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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Continue
Implementation and Administration of California
Renewables Portfolio Standard Program.

Rulemaking 08-08-009
(Filed August 21, 2008)

COMMENTS OF THE CALIFORNIA WIND ENERGY ASSOCIATION ON
THE PROPOSALS AND ISSUES RELATED TO RENEWABLE DEVELOPMENT IN
IMPERIAL VALLEY AND EVALUATION OF RENEWABLE PROJECT VIABILITY

1. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to the California Public Utilities Commission's ("Commission") Rules of

Practice and Procedure, the Assigned Commissioner's Ruling Regarding Potential Renewables

Portfolio Standard Development in Imperial Valley and Evaluation of Renewable Procurement

Contracts ("ACR") filed February 3, 2009, and the Administrative Law Judge's Ruling Extending

Time for Comments and Reply Comments filed February 9, 2009, the California Wind Energy

Association ("CalWEA") respectfully submits these comments on the proposals and issues

identified in the ACR.

As general principles, CaIWEA believes that development of a robust renewable energy

market in California requires (1) avoiding artificial constraints that preclude a competitive

renewable market, such as geographic preferences in the solicitation process, and (2)

implementing a program that gives the investor-owned utilities ("IOUs") discretion to select

those developers and projects the IOUs believe are viable, but at the same time holds the IOUs

accountable for their decisions by assessing automatic non-compliance penalties if they fail to
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meet their procurement obligations .' These comments are based on the application of these

principles to the proposals and issues described in the ACR.

With respect to the proposals related to development of renewable resources in the

Imperial Valley ("IV"), CaIWEA requests that the Commission recognize that (1) granting a

preference to resources located in IV is inconsistent with least-cost procurement of renewable

energy and frustrates competition , and (2) renewable resources enabled by the Sunrise Powerlink

Transmission Project ("Sunrise") are dispersed through a much larger geographic footprint due

to the manner in which electricity physically flows throughout the transmission system.

Accordingly , CaIWEA opposes each of the three IV proposals and requests that, at a minimum,

these proposals be applied broadly to all renewable resource projects in the Western Electricity

Coordinating Council ("WECC") system that are expected to create significant flows on Sunrise.

With respect to project viability, CaIWEA requests that any project viability evaluation

process be based on the following principles : ( 1) project viability criteria and weighting should

be standardized across IOUs, (2) the structure for project viability scoring should not improperly

advantage or disadvantage any particular technology, (3) project viability scoring must be

transparent , (4) criteria should be scored using broad ranges to preserve the opportunity for IOUs

to apply their judgment on factual determinations concerning individual projects, (a) the IOUs

should reduce current development security levels for projects with high project viability scores,

(6) all projects (including those employing emerging technologies) should receive project

viability scores , and (7) project viability criteria should be clearly defined and clearly related to

project development.

' Ca1WEA recognizes that the current Renewables Portfolio Standard ("RPS") program provides that the state's
IOUs may be subject to penalties for failure to meet their procurement goals. Given that these penalties are not
automatically applied, however, they do not provide the necessary incentive. Ideally, the renewable energy
procurement targets would be set with realistic levels and dates (e.g., when adequate transmission becomes
available) and the penalties would be applied consistently and swiftly.
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Each of the IV proposals and project viability principles is addressed in greater detail

below.

II. ARGUMENT

A. Comments on Three Proposals Regarding Development
Renewable Resources in the Imperial Valley

The ACR suggests that the Commission should "ensure" development of IV renewables

in order to justify Sunrise on environmental grounds.2 On the other hand, the ACR refers to

using all regulatory tools at its disposal so that the "renewable resources enabled by Sunrise" are

developed (p. 1). These two statements carry very different implications for the approach that

the Commission should take in encouraging renewable energy projects that will make use of

Sunrise.

To "ensure" development of resources that are located in IV would favor a very limited

group of resources at the expense of the competition that the RPS is designed to foster to achieve

the state's renewable energy goals at least cost. Thus, a goal of ensuring the development of IV

resources would be in conflict with the state's RPS statute and should not be pursued.

Fostering the development of "renewable resources enabled by Sunrise" would be a far

more appropriate goal, although it could still constrain the market in a way that results in

suboptimal achievement of the state's policies. As the Commission noted in the Sunrise

Decision (D. 08-12-058, p. 265):

... the procurement process is guided by the State's aggressive
greenhouse gas abatement mandates contained in SB 1368 and AB
32, which collectively require that SDG&E and the other IOUs
continue to aggressively procure renewable resources and limit

2 E.g., "[A]pproval of Sunrise ... is only the first step toward fully developing renewable energy in the Imperial
Valley" (p. 1); and "the principle means through which the Commission can ensure that Imperial Valley renewable
resources are developed is by means of the utilities ' annual renewables portfolio standard (RPS) procurement plant"
(p. I and Attachment A, p. I).
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their use of fossil-fired (and especially coal-fired) energy. If a
utility fails to meet the RPS goals, or disobeys any other relevant
law or procurement policy, it will be subject to penalties and/or
sanctions imposed by this Commission. [footnote omitted]

These ambitious clean energy policies, which will determine the overall set of resources

that ultimately meet California's power needs and its policy objectives, will be most efficiently

achieved if the market is not artificially constrained by attempting to determine which electrons

flow on which lines. As indicated by the state's Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative

("RETI"), Sunrise is just one of many new transmission lines that will be needed to create an

unconstrained, competitive market to minimize the cost of achieving our renewable energy goals

while strengthening the grid overall. We needn't and shouldn't manipulate the market in an

attempt to prove that any particular line is justified.

On a physical level, the electrons from a particular resource will not travel on an

exclusive transmission path: resources located in IV will not exclusively travel over Sunrise,

while electrons from non-IV resources located anywhere within a wide radius around IV may

well travel on Sunrise. Indeed, a large fraction of power flows created by IV projects are likely to

travel eastward and westward on the Southwest Power Link ("SWPL").

The foregoing reasoning provides the foundation for CalWEA' S positions on the three

proposals in the ACR, which are further explained as follows.

i. Proposal 1: Increase the likelihood of proposals from IV
renewables by requiring PG&E, SCE and SDG&E to hold a
special bidders conference in Imperial County.

CaIWEA sees no value in this proposal, as a bidder with any wherewithal will be able to

travel to the utilities' regular bidding conference venues. To cater to would-be developers who

do not possess such resources would be counter to the Commission's efforts in this proceeding to
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promote projects with indicators of project viability and is highly unlikely to increase the number

of IV project developers participating in the solicitation. In any case, if the proposal is adopted,

the Commission should expand the conference to include any bidder in the WECC system whose

project would create significant flows on Sunrise, as discussed further below.

ii. Proposal 2: Energy Division should specifically monitor IV
bids to all utilities.

CalWEA opposes this proposal. To require specific monitoring of IV bids would be to

create pressure on the utilities to select such bids when such selection is contrary to the results of

the least-cost/best-fit bid evaluation process. If the proposal is adopted, the Commission should

expand the monitoring effort to include any bids for projects in the WECC system that would

create significant flows on Sunrise, as discussed further below.

iii. Proposal 3: proposed that some or all of the following
remedial measures be adopted:

- Require utilities to automatically shortlist all Imperial
Valley proposals that are received in the solicitation so that
the projects receive special consideration;

- Include an Imperial Valley bid evaluation metric in the least
cost-best fit methodology to give preference to Imperial
Valley resources; and

- Require each utility to conduct a special IV solicitation.

CalWEA strongly opposes these proposals. Favoring development in a specific area

would undermine the development of a competitive market and the efficient achievement of the

state's RPS goals. The assumption that the utilities must procure specifically from IV in order to

justify Sunrise or to advance the state's renewable energy goals is a faulty one.

If resources are to be favored because they utilize Sunrise, then the policy should be

expanded as follows:
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(a) Preference should be extended to any renewable project in
the WECC that would use Sunrise.

This can be determined by the utilities using a simple shift factor calculation that can

determine power flows over Sunrise from any resource in the WECC. Over 2,600 MW of

proposed wind projects in Baja California are in the transition cluster portion of the California

Independent System Operator's ("CAISO") interconnection queue, with another 400 MW in the

CAISO's nearer-term serial group. These resources, as well as renewable energy projects in San

Diego County, are very likely to produce power flows on Sunrise that are essentially equal to

those created by IV resources. Projects within a larger radius, including projects in Riverside and

San Bernardino Counties, Arizona and Nevada, are very likely to create significant power flows

(e.g., more than 10%) over Sunrise. Even resources located in IV are likely to produce power

flows over Sunrise that are less than 40% of their total output (with the rest flowing over SWPL

or the Imperial Irrigation District system towards the Los Angeles basin).

(b) Preference should extend to resources that would use any
planned transmission upgrade.

This would include those resources that would use the Tehachapi and Palo Verde-Devers

2 upgrades, and any upgrades that will be part of the RETI Transmission Plan.

In conclusion, preferential treatment for Imperial Valley resources would provide a

tremendous and unjustified competitive advantage to resources in a particular, but ultimately

arbitrary, location. Instead, the Commission should seek to develop an efficient transmission

system that will promote the efficient development of renewable resources, wherever they may

be located.
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B. Project Viability Evaluation Principles

As a general principle. CaIWEA believes that the most effective way to achieve RPS

goals in California is to provide the IOUs with discretion in meeting RPS goals on time, while

assessing automatic non-compliance penalties if they fail to do so. These penalties would

provide the state's IOUs a meaningful incentive to meet their procurement goals, while

simultaneously providing the IOUs a great deal of flexibility in how those goals are met.

Increasingly detailed administrative requirements, on the other hand, reduce the flexibility of

both the IOUs and developers, potentially leading to a less effective renewable program.

To the extent the Commission chooses to develop a formal project viability evaluation

process, however, that process should be based on the following principles:

i. Project Viability Scoring Criteria and Weighting Should Be
Standardized

The proposal put forward by Commission stafe suggests that each IOU should be

permitted to add criteria and adjust the weightings used to derive the project viability scores.4

While CaIWEA generally supports increased IOU procurement flexibility, a broad grant of

freedom to modify the overall methodology extends beyond flexibility and creates the potential

for incompatible project viability approaches between IOUs. Allowing each IOU to develop its

own criteria and scoring method increases the risk that each of the IOUs will obscure the

viability screening process and the goals of increased transparency and standardization. In

contrast, requiring a single standardized project viability scoring methodology will increase the

probability that state policy is applied consistently through each IOU's solicitation process.

Moreover, development of a single standardized scoring methodology will require less

administrative oversight in its implementation and more easily facilitate stakeholder involvement

3 See ACR Attachment B ("Staff Proposal").
4 See id. at p. 1.
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in its development. Thus, the Commission should require a single standardized project viability

scoring methodology.

CaIWEA recognizes, however, that the IOUs are likely to insist upon retaining the right

to develop and apply customized project viability scoring methodologies. First, the Commission

can and should provide the IOUs with the ability to exercise independent judgment within a

standardized methodology by establishing broad scoring ranges for each project viability

criterion. Wider scoring ranges allow the IOUs to reflect their evaluation of an individual

project's risk profile in each criterion without changing the Commission's determination of the

relative importance of each criterion. Second, to the extent the Commission permits the IOUs to

adopt differing approaches, comparisons of project viability scores across IOUs will have limited

value. Because this customization may lead to different scoring by each IOU of similar projects,

any attempt to compare the scores in one IOU solicitation to the scores in a different solicitation

will amount to nothing more than a comparison of apples and oranges. Accordingly, if the

Commission permits IOU customization of the project viability methodology, the Commission

should not compare project viability scores between IOUs or develop statewide requirements

based on such scores.

ii. The Structure for Project Viability Scoring Should Not Be
Unduly Discriminatory

As an initial matter, the Commission must establish evaluation criteria and the relative

importance or weighting to be applied to each criterion such that the structure for project

viability scoring is not unduly discriminatory. The Staff Proposal does not meet this test because

it proposes that "Developer Experience" receive a weighting in excess of 35% of the total score

8
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while "Technical Viability" of the project receives a weighting of less than 12%.5 Irrespective of

how many facilities a developer has owned, financed, or operated, or how many RFOs the

developer has participated in, this experience cannot overcome the risk presented by a

technology that is theoretical, un-tested, or simply deemed not viable. And substantial

experience with development generally is certainly not three times (6 points versus 2 points) as

significant as the track record of the technology to be employed. Thus, the Commission should

carefully craft the weightings to be used in the project viability evaluations.

Because of the potential discriminatory effect of an adjustment to the weighting, the

OUs should not be permitted to adjust the weighting set by the Commission as the Staff

Proposal recommends.6 For example, if an IOU were to assign a range of 0 to I for "technology

type" and a range of 0 to 6 for "years of experience," then a project utilizing a rarely used

technology could receive a higher project viability score than a project using a technology with

dozens of real-world applications simply because the management team developing the first

project had slightly more experience. Such a result is counter-intuitive because the difference

between 10 and 15 years of development experience is much less likely to impact the

development of a specific project than the difference between a technology with a proven track

record and one with limited real-world application. To avoid such a result, the Commission

should either prohibit adjustments to the prescribed weighting or carefully review any proposed

alternate weighting to ensure it is not unduly discriminatory.

CalWEA is not proposing, however, that the project viability evaluation be strictly non-

discriminatory. An evaluative process is, by definition, discriminatory in that it seeks to identify

differences among the subjects being evaluated. In this case, the Commission seeks to identify

5 See Staff Proposal at p. 7.
6 See Staff Proposal at p. 1.
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and categorize the relative viability of projects participating in the IOUs' renewable generation

solicitations. To the extent a given project viability criterion is more likely to be satisfied by

projects sited in a particular area (due to permitting ease or transmission availability) or utilizing

a particular technology (due to a substantial track record of proven performance), then it is

entirely intuitive that those projects should receive a higher project viability score because access

to transmission or use of proven technology makes these projects much more likely to be

developed. In fact, criteria like these should be encouraged because they ensure that high project

viability scores are assigned to those projects with a higher probability of achieving commercial

operation, which is precisely the goal of a project viability evaluation process. Thus, the

Commission should both carefully guard against undue discrimination and also ensure that those

criteria that have a significant impact on the development process are appropriately recognized

and weighted in project viability scores.

iii. Project Viability Scoring Must Be Transparent

To provide maximum value, project viability scoring must be transparent. Each of the

IOUs should be required to publish the Project Viability Calculator it will use to evaluate bids as

part of the solicitation materials. The Project Viability Calculator should describe the criteria to

be considered, the scoring range for each criterion, and the methodology for assigning scores.

By providing this information in advance, the IOUs can identify those development attributes the

IOUs believe are most important and encourage projects that best meet these attributes.

Upon establishing its shortlist, each IOU should release aggregate statistical information

on the project viability scores of (a) all bids in the solicitation, and (b) all bids that were short-

listed. The information released should include the minimum, maximum, mean and median

project viability scores, both overall and for each criterion. In addition, the IOUs should provide
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SF:2375152A



each bidder with the project viability score associated with each bid submitted by such bidder.

This information can then be used by the bidder to gauge its relative position in the market and to

improve its bids in the future.

In contrast to the Staff Proposal, however, the Commission should not require the IOUs

to include a specific project's project viability score (either its aggregate score or for each

criterion) in the public version of the advice letter seeking Commission approval of an executed

power purchase agreement ("PPA"). Providing each bidder with the project viability score

associated with each bid it submitted, when combined with the publicly-available aggregate

statistical information proposed above, should be sufficient to provide bidders with the necessary

transparency. Moreover, project-specific project viability scores may send inappropriate signals

to financing parties, permitting agencies, or other participants in the project development

process. Thus, project-specific scores are unlikely to provide additional benefit to the market,

and may have detrimental effects on project development. Accordingly, the Commission should

not require public disclosure of the project viability scores for individual projects.

iv. Criteria Should Be Scored Using Broad Ranges

Many of the project viability criteria in the Staff Proposal (e.g. "Permitting") suggest

using binary (0l1) scoring systems.7 This approach is inadequate because it fails to reflect the

realities of project development. Many aspects of project development, such as permitting, are

highly dependent on numerous characteristics of the specific project, such as size, technology,

and location. For example, a small project on private land in Nevada may face different

permitting risks than a large project on federal land in California. Use of a binary scoring system

would preclude an IOU from reflecting these differences in the project's viability score. For

7 See Staff Proposal at p. 7.
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example, an IOU would face a choice between scoring a project with minor permitting risk in the

same bucket as a project that already holds the required permits or, on the other extreme, in the

same bucket as a project with little expectation of ever receiving a permit. In either case, the

score will not appropriately reflect the risk facing the project being scored. Thus, scoring criteria

should utilize broad ranges to permit recognition of varying degrees of risk among different

projects.

Binary scoring also restricts the IOUs' ability to exercise their judgment concerning the

specific risks facing a project. While the example of a project on private land in Nevada versus a

project on public land in California presents a case where the different risks are facially obvious

because of the different process required in each case, there are a large number of significantly

finer distinctions to be made between projects. For example, two highly similar projects may be

seeking permits in two separate counties within California, where one county is sparsely

populated and the other is a densely-populated and politically-active area. While the process

itself may be the same for both projects, the IOU may perceive significantly different permitting

risk based on its understanding of the probability of legal challenges. In this case, the IOU

would likely want to reflect its perception of the relative risk within the project viability score,

and it should be allowed, if not encouraged, to do so. Thus, scoring criteria should utilize broad

ranges to allow the IOUs to exercise their discretion.

v. The IOUs Should Reduce Current Development Security
Levels for Projects With High Project Viability Scores

The current pr°o,forma PPA provided by each IOU requires the seller to post development

security in amounts that are independent of the IOUs' evaluation of project viability. Because

these are undifferentiated values, the development security levels currently required by the IOUs

presumably reflect the average risk of project failure within the overall pool of projects. Thus, to
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the extent that project viability scores will be explicitly calculated prior to short-listing a project

in the future, the required development security should be adjusted to reflect the relative level of

development risk associated with the project, as indicated by its project viability score. Projects

with a high project viability score should be required to post a lower level of development

security than that required under the current PPAs, and those projects with low project viability

scores should be required to post a higher level of development security than that required under

the current PPAs. By requiring that the amount of development security be linked to the

project's viability score, the Commission can provide developers an incentive to maximize their

project viability scores and simultaneously reduce the risk that a relatively more viable project is

unable to obtain a PPA due to an inability to obtain the funds needed to post the development

security at the time required. Thus, the Commission should require the IOUs to establish a

sliding scale for the amount of development security required to be posted under a PPA, with

projects having a project viability score greater than the mean score posting a lower level of

development security than is required under the current PPAs.

vi. All Projects Should Receive Project Viability Scores

The Staff Proposal indicates that many of its provisions would apply only to

"commercially demonstrated technology"8 and not "emerging technology projects."9 If the basis

for formalizing the project viability evaluation is to provide increased information about the

probability that a given project will actually be developed, this process cannot simultaneously

exclude those projects that are least likely to be developed. Excluding low-viability projects

from this process will cause the project viability scores for the remaining projects to be skewed,

s See Staff Proposal at § 2.a.i.
9 See id. at n. 1.
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which will likely reduce the value of project viability scores to developers and policy-makers.

Accordingly, all projects, irrespective of technology type, should receive project viability scores.

While emerging technology projects may receive comparatively low project viability

scores, 10 this does not mean that emerging technology projects should not be able to secure a

PPA. Renewable energy procurement is not a zero-sum game. While the least-cost best-fit

("LCBF") process may create winners and losers, this does not preclude the Commission from

encouraging the development of emerging technologies in parallel with the LCBF process. The

Commission should permit the IOUs to exercise their discretion to contract with emerging

technology projects with low project viability scores for some limited amount of capacity (or

above-market funds), provided that the IOUs submit an explanation to the Commission justifying

the decision to contract for an emerging technology project with a low project viability score.

By using this approach, project viability scores could be calculated for all technology types

without foreclosing the opportunity for projects with low project viability scores to obtain a PPA.

vii. Project Viability Criteria Should Be Clearly Defined and
Clearly Related To Project Development

The individual criteria included in the calculation of a project viability score should be

clearly defined. In the absence of a clear definition, there will likely be inconsistent scoring

among the IOUs, which will both frustrate any attempt to standardize project viability scores and

fail to provide appropriate signals to the marketplace. By way of example, the Staff Proposal

includes a "Total Years of Development Experience" criterion that contains no further

explanation.'' This criterion is unacceptably vague because it could be interpreted as basing the

10 Note that comparatively low project viability scores for emerging technology projects is not a foregone
conclusion. Such a project may actually receive a comparatively high project viability score if it is being developed
by an experienced developer with site control and substantial progress towards obtaining permits and
interconnection.
" See Staff Proposal at p. 7.
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evaluation on the total years of experience of the corporate entity itself, the developer's

management team, or even the developer's key consultants. Such an ill-defined criterion

provides no guidance to the IOUs with respect to how scoring should be performed. Likewise,

this criterion would fail to provide a signal to which the market could respond. A developer

seeking to improve its project viability score would be unable to determine whether it needs to

partner with a more experienced developer to meet the corporate experience interpretation, hire

more experienced professionals to join its management team, or simply add a few seasoned

consultants. To avoid such confusion, the criteria should be clearly defined.

Because project viability scores are intended to reflect the probability a project will

achieve commercial operation, the criteria should also be clearly related to the project

development process. The "Facility Ownership Experience" criterion in the Staff Proposal

provides an example of a criterion that fails to meaningfully inform the evaluation of the

probability of successful project development. 12 A particular company may own a dozen

operating renewable facilities, but if that company purchased each of those facilities after

completion and with O&M contracts in place, then it may have no experience actually

developing a new facility. Yet, a project proposed by this company will be deemed more viable

by virtue of having purchased an existing facility. Conversely, there may be a developer that

routinely screens sites, obtains site control and interconnection, and constructs renewable

generating facilities, but then sells the projects to raise capital for the next project. Despite this

experience, a project proposed by this developer would be deemed less viable because the

developer chose to sell its fully developed projects, effectively penalizing the developer for its

12 See id
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business model. To avoid such a result, project viability criteria should be limited to those that

are clearly related to project development.

III. CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, the Commission should adopt the recommendations set

forth in these comments.

Respectfully submitted,

February 27, 2009
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MANHATTAN BEACH, CA 90266

ELIZABETH WRIGHT

OCCIDENTAL POWER SERVICES, INC.

111 WEST OCEAN BOULEVARD

LONG BEACH, CA 90802

DANIEL W. DOUGLASS

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

21700 OXNARD STREET, SUITE 1030

WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367

FOR: ALLIANCE FOR RETAIL ENERGY MARKETS

CATHY A. KARLSTAD

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE.

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

WILLIAM V. WALSH

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE.

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

SOCAL WATER/BEAR VALLEY ELECTRIC

630 EAST FOOTHILL BLVD.

SAN DIMAS, CA 91773

MICHAEL MEACHAM

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE MANAGER

CITY OF CHULA VISTA

276 FOURTH AVENUE

CHULA VISTA, CA 91910

KIM F. HASSAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

101 ASH STREET, HQ-12

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC

SEMPRA ENERGY SOLUTIONS

101 ASH STREET, HQ09
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11355 WEST OLYMPIC BLVD.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90064

FOR: MANATT PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP

MICHAEL MAZUR

3 PHASES RENEWABLES, LLC

2100 SEPULVEDA BLVD, SUITE 37

MANHATTAN BEACH, CA 90266

FOR: 3 PHASES RENEWABLES

SUSAN MUNVES

ENERGY AND GREEN BLDG. PROG. ADMIN.

CITY OF SANTA MONICA

1212 5TH STREET, FIRST FLOOR

SANTA MONICA, CA 90401

GREGORY S. G. KLATT

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

411 E. HUNTINGTON DRIVE, NO 107-356

ARCADIA, CA 91006-8102

FOR: ALLIANCE FOR RETAIL ENERGY MARKETS

PAUL DELANEY

AMERICAN UTILITY NETWORK (A.U.N.)

10705 DEER CANYON DRIVE

ALTA LOMA, CA 91737

FOR: AMERICAN UTILITY NETWORK

MICHAEL D. MONTOYA

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE, PO BOX 800

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

RONALD MOORE

GOLDEN STATE WATER/BEAR VALLEY ELECTRIC

630 EAST FOOTHILL BOULEVARD

SAN DIMAS, CA 91773

CHERYL PONDS

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

276 FOURTH AVENUE

CHULA VISTA, CA 91910

FOR: THE CITY OF CHULA VISTA

FREDERICK M. ORTLIEB

OFFICE OF CITY ATTORNEY

CITY OF SAN DIEGO

1200 THIRD AVENUE, SUITE 1200

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

FOR: CITY OF SAN DIEGO

THEODORE E. ROBERTS

SENIOR REGULATORY COUNSEL

SEMPRA GLOBAL

101 ASH STREET, HQ 12B

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3017

FOR: SEMPRA ENERGY SOLUTIONS

DONALD C. LIDDELL

ATTORNEY AT LAW
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SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3017

CARRIE DOWNEY

LAW OFFICES OF CARRIE ANNE DOWNEY

1313 YNEZ PLACE

CORONADO, CA 92118

FOR: IMPERIAL IRRIGATIAON DISTRICT

REID WINTHROP

PILOT POWER GROUP, INC.

8910 UNIVERSITY CENTER LANE, SUITE 520

SAN DIEGO, CA 92122

GLORIA BRITTON

ANZA ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC.

58470 HWY 371

PO BOX 391909

ANZA, CA 92539

FOR: ANZA ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE

COMMERCE ENERGY, INC.

600 ANTON BLVD., SUITE 2000

COSTA MESA, CA 92626

KERRY EDEN

ASST. GENERAL MGR.

CITY OF CORONA DEPT. OF WATER & POWER

730 CORPORATION YARD WAY

CORONA, CA 92880

TAMLYN M. HUNT

ENERGY PROGRAM DIRECTOR

COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL

26 W. ANAPAMU ST., 2ND FLOOR

SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101

FOR: COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL

DAVID ORTH

GENERAL MANAGER

SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY POWER AUTHORITY

4886 EAST JENSEN AVENUE

FRESNO, CA 93725

FOR: SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY POWER

AUTHORITY/KING'S RIVER CONSERVATION

DISTRICT

ROD AOKI

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

33 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 1850

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94015

FOR: CAC

BRUCE FOSTER

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

601 VAN NESS AVENUE, STE. 2040

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
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DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

2928 2ND AVENUE

SAN DIEGO, CA 92103

FOR: STIRLING ENERGY SYSTEMS

MARCIE MILNER

CORAL ENERGY RESOURCES, L P

4445 EASTGATE MALL, SUITE 100

SAN DIEGO, CA 92121

THOMAS R. DARTON

PILOT POWER SERVICES, INC.

8910 UNIVERSITY CENTER LANE, SUITE 520

SAN DIEGO, CA 92122

FOR: PILOT POWER GROUP, INC.

LYNELLE LUND

COMMERCE ENERGY, INC.

600 ANTON BLVD., SUITE 2000

COSTA MESA, CA 92626

WILL PLAXICO

HELIOS ENERGY, LLC

31897 DEL OBISPO ST. SUITE 220

SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO, CA 92675

PHILLIP REESE

INC.

C/O REESE-CHAMBERS SYSTEMS CONSULTANTS,

PO BOX 8

3379 SOMIS ROAD

SOMIS, CA 93066

FOR: THE CALIFORNIA BIOMASS ENERGY

ALLIANCE

JOSEPH LANGENBERG

CENTRAL CALIFORNIA POWER

949 EAST ANNADALE AVE., A210

FRESNO, CA 93706

EVELYN KARL

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

33 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 1850

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94015

FOR: OCCIDENTAL POWER SERVICES, INC.

JANIS C. PEPPER

CLEAN POWER MARKETS, INC.

PO BOX 3206

LOS ALTOS, CA 94024

FOR: CLEAN POWER MARKETS, INC.

MARCEL HAWIGER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
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NOEL OBIORA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4107

SOS VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

FOR: DRA

CHARLES MIDDLEKAUFF

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE ST., MC B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CRAIG M. BUCHSBAUM

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE STREET, B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

EVELYN C. LEE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE STREET, MC B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

SARA O'NEILL

CONSTELLATION NEWENERGY, INC.

ONE MARKET ST., SPEAR TOWER, 36TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: CONSTELLATION NEWENERGY, INC.

ARNO HARRIS

RECURRENT ENERGY, INC.

1700 MONTGOMERY ST., SUITE 251

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JAMES D. SQUERI

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN, MACBRIDE, SQUERI, DAY & LAMPREY

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: CALIFORNIA RETAILERS ASSOCIATION

STEPHEN A.S. MORRISON

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, RM 234

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4682

FOR: CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

CRAIG LEWIS

VP OF GOV. RELATIONS

GREENVOLTS

50 FIRST STREET, SUITE 507

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: GREENVOLTS

EDWARD V. KURZ

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE ST., B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

JEANNE MCKINNEY

THELEN REID BROWN RAYSMAN & STEINER

101 SECOND STREET, SUITE 1800

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

ADAM BROWNING

THE VOTE SOLAR INITIATIVE

300 BRANNAN STREET, SUITE 609

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107

FOR: THE VOTE SOLAR INITIATIVE

BRIAN T. CRAGG

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN, MACBRIDE, SQUERI, DAY & LAMPREY

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS

ASSOCIATION (IEPA)/CAITHNESS CORPORATION

JEANNE B. ARMSTRONG

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLC

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: SOLAR ALLIANCE

MICHAEL DAY DAVID L. HUARD

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP ATTORNEY AT LAW

S05 SANSOME STREET, STE. 900 MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, STE 2900

FOR: THE VOTE SOLAR INITIATIVE AND SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-3736

RECURRENT ENERGY, INC. FOR: MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP

JOSEPH M. KARP

ATTORNEY AT LAW

WINSTON & STRAWN LLP

101 CALIFORNIA STREET, 39TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-5894

FOR: CALIFORNIA WIND ENERGY

ASSN./ABENGOA SOLAR INC./AUSRA INC AND

BRIGHTSOURCE ENERGY INC.

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
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JEFFREY P. GRAY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

FOR: CALPINE POWER AMERICA-CA, LLC

GABE PETLIN

3DEGREES

PRESIDIO OF SAN FRANCISCO

6 FUNSTON AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94129

MARK HUFFMAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

MC B30A PO BOX 770000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

JOHN DUTCHER

VICE PRESIDENT - REGULATORY AFFAIRS

MOUNTAIN UTILITIES

3210 CORTE VALENCIA

FAIRFIELD, CA 94534-7875

FOR: MOUNTAIN UTILITIES

AVIS KOWALEWSKI

CALPINE CORPORATION

3875 HOPYARD ROAD, SUITE 345

PLEASANTON, CA 94588

FOR: CALPINEPOWERAMERICA-CA,LLC

WILLIAM H. BOOTH

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LAW OFFICE OF WILLIAM H. BOOTH

67 CARR DRIVE

MORAGA, CA 94596

FOR: RIDGEWOOD RENEWABLE POWER, LLC AND

RIDGEWOOD OLINDA, LLC

ERIC LARSEN

ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTIST

RCM INTERNATIONAL

PO BOX 4716

BERKELEY, CA 94704

FOR: RCM INTERNATIONAL

LAURA WISLAND

UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS

2397 SHATTUCK AVE., SUITE 203

BERKELEY, CA 94704

FOR: UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS

CLYDE MURLEY

CONSULTANT TO NRDC

1031 ORDWAY STREET

ALBANY, CA 94706
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SARA STECK MYERS

LAW OFFICES OF SARA STECK MYERS

122 28TH AVE.

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

FOR: CENTER FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND

RENEWABLE TECHNOLOGIES

JANICE G. HAMRIN

CENTER FOR RESOURCE SOLUTIONS

PRESIDIO BUILDING 97

PO BOX 29512

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94129

FOR: CENTER FOR RESOURCE SOLUTIONS

JENNIFER CHAMBERLIN

MGR. OF REG. AND GOV. AFFAIRS

DIRECT ENERGY

2633 WELLINGTON CT.

CLYDE, CA 94520

FOR: STRATEGIC ENERGY

SUE KATELEY

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

CALIFORNIA SOLAR ENERGY INDUSTRIES ASSN

PO BOX 782

RIO VISTA, CA 94571

FOR: CALIFORNIA SOLAR ENERGY INDUSTRIES

ASSOCIATION

LINDA Y. SHERIF

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALPINE CORPORATION

3875 HOPYARD ROAD, SUITE 345

PLEASANTON, CA 94588

FOR: CALPINE CORP.

JODY LONDON

JODY LONDON CONSULTING

PO BOX 3629

OAKLAND, CA 94609

FOR: SUSTAINABLE CONSERVATION AND RCM

INTERNATIONAL

GREGG MORRIS

GREEN POWER INSTITUTE

2039 SHATTUCK AVE., SUITE 402

BERKELEY, CA 94704

FOR: GREEN POWER INSTITUTE

NEAL DE SNOO

CITY OF BERKELEY

2180 MILVIA STREET, 2ND FLOOR

BERKELEY, CA 94704

FOR: EAST BAY POWER AUTHORITY/CITY OF

BERKELEY

JP ROSS

VP STRATEGOC RELATIONSHIPS

SUNGEVITY

1625 SHATTUCK AVE., STE 210

BERKELEY, CA 94709

FOR: THE VOTE SOLAR INITIATIVE
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NANCY RADER

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

CALIFORNIA WIND ENERGY ASSOCIATION

2560 NINTH STREET, SUITE 213A

BERKELEY, CA 94710

FOR: CALIFORNIA WIND ENERGY ASSOCIATION

L. JAN REID

COAST ECONOMIC CONSULTING

3185 GROSS ROAD

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95062

FOR: L. JAN REID

JAMES WEIL

DIRECTOR

AGLET CONSUMER ALLIANCE

PO BOX 1916

SEBASTOPOL, CA 95473

FOR: AGLET CONSUMER ALLIANCE

MOUNTAIN UTILITIES

PO BOX 1

KIRKWOOD, CA 95646

JOHN DALESSI

NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.

3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600

RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670-6078

FOR: SOUTH SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY/KINGS

RIVER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

CAROLYN KEHREIN

ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES

2602 CELEBRATION WAY

WOODLAND, CA 95776

FOR: ENERGY USERS FORUM

DAN L. CARROLL

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DOWNEY BRAND, LLP

621 CAPITOL MALL, 18TH FLOOR

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: MOUNTAIN UTILITIES

JAN MCFARLAND

CAEATFA

915 CAPITOL MALL, RM. 468

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: AMERICANS FOR SOLAR POWER

LYNN M. HAUG

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP

2600 CAPITOL AVENUE, SUITE 400

SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-5905

FOR: CORONA DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND

POWER/SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY

JESSICA NELSON

ENERGY SERVICES MANAGER

PLUMAS-SIERRA RURAL ELECTRIC CO-OP

73233 STATE ROUTE 70, STE A
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R. THOMAS BEACH

PRINCIPAL CONSULTANT

CROSSBORDER ENERGY

2560 NINTH STREET, SUITE 213A

BERKELEY, CA 94710-2557

FOR: CROSSBORDER ENERGY/THE CALIFORNIA

COGENERATION COUNCIL

JOHN R. REDDING

ARCTURUS ENERGY CONSULTING

44810 ROSEWOOD TERRACE

MENDOCINO, CA 95460

FOR: SILICON VALLEY MANUFACTURERS GROUP

JUDITH SANDERS

CALIFORNIA ISO

151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630

KIRBY DUSEL

NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.

3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600

RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670

MEGAN MACNEIL MYERS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LAW OFFICES OF MEGAN MACNEIL MYERS

1100 ROSEVILLE PKWY APT 924

ROSEVILLE, CA 95678-4108

FOR: AMERICANS FOR SOLAR POWER

DAN GEIS

THE DOLPHIN GROUP

925 L STREET, SUITE 800

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: INLAND EMPIRE UTILITIES AGENCY

DAVID A. BISCHEL

PRESIDENT

CALIFORNIA FORESTRY ASSOCIATION

1215 K STREET, SUITE 1830

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: CALIFORNIA FORESTRY ASSOCIATION

ANDREW B. BROWN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ELLISON SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP

2600 CAPITOL AVENUE, SUITE 400

SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-5905

FOR: CONSTELLATION NEW ENERGY, INC.

KAREN NORENE MILLS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION

2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE

SACRAMENTO, CA 95833

JORDAN WHITE

SENIOR ATTORNEY

PACIFICORP

825 NE MULTNOMAH STREET, SUITE 1800
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PORTONA, CA 96122-7064

THOMAS ELGIE

POWEREX CORPORATION

1400, 666 BURRAND ST

VANCOUVER, BC VGC 2X8

CANADA

FOR: POWEREX CORPORATION

brmation Only

PORTLAND, OR 97232

FOR: PACIFICORP

STEVEN S. SCHLEIMER NICHOLE FABRI ZANDOLI

DIRECTOR,COMPLIANCE & REGULATORY AFFAIRS PRESIDENT

BARCLAYS BANK, PLC

200 PARK AVENUE, FIFTH FLOOR

NEW YORK, NY 10166

RONALD M. CERNIGLIA

DIRECTOR- NATIONAL ADVOCACY

DIRECT ENERGY SERVICES, LLC

40 COLUMBINE DRIVE

GLENMONT, NY 12077-2966

FOR: DIRECT ENERGY SERVICES, LLC

KEVIN PORTER

SENIOR ANALYST

EXETER ASSOCIATES, INC.

5565 STERRETT PLACE, SUITE 310

COLUMBIA, MD 21044

RICHARD F. CHANDLER

BP SOLAR

630 SOLAREX COURT

FREDERICK, MA 21703

CATHY S. WOOLLUMS

MIDAMERICAN ENERGY HOLDINGS COMPANY

106 EAST SECOND STREET

DAVENPORT, IA 52801

JASON ABIECUNAS

BLACK & BEATCH GLOBAL RENEWABLE ENERGY

RENEWABLE ENERGY CONSULTANT

11401 LAMAR

OVERLAND PARK, KS 66211

FOR: RENEWABLE ENERGY CONSULTANT

ED CHIANG

ELEMENT MARKETS, LLC

ONE SUGAR CREEK CENTER BLVD., SUITE 250

SUGAR LAND, TX 77478

ELIZABETH BAKER

SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING

1722 14TH STREET, SUITE 230

BOULDER, CO 80304

CLEAR ENERGY BROKERAGE & CONSULTING LLC

403 PARKSIDE AVENUE

BROOKLYN, NY 11226

FOR: CLEAR ENERGY BROKERAGE &

CONSULTING LLC

VENKAT SURAVARAPU

ASSOCIATES DIRECTOR

CAMBRIDGE ENERGY RESEARCH ASSOCIATES

1150 CONNECTICUT AVENUE NW, STE. 201

WASHINGTON, DC 20036

FOR: CAMBRIDGE ENERGY RESEARCH

ASSOCIATES

TODD JAFFE

ENERGY BUSINESS BROKERS AND CONSULTANTS

3420 KEYSER ROAD

BALTIMORE, MD 21208

SAMARA M. RASSI

REGULATORY AFFAIRS ANALYST

FELLON-MCCORD & ASSOCIATES

9960 CORPORATE CAMPUS DRIVE, SUITE 2500

LOUISVILLE, KY 40223

CYNTHIA A. FONNER

SENIOR COUNSEL

CONSTELLATION ENERGY GROUP INC

500 WEST WASHINGTON ST, STE 300

CHICAGO, IL 60661

TRENT A. CARLSON

RELIANT ENERGY

1000 MAIN STREET

HOUSTON, TX 77001

JONATHAN JACOBS

PA CONSULTING GROUP

1700 LINCOLN ST STE 4600

DENVER, CO 80203-4509

KEVIN J. SIMONSEN

ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES

646 EAST THIRD AVENUE

DURANGO, CO 81301
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JENINE SCHENK

APS ENERGY SERVICES

400 E. VAN BUREN STREET, SUITE 750

PHOENIX, AZ 85004

ELENA MELLO

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY

6100 NEIL ROAD

RENO, NV 89520

JOE GRECO

TERRA-GEN POWER LLC

9590 PROTOTYPE COURT, SUITE 200

RENO, NV 89521

HUGH YAO

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

555 W. 5TH ST, GT22G2

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

HARVEY EDER

PUBLIC SOLAR POWER COALITION

1218 12TH ST., 25

SANTA MONICA, CA 90401

STEVEN P. CHADIMA

ENERGY INNOVATIONS, INC.

130 WEST UNION STREET

PASADENA, CA 91103

JACK MCNAMARA

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MACK ENERGY COMPANY

PO BOX 1380

AGOURA HILLS, CA 91376-1380

GARY L. ALLEN

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

KEITH SWITZER

VP REGULATORY AFFAIRS

GOLDEN STATE WATER COMPANY

630 EAST FOOTHILL BLVD.

SAN DIMAS, CA 91773-9016

MARY C. HOFFMAN

SOLUTIONS FOR UTILITIES, INC.

1192 SUNSET DRIVE

VISTA, CA 92081

CURTIS KEBLER

DIRECTOR-ORIGINATION

SEMPRA GENERATION

101 ASH STREET, HQ14D

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
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LORRAINE A. PASKETT

VICE PRES., POLICY & MARKET DEVELOPMENT

FIRST SOLAR, INC.

350 WEST WASHINGTON STREET, SUITE 600

TEMPE, AZ 85281

TREVOR DILLARD

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY

PO BOX 10100

6100 NEIL ROAD, MS S4A50

RENO, NV 89520-0024

MARLA DICKERSON

LOS ANGELES TIMES

BUSINESS EDITORIAL, 3RD FLOOR

202 W. FIRST ST.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

CLAIRE E. TORCHIA

CHADBOURNE & PARKE LLP

350 SOUTH GRAND AVE., STE 3300

LOS ANGELES, CA 90071

DOUGLAS MCPHERSON

130 W. UNION STREET

PASADENA, CA 91103

FREEMAN S. HALL

SOLAR ELECTRIC SOLUTIONS, LLC

5353 TOPANGA CANYON BLVD, STE 300

WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91364

FOR: SOLAR ELECTRIC SOLUTIONS, LLC

CASE ADMINISTRATION

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

GEORGE WILTSEE

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

JEFF COX

FUELCELL ENERGY

1557 MANDEVILLE PLACE

ESCONDIDO, CA 92029

AIMEE M. SMITH

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SEMPRA ENERGY

101 ASH STREET HQ13

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC CO.

THOMAS P. CORR

SEMPRA ENERGY GLOBAL ENTERPRISES

101 ASH STREET, HQ16C

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
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YVONNE GROSS

SEMPRA GLOBAL

101 ASH STREET, HQ08C

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

TERRY FARRELLY

269 G AVENUE

CORONADO, CA 92118

CHARLES MANZUK

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC

8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP 32D

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

DESPINA NIEHAUS

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32H

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1530

CARL STEEN

BAKER & HOSTETLER LLP

600 ANTON BLVD., SUITE 900

COSTA MESA, CA 92626

FOR: BAKER & HOSTETLER LLP

LEONARD LEICHNITZ

LUMOS POWER LP

1280 BISON B9-37

NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92660

HAROLD M. ROMANOWITZ

OAK CREEK ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC.

14633 WILLOW SPRINGS ROAD

MOJAVE, CA 93501

FOR: OAK CREEK ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC.

MARC D. JOSEPH

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ADAMS, BROADWELL, JOSEPH & CARDOZO

601 GATEWAY BLVD., STE. 1000

SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080

FOR: ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO

DIANE I. FELLMAN

NEXTERA ENERGY RESOURCES, LLC.

234 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

PAUL FENN

LOCAL POWER

35 GROVE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
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DON LIDDELL

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

2928 2ND AVENUE

SAN DIEGO, CA 92103

CENTRAL FILES

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC

CP31-E

8330 CENTURY PARK COURT

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELELCTRIC

JENNIFER WRIGHT

CALIFORNIA REGULATORY AFFAIRS

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC CO.

8330 CENTURY PARK CT

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

JOHN W. LESLIE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LUCE, FORWARD, HAMILTON & SCRIPPS, LLP

11988 EL CAMINO REAL, SUITE 200

SAN DIEGO, CA 92130-2592

ROGER LEE

BAKER & HOSTETLER LLP

600 ANTON BLVD., SUITE 900

COSTA MESA, CA 92626

FOR: BAKER & HOSTETLER LLP

MICHAEL J. GILMORE

INLAND ENERGY

SOUTH TOWER SUITE 606

3501 JAMBOREE RD

NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92660

MARK STOUT

CLEANTECH AMERICA, INC.

1416 BROADWAY ST. SUITE B

FRESNO, CA 93721

BILLY BLATTNER

MANAGER REGULATORY RELATIONS

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

601 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 2060

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

FOR: SDG&E/SOCAL GAS

NINA SUETAKE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

711 VAN NESS AVE., STE. 350

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

DAN ADLER

DIRECTOR, TECH AND POLICY DEVELOPMENT

CALIFORNIA CLEAN ENERGY FUND

5 THIRD STREET, SUITE 1125

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

FOR: CALIFORNIA CLEAN ENERGY FUND
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MANUEL RAMIREZ

SAN FRANCISCO PUC

1155 MARKET STREET, 4TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

SANDRA ROVETTI

REGULATORY AFFAIRS MANAGER

SAN FRANCISCO PUC

1155 MARKET STREET, 4TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

BILL GOLOVE

CHEVRON ENERGY SOLUTIONS

345 CALIFORNIA STREET, 18TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

KAREN TERRANOVA

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, STE 2200

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

FOR: COGENERATION ASSOCIATION OF

CALIFORIA

MICHAEL A. HYAMS

POWER ENTERPRISE-REGULATORY AFFAIRS

SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMM

1155 MARKET ST., 4TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

THERESA BURKE

REGULATORY AFFAIRS ANALYST

SAN FRANCISCO PUC

1155 MARKET STREET, 4TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISO, CA 94103

FOR: SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES

COMMISSION

DOUGLAS E. COVER

ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES

225 BUSH STREET, SUITE 1700

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

NICK ALLEN

MORGAN STANLEY RESEARCH

555 CALIFORNIA STREET STE 2200 21ST FLR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

SEAN HAZLETT SNULLER PRICE

MORGAN STANLEY ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ECONOMICS

555 CALIFORNIA ST., SUITE 2200, 21ST FL 101 MONTGOMERY, SUITE 1600

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

FOR: ENERGY AND ENBIRONMENTAL ECONOMICS

JASON YAN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE B13L

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

LAW DEPARTMENT FILE ROOM

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE STREET, B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

SEEMA SRINIVASAN

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

33 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 1850

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

NIELS KJELLUND

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1814

KARLEEN O'CONNOR

WINSTON & STRAWN LLP

101 CALIFORNIA STREET 39TH FLR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: CALIFORNIA WIND ENERGY

ASSN./ABENGOA SOLAR INC./AUSRA INC AND

BRIGHTSOURCE ENERGY INC.

JUDY PAU

JOHN PAPPAS

UTILITY ELECTRIC PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE STREET, N12E

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

NORA SHERIFF

ALCANTAR & KAHL

33 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 1850

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

CORY M. MASON

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE STREET, MC B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1814

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

JANINE L. SCANCARELLI

ATTORNEY AT LAW

FOLGER, LEVIN & KAHN, LLP

275 BATTERY STREET, 23RD FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

DEREK DENNISTON

DIRECTOR

RENEWABLE ENERGY MARKETS

101 CALIFORNIA STREET, STE 2750

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-5802

ROBERT B. GEX
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DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS

425 DIVISADERO ST.

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117

STANDISH O'GRADY

FRIENDS OF KIRKWOOD ASSOCIATION

31 PARKER AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118

ED LUCHA

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

MAGGIE CHAN

PG&E

MAILCODE B9A

PO BOX 770000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

VALERIE WINN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE 12G

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

ROBIN J. WALTHER

1380 OAK CREEK DRIVE, NO. 316

PALO ALTO, CA 94304-2016

BETH VAUGHAN

CALIFORNIA COGENERATION COUNCIL

4391 NORTH MARSH ELDER CT.

CONCORD, CA 94521

COOL EARTH SOLAR

4659 LAS POSITAS RD., SUITE C

LIVERMORE, CA 94551

FOR: COOL EARTH SOLAR

SEAN P. BEATTY

SR. MGR. EXTERNAL & REGULATORY AFFAIRS

MIRANT CALIFORNIA, LLC

PO BOX 192

PITTSBURG, CA 94565

ROBERT T. BOYD

GE WIND ENERGY

6130 STONERIDGE MAIL ROAD, SUITE 300B

PLEASANTON, CA 94588-3287

FOR: GE WIND ENERGY
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ATTORNEY AT LAW,

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS

425 DIVISADERO ST. SUITE 303

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117-2242

FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS

SARA BIRMINGHAM

DIRECTOR, WESTERN POLICY

SOLAR ALLIANCE

646 19TH AVE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

GRACE LIVINGSTON-NUNLEY

ASSISTANT PROJECT MANAGER

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

PO BOX 770000 MAIL CODE B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

SHAUN HALVERSON

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

PG&E MAIL CODE B9A

PO BOX 770000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

VALERIE J. WINN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

PO BOX 770000, PG&E MAIL CODE N12G

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177-0001

BRAD WETSTONE

ALAMEDA POWER AND TELECOM

2000 GRANT STREET, PO BOX H

ALAMEDA, CA 94501-0263

FOR: ALAMEDA POWER AND TELECOM

TONY CHEN

SR. MANGER, BUSINESS DEVEL.

COOL EARTH SOLAR

7665 HAWTHORNE AVE

LIVERMORE, CA 94550

FOR: COOL EARTH SOLAR

ANDREW J. VAN HORN

VAN HORN CONSULTING

12 LIND COURT

ORINDA, CA 94563

KEVIN DUGGAN

CALPINE CORPORATION

3875 HOPYARD ROAD, SUITE 345

PLEASANTON, CA 94588

SARAH BESERRA

CALIFORNIA REPORTS.COM

39 CASTLE HILL COURT

VALLEJO, CA 94591
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