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L INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to the July 19, 2007 ruling of Administrative Law Judges Charlotte F. TerKeust
and Jonathan Lakritz, Morgan Stanley Capital Group Inc. (“MSCG”) respectfully submits its
comments on the Market Advisory Committee to the California Air Resources Board’s
Recommendations for Designing a Gréenhouse Gas Cap-And-Trade System for California
(“MAC Report™).!

IL. COMMENTS

MSCG submits these comments on the MAC Report’s cap-and-trade framework with the
following principies in mind: (a) the system should not interfere with the efficient operation of
the energy industry, especially the ability of market participants to contract in a manner that most
economically meets supply and reliability needs; (b) the price of greenhouse gas (“GHG”)

cmissions must be available to the market and reflected in dispatch decisions in-order to achieve

! Administrative Law Judges’ Ruling Requesting Comments and Legal Briefs on Market Advisory Committee
Report and Notice of En Banc Hearing, Order Instituting Rulemaking to Implement the Commission’s Procurement
Incentive Framework and to Examine the Integration of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards into Procurement
Policies (Docket No. R.06-04-009) (issued July 19, 2007) (hereinafter “ALJs’ Ruling™).



a real change in emissions; and (c) the emissions attribute must be separable from the energy
component (and capacity, if imposed),” and allowed to be traded independently. Following these
principles will allow California to fulfill its emissions reductions goals and to do so at minimum
cost.

MSCG has stated repeatedly in its comments to the Commission and the California Air
Resources Board (“CARB”) that a source-based emissions design is superior to a load-based
model. Ideally, there would be a uniform source-based system across at least the entire Western
Electricity Coordinating Council (“WECC”) and across all emissions sources. Although not
solely a sourced-based approach, the MAC Report’s recommended “first-seller” standard makes
the best of a difficult situation in light of the Legislature’s mandate that the State account for
GHG emissions attributable to imports in a meaningful manner.?

Given that California alone cannot address the challenges of stabilizing the global climate
by reducing its GHG emissions to zero, it is clear that California is taking the lead with the hope
that other states will follow its example. Therefore, MSCG suggests that one of the primary
purposes of the program should be to create a model that other jurisdictions can look to as a “best
practice.” With this goal in mind, California should not be overly focused on trying to stop
market activities such as contract shuffling which logically will lead to GHG emissions leakage.
1t is likely that these activities cannot be eliminated, as they will be an inevitable consequence of

California acting unilaterally regardless of the program’s design. Instead, the State should focus

* MSCG does not acknowledge that the concept of “capacity,” as discussed in a “Resource Adequacy” context, is
valid. See, e.g., Pre-Workshop Comments on Track 2 Proposals of Morgan Stanley Capital Group Inc., Order
Instituting Rulemaking to Consider Refinements to and Further Developments of the Commission’s Resource
Adequacy Requirements Program (R.05-12-013) (filed May 18, 2007) (commenting that MSCG does not believe
that capacity markets are necessary to spur generation investment).

* See AB 32 § 38530(b)(2) (requiring that the State “[alccount for greenhouse gas emissions from all electricity
consumed in the state” including electricity “imported from outside the state™).



on designing a program that, if emulated regionally, nationally and intemationally, would result
in a meaningful reduction in GHG emissions in the most efficient and least costly manner

possible.

1. Is the ALJ’s Ruling description of the deliverer/first-seller approach accurate?
Comment on whether you agree with this description, and if not, explain how
the first-seller approach should be described differently and why.

The ALJs’ Ruling summarizes accurately the first-seller approach discussed in the MAC
Report.* MSCG agrees with the MAC Report that the point of regulation for all in-state
generation should be the gene:rator.5 However, the responsible entity or point of regulation for
“imported power” should be defined as the “importer.” The importer, in turn, would be defined
as: (a) the party responsible for scheduling the energy across the interface; or (b) the party

receiving the energy after title transfer occurs at the interface.

2. For imports, who has ownership of electricity when it enters California? Is
the “Purchasing/Selling Entity” (on the North American Electric Reliability
Corporation (NERC) E-tag) listed at the first Point of Delivery in California
the deliverer/first seller? If this is generally the case, are there any
exceptions?
Ownership will vary depending on the terms of the transaction underlying the import.
There currently is no general rule for attributing ownership of imported electricity into California
without reference to the contract. Nor does it hold true that the first-seller is the
Purchasing/Selling Entity listed at the first point of delivery in Califomnia in an E-tag.

Consequently, it may be difficult to create an “ironclad” verification protocol. However, if

California adopts MSCG’s suggestion in response to Question 1, the responsible party for any

* ALJs’ Ruling at 3. The ALJs’ Ruling describes the first-seller concept discussed in the MAC Report as follows:
*(a) for in-state California generation, the first seller is the generator, in all cases; and (b) for imported power, the
first seller is the entity that first delivers electrieity at a point of delivery within California.” Jd. at 3.



given transaction should be unambiguous and regulators will, at a minimum, have a clear path to

enforcement.

3. Are there any inter-Balancing Authority imports not accounted for by E-
tags? If so, describe these instances and explain how these imports can be
accounted for.

Possibly. It is unclear whether cross-border utilities that serve load in California from
generation in other states (e.g., Sierra Pacific and PacifiCorp) create E-tags to move power
across the state border, since delivery is probably not in a different control area. Moreover, it is
unclear what kinds of “tracks™ are left by entities that own external generation and transmission
assets, and operate their own control areas (e.g., Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
and the Western Area Power Administration). Such entities may not have to create E-tags to
transport power into California from external resources, thereby reducing the ability of
California to rely on E-tags as the sole means for identifying the first seller. However, these
issues and uncertainties are not specific to the first-seller or load-based approach, and would

exist for any method that tries to track or assign responsibility for imports.

4. What agency could/would identify importing contractual parties? Is there
already a state or federal official compilation of these market participants?

It is not clear that any single entity has available to it comprehensive information
regarding import activities. Under either a first-seller or a load-based approach, multiple

agencies may have to share responsibility for identifying and tracking imports.

* Recommendations for Designing a Greenhouse Gas Cap-and-Trade System for California: Recommendations of
the Market Advisory Committee to the California Air Resources Board, at 43 (June 30, 2007) (“MAC Report).



5. Could the deliverer/first-seller be identified by means other than the NERC
E-tag? If so, please explain.

The California Independent System Operator (CAISO) schedules may provide another

means of identifying the first-seller for CAISO-operated interfaces.

6. How would a deliverer/first-seller system deal with power marketers and
brokers?

As explained above in the response to Question |, the description of the first-seller
approach should be refined to provide that the “importer” is defined as the party with “custody”
on the transmission schedules as the energy crosses the State line. When a power marketer is the
importer of record, the power marketer would be responsible for surrendering the appropnate
allowances. In cases where a broker submits a schedule on behalf of a third-party, the broker
would be the importer and responsible party. It would be up to the broker to negotiate with its

client how to source the allowances that would need to be surrendered.®

7. How would treatment of imports differ in a deliverer/first-seller system
compared to a load-based approach?

The issue of how to assign an emissions rate to an external power source does not appear
to be substantively different under either approach. This view is consistent with the MAC
Report’s recognition that “the load-based and first-seller approaches seem to have comparable

strengths in this area.”’

® As a general rule, brokers act as agents for other market participants and do not take title to energy.
"MAC Report at 46.



8. To sum up your answers to the previous questions, provide a succinct but
complete definition that identifies, for each way in which electricity could be
delivered to the California grid, the entities that would be responsible for
compliance with AB 32 regulations under a deliverer/first-seller approach.

Under a first-seller approach, in-state generators and importers would be responsible for

submitting emissions allowances for wholesale power delivered in California.

9, Compare and contrast the environmental integrity of a deliverer/first-seller
and a load-based approach. How would a deliverer/first-seller approach
address leakage? How would a deliverer/first-seller approach address
contract shuffling?

As explained above in response to Question 7, neither a first-seller nor a load-based
approach will prevent leakage or contract shuffling. Trying to impose a “closed-system”
regulatory regime on an open physical supply system creates an insoluble problem. In contrast
to a load-based approach, a source-based approach would more clearly tie allowance surrender to
physical emissions, at least for in-state resources. This would immediately deliver
environmental benefits through the price of emissions being incorporated into dispatching
decisions. In addition, the direct responsibility associated with a source-based approach would
minimize calculations, estimates, administrative attributions and tracking requirements across
ownership chains, as well as avoid other burdensome tasks associated with implementing and
managing a Joad-based approach. A source-based approach also most easily addresses the issue
of exports. The more complex the tracking system, the greater the potential for “gaming,” and
unintended and unforeseen consequences. Thus, with respect to in-state resources, the approach
in the MAC Report provides improved integrity over a load-based construct. In contrast, as
explained in response to Questions 7 and 10, neither the MAC Report’s first-seller approach nor

a load-based approach will prevent leakage or contract shuffling.



10.  Would the scale of possible emissions leakage or contract shuffling differ
under the deliverer/first-seller approach compared to a load-based
approach?

No. For imports, the issues of leakage and contract shuffling are essentially identical
under either a first-seller or load-based approach. Whatever system California ultimately adopts
must be designed to ensure that responsibility for emissions is assigned to imports. The only
foreseeable substantive difference between the load-based and first-seller approaches is in who

will be responsible for surrendering emissions allowances for imports.

11.  Is there any advantage to applying the deliverer/first-seller approach to
reporting only, while having the retail providers be the point of regulation
(as with load-based)? Why or why not?

No. Separating responsibility would complicate, rather than simplify, matters by

imposing additional compliance burdens and creating potential regulatory duplication with no

discemible purpose.

12. Compare and contrast the deliverer/first-seller and load-based approaches in
terms of their impacts on electricity prices, costs, and reliability for
consumers.

Although MSCG has not analyzed the issue, some parties who have studied the matter
believe that a load-based approach will not result in savings to consumers.® The reliability
impact of a load-based or first-seller approach would depend on the implementing rules.
However, it is conceivable that reliability could be compromised by a load-based approach if
California does not clearly indicate who is responsible for surrendering allowances associated
with redispatch and/or problems associated with balancing energy in dispatch. When the point

of regulation is the source, both the emissions cost and responsibility are unambiguous.

¥ There was discussion of such costs at the CAISO Market Surveillance Committee meeting held on June 8, 2007.



13. Would a deliverer/first-seller approach and a load-based approach have
different impacts on wholesale power prices? Which would result in higher
prices? Why? Is this good or bad?

As stated above in response to Question 12, MSCG has not studied the issue in depth
(i.e., in an econometric sense). However, we wish to point out several ways in which a load-
based approach has the potential to increase wholesale power prices. First, the complexity of a
load-based approach means that its impact on wholesale power prices should be greater than for
a first-seller approach. It is axiomatic that increases in administrative complexity result in
increases in cost. Second, by interfering with the market’s contracting preferences, a load-based
approach will have an upward bias on wholesale prices any time a more efficient option is
bypassed due to the administrative aspects of the GHG regulatory approach. If a preferred
contracting choice is bypassed due solely to the need to comply with GHG regulations, this is a
per se reduction in efficiency, and therefore an increased cost. Third, by not ensuring that a clear
emissions cost signal is included in the information used to set the dispatch, a load-based
approach is likely to result in a sub-optimum dispatch solution, which would again bias
wholesale prices upwards. Because of these three factors, a load-based approach does not reduce
emissions at minimum cost, so the costs passed through to consumers through electricity prices
will be greater for the same level of required emissions reductions.

One of the arguments often touted in support of a load-based approach is that it would
keep the price of emissions reduction out of the calculation of the marginal clearing price. As
discussed elsewhere, keeping the price of emissions out of the dispatch and clearing price is
unwise for many reasons other than raw costs. Also, as mentioned previously, others who have
studied the matter have reached the conclusion that a load-based approach may not result in
reduced prices to consumers. Finally, it should be remembered that the spot market, including

the day-ahead spot market, is likely to be only 5-15% of the wholesale market, so the impact of

-9.



clearing prices on the gross dollar cost to consumers will be small. Conversely, the upward cost
biases described above that will be attributable to the various inefficiencies of a load-based
approach are likely to affect most, if not all, of the market.

14. What impact would a deliverer/first-seller approach have on long-term

investment in low-GHG emitting generation technologies? Is this better or
worse than under a load-based cap? Why?

Since the first-seller approach is source-based for power generated in California, in-state
generators would be able to clearly identify a financial benefit from investments that reduce
emissions of GHGs on-site. In contrast, for unspecified resource transactions in a load-based
system, generators will depend upon periodic regulatory decisions to determine the emissions
rate that California will apply to their region. Uncertainty in the “rules of the road” is a well-

known disincentive to investment.

15, How would a deliverer/first-seller approach interact with an upstream
program design as articulated in Chapter 4 of the Market Advisory
Committee report? Explain your answer in detail.

An upstream approach is appropriate for covering emissions sources that are too small to
cover as part of a source-based system (e.g., for the transportation sector like cars and trucks
representing multiple small emissions sources). Power generation does not fit this definition.

In order to make sure an upstream program design interacts properly with either a first-
seller or load-based approach, responsibility for different fuels at the fuel supplier level would
need to be carefully documented in order to avoid having the fuel supplier and in-state generators
report emissions or surrender duplicate allowances. For example; under an upstream approach,
refineries would take responsibility for road transport fuels by measuring their carbon content
and surrendering an equivalent quantity of allowances. However, California would have to

ensure that any fuel supplied to in-state generators by the same company would be excluded in
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order to avoid double counting. In sum, either the upstream program eliminates the need to track
emissions from in-state generation or California must devise some method to remove generation

fuels from the upstream system.

16. What impact would a deliverer/first-seller approach have on electricity
service providers?

No response provided.
17. Compare and contrast the impact that a deliverer/first-seller and a load-

based system would have on the existing wholesale energy markets, both at
the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) and outside of it.

Compared with a load-based approach, the first-seller approach would minimize
interference with the market’s preferred contracting and dispatching practices because emissions
would not be a factor in contracting decisions, at least for in-state generation. The cost of
emissions would be internalized in prices, so the most economically efficient options would be
undertaken. Furthermore, there would be no need for California to maintain a separate, elaborate
tracking system to try to discern the entity “responsible” for emissions — it will always be the
emitter. In addition, under a first-seller construct, the cost of allowances could be included in
dispatch decisions.

In contrast, under a load-based approach, the purchaser would need to identify an
emissions profile with every purchase decision, and to simplify emissions responsibility tracking,
contracting would likely be skewed toward unit-specific contracting to a greater degree than the
market would otherwise choose. Parties might inject the issue of who is responsible for
supplying the required allowances into the negotiation, thereby adding complexity.

A lack of interference is crucial to overall cost containment, as the markets are most
efficient when participants have the flexibility to wait as long as possible to make dispatch

decisions. Such efficiency means lower costs and maximum reliability. Thus, dispatch decisions

-11 -



would be based on prices that are consistent with market fundamentals and transmission
constraints, as well as the added optimization parameter of emissions. This, in turn, would
maximize the probability that actual changes in dispatch from “dirtier” to “cleaner” units will
occur and that the goals of AB 32 are met.

As MSCG and others have pointed out previously to the Commission, a load-based
approach is not conducive to factoring emission costs into dispatch decisions, resulting in sub-
optimal dispatch. Such a system would rely upon market dynamics introduced by the entity with
responsibility — namely the LSE. The entity that dispatches is not responsible for considering
emissions in its decision, and also has no information about emissions cost on which to base a
dispatch decision. Even if a method is devised to communicate emissions-related information to
the dispatcher to factor into basic dispatch decisions, real-time redispatch decisions would have
to be made without such information. This would lead to disputes about who is responsible for
the associated emissions, and whether an alternate redispatch was available that could have met
the same need at a lower emissions cost.

Other, more fundamental, dispatch problems are intrinsic to a load-based approach. For
example, when the parties responsible for dispatch decisions are disassociated from the parties
responsible for GHG compliance, significant accountability issues are created. Under a load-
based approach, the obligdtion for GHG compliance is placed on the LSE. However, as
previously noted, dispatch decisions would remain with CAISO. Thus, although an LSE might
contract with a “green resource” to meet its carbon budget, CAISO could essentially trump the
LSE’s supply selections through redispatch orders. Under such a scenario, would the LSE be
held responsible for surrendering allowances to reflect the green resources in its preferred

schedule or would it have to surrender allowances to reflect the units that CAISO actually
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dispatched? This hypothetical makes clear that disputes will arise under a load-based approach if
load is required to surrender more allowances than budgeted due to CAISO’s independent
dispatch decisions. The alternative would be that allowance surrender would be based on energy
scheduled, not total actual emissions from generated power.
18. For those entities participating in the CAISO markets, what would be the
likely differential impacts of a deliverer/first-seller versus a load-based
system on the CAISO’s implementation of the Market Redesign and

Technology Update (MRTU) system, including day-ahead and real-time
markets for energy, transmission, and reserves?

MSCG sees no reason why there would be a difference in the impact that either a load-
based or first-seller approach would have on MRTU implementation, as both are currently
proposed. However, if, for example, it was determined that some methodology must be devised
to communicate emissions costs to the CAISO, and for it to then alter its dispatch algorithm to
optimize on this additional parameter, then the incremental programming required would likely
cause additional implementation delay. The probabilities of such requirements seem much

higher with a load-based system.

19.  To what extent would either approach (deliverer/first-seller or load-based)
be likely to alter the dispatch of existing generation units in the near-term?
Why? If there is a difference between the approaches, how significant would
it be?
The first-seller approach will change dispatch of existing generation units in the near-
term because suppliers will take emissions costs into account when making bidding decisions. A
load-based approach also may have some impact on the dispatch of existing generation units
because of the ability in some situations for suppliers to bid certain resources in at “zero” to

maximize the chance of dispatch. However, for the reasons explained above in response to

Question 17, a load-based approach would not address CAISO redispatch decisions and could
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actually lead to greater administrative burdens due to disputes about who is responsible for

surrendering allowances arising from redispatch.

20. How would a deliverer/first-seller approach interact with the Public Utilities
Commission’s Resource Adequacy requirements and procurement/portfolio
oversight? How would this approach affect efforts to maintain resource
adequacy by the publicly-owned utilities (POUs)?

This question cannot be answered definitively until the Commission issues its final
decision on the Resource Adequacy methodology. However, the emissions compliance
requirement will probably complicate the issue of eligibility to sell capacity. If a generator sells
Resource Adequacy capacity and is therefore required to bid into the CAISO dispatch, who will
be responsible for surrendering allowances when the energy is actually dispatched? Under the
first-seller approach, the generator is responsible for obtaining and surrendering the allowances.
Under a load-based system, this responsibility is less clear. At a minimum, it will greatly
complicate the procurement evaluation for both the LSE and the Commission. How will market
participants judge the trade-off between “cheap” but “dirty” capacity versus “expensive” but
“clean” capacity?

Under a first-seller approach, neither the Commission nor the LSE will need to take note
of emissions compliance issues in Resource Adequacy dockets. Since suppliers will be
responsible for emissions compliance, all that the Commission will have to do is review the bids
and verify that the utilities have selected the lowest priced offers. The costs of emissions
compliance will be reflected in the bids, so the most cost effective solution will prevail.

Conversely, if load is responsible for emissions compliance, analyses will have to be

conducted to determine the optimum mix of higher-priced but “cleaner” and lower priced but

“dirtier” units. 1t therefore appears that the first-seller approach reduces the burden on the
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Commission and LSEs, and ensures unambiguous and optimum results. To achieve the same
results would require much more administrative effort using a load-based paradigm.
With regard to the impact on a POU effort to attain Resource Adequacy, the same general

admuinistrative and analytical benefits likely would apply.

21. How would a deliverer/first-seller approach interact with the Public Utilities
Commission’s promotion of end-use efficiency? How would this approach
affect energy efficiency programs for the POUs? Under which system
(deliverer/first-seller or load-based) would the penetration of end-use
efficiency likely be greater? Why?

Advocates of a load-based approach believe that making L.SEs responsible for emissions
compliance increases the likelihood that California will reach its emission reduction goals and is
in accord with the Commission’s promotion of end-use efficiency. Under this theory, LSEs will
have more incentive to invest in efficiency in order to reduce their allowance needs and costs.
Proponents also believe that a load-based approach will be cheaper for consumers. However,
there are inherent flaws associated with a load-based approach.

First, the market will induce some level of efficiency investment from electricity
consumers. Second, education and publicity have and will continue to play a critical role in
inducing residential customer efficiency actions regardless of whether California adopts a load-
based or first-seller emissions scheme. Third, there is a long history of programs that are
intended to encourage energy efficiency by end users (e.g., rebates and tax credits). There is no
reason to believe that these types of programs will be eliminated or materially change under
either a load-based or first-seller approach.

Points two and three address any perceived “market failure” gaps between truly cost-
effective solutions and consumer behavior. However, the overwhelming majority of low-cost

energy efficiency emission reductions will be obtained in industrial and large commercial
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facilities. These facilities are best targeted through a source-based system because only then will
they receive adequate price signals on emissions costs associated with the energy they use and
factor such costs into production and investment decisions.

One policy option that could encourage efficiency investments in a first-seller system
would be to auction allowances and earmark some portion of the auction proceeds to a fund that
would be used for residential end-use efficiency programs. In addition, California has some
degree of control over whether and to what extent LSEs promote energy efficiency programs.
More specifically, LSEs are most apt to invest in customer efficiency efforts when they are
allowed to recover the cost of such efforts. Thus, California can promote end-use efficiency by
incentivizing such programs through the LSEs.

22. How would a deliverer/first-seller approach interact with the State’s
Renewable Portfolio Standard requirements (both existing and proposed)?

It is unlikely that there will be any differential impact on California’s Renewable
Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) from a first-seller versus a load-based approach. The RPS
requirements are partial and indirect efforts to reduce GHG emissions in an environment that
lacks direct regulatory controls on GHG emissions. Operationally, they are two separate
programs, and do not directly interface, despite the fact that their innate purposes are very
similar. This is an extremely inefficient approach, but it is nonetheless the one that the
California Legislature has mandated. Once California imposes an absolute cap on GHG
emissions, the RPS becomes superfluous as a means for reducing emissions. Under a GHG cap,
an RPS is actually counterproductive in that it provides a subsidy to a specific approabh to GHG
reduction, and may result in the “over-procurement” of renewable energy when there are cheaper
sources of GHG reduction available. The result is an artificial cost increase to consumers with

no corresponding decrease in GHG, thus squandering society’s resources.
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23.  How should renewable energy generators be treated under a deliverer/first-
seller system?

California should treat all generators equally. If a renewable energy generator has
emissions, it would surrender allowances; if it does not, then there would be no need for it to

surrender allowances.

24. Compare and contrast the impact of a deliverer/first-seller and a load-based
approach on the voluntary renewables market.

It 1s unclear what is meant by the phrase “voluntary renewables market.”

25, Would one approach (deliverer/first-seller or load-based) have an advantage
over the other in producing the greatest amount of emissions reductions
through modifications (e.g., retrofitting, efficiency improvements, etc.) to
existing power plants? Why?

See the answer to Question 14.

26. What would be the data and administrative requirements of the
deliverer/first-seller approach?

There are three basic administrative requirements for reporting, tracking and verifying
emissions. First, emissions must be tracked from in-state sources. Second, imports must be
tracked and assigned emissrions responsibility. Third, emissions allowances that have been
surrendered must be matched to the in-state generation and energy imports.

The comparative simplicity of emissions tracking in a source-based market must be
reiterated. In a source-based system, emissions from stationary sources are easily known and
verifiable. Once created and measured at a source, no further downstream tracking is necessary.
On the other hand, in a load-based approach and for imports under a first-seller approach,
downstream ownership of output also must be tracked, resulting in extra costs, regulatory

oversight and administrative burden.
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27.  How would the deliverer/first-seller approach relate to the Public Utilities
Commission/Energy Commission Staff reporting protocol proposal, i.e.,
would the deliverer/first-seller approach require modifications to the Staff
reporting proposal, or could it serve as an interim reporting protocol? If
modifications are required, what exactly would they be?

The Joint Proposal lays out seven criteria for a viable reporting protocol: accuracy,
consistency, simplicity, transparency, minimizing unintended consequences, setting appropriate
policy signals, and expandability. The table in Attachment A demonstrates that, overall, a
source-based or first-seller approach will better fulfill these criteria.

Second, the Joint Proposal sets out recommendations for the electricity sector reporting
protocols. If California adopts a first-seller approach, the primary changes that California would

need to make to the Joint Proposal’s recommendations would be to eliminate steps from the

process, as indicated in the table in Attachment B.

28.  If a deliverer/first-seller approach is adopted, what would be the pros and
cons of requiring reporting both from deliverers/first sellers and retail
providers, in order to provide ARB with multiple control data sets for
comparison?

Mandating double-reporting is a belt-and-suspenders solution: if applied properly, only

one is necessary. The resulting inefficiency and economic burdens created by duplicative

reporting would be in conflict with the commitments in AB 32 and the MAC Report to cost-

effective greenhouse gas emission reduction.’

29.  Compare and contrast the ability of a deliverer/first-seller and a load-based
system to create confidence for investors and confidence for environmental
advocates about tracking and compliance.

See MSCG’s response to Question 14. Investors want an emissions allowance market

that is liquid, fungible, stable, and allows them to monetize emission reductions accurately,

® AB 32 § 38560; MAC Report at iv.
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quickly and without undue administrative costs. Under such circumstances, appropriate
economic signals that trigger confidence in the program will be sent to investors.

Environmental advocates want a system that ensures emissions reduction goals are
actually met. Thus, they want tracking and compliance measures that reduce the potential of
market participants being able to escape emission-reduction requirements. As indicated above in
response to Question 9, it is not possible to prevent leakage or contract shuffling under either a
load-based or first-seller approach. So environmental advocates’ concemns about tracking and
compliance are addressed sub-optimally under both. However, as the MAC Report advances a
source-based approach for in-state resources, it is preferable to a load-based approach because of
the ease and accuracy associated with regulating emissions at the generator-level. Where
imports are concerned, the first-seller approach has the same tracking and compliance issues
associated with a load-based model.

Environmental advocates also should be concerned that, in a load-based system, there is
another potential loophole with regard to total megawatt hours (“MWh”) created and the
associated GHG emussions. Visualize an unspecified resource contract where the purchaser buys
95 MWh of power at its preferred node. Further assume that line losses are 5%. Is the LSE
responsible for surrendering the GHG allowances associated with the 95 MWh it purchased, or
the 100 MWh generated at the source that were required to deliver 95 MWh to the load bus?

The spirit of a Joad-based approach presumably says the latter. However, calculating the specific
amount of losses attributable to each MWh delivered is at best a complicated exercise and at
worst may not be possible (the simplifying assumption of 5% used in the example will not apply
in the “real world”). One approach might be to gross up the purchased MWhs by the system

average line loss to calculate the associated allowance responsibility. Perhaps this is a close
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enough approximation for practical purposes. However, any assigned or calculated methodology
has the potential to reduce accuracy. It also reduces incentives for more efficient contracting
practices, where an LSE might find it less expensive to contract with a supplier who can source
power from locations with a lower than system-average loss factor. The bottom line is that this
concern can at best be accounted for through an approximating administrative mechanism, while
under a first-seller paradigm, it is simply not an issue that has to be addressed for in-state
resources.

For imports, as with most comparisons, the problem largely would be the same under
either approach. Losses from the border to the supply node are irrelevant, as the MWhs received
at the border are the ones that must be accounted for. Upstream of the border, it may not be
relevant as the emissions responsibility will be a system-based apbroximation. For that reason,
the level of precision may not be fine enough for losses to make a significant difference, and in
any case, no obvious solution presents itself (other than perhaps the aforementioned adder based
on system-average losses).

30. Who/what governs access to the purchasing/selling entity data on the NERC
E-tags? What would a state agency need to do to obtain access to E-tag
data?

Only parties in the “electricity ownership chain” have the right to view E-tags.
Moreover, it is not entirely clear which party (e.g., NERC, WECC, or each party to each E-tag)
has “ownership” of the E-tag process, and could therefore grant authorization to a market
participant or regulatory body to view an E-tag. Finally, to reiterate, E-tags do not provide an
accurate means of tracking who owns power supplied to California LSEs, so it is not clear how

gaining such access would further the State’s objectives.
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31.  What role would the CAISO play, if any, in the implementation and
administration of a deliverer/first-seller program? What role would other
control area operators or balancing authorities play?

CAISQ’s role in the California energy markets makes it one candidate for administering
at least some portion of an electricity cap-and-trade. However, as CAISO operates under a
FERC tariff and subject to FERC’s oversight, any effort to have CAISO provide services related
to California’s emissions program could be subject to FERC review and approval.

If CAISO is the entity that has information on imports — at least for the interfaces it
operates — then it may make sense for California to find a means of working with CAISO to
capture and report this data. It might be necessary to impose a similar obligation on both IOUs
and POUs that operate facilities that transport power across borders. Finally, if there are federal
agencies that operate facilities that bring power across the border {e.g., the Western Area Power
Administration) it may be necessary to seek their voluntary cooperation. Tracking imports
should not be substantively different under either approach. CAISO would not need to
participate in the implementation or administration of the in-state component of a first-seller
system because the generating unit is already responsible for compiling this information and
reporting it to the CARB.

32. Would implementation of a deliverer/first-seller approach necessitate
auctioning of GHG emissions allowances? Why or why not?

MSCG opposes the free allocation of emissions allowances under either approach. To
ensure that emissions trading works, it is crucial that those ultimately responsible for
surrendering allowances have easy market access to allowances. This means that allocating
allowances for free as a form of compensation, with no knowledge as to if or when the recipient
will enter the emissions market, leads to upward price biases. Auctions are preferable because

they avoid administrative battles over who gets allocations under either approach. They also
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ensure that allowances enter the market from the start in order that market participants can
discover the price which reflects the marginal cost of reducing emissions. Auction proceeds can

be used to compensate various parts of society, if compensation is a policy goal of California.

As to whether or not a first-seller approach would necessitate an auction, it is certainly
conceivable that an allocation mechanism could be devised that would be roughly workable
under either a load-based or first-seller approach. However, allocation is, at a minimum, much
more complicated under the first-seller approach due to the larger number of parties responsible
for surrender and the need to account for new entrants. The biggest complication is related to
imports. How would one assess in advance which entities received how many allowances?
Furthermore, any allocation scheme will be subject to intense lobbying efforts and political
battles. Regardless of which approach is ultimately adopted, auctions are clearly preferable to
allocations by a large margin. The only arguments supporting allocations pertain to issues
surrounding “equity,” and any such claims can be addressed by assigning Auction Revenue

Rights.

33. If you do not believe that an auction would be required under the
deliverer/first-seller approach, explain how an emissions allocation system
would work under a deliverer/first-seller approach. In doing so, answer the
following:

No response provided.

1. To whom would allocations be given?

2. If you recommend allowances be given fo deliverers/first sellers, on
what basis would allocations be given during any particular
compliance period?

3. How would the state of California know how many allowances were
needed by importers?

4, How would marketers be (reated?
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5. How would electricity service providers be treated?
6. Would zero-carbon generators also receive allowances?
7. What would be the likelihood of windfall profits under such a system?
8. How could such a system prevent windfall profits?

34. If you recommend allocation of allowances to retail providers, followed by an
auction to deliverers/first sellers, how would such an auction be

administered? What kinds of issues would such a system raise?

No response provided.

35. Would GHG emissions allowances created under a deliverer/first-seller
compliance regime in the electricity sector be compatible for trading with
other sectors in the California economy, assuming a multisector cap—and-
trade system? How?

Yes. In a first-seller regime, allowances should not have to be designed any differently

when multiple sectors are brought into a single emissions trading scheme.

36. Compare and contrast the ability of a deliverer/first-seller and a load-based
approach to avoid double-counting of emissions between states.

The problem of double counting between states is essentially equivalent under a load-
based or a first-seller approach, given current regulations. In the future, if other states adopt a
source-based or first-seller approach, or a national source-based program is implemented, then

double counting eventually ceases to be an issue.

37 How should exports from California be handled under a deliverer/first-seller
approach? Would the proper treatment of exports depend on whether the
receiving state has a cap-and-trade system? If so, how?

Under a first-seller approach, it would not be necessary to consider exports. The

destination would be irrelevant, since the generator would be responsible for surrendering
allowances for all GHGs created and emitted regardless of where the power is sold. In a load-

based system, exports must be accounted for separately, as no California LSE will be responsible

for the associated GHGs.
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38.  If some states in the region adopt a source-based system (or a load-based
system which also regulates exports), how would the State of California
verify the true source of imports in order to avoid double-regulation of
power imported from other capped states?

It would not be possible under either approach to verify with certainty the “true” source
of imports. However, there are two administratively viable categories of approaches to assigning
emissions responsibility to imports. One is the “system emission rate” approach. The other is
the “contract for rights to claim emissions attributes” approach (i.e., an approach that relies on
contractual provisions that allow the purchaser to claim for reporting purposes the emissions
profile associated with a given generation source). Both are practical from an administrative
perspective, but neither actually tracks generation, and hence emissions responsibility, from

source to sink.

39. How would a deliverer/first-seller approach function relative to an Oregon
load-based system (as currently proposed by Oregon)?

MSCG has not had sufficient opportunity to research the proposal(s) that are pending in

Oregon.

40. How easily could a deliverer/first-seller approach scale or link to multi-state,
national, or international programs?

A source-based approach would be the easiest one to link to other programs because it is
the approach that is currently in use in the European Union, will be implemented in 2009 by the
states participating in the Regional Greenhouse Initiative (“RGGI”), and appears to be the core
assumption in the overwhelming majority of legislation proposed in the U.S. Congress.'” The

hybrid approach proposed in the MAC Report is preferable to a pure load-based approach

10 See, e.g., Climate Stewardship and Innovation Act of 2007 (S.280); Global Warming Pollution Reduction Act
(8.309); Electric Utility Cap and Trade Act of 2007 (S.317); Global Warming Reduction Act of 2007 (S.485); Low
Carbon Economy Act (8.1227), all introduced in the 110" Congress, 1% Session.
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because it provides for source-based regulation of in-state generation, and thus is more likely to

easily link to programs in other jurisdictions.

41. Would one approach (deliverer/first-seller or load-based) be easier to
transition into a potential federal GHG regulatory system? If one would be
superior in this respect, explain why and what assumptions you are making
about the likely federal framework.

The MAC Report has as one of its goals to establish a cap-and-trade system that could be
a model for a federal GHG program.“ At this point, there are no load-based proposals in the
major climate change bills under consideration by Congress, so a source-based or first-seller
approach would better serve California’s stated goal. However, this does suggest one issue that
California should consider under either a first-seller or load-based approach: How will
California modify its system when certain elements become unnecessary (e.g., if all Western
Electricity Coordinating Council jurisdictions go to source-based regulations, then any method

for assigning emissions to imports becomes pointless)?

42.  What are the merits of the deliverer/first-seller proposal as a model for other
governments’ efforts, particularly at the national level?

As mentioned in our introductory section, a prime purpose of the California GHG
regulation program should be to lead by example and implement a model that can be viewed by
other jurisdictions as a “best practice™ approach. As discussed throughout these comments,
MSCQG believes that the best approach is a source-based one. Because of the express
requirement of AB 32 to meaningfully account for imports, a pure source-based approach does
not appear to be an option available to California regulators. Given that constraint, we believe

that the first-seller approach is the best practical alternative.

I MAC Report at Chapter 5.
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When Congress or other states investigate programs to regulate GHG emissions, they are
likely to look to the “big three:” the EU, RGGI and California. Generally, the already
operational programs (e.g., EU and RGGI) will logically carry greater weight. California will
not be operational until 2012 and, therefore, will be of less interest due to a lack of real world
experience. However, there may be one parallel for a national program: the “import™ situation
California faces may be analogous to the one the United States faces vis-g-vis Canada.

Given the approaches being taken by the EU and RGGI, and the fact that the proposals
before Congress are source-based, it seems unlikely that a load-based model would attract much
emulation. For example, other states and the U.S. Congress may be unwilling to follow
California’s lead if the State insists on a load-based approach that, when compared to a source-
based solution, is fraught with administrative burdens and is not the best means of ensuring that
emissions are traceable and reduced. Similarly, others may not want to adopt California’s load-
based approach if there is a perception that they can promote end-use efficiency and green
energy sources through more targeted measures. California’s emissions reduction goals would
be better served by developing a sourced-based program or “best practices” model that is more
likely to be emulated by other regions.

43. Would the Federal Power Act preempt adoption of the deliverer/first-seller

approach? Why or why not? Does it make any difference that the federal
government has not issued any regulations in this specific area?

No response provided.
44, For purposes of your legal analysis of the previous question, would your

opinion differ if the deliverer/first-seller were the reporting entity only and
not also the point of regulation? Why or why not?

No response provided.
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45.  Could the deliverer/first-seller approach be designed or implemented in a
way that would avoid or lessen problems under the Federal Power Act? If
so, how?

No response provided.

46. Compare Federal Power Act issues under a deliverer/first-seller approach
and a load-based approach.

No response provided.

47. If you conclude that Federal Power Act preemption would be a problem,
could FERC action (e.g., approval of a CAISO tariff rule) ameliorate this
problem? If so, what specifically could FERC do? Could FERC ameliorate
any Federal Power Act concerns related to publicly-owned utilities?

No response provided.

48.  Does the deliverer/first-seller approach raise problems under the dormant
Commerce Clause?

No response provided.

49.  Could the deliverer/first-seller approach be designed or implemented in a
way that would avoid or lessen problems under the dormant Commerce
Clause? If so, how?

No response provided.
50.  Areissues under the dormant Commerce Clause more or less serious under a
deliverer/first-seller approach compared with a load-based approach?
Explain.

No response provided.
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51. The Market Advisory Committee report suggests that the value of GHG
emission allowances “can be used to fund innovative emission reduction
technologies and to focus pollution-reduction efforts in low-income and
minority communities” or “can be utilized to provide transition assistance
for workers and industries subject to strong market pressures from
competitors operating in jurisdictions that lack similar caps on greenhouse
gas emissions” (Market Advisory Committee report, at iv - v) or “should be
directed to investments in end-use efficiency improvements” (1d., at 54).
Would these uses raise problems under the dormant Commerce Clause?
Would these problems be more or less serious under a deliverer/first-seller
approach compared with a load-based approach?

No response provided.

52. Does ARB have the authority, under AB 32 or any other statute, to auction
allowances to emit greenhouse gases? Explain.

AB 32 does not expressly prohibit CARB from auctioning emission allowances. Indeed,
section 38562(b)(1) orders CARB to “design the regulations, including distribution of emissions
allowances where appropriate, in a manner that is equitable, seeks to minimize costs and
maximize the total benefits to California, and encourages early action to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions.” Thus, CARB has discretion to allocate allowances in a manner that fulfills its
statutory mandate, including through auctions.

Section 38562(b)(4) requires that activities undertaken pursuant to the regulations
“complement, and do not interfere with, efforts to achieve and maintain federal and state ambient
air quality standards and to reduce toxic air contaminant emissions.” Section 38562(b)(5)
requires CARB to consider the cost-effectiveness of its regulations, while section 38562(b)(7)
mandates that CARB “[m]inimize the administrative burden of implementing and complying
with these regulations.” Allowance auctions are consistent with these goals. Various states are

moving toward allowance auctions and there is similar legislation pending in Congress."?

2 MAC Report at 58-59; see also supra n.10 (providing examples of major federal climate change bills pending
before Congress).
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Moreover, auctions are more cost effective and impose less administrative burdens than free
allocations.!> Thus, CARB can and should institute allowance auctions to fulfill the
Legislature’s mandates in AB 32,

53.  Are there any other legal issues that the Public Utilities Commission and the

Energy Commission should consider in deciding whether to investigate the
deliverer/first-seller approach further? Explain.

MSCG agrees with the MAC Report that a primary legal issue that California must
consider is whether in-state and out-of-state suppliers are similarly treated."* MSCG also agrees
that: (a) the load-based approach could be consistent in its treatment of imports versus
domestically generated power insofar as both are regulated at the LSE; and (b) the first-seller
approach is consistent in regulating the entity that first sells power into California’s electricity
system, no matter where the power originated. Thus, the legal analysis should not be
fundamentally different for a load-based or first-seller approach. MSCG reserves its right to
comment on the legality of any California cap-and-trade proposal once the State proposes

specific details on its plan.

> AB 32 §§ 38562 (a), (bX7).
* MAC Report at 45.
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II. CONCLUSION

MSCG respectfully requests that the Commission consider the foregoing comments in its

consideration of the first-seller proposals in the MAC Report.

August 6, 2007

Respectfully submitted,

/s/
Catherine M. Krupka
Adam J. Katz
McDermott Will & Emery LLP
600 Thirteenth Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005

Attorneys for Morgan Stanley Capital Group Inc.
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Attachment B

| Joint Proposal’s Recommendations for
Electricity Sector Reporting Protocol in
a Load-Based System

Changes California would need to make to the
Joint Proposal’s Reporting Protocol if a First-
Seller System is Adopted

Reporting Entities: All retail providers of
electricity should be required to report
with cooperation from other sources.

In a first-seller system, the reporting obligation
would fall on in-state generators and importers,
thereby eliminating the need for LSEs to report
emissions. This would require some non-material
changes to the reporting procedures.

Determining Approved Emission Factors:
California would calculate default
emission factors for three subsections of
WECC to be used for annual reporting:
California, Pacific Northwest, and
Southwest. California will use the factors
to calculate emissions for all unspecified
purchases that cannot be tracked back to
more specific asset owning entities for
which emission factors have been
approved. California would approve
supplier-based emission factors on a
provisional basis to monitor the accuracy
and reliability of this approach.

For in-state generation under a first-seller approach,
there would be no need to calculate or monitor
emissions factors as California would use actual
generator emission data. Estimates and monitoring
may still be required for imports under either
approach.

Reported Data: For each owned facility,
each reporting entity should provide the
emissions for all GHGs and the generation
data transmitted to CARB under the
source-based reporting system.

For in-state generation under a first-seller approach,
the generator would report to CARB or any other
entity California selects.

Reported Data: For specified purchases
from power plants that report to CARB,
the retail provider should list the quantity
of electricity purchased, including
associated transmission losses.

This step would not be necessary under a first-seller
approach.

Reported Data: Each retail provider
should list all wholesale purchases of
power from unspecified sources, including
transmission losses, by counterparty and
region.

This step would not be necessary under a first-seller
approach.




Joint Proposal’s Recommendations for
Electricity Sector Reporting Protocol in
a Load-Based System

Changes California would need to make to the
Joint Proposal’s Reporting Protocol if a First-
Seller System is Adopted

Reported Data: For counterparties for
which California has certified emission
factors, the retail provider should multiply
the purchases from each supplier by the
certified ernission factor.

This step would not be necessary under a first-seller
approach.

Reported Data: Reporting parties should
sum the total CO2, N20, and CHa4
emissions from owned generation assets,
specified purchases, and unspecified

Erchases.

This step would be completed by the source or the
importer,

Reported Data: Retail providers should
report all wholesale sales by counterparty
and region.

This step would not be necessary under the first-
seller approach.

Reported Data: Retail providers should
adjust total emissions from wholesale
sales.

This step would not be necessary under the first-
seller approach.

Reported Data: The adjusted quantity of
emissions from owned generation and
purchases is the quantity for which the
retail provider is deemed responsible over
the reporting period.

This step would not be necessary under the first-
seller approach.

il
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646 EAST THIRD AVENUE
DURANGCO, CO 81301

SANDRA ELY

NEW MEXICO ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT
1190 ST FRANCIS DRIVE

SANTA FE, NM 87501

DOUGLAS BROOKS

NEVADA POWER COMPANY

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
6226 WEST SAHARA AVENUE

LAS VEGAS, NV 89151

RANDY SABLE

SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION
MAILSTOP: LVB-105

5241 SPRING MOUNTAIN ROAD
LAS VEGAS, NV 89193

JJ PRUCNAL
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION
PO BOX 98510

LAS VEGAS, NV 839193-8510

CYNTHIA MITCHELL
ENERGY ECONOMICS,
530 COLGATE COURT
RENO, NV 89503

INC.

ELENA MELLO

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
6100 NEIL ROAD

RENO, NV 83520



TREVOR DILLARD

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
PO BOX 101100

6100 NEIL ROAD, MS S4A50
RENO, NV 89520

FRANK LUCHETTI

NEVADA DIV. OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

901 S. STEWART ST., SUITE 4001
CARSON CITY, NV 88701

RANDY S. HOWARD

LOS ANGELES DEPT. OF WATER AND POWER

111 NORTH HOPE STREET, ROOM 821
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

HUGH YAO

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
555 W. 5TH ST, GT22G2

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

RANDALL W. KEEN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MANATT PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP
11355 WEST QLYMPIC BLVD.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90064

PETER JAZAYERT

STROCCK & STROOCK & LAVAN LLP

20298 CENTURY PARK EAST, SUITE 1800
LOS ANGELES, CA 90067

HARVEY EDER

PUBLIC SOLAR POWER COALITION
1218 12TH ST., 25

SANTA MONICA, CA 90401

STEVEN G. LINS

CITY OF GLENDALE

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY
613 EAST BROADWAY, SUITE 220
GLENDALE, CA 91206-4394

DARRELL SOYARS
MANAGER-RESOURCE
PERMITTING & STRATEGIC
SIERRA PACIFIC RESOURCES
6100 NEIL ROAD

RENO, NV 89520-0024

LEILANI JOHNSON KOWAL

LOS ANGELES DEPT. OF WATER AND
POWER

111 N. HOPE STREET, ROOM 1050
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

ROBERT L. PETTINATO

LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER &
POWER ‘

111 NORTH HOPE STREET, SUITE 1150
LOS ANGELES, CA 50012

RASHA PRINCE

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
555 WEST S5TH STREET, GT14Dé6

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

S. NANCY WHANG

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BLVD.

LOS ANGELES, CA 950064

DEREK MARKOLF

CALIFORNIA CLIMATE ACTION REGISTRY
515 S. FLOWER STREET, SUITE 1640
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071

STEVE ENDO

DEPARTMENT OF WATER & POWER

150 S LOS ROBLES AVE., STE. 200
PASADENA, CA 91101

TOM HAMILTON

MANAGING PARTNER

ENERGY CONCIERGE SERVICES
321 MESA LILA RD
GLENDALE, CA 91208



BRUNO JEIDER

BURBANK WATER & POWER
164 WEST MAGNOLIA BLVD.
BURBANK, CA 91502

ATIMEE BARNES

MANAGER REGULATORY AFFAIRS
ECOSECURITIES

HARVARD SQUARE

206 W. BONITA AVENUE

CLAREMONT, CA 91711
TIM HEMIG
NRG ENERGY, INC.

1819 ASTON AVENUE, SUITE 105
CARLSBAD, CA 92008

ALDYN HOEKSTRA

PACE GLOBAL ENERGY SERVICES
420 WEST BROADWAY, 4TH FLOOR
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

JOHN LAUN
APOGEE INTERACTIVE, INC.
1220 ROSECRANS ST., SUITE 308

SAN DIEGG, CA 32106

SCOTT J. ANDERS
RESEARCH/ADMINISTRATIVE DIRECTOR
UNIVERSITY OF SAN DIEGO SCHOOL OF LAW
5998 ALCALA PARK

SAN DIEGO, CA 95211¢C

ANDREW MCALLISTER

DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONS

CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
8690 BALBOA AVE., SUITE 100

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

JENNIFER PORTER

POLICY ANALYST

CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
8690 BALBOA AVENUE, SUITE 100

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

ROGER PELOTE
WILLIAMS POWER COMPANY
12736 CALIFA STREET

VALLEY VILLAGE, C& 91607

CASE ADMINISTRATION
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE., RM. 370
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

BARRY LOVELL

15708 POMERADO RD., SUITE 203

POWAY, C& 92064

YVONNE GROSS

REGULATORY POLICY MANAGER
SEMPRA ENERGY

HQO8C

101 ASH STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92103

KIM KIENER
504 CATALINA BLVD.
SAN DIEGO, CA 92106

JOSEPH R. KLOBERDANZ
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC
PO BOX 1831

SAN DIEGO, CA 92112

JACK BURKE
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS MANAGER
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE
ENERGY

8690 BALBOA AVE.,
SAN DIEGO, CA

SUITE 100
92123

SEPHRA A. NINOW

POLICY ANALYST

CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE
ENERGY

8690 BALBOA AVENUE, SUITE 10C

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123



JOHN W. LESLIE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LUCE, FORWARD, HAMILTON & SCRIPPS, LLP
11988 EL CAMINO REAL, SUITE 200

SAN DIEGO, CA 92130

ELSTON K. GRUBAUGH

IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT
333 EAST BARIONI BLVD.
IMPERIAL, CA 92251

GLORIA D. SMITH

ADAMS, BROADWELL, JOSEPH & CARDOZO
601 GATEWAY BLVD., SUITE 1000
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080

DIANE I. FELLMAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LAW QFFICES OF DIANE I. FELLMAN
234 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

MATTHEW FREEDMAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRBNCISCO, CA 94102

DAN ADLER

DIRECTOR, TECH AND POLICY DEVELOPFMENT
CALIFORNIA CLEAN ENERGY FUND

5 THIRD STREET, SUITE 1125

SAN FRAWNCISCO, CA 94103

THERESA BURKE

SAN FRANCISCO PUC

1155 MARKET STREET, 4TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISO, CA 94103

AMBER MAHONE

ENERGY & ENVIRONMENTAL ECONOMICS, INC.
101 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 1600

SAN FRAWNCISCO, CA 94104

ORLANDO B. FOOTE, III
ATTORNEY AT LAW

HORTON, KNOX, CARTER & FOOTE
895 BROADWAY, SUITE 101

EL CENTRO, CA 92243

JAN PEPPER

CLEAN POWER MARKETS, INC.
PO BOX 3206

418 BENVENUE AVENUE

LOS ALTOS, CA 94024

MARC D. JOSEPH

ADAMS BRADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO
601 GATEWAY BLVD. STE 1000
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080

HAYLEY GOODSON

ATTORNEY AT LAW

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SBRN FRBNCISCO, CA 94102

MICHEL FLORIO

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

711 VAN NESS AVE., STE. 350
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

MICHAEL A. HYAMS

POWER ENTERPRISE-REGULATORY AFFAIRS
SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMM

1155 MARKET ST., 4TH FLOOR
SAN FRBANCISCO, CA 94103

NORMAN J. FURUTA

ATTORNEY AT LAW

FEDERAL EXECUTIVE AGENCIES
1455 MARKET ST., SUITE 1744
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103-1399

ANNABELLE MALINS
CONSUL-SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
BRITISH CONSULATE-GENERAL

ONE SANSOME STREET, SUITE 850
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104



DEVRA WANG

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

KAREN TERRANOVA

AT.CANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, STE 2200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

OLOF BYSTRCM

DIRECTOR, WESTERN ENERGY

CAMEBRIDGE ENERGY RESEARCH ASSOCIATES
555 CALIFORNIA STREET, 3RD FLOCR
SAN FRANCISCC, CA 94104

SHERYL CARTER

NATURAL RESQURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

CARMEN E. BASKETTE

CORPORATE DEVELOPMENT PRINCIPAL
594 HOWARD ST., SUITE 400

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 54105

JAMES W. TARNAGHAN
DUANE MORRIS LLP

SUITE 2000

MARKET, SPEAR TCOWER

SAN FRANCISCC, CA 94105

KHURSHID KHOJA

ASSOCIATE

THELEN REID BROWN RAYSMAN & STEINER
101 SECOND STREET, SUITE 1800

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

HOWARD V. GCLUB

NIXON PEABODY LLP

2 EMBARCADERC CENTER, STE. 2700
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

ERIC WANLESS

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOCR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

NORA SHERIFF

ATTCORNEY AT LAW

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGCOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

SETH HILTON

ATTORNEY AT LAW

STOEL RIVES

111 SUTTER ST., SUITE 700
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

ASHLEE M. BONDS

THELEN REID BROWN RAYSMAN & STEINER
LLP

SUITE 1800

101 SECOND STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

COLIN PETHERAM
DIRECTOR-REGULATORY

SBC CALIFCRNIA

140 NEW MONTGOMERY ST., SUITE 1325
SAN FRANCISCC, CA 94105

KEVIN FOX

WILSON SONSINI GOODRICH & ROSATI
ONE MARKET STREET, SPEAR TOWER, ONE
3300

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS
517-B POTRERC AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110

JANINE L. SCANCARELLI

ATTORNEY AT LAW

FOLGER, LEVIN & KAHN, LLP

275 BATTERY STREET, 23RD FLOCR



JOSEPH F. WIEDMAN
ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JEN MCGRAW

CENTER FOR NEIGHBORHOOD TECHNOLOGY

PO BOX 14322
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

STEVEN MOSS

SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY POWER COOP

2325 3RD STREET, SUITE 344
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120

ARNO HARRIS

RECURRENT ENERGY, INC.

220 HALLECK ST., SUITE 220
SAN FRANCISCSO, CA 94128

GRACE LIVINGSTON-NUNLEY
ASSISTANT PROJECT MANAGER
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000 MAIL CODE B9%A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

JONATHAN FORRESTER

PG&E

MAIL CODE N13C

PO BOX 770000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

SOUMYA SASTRY

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
MAIL CODE BSA

PO BOX 770000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

VALERIE J. WINN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, BSA

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177-0001

MARTIN A. MATTES

NOSSAMAN, GUTHNER, KNOX & ELLIOTT,

LLP
50 CALIFORNIA STREET, 34TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

LISA WEINZIMER
ASSOCIATE EDITOR

PLATTS MCGRAW-HILL

695 NINTH AVENUE, NO. 2
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118

SHAUN ELLIS
2183 UNION STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123

ED LUCHA

PROJECT COORDINATOR

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE BSA

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

JASMIN ANSAR

PG&E

MATL CODE B24A

PO BOX 770000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

SEBASTIEN CSAPO

PROJECT MANAGER

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
MAIL CODE BSA

PO BOX 770000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 954177

STEPHANIE LA SHAWN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE BSA

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

KARLA DAILEY

CITY OF PALO ALTO
UTILITIES DEPARTMENT
BOX 10250

PALO ALTO, CA 94303



FARROKH ALBUYEH

VICE PRESIDENT

OPEN ACCESS TECHNOLOGY INTERNATIONAL INC
SUITE 910

1875 SOUTH GRANT STREET

SAN MATEO, CA 94402

DEAN R. TIBBS

PRESIDENT

ADVANCED ENERGY STRATEGIES,
1390 WILLOW PASS ROAD,
CONCORD, CA 94520

INC.
SUITE €10

ANDREW J. VAN HORN
VAN HORN CONSULTING
12 LIND COURT
ORINDA, CA 94563

JOSEFH M. PAUL

SENIOR CORPORATE COUNSEL
DYNEGY, INC.

2420 CAMINC RAMON, SUITE
SAN RAMON, CA . 94583

215

PETER W. HANSCHEN
ATTORNEY AT LAW
MORRISON & FOERSTER, LLP
101 YGNACIO VALLEY ROAD,
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596

SUITE 450

PATRICIA THOMPSON

SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING

2920 CAMINO DIABLO, SUITE 210
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94597

BETTY SETO

POLICY ANALYST

KEMA, INC.

492 NINTH STREET, SUITE 220
OAKLAND, CA 94607

JODY S. LONDON
JODY LONDON CONSULTING
PO BOX 3629

OAKLAND, CA 94609

GREG BLUE
140 MOUNTAIN PEWY.
CLAYTON, CA 94517

JEFFREY L. HAHN

- COVANTA ENERGY CORPORATION

B76 MT. VIEW DRIVE
LAFAYETTE, CA 94549

SUE KATELEY
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

CALTFORNIA SOLAR ENERGY INDUSTRIES

ASSN
PO BOX 782

RIO VISTA, CA 94571

MONICA A. SCHWEBS, ESQ.
BINGHAM MCCUTCHEN LLP
SUITE 210

1333 N. CALIFORNIA BLVD.

WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596
JOSEPH HENRT

31 MIRAMONTE ROAD
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94597

WILLIAM F. DIETRICH

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DIETRICH LAW

2977 YGNACIO VALLEY ROAD, 613
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94598-3535

GERALD L. LAHR
ABAG POWER

101 EIGHTH STREET
OAKLAND, CA 94607

STEVEN SCHILLER

SCHILLER CONSULTING,
111 HILLSIDE AVENUE
PIEDMONT, CA 94611

INC.



MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC.
1814 FRANKLIN STREET, SUITE 720
OAKLAND, CA 94612

ADAM BRIONES

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, 2ND FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704

BRENDA LEMAY

DIRECTOR OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT
HORIZON WIND ENERGY

1600 SHATTUCK, SUITE 222
BERKELEY, CA 954709

EDWARD VINE

LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY

BUILDING 90-4000
BERKELEY, CA 94720

CHRIS MARNAY
BERKELEY LAB
1 CYCLOTRON RD MS 90R40G00
BERKELEY, CA 94720-8136

RITA NORTON

RITA NORTON AND ASSOCIATES, LLC
18700 BLYTHSWOOD DRIVE,

LOS GATOS, CA 95030

KENNY SWAIN

POWER ECONOMICS

901 CENTER STREET
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

RICHARD SMITH

MODESTC IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 11TH STREET

MODESTO, CA 95352-4060

ROGER VAN HOY

MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 11TH STREET

MODESTO, CA 95354

REED V. SCHMIDT

VICE PRESIDENT

BARTLE WELLS ASSOCIATES
1889 ALCATRAZ AVENUE
BERKELEY, CA 94703

CLYDE MURLEY
1031 ORDWAY STREET

ALBANY, CA 94706

CARLA PETERMAN

UCEI

2547 CHANNING WAY
BERKELEY, CA 94720

RYAN WISER
BERKELEY LAB
MS-90-4000

ONE CYCLOTRON ROAD
BERKELEY, CA 94720

PHILLIP J. MULLER
SCD ENERGY SOLUTIONS
436 NOVA ALBION WAY
SAN RAFAEL, CA 94903

CARL PECHMAN

POWER ECONOMICS

901 CENTER STREET
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

MAHLON ATLDRIDGE
ECOLOGY ACTION

PO BOX 1188

SANTA CRUZ, CA 355060

CHRISTOPHER J. MAYER
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 11TH STREET

MODESTC, CA 95354

WES MONIER

STRATEGIC ISSUES AND PLANNING
MANAGER

TURLOCK IRRIGATION DISTRICT

333 EAST CANAL DRIVE, PO BOX 949
TURLOCK, CA 95381-0949



BARBARA R. BARKOVICH
BARKOVICH & YAP, INC.
44810 ROSEWOOD TERRACE
MENDOCINO, CA 95460

CLARK BERNIER

RLW BNALYTICS

1055 BROADWAY, SUITE G
SONOMA, CA 55476

CAROLYN M. KEHREIN

ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES
1505 DUNLAFP COURT

DIXON, CA 95620-4208

GRANT ROSENBLUM, ESQ.
CALIFORNIA ISO

LEGAL AND REGULATORY DEPARTMENT
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 925630

ROBIN SMUTNY-JONES
CALIFORNIA ISO

151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD
FOLSOM, CA 95630

DAVID BRANCHCOMB
BRANCHCOME ASSOCIATES, LLC
9360 OAKTREE LANE
ORANGEVILLE, CA 95662

GORDON PICKERING

PRINCIPAL

NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.

3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670-6078

DAVID REYNOLDS

MEMBER SERVICES MANAGER
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA POWER AGENCY
180 CIRBY WAY

ROSEVILLE, CA 95678-6420

ELLEN WOLFE

RESERO CONSULTING

9289 SHADOW BROOK PL.
GRANITE BAY, CA 95746

JOHN R. REDDING

ARCTURUS ENERGY CONSULTING
44810 ROSEWOOD TERRACE
MENDOCINO, CA 55460

RICHARD MCCANN, PH.D

M. CUBED

2655 PORTAGE BAY, SUITE 3
DAVIS, CA 95616

CALIFORNIA ISO

LEGAL AND REGULATORY DEPARTMENT
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630

KAREN EDSON
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD
FOLSOM, CA 95630

SAEED FARROKHPAY

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY
COMMISSION

110 BLUE RAVINE RD., SUITE 107
FOLSOM, CA 95630

KIRBY DUSEL

NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.

3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670

LAURIE PARK

NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.

3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670-6078

SCOTT TOMASHEFSKY

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA POWER AGENCY
180 CIRBY WAY

ROSEVILLE, CA 95678-6420

AUDRA HARTMANN
980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 2130
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814



CURT BARRY
717 K STREET, SUITE 503
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

MICHAEL WAUGH

ATR RESQURCES BOARD
1001 10TH STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

RACHEL MCMAHON

CEERT

1100 11TH STREET, SUITE 311
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

STEVEN KELLY .
INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSN
1215 K STREET, SUITE 9500
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-3947

JOSHUA BUSHINSKY

WESTERN POLICY COORDINATOR

PEW CENTER ON GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE
2101 WILSON ELVD., SUITE 550
ARLINGTON, VA 95816

OBADIAH BARTHOLOMY

MECHANICAL ENGINEER

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
M.S. B257

6201 S. STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95817

BALWANT S. PUREWAL
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
3310 EL CAMINO AVE., LL-90
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821

KAREN NORENE MILLS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION
2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE
SACRAMENTO, CA 95833

DAVID L. MODISETTE
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
CALTFORNIA ELECTRIC TRANSP.
COALITION

1015 K STREET, SUITE 200
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

PATRICK STONER

PROGRAM DIRECTOR

LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
1303 J STREET, SUITE 250
SACRBMENTO, CA 95814

WEBSTER TASAT

AIR RESQURCES BOARD
1001 I STREET
SACRBMENTO, CA 95814

EDWARD J. TIEDEMANN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

KRONICK, MOSKOVITZ, TIEDEMANN &
GIRARD

400 CAPITOL MALL, 27TH FLOCR
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-4416

LYNN HAUG

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 9581ls

BUD BEEBE

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTIL DIST
MS B257

6201 S STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95817-1889

DOUGLAS MACMULLLEN

CHIEF, POWER PLANNING SECTION
CA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
3310 EL CAMINO AVE., ROOM 356
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821

KAREN LINDH

LINDH & ASSOCIATES

7905 WALERGA RCAD, NO. 112, PMB
113

ANTELOPE, CA 95843



ELIZABETH W. HADLEY
CITY OF REDDING

777 CYPRESS AVENUE
REDDING, CA 96001

ANNIE STANGE

ALCANTAR & KAHL

1300 8W FIFTH AVE., SUITE 1750
PORTLAND, OR 97201

ALEXIA C. KELLY

THE CLIMATE TRUST

65 SW YAMHILL STREET, SUITE 400
PORTLAND, OR 97204

KYLE SILON

ECOSECURITIES CONSULTING LIMITED
529 SE GRAND AVENUE

PORTLAND, OR 97214

PHIL CARVER

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
625 MARION ST., NE

SALEM, OR 97301-3737

LISA SCHWARTZ

SENIOR ANALYST

ORGEON PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
PO BOX 2148

SALEM, OR 97308-2148

DONALD SCHOENBECK

RCS, INC.

900 WASHINGTON STREET, SUITE 780
VANCOUVER, WA 98660

KAREN MCDONALD
POWEREX CORPORATION
1400,

666 BURRAND STREET
VANCOUVER, BC VeC 2X8
CANADA

DENISE HILL

DIRECTOR

4004 KRUSE WAY PLACE, SUITE 150
LAKE OSWEGO, OR 97035

ELIZABETH WESTBY

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

1300 SW FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 1700
PORTLAND, OR 97201

ALAN COMMES

WEST COAST POWER
3934 SE ASH STREET
PORTLAND, OR 97214

CATHIE ALLEN
CA STATE MGR.
PACIFICORP

825 NE MULTNOMAH STREET, SUITE 2000

PORTLAND, OR 97232

SAM SADLER

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
625 NE MARION STREET

SALEM, OR 97301-3737

CLARE BREIDENICH
224 1/2 24TH AVENUE EAST
SEATTLE, WA 988112

JESUS ARREDONDO
NRG ENERGY INC.
4600 CARLSBAD BLVD.
CARLSBAD, CA 99208



State Service

JAMES LOEWEN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
RATEMAKING BRANCH

320 WEST 4TH STREET SUITE 500

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

ANNE GILLETTE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

CHRISTINE S. TAM

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY RESQOURCES & PRICING BRANCH
ROOM 4209

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ED MOLDAVSKY

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 5130

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

HARVEY Y. MORRIS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 5036

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JACQUELINE GREIG
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ENERGY COST OF SERVICE & NATURAL GAS BR2Z

ROOM 4102
505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ANDREW CAMPBELL

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5203

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

CHARLOTTE TERKEURST

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW
JUDGES

ROOM 5117

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

DONALD R. SMITH

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY RESQURCES & PRICING
BRANCH

ROOM 4209

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

EUGENE CADENASSO

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
RATEMAKING BRANCH

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JACLYN MARKS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5306

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JAMIE FORDYCE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING
AREA 5-B

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214



JASCON R. SALMI KLOTZ

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JOEL T. PERLSTEIN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 5133

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JUDITH IKLE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH

ROCM 4012

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KRISTIN RALFF DOUGLAS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING
ROOM 5119

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MATTHEW DEAL

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES CCOMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

NANCY RYAN

CALIF PURLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5217

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

PAUL S. PHILLIPS
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH

ROOM 4101
505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JEORGE S. TAGNIPES

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH

ARER 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 54102-3214

JONATHAN LAKRITZ

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW
JUDGES
ROCM 5020

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JULIE A. FITCH

CALI¥ PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING
ROOM 5119

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

LAINIE MOTAMEDI

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING
ROOM 5118

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MEG GOTTSTEIN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW
JUDGES

ROOM 2106

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

PAMELA WELLNER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

PEARLIE SABINO

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY COST OF SERVICE & NATURAL
GAS BRA

ROOM 4209

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

S5AN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214



RAHMON MOMOH

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH
ROOM 4205

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SARA M. KAMINS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH

AREA 4-A ‘

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SEAN A. SIMON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY RESQURCES BRANCH

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

THERESA CHO

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5207

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KEN ALEX

PO BOX 94425G

1300 I STREET, SUITE 125%
SACRAMENTO, CA 94244-2550

JULIE GILL

EXTERNAL AFFAIRS MANAGER

CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630

PHILIP D. PETTINGILL

CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630

RICHARD A. MYERS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
RATEMAKING BRANCH

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SCOTT MURTISHAW

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

STEVE ROSCOW

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
RATEMAKING BRANCH

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

BILL LOCKYER

STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DEPT OF
JUSTICE

PO BOX 944255

SACRAMENTO, CA 94244-2550

JUDITH B. SANDERS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM
OPERATOR

151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630

MARY MCDONALD

DIRECTOR OF STATE AFFAIRS
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM
OPERATOR

151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630

MICHAEL SCHEIBLE

DEPUTY EXECUTIVE OFFICER
CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD
1001 I STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95677



MEG GOTTSTEIN

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE

PO BOX 210/21496 NATIONAL STREET
VOLCANO, CA 95689

B. B. BLEVINS

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSICN
1516 9TH STREET, MS5-39
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

DEBORAH SLON

DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL, ENVIRONMENT
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

1300 I STREET, 15TH FLOOR
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

KAREN GRIFFIN

EXECUTIVE QOFFICE

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS 39
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

MARC PRYOR

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 STH ST., MS-20
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

PIERRE H. DUVAIR

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-41
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

ANDREW ULMER
STAFF COUNSEL

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

3310 EL CAMINO AVENUE, SUITE 120
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821

HOLLY B. CRONIN
STATE WATER PROJECT OPERATIONS DIV

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

3310 EL CAMINO AVE., LL-90
SACRAMENTQ, CA 95821

PAM BURMICH

AIR RESOURCES BOAD

1001 I STREET, BOX 2815
SACRAMENTO, CA 95812

DARYL METZ

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH ST., MS-20
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

DON SCHULTZ

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY RESQURCES & PRICING
BRANCH

770 L STREET, SUITE 1050
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

LISA DECARLO

STAFF COUNSEL

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET MS5-14
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

MICHELLE GARCIA

AIR RESOURCES BOARD
1001 I STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

WADE MCCARTNEY

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING
770 L STREET, SUITE 1050
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

CAROL J. HURLOCK

CALIFORNIA DEPT. OF WATER RESOURCES
JOINT OPERATIONS CENTER

3310 EL CAMINO AVE. RM 300
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821



