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Pursuant to Rules 1.4(a)(2)(ii) and 6.2 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and 

Procedure, and the Order Instituting Rulemaking issued October 6, 2011 (“OIR”) in this 

proceeding, the Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”), the Union of Concerned 

Scientists (“UCS”), The Vote Solar Initiative (“Vote Solar”), Sierra Club California (“SCC”), 

Californians for Clean Energy and Jobs (“CCEJ”), and The Nature Conservancy (“TNC”) submit 

the following joint reply comments.  Collectively, NRDC, UCS, Vote Solar, SCC, CCEJ and 

TNC shall be referred to as the “Joint Parties” in this filing. 

 Overall, the opening comments submitted to the California Public Utilities Commission 

(“Commission” or “CPUC”) on the OIR demonstrated a broad range of support for continued 

investment in public interest research, development and demonstration and in emerging and 

undervalued renewable energy resources and technologies.  In addition to the Joint Parties, 

support for continued funding came from traditional industry groups, the clean tech sector, 

consumer groups, environmental justice organizations, renewable energy and energy efficiency 
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associations, and leading research organizations.1 The Joint Parties believe that this broad range 

of support provides the Commission with ample backing to authorize continued funding for these 

investments in Phase 1 and a firm foundation for further addressing the issues in Phase 2 of this 

proceeding. 

 

I. The Commission Has Clear Authority and Responsibility to Authorize Ongoing 
Investment in Research, Development and Demonstration 
 

Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”), the California Large Energy Consumers 

Association and the Energy Producers and Users Coalition (“CLECA/EPUC”) and the Consumer 

Federation of California (“CFC”), raise the issue of whether the Commission investment in 

research, development and demonstration exceeds the Commission’s authority.  The Joint Parties 

believe that collection and investment of such funds is well within the authority delegated by the 

State to this Commission, and indeed, that doing so is a responsibility of the Commission.  As we 

discussed in our opening comments, statutory mandates on the CPUC create a clear need for 

ongoing research, development and demonstration (“RD&D”) to address the variety of 

challenges California electric customers face in the coming years.2   

A. Research, development and demonstration is squarely within the broad 
authority delegated to this Commission by the State. 

SCE3, CFC4, CLECA/EPUC5 and the California Manufacturers and Technology 

Association (“CMTA”)6 claim the Commission does not have authority to invest in research, 

1 Division of Ratepayer Advocates at p.2; Water Research Training/Pacific Forest Trust at p.2; California Farm 
Bureau Federation at pp.6-7; Bay Area Biosolids to Energy Coalition at p. 3; Pacific Gas and Electric at p.1; Silicon 
Valley Leadership Group, et.al. at p.5; Solar Alliance at p.2; California Building Industry Association at p.2; Waste 
Management at p.2; CEEIC, p.1; Ella Baker Center, pp. 6-7. 
2 “Joint Opening Comments of The Natural Resources Defense Council, The Union Of Concerned Scientists, The 
Vote Solar Initiative, Sierra Club California, Californians for Clean Energy and Jobs and The Nature Conservancy” 
October 20, 2011, (Hereinafter: “Joint Parties Opening Comments”), pp. 4-6. 
3 “Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) Comments on Order Instituting Rulemaking 11-10-003,” 
October 20, 2011 (SCE Opening Comments), pp.7-8.  

4 “Opening Comments of the Consumer Federation of California on the Order Instituting Rulemaking on the 
Commission’s Own Motion to Determine the Impact on Public Benefits Associated with the Expiration of 
Ratepayer Charges Pursuant to the Public Utilities Code Section 399.8,” October 20, 2011 (CFC Opening 
Comments),  p. 4.  

5 “Comments of the California Large Energy Consumers Association and the Energy Producers and Users 
Coalition,” October 20, 2011 (CLECA/EPUC Opening Comments), p. 7. 
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development and demonstration.  In addition, CFC claims that Commission approval of research, 

development and demonstration investments would violate Proposition 26.7  These arguments 

fail due to the broad statutory and constitutional authority given to the Commission to set just 

and reasonable rates.  As the Joint Parties discussed in opening comments, the legislature has 

delegated broad authority to the Commission to fund research, development and demonstration.  

Indeed, such investments are necessary for the Commission to meet its responsibilities to achieve 

all cost effective energy efficiency, minimize societal and environmental costs of electric 

generation, reduce greenhouse gas emissions pursuant to AB 32, and meet the 33 percent 

Renewables Portfolio Standard (“RPS”).8  As the Division of Ratepayer Advocates (“DRA”) 

notes,9 Public Utility Code Section 381, which requires a collection of a non-bypassable element 

of the distribution service for investment in research, development and demonstration, emerging 

renewable energy sources and energy efficiency, has not expired.10  Only the specific levels and 

limits of funding indicated in Public Utility Code 399.8 expire on January 1, 2012.11 

Furthermore, the California Constitution and Legislature have delegated broad authority 

to the Commission, which California courts have routinely affirmed.  The CPUC has clear power 

to “fix rates, establish rules…and prescribe a uniform system of accounts for all public utilities 

subject to its jurisdiction.”12  Statutorily, the Commission is authorized to “supervise and 

regulate every public utility in the State and may do all things, whether specially designated in 

this part or in addition thereto, which are necessary and convenient in the exercise of such power 

and jurisdiction.”13  California courts have described the CPUC as “a state agency of 

constitutional origin with far-reaching duties, functions and powers” whose “power to fix rates 

[and] establish rules” has been “liberally construed.” San Diego Gas & Elec. Co. v. Superior 

Court, 13 Cal.4th 893, 914-15 (Cal. 1996), quoting Consumers Lobby Against Monopolies v 

Pub. Util. Com., 25 Cal.3d 891, 905 (Cal. 1979).  Plainly, this Commission has been delegated 

broad authority by the State. 

6 “Opening Comments of the California Manufacturers and Technology Association,” October 20, 2011 (CMTA 
Opening Comments), p. 2. 
7 CFC Opening Comments, p.5. 
8 Joint Parties Opening Comments, pp. 4-6. 
9 “Comments of the Division of Ratepayer Advocates,” October 20, 2011 (DRA Opening Comments) pp. 2-3. 
10 Pub. Util. Code § 381. 
11 Pub. Util. Code § 399.8. 
12 Cal. Const., art. XII, §§ 1, 6 
13 Pub. Util. Code § 701
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The CPUC has the general authority to set rates for public utilities, and the specific 

ability to consider investments in R&D through those rates.  By statute, the Commission is 

charged with establishing rules and rates such that the public is provided with energy services 

that are just and reasonable.14  (And California courts afford the CPUC a great deal of deference 

interpreting the Public Utilities Code statutes.15) 

 Approving investment in RD&D is no further from Commission authority than approval 

of investments in power plants necessary for electric system reliability: both affect rates and have 

potential benefits that may be enjoyed outside the service territories of the investor-owned 

utilities, but both are necessary to meet the statutory and constitutional mandates of the 

Commission.  Just as an approved power plant may improve system-wide reliability, RD&D 

funding for clean energy projects may lead to scientific or technological advancements with 

wider public benefits, but the possibility for larger public benefit should weigh in favor of 

investment in research, development and demonstration, not against it. 

B. There is no legislative intent to prevent the Commission from authorizing 
investments in research, development and demonstration. 

CFC,16 CLECA/EPUC,17 SCE18 and CMTA19 assert that the Legislature intended to 

restrict RD&D, based on the fact that the Legislature did not pass any bill to reauthorize Public 

Goods Charge (“PGC”) funding this session.  The Joint Parties assert that the failure of the 

Legislature to reauthorize the PGC indicates no intent of the Legislature to reduce funding in 

perpetuity for public interest RD&D.  Simply, the absence of a PGC reform bill does not provide 

any legislative intent that would preclude the Commission from considering adequate funding 

levels for research, development and demonstration.   

California courts have consistently held that the failure of the Legislature to pass a 

particular bill cannot be relied upon as legislative intent.  “‘Unpassed bills, as evidences of 

14 “Every public utility shall furnish and maintain such adequate, efficient, just, and reasonable service,  . . . as are 
necessary to promote the safety, health, comfort, and convenience of its patrons, employees, and the public.   All 
rules made by public utility affecting or pertaining to its charges or service to the public shall be just and 
reasonable.” Pub. Util. Code. § 451.  

15 See S. Cal. Edison, Co. v. Peevey, 31 Cal.4th 781, 796 (2003) (“CPUC's interpretation of the Public Utility Code 
‘should not be disturbed unless it fails to bear a reasonable relation to statutory purposes and language’. . . .”). 

16 CFC Opening Comments, p. 4. 
17 CLECA/EPUC Opening Comments, pp. 3-4.  
18 SCE Opening Comments, p. 8. 
19 CMTA Opening Comments, p. 3.
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legislative intent, have little value.’” People v. Mendoza, 23 Cal.4th 896, 921, (Cal. 2000) (citing 

Granberry v. Islay Investments 9 Cal.4th 738, 746 (Cal. 1995)).  “We can rarely determine from 

the failure of the Legislature to pass a particular bill what the intent of the Legislature is with 

respect to existing law.” People v. Mendoza, 23 Cal.4th at 921-922 (citing Ingersoll v. Palmer 43 

Cal.3d 1321, 1349, fn. omitted (Cal. 1987)).  Here, the Legislature did not pass a bill to continue 

RD&D funding through a particular mechanism.  The absence of a bill provides insufficient 

evidence to determine any intent of the Legislature.  Therefore, absent any affirmative statement 

by the Legislature, this failure to pass a bill this legislative session cannot be relied upon to infer 

legislative intent. 

Even if the absence of a bill could be used to determine legislative intent, that intent is 

insufficiently clear.  “[Failure to enact an amendment] provides very limited, if any, guidance 

even as to that intent, because the Legislature's failure to enact a proposed statutory amendment 

may indicate many things other than approval of a statute's judicial construction, including the 

pressure of other business, political considerations, or a tendency to trust the courts to correct its 

own errors.” People v. Mendoza, 23 Cal.4th at 921, (citing Sierra Club v. San Joaquin Local 

Agency Formation Com. (Cal. 1999) 21 Cal.4th 489, 506).  Here, the Legislature failed to pass a 

bill that would have allocated  a particular amount of funds for energy efficiency and clean 

energy-related research, development and demonstration programs through a particular 

mechanism, for a particular period, with many particular caveats (including reforms to possible 

programs).  The reasons behind or implications of failing to pass such a complex bill are endless.  

Failure to pass the bill could imply that the funding level was not high enough; that the time 

period was too short; that the reforms to programs should be different, or absent; that details 

about particular programs were the cause of failure; or any other number of possibilities.  In 

short, the legislative intent behind not passing a PGC just as likely implies that the funding level 

for RD&D should be increased as it implies a legislative intent to decrease these investments.  

Thus, even if legislative intent were bestowed upon a failed bill, that intent is insufficiently clear 

to draw any firm conclusions, let alone preclude this Commission from considering the 

continuance of funding vital research, development and demonstration programs.  
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II. The Commission has authority to select the CEC to continue to administer RD&D 
funds 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”),20 San Diego Gas and Electric Company 

(“SDG&E”)21 and SCE22 all question the Commission’s authority to select the California Energy 
Commission (“CEC”) to administer research, development and demonstration investments.  The 
basis of this challenge is a citation to D.06-01-024, a Commission decision on solar programs 
which decided against CEC administration and oversight of solar programs.  However, the Joint 
Parties are not convinced that this citation limits the Commission’s authority in the manner 
suggested.  The relevant section of D.06-01-024 discusses the limits of the Commission’s ability 
to fully transfer oversight of programs, as distinguished from administration.   

We distinguish program oversight from program administration in this regard. We 
use the term program oversight to mean those activities that involve formal 
decision-making on program elements, funding levels and ratemaking, which 
are the lawful obligations of the Commission or, in the case of the ERP, the CEC. 
Program administration involves day-to-day operations requiring little 
discretion and in compliance with state rules and decisions. 23  
 
This distinction is key: while the CPUC cannot delegate its authority and responsibility to 

determine rates, program rules, regulations and policies, it does have authority to transfer the day 

to day administration of a program, as it does with a variety of programs.  The Commission can 

and should accept the input of the CEC in its oversight, planning, rule and policy making, but 

can and should maintain appropriate responsibility for final authority of the program, particularly 

in so far as ratemaking and final investment levels are concerned.    

The Joint Parties encourage the Commission to look to its recent decision to select the 

CEC as administrator of natural gas research and development funds in D.04-08-010.  In this 

2004 Decision, as the Joint Parties discuss in opening comments,24 the Commission selected the 

CEC as the best available administrator, and found no legal obstacle do doing so. The CEC 

20 “Response of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39 M) To Order Instituting Rulemaking,” October 20, 2011 
(PG&E Opening Comments), p. 3. 
21 “San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (U 902 E) Opening Comments in Response to Order Instituting 
Rulemaking and Preliminary Scoping Memo,” October 20, 2011 (SDG&E Opening Comments), p. 5.  
22 SCE Opening Comments, p. 8.  
23 D. 06-01-024, “Interim Order Adopting Policies and Funding For The California Solar Initiative,” January 17, 
2006, p. 9. 
24 Joint Parties Opening Comments, pp. 25-26. Joint Parties also emphasize that the Decision and provides a 
significant administrative record on the benefits of CEC administration, which we hope the Commission will refer in 
this proceeding. See, eg, Attachment 1: Testimony of Michael DeAngelis On Behalf Of The California Energy 
Commission Concerning The Funding And Administration Of A Natural Gas Public Interest R&D Program. R. 02-
10-001, August 15, 2003. 
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continues to successfully act as the administrator of these funds.  It is also worth noting that the 

University of California, which was also interested in administering the natural gas research, 

development and demonstration funds also supports CEC administration.25  

The Commission’s authority to transfer administration of RD&D programs to the CEC 

fits squarely within the statutory framework for CEC to manage those funds.  The CEC has 

authority to accept funds for use in PIER and manage them under existing PIER rules and 

regulations.26 Indeed RD&D is squarely within the statutory mandate of the CEC.27  

Additionally, the CEC has the necessary authority to accept funds, contract and spend funds in 

accordance with its mandate.28  For all of these reasons, the Joint Parties strongly support 

ongoing CEC administration of the RD&D funds contemplated in the OIR.      

 

III. The Commission should evaluate utility interests in RD&D investments and other 
potential sources for additional funding in Phase 2 of this proceeding, or in other 
relevant proceedings 

PGE,29 SDG&E30 and SCE31 each request that they individually control Commission-

approved RD&D investments, or that the utilities have greater control over CEC administered 

investments.  In opening comments, the Joint Parties recommend the Commission maintain CEC 

administration of RD&D and that the utilities have a membership seat in the advisory board, 

along with other key state actors.32  While not opposed to utility-managed RD&D, we believe 

that such investments should be in addition to the CEC-administered program.  In addition, the 

Joint Parties recommend, and the DRA concurs,33 that the Commission consider any utility 

proposals for RD&D, and its possible interaction with CEC administered RD&D in Phase 2 of 

this proceeding, or in individual rate cases, as appropriate.   

25 “Opening Comments of The University of California on Order Instituting Rulemaking and Preliminary Scoping 
Memo,” October 20, 2011 (UC Opening Comments), p. 9. 
26 Pub. Util. Code § 384.. 
27 See: Pub. Res. Code § 25216 (c) and  § 25401. 
28 Pub. Res. Code § 25218.
29 PG&E Opening Comments, p. 3. 
30 SDG&E Opening Comments, p. 5. 
31 SCE Opening Comments, pp. 23-25.  
32 Joint Parties Opening Comments, pp. 25-26, 27. 
33 DRA Opening Comments, p. 11.   



8 

The Joint Parties also recommend that the issues surrounding publicly-owned utility 

(“POU”) participation in RD&D programs be addressed in Phase 2 of this proceeding.  The Joint 

Parties believe that limits on how PGC funds might be applied in POU service territories is 

appropriate, but disagree with the Utility Reform Network (“TURN”) that “none of this money 

should be awarded to any entity located outside the service territory of a contributing IOU.”34  

Notably, several large research institutions, including Stanford and UCLA are located in part or 

entirely within a POU service territory.  

TURN supports reauthorization of RD&D funds until December 2012, after which time 

they recommend RD&D funds come from revenue generated from greenhouse permit auctions.35  

As the Joint Parties stated in opening comments, greenhouse gas permit revenues may provide an 

opportunity for additional funding, but the Commission’s rulemaking on those revenues is still in 

the early phases and will not be complete for some time.36  The Commission should explore 

potential additional funding sources and areas of interaction in Phase 2 of this proceeding, when 

the GHG proceeding will be further developed and there will be ample time for deliberation.   

In the meantime, the Commission should authorize collection and investment in RD&D 

for at least five years, to prevent ongoing disruptions and allow for meaningful long-term 

strategic planning. 

 

IV. California’s renewable energy policies do not obviate the need to invest in emerging 
or undervalued renewable energy technologies. 

 
The Joint Parties disagree with SCE and CLECA/EPUC that the 33 percent RPS program 

has created a robust renewable energy market which has removed the need for any additional 

investments in renewable energy technologies, emerging or otherwise.37  Indeed, the RPS 

program has substantially increased the demand for mature, commercially viable renewable 

energy technologies that must deliver renewable electricity in a specified timeframe.  However, a 

guaranteed market for commercialized renewable energy technologies does not eliminate market 

34 “Opening Comments of The Utility Reform Network on The Order Instituting Rulemaking,” October 20, 2011 
(TURN Opening Comments), p.12.
35 TURN Opening Comments, p. 14 
36 Joint Parties Opening Comments, pp. 10-11
37 SCE Opening Comments, pp. 15-16, 20; CLECA/EPUC Opening Comments, pp.7-8. 



9 

barriers for emerging renewable energy technologies and applications that have the potential to 

expand the pool of RPS options and lower compliance costs. As stated in opening comments, the 

Joint Parties believe there is value to using billpayer funds to support a technology’s transition 

from the laboratory to a fully commercialized application so that is mature enough to secure a 

long-term power-purchase agreement with a utility.   

The state already recognizes the importance of investing in emerging renewable energy 

technologies through the emerging renewables program (“ERP”) currently funded by the PGC 

and administered by the CEC, and the Self-Generation Incentive Program (“SGIP”) which is 

administered by the Commission.  PG&E does not oppose using future billpayer funds to support 

emerging renewable technologies, but concludes that such investments are already being made 

through the SGIP program and therefore additional PGC expenditures are unnecessary.38  The 

Joint Parties disagree.  On September 8, 2011 the Commission adopted D.11-09-015 which made 

several changes to SGIP.  While D.11-09-015 expanded the eligible range of technologies and 

removed the funding limits based on project size, the program continues to focus on technologies 

that are primarily used to satisfy on-site generation:  

While allowing export to the grid would provide flexibility in the program and motivate 
customers to invest in SGIP systems, we do not want to provide SGIP incentives for 
projects that are designed to export a substantial portion of their output to the grid. A 
25% cap provides a reasonable export limit. Accordingly, we adopt a 25% export 
allowance.39 
 

The Joint Parties do not believe that the Commission should automatically limit support for 

emerging renewable energy technologies to applications that are designed to only meet on-site 

electricity loads.  Energy storage applications and renewable generation facilities located 

strategically on the distribution network can avoid costly transmission investments by exporting 

all or most of their electricity directly to the grid.  Currently, these applications slip through the 

cracks of the existing programs intended to support emerging renewable energy technologies.  

The Joint Parties believe the Commission should re-examine the current ERP in Phase 2 of this 

proceeding, and in accordance with comments submitted by DRA, TURN, and SDG&E, engage 

in a deliberative process to identify how an emerging renewable energy program could focus on 

38 PG&E Opening Comments, p.7. 
39 D.11-09-015, p.60. 
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specific resources that hold market advancement potential and currently lack programs and 

incentives.40 

V. Support for bioenergy technologies should focus on technologies located in 
California that enhance environmental performance.  

 

The Joint Parties agree with TURN that new ideas for funding preferred biomass 

technologies should be explored in 2012 or Phase 2 of this proceeding.41  While the Joint Parties 

maintain that existing biomass generation facilities are best supported through long-term power-

purchase agreements, we agree with the Watershed Research and Training Center / Pacific Forest 

Trust (“WRTC/PFT”) that the Commission should consider developing incentives for small-

scale woody biomass facilities in California that “promote healthy, resilient forests, protect air 

and water quality, and provide benefits to rural communities.”42  In addition, the Joint Parties 

wish to clarify that our initial comments regarding emerging biogas technologies refer to biogas 

capture, treatment, and generation facilities located in California.43 

 

VI. Continuation of the New Solar Homes Partnership should not be contingent upon 
additional analyses in this phase of the proceeding. 
 
Many parties that submitted opening comments on the OIR support the Joint Parties’ 

position that the New Solar Homes Partnership (“NSHP”) continue.  These parties include the 

Solar Alliance, the California Building Industry Association, TURN, PG&E, the Ella Baker 

Center for Human Rights, Silicon Valley Leadership Group, CleanTECH San Diego, Clean 

Economy Network, CALSTART, TechNet, and Californians for Clean Energy and Jobs.  The 

Joint Parties also generally support and agree with the comments of the Ella Baker Center for 

Human Rights regarding the importance of NSHP related programs in fostering job 

opportunities.

The Joint Parties disagree with SDG&E’s recommendation “that the NSHP be funded 

until its statutory sunset under SB1, December 31, 2016, but only if the Commission conditions 

40 SDG&E Opening Comments, p.11; DRA Opening Comments, p.8; TURN Opening Comments, pp. 6-8. 
41 TURN Opening Comments, p.7. 
42 WRTC/PFT Opening Comments, p.5. 
43 Joint Parties Opening Comments, p.15.
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such funding on … five changes.”44  In particular, the Joint Parties assert that the first change 

regarding net energy metering (“NEM”) policies – i.e. what SDG&E refers to as “participating 

customers [who] may currently avoid … distribution-related costs,”45 – is improperly raised in 

this proceeding.  Indeed, as SDG&E itself points out, this issue is already being addressed in 

SDG&E’s GRC-II proceeding,46 and, in any event, SDG&E’s attempt to wrongfully bootstrap 

the NEC issue to PGC funding should be rejected.

The Joint Parties also disagree with DRA47 and SCE48 regarding the cost effectiveness of 

the NSHP.  Unlike direct incentives under other California Solar Initiative (“CSI”) programs, the 

NSHP funding not only covers system cost related incentives, but also assistance to new home 

builders and energy efficiency improvements.  For this reason, an “apples to apples” 

cost/installed-kw comparison to other CSI installations is inappropriate.  In the event the 

Commission determines that a cost-effectiveness study should be performed, the parameters of 

that study should not be addressed until Phase 2 of this OIR.  Similarly, any consideration of 

SDG&E’s other “four” recommended changes should wait until Phase 2. 

 

VII. The Commission should consider mechanisms to ensure funds are used for their 
intended purposes in Phase 2 of the proceeding. 

 
TURN raises the concern that billpayer funds intended for RD&D or investments in 

renewables may be transferred to the state’s General Fund.49 The Joint Parties agree with the 

concern, but are not convinced that the approach proposed by TURN is the best solution.  

Therefore, the Joint Parties recommend the Commission consider in Phase 2 proposals to 

minimize the potential for diversion of funds to unintended purposes.  

 
 

44 SDG&E Opening Comments, pp.7-8. 
45 Id. 
46 SDG&E Opening Comments at footnote 15. 
47 DRA Opening Comments, pp.10-11. 
48 SCE Opening Comments, pp.19-20.
49 TURN Opening Comments, pp.2-3 
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In conclusion, the Joint Parties believe the Commission has received comments reflecting 

strong support from a wide range of stakeholders for continued investments in public interest 

RD&D and investment in emerging and undervalued renewable energy resources and 

technologies.  Moreover, the Joint Parties believe that collection and investment of PGC funds is 

well within the authority delegated by the State to this Commission, and indeed, that doing so is 

a responsibility of the Commission.  The Joint Parties thank the Commission for this opportunity 

to provide reply comments and look forward to future opportunities for participation. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, Respectfully Submitted, Respectfully Submitted, 
 
______/s/__________  ______/s/__________  ______/s/__________ 
 
    Laura Wisland   Kelly M Foley   
Noah Long   Union of Concerned Scientists The Vote Solar Initiative 
Natural Resources Defense Council 2397 Shattuck Avenue, Suite 203 2089 Tracy Court 
111 Sutter St., 20th Floor  Berkeley, CA  94704  Folsom, CA  95630 
San Francisco, CA 94104  Telephone: 510-809-1565  Telephone: (916) 367-2017 
Telephone: 415-875-6100  Facsimile: 510-843-3785  Facsimile:  (520) 463-7025 
nlong@nrdc.org    lwisland@ucsusa.org  kelly@votesolar.org 
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