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BEFORE THE
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking on the

Commission’s Own Motion into Combined R.08-06-024
Heat and Power Pursuant to Assembly

Bill 1613.

COMMENTS OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (U39E)
AND THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK ON STAFF PROPOSAL
REGARDING AB 1613 IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

Under Assembly Bill (“AB”) 1613, parties proposing to develop Combined Heat and
Power (“CHP”) facilities that size their facility to meet the onsite thermal demand and meet
certain efficiency standards are entitled to sell excess energy to the utilities under standard form
contracts. This proceeding is intended to develop the standard form contract, pricing terms, and
other program requirements necessary to implement AB 1613. On July 31, 2009, the
Commission's Energy Division issued its final staff proposal (“Staff Proposal”) regarding the
development of standard contract terms and pricing for eligible AB 1613 facilities. PG&E and
TURN (“Joint Parties”) are providing these comments on the Staff Proposal consistent with the
Administrative Law Judge's Ruling Incorporating Energy Division Final Staff Proposal Into The
Record And Providing For Comments Thereon.

In general, Joint Parties support Energy Division’s efforts and believe that the Staff
Proposal reasonably addresses a number of the critical issues and concerns related to the
implementation of AB 1613. However, in some areas, the Staff Proposal is inconsistent with the
clear statutory language of AB 1613 or is otherwise unclear or in need of further clarification.

Below, Joint Parties address the portions of the Staff Proposal that require either correction or

clarification. Joint Parties’ comments address: (1) the contract terms and conditions; (2) Staff’s



pricing proposal; (3) additional issues raised by Staff; and (4) responses to the questions posed
by Staff.
I. CONTRACT TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Staff supports the Working Group’s proposal to establish two separate AB 1613 form
contract — one for projects up to 5 megawatts (“MW”’) and the second for projects from 5 MWs
up to 20 MWs. PG&E was part of the Working Group that made this proposal and Joint Parties
fully support this approach. Although the Working Group was able to negotiate most of the
terms and conditions of the two form AB 1613 contracts, some of the terms and conditions were
not resolved. The Staff Proposal addresses many of the unresolved terms. In their comments
below, Joint Parties do not address the Staff’s proposed resolution of many of the issues because,
in many cases, the Staff proposal is consistent with what PG&E proposed. However, there are
some substantive differences between the Staff Proposal and the terms and conditions proposed
by PG&E. These differences are addressed below.

A. Simplified Contract For CHP Exporting Up To S MW

In general, the Staff proposes adopting many of the terms and conditions supported by
Joint Parties for the Simplified AB 1613 Contract. The most significant difference, however,
involves green attributes and greenhouse gas (“GHG”) compliance costs." Staff recommends
transferring all GHG attributes and costs from the CHP seller to the utility’s customers. This
proposal is inconsistent with the indifference requirement in AB 1613 and more generally the
appropriate allocation of AB 1613 costs for several reasons. First, the Staff Proposal fails to
recognize that the Seller, not the utility, controls the generator production associated with a CHP

facility and thus the amount of GHG produced is within the seller’s control. It is inappropriate

L Staff Report at 5-6.



for the utility’s customers to take on the cost of GHG compliance given that the utility has no
control over the cost. The language proposed in the Staff recommendation assumes that the
Buyer has complete control over any GHG costs associated with the facility. Customers are not
indifferent if they are required to pay for GHG costs that the utility cannot control or limit. In
most other procurement contracts, the utility has dispatch rights so that, even if it has agreed to
bear the GHG costs, it can control those costs for its customers by utilizing economic dispatch
that would include the GHG costs. If utility customers are required to pay a CHP facility’s GHG
costs that could have been mitigated or eliminated if the utility had dispatch rights, as the utility
would with other generation options, customers are not indifferent between a CHP facility and
other generation options because the customers will incur higher GHG costs with CHP because it
cannot be controlled by the utility. This would clearly violate AB 1613.

Second, the Seller, not the utility, chooses which CHP technology to purchase and
operate. If the utility’s customers assume the GHG cost, Seller can choose to install and operate
the cheapest and least-efficient CHP design because the cost of inefficiency, in the form of
higher GHG emissions, is borne by someone else.

Third, the provision in the Working Group form contract proposal transferring Green
Attributes to the Buyer was inserted in recognition that some CHP facilities, such as a biomass
plant co-located with a sawmill, may qualify as small, efficient CHP and be RPS eligible.
Consistent with the treatment of other must take contracts, such as Qualifying Facility contracts,
under the proposed form contract those Green Attributes are transferred to the Buyer. Thus,
Staff’s proposal significantly broadens the Green Attributes provision proposed by the Working
Group by allocating additional GHG costs to utility customers in a manner inconsistent with

AB 1613.



Fourth, as the Commission itself has determined, GHG costs will likely be included in the
market prices that the utilities and TURN have proposed for AB 1613 pricing.; Because
generators in the market receiving Locational Marginal Prices (“LMP”) in the California
Independent System Operator’s (“CAISO”) market will have to pay their own GHG compliance
costs, the LMP prices will naturally include GHG costs. To the extent the Commission adopts
the Joint Parties’ proposal to use LMP prices for AB 1613 eligible facilities, the Sellers will
already be receiving compensation for their GHG costs through the LMP price. There is no
reason for utility customers to effectively pay the Seller twice for GHG costs — once through the
LMP price and again through an allocation of GHG compliance costs. Customers clearly are not
indifferent if they are required to pay the same GHG costs twice.> To the extent that an efficient
CHP facility has an overall lower GHG profile, it would effectively receive a higher profit
margin at the market price that could be used to offset the on-site emission costs. In the event
that the costs are transferred to the Buyer, then all of the benefits associated with the overall
reduction in GHG use should also be transferred to the Buyer.

Finally, if the Staff Proposal on GHG costs is adopted, several clarifications need to be
made. First, GHG compliance costs need to be clarified. The Staff Proposal did not indicate
whether this includes, for example, any offsets or allocation credits the Seller may be required to
purchase. This could be a substantial expense for utility customers. Second, if GHG costs are

passed through, the Staff Proposal must be clarified to state that any and all GHG benefits will be

2 D. 08-10-037 at 56; see also December 2008 report on the European Union’s Emission Trading Scheme
at http://www.ecn.nl/publications/default.aspx?nr=ECN-E--08-007.

2 Tt should be noted that the Market Price Referent (“MPR”), the basis of one of the two pricing proposals
suggested in the Staff Proposal, includes a GHG adder. Should the Commission adopt the MPR as the
price for AB 1613 form contract, and the utility customers bear GHG costs, the GHG adder will need to
be removed.



passed through to utility customers as well, including any allowances allocated to the Seller or
any form of GHG benefit.

B. Contract For AB 1613 CHP From 5-20 MWs

Similar to the Simplified AB 1613 form contract for installations exporting up to 5 MW,
many of the provisions of the AB 1613 form contract for facilities from 5-20 MWs were agreed
to by the Working Group. For provisions where there was some disagreement, Joint Parties
generally agree with the Staff Proposal as to how to resolve these disagreements. However,
there are several parts of the Staff Proposal that should not be adopted:

Delivery Point, Section 1.03: The CHP parties, PG&E, and SDG&E were able to reach
agreement on a delivery point for smaller facilities as a compromise and in recognition that they
could generally interconnect at the distribution level. However, a facility of 20 MW is of a
significant size and will likely not interconnect at distribution voltages. As such, it is appropriate
that the Delivery Point should be the first point of interconnection with the CAISO Controlled
Grid. This is consistent with the provision in the QF Contract and should be applicable to CHP
projects, which are similar to cogeneration QFs. To make a distinction for CHP would
unreasonably increase costs to utility customers by imposing risk of delivery and losses on them
rather than the Seller. The language in the simplified PPA represents a compromise applicable
only to the small PPA; Joint Parties do not agree that the language should be applicable to the
larger AB 1613 form contract.

Credit and Collateral, Section 1.06 and Exhibit D. Staff has asserted that the Project
Development Security (“PDS”) and Performance Assurance requirements proposed by the
utilities for a form AB 1613 contract with a maximum 10-year term are excessive and

inappropriate for the size of facility involved in the program. However, the credit and collateral



requirements proposed by the utilities are necessary to protect customers from relying on power
from the CHP facility for planning purposes, only to find that it is not available. These
provisions are particularly appropriate for larger facilities. The expected revenue upon which the
performance assurance is based will be well known prior to development of the project and can
easily be incorporated into the economic planning assumptions of the generator. Joint Parties do
agree, however, that it does not make sense to capture a full year’s revenue for a one year
contract. Thus, the Performance Assurance should be based upon 10% of revenue per year
multiplied by the number of years in the contract term.

The Staff Proposal also states that the development security which rises to $60/kw
eighteen months into the project development timeline for a contract of 20 MW or less is
excessive and recommends that development security be capped at $20/kw, and not rise over the
project time line. Projects will have 60 months to achieve Commercial Operation. After 18
months, the developer should be reasonably knowledgeable as to whether or not the project will
achieve commercial operation with the 60 month period allowed under the PPA.  Absent the
increase in Project Development Security, the Buyer will have no way of knowing if indeed the
project will come on line. Consequently, the Buyer may be forced to procure additional
resources to guard against this risk, especially in remote areas. The increase in Performance
Assurance is required to protect customers from relying on power from a CHP facility for
planning purposes, only to find out that it is not available.

Conveyance of the Power Product, Section 3.10 and Resource Adequacy benefits,
Section 3.02. Staff proposes that Sections 3.01 and 3.02 be deleted and replaced with provisions
from the simplified AB 1613 contract. This proposal should be rejected. These sections are a

critical part of the AB 1613 form contract because they clearly define the product that is being



conveyed as part of the transaction, and the utility will rely upon the Seller’s actions under this
provision to receive the benefit of the bargain. In response to comments received during the
Working Group process, the utilities diligently worked on a simplified contract that would be
applicable to smaller generators. However, the provisions in the AB 1613 form contract for
larger projects are more detailed, as is necessary for larger facilities. Sections 3.01 and 3.02
clearly delineate the product being provided by the Seller and the Seller’s responsibilities.
During the Working Group process, parties did not object to these provisions or offer alternative
language. There is no reason to adopt the Staff’s Proposal on this issue.

Green Attributes, Section 3.01(b). Joint Parties addressed this issue above with regard
to GHG compliance costs for the simplified AB 1613 form contract.

Indemnity (for resource adequacy), Section 9.03(f). A larger facility entails greater
risks. Although for the simplified AB 1613 form contract PG&E agreed not to include certain
indemnity requirements, it agreed to this recognizing that smaller facilities create less significant
risks for customers. If a larger facility fails to operate and the utility incurs resource adequacy
penalties, the utility customers should not be required to pay these penalties. Since any resource
adequacy penalty would be caused by the Seller’s failure to perform under the contract, the
Seller, rather than utility customers, should bear these costs. Customers will not be indifferent,
as required by AB 1613, if they incur resource adequacy penalties that are a result of Seller’s
conduct.

Assignment, Section 9.04. Staff recommends deletion of language related to Buyer’s
consent to any direct or indirect change of control by Seller. PG&E and SDG&E agreed that the
language could be removed if the Performance Assurance remained in place. However, Staff has

proposed drastically cutting the amount of Performance Assurance required. The concern, of



course, is that similar to the Standard Offer 4 PPAs, there will be a sale or change of control that
occurs without Buyer’s consent that limits the ability to collect damages in the event of a default.
Provisions not addressed in Staff Proposal. There were several disputed provisions
that were not addressed in the Staff Proposal. Section 2.01(j), proposed by the utilities, requires
a CHP facility to be certified for the CAISO’s Participating Intermittent Renewable Program
(“PIRP”) if the facility is PIRP eligible. Given the potential benefits of PIRP for minimizing
CAISO imbalance payments that customers would ultimately be required to bear under the
AB 1613 form contract, there is no reason not to include this provision. Section 3.10(a)(vi)
proposed by the utilities requires a CHP developer to provide documentation to demonstrate that
its facility is an Eligible CHP Facility under AB 1613. Sections 3.13(0) —(q), 3.21 and 9.03(g)
require the CHP facility to comply with NERC operating and documentation requirements that
are applicable to the facility. Exhibit I and a number of related provisions address scheduling
deviations, which are essential to maintain customer indifference. Sections 6.01(c)(xvi) — (xvii)
make it an event of default if the Seller fails to fulfill its contractual obligations or maintain its
status as an Eligible CHP Facility. All of these provisions are reasonable, as the utilities
explained in their comments when the Working Group report was submitted, and should be
adopted by the Commission in a final order.

II. STAFF’S PRICING PROPOSAL

Staff has proposed two alternative pricing options for AB 1613 contracts. However, both
options violate the clear statutory requirement in AB 1613 that non-participating utility
customers be held “indifferent” to AB 1613 contracts. Customers can be held indifferent only if
AB 1613-eligible CHP facilities are paid for the products they are providing at the price the
utilities would otherwise have had to pay for those products. Neither of Staff's pricing options

accomplishes this indifference.



By way of background, a CHP facility essentially produces two products -- as-available
energy and as-available capacity (to the extent the capacity is recognized by the CAISO). A
utility can purchase as-available energy at the CAISO’s LMP at a CHP’s delivery point to the
CAISO grid. For as-available energy, this would be the indifference price for utility customers.
With regard to as-available capacity, the utility can purchase this product through bilateral
market transactions for Resource Adequacy. The price of these bilateral transactions would be
the indifference price for utility customers for as-available capacity. In the Working Group
Report filed in June, the utilities proposed two pricing alternatives for the AB 1613 form
contract. First, for eligible CHP facilities that are also QFs, the Commission can direct the
utilities to pay avoided costs (i.e., the Market Index Formula (“MIF”) energy price and the as-
available capacity price adopted in D.07-09-040). Second, for CHP facilities that are not QFs,
the Commission can approve contractual language that allows the CAISO hourly LMP calculated
in the CAISO’s integrated forward day-ahead market to govern prices for power purchased under
AB 1613 form contracts. To the extent the CAISO recognizes a CHP’s as-available capacity, an
as-available capacity price could be included with the LMP pricing.

As the utilities explained in their pricing proposal, under the Federal Power Act the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) has exclusive authority to set rates for
wholesale power purchases, such as the purchases that would occur under the AB 1613 form

contract. FERC’s exclusive jurisdiction over wholesale power rates is well-established.”> A

* See Working Group Report, Appendix D (pricing proposals).

3 See 16 U.S.C. § 824(a) — (b) (2008); Federal Power Commission v. Southern California Edison, 376
U.S. 205, 210 (1964); Miss. Power & Light v. Moore, 487 U.S. 354, 371-372 (1988); Barton Village v.
Citizens Utilities, 100 FERC 4 61,244 at P. 12 (2002); Midwest Power Systems, 78 FERC 9 61,067 (1997)
(state utilities board cannot set rates for wholesale power sales); Connecticut Light & Power Co., 70
FERC 4 61,012, reconsideration denied, 71 FERC 9 61,035 (1995) (state statute cannot set rates for
wholesale power sales; wholesale power sales within FERC’s exclusive jurisdiction).



narrow exception exists under the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act (“PURPA”) which
allows rates for QFs to be established by the states.® However, “states cannot, consistent with
the express language of PURPA and the FERC’s regulations, require rates that exceed avoided

cost for QF sales at wholesale.””

Other than this narrow exception for QF prices under PURPA,
the Commission has no jurisdiction to set wholesale rates. To implement AB 1613, the
Commission effectively has two choices with regard to the rates to be paid under a form contract
— either the avoided cost rate adopted for QF contracts or the CAISO’s LMP pricing. The Staff
Report includes two pricing proposals, neither of which use LMP or avoided cost pricing, and
neither of which comply with the requirements of AB 1613.

A. Staff's First Option — MPR Based Pricing.

Under the first option, the Staff proposes a proxy market price based largely on the 2008
MPR formula. Staff asserts that the costs of a combined cycle included in the MPR are a
“reasonable proxy for the costs that would be incurred by the utility on behalf of ratepayers if not
for a CHP facility participating in this program.” This assumption is simply incorrect.
Customers would not be indifferent if the utilities were required to pay the fixed component of
the 2008 MPR, escalated at 2.5% a year, to CHP counterparties for their as-available capacity.
The MPR is calculated to approximate the all-in cost—both fixed and variable—of a fully-
dispatchable, 500 MW combined-cycle, fossil-fueled power plant that provides firm capacity.
One of the key values of a combined cycle plant is its dispatchablity. A combined-cycle facility
under a utility’s operational control is an aid to serving load. Customer-owned CHP-produced

electricity, by design, is not dispatchable, nor is it firm. Rather, it is produced only when the

CHP’s steam host requires steam. CHP capacity can appear and disappear at will, creating a

& Connecticut Light & Power Co., 70 FERC 9 61,012 at 61,023.
I Connecticut Light & Power Co., 71 FERC 4 61,035 at 61,151.
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scheduling problem that will have to be cured though the added expense of ancillary services, up
to and including the equivalent of a 500 MW combined-cycle power plant to back-up the
as-available CHP electricity. This Commission has already determined, in the context of the QF
program, that firm and as-available resources cannot be priced identically:

First, firm, unit-contingent capacity is more valuable than as-available

capacity because, it is much more predictable and, therefore, much more

reliable. Thus, firm power and as-available power cannot be priced
identically.®

The only advantage of the Staff Proposal to use the MPR is because it is simple and
easily available, not because it provides the appropriate price. The MPR is required by statute
and is developed as a benchmark price for renewable contracts entered into through a
competitive solicitation.” The MPR is not intended to set a specific price, but instead is used as a
benchmark. Moreover, the MPR is created for renewable power resources.'? CHP is not a
renewable resource and thus using a renewable resource benchmark is inappropriate.

Other components of Staff’s MPR pricing proposal demonstrate some confusion
regarding how power contracts are priced. First, where ED staff refers to an “intrastate gas
transportation rate” it appears to be referring to local transportation charges. Second, Staff
proposes to apply a time of delivery factor to a fixed capacity component. If this is an attempt to
substitute for the lack of performance requirements in the CHP contract, it does not achieve that

goal without further clarification.

loo

D.07-09-040 at 92.

Resolution E-4124 at 5 (describing the purpose of the MPR); see also Pre-Workshop Comments Of The
Utility Reform Network, filed February 17, 2009 in this proceeding (outlining the reasons why use of the
MPR is inappropriate).

0 1d. at 3.
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B. Staff's Second Option — Generation Component of Retail Rates

Staff's second option is based on the generation component of the utility's retail rates.

The generation component of the retail rate is also an inappropriate choice for the AB 1613
contract because it does not represent an avoided cost and, accordingly, would not satisfy FERC
restrictions on price, nor the customer indifference criteria required by AB 1613. The generation
component of retail rates represents an allocation of generation revenues to various customer
classes. Granted, the allocation is based on the use of generation marginal capacity and energy
costs; however, the generation revenues that are allocated are embedded, i.e., average, costs and
are not avoided, i.e., marginal, costs. Accordingly, because they are not avoided costs and do not
represent the costs that utilities would otherwise have to pay, customers would not be held
indifferent.

Further, the utility’s average cost of generation is a result of historical contracting and
construction decisions that have nothing to do with the cost of building a new CHP facility. The
generation component also varies significantly across time periods and between different rate
schedules. For example, as the Staff Proposal shows, for PG&E’s E-20 rate, the generation
component varies from $0.05785 to $0.12876 per kWh. For PG&E’s A-6 rate, the generation
component varies from $0.05676 to $0.25032. An electricity price that can vary by a factor of
two from one customer to another clearly does not reflect avoided costs; is a totally inappropriate
choice for the AB 1613 contract; and thwarts the concept of ratepayer indifference.

Using a retail rate “average generation cost” would include many above-market costs that
are legacy obligations. This includes above-market costs from contracts DWR signed during the
energy crisis; above-market costs from QF contracts; and (at least potentially) above-market

costs from renewable generation where the fact that it is renewable creates a premium. Because
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the generation component includes above market costs, it violates the “indifference” requirement
in AB 1613. Under AB 1613, CHP payments must be structured to hold utility customers
indifferent. To ensure compliance with AB 1613, none of these costs should be reflected in a
price paid for AB 1613 CHP generation. In fact, to maintain consistency with the intent of
AB 1613, no above-market costs should be included in the price paid for an AB 1613 contract.
C. Generation Location Bonus and Determining T&D-constrained Areas
Staff’s proposal to add a 10% location bonus to both the capacity and energy price
components is unsupported by any analysis. The CAISO LMP for generation pricing nodes—at
the point of interconnection between a CHP and the CAISO grid—contains within it the
marginal cost of both congestion and losses. The value—or cost—of congestion and losses are
generator-specific and are determined by the CAISO’s full network model. Those components
are the only objective measure of the value or cost of a CHP’s location. Anything else is an
unsubstantiated estimate and will not hold utility customers indifferent. No new process is
required to determine transmission- or distribution-constrained areas. Moreover, if a bonus
above the average price is provided to some CHP units because of their favorable location, then
those units that have a poor location should be paid less than the average. Otherwise, customers
cannot possibly be held indifferent.

III.  ADDITIONAL ISSUES RAISED BY STAFF

In addition to terms and conditions and pricing issues, Staff raises four additional issues:
(1) total program size; (2) ratepayer funded incentives; (3) reporting requirements; and
(4) utility-owned CHP. The Joint Parties agree with Staff’s proposals on all of these issues
except ratepayer incentives. If a CHP has received ratepayer incentives under another program,
such as the Self Generator Incentive Program (“SGIP”), it should not be eligible for additional

customer subsidies. If the utilities” and TURN’s pricing proposals are adopted, customers will
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not be receiving additional subsidies through the energy prices. However, if Staff’s pricing
proposal is adopted, or another proposal is adopted, CHP developers will be receiving above-
market payments under the AB 1613 form contract and thus will be receiving a subsidy from
utility customers. If Staff’s pricing proposal is adopted (or another similar proposal), CHP
developers who received SGIP or a similar customer-paid incentive should not also be eligible
for a subsidized AB 1613 form contract. The CAISO LMP is a more appropriate implementation
of T&D benefits (or costs) that would automatically be implemented if the CPUC were to adopt
Joint Parties’ pricing proposal.

IV.  RESPONSE TO STAFF QUESTIONS

Staff asked for comment on six additional issues in its Staff Proposal. These issues are
addressed below.

Additional Terms and Conditions In Dispute. For the simplified AB 1613 form
contract, the Staff Proposal addressed all of the disputed terms and conditions. For the AB 1613
form contracts for 5-20 MW facilities, the Staff Proposal did not address several important,
disputed terms. These terms were described in Section I1.B above, and the positions of the
parties are stated in more detail in their comments on the Working Group Report.

GHG Compliance Costs. The Staff Proposal does not adequately address GHG
compliance costs, as Joint Parties explained above in Section I1.A. With regard to allowances
that a GHG generator receives — if customers are required to bear all GHG compliance costs as
Staff proposes, customers should also receive all GHG benefits, including any allocated
allowances or other GHG benefits attributable to the CHP facility. With regard to splitting GHG
benefits and costs between thermal and electricity output, this will need to be done by the parties

after the GHG rules are in place and more fully understood. The AB 1613 form contract should
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include a provision that expressly makes the contract subject to a later determination on this
issue, including potentially a determination in a subsequent Commission proceeding.

Green Attributes. Any Green Attributes associated with the CHP facility should be
allocated to the utility and its customers, who are purchasing the entire “product” from the
facility. Green attributes attributed to the thermal load or site host should be retained by the CHP
developer, or can be sold to the utility separately if the Commission approves tradable renewable
energy credits (“RECs”). In Section 3.01(b), the AB 1613 form contract adequately specifies
that Seller is only conveying the Green Attributes associated with the Related Products, which
distinguishes between Green Attributes for the site host and for the generating facility.

Comments on Pricing Proposals. Joint Parties provided comments on the pricing
proposals in Section II.

Comments on Location Bonus. Joint Parties provided comments on the location bonus
in Section II.C.

Venue for Establishing Capacity Goals. At a minimum, two key issues must be
addressed be before meaningful capacity goals can be set: (1) an economic-potential study must
be undertaken to develop a realistic estimate of the amount of small-scale CHP that can be built
in each utility’s service territory given the terms and conditions set forth in the standard contract;
and (2) an assessment must be done of each utility’s ability to absorb additional non-dispatchable
/1
/1

I

15



baseload supply. The first analysis could be undertaken as a part of the California Energy
Commission’s IEPR process. The second analysis should be done in the long-term procurement
plan proceedings conducted by the Commission.

Respectfully submitted,

By: /s/
CHARLES R. MIDDLEKAUFF

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
P.O. Box 7442

San Francisco, CA 94120
Telephone: (415) 973-6971
Facsimile: (415) 973-5520
Email: CRMd@pge.com

Attorney for
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

MICHEL PETER FLORIO
Senior Attorney

The Utility Reform Network
115 Sansome Street, Suite 900
San Francisco, CA 94104
Telephone: (415) 929-8876
Facsimile: (415) 929-1132
E-mail: mflorio@turn.org

Dated: August 24, 2009
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PO BOX 7442
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94120
Email: CPUCCases@pge.com
Status: INFORMATION

EDWARD V. KURZ ATTORNEY
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE ST
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105
Email: evk1@pge.com
Status: INFORMATION

CHONDA NWAMU ATTORNEY
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE ST, B30A
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105
FOR: Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Email: cjn3@pge.com
Status: INFORMATION

MARK W. ZIMMERMANN
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE ST, MC B9A
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105
Email: MWZ1@pge.com
Status: INFORMATION

ANDREW L. HARRIS
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000 MAIL CODE B9A
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94177
FOR: Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Email: alho@pge.com
Status: PARTY

Michael Colvin
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
POLICY & PLANNING DIVISION
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5119
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102-3214
Email: mc3@cpuc.ca.gov
Status: STATE-SERVICE

Rahmon Momoh
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4102
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102-3214

Email: rmm@cpuc.ca.gov

Status: STATE-SERVICE

TOM JARMAN
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE B9A
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105-1814
Email: taj8@pge.com
Status: INFORMATION

ED LUCHA
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE B9A
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94177
Email: ELL5@pge.com
Status: INFORMATION

JOSEPHINE WU
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE B9A
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94177
Email: jwwd@pge.com
Status: INFORMATION

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, MC B9A
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94177
FOR: Pacific Gas and Electric
Email: regrelcpuccases@pge.com
Status: PARTY

CHARLES MIDDLEKAUFF
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 7442
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105
FOR: Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Email: crmd@pge.com
Status: PARTY

Sudheer Gokhale
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4102
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102-3214

Email: skg@cpuc.ca.gov

Status: STATE-SERVICE

David Peck
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4103
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102-3214

Email: dbp@cpuc.ca.gov

Status: STATE-SERVICE
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Thomas Roberts
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY PRICING AND CUSTOMER PROGRAMS
BRANCH
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4104
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102-3214

Email: tcr@cpuc.ca.gov

Status: STATE-SERVICE

Elizabeth Stoltzfus
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102-3214
Email: eks@cpuc.ca.gov
Status: STATE-SERVICE

Karin M. Hieta
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY PRICING AND CUSTOMER PROGRAMS
BRANCH
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4102
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102-3214

FOR: Energy Division

Email: kar@cpuc.ca.gov

Status: STATE-SERVICE

NORA SHERIFF ATTORNEY
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP
33 NEW MONTGOMERY ST, STE 1850
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94015

Email: nes@a-klaw.com

Status: INFORMATION

KAREN TERRANOVA
ALCANTAR & KAHL
33 NEW MONTGOMERY ST, STE 1850
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105
Email: filings@a-klaw.com
Status: INFORMATION

BARBARA R. BARKOVICH
BARKOVICH & YAP, INC.
44810 ROSEWOOD TERRACE
MENDOCINO CA 95460
Email: brbarkovich@earthlink.net
Status: INFORMATION

SCOTT BLAISING ATTORNEY
BRAUN BLAISING MCLAUGHLIN P.C.
915 L ST, STE. 1270
SACRAMENTO CA 95814
Email: blaising@braunlegal.com
Status: INFORMATION

Curtis Seymour
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102-3214
Email: css@cpuc.ca.gov
Status: STATE-SERVICE

Amy C. Yip-Kikugawa
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 2106
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102-3214

Email: ayk@cpuc.ca.gov

Status: STATE-SERVICE

ROD AOKI ATTORNEY
ALCANTAR & KAHL
33 NEW MONTGOMERY ST, STE 1850
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94015
Email: rsa@a-klaw.com
Status: INFORMATION

SEEMA SRINIVASAN
ALCANTAR & KAHL
33 NEW MONTGOMERY ST, STE 1850
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105
Email: sls@a-klaw.com
Status: INFORMATION

DANIEL W. DOUGLASS

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

21700 OXNARD ST, STE 1030

WOODLAND HILLS CA 91367
FOR: Alliance for Retail Energy Markets
Email: douglass@energyattorney.com
Status: PARTY

BARRY LOVELL
BERRY PETROLEUM COMPANY
15708 POMERADO ROAD, STE 203
POWAY CA 92064
Email: bjl-lec@sbcglobal.net
Status: INFORMATION

GARY COLLORD STATIONARY SOURCE DIVISION
CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD
1001 1 ST, PO BOX 2815
SACRAMENTO CA 95812
Email: gcollord@arb.ca.gov
Status: INFORMATION
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MICHELLE GARCIA
CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD
10011 ST
SACRAMENTO CA 95814
Email: mgarcia@arb.ca.gov
Status: INFORMATION

JON BONK-VASKO PROGRAM MANAGER
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
8690 BALBOA AVE., STE 100
SAN DIEGO CA 92123

Email: jon.bonk-vasko@energycenter.org

Status: INFORMATION

ANN L. TROWBRIDGE

DAY CARTER & MURPHY LLP

3620 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE, STE 205

SACRAMENTO CA 95864
FOR: California Clean DG Coalition
Email: atrowbridge@daycartermurphy.com
Status: PARTY

R. THOMAS BEACH

CROSSBORDER ENERGY

2560 NINTH ST, STE 213A

BERKELEY CA 94710-2557
FOR: California Cogeneration Council
Email: tomb@crossborderenergy.com
Status: PARTY

GALEN LEMEI

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

1516 9TH ST

SACRAMENTO CA 95814-5512
Email: glemei@energy.state.ca.us
Status: STATE-SERVICE

EDWARD G. POOLE ATTORNEY

ANDERSON & POOLE

601 CALIFORNIA ST, STE 1300

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94108-2818
FOR: California Independent Petroleum Association
Email: epoole@adplaw.com
Status: PARTY

KAREN LINDH
LINDH & ASSOCIATES
7909 WALERGA ROAD, STE 112, PMB 119
ANTELOPE CA 95843
FOR: California Onsite Generation
Email: karen@klindh.com
Status: INFORMATION

KEITH RODERICK
CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD
1001 1 ST
SACRAMENTO CA 95814
Email: kroderic@arb.ca.gov
Status: INFORMATION

SEPHRA A. NINOW POLICY ANALYST
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
8690 BALBOA AVE, STE 100
SAN DIEGO CA 92123
Email: sephra.ninow@energycenter.org
Status: INFORMATION

BETH VAUGHAN
CALIFORNIA COGENERATION COUNCIL
4391 NORTH MARSH ELDER CT.
CONCORD CA 94521

Email: beth@beth411.com

Status: INFORMATION

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS

425 DIVISADERO ST., STE 303

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94117-2242
Email: cem@newsdata.com
Status: INFORMATION

LINDA KELLY ELECTRICITY ANALYSIS OFFICE
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH ST, MS 20
SACRAMENTO CA 95814
FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
Email: Ikelly@energy.state.ca.us
Status: STATE-SERVICE

WILLIAM H. BOOTH ATTORNEY

LAW OFFICE OF WILLIAM H. BOOTH

67 CARR DRIVE

MORAGA CA 94556
FOR: California Large Energy Consumers Association
Email: wbooth@booth-law.com
Status: PARTY

JUSTIN RATHKE

CAPSTONE TURBINE CORPORATION

21211 NORDHOFF ST

CHATSWORTH CA 91311
FOR: Capstone Turbine Corporation
Email: jrathke@capstoneturbine.com
Status: PARTY
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BLAIR KNOX
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT PETROLEUM ASSOC.
11121 ST
SACRAMENTO CA 95814
FOR: CIPA
Email: blair@cipa.org
Status: INFORMATION

ROBERT GEX
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP
505 MONTGOMERY ST, STE 800
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111
Email: bobgex@dwt.com
Status: INFORMATION

GREGORY S. G. KLATT

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

411 E. HUNTINGTON DRIVE, NO 107-356

ARCADIA CA 91006-8102
FOR: Direct Access Customer Coalition
Email: klatt@energyattorney.com
Status: INFORMATION

Mitchell Shapson
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4107
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102-3214
FOR: DRA
Email: sha@cpuc.ca.gov
Status: PARTY

JEDEDIAH J. GIBSON
ELLISON SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP
2600 CAPITOL AVE, STE 400
SACRAMENTO CA 95816-5905
Email: jjg@eslawfirm.com
Status: INFORMATION

DAVID MORSE
1411 W, COVELL BLVD., STE 106-292
DAVIS CA 95616-5934
Email: demorse@omsoft.com
Status: INFORMATION

JEFF COX

FUELCELL ENERGY

1557 MANDEVILLE PLACE

ESCONDIDO CA 92029
Email: Jcox@fce.com
Status: INFORMATION

CARLOS LAMAS-BABBINI
COMVERGE, INC.
58 MT TALLAC CT
SAN RAFAEL CA 94903
Email: clamasbabbini@comverge.com
Status: INFORMATION

DOUGLAS M. GRANDY, P.E.
DG TECHNOLOGIES
1220 MACAULAY CIRCLE
CARMICHAEL CA 95608
Email: dgrandy@caonsitegen.com
Status: INFORMATION

DON LIDDELL ATTORNEY
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL
2928 2ND AVE
SAN DIEGO CA 92103
Email: liddell@energyattorney.com
Status: INFORMATION

Marshal B. Enderby
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4102
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102-3214

FOR: DRA

Email: mbe@cpuc.ca.gov

Status: STATE-SERVICE

EVELYN KAHL ATTORNEY

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

33 NEW MONTGOMERY ST, STE 1850

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94015
FOR: Energy Producers and Users Coalition
Email: ek@a-klaw.com
Status: PARTY

LYNN M. HAUG
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP
2600 CAPITOL AVE, STE 400
SACRMENTO CA 95816-5905

FOR: FuelCell Energy, Inc.

Email: Imh@eslawfirm.com

Status: PARTY

RONALD MOORE SR. REGULATORY ANALYST
GOLDEN STATE WATER CO/BEAR VALLEY
630 EAST FOOTHILL BLVD.
SAN DIMAS CA 91773
FOR: Golden State Water Co./Bear Valley Electric
Email: rkmoore@gswater.com
Status: PARTY
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VIDHYA PRABHAKARAN
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP
505 SANSOME ST, STE 900
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111
Email: vprabhakaran@goodinmacbride.com
Status: INFORMATION

C. SUSIE BERLIN ATTORNEY
MCCARTHY & BERLIN LLP
100 W. SAN FERNANDO ST., STE 501
SAN JOSE CA 95113
Email: sberlin@mccarthylaw.com
Status: INFORMATION

SEAN BEATTY SR. MGR. EXTERNAL & REGULATORY
AFFAIRS
MIRANT CALIFORNIA, LLC
696 WEST 10TH ST
PITTSBURG CA 94565
Email: Sean.Beatty@mirant.com
Status: INFORMATION

ROGER VAN HOY
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 11TH ST
MODESTO CA 95354
FOR: Modesto Irrigation District
Email: rogerv@mid.org
Status: INFORMATION

WAYNE AMER PRESIDENT
MOUNTAIN UTILITIES
PO BOX 205
KIRKWOOD CA 95646
Email: wamer@kirkwood.com
Status: INFORMATION

DAN L. CARROLL ATTORNEY
DOWNEY BRAND, LLP
621 CAPITOL MALL, 18TH FLR
SACRAMENTO CA 95814
FOR: Mountain Utilities
Email: dcarroll@downeybrand.com
Status: PARTY

KRISTIN GRENFELL PROJECT ATTORNEY, CALIF.
ENERGY PROGRAM
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER ST, 20TH FLR
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104
Email: kgrenfell@nrdc.org
Status: INFORMATION

BRIAN T. CRAGG ATTORNEY
GOODIN, MACBRIDE, SQUERI, DAY & LAMPREY
505 SANSOME ST, STE 900
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111
Email: bcragg@goodinmacbride.com
Status: INFORMATION

BARRY F. MCCARTHY ATTORNEY
MCCARTHY & BERLIN, LLP
100 W. SAN FERNANDO ST., STE 501
SAN JOSE CA 95113
Email: bmcc@mccarthylaw.com
Status: INFORMATION

JOY A. WARREN REGULATORY ADMINISTRATOR
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 11TH ST
MODESTO CA 95354
Email: joyw@mid.org
Status: INFORMATION

RALPH R. NEVIS

DAY CARTER & MURPHY LLP

3620 AMERICAN RIVER DR., STE 205

SACRAMENTO CA 95864
FOR: Modesto Irrigation District/Merced Irrigation District
Email: rnevis@daycartermurphy.com
Status: PARTY

JOHN DUTCHER VICE PRESIDENT - REGULATORY
AFFAIRS
MOUNTAIN UTILITIES
3210 CORTE VALENCIA
FAIRFIELD CA 94534-7875
Email: ralf1241a@cs.com
Status: INFORMATION

MRW & ASSOCIATES
1814 FRANKLIN ST, STE 720
OAKLAND CA 94612
Email: mrw@mrwassoc.com
Status: INFORMATION

THOMAS R. DEL MONTE

NU LEAF ENERGY, LLC

4678 MORRELL ST

SAN DIEGO CA 92109
Email: thomas.r.del.monte@qgmail.com
Status: INFORMATION
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JORDAN WHITE SENIOR ATTORNEY
PACIFICORP
825 NE MULTNOMAH ST, STE 1800
PORTLAND OR 97232
FOR: PacifiCorp
Email: jordan.white@pacificorp.com
Status: PARTY

STEVE ENDO
PASADENA DEPARTMENT OF WATER & POWER
150 S. LOS ROBLES AVE., STE. 200
PASADENA CA 91101
Email: sendo@ci.pasadena.ca.us
Status: INFORMATION

JESSICA NELSON ENERGY SERVICES MANAGER
PLUMAS SIERRA RURAL ELECTRIC COOP.
73233 STATE RT 70
PORTOLA CA 96122-7069

FOR: Plumas Sierra Rural Electric Coop.

Status: PARTY

SUE MARA
RTO ADVISORS, LLC.
164 SPRINGDALE WAY
REDWOOD CITY CA 94062
Email: sue.mara@rtoadvisors.com
Status: INFORMATION

STEVEN D. PATRICK ATTORNEY
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
555 WEST FIFTH ST, GT14E7
LOS ANGELES CA 90013-1011
FOR: San Diego Gas & Electric Company
Email: spatrick@sempra.com
Status: PARTY

DEAN A. KINPORTS REGULATORY AFFAIRS
SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
555 W. FIFTH ST
LOS ANGELES CA 90013
Email: DAKinports@semprautilities.com
Status: INFORMATION

MANUEL RAMIREZ

SAN FRANCISCO PUC

1155 MARKET ST, 4TH FLR

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94103
Email: mramirez@sfwater.org
Status: INFORMATION

MARK TUCKER
PACIFICORP
825 NE MULTNOMAH, STE 2000
PORTLAND OR 97232
Email: californiadockets@pacificorp.com
Status: INFORMATION

NORMAN PLOTKIN

PLOTKIN, ZINS & ASSOCIATES

925 L ST, STE 1490

SACRAMENTO CA 95814
Email: norm@pzallc.com
Status: INFORMATION

DONALD SCHOENBECK
RCS, INC.
900 WASHINGTON ST, STE 780
VANCOUVER WA 98660
Email: dws@r-c-s-inc.com
Status: INFORMATION

STEVE RAHON DIRECTOR, TARIFF & REGULATORY
ACCOUNTS
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32C
SAN DIEGO CA 92123-1548
FOR: San Diego Gas & Electric Co.
Email: Ischavrien@semprautilities.com
Status: INFORMATION

DESPINA NIEHAUS CALIFORNIA REGULATORY
AFFAIRS
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32D
SAN DIEGO CA 92123-1530
Email: dniehaus@semprautilities.com
Status: INFORMATION

THERESA BURKE REGULATORY AFFAIRS ANALYST
SAN FRANCISCO PUC
1155 MARKET ST, 4TH FLR
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94103
Email: tburke@sfwater.org
Status: INFORMATION

SANDRA ROVETTI REGULATORY AFFAIRS MANAGER

SAN FRANCISCO PUC

1155 MARKET ST, 4TH FLR

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94103
Email: srovetti@sfwater.org
Status: INFORMATION
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CHRISTOPHER A. HILEN

NV ENERGY

6100 NEIL ROAD, MS A35

RENO NV 89511
FOR: SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
Email: chilen@NVEnergy.com
Status: INFORMATION

CASE ADMINISTRATION
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
LAW DEPARTMENT, ROOM 370
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE
ROSEMEAD CA 91770
Email: Case.Admin@sce.com
Status: INFORMATION

LAURA GENAO RENEWABLE & ALTERNATIVE POWER
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE.
ROSEMEAD CA 91770
Email: laura.genao@sce.com
Status: INFORMATION

AMBER E. WYATT
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
LAW DEPARTMENT
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE
ROSEMEAD CA 91770
Email: amber.wyatt@sce.com
Status: INFORMATION

AKBAR JAZAYEIRI DIR. REVENUE & TARIFFS, RM 390
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
PO BOX 800, 2241WALNUT GROVE AVE
ROSEMEAD CA 91770
FOR: Southern California Edison Co.
Email: akbar.jazayeri@sce.com
Status: INFORMATION

JENNIFER BARNES
SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING, LLC
2920 CAMINO DIABLO, STE 210
WALNUT CREEK CA 94597
Email: jbarnes@summitblue.com
Status: INFORMATION

DAN SILVERIA
SURPRISE VALLEY ELECTRIC CORPORATION
PO BOX 691
ALTURAS CA 96101
FOR: Surprise Valley Electric Corp.
Email: dansvec@hdo.net
Status: PARTY

ANDREW B. BROWN

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP

2600 CAPITOL AVE, STE 400

SACRAMENTO CA 95816-5905
FOR: SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
Email: abb@eslawfirm.com
Status: PARTY

MARCI BURGDORF RENEWABLE & ALTERNATIVE
POWER
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE.
ROSEMEAD CA 91770

Email: marci.burgdorf@sce.com

Status: INFORMATION

MICHAEL D. MONTOYA ATTORNEY
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE, PO BOX 800
ROSEMEAD CA 91770

Email: mike.montoya@sce.com

Status: INFORMATION

HUGH YAO
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
555 W. 5TH ST, GT22G2
LOS ANGELES CA 90013
Email: HYao@SempraUtilities.com
Status: INFORMATION

CAROL SCHMID-FRAZEE
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
LAW DEPARTMENT
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE.
ROSEMEAD CA 91770
FOR: Southern California Edison Company
Email: carol.schmidfrazee@sce.com
Status: PARTY

TIMEA ZENTAI
SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING, LLC
2920 CAMINO DIABLO, STE 210
WALNUT CREEK CA 94597
Email: tzentai@summitblue.com
Status: INFORMATION

MARCEL HAWIGER ATTORNEY
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
115 SANSOME ST, STE 900
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104
Email: marcel@turn.org
Status: INFORMATION
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MICHEL PETER FLORIO SENIOR ATTORNEY JIM SUEUGA ENERGY SERVICES MANAGER
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK (TURN) VALLEY ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION
115 SANSOME ST, STE 900 800 E. HWY 372, PO BOX 237
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104 PAHRUMP NV 89041
FOR: The Utility Reform Network FOR: Valley Electric Assoc.
Email: mflorio@turn.org Email: jims@vea.coop
Status: PARTY Status: PARTY
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