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I.
INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to the Administrative Law Judges’ Ruling Modifying Schedule and Correcting
Suggested Outline for Comments and Reply Comments, issued May 20, 2008, Southern
California Edison Company (“SCE”) submits the following proposals and comments on
allowance allocation, flexible compliance, combined heat and power (“CHP”’), non-market-based
emissions reduction measures and emissions caps, and modeling issues. Although SCE has
attempted to set forth its current thinking on the various questions posed by the four rulings of
the California Public Utility Commission (“CPUC”), SCE has not addressed each question raised
by those rulings. SCE intends to address certain of those questions in response to parties’

opening proposals.



II.

SCE’S PREFERRED ALLOWANCE ALLOCATION APPROACH

A. Description of SCE’s Preferred Allowance Allocation Approach

Imposition of a greenhouse gas (“GHG”) reduction program will cause some entities
substantial economic harm. Other entities will not be affected or will be positively affected. In
order to most effectively achieve the State’s emissions reduction goals, SCE suggests allowance
allocation efforts should be based on mitigating the economic harm caused by implementation of
Assembly Bill (“AB”) 32. Accordingly, SCE proposes that allowances be allocated to those
entities that experience economic harm due to the implementation of a GHG reduction program.

Economic harm is the difference in an entity’s economic outcome under a cap-and-trade
system as opposed to that entity’s economic outcome under business as usual conditions. By
identifying entities suffering economic harm and allocating allowances to such harmed entities,
California can develop a cap-and-trade approach that produces emissions reductions at the lowest
possible cost, and this cost will be borne equitably, as required by AB 32.1 To do otherwise
would mean that capital investments made prior to the enactment of AB 32 under law and rules
that did not require pricing of GHG emissions would have to be abandoned prematurely to some
extent. This would raise questions of equitable treatment,2 as well as impose significant cost to
the California economy. Distributing allowances on the basis of economic harm also ensures
that windfall profits are not created because entities that have low GHG emissions, or that will
receive increased revenue to offset their emissions costs, will receive allowances only to the

extent they are harmed.

See Cal. Health & Safety Code §§ 38562(a) (“[T]he state board shall adopt greenhouse gas emission limits and
emission reduction measures by regulation to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions.”); 38562(b)(1) (“In adopting regulations . . ., the state board shall . . .
[d]esign the regulations, including distribution of emissions allowances where appropriate, in manner that is
equitable, seeks to minimize costs and maximize the total benefits to California, and encourages early action to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions.”) (emphasis added).

AB 32 requires allowances to be distributed in an equitable manner. See Cal. Health & Safety Code §
38562(b)(1).
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In the case of the electricity sector there are several major sources of economic harm.

Independent generator economic harm. In the California Independent System Operator

(“CAISO”) wholesale electricity market, the marginal, or next most costly, generating unit sets
the market clearing price or the price paid to all generating units at a given point in time.
Economic harm occurs when an independent generator has an emissions rate that is higher than
the emissions rate of the marginal unit, which sets the market clearing price in the market where
the generator transacts. In such a circumstance, the independent generator will incur emissions
costs greater than the revenue its receives. The dollar value of economic harm such generators
will suffer will be determined by the difference in emissions rates between the generating unit’s
emissions and the market price-setting unit’s emissions, multiplied by the price of emissions in
the market, multiplied by the volume of power sold. In equation form this is expressed as:

$1pp = (Ecen — Emxr) X Pong X Qsorp

Where,

$ipp 1s the economic harm suffered by an independent power producer (“IPP”) selling
into the market

Egen is the generation unit’s emissions rate

Emkris the emissions rate of the marginal unit setting market prices

Piue is the price of GHG emissions allowances as determined by the market clearing
price from allowance trading

QsoLp 1s the quantity of energy sold into the market by the IPP

Load-serving entity economic harm from its portfolio. Economic harm will also occur

when a load-serving entity (“LSE”) owns generation that has GHG emissions or when that LSE
is responsible for the emissions costs of generation it has purchased by contract. In such a
circumstance, the generation does not receive any market revenues, because it directly serves

load.2 This means that all of the emissions costs associated with operating the generator —

3 Under the CAISO’s Market Redesign and Technology Upgrade (“MRTU”), utility-owned generation will bid
into the market and receive the higher market price. However, the utility will then purchase that energy at the
Continued on the next page



emissions costs which did not exist, but for the GHG reduction program — must be recovered
from somewhere. The recovery will be from the LSE’s customers. The LSE’s inability to
recover these costs from the market creates economic harm. The magnitude of the harm is
expressed as:

$rorT = Ecen X Poug X Qcen

Where,

$porr is the economic harm suffered by the LSE with GHG-emitting generation in its
portfolio

Qqen is the quantity generated by the emitting generation in the portfolio

Pgug 1s the price of GHG emissions allowances as determined by the market-clearing
price from allowance trading

Egen is the generation unit’s emissions rate

LSE economic harm from market purchases. Economic harm can also be suffered by an

LSE (or its customers, typically, as the LSE passes on its costs to its customers in the form of
higher rates) when the LSE purchases power from the market to meet its customers’ needs, but
the market price has increased as a result of GHG regulation.

A competitive electricity market will yield prices equal to the marginal cost of the last
unit needed to clear the market. Absent GHG regulation, these marginal costs are typically
determined by the generating unit’s operating efficiency, fuel costs for this unit (typically natural
gas for California), and any variable operations and maintenance costs incurred by operating the
unit. As a result of GHG regulations, if the generating unit is responsible for acquiring
allowances associated with its GHG output, then an additional marginal cost component will be
the product of the marginal unit’s GHG emissions rate and the market price of GHG allowances.
This higher marginal cost will likely be reflected in market-clearing prices. Thus, the economic

harm suffered by an LSE purchasing from the market is the increased cost component related to

Continued from the previous page
higher market price. Therefore, the ratepayer harm will be equivalent to that incurred before MRTU was
implemented.



GHG allowances reflected in market-clearing prices. The magnitude of this economic harm can
be expressed as:
$Smir = MCwith — MCwithout) X QpURCHASED

= Emkr X Porg X QpurcHaseED

Where,

$mkr is the economic harm suffered by an LSE buying power from the market

MCwitn is the marginal cost of the market with GHG rules in place

MCwitnour 1s the marginal cost of the market without GHG rules in place

Qprurcnasep 1s the quantity purchased from the market

And,

$uriL is the economic harm suffered by an LSE that buys power from the market and has
a portfolio of GHG emitting resources. This is basically the sum of the economic harm
components for emitting generation in an LSE’s portfolio and the economic harm resulting from
the LSE’s market purchases. This can be expressed as:

Suri = (Ecen X Parg X Qgen) + (MCwita — MCwithout) X QpurcHASED

= Ecen X Pang X Qaen + Evkr X Pong X Qpurcrasenp

Generator economic harm from long-term contract restrictions. Lastly, economic harm is

also suffered by an IPP to the extent it has sold its output forward into the period of GHG
reduction regulation without any contractual provisions to recover new GHG costs. In such
circumstances, GHG emissions from the generator must be covered by the cost of acquiring
allowances for those GHG emissions, but unlike the market-sale case described above, there is

no assumed increased revenue to offset some or all of the increased GHG allowances costs.



B. SCE’s Response to Staff Paper on Allowance Allocation Options and Allocation

Recommendations

1. Returning of Auction Revenues

If the California Air Resources Board (“CARB”) chooses to distribute allowances using
an auction, the proceeds from such an auction should be distributed according to the economic
harm-based allocation method outlined above. Under such a system, harmed entities would be
assigned auction revenue rights (“ARRs”) according to a harm-based allocation process. In
practice, this means that immediately following the allowance auction, all auction revenue would
be distributed to entities holding ARRs. By identifying harmed entities during the allocation
process, ARRs become a means by which harmed entities can mitigate the economic dislocation
that will occur as a result of the implementation of a cap-and-trade mechanism. This approach is
consistent with AB 32’s requirement that CARB design regulations that “minimize costs and

maximize the total benefits to California.”*

2. Pros/Cons of Using the Funds to Augment Energy Efficiency and

Renewables Investment or Use to Maintain Affordable Rates

a) How much should be used for energy efficiency and renewables?

Under market-based emissions regulations, specific additional expenditures on energy
efficiency (“EE”) or renewables are unnecessary. Under a deliverer or source-based cap-and-
trade regulation, generator bids will include emissions costs and will be higher than they would
have been without an emissions cap. Market prices will therefore rise by the emissions cost of
the market’s marginal generator. This increase in market prices will make greater levels of EE
and renewable energy projects cost-effective compared to business as usual without a GHG

reduction program. Accordingly, no special carve-out of allocation funds is necessary to

4 (Cal. Health & Safety Code § 38562(b)(1).
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augment incentives for investing in EE and renewables under AB 32. Such incentives will be

created automatically as a result of higher bid prices under a cap-and-trade system.

b) If auction revenues are used to maintain affordable rates, should they

be used to lower retail providers’ overall revenue requirements,

returned directly to consumers. used to target relief to low-income

customers, or other?

Under a harm-based allocation mechanism, a significant proportion of allowances (or
ARRs) will be allocated to retail deliverers to help mitigate the economic burden of GHG
regulation on their ratepayers. This distribution will mitigate increases in the revenue
requirement resulting from an emissions cap. The precise distribution of auction revenues by
customer class, however, is a matter better determined by the CPUC during an investor-owned

utility’s (“IOU”) cost recovery proceedings.

3. SCE’s Comments On The Allowance Allocation Proposals Presented In The

Staff Paper

SCE does not support the use of a single allowance allocation scheme. In order to meet
the objectives of minimizing consumer cost, equity, simplicity and accommodation of new
entrants, SCE urges the CPUC and California Energy Commission (“CEC”) to support the use of
a combination of proposals which are all used to mitigate economic harm as described in section
II.A above. SCE’s specific criticisms of each of the allowance allocation mechanisms set forth
in the “Joint California Public Utilities Commission and California Energy Commission Staff
Paper on Options for Allocation of GHG Allowances in the Electricity Sector,” dated April 16,

2008 (“Staff Paper”), are set out below.

a) SCE’s Comments on the Emission-Based Allocation Proposal

SCE agrees that if an emissions-based allocation scheme does not reduce the allocation
value by the increased market price for generation, some generators will receive an unearned

windfall. Such an allocation proposal can create windfall profits for independent generators with



emissions rates at or below the marginal unit (primarily gas units). These windfalls come at the
expense of consumers. However, it is important to note the distinction between increased profits
and windfall profits. Under any regulatory scheme that creates scarcity for carbon emissions,
generators with emissions rates lower than the marginal unit will realize increased profits. This
result is unavoidable, and is arguably desirable, in that it creates incentives to build additional
low emission generating units. Allocating allowances to the generators that are already
experiencing increased profits, however, results in windfall profits at the expense of consumers.
Unfortunately, because the GHG Calculator (“Calculator”) created by Energy and
Environmental Economics, Inc. (“E3”) only models the impact of allocation proposals on LSEs,
the effect of windfall profits to generators is not readily apparent. One indication of the
magnitude of windfall profits can be discerned by the magnitude of the net cost of carbon
dioxide (“CO,”) for SCE and Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”) (both purchasers of
significant amounts of power from the market) in the Calculator’s Scenario 1. In 2012, the
combined cost for both utilities is nearly $1.2 billion, increasing to $1.6 billion in 2020. These
costs include several factors, but it is notable that a significant portion can be attributed to the

windfall profits gained by independent generators.

b) SCE’s Comments on the Qutput-Based Allocation Proposal

The output-based allocation proposal cannot be modeled using the Calculator and should
be removed from consideration. Whereas other proposals merely distribute allowance value, the
output-based proposal has implications for market dynamics and bidding behavior. Such
dynamics are not captured by the PLEXOS least-cost dispatch mechanism used by the
Calculator. Accordingly, the Calculator does not reflect behavioral changes that occur under an
output-based allocation system. The “fix”” used by the Calculator to address this shortcoming is
an option to reduce the impact of CO; costs in the market price (i.e., Tab: “CO2Market”; Cell:
“G30”). This fix does not adequately capture the dynamic impact of the output-based approach.

Because the model cannot explain the complex impact of an output-based approach on bidding



behavior, neither the CPUC nor the CEC should consider this option until a more robust
modeling analysis can be completed on this proposal.

Additionally, SCE disagrees with the assumption that market clearing prices will not
increase under an output-based approach. This assumption ignores the fact that despite receiving
allowances as a function of generation output (measured in MWh), a marginal unit (which sets
the market-clearing price) will never be able to receive allowances that will be sufficient to cover
the entirety of its emissions.

The marginal unit will not receive enough allowances for two reasons. First, because
allowances are being allocated to non-emitting resources, there will be a shortfall of allowances.
According to the Staff Paper, a gas combustion turbine unit will be short 100 kg CO; per every
MWh generated. Second, the allowance cap is declining each year. Therefore the number of
allowances available for allocation will be less than the total volume of emissions from the
previous year. Generators will be forced to increase their bids to recover this shortfall in
allowances. Generators will also increase their bids to cover the risk uncertainty related to the
number of allowances they receive. Generators only receive allowances based on their
percentage of the State’s total generation. Because the State’s total generation fluctuates each
year entities may receive fewer allowances depending on variables such as temperature and
hydro levels.

Further, because entities can alter their allowance allocation through current or future
behavior under the output-based approach, an output-based approach to allowance allocation will
be less than efficient. Efficiencies are achieved through a cap-and-trade program, which results
in a price for GHG emissions that is determined by the intersection of the demand and supply
curves for allowances under a cap-and-trade program. These efficiencies are unaffected by who
gets allowances, however, since that determination was based on historical data, which cannot be
altered by current or future behavior. This is not the case, however, for the output-based
approach, which depends on current and future behavior such that there are efficiency

implications. Accordingly, SCE views the greatest efficiencies to be those obtained from a



market structure which derives its prices from the intersection of supply and demand curves at a
market clearing price. Any attempt to achieve “additional” efficiencies through an allocation
mechanism is doomed to reduce the efficiency of such a solution because the maximum
efficiency would have already been achieved through a well-functioning market outcome. Any
allocation mechanism that alters a market solution would thus be sub-optimal, or at least not
better than or equal to the efficiency of the solution from an allocation that does not alter
behavior. In this respect, the Staff Paper accurately diagnoses that the output-based approach
will create a perverse incentive to increase power consumption.

Another shortcoming of the output-based proposal is its wealth transfer from high-
emitting resources to low-emitting resources. Such a wealth transfer is unwarranted and does not
help high-emitting resources receive the allowances necessary to transition to a carbon-
constrained economy.

The preferred output-based approach (which allocates to fossil-fuel generators only) is
similarly flawed. Contrary to the Staff Paper’s assertion that natural gas units will bid lower
under an output-based approach, the preferred approach will, in fact, create windfall profits for
natural gas generators. Under the preferred output-based approach, natural gas generators will
receive more allowances than will be required to cover their emissions and will benefit from
increased market prices. As the Staff Paper notes, this approach will encourage contract
shuffling.

The Staff Paper also provides a third variant on the output-based approach. This
variation includes fuel-differentiation (e.g., coal generators receive twice as many allowances as
natural gas generators). Such a proposal essentially creates a more complicated version of the
emissions-based proposal also discussed in the Staff Paper. Under this third variant, natural gas
and coal generators/deliverers receive roughly the same number of allowances as they would
under an emissions-based approach. For the reasons set forth in section II1.B.3.a., above, this

approach should not be implemented.



4. SCE’s Comments on a Pure Auction Allocation Approach

SCE would only support an auction-based approach to allocating allowances in the
electricity sector if the revenue created by such an auction is distributed to the electric sector in a

manner that mitigates economic harm as described above.

5. SCE’s Comments on the Proposal to Conduct an Auction with ARRs

Returned to LSEs Based on Sales (MWh)

SCE agrees with the Staff Paper’s finding that this would create an unacceptable wealth

transfer.

I11.
SCE’S COMMENTS ON FLEXIBLE COMPLIANCE WHITE PAPER

A. SCE’s Proposal For Flexible Compliance Rules

There are a variety of cost containment mechanisms that can protect electricity ratepayers
and the economy from unforeseen interactions between the electricity and allowance markets.
SCE encourages the CPUC, CEC, and CARB to continue consideration of all such cost
containment mechanisms. SCE believes there is ample direction in AB 32 to do so.>
Additionally, SCE urges the CPUC, CEC, and CARB to recognize that obligated entities are best

equipped to select the most appropriate means for minimizing compliance costs for their

|

See, e.g., Cal. Health & Safety Code §§ 38501(h) (“It is the intent of the Legislature that the State Air
Resources Board design emissions reduction measures to meet the statewide emissions limits for greenhouse
gases established pursuant to [AB 32] in a manner that minimizes costs and maximizes benefits for California’s
economy. . . .”") (emphasis added); 38560, 38561(a), 38562(a) (requiring CARB to adopt a scoping plan and
rules and regulations to achieve the “maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective” reductions in GHG
emissions) (emphasis added). See also id. §§ 38562(b)(1) (stating that CARB shall design the regulations,
including distribution of allowances where appropriate, in a manner that “seeks to minimize costs”);
38562(b)(5) (requiring that CARB “[c]onsider [the] cost-effectiveness of these regulations™); 38562(c)
(providing that CARB may establish a system of market-based declining annual aggregate emission limits that
CARB determines “will achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective reductions in
greenhouse gas emissions”); 38564 (requiring CARB to consult with other states, the federal government, and
other nations “to facilitate the development of integrated and cost-effective regional, national, and international
greenhouse gas reduction programs”).



customers and the economy as a whole. To this end, the CPUC, CEC, and CARB should

consider the following cost containment mechanisms:

Allowance Banking and Borrowing. Obligated entities should be allowed to

manage their compliance across compliance periods in a way that minimizes the
economic impact of compliance over the long-term while allowing California to
achieve its emission reduction goals. Technology and offset projects often require
several years to come on-line. The ability to borrow or bank forward would give
obligated entities the flexibility needed to meet long-term emission reduction goals
at the lowest possible cost.

Multi-Year Compliance Periods. The electricity sector is characterized by dynamic

changes in weather patterns, leading to both changes in electricity demand and
available generation. Multi-year compliance periods will help minimize such
variability and reduce the volatility of the compliance burden.

Rolling and Flexible Compliance Periods. Because of the binding nature of the AB

32 GHG emissions cap, regulated sectors as a whole will be short allowances. A
single compliance period that ends at one date for all obligated entities will create
wild peaks in allowance prices. By contrast, a rolling compliance period, in which
compliance end-dates are staggered, will mitigate the tendency for price spikes at
the end of a compliance period. However, due to the regulated nature of the
electricity industry, that sector’s compliance obligation will be known by entities
that may be able to manipulate the market for allowances. To prevent such negative
consequences, the CPUC and CEC should make a recommendation to CARB that is
supportive of a flexible compliance period, in which individual obligated entities
have the option of choosing to end their current compliance period early. Such
action might mitigate the tendency for manipulation of emissions markets.

Safety Valve. Emissions allowance and electricity markets can interact in

unforeseen ways. To mitigate the consequences of such interactions, the CPUC and



CEC should recommend that CARB retain the option of offering additional
allowances at a predetermined price in the event that these markets demonstrate
economically burdensome price swings. Such additional allowances could be

offered in addition to any borrowing allowed under adopted cost containment rules.

In addition to the foregoing, SCE strongly urges the CPUC and CEC to recommend that

CARB incorporate a robust offsets program into its approach to reducing GHG emissions.

Offsets present an important cost containment mechanism because they give obligated entities

the incentive to seek out the lowest cost emissions reduction opportunities, both within and

outside California. Additionally, it is critical that the CPUC and CEC remind CARB that the

purpose of achieving GHG reductions is to obtain a beneficial reduction in the risk of global

warming. Without substantial reductions in GHG emissions in the rest of the United States and

worldwide — especially in developing countries that are currently resisting committing to

reductions — California’s efforts will not significantly affect the worldwide risk of global

warming. Inclusion by CARB of a strong offset program without geographic restrictions also

gives CARB the opportunity to:

Achieve significant cost savings for obligated entities and the California economy;
In conjunction with the cost savings from offsets, reduce the potential for emissions
and economic leakage when enterprises move from within California to areas
lacking GHG caps;

Encourage early reductions in GHG, which are ton-for-ton more valuable than later
reductions, from a global warming perspective; and

Encourage innovative GHG reduction technology and practice and transfer these to
areas of the globe that have not yet embraced such technology and practice. As
other parts of the world receive the benefits of EE technology, among other things,
they will be able to devote effort to adopting more effective low- or zero-emissions

technology without locking in high-emitting transition technologies.



B. SCE’s Responses to Questions Regarding The Scope of The Market And Related

Issues

1. Discuss how yvour proposal would affect the environmental integrity of the

cap, California’s ability to link with other trading systems, and

administrative complexity.

The cost containment mechanisms outlined above can be implemented without
challenging the environmental integrity of AB 32, but their ability to support the State’s longer-
term abatement goals depends on continued public support for emission reductions. In order to
achieve this support, AB 32’s 2020 level of emissions reductions must be achieved at the lowest
possible cost to ratepayers and the California economy as a whole. California has experienced
unforeseen circumstances in dynamic, aggressive regulatory changes within the electricity sector
and has similarly witnessed an erosion of public support for such regulatory changes as a result
of the unanticipated high cost of such changes. Accordingly, SCE fully supports the emission
reduction goals of AB 32 and will support the State’s implementation of any and all cost
containment mechanisms that will support the State achievement of it long-term goals.

Additionally, SCE supports adoption of the most geographically and economically broad
GHG-reducing regulatory umbrella possible. Global warming is a global challenge and although
California is a large economy, needed reductions cannot be achieved in California alone.
Accordingly, linking to other regional, national, or international programs becomes, not only a
cost containment mechanism, but also a means to improve the overall environmental worth and
integrity of the joint regulatory program.

The most simple and straightforward manner by which California can develop a
regulatory link to other regions is to allow unrestricted validated offsets from a broad set of
sectors and geographic regions. Doing so will bring cost-effective emissions abatement projects
under the umbrella of the California cap-and-trade program, allowing California to promote and

recognize real, verifiable, and permanent reductions wherever they may occur.



2. Address how your various recommendations interact with one another and

with the overall market and describe what Kind of market yvou envision

being created.

Obligated entities are in the best position to choose which available cost containment
mechanisms will best serve their customers and most efficiently allow them to achieve the 2020
goals. Many of California’s utilities have decades of experience in serving their customers’
electricity needs. The set of cost containment mechanisms set out above are designed to
empower obligated entities to utilize any number or combination of tools available to facilitate

AB 32’s 2020 emissions goals at the lowest possible cost.

3. Describe and specify how unique circumstances in the electricity market may

warrant any special consideration in crafting flexible compliance policies for

a multi-sector cap-and-trade program.

The electricity industry, particularly the IOU sector, is uniquely equipped to represent its
customers without undue concern about unwarranted windfall profits being captured by
investors. IOU cost containment activities are undertaken completely on behalf of their
customers. Cost containment actions undertaken within the IOU sector cannot be utilized to
protect shareholder profits, but rather to protect customers’ economic interests. Additionally,
under the deliverer point of regulation, the electricity sector cannot create economic leakage by
moving the production of resources out of state. As a result, the electricity sector is not only
fully committed to serving California, but also fully exposed to potentially unforeseen market
and regulatory interactions. While SCE suggests that cost containment mechanisms be
investigated for all obligated sectors, the regulated structure within which the IOU-sector

operates renders cost containment mechanisms of paramount importance.



4. If your recommendations are based on assumptions about the type and scope

of a cap-and-trade market that ARB will adopt, provide a description of the

anticipated market including sectors included, expected or required emission

reductions from the electricity sector, and the role that flexible compliance

mechanisms serve in the market, e.g., purely cost containment, catalyst for

long-term investment, and/or protection against market failures.

In these comments, SCE presumes that the deliverer point of regulation, as adopted by
the CPUC in Decision No. 08-03-018, will be adopted by CARB as it moves forward on
designing regulations which implement AB 32 within the electricity sector. Under such a
system, SCE supports a broad, economy-wide cap-and-trade approach to implementing AB 32,
which also includes the transportation sector. Under a broad, economy-wide cap-and-trade
program, the most cost effective emission reduction opportunities will be implemented.

Flexible compliance mechanisms serve all three of the goals identified in this question.
Because a cap-and-trade system implemented pursuant to AB 32 would be the first large-scale
emissions cap-and-trade system legislated on a state-wide level, SCE remains concerned about
the potential for unforeseen interactions between regulatory systems and the electricity market.
Due to the nature of the emissions challenge, long-term flexible compliance mechanisms can be
implemented without harming the environmental integrity of the regulation. Additionally, the
electricity sector is characterized by long-term generation investments. In order to promote
continued investment in the electricity sector, it is critical that regulations not needlessly reduce
the economic value of current investments. The electricity sector cannot afford for the
investment community to receive such a signal. Continued investment in research and
development within the electricity sectors depends on the continued existence of a viable market
for generation assets. Because there is considerable uncertainty in investments in new
technology ventures, investors must be confident that successful research investment will lead to

economically valuable productive activity. However, regulation that reduces the economic value



of existing technological investment does not create the confidence needed to promote continued

investment in research and development.

5. To what extent should recommendations to CARB for flexible compliance in

the electricity sector depend on the ultimate scope of the multi-sector cap-

and trade program and other market design issues such as allocation

methodology and sector emission reduction obligations? Can the

Commissions make meaningful recommendations on flexibility of market

operations when the market itself has not yet been designed? Why or why

not?

The harm-based allocation mechanism suggested above is an important tool for
mitigating the economic burden of a cap-and-trade program, while simultaneously maintaining
the role of the emissions price. However, the flexible compliance mechanisms outlined above
apply to a market regardless of the allocation mechanism. If CARB were to choose to fully
auction allowances, without returning all of the allowance proceeds according to a harm-based
approach, the cost containment value of these flexible compliance mechanisms will become
much more important. Under such an auction regime, ratepayers will be burdened immediately
with a large expense related to the introduction of emissions allowances into the market, in
addition to the cost of funding real emissions reductions. As a result, flexible compliance

mechanisms will occupy an even more important role in the market.



6. To what extent should recommendations to CARB for flexible compliance in

the electricity sector depend on the ultimate scope of the multi-sector cap-

and-trade program and other market design issues such as allocation

methodology and sector emission reduction obligations? Can the

Commissions make meaningful recommendations on flexibility of market

operations when the market itself has not yet been designed? Why or why

not?

A broad cap-and-trade market in emissions will go a long way toward promoting lowest-
cost emissions reduction opportunities. By implementing the flexible compliance mechanisms
outlined above, California will create a structure for cost containment mechanisms that will
protect obligated entities under any market-based regulation. While SCE fully supports a
market-based structure, SCE urges the CPUC, CEC, and CARB to consider the use of flexible
compliance mechanisms in the event the State decides to implement additional command and
control regulations in combination with, or instead of, market-based solutions.

The specific flexible compliance mechanisms that will best supplement command and
control options will depend on the specific programmatic regulations implemented and can
include emissions offsets, banking and borrowing, or price safety valves. Such mechanisms are
commonly used by CARB and other agencies in connection with other types of regulation not
related to GHG emissions under the label of alternative compliance mechanisms. SCE
encourages the CPUC, CEC, and CARB to fully evaluate all flexible compliance opportunities

available under either regulatory structure.



C. SCE’s Comments on Price Triggers and Safety Valves

1. Should California incorporate price triggers or other safety valves in a cap-

and trade system? Why or why not? Would price triggers or other safety

valves affect environmental integrity and/or the ability to link with other

systems? Address options including State market intervention to sell or

purchase GHG emission allowances to drive allowance prices down or up: a

circuit breaker or accelerator which either slows down or speeds up

reductions in the emission cap until allowance prices respond: and increasing

or decreasing offset limits to increase or decrease liquidity to affect prices.

Address how these various strategies would be utilized in conjunction with

other flexible compliance mechanisms.

Cost containment mechanisms, such as offsets, should not be subject to an emissions
price trigger. A price trigger will unnecessarily complicate the market for allowances and
emissions abatement opportunities and will increase the cost of compliance as compared to a
structure without price triggers. Consider, for example, an offset project that could provide real,
approved emission reductions at $10 per metric ton CO,e reduced. If California imposes an
allowance price restriction, or price trigger, of $25 per metric ton, then emissions reductions
from the offset project will not become eligible until the allowance market price reaches $25.
This creates a complicated scenario where it may be in the best interest of some obligated entities
to drive the market price of allowances up to the trigger price in order to make the $10 offset
project eligible for AB 32 compliance.

In addition to providing a potential incentive for market manipulation, a price trigger can
also cause real, verifiable, and cost-effective emissions reduction opportunities to be ignored
solely because of an arbitrary price trigger. The purpose of cost containment is to allow for the
lowest-cost, efficient emissions reduction and compliance opportunities to be utilized. A price

trigger thus defeats the purpose of cost containment.
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2. Should California create an independent oversight board for the GHG

market? If so, what should its role be? Should it intervene in the market to

manage the price of carbon? If such an oversight board were created, how

would that affect vour recommendations, e.g., would the oversight board

obviate the need to include additional cost containment mechanisms and

price-triggered safety valves in the market design?

There is potential value in a market oversight group, modeled after the Federal Reserve
Bank. However, too little is known about the interaction or structure of such a group at this time
to adequately consider its regulatory value. Moreover, the legal authority for creating such an
oversight group should be considered. Such an institution should not reduce the need for other
flexible compliance mechanisms and should serve as a backstop oversight board to ensure the
continued viability of the emissions market and protect the economy and regulated sectors
against unforeseen circumstances not addressed by the flexible compliance mechanisms. Under
a broad, economy-wide cap-and-trade program that includes the programs outlined above, the
need for such an institution should be minimal. However, SCE looks forward to continued

discussion of this topic.

D. SCE’s Comments on Linkage

1. Should California accept all tradable units i.e., GHG emission allowances

and offsets, from other carbon trading programs? Such tradable units could

include, e.g., Certified Emission Reductions, Clean Development Mechanism

(“CDM”) credits, and/or Joint Implementation credits.

SCE encourages the CPUC, CEC, and CARB to fully evaluate the potential for trading
allowances across programs, as well as authorizing the use of international emission reduction
opportunities for purpose of AB 32 compliance. Any efforts to broaden the geographic and
economic scope of a cap-and-trade program will reduce the costs of reducing emissions and

meeting the State’s emission reduction goals.
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2. If so, what effects could such linkage have on allowance prices and other

compliance costs of California Obligated entities? Under what conditions

could linkage increase or decrease compliance costs of California obligated

entities? To what extent would linkage subject the California system to

market rules of the other systems? What analysis is needed to ensure that

other systems have adequate stringency, monitoring, compliance, and

enforcement provisions to warrant linkage? What types of verification or

registration should be required?

By linking to other programs and authorizing the use of allowances and emission
reductions from other sectors for AB 32 compliance, California can reduce the cost of
compliance with AB 32. Appropriate regulatory and reporting oversight will be required and
SCE suggests that the CPUC, CEC, and CARB consider a joint forum for evaluating and

identifying appropriate verification or registration processes.

3. If linkage is allowed, should it be unilateral (where California accepts

allowances and other credits from other carbon trading programs., but does

not allow its own allowances and offsets to be used by other carbon trading

programs) or bilateral (where California accepts allowances and other

credits from other carbon trading programs and allows its allowances and

offsets to be used by other carbon trading programs)?

Any allowances used for AB 32 compliance should not be permitted for use in any other
GHG compliance program. In order to maintain the integrity of the compliance programs, each
allowance must only be counted once, and only once, for purposes of compliance. The
environmental integrity of California’s GHG cap would be significantly eroded if an allowance
for one ton of GHG emissions were retired in multiple compliance programs. Under such a
circumstance, the total emissions from the compliance programs in question would increase by

one ton for each allowance counted multiple times. However, the means by which California



can prevent other programs from accepting California’s allowances for regulatory or voluntary
program compliance are not evident.

As part of the AB 32 reporting and compliance regulations, California will need to
identify allowances that are used for compliance with other programs, and then preclude such

allowances from compliance eligibility within California’s AB 32 regulation.

4. If linkage is allowed, should allowances and other credits from other carbon

trading programs be treated as offsets. such that any limited applied to

offsets would apply to such credits? If not, how should they be treated?

Once emission reductions are identified, verified, and approved, they operate as genuine
emissions reductions which can be traded bilaterally as market forces dictate. Under such a

structure, no additional special treatment is necessary.

E. SCE’s Comments on Compliance Periods

1. What length of compliance periods should be used? Should compliance

periods remain the same throughout the 2012 to 2020 period? Should

compliance periods be the same for all entities and sectors? Should dates be

staggered so that not all obligated entities have the same compliance dates?

The CPUC, CEC, and CARB must consider technical needs when determining the length
of any proposed compliance period. In the electricity sector in particular, development of new
lower-emission generating assets and creation of emissions-reducing offset projects cannot
happen overnight. Additionally, weather variations, both as they affect hydroelectric generation
supply as well as energy demand, vary over periods extending many years. Any contemplated
compliance period must take into account such technical, regulatory, and engineering restrictions
and the manner in which they may limit obligated entities’ temporal flexibility.

Additionally, SCE supports the idea of a rolling and flexible compliance period. Because
of the binding, declining nature of the AB 32 GHG emissions cap, the regulated sectors as a

whole will be short allowances. A single compliance period that ends at one date for all



obligated entities may create peaks in allowance prices. By contrast, a rolling compliance
period, in which compliance end dates are staggered, will mitigate any tendency for prices to
spike at the end of a compliance period. However, due to the regulated nature of the electricity
industry, that sector’s compliance obligation will be known by entities that may be able to
manipulate the market for allowances. SCE therefore suggests that the CPUC, CEC, and CARB
consider how a flexible compliance period, in which individual obligated entities have the option
to end their current compliance period early, might mitigate any tendency for manipulation of the

emissions market.

2. Should compliance extensions be granted? If so, under what circumstances?

Under a system containing flexible compliance tools, such as borrowing of emission
allowances, extension of compliance periods will be unnecessary. However, if CARB does not
adopt a system that permits allowance borrowing, extended compliance periods could be

necessary to protect California’s economy against severe burden.

F. SCE’s Comments on Banking and Borrowing

1. Should entities with California compliance obligations be allowed to bank

any or all tradable units, including allowances, offsets, or credits from other

carbon trading programs? Should entities that do not have compliance

obligations be able to bank tradable units? If so. for how long and with what

other conditions? Should allowances, offsets, or credits from other carbon

trading programs banked during the program between 2012 and 2020 be

recognized after 2020? If the California system joins a regional, national, or

international carbon trading program., how should unused banked

allowances, offsets, or credits from other carbon trading programs be

treated?

Market-makers could have a valuable place in the allowance market. However, strict

oversight of the non-regulated sector will be required in order to protect regulated sectors and



California’s economy against potential market manipulation. This function could be undertaken

by an Emissions Oversight Board.

2. Should limitations be placed on banking aimed at preventing or limiting

market participants’ ability to “board” allowances and offsets or distort

market prices?

An Emissions Oversight Board would be an appropriate mechanism through which to

review the banking actions of obligated entities.

3. Should entities with compliance obligations be allowed to borrow allowances

to meet a portion of their obligation? If so, during what compliance periods

and for what portions of their obligation? How long should they be given to

repay borrowed allowances? Should there be penalties or interest payments?

Should there be other conditions on borrowing, such as limitation on the

ability to borrow from affiliated entities? Also address the extent to which

borrowing might affect environmental integrity and emission reductions?

Obligated entities should be allowed to manage their compliance across compliance
periods in a manner that minimizes the economic impact of such compliance over the long-term,
while also allowing California to achieve its emissions reduction goals. Technology and offset
projects often require multiple years to come on-line. The ability to borrow will give obligated
entities the flexibility needed to meet long-term emissions reduction goals at the lowest possible
cost. If properly implemented, a system of allowance borrowing will not affect the
environmental integrity of AB 32 compliance. Any allowances borrowed will not be available
for allocation in future periods, thus there should be no opportunity to violate the 2020 cap.

Additionally, cost containment mechanisms should be available for use by obligated
entities as a way of mitigating compliance costs to their customers and the California economy.
Implementing suggestions that penalize the use of cost containment mechanisms, such as an

interest rate on borrowing allowances or other monetary penalties for utilizing cost containment



mechanisms, directly contradicts the goal of such mechanisms. For these reasons, SCE
encourages the CPUC, CEC, and CARB to evaluate mechanisms that will promote lowest cost of

achieving the State’s emission reduction goals.

G. SCE’s Comments on Penalties and Alternative Compliance

1. Should there be penalties for entities that fail to meet their compliance

obligations? If so, how should the penalties be set? If not, what should be

the recourse for non-compliance?

The CPUC, CEC, and CARB must look to promote real emissions reductions at the
lowest possible cost. However, if insufficient real emissions reductions are reasonably
achievable, it would be unfair to penalize obligated entities. Instead, SCE advocates for an
alternative compliance payment approach that can serve to provide a relief valve for obligated
entities in the situation where not enough real reductions can reasonably be found, recognizing

that the alternative in the electricity sector is the inability to serve firm electric load.

2. Instead of penalties, should there be alternative compliance payments?

What would be the distinguishing attributes of alternative compliance

payments versus penalties? How would the availability of alternative

compliance payments affect the environmental integrity of the cap?

Of course, the best possible outcome will occur if real emissions reductions can be
implemented. However, given the long-term nature of the program, a situation may arise where
no additional, real reductions may reasonably be found. It may be that, due to constraints
beyond the obligated entities’ control, the industry may be waiting for new technology to be
created or other constraints to be lifted. Therefore, SCE supports alternative compliance

payments as a last resort of compliance.



3. Would penalties and/or alternative compliance payments allow obligated

entities to opt out of the market? Would this add to much uncertainty for

other market participants?

A well-designed alternative compliance payment system will assure that any funds
collected would advance the goals of AB 32. Therefore, this scenario should not be considered

an “opt out” per se, but rather an additional way for the State to satisfy AB 32.

4. How should California use the money that would be generated by penalties

and/or alternative compliance payments?

In the event that the State collects alternative compliance payments from obligated

entities, this revenue should be used to satisfy the goals of AB 32.

H. SCE’s Comments on Offsets

1. Should California allow offsets for AB 32 compliance purposes?

SCE strongly endorses the implementation of a robust offsets program to reduce GHG
emissions under AB 32. It is critical to bear in mind that the purpose of achieving GHG
reductions is to obtain a beneficial reduction in the risk of global warming. Without substantial
reductions in GHG in the rest of the United States and worldwide, and especially in developing
countries that are resisting committing to reductions, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change forecast path of significant climate damage is inevitable. Inclusion of a strong offset
program under AB 32, without geographic restrictions, gives California the opportunity to:

e Achieve significant cost savings;

¢ In conjunction with cost savings from offsets, reduce the potential for leakage
when enterprises move from within California to areas lacking GHG caps;

e Encourage early reductions in GHG. Early reductions are ton-for-ton more

valuable than later reductions, from a global warming perspective; and
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e Encourage innovative GHG reduction technology and practices and transfer these
to areas of the country and world that have not yet embraced such technology and
practices. As other parts of the world receive the benefits of energy efficiency
technology, among other things, they will be able to devote greater efforts to
adoption of more effective low- or zero-emissions technology without

entrenching high-emitting transition technologies.

2. If offsets are permitted, what types of offsets should be allowed? Should

California establish geographic limits or preferences on the location of

offsets? If so, what should be the nature of those limits or preferences?

California should not establish geographic limits or preferences on the location of offsets.
SCE understands the strong temptation to insist that projects be located within California,
however, the main arguments put forth for such a restriction (i.e., that such a restriction will yield
“green jobs” for the region and provide co-benefits in the form of improvement in air or water
quality) are not supportable when viewed in light of all available evidence.

Instead, geographic or quantitative restrictions on offsets are more likely to lead to
overall increases in the cost of meeting defined GHG reduction targets and timetables. When
such increased costs are taken into account, the economic well-being of the region’s citizens
suffers and GHG leakage increases. For this reason, all offset projects, whether located within
California or not, should be subject to comparable rigorous oversight, validation, verification,
and enforcement. Additionally, systems must be implemented to assure that offset projects
located outside of California meet the same standards as those projects located within California.
Upon implementation of an offset program that states a preference for offsets within the State,
but which also allows valid offsets from outside the state, entities will begin to develop their
offsets programs.

SCE’s experience in crafting a Voluntary Early Action (“VEA”) GHG reduction proposal

for submission to CARB leads it to conclude that seekers of offsets will look first to reasonable



projects, located nearby, which yield GHG reductions at a reasonable dollar-per-metric-ton
reduced cost, as opposed to seeking the absolute lowest-possible-cost project portfolio.

SCE’s own VEA portfolio proposal to the CARB follows this course. A majority of the
projects in the portfolio are within California, with some out-of-state projects that are of
extremely high quality (additional, measurable, and enforceable) and have low costs per ton
reduced.

While there is currently no bar to offering offset projects outside California, SCE
understands that AB 32 strongly encourages seeking out co-benefits within the State.
Accordingly, SCE is committed to responding positively to that preference. But SCE urges the
CPUC, CEC, and CARB to resist that temptation to establish upfront restrictions on offsets.
Instead, time should be allowed to gain experience by establishing clear validation standards for
all offset projects, including out-of-state projects. If, upon experience, applicants for offset
validation submit projects that do not respond to the overall intent of AB 32, CARB can then

establish carefully considered and informed restrictions.

3. Should voluntary GHG emission reduction projects, i.e., projects that are not

developed to comply with governmental mandates, be permitted as offsets if

thev are within sectors in California that are not within the cap-and-trade

program? In particular, should voluntary GHG emission reduction projects

within the natural gas sector in California be permitted as offsets, if the

natural gas sector is not vet in the cap-and-trade program?

Voluntary GHG emission reduction projects should be permitted as offsets if they are
within sectors in California that are not within the cap-and-trade program and if they comport
with CARB’s adopted voluntary early action policy. However, once offset rules are established
in the final implementation rules, any reduction seeking compliance credit should be required to
meet the adopted standards. To the extent that the natural gas sector is not included in a cap or
subject to command and control regulation, offset projects within that sector should be permitted

provided they conform to the implementation rules. As previously mentioned, offsets are a way



to address sectors that are not implicated under eventual AB 32 implementation, as well as a way
to address other states and countries that are not subject to GHG emission reduction

requirements.

4. Should there be limits to the quantity of offsets? If so, should the limits be

determined?

There should be no limit on the quantity of offsets a party can employ. Arbitrarily
limiting offsets works against cost-saving and thus limits an obligated entity’s financial capacity
to invest in the innovative technological changes that will be required to meet the long-term

GHG reduction goals necessary to deal effectively with the threat of global warming.

5. How should an offsets program be administered? What should be the

project approval and quantification process? What protocols should be used

to determine eligibility of proposed offsets? Are existing protocols that have

been developed elsewhere acceptable for use in California, or is additional

protocol development needed? Should offsets that have been certified by

other trading programs be accepted? Should use of the CDM or Joint

Implementation credits be allowed?

The offset program should be administered by CARB. The establishment of criteria for
the validation of offsets and the administration of such criteria is clearly a governmental function
included within AB 32’s mandate to CARB. It is an authority that must be exercised by the
agency if the offsets are to be used to demonstrate compliance with AB 32’s obligations.®

The program’s administration should also be efficient and transparent. To this end,
CARB should focus on developing practical, efficient criteria and processes for validating

offsets. A wide array of protocols should be considered for offsets assuming that the protocols

6 Cal. Health & Safety Code § 38562(a) (“On or before January 1, 2011, the state board shall adopt greenhouse
gas emission limits and emission reduction measures by regulation to achieve the maximum technologically
feasible and cost-effective reductions in greenhouse gas emissions in furtherance of achieving the statewide
greenhouse gas emission limit, to become operative beginning on January 1, 2012.”).
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conform to AB 32’s requirements. These protocols should include, but not be limited to, those
proposed to CARB by the California Climate Action Registry. Offsets from other trading
programs should also be considered and then accepted, assuming that they meet AB 32’s
requirements and conform to the rules adopted by CARB. CDM and Joint Implementation

offsets credits should be allowed to demonstrate AB 32 compliance.

6. Should California discount credits (i.e. make the credits worth less than a ton

of CO,e) from some offset projects or other trading programs to account for

uncertainty in emission reductions achieved? If so, what types of credits

would be discounted? How would the appropriate discount be quantified

and accounted for?

Offsets that meet AB 32’s requirements should be fully fungible on a one-to-one basis,
regardless of where emissions reduction occurs. Any uncertainty in the eventual creation of an
offset should be accounted for in the market transaction between the buyer and the seller. In any
event, offset credits will need to be verified to assure that they represent actual emissions
reductions. Once such verification occurs, the offsets should not run the risk of being discounted

and should be fully fungible on a one-to-one basis.

IVv.
SCE’S COMMENTS ON TREATMENT OF CHP

A. SCE’s Comments on Regulation of CHP GHG Emissions

1. Should GHG emissions from CHP systems be regulated in one sector? If so,

which one? How?

GHG emissions from CHP systems should be regulated in the natural gas sector. All
GHG emissions from CHP systems are created by combustion of fuel. It is therefore logical to
attribute these emissions to the fuel source, which in California is predominately natural gas.

One programmatic method to reduce emissions from natural gas is to increase its utilization



efficiency. To the extent CHP can increase the utilization efficiency of natural gas, there should
be a mechanism created to award CHP owners with GHG allocations that represent such savings.

One way to create such allocations is to use a “double benchmark” method. For a CHP
system that creates two output products, such as heat and electric power, this means that
benchmarks for both technology and efficiency are established. The alternative — not enforcing
efficiency standards — will be counterproductive to the State’s goals. Inefficient CHP will burn
natural gas unnecessarily and produce more emissions than if heat and electricity were generated
separately. This outcome is not in the State’s interest.

SCE recommends a modern high-efficiency boiler with a minimum efficiency of 85% to
an efficiency as high as 95% as the benchmark for heat. It recommends a modern high-
efficiency Combined Cycle Gas Turbine (“CCGT”) with a maximum heat rate of 7,200 BTU per
net kWh to a minimum heat rate of 6,826 as the benchmark for electric power. A modern
electrically-driven chiller that complies with current CEC-recommended efficiency standards
should serve as the benchmark for chilled water production. The natural gas displaced for
chilling should assume the CCGT technology supplied the electric power for the displaced
chiller.

The allocations awarded to the CHP system for efficiency should be made fungible so
they can be traded across sectors and therefore provide an opportunity for cost recovery for the
extra expense of CHP systems relative to the separate equipment required to provide CHP

system’s output products.
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2. For in-state CHP systems, should all of the GHG emissions (i.e., all of the

emissions attributed to the electricity generation and to the thermal uses) be

regulated as part of the electricity sector? If so, for the electricity that is

delivered to the California grid, should the deliverer as defined in D.08-03-

018 be the point of regulation? And, what entity(ies) should be the point(s) of

regulation for thermal usage and electricity that is not delivered to the

California grid if those uses are included in the electricity sector for GHG

regulation purposes?

As noted in the response above, the emissions should be regulated as part of the natural
gas sector. However, should SCE’s recommendation not be adopted, SCE urges the CPUC and
CEC to recommend that CHP system emissions be assigned to the CHP unit as the deliver of
multiple products to multiple customers. The division of emissions among the output products
of CHP systems should be performed using CARB’s “efficiency” and “detailed efficiency”
methods. These will need to be reviewed and revised for CHP systems that have multiple output
products beyond the current reporting methods that can only divide emissions between heat and

electric power.

3. For out-of-state CHP systems, how should GHG emissions attributed to the

electricity delivered to the California grid be regulated? If part of the

electricity sector, should the deliverer of the CHP-generated electricity

delivered to the California grid be the point regulation? (These questions are

based on our view that, for out-of-state CHP systems, only emissions

attributed to electricity delivered to California, and not attributed to other

electricity or the thermal output, are subject to AB 32.)

Out-of-state CHP should be regulated within the electricity sector with the emissions

divided using CARB’s reporting rules.
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N



4. Should CHP units be placed in different sectors based on CHP unit capacity

size?

No.

5. Should the type of GHG regulation (i.e., cap and trade or direct regulation)

be different for a topping-cycle CHP unit versus a bottoming-cycle unit?

See response to IV.A.1, above.

6. Should the sectors used for GHG regulation be different for topping cvcle

and bottoming cycle CHP units?

No, both should be in the natural gas sector.

7. Should CHP be part of a cap-and-trade program or not? If so, should the

entire unit or certain CHP outputs be part of the cap and trade program?

CHP should be part of a multi-sector cap and trade program. The extra allowances that
an efficient CHP could be awarded based on the double benchmark should be fungible. The
double benchmark methodology for allowance allocation can be designed to create allowances
based upon the total output of products created by the CHP and traded across sectors or if such
cross sector trading is not permitted, the difference in actual emissions and the double

benchmark’s emissions could be divided utilizing CARB’s reporting rules.

8. Should electricity delivered to the California grid by a CHP unit be regulated

under the deliverer point of regulation established in D.08-03-018? Why or

why not?

Regulated at the fuel supply.



9, Should electricity generated by in-state CHP systems for on-site use be

subject to the same regulatory treatment as CHP electricity delivered to the

California grid? Why or not?

Yes, see answer provided to [V.A.8.

10. If CHP is treated separately from the electricity sector, but is still included as

part of a cap-and-trade program, how should allowance allocation to CHP

units be handled?

Using the double benchmark as explained above.

11. If allowances are allocated administratively to CHP units, should the

allocations take into account increased efficiency of CHP? If so, how?

The fundamental principle that should be applied to allocating allowances to CHP should
be the same as SCE described above: allowance allocations should go to those entities that will
suffer economic harm as a result of the imposition of GHG reduction regulations. Once the
details for addressing CHP have been determined, then an assessment of whether and the degree
to which CHP owners may suffer economic harm should determine the degree to which they
should receive allowances.

SCE does not agree that CHP is inherently more efficient than the separate generation of
electricity and heat. Whether it is or is not depends upon how the CHP unit is operated and to
what it is compared. SCE has thousands of unit-years of data to support this conclusion.

All CHP is operated differently. For example, the 2003 Qualifying Facility Efficiency
Monitoring (“QFEM”) program data for gas-fueled topping-cycle cogeneration facilities has a
total efficiency range of 34% to 88%. The simple “average” efficiency is 60%. Within this data
set, there are four very large facilities that would dominate the data if one uses an energy
weighted calculation to determine the average. Four large facilities are not representative of the

59 facilities in this particular data year.



However, significant fuel savings can be realized if CHP is operated with efficiency as an
important aspect of the facility design and operation. For example, the highest efficiency CHP
facilities reporting for 2003 were an oil refinery, a swimming pool heater, and two total energy
plants. In other reporting years, the exact same swimming pool heater, and total energy plants
have been some of the lowest efficiency projects. The difference is entirely due to changes in
operation.

In high-efficiency years, these projects are operated to meet the thermal requirements and
shut down or throttled back when the thermal need is satisfied. In low-efficiency years, these
projects are operated in a baseload fashion and the thermal energy is dumped into a radiator
system or vented directly to the atmosphere. These operational choices were entirely rational
based on the relative costs of natural gas fuel and purchase of electric power for a particular year.
Therefore, it should not be assumed that CHP will be operated to its efficiency potential. It will
be operated to obey the rules (such as the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act (“PURPA”))
and to maximize the monetary benefit to the owners.

The “benchmark” to which CHP performance is compared will determine if it is
considered to be “efficient.” A typical benchmark used within California is a CCGT firing
natural gas fuel for electric generation. The range of heat rates for a modern CCGT can vary
depending on the vintage of technology and the operational requirements. Baseload high-
efficiency units are about 6,826 BTU per kWh and load cycling units are about 7,200. The
benchmark in another state might be a pulverized coal-fired steam plant with a heat rate range of
about 10,000 BTU per kWh for an older plant and about 8,750 BTU per kWh for a mid-1980’s
vintage supercritical plant. The typical benchmark used just about everywhere for thermal
generation is a boiler; however a boiler’s fuel varies.

Within Southern California, the typical modern efficient boiler is optimized to fire only
natural gas fuel and therefore has a greater amount of heat recovery than a boiler firing oil or
coal. This means the benchmark efficiency for a boiler firing only natural gas should be set at a

minimum of 85% and with a condensing unit could achieve 95%.
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Outside California, a typical boiler would fire multiple fuels so that it could operate using
the least cost fuel. The boiler efficiency for fuels containing more carbon than natural gas
typically results in a higher efficiency because less water vapor is formed during combustion.
However, the limitations on heat recovery caused by concerns over sulfur acid corrosion tend to
make multiple fuel boilers less efficient. The “typical” value used is 80%. Therefore, it is
essential to define the specific “benchmarks” to which the efficiency of a CHP facility is being

compared.

12. Are there advantages to having all emissions from in-state CHP regulated as

part of the electricity sector under cap and trade (and therefore with the

need for only a single set of allowances?) How should this be accomplished?

No. CHP creates two or more products and its emissions must be divided among those
products. If emissions associated with the products are regulated under different protocols, it

will be essential that allowances be fungible so they can be traded across sectors.

13. What is the best approach to regulation of CHP emissions to minimize the

potential for disincentivizing new installations of CHP and why is that the

best approach?

Efficiently operated CHP has a tremendous economic advantage over separate production
of electricity and heat. It does not need any incentives. It should compete along with all other
sources of electric power and thermal energy. It is also essential that the thermal customer of the
CHP not be subsidized through above-market priced electric power sales mandated by state or
federal entities. Electric customers should not be forced to subsidize a few select industrial
thermal customers. To the extent that CHP is considered a fuel efficiency measure for reduced

natural gas consumption, any incentives should be paid by natural gas customers.

14. Would including all of CHP in cap and trade create a disincentive if natural

oas is not regulated under cap and trade?

Yes.



B. SCE’s Comments on CHP As An Emission Reduction Measure

1. Should CHP be considered an emission reduction measure under AB 32?

Why or why not?

As the Joint CPUC and CEC Staff Paper on GHG Regulation for CHP, issued May 1,
2008 (“CHP Staff Paper”) notes, it is possible for efficient CHP to reduce emissions associated
with separate production of electricity and heat, however local emissions will increase if the
displaced generation was fuel-fired and less efficient. However, today there is no need to fire
any fuel to generate electricity on-site. There are GHG generation technologies that can be
deployed in a distributed fashion and readily scalable. Southern California is especially blessed
with abundant solar energy that is easily converted to either electricity or heat. There are also
locations within the state that enjoy geothermal resources. For example, San Bernardino has a
geothermal-based district heating and absorption chilling network. There is no reason other

communities could not deploy similar technology.

2. Should CARB and/or the Commissions consider policies or programs to

encourage installation of CHP for GHG reduction purposes? Why or why

not?

See response to IV.A.12.

3. Should CHP have an efficiency threshold in order to qualify as an emission

reduction measure? If so, why?

Yes. Efficiency is the key to reduced fuel consumption and therefore reduced emissions.
The benchmarks against which the efficiency of CHP is to be compared must be established in
an open and transparent proceeding. These benchmarks must represent new modern technology
so that any efficiency gains are real from a global perspective. If the total fuel consumption is

not reduced, as the CHP Staff Paper points out, the emissions have just been relocated.



4. Which of the proposed methods best achieves the objectives of an efficiency

threshold and why is it the best? Is there a superior method not proposed by

staff and whyv is it superior?

As SCE has discussed above, there are many different benchmarks that could be
established for both the electric product and thermal product of CHP. SCE recommends a
“displacement” double benchmark method. Is the CHP unit more efficient than the “but for”
technology?

For thermal energy, the “but for” fuel-fired technology should be a modern high-
efficiency natural gas-fired boiler with a minimum efficiency of 85%. However, if the CHP site
can support solar or geothermal heat utilization, one could argue that the “but for” technology is
essentially GHG free and the CHP must therefore obtain allowances to zero its emissions
associated with the thermal product.

For electric energy, the “but for” fuel-fired technology could be a modern CCGT or a
different technology depending upon the fuel being fired or the location of the CHP relative to
the source it displaces. For example, within California, the likely source would be a baseload
CCGT. Within, for example, Wyoming, the displaced technology would be a Power River Basin
pulverized coal-fired steam plant. SCE recommends that for benchmark purposes, the
benchmark heat rate to which CHP is compared should be established by using a market-based
heat rate. A market-based heat rate can be calculated using the weighted average annual
statewide price of electricity divided by the weighted average annual statewide price of natural
gas. This market based heat rate would be compared to the incremental heat rate or “fuel
chargeable to power” (sometimes mistakenly called “net heat rate”) of the CHP facility. The
GHG emissions allowance attributed to the electric product benchmark would determined by
calculating the emissions using the actual fired-fuel emission factor and the actual CHP
incremental heat rate, minus emission, calculated using the market heat rate and natural gas
emission factors. A market heat rate best reflects the “but for” resource within California, but

acknowledges that the marginal unit is normally natural gas-fired.
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5. What should the minimum efficiency threshold be (in terms of % savings) to

qualify as an emissions reduction measure and why is that the appropriate

minimum efficiency threshold?

SCE has advocated an overall efficiency requirement of 80% for CHP in many different
state and federal forums. An efficiency requirement of 80% has generally created a fuel savings

when compared to separate generation of electricity and heat using natural gas fuel.

6. Should the Commissions pursue policy or programmatic measures to

overcome some of the barriers to CHP deployment?

See response to [V.A.12. The major barrier to increased deployment of CHP is the
general lack of any requirements for users of thermal energy to make a showing that their
technology choice for supply of that energy is more efficient than CHP or that a process
efficiency improvement may reduce the need for any thermal energy. The electric
interconnection process is not a barrier to CHP. The interconnection process for generators is
very neutral and strictly controlled by Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”)
guidelines. To the extent that any requirements are imposed on generators, they are non-
discriminatory; every generator must comply with the requirements.

A more common barrier is that created by the multiple and overlapping permitting
processes within the state of California. Any streamlining of these processes would be beneficial
to all electricity generation and one technology should not be favored over another. SCE
currently has several pathways along which various sizes of renewable CHP can obtain
interconnection and power purchase agreements. SCE does not think adding another program
would be beneficial. SCE also has several pathways along which various sizes of non-renewable
fueled CHP can obtain interconnection and power purchase agreements. SCE does not think
adding another program, especially one for fossil-fueled resources, would further the State’s
GHG goals. A lack of power purchase agreements is driven more by CHP economics and the

need for thermal energy, than by a lack of electricity buyers.



V.
NON-MARKET BASED EMISSION REDUCTION MEASURES (OTHER THAN CHP)

AND EMISSION CAPS
A. SCE’s Comments on Electricity Emission Reduction Measures
1. What direct programmatic or regulatory emission reduction measures, in

addition to current mandates in the areas of energy efficiency and

renewables, should be included for the electricity and natural gas sectors in

CARB’s AB 32 scoping plan?

If a broad-based cap-and-trade mechanism is implemented, additional EE or renewable
mandates will be unnecessary. As noted earlier in this document, under deliverer-based
regulations, the higher market price for electricity will provide greater incentives for EE and
renewable energy development. Accordingly, SCE encourages the CPUC, CEC, and CARB to

implement a broad-based cap-and-trade system.

2. Are there additional regulations that CARB should promulgate in the

context of implementing AB 32. that would assist or augment existing

programs and policies for emission reduction measures in the electricity and

natural gas sectors?

As stated above, a broad-based cap-and-trade approach, which includes the natural gas
sector, will create an optimal level of incentives for additional investment in low-emission
technology. Additional programmatic regulations are unnecessary in the presence of a broad-

based cap-and-trade approach.
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3. What percentage of emission reductions in the electricity sector should come

from programmatic or regulatory measures, and what percentage should be

derived from market-based measures or mechanisms? What criteria should

be used to determine the portion from each approach? By what approach

and in what timeframe should this question be resolved?

Under a broad-based cap-and-trade approach, which is applied economy-wide within
California, efficient levels of emission reductions will be created at the sector level. For this
reason, the CPUC, CEC, and CARB should avoid specifically apportioning programmatic
measures and results driven by a market-based approach. In order to reach AB 32’s goals, a
broad-based, economy-wide cap-and-trade approach will to allow California to achieve its

emission reductions goals in an optimal manner.

B. SCE’s Comments on Natural Gas Emission Reduction Measures

1. What direct programmatic or regulatory emission reduction measures, in

addition to current mandates in the areas of energy efficiency and

renewables, should be included for the electricity and natural gas sectors in

CARB’s AB 32 scoping plan?

As discussed above, a broad-based cap-and-trade system, which includes the natural gas
sector, will create the optimal level of incentives for additional investment in low emitting
technology and eliminate the need for additional programmatic measures. If, however, the
natural gas sector were not included in the cap-and-trade system, solar water heating to displace
natural gas-fueled heating should be encouraged. Solar space heating should be encouraged.

A renewable fuel standard should also be considered for the natural gas sector. Why
must electricity customers be the only beneficiaries of renewable energy? Direct replacement of
natural gas with substitute natural gas (“SNG”) created by increased use of biogas that has been
processed to meet pipeline requirements would recycle the carbon dioxide in the environment.

Another major source of SNG could be the gasification and processing to pipeline quality of
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post-recycled municipal solid waste (waste that is leftover after recyclable materials have been
removed). This would recycle carbon from the manufactured and discarded materials that are
currently entombed within landfills in California by displacing the natural gas that is used to
create the products. The other economic benefit of SNG is that is recycles the very significant
existing natural gas infrastructures that exists within California and the Western Interconnection.
As larger numbers of older high heat rate natural gas fired plants are retired and replaced by
modern high efficiency CCGT plants, this SNG can be converted into electricity at a
significantly higher average efficiency than the typical landfill gas or digester gas-fired internal

combustion engine, gas turbine or small Rankin cycle steam plant.

VI
SCE’S COMMENTS ON E3 MODELLING

A. Address the performance and usefulness of the E3 model. Is it sufficiently reliable

to be useful as the Commissions develop recommendations to ARB? How could it

be improved?

E3 should add the following graph to its report so that users can compare various
allowance allocation proposals side by side. This graph also helps to normalize the impact of
allowance allocation for LSEs of different sizes. This graph allows users to evaluate the relative
equity of various proposals by comparing the impacts to individual LSEs. For example, in the
graph below, Allowance Allocation Proposal 2 appears to allocate allowances evenly to all six
LSEs, and would be considered a more equitable proposal relative to the other four proposals.
Allowance Allocation Proposal 4, however, overallocates allowances to LSE 1 at the expense of
LSE 4, creating windfall profits.

The graph below is a variation of the existing graph titled “Net cost of CO2 by LSE
Including Increase in Market Price” on the Tab titled “CO2Market.” However, instead of

calculating net cost by taking the difference between allowance allocation and gross cost of CO,



for each entity, SCE proposes calculating the net cost by looking at the ratio between allowance

allocation and the gross cost of COs,.

/— | Windfall
1.6 Profit
/ B Allowance Allocation Proposal 1

B Allowance Allocation Proposal 2
1.4 B Allowance Allocation Proposal 3
B Allowance Allocation Proposal 4
O Allowance Allocation Proposal 5

1.2

Break-even point (Allowance Allocation = Gross Cost of CO,)

Allowance Allocation/Gross Cost of CO2 Including MCP

LSE 1 LSE 2 LSE 3 LSE 4 LSE 5 LSE 6

B. Address the validity of the input assumptions in E3’s reference case and the other

cases for which E3 has presented model results. If you disagree with the input

assumptions used by E3, provide vour recommended input assumptions.

1. SCE’s Comments on EE Inputs

a) The EE Estimates Used in Phase 2 Represent an Improvement Over

Phase 1 Estimates

Phase 2 of E3’s GHG modeling uses data developed in Itron Inc.’s report to the Energy
Division, Assistance in Updating the Energy Efficiency Savings Goals for 2012 and Beyond.?
This update required significant effort by the Energy Division and Itron and represents the most

effective attempt, to date, to thoroughly and rigorously quantify EE potential and translate the

7 Assistance in Updating the Energy Efficiency Savings Goals for 2012 and Beyond, Itron, Inc., March 24, 2008.



estimates of potential into meaningful goals. The scenario results developed in the Itron Goals
Report represent a significant improvement in analytical rigor over the EE input values used in
the Phase 1 GHG modeling which were based on 75% and 100% of economic potential.
Analyses performed by Michael Rufo of Itron related to AB 2021 showed that achievement of
energy efficiency goals approaching 80% or above of economic potential are highly unlikely,
even under mandatory codes and standards.® The Itron EE estimates used in the Phase 2
modeling reflect EE savings achievable through all reasonably measurable delivery channels,
and represent EE levels that are more likely to be achievable for GHG reduction than those used

in the Phase 1 modeling.

b) The Full Market Potential Scenario Underlying the Itron’s Mid and

High Cases is Not Supported by Real World Experience

While the EE estimates used in E3’s Phase 2 modeling are more realistically attainable
than those used in Phase 1, SCE has concerns about the assumptions underlying the Mid- and
High-cases contained in Itron’s Goals Report. Both of these cases assume an estimate of EE
potential achievable through the use of incentive programs based on 100% of incremental
measure cost.

However, the Itron report acknowledges that there are limited empirical data on the
effectiveness of using full incremental measure cost rebates outside of a few measures and
segments. Further, the report states that no utility has ever maintained an entire portfolio of
100% incentive direct install type programs in the past, let alone over 12 years. The Itron report
suggests that it may be possible to achieve adoption levels similar to the full incentive scenario
through a combination of highly effective future program efforts that do not necessarily use

incentives set at full incremental cost, but it provides no examples of these programs.? Rather

|oo

Comments on CEC Draft Goals: Statewide Energy Efficiency Potential Estimates and Targets for California
Utilities, Michael W. Rufo, dated September 14, 2007. It should be noted that Rufo’s comments represented his
personal opinions and not those of his employer or clients.

Assistance in Updating the Energy Efficiency Savings Goals for 2012 and Beyond, Itron, Inc., March 24, 2008,
at43.

o
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than moving immediately to goals based on a largely untested approach, SCE urges the CPUC
and CEC to recommend that California gain additional real world experience during the 2009-
2011 program cycle, thus testing a limited number of programs based on 100% incentive levels.
Until the 100% incentive approach is proven, E3’s modeling should use Itron’s estimates of EE

potential based current incentive levels.

) Additional Documentation is Needed Regarding E3’s Use of Itron’s

Estimates of EE Potential

SCE attempted to compare the EE inputs used in E3’s Phase 2 calculator to those in the
Itron Goals Report. While some of the values match exactly (e.g., the values for the Huffman
Bill and Codes & Standards), others are different and no documentation is provided to explain
the discrepancies (e.g., Utility Programs and Big Bold Energy Efficiency Strategies (“BBEES”)
Initiatives). Before SCE can comment on the model inputs in detail, more complete

documentation regarding EE input values is needed.

2. Demand Response Levels Should be Those Included in SCE’s Adopted Long-

Term Procurement Plan

The E3 GHG model currently assumes demand response (“DR”) programs will reduce
five percent of system peak demand. SCE expects that this level of demand reduction will
ultimately be achievable as SCE’s Advanced Metering Infrastructure, EdisonSmartConnect™, is
deployed. However, deployment of EdisonSmartConnect™™ will not begin until 2008, and will
not be completed until 2012. Accordingly, SCE recommends that the DR levels used in E3’s
GHG modeling should be the values included in SCE’s 2006 Long-Term Procurement Plan
(“LTPP”) and approved in Decision No. 07-12-052 which the CPUC found to be acceptable

estimates of firm DR reductions.1?

10" D.07-12-052 at 63.
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3. E3’s RPS Modeling Should Account for Solar Photovoltaic Technology

Under the “RPS Supply” and “Gen Cost” tabs contained in E3’s GHG model, SCE
recommends that another category be added to include Solar Photovoltaic (“Solar PV”)
technology. Currently, only Solar Thermal technology is represented in the model. Solar
Thermal and Solar PV are different types of solar technologies and Solar PV should be reflected
separately in terms of both cost and performance. Solar PV should not be limited in the model to
Senate Bill 1 under the California Solar Initiative, as such a scenario would only reflect the
technology at the small-scale, distributed-generation level. Solar PV should be recognized on a
generation scale.

Overall, as noted in SCE’s Stage 1 comments, the information regarding renewable
portfolio standards in various areas in the Western Electricity Coordinating Council (“WECC”)
is accurate and the assumptions made are reasonable. SCE again suggests that E3 consider some
discount to the 20% and 33% by 2020 assumptions as municipal utilities are not regulated by the

CPUC and therefore may not reach the goals projected by the calculator.!

4. E3’s CHP Assumptions Should Be Revised to Reflect the Rules Under Which

CHP Operates

SCE recommends that assumptions concerning the operating characteristics of the
existing and future CHP facilities be revised to reflect the rules under which CHP operates
within California and outside California. Within California, there are many rules that govern the
operation of CHP. These rules address, among other things, the required minimum amount of
useful thermal output and required, but outdated, minimum FERC efficiency. The most

commonly applied rules are those created by the FERC to implement PURPA back in 1978.12

SCE also notes that 33% renewables by 2020 is not required under current law.
These will be referred to as Qualifying Facility Rules (“QF Rules”) hereafter.

‘ ‘
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Another set of rules were created specifically to define cogeneration within California under
California Public Utilities Code Section 216.6.13

QF Rules apply to CHP facilities that export electricity to the grid. CC Rules generally
apply to CHP installed under the state’s Self Generation Incentive Program (“SGIP”). SGIP-
funded CHP is not allowed to export electricity. There are also many CHP facilities that operate
under QF Rules, but choose not to export electricity. The assumptions used by E3 for existing
CHP under a PURPA contract should be changed to reflect a topping cycle cogeneration facility
that obeys the QF Rules. The assumptions used for existing CHP installed under the SGIP
should assume compliance with the CC Rules, although many SGIP Impact Studies have found
that most CHP facilities actually do not comply. This nuance need not be included in the model.
These operating characteristic changes are necessary to make the model reflect that most
installed CHP operates no better than what is required by applicable rules. Table 1, below,
summarizes the characteristics required by applicable rules.

SCE’s conservative recommendation is based upon thousands of unit-years of operating
and efficiency data collected under the QFEM program. This program has collected data on
SCE’s PURPA contracts since 1988. In the alternative, the model can be altered to reflect
“average” characteristics as illustrated by the table entries for 2003 Average Qualifying Facility
or SGIP 5 Year. However, it has been SCE’s observation that CHP units many times operate to
the minimum, outdated FERC requirements.

Model assumptions for future CHP should also be revised to reflect the most likely rules
that will apply to new CHP. New CHP within California will likely operate to different rules
that depend upon the size of the facility. CHP of 20 MW or less will operate to the parameters
laid out in AB 1613. CHP will comply with the minimum 60% total efficiency requirement of

AB 1613 and have a minimum electrical efficiency of 40%.

13 These will be referred to as California Cogeneration Rules (“CC Rules”) hereafter.
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Another issue to consider is the size of break points contained in the model. Currently
there is one break point, set at 5 MW. The actual development cycles of CHP tend to follow
break points that depend on incentive programs and permitting. SCE recommends the use of two
main size ranges. The first size range is for small CHP built to the SGIP limit of 5 MW. The
second size range would be 5 to 20 MW based on CHP that complies with AB 1613.

Table 1 below illustrates SCE’s recommended characteristics for GHG modeling
purposes and also includes the current E3 model and the CAC/EPUC values with all compared

using a common method.

Table 1
SCE Recommended Characteristics of CHP For Model Purposes
Versus E3 Model And CAC/EPUC Filed Comments

Fuel Electricity Heat % Output as Heat Rate Total FERC
Rule or Model Units Units Units Heat BTU/KW Efficiency* Efficiency**

Existing CHP Characteristics if Operating to Minimum Rules

QF 5% 100 39.5 2.1 5.0 8,649 41.5 45.0

QF 15% 100 35.1 6.2 15.0 9,710 41.4 42.5

CA Cogen 100 37.3 2.0 5.0 9,158 39.2 42.5
Average Characteristics from Operating Data

2003 Ave QF 100 25.5 34.9 57.8 13,384 60.4 47.7

SGIP 5 Year 100 24.9 20.4 45.0 13,702 51.0 39.0

Future CHP Characteristics for California to 20 MW

AB 1613 + 100 40.0 20.0 333 8,533 60.0 55.6
75/25 + New QF
50/50

E3 Model Assumptions

E3 <5 MW 100 39.0 36.5 48.4 8,750 75.6 63.6
E3>5MW 100 38.5 34.1 46.9 8,865 72.6 61.7
CAC/EPUC Values




Small ICE 100 39.2 35.8 47.7 8,707 75.0 63.4
Gas Turbine 100 36.5 37.1 50.4 9,351 73.6 61.2
CCGT w/ 100 39.2 35.5 47.5 8,707 74.7 63.3
Extraction for

Steam

Note: *Due to rounding errors, not all values perfectly sum.
**All values are HHV basis except for FERC efficiency that uses LHV.

Finally, SCE strongly recommends the model utilize CARB reporting rules to determine
the division of CHP emissions between the electricity and heat output products. By applying
CARB’s reporting rules for CHP and above, it will be possible to define GHG emissions of CHP

for modeling purposes.

VII.
SCE’S MODELING WORKSHOP COMMENTS

A. Energy Efficiency

As described in Section VI, the EE values proposed for use in Phase 2 of the GHG
modeling are more realistically achievable than the EE levels used in Phase 1. However, SCE
has concerns about EE levels used in E3’s Mid and High Cases because these cases assume
utility incentive programs based on 100% of incremental cost, an approach that has never been
used on a comprehensive basis in the real world. Use of a scenario based on current incentive
levels would be a more realistic assumption until the efficacy of the 100% can be demonstrated

based on empirical results.

B. Demand Response

As stated in Section VI, a demand response level based on five percent of system peak
that is assumed in Phase 2 modeling is not realistically achievable until Advanced Metering
Infrastructure is deployed. During the AMI deployment process, the GHG modeling should be
based on the demand response levels included in the IOUs’ 2006 LTPPs and approved in D.07-
12-052.
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VIII.
CONCLUSION

SCE thanks the CPUC and CEC for their diligent efforts in attempting to address the

various issues raised by AB 32 implementation. SCE urges both Commissions to recommend

regulations which are in line with the principles SCE set forth herein.

June 2, 2008

Respectfully submitted,
MICHAEL D. MONTOYA

LAURA I. GENAO
CATHY A. KARLSTAD

/s/ Cathy A. Karlstad

By: Cathy A. Karlstad

Attorneys for
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Post Office Box 800

Rosemead, California 91770
Telephone:  (626) 302-1096
Facsimile: (626) 302-1935

E-mail: Cathy.Karlstad@sce.com
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DIAMOND BAR, CA 91765-4182

FOR: SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT
DISTRICT

CATHY A. KARLSTAD

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE.

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

RONALD MOORE

GOLDEN STATE WATER/BEAR VALLEY ELECTRIC
630 EAST FOOTHILL BOULEVARD

SAN DIMAS, CA 91773

FOR: GOLDEN STATE WATER/BEAR VALLEY
ELECTRIC

ALLEN K. TRIAL

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
101 ASH STREET, HQ-12

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

DANIEL A. KING
SEMPRA ENERGY

101 ASH STREET, HQ 12
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

THEODORE ROBERTS

SEMPRA ENERGY SOLUTIONS

101 ASH STREET, HQ 13D

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3017

FOR: SEMPRA GLOBAL/SEMPRA ENERGY
SOLUTIONS
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TIFFANY RAU

POLICY AND COMMUNICATIONS MANAGER
CARSON HYDROGEN POWER PROJECT LLC

ONE WORLD TRADE CENTER, SUITE 1600
LONG BEACH, CA 90831-1600

FOR: CARSON HYDROGEN POWER PROJECT LLC

RICHARD HELGESON

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA PUBLIC POWER AUTHORI
225 S. LAKE AVE., SUITE 1250

PASADENA, CA 91101

FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA PUBLIC POWER
AUTHORITY

PAUL DELANEY

AMERICAN UTILITY NETWORK
10705 DEER CANYON DRIVE
ALTA LOMA, CA 91737
FOR: AMERICAN UTILITY NETWORK

(A.U.N.)

AKBAR JAZAYEIRI

DIR. REVENUE & TARIFFS, RM 390

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

PO BOX 800, 2241WALNUT GROVE AVE
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

LAURA I. GENAO

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

PO BOX 800, 2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

DON WOOD

PACIFIC ENERGY POLICY CENTER
4539 LEE AVENUE

LA MESA, CA 91941

ALVIN PAK

SEMPRA GLOBAL ENTERPRISES

101 ASH STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

FOR: SEMPRA GLOBAL ENTERPRISES

SYMONE VONGDEUANE

SEMPRA ENERGY SOLUTIONS

101 ASH STREET, HQO09

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3017
FOR: SEMPRA ENERGY SOLUTIONS

DONALD C. LIDDELL

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

2928 2ND AVENUE

SAN DIEGO, CA 92103

FOR: CALIFORNIA NATURAL GAS VEHICLE
ASSOCIATION/ CLEAN ENERGY FUELS
CORPORATION
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MARCIE MILNER

DIRECTOR - REGULATORY AFFAIRS
SHELL TRADING GAS & POWER COMPANY
4445 EASTGATE MALL, SUITE 100

SAN DIEGO, CA 92121

THOMAS DARTON

PILOT POWER GROUP, INC.

8910 UNIVERSITY CENTER LANE,
SAN DIEGO, CA 92122

FOR: PILOT POWER GROUP

STE 520

GLORIA BRITTON

ANZA ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE,
58470 HWY 371

PO BOX 391909

ANZA, CA 92539

FOR: ANZA ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE INC.

INC.

TAMLYN M. HUNT

ENERGY PROGRAM DIRECTOR

COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL

26 W. ANAPAMU ST., 2ND FLOOR

SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101

FOR: COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL

JEANNE M. SOLE

DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

FOR: CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

RM. 234

LAD LORENZ

V.P. REGULATORY AFFAIRS

SEMPRA UTILITIES

601 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 2060
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

NINA SUETAKE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
711 VAN NESS AVE., STE. 350
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

F. JACKSON STODDARD

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5125

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

DONALD BROOKHYSER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ALCANTAR & KAHL

120 MONTGOMERY STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

FOR: COGENERATION ASSOCIATION OF
CALIFORNIA/ENERGY PRODUCERS AND USERS
COALITION

KRISTIN GRENFELL
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REID A. WINTHROP

PILOT POWER GROUP, INC.

8910 UNIVERSITY CENTER LANE,
SAN DIEGO, CA 92122

SUITE 520

STEVE RAHON

DIRECTOR, TARIFF & REGULATORY ACCOUNTS
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32C

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1548

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

LYNELLE LUND

COMMERCE ENERGY,
600 ANTON BLVD., SUITE 2000
COSTA MESA, CA 92626
FOR: COMMERCE ENERGY,

INC.

INC.

MARC D. JOSEPH

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ADAMS BRADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO

601 GATEWAY BLVD. STE 1000

SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080

FOR: COALITION OF CALIFORNIA UTILITY
EMPLOYEES

JOHN P. HUGHES

MANAGER, REGULATORY AFFAIRS
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
601 VAN NESS AVENUE, STE. 2040

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

MARCEL HAWIGER

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

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

DIANA L. LEE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4107

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA
FOR: DRA

94102-3214

AUDREY CHANG

STAFF SCIENTIST

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

FOR: NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

EVELYN KAHL

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

FOR: ENERGY PRODUCERS & USERS COALITION

MICHAEL P. ALCANTAR
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PROJECT ATTORNEY, CALIF. ENERGY PROGRAM
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

SEEMA SRINIVASAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

FOR: ENERGY PRODUCERS & USERS COALITION

EDWARD G POOLE

ANDERSON DONOVAN & POOLE

601 CALIFORNIA STREET SUITE 1300
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94108

FOR: SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY POWER

BRIAN T. CRAGG

GOODIN, MACBRIDE, SQUERI, DAY & LAMPREY
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS
ASSOCIATION

JEANNE B. ARMSTRONG

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: WILD GOOSE STORAGE LLC

LISA A. COTTLE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

WINSTON & STRAWN LLP

101 CALIFORNIA STREET, 39TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: MIRANT CALIFORNIA, LLC,MIRANT
DELTA, LLC, AND MIRANT POTRERO, LLC

SEAN P. BEATTY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

COOPER, WHITE & COOPER, LLP
201 CALIFORNIA ST., 17TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JOSEPH M. KARP

ATTORNEY AT LAW

WINSTON & STRAWN LLP

101 CALIFORNIA STREET, 39TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-5894

FOR: CALIFORNIA COGENERATION COUNCIL

JEFFREY P. GRAY

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533
FOR: CALPINE CORPORATION

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

FOR: COGENERATION ASSOCIATION OF
CALIFORNIA/ENERGY PRODUCERS AND USERS
COALITION

WILLIAM H. CHEN

DIR. ENERGY POLICY WEST REGION
CONSTELLATION NEW ENERGY, INC.

ONE MARKET ST., SPEAR TOWER, 36TH FL.
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS

ANN G. GRIMALDI

MCKENNA LONG & ALDRIDGE LLP

101 CALIFORNIA STREET, 41ST FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: CENTER FOR ENERGY AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

JAMES D. SQUERI

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE & DAY LLP
505 SANSOME STREET, STE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: POWEREX CORP.

KAREN BOWEN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

WINSTON & STRAWN LLP

101 CALIFORNIA STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: MIRANT CALIFORNIA, LLCMIRANT
DELTA,LLC, AND MIRANT POTRERO, LLC

MICHAEL B. DAY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: SOLAR ALLIANCE

VIDHYA PRABHAKARAN
GOODIN,MACBRIDE, SQUERI, DAY, LAMPREY
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

FOR: INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS
ASSOCIATION

EDWARD W. O'NEILL

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

FOR: CALIFORNIA LARGE ENERGY CONSUMERS
ASSOCIATION

CHRISTOPHER J. WARNER

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

77 BEALE STREET, RM 3145; PO BOX 7442
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120-7442

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC
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SARA STECK MYERS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

122 28TH AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121

FOR: CENTER FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND
RENEWABLE TECHNOLOGIES

ANDREW L. HARRIS

PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000 MAIL CODE B9A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

ANDREA WELLER

STRATEGIC ENERGY

3130 D BALFOUR RD., SUITE 290
BRENTWOOD, CA 94513

FOR: STRATEGIC ENERGY

BETH VAUGHAN

CALIFORNIA COGENERATION COUNCIL
4391 N. MARSH ELDER COURT
CONCORD, CA 94521

KEVIN BOUDREAUX

CALPINE POWER AMERICA-CA, LLC
4160 DUBLIN BLVD.

DUBLIN, CA 94568

FOR: CALPINE POWER AMERICA

J. ANDREW HOERNER
REDEFINING PROGRESS
1904 FRANKLIN STREET
OAKLAND, CA 94612

GREGG MORRIS

DIRECTOR

GREEN POWER INSTITUTE

2039 SHATTUCK AVENUE, STE 402
BERKELEY, CA 94704

FOR: GREEN POWER INSTITUTE

R. THOMAS BEACH

CROSSBORDER ENERGY

2560 NINTH STREET, SUITE 213A

BERKELEY, CA 94710-2557

FOR: THE CALIFORNIA COGENERATION COUNCIL

BARRY F. MCCARTHY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MCCARTHY & BERLIN, LLP

100 PARK CENTER PLAZA, SUITE 501
SAN JOSE, CA 95113

FOR: NORTHERN CALIFORNIA GENERATION
COALITION

MIKE LAMOND

ALPINE NATURAL GAS OPERATING CO. #1 LLC
PO BOX 550

VALLEY SPRINGS, CA 95252

LARS KVALE

CENTER FOR RESOURCE SOLUTIONS
PRESIDIO BUILDIING 97

PO BOX 39512

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94129

FOR: CENTER FOR RESOURCE SOLUTION

BRIAN K. CHERRY

VP, REGULATORY RELATIONS

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE: B10C

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

JENNIFER CHAMBERLIN

MGR. OF REG. AND GOV. AFFAIRS
STRATEGIC ENERGY, LLC

2633 WELLINGTON CT.

CLYDE, CA 94520

FOR: STRATEGIC ENERGY, LLC

KERRY HATTEVIK

DIRECTOR OF REG. AND MARKET AFFAIRS
NRG ENERGY

829 ARLINGTON BLVD.

EL CERRITO, CA 94530

FOR: MIRANT CORPORATION

AVIS KOWALEWSKI

CALPINE CORPORATION

3875 HOPYARD ROAD, SUITE 345
PLEASANTON, CA 94588

JANILL RICHARDS

DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL

CALIFORNIA ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE
1515 CLAY STREET, 20TH FLOOR

OAKLAND, CA 94702

FOR: PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

CLIFF CHEN

UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS

2397 SHATTUCK AVENUE, STE 203
BERKELEY, CA 94708

FOR: UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS

KENNETH C. JOHNSON

KENNETH CARLISLE JOHNSON

2502 ROBERTSON RD

SANTA CLARA, CA 95051

FOR: KENNETH CARLISLE JOHNSON

C. SUSIE BERLIN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MC CARTHY & BERLIN, LLP

100 PARK CENTER PLAZA, SUITE 501

SAN JOSE, CA 95113

FOR: NORTHERN CALIFORNIA POWER AGENCY

JOY A. WARREN

REGULATORY ADMINISTRATOR
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 11TH STREET
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BALDASSARO DI CAPO

151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630

FOR: CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM
OPERATOR

WAYNE AMER

PRESIDENT

MOUNTAIN UTILITIES

PO BOX 205

KIRKWOOD, CA 95646
FOR: MOUNTAIN UTILITIES

STEPHEN E. DOYLE

EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT

CLEAN ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC.

3035 PROSPECT PARK DRIVE, STE 150
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670-6071
FOR: CLEAN ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC.

GREGGORY L. WHEATLAND

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95811-3109

FOR: LS POWER, INC.

BRUCE MCLAUGHLIN

BRAUN & BLAISING, P.C.

915 L STREET, SUITE 1270
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: CALIFORNIA MUNICIPAL UTILITIES
ASSOCIATION

JANE E. LUCKHARDT

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DOWNEY BRAND LLP

555 CAPITOL MALL, 10TH FLOOR
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY
DISTRICT

DOWNEY BRAND

DOWNEY BRAND

555 CAPITOL MALL, 10TH FLOOR
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-4686
FOR: SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL

STEVEN M. COHN

ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
PO BOX 15830

SACRAMENTO, CA 95852-1830

FOR: SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY
DISTRICT

DAN SILVERIA

SURPRISE VALLEY ELECTRIC CORPORATION
PO BOX 691

ALTURAS, CA 96101

FOR: SURPRISE VALLEY ELECTRIC
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MODESTO, CA 95354

UDI HELMAN

CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYS. OPER. CORP
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630

FOR: CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM
OPERATOR CORPORATION

MARY LYNCH

VP - REGULATORY AND LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS
CONSTELLATION ENERGY COMMODITIES GROUP
2377 GOLD MEDAL WAY, SUITE 100

GOLD RIVER, CA 95670

ANDREW BROWN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ELLISON SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP

2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95811

FOR: CONSTELLATION NEW ENERGY,
INC.,CONSTELLATION ENERGY COMMODITIES
GROUP, INC.CONSTELLATION GENRATION

JEFFERY D. HARRIS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95811-3109

FOR: DYNEGY

DOUGLAS K. KERNER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY

VIRGIL WELCH

STAFEF ATTORNEY
ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE

1107 9TH STREET, SUITE 540
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

RAYMOND J. CZAHAR, C.P.A.
CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER
WEST COAST GAS COMPANY
9203 BEATTY DRIVE
SACRAMENTO, CA 95826

ANN L. TROWBRIDGE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DAY CARTER & MURPHY, LLP

3620 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE, SUITE 205
SACRAMENTO, CA 95864

FOR: CALIFORNIA CLEAN DG
COALITION/NORTHWEST NATURAL GAS

JESSICA NELSON

PLUMAS-SIERRA RURAL ELECTRIC CO-OP
73233 STATE ROUTE 70, STE A

PORTOLA, CA 96122-7064

FOR: PLUMAS-SIERRA RURAL ELECTRIC COOP
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COOPERATIVE

CYNTHIA SCHULTZ

REGULATORY FILING COORDINATOR
PACIFIC POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
825 N.E. MULTNOMAH

PORTLAND, OR 97232

RYAN FLYNN

PACIFICORP

825 NE MULTNOMAH STREET, 18TH FLOOR
PORTLAND, OR 97232

JASON A. DUBCHAK

VICE PRESIDENT/GENERAL COUNSEL
WILD GOOSE STORAGE LLC

C/0 NISKA GAS STORAGE, SUITE 400
607 8TH AVENUE S.W.

CALGARY, AB T2P OA7

CANADA

FOR: WILD GOOSE STORAGE LLC

Information Only

BRIAN M. JONES
M. J. BRADLEY & ASSOCIATES, INC.
47 JUNCTION SQUARE DRIVE
CONCORD, MA 01742

KENNETH A. COLBURN
SYMBILTIC STRATEGIES, LLC
26 WINTON ROAD

MEREDITH, NH 03253

KATHRYN WIG
PARALEGAL

NRG ENERGY, INC.

211 CARNEGIE CENTER
PRINCETON, NY 08540

GEORGE HOPLEY
BARCLAYS CAPITAL
200 PARK AVENUE

NEW YORK, NY 10166

MICHAEL A. YUFFEE

MCDERMOTT WILL & EMERY LLP
600 THIRTEENTH STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, DC 20005-3096

VERONIQUE BUGNION

POINT CARBON

205 SEVERN RIVER RD
SEVERNA PARK, MD 21146

GARY BARCH

FELLON-MCCORD & ASSOCIATES, INC.
SUITE 2000

9960 CORPORATE CAMPUS DRIVE
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KYLE L. DAVIS
PACIFICORP

825 NE MULTNOMAH ST., 20TH FLOOR

PORTLAND, OR 97232
FOR: PACIFICORP

IAN CARTER

INTERNATIONAL EMISSIONS TRADING ASSN.

350 SPARKS STREET, STE. 809
OTTAWA, ON KIR 738
CANADA

FOR: INTERNATIONAL EMISSIONS TRADING

ASSOCIATION

MATTHEW MOST

EDISON MISSION MARKETING & TRADING,

160 FEDERAL STREET
BOSTON, MA 02110-1776

RICHARD COWART

REGULATORY ASSISTANCE PROJECT

50 STATE STREET, SUITE 3
MONTPELIER, VT 05602

SAKIS ASTERIADIS

APX INC

1270 FIFTH AVE., SUITE 15R
NEW YORK, NY 10029

MELISSA DORN

MCDERMOTT, WILL & EMERY LLP
600 13TH ST. NW

WASHINGTON, DC 20005

DALLAS BURTRAW
1616 P STREET, NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20036

GARSON KNAPP

FPL ENERGY, LLC

770 UNIVERSE BLVD.
JUNO BEACH, FL 33408

SAMARA MINDEL
REGULATORY AFFAIRS ANALYST
FELLON-MCCORD & ASSOCIATES

9960 CORPORATE CAMPUS DRIVE,
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LOUISVILLE, KY 40223

BARRY RABE
1427 ROSS STREET
PLYMOUTH, MI 48170

JAMES W. KEATING
BP AMERICA, INC.
MAIL CODE 603-1E
150 W. WARRENVILLE RD.
NAPERVILLE, IL 60563

ANNE HENDRICKSON
DIRECTOR, REGULATORY AFFAIRS
COMMERCE ENERGY INC

222 W. LAS COLINAS BLVD., STE. 950-E

IRVING, TX 75039
FOR: COMMERCE ENERGY INC

TRENT A. CARLSON
RELIANT ENERGY
1000 MAIN STREET
HOUSTON, TX 77001

JEANNE ZAIONTZ

BP ENERGY COMPANY

501 WESTLAKE PARK BLVD, RM. 4328
HOUSTON, TX 77079

FIJI GEORGE

EL PASO CORPORATION
EL PASO BUILDING

PO BOX 2511
HOUSTON, TX 77252

FRANK STERN

SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING

1722 14TH STREET, SUITE 230
BOULDER, CO 80302

FOR: SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING

NICHOLAS LENSSEN

ENERGY INSIGHTS

1750 14TH STREET, SUITE 200
BOULDER, CO 80302

W. WAYNE TOMLINSON

EL PASO CORPORATION- WESTERN PIPELINES

2 NORTH NEVADA AVENUE
COLORADO SPRINGS, CO 80903

JAMES A. HOLTKAMP

HOLLAND & HART, LLP

60 EAST SOUTH TEMPLE, STE. 2000
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84111

BRIAN MCQUOWN

RELIANT ENERGY

7251 AMIGO ST., SUITE 120
LAS VEGAS, NV 89119

LOUISVILLE, KY 40223

BRIAN POTTS

FOLEY & LARDNER

PO BOX 1497

150 EAST GILMAN STREET
MADISON, WI 53701-1497

JAMES ROSS
RCS, INC.

500 CHESTERFIELD CENTER, SUITE 320

CHESTERFIELD, MO 63017

COURTNEY WEDDINGTON
COMPLIANCE ANALYST
COMMERCE ENERGY INC

222 W. LAS COLINAS BLVD., STE. 950-E

IRVING, TX 75039

GARY HINNERS

RELIANT ENERGY, INC.

PO BOX 148

HOUSTON, TX 77001-0148

JULIE L. MARTIN

NORTH AMERICA GAS AND POWER
BP ENERGY COMPANY

501 WESTLAKE PARK BLVD.
HOUSTON, TX 77079

ED CHIANG
ELEMENT MARKETS, LLC

ONE SUGAR CREEK CENTER BLVD., SUITE 250

SUGAR LAND, TX 77478

NADAV ENBAR

ENERGY INSIGHTS

1750 14TH STREET, SUITE 200
BOULDER, CO 80302

ELIZABETH BAKER

SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING

1722 14TH STREET, SUITE 230
BOULDER, CO 80304

KEVIN J. SIMONSEN

ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES
646 EAST THIRD AVENUE
DURANGO, 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
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ANITA HART

SENIOR SPECIALIST/STATE REGULATORYAFFAIR
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION

5241 SPRING MOUNTAIN ROAD

LAS VEGAS, NV 89193

BILL SCHRAND
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATON
PO BOX 98510

LAS VEGAS, NV 89193-8510

SANDRA CAROLINA
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION
PO BOX 98510

LAS VEGAS, NV 89193-8510

CHRISTOPHER A. HILEN
ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
6100 NEIL ROAD

RENO, NV 89511

DARRELL SOYARS

MANAGER-RESOURCE PERMITTING&STRATEGIC
SIERRA PACIFIC RESOURCES

6100 NEIL ROAD

RENO, NV 89520-0024

FOR: SIERRA PACIFIC RESOURCES

LEILANI JOHNSON KOWAL

LOS ANGELES DEPT. OF WATER AND POWER
111 N. HOPE STREET, ROOM 1050

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
FOR: LOS ANGELES DEPT.
POWER

OF WATER AND

ROBERT K. ROZANSKI
LOS ANGELES DEPT OF WATER AND POWER

111 NORTH HOPE STREET, ROOM 1520
1L0S ANGELES, CA 90012

HUGH YAO

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

1LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

LEE WALLACH

SOLEL, INC

3424 MOTOR AVE., STE. 100

1LOS ANGELES, CA 90034

S. NANCY WHANG

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS,
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BLVD.

LLP

LOS ANGELES, CA 90064
DAVID NEMTZOW

1254 9TH STREET, NO. 6
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401

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 89193-8510

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

INC.

ELENA MELLO

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
6100 NEIL ROAD

RENO, NV 89520

TREVOR DILLARD

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
PO BOX 10100

6100 NEIL ROAD, MS S4A50
RENO, NV 89520-0024

RANDY S. HOWARD

LOS ANGELES DEPT. OF WATER AND POWER
111 NORTH HOPE STREET, ROOM 921

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

ROBERT L. PETTINATO

LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER & POWER
111 NORTH HOPE STREET, SUITE 1151

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

RASHA PRINCE

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
555 WEST 5TH STREET, GT14D6

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

RANDALL W. KEEN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MANATT PHELPS & PHILLIPS,
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BLVD.
LOS ANGELES, CA 90064
FOR: LOS ANGELES COUNTY

LLP

DEREK MARKOLF

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

HARVEY EDER
PUBLIC SOLAR POWER COALITION
1218 12TH ST., 25

SANTA MONICA, CA 90401
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STEVEN G. LINS

GENERAL COUNSEL

GLENDALE WATER AND POWER

613 EAST BROADWAY, SUITE 220
GLENDALE, CA 91206-4394

BRUNO JEIDER

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

AIMEE BARNES

MANAGER REGULATORY AFFAIRS
ECOSECURITIES

HARVARD SQUARE

206 W. BONITA AVENUE
CLAREMONT, CA 91711

JAIRAM GOPAL

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
2244 WALNUT GROVE, GOl-C
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

YVONNE GROSS

REGULATORY POLICY MANAGER
SEMPRA ENERGY

101 ASH STREET, HQO8C

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

JENNIFER PORTER

POLICY ANALYST

CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
8690 BALBOA AVENUE, SUITE 100

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

DESPINA NIEHAUS

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32H

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1530

FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

ELSTON K. GRUBAUGH

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

MONA TIERNEY-LLOYD
LANDSITE, INC

PO BOX 378
CAYUCOS, CA 93430

TOM HAMILTON

MANAGING PARTNER

ENERGY CONCIERGE SERVICES
321 MESA LILA RD
GLENDALE, CA 91208

RICHARD J. MORILLO
ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY
CITY OF BURBANK

215 E. OLIVE AVENUE
BURBANK, CA 91502

CASE ADMINISTRATION

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE., RM. 370
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

TIM HEMIG

NRG ENERGY, INC.

1817 ASTON AVENUE, SUITE 104
CARLSBAD, CA 92008

JOHN LAUN

APOGEE INTERACTIVE, INC.

1220 ROSECRANS ST., SUITE 308
SAN DIEGO, CA 92106

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

SAN DIEGO, CA 92110

ANDREW MCALLISTER

DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONS

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

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

SEPHRA A. NINOW

POLICY ANALYST

CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY
8690 BALBOA AVENUE, SUITE 100

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

THOMAS MCCABE

EDISON MISSION ENERGY

18101 VON KARMAN AVE., SUITE 1700
IRVINE, CA 92612

JAN PEPPER

CLEAN POWER MARKETS, INC.
PO BOX 3206

418 BENVENUE AVENUE
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FOR: LANDSITE, INC

GLORIA D. SMITH

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

DIANE I. FELLMAN

DIRECTOR, REGULATORY AFFAIRS

FPL ENERGY PROJECT MANAGEMENT, INC.
234 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

FOR: FPL ENERGY PROJECT MANAGEMENT INC

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 FRANCISCO, 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

LEAH FLETCHER

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

111 SUTTER STREET 20TH FLR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

FOR: NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

OLOF BYSTROM

DIRECTOR, WESTERN ENERGY

CAMBRIDGE ENERGY RESEARCH ASSOCIATES
555 CALIFORNIA STREET, 3RD FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

SHERYL CARTER

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

BIANCA BOWMAN

CASE COORDINATOR

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE B9A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

LOS ALTOS, CA 94024

LOULENA A. MILES

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

HAYLEY GOODSON

ATTORNEY AT LAW

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

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

DAN ADLER

DIRECTOR, TECH AND POLICY DEVELOPMENT
CALIFORNIA CLEAN ENERGY FUND

5 THIRD STREET, SUITE 1125

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

THERESA BURKE

REGULATORY ANALYST

SAN FRANCISCO PUC

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

AMBER MAHONE

ENERGY & ENVIRONMENTAL ECONOMICS, INC.

101 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 1600
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

KAREN TERRANOVA

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, STE 2200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

NORA SHERIFF

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

SETH HILTON

ATTORNEY AT LAW

STOEL RIVES

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

FOR: EL PASO NATURAL GAS

ASHLEE M. BONDS

THELEN REID BROWN RAYSMAN&STEINER LLP
SUITE 1800

101 SECOND STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

CARMEN E. BASKETTE

SENIOR MGR MARKET DEVELOPMENT
ENERNOC

594 HOWARD ST., SUITE 400

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

FOR: ENERNOC, INC.
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FRED WELLINGTON

NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.

1 MARKET ST., SPEAR ST. TOWER, STE 1200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

KEVIN FOX

WILSON SONSINI GOODRICH & ROSATI

ONE MARKET STREET, SPEAR TOWER, 3300
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

RAY WELCH

ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR

NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.
ONE MARKET PLAZA, SUITE 1200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

JAMES W. MCTARNAGHAN
ATTORNEY AT LAW

DUANE MORRIS LLP

ONE MARKET, SPEAR TOWER 2000
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1104

PETER V. ALLEN

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

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-3606

ARNO HARRIS

RECURRENT ENERGY, INC.

1700 MONTGOMERY ST., SUITE 251
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JAMES B. WOODRUFF

VICE PRESIDENT REGULATORY AND GOVT AFFAI
NEXTLIGHT RENEWABLE POWER, LLC

101 CALIFORNIA STREET, STE 2450

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JOSEPH F. WIEDMAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

MARTIN A. MATTES

NOSSAMAN, GUTHNER, KNOX & ELLIOTT, LLP
50 CALIFORNIA STREET,SUITE 3400

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JEN MCGRAW

CENTER FOR NEIGHBORHOOD TECHNOLOGY
PO BOX 14322

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

LISA WEINZIMER
ASSOCIATE EDITOR

PLATTS MCGRAW-HILL

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

ED LUCHA

JAMES W. TARNAGHAN

DUANE MORRIS LLP

SUITE 2000

ONE MARKET, SPEAR TOWER
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
FOR: LODI GAS STORAGE

KHURSHID KHOJA

ASSOCIATE

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

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

SHERIDAN J. PAUKER

WILSON SONSINI GOODRICH & ROSATI
SPEAR TOWER, SUITE 3300

ONE MARKET ST

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

ROBERT J. REINHARD

MORRISON AND FOERSTER

425 MARKET STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2482

STEVEN MOSS

SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY POWER COOP
673 KANSAS STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107

HOWARD V. GOLUB

NIXON PEABODY LLP

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

JANINE L. SCANCARELLI

ATTORNEY AT LAW

FOLGER, LEVIN & KAHN, LLP

275 BATTERY STREET, 23RD FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

KARLEEN O'CONNOR

WINSTON & STRAWN LLP

101 CALIFORNIA STREET 39TH FLR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

BRAD WETSTONE
236 HARTFORD STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS
425 DIVISADERO ST.
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117

SHAUN ELLIS
2183 UNION STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123

GRACE LIVINGSTON-NUNLEY

http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/published/service lists/R0604009 75140.htm

Page 13 of 23

6/2/2008



CPUC - Service Lists - R0604009

CASE COORDINATOR

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

JASMIN ANSAR

PG&E

MAIL CODE B24A

PO BOX 770000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

KATE BEARDSLEY

PG&E

MAILCODE B9A

PO BOX 770000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

SHAUN HALVERSON

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

PG&E MAIL CODE B9A

PO BOX 770000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

FOR: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

STEPHANIE LA SHAWN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE BOY9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

KARLA DAILEY

CITY OF PALO ALTO
UTILITIES DEPARTMENT
BOX 10250

PALO ALTO, CA 94303

DEAN R. TIBBS

PRESIDENT

ADVANCED ENERGY STRATEGIES, INC.
1390 WILLOW PASS ROAD, SUITE 610
CONCORD, CA 94520

JEFFREY L. HAHN

COVANTA ENERGY CORPORATION
876 MT. VIEW DRIVE
LAFAYETTE, CA 94549

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

SUE KATELEY

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

CALIFORNIA SOLAR ENERGY INDUSTRIES ASSN
PO BOX 782

RIO VISTA, CA 94571

SARAH BESERRA
CALIFORNIA REPORTS.COM
39 CASTLE HILL COURT
VALLEJO, CA 94591

FOR: CALIFORNIA REPORTS

ASSISTANT PROJECT MANAGER
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000 MAIL CODE B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

JONATHAN FORRESTER

PG&E

MAIL CODE N13C

PO BOX 770000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

SEBASTIEN CSAPO

PG&E PROJECT MGR.

MAIL CODE BOSA

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, B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177-0001

BRAD WETSTONE

ALAMEDA POWER AND TELECOM

2000 GRANT STREET, PO BOX H
ALAMEDA, CA 94501-0263

FOR: ALAMEDA POWER AND TELECOM

JOHN DUTCHER

VICE PRESIDENT - REGULATORY AFFAIRS
MOUNTAIN UTILITIES

3210 CORTE VALENCIA

FAIRFIELD, CA 94534-7875

FOR: MOUNTAIN UTILITIES

TOM DELFINO

GEOMATRIX CONSULTANTS, INC.
359 BIRCHWOOD DRIVE

MORAGA, CA 94556-2304

JOSEPH PAUL

SENIOR CORPORATE COUNSEL
DYNEGY, INC.

4140 DUBLIN BLVD., STE. 100
DUBLIN, CA 94568

GREG BLUE

ENXCO DEVELOPMENT CORP

5000 EXECUTIVE PARKWAY, STE.140
SAN RAMON, CA 94583

MONICA A. SCHWEBS, ESQ.

BINGHAM MCCUTCHEN LLP

PO BOX V

1333 N. CALIFORNIA BLVD., SUITE 210
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596
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PETER W. HANSCHEN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MORRISON & FOERSTER, LLP

101 YGNACIO VALLEY ROAD, SUITE 450
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596

JOSEPH HENRI
31 MIRAMONTE ROAD
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94597

WILLIAM F. DIETRICH

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DIETRICH CONSULTING

2977 YGNACIO VALLEY ROAD, NO. 613
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94598-3535

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

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

ADAM BRIONES

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, 2ND FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704

STEVE KROMER

3110 COLLEGE AVENUE, APT 12
BERKELEY, CA 94705

FOR: STEVE KROMER

BRENDA LEMAY

DIRECTOR OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT
HORIZON WIND ENERGY

1600 SHATTUCK, SUITE 222
BERKELEY, CA 94709

CARLA PETERMAN

UCEI

2547 CHANNING WAY
BERKELEY, CA 94720

RYAN WISER

BERKELEY LAB

1 CYCLOTRON ROAD, MS-90-4000
BERKELEY, CA 94720

WILLIAM H. BOOTH

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LAW OFFICES OF WILLIAM H. BOOTH

67 CARR DRIVE

MORAGA, CA 94596

FOR: CALIFORNIA LARGE ENERGY CONSUMERS
ASSOCIATION

PATRICIA THOMPSON

SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING

2920 CAMINO DIABLO, SUITE 210
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94597

ALEX KANG

ITRON, INC.

1111 BROADWAY, STE. 1800
OAKLAND, CA 94607

GERALD L. LAHR

ABAG POWER

101 EIGHTH STREET

OAKLAND, CA 94607

FOR: ASSOCIATION OF BAY AREA GOVERNMENTS

STEVEN SCHILLER

SCHILLER CONSULTING, INC.
111 HILLSIDE AVENUE
PIEDMONT, CA 94611

REED V. SCHMIDT

VICE PRESIDENT

BARTLE WELLS ASSOCIATES

1889 ALCATRAZ AVENUE

BERKELEY, CA 94703

FOR: CALIFORNIA CITY-COUNTY STREET
LIGHT ASSOCIATION

TANDY MCMANNES

ABENGOA SOLAR, INC.

2030 ADDISON STREET, STE 420
BERKELEY, CA 94704

CLYDE MURLEY
CONSULTANT TO NRDC
1031 ORDWAY STREET
ALBANY, CA 94706

NANCY RADER

CALIFORNIA WIND ENERGY ASSOCIATION
2560 NINTH STREET, SUITE 213A
BERKELEY, CA 94710

EDWARD VINE

LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY
BUILDING 90R4000

BERKELEY, CA 94720

CHRIS MARNAY
BERKELEY LAB
1 CYCLOTRON RD MS 90R4000
BERKELEY, CA 94720-8136
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EMMA POELSTERL
SUNPOWER

1414 HARBOUR WAY SOUTH
RICHMOND, CA 94804

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

RICHARD SMITH

MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 11TH STREET

MODESTO, CA 95352-4060

THOMAS S. KIMBALL

MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 11TH STREET

MODESTO, CA 95354

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

CLARK BERNIER
RLW ANALYTICS

1055 BROADWAY, SUITE G
SONOMA, CA 95476

GRANT ROSENBLUM, ESQ.
CALIFORNIA ISO

LEGAL AND REGULATORY DEPARTMENT
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630

ROBIN SMUTNY-JONES
CALIFORNIA ISO

151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD
FOLSOM, CA 95630

CALIFORNIA ISO

LEGAL AND REGULATORY DEPARTMENT
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630

KENNY SWAIN

NAVIGANT CONSULTING

3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670

GORDON PICKERING

PRINCIPAL

NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.

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

KARI SMITH

SUNPOWER

1414 HARBOUR WAY SOUTH
RICHMOND, CA 94804

RITA NORTON

RITA NORTON AND ASSOCIATES, LLC
18700 BLYTHSWOOD DRIVE,

LOS GATOS, CA 95030

MAHLON ALDRIDGE
ECOLOGY ACTION

PO BOX 1188

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

ROGER VAN HOY

MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 11TH STREET

MODESTO, CA 95354

WES MONIER

STRATEGIC ISSUES AND PLANNING MANAGER
TURLOCK IRRIGATION DISTRICT

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

JOHN R. REDDING

ARCTURUS ENERGY CONSULTING
44810 ROSEWOOD TERRACE
MENDOCINO, CA 95460

RICHARD MCCANN, PH.D
M. CUBED

2655 PORTAGE BAY, SUITE 3
DAVIS, CA 95616

MELANIE GILLETTE

SR MGR WESTERN REG. AFFAIRS
ENERNOC, INC.

115 HAZELMERE DRIVE

FOLSOM, CA 95630

SAEED FARROKHPAY

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
110 BLUE RAVINE RD., SUITE 107
FOLSOM, CA 95630

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

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
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PAUL D. MAXWELL

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

CAROLYN M. KEHREIN

ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES
2602 CELEBRATION WAY
WOODLAND, CA 95776

BOB LUCAS

LUCAS ADVOCATES

1121 L STREET, SUITE 407
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

DANIELLE MATTHEWS SEPERAS
CALPINE CORPORATION

1127 11TH STREET, SUITE 242
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: CALPINE CORPORATION

DIANA SCHWYZER

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS 31
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

JUSTIN C. WYNNE
ATTORNEY AT LAW

BRAU & BLAISING, P.C.
915 L STREET, SUITE 1270
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

KELLIE SMITH

SENATE ENERGY/UTILITIES & COMMUNICATION
STATE CAPITOL, ROOM 4038

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

PANAMA BARTHOLOMY

ADVISOR TO CHAIR PFANNENSTIEL
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

RACHEL MCMAHON

DIR. OF REG. AFFAIRS

CEERT

1100 11TH STREET, SUITE 311
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

STEVEN A. LIPMAN

STEVEN LIPMAN CONSULTING
500 N. STREET 1108
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
FOR: LIPMAN CONSULTING

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

AUDRA HARTMANN

DYNEGY INC.

980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 2130
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

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

DAVID L. MODISETTE

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

CALIFORNIA ELECTRIC TRANSP. COALITION
1015 K STREET, SUITE 200

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

JOSE CARMONA

DIRECTOR OF ADVOCACY

CEERT

1100 11TH STREET, STE 311

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: CENTER FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND
RENEWABLE TECHNOLOGIES (CEERT)

KASSANDRA GOUGH

CALPINE CORPORATION

1127 11TH STREET, SUITE 242
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: CALPINE CORPORATION

KEVIN WOODRUFF

WOODRUFF EXPERT SERVICES
1100 K STREET, SUITE 204
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

PATRICK STONER

PROGRAM DIRECTOR

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

RYAN BERNARDO

BRAUN BLAISING MCLAUGHLIN, P.C.
915 L STREET, SUITE 1270
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

STEVEN KELLY

POLICY DIR., INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS
1215 K STREET, SUITE 900

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/published/service lists/R0604009 75140.htm

Page 17 of 23

6/2/2008



CPUC - Service Lists - R0604009

WEBSTER TASAT
ATR RESOURCES BOARD
1001 I STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

EDWARD J. TIEDEMANN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

KRONICK, MOSKOVITZ, TIEDEMANN & GIRARD
400 CAPITOL MALL, 27TH FLOOR
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-4416

FOR: PLACER COUNTY WATER AGENCY & KINGS

RIVER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

JOSHUA BUSHINSKY

WESTERN POLICY COORDINATOR

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

WILLIAM W. WESTERFIELD III

SR. ATTORNEY

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
6201 S STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95817

FOR: SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY
DISTRICT

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

ELIZABETH W. HADLEY
CITY OF REDDING

777 CYPRESS AVENUE
REDDING, CA 96001

ELIZABETH WESTBY

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

1300 SW FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 1750
PORTLAND, OR 97201

ALAN COMNES
NRG ENERGY
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

LYNN HAUG
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-3109

LAURIE TEN HOPE

ADVISOR TO COMMISSIONER BYRON
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS-32
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-5512

OBADIAH BARTHOLOMY

MECHANICAL ENGINEER

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
M.S. B257

6201 S. STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95817

BUD BEEBE

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTIL DIST
MS B257

6201 S STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95817-1899

DOUGLAS MACMULLLEN

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

KAREN LINDH

CALIFORNIA ONSITE GENERATION

7909 WALERGA ROAD, NO. 112, PMB 119
ANTELOPE, CA 95843

ANNIE STANGE

ALCANTAR & KAHL

1300 SwW 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
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SALEM, OR 97301-3737

CLARE BREIDENICH

WESTERN POWER TRADING FORUM

224 1/2 24TH AVENUE EAST
SEATTLE, WA 98112

FOR: WESTERN POWER TRADING FORUM

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

THOMAS ELGIE

POWEREX CORPORATION
1400, 666 BURRAND ST
VANCOUVER, BC V6C 2X8
CANADA

State Service

CLARENCE BINNINGER

DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

455 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE, SUITE 11000
SAN FRANICSCO, CA 94102

ADAM LANGTON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

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

BETH MOORE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
ROOM 4103

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

FOR: DRA

CATHLEEN A. FOGEL

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

CHRISTINE S. TAM

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
ROOM 4209

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
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PO BOX 2148
SALEM, OR 97308-2148

DONALD SCHOENBECK

RCSs, INC.

900 WASHINGTON STREET, SUITE 780
VANCOUVER, WA 98660

CHARLIE BLAIR

DELTA ENERGY & ENVIRONMENT
15 GREAT STUART STREET
EDINBURGH, UK EH2 7TP
UNITED KINGDOM

DAVID ZONANA

DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL

CALIFORNIA ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE
455 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE, SUITE 11000
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

AMY C. YIP-KIKUGAWA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 2106

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ANNE GILLETTE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

BISHU CHATTERJEE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

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 PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
ROOM 4209

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
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SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ED MOLDAVSKY

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 5037

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

EUGENE CADENASSO

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JACLYN MARKS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JAMIE FORDYCE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
POLICY & PLANNING DIVISION

AREA 5-B

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JEORGE S. TAGNIPES

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JONATHAN J. REIGER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 5035

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JUDITH IKLE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

ROOM 4012

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
FOR: ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH

KRISTIN RALFF DOUGLAS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
POLICY & PLANNING DIVISION

ROOM 5119

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

LANA TRAN
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ELECTRIC GENERATION PERFORMANCE BRANCH

AREA 2-D
505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
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SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ELIZABETH STOLTZFUS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

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 BRA
ROOM 4102

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JASON R. SALMI KLOTZ

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

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

JONATHAN LAKRITZ

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 5020

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JULIE A. FITCH

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
POLICY & PLANNING DIVISION

ROOM 5119

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

LAINIE MOTAMEDI

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
POLICY & PLANNING DIVISION

ROOM 5119

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MATTHEW DEAL

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5215

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
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MICHAEL COLVIN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
POLICY & PLANNING DIVISION

ROOM 5119

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

PAMELA WELLNER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

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

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

RICHARD A. MYERS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

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
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ZACH CHURCH

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 2252

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
KEN ALEX

PO BOX 944255

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

FOR: PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

MARY MCDONALD

DIRECTOR OF STATE AFFAIRS

CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630

FOR: CAISO

MICHAEL SCHEIBLE
DEPUTY EXECUTIVE OFFICER
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NANCY RYAN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5217

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

PAUL S. PHILLIPS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
ROOM 4101

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

RAHMON MOMOH

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY PLANNING & POLICY BRANCH
ROOM 4205

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SARA M. KAMINS

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SEAN A. SIMON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

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

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

FOR: CAISO

PHILIP D. PETTINGILL

LEGAL & REG. DEPT.

CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630

FOR: CAISO

GARY COLLORD
STATIONARY SOURCE DIVISION
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CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD AIR RESOURCES BOARD

1001 I STREET 1001 I STREET, PO BOX 2815

SACRAMENTO, CA 95677 SACRAMENTO, CA 95812

FOR: CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD

JEFFREY DOLL PAM BURMICH

CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD AIR RESOURCES BOAD

PO BOX 2815 1001 I STREET 1001 I STREET, BOX 2815

SACRAMENTO, CA 95812 SACRAMENTO, CA 95812

DARYL METZ DEBORAH SLON

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL, ENVIRONMENT

1516 9TH ST., MS-20 OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 1300 I STREET, 15TH FLOOR
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

DON SCHULTZ KAREN GRIFFIN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION EXECUTIVE OFFICE

ENERGY PRICING AND CUSTOMER PROGRAMS BRA CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

770 L STREET, SUITE 1050 1516 9TH STREET, MS 39

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

LISA DECARLO MARC PRYOR

STAFF COUNSEL CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

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

1516 9TH STREET MS-14 SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

MELISSA JONES PAT PEREZ

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR ASST. DIRECTOR

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

1516 9TH STREET, MS-39 1516 NINTH STREET, MS 39

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

PIERRE H. DUVAIR WADE MCCARTNEY

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

1516 NINTH STREET, MS-41 POLICY & PLANNING DIVISION

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 770 L STREET, SUITE 1050
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

NANCY TRONAAS HEATHER LOUIE

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

1516 9TH ST. MS-20 1516 9TH STREET, MS-45

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-5512 SACRAMENTO, CA 95818

CAROL J. HURLOCK HOLLY B. CRONIN

CALIFORNIA DEPT. OF WATER RESOURCES STATE WATER PROJECT OPERATIONS DIV

JOINT OPERATIONS CENTER CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

3310 EL CAMINO AVE. RM 300 3310 EL CAMINO AVE., LL-90

SACRAMENTO, CA 95821 SACRAMENTO, CA 95821

ROSS A. MILLER

ELECTRICITY ANALYSIS OFFICE

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

1516 9TH STREET MS 20

SACRAMENTO, CA 96814-5512

FOR: CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
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