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December 23, 2009

Advice 3583-E
(Pacific Gas and Electric Company ID U39 E)

Public Utilities Commission of the State of California

Subject: Contracts for Procurement of Renewable Energy Resources Resulting
from PG&E’s Wind Energy Purchase Agreements with Shell Energy
North America (US), L.P.

L. INTRODUCTION
A. Purpose and Overview

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”) seeks California Public Utilities
Commission (“Commission” or “CPUC”) approval of three wind energy purchase
agreements (collectively, the “Agreements”) that PG&E has executed with Shell Energy
North America (US), L.P. (“Shell”). PG&E submits the Agreements for CPUC Approval
to establish PG&E’s ability to recover the cost of payments made pursuant to the
Agreements through its Energy Resource Recovery Account (“ERRA™).

The Agreements are comprised of three separate Confirmations to the existing Edison
Electric Institute (“EEI”’) master power purchase and sale agreement, as amended,
between PG&E and Shell. The Commission’s approval of the Agreements will authorize
PG&E to accept deliveries for approximately 938 gigawatt hours (“GWh”) of Renewables
Portfolio Standard (“RPS”)-eligible energy from the Big Horn wind facility located in
Washington state, and the Combine Hills II and Wheat Field wind facilities located in
Oregon (collectively, the “Projects”). The Big Horn and Wheat Field facilities are
currently operational, and the Combine Hills II facility is expected to be operational by the
end of 2009.

Deliveries under the Agreements will commence in January 2010, and will continue
through December 31, 2010 for Big Horn, and December 31, 2011 for Combine Hills II
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and Wheat Field. After CPUC Approval is obtained, PG&E will pay a true-up settlement
amount for the Green Attributes produced prior to CPUC Approval. PG&E will receive
all Green Attributes associated with the energy delivered under the Agreements. These
bundled deliveries will contribute to PG&E’s 20 percent portfolio goal.

The Agreements were initiated through bilateral negotiations, and negotiations occurred
during the pendency of the 2009 RPS Solicitation. Consistent with the protocol used for
review of RPS contracts resulting from the 2009 RPS Solicitation and contracts resulting
from bilateral negotiations, PG&E has included Confidential Appendices A through H,
which demonstrate the reasonableness of the Agreements. As discussed below, PG&E
requests confidential treatment of the information contained in these Appendices.

PG&E requests that the Commission issue a resolution no later than June 24, 2010
approving the Agreements in their entirety, and all payments to be made by PG&E under
the Agreements, and containing the findings required by the definition of CPUC Approval
adopted by Decision (“D.”) 07-11-025 and D.08-04-009.'

B. Detailed Description of the Projects

The Agreements involve deliveries from three wind facilities located in Washington and
Oregon, respectively. The Big Horn facility began operating in 2006 and the Wheat Field
facility began operating in April 2009. The Combine Hills II facility is expected to begin
operations by the end of 2009.

Under the Confirmations, Shell makes the representation, warranty and covenant that it
has the contractual right to purchase and take title to the RPS-eligible energy that will be
sold to PG&E pursuant to the Confirmations.

The following table summarizes the substantive features of the Agreements:

Owner / Developer PG&E has executed the Agreements
with Shell, who is purchasing a
specified portion of each Project’s
output from a third party (each,
“Shell’s Portion”). The developers
of the Projects are:

' As provided by D.07-11-025 and D.08-04-009, the Commission must approve the Agreements and
payments to be made thereunder, and find that the procurement will count toward PG&E’s RPS
procurement obligations.
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Big Horn — Iberdrola
Combine Hills II — Eurus Energy

America
Wheat Field — Horizon Wind
Energy

Technology Wind

Capacity (MW) Big Horn — 70 megawatts (“MW”)

Combine Hills I - 62 MW
Wheat Field — 96.6 MW
Capacity Factor Big Horn — 30%

Combine Hills II — 30%
Wheat Field — 30%

Expected Generation With respect to Shell’s Portion:
(GWh/Year) Big Horn — 100 GWh
Combine Hills IT - 163 GWh
Wheat Field — 256 GWh

Online Date (if existing, the Deliveries will begin in January
contract delivery start date) 2010 for all three Projects
Contract Term (Years) Big Horn — 1 year

Combine Hills 1T — 2 years
Wheat Field — 2 years

New or Existing Facility Big Horn and Wheat Field are new
facilities that are currently
operational. Combine Hills Il is a
new facility.

Location (include in/out-of-state) | Big Horn — Bickleton, Washington;
and Control Area (e.g., CAISO, BPA control area

BPA)
Combine Hills II — Milton-
Freewater, Oregon; BPA control
area

Wheat Field — Arlington, Oregon;
BPA control area
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Price relative to MPR There is currently no market price
referent (“MPR”) for contracts less
than 5 years. Contract pricing
exceeds the 5-year 2009 MPR for
projects coming online in 2010.

Copies of the Agreements are provided in Confidential Appendices G1, G2 and G3.
Copies of the confidential and public portions of the EEI master agreement are provided
in Confidential Appendix G4 and Appendix H, respectively. A contract analysis is
provided in Confidential Appendix D.

Under the Agreements, PG&E will receive a total of approximately 938 GWh of bundled
renewable energy from the Projects delivered as a firmed and shaped product at the
California-Oregon Border (“COB”). The Agreements include a firming and shaping
service whereby intermittent energy generated by the Projects is shaped and converted to
firm energy delivered to PG&E at COB.

Deliveries of import energy will be documented with a North American Electric
Reliability Corporation (“NERC”) E-tag that relates such deliveries to generated energy
from each Project through a note in the miscellaneous field. This complies with the
California Energy Commission’s (“CEC”) RPS eligibility requirements for firmed and
shaped deliveries of out-of-state power where deliveries occur at a different time than
generation.”

? See California Energy Commission Renewables Portfolio Standard Eligibility Guidebook, Third Edition,
CEC-300-2007-006-ED3-CMF, adopted December 19, 2007, at 23-24.
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Diagram of Delivery Structure for Shell RPS Transaction

RPS Seller: Shell

Step 1:

* Purchases Energy (A) and Green
Attributes

* Delivers shaped and firmed
Energy (B) approximately equal to
the volume of Energy (A) and
Green Attributes to PG&E at COB.

PG&E

Step 2: Purchases Energy (B) and
Green Attributes at COB.

Step 3: Matches import energy and
Green Attributes for delivery of RPS-
eliaible enerav to California

II. THE PPAS ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE COMMISSION’S RPS-
RELATED DECISIONS

A. Consistency with PG&E’s Adopted RPS Plan and Solicitation

PG&E’s 2009 renewable procurement plan (“2009 Plan) was conditionally approved in
D.09-06-018 on June 4, 2009. As required by statute, the 2009 Plan included an
assessment of supply and demand to determine the optimal mix of renewable generation
resources, consideration of compliance flexibility mechanisms established by the
Commission, and a bid solicitation setting forth the need for renewable generation of
various operational characteristics.’

? Pub. Util. Code § 399.14(a)(3).
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The goal of PG&E’s 2009 Plan was to procure approximately one to two percent of its
retail sales volume, or between 800 GWh and 1,600 GWh per year. With expected RPS-
eligible energy deliveries of approximately 938 GWh between January 1, 2010 and
December 2011, the Agreements meet the criteria for renewables procurement contained
in the 2009 Plan. Projects capable of providing actual deliveries with only a short or no
delay are especially valuable to PG&E.

The Agreements are also consistent with PG&E’s approved RPS Plan because they were
evaluated consistent with the review protocol in the 2009 RPS Solicitation.

B. Consistency with PG&E’s Long Term Procurement Plan

PG&E’s 2006 long-term procurement plan (“LTPP”) stated that PG&E would
aggressively pursue procurement of RPS-eligible renewable resources. In approving
PG&E’s 2006 LTPP, the Commission noted that development of renewable energy is “of
great importance to the Governor, the State of California, and the Commission.”® The
Agreements are consistent with PG&E’s 2006 LTPP and with Commission policy
regarding renewable energy expressed in the decision approving PG&E’s 2006 LTPP.

C. Consistency with Commission Guidelines for Bilateral Contracting

The Commission has developed guidelines pursuant to which the utilities may enter into
bilateral RPS contracts. In D.03-06-071, the Commission authorized entry into bilateral
RPS contracts provided that such contracts did not require Public Goods Charge funds and
were “prudent.”5 Later, in D.06-10-019, the Commission again held that bilateral
contracts were permissible provided that they were at least one month in duration, and
also found that such contracts must be reasonable and submitted for Commission approval
by advice letter.’ Also in that decision, the Commission stated that bilateral contracts
were not eligible for supplemental energy payments.’

4D.07-12-052 at 73.
>D.03-06-071 at 57-58.
®D.06-10-019 at 29.

"Id at31.
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Based on D.03-06-071 and D.06-10-019, the Commission set forth the following four
requirements for approval of bilateral contracts in a recent Resolution approving a
bilateral RPS contract executed by PG&E: (1) the contract is submitted for approval by
advice letter; (2) the contract is longer than one month in duration; (3) the contract does
not receive above market funds (“AMFs”); and (4) the contract is deemed reasonable by
the Commission.® The Commission noted that it would be developing evaluation criteria
for bilateral contracts, but that the above four requirements would apply in the interim.’

On June 19, 2009, the Commission issued D.09-06-050 establishing price benchmarks and
contract review processes for short-term and bilateral RPS contracts. Decision 09-06-050
provides that bilateral contracts should be reviewed using the same standards as contracts
resulting from RPS solicitations.

The Agreements satisfy both the four requirements listed above and the requirements of
D.09-06-050. The Agreements are being submitted for approval via this Advice Letter
and are not eligible for AMFs because they resulted from bilateral negotiations. The
Agreements have terms of one year and two years, and are therefore longer than one
month in duration. Finally, the Agreements are reasonable when considered against the
standards used for evaluating contracts resulting from PG&E’s 2009 RPS Solicitation,
both with respect to price and other terms, as PG&E explains in this Advice Letter and in
the attached Confidential Appendices. The Commission should therefore approve the
Agreements.

D. Consistency of Bid Evaluation Process with Least-Cost Best Fit Decision

The RPS statute requires PG&E to procure the least cost, best fit (“LCBF”) eligible
renewable resources.'® The LCBF decision directs the utilities to use certain criteria in
their bid ranking."" It offers guidance regarding the process by which the utility ranks
bids in order to select or “shortlist” the bids with which it will commence negotiations.
The renewables bid evaluation process focuses on four primary areas:

¥ Resolution E-4216 at 5.
°Id.
12 Pyb. Util. Code § 399.14(a)(2)(B).

1'D.04-07-029.
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Determination of market value of bid,

Calculation of transmission adders and integration costs,
Evaluation of portfolio fit, and

Consideration of non-price factors.

B

PG&E examined the reasonableness of the Agreements using the same market value
comparison tools used with other RPS transactions received in the 2009 RPS Solicitation
and with bilaterals currently being offered to PG&E. The general finding is that this
opportunity is competitive with other offers received in the 2009 RPS Solicitation and
with other RPS opportunities recently executed or under negotiation. A more detailed
discussion of PG&E’s evaluation of the Agreements is provided in Confidential Appendix
D.

1. Market Valuation

In a “mark-to-market analysis,” the present value of the bidder’s payment stream is
compared with the present value of the product’s market value to determine the benefit
(positive or negative) from the procurement of the resource, irrespective of PG&E’s
portfolio. This analysis includes evaluation of the bid price and indirect costs, such as
transmission and integration costs. PG&E’s analysis of the market value of the
Agreements is addressed in Confidential Appendix D.

2. Portfolio Fit

Portfolio fit considers how well an offer’s features match PG&E’s portfolio needs. As
part of the portfolio fit assessment, PG&E differentiates offers by the firmness of their
energy delivery and by their energy delivery patterns. A higher portfolio fit measure is
assigned to the energy that PG&E is sure to receive and fits the needs of the existing
portfolio. Deliveries of import energy are anticipated to occur during periods when
PG&E has a portfolio need for additional energy. Also, the Projects will provide RPS-
eligible deliveries in 2010 and 2011, which will contribute toward PG&E’s RPS goals.
Thus, the Agreements fit PG&E’s portfolio in a satisfactory manner.

3. Consistency with the Transmission Ranking Cost Decision

The Projects are currently or close to operational under existing interconnection
agreements and no upgrades are needed. As noted above, Shell will firm and shape the
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energy and deliver it to PG&E at COB. Consequently, no transmission cost adders were
used in the evaluation of the Projects.

4. Consistent Application of TODs

The price for the power under the Agreements is not subject to Time of Delivery (“TOD”)
adjustments.

5. Qualitative Factors

PG&E considered qualitative factors including benefits to low income or minority
communities, environmental stewardship, local reliability, and resource diversity benefits,
as required by D.04-07-029 and D.07-02-011, when evaluating the Projects.

E. PRG Participation and Feedback

PG&E informed its Procurement Review Group (“PRG”) of the transaction on December
15, 2009. PG&E further addresses PRG feedback in Confidential Appendix D.

The PRG for PG&E consists of: California Department of Water Resources, the
Commission’s Energy Division and Division of Ratepayer Advocates, Union of
Concerned Scientists, the Utility Reform Network, the California Utility Employees, and
Jan Reid, as a PG&E ratepayer.

F. RPS Goals

Senate Bill (“SB”) 1078 established the California RPS Program, requiring an electrical
corporation to increase its use of eligible renewable energy resources to 20 percent of total
retail sales no later than December 31, 2017. The legislature subsequently accelerated the
RPS goal to reach 20 percent by the end of 2010. In addition, California is actively
considering increasing its renewable goals beyond the current 20 percent renewable
energy target. Governor Schwarzenegger’s Executive Order issued in November 2008
describes a new target for California of 33 percent renewable energy by 2020, and his
executive order issued in September 2009 directs the California Air Resources Board to
adopt a regulation consistent with this 33 percent target by July 31, 2010. Finally, the
California Air Resources Board’s Scoping Plan, adopted in December 2008, identifies an
increase in the renewables target to 33 percent by 2020 as a key measure for reducing
greenhouse gas emissions and meeting California’s climate change goals. As discussed
above, the Agreements will contribute to the 20 percent by 2010 RPS goal.
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G. Consistency with Adopted Standard Terms and Conditions

The Commission set forth standard terms and conditions to be incorporated into contracts
for the purchase of electricity from eligible renewable energy resources in D.04-06-014,
D.07-02-011 as modified by D.07-05-057, and D.07-11-025. These terms and conditions
were compiled and published by D.08-04-009. Additionally, the non-modifiable term
related to Green Attributes was finalized in D.08-08-028. The non-modifiable terms in
the Agreements conform exactly to the non-modifiable terms set forth in Attachment A of
D.07-11-025 and Appendix A of D.08-04-009, as modified by D.08-08-028.

Modifications have been made to the terms in the Agreements designated as modifiable in
D.07-11-025 and D.08-04-009 based upon mutual agreement reached during negotiations.
Comparisons of the modifiable terms in the Agreements against the modifiable terms in
PG&E’s 2009 RPS PPA form in the Solicitation Protocol dated June 29, 2009 are
provided in Confidential Appendices H1, H2, and H3 for Big Horn, Combine Hills II, and
Wheat Field, respectively.

Each provision in the Agreements is essential to the negotiated agreement between the
parties, and the Commission should therefore not modify any of the provisions. The
Commission should consider the Agreements as a whole, in terms of their ultimate effect
on utility customers. PG&E submits that the Agreements protect the interests of its
customers while achieving the Commission’s goal of increasing procurement from eligible
renewable resources.

H. Consistency with Minimum Quantity Decision

In D.07-05-028, the Commission determined that in order to count energy deliveries from
short-term contracts with existing facilities toward RPS goals, RPS-obligated load-serving
entities must contract for deliveries equal to at least 0.25 percent of their prior year’s retail
sales through long-term contracts or through short-term contracts with new facilities.

Although operational, the Big Horn and Wheat Field facilities are considered new
facilities for the purposes of the minimum quantity requirement because they began
commercial operation on or after January 1, 2005.' Combine Hills II is a new facility as

12 See D.07-05-028 at 33, Ordering Paragraph 1 (defining existing facilities as those that began commercial
operation before January 1, 2005, and defining new facilities as those that began commercial operation on
or after January 1, 2005).
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it 1s expected to commence operation by the end of 2009. The Agreements therefore
count towards PG&E’s contracting obligation under D.07-05-028. PG&E has determined
that in 2009, it will be in compliance with the minimum quantity requirement set forth in
D.07-05-028.

L. Compliance with the Interim Emissions Performance Standard

In D.07-01-039, the Commission adopted an Emissions Performance Standard (“EPS”)
that applies to contracts for a term of five or more years for baseload generation with an
annualized plant capacity factor of at least 60 percent. The Agreements are not subject to
the EPS because they involve short-term contracts with terms of less than five years.

Notification of compliance with D.07-01-039 is provided through this Advice Letter,
which has been served on the service list in the RPS rulemaking, R.08-08-009.

J. MPR and AMFs

The actual price under the Agreements is confidential, market sensitive information. As
the Agreements were a result of bilateral negotiations, the Agreements are not eligible for
AMFs. There is currently no short-term MPR for contracts less than 5 years, and the
contract pricing under the Agreements exceeds the 5-year 2009 MPR adopted in
Resolution E-4298 on December 17, 2009.

III. PROJECT DEVELOPMENT STATUS

A. Site Control
The Projects have site control. Big Horn commenced operation in 2006 and Wheat Field
commenced operation in April 2009. Combine Hills II is expected to commence
operation by December 31, 2009.

B. Resource and/or Availability of Fuel
Wind conditions vary from year to year and the annual generation for Shell’s Portion is

expected to be approximately 100 GWh for Big Horn, 163 GWh for Combine Hills II, and
256 GWh for Wheat Field.
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C. Transmission

The Projects are currently or close to operational and no additional transmission issues are
expected.

D. Technology Type and Level of Technology Maturity
The Projects will use wind turbine generators.

E. Permitting
The Projects are fully permitted.

F. Developer Experience

As discussed above, the developers are Iberdrola for the Big Horn facility, Eurus Energy
America for Combine Hills I and Horizon Wind Energy for Wheat Field. These
developers have had significant experience in developing or contracting for power
projects, and the Big Horn and Wheat Field wind facilities are successfully operating.

G. Financing Plan
The Projects are currently or close to operational.
H.  Production Tax Credit/Investment Tax Credit

The terms of the Agreements are independent of whether the Projects are receiving
Production Tax Credits.

L. Equipment Procurement
The Projects are currently or close to operational and equipment procurement is complete.
IV.  CONTINGENCIES AND PROJECT MILESTONES

The Projects are currently or close to operational. Contingencies and project milestones
are therefore not applicable.
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V.  REGULATORY PROCESS
A. Requested Effective Date

PG&E requests that the Commission issue a resolution approving this advice filing no
later than June 24, 2010. Justification for this date is provided in Confidential Appendix
D.

B. Earmarking
PG&E reserves the right to earmark the Agreements.
C. RPS-Eligibility Certification

The Agreements include the non-modifiable representation and warranty that during the
delivery period for the Product, the Projects will constitute eligible renewable energy
resources certified by the CEC. Big Horn and Wheat Field have obtained CEC
certification. Combine Hills II has received CEC pre-certification and is currently in the
process of obtaining CEC certification.

D. Request for Confidential Treatment

In support of this Advice Letter, PG&E has provided the following confidential
information, including the Agreements and other information that more specifically
describes the rights and obligations of the parties. This information is being submitted in
the manner directed by D.08-04-023 and the August 22, 2006 Administrative Law Judge’s
Ruling Clarifying Interim Procedures for Complying with D.06-06-066 to demonstrate the
confidentiality of the material and to invoke the protection of confidential utility
information provided under either the terms of the I[OU Matrix, Appendix 1 of D.06-06-
066 and Appendix C of D.08-04-023, or General Order 66-C. A separate Declaration
Seeking Confidential Treatment is being filed concurrently with this Advice Letter.

Additionally, because Big Horn and Wheat Field are existing and operating wind
facilities, there is no viability uncertainty associated with these facilities. As a result,
Confidential Appendix E — Project Viability has not been provided for these two facilities,
as noted below in the list of Confidential Attachments.
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Confidential Attachments:

Appendix A — Overview of 2004 — 2009 Solicitation Bids
Appendix B — 2009 Bid Evaluations

Appendix C — Independent Evaluator Report (Confidential)
Appendix D — Contract Terms and Conditions Explained

Appendix E — Project Viability — Combine Hills IT (Intentionally Omitted for
Big Horn and Wheat Field as projects are fully operational)

Appendix F — Projects’ Contribution Toward RPS Goals
Appendix G1 — Confirmation Agreement (Big Horn)
Appendix G2 — Confirmation Agreement (Combine Hills IT)
Appendix G3 — Confirmation Agreement (Wheat Field)

Appendix G4 — EEI Master Power Purchase and Sale Agreement
(Confidential Portion)

Appendix H 1 — Standard Terms and Conditions Comparison — Modifiables

(Big Horn)

Appendix H2 — Standard Terms and Conditions Comparison — Modifiables
(Combine Hills II)

Appendix H3 — Standard Terms and Conditions Comparison — Modifiables
(Wheat Field)

Public Attachments:

Appendix I — Independent Evaluator Report (Public Portion)

Appendix J — EEI Master Power Purchase and Sale Agreement (Public Portion)
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VI.

REQUEST FOR COMMISSION APPROVAL

The continued effectiveness of the Agreements is conditioned on the occurrence of
“CPUC Approval,” as that term is defined in the Agreements.

Therefore, PG&E requests that the Commission issue a resolution no later than June 24,
2010 that:

1.

[98)

Approves the Agreements in their entireties, including payments to be made by
PG&E pursuant to the Agreements, subject to the Commission’s review of
PG&E’s administration of the Agreements.

Finds that any procurement pursuant to the Agreements is procurement from an
eligible renewable energy resource for purposes of determining PG&E’s
compliance with any obligation that it may have to procure eligible renewable

. energy resources pursuant to the California Renewables Portfolio Standard (Public

Utilities Code Section 399.11 et seq.), D.03-06-071 and D.06-10-050, or other
applicable law.

Finds that all procurement and administrative costs, as provided by Public
Utilities Code section 399.14(g), associated with the Agreements shall be
recovered in rates.

Adopts the following finding of fact and conclusion of law in support of CPUC
Approval:

a. The Agreements are consistent with PG&E’s 2009 RPS procurement
plan.

b. The terms of the Agreements, including the price of delivered energy,
are reasonable.

Adopts the following finding of fact and conclusion of law in support of cost
recovery for the Agreements:

a. The utility’s costs under the Agreements shall be recovered through
PG&E’s Energy Resource Recovery Account.
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b. Any stranded costs that may arise from the Agreements are subject to
the provisions of D.04-12-048 that authorize recovery of stranded
renewables procurement costs over the life of the contract. The
implementation of the D.04-12-048 stranded cost recovery mechanism
1s addressed in D.08-09-012.

7. Adopts the following finding with respect to resource compliance with the EPS
adopted in R.06-04-009:

a. The Agreements are not long-term financial commitments subject to the
EPS under Public Utilities Code section 8340(j) because their terms of
contract are less than five years.

Protests:

Anyone wishing to protest this filing may do so by sending a letter by January 12, 2010,
which is 20 days from the date of this filing. The protest must state the grounds upon
which it is based, including such items as financial and service impact, and should be
submitted expeditiously. Protests should be mailed to:

CPUC Energy Division
Attention: Tariff Unit, 4™ Floor
505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, California 94102

Facsimile: (415) 703-2200
E-mail: mas@cpuc.ca.gov and jnj@cpuc.ca.gov

Copies should also be mailed to the attention of the Director, Energy Division, Room
4005 and Honesto Gatchalian, Energy Division, at the address shown above.

The protest also should be sent via U.S. mail (and by facsimile and electronically, if
possible) to PG&E at the address shown below on the same date it is mailed or delivered
to the Commission.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Attention: Brian Cherry

Vice President, Regulatory Relations
77 Beale Street, Mail Code B10C



Advice 3583-E -17 - December 23, 2009

P.O. Box 770000
San Francisco, California 94177

Facsimile: (415) 973-7226
E-Mail: PGETariffs@pge.com

Effective Date:

PG&E requests that the Commission issue a resolution approving this advice filing no
later than June 24, 2010.

Notice:

In accordance with General Order 96-B, Section IV, a copy of this Advice Letter
excluding the confidential appendices is being sent electronically and via U.S. mail to
parties shown on the attached list and on the service lists for R.08-08-009, R.06-02-012,
and R.08-02-007. Non-market participants who are members of PG&E’s Procurement
Review Group and have signed appropriate Non-Disclosure Certificates will also receive
the Advice Letter and accompanying confidential attachments by overnight mail. Address
changes should be directed to PGETariffs@pge.com. Advice letter filings can also be
accessed electronically at: http://www.pge.com/tariffs.

/?)‘vva&y\ QX\WA/\ (66)
Brian K. Cherry
Vice President - Regulatory Relations

cc:  Service List for R.08-08-009
Service List for R.08-02-007
Service List for R.06-02-012
Paul Douglas — Energy Division
Sean Simon — Energy Division

Attachments
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Limited Access to Confidential Material:

The portions of this Advice Letter marked Confidential Protected Material are submitted
under the confidentiality protections of Sections 583 and 454.5(g) of the Public Utilities
Code and General Order 66-C. This material is protected from public disclosure because
it consists of, among other items, the contract itself, price information, and analysis of the
proposed RPS contracts, which are protected pursuant to D.06-06-066 and D.08-04-023.
A separate Declaration Seeking Confidential Treatment regarding the confidential
information is filed concurrently herewith.

Confidential Attachments:

Appendix A — Overview of 2004 — 2009 Solicitation Bids
Appendix B — 2009 Bid Evaluations

Appendix C — Independent Evaluator Report (Confidential)
Appendix D — Contract Terms and Conditions Explained

Appendix E — Project Viability — Combine Hills IT (Intentionally Omitted for
Big Horn and Wheat Field as projects are fully operational)

Appendix F — Projects’ Contribution Toward RPS Goals
Appendix G1 — Confirmation Agreement (Big Horn)
Appendix G2 — Confirmation Agreement (Combine Hills IT)
Appendix G3 — Confirmation Agreement (Wheat Field)

Appendix G4 — EEI Master Power Purchase and Sale Agreement
(Confidential Portion)

Appendix H 1 — Standard Terms and Conditions Comparison — Modifiables
(Big Horn)

Appendix H2 — Standard Terms and Conditions Comparison — Modifiables
(Combine Hills II)
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Appendix H3 — Standard Terms and Conditions Comparison — Modifiables
(Wheat Field)

Public Attachments:

Appendix I — Independent Evaluator Report (Public Portion)

Appendix J — EEI Master Power Purchase and Sale Agreement (Public Portion)
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Resolution Required? M Yes 0ONo

Requested effective date: June 24, 2010 No. of tariff sheets: N/A
Estimated system annual revenue effect (%): N/A

Estimated system average rate effect (%):_N/A

When rates are affected by AL, include attachment in AL showing average rate effects on customer
classes (residential, small commercial, large C/I, agricultural, lighting).

Tariff schedules affected:

Service affected and changes proposed:

Protests, dispositions, and all other correspondence regarding this AL are due no later than 20 days
after the date of this filing, unless otherwise authorized by the Commission, and shall be sent to:

CPUC, Energy Division Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Tariff Files, Room 4005 Attn: Brian K. Cherry, Vice President, Regulatory
DMS Branch Relations
. 77 Beale Street, Mail Code B10C
.50.5 Van Ness Ave., San Francisco, CA 94102 P.O. Box 770000
jnj@cpuc.ca.gov and mas@cpuc.ca.gov San Francisco, CA 94177

E-mail: PGETariffs@pge.com




DECLARATION OF GARRETT P. JEUNG
SEEKING CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT
FOR CERTAIN DATA AND INFORMATION
CONTAINED IN ADVICE LETTER 3583-E
(PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY -U 39 E)

I, Garrett P. Jeung, declare:

1. I am presently employed by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”), and
have been an employee at PG&E since 2003. My current title is Senior Director within PG&E’s
Energy Procurement organization. In this position, my responsibilities include managing a
department that negotiates power purchase agreements and manages electric portfolio risk. In
carrying out these responsibilities, [ have acquired knowledge of PG&E’s contracts with
numerous counterparties and have also gained knowledge of the operations of electricity sellers
in general. Through this experience, I have become familiar with the type of information that
would affect the negotiating positions of electricity sellers with respect to price and other terms,
as well as with the type of information that such sellers consider confidential and proprietary.

2. Based on my knowledge and experience, and in accordance with Decision (“D.”)
08-04-023 and the August 22, 2006 “Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Clarifying Interim
Procedures for Complying with Decision 06-06-066,” I make this declaration seeking
confidential treatment of Appendices A, B, C, D, E, F, G1, G2, G3, G4, H1, H2 and H3 to
Advice Letter 3583-E, submitted on December 23, 2009.

3. Attached to this declaration is a matrix identifying the data and information for
which PG&E is seeking confidential treatment. The matrix specifies that the material PG&E is
seeking to protect constitutes the particular type of data and information listed in Appendix 1 of

D.06-06-066 and Appendix C of D.08-04-023 (the “IOU Matrix”), or constitutes information

that should be protected under General Order 66-C. The matrix also specifies the category or



categories in the IOU Matrix to which the data and information corresponds (where applicable),
and why confidential protection is justified. Finally, the matrix specifies that: (1) PG&E is
complying with the limitations specified in the IOU Matrix for that type of data or information
(where applicable); (2) the information is not already public; and (3) the data cannot be
aggregated, redacted, summarized or otherwise protected in a way that allows partial disclosure.
By this reference, I am incorporating into this declaration all of the explanatory text in the
attached matrix that is pertinent to this filing.

I declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of California that, to the
best of my knowledge, the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on December 23, 2009 at San

Francisco, California.

)

Garrett P. J eung (/ ﬂ
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EXECUTIVE SUMM»ARY

This report provides an independent evaluation of the process by which the Pacific Gas
and Electric Company (“PG&E”) negotiated and executed three agreements for short-term
transactions with Shell E nergy North America (US), L.P. (“Shell E nergy”), a subsidiary of
Royal Dutch Shell plc, to procure renewable energy from three wind generation facilities:

e BigHorn 1 Wind Power Project’, an existing 199.5-MW wind facility in Klickitat
County, Washington, owned and operated by Iberdrola Renewables, Inc;

e Combine Hills IT, a not-yet-operating, 63-MW second phase of a wind farm
development in Umatilla County, Oregon, being constructed by Eurus E nergy
America Corporation; and

e Wheat Field Wind Farm, an existing 96.6 MW wind generation facility in Gilliam
County, Oregon, owned and operated by Horizon Wind E nergy.

An independent evaluator (IE), Arroyo Seco Consulting (A rroyo), conducted activities to
review and assess PG&E’s processes as the utility evaluated these contracts.

The structure of this report follows the 2009 Independent E valuator Report Template
provided by the E nergy Division of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC).
Topics covered include:

e Therole of the IE;

e Adequacy of outreach for and robustness of the prior competitive solicitation,
e The fairness of the design of PG&E s least-cost, best-fit (LCBF) methodology;
e The fairness of PG&E’s administration of its LCBF methodology;,

e Fairness of project-specific negotiations; and

e Merit of the PPA for CPUC approval.

Arroyo’s opinion is that, overall, the negotiations between PG&E and Shell E nergy have
likely been fair. Arroyo agrees with PG&E that the proposed agreements merit CPUC

approval, based on the IE’s opinion that the contracts would offer moderate to high net
valuation, high project viability, and moderate to high portfolio fit.

1 This transaction, referred to in the confirmation agreement as “Big Horn # 27, is the second PG&E
contract for energy from the first, currently operating phase of the development, Big Horn 1Wind
Power Project, and should be distinguished from the Big Horn 2 Wind Power Project which is the
second phase of that site’s development, expected to begin construction in spring of 2010.
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1. ROLE OF THE INDEPENDENT
EVALUATOR

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) had conditionally approved PG&E’s
RPS procurement plan in its Decision 09-06-018 issued on June 8, 2009. This chapter
elaborates on the prior CPUC decisions that form the basis for an Independent E valuator’s
participation in reviewing contracts that are bilaterally negotiated by IOUs, describes key
roles of the IE, details activities undertaken by the IE in this solicitation to fulfill those roles,
and identifies the treatment of confidential information.

A. CPUC DECISIONS REQUIRING INDEPENDENT EVALUATOR PARTICIPATION

The CPUC first mandated a requirement for an independent, third-party evaluator to
participate in competitive solicitations for utility power procurement in its Decision 04-12-
048 on December 16, 2004 (Findings of Fact 94-95, Ordering Paragraph 28). In that
Decision, which addressed the approval of three utilities’ long-term procurement plans, the
CPUC required the use of an IE when Participants in a competitive procurement solicitation
include affiliates of investor-owned utilities {OUs), IOU-built projects, or IOU-turnkey
projects. The Decision envisaged that establishing a role for an IE would serve as a
safeguard in the process of evaluating IOU-built or IOU-affiliated projects competing
against Power Purchase Agreements (PPAs) with independent power developers, a safeguard
to protect consumers from any anti-competitive conduct between utilities and their
corporate affiliates or from anti-competitive conduct by utilities developing their own
generation.

Later, in approving the IOUs’ 2006 RPS procurement plans and solicitation protocols,
the CPUC issued Decision 06-05-039 on May 25, 2006. In that Decision, the CPUC
expanded its requirement, ordering that each IOU use an IE to evaluate and report on the
entire solicitation, evaluation, and selection process, for the 2006 RPS RFO and all future
competitive solicitations. This requirement to employ an IE now applies whether or not
IOU-owned or IOU-affiliate generation participates in the solicitation (Finding of Fact 20,
Conclusion of Law 3, and Ordering Paragraph 8). This requirement, among others, was
intended by the CPUC to increase the fairness and transparency of the proposal selection
process.

Subsequently, as part of Rulemaking 08-08-009 to continue implementation of the RPS
program, the CPUC issued Decision 09-06-050 on June 19, 2009. In that decision, the
Commission concluded that short-term bilaterally negotiated contracts (e.g. those with term
of less than ten years) should be governed by the same contract review processes and
standards as contracts that arise through competitive solicitations, including review by an
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independent evaluator. The proposed Shell E nergy contracts have terms of one or two
years.

B. KEY INDEPENDENT EVALUATOR ROLES

To comply with the requirements ordered by the CPUC in Decision 09-06-050, PG&E
retained Arroyo Seco Consulting to serve as IE for the bilateral contracts that were being
negotiated between PG&E and Shell E nergy.

The CPUC stated its intent for participation of an IE in competitive procurement
solicitations to “separately evaluate and report on the IOU’s entire solicitation, evaluation
and selection process”, in order to “serve as an independent check on the process and final
selections.”? More specifically, the E nergy Division (ED) of the CPUC has provided a
template to guide how IE s should report on the 2009 RPS competitive procurement process,
outlining four specific issues that should be addressed:

e Didthe IOU do adequate outreach to potential bidders, and was the solicitation
robust? :

e Was the IOU’s least-cost, best-fit (LCBF) methodology designed such that all bids
were fairly evaluated?

e Was the IOU’s RPS bid evaluation and selection process fairly administered?

e Did the IOU make reasonable and consistent choices regarding which bids were
brought to the CPUC for approval?

The structure of this report, setting out detailed findings for each of these key questions,
is organized around the template provided by the ED.

C. IE ACTIVITIES

To fulfill the role of evaluating the proposed Shell E nergy transactions, several tasks
were undertaken. Arroyo Seco had performed several of these tasks within its work scope of
serving as IE for PG&E’s 2008 and 2009 RPS competitive solicitations; these prior activities
were directly relevant to the evaluation of the Shell E nergy contracts.

e Reviewed the 2009 RPS RFO Solicitation Protocol and its various attachments
including the Forms of Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) and PG&E’s detailed
description of its LCBF bid evaluation and selection process and criteria.

e Examined the utility’s nonpublic protocols detailing how PG&E evaluates
proposed contracts against various criteria, including market valuation, portfolio
fit, transmission adders, credit, project viability, and RPS goals.

2 CPUC Decision 06-05-039, May 25, 2006, “Opinion Conditionally A pproving Procurement Plans
for 2006 RPS Solicitations, Addressing TOD Benchmarking Methodology”, page 46
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Examined PG&E’s 2009 RFO master contact list; performed a detailed analysis
of contacts with respect to industry and technology representation.

Interviewed members of PG&E'’s evaluation committee and sub-committees
regarding the process, data inputs and parameters, background industry and
utility information, quantitative models, and other considerations taken into
account in evaluating contracts against non-quantitative criteria and in
performing market valuation of contracts.

Reviewed in detail various data inputs and parameters used in PG&E’s LCBF
market valuation methodology.

Spot-checked contract-specific data inputs to PG&E’s valuation model.

Spot-checked the assignment of individual projects to transmission clusters or to
local zones within the system controlled by the California Independent System
Operator (CAISO).

Built an independent valuation model and using it to value proposed contracts.
This served as a cross-check against PG&E’s LCBF market valuation model.
The IE model used independent inputs and a different methodology than
PG&E’s LCBF methodology. It was much simpler and lacked detail and
granularity used in aspects of the PG&E model. Its main value was to provide
an independent check on the ranking of contracts provided by PG&E’s valuation
model and to scan for data input errors and differences in treatment of contracts
between PG&E and the IE. Where variances in the ranking of contracts
between the two models were large (and there were very few such situations) the
cross-comparison was helpful in identifying errors such as incorrect energy
pricing, inappropriate exclusion or inclusion of Resource Adequacy (RA) value,
or inaccurate assignment of Transmission Ranking Cost Report (TRCR) adders.

Developed independent project viability scores for each contract, using the ED’s
version of the Project Viability Calculator. This served as a cross-comparison to
check on the PG&E evaluation team’s scoring, and helped to surface ambiguities
in the Calculator’s scoring criteria that could lead reasonable individuals to score
contracts differently. It facilitated discussions that led both the PG&E team and
the IE to revise their preliminary scores upon review and cross-check.

Reviewed PG&E’s evaluation of each contract on the criteria other than market
valuation and project viability, testing for consistency and fairness in the
treatment of contracts.

Attended meetings of PG&E’s Procurement Review Group (PRG), including
answering questions about the independent review and presenting a commentary
on the selection process the utility proposed to use to construct a short list.
Members of the PRG followed up with more specific questions about contracts,
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valuations, and project viability scores, to which Arroyo responded with more
detail.

e Reviewed documents that passed between the two parties during the negotiation,
including draft contracts.

D. TREATMENT OF CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION

The CPUC’s Decision 06-06-066, issued on June 29, 2006, detailed specific guidelines
for the treatment of information as confidential vs. non-confidential in the context of IOU
electricity procurement and related activities, including competitive solicitations and
bilaterally negotiated agreements. For example, the Decision provides for confidential
treatment of “Score sheets, analyses, evaluations of proposed RPS projects”,’ as opposed to
public treatment (after submittal of final contracts for CPUC approval) of the total number
of projects and megawatts bid by resource type.

To the extent that Arroyo’s reporting on the evaluation of the proposed Shell E nergy
agreements requires a more explicit discussion of such analyses, scores, and evaluations, and
a more specific critique of concessions granted in contract terms, these are handled in
greater detail in the confidential appendix to this report.

3“Interim Opinion Implementing Senate Bill No. 1488, Relating to Confidentiality of Electric
Procurement Data Submitted to the Commission”, June 29, 2006, Appendix 1, page 17
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2.

ADEQUACY OF OUTREACH TO

PARTICIPANTS AND ROBUSTNESS

OF THE 2009 SOLICITATION

This section discusses an assessment of the degree to which PG&E adequately
conducted outreach activities to drum up sufficient participation in the 2009 RPS RFO
process, and the degree to which the resulting solicitation may be judged robust enough to
be competitive.

A. CLARITY AND CONCISION OF SOLICITATION MATERIALS

While not a particularly concise set of materials, the contents of PG&E’s 2009 RPS RFO
solicitation protocol generally provided clear direction to Participants on how to prepare and
submit complete proposal packages that could be evaluated. Arroyo has a few observations
about the clarity of the guidance provided in the protocol and issues created when
Participants failed to understand or follow that guidance:

The great majority of proposals were submitted as complete and conforming
packages. The most common deficiencies in other proposals were (1) failures to
submit the offer form (Attachment D) for all variants or project phases; (2) errors in
filling in the offer form such as missing data; (3) failures to provide the electronic
version of the package; (4) discrepancies between proposal text and offer form; and
(5) in the case of buyout options, failure to specify buyout price in the offer form.

Since the requirements for the offer form were clearly addressed in the solicitation
protocol, in the instruction sheet for the offer form, and in the bidders’ workshop
presentation that PG&E provided, Arroyo can only surmise that many Participants
neglected to pay attention to these small but important details. Arroyo cannot
identify any improvements to the clarity of the RFO materials that would have
reduced the incidence of such Participant errors.

The 2009 solicitation protocol specifically and clearly stated that Participants who
propose to deliver renewable power at a point outside the CAISO grid should also
specify a price premium to deliver into the CAISO or to an interface point with the
CAISO. Several Participants failed to do so.* Other Participants specified premiums
that lacked any detailed backup on how the power would be delivered. This created
an issue regarding how best to treat Participants fairly and consistently, given that
some proposals were only offered with pricing at busbars outside the CAISO, some

4 At one point in the protocol, it states that the Participant “must also specify” the premium;
elsewhere the protocols states that the Participant “may also present” the premium. It may be
helpful to strengthen the language to emphasize the mandatory nature of the premium.
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offered what appeared to be unrealistic premiums for delivery into the CAISO as
eligible renewable resources,” and others provided the full information that the
protocol requested in a credible and detailed way.

While this does not appear to be a real issue with the clarity of the RFO materials,
Arroyo suggests that in future solicitations the protocol be drafted to emphasize the
mandatory nature of proposing a price premium for CAISO delivery as part of the
Offer, and to clarify the solicitations existing language that the premium must be
sufficient to ensure that the power deliveries fully qualify as eligible renewable
resources under the California E nergy Commission’s (CE C’s) guidelines.

The 2009 solicitation protocol clearly stated two preferences of the utility that are
not among the evaluation criteria: (1) a preference for projects that interconnect to
nodes within the PG&E service territory, as opposed to the territories of other
utilities) or to interface points at the boundary of the CAISO, and (2) a preference
for projects with earlier on-line dates vs. later. These stated preferences played an
important role in decisions about which proposals the utility selected for its short list.

In the course of debriefing non-shortlisted Participants, it appeared that several
parties were unaware of these stated preferences, perhaps because the description of
the preference fell outside the chapter of the solicitation protocol that describes how
proposals are evaluated. Arroyo recommends that in future solicitations PG&E seek
to edit the protocol to help clarify that these specific preferences can play an
important role in selection, even though they are not among the evaluation criteria.
This would improve the transparency of the selection process to Participants.

The discussions that took place while debriefing non-shortlisted Participants suggest
that several developers did not clearly understand the importance of the Project
Viability Calculator as a tool for assessing the likelihood that a proposed project
could attain commercial operation. If each Participant had carefully reviewed the
Calculator and its criteria scoring guidelines, they would be expected to identify in
whether they had achieved site control of their proposed project’s location.
However, it became clear from debriefings that some developers failed to appreciate
that their viability score would have been higher had they revealed that they had
achieved site control in their proposals, rather than omitting that crucial information.

Arroyo considers the solicitation protocol to have clearly stated that the Calculator
(as modified by PG&E) was the basis for evaluating projects on viability, and it
provided in the text of the protocol a link to the CPUC webpage displaying the
Calculator. Arroyo recommends one possible clarification: that in future
solicitations PG&E reprint the entire text of the criteria scoring guidelines in
Appendix K of the solicitation that describes the evaluation criteria in greater detail

5 The protocol’s language suggests that the premium “could be expected to include the cost of...a
firming and shaping agreement” (page 46). The California Energy Commission’s guidebook on RPS
eligibility names three contracting structures that would render out-of-state intermittent renewable
generation eligible to meet RPS requirements; all three involve firming and shaping services to
achieve scheduling for use by in-state retail customers.
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(the 2009 version of Appendix K provides the guideline for PG&E’s additional
criterion of “EPC Experience” but not guidelines for the other criteria)

Given the amount of relevant material that the utility needs to provide in its solicitation
protocol, it is not surprising that the main body of the document totals fifty-five pages.
Arroyo cannot identify any straightforward way to make the document more concise; the
material provided is generally needed to provide Participants with a full and transparent view
of how the solicitation is intended to function and of full disclosure about the obligations
and constraints that govern Participants if they choose to proceed.

When the utility solicited feedback from non-shortlisted Participants after announcing
the results of the short list, the general observations provided by developers were that
PG&E’s “RFP documents were very clear” and “straightforward”, and that the solicitation
process “worked out fine”. Criticisms of the solicitation tended to focus on aspects of the
process other than the clarity of the RFO materials, such as criticism of the design of the
Project Viability Calculator, of the amount of information required, and of PG&E'’s
unwillingness to provide publicly any detailed information about the shortlisted proposals.

Overall, Arroyo believes that PG&E'’s solicitation materials were generally clear, if not
particularly concise, and that improvement opportunities to help ensure more complete
Offer packages are submitted in the future are minor.

B. ADEQUACY OF OUTREACH

Here are some considerations used to evaluate whether PG&E performed successfully in
reaching out to the community of renewable power developers:

e How many individuals were contacted?
e To what extent were these contacts in companies that develop renewable power?

e Was a diverse set of renewable technologies covered in the contacts, or was the
outreach excessively focused on one or two technologies?

e How widely was information about the solicitation disseminated?
e Was information about the solicitation readily available to the public?

e To what extent did Participants appear well-informed about the details of the
solicitation?

By the beginning of July 2009, PG&E had compiled a contact list for use in publicizing
its RFOs, totaling about 1,159 individuals. Of these, about 240 contacts were clearly
identified as having been added in 2009, the period closest to the release of the RPS RFO.

When analyzed to attempt to assess which industry the individual contacts represented,
the largest segment was made up of individuals in the solar power sector, followed by wind
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power and biomass-based generation. Figure 1 displays the estimated shares by industry
sector of these contacts. Note that this contact list is employed not just for renewable
solicitations but for all-source RFOs as well.

Figure 1

Breakdown of master contact list
100%= 1,158

10%

6% 8%
B Solar B Wind B Biomass OConsultant ®Vendor B Fossil
Finance B Geothermal @ Utility BEPC B Trading B Government
M Attorney B Real estate W Hydro H Tidal/wave B Other OUnknown

Inspection of the overall contact list reveals that many of the major developers of
renewable energy in North America are included, particularly among solar and wind
developers. About half of the individual contracts represented organizations that could be
positioned to participate in a renewable energy solicitation.

PG&E'’s press release announcing the issuance of the 2009 RPS RFO was picked up and
reported broadly in the electric power trade press, including publications such as:

e Global Power Report
e Megawatt Daily

e Power Market Today
e Electric Power Week
e Reuters News

e DowJones News Service
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In additional, the detailed solicitation protocol and its attachments, the schedule, and
other RFO informational items were posted on PG&E’s website for public access.

Another indicator of the adequacy of the outreach for the RFO was the response of
attendees for the bidders’ conference. Figure 2 shows the breakdown of individuals who
registered for the conference (there is no means to check who actually attended) by the
sector of the industry their employer represents or specific projects for which their employer
is currently pursuing a PG&E contract. A turnout of 243 individuals represents a very
strong response and expression of industry interest, and is roughly twice the registration for
the 2008 RPS RFO bidders’ conference. As with the contact list, the largest share of
attendees represented the solar and wind sectors of the renewable industries.

Arroyo estimates that out of the individual corporations or entities that were represented
in the large attendance at the bidders’ conference, about one-quarter actually submitted
Offers (this includes entities that participated jointly with others in preparing an Offer).
Arroyo considers that to be an indication of successful outreach, given that many of the
organizations represented in the audience were not mainstream renewable energy developers
with prior experience developing utility-scale power generation projects.

Figure 2

Breakdown of attendees, bidders' conference
100% = 231

52%
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As previously described, most proposal packages were complete and accurate. To the
extent that the PG&E team had to follow up with Participants in order to address
deficiencies, the errors in the packages generally related to:
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e Failures to submit the offer form (Attachment D) for all variants or phases;
e Errors in filling in the offer form, such as missing data;

e Failures to provide the electronic version of the proposal;

e Discrepancies between the text of the proposal and the offer form; and

e In the case of buyout options, failures to specify buyout price in the offer form.

The bidders’ workshop presentation (held via webinar) dealt with how to fill in fields in
the offer form in some detail, so it is hard to fault PG&E for insufficient outreach on these
points. Attendance for the bidders’ workshop was, however, much smaller than for the
bidders’ confidence. No proposal was disqualified for an initial failure to fill in these fields
properly if the Participant addressed the deficiencies, and Participants generally fixed the
defects following correspondence with PG&E. The main impact of the deficient submittals
was to slow down progress in evaluating proposals and making selections. Arroyo observes
that PG&E may have an opportunity to increase the degree of outreach or promotion of the
bidders’ workshop as a means to bring more Participants down the learning curve on how to
use the PG&E -specific offer form, but some deficiencies are inevitable.

The vast majority of Participants seemed to understand, based on PG&E’s outreach
efforts, what the purpose of this year’s solicitation was, and what specific information
needed to be provided to complete a conforming proposal for this solicitation. A small
number of Participants appear to have either mistaken the 2009 RPS solicitation for the as-
yet-unappro<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>