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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 Heat ) Rulemaking R.08-06-024
and Power Pursuant to Assembly Bill 1613. ) (Filed June 26, 2008)

REPLY OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 39-E), SOUTHERN
CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338-E), AND SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC
COMPANY (U 902-M) TO RESPONSES TO MOTION FOR STAY OF
DECISION 10-12-055

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”), Southern California Edison Company
(“SCE”), and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (“SDG&E”) (collectively the “Joint Utilities™)
file this Reply to the Responses to the Joint Utilities’ Motion (“Motion”) for Stay of Decision
(“D.”) 10-12-055 (the “Decision”). Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) Yip-Kikugawa granted
permission to file this reply pursuant to Rule 11.1(f) of the California Public Utilities
Commission’s (“CPUC” or “Commission”) Rules of Practice and Procedure, via email on
Thursday, February 3, 2011. The Joint Utilities respond herein to numerous inaccurate
statements in the CHP Parties’ responses to the Joint Utilities’ Motion.

By their Motion, the Joint Utilities requested that action cease in this proceeding until the
Commission rules on the Joint Utilities’ respective Applications for Rehearing of D.10-12-055
and/or the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) or a federal court addresses the
Joint Utilities’ Petition for Enforcement pursuant to the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of
1978 (“PURPA™).L . The Joint Utilities filed their respective Applications for Rehearing on
January 18, 2011 and filed their Petition for Enforcement of PURPA on January 31, 2011.

116 U.S.C. Section 824a-3(h)(2)(B) provides for electric utilities to petition FERC to enforce the provisions of
PURPA. The Joint Utilities filed their Petition for Enforcement on January 31, 2011. See Dkt. EL 11-19.



Ultimately, the lawfulness of the Commission’s AB 1613 Decisions, including D.10-12-055, will
be determined by FERC or a federal court, unless the Commission grants rehearing and corrects
the unlawful aspects of the Decision before that time. As stated in the Motion, the Joint Utilities
submit that the Commission should nof proceed with implementing its AB 1613 program at this
time in light of the substantial and legitimate legal issues the Joint Utilities have raised.
Although the CHP Parties’2 claims that the Decision complies with federal law are of limited
assistance here, the Joint Utilities use this reply to respond to the most egregious of the

inaccurate statements contained within the CHP Parties’ responses.

I
THE CHP PARTIES’ RESPONSES TO THE MOTION CONTAIN NUMEROUS

INACCURATE STATEMENTS

A. Statements Concerning FERC’s July 15 Order Are Inaccurate

In an attempt to show that the Joint Utilities will not prevail on the merits of their claims,
CCDC and Fuel Cell state: “It is important to remember that in seeking a stay of D.09-12-042,
the Joint Utilities similarly predicted success on the merits of their claims that federal law
preempted the Commission from setting a wholesale price for sales of energy under AB 1613.
FERC effectively rejected those claims.” This statement is false and misleading. Contrary to
CCDC’s and FCE’s representations, FERC ruled in the Joint Utilities’ favor, stating very clearly
that D.09-12-042 was in fact preempted by federal law. FERC stated:

We disagree with the characterization of the CPUC’s AB 1613
Decisions as merely establishing an “offering price” by the
purchaser of power. Rather, we agree with the Joint Utilities that
the CPUC's AB 1613 Decisions constitute impermissible
wholesale rate-setting by the CPUC. Because the CPUC's AB

N

Here, “CHP Parties” refers to San Joaquin Refining Company (“SJR”), California Clean DG Coalition
(“CCDC”) and Fuel Cell Energy (“FCE”).

18]

CCDC & FCE Response, p. 3 (footnotes omitted).



1613 Decisions are setting rates for wholesale sales in interstate
commerce by public utilities, we find that they are preempted by
the FPA.4

In fact, after FERC issued its July 15, 2010 Order, the CPUC suspended the advice letters
that had been filed by the Joint Utilities to implement the AB 1613 program, and the Assigned
Commissioner then issued a new Scoping Memo to address aspects of FERC’s Order. The
assertion that the Joint Utilities previously submitted an unsound request for stay of D.09-12-042
— and, by inference, are doing so again — is insincere in light of FERC’s Order and the CPUC’s
response. If anything, the history of this case indicates that when the Joint Utilities submit to the
CPUC that their mandated activity is unlawful, FERC is apt to agree. Had the utilities been
required to offer contracts before FERC issued its July 15, 2010 Order, the Joint Utilities would
have been placed in the unfortunate position of trying to unwind unlawful contracts. The Joint

Utilities are simply trying to avoid that eventuality here.

B. There Is No Evidentiary Support for Statements Supportive of the “Location

Bonus”

All of the CHP Parties defend the location bonus as being supported by the record of this
proceeding, but upon closer review, it is clear that “the record” is simply non-existent. Bald
statements of support for a 10% location bonus do not meet FERC’s standard that any bonus
must be based on “an actual determination of the expected costs of upgrades to the distribution or
transmission system that the QFs will permit the purchasing utility to avoid.”3 It is not surprising
that those who would seek to benefit from a bonus payment would support it, but that does not
mean that any actual avoided cost determination has taken place. Only two instances of so-
called record support are cited by the CHP parties, and these citations reflect that no real analysis

has taken place.

S

132 FERC 4 61,047 at P 64 (July 15, 2010) (“July 15 Order”) (emphasis added).
133 FERC § 61,059 at P 31.

o

w
1



1. Opening Comments of California Cogeneration Council (7/31/08) Cited by

the CHP Parties Do Not Support a “Location Bonus”

SJR asserts that the record contains a summary of Transmission and Distribution
(“T&D”) investment costs that have been adopted for each utility and then cites the Opening
Comments of the California Cogeneration Council (“CCC”).6 In these comments, CCC
referenced comments by the Solar Alliance in another proceeding (R.06-05-027), which in turn
referenced T&D values developed by E3 in the context of energy efficiency. CCC’s comments
were submitted before the AB 1613 generators were required by the Decision to be QFs, and
thus the applicability of any of this information in a PURPA avoided cost context is unclear.
Moreover, the T&D values that are used to measure the benefits of Energy Efficiency programs
cannot simply be applied to increase wholesale power purchase payments. E3’s energy
efficiency values have not been used for that purpose and the assumptions behind them — and the
data provided in CCC’s comments — were never tested in this proceeding. In fact, SJR’s
reliance upon E3’s Energy Efficiency T&D values — which were never subjected to cross
examination and for which no foundation exists — is actually contrary to Commission precedent
concerning payment for avoided T&D.

A year after CCC submitted the comments the CHP Parties rely upon, the Commission
issued Decision 09-08-026 which addressed the use of these values in the context of distributed
generation. That Decision indicates that the E3 values for T&D benefits should not be used to
compensate generators for T&D deferral benefits, but rather are simply a way of measuring the
costs and benefits of the CPUC's distributed generation programs like the California Solar
Initiative and Self Generation Incentive Program. The controlling decision concerning payments

to DG owners for T&D deferrals is D.03-02-068, which requires generators to meet a number of

6  Response of SIR to Motion for Stay, p. 3.



requirements “to defer capacity additions and avoid future cost.”? The Commission requires an
actual, plant-specific demonstration to establish T&D investment costs deferred by distributed
generation, and rejected the use of E3 study estimates cited by CCC, for this purpose. The

Commission stated:

The policy context in D.03-02-068 is payment to specific DG
facilities for investment deferrals. In this decision [D.09-06-028],
we turn to the separate and distinct issue of estimating the
collective T&D investment deferral benefits of DG in an effort to
analyze the net costs and benefits of our DG programs. We find no
compelling reason to change our existing policy regarding
contracts for T&D deferrals, as adopted in D.03-02-068, that are
relied on for utility resource planning. We intend to measure the
benefits of any contracts for T&D deferrals by applying the
existing criteria to specific projects, as set forth in D.03-02-068.
We concur with SDG&E that this is a matter for consideration on a
plant-specific basis and consistent with each utility’s distribution
planning process and D.03-02-068.

% %k ok ok 3k

Again, we reiterate that use of this Itron methodology?8 to estimate
T&D investment deferrals does not in any way modify the specific
physical assurance or other requirements in D.03-02-068 for
contracts between DG facilities and utilities for distribution
capacity deferrals. In addition, this estimation of collective T&D
benefits is not intended to prejudge any other Commission
proceedings regarding prices for wholesale DG .2

Finally, it is worth noting that in these same comments, CCC advocated that AB 1613

CHP generators should receive the same avoided cost pricing as QFs 20 MW and less.1% The

BN

D.03-02-068 at 18. The criteria provided in D.03-02-068 are: (1) The generation must be located where the
utility’s planning studies identify substations and feeder circuits where capacity needs will not be met by
existing facilities; (2) the generation must be installed and operational in time for the utility to avoid or delay
expansion or modification; (3) the generation must provide sufficient capacity to accommodate the utility’s
planning needs; and (4) the generation must provide appropriate physical assurance to ensure a real load
reduction on the facilities where expansion is deferred. See id. D.10-12-055 does not mention this decision, and
AB 1613 generators do not have to meet these requirements to obtain a Location Bonus under the Decision.

8 The Itron methodology utilizes the E3 T&D values. See D.09-08-026 at 17.
2 D.09-08-026 at 16-17 (emphasis added).

10 Opening Comments of the California Cogeneration Council at 8 (July 31, 2008) (“As the Commission has

established avoided cost prices for CHP QFs smaller than 20 MW for many years, and will continue to do so for
Continued on the next page



avoided cost pricing that is currently applicable to QFs does not include the Location Bonus.
Moreover, CCC is a party to the QF Settlement, which set avoided cost for QFs as of the
Settlement Effective Date, and that avoided cost does not include the Location Bonus either. In
total, the CCC comments cited by the CHP Parties do not support the Location Bonus adopted by

the Commission.

2. Reply Comments of Fuel Cell Energy (12/13/10) Cited by FCE and CCDC Do

Not Support A “Location Bonus”

These comments also do not support any actual determination of avoided T&D costs. If
anything, Fuel Cell Energy’s comments underscore the insufficiency of the record on the
Location Bonus. Fuel Cell Energy agreed that the final Decision needed to include further
findings supporting the Location Bonus, urging the Commission to “beef up” its foundation for

the 10% Location Bonus:

The [CPUC] should either provide citation to further factual
support for its determination that the 10 percent adder is a
reasonable proxy for avoided transmission and distribution costs,
or the [CPUC] should clarify that the 10 percent adder is not part
of avoided costs, but rather an incentive payment.11

C. Other Misstatements

SJR claims that without the Location Bonus, the AB 1613 generators would be
undercompensated compared to QFs participating in the Commission’s standard offer program
because under the QF Settlement, QFs will receive a “location adjustment” to their payment to

account for line losses and congestion and AB 1613 generators do not get that adjustment.l2 SJR

Continued from the previous page
the foreseeable future, it is logical and non-discriminatory to apply the same avoided cost rates to both small
QFs and AB 1613 CHP projects.”).

1 Reply Comments of Fuel Cell Energy, Inc. Regarding Proposed Decision of Commissioner Peevey at 3-4, (Dec.
13, 2010) (footnote omitted).

12 SJR Response at 3. It is worth noting that unlike the AB 1613 Location Bonus, the location adjustment
contained in the QF Settlement can either increase or decrease a project’s compensation depending on whether
that project reduces or increases congestion costs.

-6-



then states that AB 1613 QFs “do not receive a separate price adder for avoided transmission
losses and congestion because AB 1613 pricing was developed before the [CAISO] implemented
its nodal pricing scheme in April 2009.”13 This entire premise is false. First, the Joint Utilities
have consistently maintained that the Commission should apply the same avoided cost price and
terms to all QFs, including AB 1613 QFs. Thus, if the Joint Utilities’ position were adopted,
there could be no “underpayment” for AB 1613 QF power vis-a-vis all other QF power. Rather,
the location adjustment provided in the QF Settlement would apply to all QFs, and all QFs would
have their payments increased or decreased depending on whether the QF assisted in reducing
congestion or contributed to it.

Second, the Commission did not issue its first pricing decision until December 2009 —
more than nine months after MRTU went live. The Commission was well aware of MRTU
nodal pricing; in fact, the Joint Utilities repeatedly urged the Commission to allow the MRTU
market to determine what AB 1613 CHP resources would be paid. The Joint Utilities repeatedly
noted that the market provides location-specific price signals, and that deferring to the market
would ensure that AB 1613 generators that relieve congestion would receive a higher price, and
those that increase congestion would receive a lower price. For example, in its June 15, 2009

comments, SCE stated:

Further, the MRTU pricing option submitted by the Joint Utilities
already takes into account any locational benefits associated with a
particular generator’s deliveries. The MRTU “locational marginal
price” (LMP) values the energy at the time and location of
delivery. Thus, if power is needed in a particular area, and there is
congestion on the grid which makes it difficult to serve load in that
particular area, power generated in that area will garner a higher
price. The CHP parties’ calls to include the purported locational
benefits of CHP support the adoption of the MRTU pricing model.

The Commission rejected these arguments in favor of a bonus calculated as a flat 10% of

the costs to build and maintain a CCGT for projects located in areas with local capacity

B 14 at4.



requirements. Contrary to SJR’s comments, the 10% location bonus was not created because
there were no other location-specific pricing options; rather, the Commission and the CHP

Parties preferred an approach that did not bear any relationship to actual avoided costs.

I1.
SJR’S NEW “EVIDENCE” CONCERNING AVOIDED GHG COSTS SHOULD BE

REJECTED AS LEGAL JUSTIFICATION FOR D. 10-12-055

SJR includes new arguments about why it believes the GHG cost-pass through does not
exceed the purchasing utility’s avoided cost. This information was not part of the record in this
proceeding,!4 and the parties were never asked to submit testimony or briefing on the GHG costs
the utilities would avoid through the purchase of AB 1613 power. The fact that SIR apparently
feels compelled to advance these new arguments now is, in itself, powerful evidence of the need
for the Commission to receive testimony and develop a record of the costs the utility would
avoid through the purchase of AB 1613 power. For the record, the Joint Utilities disagree with
SJR’s newly submitted assumptions and calculations. If the Commission is willing to accept
SJR’s purported “evidence” on this issue now, rehearing must be granted to accept evidentiary
showings from all parties to avoid a violation of due process. Otherwise, the Commission should

reject SJIR’s Response.

I1I.
CONCLUSION

For all of the foregoing reasons and those stated in the Motion, the CPUC should grant a
stay of the Decision. The Joint Utilities further request an expedited Order on their Motion for

Stay in light of the pending AB 1613 tariffs and contracts.

Respectfully submitted,

14 Indeed, SJR provides no citation to the record for this new information.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that, pursuant to the Commissioner’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, |
have this day served a true copy of REPLY OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC
COMPANY (U 39-E), SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338-E), AND
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 902-M) TO RESPONSES TO MOTION
FOR STAY OF DECISION 10-12-05S5 on all parties identified in the attached service list(s).

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

Executed this 11™ day of February, 2011, at Rosemead, California.

/s/  Veronica Flores

Veronica Flores
Project Analyst
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 Walnut Grove Ave.
Post Office Box 800
Rosemead, California 91770
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DANIEL W. DOUGLASS

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

FOR: ALLIANCE FOR RETAIL ENERGY MARKETS

JIM SUEUGA

ENERGY SERVICES MANAGER
VALLEY ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION
800 E. HWY 372, PO BOX 237
PAHRUMP, NV 89041

FOR: VALLEY ELECTRIC ASSOC.

JUSTIN RATHKE

CAPSTONE TURBINE CORPORATION
21211 NORDHOFF STREET

CHATSWORTH, CA 91311

FOR: CAPSTONE TURBINE CORPORATION

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

MITCHELL SHAPSON
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/published/service lists/R0806024 76694.htm

JORDAN A. WHITE

SR. ATTORNEY

PACIFICORP

1407 W. NORTH TEMPLE, SUITE 320
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84116

FOR: PACIFICORP

STEVEN D. PATRICK

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
555 WEST FIFTH STREET, SUITE 1400

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013-1011

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

CAROL SCHMID-FRAZEE

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

LAW DEPARTMENT

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE.

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

EVELYN KAHL

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

33 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94015
FOR: ENERGY PRODUCERS AND USERS
COALITION

SUITE 1850

MARCEL HAWIGER
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

2/11/2011
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LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4107

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
FOR: DRA

94102-3214

CHARLES MIDDLEKAUFF

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

PO BOX 7442

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

EDWARD G. POOLE

ANDERSON & POOLE

601 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 1300

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94108-2812

FOR: CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT PETROLEUM
ASSOCIATION

ANDREW L. HARRIS

ENERGY

PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

PO BOX 770000 MAIL CODE B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177-0001

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

JODY S. LONDON

JODY LONDON CONSULTING

PO BOX 3629

OAKLAND, CA 94609

FOR: SUSTAINABLE CONSERVATION

DAN L. CARROLL

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DOWNEY BRAND, LLP

621 CAPITOL MALL, 18TH FLOOR
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: MOUNTAIN UTILITIES

LYNN M. HAUG

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP
2600 CAPITOL AVENUE, SUITE 400
SACRMENTO, CA 95816-5905

FOR: FUELCELL ENERGY, INC.

RALPH R. NEVIS

DAY CARTER & MURPHY LLP
3620 AMERICAN RIVER DR.,
SACRAMENTO, CA 95864
FOR: MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT/MERCED
IRRIGATION DISTRICT

SUITE 205

JESSICA NELSON

ENERGY SERVICES MANAGER

PLUMAS SIERRA RURAL ELECTRIC COOP.
73233 STATE RT 70

PORTOLA, CA 96122-7069

FOR: PLUMAS SIERRA RURAL ELECTRIC COOP.
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115 SANSOME STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
FOR: TURN

SUITE 900
94104

MICHAEL P. ALCANTAR
ATTORNEY AT LAW

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

33 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
FOR: COGENERATION ASSOCIATION OF
CALIFORNIA AND ENERGY PRODUCERS AND
USERS COALITION

SUITE 1850

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, MC B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC

WILLIAM H. BOOTH

LAW OFFICES OF WILLIAM H. BOOTH

67 CARR DRIVE

MORAGA, CA 94556

FOR: CALIFORNIA LARGE ENERGY CONSUMERS
ASSOCIATION

R. THOMAS BEACH

CROSSBORDER ENERGY

2560 NINTH STREET, SUITE 213A
BERKELEY, CA 94710-2557

FOR: CALIFORNIA COGENERATION
COUNCIL/SAN JOAQUIN REFINING COMPANY

ANDREW B. BROWN

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

FOR: SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY

ANN L. TROWBRIDGE

DAY CARTER & MURPHY LLP
3620 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE,
SACRAMENTO, CA 95864

FOR: CALIFORNIA CLEAN DG COALITION

SUITE 205

DAN SILVERIA

SURPRISE VALLEY ELECTRIC CORPORATION
PO BOX 691

ALTURAS, CA 96101

FOR: SURPRISE VALLEY ELECTRIC CORP.

2/11/2011
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CARLOS LAMAS-BABBINI
COMVERGE, INC.

EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

DAVID E. MORSE
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

GREGORY S.G. KLATT

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

FOR: DIRECT ACCESS CUSTOMER COALITION

KEVIN T. FOX

KEYES & FOX LLP

EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

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

JENNIFER BARNES

NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000-0000

SEPHRA A. NINOW

CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000-0000

CHRISTOPHER A. HILEN
NV ENERGY

6100 NEIL ROAD, MS A35

RENO, NV 89511

FOR: SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY

STEVE ENDO

PASADENA DEPARTMENT OF WATER & POWER
150 S. LOS ROBLES AVE., STE. 200
PASADENA, CA 91101

AMBER E. WYATT

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

LAURA GENAO

RENEWABLE & ALTERNATIVE POWER
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE.

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

MICHAEL D. MONTOYA

CLAIRE EUSTACE

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

FOR: DRA

DONALD C. LIDDELL
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

HUGH YAO

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

TARYN CIARDELLA

SR. LEGAL SECRETARY
NV ENERGY

EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, NV 00000

ERIN GRIZARD

THE DEWEY SQUARE GROUP
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000-0000

JON FORTUNE

PROGRAM MANAGER

CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000-0000

SUE MARA

RTO ADVISORS, LILC.

EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000-0000

DEAN A. KINPORTS

REGULATORY AFFAIRS

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
555 W. FIFTH STREET

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

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.

CASE ADMINISTRATION
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
PO BOX 800 / 2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE.
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

MARCI BURGDORF

RENEWABLE & ALTERNATIVE POWER
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE.

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

JEFF COX
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE, PO BOX 800
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

BARRY LOVELL

BERRY PETROLEUM COMPANY

15708 POMERADO ROAD, SUITE 203

POWAY, CA 92064

DESPINA NIEHAUS

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32D

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1530

THOMAS R. DEL MONTE
NU LEAF ENERGY, LLC
10385 LONDONDERRY AVENUE
SAN DIEGO, CA 92126-3316

MANUEL RAMIREZ
SAN FRANCISCO PUC - POWER ENTERPRISE

1155 MARKET STREET, 4TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103
THERESA BURKE

SAN FRANCISCO PUC

1155 MARKET STREET, 4TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

KAREN TERRANOVA
ALCANTAR & KAHL
33 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

SUITE 1850

NORA SHERIFF

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

33 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

SUITE 1850

TOM JARMAN

ENERGY

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, RM. 909, MC BO9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1814

BRIAN T. CRAGG

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

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

ROBERT GEX

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

REGULATORY FILE ROOM
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 7442

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120
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FUELCELL ENERGY INC.
1557 MANDEVILLE PLACE
ESCONDIDO, CA 92029

CLAY FABER

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS CO.
8330 CENTURY PARK CT., CP32D
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

STEVE RAHON

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32C
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1548

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC CO.

FRASER SMITH, D.PHIL.

SF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
1155 MARKET STREET, 4TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

SANDRA ROVETTI
REGULATORY AFFAIRS MANAGER
SAN FRANCISCO PUC
1155 MARKET STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

4TH FLOOR
94103

MARCEL HAWIGER

ENERGY ATTY

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
115 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

MARK W. ZIMMERMANN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MC B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

SEEMA SRINIVASAN
ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP

33 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

SUITE 1850

SUSAN BULLER

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
245 MARKET STREET, RM 966B, MC NO9P
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94106

RAFI HASSAN

SUSQUEHANNA FINANCIAL GROUP, LLLP
101 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 3250
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS
425 DIVISADERO ST., SUITE 303
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117-2242

EVELYN C. LEE

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 7442, MC-B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120-7442
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ED LUCHA

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

JOHN DUTCHER

VP - REGULATORY AFFAIRS
MOUNTAIN UTILITIES

3210 CORTE VALENCIA
FAIRFIELD, CA 94534-7875

TIMEA ZENTAI

NAVIGANT CONSULTING

1990 NORTH CALIFORNIA AVE., SUITE 700
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596

C. SUSIE BERLIN

MCCARTHY & BERLIN LLP

100 W. SAN FERNANDO ST., SUITE 501
SAN JOSE, CA 95113

ROGER VAN HOY
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT

1231 11TH STREET

MODESTO, CA 95354

FOR: MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT

DOUGLAS M. GRANDY, P.E.
CALIFORNIA ONSITE GENERATION
DG TECHNOLOGIES

1220 MACAULAY CIRCLE
CARMICHAEL, CA 95608

DENNIS W. DECUIR

A LAW CORPORATION

2999 DOUGLAS BOULEVARD, SUITE 325
ROSEVILLE, CA 95661

BLAIR KNOX

CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT PETROLEUM ASSOC.
1112 I STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA
FOR: CIPA

95814

MICHELLE GARCIA
CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD
1001 I STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

SCOTT BLAISING

BRAUN BLAISING MCLAUGHLIN P.C.
915 L STREET, STE. 1270
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

KAREN LINDH

LINDH & ASSOCIATES

7909 WALERGA ROAD, STE 112, PMB 119
ANTELOPE, CA 95843

FOR: CALIFORNIA ONSITE GENERATION
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BETH VAUGHAN

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

SEAN P. BEATTY

GENON CALIFORNIA NORTH LLC
696 WEST 10TH STREET
PITTSBURG, CA 94565

BARRY F. MCCARTHY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MCCARTHY & BERLIN, LLP

100 W. SAN FERNANDO ST., SUITE 501
SAN JOSE, CA 95113

JOY A. WARREN

MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 11TH STREET

MODESTO, CA 95354

BARBARA R. BARKOVICH
BARKOVICH & YAP, INC.
44810 ROSEWOOD TERRACE
MENDOCINO, CA 95460

WAYNE AMER

PRESIDENT

MOUNTAIN UTILITIES (906)
PO BOX 205

KIRKWOOD, CA 95646

GARY COLLORD

STATIONARY SOURCE DIVISION
CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD
1001 I STREET, PO BOX 2815
SACRAMENTO, CA 95812

KEITH RODERICK
CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD
1001 I STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

NORMAN PLOTKIN

PLOTKIN, ZINS & ASSOCIATES
925 L STREET, SUITE 1490
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

JEDEDIAH J. GIBSON

ATTORNEY

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

FOR: SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY

CATHIE ALLEN

DIR - REGULATORY AFFAIRS
PACIFICORP

825 NE MULTNOMAH, SUITE 2000
PORTLAND, OR 97232
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DONALD SCHOENBECK

RCS, INC.

900 WASHINGTON STREET, SUITE 780
VANCOUVER, WA 98660

State Service

YULIYA SHMIDT

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

BURTON MATTSON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 5104

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

CHLOE LUKINS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
ROOM 4101

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

DOROTHY DUDA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 5109

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

HARVEY Y. MORRIS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 5036

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JORDAN PARRILLO

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
ROOM 4104

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MARSHAL B. ENDERBY

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
ROOM 4102

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

FOR: DRA

RAHMON MOMOH

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
ROOM 4102

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

AMY C. YIP-KIKUGAWA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5102

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

CANDACE MOREY

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 5119

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

DAVID PECK

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
ROOM 4103

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ELIZABETH STOLTZFUS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JENNIFER KALAFUT

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KARIN M. HIETA
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ENERGY PRICING AND CUSTOMER PROGRAMS BRA

ROOM 4102

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
FOR: ENERGY DIVISION

MICHAEL COLVIN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
POLICY & PLANNING DIVISION

ROOM 5119

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

THOMAS ROBERTS
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ENERGY PRICING AND CUSTOMER PROGRAMS BRA

ROOM 4104
505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
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TRACI BONE LINDA KELLY

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION ELECTRICITY ANALYSIS OFFICE

LEGAL DIVISION CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

ROOM 5027 1516 9TH STREET, MS 20

505 VAN NESS AVENUE SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

GALEN LEMEI

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

1516 9TH STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-5512
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