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RESPONSE OF THE RAMONA ALLIANCE AGAINST SUNRISE 
POWERLINK (RAASP) TO THE ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S 

RULING SEEKING BRIEFS ON LEGAL ISSUES 
 
 
 
I.  INTRODUCTION 
  

 
 Pursuant to the Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling Seeking Briefs on Legal Issues 

(“Ruling”), dated February 10, 2006, issued by Assigned Commissioner Dian Grueneich, 

seeking a response (“Response”) from all parties, the Ramona Alliance Against Sunrise 

Powerlink (“RAASP”) submits this Response in connection with questions concerning 

the Application of the San Diego Gas & Electric Company (“SDG&E”) for a Certificate 

of Public Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN”) for the Sunrise Powerlink Transmission 

Project (“Application”), and in which SDG&E proposes to defer certain CPCN filing 

requirements.  The deadline set in the Ruling for responses to questions presented therein 

was not later than February 24, 2006, therefore this Response is timely pursuant to the 

Ruling. 

 

 While RAASP has chosen to respond comprehensively to Question #4 of the 

Ruling, this Response also addresses, albeit briefly, Questions #1 through #3, because of 

serious concerns of RAASP regarding these issues as well.  When considering this 

Response, we respectfully  request that the Commission also take into account the speed 

for timely filings and the steep learning curve RAASP has undertaken to fulfill its 

obligations to both the RAASP membership and to the Commission in connection with 

its Rules of Practice and Procedure, General Orders, and governing law.  We hope that 

the Commission will carefully consider the arguments put forth in this Response and 

consider also the efforts of RAASP to highlight important information for the 

Commission, despite the lack of the organization’s previous experience in this field and 

with regard to this area of the law. 
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 RAASP is attempting to bring to the Commission an accurate, verifiable and 

earnest account of the proposed project from a grass roots point of view.  This includes a 

fresh perspective outside of the normal workings of the Commission and encouraged by 

the Commission.  Participation in this process is a difficult undertaking by any standard.  

It is even more difficult for those who have never participated in any Commission 

proceeding previously.  Therefore, we respectfully request that the Commission bear in 

mind the difficulties of participation, excuse minor procedural errors, forgive 

assumptions that may be incorrect, weigh facts given with the same consideration to that 

given to experts in the field and, in doing so, pay close attention to the voice of people at 

the grass roots who, encouraged by the Commission to participate, also rely on the 

Commission’s good sense to hear what they have to say and to act with the presented 

facts in mind.  

 

 Above all else, we ask the Commission to weigh information provided by RAASP 

in this Response carefully with regard to the Commission’s decision-making process.  

Specifically, we respectfully request that the Commission make full use of the 

information presented here with regard to any future ruling concerning the issue of the 

bifurcation of the Commission’s procedures put forth in SDG&E’s application.  We 

remind the Commission that this bifurcation issue has been introduced by SDG&E in 

order for the company to achieve a CPCN from the Commission prior to the 

Commission’s ability to fully evaluate all other considerations mandated by law. 

 

II.   RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS #1, #2 and #3 

 
A. Question #1:  What Is the Legal Standard for Waiving the Commission’s 

Rules and General Orders Requested by SDG&E? 
 
 RAASP expects that the Commission’s Rules and General Orders would not be 

waived unless there is a provision within the rules and laws to waive them.  The 

Commission itself is bound by its own statutory and regulatory law: that is, the 

Commission’s ability to authorize “deviations” or “waivers” or “postponements” 

must be grounded in provisions of the rules or law that allow for such actions.  
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Otherwise, without specific legal authority to grant such requests, the law would 

simply become what someone says it is today; and something different from 

yesterday or tomorrow.  In essence, there would be no law. 

 

 RAASP has been unable to find any authority for waiving the conditions self-

imposed by the Commission in Rule 87.  Indeed, if such authority existed, one could 

expect that the party moving for waiver, SDG&E in the instant case, would outline 

the legal authority for waiver in their application.  To date, RAASP has been unable 

to discover the legal anchor upon which SDG&E’s makes its request for 

postponement of CPCN requirements.   

 

 Considering the vast amount of documentation presented to the Commission in 

connection with the company’s December 14, 2005 application,1  along with the 

legal expertise the company commands, it seems highly unusual that SDG&E would 

not be able to provide the Commission with the legal argument or arguments that 

would allow the myriad of postponements requested under Rule 87.2   

 

 Indeed, the Motion of San Diego Gas & Electric Company (U-902-E) To Set 

Procedures and To Defer Certain Filing Requirements (“Motion to Defer”) 

accompanying the company’s Application cites no legal grounds for the 

Commission to use in order to defer these requirements.  Instead, the company 

merely lists the rules it is filing under, including Rule 87, and then goes into a 

protracted explanation of why the specific deferrals it requests should be granted.  

This explanation includes arguments concerning “timely construction of the 

project”, “robust public involvement in route selection”, and the final argument that 

                                                 
1 The Application was accompanied by hundreds of pages of documentation, now finally available on the 
CPUC website for this proposed project. 
2 In its MOTION OF SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 902-E) TO SET PROCEDURES 
AND TO DEFER CERTAIN FILING REQUIREMENTS (“Motion to Defer”), dated December 14, 2005, 
and submitted with its Application, SDG&E lists 10 areas in which it wants the pertinent sections of 
General Order 131-D postponed, ranging from submittal of a proposed route, to notice requirements, to 
schedule for right-of-way acquisition, to measures taken to reduce potential exposure to electric and 
magnetic fields generated by the proposed facilities.  There seems to be no General Order 131-D in 
SDG&E’s world. 
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this “two-stage application will enhance administrative efficiency”3.  None of these 

arguments are based in law. 

 

 Worse, in Section II where SDG&E outlines the specific deferrals it wants, the 

company simply explains away, section by section the considerable requirements of 

General Order 131-D.  In each case, it appears that the company seems content to 

fulfill the legal requirements of the General Order when it chooses to and is asking 

the Commission for permission to carry on this way without providing any legal 

basis. 

 

 As we have stated previously in our Protest document in the Summary section on 

p. 3, how the Commission decides this case will affect all future applications: 

 

 “Moreover, the Commission would signal to all other applications for all 
other projects in the future that the bar to the desired CPCN would be lowered 
for all time and that future applications would not need to contain what the 
Commission rules and the law require.  This would result in a dramatic 
distortion of the present law as embodies in the Commission’s rules.”  
(Emphasis Added) 
 

 Recognizing the larger effects of a Commission decision to favor the bending of 

its rules to an unrecognizable extent, RAASP is dismayed that the Commission has 

already seemingly favored the applicant in this case regarding SDG&E’s request on 

p. 1 of its December 14, 2005 Motion to Defer that the Commission “(2) convene an 

early prehearing conference to set further procedures.”   

 

 It looks as if the company prevailed in this request, despite the objections of other 

parties that the January 31, 2006 prehearing conference, held in Ramona, should 

have been delayed to conform with the extension of the protest period to February 

17, 2006.  Instead, a prehearing conference was held before all protests were 

received and potential parties who were not yet aware of the project were unable to 

                                                 
3 See, Motion to Defer at p.2, 3, and 4, respectively. 
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represent themselves at the prehearing conference, which, in fact, is held in part to 

determine parties.4   

 

 The distorting effect of this out-of-order prehearing conference, with respect to 

the protest extension, has been enhanced by the additional time granted SDG&E to 

provide answers to the questions presented in the February 10th Ruling, postponing 

the company’s response from February 17th to February 24th without any explanation 

for the extension in the email notification by ALJ Malcolm5.   

 

 Besides eliminating the ability of parties to evaluate new arguments the company 

will now undoubtedly offer for waiver of legal requirements, the granting of 

additional time without any explanation unavoidably raises questions in the minds of 

persons unfamiliar with the Commission’s day-to-day deliberations and rulings.  

Those questions raised include real concerns as to why such an extension was made 

and whether the extension may have been the result of communications that should 

not be taking place.   

 

 SDG&E also seems to have already convinced a division of the Commission to 

aid its postponements of the Proponents Environmental Assessment (“PEA”).  In its 

Motion to Defer the company states that SDG&E “has entered into an agreement 

with the Commission Energy Division to reimburse the Commission for its 

environmental consulting costs prior to submission of the PEA and Rule 17.1(j) 

deposit.”6   This agreement flies in the face of the requirement of General Order 

                                                 
4 See, Notice of Prehearing Conference, dated January 19, 2006, by Ann Hoang, signed by Angela K. 
Minkin.  The notice reads in part:  “A prehearing conference is called to determine the parties, positions of 
the parties, issues, and other procedural matters.” 
5 See Thur, 16 Feb 2006, 15:30:13 email from Malcolm, Kim, “Due date for legal briefs in CPUC 
A0512014/Sunrise Powerlink/SDG&E” in which Judge Malcolm states:  Commissioner Grueneich has 
asked me to inform you that she has changed the due date for SDG&E’s brief in this docket to February 24.  
The new date is a change for SDG&E only which originally was to have filed by February 17, pursuant to 
the Commissioner’s February 10, 2006 ruling.  The deadline for briefs filed by other parties was and 
continues to be February 24, 2006.” 
6 See, Motion to Defer at p. 8. 
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131-D7 and seems to signal that, at least with respect to the Energy Division, non-

compliance with the Commission rules governing the PEA submittal is seen as 

acceptable.  Because SDG&E is not doing this right, rules are being challenged at 

every turn.   

 

 This issue of the deposit on the fee the Commission requires to prepare an 

Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) or negative declaration is now being turned 

into a reimbursement to the Commission.  This effectively means that this kind of 

extra-legal, and RAASP contends illegal, arrangement is officially being 

countenanced by the bureaucracy of the Commission at the same time as this 

Response regarding the legality of waiver is being written.   

 

 This perversion of the process, once started, is never ending.  It is as if the 

Commission is faced with defending the very rules and laws that has governed this 

type of application for decades and, in the process, is being asked to change its 

procedures before a definitive ruling on the bifurcation request is made.  This 

effectively means that, if this momentum on the part of SDG&E is allowed to 

continue, many rules will be trampled, including, for example, the issue of notice, 

supposedly dear to the Commission’s heart, and which is addressed later in this 

response. 

  

 We respectfully request that the Commission recognize that there is no waiver 

under the rules and law and that the postponements requested by SDG&E be denied, 

the application be rejected, and any future applications be required to contain all of 

the information the rules and laws of the Commission require. 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
7 See GO 131-D (Section IX-A-1-h) which requires an applicant for a CPCN to include in its application a 
PEA or equivalent information on the environmental impact of the project in accordance with the 
provisions of CEQA and this Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, Rules 17.1 and 17.3. 
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B. Question #2:  Has SDG&E met that legal standard? 
 
  As stated above, RAASP does not believe that there is a legal standard that allows 

for such a literal “breaking” of the law in the sense that SDG&E’s application 

requests for postponement, waiver, deferral, etc. are legal. 

 

 Obviously, the courts ultimately define what the law is. The Commission may act 

in accordance with that which would likely be allowed by the courts.  While the 

Commission has, as we understand it, the ability to interpret its own statutes and 

regulations when applying them, the courts still have the last word.  Seeing as the 

courts often use the plain language of the law or regulation, as well as the continuity 

of interpretation, neither of these or other factors normally used by the courts to 

determine the weight given to an agency decision would allow an application that 

does not include its legally required content. 

 

 As we do not have the benefit of SDG&E’s new arguments, called for in the 

February 10th Ruling, we cannot be sure that the company will represent the actual 

situation with regard to interpretation of agency rules and law accurately.  We 

cannot be sure because the company ignored this issue before and desires something 

the law patently doesn’t allow.  Therefore, we request that the Commission deny the 

postponements being sought because there is no legal standard to waive 

requirements that the Commission could use in its interpretation of its own rules and 

law. 

 

C.  Question #3:  Has SDG&E complied with the requirements of Section 1003 

of the Public Utilities Code? 

 Regarding Section 1003, it seems clear that the “shall” language of the first 

paragraph of the section mandates that the requirements of the section be complied 

with in all CPCN applications.  This is a basic legal definition understood by many 

persons without legal education or experience: “shall” signals a legal duty.  SDG&E, 

under Section 1003 has most obviously not complied with the requirements 

contained in this section.  In fact, the company is quite up front and to the point 
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about how it is not complying with the law in its numerous filings, but most 

importantly in its Motion to Defer.   

 

 There, SDG&E points out the requirements of General Order 131-D it is not 

meeting in the application8, without also pointing out that the Commission’s 

regulatory interpretation of Section 1003 is, in fact, General Order 131-D, which 

also carries the force of law.  So, in fact as well as law, SDG&E is violating Section 

1003 rather than complying with the requirements it sets forth.9

 

 There is no doubt that Section 1003 is comprehensive with respect to CPCN 

applications and what they should contain.  The Section specifically lists as 

“required information:” (a) preliminary engineering and design information of the 

project; (b) a project implementation plan showing how the project would be 

contracted for and constructed; (c) an appropriate cost estimate, including 

preliminary estimates of the costs of financing, etc.; (d) a cost analysis comparing 

the project with any feasible alternative sources of power; and (e) a design and 

construction management and cost control plan.   

 

 None of these requirements have been fully met in the present application. 

Furthermore the rules contained in the General Order 131-D implementing Section 

1003, also include, in Section IX. (A)(2)10, procedures by which the Commission is 

                                                 
8 See, Motion to Defer, pp. 5-8 
9 At the risk of confusing issues, RAASP would like to point out that Section 1002 of the Public Utilities 
Code, discuses other requirements for granting “any certificate pursuant to Section 1001”.  Section 1001 
states, in part, that “no …electrical corporation….shall begin the constriction of a …line…without having 
first obtained from the commission a certificate that the present or future public convenience and necessity 
require or will require such construction.”  Section 1002(a) states:  “The commission, as a basis for 
granting any certificate pursuant to Section 1001 shall give consideration to the following factors:  (1) 
Community values.  (2)  Recreational and park areas.  (3)  Historical and aesthetic values.  (4) Influence on 
environment,” except in the case of any line located in another state.  See Public Utilities Code Sections 
1001 and 1002.  RAASP is unaware of any discussion of these further requirements by SDG&E in its 
Application and Motion to Defer.  This is particularly distressing because these requirements seem to be 
particularly appropriate with regard to the proposed project, which is intended to cross Anza Borrego State 
Park, protected wild lands and local communities.  Perhaps, the Commission can clarify the lack of 
compliance with these provisions in its next ruling. 
10 See Section IX. (A)(2) TRANSMISSION LINE, POWER LINE, AND SUBSTATION FACILITIES; 
Transmission Line Facilities of 200kV and Over, (2)”  No later than 30 days after the filing of the 
application the Commission staff shall review it and notify the utility in writing of any deficiencies in the 
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mandated to review applications 30 days after filing and notify the utility involved in 

writing of any deficiencies in the information and data submitted in the application.  

RAASP is not aware of any such review in this case.  The application was submitted 

on December 14, 2005 and 30 consecutive days following that submittal was Friday, 

January 13, 2006.  It would be helpful if the Commission would explain why this 

review seems not to have taken place. 

  

 Instead of this review, the Commission is continuing to entertain a deficient 

application.  We respectfully request that a review be conducted and the results of 

the review be made public. 

 

 Regarding General Order 131, the issuing decision itself states that:  “These rules 

contained in the general order attached to this decision are reasonable and are the 

ones deemed essential at this time.  If a need for change appears as experience is 

gained in their operation, procedures exist for amending the general order.” 11

 

 Does the Commission want to change the implementation of its General Order 

131, promulgated in 1970 and which is more than 35 years old, and which itself 

implements Section 1003, for SDG&E?   We hope not. 

 

 

III. THE ISSUE OF NOTICE:  RESPONSE TO QUESTION #4 

Question #4:  Please discuss legal and policy issues regarding delay in providing 
the legal notice required by the Commission’s rules.  Given the Commission’s 
preference to ensure full public notice, what factors argue in favor of deferring 
compliance with this requirement? 
  

                                                                                                                                                 
information and data submitted in the application.  The utility shall correct any deficiencies within 60 days 
thereafter, or explain in writing to the Commission staff why it is unable to do so.  It shall include in any 
such letter an estimate of when it will be able to correct the deficiencies.  Upon correction of any 
deficiencies in the application, the Commission staff shall determine whether CEQA applies, and if so, 
whether a Negative Declaration or an EIR has been or will be prepared, and the process required by CEQA 
and Commission Rules of Practice and Procedure 17.1 will be followed in addition to the Commission’s 
standard decision-making process for applications.  The Commission shall issue a decision within the time 
limits prescribed by Government Code Sections 65920 et seq. (the Permit Streamlining Act).” 
11  See, Number 5 of Decision No. 77301, issuing GO 131. 
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A. General Requirements for Notice 

 There is a recognized and basic constitutional right to notice when a potential 

impact on private property interests exists.  Even so, the Commission’s General 

Order 131-D (XI) (the “D” added to the end specifically added the notice 

requirements that apply in this case), goes beyond the minimal requirements and the 

Commission must comply with GO 131-D (XI) because it is the law.12   

 

 B.  The Legal Standard for Notice Under California Law 
 

 The Commission is required to provide notice of its proposed actions under the 

due process clauses of the US and California Constitutions.13  Whereas legislative 

actions do not require notice, notice is required for quasi-judicial actions in which 

the agency has the discretion to determine facts and law and apply them to a 

particular person.14  Due process is required where an agency action may directly 

and adversely affect protected property interests.15  Later in the same year the 

Supreme Court established the due process standard to ensure “freedom from 

arbitrary adjudicative procedures . . . .”16  The court identified the following four 

factors the government must consider: 

 

 (1) the priv te isk of 

an erroneous deprivation of such interest through the procedures used, and the 

probable val

informing individuals of the nature, grounds and consequences of the action and 

in enabling t

government ion 

involved and al or 

substitute pr

 

                                                

a interest that will be affected by the official action; (2) the r

ue, if any, of additional safeguards; (3) the dignity interest in 

hem to present their side of the story before a responsible 

official; and (4) the governmental interest, including the funct

 the fiscal and administrative burdens that the addition

ocedural requirements would entail. 

 
12 Yamaha (1998) Cal Rptr2nd 1; SCE v. PUC (2nd Dist. 2000) 102 Cal Rptr2nd 684. 
13 Edward W. v. Lamkins (Cal.App. 1st Dist. 2002) 122 Cal. Rptr.2nd 1, 11.   
14 Horn v. City of Ventura (1979) 24 Cal.3d 605, 612-13. 
15 See Id.   
16 People v. Ramirez (1979) 25 Cal.3d 260, 268, 158 Cal. Rptr. 316, 599 P.2d 622. 
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 These deci adverse 

impacts on the “private interest” as well as an individual’s right to participate in the 

particular government process that might result in such adverse impact.  

 
 

 Where an entity applies for a CPCN to construct a transmission line of 200 kV or 

higher, the Commission has defined the methods of distribution and contents of the 

Section XI 

f 

 

y within ten days of filing the application: 

1. By direct mail to: 
a. [local, sta
b. All owner nd 
owners of p y the 
most recent local assessor’s parcel roll available to the utility at the time 
notice is sen
 
2. By adver eks successively, in a 
newspaper es in 
which the p e not 
later than te
 
3. By posting a notice on-site and off-site where the project would be located.  
(Emphasis Added) 
 
 The Comm ce, from 

personal service to publication, considered the property interests at stake, and 

constructed 

notification. ithin 

ten days.  The use of the word “shall” indicates that these requirements are 
                                                

sions make clear that notice must focus on the potential 

 

C.  The Requirements for Notice Contained in GO 131-D 
 

notice to be distributed by the electric public utility.  GO131-D 

(“Section XI”); Decision 94-06-014.17  Section XI embodies the Commission’s 

judgment on the notice required for the Commission to comply with constitutional 

due process requirements.  Section XI (A) requires the following methods o

providing notice:   

Notice of the filing of each application for a CPCN . . . shall be given by the 

electric public utilit

te and federal agencies]; and 
s of land on which the proposed facility would be located a

roperty within 300 feet of the right-of-way as determined b

t; and 

tisement not less than once a week, two we
or newspapers of general circulation in the county or counti
roposed facilities will be located, the first publication to b
n days after filing of the application; and 

ission considered the full range of methods to provide noti

a balanced approach that relies on three different methods of 

  Further, the Commission required that this notice be provided w

 
17 In the decision to implement Section XI, the Commission discussed the Horn decision, supra. 
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mandatory and the methods chosen assume that applications would contain the 

 
nts.  

Each utility shall consult with the CACD and CPUC Public Advisor to develop 

 

lication Number assigned by the CPUC or the Advice Letter 
umber assigned by the utility; and 

2. A concise description of the proposed construction and facilities, its 
purpose and its location in terms clearly understandable to the average 
reader; and
 
3. A summary of the measures taken or proposed by the utility to reduce the 
potential exposure to electric and magnetic fields generated by the proposed 
facilities, in compliance with Commission order; and  
 
4. Instructio on, including 
the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment or available equivalent, from 
the utility; a
 
5. The applicable procedure for protesting the application or advice letter, 
as defined in Sections XII and XIII, including the grounds for protest, when 
the protest period expires, delivery addresses for the CPUC Docket Office, 
CACD, and the applicant and how to contact the CPUC Public Advisor for 
Assistance i

 
 These provisions are designed to comply with constitutional notice 

requirement ility of a 

new transmi cts that 

                                                

route information required by GO131-D Section IX.18   

 Section XI(C) imposes the following consultation and content requireme

These requirements ensure that the content of notices sent on the Commission’s 

behalf by the applicant utility, which is not a disinterested party, is fair and 

adequate: 

 

and approve a standard for the notice required by subsections A and B, which 

shall contain, at a minimum, the following information: 

1. The App
N
 

 

ns on obtaining or reviewing a copy of the applicati

nd 

n filing a protest. (Emphasis Added.)   

s in that they inform interested parties not only of the possib

ssion line but also let them know about possible adverse impa

 
18 Decision 94-06-014 makes clear that the Commission was fully aware of the administrative 
burden of these methods.   
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the power line will have on their  interests.  The notice, supposedly, is to be 

written in a w ies of 

the process a

 

e of the word “shall” indicates that these 

n assume 

equired 

ponse, 

 may 

 
 

D. Failure t ia Law 
and the D

 
 Section XI imposes mandatory requirements for notice with regard to contents, 

timing and m th ay this notice 

without viol

 

 In this case provide 

the required notice.  It has not provided notice to parties within 300 feet of the 

proposed route; it has not posted on-site and off-site notices; it has not consulted 

with SDG&E on the content of the notice (in fact neither SDG&E nor the 

con otice with 

rom 

ations under the law. 

oes 

                                                

ay that is clear and understandable and is meant to inform part

nd of their right to participate in that process.   

 The us

requirements are mandatory and the methods chose

that applications would contain the route information r

by GO 131-D Section IX.  As stated earlier in this Res

GO 131-D has the force of law such that the Commission

not violate it.19

o Provide Notice as Required by GO131-D Violates Californ
ue Process Requirements of the California Constitution 

e od of distribution.  The Commission may not del

ating law.   

, there is no factual dispute that the Commission has failed to 

Commission have alleged that SDG&E consulted with the Commission on the 

tents of its public relations campaign literature); it has not published n

required content.  Although SDG&E is required to make this requirement happen 

on the Commission’s behalf, such delegation does not release the Commission f

its own due process oblig

 

 Instead of actual notice, SDG&E claims outright that a public relations campaign 

initiated by the company serves as adequate notice until the company actually d

 
19 See, Yamaha, supra; also see, SCE v. PUC, supra. 
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comply with longstanding legal notice requirements.  In fact, in its Motion to Defe

the company clearly states its excuse for not providing notice: 

 

“9. GO 131-D (Section XI-A) requires an applicant for a CPCN to notify the 
public of its filing ‘within ten days of filing the application’ in several differen
ways, by direct mail, by advertisement and by posting. 
 
 “Because the public notice requirements ar
the route selected, SDG&E intends to effect s

r, 

t 

e dependent upon and relate to 
uch notice upon filing of the PEA 

f the Sunrise Powerlink, and asks that the Commission calculate the 

 to file its PEA.  The 

xtension of time for the company to comply with legally required application 

ional duty to provide 

s 

4.  

es 

Yet, the Commission’s need analysis may result in a decision that produces 

he taking of property.  The 
                                                

o
prescribed time limits under GO 131-D (Section XI-C) from the date SDG&E 
files the PEA.  SDG&E has made courtesy service of the application and this 
motion on the service lists in R.04-04-003.”20 (Emphasis Added) 
 
 So here, once again, the Commission is asked to act against its own best interests 

in extending the notice requirement time until SDG&E is ready

e

requirements is a repeated, habitual request throughout the Motion to Defer.  This 

particular request is contrary to the Commission’s constitut

notice.  And while SDG&E refers to a range of published documents and meeting

that substitute for the required legal notice pending announcement of a route, this 

process is obviously inadequate for the following reasons: 

 
 1.  Delay Would Result in an Unfair Process.   
 
 The failure to provide the required notice means that interested parties to this 

process have not received comparable notice to that provided in all prior 

applications since the promulgation of the GO131-D notice requirements in 199

Whereas prior interested parties were given notice of a unified proceeding so that 

they could fully participate in the Commission’s analysis of need, SDG&E assum

that similarly situated parties in this proceeding have a lesser right to participate in 

this analysis.    

 

 

adverse impacts on a variety of interests, including t
 

20 See Motion to Defer, p. 7. 
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vague nature of SDG&E’s possible routes does not lessen the risk to as yet 

eet 

 know 

2. Delay is Not Justified by Provision of Public Relations Materials Provided 

ts and 

 

 it 

o 

By way of analogy, there is a striking difference between on the one hand being 

to t

ppealing to many residents), and on the other hand being told that a developer 

e of 

 
tself 

 

Section XI informs the public of its due process rights in this proceeding.  An 

 

ge.  

unknown particular individuals who will ultimately be shown to be within 300 f

of SDG&E’s proposed route.  These individuals have just as much right to

about and participate in the Commission’s “need” analysis as all similarly situated 

individuals.  Rather, these unknown individuals have even more interest in 

participating in this need analysis given its uncertainty and potential for impacting 

their interests earlier than would happen in normal proceedings.   

 

by Interested Regulated Entity.  
 
 SDG&E has not alleged that the materials provided by its public relations 

campaign inform individuals of the possible adverse impacts on their interes

their legal rights to participate in this proceeding.  Instead, it appears that SDG&E’s

public relations campaign focuses on the merits of the proposed transmission line;

speaks from SDG&E’s point of view and not from the point of view of interested 

parties.  GO131-D imposes specific consultation and content requirements t

prevent exactly this sort of self-interested communication by utilities.   

 

 

ld hat a developer may build a new mall in one’s town (which may sound 

a

intends to build a mall on or immediately adjacent to one’s home.  The volum

material provided by SDG&E is irrelevant if the contents of this material fail to 

speak to the possible adverse impacts of the proposed transmission line on 

identified individuals.  

3. A Post Hoc Approval of SDG&E’s Proposed Notice Process Would I
be a Violation of the Constitution’s Due Process Requirements

 
 

unprecedented, unannounced ad hoc change in these proceedings would result in an

unfair process, particularly where there is no compelling reason for such chan

Although the Commission may delegate the implementation of Section XI to 
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SDG&E, it appears in this situation that a post hoc approval of a radical change in 

notice requirements without prior consultation with the utility or any apparent 

control over this purported substitute notice process is nothing more than a 

complete abdication of this fundamental responsibility to a regulated entity.  The 

question of whether a public relations campaign independently designed and 

im

rocess obligations of a state agency would present an unusually novel situation in 

 and 

t 

 

 

fact 

be 

 

ave a direct interest in knowing exactly 

hat is being planned.   

 

 The

e attached declarations represent only one of many potentially affected 

nally 

f 

or 

d let this lack of notice happen. 
                                                

plemented by a regulated entity could serve to fulfill the constitutional due 

p

the annals of due process adjudication.   

 
4. The Public Confusion and Frustration in Evidence in this Proceeding 

Indicate that SDG&E’s Proposed Substitute Notice Process is Unfair
Risks Increased Contention and Delay 

 
 Attached to this Response are a number of Declarations by person who did no

receive notice21.    The persons writing these declarations did not know that

SDG&E admitted in its Motion to Defer that it did not send out notices to persons

in communities whose property was within 300 feet of the right-of-way . The 

that SDG&E has asked the Commission to facilitate its lack of notice will not 

lost on people who learn that this lack of notice was part of the company’s plan and

affected specifically those persons who h

w

 Commission loses credibility in the eyes of those whose communities (and 

th

communities) may be adversely affected by SDG&E‘s proposed project.  This is 

true not only because the Commission is responsible for providing constitutio

required procedural due process in the form of timely notice, but because by being 

kept in the dark purposefully by SDG&E, whole communities become suspicious o

what they may incorrectly, but inevitably, ascribe to the Commission as motives f

not informing them.  Because this proposed project could devalue their properties 

and wreak havoc in their immediate communities, people will wonder why the 

Commission stood by an
 

21 See Attachment A 
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 There is also the issue of outsiders versus insiders.  People whose tax money pay

for the operation of the CPUC rely on the Commission to see to it that the

are represented and protected by law.  When a huge power line project knocks on 

their door, people don’t want to hear about it strictly from the utility’s point of 

view, and which in this case unilaterally determines what people should know and 

when they should know it.   

 

 SDG&E’s method of informing communities about its project causes great 

distress, confusion and lack of confidence in the Commission, which is seen as 

allowing this extreme departure from the rules.  Instead o

s 

ir interests 

f immediately 

oncentrating on the large issues at hand, to ensure the process is fair all round, the 

hich applications for a CPCN are handled by the 

ommission and its staff.  This is an important issue that the Commission, in light 

sis in 

sus 

without 

ly, 

 

c

Commission can be perceived as being in collusion with the utility when the 

Commission’s own rules and the laws are not enforced in this case. 

 

 The damage to the Commission is matched only by the damage to the 

communities themselves.  It is a very high price to pay for one utility’s decision to 

try to change the method by w

C

of the recent California electricity crisis and an even more general national cri

belief in government’s even-handedness when it comes to large corporations ver

individual communities and property owners, must address head on and 

delay.  Otherwise, the Commission risks not only law suits but the disrespect and 

disdain accorded it by those who believe they were treated unfairly, improper

illegally and disrespectfully. 

 
E.  No Factors Argue in Favor of Deferring Notice Requirements 
 
 It is impossible for a delay in notice to increase public participation in this 

process; such a delay will only reduce public participation.  Despite the company’s 

claims to desire participation, SDG&E’s statements in its Motion to Defer regarding 
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delay of notice, say it all.  SDG&E doesn’t care about delay, regardless of any other 

arguments the company makes ad naseum regarding the “robustness” if its public

relations campaign.   

 

 In fact, the public is not as d

 

umb as SDG&E might imagine.  As people learn 

about this project, they also learn about the deviations and special handling SDG&E 

ommission 

oes business regarding to the issuance of the all important and necessary 

 

t today as this Response is being written regarding this same 

pic of route designation.23    

ing about 

in 

before 

 The Commission is faced with a stark choice:  follow regular procedures that have 

prove

                                                

is insisting is its right in this application, which changes the way the C

d

certificate.   People recognize that the little bit of material provided in bills by

SDG&E has been one-sided and self-serving.  This lack of faith in SDG&E’s self-

initiated public process extends to recent letters received by members of the 

SDG&E Community Working Groups letting them know that the power line route 

is now decided22 and inviting them to a meeting.  It also extends to the company’s 

email message sent ou

to

 

 No one is fooled by this obvious ploy, except, it seems, the Commission itself.  

While RAASP continues to educate the public regarding this immense project, the 

large majority of people in San Diego County are even still now only learn

this power line.  And there is a risk that some landowners who are not resident 

the county, absent legally required written notice sent to them, will never learn 

about the proposed project or the request that the Commission decide “need” 

considering anything else until after the bifurcation issue is concluded.   This is a 

result that, obviously, favors SDG&E. 

 

IV. CONCLUSION 

n over time that they work fairly for all concerned, or, change the way business is 

 
22 See Attachment B 
23 See “SunrisePowerLink” SunrisePwerLink@SDGE.com, “SDG&E Announces Sunrise Powerlink 
Meeting Schedule:, Thur, 23 Feb 2006 15:25:22 -0800 
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done,

decis

 

 

will p  

of issues in order to secure the coveted CPCN.  Recently, an SDG&E spokesperson 

informed the people of San Diego County that, in the company’s eyes, this bifurcation is 

no big deal because such a division between “need” and everything else in connection 

RAASP asks the Commission to stand up for itself, the law and the people of San 

ubmitted, 
      RAASP (Ramona Alliance Against 
           Sunrise Powerlink) 
 

       P.O. Box 683 
       Ramona, CA  92065 

                                                

 either incrementally through small decisions issue by issue or even one large 

ion allowing the bifurcation requested by SDG&E. 

The Commission should make no mistake: the company means what it says and 

ersist in its argumentation until it is given a definitive “no” answer to a bifurcation

with the issuance of a CPCN already occurs “behind the scenes”.24   In other words, the 

people who believed that Rule 87, Rule 18(c), Rule 17.1, Section 1003 and GO 131-D 

mean what they obviously say have made a big mistake.   

 

 

Diego County.  There is no reason, other than the fact that SDG&E has asked, for the 

Commission to do anything less than honor its established practice and the rule of law.  

We respectfully request once again that the Commission reject the application as 

incomplete under the laws and rules by which the Commission operates and require the 

company, if it chooses to continue this proposed project, to submit a complete 

application. 

 

Dated:  February 24, 2006  Respectfully s

       

 

      By:_______________________ 

       Diane Conklin  
       RAASP 

 
24 See, “Ramona group protests Sunrise power line”, by Dave Downey, Staff Writer, North County Times, 
February 18, 2006.  In the article SDG&E spokeswoman Stephanie Donovan said “the utility is not 
breaking any rules or laws.  She said the commission tends to spilt up applications ‘behind the scenes’ 
anyway, as it review the merits of proposals.” 
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       Telephone:  760-787-0794
  
  

 
     Fax: 760-788-5479 
     Email:j0conklin@earthlink.net 

 

T A 
 

 
 
 

ATTACHMEN

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 20



   

 

 

DECLARATION 
 
 
I, Kim Miller, 24216 Rutherford Rd., which is located within 300 feet of the existing 69V 
power line of San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E), do swear under penalty of perjury, 
that I have received no written notice from SDG&E to our home within 10 days of the 
filing of SDG&E’s Sunrise Powerlink application dated December 14, 2005, describing 
the project and steps I could take to protest the project with the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC).  Furthermore, I also swear that no notice signs have been posted on 
site or off site of where the project would be located. I understand that the route for this 
power line project has not been finally determined by SDG&E at this time: however, I am 
concerned it will follow the existing 69V line behind my house which is indicated as a 
possible route on SDG&E’s maps as a possible route publicly displayed by the company 
in connection with this project. Accordingly, I believe a notice should have been sent to 
me due to my proximity to this existing line. I further believe that SDG& E should have 
sent me a proper notice under the law. 
  

im Miller PhD.                              

 

K                2/22/06 
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                         DECLARATION 
 
 
I, Scott A. Middleton, living at 24534 Rutherford Road, 
Ramona CA 92065, which is located within 300 feet of the 
existing 69kV powerline of San Diego Gas & Electric 
("SDG&E"), do swear under penalty of perjury,  that I 
received no written notice from SDG&E to my home within 10 
days of the filing of SDG&E's Sunrise Powerlink 
application, dated December 14, 2005, describing the 
project and steps that I could take to protest the project 
with the California Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC").  
Furthermore, I also swear that no notice signs have been 
posted on-site or off-site of where the project would be 
located.  I understand that the route for this power line 

E at this 
ll follow 

, which is indicated 
 a possible route on SDG&E maps publicly displayed by the 

y 

. 

project has not been finally determined by SDG&
e route witime; however, I am concerned that th

he existing 69kV line behind my houset
as
company in connection with this project.  Accordingly, I 
believe that a notice should have been sent to me due to m
proximity to this existing line.  I further believe that 
SDG&E should have sent me a proper notice under the law
 
 
 

Scott A Middleton 
Signed:  Scott A Middleton              Date: 2/22/2006 
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We, John Lynch and Dori Martino, live at 24126 Rutherford Road in 
Ramona, California, which is located within 300 feet of an existing 
69kV powerline of San Diego Gas & Electric ("SDG&E").  We do swear, 
under penalty of perjury, that we received no written notice from 
SDG&E to our home within 10 days of the filing of SDG&E's Sunrise 
Powerlink application, dated December 14, 2005, describing the 
project and steps that we could take to protest the project with the 
California Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC").  Furthermore, we also 
swear that no notice signs have been posted on-site or off-site of 
where the project would be located.  We understand that the route for 
this power line project has not been finally determined by SDG&E at 
this time; however, we are concerned that the route will follow the 
existing 69kV line behind our house, which is indicated as a possible 
route on SDG&E maps publicly displayed by the company in connection 

ith this project.  Accordingly, we believe that a notice should have 
een sent to us due to our proximity to this existing line.  We further 

w. 

 

 

 

DECLARATION 

w
b
believe that SDG&E should have sent us a proper notice under the la
 
 
 
Signed: 
 
 
____________________________  ________________________ 
John Lynch 
 
 
____________________________  ________________________ 
Dori Martino 
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DECLARATION 

hin 
isting 69kV powerline of San Diego Gas & Electric ("SDG&E"), do 

ear under penalty of perjury, that I received no written notice from SDG&E to my 
home within 10 days of the filing of SDG&E
December 14, 2005, describing the project and steps that I could take to protest the 
project with the California Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC").  Furthermore, I also 
swear that no notice signs have been posted on-site or off-site of where the project  
would be located.  I understand that the route for this power line project has not been 
finally determined by SDG&E at this time; however, I am concerned that the route will 
follow the existing 69kV line behind my house, which is indicated as a possible route on 
SDG&E maps publicly displayed by the com any in connection with this project.  
Accordingly, I believe that a notice should have been sent to me due to my proximity  
to this existing line.  I further believe that SDG&E should have sent me a proper notice 
under the law. 

 

 

 

 

 
 
I, Pamela Whalen, living at 24444 Rutherford Rd, Ramona, CA, which is located wit
300 feet of the ex
sw

's Sunrise Powerlink application, dated 

p

 
 
 
 
Signed:  Pamela Whalen              Date: February 22, 2006 
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DECLARATION 
 
 
I, Russell Whalen, living at 24444 Rutherford Rd, Ramona, CA, which is located within 
300 feet of the existing 69kV powerline of San Diego Gas & Electric ("SDG&E"), do 
swear under penalty of perjury, that I received no written notice from SDG&E to my 
home within 10 days of the filing of SDG&E
December 14, 2005, describing the project and steps that I could take to protest the 
project with the California Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC").  Furthermore, I also 
swear that no notice signs have been posted on-site or off-site of where the project  
would be located.  I understand that the route for this power line project has not been 
finally determined by SDG&E at this time; however, I am concerned that the route will 
follow the existing 69kV line behind my house, which is indicated as a possible route on 
SDG&E maps publicly displayed by the com any in connection with this project.  
Accordingly, I believe that a notice should have been sent to me due to my proximity  
to this existing line.  I further believe that SDG&E should have sent me a proper notice 

nder the law. 

 

 

 

's Sunrise Powerlink application, dated 

p

u
 
 
 
 
Signed:  Russell Whalen              Date: February 22, 2006 
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DECLARATION 
 
 
We, Rodney and Maria Greer, living at 24468 Rutherford Road which is 
located within 300 feet of the existing 69kV powerline of San Diego Gas 
& Electric ("SDG&E"), do swear under penalty of perjury, that we have 
received no written notice from SDG&E to our home within 10 days of the 
filing of SDG&E's Sunrise Powerlink application, dated December 14, 
2005, describing the project and steps that we could take to protest 
the project with the California Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC").  
Furthermore, we also swear that no notice signs have been posted on-
site or off-site of where the project would be located. We understand 
that the route for this power line project has not been finally 
determined by SDG&E at this time; however, we are concerned that the 
route will follow the existing 69kV line behind our house, which is 
indicated as a possible route on SDG&E maps publicly displayed by the 
company in connection with this project. Accordingly, we believe that a 
tice should have been sent to us due to the proximity to this 

.  We further believe that SDG&E should have sent to us a 
 under the law. 

    

 

 

 

 

no
existing line
oper noticepr

 
 
 
 
Signed:  Rodney Greer                       Date: 02-22-2006 
 
             
 

   Maria Greer 
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                              DECLARATION 
 
 
I, Teresa L. Richardson (Crockett), living at 24346 Rutherford Road, 
Ramona, CA, 92065, which is located within 300 feet of the existing 
69kV power line of San Diego Gas & Electric ("SDG&E"), do swear under 
penalty of perjury, that I received no written notice from SDG&E to my 
home within 10 days of the filing of SDG&E's Sunrise Powerlink 
application, dated December 14, 2005, describing the project and steps 
that I could take to protest the project with the California Public 
Utilities Commission ("CPUC").  Furthermore, I also swear that no 
notice signs have been posted on-site or off-site of where the project 
would be located.  I understand that the route for this power line 
project has not been finally determined by SDG&E at this time; however,  
I am concerned that the route will follow the existing 69kV line behind  
my house, which is indicated as a possible route on SDG&E maps publicly  
displayed by the company in connection with this project. Accordingly, 

 

 

 

I believe that a notice should have been sent to me due to my proximity 
that SDG&E should have sent to this existing line.  I further believe 

 a proper notice under the law. me
 
 
Teresa L. Richardson (Crockett) 
February 22, 2006 
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                              DECLARATION 
  
  
I, Thomas M. Crockett, living at 24346 Rutherford Road, Ramona, CA, which is located 
within 300 feet of the existing 69kV powerline of San Diego Gas & Electric ("SDG&E"), 
do swear under penalty of perjury,  that I received no written notice from SDG&E to my 
home within 10 days of the filing of SDG&E
December 14, 2005, describing the project and steps that I could take to protest the 
project with the California Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC").  Furthermore,  I also 
swear that no notice signs have been posted on-site or off-site of where the project would 
be located.  I understand that the route for this power line project has not been finally 
determined by SDG&E at this time; however, I am concerned that the route will  
follow the existing 69kV line behind my house, which is indicated as a possible route on 
SDG&E maps publicly displayed by the com any in connection with this project.  
Accordingly,  I believe that a notice should have been sent to me due to my proximity to 

t SDG&E should have sent me a proper notice 
der the law. 

 

 

 

 

's Sunrise Powerlink application, dated 

p

this existing line.  I further believe tha
un
  
  
  
  
Signed:  Thomas M. Crockett                     Date: February 22, 2006 
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DECLARATION 

 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
 
My husband Christopher C. Raymer and I, Jerrie H. Raymer, have resided 
at 24526 Rutherford Road for over 21 years.  We live within 300 feet of 
the existing 69Kv powerline of San Diego Gas & Electric ("SDG&E").  We 
swear under penalty of perjury, that we received no written notice from 
SDG&E to our home within 10 days of the filing of SDG&E's Sunrise 
Powerlink application, dated December 14, 2005.  No notice was ever 
given which described the project or the steps that we could have taken 
to protest the project with the California Public Utilities Commission 
("CPUC"). 
 
Not only did we not receive anything via the mail, but we additionally 
attest that there were never notices placed anywhere near our property 
or near any of our local community buildings where public notices are 
equently posted. 

the exact route for this line has not been 
 are concerned that the route will follow the 

isting 69kV line behind our house.  As we have learned more about the 

 

 

 

 

fr
 
While we understand that 
ficially determined, weof

ex
project, we have seen maps which delineate the line behind our house. 
We believe that a notice should have been sent due to our proximity to 
this existing line. 
 
 
 
Jerrie H. Raymer 
Christopher C. Raymer 
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SDG&E DECLARATION  
 
I, Teresa Johnson, living at 24562 Rutherford Road, Ramona, CA 92065, which is 
located within 300 feet of the existing 69kV powerline of San Diego Gas & Electric 
("SDG&E"), do swear under penalty of perjury,  that I received no written notice from 
SDG&E to my home within 10 days of the filing of SDG&E's Sunrise Power link 
application, dated December 14, 2005, describing the project and steps that I could take 
to protest the project with the California Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC").  
Furthermore, I also swear that no notice signs have been posted on-site or off-site of 
where the project would be located.  I understand that the route for this power line project 
has not been finally determined by SDG&E at this time; however, I am concerned that 
the route will follow the existing 69kV line behind my house, which is indicated as a 
possible route on SDG&E maps publicly displayed by the company in connection with 
this project.  Accordingly, I believe that a notice should have been sent to me due to my 
proximity to this existing line.  I further believe that SDG&E should have sent me a 
proper notice under the law

 

 

 

 

 

. 
 
 
 
 
Signed: Teresa Johnson                                                       Date: 02-22-06 
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DECLARATION 
 
 
 
I, Denis James, living at 24314 Rutherford Road, Ramona, 
CA, which is located within 300 feet of the existing 69kV 
powerline of San Diego Gas & Electric ("SDG&E"), do swear 
under penalty of perjury,  that I received no written 
notice from SDG&E to my home within 10 days of the filing 
of SDG&E's Sunrise Powerlink application, dated December 
14, 2005, describing the project and steps that I could 
take to protest the project with the California Public 
Utilities Commission ("CPUC").  Furthermore, I also swear 
that no notice signs have been posted on-site or off-site 
of where the project would be located.  I understand that 
the route for this power line project has not been finally 

termined by SDG&E at t ver, I am concerned 
at the route will follow the existing 69kV line behind my 
use, which is indicated as a possible route on SDG&E maps 

 

 

 

 

de his time; howe
th
ho
publicly displayed by the company in connection with this 
project.  Accordingly, I believe that a notice should have 
been sent to me due to my proximity to this existing line. 
I further believe that SDG&E should have sent me a proper 
notice under the law. 
 
 
 
 
Signed:  Denis L. James           Date: February 23, 2006
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DECLARATION 
 
 
 
I, Sharri James, living at 24314 Rutherford Road, Ramona, 
CA, which is located within 300 feet of the existing 69kV 
powerline of San Diego Gas & Electric ("SDG&E"), do swear 
under penalty of perjury,  that I received no written 
notice from SDG&E to my home within 10 days of the filing 
of SDG&E's Sunrise Powerlink application, dated December 
14, 2005, describing the project and steps that I could 
take to protest the project with the California Public 
Utilities Commission ("CPUC").  Furthermore, I also swear 
that no notice signs have been posted on-site or off-site 
of where the project would be located.  I understand that 
the route for this power line project has not been finally 

termined by SDG&E at t ver, I am concerned 
at the route will follow the existing 69kV line behind my 
use, which is indicated as a possible route on SDG&E maps 

 

 

 

 

 

de his time; howe
th
ho
publicly displayed by the company in connection with this 
project.  Accordingly, I believe that a notice should have 
been sent to me due to my proximity to this existing line. 
I further believe that SDG&E should have sent me a proper 
notice under the law. 
 
 
 
 
Signed:  Sharri D. James           Date: February 23, 2006
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DG&E Declaration                                                                        

 
 
I, Irene Nobles, living at 24550 Rutherford Road, Ramona, Ca 92065, which is located 
within 300 feet of the existing 69kV powerli
do swear under penalty of perjury,  that I received no written notice from SDG&E to my 
home within 10 days of the filing of SDG&E
application, dated December 14, 2005, describing the project and steps  
that I could take to protest the project with the California Public  
Utilities Commission ("CPUC"). 
 
 
Furthermore, I also swear that no notice signs have been posted on-site or off-site of 
where the project would be located.  I understand that the route for this power line  

wever,  
am concerned that the route will follow the existing 69kV line behind  
y house, which is indicated as a possible route on SDG&E maps publicly  

isplayed by the company in connection with this project.  Accordingly,  

igned: Irene Nobles                                                                Date: 2-23-06 

 

 

 

 

S
 

ne of San Diego Gas & Electric ("SDG&E"), 

's Sunrise Power link  

project has not been finally determined by SDG&E at this time; ho
I 
m
d
I believe that a notice should have been sent to me due to my proximity  
to this existing line.  I further believe that SDG&E should have sent me  
a proper notice under the law. 
 
 
 
 
S
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DECLARATION 
 
 
 I, Carolyn & Glynn Morrow, living at 36255 Grapevine Canyon Rd, Ranchita, CA 92066, 
which is located within 300 feet of the existing 69kV powerline of San Diego Gas & Electric 
("SDG&E"), do swear under penalty of perjur   that I received no written notice from 
SDG&E to my home within 10 days of the filing of SDG&E's Sunrise Powerlink 
application, dated December 14, 2005, describing the project and steps that I could take to 
protest the project with the California Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC").  
Furthermore, I also swear that no notice signs ave been posted on-site or off-site of where 
the project would be located.  I understand that the route for this power line project has not 
been finally determined by SDG&E at this time; however, I am concerned  that the route 
will follow the existing 69kV line in front of my house, which is indicated as a possible route 
on SDG&E maps publicly displayed by the company in connection with this project.  
Accordingly, I believe that a notice should have been sent to me due to my proximity to this 

er believe that SDG&E should have sent me a proper notice under the 

 

 

 

 

y,

h

existing line.  I furth
law. 
 
 Signed:   
 
 
Carolyn Morrow & Glynn Morrow                      Date: February 22, 2006 
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February 23, 2006 
 
 
This is a Response to Assigned Commissioner Ruling: 
 
 
My name is Bruce Meador.  I live at 13740 Fernbrook Drive, Ramona, California 
92065.  There is an existing 69KV power line of San Diego Gas and Electric 
crossing my property.  I do not recall that  received a written notice from San 
Diego Gas and Electric to my home within ten days of the filing of San Diego Gas 
and Electric’s Sunrise Power application, dated December 14, 2005, describing 
the project and steps that I can take to protest the project with the California 
Public Utilities Commission.  Also, I have not seen any signs suggesting where 
the project will be located.  I understand 
been finally determined by San Diego Gas and Electric, but if this existing line will 

 existing 69KB power line, or if there is a reasonable chance 
at this will happen, I believe you should have notified me earlier and more 
ffectively. 

incerely, 

 

 

 

 

 I

the route for this power line has not 

eventually follow the
th
e
 
S
 
 
 
Bruce Meador 
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    Declaration 
 
  
I, Kelly McClure, living at 17012 Arena Way, which is located within 
300 feet of the existing 69kV powerline of San Diego Gas & Electric 
("SDG&E"), do swear under penalty of perjury, that I received no 
written notice from SDG&E to my home within 10 days of the filing of 
SDG&E's Sunrise Powerlink application, dated December 14, 2005, 
describing the project and steps that I could take to protest the 
project with the California Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC").  
Furthermore, I also swear that no notice signs have been posted on-site 
or off-site of where the project would be located.  I understand that 
the route for this power line project has not been finally determined 
by SDG&E at this time; however, I am concerned that the route will 
follow the existing 69kV line behind my house, which is indicated as a 
possible route on SDG&E maps publicly displayed by the company in 
connection with this project.  Accordingly, I believe that a notice 
should have been sent to me due to my proximity to this existing line.  

 proper notice under 

 

I further believe that SDG&E should have sent me a
e law. th

  
 Signed:  Kelly McClure                      Date: 02/22/06  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 36



   

 

 

 
 

DECLARATION 
 
I, Fred A. Carrillo, reside at 17057 Arena Way; Ramona, CA 92065,  
which is located within 300 feet of the existing 69kV powerline of San  
Diego Gas & Electric ("SDG&E"), do swear under penalty of perjury,  
that I received no written notice from SDG&E to my home within 10 days  
of the filing of SDG&E's Sunrise Powerlink application, dated December  
14, 2005, describing the project and steps that I could take to  
protest the project with the California Public Utilities Commission  
("CPUC").  Furthermore, I also swear that no notice signs have been  
posted on-site or off-site of where the project would be located.  I  
understand that the route for this power line project has not been  
finally determined by SDG&E at this time; however, I am concerned that  
the route will follow the existing 69kV line to the south of my house,  
which is indicated as a possible route on SDG&E maps publicly  
displayed by the company in connection with this project.   
Accordingly, I believe that a notice should have been sent to me due  
to my proximity to this existing line.  I further believe that SDG&E  
should have sent me a proper notice under the law. 
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DECLARATION 

 
I, Stephen Nardi, living at 23675 Calle Ovieda, which is located within  
300 feet of the existing 69kV powerline of San Diego Gas & Electric  
("SDG&E"), do swear under penalty of perjury, that I received no  
written notice from SDG&E to my home within 10 days of the filing of  
SDG&E's Sunrise Powerlink application, dated December 14, 2005,  
describing the project and steps that I could take to protest the  
project with the California Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC").   
Furthermore,  I also swear that no notice signs have been posted  
on-site or off-site of where the project would be located.  I  
understand that the route for this power line project has not been  
finally determined by SDG&E at this time; however, I am concerned that  
the route will follow the existing 69kV line behind my house, which is  
indicated as a possible route on SDG&E maps publicly displayed by the  
mpany in connection with this project.  Accordingly, I believe that a  
tice should have been sent to me due to my proximity to this existing 
ne.  I further believe that S have sent me a proper notice 

under the law. 
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DECLARATION 
 
 
I, Richard Chenoweth, living at 37620 Grapevine Canyon Road, in 
Ranchita, CA 92066), which is located within 300 feet of the existing 
69kV power line of San Diego Gas & Electric ("SDG&E"), do swear under 
penalty of perjury, that I received no written notice from SDG&E to my 
home within 10 days of the filing of SDG&E's Sunrise Powerlink 
application, dated December 14, 2005, describing the project and steps 
that I could take to protest the project with the California Public 
Utilities Commission ("CPUC"). Furthermore, I also swear that no notice 
signs have been posted on-site or off-site of where the project would 
be located. I understand that the route for this power line project has 
not been finally determined by SDG&E at this time; however, I am 

t the route will follow the existing 69kV line behind my 
is indicated as a possible route on SDG&E maps publicly 

splayed by the company in connection with this project.  Accordingly, 
ximity 

 

 

 

 

concerned tha
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di
I believe that a notice should have been sent to me due to my pro
to this existing line. I further believe that SDG&E should have sent me
a proper notice under the law. 
 
 
 
 
 Signed:  Richard Chenoweth              Date: 2/23/06 
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DECLARATION 
 
We, Robert and Alayne Armstrong, living at 24256 Rutherford Rd., Ramona, 
CA, 92065 which is located within 300 feet of the existing 69kV powerline of San 
Diego Gas & Electric ("SDG&E"), do swear under penalty of perjury, that we 
received no written notice from SDG&E to my home within 10 days of the filing of 
SDG&E's Sunrise Powerlink application,
the project and steps that we could take  protest the project with the California 
Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC"). Furthermore, we also swear that no notice 
signs have been posted on-site or off-site of where the project would be located. 
We understand that the route for this power line project has not been finally 
determined by SDG&E at this time; however, we are concerned that the route will 
follow the existing 69kV line behind our house, which is indicated as a possible 
route on SDG&E maps publicly displayed by the company in connection with this 

ly, we believe that a notice should have been sent to us due to 
is existing line. We further believe that SDG&E should have 

 

 

 

 

 dated December 14, 2005, describing 
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sent us a proper notice under the law. 
 
Signed:   Robert and Alayne Armstrong   Date: (02/22/06) 
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DECLARATION 

 
 
We, Bret and Lori Stateham, living at 24542 Rutherford Road, which is located within 300 feet of 
the existing 69kV powerline of San Diego Gas & Electric ("SDG&E"), do swear under penalty of 
perjury, that we received no written notice from SDG&E to our home within 10 days of the filing of 
SDG&E's Sunrise Powerlink application, dated December 14, 2005, describing the project and 
steps that we could take to protest the project with the California Public Utilities Commission 
("CPUC").  Furthermore, we also swear that no notice signs have been posted on-site or off-site 
of where the project would be located.  We under tand that the route for this power line project 
has not been finally determined by SDG&E at this time; however, we are concerned that the route 
will follow the existing 69kV line behind our house, which is indicated as a possible route on 
SDG&E maps publicly displayed by the company in connection with this project.  Accordingly, we 
believe that a notice should have been sent to me due to our proximity to this existing line.  We 
further believe that SDG&E should have sent us a proper notice under the law. 
 
Signed: Bret Stateham                      Date: 2/23/06 
 Lori Stateham 
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DECLARATION 
 
 
I, Chris Jeffers, living at 24566 Del Amo Road, which is located within 
300 feet of the existing 69kV powerline of San Diego Gas & Electric 
("SDG&E"), do swear under penalty of perjury, that I received no 
written notice from SDG&E to my home within 10 days of the filing of 
SDG&E's Sunrise Powerlink application, dated December 14, 2005, 
describing the project and steps that I could take to protest the 
project with the California Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC"). 
Furthermore, I also swear that no notice signs have been posted on-site 
or off-site of where the project would be located. I understand that 
the route for this power line project has not been finally determined 
by SDG&E at this time; however, I am concerned that the route will 
follow the existing 69kV line behind my house, which is indicated as a 
possible route on SDG&E maps publicly displayed by the company in 
connection with this project. Accordingly, I believe that a notice 
should have been sent to me due to my proximity to this existing line. 

ieve that SDG&E should have sent me a proper notice under 

 

 

 

I further bel
e law. th

 
 
 
 
Signed: Christopher P. Jeffers Date: (February 22, 2006) 
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DECLARATION 

 
 
I, Ethel Kiss living at 24118 Rutherford Rd. which is located within 
300 feet of the existing 69 KV powerline of San Diego Gas and Electric 
do swear under penalty of perjury that I received no written notice 
from SDG&E to my house within 10 days of the filing of SDG&E's Sunrise 
Powerlink application dated Dec. 14, 2005, describing the project and 
steps that I could take to protest the project with the "CPUC". 
Furthermore, I also swear that no notice signs have been posted on site 
or off site of where the project would be located.  I understand that 
the route for this power line project has not been finally determined 
by SDG&E at this time; however, I am concerned the route will follow 
the existing 69 KV line behind my house, which is indicated as a 
possible route on S D G & E maps publicly displayed by the company in 
connection with this project.  Accordingly, I believe that a notice 
should have been sent to me due to my proximity to this existing line.  
I further believe that S D G & E should have sent me a proper notice 
under the law.   
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 

I hereby certify that, pursuant to the California Public Utilities Commission’s Rules of 

Practice and Procedure, I have this day served a true copy of the RESPONSE OF THE 

RAMONA ALLIANCE AGAINST THE SUNRISE POWERLINK (RAASP) TO 

THE ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S RULING SEEKING BRIEFS ON LEGAL 

ISSUES to parties listed on the following pages. 

 

Service was completed by email where available or, where email service was not 

available, by causing true copies thereof, enclosed in sealed envelopes with first class 

postage prepaid, to be deposited in the United States Mail. 

 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

 

 Executed this ____ day of February 2006, at San Diego, California. 

 

 

      ________________________________ 

      Diane Conklin 
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SERVICE LIST 
 
 

Email    Fname   Lname  Company         Zip 
HTUthomas.burhenn@sce.com

  Address2    City   State 
  THOMAS A.  BURHENN  SOUT  T GRO 91770 

HTUdavid.lloyd@nrgenergy.co
HERN CALIFORNIA EDISON      2244 WALNU VE AVENUE   ROSEMEAD  CA  

    DAVID   LLOYD  CABRILLO POWE  BAD BL 92008 
HTUdj0conklin@earthlink.net

R I, LLC      4600 CARLS VD.    CARLSBAD   CA  
    DIANE J.   CONKLIN  RAMONA ALLIANC UNRISE POWE  92065 

HTUedwrdsgrfx@aol.com
E AGAINST S RLIN  PO BOX 683   RAMONA   CA  

    ELIZABETH  EDWARDS  RAMONA VALLEY SOCIATION  WAY 78  92065 
HTUhikermomma1@yahoo.com

 VINEYARD AS     26502 HIGH   RAMONA   CA  
  MARY   ALDERN     92066 

HTUfortlieb@sandiego.gov
     36264 MONTEZUMA VALLEY ROAD   RANCHITA   CA  

    FREDERICK M.  ORTLIEB  CITY OF SAN DIE   AVENU 92101 
HTUmshames@ucan.org

GO      1200 THIRD E, 11TH FLOOR   SAN DIEGO   CA  
    MICHAEL   SHAMES  UTILITY CONSUM ETWORK   AVENUE 92103 

HTUsdenergy@sierraclubsand
ERS' ACTION N     3100 FIFTH , SUITE B   SAN DIEGO   CA  

    PAUL   BLACKBURN SIERRA CLUB, SAN DIEGO CHAPTER  REET  92104 
ko'beirne@semprautilities.   KEVIN   O'BEIRNE  SAN DIEGO GAS OMPANY  RY PAR 92123 
HTUjleslie@luce.com

    
    

3820 RAY ST
8330 CENTU

  
K COURT, CP32D  

SAN DIEGO   CA  
SAN DIEGO   CA  & ELECTRIC C

    JOHN W.   LESLIE LUCE, FORWARD SCRIPPS, LLP  MINO R 92130 
HTUdhogan@biologicaldiversit

, HAMILTON &    11988 EL CA EAL, SUITE 200   SAN DIEGO   CA  
   DAVID   HOGAN  CENTER FOR BIO RSITY  5  92167 

HTUcadowney@san.rr.com
LOGICAL DIVE    PO BOX 774   SAN DIEGO   CA  

    CARRIE   DOWNEY  HORTON KNOX C TE   AY  92243 
HTUbarbschnier@yahoo.com

ARTER & FOO  895 BROADW   ELCENTRO   CA  
    PATRICIA C.  SCHNIER     EAD R 92307 

HTUwblattner@semprautilities
  14575 FLATH D.    APPLE VALLEY  CA  

.   BILLY   BLATTNER  SAN DIEGO GAS OMPANY  SS AVE 94102 
HTUmflorio@turn.org

& ELECTRIC C  601 VAN NE NUE, SUITE 2060   SAN FRANCISCO  CA  
    MICHEL PETER  FLORIO  THE UTILITY REF K (TURN)  SS AVE 94102 

HTUwolff@smwlaw.com
ORM NETWOR  711 VAN NE NUE, SUITE 350   SAN FRANCISCO  CA  

    OSA L.   WOLFF  SHUTE, MIHALY & R LLP  TREET 94102 
HTUbcragg@gmssr.com

 WEINBERGE  396 HAYES S     SAN FRANCISCO  CA  
    BRIAN T.   CRAGG  GOODIN MACBRI TCHIE & DAY L 505 S E STR 94111 

HTUcfaber@semprautilities.co
DE SQUERI RI LP   ANSOM EET, SUITE 900   SAN FRANCISCO  CA  

    CLAY E.   FABER  SOUTHERN CALIF OMPANY  555 W FTH ST 90013 
HTUmjumper@sdihf.org

ORNIA GAS C  EST FI REET, GT-14E7   LOS ANGELES  CA  
    MATTHEW   JUMPER  SAN DIEGO INTE  HOUSING FOUNDATI 7956 R AVE  91945 

HTUrebeccap@environmentalh
RFAITH ON   LESTE   LEMON GROVE  CA  

  REBECCA   PEARL  ENVIRONMENTAL LITION  401 M  CARS 91950 
HTUtking28@cox.net

 HEALTH COA  ILE OF WAY, STE. 310   NATIONAL CITY  CA  
    KEVIN/TERRY  KING     5902 ER LAN 92004 

HTUferretti@uia.net
  KUNKL E    BORREGO SPRINGS  CA  

    LESLIE A.   BELLAH     PO B  92004 
HTUscotmartin478@msn.com

  OX 177   BORREGO SPRINGS  CA  
    SCOT   MARTIN     PO B 9  92004 

HTUskbnic88@aol.com
  OX 154   BORREGO SPRINGS  CA  

    SUSAN   BROWNE     1010 ANYON 92004 
HTUtgorton@cableusa.com

  PALM C  DRIVE, SPACE 38  BORREGO SPRINGS  CA  
    TOM   GORTON  BORREGO SUN   PO B  92004 

HTUpatricia_fallon@sbcglobal
  OX 249   BORREGO SPRINGS  CA  

.   PAT/ALBERT  BIANEZ     1223 RONG C 92027 
HTU

  ARMST IRCLE   ESCONDIDO  CA  
gregschuett@mac.com    GREG   SCHUETT      PO B 8  
HTUcelloinpines@sbcglobal.ne

 OX 110   JULIAN   CA  92036 
   LAUREL   GRANQUIST    PO B 6  92036 

HTUskyword@sbcglobal.net
  OX 248   JULIAN   CA  

    JOHN   RAIFSNIDER    PO B  92036-
HTUcpuc@92036.com

  OX 121   JULIAN   CA  0121 
    PAUL   RIDGWAY      DR A 92036-

HTUcarolyn.dorroh@cubic.com
  3027 LAKEVIEW . PO BOX 1435   JULI N   CA  1435 

  CAROLYN A.  DORROH  RAMONA COMMU G GROUP  HES LA RAMO 92065 
HTUpolo-player@cox.net

NITY PLANNIN  17235 VOOR NE    NA   CA  
    CHRISTOPHER  JEFFERS     2456 MO RO RAMO 92065 

HTUconniebull@cox.net
  6 DEL A AD    NA   CA  

    CONSTANCE J.  BULL  RAMONA ALLIANC UNRISE POWE 2457 ERFOR RAMO 92065 
HTUsoliviasmom@cox.net

E AGAINST S RLIN  2 RUTH D ROAD   NA   CA  
    LARA   LOPEZ     1682  VIEW R RAMO 92065 

HTUmkferwalt@yahoo.com
  8 OPEN D    NA   CA  

    MARY KAY  FERWALT     2456 MO RO RAMO 92065 
HTUpwhalen2@cox.net

  9 DEL A AD    NA   CA  
    PAMELA RUTH  WHALEN  RAMONA ALLIANC UNRISE POWE 2444 ERFOR RAMO 92065 

HTUCsmmarket@aol.com
E AGAINST S RLIN  4 RUTH D ROAD   NA   CA  

    CAROLYN   MORROW  GOLIGHTLY FARM  36255 GRAPEVINE CANYO RANC 92066 
HTUjoe@ranchitarealty.com

S    N ROAD   HITA   CA  
    JOSEPH   RAUH  RANCHITA REALT  3 EZUMA VALLEY RANC 92066 

HTUcesposit@sdcoe.k12.ca.us
Y    7554 MONT  RD   HITA   CA  

   STEVE/CAROL YESPOSITO    EZUMA VALLEY RANC 92066 
HTUgbarnes@sempra.com

  37784 MONT  ROAD   HITA   CA  
    E. GREGORY  BARNES  SAN DIEGO GAS OMPANY  101 A EET   SAN D 92101 

HTUjimbellelsi@cox.net
& ELECTRIC C  SH STR  IEGO   CA  

    JIM   BELL     4862 RE ST.   SAN D 92107 
HTUscottanders@sandiego.ed

  VOLTAI  IEGO   CA  
    SCOTT J.   ANDERS  UNIVERSITY OF SAN W   5998 A PARK   SAN D 92110 

HTUcraig.rose@uniontrib.com
 DIEGO - LA  ALCAL  IEGO   CA  

    CRAIG   ROSE  THE SAN DIEGO UNION T E   PO B 191S   SAN D 92112-0191 
jennifer.porter@sdenergy.   JENNIFER   PORTER  DIEGO REGIONAL ENER ICE   8520 T WAY SUITE 110  SAN D 92123 
HTUsusan.freedman@sdenerg

RIBUN
GY OFF

 
 

OX 120
ECH 

 
 

IEGO   CA  
IEGO   CA  

  SUSAN   FREEDMAN  SAN DIEGO REGIONAL E  OFFICE  8520 T WAY, SUITE 11 SAN D 92123 
HTUcentralfiles@semprautilities.com

NERGY  ECH 0   IEGO   CA  
    CENTRAL FILES SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC   8330 RY PARK COU SAN D 92123-1530 

HTUchuckw@qualcomm.com
 CP31-E CENTU RT   IEGO   CA  

    CHARLES E.  WHEATLEY     2772  GRANDE ROAD    92707 
HTUwolff@smwlaw.com

  9 MESA  PO BOX 298  CA  
    SHERIDAN  PAUKER  SHUTE,MIHALY & WEINB  LLP   396 H TREET   SAN F 94102 

HTUrmd@cpuc.ca.gov
ERGER  AYES S  RANCISCO  CA  

    Regina   DeAngelis  CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES SSION LEGAL DIVISION ROOM  NESS AVENU SAN F 94102-3214 
HTUdtk5@pge.com

 COMMI  410505 VAN E   RANCISCO  CA  
    DAVID T.   KRASKA  PACIFIC GAS AND ELEC OMPANY   REET - LAW D SAN F 94105 

HTUcem@newsdata.com
TRIC C 77 BEALE ST EPARTMENT  RANCISCO  CA  

       CALIFORNIA ENERGY M S    517 - ERO AVENUE SAN F 94110 
HTUvwt2@pge.com

ARKET B POTR    RANCISCO  CA  
    VICKI   TING  PACIFIC GAS AND ELEC OMPANY   REET, MAIL C SAN F 94177 

HTUeditorial@californiaenergy
TRIC C 77 BEALE ST ODE B13L   RANCISCO  CA  

    J.A.   SAVAGE  CALIFORNIA ENERGY CI   3006 ELD AVE    OAKL 94602 
HTUmrw@mrwassoc.com

RCUIT  SHEFFI AND   CA  
       MRW & ASSOCIATES, IN   1999 HARRISON STREET, S 440  OAKL 94612 

HTUdkates@sonic.net
C.  UITE 1 AND   CA  

    DAVID   KATES  DAVID MARK AND COMP   3510 UNOCAL PLACE, SUIT  SANT 95403-5571 
HTUe-recipient@caiso.com

ANY  E 200  A ROSA  CA  
       CALIFORNIA ISO    151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD   FOLS 95630 

HTUabb@eslawfirm.com
 OM   CA  

    ANDREW B.  BROWN  ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP   2015 H STREET    O  95814 
HTUkdw@woodruff-expert-serv

SACRAMENT CA  
  KEVIN   WOODRUFF WOODRUFF EXPERT   1100 K STREET, SUITE 204   SACRAMENTO  CA  95814 

HTUmlgillette@duke-energy.co
 SERVICES  

   MELANIE   GILLETTE  DUKE ENERGY NORTH A A    980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 1420   SACRAMENTO  CA  95814 MERIC



   

alan@comnes.net    G. ALAN   COMNES  CABRILLO POWER I LLC  E ASH STREET    PORTLAND   OR  97214 
LAdocket@cpuc.ca.gov

  3934 S
       LOS ANGELES DOCKET OFFICE MISSION 320 W. 4TH STREET, SUITE 500  LOS ANGELES  CA  90013 

bcb@cpuc.ca.gov
 CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COM

    Billie C.   Blanchard  CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMI EA 4-A 505 VAN NESS AVENUE   SAN FRANCISCO  CA  94102-3214 
kim@cpuc.ca.gov

SSION ENGINEERING, ENVIRON AR
    Kim   Malcolm  CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION DIVISION MINISTRAROOM 500505 VAN NESS AVENUE  SAN FRANCISCO  CA  94102-3214 

wsc@cpuc.ca.gov
 OF AD

    Scott   Cauchois  CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION ELECTRIC Y RESOURCEROOM 420505 VAN NESS AVENUE  SAN FRANCISCO  CA  94102-3214 
sjl@cpuc.ca.gov

IT
    Scott   Logan  CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION ELECTRIC Y RESOURCEROOM 420505 VAN NESS AVENUE  SAN FRANCISCO  CA  94102-3214 

tdp@cpuc.ca.gov
IT

    Terrie D.   Prosper  CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION EXECUT IVISION ROOM 530505 VAN NESS AVENUE   SAN FRANCISCO  CA  94102-3214 
b@e rgy.state.ca

IVE D
Claufen ne    CLARE   LAUFEN G CALIFORNI  CO N  1516 NINT  ST  4  SACR TO CA  9581BER A ENERGY MMISSIO   H REET, MS 6  AMEN   4 
jgrau@energy.state.ca.us    JUDY   GRAU  CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSIO   1516 NINTH STREET MS-46   SACRAMENT CA  95814-5N  512 O  
jjg@eslawfirm.com JEDEDIA  GIBSON ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & H    2015 H  STREET   SACRAMENT CA 95814 

rgy
H J. ARRIS LLP O 

james.caldwell@ppmene .comJAMES CALDWELL JR. PPM ENERGY, INC.    1125 NW COU T  PORTLAN  OR 97209 H. , STE. 700 CH STREE D 
cem@newsdata.com    CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS   517 - B POTRERO AV UE  SAN FRAN I CA 94110 EN  C SCO 
Richard.Raushenbush@lw.comRICH D RAUSHEN M S   505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 20 SAN FRANCI CA 94111 AR BUSH   LATHA  & WATKIN   W. 00 SCO 
sanrocky@aol.com EILEEN D DORMOUSE ROAD  DIEGO  CA 92129 

y.co
 BIR      12430  SAN

liddell@energyattorne mDONALD C  DELL DOUGLASS & LIDDELL    2928 2ND AVENUE  DIEGO A 92103 .  LID   SAN  C
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