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SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT'S REPLY 
COMMENTS ON THE ALLOWANCE ALLOCATION ISSUES 

Based upon the direction provided by Administrative Law Judge TerKeurst, the 

Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) herein provides comments on two issues 

discussed in the joint California Energy Con~n~ission (CEC) and California Public 

Utilities Commission (CPUC) workshop held on November 5,2007 ("Joint Workshop"). 

1 )  The similarities and differences between the allocation methods 

proposed by SMUD and the Los Angeles Department of Water and 

Power (LADWP); and 

2) The auction structure design in light of the overall California 

greenhouse gas reduction scheme. 

COMPARISON OF SMUD'S AND LADWP'S ALLOWANCE 

ALLOCATION PROPOSALS 

SMUD's proposal was and is a compromise allocation method providing benefits 

to both high carbon utilities and those with early voluntary reductions. The following 

table and discussion respond to remarks made at the Joint Workshop that the proposals by 

LADWP and SMUD are largely the same regarding allocation of allowances. Workshop 

Transcript at 180. Although there are many similarities, there are also differences. We 

offer our comments to clarify the differences but not to detract from the similarities. This 

discussion begins with a side by side comparison of the proposals in a table and follows 

with a discussion of the differences. SMUD has attempted to accurately portray 

LADWP's proposal as best SMUD understands LADWP's allocation plan. 
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