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BEFORE THE
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric o
Company to Implement and Recover in Rates Application 09-02-019

the Costs of its Photovoltaic (PV) Program )
(Filed February 24, 2009)

(U 39 E)

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S (U 39-E) RESPONSE TO THE
APPLICATION FOR REHEARING BY THE CONSUMER FEDERATION OF
CALIFORNIA

Pursuant to Rule 16.1(c) of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public
Utilities Commission (the “Commission”), Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”) submits
this Response to Consumer Federation of California’s (“CFC”) Application for Rehearing (the
“Application”) of Decision (“D.”)10-04-052 regarding PG&E’s Photovoltaic (“PV”’) Program
(the “Decision™).

In its Application, CFC reiterates arguments that the Commission has already rejected in
the course of this proceeding.l/ CFC’s arguments continue to lack factual or legal support.
Because the Commission’s Decision is supported by a substantial evidentiary record and is
consistent with all applicable laws, the Commission should deny the Application.

I
I

I

3v See, e.g., July 1, 2009 Assigned Commissioner’s and Administrative Law Judge’s Scoping Memo and
Ruling at 12 (Ordering Paragraph 14) (denying CFC Motion to Dismiss).



I. THE APPROVED METHOD OF COST RECOVERY FOR THE PV PROGRAM
IS CONSISTENT WITH PUBLIC UTILITIES CODE SECTION 454.8.

CFC argues that the Decision violates Section 454.8 of the California Public Utilities
Code? because PG&E has not yet constructed its utility-owned PV Program facilities.? Section
454.8 states in relevant part that “any decision establishing rates” for a new capital projects that
are “used and useful” should be recovered over the useful life of the facility so that ratepayers in
a given year will not pay for the benefits received in other years.* The Decision considered and
rejected CFC’s argument regarding Section 454.8.%

CFC continues to confuse the Decision’s determination regarding the reasonableness of
costs to be incurred with the change in customer rates that will occur only after the PV Program
facilities enter into commercial operation and become “used and useful.” Cost recovery (i.e., the
accrual of revenues) will only begin once the facilities are installed and delivering.é/ Actual
recovery in rates of the costs of the operational facility will not begin until January 1 of the year
following operation.” Following the commencement of commercial operation at a utility-owned
PV Program facility but prior to rate recovery beginning for any such facility, PG&E will file an
advice letter seeking approval to modify rates in the coming year to reflect the recovery of costs

for that facility approved by the Commission in the Decision.?’ The Decision is fully consistent

2/ All subsequent references to codified sections are to the California Public Utilities Code.

3/ Application at 2.

4/ Pub. Util. Code § 454.8. The code section is cited in full at page 2 of the CFC Application.

5/ Decision at 47-48.

6/ A.09-02-019 Exhibit (“Exh.”) 1, Opening Testimony of Joe O’Flanagan, at p. 6-4.

7/ 1bid.

8/ See, e.g., Advice 3518-E (PG&E’s 2009 Annual Electric True-Up (the “2009 AET”) preliminary forecast

of rates to be in effect Jan. 1, 2010); Advice 3518-E-A (Updated and Amended 2009 AET); Res. E-4289
(approving PG&E’s 2009 AET rate changes subject to future audit, verification, and adjustment).



with Section 454.8 since at the time that any new rates are established reflecting the cost of
utility-owned PV Program facilities, those facilities will be used and useful. Moreover, the
approved cost recovery structure ensures that the costs of facilities will be recovered over their
useful lives, as directed by Section 454.8.

The Commission’s implementation of Section 454.8 is consistent with the legislative
history of that provision. For example, during the Senate’s consideration of the bill that would
enact Section 454.8, the Senate Floor Analysis made clear that the intent of the bill was to set a
maximum cost of a project in advance, subject to modification if circumstances later warrant,
and then to require a rate recovery method which would be constant in real economic terms over
the life of the facility.? The maximum cost adopted by the Commission was intended to be the
maximum “reasonable and prudent” cost for constructing the plant.m/ In fact, the Commission is
expressly authorized by statute to adopt a prospective estimate of reasonable capital costs in any
proceeding.Y’ In doing so here, the Decision has acted consistently with a number of recent
approvals of generation projects, including the Colusa, Humboldt, and Gateway plants and the

12/

Diablo Canyon and San Onofre Steam Generator Replacement Projects.™

I1. THE PV PROGRAM IS CONSISTENT WITH BOTH PG&E’S RPS PLAN AND
PUBLIC UTILTIES CODE SECTION 399.14.

CFC argues that the Commission erred by: (1) requiring PG&E to amend its 2010
Renewables Portfolio Standard (“RPS”’) Procurement Plan (the “2010 RPS Plan”) to include its

PV Program; and (2) by stating its intention to review PV Program contracts for consistency with

9/ AB 179 (Sher), Senate Floor Analysis at Third Reading (Aug. 20, 1985).
10/ See Consumer Affairs Department Analysis of AB 179 at 2 (July 31, 1985).
11/ Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 463.5(a).

12/ Exh. 4, Rebuttal Testimony of Joe O’Flanagan, at p. 5-4.



the 2010 RPS Plan.'¥ CFC argues that the Commission cannot find that the PV Program
complies with least-cost, best-fit (“LCBF”) principles under the approved methodology and that
application of LCBF principles would in fact lead to a different outcome.'*

CFC’s arguments fail to acknowledge that utility ownership of renewables has been a
part of PG&E’s RPS planning process, including the annual RPS Plans and the Commission’s
decisions approving those plans, for years.!? Indeed, PG&E’s conformed 2009 RPS Plan, filed
on June 22, 2009, and PG&E’s draft 2010 RPS Plan both include a discussion of renewable
energy ownership opportunities in general, and the PV Program in particular.!® PG&E
specifically referenced utility-owned renewable projects in the resource planning section of its

17/

most recently-approved RPS Plan.™ More generally, the Commission encouraged the

development of utility-owned renewable generation in the 2006 Long-Term Procurement Plan
proceeding.*¥

The record of this proceeding provides substantial evidence to support the Commission’s
approval of the PV Program as consistent with LCBF principles. As discussed more fully in

section IV below, the PV Program has a number of key benefits, including the use of an

established technology, the ability to rapidly develop and interconnect smaller scale projects,

13/ Application at 4.

14/ See id. at 5.

15/ See e.g. D.09-06-018 at 48-51 (describing utility-ownership portion of 2009 RPS Plan); D.08-02-
008 at 32-35 (same for 2008 RPS Plans); D.07-02-011 at 23-25 (describing utility-ownership
portion of 2007 RPS plans).

16/ See PG&E Conformed 2009 RPS Plan at 34-38, Conf. App. D at 4-5 (public version available at
https://www.pge.com/regulation/RenewablePortfolioStdsOIR-IIT-Admin/Other-
Docs/PGE/2009/RenewablePortfolioStdsOIR-111-Admin_Other-Doc_PGE 20090622-01.pdf); Draft PG&E
Draft 2010 RPS Plan at 43 (Feb. 17, 2010 Draft).

17/ 1d. at 34.

18/ D.07-12-052 atpp. 79, 211.



relatively low transmission and distribution costs, and the portfolio benefits of solar, such as
production of electricity during peak hours. Additionally, CFC fails to acknowledge that the PV
Program site selection criteria are designed to ensure that PG&E procures and develops
renewable resources that are consistent with LCBF criteria.'”

In summary, the Commission has implemented the provisions of Section 399.14 by
requiring PG&E to file an annual RPS Plan, and PG&E has incorporated the PV Program into its
approved and proposed RPS Plans. The record contains substantial evidence supporting the
Commission’s determination that the PV Program, when implemented as approved, is consistent

with the LCBF goals embodied in Section 399.14.

III. THE RECORD SUPPORTS THE COMMISSION’S DECISION TO
CONDITIONALLY ALLOW RATE RECOVERY FOR THE PV PROGRAM.

CFC argues that the Decision violates Section 4542 because PG&E did not meet a
“burden of proof” to show that an increase in rates related to the PV Program is justified. 2! As
an initial matter, PG&E complied with Section 454 when it submitted its PV Program for
approval by the Commission through an application. PG&E’s testimony and briefing in this
proceeding demonstrated that cost recovery is justified, and the Commission, in approving the
application, has found that specific costs are justified and recoverable.?? Nothing in this
proceeding constitutes a unilateral and unapproved change in electric rates of the kind that

Section 454 prohibits.

19/ See Exh. 1, Opening Testimony of Brian McDonald, at pp. 2-3 to 2-4.

20/ Section 454 provides, in relevant part, that “no public utility shall change any rate . . . except upon a
showing before the commission and a finding by the commission that the new rate is justified.”

21/ Application at 5-6.

22/ See D.10-04-052 at 15 (“[W]e find that the PV Program is in the interest of ratepayers and the adopted
prices are just and reasonable.”)



Moreover, substantial evidence supports the Commission’s finding that the approved PV
Program costs are just and reasonable. The record contains substantial evidence supporting cost
estimates for the PV Program, which were based on vendor data and indicative cost estimates
from PV manufacturers and system integrators, as well as PG&E-supplied balance of plant

23/

components.* PG&E’s testimony also includes a breakdown of the PV Program cost

components, as well as a detailed description of each component.?¥ Additionally, as more fully
discussed in section IV below, the record contains substantial testimony from PG&E and from
other parties regarding the benefits that customers and the state in general stand to gain by the
Commission’s adoption of the PV Program. The Commission acted well within its discretion

when it found that the PV Program costs are just and reasonable in light of the benefits.

IV.  THE COMMISSION’S DECISION IS SUPPORTED BY SUBSTANTIAL
EVIDENCE IN THE RECORD.

CFC disputes the Commission’s findings that the PV Program is in the interest of the
ratepayers and that its adoption is prudent.) However, these findings are supported by
substantial evidence in the record, and CFC’s disagreement with the Commission’s reasonable
exercise of its discretion does not constitute legal error.

The record in this proceeding supports the Commission’s finding that the PV Program’s
costs are reasonable given the many benefits that will flow to PG&E customers. PG&E’s

witness testified that these benefits include the viable development of near-term renewable

power for PG&E’s customers,” the diversification of PG&E’s and California’s renewable

23/ See Exh. 1, Opening Testimony of Doug Herman at p. 4-1.
24/ 1d. at pp. 4-3 to 4-6.
25/ See Application at 7; See also Decision at 15.

26/ See Exh. 1, Opening Testimony of Fong Wan, at p. 1-6.



portfolio through the addition of utility ownership and a focus on mid-sized PV,*” the

advancement of state policies and legislative goals,® and the stimulus the PV Program will

provide to California’s renewable power component and services markets.2

These benefits are in addition to the more general social benefits that have led
California’s policymakers to adopt and expand requirements for the development of renewable
power. The Commission appropriately took notice of the expressed RPS goals of the state2? In
a recent Executive Order, Governor Schwarzenegger noted that such renewable resources
provide “multiple and significant benefits to California’s environment and economy, including
improving local air quality and public health, reducing global warming, diversifying our energy
supply, improving energy security, enhancing economic development and creating jobs.”Y
Similarly, the California legislature declared as part of California’s landmark Global Warming
Solutions Act that global warming poses a serious threat to the environment of California,
implying that actions, like the PV Program, that reduce emissions that cause global warming will

significantly benefit the State.**

The Governor made this connection explicit in his Executive
Order when he declared that “substantially increased development of renewable energy, energy

efficiency, and demand response are all needed to meet the greenhouse reduction goal of 1990

levels by 2020 and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050, making the success and expansion of

27/ 1bid.
28/ Id. atp. 1-5 through p. 1-6.
29/ Id atp. 1-7.

30/ See, e.g., Decision at 15 (“It is clear that development of renewable generation to meet the RPS goals for
2010 and beyond is a priority for this state and this Commission.”).

31/ Executive Order (“E.O.”) S-21-09, (Preamble).

32/ 1d. (citing Chapter 488, Statutes of 2006, “AB 32”).



renewable sources of energy a key priority for California’s economic and environmental

future.”¥

The benefits noted by the Governor and legislature apply to the PV Program since its
primary goal is to produce new sources of renewable power in California. The PV Program will
lead to a rapid increase in renewable resource energy deliveries that will be available to help
meet both the near-term and longer-term RPS goals.** Assuming full completion of the entire
500 MWs, the PV Program will contribute up to 1.3 percent of PG&E’s retail sales.?”
Particularly in a time of economic upheaval and unusually tight credit markets, the UOG
component of the PV Program takes advantage of PG&E’s ability to secure credit and ensure the
development of the facilities needed to achieve RPS and greenhouse gas mandates.>®

PG&E proposed a 500 MW PV Program because the energy output from a program of

this size will contribute a significant part of PG&E’s RPS goals®” while allowing PG&E to

benefit from economies of scale in the UOG component.>¥ PG&E’s witness also testified that a

program of the size proposed will stimulate the PV industrial sector and spur the development of

33/ 1d. at Preamble. The Governor stated more directly that “the goals and purposes of the RPS Program and
the goals and purposes of AB 32 are mutual and compatible because an increase in the use of renewable
electricity will reduce greenhouse gas emissions.” Id.

34/ Exh. 1, Opening Testimony of Fong Wan, at p. 1-6.

35/ 1bid.

36/ Id. atp. 1-3, lines 5-9.

37/ Exh. 4, Rebuttal Testimony of Fong Wan, at p. 1-5, p. 1-7.

38/ Id atp. 1-7.



new and lower-cost technologies, providing further benefits to PG&E customers over time.>

The Solar Alliance, an organization made up of PV developers, agreed.*”

As noted above, PG&E views the development of utility-owned facilities as an important
part of a broader risk diversification strategy for compliance with RPS and greenhouse gas
mandates. This diversification also calls for the continuing participation of independent power
producers. PG&E’s witness testified that splitting the total capacity to be developed in the
program between the UOG and PPA components benefits customers by allowing each type of
power producer to apply its particular strengths and providing a broad stimulus to the PV
industry. ¥ Additionally, the inclusion of a UOG component provide a greater level of
transparency for PG&E and the CPUC regarding the cost of renewable development that cannot
be obtained through existing RPS contracting processes.*?

The substantial evidence cited above supports the Commission’s determination that the
approved costs of the PV Program are just and reasonable when viewed in light of the benefits.

CFC’s assertion to the contrary should be rejected.

V. THE COMMISSION’S EX PARTE RULES PROVIDE ADEQUATE DUE
PROCESS AND ARE CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE LAWS.

CFC reiterates its objection, made previously through a motion® and denied by the

44/ 45/

Administrative Law Judge,™ to ex parte meetings between PG&E and the Commission.™ CFC

39/ See Exh. 1, Opening Testimony of Fong Wan, at p. 1-2; Exh. 4, Rebuttal of Fong Wan, at p. 1-7.

40/ Exh. 10, Solar Alliance Data Response PGE-Solaralliance 001.

41/ Exh. 1, Opening Testimony of Fong Wan, at p. 1-7.

42/ Id. atp. 1-8.

43/ See Motion Objecting to the Proposed Meeting between PG&E and Commissioner Peevey (Feb. 2, 2010).

44/ Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Denying the Motion of the Consume Federation of California
Objecting to an Ex Parte Meeting (March 1, 2010).

45/ PG&E notes that CFC’s list of ex parte meetings is not accurate.



does not allege that PG&E failed to give a “3-day notice” to other parties of an oral ex parte
communication with a Commissioner, but rather argues without factual or legal support that even
when such notice is properly given and equal time is offered by the Commissioner to other

parties, PG&E’s communication violated CFC’s right to procedural due process and the

. .. .. 46
applicable code provisions and Commission Rules.*”

Ex parte communications with Commissioners are allowed in ratesetting cases like the

present one pursuant to Section 1701.3(c) and Rule*” 8.2(c)(1). Section 1701.3(c) provides that

“if an ex parte communication meeting is granted to any party, all other parties shall also be
granted individual ex parte meetings of a substantially equal period of time and shall be sent a

notice of that authorization at the time that the request is granted. In no event shall that notice be

2948/

less than three days. The Commission has implemented this separate provision by allowing

individual oral communications as follows:

If a decisionmaker grants an ex parte communication meeting or
call to any interested person individually, all other parties shall be
granted an individual meeting of a substantially equal period of
time with that decisionmaker. The interested person requesting the
initial individual meeting shall notify the parties that its request has
been granted, and shall file a certificate of service of this
notification, at least three days before the meeting or call.*

Finally, Rule 8.3 provides that a notice of qualifying ex parte communications with
decisionmakers (e.g., Commissioners) and their advisors must be filed within three days
subsequent to the ex parte communication.

PG&E adhered to the requirements and process set forth by Section 1701.3(c) and Rules

46/ See Application at 9.
47/ “Rule” refers to the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure.
48/ Pub. Util. Code § 1701.3(c).

49/ Rule 8.2(c)(1).

10



8.2(c)(1) and 8.3. Because the statute and Rules provide fair access to decisionmakers, adequate

notice, and other hallmarks of due process (assuming, arguendo, that due process requirements

are applicable), and because PG&E complied with the applicable ex parte laws and regulations,

CFC’s claim of legal error should be rejected.

VI. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, PG&E requests that the Commission deny CFC’s Application

for Rehearing.

June 7, 2010

Respectfully submitted,
M. GRADY MATHAI-JACKSON
CHARLES R. MIDDLEKAUFF

By _ /s/ M. Grady Mathai-Jackson
M. GRADY MATHAI-JACKSON

Law Department

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
P.O. Box 7442

San Francisco, CA 94120
Telephone: (415) 973-3744
Facsimile: (415) 973-5520
E-mail: mgml@pge.com

Attorneys for
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY ELECTRONIC MAIL OR U.S. MAIL

I, the undersigned, state that I am a citizen of the United States and am employed in the
City and County of San Francisco; that I am over the age of eighteen (18) years and not a party
to the within cause; and that my business address is Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Law
Department B30A, 77 Beale Street, San Francisco, CA 94105.

I am readily familiar with the business practice of Pacific Gas and Electric Company for
collection and processing of correspondence for mailing with the United States Postal Service.
In the ordinary course of business, correspondence is deposited with the United States Postal
Service the same day it is submitted for mailing.

On the 7th day of June 2010, I served a true copy of:

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S (U 39-E) RESPONSE TO THE
APPLICATION FOR REHEARING BY THE CONSUMER FEDERATION OF
CALIFORNIA

[XX] By Electronic Mail — serving the enclosed via e-mail transmission to each of the parties
listed on the official service list for A.09-02-019 with an e-mail address.
[XX] By U.S. Mail — by placing the enclosed for collection and mailing, in the course of
ordinary business practice, with other correspondence of Pacific Gas and Electric Company,
enclosed in a sealed envelope, with postage fully prepaid, addressed to those parties listed on the
official service lists for A.09-02-019 without an e-mail address.

I certify and declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that
the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this 7th day of June, 2010 at San Francisco, California.

/s/ Amy S. Yu
Amy S. Yu
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LAW OFFICES OF WILLIAM H. BOOTH
67 CARR DRIVE

MORAGA CA 94556

FOR: California Large Energy Consumers Association

Email: wbooth@booth-law.com
Status: PARTY

MICHAEL E. BOYD PRESIDENT
CALIFORNIANS FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY, INC.
5439 SOQUEL DRIVE
SOQUEL CA 95073
Email: michaelboyd@sbcglobal.net
Status: INFORMATION

MARC D. JOSEPH ATTORNEY

ADAMS, BROADWELL, JOSEPH & CARDOZO

601 GATEWAY BLVD., STE. 1000

SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO CA 94080
FOR: Coalition of California Utility Employees
Email: mdjoseph@adamsbroadwell.com
Status: PARTY

ALEXIS K. WODTKE STAFF ATTORNEY
CONSUMER FEDERATION OF CALIFORNIA
520 S. EL CAMINO REAL, STE. 340
SAN MATEO CA 94402
FOR: Consumer Federation of California
Email: lex@consumercal.org
Status: PARTY

ROBERT B. GEX
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP
505 MONTGOMERY ST, STE 800
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111-6533
Email: bobgex@dwt.com
Status: INFORMATION

DOUGLAS M. GRANDY, P.E. CALIFORNIA ONSITE
GENERATION
DG TECHNOLOGIES
1220 MACAULAY CIRCLE
CARMICHAEL CA 95608
Email: dgrandy@caonsitegen.com
Status: INFORMATION
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WILLIAM F. DIETRICH ATTORNEY
DIETRICH LAW
2977 YGNACIO VALLEY ROAD, NO. 613
WALNUT CREEK CA 94598-3535
Email: dietrichlaw2@earthlink.net
Status: INFORMATION

DONALD C. LIDDELL, PC
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL
2928 2ND AVE
SAN DIEGO CA 92103
Email: liddell@energyattorney.com
Status: INFORMATION

Christopher Clay
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4300
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102-3214
FOR: DRA
Email: cec@cpuc.ca.gov
Status: PARTY

GREGGORY L. WHEATLAND
ELLISON SCHNEIDER & HARRIS L.L.P.
2600 CAPITOL AVE, STE 400
SACRAMENTO CA 95816-5905

Email: glw@eslawfirm.com

Status: INFORMATION

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

FOR: First Solar

Email: ek@a-klaw.com

Status: PARTY

DOCKET COORDINATOR

5727 KEITH ST.

OAKLAND CA 94618
Email: cpucdockets@keyesandfox.com
Status: INFORMATION

NEVIN SPIEKER
2180 SAND HILL ROAD, STE 100
MENLO PARK CA 94025
Email: nspieker@spiekerinv.com
Status: INFORMATION

DANIEL W. DOUGLASS
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL
21700 OXNARD ST, STE 1030
WOODLAND HILLS CA 91367
FOR: Direct Access Customer Coalition/WWestern Power
Trading Forum/The Alliance For Retail Energy
Markets
Email: douglass@energyattorney.com
Status: PARTY

CASSANDRA SWEET

DOW JONES NEWSWIRES

201 CALIFORNIA ST., 13TH FLR

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111
Email: cassandra.sweet@dowjones.com
Status: INFORMATION

WENDY L. ILLINGWORTH
ECONOMIC INSIGHTS
320 FEATHER LANE
SANTA CRUZ CA 95060
Email: wendy@econinsights.com
Status: INFORMATION

LYNN HAUG
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS L.L.P.
2600 CAPITAL AVE, STE 400
SACRAMENTO CA 95816

Email: Imh@eslawfirm.com

Status: INFORMATION

LORRAINE A. PASKETT VICE PRES., POLICY & MARKET
DEVELOPMENT
FIRST SOLAR, INC.
350 WEST WASHINGTON ST, STE 600
TEMPE AZ 85281
Email: LPaskett@Firstsolar.com
Status: INFORMATION

MICHAEL MCDONALD
1103 TIMBERPINE COURT
SUNNYVALE CA 94086
Email: michael.mcdonald@ieee.org
Status: INFORMATION

DAVID WIESNER

1865 BUSH ST, NO. 201

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94109
Email: david@dwassociates.us
Status: INFORMATION
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ROBERT BALLETTI ACCOUNT MANAGER
GE ENERGY - POWER GENERATION
6130 STONERIDGE MALL ROAD, STE. 300B
PLEASANTON CA 94588

Email: robert.balletti@ge.com

Status: INFORMATION

MICHAEL B. DAY
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP
505 SANSOME ST, STE 900
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111-3133
Email: mday@goodinmacbride.com
Status: INFORMATION

THOMAS MILLHOFF

HELIO MICRO UTILITY, INC

100 MONTGOMERY ST, STE 1055

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104
Email: tmillhoff@heliomu.com
Status: INFORMATION

JOHN NIMMONS ATTORNEY
JOHN NIMMONS & ASSOCIATES, INC.
175 ELINOR AVE
MILL VALLEY CA 94941
Email: jna@speakeasy.org
Status: INFORMATION

BRIAN COWAN

KYOCERA SOLARINC

8611 BALBOA AVE

SAN DIEGO CA 92123
Email: brian.cowan@kyocera.com
Status: INFORMATION

SEAN P. BEATTY SR. MGR. EXTERNAL & REGULATORY
AFFAIRS
MIRANT CALIFORNIA, LLC
696 WEST 10TH ST., PO BOX 192
PITTSBURG CA 94565
Email: sean.beatty@mirant.com
Status: INFORMATION

DIANE I. FELLMAN

NRG WEST

73 DOWNEY ST

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94117
Email: Diane.Fellman@nrgenergy.com
Status: INFORMATION

RENEE H. GUILD CEO
GLOBAL ENERGY MARKETS
15400 WINCHESTER BLVD., NO. 32
LOS GATOS CA 95030
Email: renee@gem-corp.com
Status: INFORMATION

DOUGLAS A. OGLESBY ATTORNEY
HANSON BRIDGETT LLP
425 MARKET ST, 26TH FLR
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105
Email: doglesby@hansonbridgett.com
Status: INFORMATION

STEVEN KELLY
INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION
1215 K ST, STE 900
SACRAMENTO CA 95814
FOR: Independent Energy Producers Association
Email: steven@iepa.com
Status: INFORMATION

RUSSELL SHERMAN

KIEWIT PACIFIC CO.

5000 MARSH DR.

CONCORD CA 94520-5322
Email: Russell.sherman@kiewit.com
Status: INFORMATION

STEVEN MOSS

M-CUBED

673 KANSAS ST

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94107
Email: steven@moss.net
Status: INFORMATION

MRW & ASSOCIATES, LLC
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY CA 0
Email: mrw@mrwassoc.com
Status: INFORMATION

DAVID SAUL

PACIFIC VALLEY LLC

115 WEST CANON PERDIDO ST

SANTA BARBARA CA 93101
Email: dsaul@pacific-valley.com
Status: INFORMATION
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HEIDE CASWELL
PACIFICORP
825 NE MULTNOMAH ST, STE 1500
PORTLAND OR 97232
Email: heide.caswell@pacificorp.com
Status: INFORMATION

JORDAN A. WHITE SENIOR ATTORNEY
PACIFICORP
1407 W. NORTH TEMPLE, STE 320
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84116
Email: jordan.white@pacificorp.com
Status: INFORMATION

LUKE DUNNINGTON ASSOCIATE, DEVELOPMENT
RECURRENT ENERGY
300 CALIFORNIA ST, 8TH FL
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104
Email: luke.dunnington@recurrentenergy.com
Status: INFORMATION

DESPINA NIEHAUS
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32D
SAN DIEGO CA 92123-1530
Email: DNiehaus@SempraUtilities.com
Status: INFORMATION

SHANI KLEINHAUS
SANTA CLARA VALLEY AUDUBON SOCIETY
22221 MCLELLAN ROAD
CUPERTINO CA 95014
Email: shani@scvas.org
Status: INFORMATION

CURTIS KEBLER

SEMPRA GENERATION

101 ASH ST, HQ14D

SAN DIEGO CA 92101
Email: CKebler@SempraGeneration.com
Status: INFORMATION

SARA BIRMINGHAM DIRECTOR, WESTERN POLICY
SOLAR ALLIANCE
646 19TH AVE
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94121
FOR: Solar Alliance
Email: sara@solaralliance.org
Status: INFORMATION

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

ANDRE DEVILBISS ASSOCIATE, DEVELOPMENT
RECURRENT ENERGY
300 CALIFORNIA ST, 8TH FLR
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104
Email: andre.devilbiss@recurrentenergy.com
Status: INFORMATION

JIM HOWELL

RECURRENT ENERGY

300 CALIFORNIA ST., 8TH FLR

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104
Email: jim.howell@recurrentenergy.com
Status: INFORMATION

STEVEN D. PATRICK

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

555 WEST FIFTH ST, GT14G1

LOS ANGELES CA 90013-1011
FOR: San Diego Gas and Electric Company
Email: SDPatrick@SempraUtilities.com
Status: PARTY

MARILYN J. BURKE

SEMPRA GENERATION

101 ASH ST, HQ14A

SAN DIEGO CA 92101-6196
Email: MBurke@SempraGeneration.com
Status: INFORMATION

GENEVIEVE LIANG SOLAR ENERGY SOLUTIONS
GROUP
SHARP ELECTRONICS CORPORATION
5901 BOLSA AVE
HUNTINGTON BEACH CA 92647
Email: liangG@sharpsec.com
Status: INFORMATION

JEANNE B. ARMSTRONG
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP
505 SANSOME ST, STE 900
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111
FOR: Solar Alliance
Email: jarmstrong@goodinmacbride.com
Status: PARTY
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SOLAR POWER PARTNERS, INC.
100 SHORELINE HIGHWAY STE 210 BLDG B
MILL VALLEY CA 94941
Email: docket@solarpowerpartners.com
Status: INFORMATION

JANET A. GAGNON

SOLAR WORLD CALIFORNIA

4650 ADOHR LANE

CAMARILLO CA 93012
Email: janet.gagnon@solarworld-usa.com
Status: INFORMATION

CASE ADMINISTRATION
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE, RM 370
ROSEMEAD CA 91730

Email: case.admin@sce.com

Status: INFORMATION

SETH D. HILTON

STOEL RIVES, LLP

555 MONTGOMERY ST., STE 1288

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111
Email: sdhilton@stoel.com
Status: INFORMATION

SUE KATELEY EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

CALIFORNIA SOLAR ENERGY INDUSTRIES ASSN

PO BOX 782

RIO VISTA CA 94571
FOR: The California Solar Energy Industries Association
Email: info@calseia.org
Status: PARTY

SAMUEL S. KANG
THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE
1918 UNIVERSITY AVE, SECOND FLR
BERKELEY CA 94704
Email: samuelk@greenlining.org
Status: INFORMATION

MATTHEW FREEDMAN
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
115 SANSOME ST, STE 900
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104
FOR: The Utility Reform Network
Email: matthew@turn.org
Status: PARTY

GENEVIEVE NOWICKI
SOLAR POWER PARTNERS, INC.
100 SHORELINE HIGHWAY STE 210 BLDG B
MILL VALLEY CA 94941
Email: docket@solarpowerpartners.com
Status: INFORMATION

ERIC CHERNISS
SOLARGEN ENERGY
20400 STEVENS CREEK BLVD, STE 700
CUPERTINO CA 95014
Email: eric.cherniss@gmail.com
Status: INFORMATION

ANGELICA MORALES
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE
ROSEMEAD CA 91770
FOR: Southern California Edison
Email: angelica.morales@sce.com
Status: PARTY

RAFI HASSAN
SUSQUEHANNA FINANCIAL GROUP, LLLP
101 CALIFORNIA ST, STE 3250
SAN FRANCISOC CA 94111
Email: rafi.hassan@sig.com
Status: INFORMATION

STEPHANIE C. CHEN
THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE
1918 UNIVERSITY AVE, 2ND FLR
BERKELEY CA 94704
FOR: The Greenlining Institute
Email: stephaniec@greenlining.org
Status: PARTY

BRIAN T. CRAGG ATTORNEY

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE & DAY

505 SANSOME ST, STE 900

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111
FOR: The Independent Energy Producers Association
Email: bcragg@gmssr.com
Status: PARTY

ADAM BROWNING

THE VOTE SOLAR INITIATIVE

300 BRANNAN ST, STE 609

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94107
FOR: The vote Solar Initiative
Email: abrowning@votesolar.org
Status: PARTY
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KEVIN ANDERSON JULIEN DUMOULIN-SMITH ASSOCIATE ANALYST
UBS INVESTMENT RESEARCH UBS INVESTMENT RESEARCH
1285 AVE OF THE AMERICAS 1285 AVE OF THE AMERICAS
NEW YORK NY 10019 NEW YORK NY 10019
Status: INFORMATION Email: julien.dumoulin-smith@ubs.com
Status: INFORMATION
JOHN PIMENTEL ANDREW YIM
WHITE HAT ENERGY ZIMMER LUCAS PARTNERS
168 EAST CREEK DRIVE, STE D 535 MADISON AVE., 6TH FLR
MENLO PARK CA 94025 NEW YORK NY 10022
Email: jpimentel@worldwasteintl.com Email: Yim@ZimmerLucas.com
Status: INFORMATION Status: INFORMATION
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