
STATE OF CALIFORNIA                                                                                                       ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION  
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                                                                                                                                                                                  

SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3298 

                 

                                                                                         
   April 7, 2010  
                                                                                                  

                                                                                                                                  Advice Letter 3071-G 
Jane K. Yura 
Vice President, Regulation and Rates 

 Pacific Gas and Electric Company                                                               
 77 Beale Street, Mail Code B10B 
            P.O. Box 770000 
 San Francisco, CA  94177 
  

 
Subject:  Sale of a Gas Gathering Pipeline System and Assignment of 
                Land Rights in Sutter County to Anacapa Oil Corporation – 
                Section 851 Transaction 
 
 
Dear Ms. Yura: 

 
   Advice Letter 3071-G is effective March 25, 2010. 
 
 

Sincerely, 

 
Julie A. Fitch, Director 
Energy Division 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

 

 
December 21, 2009 
 
 
Advice 3071-G 
(Pacific Gas and Electric Company ID U 39 G)  
 
Subject:   Sale of a Gas Gathering Pipeline System and Assignment of 

Land Rights in Sutter County to Anacapa Oil Corporation – 
Section 851 Transaction 

 
Public Utilities Commission of the State of California 
 
Purpose 
 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”) requests Commission approval under 
Public Utilities (“P.U.”) Code § 851 for the sale of segments of operating gas 
gathering pipelines with associated appurtenances in Sutter County (the 
“Facilities”), and the assignment of associated land rights (“Assignment”), to 
Anacapa Oil Corporation (“Anacapa”). 
 
Background 
 
In Decision (D.) 89-12-016, the Commission “strongly encourage[d] PG&E to sell 
gathering plant when it is offered net book value or more for the plant, consistent 
with our view that PG&E should phase out its gathering operations….”  The 
Commission stated that its intent was to promote more efficient investments in 
plant and improve pricing signals among gas supplies from various sources.  
During the intervening period, PG&E has attempted to implement the 
Commission’s directive. 

In December 2008, PG&E initiated a bidding process for PG&E’s Kellogg Gas 
Gathering Pipeline System (“Kellogg System”) which currently collects gas 
production for Anacapa, with segments located in Sutter County, California 
(“Facilities”).  PG&E accepted Anacapa’s bid to purchase the Facility, and it is this 
proposed sale for which PG&E now seeks Commission approval.  The Purchase 
and Sale Agreement (“Agreement”) is attached hereto (Attachment 1).  

PG&E respectfully requests that the CPUC approve this sale, which is similar to 
numerous other CPUC-approved gas gathering facility sales1 and meets the long-
                                            
1 See Section 10 below, which provides citations to numerous CPUC resolutions approving similar 
PG&E Advice Letters for Section 851 approval of such gas gathering facility sales. 
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P.O. Box 770000 
San Francisco, CA  94177 
 
Fax:  415.973.7226 



Advice 3071- G - 2 – 
 

December 21, 2009
  

 

 

established CPUC standard of not being adverse to the public interest. This sale 
regards a gas gathering system of no current operational value, and its sale will 
not interfere with PG&E’s utility operations or provision of service to its customers.  
Rather, this sale is beneficial to PG&E’s customers because it will alleviate the 
need for pipeline operations, maintenance and replacement/retirement which are 
not cost-justified. 

In accordance with Resolution ALJ-202, Appendix A, Section IV, PG&E provides 
the following information related to the proposed transaction:  
 
 

(1) Identity and Addresses of All Parties to the Proposed Transaction:  
 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Lise H. Jordan 
Gail L. Slocum 
Law Department 
P.O. Box 7442 
San Francisco, CA 94120 
Telephone: (415) 973-6583 
Facsimile:  (415) 973-0516 
Email:  GLSG@pge.com 

Anacapa Oil Corporation 
William B. Travers 
President 
1185 N. Township Road  
Yuba City, CA  95993 
Telephone: (530) 674-8121 
 

 
 

(2) Complete Description of the Property Including Its Present Location, 
Condition and Use: 

 
The operating gas gathering pipeline system PG&E proposes to sell is 
located in Sutter County, west of North and South Humphrey Road in 
Sutter County, with segments located between North and South 
Humphrey Road and Acacia Road. This pipeline, which was installed in 
1972 and varies from 2-inches to 5-inches in diameter, with a total length 
(including all the segments) of approximately 20,269 feet.  It currently 
receives Anacapa’s well production gas in Sutter County.     

PG&E maps detailing the facilities and their location can be found in the 
Schedule 1.1 Pipeline Purchasing and Sale Agreement Kellogg Gas 
Gathering Pipeline (Attachments 2 - 3). 

PG&E’s land rights and easements associated with the subject Facilities 
will be assigned to Anacapa.  A listing of said land rights and easements 
can be found in the Agreement, Schedule 7, Assignment of Rights 
(Attachment 1) that are part of this sale transaction.    

In general, the pipeline’s condition is “fair,” due to its age and its prior 
collection of wet production gas.  PG&E believes the gas gathering 
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pipeline system has no operational value to PG&E for the delivery of 
service to its customers. Therefore, pipeline replacement is not justified.  
Further, retirement of the gas gathering pipeline system would be costly 
to PG&E due to requirements to clean liquids from the interior and 
removal of numerous pipeline segments from private land.  

 
(3) Intended Use of the Property: 

 
PG&E is not aware of any anticipated change in the use of the Facilities. 
The Facilities currently are used to receive Anacapa gas well production, 
and upon completion of the sale, Anacapa plans to operate the gas 
gathering pipeline segment and its associated appurtenances as a private 
pipeline.   However, Anacapa agrees that upon request, it will make any 
capacity in excess of its requirements available to third party producers of 
natural gas in the area served by the subject pipeline segment for the 
collection of natural gas well production. PG&E customers will not be 
impacted by this transaction. The sale of the Facilities is beneficial to 
PG&E’s customers because it alleviates the need for pipeline operations, 
maintenance and future replacement or retirement. 

 
(4) Complete Description of Financial Terms of the Proposed 

Transaction: 
 

As provided for in the Agreement (Attachment 1), Anacapa was the sole 
bidder and PG&E has accepted its offer of Fifty Thousand, Four Hundred 
and Three Dollars, and Fifty Cents ($50,403.50) for the Facilities and the 
land rights being assigned.  Because of the significant maintenance and 
future replacement costs associated with the ownership of the Facilities, it 
will benefit PG&E and its customers to sell the Facilities and assign the 
associated land rights. The proposed transaction falls below the financial 
threshold of “in excess of $5 million” under Resolution ALJ-202, Appendix 
A, Section II.6-7. 

 
(5) Description of How Financial Proceeds of the Transaction Will Be 

Distributed: 
 

In D.89-12-016, the Commission ordered PG&E to record sales of gas 
gathering facilities “in appropriate accounts for future consideration of 
gain-on-sale issues.” The gain on sale issues were addressed in 
Rulemaking (R.) 04-09-003 in D.06-05-041 (as modified in D.06-12-043). 
Those decisions established a gain on sale policy for sales of depreciable 
assets and allocated 100% of the net gain of such sales to ratepayers.  
From the one-time fee payment of $50,403.50 that Anacapa is paying 
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PG&E for these Facilities, $20,000 in transaction costs will be removed 
from the sales price for PG&E’s costs associated with the sale, which are 
not being otherwise recovered. Such transaction costs include, but are 
not limited to: land rights activities, data room and records preparation, 
reconfiguration work to separate the system, and documentation transfers 
to the buyer to effectuate the transaction.  This approach is consistent 
with other CPUC-approved gas gathering sales (see CPUC citations in 
Section 10 below).  PG&E proposes to allocate one hundred percent of 
the remaining financial proceeds of $30,403.50 to ratepayers as a credit 
through Accumulated Depreciation, consistent with D. 06-05-041.   

 
(6) Impact of the Transaction on Ratebase and Any Effect on the Ability 

of the Utility to Serve Customers and the Public: 
 

The proposed transaction will not have an adverse effect on the public 
interest because it will not interfere with the operation of PG&E’s facilities, 
or with the provision of service to PG&E’s customers.2  Rather, the 
proposed transaction will serve the public interest by eliminating 
significant operation and maintenance costs, as well as potential 
replacement or retirement costs associated with the ownership of the 
Facilities. 

 
(7) The Original Cost, Present Book Value, and Present Fair Market 

Value for Sales of Real Property and Depreciable Assets, and a 
Detailed Description of How the Fair Market Value Was Determined 
(e.g., Appraisal): 

 
The Original Cost of the Facilities is $643,063.00.  The accumulated 
Straight Line Depreciation is $445,407.00, resulting in a Present Net Book 
Value (NBV) is $197,656.00. The NBV includes the original facility costs 
less accumulated depreciation and net salvage.  As indicated earlier in 
this advice letter, D.89-12-016,  “strongly encourage[d] PG&E to sell 
gathering plant when it is offered net book value or more for the plant, 
consistent with our view that PG&E should phase out its gathering 
operations.…” Although PG&E recognizes that in this transaction it is not 
receiving Present Net Book Value for the facilities being sold, this 
transaction is not adverse to, but in fact, benefits ratepayers’ interests 

                                            
2 Numerous Commission decisions have held that the relevant inquiry for the Commission in 
Section 851 proceedings is whether the transaction is “adverse to the public interest” (See, e.g. 
Universal Marine Corp., 1984, Cal. PUC Lexis 962 * 3; 14 CPUC 2d 644, 646; see also, D.89-07-
019, 1989 Cal. PUC Lexis 582 * 25, 32 CPUC 2d 233; D.01-05-076, 2001 Cal. PUC Lexis 284 * 
15; D.04-07-021, mimeo p.57).  The Commission should grant Section 851 approval if there is no 
evidence that transaction would adversely affect the public or impair PG&E’s ability to serve its 
customers.  (D.04-07-023, mimeo, pp. 11-12.)  
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since there was no entity bidding over present net book value. PG&E 
estimates the liability (including significant costs for ongoing maintenance 
activities) for this facility at $175,000 which would be transferred to the 
buyer as a result of the sale as well as possible replacement or retirement 
costs) of the pipeline will be transferred to Anacapa as a result of the 
sale.  Because of the significant maintenance and future replacement 
costs associated with the ownership of the Facilities, it will financially 
benefit PG&E and its customers to sell the Facilities and assign the 
associated land rights. This transaction will thus reduce the rates that 
ratepayers would otherwise have to pay to cover these future 
maintenance and replacement or retirement costs which will instead be 
born by Anacapa. 
The Present Fair Market Value for the Facilities was determined through a 
bidding process conducted using the same Protocols and Procedures for 
a Standard Auction Process used for all other such CPUC-approved 
PG&E gas gathering pipeline sales.  At the conclusion of this competitive 
bidding process, PG&E accepted the bid for the Facilities, from Anacapa, 
for $50,403.50, especially because this sale allows PG&E to avoid future 
maintenance, replacement and retirement costs, the CPUC should find 
the agreed sale price to be reasonable.3 

 
(8) The Fair Market Value for Leases of Real Property, and a Detailed 

Description of How the Fair Market Rental Value Was Determined: 
 

Not Applicable. 
 
(9) The Fair Market Value of the Land Rights or Rights-of-Way and a 

Detailed Description of How the Fair Market Value Was Determined: 
 
Along with the sale of the Facilities, PG&E is also assigning several land 
rights associated with the property to Anacapa. PG&E will not be 
collecting any fees associated with the assignment as they have little or 
no economic value to PG&E. 

 
(10) A Complete Description of any Recent Past (Within the Prior Two 

Years) or Anticipated Future Transactions that May Appear To Be 
Related to the Present Transaction: 

 
PG&E is currently soliciting bids for other auctions of various sections of 
its operating gas gathering facilities. PG&E’s gas gathering system is 

                                            
3 Along with the sale of the Facilities, PG&E is also assigning several land rights associated with 
the Facilities.  PG&E will not be collecting any fees associated with the assignments, as they have 
little or no economic value. 
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expansive and not consolidated. Therefore, PG&E expects to conduct 
separate sales of multiple segments of its gas gathering facilities to 
various purchasers in the near future. Each proposed sale would be 
governed by a standard Pipeline Purchase and Sale Agreement 
(Attachment 1), similar in form to the proposed agreement attached to this 
advice letter. In addition, each sale would be nearly identical, with the 
exception of the identity of the purchaser, description of the specific gas 
gathering facility, and the purchase price. 

Recent transactions approved by the CPUC in accordance with Decision 
D.89-12-016 include: 

• The sale of 26,207 feet of gas gathering pipeline located in Colusa 
County to TexCal Energy, LP for $55,531.20 (See Advice 2876-G, 
filed on October 12, 2007, and approved in Resolution G-3412 on 
February 28, 2008); 

• The sale of 65 miles of gas gathering pipeline located in 
Sacramento and Solano Counties to Rosetta Resources 
Operating, LP for $1,339,317.00. (See Advice 2912-G-A, filed on 
April 17, 2008, and approved in Resolution G-3416 on June 12, 
2008);  

• The sale of 3,523 feet of gas gathering pipeline located in San 
Joaquin County to Vintage Production for $16,500. (See Advice 
2747- G, filed on July 26, 2006, and approved by Approval Letter 
on September 20, 2006); and  

• The sale of 13,519 feet of gas gathering pipeline located in Colusa 
County to Vintage Production for $30,778.50 (See Advice 2831-G, 
filed on May 4, 2007 and approved in Resolution G-3411 on 
December 6, 2007).   

PG&E also has pending before the CPUC an uncontested Advice Letter 
seeking Section 851 approval of a proposed sale of 13,400 feet of gas 
gathering pipeline located in Colusa County to Atlantic Oil Company for 
$35,483.64 (see A.L. 3052-G filed on October 9, 2009) 
 
The currently proposed sale proceeds from Anacapa -- for approximately 
20,269 feet of gas gathering pipeline for $50,403.50 -- is in line with and 
in fact slightly higher on a per foot basis than the most similarly-sized gas 
gathering pipeline sales (see CPUC decisions approving sales to TexCal 
Energy as well as to Vintage Production, listed as bullets 1 and 4, above).  

 
(11) Sufficient Information and Documentation (Including Environmental 

Documentation) to Show that All Criteria Set Forth in Section II of 
Resolution ALJ-202 Are Satisfied: 
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PG&E has provided information in this advice letter to meet the eligibility 
criteria under the advice letter pilot program.  First, the transaction falls far 
below the threshold of “not to exceed $5 million.”  Second, this transaction 
satisfies ALJ-202’s CEQA provisions because it is a sale only with no 
changes in use, thus it is not a CEQA project and will not require 
environmental review, as discussed in more detail in Section 13 below.  
Finally, the proposed transaction will not have an adverse effect on the 
public interest, but rather will serve the public interest by eliminating 
significant maintenance costs and potential replacement or retirement 
costs associated with the ownership of the Facilities, as discussed above. 

 
 
(12) Additional Information to Assist in the Review of the Advice Letter: 
 

With respect to the sale of these Facilities, PG&E relied on historical data 
from maps and records to identify the Facilities to include in this sale.  
While these are deemed accurate, both PG&E and Anacapa recognize 
the complexity of the facilities and land rights being acquired.  Thus, 
PG&E respectfully requests authority from the CPUC to be able to make 
adjustments to correct the records as may be revealed during the 
physical separation of the piping system, or during future operational 
activities, without necessitating a subsequent filing and application under 
P.U. Code Section 851.  

 
(13) Environmental Information 
 

Pursuant to ALJ-202, the advice letter program only applies to proposed 
transactions that (a) will not require environmental review by the CPUC as 
a lead agency or responsible agency under CEQA either because a 
statutory or categorical exemption applies or (b) because the transaction 
is not a project under CEQA.  
 
This transaction is not a “project” under CEQA and will not require CEQA 
review, as defined by CEQA Guideline Section 15061(b) (3) discussed 
below. 

 
a. Exemption 
 

(1)  Has the proposed transaction been found exempt from CEQA by a 
government agency?  
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(a) If yes, please attach notice of exemption.  Please provide 
name of agency, date of Notice of Exemption, and State 
Clearinghouse number. 

 
Not Applicable.  

 
(b) If no, does the applicant contend that the project is exempt 

from CEQA? If yes, please identify the specific CEQA 
exemption or exemptions that apply to the transaction, citing 
to the applicable State CEQA Guideline(s) and/or Statute(s). 

 
PG&E believes this transaction is exempt from and does not 
require CEQA review under Section 15061(b)(3) of the CEQA 
guidelines because approval of this sale does not have any 
potential for causing a significant effect on the environment.4  
The Commission has previously ruled that if the property 
being exchanged “will be used in the same manner as 
previously, and neither applicant seeks authority from the 
Commission for a change in the existing use, there is no 
substantial evidence of any change to the environment and no 
CEQA review is required.” (D.99-03-033, 1999 Cal PUC 
LEXIS  408).  The CPUC has consistently made similar such 
findings in approving PG&E’s prior gas gathering facility sales 
(see, e.g., Resolution G-3416, issued June 12, 2005 at p. 5, 
and other citations in Section 10 above). 

 
b. Not a “Project” Under CEQA 

 
(1) If the transaction is not a “project” under CEQA, please explain 

why.  
 

This transaction is not a project under CEQA. The ownership of 
the Facilities is merely being transferred from PG&E to Anacapa 
after the Facilities are separated (severed) from the PG&E 
pipeline system at several locations.  The property being 
transferred to Anacapa will be used in the same manner as 
previously, and neither party seeks authority from the 
Commission for a change in the existing use. Therefore, this 
transaction does not does not meet the definition of a “project” 
as provided in CEQA Guideline 15378, in addition to being 

                                            
4 CEQA Guidelines Section 15061 (b) (3) states: “[t]he activity is covered by the general rule that 
CEQA only applies to projects which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the 
environment. Where it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in 
question may have a significant effect on the environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA.” 
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exempt from and not requiring CEQA review pursuant to CEQA 
Guideline 15061(b)(3), as discussed above.   

 
Protests 
 
Anyone wishing to protest this filing may do so by letter sent via U.S. mail, by 
facsimile or electronically, any of which must be received no later than 20 days 
after the date of this filing, which is January 11, 2010.5  Protests should be mailed 
to: 

CPUC Energy Division 
Attention: Tariff Unit, 4th 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 of protests also should be mailed to the attention of the Director, Energy 
Division, Room 4004, 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 
P.O. Box 770000 
San Francisco, California  94177 
 
Facsimile: (415) 973-7226 
E-mail: PGETariffs@pge.com 

                                            
5 The 20-day protest period concludes on a weekend.  PG&E is hereby moving this date to the 
following business day. 
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Effective Date 
 
Pursuant to the review process outlined in Resolution ALJ-202, PG&E requests 
that this advice filing become effective by Commission resolution as soon as 
possible.  PG&E submits this filing as a Tier 3. 
 
 
Notice 
 
In accordance with General Order 96-B, Section IV, a copy of this advice letter is 
being sent electronically and via U.S. mail to parties shown on the attached list.  
Address changes should be directed to e-mail PGETariffs@pge.com.  Advice 
letter filings can also be accessed electronically at http://www.pge.com/tariffs. 
 

 
Vice President, Regulatory Relations  
 
Attachments   
 
cc:  Service List – Advice Letter 3071-G  
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************ SERVICE LIST Advice 3071-G *********** 

APPENDIX A 
 

********** STATE EMPLOYEE *********** 
 
Karen Clopton 
Administrative Law Judge Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703-2008 
kvc@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Myra J. Prestidge 
Administrative Law Judge Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703-2629 
tom@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Jonathan Reiger 
Legal Division  
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 355-5596 
jzr@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Chloe Lukins 
Energy Division  
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703- 1637 
clu@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Julie Fitch 
Energy Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 355-5552 
jf2@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Kenneth Lewis 
Energy Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703-1090 
kl1@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Brewster Fong 
Division of Ratepayer Advocates 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703- 2187 
bfs@cpuc.ca.gov      
 
 

********** AGENCIES *********** 
 
Donna M. Johnston 
Sutter County Clerk-Recorder 
433 2nd Street 
Yuba City, CA  95991 
Telephone: (530) 822-7134 
Fax: (530) 822-7214 
 

********** 3rd Party ***********  
 
Anacapa Oil Corporation 
William B. Travers 
President 
1185 N. Township Road  
Yuba City, CA  95993 
Telephone: (530) 674-8121 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                                                  
 



 

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ADVICE LETTER FILING SUMMARY 

ENERGY UTILITY  
MUST BE COMPLETED BY UTILITY (Attach additional pages as needed) 

Company name/CPUC Utility No. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (ID U39 M) 

Utility type:   Contact Person: Linda Tom-Martinez 

 ELC  GAS        Phone #: (415) 973-4612 

 PLC  HEAT  WATER E-mail: lmt1@pge.com  

EXPLANATION OF UTILITY TYPE 

ELC = Electric              GAS = Gas  
PLC = Pipeline              HEAT = Heat     WATER = Water 

(Date Filed/ Received Stamp by CPUC) 

Advice Letter (AL) #: 3071-G Tier: 3 
Subject of AL: Sale of a Gas Gathering Pipeline System and Assignment of Land Rights in Sutter County to Anacapa 
Oil Corporation – Section 851 Transaction 
Keywords (choose from CPUC listing): Section 851 
AL filing type:  Monthly  Quarterly   Annual   One-Time   Other _____________________________ 
If AL filed in compliance with a Commission order, indicate relevant Decision/Resolution #:   
Does AL replace a withdrawn or rejected AL?  If so, identify the prior AL: No 
Summarize differences between the AL and the prior withdrawn or rejected AL1: ____________________ 
Is AL requesting confidential treatment?  If so, what information is the utility seeking confidential treatment for: 
Confidential information will be made available to those who have executed a nondisclosure agreement:  Yes    No 
Name(s) and contact information of the person(s) who will provide the nondisclosure agreement and access to the confidential 
information: __________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Resolution Required?   Yes  No   
Requested effective date: Upon Commission Approval 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:  N/A 
Service affected and changes proposed1: N/A 
Pending advice letters that revise the same tariff sheets: N/A 

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 
DMS Branch 
505 Van Ness Ave.,  
San Francisco, CA 94102 
jnj@cpuc.ca.gov and mas@cpuc.ca.gov 

Attn: Brian K. Cherry 
         Vice President, Regulatory Relations 
77 Beale Street, Mail Code B10C 
P.O. Box 770000 
San Francisco, CA 94177 
E-mail: PGETariffs@pge.com 
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PG&E Gas and Electric 
Advice Filing List 
General Order 96-B, Section IV 
 

 

 Defense Energy Support Center Occidental Energy Marketing, Inc. 
Aglet  Department of Water Resources OnGrid Solar 
Alcantar & Kahl Department of the Army  Praxair 
Ameresco Dept of General Services R. W. Beck & Associates  
Anderson & Poole Division of Business Advisory Services RCS, Inc. 
Arizona Public Service Company Douglas & Liddell Recon Research 
BART Douglass & Liddell SCD Energy Solutions 
BP Energy Company Downey & Brand SCE 
Barkovich & Yap, Inc. Duke Energy SMUD 
Bartle Wells Associates Dutcher, John SPURR 
C & H Sugar Co. Ellison Schneider & Harris LLP Santa Fe Jets 
CA Bldg Industry Association FPL Energy Project Management, Inc. Seattle City Light  
CAISO Foster Farms Sempra Utilities 
CLECA Law Office G. A. Krause & Assoc. Sierra Pacific Power Company 
CSC Energy Services GLJ Publications Silicon Valley Power 
California Cotton Ginners & Growers Assn Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Schlotz & 

Ritchie 
Silo Energy LLC 

California Energy Commission Green Power Institute Southern California Edison Company 
California League of Food Processors Hanna & Morton Sunshine Design 
California Public Utilities Commission International Power Technology Sutherland, Asbill & Brennan 
Calpine Intestate Gas Services, Inc. Tabors Caramanis & Associates 
Cameron McKenna Los Angeles Dept of Water & Power Tecogen, Inc. 
Casner, Steve Luce, Forward, Hamilton & Scripps LLP Tiger Natural Gas, Inc. 
Chamberlain, Eric MBMC, Inc. Tioga Energy 
Chevron Company MRW & Associates TransCanada 
Chris, King Manatt Phelps Phillips Turlock Irrigation District 
City of Glendale Matthew V. Brady & Associates  U S Borax, Inc. 
City of Palo Alto McKenzie & Associates United Cogen 
Clean Energy Fuels Merced Irrigation District Utility Cost Management 
Coast Economic Consulting Mirant Utility Specialists 
Commerce Energy Modesto Irrigation District Verizon 
Commercial Energy Morgan Stanley Wellhead Electric Company 
Consumer Federation of California Morrison & Foerster Western Manufactured Housing 

Communities Association (WMA) 
Crossborder Energy New United Motor Mfg., Inc. eMeter Corporation 
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP Norris & Wong Associates   
Day Carter Murphy North Coast SolarResources  

 


