BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application of San Diego )
Gas & Electric Company (U 902 E) for a )
Certificate of Public Convenience and ) Application 06-08-010
Necessity for the Sunrise Powerlink ) (Filed August 4, 2006)
Transmission Project. )

)

OPENING BRIEF OF THE CALIFORNIA
INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR CORPORATION
ON EXHIBIT COMPLIANCE-1

Pursuant to the August 28, 2008 ruling of Administrative Law Judge Vieth, the California
Independent System Operator Corporation (“CAISO”) submits its opening brief on Exhibit
Compliance-1 (“Exhibit C-17). While many of the “cases” contained in Exhibit C-1 should be
disregarded because the analysis is based on unrealistic assumptions that should not be relied
upon to assess the cost effectiveness of the Sunrise Powerlink Transmission Project (“Sunrise”),
the exhibit does include two cases that confirm that Sunrise will provide significant net economic
benefits in excess of $129 million per year. Accordingly, the CAISO continues to urge the
Commission to grant a certificate of public convenience and necessity to San Diego Gas &
Electric Company (“SDG&E”) for Sunrise.

I. INTRODUCTION

Exhibit C-1 was prepared by the CAISO pursuant to the June 20, 2008 Revised Scoping
Memo and Ruling of the Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge (“Assigned
Commissioner/ALJ Ruling”). The Assigned Commissioner/ALJ Ruling directed the CAISO to

provide an economic analysis of nine cases using inputs and assumptions identified in the



Appendix to the ruling (“Original Ruling Appendix™)." In addition, the CAISO was directed to
examine powerflow, transient stability, and other impacts on the operation of the grid caused by
each alternative.”

The only differences in the assumptions for each of the nine cases identified in the
Original Ruling Appendix were:

e (ases 1-4 assumed that SDG&E would not procure more than 20%
renewable energy through the year 2020 (Cases 5-9 assumed SDG&E
would increase renewable procurement from 20% to 33% over the study
period); and

e (Case 9 assumed the existing South Bay Power Plant would remain online

only through 2011 (all other cases assumed the existing South Bay Power
Plant would remain online through 2012).

Following an all-party conference call held on July 2, 2008, the CAISO submitted an
Annotated Appendix to the Assigned Commissioner/ALJ Ruling (“Annotated Ruling Appendix”)
that was used for purposes of preparing Exhibit C-1. The Annotated Ruling Appendix corrected
or clarified certain inputs identified in the Original Ruling Appendix but did not change any of
the key inputs or assumptions for the nine cases identified in the ruling. The Annotated Ruling
Appendix, however, did add four additional cases for analysis (Cases 10-13). With respect to
these four additional cases, the CAISO revised the combustion turbine (“CT”) cost assumption to
reflect more recent cost information from the Phase 2 evidentiary record. In contrast, the nine
cases in the Original Ruling Appendix directed the CAISO to use lower, out-of-date CT costs
from Phase 1. Other than this change in CT costs, the four additional cases in the Annotated
Ruling Appendix relied upon the same inputs as Cases 5-8 in the Original Ruling Appendix.

Given that there were only three inputs that changed across the 13 cases addressed in the

Annotated Ruling Appendix, Exhibit C-1 essentially isolates the impact on net benefits from (1)

! Assigned Commissioner/ALJ Ruling at 2-3 (Ruling 9 6).
2 Assigned Commissioner/ALJ Ruling at 3 (Ruling 9 6) .



reducing renewable procurement from 33% to 20%; and (2) reducing the cost of CTs. Thus, for
purposes of assessing the cost effectiveness of Sunrise, the relative merit of each case evaluated
in Exhibit C-1 turns on whether the percentage of renewable procurement and CT cost assumed
for the case is a reasonable assumption given Commission policy, current law, and the record in
this proceeding. As discussed below, Cases 1-9, which assume that SDG&E will not procure
more than 20% renewable energy through 2020 and/or use Phase 1 CT costs, are not sound and
should not be relied upon to evaluate the cost effectiveness of Sunrise.

In contrast, Cases 10-13 assume 33% renewable procurement by 2020 and use more
current CT costs from Phase 2. As a result, these cases provide a much more realistic analysis of
the net benefits of the Enhanced Northern Route, the Modified Southern Route, and the Non-
Wires alterative relative to the reference case. This analysis confirms the conclusions reached by
the CAISO in its Phase 2 testimony that Sunrise (either the Enhanced Northern Route or the
Modified Southern Route) provides greater net benefits than other proposed alternatives
evaluated in this proceeding.

II. DISCUSSION

A. When Considered Within The Context Of The Phase 2 Record, Exhibit C-1
Confirms That Sunrise Will Provide Significant Annual Net Benefits

The Assigned Commissioner/ALJ Ruling finds that the economic analysis performed by
the CAISO “was superior” to that performed by other parties in the proceeding.’ Nevertheless,
the ruling provides that “the current record does not adequately quantify the technical feasibility
4

or the economic benefits of various alternatives using reasonable modeling assumptions.”

While many of the inputs included in the Annotated Ruling Appendix difter from the inputs used

3 Assigned Commissioner/ALJ Ruling at 2 (Ruling 9 6).

* Assigned Commissioner/ALJ Ruling at 2 (Ruling § 6). The various alternatives referred to in the Assigned
Commissioner/ALJ Ruling are (1) a CT Reference Case; (2) the Enhanced Northern Route for Sunrise; (3) the
Modified Southern Route for Sunrise; and (4) a Non-Wires Alternative.



in the CAISO’s Phase 2 analysis, Exhibit C-1 does not identify any deficiencies in the CAISO’s
Phase 2 analysis. Rather, Exhibit C-1 confirms the reasonableness of the CAISO’s conclusions
in Phase 2.

The primary changes the CAISO made to the modeling assumptions for its Phase 2 net
benefits analysis were to (1) update the cost of CTs to reflect more recent cost information than
was used by the CAISO in Phase 1; and (2) update the cost of Sunrise to reflect new information
produced by SDG&E.” The CAISO did not make other changes to assumptions similar to those
reflected in the Annotated Ruling Appendix, such as changes to loads and resources.
Furthermore, the CAISO has not independently confirmed the reasonableness of these other
assumptions. Nevertheless, as discussed below, the two Sunrise cases in Exhibit C-1 that assume
both 33% renewable procurement by 2020 and updated CT costs (Cases 11 and 12) are
consistent with the CAISO’s Phase 2 net benefits analysis. Specifically, both demonstrate
annual net benefits for Sunrise in excess of $129 million. Thus, when considered within the
context of the Phase 2 record, Exhibit C-1 confirms that Sunrise will provide significant annual
net benefits.

B. The 13 Cases Evaluated In Exhibit C-1

1. Cases 1-4 include unrealistic assumptions and should not be relied
upon by the Commission

In Cases 1-4, Exhibit C-1 compares a reference case (Case 1) with the Enhanced
Northern Route (Case 2), the Modified Southern Route (Case 3) and the Non-Wires Alternative
(Case 4). These cases assume that SDG&E will not procure more than 20% renewable energy
through 2020 and that the cost of CTs should be taken from the CAISO’s Phase 1 testimony.

Given existing Commission policies on renewable procurement and greenhouse gas emissions

> In both of its Phase 1 and Phase 2 analysis, the CAISO assumed 33% renewable procurement by 2020.



reduction requirements in Assembly Bill (“AB”) 32, it is simply wrong to assume that SDG&E
will not procure more than 20% renewable energy through 2020. Similarly, it is not credible to
rely upon Phase 1 CT costs in light of the more recent record in Phase 2 which presents more
current CT cost information. Because these assumptions are defective, outdated, and do not
reflect the most recent facts in the record, Cases 1-4 should not be relied upon to assess the cost
effectiveness of Sunrise.

a. 20% RPS assumption

Although the procurement of 20% renewable generation by 2010 reflects California’s
current renewables portfolio standard (“RPS”) requirement,’ Energy Action Plan II, jointly
issued by the Commission and the California Energy Commission (“CEC”), anticipates
increasing RPS requirements to 33% by 2020. Specifically, Energy Action Plan II provides:

In the first [Energy Action Plan], we set a goal of accelerating the
20 percent target from 2017 to 2010. We are now identifying the
steps necessary to achieve that target, as well as higher goals
beyond 2010, such as Governor Schwarzenegger’s proposed goal
of 33 percent of electricity sales by 2020.

In addition, Energy Action Plan II identifies the following “key action item”:

Evaluate and develop implementation paths for achieving
renewable resource goals beyond 2010, including 33 percent
renewables by 2020, in light of cost-benefit and risk analysis, for
all load serving entities.

In a subsequent policy statement on greenhouse gas performance standards, the
Commission reiterated that it is “developing a plan to meet the Governor’s goal of a 33 percent

renewable portfolio standard by 2020.”°

6 See Cal. Pub. Util Code § 399.15(b)(1).

7 Energy Action Plan II at 8 (emphasis added).

¥ Energy Action Plan IT at 8 (Key Action #5) (emphasis added).

? See Order Instituting Rulemaking 06-04-009, Attachment 2 (“Commission’s Policy Statement on Greenhouse Gas
Performance Standards, October 6, 2005”) at 1.



More recently, in Decision 07-12-052 adopting long-term procurement plans for
SDG&E, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”),
the Commission stated, in no uncertain terms, that pursuing a 33% RPS target by 2020 is a
policy goal that should be pursued immediately notwithstanding the lack of legislation
mandating such a goal:

The Commission recognizes SCE’s argument that, today, no
legislation has been passed mandating that the [investor owned
utility] procure towards a 33% renewables target by 2020.
However, the Commission agrees with Aglet that pursuing a 33%

target is a policy goal of the Commission and one that should be
pursued by the IOUs at this time."

While 20% RPS by 2010 is currently the law, the Commission has clearly directed
SDG&E and the other California utilities to pursue a 33% renewable procurement goal by 2020.
However, even if a 33% by 2020 RPS requirement does not become law or is no longer pursued
by the Commission as a policy goal, the need to reduce GHG emissions consistent with AB 32 —
which is the law - will necessarily require levels of renewable generation in excess of 20% and
potentially more than 33%.

For instance, in Decision 08-03-018 (adopting interim greenhouse gas regulatory
strategies), the Commission concluded that a 33% renewable procurement target would
“contribute significantly to attainment of the emissions reductions required by AB 32.”"!
Consistent with this conclusion, the record in this proceeding demonstrates that a 33% RPS
requirement represents approximately 48 TWh more renewable resources than is the case with a
20% requirement.'* If all of this renewable energy were replaced with energy from new

combined cycle gas turbines, a 20% RPS requirement would result in approximately 19 million

1 Decision 07-12-052, mimeo at 255 (emphasis added).
" Decision 08-03-018, mimeo at 36.
12 See CAISO Ex. I-2 at 68 (Table 4.6).



more metric tonnes of CO2 than a 33% requirement.””> As a practical matter, this means that
SDG&E (and other utilities) will likely need to procure at least 33% renewables by 2020 to
comply with AB 32 regardless of whether RPS requirements are actually increased to 33% by
the legislature.

Thus, it is inconsistent with existing and well established Commission policy, and the
emissions reductions mandated by AB 32, to assume that, for purposes of evaluating the cost-
effectiveness of Sunrise - which is being amortized over a 58 year period - renewable
procurement will not exceed 20% over the entire period between 2010 and 2068.

b. Phase 1 CT costs

In its Phase 1 economic analysis, the CAISO used a representative CT cost of $78/kW
per year based on a 2003 CEC report entitled “Comparative Cost of California Central Station
Electricity Generation Technologies.”'* The cost of CTs, however, was updated (increased) by
the CAISO in its Phase 2 testimony to reflect more current information from the CEC and the
market. Specifically, in December 2007, after the conclusion of Phase 1, the CEC issued an
updated report with new cost information for CTs."> For purposes of its Phase 2 economic
analysis, the CAISO used the average total fixed cost for CTs of $162.10/kW per year based on
information provided in the CEC’s December 2007 report.'®

Dr. Ren Orans who sponsored the CAISO’s Phase 2 testimony on CT costs, was

questioned in detail by ALJ Weissman during the evidentiary hearings about the reasonableness

" 19 million metric tons of CO2 =47.7 TWh * 7650BTU/kWh * 117 Ibs/MMBTU * (1 tonne/2200 Ibs) * (1
MMBTU / 1,000,000 BTU) * (1,000,000,000 kWh /1 TWh). 47.7 TWh is the additional output from renewable
generation in the 33% RPS case versus the 20% RPS case (See CAISO Ex. I-2 the last row of Table 4.2. 2020 is the
33% RPS case, 2010 is the 20% RPS case). The 117 Ib/MMBTU emission rate is from the CAISO’s response to
Aspen Request ISO-3. 7650 is the average of the minimum operating level and maximum capacity heat rates for a
typical new combined cycle unit from Table 2.8 of the CAISO April 2006 Annual Report on Market Issues and
Performance.

' See CAISO Ex. I-2 at 24; Ex. CAISO Ex. I-12 at 6.

' CAISO/Orans Tr. at 5538-39.

' CAISO Ex.I-12at 7.



of the CAISO’s decision to update the CT costs. In response to this questioning, Dr. Orans
testified that he had confirmed the reasonableness of the updated CT costs through an
independent assessment of market information, which included review of a Commission decision
granting SCE cost recovery for several new CTs.'” As a result, the CAISO’s Phase 2 CT costs
provide a more accurate reflection of current market conditions (and materials and labor costs)
than the CT costs used in Phase 1. Indeed, at the time of the Phase testimony, the CT costs
derived from the 2003 CEC report were already four years out of date. It is particularly
unreasonable to assume CT costs based on a 2003 CEC report when the same agency issued an
updated report in 2007. Thus, it is clear from the Phase 2 record that the outdated Phase 1 CT
costs are no longer reasonable and should not be used for assessing the net benefits of Sunrise.

The net effect of using the CAISO’s Phase 1 CT costs to analyze net benefits is to
substantially understate the cost effectiveness of Sunrise. In its Phase 2 testimony, the CAISO
acknowledges that the use of the updated CT costs results in an increase in the total levelized
benefits of Sunrise (relative to the CAISO’s no project reference case) from the CAISO’s Phase
1 analysis.'® Thus, using Phase 1 CT costs in Exhibit C-1 to evaluate the cost effectiveness of
Sunrise inappropriately reduces net benefits of Sunrise relative to the reference case.

2. Cases 5-8 and 9 demonstrate that Sunrise provides significant net
benefits even assuming an unreasonably low cost for new CTs

For Cases 5-7 and 9, Exhibit C-1 assumes that SDG&E will procure 33% renewable
energy through 2020." Thus, these cases correct the fundamental flaw in the RPS assumption in

Cases 1-4 discussed above. However, because Cases 5-7 and 9 use the CAISO’s Phase 1 CT

7 CAISO/Orans Tr. at 5541. Other generation costs identified in the CEC’s updated report, such as solar thermal
costs, were not changed for Phase 2 because the CAISO was unable to independently confirm the reasonableness of
these costs. See CAISO/Orans Tr. at 5545; 5554.

'8 CAISO Ex. I-12 at 8-9. The CAISO’s Phase 2 testimony also showed that total levelized benefits increased for
several Sunrise alternatives. These alternatives are not the subject of the June 20, 2008 Ruling.

1% Specifically, these cases assume 20% renewable procurement in 2010, 27% in 2015, and 33% in 2020. As noted
above, Case 9 assumes the existing South Bay Power Plant will remain online only through 2011 as opposed 2012,



costs, these cases erroneously understate the cost effectiveness of Sunrise. Notwithstanding this
significant flaw, these cases nevertheless show Sunrise providing net benefits of at least $20
million per year.”” While the CAISO believes annual net benefits of $20 million per year
significantly understates the cost effectiveness of Sunrise, it does demonstrate that Sunrise is cost
effective, even using an unreasonably low cost for new CTs.

3. Cases 4, 8 and 13 produce less net economic benefits than the
comparable Sunrise cases

Cases 4, 8 and 13 represent a non-wires alternative to Sunrise. These cases differ from
the Sunrise cases (both the Enhanced Northern Route or the Modified Southern Route) in that
Cases 4, 8 and 13 include more renewable generation in the San Diego load pocket relative to the
Sunrise cases.”’ While for the reasons discussed above the results for Cases 4 and 8 are flawed
relative to the reference case as a result of the flawed RPS and CT cost assumptions used for
those cases, the analysis is nevertheless useful for purposes of comparing the relative benefits of
the non-wires alternative and Sunrise across a shared set of assumptions. In each instance, the
non-wires alternative is significantly less cost effective than Sunrise (whether the Enhanced
Northern Route of the Modified Southern Route).?

4. Cases 11 and 12 confirm the CAISO’s Phase 2 analysis that Sunrise
provides significant net benefits

As noted above, the CAISO updated the cost of CTs in its Phase 2 testimony but did not
make changes to other inputs similar to those made in the Annotated Ruling Appendix. Because
Cases 11 and 12 assume the procurement of 33% renewables by 2020 and use the updated Phase

2 CT costs, these cases, in effect, identify the impact that the other changes in the Annotated

which is assumed for Cases 5-7. This represents the only difference in the assumptions for these four cases.

20 See “Summary of Net Benefits” table attached to Exhibit C-1.

*! The additional renewable resources located in the San Diego load pocket used for these cases was taken from the
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIR/EIS”) (see section E.6.1.7). See



Ruling Appendix have relative to the CAISO’s Phase 2 analysis. Thus, of all the cases evaluated
in Exhibit C-1, the CAISO believes that Cases 11 and 12 provide for the most reasonable apples-
to-apples comparison with respect to the CAISO’s Phase 2 analysis.

In Phase 2, the CAISO’s analysis showed that Sunrise produces net benefits in excess of
$143 million per year.> Consistent with that analysis, Cases 11 and 12 show annual net benefits
in excess of $129 million.** Most of the difference between the CAISO’s Phase 2 estimate of net
benefits and the estimates in Cases 11 and 12 are attributable to reduced energy benefits driven
by assuming that only 75 percent of the coal contained in the WECC database would be actually
built.” Accordingly, the results from Cases 11 and 12 confirm the CAISO’s Phase 2 analysis
that Sunrise provides significant net benefits, even without substantial new development of coal
fired resources in the WECC.

C. The Loads and Resources Tables in Exhibit C-1 Should Not Be Used To
Determine SDG&E’s Reliability Needs

The assumptions contained in the Annotated Ruling Appendix included adjustments to
both SDG&E load and generation resources. In particular, the Assigned Commissioner/ALJ
Ruling directed the CAISO to use the October 2007 CEC 1-in-10 load forecast, and the Energy
Efficiency, demand response and California Solar Initiative assumptions set forth in SDG&E’s
2006 Long Term Procurement Plan (“LTPP”) filed on April 18, 2008 in compliance with
Decision 07-12-052.%° On the generation side, the South Bay Power Plant (“South Bay”) was

assumed to stay on line through 2012 for all cases where Sunrise was assumed to be placed in

“SDG&E LnR Table — All Source cases” attached to Exhibit C-1 for load pocket capacity additions for these
resources.

22 See “Summary of Net Benefits” table attached to Exhibit C-1.

* CAISO Ex. I-13 at 22.

# See “Summary of Net Benefits” table attached to Exhibit C-1.

 See "Energy Benefits" table attached to Exhibit C-1 which show energy benefits reduction of 14 million for the
33% RPS case.

10



service in 2012. For Case 9, Sunrise was assumed to be on line in 2011 and South Bay retired in
that same year. The CAISO was also directed to model both the Carlsbad Energy Center coming
on line and the Encina facility retiring in 2013. For the Non-Wires Alternative (Cases 4, 8 and
13), the CAISO was directed to model generation identified in the DEIR/EIS “all-source
alternative.”

To comply with these directives, the CAISO used the format of its Locational Capacity
Requirement (“LCR”) table from its Phase 1 Rebuttal Testimony27 to create three new tables
containing the underlying assumptions that fed into the net benefits analysis for the 13 cases in
Exhibit C-1. These new tables, identified as “L&R” tables at the August 22, 2008 workshop, set
forth the load and resource assumptions for (1) Cases 1-3, 5-7, and 10-12; (2) Cases 4, 8 and 13;
and (3) Case 9. Several minor revisions were made to the three tables based on comments
received at the workshop, and these revisions are identified in the “Responses to Questions”
included with the compliance packet submitted on August 26, 2008.

The “Surplus (Deficiency)” row in each of the three new “L&R” tables should not lead
the Commission or the parties to the erroneous conclusion that the CAISO has revised the
analysis shown in its Phase 1 LCR table and now projects different, and later, reliability need
dates for Sunrise.”® As is the case with the CT cost and renewable procurement assumptions
discussed above, the CAISO does not support the generation adjustment assumptions identified

in the Annotated Ruling Appendix that were not previously included in the CAISO’s LCR table.

2% Decision 07-12-052 was issued in Docket R.06-02-013 Order Instituting Rulemaking to Integrate Procurement

Policies and Consider Long-Term Procurement Plans on December 17, 2007.
2T CAISO Ex. I-6 at 39 (Table 5).

%8 This question was specifically posed by UCAN in the list of questions presented to the CAISO prior to the
workshop: “Please explain if the ISO agrees that the claim that Sunrise need is driven by South Bay retirement is
false for 2010 — because the surplus that year is already bigger than 702 Mw with South Bay, and so there would
still be a surplus without South Bay.”

11



For example, the 2013 online date for the Carlsbad Energy Center (providing a net 222 MW with
the retirement of the Encina facilities) is a generation adjustment dictated by the Assigned
Commissioner/ALJ Ruling and was not included in CAISO’s LCR table.”” Similarly, the
renewable resources identified at lines 15¢-15f of the L&R table for Cases 4, 8 and 13 do not
meet the criteria used by the CAISO for reliability and grid planning purposes for all of the
reasons addressed in the CAISO’s Phase 2 testimony.

Indeed, in its Phase 2 opening testimony, CAISO witness Robert Sparks specifically
explained the criteria used by the CAISO in determining the resources to be used in 5 and 10
year grid planning studies. For 5 year studies, the CAISO considers only those generation
projects that are under construction, and for 10 year studies, projects must be under construction
or have received regulatory approvals. The CAISO also considers whether a generation project
has a Power Purchase Agreement (PPA).>° The Encina repowering project has not yet received
regulatory approvals, nor does the project have a PPA.*' For the purposes of prudent
transmission planning, this project should not be included in an analysis of SDG&E’s reliability
needs.

The CAISO Phase 2 testimony also provides that relying on the renewable resources
identified in the All-Source alternative would be “extremely risky” given the fact that many of
the projects do not have sites or are not currently being developed.” In particular, the solar
thermal project near Borrego Springs will require over 1500 acres of land and 40 miles of

transmission infrastructure upgrades. Given the speculative nature of this project and others

% See lines 15a and 15b of the L&R tables.

3% CAISO Ex. I-6 at 39, fn 59.

3T CAISO Ex I-6 at 39, fn.59, see also NRG, Docket No. 07-AFC-06,
http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/all_projects.html#review.

32 CAISO Ex. I-8 at 10.

12



discussed in the CAISO’s Phase 2 testimony, it is clear that the generation assumptions in the
L&R table developed for Cases 4, 8 and 13 should not be considered for grid planning purposes.

Finally, the CAISO would note that while the CEC 1-in-10 load forecast information was
used in developing both the CAISO’s Phase 1 LCR table and the L&R tables included in Exhibit
C-1, the demand response peak load adjustments are optimistic rather than conservative, and that
the anticipated load reductions might not materialize at the level reflected in the tables. For
example, the L&R tables reflect forecasted peak load reductions for Price Sensitive Demand
Response programs set forth on Table IV-3 of SDG&E’s LTPP. These forecasts reflect the
Commission’s approved targets for 2007-2008 and the targets for 2009-2013 adopted in Decision
04-09-060,* and were described by SDG&E as being “very aggressive” in testimony submitted
in that proceeding.™® Nonetheless, even with such optimistic load reduction forecasts, all of the
tables support the conclusion that SDG&E will experience capacity deficiencies when South Bay
is taken out of service. Clearly, these capacity deficiencies would be exacerbated by
unanticipated load growth or the failure of demand-side load reduction programs to produce the
forecasted results.

In summary, the L&R tables included in Exhibit C-1 do not support the conclusion that
there will be no reliability deficiency in the San Diego load pocket in 2010 even without South
Bay, given the risk associated with the aggressive load reduction programs embedded in the CEC
forecast. The “surplus” of 52> MW that allegedly would remain with South Bay offline in 2010
is dependent on speculative demand response reductions in peak loads. Furthermore, the Sunrise
implementation date is now projected by SDG&E to be 2011 and both the CAISO’s LCR table

and the L&R tables in Exhibit C-1 project capacity deficiencies in 2011 if South Bay retires.

33 SDG&E LTPP, Original Sheet 143.
3% Decision 07-12-052, mimeo at 61.
3> The loss adjustment in line 19 would increase by 18 MW if South Bay were removed from service.
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Thus, the new L&R tables should not be used to supersede the CAISO’s Phase 1 LCR table, and

do not in any way erode the conclusions set forth in the Phase 2 Rebuttal Testimony of CAISO

witness Robert Sparks that retirement of South Bay is contingent upon the completion of

Sunrise, along with the other projects identified in the Attachment to that testimony.
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36 CAISO Ex. 1-9 at 20.
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bbirdsall@aspeneg.com

BONNIE GENDRON

4812 GLENSIDE ROAD
SANTA YSABEL, CA 92070
bgendron@nethere.com

CALIFORNIA DEPT. OF PARKS &
RECREATION

BRADLY S. TORGAN

1416 NINTH STREET, ROOM 1404-06
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
btorgan@parks.ca.gov

RAMONA COMMUNITY PLANNING
GROUP

CAROLYN A. DORROH

17235 VOORHES LANE

RAMONA, CA 92065
carolyn.dorroh@cubic.com

LAUREL GRANQUIST
PO BOX 2486

JULIAN, CA 92036
celloinpines@sbcglobal.net

STEVE/CAROLYN ESPOSITO

37784 MONTEZUMA VALLEY ROAD
RANCHITA, CA 92066
cesposit@sdcoe.k12.ca.us

BRIAN KRAMER

PO BOX 516

JULIAN, CA 92036-0516
colobiker@gmail.com

GOLIGHTLY FARMS

CAROLYN MORROW

36255 GRAPEVINE CANYON ROAD
RANCHITA, CA 92066
Csmmarket@aol.com

DAVID CAREY & ASSOCIATES, INC.
DAVID W. CAREY

PO BOX 2481

JULIAN, CA 92036
dandbcarey@julianweb.com



WILD ROSE ENERGY SOLUTIONS,
INC.

DANIEL SUURKASK

430 8170 50TH STREET
EDMONTON, AB T6B 1E6
daniel@wildroseenergy.com

BRANCHCOMB ASSOCIATES, LLC
DAVID BRANCHCOMB

9360 OAKTREE LANE
ORANGEVILLE, CA 95662
david@branchcomb.com

OFFICE OF SENATOR CHRISTINE
KEHOE

DEANNA SPEHN

2445 5TH AVENUE, SUITE 200 39TH
STATE SENATE DISTRICT

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL
DIVERSITY

DAVID HOGAN

PO BOX 7745

SAN DIEGO, CA 92167
dhogan@pbiologicaldiversity.org
DIETRICH LAW

WILLIAM F. DIETRICH

2977 YGNACIO VALLEY ROAD, NO.
613

WALNUT CREEK, CA 94598-3535
dietrichlaw2@earthlink.net

ANZA-BORREGO FOUNDATION &
INSTITUTE

DIANA LINSDAY

PO BOX 2001

BORREGO SPRINGS, CA 92004
dlindsay@sunbeltpub.com

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

Donald R. Smith

505 VAN NESS AVENUE ROOM 4209
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
dsh@cpuc.ca.gov

DAVID VOSS

502 SPRINGFIELD AVENUE
OCEANSIDE, CA 92057
dwvoss@cox.net

LATHAM & WATKINS, LLP
ELIZABETH KLEIN

555 11TH STREET NW, STE. 1000
WASHINGTON, DC 20004
elizabeth klein@lw.com

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC
COMPANY

E. GREGORY BARNES

101 ASH STREET, HQ 13D
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
gbarnes@sempra.com

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
DARELL HOLMES

2244 WALNIT GROVE AVE, 238M,
QUADRB, G01

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
darell.holmes@sce.com

DARRELL FREEMAN
1304 ANTRIM DR.
ROSEVILLE, CA 95747
ddfreeman@yahoo.com

COMMUNITY OF SANTA YSABEL &
RELATED COMM

DENIS TRAFECANTY

PO BOX 305

SANTA YSABEL, CA 92070
denis@yvitalityweb.com

MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP
DAVID L. HUARD

11355 WEST OLYMPIC BOULEVARD
LOS ANGELES, CA 90064
dhuard@manatt.com

MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE
DIANE J. CONKLIN

PO BOX 683

RAMONA, CA 92065
djOconklin@earthlink.net

DAVID MARCUS

PO BOX 1287
BERKELEY, CA 94701
dmarcus2@sbcglobal.net

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC
COMPANY

DAVID T. KRASKA

PO BOX 7442, 77 BEALE ST, B30A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
dtkS@pge.com

CALIFORNIA ENERGY CIRCUIT
J.A. SAVAGE

3006 SHEFFIELD AVE
OAKLAND, CA 94602
editorial@californiaenergycircuit.net

CALIFORNIA ISO

151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD
FOLSOM, CA 95630
e-recipient@caiso.com

GEORGE COURSER
3142 COURSER AVENUE
SAN DIEGO, CA 92117
geourser@hotmail.com
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CABRILLO POWER I, LLC
DAVID LLOYD

4600 CARLSBAD BLVD.
CARLSBAD, CA 92008
david.lloyd@nrgenergy.com

NORTH COUNTY TIMES

DAVE DOWNEY

207 E. PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE
ESCONDIDO, CA 92025
ddowney@nctimes.com

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

David Ng

505 VAN NESS AVENUE ROOM 5207
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
dhn@cpuc.ca.gov

FPL ENERGY PROJECT
MANAGEMENT, INC.
DIANE I. FELLMAN

234 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
Diane.Fellman@fpl.com

DAVID MARK AND COMPANY
DAVID KATES

3510 UNOCAL PLACE, SUITE 200
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403-5571
dkates@sonic.net

BOULEVARD SPONSOR GROUP
DONNA TISDALE

PO BOX 1272

BOULEVARD, CA 91905
donnatisdale@hughes.net

PACIFIC ENERGY POLICY CENTER
DON WOOD SR.

4539 LEE AVENUE

LA MESA, CA 91941
dwood8@cox.net

RAMONA VALLEY VINEYARD
ASSOCIATION

ELIZABETH EDWARDS

26502 HIGHWAY 78

RAMONA, CA 92065
edwrdsgrfx@aol.com

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
FREDERICK M. ORTLIEB

1200 THIRD AVENUE, SUITE 1200
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
fortlieb@sandiego.gov

JOHN&PHYLLIS BREMER
PO BOX 510

SANTA YSABEL, CA 92070
gecko greens@juno.com



GLENN E. DROWN

PO BOX 330

SANTA YSABEL, CA 92070
gedrown@mindspring.com

LADWP

HENRY MARTINEZ

111 N. HOPE ST., ROOM 921
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
Henry.Martinez@ladwp.com

RANCHO PENASQUITOS CONCERNED
CITIZENS

HARVEY PAYNE

13223 - 1 BLACK MOUNTAIN ROAD,
264

SAN DIEGO, CA 92129

LATHAM & WATKINS, LLP
JANICE SCHNEIDER

555 11TH STREET NW, STE 1000
WASHINGTON, DC 20004
janice.schneider@lw.com

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP
JEFFERY D. HARRIS

2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95811-3109
jdh@eslawfirm.com

FOLGER LEVIN & KAHN LLP

JULIE L. FIEBER

275 BATTERY STREET, 23RD FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
jfieber@flk.com

SAN DIEGO UNION TRIBUNE

J. HARRY JONES

800 WEST VALLEY PARKWAY, SUITE
114

ESCONDIDO, CA 92025
jharry.jones@uniontrib.com

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

Janet A. Econome

505 VAN NESS AVENUE ROOM 5116
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
Jii@cpuc.ca.gov

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

Julie Halligan

505 VAN NESS AVENUE ROOM 2203
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
jmh@cpuc.ca.gov

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
JAMES W. REEDE JR. ED.D

1516 - 9TH STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
jreede@energy.state.ca.us

WESTERNERS INCENSED BY
WRECKLESS ELECTRI
EDWARD GORHAM

4219 LOMA RIVIERA LANE
SAN DIEGO, CA 92110
gorhamedward@cox.net

COMMUNITY ALLIANCE FOR
SENSIBLE ENERGY

MARY ALDERN

PO BOX 321

WARNER SPRINGS, CA 92086
hikermommal @yahoo.com

ZAININGER ENGINEERING
COMPANY, INC.

HENRY ZAININGER

1718 NURSERY WAY
PLEASANTON, CA 94588
hzaininger@aol.com

LATHAM &WATKINS LLP

JASON M. OHTA

600 WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 1800
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3375
jason.ohta@lw.com

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP
JEFFREY P. GRAY

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE
800

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533
jeffgray@dwt.com

ADVANCED ENERGY SOLUTIONS
JALEH (SHARON) FIROOZ, P.E.
17114 TALLOW TREE LANE

SAN DIEGO, CA 92127
jfirooz@jiesnet.com

JOHN & HEIDI FARKASH TRUST
HEIDI FARKASH

PO BOX 576

RANCHO SANTA FE, CA 92067
jhfark@pacbell.net

LUCE, FORWARD, HAMILTON &
SCRIPPS, LLP

JOHN W. LESLIE, ESQ.

11988 EL CAMINO REAL, SUITE 200
SAN DIEGO, CA 92130
jleslie@luce.com

DYNEGY, INC.

JOSEPH PAUL

4140 DUBLIN BLVD., STE. 100
DUBLIN, CA 94568
joe.paul@dynegy.com

CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM
OPERATOR

JUDITH B. SANDERS

151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630
jsanders@caiso.com
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CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

Gregory Heiden

505 VAN NESS AVENUE ROOM 5039
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
gxh@cpuc.ca.gov

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

Helen M. Mickiewicz

505 VAN NESS AVENUE ROOM 5123
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
hmm@cpuc.ca.gov

CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR
SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
IRENE STILLINGS

8520 TECH WAY, SUITE 110
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123
Irene.stillings@energycenter.org

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC
COMPANY

JASON YAN

77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE B13L
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
jay2@pge.com

CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR
SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
JENNIFER PORTER

8690 BALBOA AVENUE, SUITE 100
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123
jennifer.porter@energycenter.org

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
JUDY GRAU

1516 NINTH STREET MS-46
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-5512
jgrau@energy.state.ca.us

JIM BELL

4862 VOLTAIRE ST.
SAN DIEGO, CA 92107
jimbellelsi@cox.net

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

Jeanette Lo

505 VAN NESS AVENUE ROOM 2253
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
jlo@cpuc.ca.gov

RANCHITA REALTY

JOSEPH RAUH

37554 MONTEZUMA VALLEY RD
RANCHITA, CA 92066
joe@ranchitarealty.com

LATHAM & WATKINS LLP

JULIE B. GREENISEN

555 ELEVENTH STREET, NW SUITE
1000

WASHINGTON, DC 20004-1304
julie.greenisen@lw.com



SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC
COMPANY

JAMES F. WALSH

101 ASH STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
jwalsh@sempra.com

NEXTLIGHT RENEWABLE POWER,
LLC

JAMES B. WOODRUFF

101 CALIFORNIA STREET, STE 2450
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
jwoodruff@nextlightrp.com

SENATE ENERGY/UTILITIES &
COMMUNICATION

KELLIE SMITH

STATE CAPITOL, ROOM 4038
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
kellie.smith@sen.ca.gov

GLENDA KIMMERLY

PO BOX 305

SANTA YSABEL, CA 92070
kimmerlys@yahoo.com

KIM KIENER

504 CATALINA BLVD
SAN DIEGO, CA 92106
kmkiener@cox.net

KEITH RITCHEY

8744 CREEKWOOD LANE
SAN DIEGO, CA 92129
kritchey@san.rr.com

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL
DONALD C. LIDDELL
2928 2ND AVENUE

SAN DIEGO, CA 92103
liddell@energyattorney.com

WATER & ENERGY CONSULTING
LON W. HOUSE

4901 FLYING C RD.

CAMERON PARK, CA 95682
lonwhouse@waterandenergyconsulting.com

CITY ATTORNEY, CITY OF SAN
DIEGO

MICHAEL P. CALABRESE

1200 THIRD AVENUE, SUITE 1100
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
mcalabrese@sandiego.gov

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

Matthew Deal

505 VAN NESS AVENUE ROOM 5215
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
mjd@cpuc.ca.gov

M-BAR TECHNOLOGIES AND
CONSULTING

JOSEPH W. MITCHELL, PH. D.
19412 KIMBALL VALLEY RD
RAMONA, CA 92065
jwmitchell@mbartek.com

R.W.BECK

KEN BAGLEY

14635 N. KIERLAND BLVD., SUITE 130
SOCTTSDALE, AZ 95254
kbagley@rwbeck.com

ENERGY AND NATURE
KELLY FULLER

PO BOX 6732
MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55406
kelly@kellyfuller.net

CA DEPT. OF PARKS AND
RECREATION

KELLI MCDOWELL

1416 NINTH STREET, ROOM 1404-06
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
KMCDO@parks.ca.gov

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC
COMPANY

KATARZYNA M. SMOLEN

77 BEALE STREET, MC B9A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
kmsn@pge.com

CA DEPT. OF PARKS AND
RECREATION

KATHRYN J. TOBIAS

1416 9TH STREET, 14TH FLOOR
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
ktobias@parks.ca.gov

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

Linda J. Woods

505 VAN NESS AVENUE AREA 2-A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
ljw@cpuc.ca.gov

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

Marion Peleo

505 VAN NESS AVENUE ROOM 4107
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
map@cpuc.ca.gov

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
MICHEL PETER FLORIO

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
mflorio@turn.org

SAN DIEGO INTERFAITH HOUSING
FOUNDATION

MATTHEW JUMPER

7956 LESTER AVE

LEMON GROVE, CA 91945
mjumper@sdihf.org
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M-BAR TECHNOLOGIES AND
CONSULTING

JOSEPH W. MITCHELL, PHD
19412 KIMBALL VALLEY RD.
RAMONA, CA 92065
jwmitchell@mbartek.com

WOODRUFF EXPERT SERVICES, INC.
KEVIN WOODRUFF

1100 K STREET, SUITE 204
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
kdw@woodruff-expert-services.com

WK PALMERTON ASSOCIATES, LLC
W.KENT PALMERTON

2106 HOMEWOOD WAY, SUITE 100
CARMICHAEL, CA 95608
kent@wkpalmerton.com

CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU
FEDERATION

KAREN NORENE MILLS

2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE
SACRAMENTO, CA 95833
kmills@cfbf.com

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC
COMPANY

KEVIN O'BEIRNE

8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32D
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123
ko'beirne@semprautilities.com

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

Laurence Chaset

505 VAN NESS AVENUE ROOM 5131
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
lau@cpuc.ca.gov

LOUIS NASTRO

PO BOX 942896
SACRAMENTO, CA 92860-0001
Lnastro@parks.ca.gov

CALIFORNIA WILDERNESS
COALITION

MONICA ARGANDONA

167 NORTH THIRD AVENUE, STE M
UPLAND, CA 91786
margandona@calwild.org

LATHAM & WATKINS LLP
MICHAEL J. GERGEN

555 ELEVENTH STREET, NW SUITE
1000

WASHINGTON, DC 20004-1304
michael.gergen@lw.com

SIERRA CLUB

MICAH MITROSKY

3820 RAY STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92104-3623
mmitrosky@sierraclubsandiego.org



CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
MARC PRYOR

1516 9TH ST, MS 20

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
mpryor@energy.state.ca.us

UCAN

3100 FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE B
SAN DIEGO, CA 92103
mshames@ucan.org

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

Nicholas Sher

505 VAN NESS AVENUE ROOM 4007
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
nms@cpuc.ca.gov

MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP
S. NANCY WHANG

11355 WEST OLYMPIC BLVD.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90064
nwhang@manatt.com

LATHAM & WATKINS

PATRICIA GUERRERO

600 WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 1800
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3375
patricia.guerrero@lw.com

PHILIPPE AUCLAIR

11 RUSSELL COURT
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94598
phil@auclairconsulting.com

CHRISTOPHER P. JEFFERS
24566 DEL AMO ROAD
RAMONA, CA 92065
polo-player@cox.net

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

Robert Elliott

505 VAN NESS AVENUE AREA 4-A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
rae@cpuc.ca.gov

RATE PAYERS FOR AFFORDABLE
CLEAN ENERGY

AARON QUINTANAR

311 CALIFORNIA STREET, STE 650
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
rcox@pacificenvironment.org

K. RENEE MARTIN
PO BOX 1276
POWAY, CA 92074
Reneeandbear@aol.com

MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC.

1814 FRANKLIN STREET, SUITE 720
OAKLAND, CA 94612
mrw(@mrwassoc.com

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC
COMPANY

MICHAEL S. PORTER

77 BEALE ST., MAIL CODE 13L RM
1318

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FEDERAL EXECUTIVE AGENCIES
NORMAN J. FURUTA

1455 MARKET ST., SUITE 1744
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103-1399
norman.furuta@navy.mil

MICHAEL PAGE

17449 OAK HOLLOW ROAD
RAMONA, CA 92065-6758
oakhollowranch@wildblue.net

PAT/ALBERT BIANEZ

1223 ARMSTRONG CIRCLE
ESCONDIDO, CA 92027
patricia_fallon@sbcglobal.net

THELEN REID BROWN RAYSMAN &
STEINER

PAUL C. LACOURCIERE

101 SECOND STREET, SUITE 1800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
placourciere@thelenreid.com

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
PAUL C. RICHINS JR.

1516 9TH STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
prichins@energy.state.ca.us

LOS ANGELES DEPT. OF WATER AND
POWER

RANDY S. HOWARD

111 NORTH HOPE STREET, ROOM 921
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
randy.howard@ladwp.com

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH
COALITION

REBECCA PEARL

401 MILE OF CARS WAY, STE. 310
NATIONAL CITY, CA 91950
rebeccap@environmentalhealth.org

LATHAM & WATKINS LLP
RICHARD W. RAUSHENBUSH

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE
2000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
richard.raushenbush@lw.com
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CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

Marcus Nixon

320 WEST 4TH STREET SUITE 500
PUBLIC ADVISOR OFFICE

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENTOF
PARKS&RECREATION
MICHAEL L. WELLS

200 PALM CANYON DRIVE
BORREGO SPRINGS, CA 92004
mwells@parks.ca.gov

NANCY PARINELLO
PO BOX 516

JULIAN, CA 92036-0516
nparinello@gmail.com

OLD JULIAN CO.
PETER SCHULTZ

PO BOX 2269
RAMONA, CA 92065
oldjulianco@integrity.com

SHEUERMAN CONSULTING
PAUL G. SCHEUERMAN
3915 RAWHIDE RD.
ROCKLIN, CA 95677
PGS@IEEE.org

WRIGHT & TALISMAN, P.C.
ARNOLD B. PODGORSKY

1200 G STREET, N.W., SUITE 600
WASHINGTON, DC 20005
Podgorsky@wrightlaw.com

PAM WHALEN

24444 RUTHERFORD ROAD
RAMONA, CA 92065
pwhalen2@cox.net

RATEPAYERS FOR AFFORDABLE
CLEAN ENERGY

RORY COX

311 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 650
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
rcox@pacificenvironment.org

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC
COMPANY

CASE COORDINATION

PO BOX 770000; MC B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177
regrelcpuccases@pge.com

MANATT PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP
RANDALL W. KEEN

11355 WEST OLYMPIC BLVD.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90064
rkeen@manatt.com



GLOBAL ENERGY

RICHARD LAUCKHART

2379 GATEWAY OAKS DRIVE, SUITE
200

SACRAMENTO, CA 95833
rlauckhart@globalenergy.com

CA STATE PARKS FOUNDATION
SARA FELDMAN

714 W. OLYMPIC BLVD., SUITE 717
LOS ANGELES, CA 90015
sara@calparks.org

SIERRA CLUB, SAN DIEGO CHAPTER
PAUL BLACKBURN

3820 RAY STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92104
sdenergy@sierraclubsandiego.org

BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP
SHAWN D. HAGERTY

655 W. BROADWAY, 15TH FLOOR
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3301
shawn.hagerty@bbklaw.com

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

Scott Logan

505 VAN NESS AVENUE ROOM 4209
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
sjl@cpuc.ca.gov

LARA LOPEZ

16828 OPEN VIEW RD
RAMONA, CA 92065
soliviasmom@gmail.com

CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL
DIVERSITY

STEVEN SIEGEL

3421 PARK PLACE
EVANSTON, IL 60201
ssiegel@biologicaldiversity.org

CITY OF SAN DIEGO

TOM BLAIR

9601 RIDGEHAVEN COURT, SUITE 120
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1636
tblair@sandiego.gov

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
THOMAS A. BURHENN

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
thomas.burhenn@sce.com

ASPEN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP
TOM MURPHY

8801 FOLSOM BLVD., SUITE 290
SACRAMENTO, CA 95826
tmurphy@aspeneg.com
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CAL. DEPT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE
PROTECTIO

ROBIN HARRINGTON

PO BOX 944246

SACRAMENTO, CA 94244-2460
robin.harrington@fire.ca.gov

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

Steven A. Weissman

505 VAN NESS AVENUE ROOM 5107
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
saw(@cpuc.ca.gov

CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR
SUSTAINABLE ENERGY

SEPHRA A. NINOW

8690 BALBOA AVENUE, SUITE 100
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123
sephra.ninow(@energycenter.org

SIERRA CLUB OF SAN DIEGO
KATHARINE WOLFROM

3802 RAY STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92104
sierraclubintern@yahoo.com

JOHN RAIFSNIDER

PO BOX 121

JULIAN, CA 92036-0121
skyword@sbcglobal.net

MITCHELL SILBERBERG & KNUPP
LLP

ARTHUR FINE

11377 W. OLYMPIC BLVD.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90064-1683
sptp@msk.com

WRIGHT & TALISMAN, P.C.
ANDREW SWERS

1200 G STREET, N.W., SUITE 600
WASHINGTON, DC 20005
swers@wightlaw.com

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

Traci Bone

505 VAN NESS AVENUE ROOM 5206
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
tbo@cpuc.ca.gov

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
THOMAS ZALE

1661 SO. 4TH STREET

EL CENTRO, CA 92243

Thomas Zale@blm.gov

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

Thomas Flynn

770 L STREET, SUITE 1050 ENERGY
DIVISION

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

EILEEN BIRD

12430 DORMOUSE ROAD
SAN DIEGO, CA 92129
sanrocky@aol.com

SCOT MARTIN

PO BOX 1549

BORREGO SPRINGS, CA 92004
scotmartin478@msn.com

SAN DIEGO ASSOCIATION OF
GOVERNMENTS

SUSAN FREEDMAN

401 B STREET, SUITE 800

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
sfr@sandag.org

IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT
STEPHEN KEENE
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