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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Examine the

Commission’s Post-2005 Energy Efficiency R.06-04-010
Policies, Programs, Evaluation, Measurement and (Issued April 13, 2006)
Verification, and Related Issues.

JOINT REPLY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338-E),
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY (U 904 G), SAN DIEGO GAS &
ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 902 M), AND PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
(U 39-M), TO RESPONSES TO THE PETITION FOR MODIFICATION OF DECISIONS
07-09-043 AND 08-01-042

I
INTRODUCTION

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison Company (SCE),
San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E), and Southern California Gas (SoCalGas)
(jointly, “the Utilities””) submit these Reply Comments to (1) the Response of the Division of
Ratepayer Advocates (DRA), The Utility Reform Network (TURN), and the Community
Environmental Council (Council) to the Petition for Modification of Decisions 07-09-043 and
08-01-042 by the Utilities (the “Joint Response™); and (2) the Response of the Natural Resources
Defense Council (NRDC) to the Petition. On September 16, 2008, Administrative Law Judge
Gamson granted permission to the Utilities to submit a reply via electronic mail, pursuant to Rule
16.4(g) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure.

The Utilities urge the Commission to adopt the Petition, as filed. The Utilities filed the
Petition to implement the policies of the State of California as contained in the Commission

Decisions and the Energy Action Plan. Namely, that the risk/reward incentive mechanism



adopted by the Commission should elevate energy efficiency to a core part of the utility business,
side-by-side with supply-side resources. To accomplish this, the incentive mechanism must
allow for timely earnings when the Utilities make progress towards the Commission’s aggressive
energy efficiency goals. This makes earnings from energy efficiency predictable and
recognizable by the investment community as a regular part of the utility’s base business, as was
intended by the Commission. The modifications recommended by the Utilities, including the
adoption of the earnings amounts included in the Petition, are fully supported by the 2006-07
results reported by the Utilities and supported by the Commission policies for energy efficiency.
The recommendations of DRA/TURN/Council can be summarized as a recommendation
to continue with the status quo. This is a recommendation which is guaranteed to frustrate the
Commission’s attempt to implement state policies which support energy efficiency as an
important supply resource and a cornerstone to the state’s greenhouse gas reduction efforts.
DRA/TURN/Council demonstrate their inability to see beyond a blind ideology of “no earnings”
as they continue to oppose changes to the mechanism to support the Commission’s policy of real,
timely incentives for the Utilities when their customers receive energy savings and benefits from
participating in the utility energy efficiency programs. In addition, the Joint Response contains
many distortions of the record and misstatements of facts, as to render the comments useless.
The Utilities request is quite simple:
o Adopt the interim earnings amounts requested in the Petition;
o Allow for the Utilities to calculate and claim the interim claims based upon the
ex ante data utilized in the earnings amounts requested in the Petition; and
o Modify the process going forward to ensure that the mechanism meets the
policy goals of the Commission.
It is appropriate to adopt the interim earnings amounts requested in the Petition, as these
amounts are in line with the supply-side comparable earnings amounts expected for the

performance to date, as such expectations were set in the development of the mechanism, and are
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the same amounts validated separately by the NRDC in their opening comments.! The
Commission should allow for the Utilities to calculate and claim the interim claims based upon
the ex ante data utilized in the earnings amounts requested in the Petition, as these claims are
based upon the record to date in the proceeding and the same savings metrics used in the
establishment of the mechanism. Finally, the Commission should modify the process going
forward to ensure that there is an on the record opportunity to resolve issues if necessary, in
addition to the informal process being used in the current cycle.

Allegations made by the opponents to the Petition arguing that the Utilities are trying to
gut the shareholder incentive mechanism are simply not true. Instead, the Petition simply
attempts to make energy efficiency a real, rather than ephemeral part of the core utility business
in California (as intended by the Commission) through regular performance incentives

promoting utilities to aggressively pursue the Commission’s energy efficiency goals.

II.
THE RESPONSE OF DRA/TURN/COUNCIL ARE COMPLETELY CONTRARY TO

THE POLICIES OF THE STATE FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY

The Joint Response recommends that the Petition be rejected, and opposes any amount of
predictable interim earnings until the Energy Division completes its verification reports, no
matter how long the delay. DRA/TURN/Council argue the Utilities should provide little or no
information to investors as to the estimated amounts of energy efficiency earnings which can be
expected in any given year. In short, DRA/TURN/Council advocate the continuation of a
mechanism which is not functioning as intended and is at risk of being disregarded by
policymakers and investors as unclear and unreliable. The Commission should reject

DRA/TURN/Council’s recommendations. These arguments are contrary to the purpose of a

1 Response of The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) To The Petition For Modification Of Decision
07-09-043 and 08-01-042, dated September 15, 2008, p. 10.
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mechanism which is designed to “extend California’s commitment to making energy efficiency

the highest energy resource priority.”2

A. Timely, Predictable Earnings for Performance is the Key to the Mechanism

The energy efficiency incentive mechanism was a groundbreaking achievement and
joined together the Commission, the Utilities, and other stakeholders in developing a policy
supporting the long-term success of energy efficiency for California. With minor changes to the
structure of the mechanism, the mechanism can continue to be a strong driver for Utilities and
investors alike in support of energy efficiency as a core part of the utility business in the long
term. However, the success of the energy efficiency performance incentive mechanism is linked
to the ability of the Ultilities to earn shareholder incentives when they make progress towards the
state’s goals for energy efficiency. A lack of pay for performance, the core issue in the petition,
diminishes the intended impact of the mechanism and the ability for stakeholders to count on the
mechanism to deliver timely earnings when utility customers save energy and money through the
programs. The current process would adopt late updates to the estimated savings and earnings
amounts, with no ability for the Utilities to make needed adjustments to the portfolios.
Arbitrarily punishing utilities by incorporating these late-arriving updates, despite the Utilities’
best efforts to achieve their savings goals, would convey to utility investors and managers the
message that energy efficiency is no longer “a core part of the utility’s regulated operations that
can generate meaningful earnings for its shareholders.”?

The California Utilities continue to lead the nation in customer energy savings. When
compared to the latest available data for electricity savings across the nation, SCE and PG&E are
the top two Utilities in the United States in total energy savings, and SDG&E is also among the

top 13 in the nation.* Even when compared with some the largest Utilities in the nation, the

D.07-09-043, p. 2.

D.07-09-043, p. 4.

2006 Results from the U.S. Department of Energy - Energy Information Administration (2006 non-California
utility data) and CPUC Energy Efficiency Groupware Application (2006 California utility data).
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California Utilities have continued to deliver energy savings to their customers. The
Commission should grant the modifications proposed by the Utilities and continue to promote
successful policies for energy efficiency, a “cornerstone” to the greenhouse gas reduction efforts

of the state.s

B. The Mechanism Should Allow and Encourage Utilities to Provide Energy Efficiency

Earnings Estimates to External Audiences

DRA/TURN/Council are generally opposed to any utility forecasts of earnings linked to
reported savings, even if such forecasts are based upon the best available information and
information previously submitted to the Commission and utilized in the filings adopted by the
Commission.® Beyond the misstatements and allegations made by DRA/TURN/Council, they
seem to recommend that energy efficiency earnings resulting from this mechanism should only
be treated as “bonus” earnings, and not an ongoing part of the core utility business.
DRA/TURN/Council argue that the ability to accurately forecast the timing and amounts of
earnings is not a necessary and important part of a successful risk/reward incentive mechanism.
However, the purpose of the energy efficiency risk/reward incentive mechanism is to provide an
incentive for the Utilities to make energy efficiency a core part of their business. As such, the
mechanism should allow for relatively accurate estimates of earnings and timing. As noted in
the response of the NRDC, delays in the interim earnings will “frustrate an important objective
of the incentive mechanism itself, which is to make the earnings mechanism credible to both
company managements and a financial community that are unused to any material relationship

between Utilities’ earnings and their energy efficiency achievements.””

September 12, 2008 Draft Decision on Greenhouse Gas Regulatory Strategies, p. 5.

Response Of The Division Of Ratepayer Advocates, The Utility Reform Network And The Community
Environmental Council To Petition For Modification Of Decisions 07-09-043 And 08-01-042 By Pacific Gas
And Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company And
Southern California Gas Company, September 15, 2008, pp. 23-29.

Response Of The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) To The Petition For Modification Of Decisions
07-09-043 And 08-01-042, September 15, 2008, p. 2.
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The Petition requests the ability to utilize the results reported to the Commission as the
basis for the first interim earnings claim, and to continue to utilize these estimates until the ex
post savings estimates are released in 2010. Not only would these results be based upon an
apples-to-apples comparison with the savings expected from this program cycle, but also would
allow the Utilities to receive timely performance payments for achieved performance. If metric
changes are to be made for the ex ante estimates in future cycles, they should be done
prospectively and with time to respond — not 4 months prior to the end of the 36-month cycle as

is the case today.

One of the main points of the energy efficiency risk/reward mechanism is to put energy
efficiency on the same footing as supply-side alternatives as a regular part of the utility business
with the opportunity for comparable earnings. By cavalierly putting off the very first claim, as
suggested by DRA/TURN/Council, after the Utilities put forth extraordinary efforts to meet and
exceed the Commission’s goals, the Commission would be sending a message that energy
efficiency is not a dependable part of the utility’s business both to utility management and

investors.

C. The Commission Should Ignore DRA/TURN/Council’s Dismissal of the Necessity of

Supply-Side Comparability

DRA/TURN/Council recommend the Commission not attempt to compare energy
efficiency earnings with those of utility plant investments, citing the large amount of evaluation,
measurement, and verification which energy efficiency requires, as opposed to the apparently
streamlined process of the supply-side.® Notwithstanding DRA/TURN/Council’s disregard for
the complexity of planning, approving, and implementing supply-side projects, the Commission

should not disregard the need for a mechanism which will continue to provide the necessary

& Response Of The Division Of Ratepayer Advocates, The Utility Reform Network And The Community
Environmental Council To Petition For Modification Of Decisions 07-09-043 And 08-01-042 By Pacific Gas
And Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company And
Southern California Gas Company, September 15, 2008, p. 30.
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policy focus on energy efficiency as an important resource in California. The Commission and
many interested parties spent a great deal of time in the development of a mechanism which is
designed to provide annual earnings at levels which attract attention to energy efficiency as a
core part of the ongoing utility operations. The comparison to supply-side returns both in timing
and amount, is particularly important in this first year of the risk/reward mechanism, in order to
solidify the ability of the mechanism to meet the policy objectives for which it was intended.
There is no dispute that a great deal of evaluation, measurement, and verification has
been and is being performed in California. In 2010, $75 million worth of impact study results is
expected to be completed in relation to the 2006-08 energy efficiency savings.? This is in
addition to the millions of dollars of measurement and evaluation which have been completed to
date and underlie the energy savings estimates utilized in the currently-reported numbers of the
Utilities. The Petition does not recommend against using the results of the impact study, as the
comments of DRA/TURN/Council would have the reader believe. These results would be

utilized in the final 2006-08 claims.

I11.
DRA/TURN/COUNCIL’S STATEMENT THE PETITION IS ONLY TO INCREASE

EARNINGS IS UNFOUNDED

DRA/TURN/Council argue the Petition is simply for the Ultilities to “earn incentives
even for lackluster performance” and that the claims are “inadequately supported.”0The
Utilities” dilemma, resulting in the filing of the Petition, is the obverse of the argument made by
DRA/TURN/Council. There is no “record” to cite with regard to DRA/TURN/Council’s version

of the “facts”: everything that is being proposed by DRA/TURN/Council with respect to the

N\

Decision 05-11-011, Attachment 3, p. 15.

Response Of The Division Of Ratepayer Advocates, The Utility Reform Network And The Community
Environmental Council To Petition For Modification Of Decisions 07-09-043 And 08-01-042 By Pacific Gas
And Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company And
Southern California Gas Company, September 15, 2008, pp. 2, 10.
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recent DEER changes is being done informally, with comments submitted to a blog, informal
discussions via webinars, and thousands and thousands of pages of data responses to the
Commission’s consultants. In contrast, the interim claims requested in the Petition are the
simple application of the measure and cost reports submitted by the Utilities, the energy savings
estimates contained in the E3 calculators, and the Database for Energy Efficiency Resources
(DEER), using the methods for calculating the performance earnings basis adopted in Decision
07-09-043. These are not new “facts.” They have been in Energy Division’s possession for six
months. Contrary to DRA/TURN/Council’s comments, affidavits are not necessary. The
Utilities are merely following the process set forth in the CPUC’s decision in using data
previously submitted to Energy Division for the interim claim. Thus, there is a record of the
Utilities’ performance that supports their claims. The Utilities accurately and consistently filed
the appropriate reports upon which the Commission can act. The only record that is lacking is a
record to support DRA/TURN/Council’s argument of what they hope DEER updates will
ultimately show.

Currently, DRA/TURN/Council’s response would put Utilities in a classic “Catch-22”
situation: you can’t earn any incentives until the claims are verified by Energy Division, and the
claims can’t be verified and supported in the time frame that will allow the Utilities to regularize
any earnings. It is looking depressingly like the situation that occurred with the last energy
efficiency incentive mechanism, with the Annual Earnings Assessment Proceedings being
delayed up to five years,!I and hardly the message that California wants to give the nation and
the investment community. If Energy Division is unable to complete its tasks in the envisioned
time frame, the Commission should authorize the interim claims based on the then-available
data: the measure and cost reports, and the current ex ante savings estimates, with the 35%
holdback subject to the final ex post true-up that will be based on actual, extensive measurement

and evaluation studies of the 2006-2008 programs.

11 See chronology of AEAPs in Decision 05-10-041, October 27, 2005, pp. 9-12.



A. Ex ante Savings Were The Basis For Goals, Budgets, and Mechanism Expectations

DRA/TURN/Council argue that updated savings should be used for the first two claims
in the current program cycle, and current ex ante savings should be disregarded. The energy
savings goals were adopted back in 2004 in D.04-09-060 assuming a particular set of input
assumptions. The 2005 DEER update, which the Utilities used for their 2006-8 portfolios,
included assumptions that were less favorable than those used in the goal-setting process in
2004. The Utilities are not asking that the CPUC return to the original assumptions from 2004,
but only that the Utilities’ accomplishments be measured on their delivery of the plan as
approved by the CPUC, which includes the ex ante assumptions from 2005. Because ex ante
savings provided the basis for goals and budgets and represent the correct metric in determining
utility performance against the CPUC’s authorized plan, the Commission should adopt the IOUs
proposal to use their current ex ante savings for the first two claims in the 2006-2008 program

cycle.

B. DEER Updates Have Not Been Proven To Provide Better Estimates Than The

CPUC-Adopted Estimates Currently Used By The IOUs

DRA/TURN/Council would have the reader believe the Petition is based upon outdated
metrics in an attempt to inflate the utility earnings estimates. In fact, most all of IOU savings are
linked to CPUC savings estimates provided in accordance with CPUC requirements, as noted in
the opening comments of the NRDC.!2 While the Commission’s Energy Division is in the
process of revising the savings estimates, there is no guarantee these estimates will be more
accurate than the estimates currently being used, in accordance with CPUC requirements. There
have been limited studies completed in California in recent years to update the savings which are

being used. In addition, the timing of the recommended DEER updates provides no opportunity

12" Response Of The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) To The Petition For Modification Of Decisions
07-09-043 And 08-01-042, September 15, 2008, p. 3.



for the Utilities to respond to the updates in managing the 2006-08 cycle portfolios to ensure they
will meet the Commission’s aggressive goals.

DRA/TURN/Council argue that the DEER updates should be incorporated into the utility
savings estimates, which they regard as undershooting Commission goals substantially.
However, significant uncertainty exists about the level of accuracy and precision of the updated
DEER values. While the number of recent studies released by the Commission in support of
such updates is very limited or unavailable, the most recent DEER updates for use in 2009-2011
planning were significant in scope and to a large extent not based upon recent studies. Whereas
the current CPUC-adopted estimates are in line with the savings goals and associated funding for
energy efficiency programs, the recent DEER updates occur outside of this process. Thus,
DRA/TURN/Council’s position is that the Utilities are expected to achieve Commission goals,
with appropriated funding, which are based on one set of estimates (ex ante savings), while
incorporating measurement assessments that undercut the feasibility of those energy savings,
regardless of the fact that those updates may not be valid.

While DRA/TURN/Council claim that “the current NTG values include the effects of
free ridership and both participant and nonparticipant spillover” (emphasis in original text), they
argue shortly thereafter that “[t]he current definition of NTG does not allow for the inclusion of
spillover effects.”’> Notwithstanding the inherent contradiction of their position, the NTG ratios
in fact incorporate neither participant nor nonparticipant spillover, despite including questionably
high levels of free ridership. In addition, the magnitudes for each of these metrics are complex
to evaluate and are associated with significant bands of uncertainty. Moreover, because the
projected energy load does not distinguish between gross and net savings but reacts to all load
reductions equally, NTG places on the Ultilities an arbitrary constraint that undermines the

overarching EE policy objectives of the State.

13 DRA/TURN/Council, p.19, footnote 59.



While there are significant issues with the use of NTG ratios, as discussed in the opening
comments of the NRDC,!# the current NTG ratios are based upon California measurement and
evaluation studies completed in recent years. Any revisions to these ratios would most likely be
based upon non-California-specific studies, not consistent with EM&V-established protocols,
and would have limited applicability to California. Current energy savings estimates are from
the DEER database, as required in the CPUC’s Policy Rules, supplemented with estimates of
savings based upon historical performance in California’s programs. Again, while any number
of mathematical derivations of savings are possible, resulting in both increases or decreases to
these estimates, such new estimates may or may not be more accurate than the current estimates
based upon California measurement and evaluation. Effective Useful Lives are also based upon
the DEER databases, resulting from the many studies of measure retention and persistence in
California. There should be no update to these numbers in the current cycle, since by definition
measurement of the effects of these measures over their lives takes a great deal of time. In
addition, there is no “true up” of savings in the ex post measurement of these programs. Thus, an
end-of cycle change to these metrics would provide no opportunity for revision should such
changes be determined to be inaccurate. This is the reason that this metric was not subject to ex
post changes in the adopted evaluation, measurement and verification protocols. In addition, as
noted in the January 27, 2005 ALJ Ruling, effective useful lives have been significantly
underestimated in the past.l> Thus, as opposed to reductions in other metrics, any reductions to
the ex ante effective useful lives utilized in the cycle would result in no ability to modify
portfolios and no ability to modify the estimates in the ex post studies.

Additionally, the DEER values are being updated late in the program cycle, thereby
providing no opportunity for IOUs to respond via management of the planned portfolio. The

delays in the current cycle have not only prevented feedback to the Utilities regarding portfolio

14 Response Of The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) To The Petition For Modification Of Decisions
07-09-043 And 08-01-042, September 15, 2008, p. 9.

15 Administrative law Judge’s Ruling Issuing Compilation of E-Table Data for Pre-1998 Energy Efficiency
Programs and Requesting Further Comment, January 27, 2005, p. 4.



management, which would guide the Ultilities to fully achieve the Commission’s 2006-2008
goals, but have also limited the extent to which the Ultilities can update their practices and
redesign program implementation. To the extent that DEER updates lower estimates of savings
achievements, if these updates were made early on in the program cycle, Utilities would have
had the ability to adjust their practices accordingly in order to conduct their programs more in
line with the Commission’s expectations. At this late point in the program cycle, however, the
Utilities have no ability to make needed adjustments in response to the DEER updates and thus
lack any course of action to compensate for lower savings. Arbitrarily punishing Utilities by
incorporating these late-arriving DEER updates, despite the Utilities’ best efforts to achieve their
savings goals, would convey to utility investors and managers the message that energy efficiency
is no longer “a core part of the utility’s regulated operations that can generate meaningful
earnings for its shareholders.”1¢ Thus, DEER updates should inform future planning efforts and
not be considered in assessing prior program performance.

DRA/TURN/Council recommend waiting until the final updates to these savings and
benefits are completed by the Energy Division before updating the energy savings estimates. To
date, there have been limited new studies completed in California on the impacts of the programs
being delivered by the Utilities today. There is no guarantee that any new estimates would be
more representative of the energy savings and benefits being utilized by the Utilities today and
delivered to the customers of California. This will be determined as a part of the $163 million in

evaluation, measurement, and evaluation projects being completed throughout the cycle.l” As

N

D.07-09-043, p.4.

Decision 05-11-011, Attachment 3, p.15 and Advice 2745-E and 2683-G (Pacific Gas and Electric Company 10
U 39 E), Advice 1936-E (Southern California Edison Company ID U 338 E), Advice 1754-E and 1575-G (San
Diego Gas and Electric Company ID U 902 E), Advice 3559-G (Southern California Gas Company ID U 904
Q), - Allocation of Energy Efficiency Evaluation, Measurement and Verification Budgets, and Corresponding
Revisions to Tables of D. 05-09-043, Incremental Electric Revenue and Gas Funding Requirements for 2006-
2008 EE Portfolios - December 5, 2005, p. 3.
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noted in the previous evaluation of the subject, over time the ex ante and ex post savings

estimates tended to be accurate.l®

IVv.
GRANTING THE PETITION IS APPROPRIATE AND SUPPORTABLE

A key element to the Petition is that the earnings amounts being requested by the Utilities
are supportable earnings amounts for the efforts performed by the Utilities to date. These
earnings amounts are appropriate and supported by the following:

o Earnings are based upon the ex ante savings as required to be provided to
the Commission in the 2006-08 cycle and utilized to manage the
portfolios for the past three years

o Earnings amounts are in line with the expected earnings amounts as
discussed during the development of the mechanism, for performance at
the levels being achieved today

o The benefits being created by the customer participation in the programs
is resulting in billions of dollars in resource benefits in California

o The separate analysis related to consumer protection provided in the
opening comments of the NRDC results in the recommendation of

adopting the requested amounts

A. The IOU Payments Are In Line With the Amounts Projected In the Original

Mechanism Discussions

As discussed above, the requested earnings amounts are based upon the savings amounts
provided in the original plans approved by the CPUC, including the CPUC — required ex ante

assumptions from 2005. Because ex ante savings provided the basis for goals and budgets and

18 Administrative law Judge’s Ruling Issuing Compilation of E-Table Data for Pre-1998 Energy Efficiency

Programs and Requesting Further Comment, January 27, 2005, p. 4.



represent the correct metric in determining utility performance against the CPUC’s authorized
plan, the Commission should adopt the IOUs proposal to use their current ex ante savings for the
first two claims in the 2006-2008 program cycle.

In contrast to the statements of the Joint Parties,!? the earnings amounts are justified and
in line with the expected earnings to be created at the performance levels achieved by the
Utilities to date.

In the Decision adopting an energy efficiency shareholder incentive mechanism, the
Commission based the adopted shared savings rate in part on the estimated amount of earnings
expected to be generated by the 2006-08 energy efficiency programs at different levels of
savings accomplishments. As noted in the Petition, the Utilities are performing at levels which
exceed Commission goals. If the Utilities would continue to deliver at similar levels throughout
the cycle, the requested interim earnings amounts would be in line with the earnings amounts in
the Decision adopting the earnings mechanism. For example, at 110% of goal, the expected
earnings amounts in the Decision were $382 million.2? For performance at nearly 110% or more
in the 2006-07 period for all of the Utilities, the amount in the Petition is $152 million. Such a
request is right in line with the $382 million estimated total earnings in the Decision at this
level 2!

In fact, the IOU’s achievements and requested earnings reflect the goal that the “vast
majority of the net benefits....[would go] to the ratepayers.”22 Furthermore, “the sizeable net

benefits produced by energy efficiency—even after earnings are paid out—will more than offset

Response Of The Division Of Ratepayer Advocates, The Utility Reform Network And The Community
Environmental Council To Petition For Modification Of Decisions 07-09-043 And 08-01-042 By Pacific Gas
And Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company And
Southern California Gas Company, September 15, 2008, p. 20.

Decision 07-09-043, Attachment 8, Table 1.

$152 million is the requested 65% interim payment for two years of performance in a three year period (2/3 of
the total period. $382 x 2/3 x 65% would exceed the utilities’ request — at $165 million. If the utilities perform
at the full levels as currently reported for 2006-07, the total amount of earnings that would be expected for the
2006-2008 program cycle, pursuant to the Decision, would be even higher, at about $425 million.

22 D.07-09-043, p. 10.

o
(=

NS}

- 14 -



the short-term rate and bill impacts associated with recovering those earnings in rates.”23
Ignoring these projected and achieved net benefits by withholding the amounts of the 2006-07
Interim Claims would be to the detriment to the risk/reward incentive mechanism, as well as the
CPUC EE policy goals and objectives, because it would undermine the process by which both
ratepayers and utilities can receive net benefits under the adopted shareholder risk/reward

incentive mechanism.

B. Earnings Are Based Upon Actual Benefits Being Created by and for California

Customers

The Commission should reject the comments of DRA/TURN/Council argument that
claims are unjustified and are unverified and inadequately supported.2 As discussed above, the
utility savings and earnings estimates are based upon data previously provided to the
Commission and pursuant to CPUC requirements. These savings, as discussed in the comments
of NRDC are “based on reasonable and conservative assumptions” being delivered to the grid.2
The appropriateness of the earnings is based upon whether the energy savings being claimed is in
fact being saved by consumers and incent Utilities to deliver on the Plan approved by the
Commission. As noted in the comments of the NRDC, there are larger issues with the attribution

of savings, but less issue with the savings being delivered to customers.

23 D.07-09-043, p. 10.

Response Of The Division Of Ratepayer Advocates, The Utility Reform Network And The Community

Environmental Council To Petition For Modification Of Decisions 07-09-043 And 08-01-042 By Pacific Gas

And Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company And

Southern California Gas Company, September 15, 2008, p. 10.

25 Response Of The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) To The Petition For Modification Of Decisions
07-09-043 And 08-01-042, September 15, 2008, p. 3.



V.
THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT DRA/TURN/COUNCIL’S STATEMENTS

THAT DELAYS ARE AN ACCEPTABLE PART OF THE PROCESS

As noted in the Petition, the measurement process has encountered delays throughout the
current cycle which have removed important feedback from the Utilities and have now resulted
in a likely delay to the first incentive claims for the 2006-2008 program cycle.2¢ It is now nearly
the end of September, and there has not been even a draft of the verification reports released.
This delay is hardly a fact that needs to be verified or sworn to by an affidavit (another of the
nonsensical comments in the Joint Response). There have been no unusual, unforeseen
circumstances causing the delay. The Utilities are concerned that the Energy Division has been
unable to timely complete its verification reports as envisioned by the Commission. It appears
that Energy Division has gone far beyond its mandate to update the DEER estimates based on the
results of completed studies and instead bogged itself down in a controversial attempt to
completely overhaul DEER, to the Utilities’” detriment. The fact that Energy Division has gotten
so bogged down for the very first incentive claim, with no unforeseen circumstances, does not

bode well for the future.

A. While All Parties Are Aware of the Possibility of Delays, This Does Not Make It An

Acceptable Part Of A Successful, Ongoing Mechanism

The Petition is intended to implement the policies of the State of California as contained
in the Commission Decisions and the Energy Action Plan. Namely, that the risk/reward
incentive mechanism adopted by the Commission should elevate energy efficiency to a core part
of the utility business, side-by-side with supply-side resources. To accomplish this, the incentive
mechanism must allow for timely earnings when the utilities make progress towards the

Commission’s aggressive energy efficiency goals. This makes earnings from energy efficiency

26 See Petition, p.8.
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predictable and recognizable by the investment community as a regular part of the utility’s base
business, as was intended by the Commission.

The Joint Response points out that the Commission noted the possibility of delays in the
earnings process and that investors are well aware of such delays, both through the Commission
Decisions and through releases by the Utilities. While the Utilities and investment community
can read the Decisions which state that delays are possible, this does not make unfettered delay
an acceptable part of a successful, ongoing mechanism. As it stands, there is no expectation that
the delays will end with this first round of verification studies, but are more likely to continue
throughout this cycle and into future cycles. Such a prospect requires modifications to the
mechanism to make it a successful mechanism.

In addition, in response to DRA/TURN/Council’s’ suggestion that the Utilities caused the
delay in the 2007 CPUC financial audit,?’ the Utilities believe the CPUC’s initial delay in
starting the 2007 financial audit was the primary reason for CPUC’s two-month delay. This
delay, noted in the comments of DRA/TURN/Council, was a much greater influence to the
timing than utility data request delays, as the CPUC audit fieldwork was delayed by months
when compared with previous audits.2® As for timely data requests responses, the Utilities were

timely in their responses to the nearly of all of the many, many data requests.

B. While the DEER Updates are Significantly Delayed, There is No Guarantee the

Updates Provide a More Accurate Estimate of Savings

Decision 08-01-042 granted a petition for modification to make changes to the adopted
incentive mechanism to enable the Utilities to book any earnings resulting from interim claims.

To enable Utilities to book such earnings, Decision 08-01-042 eliminated any requirement for

27 Response Of The Division Of Ratepayer Advocates, The Utility Reform Network And The Community
Environmental Council To Petition For Modification Of Decisions 07-09-043 And 08-01-042 By Pacific Gas
And Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company And
Southern California Gas Company, September 15, 2008, p. 7.

28 The CPUC began fieldwork April 2008 and concluded July 2008 with a draft report issued in September 2008.
In stark contrast, the CPUC’s 2006 financial audit began fieldwork in February 2007 and concluded in May
2007. The CPUC issued their draft report in July 2007 on schedule.
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Utilities to pay back interim claims, as long as the final, ex post measured results remained above
the penalty threshold. In exchange for elimination of the payback requirement, the Commission
increased the hold back for the final claim from 30% to 35% of the incentive claim, and tasked
Energy Division to update the DEER to reflect newer, better information. Specifically, the
Commission directed: “Except as otherwise indicated below, we will use the ex ante measure
savings parameters that are contained in the Utilities” E3 calculators, as of their 4™ quarter 2007
report for the 1% Claim and as of their 4™ quarter 2008 report for the 2™ Claim.” (p. 16.) “Our
adopted evaluation, measurement and verification protocols require that staff undertake the
updating of ex ante assumptions for measures included in DEER on a regular basis, based on the
most recently completed evaluation studies.2?

In making this determination, the Commission cited the September 2, 2005 Ruling of the
ALJ which reminded Joint Staff (Energy Division and CEC staff) of the necessity for a process
to update the DEER with ex post measurement studies.2? The Commission clearly expected the
updating of the DEER assumptions to be of fairly limited scope and based on the results of
completed studies by the fact that it issued Decision 08-01-042 on February 1, 2008, with the
statement, at page 17, that: “The 2008 and 2009 DEER updates are expected to be completed in
early 2008 and 2009, respectively, under the direction of the Energy Division.” The remainder
of the paragraph reiterates the Commission’s continuing expectation that the DEER updates, and
the release of the Energy Division’s verification reports in August would permit the Utilities to
submit their incentive claims on time in September.

Instead, Energy Division went far beyond its mandate, and proceeded to attempt to
undertake a complete revision of the DEER assumptions, many of which are not based on any
studies. The current DEER process recommends many of the same assumptions recommended
for the 2009-2011 filing, based upon projected estimates of the marketplace in the future, rather

than the ex post studies previously utilized to update DEER. For example, the net-to-gross ratio

29 ALJ’s Ruling dated September 2, 2005 in R.01-08-028, p. 18)” (p. 16.)
30 Decision 05-04-051, p. 72.



for compact fluorescent lamps is based upon net-to-gross estimate based upon forecasted patterns
of programs in other states, rather than the recently-released study on similar programs in
California. One Energy Division consultant, during one of the many webinars, went so far as to
state that their efforts were attempting to anticipate trends. Energy Division’s consultants just
held a meeting to discuss the pros and cons of various methods to estimate net-to-gross ratios for
upstream compact fluorescent lighting programs. This is precisely what the final true-up studies
scheduled for completion in 2010 are supposed to do — look at actual results and measure actual

savings from energy efficiency measures over the 2006-2008 program cycle.3!

C. Delays Have Frustrated The Commission’s Intent To Provide Feedback To The

Administrators

The delays that the Commission’s Energy Division has encountered have hindered
important feedback mechanisms, through which the Utilities could receive information to adjust
and improve program implementation. As stated in the Utilities’ Petition for Modification of
D.07-09-043 and D.08-01-042, “the Interim Performance Basis report, originally scheduled for
March 2008 and intended to provide feedback to the Utilities as to the energy savings to date,
was removed and replaced with a report which simply attempted to collect the performance basis
decisions to date, with no feedback as to the performance-to-date of the Utilities. To date, these
reports have yet to provide feedback to the Utilities, feedback which would allow the Utilities to
better manage their portfolios and minimize the risk of not reaching the Commission’s 2006-

2008 goals” (p.7-8). This failure to provide feedback, coupled with the potential limitation of

31 Although the findings of a 2004-2005 study of residential lighting sparked much of the controversy over the
existing DEER estimates, the Utilities have some reason to be optimistic about the results of the compact
fluorescent lighting study due in 2010. In the meetings discussing the evaluation plans, the consultants
conducting the study identified three different ways of measuring the net-to-gross level: (1) asking consumers
why they were purchasing compact fluorescent lights; (2) asking retailers and manufacturers who was
responsible for sales of compact fluorescents; and (3) comparing sales data between geographic areas with and
without utility energy efficiency programs incenting the purchase of compact fluorescents, and promised to
consider all three. In contrast, the 2004-2005 almost exclusively relied on the self-reporting of retailers and
manufacturers, which intuitively should have the worst results for Ultilities, since retailers and manufacturers
have the most obvious bias to aggrandize their own role in the sale.
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Utilities to file earnings claims for 2006-2007, have inhibited the Utilities’ abilities to adjust their

portfolios.

VI
GRANTING THE PFM DOES NOT GO AGAINST THE LONG-STANDING POLICY

FOR EX POST VERIFICATION

The Utilities are not asking to fully eliminate the ex post verification or measurement
results. Nothing in the Petition asks or even suggests that the measurement and evaluation
studies of the 2006-2007 programs that are due to be finished in 2010 for use in the final true-up
of the 35% of the claims be eliminated. For the interim claims, the Petition requests that the
earned incentives be paid on a timely basis — that is, in the year that earnings were anticipated to
be earned and booked. While Decision 07-09-043 recognized the possibility of occasional
delays due to “unforeseen circumstances,” there are absolutely no “unforeseen circumstances”
associated with Energy Division’s inability to timely produce the verification reports, and the
DEER database update problem is simply Energy Division’s decision to go far beyond a simple
updating based on the results of completed studies, as Decision 08-01-042 envisioned, and
instead attempt to anticipate the results of the final true-up studies in a comprehensive overhaul
of DEER. Based on the developments so far, it appears unlikely that Energy Division will ever
be able to finish its tasks in the time frame envisioned in Attachment 6 to Decision 07-09-043.
The Petition simply seeks to enable the Utilities to book their earned interim claims when Energy
Division cannot timely perform its tasks, while still preserving the final true-up based on actual
ex post measured savings results.

DRA/TURN/Council spent a number of pages suggesting that the Petition is requesting
abandonment of ex post measurement and true-up. That is not true. While the Utilities’
applications for the 2009-2011 do request a change for that program cycle, so that ex post
evaluation studies will be used for future planning efforts and not to reassess prior program

performance, the Petition simply requests that the current ex ante DEER estimates be employed



for the interim claims, and that the final true-up claim continue to be fully based on the
comprehensive ex post measurement and evaluation studies scheduled for 2010. The Petition is

not trying to undo the adopted mechanism.

VII.
THE JOINT RESPONSE CONTAINS MISLEADING STATEMENTS, CONTAINS

MISCHARACTERIZATIONS OF FACTS, AND UNSUBSTANTIATED ALLEGATIONS

The Joint Response is full of unsubstantiated claims, allegations, and misleading
mischaracterizations intended to re-write the Commission’s underlying Decisions addressing the
Energy Efficiency Incentive Mechanism. The Joint Response should be disregarded and
afforded no weight, because of its unreliable, mischaracterized claims and citations, and its
abundance of exaggerated, unsubstantiated assertions.

For example the Joint Response at page 5 sets forth the following misleading
characterization of Ordering Paragraph 2(e) of D.08-01-042, by selectively quoting portions of
the Ordering Paragraph while inserting language of their own to misrepresent and alter the

content and intent of Ordering Paragraph 2(e). To wit:

“While restricting the final true-up decreased “the incentive for
utility managers and staff to support the most accurate estimate of
energy savings” and worked against the interest of ratepayers in
“shar[ing] the net benefits with shareholders at precisely the
adopted share rate,

When the Joint Response’s footnote 16 is checked the misleading characterization of this
assertion becomes apparent. The Joint Response, by inserting it own language and then
selectively quoting portions of Ordering Paragraph 2(e), has materially altered the intent and

content of that Ordering Paragraph. In fact the Ordering Paragraph actually states the following:

“A true-up process provides the proper incentive for utility
managers and staff to support the most accurate estimates of
energy savings as possible and serves to ensure that ratepayers

32 Joint Response of DRA, TURN, and CEC, dated September 15, 2008 at p. 5.
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share the net benefits from their investment with shareholders at
precisely the adopted shared-savings rates — no more, no less. It is
consistent with our overall goals for effective incentive design to
adopt a true-p approach whereby the interim claims become a
reward or penalty for the success or failure in implementing the
energy efficiency programs and the final claim becomes a reward
or penalty for the measured load impacts resulting from the
programs . . .”33

A simple comparison of what D.08-01-042 actually said and the misleading recreation
presented in the Joint Response clearly demonstrates the significant deviation in content and
intent that evolves from the Joint Response’s manipulation of Ordering Paragraph 2(e) of D.08-
01-042.

A further example of the Joint Response’s misleading selective citations can be found on

page 3 of the Joint Response. The Joint Response states:

“If the Commission intends to see if the adopted mechanism will
work as envisioned, that is, in a manner that “protects ratepayers’

financial investment, ensures that program savings are real and

verified, and imposes penalties for substandard performance,™ . .

”M

The Joint Response’s clear purpose is to represent to the Commission that D.07-09-043 at
page 4 provides that the primary intent of the Decision is to protect the ratepayers and impose
penalties for substandard performance. However, the Joint Response only selectively quoted the
Commission’s Decision and misrepresented the intent of the portion of the Decision cited. In
fact by reading the entire paragraph as opposed to the limited portions quoted by the Joint
Response, the true intent of the Decision is clear, and, not surprisingly, it is entirely different

than the characterization implied by the Joint Response.

“Ensuring sustained and successful commitment to energy
efficiency is best accomplished by moving away from a cost-of-
service compliance regulatory framework, to one that will create a
“win-win” alignment of shareholder and ratepayer interests.
Today’s decision creates incentives of sufficient level to ensure

33 D.08-01-042 Ordering Paragraph 2(e) at p. 27.
34 Joint Response of DRA, TURN, and CEC, dated September 15, 2008 at p. 3.



that utility investors and managers view energy efficiency as a core
part of the utility’s regulated operations that can generate
meaningful earnings for its shareholders. At the same time, our
adopted incentive mechanism protects ratepayers’ financial
investment, ensures that program savings are real and verified, and
imposes penalties for substandard performance.”33

Again, a simple comparison demonstrates that the Decision is speaking of a win-win
situation, with earnings potential for shareholders and protection for the ratepayer. A win-win
for the shareholder and the ratepayer, clearly a different concept and intent than that implied and
misrepresented by the Joint Response. In fact both D.07-09-043 and D.08-01-042 carry this
theme of win-win throughout and strive to find a balance between shareholder earnings and
ratepayer protection; a concept the Joint Response tries to ignore and continually

mischaracterizes.

VIII.

CONTRARY TO THE STATEMENTS OF THE JOINT PARTIES. NO AFFIDAVIT IS
REQUIRED

The Joint Response goes to great lengths to discuss the lack of an affidavit and alleges
that as a result thereof the Petition for Modification should be denied. The Ultilities point out that
all the material necessary to grant the Petition has either been previously submitted to the
Commission and/or Energy Division and is thus a source that can be officially noticed pursuant
to the Commission’s Rule 16.4 or was of such a nature that the Commission was already aware
of the fact since it was included in Commission and/or Energy Division documents (see
Commission’s Rule 13.9 and California Evidence Code Section 452). None of the numbers in
the Petition are new, and therefore, not subject to the affidavit requirement of Rule 16.4(b).

Specifically, the interim incentive claims made by the Utilities are not unsupported new

numbers; they are in fact the same numbers submitted to the Energy Division in each of the

35 D.07-09-043, September 20, 2007 at p. 4.
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Utilities 4™ Quarter 2007 Report. Therefore, the Utilities’ interim incentive claims are before the
Commission and available for the Commission to take official notice. The fact that TURN, DRA
and Council do not like or agree with our numbers does not diminish the fact that they are the
Utilities” actual numbers, and currently before the Commission and Energy Division. The
Commission can and should take official notice of the Utilities’ claimed energy efficiency
savings, which were also submitted to the Commission in the same 4" Quarter 2007 Reports.
Again, while DRA/TURN/Council may not like the Utilities’ savings numbers, they are the
Utilities” submitted energy efficiency savings numbers. It does not surprise the Utilities that
DRA and TURN do not like the Utilities’ claimed savings. In this matter, it has become clear
that anything that in any way could lead to the Utilities earning any incentive is considered an
anathema to DRA and TURN. In spite of this, the Commission should take official notice of the
petitioner’s claimed savings numbers.

The fact that there has been and there has been a delay in the incentive process is not
anything new, nor is it even a fact that is in dispute. The ALJ, the Assigned Commissioner as
well as the Energy Division (and even DRA,TURN and Council) have all acknowledged, both
orally and in writing that there will be a delay in any Energy Division Verification. This is
clearly a fact that is not reasonably subject to dispute and the Commission is capable of accurate
determination by resort to sources of reasonably indisputable accuracy. (California Evidence
Code Section 452.)

In short, any of the issues raised by the Joint Response dealing with verification and
affidavits can and should be resolved via the official notice process, because none of the material
is new since it was submitted to the Energy Division/Commission months ago and because none
of the “facts” necessary to grant the Petition are disputed.

The Commission need only rely on two facts to grant the Petition:

1. The Energy Division has not issued its verification report that was due in August
2008 — an undisputed fact; and

2. The Utilities previously submitted 4™ Quarter 2007 Reports of claimed energy
efficiency savings — an undisputed fact.



The Utilities are simply asking the Commission to adopt the claimed savings set forth in

the 4™ quarter 2007 reports because of the Energy Division delay.

IX.
DISPUTES OVER FUTURE DEER UPDATES SHOULD BE RESOLVED BY THE

COMMISSION

A process for Commission resolution of future DEER issues is needed. Energy Division
was given the tasks of verification of measure installations and costs and an update to the DEER
based on completed measurement studies. Due to the delay in completing these tasks and the
controversy over what is known to date — the draft DEER updates — the Commission should
allow for a process which provides timely Decisions and an ability to raise issues to the
Commission. Conducting review solely through blogs and webinars is proving to be
unsatisfactory as a means of resolving disagreements. The Annual Earnings Assessment
Proceeding process worked well for the first several years of its existence, with the Commission
adhering to a strict schedule, measurement and evaluation consultants submitting reports on time,
and decisions by year-end. It was only in the latter years of the process, when the Commission
seemed to lose interest in timely addressing claims that the AEAP process broke down. It is very
troublesome to the Utilities that the breakdown seems to be occurring here during the very first
claim process. The Utilities recommend the Commission adopt the Petition to remedy these
issues.

Some have used a football analogy in describing the application of ex post adjustments to
past utility energy efficiency achievements via this non-record process as being akin to “moving
the goal posts during the game” and thus being unfair. Itis. But, actually, a more realistic
analogy would be for the NCAA to find that after playing the entire game in which USC scored
35 points by touchdown and Ohio State scored 3 by field goal, Ohio State was nevertheless
declared the winner, because after the game and in a manner unknown to the teams and the

public, the NCAA, in secret, decided only field goals should count toward victory.



X.
SOCALGAS AND SDG&E COMMENTS ON NRDC’S ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF

THE UTILITIES’ ACHIEVEMENTS AND NRDC’S ADVOCACY OF A TIMELY

DECISION

In addition to the foregoing comments, SoCalGas and SDG&E offer the following
discussion:

SoCalGas and SDG&E agree with NRDC that: “The Commission’s decision on this
petition should reflect not only an assessment of utilities’ achievements throughout their program
portfolios, but also overall management commitment and policy leadership on energy
efficiency.” (Page 6)

SoCalGas and SG&E commend the efforts made by NRDC to help facilitate a reasonable
and timely resolution of the IOUs first interim earnings claim under the EE Risk/Reward
Mechanism, and urge the Commission to carefully consider NRDC's views with regard to the
importance of rewarding the truly remarkable efforts of California's IOUs in achieving the
considerable energy savings described in NRDC's Response.

NRDC attempts to assess whether the IOUs earnings claims are “reasonable and
conservative” by performing sensitivity analyses around a certain set of assumptions. NRDC
stated, “three of the four utilities have demonstrated a robust entitlement to interim awards,” and
recommends approval of PG&E, SCE, and SoCalGas’ earnings request. NRDC also stated that
it “cannot confirm the SDG&E request with the same level of confidence,” stemming from the
issue of whether SDG&E appropriately interpreted CPUC’s decisions to include 2004-2005
cumulative results in the measurement of 2006-2008 program cycle goal achievement. NRDC
indicated that excluding the 2004-2005 cumulative results caused SDG&E’s goals achievement
to drop from 110% to 87%, and correspondingly from the 12% earnings tier to the 9% earnings
tier. Based on this, NRDC concluded for SDG&E that, since the sensitivity analysis “pushes its
achievement measure quite close to the 85% minimum threshold”, SDG&E’s earnings claim is

not sufficiently “robust” with respect to possible future M&V results.



SoCalGas and SDG&E respectfully disagree with both NRDC’s interpretation regarding
the inclusion of 2004-2005 cumulative-to-date results in determining 2006-2007 goals
achievement, and the implication that SDG&E should not be awarded any interim earnings
because the sensitivity analysis caused the results to approach minimum rewards threshold.

SoCalGas and SDG&E urge Commission’s adoption of NRDC's recommendation that
PG&E, SCE, and SCG claims be approved, and further assert that SDG&E's claim should also
be approved, despite NRDC's inability to confirm the SDG&E request “with the same level of
confidence” based on the sensitivity analysis performed.

On September 23, 2008, SoCalGas and SDG&E issued a data request to NRDC
pertaining to their analysis of SoCalGas and SDG&E interim earnings claims. In response,
NRDC stated that, irrespective of parties’ views on the merits of the methodology, “SDG&E’s
and SoCalGas’ inclusion of cumulative savings in their 2006-2007 earnings claims is a
reasonable interpretation of the commission’s relevant EE decisions.” Furthermore, NRDC
stated that if the use of 2004-2007 results is assumed to be appropriate under Commission policy
and precedent, NRDC could deem both SoCalGas’ and SDG&E’s interim earnings claims to be
in fact reasonable. NRDC’s estimate of SDG&E total earnings including 2004-2007 cumulative
savings would be $23.9 million, exceeding SDG&E’s filed claim of $20 million. SCG’s earnings
estimate including 2004-2007 cumulative savings of $9.5 million is slightly less than SCG’s filed
claim of $9.6 million.

Finally, SoCalGas and SDG&E remind the Commission and the parties that the
significant energy savings achieved by SDG&E are measured against a unique and extremely
ambitious energy savings goal of 118% of maximum achievable energy savings as determined
by potentiality studies. Each of the other utilities’ energy savings goals were set at 88% of
maximum achievable.

SDG&E has met extraordinary challenges in producing substantial energy savings and

should be rewarded commensurately.



A. SoCalGas And SDG&E Believe The Commission Has Indicated That MPS May Be

Determined By Using The Cumulative-To-Date Approach

SoCalGas and SDG&E believe that the use of 2004-2007 cumulative-to-date savings by
SoCalGas and SDG&E in determining progress toward the MPS and calculating interim earnings
claims is a fully reasonable approach and supported by Commission decisions. NRDC's
Response references Attachment 6 of D.07-09-043 as the decisional authority that excludes
cumulative savings from the MPS calculation. D.07-09-043, however, also permits the

cumulative-to-date approach at pages 117 and 118:

“Unlike the Single-Year Basis approach, a Cumulative-to-Date
Basis counts the verified achievements from the previous program
year(s) in determining whether the MPS is met in each subsequent
interim claim (and in the resulting calculation of earnings or
penalties)....”

“In contrast, by considering the achievements of the previous year
as well as the current year, the Cumulative-to-Date approach to
evaluating interim earnings claims will encourage continuous
effort and improvements in response to feedback throughout the
program cycle....”

“For the above reasons, we adopt the Cumulative-to-Date Basis for
calculating the interim earnings claims under our adopted
risk/reward shareholder incentive mechanism.”

The definition of “cumulative” for MPS purposes was clarified and superseded one

month later in D-07-10-032, Section 6.3.1, at page 76 which states:

“Here, we clarify that the cumulative goals numbers and MPS are
calculated in a manner analogous to Figure 1 above. For any given
year, cumulative savings represents the savings in that year from
all previous measure installations (and reflecting any persistence
decay that has occurred since the measures were installed) plus the
first-year savings of the measures installed in that program year.
In other words, in any given year, the IOUs are responsible for
implementing additional energy efficiency measures that deliver
savings in that year equal to the Total Annual Electricity Savings
goal established for that year. In addition, the utilities remain
responsible for ensuring the total savings available in a given year
are equal to the cumulative savings goal for that year.”



Figure 1 at page 76, lists yearly savings beginning in 2004. Further, D.07-10-032

provides that:

a. The cumulative-to-date approach counts the verified achievements from the
previous program year(s), contrasted with Single-Year Basis and
Cumulative-Program-Cycle approaches (pp.77-78); and that

b. The Cumulative Goal numbers represent the “annual savings from energy

efficiency programs efforts up to and including that program year.”l (pp.
77-78).

The use of the cumulative-to-date approach by SDG&E and SoCalGas in their respective
2006-2007 interim earnings claims filed in this proceeding also is not inconsistent with Energy
Division’s interpretation of D.07-10-032 and its subsequent implementation of RRM verification
procedures. The RRM calculator attached to the Energy Division’s May 5, 2008 Energy
Efficiency Interim Performance Basis Report, shows that Energy Division can calculate
SoCalGas and SDG&E’s MPS based on the 2004-2007 cumulative savings. (See RRM
Calculator v01 Distributed zap04280.)

Based on the guidance cited above, SDG&E and SoCalGas maintain they are reasonable
and correct to base their 2006-2007 earnings claims on 2004-2007 cumulative-to-date savings in

accordance with extant, relevant Commission decisional authority.

B. SoCalGas And SDG&E’s Use of Cumulative-To-Date MPS For Their 2006-2008

Program Cycle Does Not Conflict With The IOUs’ 2009-2011 Policy Position To

Redefine Cumulative Savings Currently Before The Commission

SDG&E and SoCalGas prepared their earnings estimates for their 2006-2007 Interim
Earnings Claims using their 2004-2007 cumulative-to-date savings to determine their respective
MPS consistent with the above cited decisions.

SoCalGas and SDG&E submit that the primary reason it is appropriate to include

cumulative savings from 2004 through 2008 when evaluating SoCalGas and SDG&E



performance is that the claimed savings for the 2004-2005 program cycle included savings from
“installed” and “committed” projects, and these “committed” projects were subsequently
installed during the 2006-2008 program cycle. However, beginning with the 2006-2008 program
cycle, the CPUC changed the way energy savings are attributed to only count savings during the
year they were installed. Therefore, the 2004-2005 program cycle includes claimed energy
savings that should, under today’s rules, have been counted in the 2006-2008 program cycle. To
avoid the obvious inequities that developed during this “accounting” transition, it is appropriate
to compare cumulative savings vs. cumulative goals during the entire 2004-2008 period when
judging SoCalGas and SDG&E performance in any single year during that period.

The Commission could not have foreseen the 2007 establishment of the risk/reward
incentive mechanism in 2005 at the time of the change in the savings allocation protocol. In
2007 the Commission fairly chose to redefine goals as 2004-2007 cumulative-to-date savings,
thus accounting for the one-time, unique change in the cycle attribution of long-term 2004-2005
energy savings.

This “accounting” transition does not exist on a go-forward basis, so there is no need to
consider cumulative-to-date savings when evaluating any IOU performances during the 2009-
2011 program cycle and beyond. Consequently, there is no conflict in policy positions between
using cumulative energy savings for SoCalGas and SDG&E for 2006-2008 program year interim
earnings claims and not using cumulative savings for program years 2009-2011. Cumulative
savings are appropriate for SoCalGas and SDG&E’s 2006-2008 earnings claims due to the
unique circumstances relating to 2004-2005 savings that occurred well before the Commission
contemplated the risk/reward mechanism. Cumulative-to-date savings are on the other hand
inappropriate for the upcoming 2009-2011 program cycle due to the lack of this unique
circumstance.

The use of cumulative-to-date for SoCalGas and SDG&E is limited to 2004-2008 for the
additional reason that pre-2008 net goals and post-2008 gross goals are “apples and oranges” that

are not comparable. D.04-09-060 defines cumulative savings as the sum of the annual “net”



savings beginning in 2004. D.08-07-047 redefines goals after 2008 to be “gross” for the 2009-
2011 program cycle and beyond. It would be inappropriate to add pre-2008 and post-2008 goals

that are calculated on very different basis.

C. Commission Decisions Allows Earnings When Final EM&V Adjustments Cause An

I0OU's Minimum Performance Standard (MPS) To Fall Below The Earnings

Threshold

In D.08-01-042, the Commission clearly contemplated and addressed the scenario similar
to that posed by NRDC’s estimate of SDG&E’s savings results at 87.5% calculated without
including 2004-2005 cumulative savings. The Commission provided for ratepayer protection
against overpayment in the case of ex ante savings estimates above but in proximity to the 85%

MPS earnings threshold. The Commission states in OP2 b of D.08-01-042:

“We do not restrict the final true-up process, except under the
following set of circumstances:

“(a) The interim earnings claims, based on verified measure
installations and costs and ex ante energy savings and
demand reduction calculations, result in a utility meeting the
85% minimum performance standard for earnings (80% for
SoCalGas), and

“(b) The final true-up calculation, based upon ex post energy
savings and demand reductions, results in that utility
meeting less than 80% for any individual savings metric or
less than 85% for the average savings threshold but greater
than 65% of the Commission’s goals for each individual
metric.

“Under these circumstances, the utility will continue to achieve
earnings at the 9% shared-savings rate, applied to the ex post PEB.
In addition, as long as a utility continues to exceed the 65% of
savings goals threshold for each individual metric on an ex post
basis, it will not be required to pay back any interim incentives
payments earned. However, if ex post results indicate a utility has
dropped below 65% of savings goals for each individual metric,
the utility must pay back any interim payments earned, and
penalties will be assessed.



“In this way, the interim claims become a reward or penalty for the
success or failure in implementing the energy efficiency programs
and the final claim a reward or penalty for the measured load
impacts resulting from the programs. We believe that this is
approach is consistent with our overall goals for effective incentive
design. It will mitigate the largest earnings transition in the
adopted earnings mechanism at 85% of the Commission’s goals,
which could cause a large change in earnings for a very slight
change in energy savings. At the same time, it ensures that the
utilities and investment community can actually recognize or
“book” the interim earnings that we may authorize.”

The Decision clearly sets forth the guidance that the utilities should earn a reasonable
return on their demonstrated energy savings results and continue to earn at 9% even if ex post
studies result in an MPS that falls into the dead band. Therefore, it is quite rational, one could
say “conservative and reasonable”, for SDG&E to receive earnings, per the Commission’s
intention, even if it is possible that its savings results after ex post study updates are applied fall
below the MPS of 85%, in this interim claim. D.08-01-042 is definitive in addressing ex ante
results that are above the 85% threshold and that may fall into the MPS deadband after ex post
study. Ex ante results above 85% are to be rewarded at 9%. This ratepayer protection provision
of this Decision make moot the need for an artificial, sensitivity analysis deadband on top of the

Commission’s own MPS deadband.

X111
CONCLUSION

Without modification of Decisions 07-09-043 and 08-01-042, the Utilities will likely be
unable to book any earnings this year, thereby thwarting the Utilities and the Commission’s goal
of making energy efficiency a regular part of the utility’s business, and diminishing the
investment community’s expectations for earnings related to energy efficiency. The petition
should be granted, and the Utilities should be permitted to claim incentives this year for program

years 2006 and 2007, and incentives next year for program year 2008, subject to the 35% hold

(O8]
[\8)
[



back and appropriate adjustments to the 35% hold back based on the measurement and
evaluation studies now being conducted for final release in early 2010.

The Utilities respectfully request the Commission consider the discussion presented in
these Reply Comments in the development of its final decision in this matter. The Utilities look
forward to working with the Commission and the Commission’s Energy Division in the
implementation of the mechanism during the many years to come.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ STEVEN D. PATRIC /s/ LISA H. JORDAN
By: Steven D. Patrick By: Lisa H. Jordan
San Diego Gas & Electric Company Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Southern California Gas Company 77 Beale Street
555 West Fifth Street, Suite 1400 San Francisco, CA 94105
Los Angeles, CA 90013-1011 Telephone: (415) 973-2069
Telephone: (213) 244-2954 Facsimile: (415)973-0516
Facsimile: (213) 629-9620 E-Mail: LHJ2@pge.com

E-Mail: spatrick@sempra.com

JENNIFER SHIGEKAWA
LARRY R. COPE

/s/ LARRY R. COPE
By: Larry R. Cope

Attorneys for
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Post Office Box 800

Rosemead, California 91770
Telephone:  (626) 302-2570
Facsimile: (626) 302-7740
E-mail: larry.cope@sce.com

September 25, 2008



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that, pursuant to the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, |
have this day served a true copy of SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY'S (U
338-E), SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY’S (U 904 G) SAN DIEGO GAS &
ELECTRIC COMPANY’S (U 902 M) AND PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY’S (U
) JOINT REPLY COMMENTS ON THE OPENING COMMENTS TO THE PETITION FOR
MODIFICATION OF DECISIONS 07-09-043 AND 08-01-042 on all parties identified on the

attached service list(s). Service was effected by one or more means indicated below:

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 25th day of September, 2008, at Rosemead, California.

/s/ JENNIFER ALDERETE

Jennifer Alderete

Project Analyst

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Post Office Box 800
Rosemead, California 91770
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RICHARD ESTEVES

SESCO, INC.

77 YACHT CLUB DRIVE

LAKE HOPATCONG, NJ 07849
FOR: SESCO

KEITH R. MCCREA

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SUTHERLAND ASBILL & BRENNAN LLP
1275 PENNSYLVANIA AVE, NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20004

FOR: CALIFORNIA MANUFACTURERS &
TECHNOLOGY ASSOCIATION

JAMES ROSS
RCS, INC.

500 CHESTERFIELD CENTER, SUITE 320

CHESTERFIELD, MO 63017
FOR: RCS

CYNTHIA K. MITCHELL
ENERGY ECONOMICS INC
530 COLGATE COURT
RENO, NV 89503

FOR: TURN

DIANA MAHMUD
ATTORNEY AT LAW

MIKE MOORE

NEWPORT VENTURES

22 JAY STREET
SCHENECTADY, NY 12305
FOR: NEWPORT VENTURES

MERRILEE HARRIGAN

VICE PRESIDENT OF EDUCATION

ALLIANCE TO SAVE ENERGY

1850 M STREET NW, SUITE 600

WASHINGTON, DC 20036

FOR: ALLIANCE TO SAVE ENERGY

GREG TROPSA

PRESIDENT

ICE ENERGY, INC.

9351 EASTMAN PARK DRIVE, UNIT B
WINDSOR, CO 80550

FOR: ICE ENERGY INC.

STEVEN D. PATRICK

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

555 WEST FIFTH STREET, GT14E7

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013-1011

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
AND SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

MICHELE SWANSON
SOUTH BAY CITIES COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
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THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTH
PO BOX 54153

LOS ANGELES, CA 90054-0153

FOR: THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

PAUL WUEBBEN

SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DIST
21865 COPLEY DRIVE

DIAMOND BAR, CA 91765-4178

FOR: SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT
DISTRICT
CARLOS F. PENA

SEMPRA ENERGY

101 ASH STREET, HQ12

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC/SOCAL GAS

JENNIFER PORTER

POLICY ANALYST

CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
8690 BALBOA AVENUE, SUITE 100

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

FOR: CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE
ENERGY

MALCOLM LEWIS
PRESIDENT

CTG ENERGETICS, INC.

16 TECHNOLOGY DRIVE, SUITE 109
IRVINE, CA 92618

FOR: CTG ENERGETICS, INC.

TAMLYN M. HUNT

ENERGY PROGRAM DIRECTOR

COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL

26 W. ANAPAMU ST., 2ND FLOOR

SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101

FOR: COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL

PETER CANESSA

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY,
1211 CHAPARRAL CIRCLE
SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA
FOR: CSUF

FRESNO

93401

REMI TAN

AP - ARCHITECT

HELLER MANUS ARCHITECTS

221 MAIN STREET, SUITE 940
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94044
FOR: HELLER MANUS ARCHITECTS

HAYLEY GOODSON

ATTORNEY AT LAW

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

FOR: THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

MARCEL HAWIGER
ATTORNEY AT LAW
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3868 CARSON STREET,
TORRANCE, CA 90503
FOR: SOUTH BAY ENERGY SAVINGS CENTER

SUITE 110

LARRY R. COPE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

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

FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

DONALD C. LIDDELL

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

2928 2ND AVENUE

SAN DIEGO, CA 92103

FOR: CALIFORNIA NATURAL GAS VEHICLE
COALITION/ ICE ENERGY INC.

SEPHRA A. NINOW

POLICY ANALYST

CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
8690 BALBOA AVENUE, SUITE 100

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

JUDI G. SCHWEITZER
SCHWEITZER AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
25422 TRABUCO ROAD, STE.105-P

LAKE FOREST, CA 92630
FOR: JUDY G. SCHWEITZER

ROBERT C. WILKINSON
DIRECTOR, WATER POLICY PROGRAM
4426 BREN BUILDING

SANTA BARBARA, CA 93106

JEFFREY HELLER

FAIA - PRESIDENT

HELLER MANUS ARCHITECTS

221 MAIN STREET, SUITE 940
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94044
FOR: HELLER MANUS ARCHITECTS

DENNIS J. HERRERA

CITY ATTORNEY

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

CITY HALL, ROOM 234

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

FOR: CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

JEANNE M. SOLE

DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

FOR: CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

RM. 234

DIANA L. LEE
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
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THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

FOR: TURN

STEPHEN A. S. MORRISON

CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

CITY HALL, RM 234

1 DR CARLTON B. GOODLET PLACE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4682

FOR: CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

ROD AOKI

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

JAMES SQUERI

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREYLLP
505 SANSOME STREET, STE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: CBIAA/CAA

SHIRLEY A. WOO

LAW DEPARTMENT

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

PO BOX 7442

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

JOHN KOTOWSKI

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER

GLOBAL ENERGY PARTNERS, LLC

3569 MT. DIABLO BLVD., STE 200
LAFAYETTE, CA 94549

FOR: GLOBAL ENERGY PARTNERS, LLC

ROBERT L. KNIGHT

CALIFORNIA BUILDING PERFORN. CONT. ASSN.

1000 BROADWAY, SUITE 410

OAKLAND, CA 94607

FOR: BEVILACQUA-KNIGHT INC/ CALIFORNIA
BUILDING PERFORMANCE CONTRACTOR'S ASSN.

J. ANDREW HOERNER
REDEFINING PROGRESS

1904 FRANKLIN STREET
OAKLAND, CA 94612

FOR: REDEFINING PROGRESS

EILEEN PARKER

QUEST

2001 ADDISON STREET, STE. 300
BERKELEY, CA 94704

FOR: QUANTUM ENERGY SERVICES &
TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

PETER M. SCHWARTZ
ATTORNEY AT LAW

LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4107

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

FOR: DIVISION OF RATE PAYERS ADVOCATES

AUDREY CHANG

STAFF SCIENTIST

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

FOR: NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
(NRDC)

CHONDA J. NWAMU

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE STREET, B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

EDWARD W. O'NEILL

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

FOR: CALIFORNIA LARGE ENERGY CONSUMERS
ASSOCIATION

SARA STECK MYERS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

122 28TH AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

FOR: CENTER FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND
RENEWABLE TECHNOLOGIES (CEERT)

GERALD LAHR

ASSOCIATION OF BAY AREA GOVERNMENTS
101 8TH STREET

OAKLAND, CA 94607

FOR: ABAG

JODY LONDON

JODY LONDON CONSULTING

PO BOX 3629

OAKLAND, CA 94609

FOR: COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, INTERNAL
SERVICES DEPARTMENT/THE LOCAL
GOVERNMENT SUSTAINABLE ENERGYCOALITION

SCOTT WENTWORTH

CITY OF OAKLAND

7101 EDGEWATER DRIVE, NO. 2
OAKLAND, CA 94621

FOR: CITY OF OAKLAND

JOHN PROCTOR

PROCTOR ENGINEERING GROUP

418 MISSION AVE

SAN RAFAEL, CA 94901

FOR: PROCTOR ENGINEERING GROUP, LTD.

TIM ROSENFELD
MARIN ENERGY MANAGEMENT TEAM
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PETER SCHWARTZ & ASSOCIATES,
381 CHAPMAN DRIVE

CORTE MADERA, CA 94925

FOR: PETER M. SCHWARTZ

LLC

BARBARA GEORGE

WOMEN'S ENERGY MATTERS
PO BOX 548

FAIRFAX, CA 94978

FOR: WOMEN'S ENERGY MATTERS (WEM)

FRANK TENG

ENVIRONMENT AND ENERGY ASSOCIATE
SILICON VALLEY LEADERSHIP GROUP

224 AIRPORT PARKWAY, SUITE 620

SAN JOSE, CA 95110

FOR: SILICON VALLEY LEADERSHIP GROUP.

JAMES WEIL

DIRECTOR

AGLET CONSUMER ALLIANCE

PO BOX 37

COOL, CA 95614

FOR: AGLET CONSUMER ALLIANCE

MICHAEL E. BACHAND
PRESIDENT

CALCERTS,, INC.

31 NATOMA STREET, SUITE 120
FOLSOM, CA 95630

FOR: CALCERTS, INC.

GREGGORY L. WHEATLAND

ELLISON SCHNEIDER & HARRIS L.L.P.
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95811-3109

FOR: SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY

MICHAEL BOCCADORO

THE DOLPHIN GROUP

925 L STREET, SUITE 800

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: INLAND EMPIRE UTILITIES, CHINO
BASIN COALITION, SANTA ANA WATERSHED
PROJECT AUTHORITY

ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA WATER AGENCIES
910 K STREET, SUITE 100

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-3577

FOR: ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA WATER
AGENCIES

CHRIS SCRUTON

8690 CALVINE RD.
SACRAMENTO, CA 95828
FOR: CHRIS SCRUTON

ROB NEENAN

CALIFORNIA LEAGUE OF FOOD PROCESSORS
1755 CREEKSIDE OAKS DRIVE, SUITE 250
SACRAMENTO, CA 95833

FOR: CALIFORNIA LEAGUE OF FOOD
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131 CAMINO ALTO, SUITE D
MILL VALLEY, CA 94941
FOR: MARIN ENERGY MANAGEMENT TEAM

HANK RYAN

SMALL BUSINESS CALIFORNIA

750 47TH AVE., 56

CAPITOLA, CA 95010

FOR: SMALL BUSINESS CALIFORNIA

BILL MARCUS

JBS ENERGY

311 D STREET, STE. A

WEST SACRAMENTO, CA 95605

FOR: THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

ERIC LEE

SR. ENGINEER

DAVIS ENERGY GROUP

123 C STREET

DAVIS, CA 95616

FOR: DAVIS ENERGY GROUP

THOMAS S.
DIRECTOR
MCR PERFORMANCE SOLUTIONS

3161 CAMERON PARK DR STE 215
CAMERON PARK, CA 95682-7979
FOR: MCR PERFORMANCE SOLUTIONS

CROOKS

CHRIS BROWN

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

CALIFORNIA URBAN WATER CONSERVATION

455 CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 703

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: CALIFORNIA URBAN WATER CONSERVATION

LYNN HAUG

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS,
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-3109
FOR: DEPT. OF GENERAL SERVICES/ENERGY
POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE

LLP

LOURDES JIMENEZ-PRICE

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL
SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
6201 S STREET, MS B406

SACRAMENTO, CA 95817-1899

FOR: SMUD

KAREN NORENE MILLS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION

2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE

SACRAMENTO, CA 95833

FOR: CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION

ROBERT E. BURT

INSULATION CONTRACTORS ASSN.

4153 NORTHGATE BLVD., NO.6
SACRAMENTO, CA 95834

FOR: INSULATION CONTRACTORS ASSN.

9/25/2008



CPUC - Service Lists - R0604010

PROCESSORS

JIM PARKS

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DIST.
6301 S STREET, A204

SACRAMENTO, CA 95852-1830

DON MEEK

ATTORNEY AT LAW

10949 SW 4TH AVENUE
PORTLAND, OR 97219

FOR: WOMEN'S ENERGY MATTERS

CATHY HIGGINS

PROGRAM DIRECTOR

NEW BUILDINGS INSTITUTE

PO BOX 2349

WHITE SALMON, WA 98672

FOR: NEW BUILDINGS INSTITUTE

Information Only

NIKHIL GANDHI
STRATEGIC ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
17 WILLIS HOLDEN DRIVE

ACTON, MA 01720

AMELIA GULKIS

ENSAVE, INC.

65 MILLER STREET, SUITE 105
RICHMOND, VT 05477

ED OSANN
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

CALIF. URBAN WATER CONSERVATION COUNCIL

1001 CONNECTICUT AVE., NW. SUITE 801
WASHINGTON, DC 20036

STEVEN NADEL

AMERICAN-COUNCIL FOR ENERGY-EFFICIENT
1001 CONNECTICUT AVE. NW, SUITE 801
WASHINGTON, DC 20036

JAMES R. STAPLES

STAPLES MARKETING COMMUNICATIONS
N28W23050 ROUNDY DRIVE

PEWAUKEE, WI 53072

FOR: STAPLES MARKETING COMMUNICATIONS

NICK HALL
TECMARKET WORKS

165 WEST NETHERWOOD ROAD, 2/F, SUITE A

OREGON, WI 53575

GREY STAPLES

THE MENDOTA GROUP, LLC
1830 FARO LANE

SAINT PAUL, MN 55118

JON W. SLANGERUP

CLEAREDGE POWER CORPORATION

7205 EVERGREEN PARKWAY
HILLSBORO, OR 97124

FOR: CLEAREDGE POWER CORPORATION

THOMAS ECKHART

CAL - UCONS, INC.
10612 NE 46TH STREET
KIRKLAND, WA 98033
FOR: CAL-UCONS, INC.

DONALD GILLIGAN

PRESIDENT

NATIONAL ASSOCIATON OF ENERGY SERVICE
610 MOUNTAIN STREET

SHARON, MA 02067

CLARK PIERCE
LANDIS+GYR
REGULATORY AFFAIRS
246WINDING WAY
STRAFORD, NJ 08084

JENNIFER THORNE AMANN

AMER. CNCL FOR AN ENERGY EFFICIENT ECON.

1001 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, NW NO. 801
WASHINGTON, DC 20036

FOR: AMER. CNCL FOR AN ENERGY EFFICIENT

ECON.

CLINTON COLE

CURRENT GROUP, LLC
20420 CENTURY BOULEVARD
GERMANTOWN, MD 20874

MARIANNE KING

STAPLES MARKETING COMMUNICATIONS
N28W23050 ROUNDY DRIVE

PEWAUKEE, WI 53072

FOR: STAPLES MARKETING COMMUNICATIONS

STEVEN KIHM

ENERGY CENTER OF WISCONSIN
455 SCIENCE DRIVE, STE 200
MADISON, WI 53711

ANNETTE BEITEL
200 17TH STREET
WILMETTE, IL 60091
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JIM MEYERS PETER C. JACOBS

SOUTHWEST REGIONAL MANAGER BUILDING METRICS INC.

NORTH AMERICAN INSULATION MANUF. ASSOC. 2540 FRONTIER AVE. SUITE 100
7792 SOUTH HARRISON CIRCLE BOULDER, CO 80301

CENTENNIAL, CO 80122

KEVIN COONEY MELISSA MCGUIRE
PRINCIPAL/CEO SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING LLC
SUMMIT BLUE CORPORATION 1722 14TH STREET, SUITE 230
1722 14TH STREET, SUITE 230 BOULDER, CO 80302

BOULDER, CO 80302

BOBBI J. STERRETT ELENA MELLO

SNR. SPECIALIST/STATE REGULATORY AFFAIRS SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION 6100 NEIL ROAD

5241 SPRING MOUNTAIN ROAD RENO, NV 89520

LAS VEGAS, NV 89150-0002

DAVID R. PETTIJOHN TIMOTHYA. BLAIR

MANAGER, WATER RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT
LOS ANGELES DEPT.OF WATER & POWER 700 N. ALAMEDA STREET

111 NORTH HOPE STREET, ROMM 1460 LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

WILLIAM P. MCDONNELL KAREN W. WONG

THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT ENERGY PROGRAMS ADVISOR

700 N. ALAMEDA STREET SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 555 W. 5TH STREET, GT28A4

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

NORA HERNANDEZ DAVID NEMTZOW

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES-INTERNAL SERVICES NEMTZOW & ASSOCIATES

1100 N. EASTERN AVENUE 1254 9TH STREET, NO. 6

LOS ANGELES, CA 90063 SANTA MONICA, CA 90401

SUSAN MUNVES MARILYN LYON

ENERGY AND GREEN BLDG. PROG. ADMIN. PROGRAM MANAGER

CITY OF SANTA MONICA SOUTH BAY ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES CTR.
1212 5TH STREET, FIRST FLOOR 3868 CARSON STREET, SUITE 110
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 TORRANCE, CA 90503

BRAD BERGMAN BILL KELLY

DIRECTOR CORRESPONDENT

INTERGY CORPORATION CALIFORNIA ENERGY CIRCUIT

133 W. LEMON AVE. PO BOX 1022

MONROVIA, CA 91016 SOUTH PASADENA, CA 91031
CHIARA D'AMORE DIANA PAPE

ICF INTERNATIONAL ICF INTERNATIONAL

14724 VENTURA BLVD. 14724 VENTURA BLVD.

SHERMAN OAKS, CA 91403 SHERMAN OAKS, CA 91403

STEVEN CULBERTSON TOM HAMILTON

ICF INTERNATIONAL SR. MANAGER, ICF INTERNATIONAL
14724 VENTURA BLVD., SUITE 1001 14724 VENTURA BLVD., STE. 1001
SHERMAN OAKS, CA 91403 SHERMAN OAKS, CA 91403

CASE ADMINISTRATION DON ARAMBULA

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
LAW DEPARTMENT, ROOM 370 2131 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
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JENNIFER SHIGEKAWA

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

STACIE SCHAFFER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE.
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

DON WOOD

PACIFIC ENERGY POLICY CENTER
4539 LEE AVENUE

LA MESA, CA 91941

JOHN LAUN
APOGEE INTERACTIVE, INC.
1220 ROSECRANS ST., SUITE 308

SAN DIEGO, CA 92106

CENTRAL FILES

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP31E

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

JOY YAMAGATA

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC/SOCALGAS
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

BOB RAMIREZ

ITRON, INC. (CONSULTING & ANALYSIS DIV.)
11236 EL CAMINO REAL

SAN DIEGO, CA 92130

DAVID GORDON

EFM SOLUTIONS

10310 CAMINITO AGADIR
SAN DIEGO, CA 92131

CRYSTAL NEEDHAM

SENIOR DIRECTOR, COUNSEL
EDISON MISSION ENERGY
18101 VON KARMAN AVE.,
IRVINE, CA 92612-1046

STE 1700

SHAWN THOMPSON

CITY OF IRVINE

1 CIVIC CENTER PLAZA
IRVINE, CA 92646

DALE A. GUSTAVSON

GENERAL MANAGER

BETTER BUILDINGS INTERACTIVE,
31 E MACARTHUR CRES APT B314

LLC.
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LAURA I. GENAO

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

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

TORY S. WEBER

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2131 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

RICHARD T. SPERBERG

ONSITE ENERGY CORPORATION

2701 LOKER AVENUE WEST, SUITE 107
CARLSBAD, CA 92010

ASHLEY WATKINS

CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
8690 BALBOA AVE. SUITE 100

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

FOR: CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE
ENERGY

IRENE M. STILLINGS

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

CALIF. CNTR FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
8690 BALBOA AVE., STE 100

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

ROBERT GILLESKIE

CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
8690 BALBOA AVE, SUITE 100

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

FOR: CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE
ENERGY

RACHEL HARCHARIK
ITRON, INC.

11236 EL CAMINO REAL
SAN DIEGO, CA 92130

KURT J. KAMMERER
K. J. KAMMERER & ASSOCIATES
PO BOX 60738

SAN DIEGO, CA 92166-8738

TED FLANIGAN

PRESIDENT

ECOMOTION - THE POWER OF THE INCREMENT
1537 BARRANCA PARKWAY, SUITE F-104
IRVINE, CA 92618

SHARYN BARATA

OPINION DYNAMICS CORPORATION
28202 CABOT ROAD, SUITE 300
LAGUNA NIGUEL, CA 92677

MARIANN LONG
ASSISTANT GENERAL MANAGER
UTILITIES JOINT SERVICES

201 S. ANAHEIM BLVD., NO. 101

9/25/2008



CPUC - Service Lists - R0604010

SANTA ANA, CA 92707-5936
FOR: BETTER BUILDINGS INTERACTIVE, LLC.

CHERYL COLLART

VENTURA COUNTY REGIONAL ENERGY ALLIANCE
1000 SOUTH HILL ROAD, STE. 230

VENTURA, CA 93003

HECTOR HUERTA

RICHARD HEATH AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
590 W. LOCUST AVE., SUITE 103
FRESNO, CA 93650

LAUREN CASENTINI

RESOURCE SOLUTIONS GROUP, INC.
711 MAIN STREET

HALF MOON BAY, CA 94019

ANN KELLY

DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
11 GROVE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

BILLY BLATTNER

MANAGER REGULATORY RELATIONS

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

601 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 2060

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC AND SO.
CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

NORMAN J. FURUTA

ATTORNEY AT LAW

FEDERAL EXECUTIVE AGENCIES
1455 MARKET ST., SUITE 1744
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103-1399

ERIC CUTTER

ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ECONOMICS, INC.

101 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 1600
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

LARA ETTENSON

ENERGY POLICY ANALYST

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

FOR: NRDC

ANDY GOETT

PA CONSULTING GROUP

425 MARKET STREET, 22ND FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

CARMEN BASKETTE

ENERNOC, INC.

594 HOWARD STREET, SUITE 400
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

JENNIFER BARNES
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
MAIL CODE N7K

ANAHEIM, CA 92805

JEFF HIRSCH

JAMES J. HIRSCH & ASSOCIATES
12185 PRESILLA ROAD
CAMARILLO, CA 93012-9243

ALISON TEN CATE
RESOURCE SOLUTIONS GROUP
711 MAIN STREET
HALF MOON BAY, CA 94019

JOHN CELONA
505 VISTA AVENUE
SAN CARLOS, CA 94070

ATHENA BESA

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
601 VAN NESS AVENUE, STE 2060
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

PEDRO VILLEGAS

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC/ SO. CAL.

601 VAN NESS AVE 2060
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

BEN CARVER

MAP SUMMER FELLOW

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER ST., 20TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

KRISTEN GRENFELL

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER STREET 20TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

ANDREW MEIMAN

NEWCOMB ANDERSON MCCORMICK

201 MISSION STREET, SUITE 2010
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

ANN L. MCCORMICK, P.E.
PRINCIPAL

NEWCOMB ANDERSON MCCORMICK

201 MISSION STREET, SUITE 2010
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

EILEEN COTRONEO

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MC B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

JENNY GLUZGOLD
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC CO.
77 BEALE STREET, B9A
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245 MARKET STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

JOHN M. NEWCOMB

NEWCOMB ANDERSON MCCORMICK

201 MISSION STREET, SUITE 2010
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

MATT SULLIVAN

NEWCOMB ANDERSON MCCORMICK
201 MISSION ST., SUITE 2010
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

SANDY LAWRIE

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MC B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

TERRY M. FRY

NEXANT, INC.

101 SECOND STREET, 10TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

ROBERT KASMAN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
245 MARKET STYREET, ROOM 656B
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1702

STEVEN MOSS

SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY POWER
2325 THIRD STREET, STE 344
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS
517-B POTRERO AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110

JOSEPH F. WIEDMAN
ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

ANNE ARQUIT NIEDERBERGER
POLICY SOLUTIONS
4156A 24TH STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

LISA WEINZIMER
ASSOCIATE EDITOR

PLATTS MCGRAW-HILL

695 NINTH AVENUE, NO. 2
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118

BRIAN K. CHERRY
VP, REGULATORY RELATIONS
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

LISE H. JORDAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

ROBERT B. MCLENNAN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE STREET

SAN FRANICSCO, CA 94105

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

SHILPA RAMALYA
77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE N6G
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

WHITNEY RICHARDSON
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC
77 BEALE STREET, MCBO9A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

ROBERT J. REINHARD

MORRISON AND FOERSTER

425 MARKET STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2482

EDWARD G. POOLE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ANDERSON & POOLE

601 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 1300

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94108-2818

FOR: CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT PETROLEUM
ASSOCIATION

CASSANDRA SWEET

DOW JONES NEWSWIRES

201 CALIFORNIA ST., 13TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

SARAH BUCHWALTER

ICF INTERNATIONAL

394 PACIFIC AVE., 2ND FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JIM FLANAGAN

JAMES FLANAGAN ASSOCIATES
124 LOWER TERRACE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

WALTER MCGUIRE
EFFICIENCY PARTNERSHIP
2962 FILLMORE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123

JILL MARVER
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, N7K

http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/published/service lists/R0604010 73070.htm

Page 9 of 16

9/25/2008



CPUC - Service Lists - R0604010

PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE: B10C
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

WILLIAM C. MILLER

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

HELEN ARRICK
BUSINESS ENERGY COALITION

MC B8R, PGE

PO BOX 770000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177-0001

ELLEN PETRILL

DIRECTOR, PUBLIC/PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS
ELECTRIC POWER RESEARCH INSTITUTE
3420 HILLVIEW AVENUE

PALO ALTO, CA 94304

MARY SUTTER

EQUIPOISE CONSULTING INC.
2415 ROOSEVELT DRIVE
ALAMEDA, CA 94501-6238

GERRY HAMILTON

SENIOR ASSOCIATE

GLOBAL ENERGY PARTNERS, LLC

3569 MT. DIABLO BLVD., SUITE 200
LAYFAYETTE, CA 94549

ASHISH GOEL

FOUNDER AND COO

INTERGY CORPORATION

11875 DUBLIN BOULEVARD, SUITE A201
DUBLIN, CA 94568

JAY BHALLA

PRINCIPAL

INTERGY CORPORATION

11875 DUBLIN BLVD., SUITE A201
DUBLIN, CA 94568

PATRICIA R. THOMPSON
SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING
2752 DOS RIOS DR.

SAN RAMON, CA 94583

WILLIAM H. BOOTH

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LAW OFFICES OF WILLIAM H. BOOTH

67 CARR DRIVE

MORAGA, CA 94596

FOR: CALIFORNIA LARGE ENEGY CONSUMERS
ASSOCIATION

MICHAEL CHENG
2723 HARLAND COURT
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94598

ALEX KANG
ITRON, INC.

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

CASE COORDINATION

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, MC B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

RAFAEL FRIEDMANN

SUPERVISOR CUSTOMER ENERGY EFFICIENCY
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

PO BOX 770000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177-0001

ANDREW W. WOOD

ENERGY EFFICIENCY ENGINEER
HONEYWELL UTILITY SOLUTIONS
353 A VINTAGE PARK DRIVE
FOSTER CITY, CA 94404

TERRY L. MURRAY
MURRAY & CRATTY

8627 THORS BAY ROAD
EL CERRITO, CA 94530

MISTI BRUCERI
1521 I STREET
NAPA, CA 94559

GRANT COOKE

VICE PRESIDENT

INTERGY CORPORATION

11875 DUBLIN BOULEVARD, SUITE A201
DUBLIN, CA 94568

RICHARD FOX

DIRECTOR

INTERGY CORPORATION

11875 DUBLIN BOULEVARD, SUITE A201
DUBLIN, CA 94568

SARAH BESERRA

CALIFORNIA REPORTS.COM

39 CASTLE HILL COURT
VALLEJO, CA 94591

FOR: CALIFORNIA REPORTS.COM

PATRICIA THOMPSON

SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING

2920 CAMINO DIABLO, SUITE 210
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94597

CHRIS ANN DICKERSON
CAD CONSULTING

720B CANYON OAKS DRIVE
OAKLAND, CA 94605

ANN PETERSON
ITRON, INC.
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1111 BROADWAY, STE. 1800
OAKLAND, CA 94607

FRED COITO

KEMA INC

492 NINTH ST., SUITE 220
OAKLAND, CA 94607

JO TIFFANY

ALLIANCE TO SAVE ENERGY

717 WASHINGTON STREET, STE. 210
OAKLAND, CA 94607

KATHLEEN GAFFNEY

KEMA

492 NINTH ST., SUITE 220
OAKLAND, CA 94607

FOR: KEMA

MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC.
1814 FRANKLIN STREET, SUITE 720
OAKLAND, CA 94612

BRUCE MAST

BUILD IT GREEN

1434 UNIVERSITY AVENUE
BERKELEY, CA 94702

ALISON WATSON

QUANTUM ENERGY SERVICES & TECHNOLOGIES
2001 ADDISON STREET, SUITE 300
BERKELEY, CA 94704

JESSE W. RASKIN

LEGAL ASSOCIATE

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, 2ND FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704

FOR: THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

STEVE KROMER

3110 COLLEGE AVENUE, APT 12
BERKELEY, CA 94705

FOR: STEVEN KROMER

EDWARD VINE

LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY
BUILDING 90R4000

BERKELEY, CA 94720

DANA ARMANINO

CDA

COUNTY OF MARIN

3501 CIVIC CENTER DRIVE, ROOM 308
SAN RAFAEL, CA 94903

RITA NORTON

RITA NORTON AND ASSOCIATES, LLC
18700 BLYTHSWOOD DRIVE,

LOS GATOS, CA 95030

1111 BROADWAY, SUITE 1800
OAKLAND, CA 94607

JENNIFER FAGAN

PRINCIPAL ENERGY CONSULTANT
ITRON, INC

1111 BROADWAY, SUITE 1800
OAKLAND, CA 94607

FOR: ITRON, INC

JOHN CAVALLI

ITRON, INC.

1111 BROADWAY, STE. 1800
OAKLAND, CA 94607

KARL BROWN
1333 BROADWAY, STE. 240
OAKLAND, CA 94612

DOCKET COORDINATOR
5727 KEITH ST.
OAKLAND, CA 94618

PETER MILLER
CONSULTANT

1834 DELAWARE STREET
BERKELEY, CA 94703

DERRICK REBELLO

QUANTUM ENERGY SVS & TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

2001 ADDISON ST., SUITE 300
B ERKELEY, CA 94704

ROBERT GNAIZDA

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY AVE., 2/F
BERKELEY, CA 94704

FOR: THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

CRAIG TYLER

TYLER & ASSOCIATES
2760 SHASTA ROAD
BERKELEY, CA 94708

MARCIA W. BECK

LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY
MS 90-90R3027D

1 CYCLOTRON ROAD

BERKELEY, CA 94720

JAY LUBOFF

JAY LUBOFF CONSULTING SERVICES
7 ANNIE LANE

MILL VALLEY, CA 94941

CARL PECHMAN

POWER ECONOMICS

901 CENTER STREET
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
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GENE THOMAS

ECOLOGY ACTION

211 RIVER STREET
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

SUSAN O'BRIEN

MCCARTHY & BERLIN, LLP

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

MARY TUCKER

CITY OF SAN JOSE, ENVIRONMENTAL SRVC DEP
200 EAST SANTA CLARA ST., 10TH FLR.

SAN JOSE, CA 95113-1905

ROBERT W. HAMMON
PRINCIPAL

CONSOL

7407 TAM OSHANTER DRIVE
STOCKTON, CA 95210-3370

JOY A. WARREN

REGULATORY ADMINISTRATOR
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 11TH STREET

MODESTO, CA 95354

BARBARA R. BARKOVICH

BARKOVICH & YAP

44810 ROSEWOOD TERRACE

MENDOCINO, CA 95460

FOR: CONSULT. TO THE CAL.LARGE ENERGY
CONSUMERS ASSN.

BENJAMIN FINKELOR

PROGRAM MANAGER

UC DAVIS ENEGY EFFICIENCY CENTER
1 SHIELDS AVENUE

DAVIS, CA 95616

MARSHALL B. HUNT

PROGRAMS DIRECTOR, UC DAVIS

WESTERN COOLING EFFICIENCY CENTER

1554 DREW AVENUE

DAVIS, CA 95616-4632

FOR: WESTERN COOLING EFFICIENCY CENTER

KENNY SWAIN

NAVIGANT CONSULTING

3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670

THOMAS L. TRIMBERGER
CHIEF BUILDING OFFICIAL
CITY OF RANCHO CORDOVA
2729 PROSPECT PARK DRIVE
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670

DAVID REYNOLDS

MAHLON ALDRIDGE

VICE PRESIDENT, ENERGY & CLIMATE GROUP
ECOLOGY ACTION, INC.

211 RIVER STREET

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

FOR: ECOLOGY ACTION, INC.

BARRY HOOPER

CITY OF SAN JOSE

10TH FLOOR

200 EAST SANTA CLARA ST.
SAN JOSE, CA 95113-1905

NANCY KIRSHNER-RODRIGUEZ
CONSULTING DEPARTMENT MANAGER
CONSOL

7407 TAM O SHANTER DRIVE
STOCKTON, CA 95210-3370

BOB HONDEVILLE

MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 11TH STREET

MODESTO, CA 95354

WILLIE M. GATERS

MANAGER, ENERGY AND SUSTAINABILTY DIV.
COUNTY OF SONOMA

2300 COUNTY CENTER DRIVE, A200

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

FOR: COUNTY OF SONOMA

THOMAS P. CONLON
PRESIDENT

GEOPRAXIS

PO BOX 5

SONOMA, CA 95476-0005

RICHARD MCCANN
M.CUBED

2655 PORTAGE BAY ROAD, SUITE 3
DAVIS, CA 95616

DOUGLAS E. MAHONE
HESCHONG MAHONE GROUP
11626 FAIR OAKS BLVD., 302
FAIR OAKS, CA 95628

KIRBY DUSEL

NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.

3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670

LAURIE PARK

NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.

3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670-6078

SCOTT TOMASHEFSKY
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MEMBER SERVICES MANAGER

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA POWER AGENCY
180 CIRBY WAY

ROSEVILLE, CA 95678-6420

JEDEDIAH GIBSON

ATTORNEY

ELLISON SCHNEIDER & HARRIS

2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95811

FOR: SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY

BRUCE MCLAUGHLIN

BRAUN & BLAISING, P.C.
915 L STREET, SUITE 1270
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

ELAINE HEBERT

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS-42
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

JUSTIN C. WYNNE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

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

KATIE SHULTE JOUNG

CALIFORNIA URBAN WATER CONSERVATION
455 CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 703
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

RICHARD SAPUDAR

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 NINTH STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

G. PATRICK STONER

LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
1303 J STREET, SUITE 250
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816

VIKKI WOOD

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
6301 S STREET, MS A204

SACRAMENTO, CA 95817-1899

ROBERT MOWRIS, P.E.

ROBERT MOWRIS & ASSOCIATES
PO BOX 2141

OLYMPIC VALLEY, CA 96145

PAUL NOTTI

HONEYWELL UTILITY SOLUTIONS
6336 SE MILWAUKIE AVE. 11
PORTLAND, OR 97202

M. SAMI KHAWAJA, PH.D

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA POWER AGENCY
180 CIRBY WAY
ROSEVILLE, CA 95678-6420

ALANNA SLOAN

RUNYON SALTZMAN & EINHORN, INC.
ONE CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 400
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

DAN GEIS

THE DOLPHIN GROUP

925 L STREET, SUITE 800

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: INLAND EMPRIES UTILITIES AGENCY

JENNIFER CASTLEBERRY
RUNYON SALTZMAN & EINHORN
ONE CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 400
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

KAE LEWIS

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS 22
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

MOLLY HARCOS

RUNYON, SALTZMAN & EINHORN, INC.
1 CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 400
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

RYAN BERNARDO

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

WILLIAM W. WESTERFIELD III

SR. ATTORNEY

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
6201 S STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95817

FOR: SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY
DISTRICT

STEVEN LEHTONEN

PLUMBING, HEATING, COOLING CONTRACTORS
4153 NORTHGATE BLVD., NO. 6
SACRAMENTO, CA 95834-1218

DR. HUGH (GIL) PEACH

H GIL PEACH & ASSOCIATES LLC
16232 NW OAKHILLS DRIVE
BEAVERTON, OR 97006

BRIAN HEDMAN

VICE PRESIDENT

QUANTEC, LLC

720 SW WASHINGTON STREET, STE 400
PORTLAND, OR 97205

JANE S. PETERS, PH.D.
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QUANTEC, LLC

SUITE 400

720 SW WASHINGTON STREET
PORTLAND, OR 97205

SAM SIRKIN
6908 SW 37TH AVENUE
PORTLAND, OR 97219

JENNIFER HOLMES

ENERGY MARKET INNOVATIONS INC.
83 COLUMBIA STREET, SUITE 303
SEATTLE, WA 98104

JOHN M. CLARKSON

HEAT PROJECT UK

ENACT ENERGY

FREEPOST NATW1078
TOLVADDON, UK TR14 0OHX
UNITED KINGDOM

State Service

PETER LAI

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

320 WEST 4TH STREET SUITE 500

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

AYAT E. OSMAN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

CHERYL COX
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ENERGY PRICING AND CUSTOMER PROGRAMS BRA

ROOM 4209

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
FOR: DRA

CHRISTOPHER R VILLARREAL

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
POLICY & PLANNING DIVISION

ROOM 5119

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

DAVID NG

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5207

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

FRED L. CURRY
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

RESEARCH INTO ACTION, INC.
PO BOX 12312
PORTLAND, OR 97212

MICHAEL BAKER

VICE PRESIDENT

SBW CONSULTING, INC.

2820 NORTHUP WAY, SUITE 230
BELLEVUE, WA 98004

JIM BAZEMORE

ENERGY MARKET INNOVATIONS INC
83 COLUMBIA STREET, SUITE 303
SEATTLE, WA 98104-1417

AVA N. TRAN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

CATHLEEN A. FOGEL

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

CHRISTINE S. TAM

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
ROOM 4209

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

FOR: DRA

DAVID M. GAMSON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 5019

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

EDWARD HOWARD

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
POLICY & PLANNING DIVISION

ROOM 5119

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

HAZLYN FORTUNE
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
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WATER AND SEWER ADVISORY BRANCH
ROOM 3106

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JAMIE FORDYCE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5303

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JEANNE CLINTON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 4002

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JOYCE STEINGASS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
WATER BRANCH

ROOM 4209

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KAREN WATTS-ZAGHA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ENERGY PRICING AND CUSTOMER PROGRAMS BRA
ROOM 4104

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

FOR: DRA

LISA PAULO

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MICHAEL WHEELER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

NATALIE WALSH

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

ROOM 4003

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SARAH R. THOMAS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 5105

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SEAN WILSON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
UTILITY AUDIT, FINANCE & COMPLIANCE BRAN
AREA 3-C

EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5303

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JEAN A. LAMMING

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JEORGE S. TAGNIPES

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JUDITH IKLE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

ROOM 4012

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KATHERINE HARDY

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MATTHEW TISDALE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ENERGY PRICING AND CUSTOMER PROGRAMS BRA
ROOM 4104

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MIKHAIL HARAMATI

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

PAMELA WELLNER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SAZEDUR RAHMAN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
POLICY & DECISION ANALYSIS BRANCH
AREA 3-E

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

THOMAS ROBERTS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ENERGY PRICING AND CUSTOMER PROGRAMS BRA
ROOM 4104
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505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

TIM G. DREW

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ZENAIDA G. TAPAWAN-CONWAY

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

CYNTHIA ROGERS

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

DON SCHULTZ

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ENERGY PRICING AND CUSTOMER PROGRAMS BRA
770 L STREET, SUITE 1050

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: DRA

MARGARET SHERIDAN

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
DEMAND ANALYSIS OFFICE

1516 NINTH STREET, MS-22
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

SYLVIA BENDER

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS22
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

YULIYA SHMIDT

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ENERGY PRICING AND CUSTOMER PROGRAMS BRA
ROOM 4104

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ANNE W. PREMO

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

770 L STREET, SUITE 1050
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

DENNIS L. BECK JR.

SENIOR STAFF COUNSEL

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

1516 NINTH STREET, MS 14
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

E.V. (AL) GARCIA

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

1516 NINTH STREET. MS 42
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

NANCY JENKINS, P.E.

MANAGER

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 NINTH STREET MS-43
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
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