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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking Regarding Policies and

Protocols for Demand Response Load Impact Estimates, .
Cost-Effectiveness Methodologies, Megawatt Goals and Rulemaking 07-01-041
Alignment With California Independent System Operator (January 25, 2007)
Market Design Protocols

JOINT COMMMENTS OF CALIFORNIA LARGE ENERGY CONSUMERS
ASSOCIATION, COMVERGE, INC., DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES,
ENERGYCONNECT, INC., ENERNOC, INC., ICE ENERGY, INC., PACIFIC GAS AND
ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 39-M), SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 902-
E), SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338-E) AND THE UTILITY
REFORM NETWORK RECOMMENDING A DEMAND RESPONSE COST
EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION FRAMEWORK APPROACH

I.

INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Administrative Law Judge Hecht’s October 15, 2007 Ruling (October 15
Ruling) Setting Additional Comment Period on Cost Effectiveness Issues, and to ALJ Hecht’s
November 6, 2007 email ruling granting a 10-day extension of time to file initial comments on
the October 15 Ruling,! California Large Energy Consumers Association (CLECA), Comverge,
Inc., Division Of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA), EnergyConnect, Inc., EnerNOC, Inc., Ice Energy,
Inc., Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E),
Southern California Edison Company (SCE), and The Utility Reform Network (TURN)
(collectively, the “Consensus Parties™) file these joint comments recommending a Demand

Response Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework approach, as allowed by the Ruling.

1 See ALJ Hecht’s November 9 Ruling, confirming the extension.



In the October 15 Ruling, ALJ Hecht denied requests for evidentiary hearings on the
Demand Response (DR) Cost Effectiveness issues, but provided parties with an opportunity to
further develop the record during a supplemental comment period focused on specific issues.
The Ruling set forth 18 questions drawn from the requests for hearings and from staff
recommendations that deal with issues for which more information would be helpful in
developing a final cost effectiveness methodology. Parties were provided an opportunity to file
comments on those questions. In addition, the Ruling stated that “parties should not merely . . .
describe alleged problems with existing proposals, but should also recommend and fully describe
alternative approaches” in their initial comments.2 In accordance with that directive, the utilities
reached out to all active parties in Phase 1 of this proceeding to begin discussions on an approach
to DR Cost Effectiveness Methodology that would represent a consensus of the parties on the
issues. All but one active party agreed to participate in the discussions.

The participants held a series of meetings (both in person and via conference call) in an
attempt to reach agreement on an approach to DR Cost Effectiveness. These efforts were
successful, and resulted in the “DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework” attached hereto
as Attachment A. The DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework represents the consensus
positions of all the participants in these discussions (the Consensus Parties) on the DR Cost
Effectiveness issues. It was reached after each party had an opportunity to ask questions, discuss
and consider the strengths and weaknesses of the other parties’ positions, and after numerous
discussions on the merits of the issues.

The DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework addresses all of the DR Cost
Effectiveness issues within the scope of Phase 1 of this proceeding that were identified in ALJ
Hecht’s April 18, 2007 Scoping Memo. The DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework also

covers all of the issues raised in Questions 1 — 18 of the October 15 Ruling.

2 See Ruling at p. 6.
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In summary, the Consensus Parties recommend that the Commission adopt the DR Cost
Effectiveness Evaluation Framework because it represents a resolution of all of the DR Cost

Effectiveness issues that is supported by an overwhelming majority of active parties.

II.
THE DR COST EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION FRAMEWORK REASONABLY

RESOLVES ALL OF THE DR COST EFFECTIVENESS ISSUES IN PHASE 1 OF THIS

PROCEEDING

Phase 1 of this proceeding seeks to achieve two goals: (i) establish a comprehensive set
of protocols for estimating the load impacts of DR programs; and (ii) establish methodologies to
determine the cost effectiveness of DR programs.2 The first goal is progressing on a separate,
concurrent track, and Joint Staff has already articulated its positions on the proposed Load
Impact Estimation Protocols.*

With respect to the second goal, the ALJ and Assigned Commissioner determined that the

scope of the issues included:

e addressing the broad variety of DR approaches, including current and anticipated
future activities;

¢ identifying all relevant quantitative and qualitative inputs (other than load
impacts) that are important for determining the cost effectiveness of DR;

e cither recommending values for the inputs, or recommending methodologies for
determining input values, that address the broad variety of DR approaches,
including current and anticipated future activities; and

e determining a useable overall framework and methodology for evaluating the cost
effectiveness of each of the different types of DR activities, with the key task of
suggesting the relevant perspectives and cost effectiveness tests.>

See Scoping Memo at p. 5 - 7.

See the October 12, 2007 Staff Report on Load Impact Estimation Protocols.

See Order Instituting Rulemaking 07-01-041 at Section I; also Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law
Judge’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, issued April 18, 2007, p. 5-6.
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The DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework addresses each of these issues in a

manner supported by the majority of active parties.

1. The DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework addresses the broad

variety of DR approaches, including current and anticipated future activities.

The DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework is intended to evaluate the cost
effectiveness of (i) event-based DR programs (e.g., CPP, price responsive, reliability DR
programs); and (ii) non-event-based DR programs (e.g., TOU, permanent load shifting).
These two categories capture the broad variety of existing and anticipated DR programs.
The framework is also intended to be used to evaluate DR portfolios, and to be a key
input for evaluating third-party aggregation proposals, subject to least cost-best fit criteria
and other evaluation/selection criteria.

The DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework expressly recognizes that there
are a wide variety of DR programs with differing attributes, and that flexibility in the
application of this evaluation framework may be necessary to fully reflect the attributes
of some DR programs. The valuation of DR programs may also be affected by CPUC
and CAISO decisions on short-term and long-term resource adequacy and actual program
design and operations. Parties should have the ability to test the appropriateness of such

modifications and the particular input values chosen in the DR application process.

2. The DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework identifies all relevant

quantitative and qualitative inputs (other than load impacts) that are

important for determining cost effectiveness of DR

The DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework identifies the relevant
quantitative and qualitative inputs for the following categories of DR program costs and
benefits:

e avoided generation capacity benefit (Section C);

e avoided energy benefit (Section D);



e deferred T&D capacity investment benefit (Section E);

e other benefits (Section F);

e program costs (Section H);

e costs incurred by participants and non-participants (Section B);
e incentives received by participants (Section B); and

e discount rates (Section B).

3. The DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework recommends values for

inputs that address a broad variety of DR approaches, including current and

anticipated future activities

The DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework proposes that each utility will
use its most recent, up-to-date estimates of the future annual market value of generation
capacity, future electricity prices, as well as that utility’s marginal T&D cost(s) and line
loss rates. In some cases, those values may be obtained from published/litigated sources
to the extent that such data are available from those sources at the required level of detail
and/or aggregation, and are practical, reasonably accurate and up-to-date. A utility’s
general rate case marginal cost studies may provide CT cost and gross margin data and
avoided T&D cost data. Either general rate case marginal cost studies or modeling
studies which underlie that utility’s long-term procurement plans may provide avoided

energy cost data.

4. The DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework provides a useable overall

framework and methodology for evaluating the cost effectiveness of each of

the different types of DR activities, including recommendations regarding the

relevant perspectives and cost effectiveness tests

The DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework employs each of the four
perspectives contained in the Standard Practice Manual: the Participant Perspective, the

Ratepayer Impact Measure (Non-Participant Perspective), Total Resource Cost (TRC)



Perspective and the Program Administrator Cost (PAC) Perspective. The DR Cost
Effectiveness Evaluation Framework notes that the utilities intend to use the TRC
perspective as the primary test of cost effectiveness for both utility and third party
aggregator programs but they will include the other perspectives so that DR program
distributional impacts can be identified. The DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation
Framework also notes that DRA prefers to use both the TRC and PAC perspectives

together as the test of cost effectiveness.

The DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework represents the consensus positions of
the Consensus Parties on the DR Cost Effectiveness issues. It was reached after each party had
an opportunity to ask questions, discuss and consider the strengths and weaknesses of the other
parties’ positions, and after numerous discussions on the merits of the issues. Because it
represents agreement by an overwhelming majority of the active parties, the Consensus Parties
believe that the DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework provides a mutually acceptable
outcome on the DR Cost Effectiveness issues that fairly and reasonably balances the various

interests affected by this Phase 1 proceeding.

I11.
THE DR COST EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION FRAMEWORK ADDRESSES ALL

OF THE QUESTIONS POSED BY THE OCTOBER 15 RULING

The DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework also addresses all of the issues
identified in ALJ Hecht’s October 15 Ruling to more fully develop the record in this proceeding.
Specifically, as shown in Attachment B hereto, the DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation
Framework covers each of the issues raised in Questions 1 — 18 of the October 15 Ruling. As
such, the DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework should provide ALJ Hecht with a fully
developed record from which to proceed to a proposed decision. The Consensus Parties urge

ALJ Hecht to adopt the DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework because it represents a
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resolution of all of the DR Cost Effectiveness issues that is supported by an overwhelming

majority of the active parties.

Iv.
CONCLUSION

The Consensus Parties appreciate the opportunity to submit these joint comments. For
the reasons set forth above, the Consensus Parties recommend the adoption of the DR Cost
Effectiveness Evaluation Framework attached hereto as Attachment A.

Respectfully submitted,

JENNIFER T. SHIGEKAWA
JANET S. COMBS

/s/ Janet S. Combs
By:  Janet S. Combs

Attorneys for
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

On behalf of California Large Energy Consumers Association,
Comverge, Inc., Division Of Ratepayer Advocates,
EnergyConnect, Inc., EnerNOC, Inc., Ice Energy, Inc., Pacific
Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric
Company, Southern California Edison Company, and The
Utility Reform Network

November 19, 2007



ATTACHMENT A

DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework



November 19, 2007
Demand Response Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework Proposal

Purpose

This evaluation framework is intended for ex ante evaluations of event-based and
non-event-based demand response (DR) programs which provide long-term
resource value, including both those programs which “count” for resource
adequacy purposes and those programs which reduce the need for capacity by
producing consistent and dependable reductions in system peak loads.

This evaluation framework will be used for determining the cost effectiveness of
utility proposed DR programs (and a utility’s overall DR portfolio) in the 2009-
2011 and subsequent DR program cycles. It will also be used for evaluations
associated with approval of individual DR programs. Finally, this evaluation
framework will also be a key input to evaluating third-party aggregation
proposals, subject to least cost-best fit criteria and other evaluation/selection
criteria such as measures of vendor capability and adequacy of credit/collateral
and insurance.

. Utilities will provide accurate and up-to-date measurement of DR program
benefits and costs in any program approval submissions. Thus, while the utilities
agree that the guidance contained in this proposal is reasonable at present, they
may update or modify methods or values in future cost effectiveness evaluations,
as necessary to provide accurate results (e.g., should there be a need to evaluate
DR programs which do not contribute to meeting the Commission’s resource
adequacy requirements). Any such modifications will be clearly described and
justified.

. Utilities recognize that there are a wide variety of DR programs with differing
attributes (e.g., event and non-event based programs, pricing programs, permanent
load shift programs, and so forth.). Therefore, flexibility in the application of this
evaluation framework may be necessary to fully reflect the attributes of some DR
programs. The valuation of DR programs may also be affected by CPUC and
CAISO decisions on short-term and long-term resource adequacy and actual
program design and operations. Parties will have the ability to test the
appropriateness of such modifications and the particular input values chosen in
the DR application process.

Analvtical Approach

Cost effectiveness will be evaluated based on a perspective in which DR
programs reduce the need for supply-side resources, and are assigned value based
on their ability to meet resource adequacy requirements or their ability to reduce
system peak loads, and provide the other benefits listed in Sections E and F. As
noted previously, there will also be the opportunity to determine appropriate



criteria to evaluate DR programs, which do not contribute to meeting the
Commission’s resource adequacy requirements. DR program cost effectiveness
evaluation will be based on expected load impacts as measured using the
approved load impact protocols.

Utility DR programs will be evaluated using the four perspectives contained in the
Standard Practice Manual: the Participant Perspective, the Ratepayer Impact
Measure (Non-Participant Perspective), Total Resource Cost (TRC) Perspective
and the Program Administrator Cost (PAC) Perspective. Ultilities intend to use
the TRC perspective as the primary test of cost effectiveness for both utility and
third party aggregator programs, but will include the other perspectives so that
DR program distributional impacts can be identified.! DRA prefers to use both
the TRC and PAC perspectives together as the test of cost effectiveness.

For DR programs where participation is voluntary and it is difficult to reliably
measure participating customers’ costs, the incentive received by the participating
customer will be treated as offsetting the costs incurred by the participating
customer, including any loss in business earnings or personal inconvenience
(value of service loss).” This will result in treating customer incentives in the
same manner for both utility and third-party DR programs. For DR programs
where participation is mandatory, it will be necessary to quantify the participating
customer’s costs, including the value of service loss. Further research on
participating customers’ costs under voluntary and mandatory DR programs
would be helpful.

Cost effectiveness will be performed on a lifecycle basis, comparing the net
present value of benefits and costs. The lifecycle will ordinarily cover either the
expected economic life of the major investment under that DR program or the
period in which benefits will occur due to the costs that will be incurred during
the DR program cycle. For other DR programs, it may be appropriate to perform
an evaluation over a three-year program cycle, comparing the going-forward costs
of maintaining the program with the benefits that occur due to the continuation of
the program. The discount rate will be each utility’s cost of capital, consistent
with how that utility evaluates supply-side resources.’

Avoided Generation Capacity Cost

The generation capacity costs avoided by a DR program will be based on the
annual market price ($/kW-year) of the capacity of a new combustion turbine

! For third party aggregator programs where participant cost information is not available to the utility, only
TRC results will be reported.

? Any party may perform a sensitivity analysis to assess the impact of this assumption, but performing such
an analysis is not a required part of this evaluation framework.

3 PG&E currently uses a weighted average after-tax cost of capital. SCE and SDG&E currently use a
weighted average before-tax cost of capital. The choice of discount rate is subject to Commission guidance.
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(CT), annualized using a real economic carrying charge rate that takes into
account return, income taxes, and depreciation, with O&M, ad valorem and
payroll taxes, insurance, and similar incremental costs added, and reduced to
reflect expected “gross margins” earned by selling energy (“CT cost”). PG&E
proposes to calculate “gross margins” based on an options pricing methodology,
whereas SCE proposes to calculate “gross margins” based on the results of
production cost modeling exercises. While each of these methodologies is
intended to reflect the uncertainty of and correlation between wholesale market
electricity prices and natural gas prices, and the relationship between those prices
and when energy is produced by the CT, the calculation of the “gross margin” is
not a matter of agreement and is subject to litigation in the relevant CPUC
proceedings. The adjusted CT cost will be further adjusted to reflect the ability
(if any) of DR programs to avoid procuring CPUC-required reserve margin
capacity and to reduce line losses.

The capacity value of DR programs without usage or availability constraints will
be equivalent to the full annualized and adjusted CT cost. For DR programs with
constraints on their availability and/or how often they can be used, utilities will
use an hourly stochastic method that take into consideration the capacity value of
these DR programs during those the highest-valued periods in which the program
is available and can be used. The value of generation capacity in those periods
will be determined by allocating the annual market value of generation capacity
among the hours of the year in proportion to the relative need for capacity in those
hours (e.g., in proportion to hourly LOLE or LOLP).

In general, the annualized and adjusted CT cost will not be adjusted to account for
periods in which a region’s capacity resources are projected to be greater than the
CPUC-adopted planning reserve margin standard. This approach recognizes the
position of DR in the state’s loading order and the importance of maintaining
participation levels in existing DR programs. For periods in which the planning
reserve margin is expected to be substantially exceeded, however, it will be
appropriate to reconsider this position for any new or expanded DR programs.

The CT cost data will take into account service-area-specific CT construction and
fixed environmental costs and inter-regional differences in wholesale electricity

prices, where such values materially differ from state averages.

Avoided Energy Costs

For both event-based and non-event based DR programs, the value of avoided
electricity generation may be based on wholesale energy prices averaged over the
highest-price hours of an hourly price forecast. The utilities may also use a
stochastic method that reflects the correlation between electricity prices and the
times when DR program events are expected to occur, based on the times in
which the program will be available, constraints on the use of the program, and
the probability distribution of and correlations between the trigger conditions
under which events can be called under that program. The calculation of avoided

3



energy costs will take into account avoided line losses. The method that is used to
estimate avoided energy costs will be consistent with the method that is used to
determine the CT’s “gross margins,” as described in Section C.* The incremental
cost of any additional generation resulting from a load-shifting program will be
taken into consideration based on the expected electricity prices during the time
that the additional electricity is used.

2. After the CAISO establishes a system of locational marginal prices (LMP) as part
of MRTU, and after sufficient LMP price data have been accumulated, it will be
possible to incorporate the value of DR programs in avoiding transmission
congestion costs by calculating avoided energy costs on a locational basis. (This
will also incorporate the local value of reducing transmission losses.) Utilities
plan to incorporate any such locational value beginning with the 2012-2014 DR
program cycle, presuming adequate information exists by that time.

E. Avoided Transmission and Distribution Costs

1. Utilities may defer and/or reduce transmission and/or distribution (T&D) capacity
investments (and thus avoid T&D costs) in local areas experiencing load growth
as a result of DR programs, although the conditions under which DR programs
actually do avoid such investment and the amount of investment avoided is often
uncertain and speculative.

2. As an interim method, utilities will establish a default avoided T&D cost (or area-
specific default avoided T&D costs) which will be applied to DR programs which
meet “right place” and “right certainty” criteria. As more experience with the
ability of DR programs to avoid transmission and distribution investments is
developed (particularly after roll-out of advanced metering technologies), it is
anticipated that the utilities will be able to refine this approach.

3. The default avoided T&D costs will be calculated from marginal transmission and
distribution costs by using the component of these marginal costs associated with
non-ISO transmission and distribution substation equipment, which is principally
related to transformer capacity.’

4. The criteria “right place” and “right certainty” are intended to limit the application
of the avoided T&D costs to programs that (1) are located in areas where load
growth would result in a need for additional delivery infrastructure but for
demand-side potential; (2) are located in areas where the specific DR program is

*If a call option model is used to estimate avoided energy costs, any incentive participants are paid under
that DR program for reductions in energy consumption would be used in place of variable generation costs.

> The marginal T&D costs calculated in a general rate case include local transmission and distribution lines,
towers and power poles, and underground conduit and structures which are added as service is extended
into new geographic areas. These costs are generally not related to the peak demands in a specific area, and
thus are not avoided by a DR program.



capable of addressing local delivery capacity needs;’ (3) have sufficient certainty
of providing long-term reduction that the risk of incurring after-the-fact
retrofit/replacement costs is modest,” and (4) can be relied upon for local T&D
equipment loading relief. Utilities will review specific DR programs based on
these criteria, and either apply the default avoided T&D costs or apply the results
of a specific investment study to the cost effectiveness evaluation of any
qualifying DR program load reduction.

5. Utilities may perform a case-specific study of avoided T&D costs in place of the
default values.

F. Other Benefits

1. Both the new CT used to establish generation capacity value and DR programs
are expected to provide ancillary service value. To the extent a non-event-based
DR program reduces peak demand and energy requirements, it may reduce the
need for procuring ancillary services.

2. At present, utilities will not make any adjustment (upward or downward) to
account for any difference in the ability of a CT and a DR program to contribute
ancillary service value. Once it becomes clearer how the CAISO will incorporate
the value of DR programs in supplying ancillary services (e.g., in response to a
recent FERC ANOPR), utilities will consider the relative ability of a new CT and
a DR program to earn revenues in CAISO ancillary service markets as part of the
cost effectiveness framework.® Further research in this area would be helpful.

3. Utilities may use a generation capacity value in excess of the annualized and
adjusted CT value for periods in which the regional planning reserve margin is
expected to fall below the CPUC-adopted planning reserve margin standard, in
order to elicit additional supplies of DR program capacity prior to when it would
be feasible to permit and construct a supply-side resource. The ratio of relative
LOLE values at the recorded reserve margin level and at the planning reserve
margin standard may be an appropriate adjustment.

4. The cost of meeting environmental emission standards for criteria pollutants
(NOx, SOx, PM-10 and VOCs) and other environmental regulations should be
included in avoided generation capacity and energy costs, but will be separately
calculated (if material) when this is not the case. Because the mechanism for
implementing AB 32 is still being developed, the value that a DR program

% For instance, an air conditioning cycling program is unlikely to avoid distribution investments in coastal
areas with low air conditioning penetration where distribution circuits typically peak as a result of evening
lighting loads.

7 For programs which do not involve direct load control technology, utilities may discount the long-term
load reduction potential until there has been sufficient experience to reliably assess load impacts.

8 FERC Docket Nos. RM07-19 and AD07-7.



G.

provides in changing GHG emissions included in cost effectiveness evaluations
should be consistent with Commission direction in D.05-04-024 and D.07-09-024,
or subsequent related decisions by the Commission.

Utilities are not expected to include the various other benefits which are
sometimes attributed to DR programs, such as price elasticity effects, market
performance benefits, reliability impacts, and “hedge” or “insurance” value. Such
benefits are often captured in the CT proxy value. Further research on these issues
would be needed to include these values in cost effectiveness evaluations.

Sources of Input Data

In evaluating the cost effectiveness of a DR resource, each utility will use its most recent,
up-to date estimates of the future annual market value of generation capacity, future
electricity prices, as well as that utility’s marginal T&D cost(s) and line loss rates. In
some cases, those values may be obtained from published/litigated sources, to the extent
that such data are available from those sources at the required level of detail and/or
aggregation, and are practical, reasonably accurate and up-to-date. A utility’s general rate
case marginal cost studies may provide CT cost and gross margin data and avoided T&D
cost data. Either general rate case marginal cost studies or modeling studies which
underlie that utility’s long-term procurement plans may provide avoided energy cost data.

H.

Program Costs

The cost of incentives paid to participating customers should be determined
consistent with the forecasted usage of the DR program that is used to calculate
avoided generation capacity and energy benefits. This may differ from the
budgeted cost of the DR program, which may be based on the maximum potential
use of the DR program.

DR program costs should include all costs which are incremental to the program.
Overall DR costs which are not incremental to an individual program, such as
marketing and administrative overhead costs, should only be included in the
evaluation of a utility’s overall portfolio of DR programs.

The amounts that third party aggregators are paid for administering DR programs
under contracts resulting from competitive solicitations are expected to recover
some incremental common costs, because third party aggregators must recover
such costs across their entire portfolio of projects in order to earn an appropriate
return. As a result, the amounts that third party aggregation firms are paid for
such programs may not be completely comparable to the costs of utility-
administered DR programs. Parties should understand and consider these
differences when comparing utility and third-party programs.



ATTACHMENT B

Table Pointing to the Sections of the DR Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework that
Address Questions 1 — 18 of the October 15 Ruling



Issue # Issue Description DR Cost Effectiveness
Evaluation
Framework
References
1 To what extent does Demand Response avoid generation capacity: up to the level of the A.1,B.1,C3
planning reserve margin, or beyond that level?
2 What Demand Response programs should be treated as avoiding generation capacity costs: A.1,B.1
those that qualify for RA status, or all Demand Response programs?
3 Regardless of method of calculation, should an adjustment be made to fixed avoided costs due | C.1
to margins on energy sales from any marginal resources?
4 Do the cost-effectiveness protocols apply to the Demand Response portfolios in addition to A2, H2
specific demand response programs, and if so, how?
5 To what extent and how should geographic location be accounted for in the cost effectiveness | C.4,D.2, E.1, E.4
methodology? Please explain the factual bases and assumptions that support your response.
6 What is the appropriate definition of ancillary services, and how should the ancillary service F.1,F.2
value of a demand response resource be treated in evaluating the cost-effectiveness of that
resource?
7 What environmental factors should be included in the cost effectiveness analysis, and how A4,C4,F4
should they be valued and analyzed?
8 What reliability benefits should be included in the cost effectiveness analysis, and how should | F.5
they be valued or analyzed?
9 Should a market performance benefit be included in the cost effectiveness methodology, and if | F.5
s0, how should it be valued and analyzed?
10 Should Modularity and Flexibility Benefits be included in the cost effectiveness methodology, | F.3
and if so, how should they be valued or analyzed?
11 Is the value of improved price signals resulting from demand response already incorporated in | F.5
avoided capacity costs and avoided energy benefits? If not then how, if at all, should these
benefits be valued and included in the analysis?
12 Is the value of any benefits of load shape improvement from demand response already F.5
incorporated in avoided capacity costs and avoided energy benefits? If not, how if at all should
these benefits be valued and included in the analysis?
13 Are the protocols being developed appropriate for determining the cost effectiveness of price- | A.1, A.4, D.1

based (nonevent) programs? Which aspects of the protocols should be different for the two




types of programs? What additional information must be collected in order to apply the
protocols to pricing programs (e.g., more understanding of customer costs)?

14

Which characteristics of Demand Response programs can be accounted for with the Joint
Utilities’ proposed loss of load expectation (LOLE) model (e.g. availability)? Which
characteristics of Demand Response programs cannot be accounted for with the Joint Utilities’
proposed LOLE model (e.g., notification time, event duration, and number of consecutive days
an event can be called)? What methodologies should be used to value these characteristics so
as to set reasonable incentive levels for different program options?

C2

15

How will the load impact outputs feed into the cost effectiveness analysis?

B.1

16

What should the IOUs report when they file an application or advice letter related to a demand
response program?

A2,B.2

17

Is more research needed on the following topics and, if so, why? Market effects of demand
response; Avoided transmission and distribution costs; Customer costs; Is a Combustion
Turbine really the appropriate proxy unit for demand response?

F5,E2,B3,C.1

18

Is further research needed on additional areas, and if so, what areas and why?

F2,F.5




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that, pursuant to the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, I
have this day served a true copy JOINT COMMMENTS OF CALIFORNIA LARGE
ENERGY CONSUMERS ASSOCIATION, COMVERGE, INC., DIVISION OF
RATEPAYER ADVOCATES, ENERGYCONNECT, INC., ENERNOC, INC., ICE
ENERGY, INC., PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 39-M), SAN DIEGO
GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 902-E), SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY (U 338-E) AND THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK RECOMMENDING
A DEMAND RESPONSE COST EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION FRAMEWORK on
all parties identified on the attached service list(s). Service was effected by one or more means

indicated below:

Transmitting the copies via e-mail to all parties who have provided an e-mail address.

First class mail will be used if electronic service cannot be effectuated.

Executed this 19th day of November, 2007, at Rosemead, California.

/s/ Meraj Rizvi

Meraj Rizvi

Project Analyst

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Post Office Box 800
Rosemead, California 91770



R.07-01-041
Monday, November 19, 2007

KEN ABREN
245 MARKET STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.07-01-041

PHILIPPE AUCLAIR
11 RUSSELL COURT

WALNUT CREEK, CA 94598
R.07-01-041

GALEN BARBOSE

LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LAB
1 CYCLOTRON RD.

MS 90-4000

BERKELEY, CA 94720
R.07-01-041

LARRY B. BARRETT
CONSULTING ASSOCIATES, INC.
PO BOX 60429

COLORADO SPRINGS, CO 80960
R.07-01-041

CLARK BERNIER
RLW ANALYTICS
1055 BROADWAY, SUITE G

SONOMA, CA 95476
R.07-01-041

JAMES BOOTHE
THE ENERGY COALITION
9 REBELO LANE

NOVATO, CA 94947
R.07-01-041

Page 1 of 8

CASE ADMINISTRATION
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.07-01-041

GEOFF AYRES
THE ENERGY COALITION
15615 ALTON PARKWAY, SUITE 245

IRVINE, CA 92618
R.07-01-041

DAVID BARKER
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
8306 CENTURY PARK COURT

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123
R.07-01-041

CARMEN BASKETTE
ENERNOC, INC.
594 HOWARD STREET, SUITE 400

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.07-01-041

BARB BOICE
4309 NORWOOD AVENUE, APT. 160

SACRAMENTO, CA 95838
R.07-01-041

WILLIAM H. BOOTH

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LAW OFFICES OF WILLIAM H. BOOTH
1500 NEWELL AVENUE, 5TH FLOOR

WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596
R.07-01-041

DOUGLAS A. AMES
PRESIDENT

TRANSPHASE SYSTEMS, INC.
2117 MAIN ST., 1091

HUNTINGTON BEACH, CA 92648-2463
R.07-01-041

STEPHEN D. BAKER

SENIOR REGULATORY ANALYST
FELLON-MCCORD AND ASSOCIATES
9960 CORPORATE CAMPUS DRIVE, STE.
2000

LOUISVILLE, KY 40223
R.07-01-041

BARBARA R. BARKOVICH
BARKOVICH & YAP, INC.
44810 ROSEWOOD TERRACE

MENDOCINO, CA 95460
R.07-01-041

RYAN BERNARDO
BRAUN & BLAISING, P.C.
915 L STREET, SUITE 1270

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.07-01-041

ASHLEE M. BONDS

THELEN REID BROWN RAYSMANG&STEINER
LLP

101 SECOND STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.07-01-041

JUSTIN BRADLEY

DIRECTOR ENERGY PROGRAMS
SILICON VALLEY LEADERSHIP GROUP
224 AIRPORT PARKWAY, SUITE 620

SAN JOSE, CA 95110
R.07-01-041



R.07-01-041
Monday, November 19, 2007

ADAM BRIONES
THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE
1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, 2ND FLOOR

BERKELEY, CA 94704
R.07-01-041

MARIAN BROWN
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
6040A IRWINDALE AVE.

IRWINDALE, CA 91702
R.07-01-041

CENTRAL FILES

REGULATORY AFFAIRS

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC CO.
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT-CP31E

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1530
R.07-01-041

JANET COMBS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.07-01-041

RICHARD H. COUNIHAN
ENERNOC, INC.
45 FREMONT STREET, SUITE 1400

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.07-01-041

DANIEL W. DOUGLASS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

21700 OXNARD STREET, SUITE 1030

WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367
R.07-01-041

Page 2 of 8

ANDREW B. BROWN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.07-01-041

Andrew Campbell

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5304

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.07-01-041

Christopher Clay

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5138

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.07-01-041

KEVIN COONEY
PRINCIPAL/CEO

SUMMIT BLUE CORPORATION
1722 14TH STREET

BOULDER, CO 80302
R.07-01-041

SCOTT H. DEBROFF
PRINCIPAL

SMIGEL, ANDERSON & SACKS
4431 NORTH FRONT STREET

HARRISBURG, PA 17110
R.07-01-041

JACK ELLIS
RESERO CONSULTING
490 RAQUEL COURT

LOS ALTOS, CA 94022
R.07-01-041

LYNNE BROWN

CALIFORNIANS FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY,

INC.
24 HARBOR ROAD

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94124
R.07-01-041

TRENT A CARLSON
RELIANT ENERGY
1000 MAIN STREET

HOUSTON, TX 77001
R.07-01-041

Joe Como

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4107

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.07-01-041

LARRY R. COPE
ATTORNEY AT LAW
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON

PO BOX 800 2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.07-01-041

BALDASSARO DI CAPO, ESQ.
CALIFORNIA ISO
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630
R.07-01-041

DANIEL C. ENGEL
SENIOR CONSULTANT
FREEMAN, SULLIVAN & CO.

101 MONTGOMERY STREET, 15TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
R.07-01-041



R.07-01-041
Monday, November 19, 2007

AHMAD FARUQUI
THE BRATTLE GROUP
353 SACRAMENTO STREET, SUITE 1140

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
R.07-01-041

ALAN GARTNER
ENERGYCONNECT, INC.
51 E. CAMPBELL AVEUNE, 145

CAMPBELL, CA 95008
R.07-01-041

Sudheer Gokhale

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4209

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.07-01-041

STEVEN R. HAERTLE
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MC B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.07-01-041

MARCEL HAWIGER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
R.07-01-041

ANDREA HORWATT

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.07-01-041

Page 3 of 8

LAW DEPARTMENT FILE ROOM
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 7442

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120-7442
R.07-01-041

RUSS GARWACRD

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 WALNUT GROVE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.07-01-041

JOHN GOODIN
CALIFORNIA ISO
151 BLUE RAVINE RD.

FOLSOM, CA 95630
R.07-01-041

DAVE HANNA
ITRON INC
11236 EL CAMINO REAL

SAN DEIGO, CA 92130-2650
R.07-01-041

Jessica T. Hecht

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5113

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.07-01-041

DAVID HUNGERFORD
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-22

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.07-01-041

MICHEL PETER FLORIO

ATTORNEY AT LAW

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK (TURN)
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
R.07-01-041

STEVE GEORGE
GSC GROUP
101 MONTGOMERY STREET, 15TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
R.07-01-041

JEFFREY P. GRAY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533
R.07-01-041

ARTHUR HAUBENSTOCK

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.07-01-041

GRAYSON HEFFNER
15525 AMBIANCE DRIVE

N. POTOMAC, MD 20878
R.07-01-041

JOEL M. HVIDSTEN
KINDER MORGAN ENERGY PARTNERS
1100 TOWN & COUNTRY ROAD, SUITE 700

ORANGE, CA 92868
R.07-01-041



R.07-01-041
Monday, November 19, 2007

MWIRIGI IMUNGI
THE ENERGY COALITION
15615 ALTON PARKWAY, SUITE 245

IRVINE, CA 92618
R.07-01-041

THOMAS KIMBALL
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 11TH STREET

MODESTO, CA 95354
R.07-01-041

STEVE KROMER
3110 COLLEGE AVENUE, APT 12

BERKELEY, CA 94705
R.07-01-041

CLARE LAUFENBERG
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 NINTH STREET, MS 46

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.07-01-041

DONALD C. LIDDELL
ATTORNEY AT LAW
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL
2928 2ND AVENUE

SAN DIEGO, CA 92103
R.07-01-041

JAY LUBOFF

JAY LUBOFF CONSULTING SERVICES

7 ANNIE LANE

MILL VALLEY, CA 94941
R.07-01-041

Page 4 of 8

Bruce Kaneshiro

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.07-01-041

CHRIS KING
EMETER CORPORATION
ONE TWIN DOLPHIN DRIVE

REDWOOD CITY, CA 94065
R.07-01-041

EDWARD V KURZ

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.07-01-041

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

SAN DIEGO, CA 92106
R.07-01-041

KAREN LINDH
LINDH & ASSOCIATES
7909 WALERGA ROAD, NO. 112, PMB119

ANTELOPE, CA 95843
R.07-01-041

MARK S MARTINEZ
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
6060 IRWINDALE AVE., SUITE J

IRWINDALE, CA 91702
R.07-01-041

PAUL KARR
TRILLIANT NETWORKS, INC.
1100 ISLAND DRIVE, SUITE 103

REDWOOD CITY, CA 94065
R.07-01-041

GREGORY KLATT

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

411 E. HUNTINGTON DRIVE, STE. 107-356

ARCADIA, CA 91006
R.07-01-041

Dorris Lam

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.07-01-041

JOYCE LEUNG
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
6060 J IRWINDALE AVE.

IRWINDALE, CA 91702
R.07-01-041

JODY S. LONDON
JODY LONDON CONSULTING
PO BOX 3629

OAKLAND, CA 94609
R.07-01-041

RICHARD MCCANN
M.CUBED
2655 PORTAGE BAY ROAD, SUITE 3

DAVIS, CA 95616
R.07-01-041



R.07-01-041
Monday, November 19, 2007

KEITH R. MCCREA

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SUTHERLAND, ASBILL & BRENNAN, LLP
1275 PENNSYLVANIA AVE., N.W.

WASHINGTON, DC 20004-2415
R.07-01-041

MIKE MESSENGER

DEMAND RESPONSE PROGRAM MANAGER

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.07-01-041

WARREN MITCHELL
THE ENERGY COALITION
15615 ALTON PARKWAY, SUITE 245

IRVINE, CA 92618
R.07-01-041

SARA STECK MYERS
ATTORNEY AT LAW
122 28TH AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121
R.07-01-041

PETER OUBORG

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.07-01-041

CARLOS F. PENA
SEMPRA ENERGY LAW DEPARTMENT
101 ASH STREET HQ12

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
R.07-01-041

Page 5 of 8

ROSEMARY MCMAHILL

DIRECTOR - REGULATORY AFFAIRS
CURRENT GROUP LLC

2500 STECK AVE. NO. 35

AUSTIN, TX 78757
R.07-01-041

CHARLES MIDDLEKAUFF

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.07-01-041

Joy Morgenstern

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.07-01-041

JEFF NAHIGIAN
JBS ENERGY, INC.
311 D STREET

WEST SACRAMENTO, CA 95605
R.07-01-041

STEVEN D. PATRICK

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
555 WEST FIFTH STREET GT14E7

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013-1011
R.07-01-041

BRUCE PERLSTEIN
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
245 MARKET STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.07-01-041

SUSAN MCNEILL
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, B8M

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177-0001
R.07-01-041

KAREN N. MILLS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION
2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE

SACRAMENTO, CA 95833
R.07-01-041

DAVID MORSE
1411 W, COVELL BLVD., SUITE 106-292

DAVIS, CA 95616-5934
R.07-01-041

DAVID NEMTZOW
1254 9TH STREET, NO. 6

SANTA MONICA, CA 90401
R.07-01-041

ROGER PELOTE
WILLIAMS POWER COMPANY
12736 CALIFA STREET

VALLEY VILLAGE, CA 91607
R.07-01-041

B. MARIE PIENIAZEK

VP, STRATEGIC OPERATIONS

ENERGY CURTAILMENT SPECIALIST, INC.
650 FRANKLIN ST., SUITE 202

SCHENECTADY, NY 12305
R.07-01-041



R.07-01-041
Monday, November 19, 2007

CLARK E. PIERCE
LANDIS & GYR
246WINDING WAY

STRATFORD, NJ 8084
R.07-01-041

TED POPE
PRESIDENT

ENERGY SOLUTIONS
1738 EXCELSIOR AVE.

OAKLAND, CA 94602
R.07-01-041

RICH QUATTRINI

VICE PRESIDENT - WESTERN REGION
ENERGYCONNECT, INC.

51 E. CAMPBELL AVENUE, SUITE 145

CAMPBELL, CA 95008
R.07-01-041

TERRY RICH
ANCILLARY SERVICES COALITION
547 APOLLO STREET, SUITE F

BREA, CA 92821
R.07-01-041

Jason R. Salmi Klotz

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.07-01-041

REED V. SCHMIDT

VICE PRESIDENT

BARTLE WELLS ASSOCIATES
1889 ALCATRAZ AVENUE

BERKELEY, CA 94703
R.07-01-041

Page 6 of 8

NICK PLANSON

GENERAL MANAGER

ANCILLARY SERVICES COALITION
547 APOLLO STREET, SUITE F

BREA, CA 92821
R.07-01-041

SNULLER PRICE

ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL
ECONOMICS

101 MONTGOMERY, SUITE 1600

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
R.07-01-041

DAVID REED
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
6060 IRWINDALE AVE., STE. J

IRWINDALE, CA 91702
R.07-01-041

MICHAEL ROCHMAN

MANAGING DIRECTOR

SPURR

1430 WILLOW PASS ROAD, SUITE 240

CONCORD, CA 94520
R.07-01-041

Lisa-Marie Salvacion

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4107

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.07-01-041

MARGARET SHERIDAN
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-22

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.07-01-041

KA-WING MAGGIE POON
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE.

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.07-01-041

JOE PRIJYANONDA
GLOBAL ENERGY PARTNERS, LLC
3569 MT. DIABLE BLVD., SUITE 200

LAFAYETTE, CA 94549
R.07-01-041

L. JAN REID
COAST ECONOMIC CONSULTING
3185 GROSS ROAD

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95062
R.07-01-041

LAURA ROOKE

SR. PROJECT MANAGER
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC
121 SW SALMON ST,

PORTLAND, OR 97204
R.07-01-041

GAYATRI SCHILBERG
JBS ENERGY
311 D STREET, SUITE A

WEST SACRAMENTO, CA 95605
R.07-01-041

NORA SHERIFF

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
R.07-01-041



R.07-01-041
Monday, November 19, 2007

LINDA'Y. SHERIF

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALPINE CORPORATION

3875 HOPYARD ROAD, SUITE 345

PLEASANTON, CA 94588
R.07-01-041

KEN SKINNER

VICE PRESIDENT, COO
INTEGRAL ANALYTICS, INC.

312 WALNUT STREET, SUITE 1600

CINCINNATI, OH 45202
R.07-01-041

ANNIE STANGE
ALCANTAR & KAHL
1300 SW FIFTH AVE., SUITE 1750

PORTLAND, OR 97201
R.07-01-041

KAREN TERRANOVA
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP
120 MONTGOMERY STREET, STE 2200

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
R.07-01-041

LUKE TOUGAS
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.07-01-041

Christopher R Villarreal

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5119

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.07-01-041

Page 7 of 8

JEFF SHIELDS

UTILITY SYSTEMS DIRECTOR
SOUTH SAN JOAQUIN IRRIGATION
DISTRICT

11011 E. HWY 120

MANTECA, CA 95336
R.07-01-041

GLEN E. SMITH
ENERGY CURTAILMENT SPECIALISTS, INC.
3735 GENESEE STREET

BUFFALO, NY 14225
R.07-01-041

LISA TAKEUCHI
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.07-01-041

PATRICIA THOMPSON
SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING
2920 CAMINO DIABLO, SUITE 210

WALNUT CREEK, CA 94597
R.07-01-041

Rebecca Tsai-Wei Lee

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4209

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.07-01-041

EDWARD VINE

LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL
LABORATORY

BUILDING 90R4000

BERKELEY, CA 94720
R.07-01-041

CARL SILSBEE
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.07-01-041

KATHRYN SMITH

ANALYST

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
8306 CENTURY PARK COURT

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123
R.07-01-041

SHARON TALBOTT
EMETER CORPORATION
ONE TWIN DOLPHIN DRIVE

REDWOOD CITY, CA 94065
R.07-01-041

VICKI L. THOMPSON

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
101 ASH STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
R.07-01-041

ROGER VAN HOY
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 11TH STREET

MODESTO, CA 95354
R.07-01-041

DANIEL M. VIOLETTE
SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING
1722 14TH STREET, SUITE 230

BOULDER, CO 80302
R.07-01-041



R.07-01-041
Monday, November 19, 2007

ROBIN J. WALTHER, PH.D.
1380 OAK CREEK DRIVE., 316

PALO ALTO, CA 94305
R.07-01-041

LESLIE WILLOUGHBY
SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
8305 CENTURY PARK CT.

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123
R.07-01-041

SHIRLEY WOO

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.07-01-041

DAVID M. WYLIE, PE
ASW ENGINEERING
2512 CHAMBERS ROAD, SUITE 103

TUSTIN, CA 92780
R.07-01-041

MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC.
1814 FRANKLIN STREET, SUITE 720

OAKLAND, CA 94612
R.07-01-041

Page 8 of 8

JOY A. WARREN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 11TH STREET

MODESTO, CA 95354
R.07-01-041

DON WOOD
PACIFIC ENERGY POLICY CENTER
4539 LEE AVENUE

LA MESA, CA 91941
R.07-01-041

ERIC C. WOYCHIK
STRATEGY INTEGRATION LLC
9901 CALODEN LANE

OAKLAND, CA 94605
R.07-01-041

JOY C. YAMAGATA
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC/SOCALGAS
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT

SAN DIEGO, CA 91910
R.07-01-041

JAMES WEIL

DIRECTOR

AGLET CONSUMER ALLIANCE
PO BOX 37

COOL, CA 95614
R.07-01-041

VIKKI WOOD

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY
DISTRICT

6301 S STREET, MS A204

SACRAMENTO, CA 95817-1899
R.07-01-041

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

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177
R.07-01-041

LEGAL AND REGULATORY DEPARTMENT
CALIFORNIA ISO
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSON, CA 95630
R.07-01-041





