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Pursuant to Rule 14.3 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (“Commission”),
the Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”’) comments on the September 28, 2009,
Proposed Decision (“PD”) of Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) Kolakowski, in Application
No. (A.) 05-04-05. As required by the Commission’s rules, SCE comments on areas where there
are legal, technical, and factual errors in the PD, and suggests appropriate modifications to the

language of the PD, as shown in Appendix A.

I
THE PROPOSED DECISION’S CHARACTERIZATION OF SCE’S MAY 15, 2009,

LETTER SHOULD BE CLARIFIED

The PD states that SCE informed the Arizona Corporation Commission (“ACC”) that
SCE would no longer pursue authorization to construct the Arizona portion of DPV2.1 SCE’s

May 15, 2009, letter said that SCE was not able to proceed “at this time,” and explained the

1 PD,p. 10.
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circumstances under which it may do so in the future [based on further interconnection studies].2
To more accurately reflect the statements made in SCE’s May 15, 2009, letter, SCE requests the
modifications shown in Appendix A be made to the PD on pp. 5, 10, and Finding of Fact No. 8

on p. 27.

II.
THE PROPOSED DECISION SHOULD CORRECTLY REFLECT SCE’S

STATEMENTS REGARDING PUB. UTIL. CODE SECTION 399.2.5

The PD states that SCE has not expressly asserted that the California portion of DPV2 is
necessary to meet California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) and that SCE has not
requested approval of the California-only project pursuant to Section 399.2.5.2

SCE stated that it was not requesting that the Commission authorize cost recovery in
retail rates [under Pub. Util. Code Section 399.2.5(b)(4)].# SCE, however, is not waiving its
statutory right to seek such recovery in the future. If such is required, SCE fully understands that
it will need to show applicability and reasonableness to be granted this authority. Under
Pub. Util. 399.2.5(b)(4), the Commission shall allow prudently incurred costs not approved for
recovery in [Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”)] general transmission rates to be
recovered in retail rates, if the new facilities facilitate RPS goals.

As stated in SCE’s filings, SCE expects that it will be able to recover the costs of the
California portion of DPV2 through FERC-jurisdictional transmission rates. DPV2 will be
looped into the Devers-Palo Verde No. 1 Transmission Line (“DPV1”) at the Midpoint

switchyard. As such, the California portion of DPV2 will become a part of the SCE transmission

NS

The May 15, 2009, letter states that there currently, four large solar generation projects in Western Arizona that
have requested interconnection to the California Independent System Operator (“CAISO”) grid. If future
interconnection studies establish the need for new transmission in western Arizona, SCE will seek authorization
from the applicable agencies to construct the necessary transmission.

PD, p. 15.

September 2, 2008, Amendment, p. 20.

[ W

DM1679823

1
[\S}
1



network and the CAISO grid.> Because the California portion of DPV2 will be “used and
useful” network facilities, there is a high probability that FERC will allow cost-recovery in
general transmission rates. Therefore, SCE did not request that the Commission authorize cost
recovery in retail rates under Pub. Util. Code Section 399.2.5(b)(4), but it reserves its statutory
right to do so in the future.

The PD’s statement that SCE has not expressly asserted that the California portion of
DPV2 is necessary to meet California RPS is puzzling. SCE did explicitly state that its request
will help California achieve its renewable goals and the RPS goals for the state of California.”
SCE stated that if these goals increase (to 33%, for example), as most policymakers suggest, then
the demand for renewables will necessitate a significant increase in supply. SCE stated that the
construction of the California portion of DPV2 will help meet the current goals, and is a low-cost
option to meet any broader renewable energy goals that may occur.® SCE also provided the
Commission with a letter from CAISO that states that it anticipates that the California portion of
DPV2 will be an important facility for California to meet the RPS.?

Additionally, SCE provided information that compared the costs of the California portion

of DPV2 with other high-voltage transmission projects.'? SCE showed that the transmission line

1d.

PD, p. 15.

(“Granting SCE’s request will allow California to access potential new renewable and conventional gas-fired
generation in the Blythe area, which will help California achieve renewable goals and the RPS goals for the
state of California.”) May 14, 2008, Petition for Modification.

September 2, 2008, Amendment, p. 12.

June 26, 2009, Supplemental Filing, Attachment 1., Letter re: Conditions for ISO Agreement to Construction of
California Portion of Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Project (A.05-04-015) from CAISO to Judge
Kolakowski of the CPUC, dated June 19, 2009. (“The [ISO] anticipates that the California portion of the
[DPV2] project will be an important facility in furtherance of state goals regarding the long-term acquisition of
power from renewable energy resources. The ISO’s queue for requests for interconnection in the Blythe area
near the proposed new Midpoint substation contains eleven requests for interconnection of proposed renewable
resource generating facilities totaling 4900 megawatts (MW). The ISO’s studies show that the California
portion of the [DPV2] project, along with additional complementary upgrades that could be built in later stages
(depending on the number of renewable generating facilities ultimately developed), are the most effective
means by which to deliver the generation from these proposed new facilities to load in California). (Emphasis
added).

2 September 12, 2008, Supplement to Southern California Edison Company’s Amendment to Petition for
Modification, pp. 5-8.

[EN (o N (V)

[S=Raies]

DM1679823 -3-



costs of DPV2 are lower than the transmission line costs of other large high-voltage projects
being considered (or that have been approved) in California. The PD does not mention the cost
information presented in SCE’s September 12, 2008, Supplement, and it may have simply been
overlooked.

SCE requests that its statements be correctly characterized, and provides suggested
clarifications to the discussion at p. 15 and to Conclusion of Law No. 4 in Attachment A.

SCE notes that the PD appears to use some clarifications that were recently proposed by
the Division of Ratepayer Advocates in the Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project
(“TRTP”) proceeding to the three-part test established in D.07-03-012. To the extent that the
Commission desires to provide clarifying revisions to the three-part test for future project
proponents, SCE suggests that such proposed revisions should be considered in a separate
proceeding. This would allow all interested stakeholders an opportunity to focus on and respond
to proposed revisions as applied prospectively to future projects. This application is not the
appropriate forum for modifying D.07-03-012, because: (1) the comment schedule in this docket
provides an inadequate period of time for the parties involved in this proceeding (including SCE)
to thoroughly examine proposed changes and to explore and propose alternatives to those
changes; and (2) there is inadequate notice to stakeholders (including but not limited to other
California utilities, generators, and other interested parties). The Commission, if it wishes to
pursue this issue, should address the test in a rulemaking that would enable the Commission to

evaluate whether alterations to the test should be adopted for future proceedings.
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I11.
THE PROPOSED DECISION CONTAINS FACTUAL ERRORS

THAT SHOULD BE CORRECTED

A. The Discussion of the Project Costs Erroneously Refers to the Costs for the Entire

Project and not the Costs for the California Portion of the Project

The PD makes two factual errors concerning the cost for the project that should be
corrected to ensure that the record and the final decision are accurate.

First, the PD states that the “maximum reasonable and prudent cost (maximum cost)” set
by the Commission for DPV2 was “$545,285,000 in 2005 [sic] including pensions and benefits,
and administrative and general overheads, but excluding Allowance for Funds Used During
Construction (“AFUDC”).”1. The PD should be modified to state that the maximum cost set by
the Commission was $545,285,000 in 2005 dollars.

Second, the PD states that SCE now estimates that the California portion of the project is
$686 million in 2009 dollars.l2 The escalated cost for the California portion is $526 million in
2009 dollars (with an additional $10 million expenditure if project is routed around Alligator
Rock, referred to as Alligator Rock North of Desert Center).l2 The PD should be corrected to
state that the California portion of the project is $526 million in 2009 dollars (to be increased by
$10 million if the Alligator Rock-North of Desert Center route segment is used).14

The PD goes on to state that the California portion of DPV2 is over $100 million more

that the maximum cost set for the entire project including Arizona — with only 4 years of cost

PD, p. 23.

PD, p. 24. The total cost for the Project, escalated from 2005 dollars to 2008 and 2009 dollars, is shown in
SCE’s June 26, 2009, Supplemental Filing, Attachment K [DPV2’s 2005 Constant Dollar Estimate Escalated to
2008 and 2009 Constant Dollars]. The cost for the California portion is as shown in SCE’s June 26, 2009,
Supplemental Filing, Attachment L [Summary of California Portion Only].

SCE’s June 26, 2009, Supplemental Filing, Attachment L.

It appears the PD referred to Attachment K, which was intended to show how SCE escalated the $545 million
($2005 dollars) cost estimate that was adopted by the Commission in D.07-01-040 from 2005 dollars to

$680 million in 2009 dollars. The $680 million is the $545 million cost of the entire project -- not the
California portion -- escalated from 2005 dollars to 2009 dollars.

—_
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escalation. This sentence should be deleted as it is based on the incorrect assumption that the
California portion would cost $686 million in 2009 dollars instead of $526 million in 2009
dollars.

Importantly, SCE explained that although it escalated the costs for the project to 2009
dollars, SCE does not consider the escalated costs that it presented in the June 2009 Supplement
to be new cost-estimates.!> As such, in D.07-01-040, the Commission granted SCE’s request
that it be allowed to update the cost-estimate once when SCE has “...developed a final detailed
engineering design-based construction estimate, particularly given the fact that certain routing
options remained under consideration.”1¢

SCE appreciates that the PD grants SCE’s request to provide additional information in an
advice filing. SCE recognizes that its cost-estimates were not prominently featured in its
June 26, 2009, Supplemental Filing. SCE will attempt to provide a format in the Advice Letter
that explains the information requested in the PD more clearly. SCE will file the advice letter
within 30 days of the availability of a final detailed engineering design-based construction
estimate, so that the Commission may reconsider the appropriate maximum cost for the
California portion of the project.

For the reasons discussed above, SCE suggests that the discussion at p. 24 of the PD be

revised and has suggested language in Attachment A, and as shown below:

“SCE now estimates that the California-only Project will cost $686
$526 million in 2009 dollars, with an additional $10 million if the
Alligator-Rock-North of Desert Center route is used. As-aninitial
Y . ) : o
o g o .
Eilj'P"]i’]' . ik ol 4
years-ofcost-esealation. SCE does not explain how it calculated

15 SCE stated that, “General escalation rates are not specific to the cost of a project and therefore, should not be
used to estimate the cost of a specific project.” The cost estimates that SCE provided are not new estimates,
they are the uncontested estimates adopted by the Commission in 2005 as adopted by the original Commission
Decision. SCE understood that TURN, and other parties desired that those costs be placed on the same basis as
the cost estimates for the Midpoint Switchyard — which were in $2008 dollars.

16 PD, p. 24.
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the escalation of 2005 dollars to 2009 dollars.” (Additions are
shown in underline; deletions with strike-through.)

B. The Proposed Decision Should Clarify that the Project will Parallel the Devers-

Valley No. 1 500 kV Transmission Line as Well as the Devers-Palo Verde No. 1

Transmission Line

The PD states in Finding of Fact No. 3 that the California portion of DPV2 would be
constructed almost entirely within the existing high-voltage transmission rights-of-way occupied
by the 500 kV Devers-Palo Verde No. 1 Transmission Line. To be clear, the California portion
of DPV2 would also be constructed within the rights-of-way occupied by the 500 kV Devers-
Valley No. 1 Transmission Line. As stated in the PD on p. 2, part of the Project includes a line
known as “Devers-Valley No. 2.” The Devers-Valley No. 2 Transmission Line would parallel
the Devers-Valley No. 1 Transmission Line. SCE suggests that Finding of Fact No. 3 be

clarified as shown in Attachment A to eliminate this inaccuracy.

IVv.
OTHER REQUESTED REVISIONS

The PD requires SCE to provide notice to the Director of the Commission’s Energy
Division on the status of the interconnection queue and executed interconnection agreements as
they relate to the California portion of DPV2 every six months.!” SCE requests that the PD
clarify that SCE need only provide the notices until such time as the CAISO requirements for
CAISO Board approval have been met, or until the reports are no longer required by the Energy

Division. SCE has provided suggested language in Attachment A.

17" PD, p. 23.
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V.
CONCLUSION

For all of the reasons discussed above, SCE requests that the Proposed Decision be
modified with the changes shown in Attachment A, to ensure that the record and the final
decision are legally and factually accurate. With these changes, the Commission should now

adopt the PD and issue a decision authorizing SCE to construct the California portion of DPV2.

Respectfully submitted,
JENNIFER R. HASBROUCK
JULIE A. MILLER

/s/ Julie A. Miller
By:  Julie A. Miller

Attorneys for
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Post Office Box 800

Rosemead, California 91770
Telephone:  (626) 302-4017
Facsimile: (626) 302-2610
E-mail: julie.miller@sce.com

October 19, 2009
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APPENDIX A

SCE’s Recommended Revisions to the Proposed Decision of
ALJ Kolakowski Modifying Decision No. 07-01-040
on the Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission Line Project

Additions are underlined

Deletions in strikethrough
Findings of Fact

3. The California-only Project would be constructed almost entirely within the existing
high-voltage transmission rights-of-way occupied by the 500 kV Devers-Palo Verde No. 1
transmission line and the 500 kV Devers -Valley No. 1 transmission line.

5. SCE filed a Petition for Modification of D.07-01-040 on May 14, 2008. SCE filed an
Amendment to the Petition on September 2, 2008, and a Supplement to the Amendment on
September 12, 2008, in accordance with a joint Commissioner-ALJ Ruling issued on July 17,

2008. Due to a number of changed circumstances, SCE made a supplemental filing on June 26,
20009.

8. There is no guarantee that the Arizona portion of the Project will ever be completed, and
SCE’s letter to the ACC dated May 15, 2009 indicates that SCE does not intend to file a new
application for approval of the Arizona portion of the Project in-the-nearfature at this time, but
may do so in the future based on further interconnection studies.

Conclusions of Law

4. SCE has not demonstrated that the California-only Project meets the requirements set forth in
California Pub. Util. Code § 399.2.5 (b)(4) for cost recovery. SCE may later seek recovery of
costs that are not approved for recovery in transmission rates by the FERC.

Other

Page 5:

The first attachment was a copy of a letter to the Commissioners, dated May 15, 2009, referring
them to the letter to the ACC and informing them that SCE intended to discontinue pursuit of
ACC approval for the Arizona portion of the Project and stating SCE’s intention to pursue the
California portion of the Project. The second attachment was a copy of a letter to the ACC dated
May 15, 2009, stating that SCE had updated its economic analysis and that the benefits of the
Project are “significantly lower as a result of recent developments.” The letter stated that SCE
would not be refiling with the ACC for authorization of the Arizona portion of the Project at this
time, although SCE may do so in the future based on further interconnection studies.

DM1679823 A-1



Page 10:

On this basis, SCE informed the ACC in its May 15, 2009, letter to the ACC that it would no
longer pursue authorization to construct the Arizona portion of the project at this time, although
SCE may do so in the future based on further interconnection studies.

Page 15:

However, and 51gn1ﬁcantly, SCE has not expressly asserted that the@a-l—rfefma—eﬂl—y—llrejeet—}s

Prejeet—p’d—rsuaﬂt—teéeet}eﬂ%% 1t is requestmg that the Comm1ss10n authorrze Cost recovery

in retail rates under Pub. Util. Code Section 399.2.5(b)(4). SCE is not waiving its statutory right
to seek such recovery in the future. Rather; SCE has claimed that the California-only Project is
needed to interconnect both renewable and conventional generation resources proposed to be
located in the Blythe area. Nevertheless, because of the extensive renewable potential of the
Blythe area, and the RETI 2A Draft Report’s identification of the California-only Project as
needed to deliver those resources to Southern California load centers, we will consider the

§ 399.2.5 need analysis applied in previous renewable transmission CPCN cases to determine the
need for the California-only Project.

Page 23:

Consequently, we require SCE to provide notice to the Director of the Commission’s Energy
Division on the status of the interconnection queue and interconnection agreements as they relate
to the California-only Project every six months until such time as the CAISO requirements for
CAISO Board approval have been met, or until the reports are no longer required by the Energy
Division. Such notices shall include information on both renewable interconnection requests and
agreements, as well as information on conventional generation seeking interconnection to the
California-only Project.

The Decision established a maximum reasonable and prudent cost (maximum cost) for the
Project pursuant to Pub. Util. Code § 1005.5(a) of $545,285,000 in 2005 dollars including
pension and benefits, and administrative and general overheads, but excluding Allowance for
Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC).

Page 24:

SCE now estimates that the California-only Project will cost-$686 $526 million in 2009 dollars,
w1th an add1t10na1 $10 mllhon if the Alhgator-Rock North of Desert Center routes 1s used As
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32D
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

JOHN KALISH
UNITED STATES BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
PO BOX 581260

PALM SPRINGS, CA 92258

GLENN ELSSMANN

MISSION DEVELOPMENT COMPANY
SUITE C

25814 BUSINESS CENTER DR.
REDLANDS, CA 92374

BRUCE FOSTER

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
601 VAN NESS AVENUE, STE. 2040

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

BERNARD LAM

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE B10C
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

MICHAEL S. PORTER

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE ST., MAIL CODE 13L RM 1318
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

PETER BRAY
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TARA WILLIAMS

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
1275 WEST WASHINGTON STREET
PHOENIX, AZ 85007

JIM VILLA ABRILLE

UNIT 2

296 MEADOW VALLEY RANCH
ELKO, NV 89801

EDDIE WANG

GLORIOUS LAND COMPANY, LLC
SUITE 530

13181 CROSSROADS PARKWAY N.
CITY OF INDUSTRY, CA 91746

CASE ADMINISTRATION

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
LAW DEPARTMENT, ROOM 370

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

EDWARD SANDFORD
5169 HAWLEY BLVD.
SAN DIEGO, CA 92116

JAN STRACK
8316 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP52A
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1582

JULIAN VESELKOV
PO BOX 580453

NORTH PALM SPRINGS, CA 92258

GLORIA D. SMITH

ADAMS, BROADWELL, JOSEPH & CARDOZO
601 GATEWAY BLVD., SUITE 1000
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080

DIANE I. FELLMAN
NEXTERA ENERGY RESOURCES, LLC.
234 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

JASON YAN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE B13L

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

ROBERT KARGOLL

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC CO.
77 BEALE ST., MC B13L RM. 1317
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

BRIAN T. CRAGG
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PETER BRAY AND ASSOCIATES
3566 17TH STREET, SUITE 2
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110-1093

MARTIN A. MATTES

ATTORNEY AT LAW

NOSSAMAN, LLC

50 CALIFORNIA STREET, 34TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-4799

HILARY CORRIGAN

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS

425 DIVISADERO ST. SUITE 303
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117-2242
FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS

BARRY R. FLYNN

FLYNN RESOURCE CONSULTANTS, INC.
5440 EDGEVIEW DRIVE

DISCOVERY BAY, CA 94514

FOR: FLYNN RESOURCE CONSULTANTS, INC.

DAVID MARCUS

ADAMS BROADWELL & JOSEPH
PO BOX 1287

BERKELEY, CA 94701

HELENE LEICHTER
ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY
CITY OF SANTA CLARA
1500 WARBURTON AVE.
SANTA CLARA, CA 95050

DEVRA WANG

STAFF SCIENTIST

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 95104

FOR: NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

THOMAS S KIMBALL

MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 11TH STREET

MODESTO, CA 95352-4060

MIKE DOZIER
CALIFORNIA ISO

151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD
FOLSOM, CA 95630

CALIFORNIA ISO

LEGAL AND REGULATORY DEPARTMENT
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630

ED CHANG

FLYNN RESOURCE CONSULTANTS, INC.
2165 MOONSTONE CIRCLE

EL DORADO HILLS, CA 95762

ORVETT W. SHELBY
C/0 RACHELLE SHELBY LOMAS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE & DAY
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JEFFREY P. GRAY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

GRANT KOLLING

SENIOR ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY
CITY OF PALO ALTO

250 HAMILTON AVENUE, 8TH FLOOR
PALO ALTO, CA 94301

AVIS KOWALEWSKI

CALPINE CORPORATION

4160 DUBLIN BLVD, SUITE 100
DUBLIN, CA 94568

KEITH WHITE
312 KELLER ST
PETALUMA, CA 94952

KEN SIMS

ELECTRIC DIVISION MANAGER
SILICON VALLEY POWER

1601 CIVIC CENTER DR. NO. 201
SANTA CLARA, CA 95050

SUSIE BERLIN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MC CARTHY & BERLIN, LLP

100 W SAN FERNANDO ST., STE 501
SAN JOSE, CA 95113

WILLIAM B. MARCUS

JBS ENERGY, INC.

311 D STREET, SUITE A
WEST SACRAMENTO, CA 95608

ROBIN SMUTNY-JONES
CALIFORNIA ISO

151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD
FOLSOM, CA 95630

J. RICHARD LAUCKHART

BLACK & VEATCH

10995 GOLD CENTER DRIVE, SUITE 100
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670

JEFFERY D. HARRIS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS
2600 CAPITOL AVENUE, SUITE 400
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-5905

KAREN MILLS
CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION
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PO BOX 246715

SACRAMENTO, CA 95824-6715

PERRY ZABALA
92-1479 ALIINUI DR APT D
KAPOLEI, HI 96707-2244

State Service

BILLIE C. BLANCHARD

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
FOR: ENERGY DIVISION

DIANA L. LEE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4107

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KENNETH LEWIS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

ROOM 4012

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ROBERT ELLIOTT

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SCOTT LOGAN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
ROOM 4209

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
FOR: ORA

94102-3214

TRACI BONE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 5031

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SUSAN LEE

ASPEN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP

235 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 935
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

FOR: CPUC ENERGY DIVISION (CONSULTANT)

CLARE LAUFENBERG

STRATEGIC TRANSMISSION INVESTMNT PROGRAM
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

1516 NINTH STREET, MS 46
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2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE
SACRAMENTO, CA 95833

BRIAN D. SCHUMACHER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KEITH D WHITE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

NICHOLAS SHER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4007

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ROBERT KINOSIAN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5202

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

TIMOTHY J. SULLIVAN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 2106

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

LON W. HOUSE
WATER & ENERGY CONSULTING
4901 FLYING C RD.

CAMERON PARK, CA 95682

KAREN GRIFFIN

EXECUTIVE OFFICE

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

KEVIN WOODRUFF

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

INC.

THOMAS FLYNN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

770 L STREET, SUITE 1050
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

DARRELL FREEMAN
3100 SE 168TH AVE.,
VANCOUVER, WA 98683

APT. 133
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SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

MARK HESTERS

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

1516 9TH STREET, MS 46
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

JUDY GRAU

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

1516 NINTH STREET MS-46
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-5512

FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

TOP OF PAGE
BACK TO INDEX OF SERVICE LISTS

http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/published/service lists/A0504015 69606.htm

10/19/2009



