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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking Regarding Policies, 
Procedures and Rules for the California Solar Initiative, 
The Self Generation Incentive Program and Other 
Distributed Generation Issues 

     Rulemaking 10-05-004 
        (Filed May ,. 2010) 

COMMENTS OF THE SOLAR ALLIANCE 
ON ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S RULING 

In accord with the July 9, 2010, Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling in the above captioned 

proceeding,1 the Solar Alliance2 submits the following comments on proposed modifications to 

the California Solar Initiative (CSI) incentive mechanism established by Decision 06-08-028, 

and later modified by Decision 06-12-033. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The July 9 ACR proposes three modifications to the incentive mechanism underlying the 

CSI program: (1) remove the discount rate built into the performance based incentive (PBI) 

payments; (2) reduce the differential incentive rates for government and non-profit applicants 

whether they receive PBI payments or an up front expected performance based buydown (EPBB) 

incentive; and (3) shift $20 million in funds reserved in the program administrative budget to the 

incentive budget.  The ACR states that “given the high participation rates in the CSI to date and 

1 See Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling Requesting Comment on Modification to Decision 06-08-
028 and Decision 06-12-033 Regarding the California Solar Initiative Incentive mechanism and 
Directing Temporary Postponement of Certain New Reservation Notices, R. 10-05-004 (July 9, 
2010) (July 9 ACR) 

2  The comments contained in this filing represent the position of the Solar Alliance as an 
organization, but not necessarily the views of any particular member with respect to any 
issue.



in order to ensure the capacity of the solar energy systems installed through the program is 

consistent with the program’s MW goals it may be necessary to make modification to certain 

aspects of the incentive mechanisms to maximize the effectiveness of the remaining CSI 

program budget.”3  Moreover, the ACR provides for a temporary postponement of the issuance 

of confirmed reservations for certain new CSI applications while the Commission is considering 

modifications to the proposed incentive structure.

 As will be illustrated below, the Solar Alliance submits that the Commission should be 

wary of modifying an incentive structure that has been in place for approximately four years and 

has resulted in a highly successful program and considerable progress towards the market 

transformation goals of the CSI.  Changes to this structure could serve to curtail this progress, 

undoing some of this significant achievement.  Accordingly, the Solar Alliance submits that the 

Commission should consider alternatives which would allow the current incentive structure to 

remain untouched, and carefully examine its statutory authority regarding allocation of total 

program costs.  Importantly, however, the Commission must act expeditiously in order to 

minimize market disruption presently occurring a result of the postponing the issuance of 

confirmed reservations for certain CSI reservations.     

II. THE CSI PROGRAM SHOULD CONTINUE WITH THE INCENTIVE LEVELS 
ORIGINALLY ADOPTED, AND THE REBATE LEVELS SHOULD NOT BE 
LOWERED 

SB 1 has a total solar installation goal of 3,000 MW, which is the combined goal for solar 

programs by the Commission, the California Energy Commission, and municipal utilities.  Based 

on the Commission’s statutorily allocated share of the program budget, the Commission 

3  See July 9 ACR at p. 7. 
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determined that its goal for the mainstream CSI incentive program should be 1750 MW.4  It is 

for the purpose of endeavoring to reach this goal that the July 9 ACR proposes changes to the 

current program incentive structure.  The Solar Alliance cautions that placing the MW target 

above other program objectives could impair achievement of the Commission acknowledged 

ultimate purpose of the CSI – to assist in the establishment of a self sustaining solar industry that 

will play a major role in California’s transition to the use of renewable sources of energy.    

 Thus, in Decision 06-01-024 establishing the CSI program, the Commission emphasized 

the importance of the program as a means of market transformation specifically stating that: 

Our decision today is informed by our view that a common sense program of 
monetary incentives, combined with technical assistance, could promote less 
expensive and more efficient technologies.  We also approach our task here with 
the understanding that solar technologies may not be as cost-effective as other 
clean alternatives, in particular energy efficiency efforts and certain other 
renewable distributed generation technologies.  However, a solar incentive 
program will aid California's transition to an affordable clean energy portfolio. 
We are convinced that a cost-effective and sustainable solar market is unlikely to 
develop without a commitment for market support that is both long-term and 
finite.5

 Similarly, Senate Bill (SB) 1 acknowledges the resource acquisition goal for CSI, but further 

declares that it is the goal of the state “to establish a self-sufficient solar industry in which solar 

energy systems are a viable mainstream option for both homes and businesses in 10 years.”6

Evidence that the CSI program as currently structured is achieving this market transformation 

goal is rampant.  

 An example of this success is shown within the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 

4 See Decision 06-012-033, at p. 29 
5  Decision 06-01-024, at pp. 4-5. 
6  See Section 4 of SB 1 (Ch 132, Stats of 2006), which adds Section 25780(a) to the Public 

Resources Code. 
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(LBNL) report on state solar programs which offers evidence that the program’s goal of creating 

the demand to drive scale and cost efficiencies is working.7  Thus, examining 37,000 systems 

across the U.S., the LBNL study, for example, found:  

� Significant reductions (nearly 28%) in installed solar costs from 1998 to 2007; 

� The most cost reductions to be in non-module factors (labor, marketing, overhead, 
balance of systems) - an indicator of state-level program success (state programs have 
larger impact on non-module costs than module pricing which is largely determined by 
global market forces); and 

� California & New Jersey, the two states with the strongest solar incentive programs and 
largest solar markets, rank among the lowest-cost states. 

Additional evidence of market transformation is found in the solar programs being 

implemented by the state’s largest investor owned utilities:

� The Commission approved Southern California Edison’s 500 MW utility-owned, 
distributed solar PV program to serve their RPS targets;8

� The Commission approved Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s plan for 500 MW of 
utility-owned and third-party owned distributed solar PV;9 and 

� The Commission recently issued a Proposed Decision approving a 52 MW program of 
utility-owned and third-party owned distributed solar PV for San Diego Gas & Electric.10

 The introduction of these programs by the state’s largest utilities lends itself to a number 

of conclusions.  These programs would not have been announced if the utilities had not 

witnessed their customers’ response to the opportunity to buy solar power under the CSI.  The 

utilities would not have had the direct evidence of the growth in the delivery infrastructure, the 

reliability of PV delivery, the peak energy delivery benefits at the point of load, and the 

7 Tracking the Sun, The Installed Costs of Photovoltaics in the U.S. from 1998-2007, Lawrence 
Berkley National Laboratory, Ryan Wiser (February 2009) available at  
http://eetd.lbl.gov/ea/emp/reports/lbnl-1516e.pdf

8 See Decision 09-06-049.  
9 See Decision 10-04-052. 
10 See Proposed Decision of ALJ Ebke, A. 08-07-017 (July 13, 2010). 
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empirical cost reduction absent the creation of the CSI and proceeding programs.  The utilities 

would not have had access to the forward pricing opportunities that underpin their incremental 

PV plans if the CSI had not created a climate for solar companies to operate and invest in 

California and develop relationships with the utilities.  In other words, the CSI, as currently 

structured, has been the underpinning of this market transformation. 

 The Commission should be wary of disturbing the structure which has led to this success. 

The Commission’s goal of 1750 MW, while laudable, is not statutorily prescribed.  SB 1 

established a goal – not a mandate.  In allocating the 1750 MW between the three IOUs, the 

Commission did not order that each IOU meet its allocated share of the 1750, but merely set 

those amounts as “targets.”11  While the Solar Alliance recognizes that failure to adjust the 

incentives may result in the program reaching its budget cap prior to achieving the 1750 MW 

goal, the Solar Alliance submits that such result is preferable to one which alters the current 

incentive structure as doing such could significantly impact the progression toward market 

transformation for which the program has been responsible. 

   In this regards, predictability has been a key component of the program and it is 

essential to its continued success.  Adjustment of the incentive levels now will cause market 

“anxiety” as there will be a perceived risk that such levels could be adjusted again in the near 

future.  Such uncertainty drives away not only new CSI entrants but also solar developers, 

financiers and manufacturers as the perceived support for solar projects and equipment is seen to 

be diminishing and risks to be increasing.  

Moreover, as noted in the ACR, given the incredible success of the CSI program, the 

IOUs are rapidly moving through the declining 10 step trajectory for the incentive levels adopted 

11 Decision 06-01-024, Appendix B, Table 2. 
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in Decision 06-12-033.  The declining incentive structure was premised on the assumption that 

solar prices would continue to decline each year, rendering the need for an incentive less 

important to the installation of solar.  Thus, with an anticipated program length of 10 years, the 

Commission established ten incentive levels.  At this juncture, however, PG&E has reached 

incentive level 8 for non residential customers and SCE has reached level 7.  As originally 

structured, it was envisioned that these incentive levels, which are dramatically below the levels 

established for the first five levels of incentives, would not be reached until approximately 2013, 

when solar prices had declined even further.  While solar prices have gone down significantly 

over the past couple of years, the decline has not been sufficient enough to eradicate the need for 

incentives at present.  If the Commission were to further reduce the already extremely low 

incentives in the latter levels, interest in the CSI program will no doubt wane considerably as the 

installation of a solar system may no longer be cost effective.   

 Finally, the Commission should not overlook the importance which local governments 

and non-profit entities have had to the success of the CSI program, and the impact which the 

reduction in the incentive levels will have on their further participation.  Many cities, counties 

and schools have installed solar systems on their facilities.  Such installations have served to 

reduce their monthly electric costs and thereby assist in managing their budgets, which continue 

to be cut given the state’s current financial crisis.  A further reduction in the rebate levels will 

impact the ability of such entities to go forward with planned solar installations, possibly losing 

out on recent opportunities to receive federal assistance for such projects.12  Indeed, a reduction 

12  For example, the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act provided for $2.4 billion in 
funds for clean renewable energy bonds for financing, among other renewable projects, PV 
installations, by state, local, municipal, tribal governments and rural electric cooperatives. The 
new CREBs allocation totaling $2.4 billion does not have a defined expiration date under the law; 
however, the recent IRS solicitation for new applications requires the bonds to be issued within 3 
years after the applicant receives notification of an approved allocation. 
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at this time might hobble these government solar projects during a period of increased federal 

and media scrutiny over the results of the stimulus funds when cities and counties are trying to 

submit reports to prove how they used their federal assistance.   

III. SOURCES ARE AVAILABLE WITHIN THE STATUTORILY PRESCRIBED CSI 
 BUDGET TO MAINTAIN THE CURRENT INCENTIVE STRUCTURE   

 The total statutorily prescribed budget within which the Commission’s CSI Program must 

operate is $2.166 billion.  Of this amount, however, the Commission has only allocated $1.71 

billion to direct incentives.  The Commission has the authority to reallocate certain of the funds 

away from other budget categories for use for direct incentives thereby minimizing the need to 

reduce the current incentive structure. 

 For example, the statute does not prescribe the percentage budget allocation for 

administrative costs.  The Commission determined that 10 percent of the budget should be 

allocated to administrative costs in Decision 06-01-024 prior to the enactment of SB 1.13  This 

ten percent allocation - or $189.7 million- was reconfirmed in D. 06-12-023.14  Through the July 

9 ACR, the Commission has proposed a reallocation of $20 million in program administration 

funds to the incentive budget.  While the Solar Alliance supports such reallocation, it submits 

that the Commission should examine the total dollars allocated to administration and how they 

have been expended to date and assess whether an additional amount can be reallocated from 

administration to incentives.  For example, as noted in the July 9 ACR (p. 10), the Commission 

mandated the program administrators spend only half of the administrative budget, reserving the 

other half for program evaluation and marketing and outreach. Given the overwhelming interest 

13  Decision 06-01-024, p. 8.  
14 See Decision 06-12-033, Appendix A., Table 3.The administrative budget is calculated as 10% of 

the CPUC overall CSI budget net of the budgets for low-income incentives ($216.68 million), 
Research Development and Demonstration ($50 million), and the SDREO Pilot ($3 million). 
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in the program, the need for additional marketing and outreach should be examined, and any 

budget savings transferred to incentive funding.

 Similarly, while SB 1 provides that the Commission “shall not allocate more than fifty 

million dollars ($50,000,000) to research, development, and demonstration that explores solar 

technologies and other distributed generation technologies that employ or could employ solar 

energy for generation or storage of electricity or to offset natural gas usage,” it does not require 

that the Commission allocate $50 million to R&D.  While the Commission made such budgetary 

allocation in Decision 06-12-033,15 it is not clear at this time whether such sizeable allocation is 

warranted.

 At present, as part of the CSI RD&D program, the Commission has awarded eight grants, 

totaling up to $9.3 million in funding, which focus on integration of PV into the utility grid.  The 

Solar Alliance is aware that the Commission issued another CSI RD&D grant solicitation in 

November 2009, which focused on improved PV production technologies and innovative 

business models.  Awardees of such grants are to be announced soon.  Subsequent to the 

completion of this latter solicitation, the Commission should assess the funds remaining in the 

RD&D budget and determine whether the CSI program, and its market transformation goal, 

could be better served by a reallocation of certain of those funds to the incentive funding.

 Finally, the Solar Alliance questions the ACR’s interpretation of the CSI budget cap 

established in SB 1.   Specifically, the Solar Alliance questions the Commission’s conclusion 

that, due to the stated cap, any interest which is earned on the performance-based incentive 

payments waiting in escrow cannot be added to the total dollars spent on CSI.16  As drafted, the 

15  Decision 06-12-033, p.28 
16 See July 9 ACR at p. 7. 
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budgetary language of SB 1 provides that “[p]rograms under the supervision of the commission 

funded by charges collected from customers of San Diego Gas and Electric Company, Southern 

California Edison Company, and Pacific Gas and Electric Company ….. shall not exceed two 

billion one hundred sixty-six million eight hundred thousand dollars ($2,166,800,000).”  In other 

words, the cost cap limits the monies that can be collected from ratepayers for use in the CSI.  It 

does not prohibit the Commission adding to the CSI budget monies not collected from ratepayers 

– e.g., interest on PBI payments waiting in escrow. 

IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD DEPLOY OTHER TOOLS TO ENCOURAGE 
MW GOALS 

The Solar Alliance would note that the proposal to reduce PBI incentives accelerates a 

discussion that would have emerged in any case and the current concern over the CSI budget 

provides the Commission an opportunity to deploy other tools to encourage the remaining 885 

MWs of solar in the CSI program.  These measures, which improve customer economics, yet do 

not require any additional CSI funding, include: (1) ensuring that tradeable renewable energy 

credits (TRECs) are available to provide an additional stream of income for system owners; (2) 

extending and expanding favorable tariffs, such as PG&E’s A-6 (Small General Time-of-Use 

Service), SCE’s TOU-D  (Time of Use – Domestic) and SDG&E’s DG-R (Distributed 

Generation Renewable - Time Metered), to reflect the value of the energy provided by solar 

systems; and (3) encouraging larger systems by eliminating standby and other charges for 

behind-the-meter solar systems over 1 MW in size. 

TRECs represent a potentially significant revenue stream for California solar system 

owners.  The Commission’s final decision on the IOUs’ Petition for Modification of D.10-03-

021 will determine whether TREC sales contribute to customer cash flows.  Many system 

owners already take the opportunity to sell their RECs into the voluntary REC market but that 
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market is thin and illiquid.  Prices are low and the revenue streams are neither significant nor 

sufficiently reliable to support project economics.  A robust TREC compliance market, 

particularly one that created a demand for California-based solar RECs, would provide a 

significant and reliable economic stimulus. 

Utility tariffs contribute significantly to the economics of solar systems.  PG&E’s A-6 

tariff has allowed PG&E to consistently lead the other two utilities in the deployment of CSI 

systems despite offering identical PBI payments.  By simply expanding and extending A-6 

eligibility and ensuring that SCE’s TOU-D and SDG&E’s DG-R offer similar economic benefits, 

the Commission would take a very strong step forward in securing the 885 MWs represented in 

Steps 8, 9 and 10. 

California’s 1 MW limit on net metered solar systems has led to a predictable clustering 

of system sizes at the maximum size.  Economies of scale for solar systems begin to have a 

significant impact at the 1 MW level as installers are able to spread their development, 

engineering and procurement costs over a larger project.  While other states have allowed larger 

systems and reaped the benefits provided by economies of scale, California’s solar market is 

trapped at an artificially low level set by the 1 MW net metering limit.  Although it is possible 

under today’s interconnection tariffs to install a system larger than a megawatt behind the meter, 

the portion above the 1 MW net metering limit is interconnected to the IOU system per Rule 21.  

The result is that the incremental generation (i.e., that above 1 MW) is subject to significant 

standby charges and potentially significant interconnection costs, even if all the generation is 

consumed on-site.   

The Commission can improve the economics of systems larger than 1 MW, without using 

any CSI funds, by simply eliminating standby and other charges for non-exporting renewable 
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generation.  A cap on distribution interconnection charges would provide customer certainty on 

development costs at, arguably, no real cost to the utility because of the distribution system 

benefits provided by the local generation. These “un-incented” systems would make a 

significant contribution to the Commission’s megawatt targets for CSI without any budgetary 

impact. 

V. CONCLUSION     

As illustrated above, maintaining the current incentive levels, even if such results in the 

CSI program’s inability to meet the targeted 1750 MWs, is critical to the CSI’s continued 

contribution to the transformation of the solar market into a self sustaining market.  Moreover it 

is unclear that, given the Commission’s discretion over the allocation of the statutorily set CSI 

budget, maintenance of the current incentive levels will result in a reduction in the number of 

MWs achieved under the program.  Finally, the Commission should use the opportunity afforded 

by the concern over the CSI budget to deploy other tools to encourage the remaining 885 MWs 

of solar in the CSI program.

 Respectfully submitted this July 22, 2010 at San Francisco, California. 

GOODIN, MACBRIDE, SQUERI, 
DAY & LAMPREY, LLP 
Jeanne B. Armstrong 
505 Sansome Street, Suite 900 
San Francisco, California  94111 
Telephone: (415) 392-7900 
Facsimile:(415) 398-4321 
E-Mail: jarmstrong@goodinmacbride.com

By /s/ Jeanne B. Armstrong 
 Jeanne B. Armstrong 

3326/003/X120958.v1
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JADE JUHL 
jade.juhl@sfgov.org

JOHN A. MCKINSEY 
jamckinsey@stoel.com 

JANET M. GAGNON 
janet.gagnon@solarworldusa.com 

JEANNE B. ARMSTRONG 
jarmstrong@goodinmacbride.com 

JASON JONES 
jason.jones@tiltsolar.com

JIM BARNETT 
jbarnet@smud.org 

JACK CONWAY 
jconway@paretoenergy.com 

JEFF COX 
Jcox@fce.com 

JEANNE M. SOLE 
jeanne.sole@sfgov.org

JENNIFER BARNES 
Jennifer.Barnes@Navigantconsulting.co
m

JENNIFER PORTER 
jennifer.porter@energycenter.org 

JERRY LAHR 
JerryL@abag.ca.gov 

Julie A. Fitch 
jf2@cpuc.ca.gov

JOSHUA HARRIS 
jharris@volkerlaw.com 

JENNIFER HOLMES 
jholmes@emi1.com
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JIAN ZHANG 
jian.zhang@gridx.com 

JIM HOWELL 
jim.howell@recurrentenergy.com 

JIM ROSS 
jimross@r-c-s-inc.com 

JEDEDIAH J. GIBSON 
jjg@eslawfirm.com 

JIM STEVENS 
jk.stevens@cox.net

JOE KARP 
jkarp@winston.com 

JULIA LARKIN 
jlarkin@us.kema.com 

JANICE LIN 
jlin@strategen.com

JIM MASKREY 
jmaskrey@sopogy.com 

JAN MCFARLAND 
jmcfarland@treasurer.ca.gov 

JAY C. MCLAUGHLIN 
JMCLA@comcast.net

JEFFREY M. GARBER 
jmgarber@iid.com 

JOHN NIMMONS 
jna@speakeasy.org 

Joe Como 
joc@cpuc.ca.gov

JODY LONDON 
jody_london_consulting@earthlink.net 

JOELENE MONESTIER 
joelene.monestier@spgsolar.com 

JOHN PROCTOR 
john@proctoreng.com 

JOHN GORMAN 
Johng@ecoplexus.com

JON FORTUNE 
jon.bonk-vasko@energycenter.org 

JON GUICE 
jon.guice@altaterra.net

JORDAN NEWMAN 
jordan@tiogaenergy.com 

JEFF PALMER 
jpalmer@solarcity.com 

JOHN R. PITTS, JR. 
jpittsjr@pcgconsultants.com

JUSTIN RATHKE 
jrathke@capstoneturbine.com

JOSH RICHMAN 
jrichman@bloomenergy.com 

JOHN ROHRBACH 
jrohrbach@rrienergy.com 

JOSE B. TENGCO 
jtengco@akeena.com 

JULIA A. SOUDER 
julia@jasenergies.com

JULIE BLUNDEN 
julie.blunden@sunpowercorp.com 

JUNE BRASHARES 
june@globalexchange.org 

JUSTIN WEIL 
justin@sunwatersolar.com 

JOSEPH F. WIEDMAN 
jwiedman@keyesandfox.com 

JOSEPHINE WU 
jwwd@pge.com 

JOY C. YAMAGATA 
JYamagata@SempraUtilities.com 

Karin M. Hieta 
kar@cpuc.ca.gov

KAREN LINDH 
karen@klindh.com

KARIN CORFEE 
karin.corfee@kema.com 

KATIE BRANAGH 
katie@sunlightandpower.com 

KATRINA PEREZ 
katrina.perez@energycenter.org 

KATRINA PHRUKSUKARN 
katrina.phruksukarn@energycenter.org 

KEVIN D. BEST 
kbest@realenergy.com 

KEVIN COONEY 
kcooney@summitblue.com 

KEITH DAVIDSON 
kdavidson@de-solutions.com

KAREN DZIENKOWSKI 
kdzienkowski@pvtsolar.com 

KELLIE SMITH 
kellie.smith@sen.ca.gov 

KENNETH SWAIN 
kenneth.swain@navigantconsulting.com 

KEVIN T. FOX 
kfox@keyesandfox.com 

KIRBY BOSLEY 
kirby.bosley@jpmorgan.com 

KIRK MULLIGAN 
kirk@NoElectricBill.com 

KATE MERRILL 
kmerrill@energy-solution.com 

Karen P. Paull 
kpp@cpuc.ca.gov

KURT SCHEUERMANN 
Kurt.Scheuermann@itron.com 

KIM NGO 
kxn8@pge.com

LISA SHELL 
l1sb@pge.com

Laurence Chaset 
lau@cpuc.ca.gov

LAUREN TETT 
lauren@sunlightandpower.com 

LAURENE PARK 
laurene_park@sbcglobal.net 

LORI A. GLOVER 
lglover@solidsolar.com 

DONALD C. LIDDELL 
liddell@energyattorney.com 

LINDA FORSBERG 
linda.forsberg@mountainview.gov 

LINDA KELLY 
lkelly@energy.state.ca.us 

LIZ MERRY 
lmerry@vervesolar.com 

LYNN M. HAUG 
lmh@eslawfirm.com 

LES NELSON 
lnelson@westernrenewables.com 

James Loewen 
loe@cpuc.ca.gov

Lisa Paulo 
lp1@cpuc.ca.gov

LORRAINE A. PASKETT 
LPaskett@Firstsolar.com

LISA ROSEN 
lrosen@eesolar.com 

LUKE DUNNINGTON 
luke.dunnington@recurrentenergy.com 
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LON W. HOUSE, PH.D 
lwhouse@innercite.com 

MARK STOUT 
m.stout@meridianenergyusa.com 

MARC ESSER 
marc@negawattconsult.com 

MARCEL HAWIGER 
marcel@turn.org 

MARTIN HOMEC 
martinhomec@gmail.com 

MARY TUCKER 
mary.tucker@sanjoseca.gov 

MATT QUIQLEY 
matt@criterionmgt.com 

MATT GOLDEN 
matt@sustainablespaces.com

JOHN KILKENNY 
matthew.kilkenny@skywatchenergy.com 

Michael Colvin 
mc3@cpuc.ca.gov

MEGAN CAMPBELL 
mcampbell@opiniondynamics.com 

MARC DAVIS 
mdavis@barnumcelillo.com 

MICHAEL B. DAY 
mday@goodinmacbride.com 

Mona Dzvova 
mdd@cpuc.ca.gov

MARC D. JOSEPH 
mdjoseph@adamsbroadwell.com 

MELISSA R. DORN 
mdorn@mwe.com 

Maryam Ebke 
meb@cpuc.ca.gov

MEGAN KIRKEBY 
megan@nonprofithousing.org 

MARDI WALTON 
MEWR@pge.com 

MATT HELING 
mgh9@pge.com 

MICHAEL O. BROWN 
Michael.Brown@utcpower.com 

MICHAEL S. HINDUS 
michael.hindus@pillsburylaw.com 

MICHAEL MCDONALD 
michael.mcdonald@ieee.org

MICHAEL TOMLIN 
michael.tomlin@sce.com 

MICHAEL KARP 
michael@awish.net 

MICHAEL DURDY 
michael@ecoact.org

MICHAEL KYES 
michaelkyes@sbcglobal.net 

MICHAEL D. MONTOYA 
mike.montoya@sce.com 

MIKE KING 
mike@ethree.com 

MATTHEW KOBER 
mkober@pyramidsolar.com 

WILLIAM R. MOWRY 
mowrysswr@cox.net 

MICHAEL ALCANTAR 
mpa@a-klaw.com 

MRW & ASSOCIATES, LLC 
mrw@mrwassoc.com 

MICHAEL TEN EYCK 
MtenEyck@ci.rancho-cucamonga.ca.us 

Merideth Sterkel 
mts@cpuc.ca.gov

Melicia Charles 
mvc@cpuc.ca.gov 

MEI TEI WONG 
mxw8@pge.com 

MICHAEL A. YUFFEE 
myuffee@mwe.com 

NELLIE TONG 
nellie.tong@us.kema.com

NORA SHERIFF 
nes@a-klaw.com 

NICK CHASET 
nick.chaset@tesserasolar.com 

NICK GOODWIN SELF 
Nick@goodwin-self.com 

NANCY FOLLY 
njfolly@tid.org 

NICK STIMMEL 
NJSa@pge.com 

NOAH LONG 
nlong@nrdc.org 

Neal Reardon 
nmr@cpuc.ca.gov 

NORMAN A. PEDERSEN, ESQ. 
npedersen@hanmor.com 

PAIGE BROKAW 
Paige.Brokaw@asm.ca.gov 

PAUL TRAMONTE 
Paul.Tramonte@jpmorgan.com 

PAUL DETERING 
paul@tiogaenergy.com 

PANAMA BARTHOLOMY 
pbarthol@energy.state.ca.us 

JANIS PEPPER 
pepper@sunfundcorp.com 

PETER THOMPSON 
peter.thompson@solar.abengoa.com 

PETER LE LIEVRE 
peter@peterlelievre.com 

PEARCE HAMMOND 
phammond@simmonsco-intl.com 

PAYAM NARVAND 
pnarvand@energy.state.ca.us 

PRESTON BOOKER 
preston@sonomaenergymgt.com 

PATRICK SAXTON 
psaxton@energy.state.ca.us 

G. PATRICK STONER 
pstoner@lgc.org 

RICHARD W. RAUSHENBUSH 
r.raushenbush@comcast.net 

RAFI HASSAN 
rafi.hassan@sig.com

ROD BAYBAYAN 
rbaybayan@energy.state.ca.us 

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC 
COMPANY 
regrelcpuccases@pge.com

RENEE H. GUILD 
rguild@solarcity.com 

RACHEL HUANG 
rhuang@smud.org 

RYAN WISER 
rhwiser@lbl.gov 

RICK RUIZ 
rick.ruiz@zenviro.net 

RONALD K. ISHII 
rishii@aesc-inc.com 
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RANDALL J. LITTENEKER 
rjl9@pge.com
ROBERT CHAN 
RKC0@pge.com 

ROBERT L. KNIGHT 
rknight@bki.com

Robert Levin 
rl4@cpuc.ca.gov

RICHARD MCCANN, PH.D 
rmccann@umich.edu

ROBERT L. PETTINATO 
robert.pettinato@ladwp.com 

ROBERT J. TIERNEY 
robert.tierney@utcpower.com 

RONNIE PETTERSSON 
ronnie@energyrecommerce.com 

RYAN PISTOCHINI 
rpistoc@smud.org 

RICHARD R. KRIETE 
rrkriete@earthlink.net 

RENE SANTOS 
rsantos@guardian.com 

RAY SIADA 
rsiada@guardian.com 

RICHARD T. SPERBERG 
rsperberg@onsitenergy.com 

RYAN AMADOR 
ryan.amador@energycenter.org 

REN ZHANG 
rzhang@cityofpasadena.net 

SVEN L. ANDEN 
sa@zeropex.com

SARA BIRMINGHAM 
sara@solaralliance.org

ANNIE STANGE 
sas@a-klaw.com 

SHARYN BARATA 
sbarata@opiniondynamics.com 

SARAH BESERRA 
sbeserra@sbcglobal.net

Sachu Constantine 
sco@cpuc.ca.gov

SCOTT DEBENHAM 
scott@debenhamenergy.com 

SETH D. HILTON 
sdhilton@stoel.com

STEVEN D. PATRICK 
SDPatrick@SempraUtilities.com 

SUSAN E. BROWN 
sebesq@comcast.net

STEVE ENDO 
sendo@ci.pasadena.ca.us

SEPHRA A. NINOW 
sephra.ninow@energycenter.org 

SCOTT WAYLAND, P.E. 
sewayland@comcast.net 

STEPHEN FRANTZ 
sfrantz@smud.org 

SHANNON GRAHAM 
SGraham@navigantconsulting.com 

STANLEY GRESCHNER 
sgreschner@gridalternatives.org 

JERRY JACKSON 
Shoeless838@comcast.net

SANDY MILLER 
smiller@energy.state.ca.us 

SMITA GUPTA 
smita.gupta@itron.com 

ARLEEN NOVOTNEY 
socal.forum@yahoo.com 

SHERIDAN J. PAUKER 
spauker@wsgr.com 

STEVEN SCIORTINO 
ssciortino@anaheim.net

SARA STECK MYERS 
ssmyers@att.net 

STACEY REINECCIUS 
stacey.reineccius@powergetics.com 

SHIN TANIMOTO 
stanimoto@sna.sanyo.com 

STEVE PECK 
steve.peck@peachtreepower.com 

STEVEN HUHMAN 
steven.huhman@morganstanley.com 

STEVEN MOSS 
steven@moss.net

SUSAN MUNVES 
susan.munves@smgov.net

SUZANNE H. EMERSON 
susanne@emersonenvironmental.com 

STACY W. WALTER 
sww9@pge.com 

TAM HUNT 
tam.hunt@gmail.com 

TARA MARCHANT 
taram@greenlining.org 

TED BARDACKE 
tbardacke@globalgreen.org 

TOM BLAIR 
tblair@sandiego.gov 

Thomas Roberts 
tcr@cpuc.ca.gov

TAY FEDER 
tdfeder@lbl.gov

TERRY CLAPHAM 
terry.clapham@energycenter.org 

TERRY MOHN 
terry.mohn@balanceenergysolutions.co
m

TOM HAMILTON 
thamilton@icfi.com 

TIM MERRIGAN 
tim_merrigan@nrel.gov 

TIMEA ZENTAI 
timea.Zentai@navigantconsulting.com 

TIM LINDL 
tjl@a-klaw.com 

R. THOMAS BEACH 
tomb@crossborderenergy.com 

TIMOTHY N. TUTT 
ttutt@smud.org

Melissa Semcer 
unc@cpuc.ca.gov

WALTER GORDON 
walter.gordon@sce.com 

SHAUN YEAGER 
warehouse@mohrpower.com 

WADE HUGHES 
whughes@smud.org 

WILL HAMMACK 
will@solarroofs.com 

WILLIAM R. MARTINI 
william.martini@tecogen.com 

WILLIAM L. SCOTT 
wlscott@earthlink.net 

Werner M. Blumer 
wmb@cpuc.ca.gov 
WON HEE PARK 
WPark@FIRSTSOLAR.COM 
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ZACH FRANKLIN 
zfranklin@gridalternatives.org

STEPHEN A. S. MORRISON 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
CITY HALL, SUITE 234 
1 DR CARLTON B. GOODLET PLACE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4682 

ENRIQUE GALLARDO 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
LATINO ISSUES FORUM 
1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, STE. 3D 
BERKELEY, CA 94704-1051 

ROBERT PANORA 
TECOGEN, INC. 
45 FIRST AVENUE 
WALTHAM, MA 2451 

GARY HINNERS 
RRI ENERGY, INC. 
PO BOX 148 
HOUSTON, TX 77001-0148 

ROBERT HANNA 
RRI ENERGY, INC. 
1000 MAIN ST SUITE 1100 
HOUSTON, TX 77002 

HOWARD GREEN 
SUN EDISON 
1130 CALLE CORDILLERA 
SAN CLEMENTE, CA 92673 

ANTHONY BROWN 
CHEVRON ENERGY SOLUTIONS 
COMPANY 
345 CALIFORNIA STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 

SEAN HAZLETT 
MORGAN STANLEY 
555 CALIFORNIA ST.,  SUITE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 

JAYSON WIMBLEY 
MGR. OF ENERGY AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL SVCS. 
DEPT. OF COMMUNITY SERVICES & 
DEVELOP. 
2389 GATEWAY OAKS DRIVE 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95833 

TOM ECKHART 
CAL-UCONS 
10612 NE 46TH STREET 
KIRKLAND, WA 98033 

MATT SUMMERS 
ITRON INC. 
601 OFFICERS ROW 
VANCOUVER, WA 98661 

PATRICK LILLY 
ITRON, INC. 
601 OFFICERS ROW 
VANCOUVER, WA 98661 

MELISSA JONES 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH STREET, MS-39 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
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