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JOINT MOTION OF THE CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM
OPERATOR, CALIFORNIA POWER EXCHANGE, AND CALIFORNIA
PARTIESTO NARROW DISPUTES AND FOR AN ORDER ON ISO AND PX
REFUND RERUN COMPLIANCE FILINGS

l. MOTION

Pursuant to Rule 212 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (“FERC” or “Commission”),! the California Independent
System Operator Corporation (“1SO”), the California Power Exchange Corporation
(“PX™), and the California Parties? jointly move for an order of the Commission
addressing the refund rerun compliance filings (* Refund Rerun Compliance Filings’)

filed by the ISO and PX two years ago.® As explained in this motion, subsequent

118 C.F.R. §385.212 (2017).

2 For purposes of this pleading, the California Parties are the People of the State of California, ex rel. Xavier
Becerra, Attorney General, the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California, Pacific Gas and Electric
Company, and Southern California Edison Company.

3 Cdlifornia Power Exchange Corporation Refund Rerun Compliance Filing, Docket Nos. EL00-95-000, EL00-98-
000, et al. (May 5, 2016) (“PX Compliance Filing”); Compliance Filing of the California Independent System
Operator Corporation Regarding Orders About the Refund Rerun, Financial Adjustments and Interest, Docket Nos.



developments, particularly the Commission’s recent approval of settlements,* have
considerably narrowed the scope of disputed issues raised in the comments on the Refund
Rerun Compliance Filings. As discussed below, eleven of the sixteen issues raised about
the compliance filings are now either undisputed or have been resolved. With respect to
the remaining five issues, the Parties agree that they do not need to be resolved at this
time in order for the Commission to rule on the Compliance Filings. The Parties
therefore request that the Commission reserve these remaining issues, with the matters to
be subsequently addressed if they remain unresolved. Prompt Commission action on the
compliance filings, approving the undisputed issues and allowing the parties to proceed
to resolution of the other remaining issues in the overlay process, is crucial for
concluding the California energy crisislitigation that has stretched over 17 years.

. BACKGROUND

A. Compliance Filings and Comments.

The Refund Rerun Compliance Filings generally addressed the calculation of
refunds based on the mitigated market clearing price (“MMCP’) established in these
dockets, various offsets to those refunds, and certain related issues. Responding to
Commission orders, the ISO and PX applied the MM CP to calculate refunds for

transactions that took place during the Refund Period—October 2, 2000 through June 20,

EL 00-95-000, EL00-98-000, et al. (May 4, 2016) (“1SO Compliance Filing”). The 1SO provided additional
information related to its Compliance Filing on August 29, 2016. San Diego Gas & Elec. Co., Notice of
Compliance Filing, Docket No. EL00-95-263 (Aug. 31, 2016).

4 San Diego Gas & Elec. Co., 163 FERC 161,083 (2018) (Order approving uncontested settlement with Shell
Energy North America (US), L.P.) (“Shell Settlement Order*); San Diego Gas & Elec. Co., 163 FERC 1 61,087
(2018) (Order approving uncontested settlement with Bonneville Power Administration and Western Area Power
Administration) (“BPA/WAPA Settlement Order”).
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2001. ThelSO and PX then calculated certain offsets to refunds directed by the
Commission to arrive at net financial positions that reflect Commission-mandated
adjustments for each entity that participated in the California energy markets during the
Refund Period. The Refund Rerun Compliance Filings also include calculations of
interest on both refunds and past due receivables. The Refund Rerun Compliance Filings
are an indispensable, but not final, step in determining who owes what to whom and
directing afinal distribution of cash among Refund Period market participants.

The California Parties submitted comments on both Refund Rerun Compliance
Filings on September 23, 2016 (“California Parties’ Initial Comments”).> Those
comments identified sixteen issues with the ISO and PX Compliance Filings.® Other
parties submitted comments on various compliance filing issues.’

The ISO filed its Reply Comments on October 24, 20168 addressing many of the
issues that the California Partiesraised. The 1SO filed Supplemental Reply Comments on
November 30, 2016, to address three issues on which the 1SO and California Parties
reached agreement.® On November 4, 2016, the PX filed an Answer'® responding to the

CdliforniaParties' Initial Comments as well as other comments.

5 Cdlifornia Parties Comments on ISO and PX Refund Rerun Compliance Filings, Docket Nos. EL00-95-291, et al.
(Sept. 23, 2016) (“Initial Comments”).

61d. at 6-38. Each of the sixteen issues is addressed briefly below.

7 See Comments of Midway Sunset Cogeneration Company on Refund Rerun Compliance Filings, Docket Nos.
EL00-95-291, et al. (Sept. 9, 2016); Comments of Shell Energy North America (US), L.P., Docket Nos. EL00-95-
000, et al. (Sept. 23, 2016); Comments of APX, Inc., Docket Nos. EL00-95-291, et al., (Sept. 23, 2016).

8 Reply Comments of the California Independent System Operator Regarding Compliance Filings, Docket Nos.
EL00-95-291, et al. (Oct. 24, 2016) (“Reply Comments”).

9 Supplemental Reply Comments of the California Independent System Operator Corporation Regarding
Compliance Filings, Docket Nos. EL 00-95-000, et al. (Nov. 30, 2016) (“November 30, 2016 Supplemental
Comments”).

10 Answer of The California Power Exchange Corporation, Docket Nos. EL00-95-291, et al. (Nov. 4, 2016) (“PX
Answer”).
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The California Parties submitted supplemental comments on December 19, 2016,
which the SO answered on January 9, 2017.1? Both sets of comments noted that some of
the issues arising in the Refund Rerun Compliance Filings had been resolved among the
parties.’®* No further action on the Refund Rerun Compliance Filings has occurred since
early 2017.

B. Settlements.

After the ISO and PX submitted their respective Refund Rerun Compliance
Filings, the California Parties settled with Shell and with BPA and WAPA. Those
settlements resolve several of the issues raised in the California Parties' comments on the
Refund Rerun Compliance Filings.

1. Shell Settlement
On October 19, 2017, the California Parties and Shell submitted a Joint Offer of

Settlement to resolve claims over Shell’s salesin the | SO and PX markets during the
energy crisis period.* The Commission approved the Shell Settlement on May 3, 2018,%°
and became effective on May 11, 2018.1¢

Notably, the Shell Settlement resolvesissues over Shell’s cost offset liability,

which was a significant source of the issues that the California Parties raised in their

1 Cdlifornia Parties' Motion for Leave to File and Supplemental Comments on 1SO and PX Refund Rerun
Compliance Filings, Docket Nos. EL00-95-291, et al. (Dec. 19, 2016).

2 Motion for Leave to File Answer and Answer of the California Independent System Operator Corporation to
Supplemental Comments of California Parties, Docket Nos. EL00-95-291, et al. (Jan. 9, 2017) (“January 9, 2017
Supplemental Comments”).

13 See generally January 9, 2017 Supplemental Comments at 1-2; California Parties’ Motion for Leave to File and
Supplemental Comments on 1SO and PX Refund Rerun Compliance Filings at 2, 4-16.

14 Joint Offer of Settlement, Docket Nos. EL00-95-305, et al., (Oct. 19, 2017) (“Shell Settlement”).

15 San Diego Gas & Elec. Co., 163 FERC 161,083.

16 Shell Settlement § 1.85



comments on the Refund Rerun Compliance Filings. The Settlement establishes an
agreed-upon cost offset for those who opt into the Settlement,*” and the California
Parties' objections to the Shell cost offset filing (including challenges to Shell cost offset
claims embodied in the Refund Rerun Compliance Filings) are resolved now that the
Settlement is effective.!8

Approval of the Shell Settlement also eliminates the need for the Commission to
address Shell’s comments on the Compliance Filings, which had raised questions about
the calculation of the interest shortfall.1°

2. BPA/WAPA Settlement

The California Parties entered into a settlement with BPA and WAPA that the
parties submitted to the Commission on February 8, 2018.2° The BPA/WAPA Settlement
resolves all outstanding refund litigation issues between the California Parties, on the one
hand, and BPA and WAPA, on the other hand.?*

Asnoted in the Initial Comments, a source of issues arising from the Refund
Rerun Compliance Filings involves the calcul ation and allocation of the so-called
Bonneville Shortfall, which arises because the Commission cannot order governmental
entities to pay refunds.?? Now that the BPA/WAPA Settlement has been approved, the

California Parties will no longer pursue those issues.

71d. §5.2.3.

B 1d. 8 Art. VII.

19 See Comments of Shell Energy North America (US), L.P., Docket Nos. EL00-95, €t al., at 10-12.

20 Joint Offer of Settlement, Docket Nos. EL00-95-309, et al., (Feh. 8, 2018) (“BPA/WAPA Settlement”).
2L See BPA/WAPA Settlement Art. V1.

2 See Initial Comments at 3-4.



C. Hafslund

Hafslund Energy Trading (“Hafslund”) was the only other significant net supplier
during the Refund Period that had not settled with the California Parties at the time of the
Refund Rerun Compliance Filings. As noted in the Initial Comments, a set of issues
related to cost offset claims of Hafslund and Shell was the subject of a separate appeal to
the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit (“Ninth Circuit”).?®> On October
11, 2016, the Commission sought voluntary remand of the cost offset issues,?* which the
Ninth Circuit granted on October 12, 2016.%> On January 23, 2017, the Commission set
the Shell and Hafslund cost offsets for hearing.?®

As noted above, the Shell Settlement resolves cost offset issues related to Shell.
Issues related to the Hafslund Refund Period cost offset will be decided in the ongoing
hearing process, but it appears that the Hafslund cost offset will be eliminated. Hafslund
has represented that it will no longer participate in the refund proceedings before the
Commission,?’ and it has remained faithful to that representation. On February 6, 2018,
the California Parties filed a Joint Motion for Summary Disposition against Hafslund
seeking, among other relief, rejection of Hafslund’s cost offset claim in its entirety.?®

Commission Tria Staff joined in that motion supporting the California Parties argument

2 nitia Comments at 4.

24 Unopposed Mation of Respondent Federal Energy Regulatory Commission for Partia Voluntary Remand, Case
No. 01-71934 (9th Cir. Oct. 11, 2016).

% CPUC v. FERC, Case No. 01-71934 (9th Cir. Oct. 12, 2016).

% San Diego Gas & Elec. Co., 158 FERC 161,055 (2017).

27 See Joint Motion for Summary Disposition, Docket No. EL00-95-307 at 3-5 (Feb. 6, 2018) (motion for summary
disposition against Hafslund presenting evidence of efforts to contact Hafslund, Hafdund’ s responses, and its failure
and refusals to participate in this litigation).

#81d. at 5-10.



that Hafslund has abandoned its claim to a cost offset.?® The motion remains pending
before Presiding Administrative Law Judge Y oung. Onceit is granted, the Hafslund cost
offset claim will be dismissed.

Furthermore, the Commission’s May 3, 2018 Order on Compliance Filing | ssues®
rejected Hafslund’ s cost offset claim for the Summer Period (May 1, 2000 through
October 1, 2000).3* The Commission found that Hafslund did not provide adequate
justification for its cost calculations, and “Hafslund’ s cost offset claim makes it
impossible to verify the cost numbersit presented.”3? The California Parties’ positionis
that Hafslund’ s Refund Period cost offset claim suffers from the same flaws and
impermissibly relied on costs it incurred in committing tariff violations,® and it cannot
justify any reduction in refund liability.

Assuming the Presiding Administrative Law Judge and the Commission agree
with the California Parties, eliminating the Hafslund cost offset will require arevision to
some of the balances determined in the SO and PX Refund Rerun Compliance Filings,
but that revision can be readily implemented after approval of those filings, and need not

hold up Commission action now.

21d. at 3n.7.

30 San Diego Gas & Elec. Co., 163 FERC 161,080 (2018).

SLd. at P 42.

32 d.

33 See generally Memorandum in Support of Motion for Summary Disposition, Docket No. EL00-95-307, Ex. No
CA-001 (Declaration of Dr. Romkaew P. Broehm) 115-7, 9 (Feb. 6, 2018).
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D. Settlement Overlay Process.

Working with the SO and PX, the California Parties have begun the settlement
overlay process. The California Parties have entered into more than 60 settlements with
suppliers. Those settlements resolved amounts owed and owing among multiple parties
at compromise levels that differ from the refunds cal culated under the Refund Rerun
Compliance Filing process, and hundreds of millions of dollars in payments were flowed
from the ISO and PX to implement those compromises. Because the settlements flowed
principal and interest amounts that were different from the cal culated amounts in many
respects, there is aneed for an accounting—the “ settlement overlay” —to reconcile the
SO and PX calculations, as reflected in their compliance filings made in this proceeding,
with the settlements.3*

The settlement overlay processis ongoing. It istime consuming, because each
settlement affects entries involving multiple other parties, and thus implementation of all
the settlements requires consideration of a complex array of such interactions. The 1SO,
the PX, and the California Parties cannot compl ete the settlement overlay without

Commission action on the Refund Rerun Compliance Filing issues.®

34 A more detailed discussion of the settlement overlay isincluded in the Initial Comments, at 5-6.

35 The comments of Midway Sunset Cogeneration Company sought clarification that the relevant numbers on which
final cash clearing would be based would incorporate the settlements, and thus the settlement overlay process. See
Comments of Midway Sunset Cogeneration Company on Refund Rerun Compliance Filingsat 1-2. The California
Parties and SO and PX agree. Thereisno dispute that the settlement overlay process needs to be incorporated into
the results, asis further discussed below.
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1. ARGUMENT

All of the sixteen issues that California Parties raised in their comments on the
Refund Rerun Compliance Filings are now undisputed, have been resolved as aresult of
the recently approved settlements, or need not be decided in order to rule on the Refund
Rerun Compliance Filings. As noted above, approval of the Shell Settlement obviates the
need for the Commission to address the Shell cost offset. Approval of the BPA/WAPA
Settlement obviates the need for the Commission to address the issues that were raised
about the Bonneville Shortfall.

The other remaining contested issues involve matters that can, if necessary, be
addressed later by the Commission. It is possible that the parties may be able to be
resolve some of these issues during the settlement overlay process. Alternatively, some
may be presented to the Commission for resolution during that process. However, none
of these issues needs to be addressed by the Commission in order to issue aruling on the
Refund Rerun Compliance Filings. Thus, to facilitate market clearing, the Commission
should defer rulings on the issues that need not be addressed in the Refund Rerun
Compliance Filings, and affirm the agreed-upon resolution of the other Refund Rerun
Compliance Filing issues.

A.  TheCurrent Statusof the I ssues

The following summarizes the status of the issues that the California Parties raised

in their comments on the Refund Rerun Compliance Filings:



1. | SSUE ONE: Whether the Commission Should Approvethe
Results of the SO and PX’s MM CP Calculations.

All parties agree on this point. Thereis no dispute on thisissue.

2. ISSUE TWO: Whether the Commission Should Approvethe
Results of the SO and PX’s MM CP Mitigation Calculations.

All parties agree on this point. Thereis no dispute on thisissue.

3. ISSUE THREE: Whether the Commission Should Confirm
that the 1 SO’s Distribution of Funds Associated with Generator
Fines Does Not Reduce or Eliminate Amounts Owed between
the | SO and Generatorsfor Those Finesor the Accrual of
Interest Owed on Such Amounts.

The 1SO has addressed this issue to the California Parties' satisfaction, thereby
resolving thisissue.®®
4. | SSUE FOUR: Whether the Commission Should Direct the
I SO to Credit Fuel and Emissions Offsets of Three Municipal

Sellersin the Manner that Commission-Approved Settlements
Require.

Thisissue remains unresolved with respect to the SO and the California Parties.
They agree, however, that this issue does not need to be resolved as part of the
Commission’ s ruling on the Refund Rerun Compliance Filings. Thus, the ISO and the
California Parties request that the Commission reserve thisissue to be addressed at a later
time, if the parties cannot resolve it through mutual agreement during the settlement

overlay process.

36 See November 30, 2016 Supplemental Comments at 4.
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5. |SSUE FIVE: Whether Coral/Shell’s Cost Offset isNon-
Compliant.

Approval of the Shell Settlement moots all objections to the Shell cost offset
claim. Partiesthat decline to participate in the Shell Settlement will have their refunds
reduced by the full amount of the Shell cost offset filing; participants in the settlement
will bear the agreed-upon cost offset. Thus, the Commission does not need to address
thisissue.

6. | SSUE SIX: Whether The Commission Should Direct the | SO

and PX to Calculate the Bonneville Shortfall Based on Hourly
Refunds Netted Across All Markets.

Now that the Commission has approved the BPA/WAPA Settlement, the
California Parties will withdraw their objections to the methodol ogy for computing the
Bonneville Shortfall. Thus, thisissueis resolved.

7. ISSUE SEVEN: Whether the | SO and PX I mproperly
Sequence the Bonneville Shortfall and Various Offsetsin a

Manner that islnconsistent with Prior Commission Ordersand
Common Sense.

Because the Shell and BPA/WAPA Settlements have been approved, the
California Parties will withdraw their objection to the sequencing of offsets, thereby
resolving thisissue.

8. ISSUE EIGHT: Whether the PX Incorrectly Allocates Fuel

Cost Allowances Based on Refunds Rather than Gross
Purchases.

Because the Shell and BPA/WAPA Settlements have been approved, the
California Parties will withdraw their objections to the methodology for allocating fuel

cost allowances, thus resolving thisissue.
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9. ISSUE NINE: Whether the SO (for All Activity) and PX (for
Real-Time Activity) Incorrectly Allocate the Bonneville
Shortfall on a Period-Wide Basis.

Now that the Shell and BPA/WAPA Settlements are approved, the California Parties will
withdraw their objection to the alocation of the Bonneville Shortfall, thus resolving thisissue.

10. ISSUE TEN: Whether it isPrematurefor the Commission to
Approveor Adopt Any Set of Interest Calculations.

In its November 30, 2016 Supplemental Comments, the | SO agreed that its interest
numbers are not final, and that it was asking only for aruling on itsinterest
methodology.3” The PX and the California Parties support the | SO methodology and
agree that the final calculation and reconciliation of interest is premature and will be
updated in the settlement overlay. Thereis no dispute on thisissue.

11. ISSUE ELEVEN: Whether Interest Shortfalls Should be
Calculated Based Upon Combined 1 SO and PX Markets.

Thisissue remainsin dispute. The parties agree, however, that because this issue
pertains to the calculation of interest shortfalls, it does not need to be resolved as part of
the Commission’ s ruling on the Refund Rerun Compliance Filings. The 1SO, the PX and
the California Parties ask that the Commission reserve thisissue to be addressed at a later
time. If it continues to be unresolved it will need to be presented to the Commission.

12.  ISSUE TWELVE: Whether the Commission Should Include

Summer Period Amountsin the Calculation of Refund Period
I nterest Shortfalls.

Thisissue remainsin dispute. Like the preceding issue, the parties agree that this

issue does not need to be resolved in order for the Commission to rule on the Refund

37 November 30, 2016 Supplemental Comments at 5-6.
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Rerun Compliance Filings. Similarly, the ISO, PX and the California Parties request that
the Commission reserve thisissue to be addressed in the future, if it remains unresolved,
to ensure that the settlement overlay isimplemented in accordance with Commission
direction.

13.  ISSUE THIRTEEN: Whether Miscellaneous Categories of

Interest Identified in the Compliance Filings Should Be Applied
to the Interest Shortfalls.

The SO’ s January 9, 2017 Supplemental Comments reflect that the California
Parties agreed with the 1SO that the Commission need not address thisissue in itsreview
of the Refund Rerun Compliance Filings.® Thus the Commission should reserve this
issue for resolution at alater time, if necessary.

14. ISSUE FOURTEEN: Whether the PX Must Credit the Enron
Interpleader in its Accounting.

Inits November 4, 2016 Answer the PX explained its proposed treatment of the
issue,® which is acceptabl e to the California Parties. The PX proposed to implement its
approach to the Enron Interpleader funds as part of the settlement overlay, which has
resolved thisissue.

15. ISSUE FIFTEEN: Whether the PX Must Correct its Allocation
of Proceeds of Energy Sales from Block Forward Contracts.

Inits November 4, 2016 Answer, the PX agreed to the allocation proposed by the
California Parties.®® Therefore, all parties agree on thisissue, and the issueis resolved.

The Commission should accept the agreed all ocation.

38 January 9, 2017 Supplemental Comments at 10-11.
39 PX Answer at 16.
01d. at 16-17.
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16. ISSUE SIXTEEN: Whether Summer Period Refunds Should
be Incor porated into the Remaining Steps of the Refund
Processand Market Clearing.

In its November 30, 2016 Supplemental Comments, the I SO noted that the
Cdlifornia Parties agreed with it that this issue need not be addressed now as part of the
Refund Rerun Compliance Filings review.* The |SO, the PX and the California Parties
ask that the Commission reserve thisissue to be addressed at a later time, if necessary.

B. Next Steps.

To achieve final market clearing, the California Parties propose the following
steps. These proposals are simpler than those proposed in the Initial Comments because
most objections to the Refund Rerun Compliance Filings have been resolved, because of
the Commission’ s recent rulings, and because the settlement overlay process will address
the remaining issues.

1. The Commission should approve the MM CPs and MMCP refund
calculations, and approve the interest calculation methodology, while
recognizing that the numbers themselves will change through the accruals
and reconciliation of interest, and that all refund cal culations are subject to
adjustment through the settlement overlay;

2. The Commission will address Hafslund' s cost offset. Assumingitis

revised or eliminated, the | SO and PX will develop an adjustment to reflect

41 November 30, 2016 Supplemental Comments at 6.
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that, but its approval of the Refund Rerun Compliance Filings need not
await that determination;

3. Using numbers approved by the Commission, the California Parties, with
the assistance of the 1SO and PX, will continue their work on the settlement
overlay, and Commission guidance may be sought if necessary during this
process. Upon completion of the settlement overlay, the California Parties
will fileit with the Commission for approval;

4. ThelSO and PX will file with the Commission, and permit market
participants to comment on, any further adjustments required by the
Commission, including calculations to bring interest current to a cash
clearing date, subject to the Commission’s approval; and

5. Cash clearing and any necessary collection efforts.

IV. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the 1SO, PX, and the California Parties respectfully
request that the Commission promptly approve the undisputed issues in the Refund Rerun
Compliance Filings, and defer the remaining issues to be addressed at alater date, if

necessary, as discussed above.

-15 -



/s Michael Kunselman
Michael Kunselman
Alston & Bird LLP

The Atlantic Building
950 F Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004

Roger E. Collanton
General Counsel
Burton Gross
Deputy General Counsel
Daniel J. Shonkwiler
Lead Counsel
The California Independent System
Operator Corporation
250 Outcropping Way
Folsom, CA 95630

Attorneys for the California
Independent System Operator
Corporation

/s E.Alvin Taylor

F. Alvin Tayor, Esquire
Holland & Knight, LLP

800 17th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Suite 1100

Telephone: 202/469-5110
Facsimile: 202/955-5564
E-Mail: Al.Taylor@hklaw.com

/s Susan D. Rossi

Susan D. Rossi, Esquire

California Power Exchange Corporation
Lega & Regulatory Affairs

201 South Lake Avenue, Suite 409
Pasadena, CA 91101

Telephone: 626/685-9857

Facsimile: 626/796-5332

E-Mail: sdrossi@calpx.com

Counsel for
California Power Exchange Corporation

/s Richard L. Roberts

Richard L. Roberts

Jane |. Ryan

Steptoe & Johnson LLP

1330 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Russell C. Swartz

J. Eric Isken

Russell Archer

Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rosemead, CA 91770

Attorneys for
Southern California Edison Company

-16 -



/s/ James R. Dean, Jr.
James R. Dean, Jr.
Covington & Burling LLP
One City Center

850 Tenth Street, NW
Washington, DC 20001

Attorney for
San Diego Gas & Electric Company

/s San Berman

Stan Berman

Eric Todderud

Sidley Austin LLP

701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 4200
Seattle, WA 98104

Mark D. Patrizio

Joshua S. Levenberg

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
77 Beale Street, B30A

Post Office Box 7442

San Francisco, CA 94120

Attorneys for
Pacific Gas and Electric Company

-17 -



/9 Iryna A. Kwasny

Arocles Aguilar, General Counsel

Christopher E. Clay

Iryna A. Kwasny

Public Utilities Commission of the
State of California

505 Van Ness Avenue

Fifth Floor

San Francisco, CA 94102

Attorneys for the
Public Utilities Commission of the
Sate of California

May 16, 2018

/s/ Danette E. Valdez

Xavier Becerra

Attorney Genera of the State of
Cdlifornia

AngelaSierra

Chief Assistant Attorney General
Martin Goyette

Senior Assistant Attorney General
Danette E. Vadez

Supervising Deputy Attorney General
455 Golden Gate Avenue, Suite 11000
San Francisco, CA 94102-7004

/s Kevin J. McKeon

Kevin J. McKeon

Judith D. Cassel

Whitney E. Snyder

Melissa A. Chapaska

Hawke McKeon & Sniscak LLP
Harrisburg Energy Center

100 North Tenth Street

P.O. Box 1778

Harrisburg, PA 17101

Attorneys for the
People of the Sate of California ex rel.
Xavier Becerra, Attorney General

-18 -



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that | have this day served the foregoing document upon each
person designated on the ListServ established in Docket No. EL00-95.
Dated at Washington, D.C. this 16" day of May, 2018.

/s Michad Kunselman

Michagl Kunselman
(202) 239-3395




