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MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE REPLY BRIEF
TO PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF SAN DIEGO
GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

I. INTRODUCTION

The Mussey Grade Road Alliance (“Alliance”) files this reply brief in reply to statements
made in the San Diego Gas and Electric Company (“SDG&E”) Opening Brief.

II. SDG&E’S ARGUMENTATION SUPPORTS ALLIANCE RECOMMENDATIONS
REGARDING SYSTEM EXPANSION

A. SDG&E clearly states that planning for build-out along existing routes is prudent.

In its Opening Brief, SDG&E points out that assuming system expansion along existing
routes is a reasonable assumption: “It is prudent planning for large infrastructure projects such as
transmission lines to design for future needs, even where the precise timing of such needs is
unknown.

SDG&E does not know the precise routes of these potential future transmission lines, or if
they will ever be built. It is reasonable to assume the future 500 kV or 230 kV lines would go to
existing substations. Thus, future 230 kV circuits out of Central East Substation would probably
terminate at existing substations such as Escondido and Sycamore Canyon.”"

The Company also argues that a choice of some routes will make system expansion much
more likely:

“...there are realistic options for connecting Sunrise to the Southern California Edison
(“SCE”) system in the future, and such connection has been shown via system studies to be an

. . L2
effective expansion option.”

' PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; p. 66
? Ibid; pp. 68-69.
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B. The Commission should adopt Alliance recommendations and assumptions stated in its
Opening Brief regarding expansion of existing routes:
1. The final EIR should be considered complete only if it contains full analysis of these
potential expansions.
The Alliance has argued that based upon Commissioner Grueneich’s interpretation of the
law as applied to the Draft EIR/EIS, any expansion that is easily foreseeable must be fully analyzed
in the Draft EIR/EIS®. The Alliance has shown that the Draft EIR/EIS as-is is insufficient, and the

final version should fully treat these expansions.

2. The hypothesis of a 10-year build-out of 230 kV lines as suggested in the Draft EIR/EIS
should be considered for comparative route hazards and costs.
The Alliance offered two hypotheses when calculating overall fire risk impact rates for
various routes’ and the subsequent costs that would be applied to projects’. The easily foreseeable
nature of the SDG&E expansion argues that the assumption of build-out should be adopted as the

working hypothesis for estimating route costs.

3. Routes which allow for 230 kV or 500 kV expansion in high fire-risk areas will have
their fire risks commensurately increased and should be disfavored.

If the SDG&E argument is taken at face value, it would imply that routes that have more
significant probability of expansion in high fire risk areas would be problematic from a wildland
fire standpoint — the probability of ignition will increase with the number of lines exposed to
hazardous vegetation®. The Alliance has argued that such routes should be disfavored from a

wildland fire safety standpoint.

ITII. SDG&E’S CHARACTERIZATION OF THE DRAFT EIR AS OVERSTATING
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS IGNORES WILDLAND FIRE

SDG&E complains that the Draft EIR/EIS overstates the impact of the line on sensitive

species: “Aspen has taken a worst-case analysis approach to predicting the potential environmental

3 OPENING BRIEF OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE ON PHASE 2 ISSUES OF THE SUNRISE
POWERLINK TRANSMISSION PROJECT; A.06-08-010; May 30, 2008; pp. 28-29.

*Ibid.; pp. 69-73.

> Ibid.; pp. 19-24.

% Ibid; p. 69.



impacts from Sunrise and, as a result, has overstated those potential impacts in a number of
resource areas.”’

The Alliance maintains that this overlooks what is perhaps the greatest threat to the
environment from this project: the specter of type conversion from frequent wildland fires. Unlike
environmental impacts that would be caused by project construction and operation, which will
generally be localized in the vicinity of the project, wildland fire can be carried for miles from its
ignition point. The Alliance has argued in its Opening Brief that this issue received insufficient
scrutiny in the Draft EIR/EIS®. In fact, this problem has already been observed as a result of a
power line fire — roughly 40,000 acres of land burned in October 2003 was re-burned in the Witch
Fire of October 2007, making it critically endangered’. Couple this with a non-negligible
probability of ignition during the lifetime of SPL', and it is clear that a significant environmental
hazard is presented by this line.

So whatever possible overstatements might be present in the Draft EIR/EIS, the elephant in

the living room has been overlooked — the effects of type conversion from power line ignitions

could dwarf all other environmental impacts.

IV. THE MOST RELEVANT QUESTIONS REGARDING WILDLAND FIRE CONCERN
THE RISK AND POTENTIAL COSTS TO RATEPAYERS POSED BY THE SPL.

There has been much testimony and discussion in Phase 1 and Phase 2 briefs regarding
wildland fire and its relevance to the proposed Sunrise Powerlink. The key issue that the Alliance
addressed in both Phase 1 and Phase 2 testimony and briefs is the risk imposed by this particular
project, and the resulting harm and cost this might impose on SDG&E ratepayers. Much SDG&E
argumentation is peripheral to this point, and while sometimes useful for setting context often either

misses the point or arrives at incorrect conclusions. Other argumentation is directly misleading.

A. Argumentation by SDG&E regarding the fraction of power line fires is correct but the
conclusions reached are not correct.
SDG&E has an extensive discussion of the number of power line fires in their Opening

Brief, comparing the number of power line fires to fires started from other sources, and comparing

"PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; p. 264.

¥ OPENING BRIEF OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE ON PHASE 2 ISSUES OF THE SUNRISE
POWERLINK TRANSMISSION PROJECT; A.06-08-010; May 30, 2008; pp. 27-28.

? Ibid.; p. 59.

" bid.; p. 57.



the number of transmission line fires to the number of distribution line fires''. We have not
contested much of this argumentation; in fact their own brief uses some of our own data. They use
this analysis to conclude that “...the overwhelming evidence shows that 230 kV and 500 kV
transmission lines such as those proposed for Sunrise produce minimal risk for fire ignition”, a

conclusion not warranted by the data presented.

1. The relevant question is not what fraction of fires is caused by transmission or
distribution lines, but what the lifetime risk of fire is from zhis project.

The fact that high voltage transmission lines ignite a small fraction of fires, which no party
contests, is much less important than the fact that this fraction is non-zero: big lines start fires.
Using the observed fires as a baseline, the Alliance has performed this calculation and reached
conclusions based upon it'?,

The SDG&E brief notes that the fire rate from distribution lines is greater than that from
transmission lines, a fact quantitatively confirmed by MGRA analysis of the SDG&E fire history.
However, SDG&E is not proposing to build a distribution project. It is proposing to build a very
long transmission line that cuts through a very long swath of highly flammable vegetation and
would be operated for 40 years. The question of relevance in the case of the SPL is not what types
of wildland fires or power line fires can be generally expected, but rather how many fires we would
expect this project to cause in the course of its lifetime.

This is exactly the question the MGRA analysis addresses quantitatively. The SDG&E
testimony, on the other hand, asserts that because catastrophic fires from 230 kV lines have not
happened yet the risk is “negligible”.

Deductively, we know that SDG&E takes an incorrect approach. We know that 230 kV lines
have caused fires under windy conditions, and we know that fires that start under windy conditions
will occasionally become catastrophic fires. We therefore know that 230 kV power lines are capable

of causing catastrophic fires.

"' PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY;; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; pp. 290-294.

2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE ON PHASE 2 ISSUES OF THE SUNRISE
POWERLINK TRANSMISSION PROJECT; A.06-08-010; May 30, 2008; pp. 56-63.
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2. Power line fires are more destructive than other fires, and a power line ignition is more
likely to grow to into an uncontrollable wildfire.

Alliance Phase 1 testimony distinctly showed that power line fire history in San Diego
County is the history of catastrophic fire, with power line fires burning 17% of all land burned since
1960, and that furthermore power line fires are over-represented in the list of largest fires in
California history'®. As stated in the Alliance Phase 2 Opening Brief, this is even more true in the
aftermath of the October 2007 fires'*. This destructiveness, as has been pointed out repeatedly by
the Alliance, is due to the fact that the same extreme Santa Ana winds that can cause power line
faults and infrastructure failure also cause fires to grow too fast for firefighters to effectively control
them. As discussed in the Alliance Rebuttal testimony, the attempt to use fires from power tools, for
instance, as a comparison is flawed for this very reason — of all fire sources only power line fires are

actually correlated with high wind".

B. Despite apparent engineering advantages of 230 kV lines, they are an ignition source.

SDG&E points out a number of superior engineering characteristics of 230 kV lines in their
testimony and brief'®. Nevertheless, 230 kV lines in the SDG&E service area are admittedly a
source of fire'”.

1. Three fires due to 230 kV lines occurred within the SDG&E network in four years; two
of these under high-wind conditions.

As stated in the Alliance direct testimony, only a four-year fire data history is available from
SDG&E. Yet in this four-year history there are three fires that have been attributed to 230 kV
lines'®. Two of these occurred under high wind conditions, and were larger than the average power
line fire though not catastrophic'®. However, they demonstrate the plausibility of wind-related
ignition from 230 kV transmission infrastructure.

It should be pointed out that reaching this conclusion was not particularly easy or
straightforward. Initial data requests for fire history indicated there was none, and further data

requests to SDG&E were required to reveal that data did in fact exist and then yet another data

"> MG-1; PHASE 1 DIRECT TESTIMONY OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE; pp. 18-19.

'* OPENING BRIEF OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE ON PHASE 2 ISSUES OF THE SUNRISE
POWERLINK TRANSMISSION PROJECT; A.06-08-010; May 30, 2008; pp. 34-35.

"> MG-26; PHASE 2 REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE; p. 3.

' PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; pp. 295-296.

7 Ibid; p. 294.

'8 MG-20; PHASE 2 DIRECT TESTIMONY OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE; Appendix 2A; pp. 5-8.
' MG-1; PHASE 1 DIRECT TESTIMONY OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE; Appendix B; p. 3.



request was necessary to obtain it. The history itself, while complete in other ways, inexplicably
lacks the voltage of the transmission line. However, by correlating the fire data with the outage
history (another chore to obtain), it was possible to deduce the correct line voltage for each failure
resulting in fire, and it was in this way that the 230 kV origin of these fires was determined by the

Alliance®.

2. Lattice EHV towers have collapsed from wind in other service areas.
During Phase 1 cross-examination, the Alliance submitted into evidence photographs of

lattice EHV towers that collapsed under high-wind conditions in the SCE and PG&E service areas,

as Exhibits MG-5 and MG-9. These are shown below.

N

PG&E

Redwood City wetlands
. December 26, 2006

5 High winds & defect

MG-9

Under cross-examination during Phase 1 testimony, SDG&E Witness Mortier conceded that

it was likely that these particular collapses were not responsible for fire because of the lack of

* Ibid. p. 5.



vegetation at the failure site?'. This establishes that this type of construction is not fool-proof.

Certainly, the engineers working for SCE and PG&E did not intend these structures to fail, either.

3. Systems do not fail because of their strong points but because of their weak points.

While the engineering measures taken by SDG&E to assure the safety of EHV transmission
lines** might well measure up to industry standard, they do not explain why 230 kV lines cause
fires. In fact, the 230 kV static line failures that have caused fires illustrate some very important
points. The first is that the cause of a future failure will not always be obvious beforehand. One
would assume that if SDG&E had known about the static line issue in advance, they would have
taken countermeasures against it. Another is that causes of failure might only evince themselves
over time — in fact they may not occur for years. Some processes, such as corrosion or metal fatigue,
can take many years to become apparent. The danger is that they will then become apparent — cause
a failure — when the system is under unusual stress, such as a Santa Ana windstorm. Another issue
is that a problem can be introduced that wasn’t present to begin with — such as replacement parts
that are of inferior quality. In business, there is always pressure to cut costs in order to increase
profits, and this can affect not only the choice of components but also the quality of preventative
maintenance.

SDG&E has noted that the Alliance examined their maintenance records for 230 kV and 500
kV transmission lines, and claim that this examination “revealed that there were no problems with
SDG&E’s maintenance practices™. This overstates the case. Absence of evidence is not evidence
of absence. The Alliance Opening Brief in fact states that: “These are of limited value, however,
because in order to determine how SDG&E’s practices compare to that of other utilities would
require that the maintenance records be compared with other companies, which is not possible
under the scope of this proceeding.”** However, these data could potentially be used in future
Commission proceedings, or even by SDG&E itself (if it were so inclined) to actually estimate
predicted fire rates for 230 kV and 500 kV lines due to various types of failure. For every fire
caused, there will likely be a number of “near misses” — and it should be possible to identify these
in the service record. From this it should be possible to estimate potential fire start rates — and to

take preventive actions that will eliminate root causes for fires.

*! Phase 1 Hearings; Mortier Cross Examination; pp. 994-996.

2 PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; pp. 295-296.

> Ibid.

' MG-20; PHASE 2 DIRECT TESTIMONY OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE; p. 30.



4. More conservative assumptions need to be made as to wind loading.

SDG&E argues that Alliance criticism of the SDG&E wind study in which we request that
more conservative assumptions be applied is unwarranted®. The Alliance discusses the SDG&E
wind analysis and our recommendations in some detail in our Opening Brief*®, and this is
responsive to most of the points raised by SDG&E. Summarizing briefly:

e While the SDG&E methods are not contested, the data they have to work with is
unrepresentative of much of the proposed and alternative routes.

e Realizing this, they have applied very conservative assumptions (which constitute
slight exceptions to their methodology) to some segments of the line. The Alliance
requests that these areas be expanded to include areas of high fire risk where wind
conditions have been observed to be and may be expected to be severe.

e Use of very long return intervals is warranted when dealing with events that can
cause massive loss of life or property. Precedent exists with regard to earthquake

planning.

C. Using current fire rates supplies the best available estimate for future fire rates and

allows reasonable estimations of cost that are consistent with recent observations.

Cost assignment for power line fires using an actuarial method was first used during Phase 1
testimony, and argumentation and is continued in Phase 2 testimony using more recent data which
is discussed in detail in our Opening Brief*’. Most of the argumentation used by SDG&E against

this analysis is addressed. We add further clarification below.

1. Costs of power line induced wildland fires need to be taken into account regardless of
the liability assigned to SDG&E.
For the purposes of some cost/benefit analysis, it doesn’t really matter whether SDG&E is
assigned damage or not, but rather whether California ratepayers have been harmed. So while

SDG&E claims that “SDG&E is not responsible for any damages of the October 2007 fires unless a

» PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; pp. 297-298.

26 OPENING BRIEF OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE ON PHASE 2 ISSUES OF THE SUNRISE
POWERLINK TRANSMISSION PROJECT; A.06-08-010; May 30, 2008; pp. 64-67.

7 Ibid; pp. 57-63.



court finds SDG&E liable and SDG&E exhausts any appeals™, it is certainly true that SDG&E
ratepayers have been severely harmed. Total property damage for the October 2007 fires was
estimated at roughly $1.6 B, a considerable portion of which was endured in San Diego County,
with the Witch fire — classified as a power line fire by Cal Fire — being the primary culpritzg.
Contrary to SDG&E’s assertion®” that Alliance Witness Mitchell’s cost estimates were not based
upon actual data, in fact Alliance testimony shows clearly that 1,650 structures were destroyed in
the Witch Fire alone, and that the California Insurance Department estimated that 2,000 homes were
destroyed in al// fires. Adding in the fact that the Rice Fire (also attributed to power lines by Cal
Fire) destroyed 248 structures, and it is clear that the $300M to $1B cost estimate made by the
Alliance for power line fires during the October 2007 Firestorm is completely reasonable and
factually supported.

SDG&E argumentation concentrates solely on liability. For the sake of clarity, there are
actually four types of wildland fire costs that could be incurred by SDG&E ratepayers, some based
upon liability and some not’'. All of these are addressed in Alliance argumentation, but we break
them out separately below to make clear to the Commission which type of costs may be assigned
under what conditions, and which assumptions are implicit in each. All of these costs need to be
treated in an actuarial manner since, while the probabilities of any given event are small, the
damages that can accrue as a result are very large. Hence argumentation that the Alliance is calling

for the Commission to “assign billions of dollars to this particular projec‘[”32 is simply incorrect.

e Direct cost of property damage — these costs accrue because ratepayers are the
ones damaged by power line fires. A power line that was beneficial to ratepayers for
other reasons might be an overall liability if it was likely to destroy property.

¢ Direct cost of environmental damage — public open spaces, forests, and preserves
are all maintained with ratepayer money. When the environmental quality of these

public holdings is degraded or destroyed due to damage by frequent fires, the public

2 PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; p. 322-323.

2 MG-20; PHASE 2 DIRECT TESTIMONY OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE; Appendix 2A; pp. 13-
14.

30 PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; p. 323-324.

3! OPENING BRIEF OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE ON PHASE 2 ISSUES OF THE SUNRISE
POWERLINK TRANSMISSION PROJECT; A.06-08-010; May 30, 2008; pp. 56-61.

2 PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; p. 325.
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good suffers. Amount of damage is assumed to be restoration or replacement cost.
This cost assumes no liability.

e Cost of liability for property damage — Unlike direct costs, these costs assume that
additional costs can be assessed against ratepayers via SDG&E’s own liability in the
event that they are found to be responsible for property damage. Under the theories
of inverse condemnation and trespass commonly used in power line fire cases,
multiple damages may be assessed against utilities. Since these damages can be
indirectly passed on to ratepayers, they need to be considered as part of the
cost/benefit analysis. Application of this cost assumes utility liability and assessment
of up to triple damages.

e Cost of liability for environmental damages — In analogy to the costs for property
damage, these costs assume that multiple damages could be assessed for damage to
public lands. It is founded on the same assumptions as the cost of liability for
property damage, and additionally assumes that the public land agency having
jurisdiction seeks cost recovery in order to restore or replace the damaged public

lands.

2. Application of case law supporting additional liability costs is justified.
This issue was handled extensively in Phase 1 argumentation33. Trespass and inverse
condemnation are used in power line wildland fire liability cases, and are not a speculative construct

as suggested by SDG&E*.

3. Estimates for catastrophic fire start rates are supported by data.

When estimating how many significant fires would be generated by the SPL over its
estimated lifetime (a number whose estimation is well documented) would become “catastrophic”
and cause significant damage, an estimation of between one in five and one in 25 was used,
culminating in a set of “worst case / best case” ratio of 10% and 2% respectively for the total 40-
year lifetime probability of SPL sparking a catastrophic fire. These percentages were then used for

cost estimation™.

33 A.0608010 — Sunrise - OPENING BRIEF OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE ON PHASE I ISSUES
OF THE SUNRISE POWERLINK TRANSMISSION PROJECT; p. 33-34.

** PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; p. 324.

3> MG-1; Phase 1 Direct Testimony of the Mussey Grade Road Alliance; pp. 38-39.
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SDG&E has complained that these estimates are somewhat rough®®. Regardless, between
Phase 1 and Phase 2 testimony they became well-supported by data, as noted in the Alliance
Opening Brief’’, since now three catastrophic fires out of 81 fire starts from power lines under wind
or component failure have been measured. Since 3.5 fire starts are expected from SPL based on
extrapolation from current rates>*, one can see that the available data are consistent with the

Alliance’s original estimates, though much closer to the “worst case” assumption than the “best

case” assumption (3.5 X (3/81) ~ 13%).

V. SDG&E ARGUMENTATION REGARDING TYPE CONVERSION IS BASED ON A
FLAWED ANALYSIS

SDG&E argues that the risk of type conversion from transmission lines in general and the
SPL in particular is minimal, and that this is dwarfed by other causes of type conversion®”. The
Alliance presents an extensive critique of SDG&E’s testimony regarding type conversion in its
Opening Brief* that is fully responsive to these claims and which further argues that analysis and
testimony by SDG&E witness Mortier on the issue of type conversion lacks value and should be
discarded. Summarizing the arguments from our Opening Brief, we note:

e The SDG&E argument conceptually ignores the fact that type conversion caused by
an ignited fire is most likely to occur far from the ignition point due to the very large
sizes of catastrophic fires.

e The analysis seems to conflate habitat lost due to development with habitat lost
because the native vegetation on disturbed land is replaced with other non-native
vegetation. No evidence is presented that “non-native vegetation” used in the
analysis is actually caused by type conversion processes.

e The witness was unfamiliar with the classifications used in the GIS study, leading

one to question whether the data is being properly understood or used.

36 PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; p. 324.

7 OPENING BRIEF OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE ON PHASE 2 ISSUES OF THE SUNRISE
POWERLINK TRANSMISSION PROJECT; A.06-08-010; May 30, 2008; pp. 59-60.

* MG-20; PHASE 2 DIRECT TESTIMONY OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE; Appendix 2D; p. 14.
** PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; pp. 301-308.

* OPENING BRIEF OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE ON PHASE 2 ISSUES OF THE SUNRISE
POWERLINK TRANSMISSION PROJECT; A.06-08-010; May 30, 2008; pp. 45-48.
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e Absurdly small amounts of land in San Diego, in general, are shown as “type
converted”, leading one to question the interpretation. These are much smaller than
lands affected by the recent wildfires.

e What it means to be “adjacent” to power lines is not defined.

e There is a general lack of citations or references that would bolster the witness’s

case.

VI. SDG&E’S ATTEMPT TO DISCREDIT ALLIANCE STATISTICAL ANALYSES HAVE
NO VALUE OR VALIDITY

SDG&E has attempted to discredit statistical analyses performed by the Alliance expert
witness, Dr. Joseph Mitchell. Their goal, as addressed at length in the Alliance Phase 2 Opening
Brief'!, seems to have been primarily to obfuscate statistical issues rather than to present cogent or
convincing statistical arguments of their own. Our major argument was that the testimony of the
SDG&E witness, Dr. Jim Lackritz, was sorely lacking in merit and should not be given weight. Our
reasoning can be briefly summarized as:

e No claim made in the testimony is supported by either a calculation or a reference.

e The witness makes statements outside of his field of expertise.

e The witness simply gainsays a number of Alliance arguments, ignoring clearly stated
suppositions, focusing on trivial points, and through repeating conditionalities raised
in the Alliance testimony as criticism.

e The witness did not join the proceedings until March 17th and is unfamiliar with the
arguments and principles involved.

e SDG&E’s strategy was to use procedural tricks rather than evidence to confuse
issues relating to statistics.

The Alliance witness, Dr. Joseph Mitchell, is an experimental particle physicist who has,
since his return to the United States in 1999, leveraged his expertise to do groundbreaking work in
the field of wildland fire, including a refereed publication in the world’s premier fire journal and
presentations at wildland fire conferences®. The statistical analyses performed for the Alliance

testimony were simple and straightforward, and easily within the competence of the witness: If

“I OPENING BRIEF OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE ON PHASE 2 ISSUES OF THE SUNRISE
POWERLINK TRANSMISSION PROJECT; A.06-08-010; May 30, 2008; pp. 74-79 and pp. 18-19.

“2MG-1; PHASE 1 DIRECT TESTIMONY OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE; Appendix J; Joseph W.
Mitchell, Ph. D. - Vitae.
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statistics were auto mechanics, the analyses done in Alliance testimony would be an oil change.
SDG&E’s witness, on the other hand, provides no quantitative analysis whatsoever, regardless of
his qualifications.

While we have already argued why the SDG&E testimony on this issue lacks merit, we
would also like to address further errors and problems in the SDG&E Opening Brief.

A. The SDG&E Opening Brief mistakenly conflates two separate analyses performed by
the Alliance’s expert and thereby makes incorrect statements.

SDG&E misinterprets both the Alliance testimony and the testimony of its own expert
witness as evidenced in the statement that “MGRA ’s entire analysis is based on the contention that
San Diego has more fires than the rest of Southern California, and that the destructiveness of fires
in San Diego is greater than five other counties...”* In fact, as clearly stated and delineated in the
Alliance’s Phase 2 testimony, the Alliance performed several distinct and logically separate
analyses that form the basis of its conclusions, each of which was discussed in a separate appendix
of the testimony:

1. An analysis of the October 2007 Firestorm, which dealt only with the fires occurring
during the Santa Ana event in late October, and which covered all of Southern
California**.

2. A historical analysis in all counties of Southern California having similar vegetation
types and weather conditions, extending back to 1960 and examining all power line
fires in this timeframe®. The purpose of this analysis was to see whether the excess
of power line fires in San Diego noticed in October 2007 was a statistically
significant historical trend. As this relates to the SPL, an excess might indicate that
conditions in the SDG&E service area were more dangerous than those elsewhere,
and would imply that more stringent conditions would be appropriate in San Diego
than might have been applied elsewhere.

3. An analysis of the SDG&E fire records, restricted only to the physical SDG&E

service area, and extending back for only four years — the total time that SDG&E

* PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; p. 308.

* MG-20; PHASE 2 DIRECT TESTIMONY OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE; Appendix 2A.

* MG-20; PHASE 2 DIRECT TESTIMONY OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE; Appendix 2B.
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has collected fire data*®. The purpose of this analysis was to estimate future fire

probabilities assuming that recently observed fire rates continue into the future.

Hence, SDG&E’s claim that all Alliance conclusions are contingent on the Southern
California power line fire history analysis (#2 above), is patently incorrect. SDG&E makes further
argumentation based upon this misconception, stating that “Even if it were true that San Diego
county has more fires compared to other areas of Southern California (which SDG&E does not
concede), Dr. Mitchell acknowledged on cross examination that this could be due to the fact that
the results are based on a narrow four-year window of data.” Again, this is based upon conflation
of the two analyses, and is a false interpretation of the cross-examination record. As clearly stated
above and shown incontrovertibly in the Alliance testimony, the Southern California power line fire
study timeline extended back to 1960 — a period of 46 years, not four years as implied above. The
cross examination referred to a hypothetical four year time window, as is clearly evident in the
phrasing of the question by SDG&E counsel: “If you assume that there's data over a 46-year period
and San Diego has a lower distribution of fire throughout that whole period, isn't it possible that
San Diego could have more fires during any particular 4-year period of time within that larger
period of time?”* What SDG&E clearly had in mind with this line of questioning was the four-
year window used by the Alliance for the analysis of its own fire data, and which had its own
separate statistical analysis performed. These two analyses are not causally or logically related, and
any conclusions based on the assumptions that they are will be incorrect. This entire line of
argumentation is, put simply, a goof.

The misunderstanding that the different Alliance analyses are directed at solving different
problems also extends into the expert witness testimony as well. Referring to their expert witness
testimony, SDG&E argues that only 230 kV or 500 kV power line fires should be used in the
Alliance statistical analysis that is applied to all counties in Southern California (analysis #2,
above)*. The purpose of this particular analysis was not to determine fire start rates for 230 kV or
500 kV lines, but rather to establish the presence of conditions that have caused power line fires.
That 230 kV or 500 kV lines can be subject to these same conditions and cause fires require an
independent form of proof, and this was supplied as part of the separate analysis of SDG&E fire

data (analysis #3), discussed above.

% MG-20; PHASE 2 DIRECT TESTIMONY OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE; Appendix 2D.

47 A.06-08-010 Sunrise Phase 2 Hearings Transcript; Witness Mitchell; v. 24; p. 3367; 1. 13-18.

“ PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; p. 312.
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B. SDG&E’s argumentation does not quantitatively undermine — or even challenge — the

fact that there is a historical statistical excess of power line fires in San Diego County.

The Alliance analysis of historical fire data revealed a statistically significant excess of
power line fires in San Diego County™. It is important to note that despite their bluster the SDG&E
testimony and brief do not challenge this calculation or present calculations to the contrary, which
were cross-checked and present a conservative result™”. There is no claim that the excess itself is
statistically insignificant. The Alliance testimony cautions about naive application of this fact, since
“counties” are artificial constructs and all other things being equal one would expect a very big

county to have more power line fires than a smaller one”'*

. However, as we argued in the Opening
Brief, there is one sense in which a “county” is a very relevant entity — the fact that the SDG&E
service area is very nearly identical to the area of San Diego County. Hence, an excess of power
line fires in San Diego — regardless of cause — is a problem for SDG&E and SDG&E ratepayers.
SDG&E argues that if one takes into account the total number of fires from all causes as a
possibly correlated variable, that the excess in San Diego is statistically insignificant™. As noted in
our Opening Brief, no assertion made by the SDG&E witness is backed up by quantitative
calculation. The Alliance’s own investigation into this question indicated that the probability of
accidentally achieving an excess was only 6%, as noted by the Alliance witness upon cross-
examination™®. The Alliance witness further noted that the incongruity of the Alliance and SDG&E
statements was likely explained by the fact that statisticians often use 5% as a criterion of
“significance” — a distinction not shared by physicists. Whether or not the Commission regards the
difference between 5% and 6% as a legitimate delineation, the rest of the SDG&E argumentation is
irrelevant and misses the point entirely: the remaining question is not whether there is a statistical
excess of power line fires in San Diego County (there is — and this has in fact not been challenged
by SDG&E testimony) — but why. Even if the primary explanation was that there are just more fires

overall in San Diego County (there is a 6% chance this is consistent with data), that would stil/ be a

* OPENING BRIEF OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE ON PHASE 2 ISSUES OF THE SUNRISE
POWERLINK TRANSMISSION PROJECT; A.06-08-010; May 30, 2008; pp. 36-40.

Y PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; pp. 309-312.

> MG-20; PHASE 2 DIRECT TESTIMONY OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE; p. 18.

52 A.06-08-010 Sunrise Phase 2 Hearings Transcript; Witness Mitchell; v. 24; p. 3364; 1. 13-18.

3 PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; pp. 311.

% A.06-08-010 Sunrise Phase 2 Hearings Transcript; Witness Mitchell; v. 24; pp. 3372-3373.
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big problem for SDG&E and its ratepayers, and would have implications for SPL planning. As
noted in our Opening Brief, though, it is likely that the fact that significance becomes somewhat
less when the total number of fires of all causes is assumed to be source of variation is due to the
fact that the total number of wildland fires and number of powerline fires have a common source —
the large amount of vegetation in San Diego County™.

SDG&E and its witness also attempt to elevate trivial observations in the Alliance testimony
(for instance, the fact that ‘3’ is half of ‘6”) to the point of statistical analysis, and falsely state that

the Alliance analysis is predicated on these “statistics™°

. It isn’t — it is based upon a global fit to all
available fire data analyzed by the Alliance. Furthermore SDG&E mistakenly uses a section of
argumentation that applies to Alliance testimony that is not in evidence, having been corrected by
issuance of an erratum prior to testimony submission. This applies to the paragraph taking up of
most of p. 311 of their brief (“Dr. Lackritz... 4.32”), which should not have been included.

SDG&E goes on to assert that the methodology that the Alliance applied to this calculation
was incorrect, asserting that only mileage of power lines could be used for this particular
calculation®’. As discussed extensively in our Opening Brief®®, not only does this represent the
SDG&E witness’s unfamiliarity with the subject matter, it is a bold misstatement of fact. The use of
proxies — the use of the variations in one thing to estimate the variations in another when it isn’t
possible to do a direct measurement — is an established and fundamental part of all quantitative
sciences. Statisticians are, or should be, familiar with this. In fact, SDG&E’s own fire witness, Hal
Mortier, uses a proxy method himself in his own calculations, as stated in SDG&E’s Opening Brief:
“SDG&E looked at areas with non-native vegetation as a proxy of type conversion.” While the
subsequent analysis was flawed, as discussed elsewhere (they didn’t choose a very good proxy) the
use of a proxy is perfectly allowable scientifically. This is particularly true in the Alliance’s
testimony because the various hypotheses tested by the Alliance testimony were not to prove the
existence of a statistical excess (the statistics themselves do this), but rather to help illuminate

possible causes.

>> OPENING BRIEF OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE ON PHASE 2 ISSUES OF THE SUNRISE
POWERLINK TRANSMISSION PROJECT; A.06-08-010; May 30, 2008; p. 39.

°* PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; pp. 310-311.

7 PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; pp. 311-312.

¥ OPENING BRIEF OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE ON PHASE 2 ISSUES OF THE SUNRISE
POWERLINK TRANSMISSION PROJECT; A.06-08-010; May 30, 2008; p. 75.

) PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; p. 302.



17

Another gross misstatement of fact made by the SDG&E witness and argued by SDG&E is
that extrapolation based upon observed rates stretches “uncertainty laws of probability”®. There
are no such laws, and none are cited by their witness in support of this assertion. Contrary to
SDG&E argument, the testimony of the Alliance quantitatively and carefully addresses the
uncertainties introduced by argument from small statistics, and shows high and low acceptable
ranges for derived values in all calculations of fire rates and probabilities. One can measure one’s
pulse for ten seconds and use this to get per minute rate, with the caveat that the measurement will
simply be more accurate if the pulse is measured for a longer period of time. To assert, as SDG&E
and its witness do, that measurement and prediction times need to be equivalent is a specious
argument.

The art of prediction — of predicting usage rates, population growth, and outage rates — of
predicting anything about the future for use in calculating the usefulness, safety and efficacy of the
Sunrise Powerlink is fraught with uncertainties and assumptions. The general rule to follow is:

Do the best you can, with all the information you have.

The Alliance testimony and argumentation have done just this.

C. Case law cited by SDG&E is inapplicable to the Alliance testimony.

SDG&E cites four cases in support of their argument against acceptance of the Alliance’s
statistical analyses: International Bhd. of Teamsters v. United States, 431 U.S. 324, 340 (1977);
Watson v. Ft. Worth Bank & Trust, 487 U.S. 977, 996-97 (1988); Morita v. Southern California
Permanente Med. Group, 541 F.2d 217, 220 (9th Cir. 1976); and Harper v. Trans World Airlines,
Inc., 525 F.2d 409, 412 (8th Cir. 1975). For various reasons, these cases do not apply to the

statistical analyses found in the Alliance testimony.

1. Cases all come from a different domain than that analyzed by the Alliance.

All of the cases cited by SDG&E come out of discrimination law, and are difficult to relate
directly to the scientific analysis conducted as part of the Alliance testimony. These are adversarial
cases, with one party attempting to use statistics to demonstrate discrimination against another
party. These establish both a different standard of argument and a different burden of proof, as

discussed below.

% PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; p. 312-313.
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2. Cases arguing against use of small statistics do not indicate any use of a quantitative
analysis.

The two cases in which the use of statistical evidence from small samples was denied were
Morita and Harper. In both of these cases, argumentation was made that discrimination existed
based upon a very small number of examples (five in the case of Harper and eight in the case of
Morita). Prima facie examination of these cases calls into question the very use of the term
“statistics” to refer to the decision making process by which the proffered evidence was discarded.

Had a quantitative analysis been applied to either one of these cases — had “statistics”
actually been used — the conclusion from both cases would be that no statistical evidence exists for
discrimination. There is a substantial difference between showing numerical measurements and
calculating the probabilities associated with the hypotheses that could lead to those measurements.
Only the latter is properly called “statistics”. What these cases are effectively arguing is against
naive argument from small numbers and for quantitative statistical proof.

The Alliance testimony only engages in the latter. All analyses are carefully analyzed for
probabilities, assumptions are clearly stated, and uncertainties are quantified and presented for
review. The cited cases do not indicate any level of diligence of that sort was applied in their
argumentation. Therefore, the appropriate decision made to exclude data in the cited cases does not

apply to Alliance testimony.

3. All cases refer to probative issues, while Alliance argument is strictly for decision-
making and predictive purposes because causation is already demonstrated.

Another important distinction between the referenced case law and what is being argued by
the Alliance is that the discrimination cases are fundamentally probative: Statistical analysis can be
used as evidence to support the assertion that an employer is engaging in discriminatory practices.
In the case of Alliance predictive testimony, the fundamental assertion made by the Alliance — that
“big lines cause fires” — is already proven by the very existence of fires from 230 kV lines reported
in SDG&E fire records®. Subsequent Alliance analysis and resulting argumentation is to gauge the
level of risk that this observation would imply for the SPL under the assumption that recent
observations are typical of those that will be made in the future. Hence, a “burden-of-proof”
standard is not applicable in this case, since factual basis is effectively proven. Instead, the goal is to

provide the Commission with the best information possible for decision-making.

' MG-20; PHASE 2 DIRECT TESTIMONY OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE; Appendix 2D; p. 8.



19

The goal of the Commission is not to determine whether SDG&E EHYV lines are capable of
starting fires (though they are), but rather to determine the cost efficacy and potential safety issues
that would arise from the Sunrise Powerlink project. To make a correct decision, the Commission
should use all available information. This is one key discriminator to determine which
information should be used in Commission decision making: if information improves the quality of
the decision-making outcome it should be incorporated, otherwise it should not.

To accept SDG&E’s argument that the fact that fires due to 230 kV lines occur should not
be incorporated into the analysis because of small statistics has the same practical effect as saying
that these fires do not occur. This in itself would insert a fundamentally incorrect assumption into
the analysis, and degrade the quality of the Commission decision. It is better to use the Alliance
values with their inherent uncertainties, since these have incorporated a wide range of effects,
considerations and factors, and contain much better information than a blanket assumption of no
effect.

The effect of small statistics in this particular case is not to render prediction useless, but
rather to increase the uncertainty of prediction. SDG&E is no stranger to large uncertainties in
prediction. The testimony of Witness Oatman, for instance, who calculated an estimated range of
potential outage costs for southern route alternatives (incorrectly, as will be shown below) that
spans from $360M to $3 billion®*. If the Commission finds uncertainties in the Alliance fire rate
calculations to be large, it should also compare the uncertainties in proffered SDG&E testimony as

it determines what data to accept in its final decision-making process.

VII. SDG&E’S OPENING BRIEF’S CLAIMS OF ADDITIONAL FIRE RISKS AND
OUTAGE COSTS FOR SOUTHERN ROUTES ARE ERRONEOUS

SDG&E has argued that its proposed and other northern routes are more reliable from a
wildland fire standpoint, and that any southern route will be subject to a Category C RAS®. They
also have argued that there will be a $1.3 B associated with outage costs if a southern route is

chosen®.

62 SD-36; SDG&E Phase 2 direct testimony; p. 13.19.

% PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; pp. 58-64.

5 Ibid. p. 12.
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A. SDG&E’s own analysis shows rough equivalence of fire risk along northern and
southern routes, though they state the opposite.

SDG&E quantitatively compared routes with respect to exposure to flammable vegetation
based upon the results of the DEIR analysis. They’ve summarized their results in Table 7-1 of their
Opening Brief®, which shows summaries for very high burn probability (“VHBP”) and high burn
probability (“HBP”) areas for each route alternative. They then go on to state that “each of the
northern route alternatives has a lower percentage of total VHBP and HBP areas compared to each
of the southern route alternatives.”

This is a fundamentally incorrect comparison. We expect hazard due to power line ignitions
as well as outages due to fire impingement on line route to both be proportional to the TOTAL
exposure of lines to vegetation, not the FRACTIONAL exposure of line to vegetation. A 200-mile
line with 10% exposure, for instance, would have twice the exposure of a 10 mile line with 100%
exposure. If we look at the TOTAL exposure length from Table 7-1, we come to a quite different

conclusion:

Route VHBP | HBP | Total
miles | miles
Aspen’s Northern | 2.28 | 7.27 | 9.53

Proposed Project 444 | 6.85 | 11.29
Enhanced Northern | 4.66 | 7.96 | 12.62
UCAN 3.00 | 7.48 | 10.48
Aspen’s Southern | 3.64 | 830 | 11.94
Modified Southern | 4.40 | 11.08 | 15.48
LEAPS 4.62 | 5.17 | 9.79

We have taken the liberty of adding a “Total” column in the table above, which contains the
sum of the numbers in the second and third columns. The VHBP and HBP columns are copied
verbatim from the SDG&E brief. It is clear that the Proposed Project has a rough equivalence to the
Aspen Southern alternative in exposure to hazardous fire conditions (a result completely in accord
with Alliance testimony®®), and has significantly less exposure than SDG&E’s “Modified Southern”

alternative. The erroneous use of fractional rather than total exposure is also applied to SDG&E’s

% PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; p. 315.

5 OPENING BRIEF OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE ON PHASE 2 ISSUES OF THE SUNRISE
POWERLINK TRANSMISSION PROJECT; A.06-08-010; May 30, 2008; p. 42.
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analysis of the LEAPS and other transmission alternatives®’ and should be ignored. The totals in the
table above should instead be used for comparison of line-vegetation exposure between various
routes using Draft EIR/EIS data.

The Alliance has also argued in its Opening Brief that the surveys used to gather the Draft
EIR/EIS data have a bias that significantly underestimates lifetime exposure of northern routes to
vegetation due to fuel removal during the 2003 fires®®. This effect will differentially increase the

fire risk along any northern alternatives with respect to southern alternatives over the next decade.

B. SDG&E'’s fire rate calculations for the southern route were substantially in error.

The Alliance argued in its Phase 2 Opening Brief that the fire analysis upon which the
conclusion that the Environmentally Superior Southern Route would be expected to have twice the
number of outages as the northern route was in error®. Summarized briefly, the primary errors
were that the SDG&E fire expert incorrectly included fires that did not meet Cal Fire data quality
standards (larger than 50 acres), and that using a wide swath (six miles) to categorize small fires
was inappropriate. SDG&E has noted but not challenged MGRA’s analysis in its brief’.

SDG&E does a separate analysis that counts the total number of fires in each fireshed
analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS’'. This is also a deceptive analysis because: 1) there is no attempt to
normalize for the total area of each fireshed, and 2) there is no attempt to normalize for the path
length of each route in each fireshed. Without these corrections, it is not a useful metric for
determining the overall threat posed to power lines due to fire ignitions. This analysis also suffers
from the same criticism raised in the previous paragraph — that many ignitions in the southern areas

are smaller fires that present little threat to power lines.

C. This erroneous data formed the basis of the WECC’s route classification.
As noted in the Alliance Opening Brief, UCAN rebuttal testimony definitively shows that
the WECC fire assessment was based solely upon data provided to WECC by SDG&E’?. Hence, the

57 Ibid.; p. 318-320.

% OPENING BRIEF OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE ON PHASE 2 ISSUES OF THE SUNRISE
POWERLINK TRANSMISSION PROJECT; A.06-08-010; May 30, 2008; pp. 40-41.

% OPENING BRIEF OF THE MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE ON PHASE 2 ISSUES OF THE SUNRISE
POWERLINK TRANSMISSION PROJECT; A.06-08-010; May 30, 2008; pp. 52-53.
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2008; p. 320, footnote 230.

" Ibid; p. 316.
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22
WECC fire assessment has been tainted by SDG&E’s incorrect analysis, and there is no reason to
believe that this would continue to be the decision of the WECC if the data were to be corrected.
SDG&E speciously attributes the origin of the fire hazard assertion to WECC itself, as in the
analysis of Aspen’s Environmentally Superior Southern Alternative: “According to the WECC, any
»73

southern route is at a much higher risk of a common corridor outage than the northern routes...

as well as that of their own Enhanced Southern Route’*. These assertions should be discounted.

D. Historical fire data shows that all alternative routes will be subject to N-1-1 outages due
to wildland fires with MTBF < 30 years.
Alliance analysis, summarized in the Opening Brief, shows that a/l routes will be subject to
N-1-1 outages due to fires affecting SWPL and the route in question’”, and that the mean time
between such events should be expected to be <30 years. This is due to the fact that clusters of large
fires tend and have historically tended to occur during severe Santa Ana wind events. It should be
assumed that this information will figure into future WECC considerations, and may result in the

reclassification of a northern alternative as Category C.

E. Cost estimates based upon a Category C RAS designation are a factor of five to seven
larger than would be expected from wildland fire outages.

Calculations by SDG&E Witness Oatman were referenced in the SDG&E Opening Brief
and used to argue that a southern route would be subject to an additional $1.3 B in costs over the
lifetime of the line due to its Category C RAS’®. The Alliance has shown in its Opening Brief that
this number is larger by a factor of five to seven than what would reasonably be expected from
wildland fire, using the same assumptions used by Oatman in combination with wildland fire
history data’’. The main difference between the Alliance and Oatman’s calculation is that Oatman
used all outages in his calculations, and not just those due to fire. If we assume that Oatman’s

calculations are correct then the great majority of the outages for which the Category C RAS

3 PHASE 2 OPENING BRIEF OF THE SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY; A.06-08-010; May 30,
2008; p. 147.

" Ibid.; p. 160.
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POWERLINK TRANSMISSION PROJECT; A.06-08-010; May 30, 2008; pp. 54-55.
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2008; p. 12; footnote.
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penalties would be invoked would not be due to wildland fire at all, and would further imply that

one would expect almost the same outage rate for a northern route.

Respectfully submitted this 13 day of June, 2008,

By: /S/ Diane Conklin

Diane Conklin

Spokesperson

Mussey Grade Road Alliance
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djOconklin@earthlink.net
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714 W. OLYMPIC BLVD., SUITE 717
LOS ANGELES, CA 90015

FOR: CA STATE PARKS FOUNDATION

ARTHUR FINE

MITCHELL SILBERBERG & KNUPP LLP
11377 W. OLYMPIC BLVD.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90064-1683
FOR: DAVID H. BATCHELDER

DON WOOD SR.

PACIFIC ENERGY POLICY CENTER
4539 LEE AVENUE

LA MESA, CA 91941

LINDA A. CARSON

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
ANZA-BORREGO FOUNDATION

PO BOX 2001

BORREGO SPRINGS, CA 92004
FOR: ANZA-BORREGO FOUNDATION

SCOT MARTIN
PO BOX 1549

BORREGO SPRINGS, CA 92004

CONNIE BULL
24572 RUTHERFORD ROAD
RAMONA, CA 92065

ELIZABETH EDWARDS
RAMONA VALLEY VINEYARD ASSOCIATION
26502 HIGHWAY 78
RAMONA, CA 92065
FOR: RAMONA VALLEY VINEYARD ASSOC.

MICHAEL PAGE

17449 OAK HOLLOW ROAD

RAMONA, CA 92065-6758

FOR: STARLIGHT MOUNTAIN ESTATES OWNERS

DENIS TRAFECANTY
COMMUNITY OF SANTA YSABEL & RELATED COMM
PO BOX 305

MICHAEL J. THOMPSON
ATTORNEY AT LAW
WRIGHT & TALISMAN, PC
1200 G STREET, N.W.,
WASHINGTON, DC 20005
FOR: THE NEVADA HYDRO COMPANY

STE 600

S. NANCY WHANG

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS,
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BLVD.
LOS ANGELES, CA 90064
FOR: THE CITY OF SANTEE

LLP

THOMAS A. BURHENN

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

DIANA LINSDAY

ANZA-BORREGO FOUNDATION & INSTITUTE

PO BOX 2001

BORREGO SPRINGS, CA 92004

FOR: ANZA-BORREGO FOUNDATION & INSTITUTE

MICHAEL L. WELLS
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENTOF PARKS&RECREATION
200 PALM CANYON DRIVE

BORREGO SPRINGS, CA 92004

DAVID LLOYD

ATTORNEY AT LAW
CABRILLO POWER I, LLC
4600 CARLSBAD BLVD.
CARLSBAD, CA 92008

FOR: CABRILLO POWER I, LLC

DIANE J. CONKLIN

SPOKESPERSON

MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE

PO BOX 683

RAMONA, CA 92065

FOR: MUSSEY GRADE ROAD ALLIANCE

PAM WHALEN
24444 RUTHERFORD ROAD
RAMONA, CA 92065

HEIDI FARKASH

JOHN & HEIDI FARKASH TRUST

PO BOX 576

RANCHO SANTA FE, CA 92067

FOR: FARKASH RANCH IN SANTA YSABEL

MARY ALDERN
COMMUNITY ALLIANCE FOR SENSIBLE ENERGY
PO BOX 321



SANTA YSABEL, CA 92070

FOR: SELF

E. GREGORY BARNES

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
101 ASH STREET, HQ 13D

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC

JAMES F. WALSH

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

101 ASH STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

SHAWN D. HAGERTY

CITY OF ATTORNEY

BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP

655 W. BROADWAY, 15TH FLOOR
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3301
FOR: THE CITY OF SANTEE

MICHAEL SHAMES

ATTORNEY AT LAW

UTILITY CONSUMERS' ACTION NETWORK

3100 FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE B

SAN DIEGO, CA 92103

FOR: UTILITY CONSUMERS' ACTION NETWORK

EDWARD GORHAM

WESTERNERS INCENSED BY WRECKLESS ELECTRI
4219 LOMA RIVIERA LANE

SAN DIEGO, CA 92110

FOR: SELF

HARVEY PAYNE

RANCHO PENASQUITOS CONCERNED CITIZENS
13223 - 1 BLACK MOUNTAIN ROAD, 264
SAN DIEGO, CA 92129

FOR: RANCHO PENASQUITOS CONCERNED
CITIZENS

JOHN W. LESLIE, ESQ.

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LUCE, FORWARD, HAMILTON & SCRIPPS,
11988 EL CAMINO REAL, SUITE 200
SAN DIEGO, CA 92130

FOR: CORAL POWER, LLC AND ENERGIA
AZTECA/ENERGIA DE BAJA CALIFORNIA (LA
ROSITA)

LLP

DAVID HOGAN
CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY
PO BOX 7745

SAN DIEGO, CA 92167

STEPHEN KEENE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT

333 EAST BARIONI BLVD., PO BOX 937
IMPERIAL, CA 92251

FOR: IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT

WARNER SPRINGS, CA 92086

FREDERICK M. ORTLIEB

OFFICE OF CITY ATTORNEY

CITY OF SAN DIEGO

1200 THIRD AVENUE, SUITE 1200
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

FOR: CITY OF SAN DIEGO

MICHAEL P. CALABRESE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CITY ATTORNEY, CITY OF SAN DIEGO
1200 THIRD AVENUE, SUITE 1100
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

FOR: CITY OF SAN DIEGO

DONALD C. LIDDELL

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

2928 2ND AVENUE

SAN DIEGO, CA 92103

FOR: STIRLING ENERGY SYSTEMS

PAUL BLACKBURN

SIERRA CLUB, SAN DIEGO CHAPTER

3820 RAY STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92104

FOR: SIERRA CLUB, SAN DIEGO CHAPTER

KEVIN O'BEIRNE

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

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC

KEITH RITCHEY

POWERLINK ISSUES MANAGER

8744 CREEKWOOD LANE

SAN DIEGO, CA 92129

FOR: WEST CHASE HOMEOWNER'S ASSOCIATION

JOETTA MIHALOVICH
11705 ALDERCREST POINT
SAN DIEGO, CA 92131

CARRIE DOWNEY

LAW OFFICES OF CARRIE ANNE DOWNEY
895 BROADWAY

ELCENTRO, CA 92243

FOR: IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT

PATRICIA C. SCHNIER
14575 FLATHEAD RD.
APPLE VALLEY, CA
FOR: SELF

92307



JACQUELINE AYER

2010 WEST AVENUE K, NO.
LANCASTER, CA 93536
FOR: JACQUELINE AYER

701

MICHEL PETER FLORIO

ATTORNEY AT LAW

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK (TURN)
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

FOR: TURN

MARION PELEO

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4107

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

FOR: DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES

JUSTIN AUGUSTINE

THE CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

1095 MARKET ST., SUITE 511

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

FOR: THE CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

RORY COX

RATEPAYERS FOR AFFORDABLE CLEAN ENERGY
311 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 650

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

FOR: C/0 PACIFIC ENVIROMENT

RICHARD W. RAUSHENBUSH

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LATHAM & WATKINS LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2000
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC

JEFFREY P. GRAY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP

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

FOR: CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM
OPERATOR CORP.

DAVID KATES

DAVID MARK AND COMPANY

3510 UNOCAL PLACE, SUITE 200
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403-5571
FOR: THE NEVADA HYDRO COMPANY

JEFFERY D. HARRIS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95811-3109

BILLY BLATTNER

MANAGER REGULATORY RELATIONS

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

601 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 2060

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

OSA L. WOLFF

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER, LLC

396 HAYES STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

FOR: CITIES OF TEMECULA, MURRIETA &
HEMET

NICHOLAS SHER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4007

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

NORMAN J. FURUTA

ATTORNEY AT LAW

FEDERAL EXECUTIVE AGENCIES
1455 MARKET ST., SUITE 1744
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103-1399
FOR: DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

BRIAN T. CRAGG

ATTORNEY AT LAW

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

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: LS POWER; SOUTH BAY REPLACEMENT
PROJECT, LLC

VIDHYA PRABHAKARAN

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: LS POWER; SOUTH BAY REPLACEMENT
PROJECT, LLC

WILLIAM F. DIETRICH

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DIETRICH CONSULTING

2977 YGNACIO VALLEY ROAD, NO.
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94598-3535
FOR: CALIFORNIA STATE PARKS FOUNDATION
AND ANZA-BORREGO FOUNDATION

613

JUDITH B. SANDERS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630

FOR: CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM
OPERATOR

BRADLY S. TORGAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALIFORNIA DEPT. OF PARKS & RECREATION
1416 NINTH STREET, ROOM 1404-06
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814



KATHRYN J. TOBIAS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CA DEPT. OF PARKS AND RECREATION
1416 9TH STREET, 14TH FLOOR
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: CA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND
RECREATION

KEVIN LYNCH

IBERDROLA RENEWABLES INC
1125 NW COUCH ST., SUITE 700
PORTLAND, OR 97209

Information Only

ELIZABETH KLEIN

LATHAM & WATKINS, LLP

555 11TH STREET NW, STE. 1000
WASHINGTON, DC 20004

JULIE B. GREENISEN

LATHAM & WATKINS LLP

SUITE 1000

555 ELEVENTH STREET, NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20004-1304

ANDREW SWERS

WRIGHT & TALISMAN, P.C.

1200 G STREET, N.W., SUITE 600
WASHINGTON, DC 20005

STEVEN SIEGEL

STAFF ATTORNEY

CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

3421 PARK PLACE

EVANSTON, IL 60201

FOR: CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

HENRY MARTINEZ

LADWP

111 N. HOPE ST., ROOM 921
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

CLAY E. FABER

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

555 WEST FIFTH STREET, GT-14D6

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

RANDALL W. KEEN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MANATT PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BLVD.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90064

FOR: CITY OF SANTEE

DARELL HOLMES
TRANSMISSION MANAGER
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

FOR: CALIFORNIA DEPT. OF PARKS &
RECREATION

KAREN NORENE MILLS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION

2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE

SACRAMENTO, CA 95833

FOR: CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION

JANICE SCHNEIDER

LATHAM & WATKINS, LLP

555 11TH STREET NW, STE 1000
WASHINGTON, DC 20004

MICHAEL J. GERGEN

LATHAM & WATKINS LLP

SUITE 1000

555 ELEVENTH STREET, NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20004-1304

KELLY FULLER

ENERGY AND NATURE

PO BOX 6732
MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55406

E. CRAIG SMAY

E. CRAIG SMAY PC

174 EAST SOUTH TEMPLE

SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84111

FOR: WILLIAM AND SHANNON DAVIS

RANDY S. HOWARD

LOS ANGELES DEPT. OF WATER AND POWER
111 NORTH HOPE STREET, ROOM 921

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

DAVID L. HUARD

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BOULEVARD
LOS ANGELES, CA 90064

FOR: CITY OF SANTEE

CASE ADMINISTRATION

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
LAW DEPARTMENT, ROOM 370

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

MONICA ARGANDONA
DESERT PROGRAM DIRECTOR
CALIFORNIA WILDERNESS COALITION



2244 WALNIT GROVE AVE, 238M, QUADB, GOl
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

DONNA TISDALE
BOULEVARD SPONSOR GROUP
PO BOX 1272

BOULEVARD, CA 91905

REBECCA PEARL

POLICY ADVOCATE, CLEAN BAY CAMPAIGN
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH COALITION

401 MILE OF CARS WAY, STE. 310
NATIONAL CITY, CA 91950

FOR: ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH COALITION

DAVE DOWNEY

NORTH COUNTY TIMES

207 E. PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE
ESCONDIDO, CA 92025

PAT/ALBERT BIANEZ
1223 ARMSTRONG CIRCLE
ESCONDIDO, CA 92027

DAVID W. CAREY
DAVID CAREY & ASSOCIATES, INC.
PO BOX 2481

JULIAN, CA 92036

MARTHA BAKER
VOLCAN MOUNTAIN PRESERVE FOUNDATION
PO BOX 1625

JULIAN, CA 92036

BRIAN KRAMER
PO BOX 516

JULIAN, CA 92036-0516

PAUL RIDGWAY
3027 LAKEVIEW DR.
PO BOX 1435

JULIAN, CA 92036-1435

SCOTT KARDEL
PALOMAR OBSERVATORY
PO BOX 200

PALOMAR MOUNTAIN, CA 92060

CHRISTOPHER P. JEFFERS
24566 DEL AMO ROAD
RAMONA, CA 92065

JOSEPH W. MITCHELL, PHD

M-BAR TECHNOLOGIES AND CONSULTING
19412 KIMBALL VALLEY RD.

RAMONA, CA 92065

FOR: M-BAR TECHNOLOGIES AND CONSULTING

167 NORTH THIRD AVENUE,
UPLAND, CA 91786

STE M

MATTHEW JUMPER

SAN DIEGO INTERFAITH HOUSING FOUNDATION
7956 LESTER AVE

LEMON GROVE, CA 91945

FOR: SAN DIEGO INTERFAITH HOUSING
FOUNDATION

BOB & MARGARET BARELMANN
6510 FRANCISCAN ROAD
CARLSBAD, CA 92011

J. HARRY JONES

SAN DIEGO UNION TRIBUNE

800 WEST VALLEY PARKWAY, SUITE 114
ESCONDIDO, CA 92025

WALLY BESUDEN

PRESIDENT

SPANGLER PEAK RANCH, INC
PO BOX 1959

ESCONDIDO, CA 92033

LAUREL GRANQUIST
PO BOX 2486

JULIAN, CA 92036

JOHN RAIFSNIDER
PO BOX 121

JULIAN, CA 92036-0121

NANCY PARINELLO
PO BOX 516

JULIAN, CA 92036-0516

DAVID VOSS
502 SPRINGFIELD AVENUE
OCEANSIDE, CA 92057

CAROLYN A. DORROH

RAMONA COMMUNITY PLANNING GROUP
17235 VOORHES LANE

RAMONA, CA 92065

JOSEPH W. MITCHELL, PH. D.
M-BAR TECHNOLOGIES AND CONSULTING
19412 KIMBALL VALLEY RD

RAMONA, CA 92065
LARA LOPEZ

16828 OPEN VIEW RD
RAMONA, CA 92065



PETER SCHULTZ

OLD JULIAN CO.

PO BOX 2269
RAMONA, CA 92065

WILLIAM TULLOCH
28223 HIGHWAY 78
RAMONA, CA 92065

JOSEPH RAUH

RANCHITA REALTY

37554 MONTEZUMA VALLEY RD
RANCHITA, CA 92066

FOR: RANCHITA REALTY

BONNIE GENDRON
4812 GLENSIDE ROAD
SANTA YSABEL, CA 92070

GLENN E. DROWN
PO BOX 330
SANTA YSABEL, CA 92070

RON WEBB
PO BOX 375
SANTA YSABEL, CA 92070

DAN PERKINS

WWW . ENERGYSMARTHOMES .NET
983 PHILLIPS ST.

VISTA, CA 92083

DEANNA SPEHN
POLICY DIRECTOR

OFFICE OF SENATOR CHRISTINE KEHOE

39TH STATE SENATE DISTRICT
2445 5TH AVENUE, SUITE 200
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

JASON M. OHTA

LATHAM &WATKINS LLP

600 WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 1800
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3375

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

KATHARINE WOLFROM

SIERRA CLUB OF SAN DIEGO
3802 RAY STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92104

KIM KIENER
504 CATALINA BLVD
SAN DIEGO, CA 92106

STEPHEN ROGERS
1340 OPAL STREET
SN DIEGO, CA 92109

SCOTT J. ANDERS
RESEARCH/ADMINISTRATIVE CENTER

PHILLIP &ELIANE BREEDLOVE
1804 CEDAR STREET
RAMONA, CA 92065

CAROLYN MORROW

GOLIGHTLY FARMS

36255 GRAPEVINE CANYON ROAD
RANCHITA, CA 92066

STEVE/CAROLYN ESPOSITO
37784 MONTEZUMA VALLEY ROAD
RANCHITA, CA 92066

GLENDA KIMMERLY
PO BOX 305
SANTA YSABEL, CA 92070

JOHN&PHYLLIS BREMER
PO BOX 510
SANTA YSABEL, CA 92070

K. RENEE MARTIN
PO BOX 1276
POWAY, CA 92074

WILLIE M. GATERS
1295 EAST VISTA WAY
VISTA, CA 92084

SUSAN FREEDMAN
SENIOR REGIONAL ENERGY PLANNER

SAN DIEGO ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS

401 B STREET, SUITE 800
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

PATRICIA GUERRERO

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LATHAM & WATKINS

600 WEST BROADWAY, SUITE 1800
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3375

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

MICAH MITROSKY

SIERRA CLUB

3820 RAY STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92104-3623

JIM BELL
4862 VOLTAIRE ST.
SAN DIEGO, CA 92107

EPIC INTERN

EPIC/USD SCHOOL OF LAW
5998 ALCALA PARK

SAN DIEGO, CA 92110

BRUCE V. BIEGELOW
STAFF WRITER



UNIVERSITY OF SAN DIEGO - LAW
5998 ALCALA PARK
SAN DIEGO, CA 92110

GEORGE COURSER
3142 COURSER AVENUE
SAN DIEGO, CA 92117

IRENE STILLINGS

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
8520 TECH WAY, SUITE 110

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

SEPHRA A. NINOW

POLICY ANALYST

CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
8690 BALBOA AVENUE, SUITE 100

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

DAHVIA LOCKE

ENIRONMENTAL RESOURCE MANAGER
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

5201 RUFFIN ROAD, SUITE B

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1666

EILEEN BIRD
12430 DORMOUSE ROAD
SAN DIEGO, CA 92129

GREGORY T. LAMBRON
LAMBRON LAKESIDE RANCH, LLC
PO BOX 15453

SAN DIEGO, CA 92175-5453

THOMAS ZALE

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
1661 SO. 4TH STREET

EL CENTRO, CA 92243

JOHN STHURA

CALIFORNIA BOTANICAL HABITAT

PO BOX 1032

HEMET, CA 92546

FOR: CALIFORNIA BOTANICAL HABITAT

LOUIS NASTRO
PO BOX 942896

SACRAMENTO, CA 92860-0001

DIANE I. FELLMAN
ATTORNEY AT LAW
FPL ENERGY, LLC
234 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

AARON QUINTANAR

THE SAN DIEGO UNION TRIBUNE
PO BOX 120191s

SAN DIEGO, CA 92112-0191

CENTRAL FILES

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

CP31E

JENNIFER PORTER

POLICY ANALYST

CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
8690 BALBOA AVENUE, SUITE 100

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

TOM BLAIR
ENERGY ADMINISTRATOR
CITY OF SAN DIEGO

9601 RIDGEHAVEN COURT, SUITE 120
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1636
JALEH (SHARON) FIROOZ, P.E.

ADVANCED ENERGY SOLUTIONS
17114 TALLOW TREE LANE
SAN DIEGO, CA 92127

KIMBELRY SCHULZ
10303 CANINITO ARALIA NO 96
SAN DIEGO, CA 92131

LYNDA KASTOLL

REALTY SPECIALIST

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
EL CENTRO FIELD OFFICE
1661 SOUTH 4TH STREET

EL CENTRO, CA 92243

J. STHURA

UNDERGROUND POWER ASSOCIATION

PO BOX 1032

HEMET, CA 92546

FOR: UNDERGROUND POWER ASSOCIATION

SUZANNE WILSON
PO BOX 798

IDYLLWILD, CA 92549

BRUCE FOSTER

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT

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

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

SHERIDAN PAUKER

SHUTE,MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP

396 HAYES STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

FOR: CITIES OF TEMECULA, HEMET AND
MURRIETA

BREWSTER BIRDSALL



RATE PAYERS FOR AFFORDABLE CLEAN ENERGY
311 CALIFORNIA STREET, STE 650
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

DAVID T. KRASKA

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 7442, 77 BEALE ST, B30A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

KATARZYNA M. SMOLEN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MC BO9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

PAUL C. LACOURCIERE

THELEN REID BROWN RAYSMAN & STEINER
101 SECOND STREET, SUITE 1800

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: THE NEVADA HYDRO COMPANY

JULIE L. FIEBER

FOLGER LEVIN & KAHN LLP

275 BATTERY STREET, 23RD FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

ROBIN HARRINGTON
CAL. DEPT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTIO
PO BOX 944246

SACRAMENTO, CA 94244-2460

HENRY ZAININGER
ZAININGER ENGINEERING COMPANY,
1718 NURSERY WAY
PLEASANTON, CA

INC.

94588

J.A. SAVAGE

CALIFORNIA ENERGY CIRCUIT
3006 SHEFFIELD AVE

OAKLAND, CA 94602
DAVID MARCUS

PO BOX 1287
BERKELEY, CA 94701

W. KENT PALMERTON

WK PALMERTON ASSOCIATES, LLC
2106 HOMEWOOD WAY, SUITE 100
CARMICHAEL, CA 95608

ZIAD ALAYWAN

ZGLOBAL INC. ENGINEERING AND ENERGY

193 BLUE RAVINE RD, STE 120

FOLSOM, CA 95630

FOR: ZGLOBAL INC. ENGINEERING AND ENERGY

DAVID BRANCHCOMB
BRANCHCOMB ASSOCIATES,
9360 OAKTREE LANE

LLC

ASPEN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP
235 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 935
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

JASON YAN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE B13L
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

MICHAEL S. PORTER

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

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

JAMES B. WOODRUFF

VICE PRESIDENT REGULATORY AND GOVT AFFATL
NEXTLIGHT RENEWABLE POWER, LLC

101 CALIFORNIA STREET, STE 2450

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS
425 DIVISADERO ST.

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117

JOSEPH PAUL
SENIOR CORPORATE COUNSEL

DYNEGY, INC.

4140 DUBLIN BLVD., STE. 100
DUBLIN, CA 94568

PHILIPPE AUCLAIR

11 RUSSELL COURT

WALNUT CREEK, CA 94598

MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC.

1814 FRANKLIN STREET, SUITE 720

ORKLAND, CA 94612

KEN BAGLEY

R.W. BECK

14635 N. KIERLAND BLVD.,
SOCTTSDALE, AZ 95254

SUITE 130

NANCY J. SARACINO

ATTORNEY

CALIFORNIA INDEP. SYSTEM OPERATOR CORP.
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630
FOR: CALIFORNIA INDEP. SYSTEM OPERATOR
CORP.

LEGAL & REGULATORY DEPARTMENT
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