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OPENING COMMENTS OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
ON THE PROPOSED ORDER APPROVING PILOT WATER 

CONSERVATION PROGRAMS 
 
 

Pursuant to Rule 14.3(a) of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public 

Utilities Commission (CPUC or Commission), and the Proposed Order Approving Pilot Water 

Conservation Programs Within the Energy Utilities’ Energy Efficiency Programs (PO), pp. 85-

86, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) submits these Opening Comments regarding the 

PO.  PG&E requests revisions: 

• To permit PG&E to begin implementation of its approved pilot programs earlier 

than provided in the PO; 

• To make Evaluation, Measurement and Verification (EM&V) proposed budgets 
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consistent with program funding allocations;  

• To clarify process evaluation funding; 

• To approve additional review and input for the EM&V plan; 

• To clarify the scope of the emerging technologies pilot; and  

• To correct certain clerical errors. 

I. PG&E REQUESTS A REVISED TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
APPROVED PILOT PROGRAMS. 

In accordance with the July 27, 2007, Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling on the 

Evaluation of the Embedded Energy in Water Pilots, which stated that the anticipated start of the 

pilots would be January 1, 2008, PG&E has been working conscientiously and in good faith with 

its partner water utilities and their retailers to identify projects that can begin in January 2008.  

PG&E has identified some candidate customer partners with water-energy projects that are ready 

to proceed and are within the scope of the pilot studies as proposed by PG&E.   

PG&E would like to begin implementation of its approved pilot programs prior to the 

July 2008 start date proposed in the PO.  PG&E would coordinate the exact start date with the 

CPUC Energy Division and the CPUC EM&V contractors to ensure implementation does not 

conflict with any pre-implementation baseline studies needed for impact evaluation. 

While PG&E requests permission to begin implementation of all of its approved 

programs earlier than provided in the PO, the special circumstances described below warrant 

early implementation of the winery and commercial laundry sectors of the commercial program.   

As a result of PG&E’s pilot project planning and coordination efforts, a large winery is 

anxious to begin a water audit immediately.  This winery bottles wine in the fall.  Consequently, 

it needs to conduct the audit, install any necessary in-line meters and complete the retrofits 

and/or process changes before then.  Timely completion would not be possible were PG&E to 
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have to wait until July to initiate pilot implementation.  The contracting process to obtain the 

water audit firm will on its own take 2 to 3 months, and by then the opportunity to complete 

retrofits before the fall would be lost.  This large winery would thus likely be precluded from 

participating in the pilot.  There is a second winery that has indicated interest in participating in 

the pilot, and it is likely to face the same timing requirements.  Indeed, it is possible that delaying 

this pilot will mean that certain commercial sectors will not be able to participate at all.   

PG&E is likewise concerned that if pilot implementation is delayed several months it will 

adversely affect its ability to include some of the larger commercial laundries and hotels in the 

laundry ozone treatment component of the large commercial program.  At least one of the ozone 

technology vendors is actively marketing its product to hotels and laundry facilities in the area.  

Some of the large hotels in the PG&E pilot project area have already begun to implement ozone 

technology.  Some laundries might respond to the vendor and opt to implement the technology 

before July.  There are a limited number of these customers in the pilot footprint, and they use 

large quantities of water, so it would be unfortunate were they to be unavailable for the pilot due 

to timing.   

If allowed to implement these pilots on a January schedule, PG&E would work closely 

with the Energy Division and the EM&V contractors to ensure that pilot implementation during 

Phase I would not jeopardize impact evaluation.  For example, existing and proven protocols for 

establishing baseline water use can and should be used for water audits, including reviewing 

historical customer water bills and changes in customer water use over time.  Pending 

assignment of the CPUC evaluation contract, PG&E would work with the CPUC staff and 

EM&V contractors on the data gathering activities and other protocols relevant to PG&E’s 

candidate projects. 
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II. PG&E REQUESTS MODIFICATIONS TO THE PROPOSED BUDGETS FOR 

EM&V CONSISTENT WITH THE PROGRAM FUNDING ALLOCATION. 

PG&E’s programs account for approximately 36 percent of the total program budget, but 

its share of the EM&V budget is approximately 46 percent of the total.  (See PO, Table 8, page 

96.)  PG&E requests an adjustment to the EM&V budget to reflect a PG&E contribution of 36 

percent, in accordance with the program funding allocation.  This adjustment would result in a 

reduction in PG&E’s EM&V contribution of approximately $258,000. 

III. PG&E REQUESTS THAT PROCESS EVALUATION FUNDING BE 
INCREASED AND CLARIFIED. 

 The PO limits the process evaluation budget to 2 percent of the individual program costs. 

Process evaluations are likely to be a critical component in terms of the seven pilot goals, 

especially since impact evaluations will be limited to cost and savings data for each of the 

programs.  (See PO, pages 57-61.)   Without sufficient funding for process evaluation, it will be 

difficult to assess whether a larger program, operated differently, could be more cost-effective.  

Therefore, process evaluation funding should be restored to 2 percent of the total pilot cost, with 

a corresponding decrease in the impact evaluation studies budget.  This funding level would be 

more in line with the April 23, 2007, Assigned Commissioner Ruling and Scoping Memo, page 

18, that set aside 20 percent of the pilot budget for EMV and18 percent for impact evaluation.  

 Further, it would be helpful for the Commission to clarify that the funding for process 

evaluations: 

• Is an amount to be budgeted for each utility in addition to the program budgets and 

their respective shares of the budget for the CPUC’s EM&V plan; and 

• May be allocated across individual programs as the utilities see fit.   
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IV. ADDITIONAL REVIEW AND INPUT ARE NEEDED BEFORE THE PO’S 
STUDY PLAN IS APPROVED. 

 The PO proposes major changes to the program plans the utilities submitted.  These 

changes have not been subjected to review by experts in water industry analysis, e.g., for 

availability of alternative sources of data, cost, or suitability as compared to alternative analytical 

methods.  The final decision should mandate that the Energy Division hire consultants with 

expertise in water usage measurement and analysis to develop a final plan.  This final EM&V 

plan should be subject at a minimum to a workshop and written comments before the CPUC 

adopts it.  Alternatively, it should be subject to the same external review requirements as the 

CPUC’s energy efficiency program evaluations.   

 The PO, pages 58-59, states that “the studies proposed by the utilities alone are not likely 

to get us all the way” to determining if it is cost-effective to save energy through programs that 

focus on cold water, and that “taken together the proposals do not provide a clear plan for 

understanding how energy is used in the California water system.”  To attempt to remedy these 

deficiencies, the PO develops and describes two additional studies for the utilities to fund and 

Energy Division to manage.  These new studies have not been subjected to a reasonableness, 

feasibility and cost review by people with extensive knowledge and experience in water system 

and water usage analysis.  PG&E is concerned that in the absence of such review the 

Commission will not meet its stated objectives to use best available existing data and optimal 

methods for new data collection and analysis. 

 Of most concern are the costly options that the proposed new study plan requires.  For 

example, the requirement to measure water use and changes in water use by in-line metering of 

water usage at the point of end use is an unduly costly approach when applied to small 

customers.  The first choice should always be to use lower cost alternatives unless or until they 
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have been demonstrated to be unreliable.  Lower cost alternatives include using readily available 

monthly water usage data (billing data), weather and other data, combined as necessary with 

relatively low-cost customer surveys and spot measurement data, in well-designed statistical 

regression analyses.   

 Thus, for measures such as high-efficiency residential toilets, the original utility plan 

proposed a statistical billing analysis approach because previous studies have demonstrated that 

this lower-cost approach provides significant and reliable results.  In other cases, such as 

SDG&E’s proposed Large Customer Water Audits Program, the plan proposed some in-line 

metering, but that was because the projects would be large and diverse enough to make the 

installation of such metering valuable and cost-effective for the large customer.    

 The major cost-increasing choice is the revision of the previous load profile study design 

to require in-line metering to develop water use load shapes for four to six end users in eight 

different market segments.  A conservative estimate is that it will cost $2,000 per site for samples 

of 250 sites in each of eight market segments, for a total data collection cost of $4 million. An 

additional cost of in-line metering is the financial risk it imposes on the organizations responsible 

for it.  Inserting measurement equipment by invasive means creates potential liability for damage 

to water pipes, metered equipment and other property from any breakages or leaks that 

customers claim are caused by the installation and removal of the measurement devices.   

 The new study plan does not cite a literature review or analysis to support the necessity of 

this costly data collection option.  Such expense might not be justified since there is no 

documentation as to whether such usage information has already been collected by water 

agencies or researchers, and/or whether existing analysis shows that a significant fraction of 

water-embedded energy cost is linked to the time of day in which water is used.  
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V. PG&E REQUESTS CERTAIN CLARIFICATIONS AND CORRECTIONS. 

A. Emerging Technologies 

PG&E’s proposed budget for the emerging technology program is sufficient to offer this 

incentive to only one of the three water utilities identified in its filing.  The PO, however, implies 

that it would be offered to all three utilities.  (See page 15, § 3.1.5.)  The emerging technology 

program will require a feasibility and scoping study to research the opportunities for new 

technologies in water and waste water systems and to identify the associated evaluation process 

for these technologies.  PG&E requests clarification that the $100,000 identified in the PO for 

evaluation studies would cover feasibility and scoping of new technologies that would be 

demonstrated through the $341,000 program.  

B. Clerical Errors 

The PO misidentifies the partner water utility proposed by PG&E for specific programs.  

At page 2-8 of its June 24, 2007, supplemental testimony, PG&E identified the following water 

utilities as partners for the specific proposed pilot programs: 

Winery Sector – Sonoma County Water Agency (Sonoma) 

Ozone Laundry Treatment in the Hospitality Sector – Sonoma  

Custom Food Processing – Sonoma and East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) 

The PO should be corrected to reflect the appropriate relationships, as follows: 

• Page 14, section 3.1.2, currently reads, “PG&E developed a similar program with 

EBMUD and Sonoma to administer process surveys…in the winery sector,” when it 

should read, “PG&E developed a similar program with Sonoma to administer process 

surveys…in the winery sector.” 

• Page 14, section 3.1.3, currently reads, “PG&E would also work with the same two water 

agencies to save water and energy by encouraging replacement of traditional laundry 
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treatment with ozone technology in large hotels and/or commercial laundries,” when it 

should read, “PG&E would also work with Sonoma to save water and energy by 

encouraging replacement of traditional laundry treatment with ozone technology in large 

hotels and/or commercial laundries.” 

• Page 69, section 6.9.1.2, currently reads, “Custom Food Processing - PG&E proposes to 

work with EBMUD and Santa Clara to deliver surveys/audits…,” when it should read, 

“Custom Food Processing - PG&E proposes to work with EBMUD and Sonoma to 

deliver surveys/audits….” 

• Page 69, section 6.9.1.2, currently reads, “Laundry Ozone Treatment – PG&E would 

work with Santa Clara to encourage replacement of traditional laundry treatment with 

ozone technology in large hotels and/or commercial laundries,” when it should read, 

“Laundry Ozone Treatment – PG&E would work with Sonoma to encourage replacement 

of traditional laundry treatment with ozone technology in large hotels and/or commercial 

laundries.” 

• Page 69, section 6.9.1.2, currently reads, “Custom Winery Measures -  PG&E and Santa 

Clara would undertake process surveys/audits and make recommendations for water 

saving process and/or technology changes that save water in wineries,” when it should 

read, “Custom Winery Measures -  PG&E and Sonoma would undertake process 

surveys/audits and make recommendations for water saving process and/or technology 

changes that save water in wineries.” 

VI. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above, the Commission should modify the PO to permit early 

implementation of certain of PG&E’s pilot programs, to make EM&V proposed budgets 
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consistent with program funding allocations, to clarify process evaluation funding, to approve 

additional review and input for the EM&V plan, to clarify the scope of the emerging 

technologies pilot, and to correct clerical errors. 

 
 

Dated: December 5, 2007 
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ANDREW L. NIVEN 
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MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
1814 FRANKLIN ST, STE 720 
OAKLAND CA  94612    
  Email:  mrw@mrwassoc.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION  

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

Nilgun Atamturk 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5303 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  nil@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

TIMOTHYA. BLAIR 
THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT 
700 N. ALAMEDA ST 
LOS ANGELES CA  90012       
  Email:  tblair@mwdh2o.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

ALISON TEN CATE 
RESOURCE SOLUTIONS GROUP 
711 MAIN ST 
HALF MOON BAY CA  94019       
  Email:  atencate@rsgrp.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

AUDREY CHANG STAFF SCIENTIST 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER ST, 20TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  FOR: Natural Resources Defense Council 
  Email:  achang@nrdc.org 
  Status:  PARTY 

SHAHID CHAUDHRY 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  schaudhr@energy.state.ca.us 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

RONINE COHEN 
NATURAN RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER ST, 20TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  FOR: Natural Resources Defense Council 
  Email:  rcohen@nrdc.org 
  Status:  PARTY 

LARRY R. COPE ATTORNEY 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 
PO BOX 800 2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE 
ROSEMEAD CA  91770       
  FOR: Southern California Edison 
  Email:  larry.cope@sce.com 
  Status:  PARTY 

Cheryl Cox 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  FOR: DRA 
  Email:  cxc@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  PARTY 

MARTHA DAVIS 
INLAND EMPIRE UTILITIES AGENCY 
6075 KIMBALL AVE. 
CHINO CA  91710       
  Email:  mdavis@ieua.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BRUCE FOSTER VICE PRESIDENT 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
601 VAN NESS AVE, STE. 2040 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       
  Email:  bruce.foster@sce.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

NORMAN J. FURUTA ATTORNEY 
FEDERAL EXECUTIVE AGENCIES 
1455 MARKET ST., STE 1744 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94103-1399       
  Email:  norman.furuta@navy.mil 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DAN GEIS 
THE DOLPHIN GROUP 
925 L ST, STE 800 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  FOR: Inland Empire Utilities Agency 
  Email:  dgeis@dolphingroup.org 
  Status:  PARTY 
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HAYLEY GOODSON ATTORNEY 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVE, STE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102    
  FOR: TURN 
  Email:  hayley@turn.org 
  Status:  PARTY  

GERRY HAMILTON SENIOR ASSOCIATE 
GLOBAL ENERGY PARTNERS, LLC 
3569 MT. DIABLO BLVD., STE 200 
LAYFAYETTE CA  94549       
  Email:  ghamilton@gepllc.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Mikhail Haramati 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  mkh@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

MARCEL HAWIGER 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVE, STE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       
  Email:  marcel@turn.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JACK HAWKS 
CALIFORNIA WATER ASSOCIATION 
601 VAN NESS AVE., STE 2047 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102       
  Email:  jhawks_cwa@comcast.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JEFF HIRSCH 
JAMES J. HIRSCH & ASSOCIATES 
12185 PRESILLA ROAD 
CAMARILLO CA  93012-9243       
  Email:  Jeff.Hirsch@DOE2.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

REBECCA HONEYFIELD 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 
310 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, STE 600 
RANCHO CORDOVA CA  95670       
  Email:  rhoneyfield@navigantconsulting.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

LON W. HOUSE PH. D. 
4901 FLYING C RD. 
CAMERON PARK CA  95682       
  Email:  lwhouse@innercite.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Edward Howard 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5119 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  trh@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

GARY JENNINGS 
G. JENNINGS & SONS 
201 UNIVERSITY AVE, NO. 307 F 
BERKELEY CA  94710       
  FOR: Rolling Green Water & Class B-C-D 
  Email:  garykjennings@msn.com 
  Status:  PARTY 

KEN KEATING 
6902 SW 14TH AVE 
PORTLAND OR  97219       
  Email:  keatingk2@msn.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Laura L. Krannawitter 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5303 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  llk@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

STEVE KROMER 
3110 COLLEGE AVE, APT 12 
BERKELEY CA  94705       
  Email:  stevek@kromer.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JEANNINE LARABEE 
SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
WATER USE EFFICIENCY DISTRICT 
5750 ALMADEN EXPRESSWAY 
SAN JOSE CA  95118-3614       
  Email:  jlarabee@valleywater.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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Diana L. Lee 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
LEGAL DIVISION 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4300 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214    
  FOR: DRA 
  Email:  dil@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  PARTY  

JODY S. LONDON 
JODY LONDON CONSULTING 
PO BOX 3629 
OAKLAND CA  94609       
  Email:  jody_london_consulting@earthlink.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DIANA MAHMUD ATTORNEY 
THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTH 
PO BOX 54153 
LOS ANGELES CA  90054-0153       
  FOR: Metropolitan Water District 
  Email:  dmahmud@mwdh2o.com 
  Status:  PARTY 

BILL MCDONNELL 
700 N. ALAMEDA ST 
LOS ANGELES CA  90012       
  FOR: The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
  Email:  bmcdonnell@mwdh2o.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JIM MEYERS SOUTHWEST REGIONAL MANAGER 
NORTH AMERICAN INSULATION MANUF. ASSOC. 
7792 SOUTH HARRISON CIRCLE 
CENTENNIAL CO  80122       
  Email:  jmeyers@naima.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

BRIAN MICHELSEN PROGRAMS SPECIALIST 
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY 
PO BOX 11628 
SANTA ROSA CA  95406       
  Email:  brianmm@scwa.ca.gov 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

CYNTHIA MITCHELL 
ENERGY ECONOMICS, INC. 
530 COLGATE COURT 
RENO NV  89503       
  Email:  ckmitchell1@sbcglobal.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

CLYDE MURLEY 
1031 ORDWAY ST 
ALBANY CA  94706       
  Email:  clyde.murley@comcast.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JENNA OLSEN 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE N3W 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94123       
  FOR: Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
  Email:  JMOL@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

LAURIE PARK 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, STE 600 
RANCHO CORDOVA CA  95670-6078       
  Email:  lpark@navigantconsulting.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/Southern California Gas 
  Email:  spatrick@sempra.com 
  Status:  PARTY 

JOHN ROSENBLUM 
900 DORTHEL ST 
SBASTOPOL CA  95472       
  Email:  roseenveng@sbcglobal.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

R. OLIVIA SAMAD 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE 
PO BOX 800 
ROSEMEAD CA  91770       
  FOR: Southern California Edison Company 
  Email:  olivia.samad@sce.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DEBORAH S. SHEFLER 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 7442 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94120       
  FOR: Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
  Email:  DSS8@pge.com 
  Status:  PARTY 
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STEVEN S. SHUPE DEPUTY COUNTY COUNSEL 
OFFICE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY COUNSEL 
575 ADMINISTRATION DRIVE, RM 105A 
SANTA ROSA CA  95403    
  FOR: Sonoma County Water Agency 
  Email:  sshupe@sonoma-county.org 
  Status:  PARTY  

SAMUEL SIRKIN 
6908 SW 37TH AVE 
PORTLAND OR  97219       
  Email:  samsirkin@cs.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

GREY STAPLES 
THE MENDOTA GROUP, LLC 
1830 FARO LANE 
SAINT PAUL MN  55118       
  Email:  gstaples@mendotagroup.net 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JEFF STEPHENSON 
SAN DIEGO COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY 
4677 OVERLAND AVE 
SAN DIEGO CA  92123       
  Email:  jstephenson@sdcwa.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

PATRICK STONER PROGRAM DIRECTOR 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION 
1303 J ST, STE 250 
SACRAMENTO CA  95814       
  Email:  pstoner@lgc.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

PATRICIA THOMPSON 
SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING 
2920 CAMINO DIABLO, STE 210 
WALNUT CREEK CA  94597       
  Email:  pthompson@summitblue.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

EDWARD VINE 
LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY 
BUILDING 90R4000 
BERKELEY CA  94720       
  FOR: LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY
  Email:  elvine@lbl.gov 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

PETER E. VONHAAM 
METRO. WATER DIST. OF SO. CALIF. 
700 N. ALAMEDA ST, 11TH FLR 
LOS ANGELES CA  90054-0153       
  Email:  pvonhaam@mwdh2o.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

DEVRA WANG 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER ST, 20TH FLR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94104       
  Email:  dwang@nrdc.org 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

MARTIE L. WAY 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
LAW DEPARTMENT 
77 BEALE ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       
  Email:  mlwk@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

Steven A. Weissman 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES 
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 5107 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  saw@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

Sean Wilson 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
UTILITY AUDIT, FINANCE & COMPLIANCE BRANCH 
505 VAN NESS AVE AREA 3-C 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94102-3214       
  Email:  smw@cpuc.ca.gov 
  Status:  STATE-SERVICE 

JOSEPHINE WU 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
77 BEALE ST, MC B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94105       
  Email:  jwwd@pge.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 

JOY C. YAMAGATA 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC/SOCALGAS 
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT 
SAN DIEGO CA  91910       
  Email:  jyamagata@semprautilities.com 
  Status:  INFORMATION 
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