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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of Southern California Edison 
Company (U 338-E) for Authority to Implement 
and Recover in Rates the Cost of its Proposed 
Solar Photovoltaic (PV) Program. 

)
) 
) 
) 
) 

A.08-03-________ 

APPLICATION OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338-E) 
FOR AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT AND RECOVER IN RATES THE COST OF 

ITS PROPOSED SOLAR PHOTOVOLTAIC (PV) PROGRAM 

I.  

SUMMARY OF REQUEST 

Pursuant to Rule 3.2 of the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission or 

CPUC) Rules of Practice and Procedure, Southern California Edison Company (SCE) hereby 

submits this application requesting the Commission to:   

(1) Find it reasonable for SCE to implement a Solar Photovoltaic (PV) Program that 

would consist of up to 250 megawatts (MW)1 of utility-owned solar PV 

generating facilities of approximately 1 to 2 MW2 each over the next five years; 

(2) Establish ratemaking for SCE’s Solar PV Program, specifically including:   

                                                 

1  Unless otherwise specified, any reference to energy output in this filing follows the common convention within 
the PV industry, which is to refer to output as PV panel direct current (dc) output.  Additionally, SCE proposes 
using installed dc output in reasonableness reviews because installation occurs in dc panels.  The conversion 
factor of 0.90 will be used to convert from MW dc to MW alternating current (ac) based on sample calculations 
using the California Energy Commission’s ac MW to conversion (i.e., multiply MW dc by 0.90 to obtain MW 
CEC-ac Rating). 

2  SCE envisions the individual Solar PV Program installations to be in the 1 to 2 MW range.  As the program 
proceeds, however, some installations may be larger or smaller than this range due to roof size or circuit loading 
considerations. 
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a) Provision for each solar PV facility to receive rate-base recovery upon its 

completion, subject to adjustment following reasonableness review if 

direct capital expenditures exceed certain $/Watt (W) thresholds each year 

on average;3 and 

b) Provision for recovery of reasonable Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 

expenses. 

(3) Establish an annual estimate of average reasonable capital costs, based on a $/W 

threshold, below which no reasonableness review is required; 

(4) Require SCE to refer the owner/developer of new structures seeking to participate 

in the Solar PV Program to SCE’s Energy Efficiency group for assistance in 

identifying potential energy efficiency measures that could be incorporated into 

new structures; 

(5) Find that SCE’s proposed Solar PV Program will not require California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)4 review at this Commission; 

(6) Establish a new balancing account for recovery of all Solar PV Program costs 

subject to annual reasonableness review of O&M expenses and reasonableness 

review of capital expenditures only if capital expenditures exceed a certain $/W 

reasonableness threshold on average in a given year; and 

(7) Establish, through a resolution approving SCE’s concurrently filed Advice Letter, 

a new memorandum account.  This will provide a mechanism for recovery of 

100% of reasonable start-up costs for the Solar PV Program.  If the Commission 

disapproves the remainder of SCE’s application, SCE may request recovery of 

actually incurred capital expenditures and O&M costs.  SCE estimates capital 

expenditures of $25 million in 2008.  If the Commission does not act on this 

                                                 

3 See Table IV-2, infra, for proposed reasonableness thresholds in $/W. 
4  Cal. Public Resources Code §§21000, et seq. 
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application in 2008, SCE will continue to record the Solar PV Program costs in 

the memorandum account in 2009.   

SCE proposes immediate start-up of the Solar PV Program.  If the program is successful, 

SCE may seek additional authority to expand the program to 500 MW.  An expansion to 500 

MW would seek to maintain the momentum of that success.  So, there is no hiatus in installing 

new systems.  SCE requests the Commission grant all of its requests and authorize recovery of 

all costs of the Solar PV Program, including those in the memorandum account, through SCE’s 

proposed Solar PV Program balancing account ratemaking mechanism.  SCE requests such 

approval by year-end 2008.   

II.  

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR REQUEST 

SCE makes these requests, because: 

• California is endowed with abundant solar resources.  In recent years, the State 

has taken bold steps to develop this resource, but more can be done.  

• State policies support increased use of solar PV resources primarily through 

implementation of the California Solar Initiative (CSI).  Proceeding with 250 MW 

of utility-owned solar PV generating facilities will support policies established in 

the CSI to increase generation of solar PV energy.  The output of the program will 

also count toward meeting Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) goals. 

• SCE will place the PV systems on larger commercial rooftops with sufficient size 

and strength to accommodate approximately 1 to 2 MW of generation.5  The Solar 

PV Program will focus, though not exclusively, on those roofs which would 

typically not employ net energy metering.6  For example, large warehouse roofs 
                                                 

5 While SCE presently intends the program for rooftops, SCE may pursue other locations and opportunities for 
placement of Solar PV facilities. 

6  Net energy metering solar installations, which are limited to 1 MW, allow eligible utility customers to receive 
CSI incentives and off-set their energy usage by their solar PV system output over a 12-month period.  
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with little on-site load would not typically employ net energy metering.  In doing 

so, the Solar PV Program will utilize underused rooftops to the State of 

California’s benefit.   

• These solar PV systems should not require any transmission construction, because 

they interconnect directly with SCE’s distribution system.  So, Solar PV Program 

power development can move forward more quickly than other forms of 

renewable generation that depend on construction of new transmission facilities. 

• Large scale implementation of about 50 MW of solar PV projects each year will 

likely introduce efficiencies to the California market for rooftop solar PV 

generation.  The goals are to drive installation costs down, improve technology 

and pricing of certain component parts, increase installation efficiency, and 

improve installation methods.   

• SCE, as the owner of the Solar PV Program, will capture its output on behalf of 

its bundled service customers to meet the State’s renewable goals.  

• SCE is a reliable business partner who can assure implementation and 

administration of the Solar PV Program.  The Solar PV Program provides SCE’s 

customers and the State with a substantial increase in the probability that 250 MW 

of solar PV rooftop systems will be available to meet State policies and goals 

supporting solar PV development over the next five years. 

• SCE will increase recognition and acceptance of Energy Efficiency (EE) by 

referring owner/developers of new structures to its EE group to identify potential 

EE measures that could be incorporated into new structures during construction.    

• Ratemaking will allow recovery of reasonable capital and O&M costs as incurred; 

and 

• Immediate start-up of the Solar PV Program will support up to 50 MW of solar 

PV systems becoming available within one year following Commission approval 

of this application.    
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III.  

NEED FOR PROJECT AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Need for Project 

1. Solar PV Program Complements The Existing California Solar Initiative 

(CSI) And Renewable Portfolio Standard Programs 

In 2006, Governor Schwarzenegger, working with the Commission and the 

California Legislature, established a CSI designed to develop 3,000 MW of rooftop solar PV 

installations by 2016.  The State has authorized substantial incentives to achieve this aggressive 

target of 1 million solar rooftop facilities.   

Solar PV is a renewable resource.  The State has adopted one of the most 

aggressive RPS programs in the country.  The goal is to have 20% of customer energy needs met 

with renewable resources.7  Although not specifically targeted at solar resources, this RPS 

program has the potential to yield substantial development of large central station solar resources 

over the next decade.  Several large-scale, central station solar installations are already under 

contract or in development as a result of SCE’s RPS program. 

But these programs have arguably left a large solar PV gap.  California’s CSI 

program is geared to develop very small solar PV installations.  California’s RPS program is 

presently geared to develop very large solar (not necessarily PV) installations.  Neither program, 

however, is well suited to develop medium-scale PV solar installations in the 1 to 2 MW range in 

the near-term due to size and transmission limitations.  And although the economics of 1 to 2 

MW facilities are far superior to typical rooftop facilities, they are too large to take full 
                                                 

7  Public Utilities Code Section 399.15(b)(1) sets forth a goal that 20% of retail electric sales be served by 
renewable resources by 2010: 

Each retail seller shall, pursuant to subdivision (a), increase its total procurement of eligible 
renewable resources by at least an additional 1% of retail sales per year so that 20% of its retail 
sales are procured from eligible renewable energy resources no later than December 31, 2010…. 
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advantage of the State’s CSI and net energy metering programs.  Many large commercial 

rooftops have site electrical loads that do not match the energy production of a 1 to 2 MW solar 

PV facility.  Conversely, other utility-scale solar technologies, such as parabolic trough, Stirling 

dish, and “power tower” installations are not commercially practicable for rooftop installations at 

the 1 to 2 MW scale.  SCE’s Solar PV Program fills this solar gap, because this bandwidth of the 

solar resource is, as yet, going untapped.  There is currently no program in place to develop this 

market sector.  SCE proposes immediate start-up of the Solar PV Program to assist in meeting 

the State’s rooftop solar goals and to bridge the gap.  

SCE’s Solar PV Program is targeted at the vast untapped resource of commercial 

and industrial rooftop space in SCE’s service territory.  This program will aggressively bridge 

the gap between small and large scale solar installations.  Although this program will focus on a 

fertile market sector undeveloped by either the CSI or RPS programs, the program will 

contribute to meeting both goals.  In CSI terms, this program has the potential to add over 80,000 

“rooftop equivalents”8 in five years or about 10 % of the overall CSI goal of 1 million rooftops.  

SCE’s program will also contribute in the near term to achieving the State’s renewable energy 

goals.  Because these installations will interconnect at the distribution level, they can be brought 

on line relatively quickly without the need to plan, permit, and construct the transmission lines.  

Larger scale renewable resources generally require transmission line construction to deliver their 

output to load centers.   

SCE is currently pursuing transmission line permitting and construction as one 

way to help the State meet its renewable energy goals.  In addition, SCE’s actions to implement 

its Long Term Procurement Plan (LTPP) and RPS procurement are aimed at advancing the 

State’s renewable energy goals.  Decision No. (D).06-05-039 states that “…, we will take into 

account whether or not each electrical corporation undertook all reasonable actions to comply [in 

                                                 

8  The State’s CSI goal of 3,000 MW by 2016 is based on an average PV installation size of 3 kW, yielding 1 
million rooftops.  A “rooftop equivalent” is 3 kW.  SCE’s program goal of 250 MW installed by 2013 yields 
83,333 rooftop equivalents. 
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meeting the State’s renewable energy goals].  One of those actions is building, then owning and 

operating the [renewable] resource itself.”9  In addition, D.07-02-011 and D.08-02-008 10 stated 

that, “…we encourage IOUs to actively assess the feasibility of utility ownership, and pursue 

such ownership when and where it makes sense.”  While the primary purpose of the program is 

to help meet the State’s ambitious solar roof goals, the Solar PV Program will add to SCE’s 

renewable portfolio in response to these challenges.  Specifically, in 2009, Solar PV Program 

installations will produce 0.1% of SCE’s customer energy needs; by 2014, Solar PV Program 

installations will produce approximately 0.4% of SCE’s customer energy needs.  To assure the 

availability of this generation as soon as possible after approval of this application, SCE may 

begin implementation of the Solar PV Program in 2008, while awaiting a final Commission 

decision on this application.    

SCE proposes this program in furtherance of the State's goal to increase the 

installation of solar PV technology.  Our proposed program will achieve this goal at lower cost 

and will further help jump-start the solar industry.  The cost to our customers of the Solar PV 

Program will be significant, but far less than the cost of CSI implementation.  For these reasons, 

if the CSI goals become mandatory for SCE's customers, SCE requests that the MWs installed 

under its program be "credited" towards its customers' targets.  In addition, the cost impact on 

our customers is not insubstantial.  They already bear the annual cost of the CSI program and the 

carrying costs of the Solar PV program if SCE's application is granted.  This may justify 

reducing their share of the State's CSI goals and potentially some portion of the CSI program 

costs our customers contribute. 

                                                 

9  D.06-05-039, mimeo, p. 34 
10  D.07-02-011, mimeo, p. 25 and D.08-02-008, mimeo, p. 33 
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2. SCE Can Best Develop Solar PV Program  

SCE, as the operator of its distribution system, has the technical expertise to 

thoroughly and fairly evaluate the various solar PV technologies and the impacts on its 

distribution system.  SCE will claim the output of the Solar PV Program as renewable energy on 

behalf of its bundled service customers to help meet SCE’s renewable goals.   

SCE can effectively monitor and cost-effectively facilitate repair of these systems 

through its field personnel.  SCE can also utilize its established electric supply relationships with 

potential vendors and commercial building lessors who are also its customers.  SCE has the 

ability to utilize established longstanding relationships with these entities over the 100 plus years 

that SCE has been in business.  Those counterparties view SCE as a stable, competent, and 

reliable business.  SCE’s strong balance sheet and procurement expertise allows it to negotiate 

reasonable contracts with rooftop owners and vendors.  

SCE expects that through negotiations with vendors it can obtain volume 

discounts for its proposed base case investment of $875 million.  Most solar PV developers are 

unlikely to achieve these same efficiencies and pricing levels.  SCE’s Solar PV Program will 

move quickly because of its established relationships with key players.  According to CSI data, 

more than 40% of the applications for projects over 900 kW in SCE’s service territory have been 

cancelled or suspended since CSI was implemented in January 2007.  In addition, most solar PV 

developers have been in business for only a few years.  Given the size and proposed rollout of 

the Solar PV Program, SCE uniquely can provide customers and the State a substantial increase 

in the probability that 250 MW of solar PV systems will be available to meet the State goals over 

the next five years. 

SCE can coordinate the Solar PV Program with customer demand shifting using 

existing SCE demand reduction programs on the same circuit.  This will create more fully 

utilized distribution circuit assets.  Without such coordination, much more distribution 

equipment may be needed to increase solar PV deployment.  SCE is uniquely situated to 

combine Solar PV Program generation, customer demand programs, and advanced distribution 
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circuit design and operation into one unified system.  This is more cost-effective than separate 

and uncoordinated deployment of each element on separate circuits.   

Finally, SCE, as a regulated public utility is willing to share the results of its 

experience with solar PV with other entities in the State.  Specifically, SCE will share 

information about:  (1) how solar PV systems of 1 to 2 MW interface with SCE’s distribution 

system; (2) forecasting and scheduling of solar PV generating facilities of 1 to 2 MW disbursed 

throughout SCE’s inland service territory; (3) training and increasing efficiency of the skilled 

workforce for installation and maintenance of these facilities including development of best 

installations practices for 1 to 2 MW solar PV projects; and (4) potential streamlining and 

revision of tariff applications, local and State codes.  These publicly shared “lessons learned” 

will benefit the entire PV industry.  The information collected by SCE will provide useful 

knowledge and best practices to other entities which increase the efficiency of all solar PV 

installations in California.    

3. The Solar PV Program Could Drive Costs Down And Increase Efficiencies 

SCE’s 50 MW of solar PV facilities each year could:  (1) refine production of 

parts, (2) improve the capabilities of ancillary equipment, (3) make use of vacant commercial 

rooftops in California, and (4) increase the efficiency of installation of PV systems.  To meet the 

ambitious goals of the Solar PV Program, SCE will order large numbers of solar PV mounting 

and electrical connection parts each year.  The increased scale of manufacturing required by such 

orders should lead manufacturers to improve designs and to increase their efficiency and 

capability to produce such parts.  Manufacturers will also likely have the economic incentive to 

improve manufacturing processes to incorporate economies of scale that drive prices down.   

SCE’s Solar PV Program will also expand the number of skilled workers by 

increasing the number of installations of solar PV systems of 1 to 2 MW.  Skilled workers will 

gain efficiency and knowledge simply by repetitively performing installations.  Labor is 
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currently about 20% of the cost of any solar PV installation.  SCE should drive costs of solar PV 

installation lower by improving the efficiency of workers.   

The purpose of the Solar PV Program is to create efficiencies in the California 

solar PV market by providing a market for 1 to 2 MW solar PV systems.  This will give SCE and 

California much more experience with such systems.  Utilities throughout the United States can 

use the experience gained in California as a model for their own Solar PV development 

programs.    

B. Project Description 

1. The Solar PV Program Will Provide Up To 250 MW Of Renewable 

Generation Over The Next Five Years 

SCE contemplates that Solar PV Program’s first five years would yield about 50 

MW in total each year of installations of 1 to 2 MW solar PV facilities.  Over the first five years, 

this would total 250 MW.  SCE seeks to create efficiencies in the California market for solar PV 

equipment and installation resources, but, at the same time, to not overheat the market for solar 

PV panels, equipment, and installation resources.  In SCE’s judgment, 50 MW per year should 

trigger new efficiencies, but not drive prices up due to materials shortages.11   

It should be noted that the Solar PV Program installation goals are all based on the 

PV industry convention of using direct current (dc) output.  The power output figures referenced 

in this document, unless otherwise noted, refer to manufacturer’s panel dc ratings.  As discussed 

in SCE’s testimony, SCE has chosen a conversion factor from dc to alternating current (ac) 

output of 0.90 based on sample calculations.  Using this conversion factor, a 1 MW dc facility 

converts to 900 kW ac facility.   

                                                 

11  If the program is successful, SCE may seek Commission authority to increase the overall size of the Solar PV 
Program to 500 MW.  The additional 250 MW would likely be realized through the combination of installing 
more MW per year and lengthening the program term itself.    
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All costs and sizing of solar PV facilities described in this application are based 

on dc power.  The entire solar PV industry historically bases costs and sizing on dc power.  SCE 

must convert generally, the dc power to ac power for use on its distribution system.  Inverters 

perform this conversion.  Inverters also control the interface between the solar array and the 

distribution grid.  Inverters are currently available in various sizes up to 500 kilowatts (kW) ac 

for large systems.  The Solar PV Program should lead to improvements in inverter technology by 

increasing orders for these components and by testing their usefulness to the distribution grid.   

Solar PV systems also include conduit, wire, dc and ac disconnects (safety devices 

to turn off or isolate parts of the system) and combiner boxes.  Most solar PV systems require 

some type of attachment method.  This product is typically called a rack.  The Solar PV Program 

will utilize only non-penetrating racks which sit on top of the roof.  Non-penetrating racks 

require some weight to be added to the rack (ballasted) or primarily rely on the weight of the 

rack and modules themselves to hold the array in place (non-ballasted). 

2. Use of Rooftop Space for Facilities  

SCE intends to install up to 250 MW of 1 to 2 MW solar PV facilities on 

commercial building rooftops at various locations within SCE’s service territory.  The proposed 

1 to 2 MW facility per location will require up to about 250,000 square feet of useable rooftop 

space in each location.  For this Solar PV Program, SCE will look to a limited number of 

building owner/developers to provide an inventory of appropriate locations.  This process should 

more efficiently select appropriate locations and reduce the time from locating the site to 

installation by limiting the number of simultaneous lease negotiations.   

SCE will develop methods to determine the optimal location for the solar PV 

facilities.  SCE will consider:  (1) quality of the local solar resources by estimating expected PV 

generation based on factors such as expected cloud/fog cover, haze and smog, ambient 

temperature, and geographical latitude and other meteorological data, (2) roof capacity and other 

building attributes, and (3) local distribution circuit concerns.  To determine the quality of the 
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local solar resource, SCE will rely on the National Renewable Energy Lab (NREL) database that 

provides information about the highest quality local resources down to 10 kilometer (km) grids.  

SCE will also consider other relevant meteorological data.   

SCE must also consider the ability of the commercial rooftops to handle the 

additional weight loading which can vary based on the technology employed.  In general, the 

roofs must hold an additional 3 to 5 pounds per square foot.  SCE will also identify customers 

owning buildings that typically would not benefit from net energy metering.  SCE will also take 

into account the ease of local permitting and the availability of ground space to install inverters 

and transformers, which are too heavy to install on a roof.   

SCE will also refer owner/developers of new buildings seeking to participate in 

the Solar PV Program to its EE group.  SCE’s EE group can then identify potential EE measures 

to be incorporated into the building’s design.  This will increase awareness and acceptance of the 

benefits of EE measures among building owners/developers.   

3. Program Costs 

Solar PV Program costs include:  (1) capital costs of initial installation of the 

1 to 2 MW solar PV facilities; and (2) the O&M costs, including roof lease payments, other 

O&M and staffing costs.  Solar PV Program installation costs are likely to be lower than those of 

a single 1 to 2 MW solar PV facility because of economies of scale.  SCE’s consistent purchases 

of solar PV components and installation services should drive costs down by improving 

technology of component parts and improving efficiency of skilled work forces. 

a) Capital 

Table III-1 below contains SCE’s base case estimate of the capital costs of Solar 

PV Program over the five-year period.   
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Table III-1 
Solar PV Program Estimated Base Case Capital Costs 

(2008$ 000) 

Year 
Capital   

(Million $) 
MW 

Installed Estimated Time Frame 

0 $25  5   2008 

1 $174  50   2009 

2 $174  50   2010 

3 $174  50   2011 

4 $174  50   2012 

5 $154  45   2013 

Total $875  250  
 

 

The Solar PV Program base case direct capital cost forecast is $875 million.  The 

average cost of the solar PV facilities should be about $3.50/W.12  At present, the average cost of 

solar PV facilities above 900 kilowatts (kW) range from $6.56-7.08/W.  SCE anticipates 

achieving lower costs than the present average through economies of scale and improvements in 

technology and efficiency.   

b) O&M Costs 

As noted previously, O&M costs consist of three components:  (1) roof lease 

payments; (2) other O&M costs; and (3) SCE staffing costs.  With regard to the roof lease 

payments, this is a new opportunity for the large rooftop owners.  So, it is difficult to estimate 

expected leasing rates.  However, SCE anticipates that the maximum price paid for these roof 

                                                 

12 On average, the reasonableness threshold is 10% higher than the base case estimate or about $3.85/W.  The 
reasonableness threshold is higher than this amount in early years of the Solar PV Program and lower in later 
years, as shown in Table IV-2 below.   
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leases will be a small percentage of the value of the electricity produced.  It is difficult to 

effectively estimate the roof lease payments until SCE has negotiated at least one rooftop lease.  

Moreover, identifying an expected lease cost prior to lease negotiations could prejudice lease 

negotiations to the detriment of SCE’s customers.  The estimated Other O&M costs for a 1 MW 

solar PV facility are $35,000 per year.  For a 2 MW solar PV facility, these Other O&M costs 

would be roughly double the amount required for a 1 MW system.  The SCE annual staffing 

costs to run the Solar PV Program are forecast to be $1.4 million at full deployment. 

IV.  

PROPOSAL FOR COST RECOVERY 

A. The Commission Should Adopt SCE’s Proposed Solar PV Program Balancing 

Account (SPVPBA) For Rate Recovery of Solar PV Program Costs 

SCE requests that the Commission provide rate recovery of Solar PV Program costs 

through its proposed SPVPBA.  The SPVPBA will ensure that no more and no less than 

reasonable actual costs associated with the Solar PV Program are ultimately recovered from 

customers.13  Balancing account treatment is appropriate for this type of renewable resource.  

The Solar PV Program costs ramp up over time.  The program should introduce efficiencies into 

the California solar PV market.  SCE expects solar PV costs to go down as a result of the Solar 

PV Program.  Cost estimates, therefore, are likely to be difficult to predict during this period. 

The SPVPBA would operate through the 2009-2013 program period.  The SPVPBA 

would end with the inclusion of both Solar PV Program O&M and capital revenue requirements 

in SCE’s Test Year 2015 General Rate Case (GRC) revenue requirement or sooner.   

Concurrent with this filing, SCE will file an advice letter requesting Commission 

authority to establish a Solar PV Program Memorandum Account (SPVPMA).  SCE will record 
                                                 

13  By paying for these costs, SCE’s bundled service customers would see a reduction in their energy procurement 
costs reflected in SCE’s Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) revenue requirement because SCE would 
not need to procure the equivalent amount of energy from other sources. 
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start-up costs associated with the Solar PV Program in the SPVPMA while this application is 

pending.  SCE estimates start-up direct capital costs to be $25 million in 2008.  If the 

Commission does not act on this application in 2008, SCE may record the revenue requirement 

for capital costs above $25 million in the SPVPMA.  The SPVPMA is necessary to ensure that 

the Solar PV Program can proceed without delay and without precluding cost recovery at a 

future date.  Similar to all Commission-approved memorandum accounts, the SPVPMA will 

protect against retroactive ratemaking concerns, but will not guarantee rate recovery of any 

recorded costs prior to Commission review and approval.  Once the Commission approves SCE’s 

request to establish the SPVPBA in this application, SCE will transfer the balance recorded in 

the SPVPMA to the SPVPBA. 

B. The Commission Should Adopt SCE’s Proposed Reasonableness Standard For 

These Clean, Renewable Generation Resources 

SCE proposes to include testimony supporting the reasonableness of the Solar PV 

Program O&M costs recorded in the SPVPBA during the prior calendar year in its annual April 

Energy Resources Recovery Account (ERRA) reasonableness proceeding.  If its Solar PV 

Program capital expenditures in each calendar year of the program, on a per W basis, are less 

than the amounts shown in Table IV-2 below, then capital expenditures would be deemed to be 

reasonable.   
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Table IV-2 
Reasonableness Review Threshold For Solar PV Program Direct Capital Costs 

(2008$)14 

Expenditures 
Incurred During 

 

$/W 

2008 5.50 

2009 3.83 

2010 3.83 

2011 3.83 

2012 3.83 

2013 3.76 

The capital expenditure threshold levels in Table IV-2 are reasonable because they represent 

SCE’s base case estimate of Solar PV Program costs of $875 million plus a reasonable 10% 

contingency to take total reasonable costs up to $962.5 million.  

In any year that SCE’s direct capital expenditures, on a $/W basis on average, exceed the 

amounts in Table IV-2 above, as escalated.  SCE will include in its annual April ERRA 

reasonableness proceeding testimony supporting the reasonableness of the capital expenditures 

during the previous calendar year.  Even if no reasonableness testimony for capital expenditures 

is required, SCE will include the Solar PV Program costs in its annual April ERRA 

reasonableness proceeding.  This will allow the Commission to audit and review the O&M and 

capital revenue requirement recorded in the SPVPBA.    

                                                 

14   These threshold amounts will be escalated to nominal year amounts for use in reasonableness review. 
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V.  

THIS APPLICATION FOR RECOVERY OF THE SOLAR PV  

PROGRAM'S COST IS EXEMPT FROM CEQA REVIEW 

It is long established that the act of ratemaking by the Commission is exempt from 

CEQA review.  As stated in the California Public Resources Code, the “establishment, 

modification, structuring, restructuring, or approval of rates, tolls, fares, or other charges by 

public agencies” including “obtaining funds for capital projects necessary to maintain service 

areas” is exempt from CEQA.15 

Further, agencies such as the Commission may dispense with CEQA review “if it can be 

seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a significant 

effect on the environment”16   In this case, it is clear that the activity of installing rooftop PV 

systems would not have a significant effect on the environment.  First, the nature of SCE’s 

proposed Solar PV Program dictates that installations would not be undertaken in residential 

areas.  Instead, installations would likely take place on large warehouse/distribution buildings 

located in industrial areas.  Further, none of the rooftop arrays would be visible from street level 

angles and building parapets would contribute to the arrays being hidden from view.  In addition 

the inverter systems would either be located within building electrical rooms or would otherwise 

be located next to buildings in an obtrusive manner.  As a result, the installation of rooftop PV 

systems will not have a significant effect on the environment.   

The evidence that the installation of rooftop PV systems would not have a significant 

effect on the environment is bolstered by the fact that rooftop PV systems do not require local 

discretionary approvals.  Instead, the installation of PV Facilities on rooftops in the contemplated 

locations can be accomplished through the application for and acquisition of local, 

                                                 

15 Cal. Pub. Resources Code Section 21080 (b)(8) 
16  CEQA Guidelines Section 15061 (b) (3) 
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non-discretionary, building permits.17   As a result, the installation of PV systems on rooftops by 

SCE is not subject to local review under CEQA18..  Even if the installation of PV systems on 

rooftops were subject to CEQA review, at this early planning stage, SCE is uncertain as to the 

PV rooftop system installation locations, and as a result there would be no ability to perform any 

CEQA analysis at a local level review. 

Under the California Solar Rights Act,19 local governments are precluded from adopting 

ordinances that would unreasonably restrict the use of solar energy systems in residential and 

commercial capacities.  The section also states that it is the intent of the Legislature to prohibit 

local governments from adopting ordinances that “create unreasonable barriers to the installation 

of solar energy systems, including but not limited to, design review for aesthetic purposes…”20  

The Act also requires that local governments use a non-discretionary permitting process for solar 

energy systems21  State law requires that this non-discretionary review process be limited to 

“those standards and regulations necessary to ensure that the solar energy system will not have a 

specific, adverse impact upon the public health or safety”22   Fundamentally, the Act prevents 

cities and counties from denying solar energy system building permits unless there is substantial 

recorded evidence that it would have a specific, adverse impact on public health and safety.  If 

the local permitting agency found that the potential for an adverse impact existed, it could 

require that a discretionary permit be issued.23  In such a case, however, SCE would not pursue 

the installation of PV Facilities.  Since SCE would not pursue the installation of PV Facilities in 

                                                 

17  If SCE were installing PV systems in a Coastal Zone, Coastal Commission permitting may be required.  SCE 
does not intend to install PV systems in Coastal Zones. 

18   Cal. Pub. Resources Code Section 21080, subds. (a) (b)(1) 
19   The Solar Rights Act is comprised of the following California Codes:  Civil Code Sections 714 and 714.1, Civil 

Code Section 801 and 801.5, Government Code Section 65850.5, Health and Safety Code Section 17959.1, 
Government Code Section 66475.3 and Government Code Section 66473.1 

20   Govt. Code Section 65850.5 
21   See, Govt. Code Section 65850.5 (a) and Health and Safety Code Section 17959.1 
22   Govt. Code Section 65850.5 (b) 
23   Govt. Code Section 65850.5 (c) 
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instances where a discretionary permit would be required, the installation of the SCE PV 

Facilities is not subject to local CEQA review.    

Even though this ratemaking is exempt from CEQA review, and the installation of PV 

Facilities is exempt from CEQA review, such facilities must still comply with all “applicable 

safety and performance standards established by the National Electric Code, the Institute of 

Electrical and Electronics Engineers and accredited testing laboratories such as Underwriters 

Laboratories, and the rules of the Public Utilities Commission regarding safety and reliability.”24 

VI.  

STATUTORY AND PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 

A. Statutory and Procedural Authority 

Rule 2.1 requires that all applications:  (1) clearly and concisely state authority or relief 

sought; (2) cite the statutory or other authority under which that relief is sought; and (3) be 

verified by the applicant.  Rule 2.1 sets forth further requirements that are addressed separately 

below.  The relief being sought is summarized in Sections I (Summary of Request) and VIII 

(Conclusion), and is further described in the testimony accompanying this application.  The 

statutory and other authority under which this relief is being sought include California Public 

Utilities Code Sections 451, 454, 454.3, 491, 701, 728, 729, Article 2 and Rule 3.2 of the 

Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, and prior decisions, orders, and resolutions of 

this Commission.  This application has been verified by an SCE officer as provided in Rules 1.11 

and 2.1. 

                                                 

24  Govt. Code Section 65850.5(f) (3) 
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B. Rule 2.1 

Rule 2.1 requires that applications shall state “the proposed category for the proceeding, 

the need for hearings, the issues to be considered, and a proposed schedule.”  These requirements 

are discussed below. 

1. Proposed Categorization 

SCE proposes to characterize this proceeding as “ratesetting” as defined in the 

Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, Rule 1.3(e) and Public Utilities Code 

§1701.1 (c)(3). 

2. Need for Hearings and Proposed Schedule for Resolution of Issues 

SCE’s proposed schedule assumes that there will be evidentiary hearings and 

briefing. 

If the Commission believes evidentiary hearings are necessary, then SCE 

proposes the following schedule.  This schedule will provide for a Commission decision by year 

end 2008, which will enable SCE to limit capital expenditures prior to Commission approval to 

$25 million.   

 
SCE files Application March 27, 2008 
Daily Calendar Notice Appears March 27, 2008 
Protests Due April 28, 2008 
Reply to Protests May 8, 2008 
Prehearing Conference  May 15, 2008 
ORA and Intervenors File Opening Testimony June 16, 2008 
Rebuttal Testimony Due June 30, 2008 
Hearings  July 7-11, 2008 
Concurrent Opening Briefs Due August 4, 2008 
Concurrent Reply Briefs Due August 16, 2008 
Commission Issues Proposed Decision November 1, 2008 
Comments to Proposed Decision Due December 1, 2008 
Replies to Comments to Proposed Decision December 8, 2008  
Commission issues Final Decision December 18, 2008 
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3. Issues to be Considered 

The issues to be considered in this proceeding are described above and set forth in 

greater detail in SCE’s testimony in support of this application.  Major issues include: 

a) Whether to approve the implementation of SCE’s Solar PV Program and 

authorize funding; and 

b) Whether to adopt SCE’s proposed ratemaking treatment for the recovery 

of the costs associated with the implementation of SCE’s Solar PV 

Program. 

4. Legal Name and Correspondence 

Southern California Edison Company is an electric public utility organized and 

existing under the laws of the State of California.  The location of SCE’s principal place of 

business is 2244 Walnut Grove Avenue, Post Office Box 800, Rosemead, California 91770.  

SCE’s attorneys in this matter are Douglas K. Porter, Carol A. Schmid-Frazee and Annette 

Gilliam.  Correspondence or communications regarding this application should be addressed to: 

Carol A. Schmid-Frazee 
Senior Attorney 
Southern California Edison Company 
P.O. Box 800 
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Rosemead, California 91770 
Telephone:  (626) 302-1337 
Facsimile:   (626) 302-1935 
e-mail:  carol.schmidfrazee@sce.com 
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To request a copy of this application, please contact: 

Melissa Schary 
Southern California Edison Company 
P.O. Box 800 
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Rosemead, California 91770 
Telephone:  (626) 302-6509 
Facsimile:   (626) 302-3119 
E-mail:  melissa.schary@sce.com 
 

C. Articles of Incorporation – Rule 2.2 

A copy of SCE’s Certificate of Restated Articles of Incorporation, effective on March 2, 

2006, and presently in effect, certified by the California Secretary of State, was filed with the 

Commission on March 14, 2006, in connection with Application No. 06-03-020, and is by 

reference made a part hereof. 

Certain classes and series of SCE’s capital stock are listed on a “national 

securities exchange” as defined in the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and copies of SCE’s 

latest Annual Report to Shareholders and its latest proxy statement sent to its stockholders has 

been filed with the Commission. 

D. Authority to Increase Rates – Rule 3.2 

Rule 3.2 requires that applications for authority to increase rates, or to implement 

changes that would result in increased rates, contain the following data. 

1. Balance Sheet and Income Statement – Rule 3.2(a)(1) 

Appendix A to this application contains copies of SCE’s balance sheet as of 

December 31, 2007, and income statement for the period ended December 31, 2007, the most 

recent period available. 
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2. Present and Proposed Rates – Rule 3.2(a)(2) and (a)(3) 

The cost recovery mechanism proposal is summarized in Section IV above.  

The cost recovery mechanism proposal and the projected impact on rates are discussed in Exhibit 

SCE-1. 

3. Description of SCE’s Service Territory and Utility System – Rule 3.2(a)(4)_ 

Because this submittal is not a general rate application, this requirement is not 

applicable. 

4. Summary of Earnings – Rule 3.2(a)(5) 

Rule 3.2(a)(5) requires: 

A summary of earnings (rate of return summary) on a depreciated 
rate base for the test period or periods upon which applicant bases 
its justification for an increase. 

SCE’s 2007 Summary of Earnings is attached hereto as Appendix B. 

5. Depreciation – Rule 3.2(a)(7) 

Because this submittal is not a general rate application, this requirement is not 

applicable. 

6. Capital Stock and Proxy Statement – Rule 3.2(a)(8) 

Because this submittal is not a general rate application, this requirement is not 

applicable. 

7. Statement Pursuant to Rule 3.2(a)(10) 

Rule 3.5(a)(10) requires the applicant to state whether its request is limited to 

passing through to customers “only increased costs to the corporation for the services or 

commodities furnished by it.”  This application seeks only to pass through to SCE’s customers 

the costs incurred by SCE in its Solar PV Program.   
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8. Service of Notice – Rule 3.2(b), (c) and (d) 

A list of the cities and counties affected by the rate changes resulting from this 

application is attached as Appendix C.  The State of California is also an SCE customer whose 

rates would be affected by the proposed revisions. 

As provided in Rule 3.2(b) – (d), notice of filing of this application will be:  

(1) mailed to the appropriate officials of the state and the counties and cities listed in 

Appendix C; (2) published in a newspaper of general circulation in each county in SCE’s service 

territory within which the rate changes would be effective; and (3) mailed to all customers 

affected by the proposed changes. 

E. Service List 

SCE is serving this application and its exhibits on all parties on the Commission’s service 

lists for proceedings A.07-11-011 and R.08-02-007. 

 

VII.  

CONCLUSION 

SCE respectfully requests that the Commission: 

(1) Find it reasonable for SCE to implement the Solar PV Program consisting of the 

installation of up to 250 MW of utility-owned solar PV generating facilities (of 

approximately 1 to 2 MW each) over the next five years; 

(2) Establish ratemaking for SCE for the Solar PV Program, specifically including:   

a) Provision for each solar 1 to 2 MW PV facility to receive rate-base 

recovery upon its completion, subject to adjustment following 

reasonableness review if direct capital expenditures exceed certain $/W 

thresholds each year on average; and 
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b) Provision for recovery of reasonable Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 

expenses. 

(3) Establish an annual estimate of average reasonable capital costs, based on $/W 

threshold, below which no reasonableness review is required; 

(4) Require SCE to refer the owner/developer of new structures seeking to participate 

in the Solar PV Program to SCE’s Energy Efficiency group to identify potential 

energy efficiency measures that could be incorporated into new structures; 

(5) Find that SCE’s proposed Solar PV Program will not require CEQA25 review at 

this Commission; 

(6) Establish a balancing account for recovery of all Solar PV Program costs subject 

to annual reasonableness review of O&M expenses and reasonableness review of 

capital expenditures only if capital expenditures exceed a certain $/W 

reasonableness threshold on average in a given year;  

(7) Establish, through a resolution approving SCE’s concurrently filed Advice Letter, 

a new memorandum account.  This will provide a mechanism for recovery of 

100% of reasonable start-up costs for the Solar PV Program.  If the Commission 

disapproves the remainder of SCE’s application, SCE may request recovery of 

actually incurred capital expenditures and O&M costs.  SCE estimates capital 

expenditures of $25 million in 2008.  If the Commission does not act on this 

application in 2008, SCE will continue to record the revenue requirement for the 

Solar PV Program costs in the memorandum account in 2009; and 

(8) Adopt any other measures necessary to support SCE’s Solar PV Program.    

                                                 

25  Cal. Public Resources Code §§21000, et seq. 
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Dated this 27th day of March 2008, at Rosemead, California. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 

/s/ Richard M. Rosenblum 

By: Richard M. Rosenblum 
Executive Vice President 

 
 
 
DOUGLAS K. PORTER 
CAROL A. SCHMID-FRAZEE 
ANNETTE GILLIAM 

/s/ Carol A. Schmid-Frazee 
By:  Carol A. Schmid-Frazee 

Attorneys for 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Post Office Box 800 
Rosemead, California  91770 
Telephone: (626) 302-1337 
Facsimile: (626) 302-1935 
E-mail:carol.schmidfrazee@sce.com 

March 27, 2008 
 



 

 

VERIFICATION 

I am an officer of the applicant corporation herein, and am authorized to make this verification on its 

behalf.  I am informed and believe that the matters stated in the foregoing document are true. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed this 27th day of March, 2008, at Rosemead, California. 

      /s/ Richard M. Rosenblum 
       Richard M. Rosenblum 
       Executive Vice President 
       SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
       2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
       P.O. Box 800 
       Rosemead, CA  91770 
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I.  

BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON CSI 

1. Background of Solar Efforts in California 

Large utility-scale applications of solar PV and other solar powered electric 

systems date back to 1978, when Congress passed the Public Utility Regulatory Policy Act, or 

PURPA.  PURPA established the right for independent power producers, some of which used 

solar power, to interconnect with the local utility distribution system.  Then Congress passed the 

Energy Tax Act (ETA) of 1978 in response to the energy crises of the 1970's initiated by the 

Arab oil embargo and the taking of U.S. hostages in Iran.  The ETA encouraged homeowners to 

invest in energy conservation and solar and wind technologies through tax credits.26  However, 

the incentives were phased out in the mid-1980s as a result of federal policies to leave energy 

conservation and renewable energy decisions up to market conditions.  Nevertheless, the federal 

tax credits spurred the creation of new utility-scale solar.27   

                                                 

26  A federal energy tax credit of up to $2,000 was given for devices installed on people's homes on or after April 
20, 1977 and before January 1, 1986.  Solar space and water heating carried a 40% tax credit, while 
weatherization, insulation, and similar conservation activities carried a 15% tax credit. 

27  Some of the solar projects included: 
• In 1979, ARCO Solar began construction of the world's largest PV manufacturing facility in Camarillo, 

California.  ARCO Solar was the first company to produce more than 1 MW of PV modules in one year.  
Four years later, ARCO Solar dedicated a 6 MW, 120-acre, unstaffed PV facility in central California in the 
Carrissa Plain, which supplied PG&E’s grid with power for about 2,500 homes.  ARCO Solar also built a 
1 MW PV facility with modules on over 108 double-axis trackers in Hesperia, California.  

• In 1981, the Department of Energy, SCE, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, and the CEC 
completed Solar One, which was the first test of a large-scale thermal solar tower, power plant.  Solar One 
was located in Daggett, California, and produced 10 MW of electricity from 1982 to 1986.  

• In 1984, the Sacramento Municipal Utility District dedicated a 1.0 MW PV facility to operate near the 
Rancho Seco Nuclear Power Plant south of Sacramento.  It was later expanded to 2 MW.  

• In 1986, the world's largest solar thermal electricity facility (more than 300 MW of solar thermal 
electricity) began to be built in California's Mojave Desert.  The LUZ Solar Energy Generating Stations 
contains rows of mirrors that concentrate the sun's energy onto a system of pipes circulating a heat-transfer 
fluid.  The heated transfer fluid produces steam, which powers a conventional turbine to generate 
electricity.  The company had financial difficulties and was eventually sold, but the facility is still 
producing power today. 

Continued on the next page 
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In 1996, another important event occurred when the Legislature passed and the 

Governor signed Assembly Bill 1890 (AB 1890).  AB 1890 not only deregulated the state's 

investor-owned electric utilities (IOUs), but it also created incentives for grid-tied PV systems 

under the CEC's Renewable Energy Program (REP).  In 1997, the Legislature passed Senate Bill 

90 (SB 90), which implemented the provisions of AB 1890 and directed the activities of the CEC 

relating to renewable energy.  The primary goal of this program was to develop a self-sustaining 

market for "emerging" renewable energy technologies in distributed generation applications.  

The Emerging Renewables Program (ERP) was created to stimulate market demand for 

renewable energy systems that meet certain eligibility requirements by offering rebates to reduce 

the initial cost of the system to the customer.  For systems larger than 30 kW, the CPUC directed 

IOUs to work with businesses, governments, and schools to install PV "self-generation" systems.  

In the ten years following 1996, more than 150 MW of electricity was installed through both the 

CEC’s and the CPUC's programs.   

On August 20, 2004, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger laid the groundwork for 

the CSI Program with initiation of his Million Solar Homes Plan.  On December 15, 2005, the 

CPUC adopted policies and funding for the CSI Program in D.05-12-044.  The CPUC found that 

increasing Small Generator Interconnection Procedure (SGIP) funding for solar projects by $300 

million recognized the existing demand for incentives and the need to spur additional solar 

development.28  The CPUC also ordered Commission staff to draft a comprehensive proposal for 

the CSI to be filed in that proceeding.29   

                                                 
Continued from the previous page 

• In 1993, Pacific Gas and Electric Company installed the first grid-supported photovoltaic system in 
Kerman, California.  The 500-kilowatt system was considered the first "distributed power" PV installation.  

• In 1996, the DOE and an industry consortium begin operating Solar Two, which was an upgrade of the 
Solar One concentrating solar power tower.  Until the project's end in 1999, Solar Two demonstrated how 
solar energy can be stored efficiently and economically, so that power may be is produced even when the 
sun isn't shining; it also spurred commercial interest in power towers.  

28  D.05-12-044, Finding of Fact No. 3, mimeo, p. 11, Conclusion of Law No. 1, mimeo, p. 12, and Ordering 
Paragraph No. 1, mimeo, p. 12-13 

29  D.05-12-044, Ordering Paragraph No. 4, mimeo, p. 13 
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2. Implementation of the CSI Program 

On January 12, 2006, the CPUC implemented the CSI Program in the SGIP 

proceeding by D.06-01-024, which created a $2.8 billion, ten-year program to put solar on a 

million roofs in the state.  This program changed the way the state's renewable energy incentives 

and rebates would be managed.  The CPUC’s budget for the CSI Program was set at $2.5 billion 

from 2007 through 2016, to be funded through customer support.30  The Commission allowed 

qualifying solar projects to receive CSI incentives for up to 5 MW, which was an increase from 

the previous 1 MW limit in the SGIP.31   

On March 2, 2006, the CPUC opened R.06-03-004 to develop rules and 

procedures for the CSI Program, which had been initiated by D.06-01-024 in R.03-04-017.32  In 

R.06-03-004, the CPUC identified the following broad categories of issues to be addressed: 

• Resolution of the cost-benefit methodologies explored in R.03-04-017; 

• Ongoing management of the SGIP; 

• Further development of program rules and policies for the CSI; 

• Analysis of subsidies for renewable DG and measurement of renewable DG 

output for purposes of counting renewable DG output toward the RPS 

requirements of utilities.33 

On August 21, 2006, the Governor signed SB 1,34 which directed the CPUC and 

the CEC to implement the CSI Program with specific requirements and budget limits set forth in 

SB 1.  SB 1 directed the CEC to establish eligibility criteria for solar energy systems receiving 

                                                 

30  The remainder was allocated to the CEC-managed solar programs. 
31  D.06-01-024, mimeo, p. 14 
32  In R.03-04-017, the Commission stated its intent to fund a new solar DG program and called the new program 

the California Solar Initiative.  In D.05-12-044, the CPUC provided a total of $342 million for solar incentives 
in 2006 for the CSI.  D.06-01-024, the CPUC committed $2.5 billion to CSI over ten years, established broad 
program principles and set forth a number of program issues that require our additional attention.   

33  R.06-03-004, mimeo, p. 2 
34   SB 1 became effective on January 1, 2007. 
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customer funded incentives and the CPUC to adopt a performance-based incentive program by 

January 1, 2008.35  SB 1 also limited the CPUC’s costs for CSI to a total of $2.16 billion and 

authorized incentives for only the first megawatt of alternating current generated by solar energy 

systems that meet the eligibility criteria.36  SB 1 also required the CPUC to publish a schedule of 

declining incentive levels.37 

In D.06-08-028, the Commission modified its earlier incentive reduction schedule 

and adopted an incentive structure that declines only as MW levels of program participation are 

achieved, rather than after a specified period of time.38  Each of the incentive “step” reductions 

adopted by the Commission is larger than 7% and is not linked to a calendar year.  In D.06-08-

028, the Commission also established a periodic review of CSI to evaluate the average incentive 

reductions per year in order to make any appropriate adjustments to incentive levels needed to 

ensure that the SB 1 requirements are being satisfied.  Step 2 of the incentive reduction schedule 

has already begun, since the first 50 MW of solar applications have been reserved.  From now 

on, incentives reserved will be paid at the Step 2 levels until Step 3 is reached.   
                                                 

35  SB 1 mandates that by January 1, 2008, the CEC shall consult with the CPUC, local publicly owned electric 
utilities, and the public to establish certain eligibility criteria for solar energy systems that will receive ratepayer 
funded incentives.  Before that time, SB 1 required the CPUC to determine which solar energy systems were 
eligible for incentives.  SB 1 (2). 

36  SB 1 added Public Utilities Code Section 2851(a)(1), which states that: 

The commission shall authorize the award of monetary incentives for up to the first megawatt of 
alternating current generated by solar energy systems that meet the eligibility criteria established 
by the State Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission pursuant to Chapter 
8.8 (commencing with Section 25780) of Division 15 of the Public Resources Code.  SB 1, 
Section 7. 

37  SB 1 adds Section 2851(a)(1) to the Public Utilities Code and states that: 
The incentive level authorized by the commission shall decline each year following 
implementation of the California Solar Initiative, at a rate of no less than an average of 7 percent 
per year, and shall be zero as of December 31, 2016.  The commission shall adopt and publish a 
schedule of declining incentive levels no less than 30 days in advance of the first decline in 
incentive levels.  The commission may develop incentives based upon the output of electricity 
from the system, provided those incentives are consistent with the declining incentive levels of 
this paragraph and the incentives apply to only the first megawatt of electricity generated by the 
system. 

38  The Commission also adopted and published a declining solar incentive schedule, with reductions in incentives 
at the earlier of MW levels of program participation or the start of each calendar year.  The incentives declined 
in 10 steps, with incentives ending on December 31, 2016.   
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In light of SB 1, certain program and budgetary details set forth in D.06-01-024 

and D.06-08-028 required modification, which the Commission modified in D.06-12-033.  D.06-

12-033 also modified D.06-01-024 to clarify that, although solar projects may be sized up to five 

MW under that decision, an individual project may receive incentives only up to the first MW as 

SB 1 mandates, commencing with applications for solar incentives after January 1, 2007.   

3. Current Status of the CSI Program 

In January 2007, the CPUC launched the CSI Program with a budget of $2.16 

billion for the years 2007-2016, including 1,750 MW in the mainstream incentive program.39  

The 1,750 MW are divided by Program Administrator and by customer class (residential and 

non-residential) (commercial and government/non-profit).40  SCE has 46% of the MW goals of 

the program.  Thus, SCE’s CSI target is 805 MW, divided into 265.6 MW for residential 

customers and 539.5 MW for non-residential customers.  For the first year of CSI, SCE has 

applications for 7.3 MW of solar PV power for residential customers and 74.8 MW for non-

residential customers.41  Residential applications total 1,381 (18% of the total of 7,541) and non-

residential applications total 211 (3% of the total) for commercial customers and 48 (1% of the 

total) for government and non-profit customers.42   

                                                 

39  CSI Staff Progress Report, January 2008, p. 4. 
40  CSI Staff Progress Report, January 2008, p. 7. 
41  Non-residential includes 63.8 MW for commercial customers and 11.0 MW for government/non-profit 

customers.  CSI Staff Progress Report, January 2008, p. 18.  Table 4. 
42  Id. 
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First class mail will be used if electronic service cannot be effectuated. 

Executed this 27th day of March 2008, at Rosemead, California. 

/s/ Melissa Schary 
Melissa Schary 
Case Analyst 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 

 
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Post Office Box 800 
Rosemead, California  91770 
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CASE ADMINISTRATION 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE. 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
 A.07-11-011 
 

Bernard Ayanruoh 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4205 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 A.07-11-011 
 

ROCHELLE BECKER 
ALLIANCE FOR NUCLEAR RESPONSIBILITY 
PO BOX 1328 
SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA 93406 
 A.07-11-011 
 

KATHLEEN M. BELLOMO 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
KATHLEEN MALONEY BELLOMO 
BOX 217, E. MONO LAKE DRIVE 
LEE VINING, CA 93541 
 A.07-11-011 
 

ANDREW B. BROWN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP 
2015 H STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95811 
 A.07-11-011 
 

DAVID J. BYERS 
MCCRACKEN & BYERS, LLP 
1920 LESLIE STREET 
SAN MATEO, CA 94403 
 A.07-11-011 
 

RONALD M. CERNIGLIA 
DIRECTOR- NATIONAL ADVOCACY 
DIRECT ENERGY SERVICES, LLC 
40 COLUMBINE DRIVE 
GLENMONT, NY 12077-2966 
 A.07-11-011 
 

Taaru Chawla 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 A.07-11-011 
 

HILARY CORRIGAN 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS 
425 DIVISADERO ST., SUITE 303 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117 
 A.07-11-011 
 

REGINA COSTA 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
 A.07-11-011 
 

BRIAN T. CRAGG 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
GOODIN, MACBRIDE, SQUERI, RITCHIE & 
DAY 
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
 A.07-11-011 
 

MICHAEL B. DAY 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & 
LAMPREY LLP 
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
 A.07-11-011 
 

Matthew Deal 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5215 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 A.07-11-011 
 

Regina DeAngelis 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5022 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
A.07-11-011 
 

DANIEL W. DOUGLASS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL 
21700 OXNARD STREET, SUITE 1030 
WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367-8102 
 A.07-11-011 
 

ELIZABETH DOUGLASS 
STAFF WRITER 
LOS ANGELES TIMES 
202 WEST FIRST STREET 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
 A.07-11-011 
 

Marshal B. Enderby 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4205 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 A.07-11-011 
 

ROBERT FINKELSTEIN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVE., SUITE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
A.07-11-011 
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BRUCE FOSTER, SR. 
SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
601 VAN NESS AVENUE., STE. 2040 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
 A.07-11-011 
 

ROBERT GNAIZDA 
POLICY DIRECTOR/GENERAL COUNSEL 
THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE 
1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, SECOND 
FLOOR 
BERKELEY, CA 94704 
 A.07-11-011 
 

PATRICK G. GOLDEN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE B30A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
 A.07-11-011 
 

THALIA N.C. GONZALEZ 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE 
1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, 2ND FLOOR 
BERKELEY, CA 94704 
A.07-11-011 
 

HAYLEY GOODSON 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
 A.07-11-011 
 

Eric Greene 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 A.07-11-011 
 

TANYA A. GULESSERIAN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO 
601 GATEWAY BLVD. STE 1000 
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080 
 A.07-11-011 
 

RICIA R. HAGER 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
WOODRUFF, SPRADLIN & SMART 
555 ANTON BOULEVARD, SUITE 1200 
COSTA MESA, CA 92626-7670 
 A.07-11-011 
 

JENNIFER HASBROUCK 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE PO BOX 800 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
 A.07-11-011 
 

ROGER HELLER 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES 
2001 CENTER STREET, THIRD FLOOR 
BERKELEY, CA 94704 
 A.07-11-011 
 

DAVID L.. HUARD 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
MANATT PHELPS & PHILLIPS LLP 
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BOULEVARD 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90064 
A.07-11-011 
 

MARC D. JOSEPH 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ADAMS, BROADWELL, JOSEPH & CARDOZO 
601 GATEWAY BLVD., STE. 1000 
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080 
 A.07-11-011 
 

STEVEN KELLY 
POLICY DIRECTOR 
INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSN 
1215 K STREET, SUITE 900 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 A.07-11-011 
 

PAUL KERKORIAN 
UTILITY COST MANAGEMENT, LLC 
6475 N. PALM AVENUE, SUITE 105 
FRESNO, CA 93704 
 A.07-11-011 
 

GREGORY S. G. KLATT 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL 
411 E. HUNTINGTON DRIVE, SUITE 107-356 
ARCADIA, CA 91007 
 A.07-11-011 
 

Donald J. Lafrenz 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 A.07-11-011 
 

DON LIDDELL 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL 
2928 2ND AVENUE 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92103 
 A.07-11-011 
 

RONALD LIEBERT 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 
2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95833 
 A.07-11-011 
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KAREN A. LINDH 
LINDH & ASSOCIATES 
7909 WALERGA ROAD,  NO. 112, PMB119 
ANTELOPE, CA 95843 
 A.07-11-011 
 

Martin G. Lyons 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4205 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
A.07-11-011 
 

MARY LYNCH 
VP - REGULATORY AND LEGISLATIVE 
AFFAIRS 
CONSTELLATION ENERGY COMMODITIES 
GROUP 
2377 GOLD MEDAL WAY, SUITE 100 
GOLD RIVER, CA 95670 
 A.07-11-011 
 

KENDALL H. MACVEY, ESQ. 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
BEST, BEST & KRIEGER, LLP 
3750 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, SUITE 300 
RIVERSIDE, CA 92501 
 A.07-11-011 
 

CAROL MANSON 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC CO. 
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT CP32D 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123 
 A.07-11-011 
 

BILL MARCUS 
JBS ENERGY, INC. 
311 D STREET, SUITE A 
WEST SACRAMENTO, CA 95605 
 A.07-11-011 
 

DAVID MARCUS 
PO BOX 1287 
BERKELEY, CA 94701 
 A.07-11-011 
 

RICHARD MCCANN 
M.CUBED 
2655 PORTAGE BAY, SUITE 3 
DAVIS, CA 95616 
 A.07-11-011 
 

KEITH R. MCCREA 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
SUTHERLAND, ASBILL & BRENNAN, LLP 
1275 PENNSYLVANIA AVE., N.W. 
WASHINGTON, DC 20004-2415 
 A.07-11-011 
 

FRANK A. MCNULTY 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
SOUTHERN CA. EDISON CO. 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
 A.07-11-011 
 

Ed Moldavsky 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5125 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
A.07-11-011 
 

EDWARD W. O'NEILL 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP 
505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533 
 A.07-11-011 
 

Robert M. Pocta 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4205 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 A.07-11-011 
 

JOHNNY PONG 
SEMPRA ENERGY 
555 WEST FIFTH STREET NO. 1400 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013-1011 
 A.07-11-011 
 

EDWARD G. POOLE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ANDERSON, DONOVAN & POOLE 
601 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 1300 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94108-2818 
 A.07-11-011 
 

JESSE W. RASKIN 
LEGAL ASSOCIATE 
THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE 
1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, 2ND FLOOR 
BERKELEY, CA 94704 
 A.07-11-011 
 

Lisa-Marie Salvacion 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4107 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
A.07-11-011 
 

Andrew Schwartz 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5217 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 A.07-11-011 
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REED V. SCHMIDT 
BARTLE WELLS ASSOCIATES 
1889 ALCATRAZ AVENUE 
BERKELEY, CA 94703-2714 
 A.07-11-011 
 

MICHAEL SHAMES 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
UTILITY CONSUMERS' ACTION NETWORK 
3100 FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE B 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92103 
 A.07-11-011 
 

NORA SHERIFF 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
 A.07-11-011 
 

JAMES D. SQUERI 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & 
LAMPREY 
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
 A.07-11-011 
 

Laura Lei Strain 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
320 WEST 4TH STREET SUITE 500 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013 
 A.07-11-011 
 

ANDREW STEINBERG 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC/SOCALGAS 
555 W. FIFTH STREET, GT14D6 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013 
A.07-11-011 
 

NINA SUETAKE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVE., STE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
 A.07-11-011 
 

KAREN TERRANOVA 
ALCANTAR  & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY STREET, STE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
A.07-11-011 
 

Laura J. Tudisco 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5032 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 A.07-11-011 
 

JAMES F. WALSH 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
SEMPRA ENERGY 
101 ASH STREET 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3017 
 A.07-11-011 
 

JAMES WEIL 
DIRECTOR 
AGLET CONSUMER ALLIANCE 
PO BOX 37 
COOL, CA 95614 
 A.07-11-011 
 

RUSSELL G. WORDEN 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
 A.07-11-011 
 

MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
1814 FRANKLIN STREET, SUITE 720          
OAKLAND, CA 94612 
A.07-11-011 
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CASE ADMINISTRATION 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
R.08-02-007 
 

STACY AGUAYO 
APS ENERGY SERVICES COMPANY, INC. 
400 E. VAN BUREN STREET, SUITE 750 
PHOENIX, AZ 85004 
 R.08-02-007 
 

MICHAEL ALCANTAR 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP 
1300 SW FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 1750 
PORTLAND, OR 97201 
 R.08-02-007 
 

FRANK ANNUNZIATO 
PRESIDENT 
AMERICAN UTILITY NETWORK INC. 
10705 DEER CANYON DR. 
ALTA LOMA, CA 91737-2483 
 R.08-02-007 
 

ROD AOKI 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY STREET,  SUITE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
 R.08-02-007 
 

GALEN BARBOSE 
LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LAB 
1 CYCLOTRON RD. 
MS 90-4000 
BERKELEY, CA 94720 
R.08-02-007 
 

BARBARA R. BARKOVICH 
BARKOVICH & YAP, INC. 
44810 ROSEWOOD TERRACE 
MENDOCINO, CA 95460 
 R.08-02-007 
 

THOMAS BLAIR 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
9601 RIDGEHAVEN COURT, STE. 120/MS11 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123 
 R.08-02-007 
 

SCOTT BLAISING 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
BRAUN & BLAISING, P.C. 
915 L STREET, STE. 1270 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.08-02-007 
 

KEVIN BOUDREAUX 
CALPINE POWER AMERICA-CA LLC 
4160 DUBLIN BLVD 
DUBLIN, CA 94568 
R.08-02-007 
 

MICHAEL E. BOYD 
CALIFORNIANS FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY, 
INC. 
5439 SOQUEL DRIVE 
SOQUEL, CA 95073 
 R.08-02-007 
 

Carol A Brown 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5103 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.08-02-007 
 

DAVID BRANCHCOMB 
BRANCHCOMB ASSOCIATES, LLC 
9360 OAKTREE LANE 
ORANGEVILLE, CA 95662 
 R.08-02-007 
 

LYNNE M. BROWN 
CALIFORNIANS FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY 
INC. 
24 HARBOR ROAD 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94124 
 R.08-02-007 
 

MICHAEL CARANO 
RATE REGULATORY RELATIONS 
ANZA ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC 
PO BOX 10100 6100 NEAL ROAD 
RENO, NV 89520-0026 
 R.08-02-007 
 

BILL CHEN 
CONSTELLATION NEW ENERGY, INC. 
SOUTH GRAND AVENUE, SUITE 3800 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071 
 R.08-02-007 
 

BRIAN K. CHERRY 
VICE PRESIDENT, REGULATORY 
RELATIONS 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE: B10C 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177 
 R.08-02-007 
 

KRIS G. CHISHOLM 
STAFF COUNSEL 
CALIFORNIA ELECTRICITY OVERSIGHT 
BOARD 
770 L STREET, SUITE 1250 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95831 
 R.08-02-007 
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BRIAN T. CRAGG 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
GOODIN, MACBRIDE, SQUERI, RITCHIE & 
DAY 
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
 R.08-02-007 
 

THOMAS DARTON 
PILOT POWER GROUP, INC. 
9320 CHESAPEAKE DRIVE, SUITE 112 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123 
 R.08-02-007 
 

BALDASSARO DI CAPO, ESQ. 
CALIFORNIA ISO 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
 R.08-02-007 
 

JEFF DIAMOND 
CALIFORNIA ELECTRICITY OVERSIGHT 
BOARD 
770  L STREET, SUITE 1250 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.08-02-007 
 

CHI DOAN 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER 
RESOURCES 
3310 EL CAMINO AVE., ROOM LL94 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821 
 R.08-02-007 
 

MICHAEL  DOUGHTON 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH STREET MS-14 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.08-02-007 
 

DANIEL W. DOUGLASS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL 
21700 OXNARD STREET, SUITE 1030 
WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367 
 R.08-02-007 
 

KEVIN DUGGAN 
DIR OF WESTERN REG. AFFAIRS. 
CALPINE COPRORATION 
3875 HOPYARD ROAD, SUITE 345 
PLEASANTON, CA 94588 
 R.08-02-007 
 

PIERRE H. DUVAIR, PH.D 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.08-02-007 
 

JULIE L. FIEBER 
FOLGER LEVIN & KAHN LLP 
275 BATTERY STREET, 23RD FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
 R.08-02-007 
 

MICHEL PETER FLORIO 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK (TURN) 
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
 R.08-02-007 
 

ROBERT B. GEX 
ATTORNEY AT LAW, 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP 
505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533 
 R.08-02-007 
 

INGER GOODMAN 
COMMERCE ENERGY, INC. 
600 ANTON BLVD., SUITE 2000 
COSTA MESA, CA 92626 
 R.08-02-007 
 

JEFFREY GRAY 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE 
505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533 
 R.08-02-007 
 

JOSEPH GRECO 
TERRA-GEN POWER, LLC 
9590 PROTOTYPE COURT, SUITE 200 
RENO, NV 89521 
 R.08-02-007 
 

KAREN GRIFFIN 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH STREET, MS 39 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.08-02-007 
 

GEORGE HANSON 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER 
CITY OF CORONA 
730 CORPORATION YARD WAY 
CORONA, CA 92880 
 R.08-02-007 
 

AUDRA HARTMANN 
DYNEGY, INC. 
980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 2130 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.08-02-007 
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ANN HENDRICKSON 
COMMERCE ENERGY, INC. 
222 WEST LAS COLINAS BLVD., SUITE 950E 
IRVING, TX 75039 
 R.08-02-007 
 

CARYN HOLMES 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH STREET, MS-14 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.08-02-007 
 

MARTIN HOMEC 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
LAW OFFICE OF MARTIN HOMEC 
PO  BOX 4471 
DAVIS, CA 95617 
 R.08-02-007 
 

KERRY HUGHES 
STRATEGIC ENERGY, LTD 
7220 AVENIDA ENCINAS, SUITE 120 
CARLSBAD, CA 92209 
 R.08-02-007 
 

TAM HUNT 
ENERGY PROGRAM DIRECTOR/ATTORNEY 
COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL 
26 W. ANAPAMU, 2ND FLOOR 
SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101 
 R.08-02-007 
 

MIKE JASKE 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-22 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.08-02-007 
 

AKBAR JAZAYEIRI 
DIR. REVENUE & TARIFFS, RM 390 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
PO BOX 800 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
 R.08-02-007 
 

MARC D. JOSEPH 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ADAMS, BROADWELL, JOSEPH & CARDOZO 
601 GATEWAY BLVD., STE. 1000 
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080 
 R.08-02-007 
 

EVELYN KAHL 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
 R.08-02-007 
 

STEVEN KELLY 
POLICY DIRECTOR 
INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSN 
1215 K STREET, SUITE 900 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.08-02-007 
 

KEVIN KENNEDY 
SUPERVISOR, SPECIAL PROJECTS 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH STREET, MS-48 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.08-02-007 
 

Sepideh Khosrowjah 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4101 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.08-02-007 
 

GREGORY S. G. KLATT 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL 
411 E. HUNTINGTON DRIVE, SUITE 107-356 
ARCADIA, CA 91007 
 R.08-02-007 
 

DAVID X. KOLK, PH.D. 
COMPLETE ENERGY SERVICE, INC. 
41422 MAGNOLIA STREET 
MURRIETA, CA 92562 
R.08-02-007 
 

JOHN KOTOWSKI 
GLOBAL ENERGY PARTNERS, LLC 
3569 MT. DIABLO BLVD., STE 200 
LAFAYETTE, CA 94549 
 R.08-02-007 
 

AVIS KOWALEWSKI 
CALPINE CORPORATION 
3875 HOPYARD ROAD, SUITE 345 
PLEASANTON, CA 94588 
 R.08-02-007 
 

DOUGLAS LARSON 
PACIFICORP 
201 SOUTH MAIN 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84111 
R.08-02-007 
 

CLARE LAUFENBERG 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET,  MS 46 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.08-02-007 
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VITALY LEE 
AES ALAMITOS, LLC 
690 N. STUDEBAKER ROAD 
LONG BEACH, CA 90803 
 R.08-02-007 
 

CONTANCE LENI 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH ST., MS-20 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.08-02-007 
 

JOHN  W. LESLIE, ESQ. 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
LUCE, FORWARD, HAMILTON & SCRIPPS, 
LLP 
11988 EL CAMINO REAL, SUITE 200 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92130 
 R.08-02-007 
 

GUSTAVO LUNA 
AES CORPORATION 
690 N. STUDEBAKER RD. 
LONG BEACH, CA 90803 
 R.08-02-007 
 

LYNELLE LUND 
COMMERCE ENERGY, INC. 
600 ANTON BLVD., SUITE 2000 
COSTA MESA, CA 92626 
 R.08-02-007 
 

MARY LYNCH 
VP - REGULATORY AND LEGISLATIVE 
AFFAIRS 
CONSTELLATION ENERGY COMMODITIES 
GROUP 
2377 GOLD MEDAL WAY, SUITE 100 
GOLD RIVER, CA 95670 
 R.08-02-007 
 

MEGAN MAO 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
 R.08-02-007 
 

ROBERT MARSHALL 
PLUMAS SIERRA RURAL ELECTRIC COOP. 
PO BOX 2000 
PORTOLA, CA 96122-2000 
 R.08-02-007 
 

PAUL D. MAXWELL 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600 
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670-6078 
 R.08-02-007 
 

MICHAEL MAZUR 
3 PHASES RENEWABLES, LLC 
2100 SEPULVEDA BLVD, STE. 37 
MANHATTAN BEACH, CA 90266 
R.08-02-007 
 

TRINA MCALISTER 
FOLGER LEVIN & KAHN LLP 
275 BATTERY STREET, 23RD FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
 R.08-02-007 
 

RICHARD MCCANN 
M.CUBED 
2655 PORTAGE BAY, SUITE 3 
DAVIS, CA 95616 
 R.08-02-007 
 

BRUCE MCLAUGHLIN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
BRAUN & BLAISING P.C. 
915 L STREET SUITE 1420 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.08-02-007 
 

RACHEL MCMAHON 
CEERT 
1100 11TH STREET, SUITE 311 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.08-02-007 
 

CHARLES R. MIDDLEKAUF 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 7742 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120 
R.08-02-007 
 

ROSS MILLER 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.08-02-007 
 

KAREN MILLS 
CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 
2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95833 
 R.08-02-007 
 

MARCIE MILNER 
CORAL ENERGY RESOURCES, L P 
4445 EASTGATE MALL, SUITE 100 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92121 
 R.08-02-007 
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RONALD MOORE 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA WATER COMPANY 
630 EAST FOOTHILL BLVD. 
SAN DIMAS, CA 91773 
R.08-02-007 
 

STEPHEN A. S. MORRISON 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
1 DR CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4682 
 R.08-02-007 
 

GREGORY MORRIS 
GREEN POWER INSTITUTE 
2039 SHATTUCK AVE., SUITE 402 
BERKELEY, CA 94704 
 R.08-02-007 
 

ROBERT NICHOLS 
NEW WEST ENERGY 
PO BOX 61868 MAILING STATION ISB 665 
PHOENIX, AZ 85082-1868 
 R.08-02-007 
 

SEPHRA A. NINOW 
POLICY ANALYST 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE 
ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVENUE, SUITE 100 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123 
 R.08-02-007 
 

RICK C. NOGER 
PRAXAIR PLAINFIELD, INC. 
2711 CENTERVILLE ROAD, SUITE 400 
WILMINGTON, DE 19808 
 R.08-02-007 
 

EDWARD O'NEILL 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE 
505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533 
 R.08-02-007 
 

Noel Obiora 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4107 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.08-02-007 
 

CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 
MOUNTAIN UTILITIES 
PO BOX 205 
KIRKWOOD, CA 95646 
R.08-02-007 
 

DAVID ORTH 
GENERAL MANAGER 
SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY POWER AUTHORITY 
4886 EAST JENSEN AVENUE 
FRESNO, CA 93725 
 R.08-02-007 
 

FRITZ ORTLIEB 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
1200 THIRD AVENUE, SUITE 1200 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 
 R.08-02-007 
 

Karen P Paull 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4300 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.08-02-007 
 

JOHN A. PACHECO 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
SEMPRA ENERGY 
101 ASH STREET, HQ-12 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3017 
 R.08-02-007 
 

BERJ K. PARSEGHIAN 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
 R.08-02-007 
 

EDWARD G. POOLE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ANDERSON & POOLE 
601 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 1300 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94108-2818 
 R.08-02-007 
 

TED POPE 
DIRECTOR 
COHEN VENTURES, INC./ENERGY 
SOLUTIONS 
1738 EXCELSIOR AVENUE 
OAKLAND, CA 94602 
 R.08-02-007 
 

JENNIFER PORTER 
POLICY ANALYST 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE 
ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVENUE, SUITE 100 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123 
 R.08-02-007 
 

MARC PRYOR 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST, MS 20 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.08-02-007 
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ADRIAN PYE 
ENERGY AMERICA, LLC 
263 TRESSER BLVD, ONE STAMFORD PLZ 
8TH F 
STAMFORD, CT 6901 
 R.08-02-007 
 

NANCY RADER 
CALIFORNIA WIND ENERGY ASSOCIATION 
2560 NINTH STREET, SUITE 213A 
BERKELEY, CA 94710 
 R.08-02-007 
 

STEVE RAHON 
DIRECTOR, TARIFF & REG. ACCOUNTS 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32C 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1548 
R.08-02-007 
 

JOHN R. REDDING 
ARCTURUS ENERGY CONSULTING, INC. 
44810 ROSEWOOD TERRACE 
MENDOCINO, CA 95460-9525 
 R.08-02-007 
 

L. JAN REID 
COAST ECONOMIC CONSULTING 
3185 GROSS ROAD 
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95062 
R.08-02-007 
 

MIKE RINGER 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-20 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.08-02-007 
 

GRANT A. ROSENBLUM 
SENIOR COUNSEL 
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM 
OPERATOR 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
 R.08-02-007 
 

Jason R. Salmi Klotz 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.08-02-007 
 

JUDITH B. SANDERS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM 
OPERATOR 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
 R.08-02-007 
 

MEGAN SAUNDERS 
SEMPRA ENERGY SOLUTIONS 
101 ASH STREET, HQ09 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3017 
 R.08-02-007 
 

STEVEN S. SCHLEIMER 
DIRECTOR,COMPLIANCE & REGULATORY 
AFFAIRS 
BARCLAYS BANK, PLC 
200 PARK AVENUE, FIFTH FLOOR 
NEW YORK, NY 10166 
R.08-02-007 
 

REED V. SCHMIDT 
BARTLE WELLS ASSOCIATES 
1889 ALCATRAZ AVENUE 
BERKELEY, CA 94703-2714 
 R.08-02-007 
 

Melissa Semcer 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.08-02-007 
 

LILI SHAHRIARI 
AOL UTILITY CORP 
12752 BARRETT LANE 
SANTA ANA, CA 92705 
 R.08-02-007 
 

NORA SHERIFF 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
 R.08-02-007 
 

DAN SILVERIA 
SURPRISE VALLEY ELECTRIC 
CORPORATION 
PO BOX 691 
ALTURAS, CA 96101 
 R.08-02-007 
 

SEEMA SRINIVASAN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
 R.08-02-007 
 

Elizabeth Stoltzfus 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
 R.08-02-007 
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BOB TANG 
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 
CITY OF AZUSA 
729 NORTH AZUSA AVENUE 
AZUSA, CA 91702-9500 
R.08-02-007 
 

KAREN TERRANOVA 
ALCANTAR  & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY STREET, STE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
R.08-02-007 
 

BRIAN THEAKER 
DYNEGY 
980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 2130 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.08-02-007 
 

NANCY TRONAAS 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST. MS-20 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-5512 
R.08-02-007 
 

BETH VAUGHAN 
CALIFORNIA COGENERATION COUNCIL 
4391 N. MARSH ELDER COURT 
CONCORD, CA 94521 
 R.08-02-007 
 

DAVID VIDAVER 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-20 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.08-02-007 
 

COURTNEY WEDDINGTON 
COMPLIANCE ANALYST 
COMMERCE ENERGY INC 
222 W. LAS COLINAS BLVD., STE. 950-E 
IRVING, TX 75039 
 R.08-02-007 
 

JAMES WEIL 
DIRECTOR 
AGLET CONSUMER ALLIANCE 
PO BOX 37 
COOL, CA 95614 
 R.08-02-007 
 

DEANA M. WHITE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
 R.08-02-007 
 

RYAN WISER 
BERKELEY LAB 
ONE CYCLOTRON ROAD 
MS-90-4000 
BERKELEY, CA 94720 
 R.08-02-007 
 

ALEXIS K. WODTKE 
STAFF ATTORNEY 
CONSUMER FEDERATION OF CALIFORNIA 
520 S. EL CAMINO REAL, STE. 340 
SAN MATEO, CA 94402 
 R.08-02-007 
 

LANA WONG 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH ST., MS-20 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
 R.08-02-007 
 

JIM WOODWARD 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET, MS 20 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-5504 
 R.08-02-007 
 

E. J. WRIGHT 
OCCIDENTAL POWER SERVICES, INC. 
5 GREENWAY PLAZA, SUITE 110 
HOUSTON, TX 77046 
 R.08-02-007 
 

MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
1814 FRANKLIN STREET, SUITE 720          
OAKLAND, CA 94612 
R.08-02-007 
 

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS 
517-B POTRERO AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110 
 R.08-02-007 
 

LEGAL AND REGULATORY DEPARTMENT 
CALIFORNIA ISO 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
 R.08-02-007 
 

 


