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BEFORE THE
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Integrate and
Refine Procurement Policies and Consider Rulemaking 10-05-006
Long-Term Procurement Plans

Comments of the California Wind Energy Association
on the CPUC Staff’s Draft Modeling of a 33% Renewable Portfolio Standard

The California Wind Energy Association (CalWEA) appreciates the opportunity
to provide input on the proposal of Commission staff for a set of inputs, assumptions, and
resulting scenarios that will guide long-term planning for renewable generation under a
33% Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) within Track I of the 2010 Long-Term
Procurement Planning proceeding. The Commission staff and its consultants presented
this material at a June 18, 2010 workshop. The presiding administrative law judge
requested these comments in her rulings of May 28 and June 22, 2010. In particular,

CalWEA addresses several of the staff’s questions included in the June 22 ruling.

1. Inputs and assumptions

Staff Question No. 1: Do the proposed inputs and assumptions regarding the cost,
value, and estimated Megawatt (MW) availability of renewable resources in California
and throughout the West accurately reflect the best-available industry knowledge?

In August 2009, CalWEA joined with a number of solar parties to present
comments on the Commission staff’s initial modeling of a 33% RPS, as presented in the
report 33% Renewables Portfolio Standard: Implementation Analysis Preliminary
Report (Report), issued in June 2009." These comments focused largely on the inputs
and assumptions used in this modeling. CalWEA is pleased that the Commission staff

has included many of these comments in its updated work. The staff summarized many

' “Comments of the Solar Alliance, the California Wind Energy Association, the Large-Scale Solar

Association, and the Vote Solar Initiative on the CPUC Energy Division’s 33% RPS Report and Model,”
dated August 28, 2009.
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of these changes at the December 2009 and June 18 workshops. In particular, CalWEA
is pleased that the staff’s new 33% RPS modeling includes:

o Explicit modeling of the use of tradable Renewable Energy Credits.

e Lower wind and solar PV capital and O&M costs, and higher wind
capacity factors.

e A more realistic depiction of the use of excess or upgraded capacity on
existing transmission lines.

2. Use a “least regrets” method of evaluation and selection.

Staff Question No. 6: The June 2009 33% RPS Implementation Analysis Preliminary
Results report found that different 33% RPS scenarios help to achieve different policy
goals, with no one scenario performing well across all policy metrics. Therefore, does the
proposed set of scenarios strike an appropriate balance, presenting “reasonably
feasible” and “plausible” 33% generation futures that still represent “substantially
unique procurement strategies resulting in material changes to corresponding (fossil)
procurement needs and/or required (conceptual) transmission”, as envisioned in the
guiding principles above?

The Commission undoubtedly is aware that on June 4, 2010, the California
Independent System Operator (CAISO) filed with the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) for approval of a Revised Transmission Planning Process (RTPP).
Among other goals, a central aim of the RTPP is to apply a “least-regrets” planning
approach to identify and develop a new category of “policy-driven” upgrades to the
transmission grid expected to be necessary to meet California’s 33% RPS goal. The May

2010 Memorandum of Understanding between the Commission and the CAISO indicates

that the Commission supports this approach to transmission planning.

In a nutshell, the “least regrets” approach uses a series of engineering sensitivity
analyses to identify which common set of resources are needed in most, if not all, such
sensitivity cases. In the transmission context, the least-regrets approach recognizes that
the pattern of renewable resource development is uncertain, and as a result evaluates
multiple possible development scenarios to identify a set of transmission upgrades that
will facilitate California’s renewable energy goals, regardless of the actual development
pattern that emerges. The analysis attempts to identify the transmission elements that are

common to most, if not all, development scenarios, in order to reduce the risk of over-
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building transmission and to ensure that ratepayers are not saddled with excessive
transmission costs. Regulators will have greater confidence that these major transmission
elements clearly are needed to further the state’s renewable energy policy goals, and the
utilities will have greater confidence that they can recover the construction costs of these
needed infrastructure additions through their rate bases. If this multi-scenario planning
analysis is successful, the policy-driven transmission upgrades identified as core
transmission elements should serve multiple transmission system needs and, therefore,

are highly likely to be “used and useful” for utility service.

CalWEA submits that the Commission should undertake a similar “least regrets”
analysis in evaluating the likely mix of renewable generation resources to meet a 33%
RPS goal. It is particularly important to use this approach if the selected mix of
competitive renewable energy zones (CREZs) is to be used to develop conceptual
transmission plans. The CPUC staff may be attempting to do so in its selection of
scenarios and by constructing a “balanced” scenario. However, as discussed further
below, CalWEA is concerned that the staff’s use of a “commercial core” of RPS projects
is not consistent with a “least regrets” approach. Further, it was unclear from the
workshop presentation whether the scope of the CPUC staff’s planned sensitivity
analyses is broad and comprehensive enough such that the “balanced” scenario really
constitutes a “least regrets” approach. CalWEA discusses below the range of sensitivity
analyses that should be considered in constructing a “least regrets” evaluation of the

future portfolio of renewable generation resources.

3. Recognize that there is uncertainty even in the “commercial core.”

Staff Question No. 5: Do you agree with the concept of holding constant through all
scenarios a “discounted core” of the generation resources that appear most likely to
develop by 2020? Do the proposed criteria and resulting projects comprising the
“discounted core” represent a reasonable forecast of viable RPS generation in 2020, not
necessarily by specific project, but by technology and location? If not, what other
objective, publicly-available criteria might be more appropriate for building a
“discounted core”?

All of the Commission staff’s scenarios include the same “commercial core” of

renewable projects. These projects are ones with a Commission-approved power
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purchase contract and where the developer has filed a completed application for its major
land-use permit. The CPUC staff has granted these projects first priority in the resource

selection process in all of its scenarios.

CalWEA believes strongly that, while demonstrating progress toward project
development, a PPA and a completed land-use permit application do not guarantee that
development will occur, as inclusion in the discounted core implies. The June 18
presentation states that “Discounted Core projects are given first priority in the resource
selection sorts, reflecting their high probability of development” and that “Non-
Discounted Core projects are given priority over generic resources but are not guaranteed
development.” Taking these statements together, the staff appears to treat Discounted
Core projects as guaranteed to be developed. Labeling all of these projects as “high
probability” and effectively guaranteeing them transmission will prejudge and skew the

market.

CalWEA does not disagree that projects with a PPA and a completed land-use
permit application should be scored higher than other projects in terms of their potential
to be developed successfully. However, to include this “commercial core” in all
scenarios is not consistent with a “least regrets” approach, because there is no
examination of whether there might be conditions under which not all of the “commercial
core” will materialize. CalWEA recommends that the Commission staff include at least
two scenarios that do not assume a “commercial core” of projects, in order to test the
robustness of the assumption of a “commercial core.” One of these might be the
“environmentally constrained” scenario in which there are environmental constraints on
the development of large-scale RPS resources. This is a scenario in which a signed PPA
and a filed land-use permit for a large-scale RPS project may not be a strong indicator of
project success. The other logical scenario in which to exclude a “commercial core” is
the cost-constrained scenario, in which least cost is the major concern. These scenarios
can be used to test whether the same mix of generation resources and backbone

transmission upgrades result if the “commercial core” does not materialize as expected.
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In the alternative, if the Commission decides to use a “commercial core,” it
should use a smaller set of core projects, such as Set #3 in the staff’s Slide #59 of the Part
1 presentation. This set of core projects includes only those that have both an approved
PPA and approval for their key land use permit. CalWEA would agree that approval of
both the PPA and the land use permit portend a significantly higher probability of

development.

4. Intelligent use of sensitivity analyses

The CPUC staff’s workshop presentation does not include a significant discussion
of the sensitivity of the results to changes in key inputs and assumptions. As discussed
above, the intelligent use of sensitivity analyses is the key to the successful application of

a “least regrets” approach.

Sensitivity to higher and lower resource costs. CalWEA recommends that the
staff should include sensitivity analyses with both higher and lower costs for the various
renewable technologies. This is particularly important for technologies (such as large-
scale solar) that are expected to contribute significantly to the 33% RPS, but for which
there is little experience with actual project costs. The RETI analysis includes wide
uncertainty bands around each estimated CREZ cost to take into account numerous
uncertainties associated with the analysis. The same should be done in this analysis so as

to avoid portraying a false sense of certainty.

Sensitivity to the counting rule for RA. The staff also should include a
sensitivity that uses the Commission’s former method for calculating the resource
adequacy (RA) value of intermittent renewables: that method sets the RA value of these
resources using their capacity factor in the noon-to-6 p.m. on-peak hours. This sensitivity
would be in addition to a case using the current “70% exceedance” method for counting
the RA value of intermittent renewables. The 70% exceedance method was proposed by

the IOUs and the CAISO and adopted by the Commission in D. 09-06-028 with some
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modifications. The adopted “70% exceedance” method is controversial,” departs from
best practices in the rest of the U.S., * and may de-rate intermittent resources too severely,
thus over-estimating the amount of additional system resources required to meet RA
goals. As CalWEA discussed at the December 2009 workshop, it would be a simple

matter to include this sensitivity in the 33% RPS model.*

Sensitivity to the increased RA value of geographically and technologically
diverse renewable resources. In adopting the “70% exceedance” method in D. 09-06-
028, the Commission correctly recognized that the approach failed to consider the fact
that, due to the seasonal, temporal, and geographic diversity of wind and solar generation,
the aggregate RA value of all intermittent renewable generation is greater than the sum of
the individual RA values of specific projects. As a result, the adopted RA counting rule
includes an adder to the RA value of each wind and solar project based on its contribution
to the aggregate capacity value of all intermittent renewables, both wind and solar. The
2010 RA results for wind resources in California demonstrate the importance of this
adjustment to recognize the aggregate value of geographically-dispersed wind resources,
even just within California. This adjustment alone constitutes about 40% of the total
2010 RA qualifying capacity for wind resources in California.” This diversity adjustment
will be particularly important in scenarios with large amounts of both wind and solar, and

with a variety of wind resources in areas with substantially different wind regimes (for

* For example, CalWEA and other parties have outstanding applications for rehearing of D. 09-06-028

which assert that the 70% exceedance method adopted in D. 09-12-028 discriminates against intermittent
renewable technologies and was not the product of reasoned decisionmaking.

3 The North American Reliability Council (NERC) has recommended that grid operators should move to
the use of the Effective Load Carrying Capacity (ELCC) approach for determining the capacity value of
intermittent renewables. See “Accommodating High Levels of Variable Generation,” (April 2009, NERC
Special Report), at 36-41. This report is available on the NERC website at
http://www.nerc.com/files/IVGTF_Report 041609.pdf . The old method of setting the RA value for wind
and solar resources using their on-peak capacity factor has been validated by ELCC studies, while the new
“70% exceedance” method has not. See April 2009 NERC Special Report, at 39.

* The RA value of renewable resources, as a percent of nameplate, is an input assumption listed in the
“Resource Characterizations” tabs of both the 2009 E3 33% RPS Calculator and the 2010 E3 33% RES
model, for example.

> See the table on page 3 of the CPUC Energy Division’s “Wind and Solar Qualifying Capacity Fact
Sheet,” available at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/NR/rdonlyres/BOAC73A8-737D-46CF-B021-
BD28CB351FC1/0/WindandSolarQualifyingCapacity FactSheet.doc.
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example, California and Wyoming).® As shown in the E3 presentation at the workshop
on the capacity credit from wind, solar thermal, and solar PV resources, the capacity
credit from these resources is maximized in a portfolio that includes a balanced and
geographically diverse mix of all three types of resources.” The staff’s modeling does not
incorporate the full RA diversity value of the assumed mixes of renewable generation.
The RA value for such diverse mixes of wind and solar generation will be much higher
than those calculated using the current RA values calculated just for today’s limited
amounts of California wind and solar resources. For this reason, the staff’s current RPS
model understates the capacity value of the diverse portfolios of renewable resources that
are included in the model. A sensitivity analysis using the old RA counting rule for
intermittent generation, which produces higher RA values, is a reasonable means to

address this problem until more sophisticated analyses are available.

5. Incorporating the results of the CAISO IRRP Integration Study

The results of the CAISO’s ongoing Integration of Renewable Resources Program
(IRRP) will be particularly important to determine if the system needs additional
resources for integration (such as fossil generation, demand-side response, or storage
resources), beyond those that may be needed for system capacity or energy requirements.
In addition, the results may have a significant impact on the type of needed fossil
resources, as well as on the degree of flexibility required in California’s fossil fleet, in
order to integrate 33% renewables. The amount and type of system resources needed for
integration (which ideally would be determined in the market in response to the
appropriate price signals) will be the key driver of integration costs. The staff
presentation is unclear on how the CAISO IRRP results will be incorporated into the 33%
RPS modeling. We understand that the CAISO IRRP process is not moving quickly
enough, but the LTPP process should benefit from its completion, including a full
opportunity for stakeholder comment which has not yet occurred at the CAISO.

6 Zephyr Power Transmission, LLC is filing comments today that includes an analysis showing that the

combination of (1) California wind and (2) Wyoming wind delivered to California has a capacity value that
is 39% higher than the capacity value of the two wind resources separately (i.e. without delivering the
Wyoming wind to California) and more than100% greater than if all the wind energy is obtained from
California alone..

7 See Slides 37-42 from the Part 2 of the presentation at the June 18 Workshop.
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All of the 33% RPS scenarios in the staff’s latest modeling include significant
amounts of both wind and solar generation. Past work on renewables integration, in
particular the CEC’s Intermittency Analysis Project and NERC’s April 2009 Special
Report on renewables integration, have emphasized the complementary nature of wind
and solar generation and the fact that the presence of both resources may reduce
integration costs, particularly when these resources are widely dispersed geographically.®
In contrast, the CAISO’s past RPS integration studies have examined high levels of new
wind generation only, with most of the new generation added only in the Tehachapi wind
resource area, without significant solar capacity.” In evaluating the CAISO’s
forthcoming IRRP work on integration, the Commission and the Energy Division should
ensure that it includes realistic scenarios for the future geographic and technological

diversity of the state’s renewable resources.

6. Careful use of environmental assessments.

Staff Question No. 2: Do you agree that concerns about environmental impacts may
significantly affect the development of renewable generation between now and 2020, and
should thus be considered in long-term planning, to the extent possible? Is the Staff-
proposed methodology appropriate for providing a high-level screening of the
environmental concerns associated with renewable generation, by type and location?
Staff appropriately points out that the Desert Renewable Energy Conservation
Plan (DRECP) and other efforts are examining in a scientific and rigorous way the
potential relative environmental impacts of various renewable energy development areas,
and will provide direction to developers in coming months and years.'’ By their nature,
less sophisticated attempts at assessing environmental impacts, such as the one made by
RETTI and Aspen’s approach for the LTPP, are going to be very crude assessments of the

ability to develop projects, certainly in comparison to the detailed surveys conducted for

each individual project. Several steps therefore should be taken to improve accuracy to

For example, see the April 2009 NERC Special Report, at 24.
? “Integration of Renewable Resources” (November 2007, CAISO), at 2-3, 24, and 68, available at
http://www.caiso.com/Ica5/1ca5a7a026270.pdf .
10 «Attachment 1: Planning Standards for System Resource Plans — Part II, Long-Term Renewable
Resource Planning Standards” (June 22, 2010), p. 23.
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the extent possible, to ensure the appropriate use of the document, and to recognize the

large inherent uncertainties.

Ensure accuracy of impact area. It is unclear whether Aspen used a footprint
for wind projects consistent with their actual disturbance area of 2% to 5%."" Permitting
agencies do not consider the lease area in determining impacts. They look at
direct and indirect disturbance on species of concern and their habitat, which is
usually related to direct disturbance area. Using the full lease area in any formulas, as

RETI erroneously did, would be inconsistent with existing laws governing project siting.

Disclaimers should be displayed. It is very important that the Commission
clearly and prominently state the limited purpose for which the results of this modeling
should be used. We appreciate, therefore, staff’s statement in Attachment 1 to the June 22
Ruling that this assessment is “not in any way intended or adequate to reflect project-
specific environmental assessments.”'? It should be made clear, anywhere the
environmental scoring is discussed, that it is intended only as an input to the LTPP
process as a sensitivity case to assess the need for system resources and to develop

conceptual transmission plans.

Certainly in no case should this environmental assessment process extend to
project-specific rankings. It is impossible for such a high-level approach to accurately
assess project-specific impacts, which can only be determined definitively after costly

site-specific surveys and analyses are conducted.

Uncertainties should be clearly indicated. As with the economic assessment
discussed above, the environmental assessments should be accompanied by ranges
reflecting the underlying uncertainties. The “environmental supply curve” figure in
Aspen’s June 18, 2010, presentation, for example, is relatively flat, showing that the large

majority of CREZs fall within two y-axis points. Given the uncertainty inherent in the

""" See 20% Wind by 2030, Increasing Wind Energy’s Contribution to U.S. Electric Supply, U.S.
DOE (May 2008) at p. 110 (available at

www.20percentwind.org/20percent wind_energy report 05-11-08 wk.pdf).

12 See note 10, infra.
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numbers, the “error band” will likely subsume much of the difference in rankings within

these two y-axis points.

Likewise, in Aspen’s wind “bubble chart,” the Solano CREZ scores relatively
poorly, yet many wind projects have been successfully permitted there in the past few
years. Showing an uncertainty range might reduce the incongruousness of Aspen’s
results with actual experience and thus produce a more reasonable basis for an

environmental sensitivity case.

7. Conclusion

CalWEA appreciates the substantial effort that Commission staff and their
consultants have made in preparing and refining the 33% RPS analyses. With the further
modifications that CalWEA has recommended above, we believe that these analyses can
be a significant resource for the Commission and the parties in shaping the utilities’

upcoming system LTPPs.

CalWEA thanks the Commission for its attention to these comments and looks

forward to further active participation in this important case.

Respectfully submitted,

/s / R. Thomas Beach

R. Thomas Beach

Crossborder Energy

2560 Ninth Street, Suite 213A
Berkeley, California 94710

Telephone: 510-549-6922

E-mail: tomb@crossborderenergy.com

On behalf of
CALIFORNIA WIND ENERGY ASSOCIATION
July 9, 2010
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1330 GRAND AVENUE
SAN RAFAEL, CA 94901
FOR: LARGE SCALE SOLAR ASSOCIATION

MICHAEL E. BOYD

CALIFORNIANS FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY,
5439 SOQUEL DRIVE

SOQUEL, CA 95073-2659

FOR: CALIFORNIANS FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY

INC.

CAROLYN M. KEHREIN

ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES
2602 CELEBRATION WAY
WOODLAND, CA 95776

FOR: ENERGY USERS FORUM

ROBERT E. BURT

INSULATION CONTRACTORS ASSN.

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

FOR: INSULATION CONTRACTORS ASSN.

Information Only

AUDREY CHANG
CA ENERGY EFFICIENCY INDUSTRY COUNCIL
EMAIL ONLY

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

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

MICHAEL O'KEEFE
CAL. ENERGY EFFICIENCY INDUSTRY COUNCIL
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000-0000

VICTORIA LAUTERBACH
MCDERMOTT WILL & EMERY LLP
600 13TH STREET, NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20005

DONALD GILLIGAN

NATIONAL ASSC. OF ENERGY SVC.
1615 M STREET, NW

WASHINGTON, DC 20036

FOR: NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ENERGY
SERVICE COMPANIES

COMPANIES

KEVIN J. SIMONSEN
ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES
646 E. THIRD AVE.

DURANGO, CA 81301

AMBER WYATT

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

GREG BASS

SEMPRA ENERGY SOLUTIONS LLC
401 WEST A STREET, SUITE 500
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

WENDY KEILANI

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT-CP32D
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

RORY COX

RATEPAYERS FOR AFFORDABLE CLEAN ENERGY
251 KEARNY STREET, 2ND FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

FOR: PACIFIC ENVIRONMENT

MARYBELLE C. ANG
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

115 SANSOME STREET, STE. 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

NOAH LONG

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

SANTA CRUZ, CA
FOR: L. JAN REID

95062

MARTIN HOMEC

PO BOX 4471

DAVIS, CA 95617

FOR: WOMEN'S ENERGY MATTERS

ANDREW B. BROWN
ELLISON SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, L.L.P.
2600 CAPITOL AVENUE, SUITE 400

SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-5905

FOR: CONSTELLATION NEWENERGY, INC.
DONALD E. BROOKHYSER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ALCANTAR & KAHL

1300 S.W. FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 1750

PORTLAND, OR 97201
FOR: COGENERATION ASSN. OF CALIFORNIA

JOHN LESLIE
LUCE, FORWARD,
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA

HAMILTON & SCRIPPS LLP
00000

JOHN NIMMONS
JOHN NIMMONS & ASSOCIATES,
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLU, CA

INC.
00000-0000

STEVEN HUHMAN

MORGAN STANLEY CAPITAL GROUP INC.
2000 WESTCHESTER AVENUE

PURCHASE, NY 10577

MICHAEL A. YUFFEE

MCDERMOTT WILL & EMERY LLP
600 THIRTEENTH STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, DC 20005-3096

CYNTHIA BRADY

CONSTELLATION ENERGY RESOURCES, LLC
550 WEST WASHINGTON STREET, SUITE 300
CHICAGO, IL 60661

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

CASE ADMINISTRATION

LAW DEPARTMENT

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE., ROOM 370
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

JOHN A. PACHECO
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

101 ASH STREET, HQI12B
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3017
SUE MARA

RTO ADVISORS, LLC

164 SPRINGDALE WAY
REDWOOD CITY, CA
FOR: RTO ADVISORS,

94062
LLC

MARCEL HAWIGER

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

MATTHEW FREEDMAN

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

ALEX BECK

COMPETITIVE POWER VENTURES,
55 2ND STREET, SUITE 525
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

INC.
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ALICE GONG

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE ST. MC B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

GEORGE ZAHARIUDAKIS

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, RM. 904, MC BOSA
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

KAREN TERRANOVA

ALCANTAR & KAHL

33 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 1850
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

MARK W. ZIMMERMANN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MC BO9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

REGULATORY FILE ROOM

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE STREET, B30A / PO BOX 7442
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

DEVIN MCDONELL

BINGHAM MCCUTHCHEN

THREE EMBARCADERO CENTER
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

RAFI HASSAN

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

TODD EDMISTER

BINGHAM MCCUTCHEN

THREE EMBARCADERO CENTER
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

DIANE I. FELLMAN

NRG WEST

73 DOWNEY STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117

ARTHUR O'DONNELL

CENTER FOR RESOURCE SOLUTIONS
1012 TORNEY STREET, 2ND FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94129

BRAD WETSTONE

ALAMEDA MUNICIPAL POWER
2000 GRAND STREET, PO BOX H
ALAMEDA, CA 94501-0263

AVIS KOWALEWSKI

CALPINE CORPORATION

4160 DUBLIN BLVD., SUITE 100
DUBLIN, CA 94568

DOCKET COORDINATOR

KEYES & FOX LLP

436 14TH STREET, SUITE 1305
OAKLAND, CA 94612

DAVID MARCUS
ADAMS BROADWELL & JOSEPH
PO BOX 1287
BERKELEY, CA 94701-1287

PATRICK G. MCGUIRE
CROSSBORDER ENERGY

2560 NINTH STREET, SUITE 213A
BERKELEY, CA 94710

BRUCE PERLSTEIN, PH.D

MANAGING DIRECTOR

STRATEGY, FINANCE & ECONOMICS, LLC
366 EDGEWOOD AVENUE

MILL VALLEY, CA 94941

DEVRA WANG
STAFF SCIENTIST

ANTHEA LEE

REGULATORY CASE COORDINATOR
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MC B9A, ROOM 904
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

GLORIA D. SMITH

SIERRA CLUB ENVIRONMENTAL LAW PROGRAM
85 SECOND STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

LUCAS WILLIAMS

GOLDEN GATE UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF LAW
536 MISSION STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: PACIFIC ENVIRONMENT

MICHAEL P. ALCANTAR

ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP

33 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 1850
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: COGENERATION ASSOCIATION OF
CALIFORNIA

WILLIAM MITCHELL

COMPETITIVE POWER VENTURES, INC.
55 2ND STREET, SUITE 525

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

JAMES L. FILIPPI

NEXTLIGHT RENEWABLE POWER, LLC
353 SACRAMENTO STREET, SUITE 2100
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

ROBERT GEX

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

VIDHYA PRABHAKARAN

DAVIS WRIGHT & TREMAINE LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

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

CASE COORDINATION

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE ST., PO BOX 770000 MC B9A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

SEAN P. BEATTY

MIRANT CALIFORNIA, LLC
696 WEST 10TH STREET
PITTSBURG, CA 94565

MATTHEW BARMACK

DIR

CALPINE CORPORATION

4360 DUBLIN BLVD., SUITE 100
DUBLIN, CA 94568

JESSIE BAIRD

EARTHJUSTICE

426 17TH STREET, S5TH FLOOR
OAKLAND, CA 94612

REED V. SCHMIDT

BARTLE WELLS ASSOCIATES

1889 ALCATRAZ AVENUE

BERKELEY, CA 94703-2714

FOR: CALIFORNIA CITY-COUNTY STREET
LIGHT ASSOCIATION (CAL-SLA)

PHILLIP MULLER

SCD ENERGY SOLUTIONS
436 NOVA ALBION WAY
SAN RAFAEL, CA 94903

BARBARA GEORGE

WOMEN'S ENERGY MATTERS
PO BOX 548

FAIRFAX, CA 94978-0548

BARRY F. MCCARTHY
MCCARTHY & BERLIN, LLP
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NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 95104
MICHAEL G. NELSON, ESQ.
MACCARTHY & BERLIN, LLP

100 W.
SAN JOSE,

SAN FERNANDO STREET,
CA 95113

SUITE 501

WILLIAM B. MARCUS
CONSULTING ECONOMIST
JBS ENERGY, INC.

311 D STREET, SUITE A

WEST SACRAMENTO, CA 95605
MARY LYNCH
VP - REGULATORY AND LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS

CONSTELLATION ENERGY COMMODITIES GRP
2377 GOLD MEADOW WAY, STE 100
GOLD RIVER, CA 95670

DANIELLE OSBORN MILLS

POLICY DIRECTOR

CEERT

1100 11TH STREET, SUITE 311
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

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

GENE VARANINI

SPECIAL COUNSEL

DEMAND RESERVES PARTNERSHIP
717 K ST. SUITE 217
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

KEVIN WOODRUFF

WOODRUFF EXPERT SERVICES
1100 K STREET, SUITE 204
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

STEVEN KELLY

INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION
1215 K STREET, SUITE 900

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

ANN L. TROWBRIDGE
ATTORNEY AT LAW
DAY CARTER MURPHY LLC

3620 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE, SUITE 205
SACRAMENTO, CA 95864

ANNIE STANGE

ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP

1300 SW FIFTH AVE., SUITE 1750

PORTLAND, OR 97201

State Service

ANNE GILLETTE
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY,

CA  00000-0000

CHLOE LUKINS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
ROOM 4101

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

DIANA L. LEE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4107

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KAREN P. PAULL

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4300

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

100 WEST SAN FERNANDO ST., STE.

SAN JOSE, CA 95113

BARBARA R. BARKOVICH
BARKOVICH & YAP, INC.
44810 ROSEWOOD TERRACE

MENDOCINO, CA 95460
BRIAN THEAKER

DYNEGY, LLC

3161 KEN DEREK LANE
PLACERVILLE, CA 95667
RAY PINGLE

7140 STEEPLE CHASE DR.
SHINGLE SPRINGS, CA 95682

DOUGLAS DAVIE

WELLHEAD ELECTRIC COMPANY
650 BERCUT DRIVE, SUITE C
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

JIM METROPULOS

SIERRA CLUB CALIFORNIA
801 K STREET, SUITE 2700
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

SCOTT BLAISING

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

SHANNON EDDY

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

LARGE SCALE SOLAR ASSOCIATION
2501 PORTOLA WAY

SACRAMENTO, CA 95818

FOR: LARGE-SCALE SOLAR ASSOCIATION

DIANA SANCHEZ

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

STE. 205

DANIEL JURIJEW

SR. MGR - REGULATORY AFFAIRS WEST
CAPITAL POWER CORPORATION

10065 JASPER AVENUE

EDMONTON, AB T5J 3Bl
CANADA
FOR: CAPITAL POWER CORPORATION

ARAM SHUMAVON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

DAVID PECK

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
ROOM 4103

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
FOR: DRA

94102-3214

JORDAN PARRILLO

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
ROOM 4104

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KARL MEEUSEN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
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LILY CHOW

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

NIKA ROGERS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
ROOM 4101

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

RAHMON MOMOH

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
ROOM 4102

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

FOR: DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES

ROBERT L. STRAUSS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

VICTORIA S KOLAKOWSKI

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 5117

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

CLARE LAUFENBER GALLARDO

STRATEGIC TRANSMISSION INVESTMNT PROGRAM
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

1516 NINTH STREET, MS 17

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

LISA DECARLO

STAFF COUNSEL

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET MS-14
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

IVIN RHYNE

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS 20
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-5512

NATHANIEL SKINNER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

NIKI BAWA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

REBECCA TSAI-WEI LEE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SEAN A. SIMON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

YULIYA SHMIDT

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ENERGY PRICING AND CUSTOMER PROGRAMS BRA
ROOM 4104

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JIM WOODWARD

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 NINTH STREET, MS 20
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

MICHAEL JASKE

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS-39
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
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