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CLEAN COALITION COMMENTS  
ON REVISIONS TO THE PROJECT VIABILITY CALCULATOR 

 
Pursuant to the May 13, 2011, Request for Comments in Proceeding R­11­05­005, the Clean 

Coalition respectfully submits these comments in response to the Energy Division’s 

request for comments on the Project Viability Calculator (PVC) for use in the 

Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) Solicitations. 

 

The Clean Coalition is a California­based advocacy group, part of Natural Capitalism 

Solutions, which is based in Colorado. The Clean Coalition advocates primarily for 

vigorous feed­in tariffs and “wholesale distributed generation,” which is generation 

that connects to distribution lines close to demand centers. Clean Coalition staff are 

active in proceedings at the Commission, Air Resources Board, Energy Commission, the 

California Legislature, Congress, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, and in 

various local governments around California.  

 

I.  INTRODUCTION  

 

The Clean Coalition commends the Commission for developing a tool in the PVC which 

“uses standardized categories and criteria to quantify a project's strengths and 

weaknesses in key areas of renewable project development.” There are clearly many 

projects being considered in RPS solicitations and it is in the interest of all parties to 

have a standardized tool for assessment of these projects.  We also see room for 

improvement and believe that the Commission’s proposal to change specific criteria 

and adjust the Category weighting represents an important step in the right direction.  

However, we believe that the proposed PVC remains problematic and that further 

improvements should be pursued.  Specifically, we recommend the following: 

 

  Further clarify that the PVC is a tool for assessing relative project viability and is 

not meant to be a perfect predictive tool for project success; 
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  Modify the PVC to adjust scoring for projects that are very strong in some 

categories and very weak in others, a combination which can currently result in a 

project with a high PVC score but a low actual probability of completion; 

  Modify the PVC to adjust scoring for projects that are expected to be completed 

in more than 24 months and may be based on “low ball” pricing because they are 

scheduled for completion relatively far off in the future; 

  Integrate a risk weighting into the PVC to reflect historical project failure rates;  

  Back­test PVC scores to determine how they compare to historical project success 

or failure; and 

  Modify PVC outputs to reduce market confusion about the qualitative difference 

between a PVC score and a percent likelihood of project completion; 

  Update PVC scores on a quarterly basis to reflect changes in each project, 

including failure to meet expected hurdles and timelines 

 

We encourage the Commission to consider all these changes in order to make the PVC a 

more powerful tool and to ensure that the use of the PVC in public discussions of the 

RPS  occurs in a manner that is accurate, meaningful and educational to the public and 

to policymakers.   

 

Our point that the PVC needs to be “accurate, meaningful and educational” is 

particularly important, as PVC scores appear to be increasingly accepted as proof that 

California is well­positioned to meet its RPS goals.  While this may be the case (and we 

hope that it is), we are concerned that much of this confidence may be based on an 

apparent belief by observers, market participants and elected officials that a PVC score 

represents the projected likelihood of project completion.  And while the Commission 

clearly states that the PVC “is used as a screening tool, not to determine the exact merit 

of a particular project or contract”, this point is easily misunderstood and this is not 

how PVC scores are generally being discussed in the marketplace or by policymakers.  

In fact, even the Commission at times uses the PVC in a manner that implies a percent 
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likelihood of project completion.  In the Commission’s February 1, 2011 Senate 

Oversight Hearing presentation, the slide on page 8 (titled “Generation under 

negotiation could meet 33% goal”) shows columns labeled “Online or Viability > 90%”, 

clearly implying that a PVC score above 90% is effectively as good as a project that is 

actually online.  The same chart also shows massive amounts of GWh associated with 

PVC scores of 50­80%, which, as we demonstrate below, is a score that could easily be 

achieved by a very problematic project that is unlikely to ever come to fruition.  In 

addition, the PVC fails to reflect the high project failure rates that have occurred to date 

in California.   

 

While page 7 of the CPUC presentation just cited acknowledges a 12% failure rate, the 

investor owned utilities (IOUs) cited failure rates of 30­50% in the public discussions 

held by Commissioner Florio on March 25, 2011 on the need for an RPS Request for 

Offers (RFO) this year.  This level of project failure is in line with numbers reported by 

NREL in its Renewable Energy Finance Tracking Initiative,1 in which 30% of planned 

PV projects greater than 1MW across the US are abandoned and an additional 20% are 

delayed more than one year. Not all of the NREL reported projects had secured PPA 

contracts, but these results reinforce our concerns.  The Energy Commission found also 

that 20­30% of RPS projects will likely fail, and this margin of failure should be 

accounted for, in its 2006 report on “contract failure.”2 We believe that more analysis 

needs to be done by the Commission on failure rates and that this analysis should be 

ultimately integrated into the PVC, creating a more accurate, “risk­weighted” PVC.   

 

Along these lines, we would particularly encourage the Commission to back­test PVC 

scores to determine how they relate to historical project results.  Each time a project 

                                                           
1 http://financere.nrel.gov/finance/REFTI 
 
2 “Building a ‘Margin of Safety’ Into Renewable Energy Procurements: A Review of Experience with 
Contract Failure,” CEC­300­2006­004, 2006. http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC­300­2006­
004/CEC­300­2006­004.PDF.  

http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-300-2006-004/CEC-300-2006-004.PDF
http://financere.nrel.gov/finance/REFTI
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-300-2006-004/CEC-300-2006-004.PDF
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comes on line or fails, it should be a relatively easy task to examine the original PVC 

scores and determine whether or not they correlated accurately with the outcomes.  Not 

only will this analysis undoubtedly provide more data for the further fine­tuning of the 

PVC as a measure of relative project viability as intended, but it will also allow the 

Commission to begin to predict actual failure rates by project types as discussed above.   

 

We make these points not to criticize the Commission, but rather to highlight the 

importance of the PVC, its role in the public discussion of the RPS and the opportunity 

for improvement.  We feel that the Commission recognizes many of these issues and 

applaud its efforts to improve the PVC.  Our more specific recommendations follow. 

 

II.  Analysis of the Proposed PVC 

 

The PVC has the potential to be valuable both in initial project selection and in ongoing 

project and procurement portfolio evaluation.  As mentioned above, we support the 

Commission’s efforts to improve the PVC and believe that the proposed re­weighting, 

and particularly the increase in weighting for “Development Milestones”, is a step in 

the right direction.  However, since the PVC does not fully reflect “deal breaker” type 

issues in its calculation of the overall score, there are some potential gaps in the model.  

Consider the example of a theoretical large solar thermal farm to be built far from load 

(i.e. will need substantial new transmission) by experienced developers with strong 

balance sheets.  This project could conceivably score a 10 on each of Project 

Development Experience, Ownership/O&M Experience, Technical Feasibility, Resource 

Quality, Manufacturing Supply Chain, Site Control and Project Financing Status.  It 

could get another 7 points on Interconnection Process for being in the Serial Study 

Group and having initiated a facilities study.  Even if the project received a 0 in 

Permitting Status, 0 in Transmission Requirements AND 0 in Reasonableness of COD, 

this project would score a very respectable 72 from the current PVC.  We find it 

problematic that a project with no permit, a best case transmission access time period of 
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5 years and no IOU confidence in the COD can score so high and, as we have seen, be 

presented to the public in a manner that implies a relatively high level of confidence in 

its ultimate completion. 

 

Unfortunately, this is an issue that cannot be addressed by weighting alone.  Even if 

Development Milestones are weighted 75%, the hypothetical project still scores a 62.  In 

order to make the make the PVC a more valuable tool, we propose that the Commission 

consider the following proposals: 

  Within the Development Milestones category, create a trigger if two or more of 

the categories have a score of less than four.  If the trigger is tripped, the overall 

category score is reduced by a defined percentage.  This methodology better 

reflects the presence of “deal breaker” type situations in a project as described 

above in our theoretical example. 

  Alternatively, the Commission could analyze project failure and/or cancellation 

rates and use this data to assess projects accordingly.  A PVC that calculates 

risk­weighted scores would be a far superior analysis and actually could be 

used fruitfully to discuss progress towards RPS targets.  (This concept may be 

more of a long­term goal, but merits further discussion.)   

 

We also believe the Commission should consider modifying the “Project Financing 

Status” category in order to address the longer timeline projects that may not be 

economic or are unlikely to achieve financing.  For example, it is our belief that many 

bids have been submitted with the intent of delaying completion for several years in 

hopes that project costs (e.g. panel prices, in the case of solar PV) will decline further in 

the future, thereby making the bid economically feasible where it may not be if it was 

completed sooner.  While these speculative bids are not worthless since project cost 

declines probably will continue in the future, there should be some recognition that 

these bids are less likely to come to fruition and are therefore less valuable than bids 

that are ready and able to come online today.  We encourage the Commission to 
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address this issue in the PVC by creating a trigger in the “Project Financing Status” 

category if delivery is scheduled to occur longer 24 than months from contract 

completion.  If this trigger is tripped, the bidder would be required to provide overall 

project cost assumptions (such as panel prices) and cost of capital assumptions.  If these 

assumptions are deemed to be materially different from current market conditions, the 

Project Financing Status score should be deemed lower. 

 

We support a balanced procurement portfolio that allows a diversity of projects, 

including promising and potentially innovative but unproven cost­effective sources. 

Uncertainty of such supplies should, however, be balanced with attention to projects 

with near­term deployment capability (less than two years) to ensure that interim RPS 

trajectories and targets are achieved, such as Wholesale Distributed Generation projects 

(20 MW and smaller projects connected to the existing distribution grid). 

 

III.  Additional Areas for Improvement 

 

As we mention above, the PVC scores are already, arguably inappropriately, in the 

public domain as an indication of the likelihood of utilities achieving their 2020 RPS 

mandates.  In light of how easy it is to conflate a PVC score with a percentage 

probability of meeting planned COD, we encourage the Commission to consider a 

methodology for presenting thescore that is less easily misconstrued as a predictive 

evaluation of on­time delivery.  For example, projects that score between 90­100 points 

could be rated an A, 80­90 rated a B, etc.  The actual scores could still be used for IOU 

ranking, but the reporting could be modified to use this letter score system.  While this 

may sound like a simple cosmetic change, we believe it would help reduce the 

confusion that surrounds the use of PVC scores in the marketplace.  In addition, using 

the project failure data described above, we strongly encourage results to be always 

presented with a “disclaimer” with regard to PVC scores.  For example, continuing with 

the letter categories recommended above, project failure data could be used to provide 
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language such as:  "Note:  Over the past 6 years, projects rated “A” by the PVC have 

shown a 12% likelihood of cancelation and a 30% likelihood of delay in generation 

availability exceeding one year.” 

 

We also encourage the Commission to consider: 

  Adopting additional interval­based intermediate milestones to identify delayed 

or failing projects earlier in the procurement planning calendar  

  Updating PVC scores on a quarterly basis in order to reflect changes in the 

project, including failure to meet expected hurdles and timelines.   

 

Based on comments made by the IOUs in the March 25, 2011, RPS RFO discussion, it 

appears that the IOUs already have an internal system for assessing ongoing project 

viability on a monthly basis.  We strongly encourage the Commission to learn more 

about the IOU’s internal risk assessment methodologies and to use this knowledge to 

update the Commission’s own PVC scores on a quarterly basis.   

 

IV.  Conclusion 

 

It is in the best interest of all parties that the PVC provides a meaningful and accurate 

tool for the assessment of RPS projects.  The Clean Coalition is enthusiastic about the 

Commission’s desire to improve the PVC and we hope that our comments have added 

some useful material to this discussion.  We believe there is much room for 

improvement and encourage the Commission to hold a stakeholder meeting to further 

address these issues. 
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     Respectfully submitted on May 20, 2011  

 

 

 
     Tamlyn Hunt 
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I hereby certify that I have served by electronic service a copy of the foregoing 
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CALCULATOR on all known interested parties of record in R.11­05­005 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 20th day of March, 2011.   

 

 

 

 
     Tamlyn Hunt 

 

       

  



11 
 

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 20th day of May, 2011, at Santa Barbara, California.  

 

Tam Hunt 

      _______/s/____________ 

      Clean Coalition 



12 
 

Appearance List for R.08­08­009 

cadowney@cadowneylaw.com 
chris.leveriza@glacialenergy.vi 
ccasselman@pilotpowergroup.com 
douglass@energyattorney.com 
liddell@energyattorney.com 
klatt@energyattorney.com 
jnelson@psrec.coop 
jleslie@luce.com 
matthew@turn.org 
wplaxico@axiopower.com 
AMSmith@SempraUtilities.com 
dbodine@libertypowercorp.com 
 
jna@speakeasy.org 
lwisland@ucsusa.org 
Laurie.Mazer@bp.com 
martinhomec@gmail.com 
nrader@calwea.org 
patrick.vanbeek@commercialenergy.net 
rhardy@hardyenergy.com 
ted@fitcoalition.com 
dgulino@ridgewoodpower.com 
rresch@seia.org 
keith.mccrea@sablaw.com 
jim_p_white@transcanada.com 
jkern@bluestarenergy.com 
mkuchera@bluestarenergy.com 
 
kb@enercalusa.com 
jordan.white@pacificorp.com 
dsaul@pacificsolar.net 
GouletCA@email.laccd.edu 
kelly.cauvel@build­laccd.org 
eisenblh@email.laccd.edu 
rkeen@manatt.com 
npedersen@hanmor.com 
mmazur@3PhasesRenewables.com 
 
susan.munves@smgov.net 
ej_wright@oxy.com 
pssed@adelphia.net 

cathy.karlstad@sce.com 
mike.montoya@sce.com 
rkmoore@scwater.com 
kswitzer@gswater.com 
cponds@ci.chula­vista.ca.us 
 
mary@solutionsforutilities.com 
DAKing@SempraGeneration.com 
fortlieb@sandiego.gov 
KHassan@SempraUtilities.com 
GBass@SempraSolutions.com 
TRoberts@SempraUtilities.com 
CentralFiles@SempraUtilities.com 
marcie.milner@shell.com 
GloriaB@anzaelectric.org 
kerry.eden@ci.corona.ca.us 
phil@reesechambers.com 
Joe.Langenberg@gmail.com 
dorth@krcd.org 
ek@a­klaw.com 
bruce.foster@sce.com 
cec@cpuc.ca.gov 
nao@cpuc.ca.gov 
jeanne.sole@sfgov.org 
marcel@turn.org 
arno@recurrentenergy.com 
CRMd@pge.com 
ECL8@pge.com 
nes@a­klaw.com 
abrowning@votesolar.org 
bcragg@goodinmacbride.com 
jsqueri@gmssr.com 
jarmstrong@goodinmacbride.com 
mday@goodinmacbride.com 
stevegreenwald@dwt.com 
shong@goodinmacbride.com 
dhuard@manatt.com 
todd.edmister@bingham.com 
jkarp@winston.com 
edwardoneill@dwt.com 
jeffgray@dwt.com 



13 
 

michael.hindus@pillsburylaw.com 
ssmyers@att.net 
gpetlin@3degreesinc.com 
mrh2@pge.com 
bill@fitcoalition.com 
ralf1241a@cs.com 
wbooth@booth­law.com 
kowalewskia@calpine.com 
info@calseia.org 
rick_noger@praxair.com 
jpross@sungevity.com 
jody_london_consulting@earthlink.net 
kfox@keyesandfox.com 
sstanfield@keyesfox.com 
gmorris@emf.net 
ndesnoo@ci.berkeley.ca.us 
clyde.murley@comcast.net 
tomb@crossborderenergy.com 
dweisz@marinenergyauthority.org 
anders.glader@elpower.com 
janreid@coastecon.com 
michaelboyd@sbcglobal.net 
johnrredding@earthlink.net 
jweil@aglet.org 
jsanders@caiso.com 
 
cmkehrein@ems­ca.com 
dcarroll@downeybrand.com 
davidb@cwo.com 
jmcfarland@treasurer.ca.gov 
jim.metropulos@sierraclub.org 
contact@aecaonline.com 
blaising@braunlegal.com 
sgp@eslawfirm.com 
abb@eslawfirm.com 
dkk@eslawfirm.com 
lmh@eslawfirm.com 
wwester@smud.org 
Christine@consciousventuresgroup.com 
kmills@cfbf.com 
jcolive@bpa.gov 
Tom.Elgie@powerex.com 
renewablegroup@cpuc.ca.gov 

freesa@thirdplanetwind.com 
Andrew.Luscz@glacialenergy.com 
acitrin@prosoliana.com 
WBlattner@SempraUtilities.com 
davidmorse9@gmail.com 
dtownley@infiniacorp.com 
elvine@lbl.gov 
Erin.Grizard@BloomEnergy.com 
HYao@SempraUtilities.com 
jpepper@svpower.com 
janice@strategenconsulting.com 
kmills@cfbf.com 
sahm@fitcoalition.com 
kristin@consciousventuresgroup.com 
lsherman@orrick.com 
moxsen@calpine.com 
matt.miller@recurrentenergy.com 
mpf@stateside.com 
michael.wheeler@recurrentenergy.com 
nedrayoung@gmail.com 
stephaniec@greenlining.org 
tam.hunt@gmail.com 
tdarton@pilotpowergroup.com 
ttutt@smud.org 
todd.johansen@recurrentenergy.com 
legal@silveradopower.com 
mrw@mrwassoc.com 
regulatory@silveradopower.com 
artrivera@comcast.net 
CKebler@SempraGeneration.com 
cynthia.brady@constellation.com 
cynthia.brady@constellation.com 
Derek@AltaPowerGroup.com 
pstoner@lgc.org 
imcgowan@3degreesinc.com 
Jennifer.Barnes@Navigantconsulting.com 
James.Stack@CityofPaloAlto.org 
judypau@dwt.com 
lmitchell@hanmor.com 
m.stout@meridianenergyusa.com 
mniroula@water.ca.gov 
pblood@columbiaenergypartners.com 
pshaw@suntechamerica.com 



14 
 

richard.chandler@bp.com 
r.raushenbush@comcast.net 
pletkarj@bv.com 
SEHC@pge.com 
shess@edisonmission.com 
thomase.hobson@ge.com 
TCorr@SempraGlobal.com 
tphillips@tigernaturalgas.com 
mpr­ca@coolearthsolar.com 
dwtcpucdockets@dwt.com 
Harry.Singh@RBSSempra.com 
Karen.Kochonies@MorganStanley.com 
Morgan.Hansen@MorganStanley.com 
nicole.fabri@clearenergybrokerage.com 
ron.cerniglia@directenergy.com 
vsuravarapu@cera.com 
tjaffe@energybusinessconsultants.com 
garson_knapp@fpl.com 
 
cswoollums@midamerican.com 
jcasadont@bluestarenergy.com 
abiecunasjp@bv.com 
nblack@calbioenergy.com 
echiang@elementmarkets.com 
jpittsjr@pcgconsultants.com 
jon.jacobs@paconsulting.com 
kjsimonsen@ems­ca.com 
ccollins@Energystrat.com 
jenine.schenk@apses.com 
emello@sppc.com 
tdillard@sppc.com 
jgreco@terra­genpower.com 
Jeff.Newman@bth.ca.gov 
ctorchia@chadbourne.com 
ktendy@chadbourne.com 
fyanney@fulbright.com 
 
igoodman@commerceenergy.com 
Douglas@Idealab.com 
vjw3@pge.com 
fhall@solarelectricsolutions.com 
jackmack@suesec.com 
case.admin@sce.com 

george.wiltsee@sce.com 
Joni.Templeton@sce.com 
Laura.Genao@sce.com 
kswitzer@gswater.com 
chad@cenergypower.com 
rjgilleskie@san.rr.com 
j.miles.cox@sbcglobal.net 
ggisel@indenergysolutions.com 
SNelson@Sempra.com 
farrellytc@earthlink.net 
HRasool@SempraUtilities.com 
DNiehaus@SempraUtilities.com 
CentralFiles@SempraUtilities.com 
fwnoble@WintecEnergy.com 
peter.pearson@bves.com 
csteen@bakerlaw.com 
rblee@bakerlaw.com 
chestonem@sharpsec.com 
john@deweygroup.com 
leichnitz@lumospower.com 
hanigan@encous.com 
pfmoritzburke@gmail.com 
janet.gagnon@solarworldusa.com 
Jeff.Hirsch@DOE2.com 
hal@rwitz.net 
sue.mara@rtoadvisors.com 
mdjoseph@adamsbroadwell.com 
 
paulfenn@local.org 
Dan.adler@calcef.org 
mramirez@sfwater.org 
srovetti@sfwater.org 
tburke@sfwater.org 
norman.furuta@navy.mil 
andre.devilbiss@recurrentenergy.com 
dcover@esassoc.com 
reg@silveradopower.com 
jim.howell@recurrentenergy.com 
luke.dunnington@recurrentenergy.com 
sam.maslin@recurrentenergy.com 
snuller@ethree.com 
mcarboy@signalhill.com 
avege@firstwind.com 



15 
 

RegRelCPUCCases@pge.com 
ELL5@pge.com 
MGML@pge.com 
jay2@pge.com 
jsp5@pge.com 
filings@a­klaw.com 
ldri@pge.com 
MMCL@pge.com 
mginsburg@orrick.com 
spauker@wsgr.com 
tjl@a­klaw.com 
cmmw@pge.com 
nxk2@pge.com 
Eriks@ecoplexus.com 
amartin@nextlight.com 
fderosa@nextlight.com 
jstoddard@manatt.com 
jwoodruff@nextlight.com 
jscancarelli@crowell.com 
mchediak@bloomberg.net 
rafi.hassan@sig.com 
sdhilton@stoel.com 
tkaushik@manatt.com 
vidhyaprabhakaran@dwt.com 
tsolomon@winston.com 
bobgex@dwt.com 
Diane.Fellman@nrgenergy.com 
cem@newsdata.com 
sho@ogrady.us 
atk4@pge.com 
CPUCCases@pge.com 
BXSZ@pge.com 
GXL2@pge.com 
S2B9@pge.com 
rwalther@pacbell.net 
ryan.heidari@endimensions.com 
wetstone@alamedamp.com 
beth@beth411.com 
kerry.hattevik@nrgenergy.com 
 
andy.vanhorn@vhcenergy.com 
sean.beatty@mirant.com 
barmackm@calpine.com 

JChamberlin@LSPower.com 
phanschen@mofo.com 
timea.Zentai@navigantconsulting.com 
masont@bv.com 
dietrichlaw2@earthlink.net 
alex.kang@itron.com 
ramonag@ebmud.com 
bepstein@fablaw.com 
nellie.tong@us.kema.com 
cpucdockets@keyesandfox.com 
cwooten@lumenxconsulting.com 
rschmidt@bartlewells.com 
gteigen@rcmdigesters.com 
mcmahon@solarmillennium.com 
sgallagher@stirlingenergy.com 
gtrobinson@lbl.gov 
ed.smeloff@sunpowercorp.com 
erasmussen@marinenergyauthority.org 
sara@solaralliance.org 
juliettea7@aol.com 
lynn@lmaconsulting.com 
tfaust@redwoodrenewables.com 
tim@marinemt.org 
johnspilman@netzero.net 
ed.mainland@sierraclub.org 
keithwhite@earthlink.net 
wem@igc.org 
eric.cherniss@gmail.com 
shani@scvas.org 
renee@gem­corp.com 
tom_victorine@sjwater.com 
jrobertpayne@gmail.com 
davido@mid.org 
joyw@mid.org 
brbarkovich@earthlink.net 
dgrandy@caonsitegen.com 
rmccann@umich.edu 
tobinjmr@sbcglobal.net 
saeed.farrokhpay@ferc.gov 
e­recipient@caiso.com 
dennis@ddecuir.com 
rick@sierraecos.com 
david.oliver@navigantconsulting.com 



16 
 

kenneth.swain@navigantconsulting.com 
cpucrulings@navigantconsulting.com 
lpark@navigantconsulting.com 
pmaxwell@navigantconsulting.com 
tpomales@arb.ca.gov 
amber@iepa.com 
tbrunello@calstrat.com 
mclaughlin@braunlegal.com 
danielle@ceert.org 
jluckhardt@downeybrand.com 
bernardo@braunlegal.com 
steveb@cwo.com 
steven@iepa.com 
Tiffany.Roberts@lao.ca.gov 
dseperas@calpine.com 
bsb@eslawfirm.com 
cte@eslawfirm.com 
jjg@eslawfirm.com 
rroth@smud.org 
mdeange@smud.org 
vwood@smud.org 
lterry@water.ca.gov 
hurlock@water.ca.gov 
varanini@sbcglobal.net 
karen@klindh.com 
atrowbridge@daycartermurphy.com 
dsanchez@daycartermurphy.com 
DocToxics@aol.com 
dbranchcomb@spi­ind.com 
c.mentzel@cleanenergymaui.com 
sas@a­klaw.com 
mpa@a­klaw.com 
californiadockets@pacificorp.com 
Tashiana.Wangler@PacifiCorp.com 
dws@r­c­s­inc.com 
castille@landsenergy.com 
john_dunn@transcanada.com 
meredith_lamey@transcanada.com 
mark.thompson@powerex.com 
Nancy.Norris@powerex.com 
AEG@cpuc.ca.gov 
CNL@cpuc.ca.gov 
DBP@cpuc.ca.gov 

MWT@cpuc.ca.gov 
SMK@cpuc.ca.gov 
TRH@cpuc.ca.gov 
cleni@energy.state.ca.us 
lgonzale@energy.state.ca.us 
jmcmahon@8760energy.com 
ab1@cpuc.ca.gov 
as2@cpuc.ca.gov 
aes@cpuc.ca.gov 
bwm@cpuc.ca.gov 
cjm@cpuc.ca.gov 
clu@cpuc.ca.gov 
ctd@cpuc.ca.gov 
dot@cpuc.ca.gov 
gtd@cpuc.ca.gov 
jm3@cpuc.ca.gov 
jls@cpuc.ca.gov 
jzr@cpuc.ca.gov 
jp6@cpuc.ca.gov 
jaa@cpuc.ca.gov 
jf2@cpuc.ca.gov 
jmh@cpuc.ca.gov 
kar@cpuc.ca.gov 
kho@cpuc.ca.gov 
kwh@cpuc.ca.gov 
lau@cpuc.ca.gov 
mpo@cpuc.ca.gov 
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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