COMMENTS OF THE ATTORNEYS GENERAL OF CALIFORNIA, COLORADO,
CONNECTICUT, ILLINOIS, MASSACHUSETTS, MARYLAND, MAINE, MICHIGAN,
MINNESOTA, NEW MEXICO, NEVADA, NEW JERSEY, NEW YORK, OREGON,
VERMONT, WASHINGTON, AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, AND THE CITY
OF NEW YORK

October 12, 2021

Comments submitted via Regulations.gov and e-mail:
ShortCycleProductClasses2021STD0002@ee.doe.gov
U.S. Department of Energy

Appliance and Equipment Standards Program

Re: EERE-2021-BT-STD-0002
RIN 1904-AF14
Energy Conservation Program: Product Classes for Residential Dishwashers,
Residential Clothes Washers, and Consumer Clothes Dryers

The undersigned Attorneys General and local government entities (State Commenters)'
respectfully submit these comments in response to the Department of Energy’s (DOE) Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking entitled Energy Conservation Program: Product Classes for Residential
Dishwashers, Residential Clothes Washers, and Consumer Clothes Dryers (Proposal).” As
explained further below and asserted by the State Commenters’ previous comments® on the
original short-cycle proposals,* the Proposal would appropriately rescind the final rules creating
the dishwasher and clothes washer and dryer product classes (the Short-Cycle Class Rules)’
because they were promulgated in violation of the Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA),
42 U.S.C. § 6291, et seq. The Proposal identifies multiple defects in the Short-Cycle Class Rules

! In these comments, State Commenters will be used to refer to the state and local government entities who are
submitting comments now as well as the similar groups that submitted comments on the prior rulemakings, though
those groups are not identical.

286 Fed. Reg. 43970 (Aug. 11, 2021).

3 Exhibit A (Comments of Attorneys General of California, Connecticut, Illinois, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Minnesota, New Jersey, New York, Oregon, Vermont, Washington, and the District of Columbia, and the City of
New York, Energy Conservation Standards for Dishwashers, Grant of Petition for Rulemaking, EERE-2018-BT-
STD-0005-3136 (Oct. 16, 2019), available at: https://www.regulations.gov/comment/EERE-2018-BT-STD-0005-
3136) (Dishwasher Comments); Exhibit B (Comments of Attorneys General of Oregon, Colorado, Connecticut,
Illinois, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North
Carolina, Vermont, Washington, and the District of Columbia, and the Corporation Counsel of the City of New
York, Energy Conservation Standards for Clothes Washers and Clothes Dryers, EERE-2020-BT-STD-0001-0035
(Oct. 13, 2020), available at: https://www.regulations.gov/comment/EERE-2020-BT-STD-0001-0035) (Clothes
Products Comments).

4 Energy Conservation Standards for Dishwashers, Grant of Petition for Rulemaking, 84 Fed. Reg. 33869 (July 15,
2019) (Dishwasher Proposal); Energy Conservation Standards for Clothes Washers and Clothes Dryers, 85 Fed.
Reg. 49297 (Aug. 13, 2020) (Clothes Products Proposal) (together, Short-Cycle Proposals).

5 Energy Conservation Program: Establishment of a New Product Class for Residential Dishwashers, 85 Fed. Reg.
68723 (Oct. 30, 2020) (Dishwasher Class Rule); Energy Conservation Program: Establishment of New Product
Classes for Residential Clothes Washers and Consumer Clothes Dryers, 85 Fed. Reg. 81359 (Dec. 16, 2020)
(Clothes Products Class Rule) (together, Short-Cycle Class Rules).



which in and of themselves justify their rescission. Further, the State Commenters’ prior
comments identified additional aspects of DOE’s promulgation of the Short-Cycle Class Rules,
recounted below, that violated EPCA and the Administrative Procedure Act (APA), 5 U.S.C. §
551, et seq., and therefore independently justify their rescission. Thus, the State Commenters
urge DOE to finalize the Proposal and rescind the Short-Cycle Class Rules.

DOE’s energy efficiency program has resulted in substantial economic and environmental
benefits: by 2030, DOE projects the program will have resulted in more than $2 trillion dollars in
cumulative utility bill savings for consumers and 2.6 billion tons in avoided carbon dioxide
emissions.® The Short-Cycle Class Rules have weakened the program by removing standards for
important consumer products and creating unjustified product classes, which in turn opened the
possibility of similar proposals in the future that could further undermine the program. The
Proposal would rectify these improper actions and ensure appropriate implementation by DOE of
EPCA’s product class provision in the future. For these broader reasons as well, DOE should
finalize the Proposal.

I. Background: EPCA’s Product Class Provisions; the Short-Cycle Product Class
Rulemakings; the Short-Cycle Class Rescission Proposal

A. EPCA’s Product Class Provisions

EPCA directs DOE to establish energy conservation standards covering most major household
appliances and many types of commercial and industrial equipment. DOE's energy conservation
program includes testing, labeling, and enacting energy conservation standards, plus product
certification and compliance enforcement. Energy conservation standards must be “designed to
achieve the maximum improvement in energy efficiency [that] is technologically feasible and
economically justified.” 42 U.S.C. § 6295(0)(2)(A). EPCA allows DOE to specify a different
standard for a subset class of a covered product when DOE determines that the product type or
class has a “capacity or other performance-related feature” that requires a higher or lower
standard from that which applies to other products within that product group in order to maintain
that “performance-related feature.” Id., § 6295(q)(1)(B). Conversely, EPCA prohibits DOE from
promulgating standards that would “result in the unavailability. . . of performance characteristics
(including reliability), features, sizes, capacities, and volumes that are substantially the same as

6 See DOE Fact Sheet, “Saving Energy and Money with Appliance Equipment Standards in the United States” (Jan.
2017), available at:
https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2017/01/£34/Appliance%20and%20Equipment%20Standards%20Fact%20S
heet-011917_0.pdf. See also DOE Fact Sheet, “Saving Energy and Money with Appliance and

Equipment Standards in the United States” (Feb. 2016), available at:
https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2016/02/£29/Appliance%20Standards%20Fact%20Sheet%20-%202-17-
2016.pdf. Further, recent reports from the federal government and leading international bodies confirm that
greenhouse gas emissions are already harming our nation’s environment, public health, and economy, and that
substantial and immediate action is necessary to combat climate change and protect our planet. Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change, 2021; Summary for Policymakers; Climate Change 2021: The Physical Science Basis.
Contribution of Working Group I to the Sixth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change, available at: https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wgl/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_ WGI_SPM.pdf.



those generally available in the United States at the time of”” the promulgation of the standard.
Id., § 6295(0)(4).

B. The Short-Cycle Product Class Rulemakings

The dishwasher short-cycle product class rulemaking was initiated in response to a petition
submitted by the Competitive Enterprise Institute, requesting that DOE commence a rulemaking
to create a new product class for dishwashers with a cycle time of less than one hour. DOE
published the petition for comment,’ and subsequently granted the petition’s request, proposing a
new dishwasher product class for dishwashers whose normal cycle time was under one hour.®
Following the Dishwasher Proposal, DOE published the Clothes Products Proposal, proposing
similar short-cycle product classes for clothes washers and clothes dryers.’

As noted above, the State Commenters submitted comments opposing both proposals. ° Neither
rulemaking received substantial support from product manufacturers or efficiency advocates. !
Nonetheless, DOE finalized both proposals and created short-cycle product classes for
dishwashers, clothes washers, and clothes dryers which the Proposal now proposes to rescind. '?

C. The Short-Cycle Class Rescission Proposal

On January 20, 2021, President Biden signed Executive Order 13,990, “Protecting Public Health
and the Environment and Restoring Science to Tackle the Climate Crisis.” 86 Fed. Reg. 7037
(Jan. 20, 2021) (Executive Order). The Executive Order directed federal agencies to identify and
reconsider regulatory actions taken by the prior administration that undermined or weakened the
federal government’s programs, actions, and regulations that address the proper use of science,
the protection of public health and the environment, and specifically the response to climate
change. Under the Executive Order, agency heads were directed to immediately review agency
actions taken during the prior administration to identify regulatory actions constituting such

7 Energy Conservation Standards for Dishwashers, Notification of Petition for Rulemaking, 83 Fed. Reg. 17,768
(April 24, 2018).

8 Dishwasher Proposal, 84 Fed. Reg. 33869 (July 15, 2019).

® Clothes Products Proposal, 85 Fed. Reg. 49297 (Aug. 13, 2020).

10 See Exhibit A, Dishwasher Comments, and Exhibit B, Clothes Products Comments.

' See, e.g., Comments of the Association of Home Appliance Manufacturers (AHAM), EERE-2018-BT-STD-0005-
3188 (Oct. 16, 2019), available at: https://www.regulations.gov/comment/EERE-2018-BT-STD-0005-3188;
Comments of the Appliance Standards Awareness Project, Consumer Federation of America, National Consumer
Law Center (on behalf of its low-income clients), and Natural Resources Defense Council, EERE-2018-BT-STD-
0005-3139 (Oct. 16, 2019), available at: https://www.regulations.gov/comment/EERE-2018-BT-STD-0005-3139;
Comments of AHAM, EERE-2020-BT-STD-0001-0030 (Oct. 13, 2020), available at:
https://www.regulations.gov/comment/EERE-2020-BT-STD-0001-0030; Comments of Appliance Standards
Awareness Project, Alliance for Water Efficiency, Consumer Federal of America, National Consumer Law Center
(on behalf its low-income clients), and Natural Resources Defense Council, EERE-2020-BT-STD-0001-0033 (Oct.
13, 2020), available at: https://www.regulations.gov/comment/EERE-2020-BT-STD-0001-0033; see also Petition of
AHAM to DOE for Reconsideration of its Final Rule on the Establishment of a New Product Class for Residential
Dishwashers, EERE-2018-BT-STD-0005-3224 (Mar. 1, 2021), available at:
https://www.regulations.gov/document/EERE-2018-BT-STD-0005-3224.

12 Dishwasher Class Rule, 85 Fed. Reg. 68723 (Oct. 30, 2020); Clothes Products Class Rule, 85 Fed. Reg. 81359
(Dec. 16, 2020).



negative actions and submit a preliminary list of those actions that would be subject to
reconsideration. /d. at 7037-38. Pursuant to that directive, DOE issued a list of rules
promulgated under the prior administration that were subject to reconsideration, which included
the Dishwasher Class Rule and the Clothes Products Class Rule.!® As a result of that
reconsideration, DOE issued the Proposal, which proposed to rescind the Short-Cycle Class
Rules.

The Proposal identifies multiple bases to justify the rescission of the Short-Cycle Class Rules.
First, because the Short-Cycle Class Rules amended the energy conservation standards for the
subject products, DOE was required to satisfy the requirements necessary under EPCA to amend
energy conservation standards—including that the amended standards are designed to achieve
the maximum improvement in energy efficiency while being technologically feasible and
economically justified. 86 Fed. Reg. at 43973. In promulgating the Short-Cycle Class Rules,
however, DOE failed to satisfy these requirements. /bid. Second, DOE did not “adequately
consider whether the amended standards violated EPCA’s [anti-backsliding provision].” Ibid.
Third, contrary to DOE’s arguments in the Short-Cycle Proposals, the Short-Cycle Class Rules
were not consistent with DOE’s past product class energy conservation standard rulemakings, as
the rulemakings cited to support the Short-Cycle Class Rules did not in fact provide the support
DOE then suggested. Id. at 43973-74. Independent of its bases for rescinding the Short-Cycle
Class Rules, the Proposal also advanced a “policy judgment” that the express purposes of EPCA
for energy and water conservation “would be thwarted” if the requirements of EPCA for
amending standards could be circumvented by nominally characterizing an action that had the
practical effect of changing standards as not an amendment. /d. at 43974. The Proposal therefore
moved to rescind the Short-Cycle Class Rules, consistent with the Executive Order. /bid.

II.  The Proposal Would Properly Rescind the Unlawful Short-Cycle Class Rules

The Proposal provides various grounds to justify the rescission of the Short-Cycle Class Rules,
which were also identified in the State Commenters’ comments on the Short-Cycle Proposals.
Those grounds fully and adequately justify the Proposal’s suggested rescission of the Short-
Cycle Class Rules, and the State Commenters therefore urge DOE to finalize the Proposal on
those bases.

A. The Short-Cycle Class Rules Violated EPCA’s Anti-Backsliding Provision

As the State Commenters asserted in their respective comments on the Short-Cycle Proposals,
the Short-Cycle Class Rules each violated EPCA’s anti-backsliding provision (42 U.S.C. §
6295(0)(1)) by eliminating standards for a subset of products that was already covered by energy
conservation standards.'* As the Proposal notes, this regulatory action “changed the status quo”
and thereby required DOE to “satisfy the requirements in the EPCA for issuing an amended
standard” (86 Fed. Reg. at 43974), including the anti-backsliding provision. While DOE had
argued that the product class provision conditioned the anti-backsliding provision,'” the contrary

BReview of Actions of the Prior Administration, Kelly Speakes-Backman, Acting Assistant Secretary for Energy
Efficiency and Renewable Energy (Feb. 19, 2021).

14 Dishwasher Comments, pp. 3-6; Clothes Products Comments, pp. 4-5.

15 Dishwasher Class Rule, 85 Fed. Reg. at 68734-38; Clothes Products Class Rule, 85 Fed. Reg. at 81368-70.



reading is more appropriate in light of the provisions themselves, the canon of statutory
interpretation, and EPCA’s legislative history, in which the anti-backsliding provision was
adopted after the product class provision. Indeed, DOE notes that the agency “did not . . .
adequately consider whether the amended standards [of the Short-Cycle Class Rules] violated
EPCA’s [anti-backsliding provision].” Id. at 43973. That failure of consideration resulted in
DOE directly violating the anti-backsliding provision, by weakening existing energy
conservation standards. This violation in itself fully justifies the rescission of the Short-Cycle
Class Rules, as advanced by the Proposal.

B. The Promulgation of the Short-Cycle Class Rules Violated EPCA’s Product Class and
Standard Establishment Provisions

As discussed in the State Commenters’ previous submissions, '® the promulgation of the Short-
Cycle Class Rules also failed to comply with the process required by EPCA’s product class
provision for the establishment of product class standards. 42 U.S.C. § 6295(q). The product
class provision authorizes DOE to create product classes with different standards only in the
course of establishing energy conservation standards, as the analysis for the establishment of
standards is necessary to determine whether product classes are in fact necessary. Specifically,
the provision states that “a rule prescribing an energy conservation standard . . . shall specify a
level of energy use or efficiency higher or lower than that which applies (or would apply)” for
other products of the same type without the performance-related feature for the subset class of
the product type that has the performance-related feature. /d. (emphasis added). The provision
does not authorize DOE to create product classes except when they are setting energy
conservation standards and, thus, product class standards may only be promulgated as part of a
rule setting energy conservation standards.

In promulgating the Short-Cycle Class Rules, DOE failed to properly exercise its authority under
the product class provision in two ways. First, it failed to undertake an energy conservation
standards rulemaking. Indeed, DOE did not even attempt to establish energy conservation
standards for the purported new product classes, instead deferring the establishment of standards
for a later rulemaking.!” Because product classes can only be created in the course of an energy
conservation standards rulemaking, this deferral violated the product class provision, as the
Proposal recognizes. See 86 Fed. Reg. at 43973 (“EPCA does not, however, allow DOE to
simply defer the establishment of new energy conservation standards”). Second, and unavoidably
given that deferral, DOE further failed to find that the standards for the new short-cycle product
classes, which now allow unlimited energy use, satisfied EPCA’s requirements for new or
amended standards—i.e., that they are designed to achieve the maximum improvement in energy
efficiency possible while being technologically feasible and economically justified. 42 U.S.C. §
6295(0)(2)(A). The Proposal similarly recognizes that this failure also violated EPCA. 86 Fed.
Reg. at 49373 (Short-Cycle Class Rules “did not address any of EPCA’S requirements for
amending an energy conservation standard”). In failing to establish standards or satisfy the
requirements for their establishment, DOE’s promulgation of the Short-Cycle Class Rules
violated EPCA’s product class provision and the statute’s requirement for the promulgation of

16 Dishwasher Comments, pp. 6-8; Clothes Products Comments, pp. 5-9.
17 Dishwasher Class Rule, 85 Fed. Reg. at 68724; Clothes Products Class Rule, 85 Fed. Reg. at 81361.



energy conservation standards. Based on these violations, the Proposal would appropriately
rescind the Short-Cycle Class Rules and should be finalized.

C. The Short-Cycle Class Rules Are Not Consistent with Past DOE Product Class
Rulemakings

The Proposal also recognizes that the short-cycle product class determination made in the Short-
Cycle Class Rules was not consistent with the product class determinations of past DOE product
class rulemakings, and distinguishes the prior rulemakings relied on by DOE in the Short-Cycle
Class Rules to argue that those prior rulemakings created product classes on similar grounds. 86
Fed. Reg. at 43973-74. The Proposal notes specifically that the prior rulemakings where DOE set
no standard for a certain product class involved instances where no standards had been
previously set for that product class, unlike the Short-Cycle Class Rules where the products at
issue were already subject to energy conservation standards. /d. at 43974. Beyond these
distinctions, the State Commenters’ comments identified other reasons why the Short-Cycle
Class Rules would be inconsistent with DOE’s prior product class rulemakings and those
rulemakings’ interpretation of “performance-related feature™: to begin, short-cycle functionality
did not provide consumer utility that would qualify as a “performance-related feature” consistent
with those prior interpretations, and, where cycle duration was in fact considered in the past
rulemakings, it was not in the product class context.'® Together, these distinctions confirm that
the Short-Cycle Class Rules were not consistent with past DOE product class rulemakings and
thus not supported on that basis. That lack of support further justifies the revocation of the Short-
Cycle Class Rules.

III.  The Rescission of the Short-Cycle Class Rules Is Further Justified by Their Other
Violations of EPCA and the APA

In addition to the grounds discussed above, additional grounds amply justify the rescission of the
Short-Cycle Class Rules. If DOE determined that the stated justifications do not in fact support
the Proposal, these additional grounds would nonetheless support the rescission of the Short-
Cycle Class Rules. DOE therefore should finalize the Proposal independent of those identified in
the Proposal.

A. The Short-Cycle Class Rules Violated the Congressionally Mandated Standards for
Dishwashers and Clothes Washers

The Short-Cycle Class Rules should be rescinded because they contradict energy conservation
standards established by Congress for two of the three products covered by the Rules. As
discussed in the State Commenters’ comments'® on the Clothes Products Proposal, that rule
contradicted the Congressionally mandated standards for clothes washers. See 42 U.S.C. §
6295(g)(9) (setting specific energy conservation standards for clothes washers). The Dishwasher
Class Proposal violated EPCA in the same manner, by applying no standards to short-cycle
dishwashers when Congress had already mandated minimum standards for all dishwashers. 42
U.S.C. § 6295(g)(10). Because Congress had already set a minimum standard for clothes

18 Dishwasher Comments, pp. 7-8; Clothes Products Comments, pp. 9-11.
19 Clothes Products Comments, pp. 7-8.



washers and dishwashers, DOE could only strengthen those standards, consistent with the anti-
backsliding provision, but the Short-Cycle Class Rules weakened those standards by applying no
standards to short-cycle products. Congress did not provide for separate classes for short-cycle
products, and the standards thus applied to all such products regardless of that feature. The
Short-Cycle Class Rules thus directly violate EPCA’s minimum energy conservation standards
for those products, are consequently unlawful, and must be rescinded to comply with EPCA.

B. The Short-Cycle Class Rules’ Administrative Records Did Not Support the Creation of
Separate Classes for Short-Cycle Products

In order to justify the creation of a separate product class, DOE must determine that (1) products
in the potential subset class have a “performance-related feature” that provides substantial,
unique utility to consumers, and (2) that different standards are necessary to maintain that
performance-related feature. As discussed in the State Commenters’ comments,° the
administrative records compiled in support of the Short-Cycle Class Rules failed to meet either
burden, as they did not support DOE’s determination that short-cycle functionality was a
“performance-related feature” as that term is interpreted under EPCA, or that separate standards
were necessary to maintain that functionality.

In regards to the performance-related feature, DOE failed to demonstrate that short-cycle
functionality was in fact a “performance-related feature” consistent with the agency’s
interpretation of that term under EPCA, because DOE did not demonstrate it provided sufficient
unique consumer utility. Consumer survey data demonstrated that consumers generally used the
products in a manner in which short-cycle functionality would not provide a substantial benefit,
while ENERGY STAR data indicated that consumer preferences were more influenced not by
the efficiency and other features of the products at issue that cycle time. Thus, short-cycle
functionality did not qualify as a “performance-related feature” that could justify a separate
product class with different energy conservation standards under EPCA.

Moreover, even if short-cycle functionality could be a performance-related feature under EPCA,
DOE did not demonstrate that different energy conservation standards were necessary to provide
short-cycle functionality for the subject products. To begin, for each product, products already
existed prior to the promulgation of the Short-Cycle Class Rules that provided the short-cycle
functionality that supposedly justified the creation of separate short-cycle classes. DOE’s
presumption that weaker energy conservation standards would result in quicker cycle times was
also belied by the data in the rulemaking records, which, when assessed accurately, showed that
energy conservation standards did not cause in any increase in cycle times.

IVv. Conclusion

For the reasons set forth above, the undersigned Attorneys General and local government entities
urge DOE to finalize the Proposal and rescind the Short-Cycle Class Rules.

20 Dishwasher Comments, pp. 9-11; Clothes Products Comments, pp. 8-9, 15-17)



FOR THE STATE OF COLORADO

PHILIP J. WEISER
Attorney General

/s/ Michael Landis

MICHAEL LANDIS

Assistant Attorney General

Natural Resources and Environment
Section

Office of the Attorney General

1300 Broadway, 7" Floor

Denver, Colorado 80203

Tel: (720) 508-6269

Email: michael.landis@coag.gov

Respectfully submitted,
FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

ROB BONTA

Attorney General

DAVID ZONANA

Supervising Deputy Attorney General

/s/ Somerset Perry

SOMERSET PERRY

Deputy Attorney General

Office of the Attorney General
1515 Clay Street, Suite 2000
Oakland, California 94706

Tel: (510) 879-0852

Email: Somerset.Perry@doj.ca.gov

FOR THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT

WILLIAM TONG
Attorney General

/s/ William Tong

ROBERT SNOOK

MATTHEW 1. LEVINE

Assistant Attorneys General
State of Connecticut

Office of the Attorney General
P.O. Box 120, 55 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 0614-0120

Tel: (860) 808-5250




FOR THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

KwAME RAOUL
Attorney General

/s/ Jason E. James

JASON E. JAMES

Assistant Attorney General
MATTHEW J. DUNN

Chief, Environmental Enf./Asbestos
Litigation Div.

Office of the Attorney General
Environmental Bureau

69 W. Washington St., 18" Floor
Chicago, IL 60602

Tel: (312) 814-0660

Email : Jason.james@ilag.gov

FOR THE STATE OF MARYLAND

BRIAN FROSH
Attorney General

/s/ J.B. Howard, Jr.

JOHN B. HOWARD, JR.

Special Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
200 Saint Paul Place, 20" Floor
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Tel: (410) 576-6970

Email: jbhoward@oag.state.md.us

FOR THE STATE OF MAINE

AARON M. FREY
Attorney General of Maine

/s/ Katherine E. Tierney
KATHERINE E. TIERNEY
Assistant Attorney General
6 State House Station
Augusta, ME 04333

Tel: (207) 626-8897

FOR THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

MAURA HEALEY
Attorney General

/s/ 1. Andrew Goldberg

I. ANDREW GOLDBERG

Assistant Attorney General
Environmental Protection Division
JOSEPH DORFLER

Assistant Attorney General
Energy and Telecommunications Division
Office of the Attorney General
One Ashburton Place, 18" Floor
Boston, Massachusetts 02108

Tel: (617) 963-2429

Email: andy.goldberg@mass.gov




FOR THE STATE OF MICHIGAN

DANA NESSEL
Attorney General

/s/ Elizabeth Morrisseau

ELIZABETH MORRISSEAU

Environment, Natural Resources, and
Agriculture Division

6th Floor, G. Mennen Williams Building
525 W. Ottawa Street

P.O. Box 30755

Lansing, MI 48909

(517) 335-7664

Email: MorrisseauE@michigan.gov

FOR THE STATE OF NEVADA

AARON D. FORD
Attorney General

/s/ Heidi Parry Stern

HEIDI PARRY STERN

Solicitor General

Office of the Nevada Attorney General
555 E. Washington Ave., Ste. 3900
Las Vegas, NV 89101

Tel: (702) 486-3594

Email: HStern@ag.nv.gov

FOR THE STATE OF MINNESOTA

KEITH ELLISON
Attorney General

/s/ Leigh Currie

LEIGH CURRIE

Special Assistant Attorney General
445 Minnesota Street, Suite 900
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2127
(651) 757-1291 (Voice)

Email: leigh.currie@ag.state.mn.us

FOR THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY

ANDREW J. BRUCK
Acting Attorney General of New Jersey

/s/ Paul Youchak

PAUL YOUCHAK

Deputy Attorney General

25 Market Street, P.O. Box 112
Trenton, NJ 08625
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FOR THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO

HECTOR BALDERAS

Attorney General of New Mexico
/s/ William Grantham

WILLIAM GRANTHAM

Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General

Consumer & Environmental Protection

Division

408 Galisteo Street
Villagra Building
Santa Fe, NM 87501
wgrantham@nmag.gov
Phone: (505) 717-3520

FOR THE STATE OF OREGON

ELLEN F. ROSENBLUM
Attorney General

/s/ Paul Garrahan

PAUL GARRAHAN
Attorney-in-Charge

STEVE NOVICK

Special Assistant Attorney General
Natural Resources Section
Oregon Department of Justice
1162 Court Street NE

Salem, OR 97301-4096

(503) 947-4593
Paul.Garrahan@doj.state.or.us
Steve.Novick@doj.state.or.us

FOR THE STATE OF NEW YORK

LETITIA JAMES
Attorney General
MICHAEL J. MYERS
Senior Counsel

/s/ Lisa Kwong

LisA S. KWONG

TIMOTHY L. HOFFMAN
Assistant Attorneys General
MORGAN COSTELLO

Section Chief, Affirmative Litigation
LINDA M. WILSON
Environmental Protection Bureau
The Capitol

Albany, NY 12224

Tel: (518) 776-2422

Email: Lisa.Kwong@ag.ny.gov

FOR THE STATE OF VERMONT

THOMAS J. DONOVAN, JR.
Attorney General

/S/ Laura B. Murphy

LAURA B. MURPHY

Assistant Attorney General
Environmental Protection Division
Vermont Attorney General’s Office
109 State Street

Montpelier, VT 05609

Tel: (802) 828-3186

Email: laura.murphy@vermont.gov
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FOR THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

ROBERT W. FERGUSON
Attorney General

/s/ Stephen Scheele

STEPHEN SCHEELE

Assistant Attorney General
Washington State Attorney General’s
Office

P.O. Box 40117

Olympia, WA 98504

Tel: (360) 586-4990

Email: Steve.Scheele@atg.wa.gov

FOR THE CITY OF NEW YORK

GEORGIA M. PESTANA
Corporation Counsel

/s/ Hilary Meltzer

HILARY MELTZER

Chief, Environmental Law Division
New York City Law Department
100 Church Street

New York, NY 10007

Tel: (212) 356-2070

FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

KARL A. RACINE
Attorney General

/s/ Brian Caldwell

BRIAN CALDWELL

Assistant Attorney General
Social Justice Section

Office of the Attorney General
for the District of Columbia
400 6th Street N.W., 10th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20001

Tel: (202) 727-6211

Email: brian.caldwell@dc.gov

12



