALUMA, CA 94954-6500 
DCover@esassoc.com 

Jensen Uchida 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES 
COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
jmu@cpuc.ca.gov 

CLARE LAUFENBERG 
STRA TEGIe TRANSMISSION INVESTMNT 
PROGRAM 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET, MS 46 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
claufenb@energy.state.ca.us 
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