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CLEAN COALITION OPENING COMMENTS ON
ORDER INSTITUTING RULEMAKING
The Clean Coalition respectfully submits these comments on the Order Instituting
Rulemaking (OIR), pursuant to OIR itself.
The Clean Coalition is a California-based policy organization, part of Natural
Capitalism Solutions, a non-profit entity based in Colorado. The Clean Coalition
focuses on policies that deliver cost-effective and timely clean energy, including within
the underserved “wholesale distributed generation” (WDG) market segment, which is
comprised of wholesale generation projects interconnected to the distribution grid.
WDG is a particular focus given the combination of cost-effective energy and economic
benefits that it delivers, while at the same time avoiding all of the challenges associated
with transmission build-outs. The Clean Coalition is active in proceedings at the
California Public Utilities Commission, California Air Resources Board, California
Energy Commission, the California Legislature, US Congress, the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, and in various local governments around California.
Our main points are as follows:






The Governor’s goal of 12,000 MW of distributed generation by 2020
should be fully reflected in Commission priorities and policies. The
Commission has launched a number of new DG programs in the last
couple of years and we applaud the Commission for doing so. Much
additional work remains to be done, however, if the Governor’s goal is to
be met – including changes to RPS implementation and expedited
implementation of SB 32
The Clean Coalition’s top three priorities for this proceeding are: 1) SB 32
implementation (section 399.20); 2) RPS procurement and compliance
modifications; 3) TREC issues.
The Clean Coalition strongly urges the Commission to rapidly implement
SB 32, a law that passed more than one and a half years ago and has yet to
be implemented. In particular, we urge the Commission to quickly issue
an interim decision that expands the current AB 1969 feed-in tariff to three
megawatts, as SB 32 authorizes, and then later issue a second decision that
addresses the remaining issues with respect to SB 32
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I.

We also note that SB 2 (1X) provided an expanded Commission staff
budget ($322,000) to implement the new RPS, so it doesn’t seem that other
legislative implementation priorities should suffer as a result of SB 2 (1X)’s
passage – as is implied by the OIR’s request for comments on
prioritization.
The Clean Coalition believes it is imperative that the Commission create a
rigorous system for monitoring conflicts of interest between utility thirdparty procurement programs and utility-owned generation (UOG)
programs because of SB 2 (1X)’s provision allowing ¼ of the 33% RPS to
be met from UOG, as well as other legislative and policy changes
encouraging UOG. These developments change the landscape
dramatically in terms of UOG. Utilities have a strong incentive to favor
UOG over third party development and it is up to the Commission to
ensure that this potential conflict of interest does not become actual.
We urge the Commission to revise or replace the Project Viability
Calculator such that it becomes a more reliable risk assessment tool – and
can thus aid the Commission and other policymakers in determining how
likely the utilities are to meet their RPS requirements and how much overprocurement should be required.
We also urge the Commission to ensure that flexible compliance
mechanisms for the RPS are stringently applied.
Last, we recommend that the Commission consider, in more detail than
currently planned in the OIR, transmission and interconnection issues
relating to RPS achievement.

General Comments
A.

SB 32 Issues (P.U. Code section 399.20 amendments)

The Governor has established a goal of 12,000 megawatts of distribution generation
(DG) to help meet the 33% by 2020 renewable portfolio standard recently passed into
law. To achieve this goal, California needs to dramatically improve its procurement and
interconnection procedures for wholesale DG – the key component for meeting this
12,000 megawatt goal. Many new procurement programs are in place and the
Commission has been proactive in pushing for better interconnection procedures. We
again applaud the Commission for its recognition of the potential for wholesale DG to
become a major market for meeting the expanded RPS. Much work remains to be done,
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however, and we make a number of recommendations below that will take us far closer
to meeting the Governor’s ambitious goal.
SB 32 passed more than a year and a half ago and the Commission has not implemented
any of its provisions. With the landscape for smaller wholesale DG projects becoming
incrementally more favorable from an interconnection and permitting perspective, it is
imperative that the Commission improve the ability of these projects to obtain PPAs.
Projects from one to five megawatts are competing with projects 20 megawatts or larger
in most of the renewable energy procurement programs (RAM, PG&E’s PV program,
RPS) and are losing because they don’t compete well, based primarily on price, against
these much larger projects. These projects can, however, still be cost-effective for
ratepayers even if they are losing out to larger projects – particularly when a more
accurate accounting of ratepayer benefits is included, as is allowed under SB 32
(locational benefits, etc.).
We recommend, accordingly, that the Commission quickly complete an interim
decision expanding the AB 1969 feed-in tariff project size from 1.5 to 3 MW, in line with
SB 32 authority. This will allow these projects to obtain PPAs quickly, kick-starting this
new and very promising market niche into life, while the Commission conducts
workshops on the more controversial aspects of SB 32 implementation and issues a final
decision later in the year.
The Clean Coalition’s primary focus is on distribution-interconnected projects 20
megawatts and smaller (WDG), so we are very appreciative of the Commission’s
procurement and interconnection improvements for this niche. We have also, however,
long advocated for feed-in tariffs – what we now label CLEAN contracts (clean local
energy accessible now), as part of a national campaign1 - as the preferred procurement
mechanism. We have described in detail in previous comments in this proceeding why
we view CLEAN contracts as the preferred procurement mechanism and we won’t revisit those arguments here. We describe below our further recommendations on SB 32
implementation.

1

See the Center for American Progress’ report on CLEAN Contracts:
http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2011/01/pdf/clean_contracts.pdf.
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B.

RPS Issues
1.

Least cost, best fit and risk assessment

The Clean Coalition believes that RPS procurement decisions and oversight should take
into consideration the full range of potential RPS-eligible resources, not just those
resources that bid in to the solicitations. Least-cost should encompass all costs, not just
bid price. Utilities should justify selection of contracts not just on price, but also on grid
benefits, grid investment requirements, and, most importantly, the risk of project
failure.
SB 2 (1X)’s new section 399.13(a)(4) requires a rank ordering and selection of RPS bids.
For this process to work, the Commission will need to revise the existing Project
Viability Calculator (PVC) or create a replacement that results in a true, up-to-date, risk
assessment based on specific project data and historical project data. The PVC is
currently not meant to be a risk assessment tool, despite its name. It is, rather, meant
only as a way to help rank bids received. We recommend, however, that the PVC be
modified or replaced such that a more accurate risk assessment tool is used to rank bids
received and to guide over-procurement requirements. We previously submitted
comments to the Commission on May 20, 2011, describing our recommendations for
improving the PVC.
With respect to over-procurement requirements, previous studies have recommended
an over-procurement target of 30 percent but the revised methodology we advocate
here would allow the Commission to reassess this figure in light of recent history and in
light of the likelihood of success of existing and new RPS contracts.
Also, the new project viability tool should apply to all RPS-eligible projects, including
WDG projects under other procurement programs, in terms of over-procurement
requirements (not necessarily for bid ranking).
2.

Flexible compliance rules

The Commission should ensure that flexible compliance rules for utilities are as
stringent as possible, given the rather broad language in SB 2 (1X). SB 2 (1X) deleted SB
1078’s flexible compliance provision (P.U. Code section 399.14(a)(2)(C)) and added the
new sections 399.13(a)(4)(B) and 399.15(b)(5). Section 399.13(a)(4)(B) requires the
Commission to create new rules for “permitting retail sellers to accumulate, beginning
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January 1, 2011, excess procurement in one compliance period to be applied to any
subsequent compliance period.” Section 399.15(b)(5) provides a number of
circumstances that excuse a utility from complying with any particular compliance
period, including inadequate transmission capacity, permitting issues and curtailment
issues.
Circumstances beyond utility control should of course be permitted as legitimate
reasons for non-compliance, but the utilities must demonstrate proactive mitigation
efforts for any such circumstances. The Clean Coalition is very worried that the new
compliance waiver rules (section 399.15(b)(5) in particular) are even more lenient than
in SB 1078. This proceeding should establish strict standards for proactive mitigation of
issues for any waiver of strict compliance, for example, insufficient transmission should
be mitigated by higher procurement of DG in that area; interconnection issues should
be mitigated by streamlining interconnection processes. Establishing proactive action
criteria for any compliance waiver should be a focus of this proceeding. We shall submit
more detailed comments on this and other RPS issues as the proceeding progresses.
1.

Avoiding conflicts of interest for Utility-owned Generation
(UOG)

With SB 2 (1X)’s explicit carveout for UOG, up to 8.25% of each utility’s load, and other
legislative, financial and regulatory changes supporting UOG,2 this proceeding should
ensure that the appearance of conflict created by these changes doesn’t lead to actual
conflict.
Utilities have an incentive to favor UOG projects given the new UOG allowances and
more lenient flexible compliance provisions in SB 2 (1X). This creates an appearance of a
conflict of interest. Having been involved deeply with utility-led interconnection rule
changes at the CAISO and with utility WDATs over the last year, the Clean Coalition
has gained the strong impression that third party projects face delays and barriers that
are not always present for UOG projects.3 The Commission should, accordingly, create a
stringent system for ensuring there is no actual conflict of interest between UOG
programs and third party programs. The Commission should, as part of this effort,
investigate previous UOG projects to ensure that third parties and UOG projects are
2

For example, utilities only recently were granted the right to use federal tax credits for their own generation – a
large additional incentive to develop UOG, on top of the normal rate-base incentive.
3
“UOG projects” does not here include unregulated subsidiary utility-owned projects (such as Edison’s Mission
Energy), which as far as we can tell are subject to the same interconnection rules as third parties.
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competing on a level playing field. The Commission should also ensure that UOG and
third party procurement teams and procedures are completely distinct within each IOU
and that UOG projects have no advantage over third parties.
2.

Annual compliance reporting

With respect to annual compliance reporting (P.U. Code section 399.13(a)(3)), utility
reporting on grid upgrades and interconnection should be detailed and publicly
available (posted online).

3.

Transmission and interconnection

The OIR suggests that transmission and interconnection issues needn’t be considered in
this proceeding. However, the reporting of grid upgrades and improvements to
interconnection study procedures should be part of this proceeding, so that the linkages
between grid planning, interconnection and procurement are fully considered. E.g.
interconnection study costs and upgrade plans affect RPS cost limitations and SB 32
pricing determinations.
Moreover, SB 2 (1X)’s new 399.13(a)(2) requires utilities to submit to the Commission a
report identifying any electrical transmission facility, upgrade, or enhancement that is
reasonably necessary to achieve the renewables portfolio standard procurement
requirements of this article. Accordingly, the Clean Coalition recommends that
transmission and interconnection issues be considered in this proceeding where they
directly impact other issues already determined to be within scope.
B.

TREC Issues

We will address TREC issues in more detail later in this proceeding, but for now we
note that our preference is to limit TRECs for RPS compliance more than the
Commission has already done or SB 2 (1X) mandates. It is clear that we have more than
enough in-state resources to meet the 33% by 2020 RPS – numerous studies have shown
the enormous potential for solar power in our state. The huge response to recent utility
renewable energy RFOs demonstrates that these previous projections are not just
theoretical – particularly when it comes to solar power. Solar power has dropped
dramatically in price and is now competitive with traditional resources, when judged
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by the Market Price Referent (SCE’s most recent Renewables Standard Contract
included all solar projects, from 5-20 MW in size, all of which came in below the MPR).
Accordingly, it seems clear that the rationale for allowing TRECs is diminishing as time
passes. We don’t advocate complete removal of TRECs from the RPS, but we do
advocate a strong preference for in-state projects because of our abundant resources, the
need for in-state job creation and other economic benefits that come from in-state
projects. Regardless, we will be weighing in further on TREC issues, within the scope of
SB 2 (1X) in this proceeding.

II.

Initial Priorities
A.

ALJ questions

The May 23 ALJ Ruling setting a date for a prehearing conference sets forth a number of
questions for parties to answer (in italics below):
The party's three highest priorities among the principal topics identified in Attachment A to this
ruling (or any other topic identified in this rulemaking that the party considers a high priority):
The Clean Coalition recommends the following prioritization:
1.

SB 32 (section 399.20) implementation

2.

Modify RPS procurement and compliance rules

3.

Address TREC issues

The party's rough order of priority for the remaining topics:
We decline to comment at this time on this question.
A proposed schedule for addressing the identified three highest-priority topics:
1.

The Clean Coalition strongly urges the Commission to issue an interim
decision expanding the 1.5 megawatt feed-in tariff cap to 3 megawatts –
as allowed pursuant to SB 32.
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We have previously urged the Commission to use its inherent authority to put in place
a 5 MW and smaller CLEAN program, using SB 32 as the model (Clean Coalition
Opening Brief on SB 32), and we maintain this recommendation. We recognize that this
5 MW size limit is controversial given SB 32’s three megawatt limitation and this is why
we recommend now an interim decision expanding the limit from 1.5 MW to 3 MW, as
well as a resolving a number of relatively simple issues.
If the Commission issues an interim decision expanding the tariff to 3 MW, this
program could be available within a few months because it would require only an
interim decision and revised utility advice letters – as CEERT argued in their opening
brief on SB 32.
Other issues that should be included in the interim decision:






Leave pricing at MPR plus time of delivery under the 2009 MPR Resolution (we
advocated in our opening brief on SB 32 a different pricing formula for the final
decision, but MPR plus TOD should be sufficient, with a 3 MW cap, to get a
number of projects going in 2011)
Remove the requirement, under the current AB 1969 FIT, that the generator be an
existing utility customer
Fix the far too broad termination clause in SCE’s AB 1969 CREST contract, which
makes these projects unfinanceable4

The Clean Coalition also urges the Commission to proceed expeditiously in a final
decision that addresses the numerous other issues raised by parties in opening and
reply briefs submitted to the Commission earlier this year. Some of these issues are
controversial so we have recommended that workshops be held to try and reach
agreement among the parties and allow the Commission to come to its own
conclusions. Our hope is that SB 32’s expanded feed-in tariff program will be “open for
business” in its final form before the end of the year.

4

Section 4.2 of SCE’s CREST contract contains very broad termination authority:
http://asset.sce.com/Documents/Shared/100326_786_CRESTFullBuySell.pdf
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2.

Modify RPS procurement and compliance rules

We recommend that all RPS procurement and compliance rules be implemented before
the end of the year.
3.

Address TREC issues

Similarly, we recommend that all SB 2 (1X) TREC issues be resolved before the end of
the year. TREC rules were established by the Commission in D.11-01-025 and will
remain in force until December 31, 2011, so there is some time available to put in place
the changes required by SB 2 (1X).

Whether, and if so, why, any of the party's three highest-priority topics may require evidentiary
hearings:
The Clean Coalition doesn’t at this time see the need for any hearings in this
proceeding. Workshops should be sufficient to air concerns and allow the Commission
to reach its conclusions.
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Respectfully submitted,
TAM HUNT

Attorney for:
Clean Coalition
2 Palo Alto Square
3000 El Camino Real, Suite 500
Palo Alto, CA 94306
(805) 705-1352
Dated: May 31, 2011
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VERIFICATION
I am an attorney for the Clean Coalition and am authorized to make this
verification on its behalf. I am informed and believe that the matters stated
in the foregoing pleading are true.
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
Executed this 31st day of May, 2011, at Santa Barbara, California.
Tam Hunt

Clean Coalition
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I have served by electronic service a copy of the foregoing CLEAN
COALITION OPENING COMMENTS ON ORDER INSTITUTING RULEMAKING on
all known interested parties of record in R.11-05-005 included on the service list
appended to the original document filed with this Commission. Service by first class
U.S. mail has also been provided to those who have not provided an email address.
Dated at Santa Barbara, California, this 31st day of May, 2011.

Tam Hunt

13

Service List for R.11-05-005
cadowney@cadowneylaw.com

jim_p_white@transcanada.com

chris.leveriza@glacialenergy.vi

jkern@bluestarenergy.com

ccasselman@pilotpowergroup.com

mkuchera@bluestarenergy.com

douglass@energyattorney.com
liddell@energyattorney.com

kb@enercalusa.com

klatt@energyattorney.com

jordan.white@pacificorp.com

jnelson@psrec.coop

dsaul@pacificsolar.net

jleslie@luce.com

GouletCA@email.laccd.edu

matthew@turn.org

kelly.cauvel@build-laccd.org

wplaxico@axiopower.com

eisenblh@email.laccd.edu

AMSmith@SempraUtilities.com

rkeen@manatt.com

dbodine@libertypowercorp.com

npedersen@hanmor.com
mmazur@3PhasesRenewables.com

jna@speakeasy.org
lwisland@ucsusa.org

susan.munves@smgov.net

Laurie.Mazer@bp.com

ej_wright@oxy.com

martinhomec@gmail.com

pssed@adelphia.net

nrader@calwea.org

cathy.karlstad@sce.com

patrick.vanbeek@commercialenergy.ne
t

mike.montoya@sce.com
rkmoore@scwater.com

rhardy@hardyenergy.com

kswitzer@gswater.com

ted@fitcoalition.com

cponds@ci.chula-vista.ca.us

dgulino@ridgewoodpower.com
rresch@seia.org

mary@solutionsforutilities.com

keith.mccrea@sablaw.com

DAKing@SempraGeneration.com
14

fortlieb@sandiego.gov

stevegreenwald@dwt.com

KHassan@SempraUtilities.com

shong@goodinmacbride.com

GBass@SempraSolutions.com

dhuard@manatt.com

TRoberts@SempraUtilities.com

todd.edmister@bingham.com

CentralFiles@SempraUtilities.com

jkarp@winston.com

marcie.milner@shell.com

edwardoneill@dwt.com

GloriaB@anzaelectric.org

jeffgray@dwt.com

kerry.eden@ci.corona.ca.us

michael.hindus@pillsburylaw.com

phil@reesechambers.com

ssmyers@att.net

Joe.Langenberg@gmail.com

gpetlin@3degreesinc.com

dorth@krcd.org

mrh2@pge.com

ek@a-klaw.com

bill@fitcoalition.com

bruce.foster@sce.com

ralf1241a@cs.com

cec@cpuc.ca.gov

wbooth@booth-law.com

nao@cpuc.ca.gov

kowalewskia@calpine.com

jeanne.sole@sfgov.org

info@calseia.org

marcel@turn.org

rick_noger@praxair.com

arno@recurrentenergy.com

jpross@sungevity.com

CRMd@pge.com

jody_london_consulting@earthlink.net

ECL8@pge.com

kfox@keyesandfox.com

nes@a-klaw.com

sstanfield@keyesfox.com

abrowning@votesolar.org

gmorris@emf.net

bcragg@goodinmacbride.com

ndesnoo@ci.berkeley.ca.us

jsqueri@gmssr.com

clyde.murley@comcast.net

jarmstrong@goodinmacbride.com

tomb@crossborderenergy.com

mday@goodinmacbride.com

dweisz@marinenergyauthority.org
15

anders.glader@elpower.com

Andrew.Luscz@glacialenergy.com

janreid@coastecon.com

acitrin@prosoliana.com

michaelboyd@sbcglobal.net

WBlattner@SempraUtilities.com

johnrredding@earthlink.net

davidmorse9@gmail.com

jweil@aglet.org

dtownley@infiniacorp.com

jsanders@caiso.com

elvine@lbl.gov
Erin.Grizard@BloomEnergy.com

cmkehrein@ems-ca.com

HYao@SempraUtilities.com

dcarroll@downeybrand.com

jpepper@svpower.com

davidb@cwo.com

janice@strategenconsulting.com

jmcfarland@treasurer.ca.gov

kmills@cfbf.com

jim.metropulos@sierraclub.org

sahm@fitcoalition.com

contact@aecaonline.com

kristin@consciousventuresgroup.com

blaising@braunlegal.com

lsherman@orrick.com

sgp@eslawfirm.com

moxsen@calpine.com

abb@eslawfirm.com

matt.miller@recurrentenergy.com

dkk@eslawfirm.com

mpf@stateside.com

lmh@eslawfirm.com

michael.wheeler@recurrentenergy.com

wwester@smud.org

nedrayoung@gmail.com

Christine@consciousventuresgroup.co
m

stephaniec@greenlining.org
tam.hunt@gmail.com

kmills@cfbf.com

tdarton@pilotpowergroup.com

jcolive@bpa.gov

ttutt@smud.org

Tom.Elgie@powerex.com

todd.johansen@recurrentenergy.com

renewablegroup@cpuc.ca.gov

legal@silveradopower.com

freesa@thirdplanetwind.com

mrw@mrwassoc.com
16

regulatory@silveradopower.com

dwtcpucdockets@dwt.com

artrivera@comcast.net

Harry.Singh@RBSSempra.com

CKebler@SempraGeneration.com

Karen.Kochonies@MorganStanley.com

cynthia.brady@constellation.com

Morgan.Hansen@MorganStanley.com

cynthia.brady@constellation.com

nicole.fabri@clearenergybrokerage.com

Derek@AltaPowerGroup.com

ron.cerniglia@directenergy.com

pstoner@lgc.org

vsuravarapu@cera.com

imcgowan@3degreesinc.com

tjaffe@energybusinessconsultants.com

Jennifer.Barnes@Navigantconsulting.co
m

garson_knapp@fpl.com

James.Stack@CityofPaloAlto.org

cswoollums@midamerican.com

judypau@dwt.com

jcasadont@bluestarenergy.com

lmitchell@hanmor.com

abiecunasjp@bv.com

m.stout@meridianenergyusa.com

nblack@calbioenergy.com

mniroula@water.ca.gov

echiang@elementmarkets.com

pblood@columbiaenergypartners.com

jpittsjr@pcgconsultants.com

pshaw@suntechamerica.com

jon.jacobs@paconsulting.com

richard.chandler@bp.com

kjsimonsen@ems-ca.com

r.raushenbush@comcast.net

ccollins@Energystrat.com

pletkarj@bv.com

jenine.schenk@apses.com

SEHC@pge.com

emello@sppc.com

shess@edisonmission.com

tdillard@sppc.com

thomase.hobson@ge.com

jgreco@terra-genpower.com

TCorr@SempraGlobal.com

Jeff.Newman@bth.ca.gov

tphillips@tigernaturalgas.com

ctorchia@chadbourne.com

mpr-ca@coolearthsolar.com

ktendy@chadbourne.com
17

fyanney@fulbright.com

john@deweygroup.com
leichnitz@lumospower.com

igoodman@commerceenergy.com

hanigan@encous.com

Douglas@Idealab.com

pfmoritzburke@gmail.com

vjw3@pge.com

janet.gagnon@solarworldusa.com

fhall@solarelectricsolutions.com

Jeff.Hirsch@DOE2.com

jackmack@suesec.com

hal@rwitz.net

case.admin@sce.com

sue.mara@rtoadvisors.com

george.wiltsee@sce.com

mdjoseph@adamsbroadwell.com

Joni.Templeton@sce.com
Laura.Genao@sce.com

paulfenn@local.org

kswitzer@gswater.com

Dan.adler@calcef.org

chad@cenergypower.com

mramirez@sfwater.org

rjgilleskie@san.rr.com

srovetti@sfwater.org

j.miles.cox@sbcglobal.net

tburke@sfwater.org

ggisel@indenergysolutions.com

norman.furuta@navy.mil

SNelson@Sempra.com

andre.devilbiss@recurrentenergy.com

farrellytc@earthlink.net

dcover@esassoc.com

HRasool@SempraUtilities.com

reg@silveradopower.com

DNiehaus@SempraUtilities.com

jim.howell@recurrentenergy.com

CentralFiles@SempraUtilities.com

luke.dunnington@recurrentenergy.com

fwnoble@WintecEnergy.com

sam.maslin@recurrentenergy.com

peter.pearson@bves.com

snuller@ethree.com

csteen@bakerlaw.com

mcarboy@signalhill.com

rblee@bakerlaw.com

avege@firstwind.com

chestonem@sharpsec.com

RegRelCPUCCases@pge.com
18

ELL5@pge.com

cem@newsdata.com

MGML@pge.com

sho@ogrady.us

jay2@pge.com

atk4@pge.com

jsp5@pge.com

CPUCCases@pge.com

filings@a-klaw.com

BXSZ@pge.com

ldri@pge.com

GXL2@pge.com

MMCL@pge.com

S2B9@pge.com

mginsburg@orrick.com

rwalther@pacbell.net

spauker@wsgr.com

ryan.heidari@endimensions.com

tjl@a-klaw.com

wetstone@alamedamp.com

cmmw@pge.com

beth@beth411.com

nxk2@pge.com

kerry.hattevik@nrgenergy.com

Eriks@ecoplexus.com
amartin@nextlight.com

andy.vanhorn@vhcenergy.com

fderosa@nextlight.com

sean.beatty@mirant.com

jstoddard@manatt.com

barmackm@calpine.com

jwoodruff@nextlight.com

JChamberlin@LSPower.com

jscancarelli@crowell.com

phanschen@mofo.com

mchediak@bloomberg.net

timea.Zentai@navigantconsulting.com

rafi.hassan@sig.com

masont@bv.com

sdhilton@stoel.com

dietrichlaw2@earthlink.net

tkaushik@manatt.com

alex.kang@itron.com

vidhyaprabhakaran@dwt.com

ramonag@ebmud.com

tsolomon@winston.com

bepstein@fablaw.com

bobgex@dwt.com

nellie.tong@us.kema.com

Diane.Fellman@nrgenergy.com

cpucdockets@keyesandfox.com
19

cwooten@lumenxconsulting.com

rmccann@umich.edu

rschmidt@bartlewells.com

tobinjmr@sbcglobal.net

gteigen@rcmdigesters.com

saeed.farrokhpay@ferc.gov

mcmahon@solarmillennium.com

e-recipient@caiso.com

sgallagher@stirlingenergy.com

dennis@ddecuir.com

gtrobinson@lbl.gov

rick@sierraecos.com

ed.smeloff@sunpowercorp.com

david.oliver@navigantconsulting.com

erasmussen@marinenergyauthority.org

kenneth.swain@navigantconsulting.co
m

sara@solaralliance.org

cpucrulings@navigantconsulting.com

juliettea7@aol.com

lpark@navigantconsulting.com

lynn@lmaconsulting.com

pmaxwell@navigantconsulting.com

tfaust@redwoodrenewables.com

tpomales@arb.ca.gov

tim@marinemt.org

amber@iepa.com

johnspilman@netzero.net

tbrunello@calstrat.com

ed.mainland@sierraclub.org

mclaughlin@braunlegal.com

keithwhite@earthlink.net

danielle@ceert.org

wem@igc.org

jluckhardt@downeybrand.com

eric.cherniss@gmail.com

bernardo@braunlegal.com

shani@scvas.org

steveb@cwo.com

renee@gem-corp.com

steven@iepa.com

tom_victorine@sjwater.com

Tiffany.Roberts@lao.ca.gov

jrobertpayne@gmail.com

dseperas@calpine.com

davido@mid.org

bsb@eslawfirm.com

joyw@mid.org

cte@eslawfirm.com

brbarkovich@earthlink.net

jjg@eslawfirm.com

dgrandy@caonsitegen.com
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rroth@smud.org

SMK@cpuc.ca.gov

mdeange@smud.org

TRH@cpuc.ca.gov

vwood@smud.org

cleni@energy.state.ca.us

lterry@water.ca.gov

lgonzale@energy.state.ca.us

hurlock@water.ca.gov

jmcmahon@8760energy.com

varanini@sbcglobal.net

ab1@cpuc.ca.gov

karen@klindh.com

as2@cpuc.ca.gov

atrowbridge@daycartermurphy.com

aes@cpuc.ca.gov

dsanchez@daycartermurphy.com

bwm@cpuc.ca.gov

DocToxics@aol.com

cjm@cpuc.ca.gov

dbranchcomb@spi-ind.com

clu@cpuc.ca.gov

c.mentzel@cleanenergymaui.com

ctd@cpuc.ca.gov

sas@a-klaw.com

dot@cpuc.ca.gov

mpa@a-klaw.com

gtd@cpuc.ca.gov

californiadockets@pacificorp.com

jm3@cpuc.ca.gov

Tashiana.Wangler@PacifiCorp.com

jls@cpuc.ca.gov

dws@r-c-s-inc.com

jzr@cpuc.ca.gov

castille@landsenergy.com

jp6@cpuc.ca.gov

john_dunn@transcanada.com

jaa@cpuc.ca.gov

meredith_lamey@transcanada.com

jf2@cpuc.ca.gov

mark.thompson@powerex.com

jmh@cpuc.ca.gov

Nancy.Norris@powerex.com

kar@cpuc.ca.gov

AEG@cpuc.ca.gov

kho@cpuc.ca.gov

CNL@cpuc.ca.gov

kwh@cpuc.ca.gov

DBP@cpuc.ca.gov

lau@cpuc.ca.gov

MWT@cpuc.ca.gov

mpo@cpuc.ca.gov
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mrl@cpuc.ca.gov
mjs@cpuc.ca.gov
mjd@cpuc.ca.gov
mc3@cpuc.ca.gov
sha@cpuc.ca.gov
nlr@cpuc.ca.gov
nil@cpuc.ca.gov
psd@cpuc.ca.gov
rmm@cpuc.ca.gov
rkn@cpuc.ca.gov
svn@cpuc.ca.gov
tbo@cpuc.ca.gov
ys2@cpuc.ca.gov
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