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l. INTRODUCTION

On April 20, 2011, the Committee for the Calico Solar Amendment (Commiittee)
held a site visit and Informational Hearing. During the hearing, the Committee indicated
that it would be requesting all parties brief several issues. On May 2, 2011, the
Committee issued a Scheduling, Briefing and Procedures Order. The following is the
California Energy Commission Staff's brief in response to the three topics outlined by
the Committee and to the Sierra Club’s Motion to Dismiss.

Il. BACKGROUND

On December 1, 2010, the California Energy Commission (Energy Commission)
approved the Application for Certification (AFC) of the Calico Solar Project, which will be
located within San Bernardino County on 4,613 acres of public land managed by the
Bureau of Land Management, 37 miles east of Barstow, California. The project as
licensed will produce 663.5 MW of electricity from solar collectors called SunCatchers.
The approved project will deliver electricity to the Southern California Edison’s Pisgah

Substation.

On March 18, 2011, Calico Solar, LLC (Calico), filed and served a proposed ‘
amendment to the licensed Calico Solar Project. The proposed modifications include
changing the technology from 663.5 MW of SunCatchers to 100.5 MW of SunCatchers
and 563 MW of single-axis tracker photovoltaic (PV) technology. Although the
amended project would have the same footprint and boundaries of the approved
project, the proposal would change the phasing of the project to “resolve access issues
to the northern portion of the site involving BNSF Railroad...” (Petition to Amend, p. 1-

1.) Furthermore, Staff is informed that Calico is planning to propose a new access road
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for the site. Currently, all Conditions of Certification from the approved project remain in
effect, and the Energy Commission maintains jurisdiction over the project during
construction and operation. Calico is expected to meet the requirements and deadlines
listed in the approved Conditions of Certification as the proposed amendment is being
considered by the Energy Commission.

lll. ANALYSIS
A. Energy Commission’s Jurisdiction

The Energy Commission has licensing authority over thermal power plants 50
MW or greater. Pursuant to the Energy Commission’s enabling statute, the Warren-
Alquist Act, the Energy Commission has exclusive jurisdiction over certifying power
plants and proposed changes to existing facilities, stating as follows:

In accordance with the provisions of this division, the commission
shall have the exclusive power to certify all sites and related facilities in the
state, whether a new site and related facility or a change or addition to an
existing facility. The issuance of a certificate by the commission shall be in
lieu of any permit, certificate, or similar document required by any state,
local or regional agency, or federal agency to the extent permitted by
federal law, for such use of the site and related facilities, and shall
supersede any applicable statute, ordinance, or regulation of any state,
local, or regional agency, or federal agency to the extent permitted by
federal law. (Pub. Resources Code, § 25500; emphasis added.)

In its Motion to Dismiss, the Sierra Club argues that the Energy Commission “is
precluded from considering the Project Owner’s request because the Modified Project is
currently a PV facility outside the Commission’s jurisdiction, but one that may contain a
thermal component one day.” (Sierra Club, p. 4) The Sierra Club is incorrect because it
fails to acknowledge that the Petition to Amend is a proposed modification to a site and
its related facilities previously certified by the Energy Commission in accordance with
Public Resources Code, section 25500. Moreover, there is no debate that the Energy

Commission has authority to license solar thermal power plants and related facilities.

Pursuant to the California Code of Regulations, title 20, section 1769(a)(H)(3),
petitions to amend a licensed project that may result in a significant impact to the
environment “must be processed as a formal amendment to the decision and must be




approved by the full commission at a noticed business meeting or hearing.” (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 20,§1769(a)(H)(3).)

Accordingly, the Energy Commission has jurisdiction to preside over this
proposed amendment to a solar thermal power plant.

1. The Energy Commission has licensing authority over solar thermal
technology.

The Energy Commission clearly has authority to license solar thermal power
plants and by statute, has authority over proposed changes to the existing solar thermal
portion and related facilities of the proposed amendment. As stated above, the Warren-
Alquist Act gives the Energy Commission exclusive Iicehsing authority over “all sites
and related facilities.” Public Resources Code, section, 25110 defines “facility” as “any
electric transmission line or thermal power plant, or both electric transmission line and
thermal power plant, regulated according to the provisions of this division.” (Pub.
Resources Code, §25110.) California Code of Regulations, title 20, section 1702(n)
defines “related facility” as “a thermal power plant, electric transmission line, or any
equipment, structure, or accessory dedicated to and essential to the operation of the
thermal power plant or electric transmission line. These facilities include, but are not
limited to, transmission and fuel lines up to the first point of interconnection, water intake
and discharge structures and equipment, access roads, storage sites, switchyards, and
waste disposal sites....” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20,§1702(n).) Further, “thermal power
plant” is defined as “any stationary or floating electrical generating facility using any
source of thermal energy, with a generating capacity of 50 megawatts or more, and any
facilities appurtenant thereto.” (Pub. Resources Code, §25120.)

The Calico Amendment does not propose to change the size, boundary, or
generating capacity of the Energy Commission-approved project. It proposes a
modification to the solar collector technology used on the site. The proposal would
generate 100.5 MW of power using SunCatcher technology and 563 MW using single
axis tracker photovoltaic (PV) technology. Both the SunCatchers and the PV collectors
will be integrated components of the power plant, operate from a single control room,
utilize the same transmission interconnection system, access a common water system

and road network, and depend upon the same construction and operation personnel.
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(Petition to Amend, Cover Letter.) In addition, Calico will be proposing a new access

road.

The Petition to Amend is a proposed modification to an Energy Commission
approved site, and the Energy Commission is given express authority to consider
petitions to amend a licensed project. The Energy Commission has express authority to
license thermal solar power; therefore, Energy Commission has jurisdiction over this
amendment proceeding.

2. The Calico Amendment is a hybrid of technologies not anticipated by
the Warren-Alquist Act and should continue to be under the permitting
jurisdiction of the Energy Commission.

The Calico project, which the Commission licensed in 2010 as a thermal solar
facility, is now proposed as a hybrid power plant, part solar thermal and part solar
photovoltaic (PV). This is the first instance at the Energy Commission of such a hybrid
facility, but based upon conversations the Siting Division has had with developers, there
could be additional hybrid projects proposed. In addition to hybrid solar projects, the
Energy Commission may also see hybrid natural gas and PV projects proposed in the

future which will also raise jurisdictional issues.

The Warren-Alquist Act, which established Commission jurisdiction, did not
envision such hybrid projects. As such, there is no clear statutory guidance on how to
resolve jurisdictional issues when part of a project has a thermal generation source and
part is non-thermal. In the interest of government efficiency and good public policy
there should be one licensing agency for a single power plant, regardless of whether it
is a thermal or hybrid project. To require otherwise creates a situation where two
agencies may reach opposite conclusions on whether a facility should be licensed.
Such an outcome is antithetical to the Warren-Alquist Act, which was purposely enacted
to address the problems associated with a power plant developer having to obtain
multiple permits from multiple agencies. Splitting the jurisdiction over the Calico
Amendment would be contrary to the intent of the Warren-Alquist Act.

There is only one power plant at the Calico site, which is a distinct, contiguous

geographic parcel. The fact that there are different generation sources does not create




multiple power plants. The electricity that Calico sends to the grid will not be
differentiated by its generating source.

This is no different than a natural gas-fired power plant that has multiple turbine
generators which can, and often do, operate independently. If a natural gas-fired facility
has six units, each capable of generating 60 megawatts (MWs), it is not regarded by the
Energy Commission as six power plants. For jurisdictional purposes it is a single power
plant with a generating capacity of 360 MWs. The proposed Calico Amendment still
maintains more than 50 MWs of thermal generating capacity, which is the minimum

threshold for Energy Commission permitting authority.

Just like a natural gas plant with multiple turbine generators, the Calico power
plant has other electrical infrastructure components which will be used by both the solar
thermal and PV generation and which are essential to the operation of the facility. As
described above, these include the control room, the transmission generation tie line,
the water line, access roads, and other facilities. [f jurisdiction on one power plant were
to be split between two or more agencies, it would difficult for the project developer and
the agencies to describe the project to be evaluated and who would license/permit all
the shared facilities on the site. It is not hard to imagine a situation in which two
agencies could not agree on the location of a water well to serve the project and each
could require a different well location. Another example is if the two agencies
conducted separate parallel CEQA proceedings and could not agree on biological

mitigation for the impacts of a single shared access road.

It is appropriate for the Energy Commission to exercise jurisdiction over the
Calico hybrid facility amendment, including the PV portion, because doing so will
promote “good government,” avoid absurd outcomes, avoid government inefficiencies,
create legal certainty, and conform to the intent of the Warren-Alquist Act. While the
Commission does not have jurisdiction over PV facilities, it does have jurisdiction over
any power plant with a thermal generating capacity 50 MWs or greater. Public
Resources Code section 25218.5 states: “The provisions specifying any power or duty
of the commission shall be liberally construed, in order to carry out the objectives of this

division.”



Therefore, for the reasons set forth above, the Energy Commission has
jurisdiction to permit the PV portion of the Calico Amendment in this proceeding.

3. If the Committee finds that the Energy Commission does not have

jurisdiction over PVs, it is still the appropriate Lead Agency.

Notwithstanding the issue over the Energy Commission’s permitting jurisdiction
over PVs, the Energy Commission has jurisdiction over the entire amendment
proceeding and thus, is the most appropriate agency to serve as the lead agency for the
PV portion of the proposed amendment.

The CEQA Guidelines provide guidance for how a lead agency should be
determined. Section 15050(a) states: “Where a project is to be carried out or approved
by more than one public agency, one public agency shall be responsible for preparing
an EIR or negative declaration for the project. This agency shall be called the lead
agency.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15050(a).) The criteria outlined in the Guidelines,
state in part, that

Where two or more public agencies will be involved with a project, the

determination of which agency will be the lead agency shall be governed by
the following criteria:

(b) If the project is to be carried out by a nongovernmental person or entity, the
lead agency shall be the public agency with the greatest responsibility for
supervising or approving the project as a whole.

(1) The lead agency will normally be the agency with general
governmental powers, such as a city or county, rather than an agency with
a single or limited purpose such as an air pollution control district or a
district which will provide a public service or public utility to the project...

(c) Where more than one public agency equally meet the criteria in subdivision
(b), the agency which will act first on the project in question shall be the lead
agency. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15051.)

The Energy Commission has already licensed a power plant on the exact site
where the amendment is being proposed. Through many months of workshops and
hearings, the Energy Commission Staff worked diligently and closely with other federal,
state and local agencies to produce a comprehensive analysis of environmental impacts

and impacts to public health and safety. Furthermore, many of the existing Conditions



of Certification are likely to remain unchanged because the modifications to the project

do not necessarily impact every technical area in the same way.

The Sierra Club argues that the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) should
become the Lead Agency for the entire project. Staff disagrees. First, the Energy
Commission has exclusive statutory authority over the solar thermal portion of the
project and its related facilities, including central facilities, transmission lines and roads.
It would be duplicative and a waste of valuable state resources to have two agencies
preside over the same amendment. Second, the Energy Commission has regulatory
jurisdiction over any proposed modifications to a licensed project and Calico is
proposing an amendment to a licensed project. Third, the Energy Commission has
already conducted an extensive environmental review of the site, which included input
from DFG. The entire Calico Solar Project proceeding lasted nearly two years,
including many intervenors and days of evidentiary hearings. Finally, many of the
issues raised by the proposed amendment do not involve just one technical area and
might be outside of the expertise of DFG or other agencies that would otherwise serve
as a Responsible Agency.

4. As Lead Agency, the Energy Commission would review the amendment
in its entirety.

With the Energy Commission as Lead Agency for the entire project, Staff will
thoroughly review the amendment and analyze any potential impacts to the environment
and/or public health regardless of the technology proposed. Because the Energy
Commission retains jurisdiction over the solar thermal portion of the amendment under
Public Resources Code, section 25500, Staff would propose any additions or changes
to the Conditions of Certification as it would with any other Application for Certification
or amendment that would come before the Commission. In other words, the Energy
Commission would serve as the “one stop shop” for the solar thermal portion of the
amendment and its certification would be in lieu of all federal, state and local permits as
permitted by federal law. The Energy Commission would then take discretionary action
on solar thermal portion of the amendment.

For the PV portion of the amendment, as the Lead Agency, the Energy

Commission would modify Conditions of Certification accordingly as Calico will be
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required to obtain the required permits from the appropriate Responsible Agencies that
would be required for the PV portion of the project. The Energy Commission’s power
plant site certification program is a certified regulatory program under CEQA (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, §15251(j)) and as such Staff generally prepares a Staff Assessment as
opposed to an EIR. However, the CEQA Guidelines allows an EIR substitute document
prepared under a certified regulatory program to be used by other agencies to approve
the same project if the certified agency is the first agency to grant discretionary
approval, the environmental document identifies significant environmental effects within
the jurisdiction or special expertise of the responsible agency, alternatives or mitigation
measures are identified that could avoid or reduce the severity of significant adverse
impacts, and the certified agency consults with the responsible agencies. (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, §15253.)

Having the Energy Commission act as Lead Agency is “good govemment” since
Staff has already conducted a comprehensive analysis of the site and will be providing
another environmental/public health and safety analysis of the entire proposed
amendment. If another agency served as the Lead Agency, that agency would need to
start its review without the expertise and understanding the Energy Commission Staff
possesses about this project, thus potentially causing undue delay of approval of
Calico’s proposal.

B. Baseline for Environmental Conditions

The Petition to Amend proposes major modifications to the licensed Calico Solar
Project, primarily the change in technology and phasing of the construction, although
other technical areas will be impacted as well.

1. Staff will review all potential impacts of the proposed modification in all

technical areas.

The Petition to Amend has the potential to impact all technical areas of the
Commission’s Decision of the Calico Solar Project. Staff has issued Data Requests to
the Project Owner and has received ohly a portion of the Data Responses from the
Project Owner. Therefore, it is still too early in the process for Staff to identify the extent

of any potential impacts from the proposed amendment or what changes, if any, will



need to be made to the Conditions of Certification. In discussing the “baseline” for
commencing environmental review, CEQA Guidelines, section 15125 states:
(a) An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental
conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of
preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the
time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional
perspective. This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline

physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact
is significant.... (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15125(a).)

In this amendment proceeding, an existing CEQA analysis of the site and the
related facilities already exists. The court in Communities for a Better Environment v.
South Coast Air Quality Management District stated that an increased use of equipment
was to be evaluated as part of the project and as part of the baseline setting. The court
stated that “neither CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines mandates a uniform, inflexible rule
for determination of the éxisting conditions baseline. Rather, an agency enjoys the
discretion to decide, in the first instance, exactly how the existing physical conditions
without the project can most realistically be measured, subject to review...for support by
substantial evidence.” (Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air
Quality Management District (2010) 48 Cal 4th 310, 328.)

Staff is reviewing the potential environmental, public health or safety impacts of
the proposed amendment in all technical areas. Staff intends to use the Energy
Commission’s Decision as the baseline to determine if the proposed modification to the
licensed Calico Solar Project will result in additional impacts, if further mitigation will be
reqUired and then recommend changes or modifications to the Conditions of

Certification as supported by substantial evidence.
2. Staff proposes to prepare a subsequent EIR equivalent document.

The original Calico Solar Plant was licensed in accordance with the Energy
Commission’s certified regulatory program. However, the Energy Commission does
comply with all substantive requirements of CEQA. In accordance with the CEQA
Guidelines, when substantial changes are proposed to a project or new information

shows that the project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the




previous EIR, a “subsequent EIR or negative declaration shall only be prepared by the
public agency which grants the next discretionary approval for the project, if any.” (Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 14, §15162.)The subsequent EIR is required to be given the same
notice and public review as an EIR.

As stated above, Staff is still in the Discovery phase of the process and,
therefore, is unable to determine if the proposed modifications will have one or more
significant effects not addressed in the Commission’s Decision. However, Staff
maintains that the Petition to Amend proposes a substantial change to the licensed
project that the Energy Commission is the appropriate public agency to prepare a
subsequent EIR.

3. Potential Biological Impacts

Since the project’s impacts to biological resources have been and will continue to
be a source of particular concern among the parties, a more specific discussion may be
appropriate here as to how the CEQA baseline would be applied to the analysis of
biological impacts. For the reasons described above, the analysis will focus on whether
the proposed changes in the project will create new significant environmental effects or
will cause a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant
effects. CEQA Guidelines § 15162(a)(1).

The project as approved assumed a total loss of habitat on site for a number of
sensitive species, including desert tortoise. Since the proposed changes in solar
technology and development phasing will not likely change this assumption, Staff might
conclude early in its analysis that the project amendment will not cause new significant
impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously analyzed impacts in this
area, in which case the Staff ‘s analysis would include a brief description of why certain
on-site biological impacts would not be significantly or substantially higher compared to
the approved project. Of course, Staff will undertake a fuller analysis of specific
biological impacts if it identifies new significant impacts or a substantial increase in
previously analyzed impacts that may occur because of: 1) a new access road that is
proposed outside the original project footprint, 2) differences between the original

placement of SunCatchers and the proposed new placement of photovoltaic panels and
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SunCatchers, 3) differences between the photovoltaic panels’ profile and that of the
SunCathcers, 4) the new sequence and timing of site development, or 5) any other
change in the project related to the pending amendment.

Staff would welcome Committee guidance as to how, in the context of these
proceedings, it would like to handle revisions to the project’s desert tortoise
translocation plan. The translocation plan is currently being revised by the Project
Owner at the request of federal and state agencies, in part to change the area into
which tortoises from the project site may be moved. Condition of Certification BIO-16 of
the Commission’s Decision required that a final translocation plan be prepared and
approved by the Compliance Project Manager prior to construction. The anticipated
translocation plan revisions are not themselves expected to require revisions in BIO-16.
Neither are they expected to have any potential to cause a new significant impact or a
substantial increase in severity of previously analyzed impacts, or involve new
information meeting the criteria in CEQA Guidelines § 15162(a)(3). In short, staff does
not believe revisions to the translocation plan will need to be addressed as part of these
amendment proceedings, but acknowledges that interveners and perhaps the
Commiittee itself may be interested in reviewing and commenting on the revised plan.
For this reason, Staff included the tortoise translocation issue in the Issues Identification
Report it filed April 14, 2011. Staff would welcome guidance from the Committee on the
extent to which it would like to have translocation plan revisions and related issues
addressed as part of staff's analysis, even if these issues are not directly related to the

project amendment.

IV. CONCLUSION

' The Energy Commission has statutory and regulatory authority to preside over
the Calico Solar Project Petition to Amend proceedings. Staff asserts that the Energy
Commission has jurisdiction over the site and the entire amendment, or in the
alternative, at least the solar thermal portion of the project. However, the Energy

Commission is the appropriate agency to serve as the Lead Agency in this case. Once
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all Data Requests are responded to, Staff is prepared to publish a document equivalent

to a subsequent EIR in accordance with the CEQ Guidelines.

Dated: May 23, 2011 Respectfully submitted,

P i i

JEFFERY M. OGATA
Assistant Chief Counsel for the
California Energy Commission Staff

12




FOR THE CALICO SOLAR PROJECT

AMENDMENT

BEFORE THE ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT
COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

1516 NINTH STREET, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
1-800-822-6228 — WWW.ENERGY.CA.GOV

Docket No. 08-AFC-13C

PROOF OF SERVICE

APPLICANT

Calico Solar, LLC

Daniel J. O'Shea

Managing Director

2600 10th Street, Suite 635
Berkeley, CA 94710
dano@kroadpower.com

CONSULTANT

URS Corporation

Angela Leiba

AFC Project Manager

4225 Executive Square, #1600
La Jolla, CA 92037

angela_leiba@URSCorp.com

APPLICANT’S COUNSEL
Allan J. Thompson
Attorney at Law

21 C Orinda Way #314
Orinda, CA 94563
allanori@comcast.net

Bingham McCutchen, LLP
Ella Foley Gannon, Partner
Three Embarcadero Center
San Francisco, CA 94111

e-mail service preferred
ella.gannon@bingham.com

INTERVENORS

Society for the Conservation of
Bighorn Sheep

Bob Burke, Gary Thomas

1980 East Main St., #50

Barstow, CA 92311
e-mail service preferred
cameracoordinator@sheepsociety.com

*indicates change

Basin and Range Watch
Laura Cunningham,
Kevin Emmerich

P.0. Box 70

Beatty, NV 89003

e-mail service preferred
atomictoadranch@netzero.net

California Unions for Reliable
Energy (CURE)

c/o: Tanya A. Gulesserian,

Marc D. Joseph

Adams Broadwell Joseph

& Cardozo

601 Gateway Boulevard,

Ste. 1000

South San Francisco, CA 94080
e-mail service preferred
tqulesserian@adamsbroadwell.com

Patrick C. Jackson
600 Darwood Avenue

San Dimas, CA 91773
e-mail service preferred

ochsjack@earthlink.net

Sierra Club

c/o Gloria D. Smith,

Travis Ritchie

85 Second Street, Second floor
San Francisco, CA 94105
e-mail service preferred

gloria.smith@sierraclub.org
travis.ritchie@sierraclub.org

(Revised 5/18/2011)

Newberry Community
Service District

c/lo Wayne W. Weierbach
P.O. Box 206

Newberry Springs, CA 92365

e-mail service preferred
newberryCSD@gmail.com

Defenders of Wildlife

Kim Delfino, California Program Director
1303 J Street, Suite 270

Sacramento, California 95814

e-mail service preferred
kdelfino@defenders.org

Defenders of Wildlife

Jeff Aardahl, California Representative
46600 Old State Highway, Unit 13
Gualala, California 95445

e-mail service preferred
[aardahl@defenders.org

*BNSF Railroad

Cynthia Lea Burch,

Helen B. Kim,

Anne Alexander

Katten Muchin Rosenman LLP
2029 Century Park East, Suite 2700
Los Angeles, CA 90067-3012
cynthia.burch@kattenlaw.com
helen.kim@kattenlaw.com

anne.alexander@kattenlaw.com




INTERESTED
AGENCIES/ENTITIES/PERSONS
California ISO
e-recipient@caiso.com

BLM — Nevada State Office
Jim Stobaugh

P.0O. Box 12000

Reno, NV 89520

im stobaugh@blm.gov

Bureau of Land Management
Rich Rotte, Project Manager
Barstow Field Office

2601 Barstow Road

Barstow, CA 92311

richard rotte@blm.gov

California Department of
Fish & Game

Becky Jones

36431 41st Street East
Palmdale, CA 93552
dfgpalm@adelphia.net

County of San Bernardino

Ruth E. Stringer,

County Counsel,

Bart W. Brizzee,

Deputy County Counsel

385 N. Arrowhead Avenue, 4t Floor
San Bernardino, CA 92415
bbrizzee@cc.sbcounty.gov

BNSF Railroad

Steven A. Lamb

Katten Muchin Rosenman LLP
2029 Century Park East, Suite 2700
Los Angeles, CA 90067-3012
steven.lamb@kattenlaw.com

*indicates change

ENERGY COMMISSION
KAREN DOUGLAS

Commissioner and Presiding Member
‘kldougla@energy.state.ca.us

Galen Lemei
Adviser to Commissioner Douglas
glemei@energy.state.ca.us

ROBERT B. WEISENMILLER
Chairman and Associate Member
rweisenm@enerqy.state.ca.us

Eileen Allen
Adviser to Chairman Weisenmiller

eallen@enerqy.state.ca.us

Kourtney Vaccaro
Hearing Officer
kvaccaro@energy.state.ca.us

Kerry Willis

Staff Counsel

e-mail service preferred
kwillis@energy.state.ca.us

Stephen Adams

Co-Staff Counsel

e-mail service preferred
sadams@enerqy.state.ca.us

Craig Hoffman

Project Manager

e-mail service preferred
choffman@enerqgy.state.ca.us

Jennifer Jennings

Public Adviser

e-mail service preferred
publicadviser@energy.state.ca.us



mailto:publicadviser@energy.state.ca.us
mailto:choffman@energy.state.ca.us
mailto:sadams@energy.state.ca.us
mailto:kwillis@energy.state.ca.us
mailto:kvaccaro@energy.state.ca.us
mailto:eallen@energy.state.ca.us
mailto:rweisenm@energy.state.ca.us
mailto:9lemei@energy.state.ca.us
mailto:kldougla@energy.state.ca.us

DECLARATION OF SERVICE

I, Chester Hong, declare that on May 23, 2011, | served by U.S. mail and filed copies of the attached California
Energy Commission “STAFF’S RESPONSE TO COMMITTEE BRIEFING ORDER?”, dated
May 23, 2011. The original document, filed with the Docket Unit, is accompanied by a copy of the most recent Proof
of Service list, located on the web page for this project at:
[www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/calicosolar/compliance/index.htmi].

The documents have been sent to both the other parties in this proceeding (as shown on the Proof of Service list)
and to the Commission’s Docket Unit, in the following manner:

(Check all that Apply)
FOR SERVICE TO ALL OTHER PARTIES:
X__ sent electronically to all email addresses on the Proof of Service list;
by personal delivery;
X by delivering on this date, for mailing with the United States Postal Service with first-class postage thereon

AND

fully prepaid, to the name and address of the person served, for mailing that same day in the ordinary
course of business; that the envelope was sealed and placed for collection and mailing on that date to those
addresses NOT marked “email preferred.”

FOR FILING WITH THE ENERGY COMMISSION:

delivering an original paper copy and sending one electronic copy by e-mail to the address below (preferred
method);

depositing in the mail an original and 12 paper copies, as follows:

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
Attn: Docket No. 08-AFC-13C

1516 Ninth Street, MS-4

Sacramento, CA 95814-5512
docket@enerqy.state.ca.us

| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct, that | am employed in the county where this
mailing occurred, and that | am over the age of 18 years and not a party to the proceeding.

27 S
-

*indicates change


mailto:docket@energy.state.ca.us

