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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S (U 39 E) PETITION FOR
MODIFICATION OF DECISION 09-08-027

(PUBLIC VERSION)

Pursuant to Rule 16.4 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure,
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) respectfully requests the California Public
Utilities Commission (Commission) to modify Decision 09-08-027, in three respects.

First, PG&E requests the Commission to approve proposed amendments to two of
PG&E’s agreements with Aggregator Managed Portfolio (AMP) providers: EnerNOC,
Inc. and Energy Connect Inc. PG&E requests the modification to: (a) increase the
amount of demand response EnerNOC will provide to PG&E in 2010 and 2011; (b)
replace the baseline methodology in the EnerNOC and Energy Connect agreements with
the methodology adopted by the Commission in Decision Adopting Demand Response
Activities And Budgets For 2009 through 2011, D.09-08-027 (the Decision) for other

PG&E demand response programs; and (c) allow multiple participation in demand



response programs by customers participating in these aggregators’ portfolios, as directed
by the Commission.

Second, PG&E requests the Commission modify the Decision by revising
Ordering Paragraph 19 which disapproved PG&E’s request to hold a competitive
solicitation to obtain additional agreements to replace the AMP agreements after their
expiration in 2011. Since the Decision was issued, the CAISO has clarified its rules for
demand response participation in its markets. After the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) approves the CAISO tariff, PG&E will have sufficient information
to prepare a solicitation to be held in late 2010 to replace these agreements. While the
direct participation phase of the Demand Response OIR (R. 07-01-041) is not concluded,
it is clearly beneficial for PG&E’s customers and the demand response aggregators to
continue the practice of having demand response agreements for aggregators in PG&E’s
service area. A decision is the Direct Participation phase is not needed to establish
effective new aggregator agreements.

Finally, PG&E seeks modification of Budget Table 24-2 in the Decision to move
the Capacity Bidding Program (CBP), an aggregator-only program, into the aggregator
category. This would allow budget shifting between aggregator programs to enable
PG&E to make necessary information technology upgrades to have 10% of its demand
response resources, including the CBP resources, serve as proxy demand response (PDR)
as described in Advice Letter 3635-E filed on March 18, 2010 and to fund fully PG&E’s
administrative expenses.

I. BACKGROUND
A. Aggregator Managed Portfolio Agreements.

PG&E is the buyer under five AMP demand response agreements that were



approved by the Commission in Order Approving The Applications of Pacific Gas and
Electric Company and Southern California Edison Company For Approval of Demand
Response Agreements, D. 07-05-029 (May 3, 2007). The aggregators for the five
approved AMP agreements have participated in three event seasons, and there are two
more seasons until the AMP agreements expire at the end of 2011. PG&E’s request for
permission to hold an additional solicitation to replace these AMP agreements after their
expiration was denied by the Commission in D.09-08-027, and therefore these resources
may not be available during summer 2012.

As the Commission discussed in Decision 08-06-015, the AMP agreements were
awarded as the result of a competitive solicitation aimed at increasing the amount of
available demand response following the 2006 heat storm:

In Decision (D.) 06-11-049, the Commission directed Southern
California Edison Company (SCE) and Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E) to issue Requests for Proposals (RFPs) from third
parties that could administer demand response programs and provide
megawatts (MW) beyond those available from the electric utilities’
own programs. PG&E’s RFP resulted in five contracts with third
parties that agreed to provide demand response MW to the utility by
working with customers to enable them to shed load when
necessary, aggregating the resulting demand response potential, and
delivering it according to contract provisions. As a result of the RFP
process, PG&E filed Application (A.) 07-02-032, requesting
Commission approval of five agreements with demand response
aggregators, also known as sellers. The Commission approved these
contracts, and a similar application for additional contracts filed by
SCE, in D.07-05-029, on May 3, 2007. Under the terms of the
PG&E contracts, the third-party aggregators are to provide specified
amounts of demand response during May through October from
2007-2011."

1/ Decision Modifying Decision 07-05-029 By Approving Modification of Contracts With Demand
Response Providers, D. 08-06-015, p. 2 (June 13, 2008).



In D. 08-06-015, the Commission approved amendments to PG&E’s AMP
agreements, and held that “[a]ny future modifications to . . . demand response contracts
must be made through a petition for modification of the decision in which the contracts
were adopted.” In the Decision, the Commission subsequently determined that the
utilities “may request . . . modifications to existing aggregator contracts through either an
23/

application or a petition for modifications of this decision.

B. CAISO Develops Rules For Demand Response Participation In The
CAISO Market Subsequent to D.09-08-027.

The CAISO wholesale market structure for DR resources had not been finalized
when the investor-owned utilities (IOUs) were developing their proposals and budgets for
their 2009-2011 applications. For example, Proxy Demand Resource (PDR), now the
primary wholesale DR product advocated by the CAISO and the IOUs, had not been
advanced by the CAISO until after the IOUs filed their initial application in June 2008.
By September 19, 2008, when the IOUs filed their Amended Applications, the CAISO
still had not launched its Market Redesign and Technology Upgrade (MRTU) and had
only begun to develop the PDR market product. Thus, PG&E, in its application, could
only use general assumptions to create program proposals to integrate programs with the
new markets. On February 16, 2010, CAISO filed its tariff with the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) to allow DR resources to bid into its market utilizing
PDR. On April 15, 2010, the FERC issued a letter to the CAISO requesting additional

information be provided about the CAISO’s PDR product. The CAISO has 30 days to

2/ Id., Conclusion of Law 4.

3/ D.09-08-027, Ordering 9| 33, (emphasis added).



respond to FERC’s inquiry, which may delay approval of the CAISO tariff until mid-July
2010.

Once the CAISO tariff is approved, the IOUs will have a factual basis to move
forward with the development of business systems to enable AMP customer participation
in the CAISO market and for the development of a new request for proposals for third-
party demand response resources. At this point, PG&E will have sufficient information
to prepare a competitive solicitation to replace the expiring AMP agreements, consistent
with PDR bidding rules.

C. Decision D. 09-08-027 Denied PG&E’s Proposal To Hold A
Competitive Solicitation For Replacement AMP Contracts In 2011.

In its 2009-2011 Application, PG&E requested the authority to hold an additional
solicitation to replace the AMP agreements after they expire in 2011. The request was
denied in the Decision, both because rules for demand response participation in the
MRTU market were insufficiently developed and because it was unclear whether
aggregators’ direct participation in the market would supplant the need for IOU contracts.
PG&E’s request was “denied without prejudice; PG&E may propose a similar RFP in the
future, if appropriate based on market conditions.”

D. Decision D. 09-08-027 Requires PG&E To Modify Its Demand

Response Programs To Allow Multiple Participation And To Serve As
Proxy Demand Response Without Approving Additional, Incremental
Funding.

In the Decision, the Commission required the IOUs to make up to three changes

to their state-wide demand response programs. The extent of these changes were

unknown to the PG&E when it submitted its original application and therefore was not

fully reflected in PG&E’s budget requests.

4/ Decision, p. 119.



The Commission in Ordering Paragraph (OP) 25 of the Decision directed the
I0Us to “propose modifications to one or more existing demand response programs that
will make at least 10 percent of the MW enrolled in the authorized DR programs comply
with the requirements of CAISO’s Proxy Demand Resource.” OP 25 also required the
IOUs to propose these modifications within 30 days of CAISO filing its tariff
modifications with the FERC.” In addition, the IOUs were required to change the
baseline methodology in certain state-wide demand response programs to that adopted in
the Decision and to make program adjustments to allow dual participation in other DR
programs.?

As discussed below, implementation of each of these revisions requires changes
to PG&E’s business systems for the affected demand response programs.

II. DISCUSSION

A. The Commission Should Approve The Proposed Amendments To The
EnerNOC and Energy Connect Agreements.

PG&E proposes to modify the EnerNOC and Energy Connect agreements by: (1)
increasing the Commitment Level in the EnerNOC agreement, (2) changing the baseline
methodology to that approved in the Decision; and (3) changing the multiple participation
rules to those that will be adopted by the Commission, consistent with the Decision.
Amendments incorporating these proposed revisions are attached to this Petition as

Exhibits A and B, respectively.

5/ CAISO filed its PDR tariff with FERC on Feb. 16, 2010. California Independent System
Operator, http://www.caiso.com/273f/273fcac5d70.pdf.
6/ D.09-08-027 ordered the IOUs to revise its dual participation rules and establish a 10-day average

settlement baseline with an optional day-of adjustment. See OP 30, pp. 242-243.



1. The Commission Should Approve The Increased
Commitment Level For The EnerNoc Agreement.

The Fourth Amendment to the EnerNoc agreement, would increase the
Commitment Level in the EnerNOC agreement by 25 MW in May 2010 and by 30 MW
in June through October 2010 and May through October 2011. The EnerNOC agreement
currently has a Commitment Level of 40 MW for May through October 2010 and 2011
and therefore the amendment would substantially increase the amount of available
demand response provided by EnerNOC.” The proposed amendment would increase the
Commitment Level to 70 MW during June through October 2010 and May through
October 2011. EnerNOC has demonstrated through its performance in AMP events and
test events in 2009 that it is capable of providing reliable load reductions during demand
response events and, on that basis, PG&E has agreed to the increase in Commitment
Level. In 2009, during a two-hour test event, EnerNOC performed at 88.67% of its
Commitment Level. During a two-hour retest event held later in 2009, EnerNOC
performed at 117.02% of its Commitment Level.

2. The EnerNOC and Energy Connect Agreements, As
Modified, Are Cost Effective.

Under the proposed amendments to the EnergyConnect and EnerNOC
Agreements, PG&E would continue to pay the energy and capacity prices approved by
the Commission in D.07-05-029. As demonstrated in the accompanying declaration of
William Gavelis, attached hereto as Exhibit C, the proposed amendments are each cost-
effective and the proposed increase in the Commitment Level of the EnerNOC agreement

will increase the amount of cost-effective demand response available to PG&E,

7/ EnerNOC Agreement, Section 3.2.



consistent with the Energy Action Plan’s loading order preference for cost-effective
demand response resources. The proposed EnerNOC amendment will maintain (and
slightly increase) the current cost effectiveness of the EnerNOC agreement. Both
agreements have benefit-cost ratios exceeding one and therefore are cost-effective.”

The benefit-cost ratios for the EnerNOC agreement from the Total Resource Cost,
Participant, Ratepayer Impact, and Program Administrator perspectives, respectively, are
set forth in Table 1 below.? The net present value (NPV) for the EnerNOC amendment,
separate from the original contract, is shown in Table 2. Only the 1-in-2 year weather
conditions result is shown because the 1-in-10 year weather conditions result is virtually
the same.

Because the non-incentive costs (e.g., administrative costs, etc.) do not change as
a result of the proposed amendment, there is a slight increase in the current benefit-cost
ratio of the agreement. That is, the EnerNOC amendment increases expected megawatt

benefits and associated variable costs in equal proportions but does not increase the

agreement’s fixed costs.

8/ The cost-effectiveness methodology used to calculate these values is consistent with the
framework contained in the Joint Comments of the California Large Energy Consumers
Association, Comverge, Inc., DRA, EnergyConnect, Inc., EnerNoc, Inc., Ice Energy, Inc., PG&E,
SDG&E, SCE, and The Utility Reform Network Recommending a Demand Response Cost
Effectiveness Evaluation Framework, filed November 19, 2007 in Order Instituting Rulemaking,
R.07-01-041. Section B.2 of the Framework requires the utilities to evaluate DR programs and
contracts 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 (the “Framework™).

9/ This result is based on hourly ex ante load impacts for residential and non-residential customers
enrolled in AMP, equal to the average of megawatts to be provided from 2 to 6 p m. on system
monthly peak load days. PG&E developed Ex ante load impacts for both 1 in 2 year weather
conditions and 1 in 10 year weather conditions. However, the NPV of the 1 in 10 year weather
conditions is only trivially greater than the 1 in 2 year weather conditions. This cost effectiveness
result applies to a base case analysis and excludes any expected benefits of avoided transmission
and distribution costs or avoided greenhouse gas costs.



EnerNOC Contract

Excluding amendment

Excluding amendment

Including amendment

Amendment
only, without original
contract

Filing

Original
Current

Current

Current

Table 1

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
BENEFIT / COST RATIO BY STANDARD PRACTICE MANUAL TESTS

ENERNOC CONTRACT, 2010-2011
1-IN-2 YEAR WEATHER CONDITIONSm/

Time
Period

2007-2011

2010-2011

2010-2011

2010-2011

. Total Partici- Ratepayer Progr.a m
Price Quote Impact Admin-
Resource pant .
Date Cost Test Test Measure istrator
Test Cost Test
1
Feb.’07 W 0.84 Not shown in A.07-02-032
12/

Mar.’10 1.45 1.01 1.44 1.45
Mar.’10 1.47 1.01 1.46 1.47
Mar.’10 1.52 1.01 1.51 1.52

Table 2

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
NET PRESENT VALUE RATIO BY STANDARD PRACTICE MANUAL TESTS

ENERNOC AMENDMENT ONLY, 2010-2011
1-IN-2 YEAR WEATHER CONDITIONSY

(in thousands)

Ratepayer Program
Total Resource Participant Impact Administrator
Inputs Cost Test Test Measure Test Cost Test
Reduction in Participant's Bill - $28 - -
Benefits Incentive to Participant — — —
Avoided Generation Capacity Cost
Avoided Energy Cost
Participant's Out-of-Pocket Expenses - - I I
Costs Reduction in Participants' Bills — — ($28) —
Incentive to Participant I I - -
Program Administrator Costs ($50) - ($0) (30)
NPV I H I I
B/C Ratio 1.52 1.01 1.51 1.52
10/ These results are applicable to both the portfolio view and the program-specific view. Results are

equal when calculated on either a portfolio basis or a program-specific basis. This is because
PG&E is not aware of any AMP customers participating in other demand response programs.

Agreements in A.07-02-032.
12/ This new cost effectiveness analysis uses the same methodology—albeit, implemented in a new
model—as in A.07-02-032. Although the methodology PG&E used in A.07-02-032 pre-dated
development of the Framework, the methodology is 100% consistent with the Framework.
13/ These results are applicable to both the portfolio view and the program-specific view.

11/ As presented in PG&E’s February 28, 2007, Application for Approval of Demand Response



Similarly, the updated benefit-cost ratios and net present value of the Energy
Connect agreement are also higher compared to the original application, as shown in
Table 3 and Table 4 below. Again, only the 1-in-2 year weather conditions result is
shown because the 1-in-10 year weather conditions result is virtually the same. The
increase is largely attributable to an increase in the forecast of capacity costs used to
conduct PG&E’s cost-effective analysis since the AMP agreements were initially

negotiated.

TABLE 3
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
BENEFIT / COST RATIO BY STANDARD PRACTICE MANUAL TESTS

ENERGYCONNECT CONTRACT, 2010-2011
1-IN-2 YEAR WEATHER CONDITIONSY

. . Total Partici- Ratepayer Progr.a m
- Time Price Quote Impact Admin-
Filing . Resource pant .
Period Date Cost Test Test Measure istrator
Test Cost Test
Original 2007-2011 Feb.’07 0.75 Not shown in A.07-02-032
Current 2010-2011 Mar.’10 1.33 1.01 1.32 1.33
"
"
"
14/ These results are applicable to both the portfolio view and the program-specific view.

10



Table 4
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
NET PRESENT VALUE RATIO BY STANDARD PRACTICE MANUAL TESTS

ENERGYCONNECT CONTRACT, 2010-2011
1-IN-2 YEAR WEATHER CONDITIONSY
(in thousands)

Ratepayer Program
Total Resource Participant Impact Administrator
Inputs Cost Test Test Measure Test Cost Test
Reduction in Participant's Bill — $24 — —
Benefits Incentive to Participant
Avoided Generation Capacity Cost
Avoided Energy Cost
Participant's Out-of-Pocket Expenses - - I
Costs Reduction in Participants' Bills — — ($24) —
Incentive to Participants I I - F
Program Administrator Costs ($310) - ($310) ($310)
NPV I H I I
B/C Ratio 1.33 1.01 1.32 1.33

3. The Commission Should Approve The Change To The
Baseline Methodology In the EnerNOC and Energy Connect
Agreements.
The proposed Fourth Amendment to the EnerNOC agreement and the proposed
Fifth Amendment to the Energy Connect agreement would substitute the current baseline
methodology with the methodology approved by the Commission in the Decision for
other PG&E demand response programs, consistent with the Commission’s determination
in Decision Denying Petition for Modification of Decision 07-05-029 and Rejecting
Expansion of An Existing Demand Response Contract, , D. 10-03-007, pp. 9 to 12 and
Conclusion of Law 3.
The existing baseline methodology in both the EnerNOC and ECS agreements

uses the 3 highest energy use days in the past ten similar days, aggregated on a portfolio

basis. (Agreements, Section 3.6.) The methodology adopted by the Commission in the

15/ These results are applicable to both the portfolio view and the program-specific view.

11



Decision, by contrast, uses a “10-in-10" individual baseline with a day-of adjustment
based on performance of each individual customer participating in the DR aggregators’
portfolios. While the new baseline methodology was adopted for most other PG&E
demand response programs that use baselines, it was not adopted for PG&E’s existing
agreements with DR aggregators.'® However, because it was approved by the
Commission for use in other DR programs, PG&E believes that it is reasonable to modify
the baseline methodology in the existing agreements, if requested by the DR aggregators.
4. The Proposed Change To The Multiple Participation Rules

in The EnerNOC and Energy Connect Agreements Are
Consistent With The Commission Policy in D.09-08-027.

Section 2 of the EnerNOC amendment and Section 1 of the Proposed Energy
Connect Amendment delete the existing limitations in the AMP agreements on their
customers’ simultaneous participation in multiple demand response programs, consistent
with the policy adopted by the Commission in the Decision. PG&E filed Advice Letter
3560-E-A dated April 13, 2010 proposing multiple program participation rules compliant
with the Decision. The Commission has not issued a resolution regarding the Advice
Letter. Accordingly, the AMP amendments provide that the multiple participation rules
that shall be in effect for these two agreements are the rules that the Commission
ultimately adopts for multiple participation.

B. The Decision Should Be Revised To Allow PG&E To Hold A
Competitive Solicitation To Replace Expiring Aggregator Contracts.

As discussed above, the Commission denied without prejudice PG&E’s request to
have a new solicitation to replace the expiring AMP agreements for two primary reasons:

(1) lack of certainty regarding MRTU rules for demand response; and (2) lack of

16/  D.09-08-027, pp. 140-41, fn. 181.

12



certainty regarding whether it would be appropriate for demand response aggregators to
continue to contract with the IOUs after the development of new rules to allow direct
participation by aggregators in the CAISO markets. As discussed below, neither reason
should preclude a 2010 solicitation for replacement AMP agreements.

1. The Proxy Demand Response Rules Will Be Sufficiently

Determined This Year To Support A Competitive Solicitation
For AMP.

Since PG&E filed its Amended Application in September 2009, the structure the
CAISO market and for DR to participate in the CAISO markets has been substantially
determined, subject only to the FERC’s approval of CAISO’s PDR tariff. One of the key
concerns that the CPUC expressed in denying PG&E’s request for an solicitation was
“[1]t 1s not yet certain how demand response should be structured to participate most
efficiently in California’s future electricity market under the CAISO’s new markets.”™?
This concern has been resolved by the CAISO’s development of a tool for bidding PDR
into its markets.

The CAISO intends to implement PDR as soon as practical after FERC approves
its tariff (currently expected in July 2010). The structure for DR to bid into the CAISO
market will be finally defined in sufficient time for PG&E to prepare a new solicitation
by the end of the year for AMP seeking products that can be used as PDR. If FERC,
however, does not approve the PDR tariff, PG&E would delay this RFP.

PG&E and DR service providers will eventually need to make significant
business systems and process changes to accommodate the retail DR contracts’

participation in the wholesale PDR market tariff. The DR service providers are unlikely

to want to make such a significant change in their business practices for 2011 only, since

17/ Decision, p. 118.

13



they know their agreements will expire and the change is not contractually required.
Specifically, nominated retail DR resource commitments from the DR contracts will need
to be bundled to align within the sixteen CAISO-defined SLAPS (subLAPS) where the
PDR wholesale resources are bid for PG&E. 1t is also expected that there will be
different measurement and verification and settlement requirements for PG&E and DR
service providers, as well as accounting systems adjustments to ensure effective
locational deployment of DR contracts, and partial dispatch. DR service providers’
systems may also need to receive CAISO wholesale Automated Dispatch System
commands to initiate dispatch for specific PDR resources. This dispatch signal may
come directly from CAISO to the DR service provider or PG&E may relay the dispatch
signal to the DR service provider through one of PG&E’s systems. The scope and details
of this integration change is significant. For this reason, rather than attempt to revise the
AMP agreements now for 2011, PG&E proposes to hold a solicitation for agreements that
are designed to be bid into the CAISO market as PDR, for up to five years beginning in
2012. PG&E would consult with the Division of Ratepayer Advocates on the form of its
solicitation before it is issued. The solicitation would seek approximately 200 MW of
DR (150 to 250 MW). Further, the new AMP contracts would include provisions to
revise them if regulatory (e.g. market) changes agreements new issues.

2. It Is Appropriate To Solicit Additional AMP Agreements

Even If Aggregators Will Participate Directly In The CAISO
Market.

Phase Four of the Order Instituting Rulemaking regarding direct participation of
aggregators into the CAISO market may not be finally determined until 2011.'¥ This

phase of the OIR does not need to conclude before the new AMP solicitation should be

18/ See Proposed Decision issued March 23, 2010, p. 18. (R. 07-01-041)

14



issued and new AMP contracts to be in place. The main focus of Phase 4 will be on
resolving issues related to the case where the Load Serving Entity (LSE) and Demand
Response Provider (DRP) are different entities. This does not apply to AMP agreements
since PG&E would continue to be the DRP for the contracts. Also, any issues between
the DRP (PG&E) and other load servicing entities (LSEs), such as energy service
providers, should not directly involve the AMP agreements, but will be handled by the
mechanism that the Commission ultimately decides for resolving DRP/LSE issues.

Discussions with several aggregators have indicated that aggregators have a
significant interest in participating in a solicitation to obtain new long-term contracts with
IOUs as this provides the aggregators more certainty needed to commit resources to the
California market. These resources would then allow them to then pursue additional DR
that can be bid directly into the CAISO markets. If PG&E did not have these long-term
contracts, it is likely there would be less aggregator participation in PG&E’s service area
and hence less opportunity for aggregators to also directly bid additional DR into the
CAISO markets. Long-term contracts will increase the opportunity for aggregators to
participate directly in the CAISO markets. This is analogous to electric generators
companies who may have multi-year contracts with a utility for certain generating
facilities but also bid directly into the CAISO market the output of other generating
facilities.

3. PG&E Must Issue A Solicitation No Later Than December

2010 In Order To Obtain New, Approved Contracts For
2012.

It will take at least one year for PG&E to prepare an RFP, hold a solicitation,
evaluate bids, negotiate contracts, and file and litigate before the Commission an

application to approve the new agreements. The contracts need to be approved no later

15



than the end of 2011 to allow sufficient time to prepare to perform in summer 2012. Any
further delay in the ability to hold the solicitation will jeopardize PG&E’s ability to have
AMP contracts in place in 2012. For these reasons, PG&E proposes the following
schedule for the AMP solicitation:

o CPUC approves solicitation — 3rd Quarter 2010

o PG&E issues solicitation — 4th Quarter 2010
o Final contracts submitted to CPUC for approval — 2nd Quarter 2011
o Commission approves contracts — 4th Quarter 2011

New AMP contracts deliver MW — Summer 2012

Requiring PG&E to submit a new request to hold a competitive solicitation when
PG&E files its application for the 2012 to 2014 portfolio, as the Decision currently
allows, will by necessity create a gap in program participation for 2012. This creates a
significant potential deficit in resource adequacy resources planned for 2012 as well as
potential impacts to PG&E’s Long Term Procurement Plan. The resources may be
needed to help mitigate system emergency or price spikes in 2012, but they may not be
available if the solicitation is not issued in 2010, given the amount of time it takes to
prepare and hold the solicitation, evaluate bids, meet with bidders, negotiate agreements,
then seek and obtain Commission approval.

C. PG&E Requests The Commission To Transfer CBP From Category 2
to Category 3 To Enable PG&E to Shift Funds to CBP To Fund PDR.

As set forth in PG&E’s Advice Letter 3635-E, dated March 18, 2010, the
Capacity Bidding Program (CBP) is a good candidate for participation in CAISO’s
market. PG&E proposed to modify the program to allow it to participate in the wholesale

market through CAISO’s PDR product in 2011, pending timely approval of the PDR

16



tariff and other regulatory actions. The implementation schedule and scope of PG&E’s
proposals depend upon two regulatory outcomes that have not yet occurred:

o the FERC approval of CAISO’s PDR tariff; and

o the final rules for Demand Response Provider (DRP) participation in

CAISO wholesale markets coming out of the Direct Participation phase of
the Demand Response OIR (R.07-01-041).

Once the PDR tariff is approved and the participation rules are finalized, PG&E
can finalize the program design for each program being readied for PDR and file any
necessary tariff modifications as well as begin the business process and system
development and the implementation work. The implementation schedule varies by the
proposed program that must be readied for PDR.

Historically, CBP has proven to be a reliable program — i.e., the load reductions
are predictable and consistent from event to event. As such, it is an attractive program
for adaptation to the CAISO’s PDR market. The program is entirely subscribed by third-
party aggregators. Although these aggregators may find it difficult to participate if they
must separate their portfolios geographically, PG&E does not anticipate a significant
reduction in participation due to this geographical requirement. PG&E will have to make
tariff modifications to CBP to allow geographical specific dispatch. PG&E finds that the
event trigger currently in the tariff will be satisfactory but may consider changes to adjust
the notification time for the day-of events to align with wholesale market notifications
and instructions.

In addition to tariff modifications that are necessary, there are business systems

and processes, including notifications, settlements and dispatch that require changes to

17



enable CBP to participate as PDR.*?

PG&E’s timeline to make CBP completely
compatible with PDR is dependent upon FERC’s approval of PDR, the Commission’s
approval of this PFM, and the final rules coming out of the DR OIR (R.07-01-041) Direct
Participation phase. PG&E estimates that it will need nine months to file and receive
approval of the tariff, implement the system and process changes, and communicate to
customers. Funding for these modifications can be provided through shifting of funding
from AMP to CBP.

In D.09-08-027, PG&E was authorized $3,615,076 for CBP from 2009-2011,
50% of which was earmarked for administrative costs, or $1,807,538, an amount which
was significantly less than PG&E’s original budget request. In October of 2009
$1,756,000 was transferred into the CBP budget from the CPP Budget, in compliance
with the Decision’s fund transfer rules between programs in the same category.

To continue to operate CBP through the 2009-2011 program cycle and make
necessary IT upgrades for PDR, additional funding is required. PG&E forecasts that
approximately $700,000 in additional in administrative expenditures will be required for
the PDR changes. To transfer funds to CBP from other aggregator programs, PG&E
requests the Commission to move the CBP from Category 2 (Price Responsive) to
Category 3 (Aggregator). This request is appropriate because the Decision allowed
PG&E to eliminate the direct participation option in PG&E’s CBP and it is now an
aggregator-only program.?”

In the alternative, PG&E requests permission to transfer $700,000 from category

3 programs to CBP to fund these required upgrades. The cost for continued operations

19/ See Section I1.C.2 for budget required for CBP.
20/ Decision, p. 50.
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includes implementing necessary business system adjustments to make the program
capable of participating in PDR and fund PG&E’s administrative expenses.
III. CONCLUSION
For all the foregoing reasons, PG&E respectfully requests the Commission to
issue a decision, approving the following:
A) the Fourth Amendment to the EnerNOC agreement;
B) the Fifth Amendment to the EnergyConnect agreement;
C) PG&E’s request to hold a new demand response solicitation in 2010; and
D) PG&E’s request to move the Capacity Bidding Program from category 2 to
category 3 in Table 24-2 of the Decision.
Respectfully submitted,
LISE H. JORDAN

MARY A. GANDESBERY

By: /s/

MARY A. GANDESBERY

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
77 Beale Street, MSB30A

Post Office Box 7442

San Francisco, CA 94120
Telephone: (415) 973-0675
Facsimile: (415) 973-5520
Email: magq@pge.com

Attorneys for
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

April 28, 2010
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Pursuant to Rule 16.4, PG&E proposes the following change to Ordering Paragraph 19:

19. Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s requests to issue a Request for
Proposal in 2011 to solicit more demand response contracts for the 2012-
2014 period are-denied is granted.
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EXHIBIT A
EnerNOC AMENDMENT



FOURTH AMENDMENT TO
DEMAND RESPONSE PURCHASE AGREEMENT
DATED: FEBRUARY 23, 2007 BETWEEN
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY AND ENERNOC, INC.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“Buyer”) and EnerNOC, Inc. (“Seller”) agree to the
following Fourth Amendment (“Fourth Amendment”) to the Demand Response Purchase
Agreement dated February 23, 2007 (“Purchase Agreement”), as amended in writing by the
Parties on September 1, 2007, March 31, 2008, and June 3, 2008 (with the Purchase Agreement,
collectively referred to as the “Agreement”):

1. Commitment Level.

The DR Commitment Level Chart in Section 3.2 of the Agreement shall be deleted in its
entirety and replaced with the following:

Delivery

Month and

Year 2010 2011

May 65 70 |

June 70 70 |

July 70 70

Aug. 70 70

Sept. 70 70

Oct. 70 70
2. Dual Program Participation.

Section 2.1.2.4 of the Agreement shall be deleted in its entirety.

Section 2.1 of the Agreement is hereby amended by adding the following Section 2.1.3
thereto:

The Seller will allow an enrolled Customer to participate concurrently in one additional
DRprogram that has day-ahead notification and pays for energy only pursuant to rules
that shall be established and may be modified by the CPUC. In case of simultaneous or
overlapping Events called in two DR programs, a single Customer enrolled in those two
DR programs shall receive payment only for its performance under this Agreement..

3. Baseline Calculation.

Section 3.6 of the Agreement shall be deleted and replaced in its entirety with the
following:

No later than the fifth (5th) calendar day of the month following a Delivery Month in
which there was a DR Event, Seller shail provide to Buyer a valid accounting of
Customer Specific Energy Baselines (“CSEB”) for the preceding month, in a format

1



consistent with Appendix I, below. A CSEB shall be valid for purposes of participation
if there are at least ten (10) similar days of interval data available. CSEB calculations
shall be performed at an individual Customer (i.e., Service Agreement) level. The
baseline for Seller’s Portfolio shall be the sum of the CSEBs of each Customer (i.e.,
Service Agreement) nominated in Seller’s Portfolio, using those Customers’ most recent
ten (10) similar days prior to a DR Event. The past ten (10) similar days shall include
Monday through Friday, excluding event days, NERC Holidays, and other days when the
Customer reduced load under an interruptible or other curtailment program or days when
rotating outages were called. For each Service Agreement in Seller’s Portfolio, the ten-
day baseline shall have an optional day-of adjustment, which is a ratio of: (a) the average
load of certain hours before the event to (b) the average load of the same hours from the
last ten (10) similar days. The adjustment shall be symmetrical (upward or downward, as
indicated by usage in the window time period), is capped at plus or minus 20%, and shall
be based on the first three (3) of the four (4) hours prior to the event. Each Customer’s
choice for the day-of adjustment shall be made no later than April 1 of each calendar year
and shall remain unchanged for each of the Delivery Months of the calendar year (May 1
through October 31). If a Customer is participating in an additional DR program, the
four (4) hour adjustment period will start four (4) hours prior to the beginning of the
carliest DR Event. Exceptions to the baseline adjustment election frequency shall be
handled on a case-by-case basis and an approval shall require the consent of both Buyer
and Seller.

The Seller’s CSEB shall be based on the methodology outlined above, and illustrated in
Appendix I to this Fourth Amendment. Appendix I to the Agreement shall be deleted in
its entirety and replaced with the Appendix I to this Fourth Amendment.

4. This Fourth Amendment shall become effective on the later of the following dates: (1)
May 1, 2010; {(or) (2) receipt of CPUC Approval of this Fourth Amendment. Buyer and
Seller will work to obtain CPUC Approval in a timely manner. Seller and Buyer will
implement Commitment Level adjustments on the first of the Delivery Month that is at
least 20 days after receipt of CPUC Approval.

5. Capitalized terms used but not defined herein have the meanings ascribed to them in the
Agreement.
6. Except as specifically modified and amended herein, all other terms, conditions and

provisions of the Agreement are and shall remain in full force and effect.

: PACIFWC &JC COMPAN ENERNOC, INC. %g/

Name: ﬁelen Burt Name: David Samuels

Title: Sr. Vice President, CCO Title; EVP

Date: 3[5 / 2010 Date: February 26, 2010




APPENDIX I -

CALCULATION OF CUSTOMER SPECIFIC ENERGY BASELINE
EXAMPLE FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY

Event Date: 8/28/2009
Event Hours: 13:01-17:00
1C-IN-10 BASELINE WITHOUT MORNING ADJUSTMENT
HE ~ HE ~ HE HE HE HE HE HE

DAYS DATE 10:00 11:00 12:00 13.00 14:00 15:00 16:00 17:00

1 | 814/08 | 105.89 108.92 109.58 108.76 110.28 110.31 108.50 108.03

2| 817/03 | 107.16 109.79 112.76 108.92 110.49 112.90 109.87 107.02

3 | 8/18/09 | 107.66 110.32 112.09 110.04 112.79 112.87 111.01 107.20

4 | 819/09 | 105.95 108.68 105.94 107.93 109.40 111.07 108.09 105.82

5 | 820/09 | 105.86 108.41 108.87 107.76 110.85 110.06 107.40 107.76

6 | 8/21/08 | 104.67 108.60 109.93 107.64 108.49 109.24 107.62 108.49

7 | 8/24/09 107.09 111.44 114.47 112.97 115.38 114.09 111.54 109.78

8 | 8/25/09 | 106.03 108.40 108.68 108.05 110.18 110.25 107.96 107.18

g | 8/26/09 | 105.61 108.46 109.01 107.82 109.88 111.06 100.72 107.85

10 | 8/27/09 | 106.09 110.04 111.58 100.36 111.75 110.06 109.76 107.62
EVENT 8/28/09 | 106.79 110.74 112.18 108.59 61.39 65.83 63.67 61.05
10-IN-10
BASELINE 106.20 109.41 110.69 108.92 110.95 111.19 109.15 107.68
LOAD
REDUCTION 49.56 45.36 45.48 46.63
g 1miummmuammmm
ME“\' FACTOR > 80%) .
HE HE — HE HE HE HE HE HE

DAYS DATE 10:00 11:00 12:00 13:00 14:00 15:00 16:00 17:00

1 | 8A14/09 105.89 108.92 109.58 108.76 110.28 110.31 108.50 108.03

2| 8/17/09 | 107.16 109.79 112.76 108.92 110.49 112.90 109.87 107.02

3 | 8/18/09 | 107.66 110.32 112.09 110.04 112.79 112.87 141,01 107.20

4 | 819/09 | 105.95 108.68 100.94 107.93 109.40 111.07 108.09 105.82

5 [ 8/20/09 105.86 108.41 108.87 107.76 110.85 110.06 107.40 107.76

6 | 8/21/09 | 104.67 108.60 109.93 107.64 108.49 109.24 107.62 108.49

7 | 8/24/09 107.09 111.44 114.47 112.97 115.38 114.09 111.54 109.78

8 | 8/25/09 108.03 109.40 108.68 108.05 110.18 110.25 107.96 107.18

9 | 8/26/09 105.81 108.46 109.01 107.82 109.88 111.06 109.72 107.85 _

MAN MRAN
10 | 8/27/09 106.09 110.04 111.58 109.36 111.75 110.06 108.76 107.62 | SUM - ADJ

EVENT 8/28/09 ,91.7;9 95.74 97.18 103.59 61.39 65.83 63.67 61.05 | 28471
10-IN-10 o
BASELINE 106.20 109.41 110.69 108.92 110.956 11119 109.15 107.68 326.30
MRN ADJ .
BASELINE 96.81 97.02 95.24 93.95 0.87 (1)
LOAD
REDUCTION 35.42 31.19 31.57 32.90

(1) Adjustments below 80% wouid cap at 80%




10-N-10 BASELINE WITH MORNING ADJUSTMENT
{ADJUSTMENT FACTOR < 120%)
HE HE HE HE HE HE HE HE

DAYS DATE 10:00 11:00 12:00 13:00 14:00 15:00 16:00 17:00

1| 8/14/09 | 10689  108.82 10958 10876 110.28  110.31 108,50  108.03

2 | 8M17/09 | 107.16 10979 11276 10892  110.49¢ 11290 109.87  107.02

3| 8M8/09 | 107.66 11032 11209 11004 11279 11287 111.01 107.20

4 | 8/19/09 | 10595 10868  109.94 107.93 109.40 111.07 108.09  105.82

5| 8/20/09 | 105.86  108.41 108.87 107.76 11085 110.06 107.40 107.76

B | 821/0% | 10467 10860 10993 107.64 10849 10924 10762  108.49

7 | 8/24/09 | 107.08 11144 11447 11297 11538 11409 11154  109.78

8 | 8/25/00 | 106.03 10940 108.68 10805 11018 11025 10796  107.18

9 [ 8/26/09 | 105.61 108.46  109.01 107.82 109.88 111.06 109.72  107.85

10 | 8/27/09 | 106.09 11004 11158 10936  111.75  110.06 100.76  107.62 | SUM ADS

EVENT 8/28/09 | 12879 13074 12418 11659 61.29 65.83 63.67 61.05 3BT
10-IN-10 : '
BASELINE 10820 10841 11069 10892 11095 11149  109.15  107.68 326.30
MRN ADJ }
BASELINE 129.7¢ 13007 12768 125.96 1.17 (2)
LOAD
REDUCTION 68.40 64.24 64.01 64.91

(2) Adjustments above 120% would cap at
120%

End of Appendix |



EXHIBIT B
ENERGY CONNECT AMENDMENT



FIFTH AMENDMENT TO
DEMAND RESPONSE PURCHASE AGREEMENT
DATED: FEBRUARY 26, 2007 BETWEEN
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY AND ENERGY CONNECT, INC.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“Buyer”) and Energy Connect, Inc. (“Seller”) agree to the
following Fifth Amendment (“Fifth Amendment”) to the Demand Response Purchase Agreement
dated February 26, 2007 (“Purchase Agreement”), as amended in writing by the Parties on
October 24, 2007, December 20, 2007, March 31, 2008 and June 3, 2008 (with the Purchase
Agreement, collectively referred to as the “Agreement”):

1.

Dual Program Participation.

Section 2.1.2.4 of the Agreement shall be deleted and replaced in its entirety with the
following:

The Seller will allow an enrolled Customer to participate concurrently in one more
demand response program that has day-ahead notification and pays for energy only
pursuant to rules that shall be established and may be modified by the CPUC. In case of
simultaneous or overlapping events called in two demand response programs, a single
customer enrolled in those two programs shall receive payment only for its performance
in the aggregator managed portfolio program.

Baseline Calculation.

Section 3.6 of the Agreement shall be deleted and replaced in its entirety with the
following:

No later than the fifth (5th) calendar day of the month following a Delivery Month in
which there was a DR Event, Seller shall provide to Buyer a valid accounting of
Customer Specific Energy Baselines (“CSEB”) for the preceding month, in a format
consistent with Appendix I, below. A CSEB shall be valid for purposes of participation
if there are at least ten (10) similar days of interval data available. CSEB calculations
shall be performed at an individual Customer (i.e., Service Agreement) level. The
baseline for Seller’s Portfolio shall be the sum of the CSEBs of each Customer (i.e.,
Service Agreement) nominated in Seller’s Portfolio, using those Customers’ most recent
ten (10) similar days prior to a DR Event. The past ten (10) similar days shall include
Monday through Friday, excluding event days, NERC Holidays, and other days when the
Customer reduced load under an interruptible or other curtailment program or days when
rotating outages were called. For each Service Agreement in Seller’s Portfolio, the ten-
day baseline shall have an optional day-of adjustment, which is a ratio of: (a) the average
load of certain hours before the event to (b) the average load of the same hours from the
last ten (10) similar days. The adjustment shall be symmetrical (upward or downward, as
indicated by usage in the window time period), is capped at plus or minus 20%, and shall
be based on the first three (3) of the four (4) hours prior to the event. Each Customer’s
choice for the day-of adjustment shall be made no later than April 1 of each calendar year
and shall remain unchanged for each of the Delivery Months of the calendar year (May 1
through October 31). If a Customer is participating in an additional DR program, the
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four (4) hour adjustment period will start four (4) hours prior to the beginning of the
earliest DR Event. Exceptions to the baseline adjustment election frequency shall be
handled on a case-by-case basis and an approval shall require the consent of both Buyer
and Seller.

The Seller’s CSEB shall be based on the methodology outlined above, and illustrated in
Appendix I to this Fifth Amendment. Appendix I to the Agreement shall be deleted in its
entirety and replaced with the Appendix I to this Fifth Amendment.

3. Capitalized terms used but not defined herein have the meanings ascribed to them in the
Agreement.
4. This Fifth Amendment shall become effective on the later of the following dates: (1)

May 1, 2010; (or) (2) receipt of CPUC Approval of this Fifth Amendment. Buyer and
Seller will work to obtain CPUC Approval in a timely manner.

5. Seller and Buyer will implement Commitment Level adjustments on the first of the

Delivery Month that is at least 20 days after receipt of CPUC Approval.

6. Except as specifically modified and amended herein, all other terms, conditions and
provisions of the Agreement are and shall remain in full force and effect.

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY ENERGY CONNECT, INC.
By: By:

Name: Name:

Title: Title:

Date: Date:




Event Date:

Event Hours:

APPENDIX I -

CALCULATION OF CUSTOMER SPECIFIC ENERGY BASELINE
EXAMPLE FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY

8/28/2009
13:01-17:00

10-IN-10 BASELINE WITHOUT MORNING ADJUSTMENT

HE HE HE HE HE HE HE HE
DAYS DATE | 10:00 | 11:00  12:00  13:00  14:00 _ 15:00  16:00 _ 17:00

1| 814/09 | 10589 10892  109.56  108.76  110.28  110.31  108.50  108.03

2 [ 817/09 | 107.16  109.79 11276 10892 11049 11290  109.87  107.02

3 (81809 | 107.66 11032 11209  110.04 11279 11287 11101  107.20

4| 8/19/09 | 10595 10868  109.94  107.93  109.40  111.07  108.09  105.82

5820009 | 10586 10841 10887  107.76  110.85  110.06  107.40  107.76

6 | 8/21/09 | 10467  108.60  109.93  107.64 10849  109.24  107.62  108.49

7| 8/24/09 | 107.09 11144 11447 11297 11538 11409 11154  109.78

8 | 8/2509 | 10603 10940 10868 10805 11018 11025 107.96  107.18

9 | 8/26/09 | 10561 10846  109.01  107.82  109.88  111.06  109.72  107.85

10 | 8/27/09 | 106.09  110.04 11158 10936 11175 _ 110.06 _ 109.76 _ 107.62
EVENT 8/28/09 | 106.79  110.74 11218 10859 6139 6583 6367  61.05
10-IN-10
BASELINE 10620  109.41  110.69  108.92 11095 11119  109.15  107.68
LOAD
REDUCTION 49.56 4536 4548  46.63
10-IN-10 BASELINE WITH MORNING ADJUSTMENT
(ADJUSTMENT FACTOR > 80%)
HE HE HE HE HE HE HE HE

DAYS DATE | 10:00 | 11:00  12:00  13:00 _ 14:00 _ 15:00 _ 16:00 _ 17:00

1| 814/09 | 10589  108.92 109.58  108.76  110.28  110.31  108.50  108.03

2 | 817/09 | 107.16  109.79 11276 10892 11049 11290  109.87  107.02

3 (81809 | 107.66 11032 11209  110.04 11279 11287 11101  107.20

4| 8/19/09 | 10595 10868  109.94  107.93  109.40  111.07  108.09  105.82

5820009 | 10586 10841 10887  107.76  110.85  110.06  107.40  107.76

6 | 8/21/09 | 10467 10860  109.93  107.64 10849 10924  107.62  108.49

7| 8/24/09 | 107.09  111.44 11447 11297 11538 11409 11154  109.78

8 | 8/2509 | 106.03 10940  108.68  108.05 11018 11025  107.96  107.18

9 | 8/26/09 | 10561 10846  109.01  107.82  109.88  111.06  109.72  107.85

MRN MRN
10 | 8/27/09 | 106.09 _ 110.04 11158 10936 11175 _ 110.06 _ 109.76 _ 107.62 | SUM ADJ

EVENT 8/28/09 | 91.79 9574 9718 10359 6139 6583 6367  61.05 284.71
10-IN-10
BASELINE 10620 10941 11069 10892 11095 11119 10915  107.68 | 326.30
MRN ADJ
BASELINE 96.81 9702 9524  93.95 0.87 (1)
LOAD
REDUCTION 3542 3119 3157 32.90

(1) Adjustments below 80% would cap at 80%




10-IN-10 BASELINE WITH MORNING ADJUSTMENT
(ADJUSTMENT FACTOR < 120%)

HE HE HE HE HE HE HE HE

DAYS DATE 10:00 11:00 12:00 13:00 14:00 15:00 16:00 17:00

1| 8/14/09 | 105.89 108.92 109.58 108.76 110.28 110.31 108.50 108.03

2 | 8/17/09 | 107.16 109.79 112.76 108.92 110.49 112.90 109.87 107.02

3 | 8/18/09 | 107.66 110.32 112.09 110.04 112.79 112.87 111.01 107.20

4 | 8/19/09 | 105.95 108.68 109.94 107.93 109.40 111.07 108.09 105.82

5 | 8/20/09 | 105.86 108.41 108.87 107.76 110.85 110.06 107.40 107.76

6 | 8/21/09 | 104.67 108.60 109.93 107.64 108.49 109.24 107.62 108.49

7 | 8/24/09 | 107.09 111.44 114.47 112.97 115.38 114.09 111.54 109.78

8 | 8/25/09 | 106.03 109.40 108.68 108.05 110.18 110.25 107.96 107.18

9 | 8/26/09 | 105.61 108.46 109.01 107.82 109.88 111.06 109.72 107.85

MRN MRN

10 | 8/27/09 | 106.09 110.04 111.58 109.36 111.75 110.06 109.76 107.62 | SUM ADJ
EVENT 8/28/09 | 126.79 130.74 124.18 116.59 61.39 65.83 63.67 61.05 381.71
10-IN-10
BASELINE 106.20 109.41 110.69 108.92 110.95 111.19 109.15 107.68 326.30
MRN ADJ
BASELINE 129.79 130.07 127.68 125.96 1.17 (2)
LOAD
REDUCTION 68.40 64.24 64.01 64.91

End of Appendix |

(2) Adjustments above 120% would cap at

120%




EXHIBIT C

DECLARATION OF

WILLIAM GAVELIS
(PUBLIC VERSION)



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Southern California Edison
Company (U 338-E) for Approval of Demand
Response Programs, Goals and Budgets for 2009-
2011.

Application of San Diego Gas & Electric
Company (U 902 M) for Approval of Demand
Response Programs and Budgets for Years 2009
through 2011.

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company
for Approval of 2009-2011 Demand Response
Programs and Budgets (U 39-E)

Application 08-06-001
(Filed June 2, 2008)

Application 08-06-002
(Filed June 2, 2008)

Application 08-06-003
(Filed June 2, 2008)

DECLARATION OF WILLIAM GAVELIS IN SUPPORT OF
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S (U 39-E) PETITION FOR

April 28, 2010

MODIFICATION OF DECISION 09-08-027
(PUBLIC VERSION)

LISE H. JORDAN
MARY A. GANDESBERY

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
77 Beale Street, MSB30A

P. O. Box 7442

San Francisco, CA 94120
Telephone: (415) 973-0675
Facsimile:  (415) 973-5520
E-Mail: magq@pge.com

Attorneys for
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Southern California Edison
Company (U 338-E) for Approval of Demand
Response Programs, Goals and Budgets for 2009- Application 08-06-001

2011. (Filed June 2, 2008)

Application of San Diego Gas & Electric
Company (U 902 M) for Approval of Demand

Response Programs and Budgets for Years 2009 Aplrﬂécatlon 08-06-002
through 2011. (Filed June 2, 2008)

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company o
for Approval of 2009-2011 Demand Response Application 08-06-003
Programs and Budgets (U 39-E) (Filed June 2, 2008)

DECLARATION OF WILLIAM GAVELIS IN SUPPORT OF
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S (U 39-E) PETITION FOR
MODIFICATION OF DECISION 09-08-027

(PUBLIC VERSION)

I, William H. Gavelis, declare as follows:

1. I am a senior analyst in the market design and analysis department of the
energy policy planning and analysis organization within the energy procurement function
at Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”). I submit this Declaration in support of
the cost effectiveness (“CE”) of the proposed modifications to the EnerNOC and Energy
Connect demand response contracts (“Modifications”) included in PG&E’s Petition for
Modification of Decision 09-08-027 (“Petition to Modify”). I have personal knowledge of
the matters set forth herein, and could and would competently testify truthfully thereto.

2. My responsibilities as a senior analyst include modeling cost effectiveness
of demand response (“DR”) programs, developing avoided generation capacity cost

modeling inputs, and analyzing alternative pricing formulae for qualifying facilities.



3. Based on my knowledge and experience, I make this declaration that the
Modifications each have a benefit-cost ratio exceeding one” using Standard Practice
Manual® (“SPM”) tests and therefore are cost-effective, consistent with the demand
response cost effectiveness guidelines contained in the Joint Comments of the California
Large Energy Consumers Association, Comverge, Inc., DRA, Energy Connect, Inc.,
EnerNoc, Inc., Ice Energy, Inc., PG&E, SDG&E, SCE, and The Utility Reform Network
Recommending a Demand Response Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Framework, filed
November 19, 2007 in Order Instituting Rulemaking, R.07-01-041 (the “Framework™).
A. Introduction

1. Cost Effectiveness Overview

PG&E developed a cost-effectiveness model (“CE Model”) to evaluate DR
programs, such as the aggregator managed portfolio (“AMP”) contracts, including these
Modifications.? Under the Framework, PG&E and the other investor-owned utilities
agreed to report the results of four SPM tests for their respective DR programs.?

a. Total Resource Cost (“TRC”) Test

b. Participant Test

1l This result is based on hourly ex ante load impacts for residential and non-residential customers
enrolled in AMP, equal to the average of megawatts to be provided from 2 to 6 p.m. on system
monthly peak load days. PG&E developed Ex ante load impacts for both 1 in 2 year weather
conditions and 1 in 10 year weather conditions. Results are equal when calculated on either a
portfolio basis or a program-specific basis. This is because PG&E is not aware of any AMP
customers participating in other demand response programs. This cost effectiveness result applies
to a base case analysis and excludes any expected benefits of avoided transmission and distribution
costs or avoided greenhouse gas costs.

2/ The CPUC’s “California Standard Practice Manual: Economic Analysis of Demand-Side Programs
and Projects” of October 2001 can be found at:
<ftp://ftp.cpuc.ca.gov/puc/energy/electric/energy+efficiency/em+and+v/std+practice+tmanual.doc>.

3/ In Decision 06-11-049, the Commission directed PG&E to issue RFPs to third-party aggregators to
seek bilateral contracts for new demand response (Conclusion of Law 21). PG&E issued an RFP
and agreements were negotiated with five successful bidders and the resulting contracts (AMP
contracts) were approved by the Commission on May 3, 2007 in Decision 07-05-029.

4/ An additional ruling in Rulemaking 07-01-041 dated April 4, 2008, requested an example
calculation of the cost effectiveness of the Capacity Bidding Program from each IOU. PG&E’s
methodology for calculating CE in this chapter follows the example that PG&E filed on April 25,
2008, in response to that ruling. Data inputs have been updated, as appropriate, to be used in this
application.




C. Ratepayer Impact Measure Test
d. Program Administrator Cost Test
The results of each of those tests can be expressed in either of two ways:
e Net Present Value ("NPV”) i.e., the present value of future benefits, minus the
present value of future costs; or
e Benefit Cost Ratio (“B/C Ratio”) i.e., the present value of future benefits,
divided by the present value of future costs.
2. Cost and Benefit Categories
PG&E’s CE evaluation took into account the costs and benefits defined in the
Framework. These costs and benefits include:
e Benefit of Avoided Generation Capacity Cost
e Benefit of Avoided Energy Cost
o Benefit of Deferred/Reduced Transmission and Distribution (“T&D”) Capacity
Investment, if applicable
e DR programs Costs
e  Costs Incurred by Non-Participating Customers
o Participating Customer Costs, including changes in enrolled customers’
electricity bills due to the DR programs
o Incentives Received by DR programs Participants
To apply the SPM tests for this CE analysis, PG&E updated its CE Model® from
what was used in the original AMP filing for the EnerNOC and Energy Connect
contracts.? This update included updated ex ante load impacts as reported to the CPUC in
2010 under the protocols for estimating ex ante load impacts for demand response

programs, as adopted in D.08-04-050 (“Ex Ante Impacts™). It also includes an updated

5/ PG&E’s CE Model—created subsequent to the original EnerNOC filing—is referred to as DREEM,
which stands for “Demand Response, Energy Efficiency Model.” It adheres to the guidelines of the
Framework.

6/ PG&E’s February 28, 2007 Application for Approval of Demand Response Agreements (A.07-02-
32).



calculation of avoided generation capacity costs and avoided energy costs using more
recent forward market prices. The Ex Ante Impacts of the Modifications were allocated in
proportion to the megawatts specified in each contract or amendment. The fixed program
administration costs” were allocated equally to each of the five contracts in AMP.¥
PG&E’s CE Model estimated these future costs and benefits and attributed them to the
party that will incur those costs and/or enjoy those benefits, e.g., society, the program
administrator, participants and non-participants in the program.

Estimating participant costs is problematic because these are costs that only

participants know. Because of this, the Framework recommends the following:

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).?

Customers voluntarily participate in AMP. Therefore, for purposes of this CE
analysis, the value of the incentive payments received by a participating customer under
AMP is considered to be equal to the value of the customer’s costs incurred, including any
loss in business earnings or personal inconvenience, e.g., value of service loss.

B. Cost Effectiveness Evaluation Period for DR programs

The Framework states that the cost effectiveness evaluation period for a

DR program:

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.m/

7/ Based on guidance from the demand response department, the fixed program costs used in this cost
effectiveness analysis are unchanged from those received in May 2008.

8/ The five contracts within AMP are: EnerNOC, Energy Connect, CPower (formerly ASC), Alternate
Energy Resources (formerly Comverge) and Energy Curtailment Specialists.

9/ The Framework, Section B.3 (p. 2).

10/ 1d., Section B.4 (p. 2).



To evaluate the cost effectiveness of the Modifications, PG&E included the
remaining period of those agreements, i.e., from May 1, 2010, through December 31, 2011.
C. Net Present Value and B/C Ratio Results by SPM Test

Cost effectiveness results were discounted to March 31, 2010, using a 7.6 percent
discount rate—PG&E’s after-tax, weighted average cost of capital (“WACC”). These
calculations are for Ex Ante Impacts for both 1-in-2 year weather conditions and 1-in-10
year weather conditions. The results shown are applicable for both a portfolio view as well
as a program-specific view.'?

Table 1 provides the B/C Ratio by SPM test for the EnerNOC contract under 1-in—

2 year weather conditions, both including the proposed amendment and not including the

proposed amendment.

TABLE 1
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
BENEFIT / COST RATIO BY STANDARD PRACTICE MANUAL TESTS

ENERNOC CONTRACT, 2010-2011
1-IN-2 YEAR WEATHER CONDITIONS ™

. . Total Partici- Ratepayer Progr.a m
- Time Price Quote Impact Admin-
EnerNOC Contract Filing . Resource pant .
Period Date Cost Test Test Measure istrator
Test Cost Test
Excluding amendment Original 2007-2011 Feb.’07 4 0.84 Not shown in A.07-02-032
Excluding amendment Current 2010-2011 Mar.’10 = 1.45 1.01 1.44 1.45
Including amendment Current 2010-2011 Mar.’10 1.47 1.01 1.46 1.47
Amendment
only, without original Current 2010-2011 Mar.’10 1.52 1.01 1.51 1.52
contract
11/ This analysis uses PG&E’s proprietary forward price curves for the cost of natural gas and the price
of electricity based on this same date.
12/ When customers participate in more than one demand response program, load impacts for cost

effectiveness are determined on a portfolio basis, in addition to a program-specific basis, to ensure
that load reductions from overlapping programs are not double-counted. However, PG&E is not
aware of any AMP customers participating in other demand response programs.

13/ These results are applicable to both the portfolio view and the program-specific view.

14/ As presented in PG&E’s February 28, 2007, Application for Approval of Demand Response
Agreements in A.07-02-032.

15/ This new cost effectiveness analysis uses the same methodology—albeit, implemented in a new
model—as in A.07-02-032. Although A.07-02-032 pre-dated development of the Framework, its
methodology is 100% consistent with the Framework.



The original AMP application reported a B/C Ratio for the EnerNOC contract of

0.84 for the TRC test over the period 2007-2011 using avoided costs based on February

2007 prices. When the TRC is recalculated for the original EnerNOC contract—using

avoided costs based on March 31, 2010 prices and consistent with the Framework—the

B/C Ratio increases to 1.45. With the added MW in the proposed amendment—without

additional program administration costs—the B/C Ratio improves to 1.47. In fact, ifa B/C

Ratio is calculated for only the MW in the EnerNOC Amendment, separate from the

original contract, the result is 1.52.

Table 2 provides the B/C Ratio by SPM test for the EnerNOC contract under 1-in—

10 year weather conditions, both including the amendment and not including the

amendment. Although the 1-in-10 year B/C Ratios appear equal to the 1-in-2 year B/C

Ratios, they are actually higher, albeit, in the fourth decimal place.

TABLE 2
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

BENEFIT / COST RATIO BY STANDARD PRACTICE MANUAL TESTS

EnerNOC Contract

Excluding amendment
Excluding amendment
Including amendment

Amendment
only, without original
contract

Filing

Original
Current

Current

Current

ENERNOC CONTRACT, 2010-2011

Time
Period

2007-2011
2010-2011
2010-2011

2010-2011

Price Quote
Date

Feb.’07
Mar.’10
Mar.’10

Mar.’10

1-IN-10 YEAR WEATHER CONDITIONS"

Total Partici.  Ratepayer  Program
Impact Admin-
Resource pant ¢
Cost Test Test Measure istrator
Test Cost Test
1-in-10 year results not shown in A.07-02-032
1.45 1.01 1.44 1.45
1.47 1.01 1.46 1.47
1.52 1.01 1.51 1.52

Table 3 provides the B/C Ratio by SPM test for the Energy Connect contract under

1-in—-2 year weather conditions.

16/ These results are applicable to both the portfolio view and the program-specific view.



TABLE 3
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
BENEFIT / COST RATIO BY STANDARD PRACTICE MANUAL TESTS

ENERGY CONNECT CONTRACT, 2010-2011
1-IN-2 YEAR WEATHER CONDITIONS

. . Total Partici- Ratepayer Progr.a m
- Time Price Quote Impact Admin-
Filing . Resource pant .
Period Date Cost Test Test Measure istrator
Test Cost Test
Original 2007-2011 Feb.’07 0.75 Not shown in A.07-02-032
Current 2010-2011 Mar.’10 1.33 1.01 1.32 1.33

Table 4 provides the B/C Ratio by SPM test for the Energy Connect contract under
1-in—10 year weather conditions. ~Although the 1-in-10 year B/C Ratios are lower than

the 1-in-2 year B/C Ratios in the third decimal point—1.3235 vs. 1.3274—the NPV of the

TRC test is actually higher—_

TABLE 4
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
BENEFIT / COST RATIO BY STANDARD PRACTICE MANUAL TESTS

ENERGY CONNECT CONTRACT, 2010-2011
1-IN-10 YEAR WEATHER CONDITIONS"”

. . Total Partici- Ratepayer Progr_a m
- Time Price Quote Impact Admin-
Filing . Resource pant .
Period Date Cost Test Test Measure istrator
ost fes e Test Cost Test
Original 2007-2011 Feb.’07 1-in-10 year results not shown in A.07-02-032
Current 2010-2011 Mar.’10 1.32 1.01 1.32 1.32

Table 5 shows NPV by SPM test for just the EnerNOC amendment by itself—mnot

including the original contract—under 1-in—2 year weather conditions.

17/ These results are applicable to both the portfolio view and the program-specific view.
18/ These results are applicable to both the portfolio view and the program-specific view.



Table 5
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
NET PRESENT VALUE RATIO BY STANDARD PRACTICE MANUAL TESTS

ENERNOC AMENDMENT ONLY, 2010-2011

1-IN-2 YEAR WEATHER CONDITIONS
(in thousands)

Ratepayer Program
Total Resource Participant Impact Administrator
Inputs Cost Test Test Measure Test Cost Test

Benefits

Costs

NPV
B/C Ratio

Reduction in Participant's Bill — $28

Incentive to Participant
Avoided Generation Capacity Cost
Avoided Energy Cost

Participant's Out-of-Pocket Expenses - - I

28)

Reduction in Participant's Bill — ($
Incentive to Participant g I *
Program Administrator Costs ($0) — (50)

1.52 1.01 1.51

= >
17 | . |
N =

Table 6 shows NPV by SPM test for the Energy Connect contract, under 1-in—2

year weather conditions.

Table 6
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
NET PRESENT VALUE RATIO BY STANDARD PRACTICE MANUAL TESTS

ENERGY CONNECT CONTRACT, 2010-2011

1-IN-2 YEAR WEATHER CONDITIONS™
(in thousands)

Ratepayer Program
Total Resource Participant Impact Administrator
Inputs Cost Test Test Measure Test Cost Test

Reduction in Participant's Bill

— $24 - -
Benefits Incentive to Participant
Avoided Generation Capacity Cost
Avoided Energy Cost
Participant's Out-of-Pocket Expenses - - I I
Costs Reduction in Participant's Bill — — ($24) —
Incentive to Participant I I - -
Program Administrator Costs ($310) - ($310) ($310)
NPV o I -
B/C Ratio 1.33 1.01 1.32 1.33
19/ These results are applicable to both the portfolio view and the program-specific view. Results for 1-
in-10 year weather conditions are more positive, but by a very small amount.
20/ These results are applicable to both the portfolio view and the program-specific view. Results for 1-

in-10 year weather conditions are more positive, but by a very small amount.



The forecast of total costs for the Modifications are shown in Table 7, for 1-in-10
year weather conditions. The forecast total costs for 1-in-2 year weather conditions are

about 1 percent less.

TABLE 7
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
FORECAST OF TOTAL COSTS

ENERNOC AND ENERGY CONNECT AGREEMENTS
NET PRESENT VALUE, 2010-2011
1-IN-10 YEAR WEATHER CONDITIONS
(in thousands)

Program Capacity Energy
Agreement Administration Incentives Incentives Total Costs
EnerNOC, excluding $310 I B ]
amendment
EnerNOC, including $310 I ] I
amendment
Energy Connect $310 - - -

D. Cost Effectiveness Model Design

The benefit and cost inputs for the CE Model are a composite of values. Estimates
of the program costs, including program incentives, and Ex Ante Impacts all come from the
PG&E program manager. Other benefit and cost inputs for the CE Model, such as bill
impacts or avoided costs, are determined by the CE Model based on customer rate
schedule(s) and/or PG&E’s estimate of forward electricity prices, respectively.

The bulk of the benefits provided by DR programs are from avoided generation
capacity costs and avoided energy costs. To determine the value of these benefits, the CE
Model takes as inputs:

o Estimates of the avoided annual cost of generation capacity, obtained from

PG&E’s avoided generation capacity cost (“ACC”) model, based on forecasts
of the annual economic carrying charge for the net capacity cost of a new

combustion turbine (“CT”).



o Estimates of forward energy prices.

e Program-specific information including:

—  Estimates of Ex Ante Impacts.

—  The rate categories that contain the rate schedules for the various types
of customers enrolled in the DR program.

—  The structure of the DR program, including identification of events,
limits on event duration, customer incentives, and the profiles of the
customers within each rate class.

The base-case of this cost effectiveness analysis does not include two other types of
potential benefits: (1) benefits due to deferred or reduced T&D capacity investments; and
(2) benefits due to avoided greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions.

The Framework states that avoided T&D costs should be included in the analysis if

right certainty” and “right time” criteria."

99 ¢

the DR program meets the “right place,
Because PG&E does not have sufficient, geographically-specific load information to apply
these criteria correctly, benefits from avoided T&D costs are not included in the base-case,
cost-effectiveness analysis of the DR programs.

Likewise, forecast benefits from avoided GHG emissions also are not included in
the base-case cost effectiveness analysis of the DR programs, both for simplicity and due
to its de minimus affect on the outcome.

1. Avoided Cost Input Assumptions

a. Avoided Capacity Cost Assumptions

The methodology PG&E used to estimate annual avoided generation capacity cost
for the Modifications is consistent with the Framework.??’ PG&E assumed that the
generation capacity cost avoided each year will be from a new CT. A necessary

component of the avoided generation capacity cost calculation is the deduction—of the

21/ The Framework, Section E.2 (p. 4).
22/ The Framework, Section C.1 (p. 3).
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present value of the “gross margin” a CT would be expected to earn selling energy when
market prices exceed its marginal cost of generation—from the present value of the total
fixed plant cost.* In computing those present values, PG&E used a discount rate equal to
PG&E’s after-tax WACC.
Consistent with recent studies,® PG&E’s assumptions for CT installed capital cost,

heat rate, fixed O&M and variable O&M are as follows:

(1) Installed capital cost of a new CT is $1,000 per kilowatt
(kW) in 2007 dollars, increasing at the rate of 2.145 percent per year.

(2) New CT heat rate of 9,266 British thermal unit per
kilowatt-hour (kWh).

3) Fixed O&M cost for a new CT is $14/kW-year in 2007
dollars, increasing at 2.145 percent per year.

(4) Variable O&M cost for a new CT $4/megawatt-hour (MWh)
in 2007 dollars, increasing at 2 percent per year.

b. Avoided Energy Cost Assumptions
The analysis also uses PG&E’s proprietary forward price curves for electricity and

natural gas as of March 31, 2010. This information is confidential under CPUC
Decision 06-06-066. As a result, PG&E’s estimate of avoided costs appears only in
confidential workpapers. To calculate avoided energy costs from the Modifications, the
forward energy prices are multiplied by the average hourly Ex Ante Impacts of MW

demand reductions.

23/ Gross margin is the energy sales revenue minus variable fuel and variable operations and
maintenance (O&M) cost. I am informed and believe the expected gross margin is estimated using
a spark spread call option model. A CPUC decision whether or not to include gross margins in the
calculation of avoided capacity cost is still pending in Rulemaking 07-01-041.

24/ The values for CT costs used in this analysis are consistent with those in the California Energy
Commission’s Comparative Costs of California Central Station Electricity Generation
Technologies, Final Staff Report, December 2007, CEC-200-2007-011-SF and Integrated Energy
Policy Report.
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2. Load Impact Estimation

The Ex Ante Impacts for the AMP program were determined consistent with CPUC
Decision 08-04-050, which adopted protocols for estimating load impacts for demand
response programs. The Ex Ante Impacts of the Modifications were allocated in proportion
to the megawatts specified in each contract or amendment.

The Ex Ante Impacts were determined on both a portfolio and a program-specific
basis. This ensures that reductions in loads of EnerNOC and Energy Connect customers
are not “double counted” with the load reductions of other DR programs. However, PG&E
is not aware of any AMP customers that participate in other demand response programs.
Thus, the load impacts are the same for both the portfolio view and the program-specific
view.

3. Program Event Estimation

In order to perform the CE analysis, it was necessary to estimate when the
Modifications will be called or triggered in 2010-2011. The Modifications are modeled as
being triggered at PG&E’s discretion based on market prices consistent with the principles
of least-cost dispatch. To emulate the likelihood this resource would be used, the CE
Model runs an optimization looking at the value of energy from calling the program at
various times of the month. The CE Model then allocates the allotted monthly hours into
the periods that would return the highest avoided energy value based on projected
electricity prices and estimated load impacts. This method models the most efficient use of
the Modifications given the constraints built into the contracts.

4. Benefit and Cost Calculations

a. Benefit of Avoided Capacity Cost
Consistent with the Framework® the overall avoided generation capacity value of

the Modifications is equal to the annual sum of the following five factors:

25/ The Framework, Section C.2 (p. 3).
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(1) The fraction of annual hours in which the Modifications are
available to alleviate lost load in a month. This is equivalent to the fraction of annual
capacity value fairly attributable to a given month as compared to a resource available
consistently all year.

(2) The capacity of the Modifications in a month, in megawatts,
determined by the average of the hourly Ex Ante Impacts that would occur.

3) PG&E’s estimate of the annual market value of capacity in
that month, in $/kW-month.

4) PG&E’s estimate of maintaining a required 15 percent
reserve margin on the additional generation capacity that will be avoided by the
Modifications, (i.e., a multiplier of 1.15 on demand reductions on monthly peak load days).

%) An upward adjustment for the electric line losses that are
avoided by customer meter-level demand reductions provided by the Modifications.

b. Benefit of Avoided Energy Cost

By reducing usage during times of high demand, the Modifications avoid the
procurement of high-cost electricity and so provide a benefit of avoided energy cost. We
can determine the value of the total benefit by estimating total triggered hours, determining
how much energy the contract saves per hour, and multiplying by the market price of
energy.

These avoided energy costs are modeled by simulating which hours of the year
when DR events would be triggered pursuant to the contract. Then, for each applicable
hour, the estimated Ex Ante Impacts, in megawatts, on the peak-load day in that month
under 1-in-2 year weather conditions and 1-in-10 year weather conditions, are multiplied
by the option value of a block of energy, in $/MWh, over those same hours, as estimated
by forward prices.

These hourly avoided energy cost values are then summed across the applicable

hours to generate an annual avoided energy cost for the Modifications. Typically, the

13



avoided energy costs in DR programs such as the Modifications tend to be much smaller
than the avoided generation capacity costs.
c. Avoided Electric Line Losses
The CE Model also adjusts avoided energy costs for electric line losses that are
avoided by demand reductions at the customer meter (i.e., the electricity losses that would
be associated with providing power to the customer in addition to the power the customer
would consume). Because electric line losses vary depending on the voltage level of the
customer, this calculation is performed separately for demand reductions at each voltage
level and then summed according to those weights.
d. DR programs Cost and Incentives
The cost of administering the Modifications and the cost of customer incentives are
included in the CE analysis. Based on guidance from the demand response department, the
fixed cost of administering the Modifications were modeled with no increase from the May
2008 forecast. The fixed program administration costs’ were allocated equally—20%
each—to each of the five contracts in the AMP program. The impact of the Modifications
on customers’ electricity bills is also included. Finally, the customer incentive paid during
actual demand reductions is also included in the CE analysis.
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

Executed this 28" day of April 2010 at San Francisco, California.

/s/
WILLIAM H. GAVELIS
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I, the undersigned, state that I am a citizen of the United States and am employed
in the City and County of San Francisco; that [ am over the age of eighteen (18) years and
not a party to the within cause; and that my business address is Pacific Gas and Electric
Company, Law Department B30A, Post Office Box 7442, San Francisco, CA 94120.

On the 28" day of April, 2010, I served a true copy of:

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S PETITION FOR
MODIFICATION OF DECISION 09-08-027
(PUBLIC VERSION)

[XX] By Electronic Mail — serving the enclosed via e-mail transmission to each of the
parties listed on the official service list for A. 08-06-001, A. 08-06-002 and A.
08-06-003 with an e-mail address.

[XX] By U.S. Mail — by placing the enclosed for collection and mailing, in the course
of ordinary business practice, with other correspondence of Pacific Gas and
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addressed to those parties listed on the official service list for A. 08-06-001, A.
08-06-002 and A. 08-06-003 without an e-mail address.

I certify and declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
California that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on this 28" day of April 2010, at San Francisco, California.

/s/

PAMELA J. DAWSON-SMITH
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Email: kkm@cpuc.ca.gov
Status: STATE-SERVICE

DANIEL W. DOUGLASS

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

21700 OXNARD ST, STE 1030

WOODLAND HILLS CA 91367-8102
FOR: Alliance for Retail Energy Markets
Email: douglass@energyattorney.com
Status: PARTY

ROBERT M. BREMAULT
AXIS RESOURCE LLC
1901 PLACER GOLD COURT
GOLD RIVER CA 95670
Email: rbremault@comcast.net
Status: INFORMATION

JAMES R. METTLING

BLUE POINT ENERGY LLC

20 INDUSTRIAL PARKWAY

CARSON CITY NV 89706
Email: rmettling@bluepointenergy.com
Status: INFORMATION

ROBERT EMMERT
CAISO
151 BLUE RAVINE RD.
FOLSOM CA 95630
Email: remmert@caiso.com
Status: INFORMATION

SALLE YOO
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP
505 MONTGOMERY ST, STE 800
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111
FOR: California Demand Response
Email: salleyoo@dwt.com
Status: PARTY

RONALD LIEBERT ATTORNEY
CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION
2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE
SACRAMENTO CA 95833

Email: rliebert@cfbf.com

Status: INFORMATION
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BALDASSARO DI CAPO COUNSEL
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD
FOLSOM CA 95630
FOR: California Independent System Operator
Email: bdicapo@caiso.com
Status: PARTY

JOHN GOODIN
CALIFORNIA ISO
151 BLUE RAVINE RD.
FOLSOM CA 95630
Email: jgoodin@caiso.com
Status: INFORMATION

WILLIAM H. BOOTH
LAW OFFICES OF WILLIAM H. BOOTH
67 CARR DRIVE
MORAGA CA 94556
FOR: CLECA
Email: wbooth@booth-law.com
Status: PARTY

PETER MALTBECK

CPOWER, INC.

1185 ELENA PRIVADA

MOUNTAIN VIEW CA 94040
FOR: CPower, Inc.
Email: peter.maltbaek@cpowered.com
Status: PARTY

JUDY PAU
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP
505 MONTGOMERY ST, STE 800
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111-6533
Email: judypau@dwt.com
Status: INFORMATION

Lisa-Marie Salvacion
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION
505 VAN NESS AVE RM 4107
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102-3214
FOR: Division of Ratepayer Advocates
Email: Ims@cpuc.ca.gov
Status: PARTY

PAM MELTON
ENERGY CONNECT, INC.
4141 N. HENDERSON RD., NO. 211
ARLINGTON VA 22203
Status: INFORMATION

LEGAL & REGULATORY DEPARTMENT
CALIFORNIAISO
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD
FOLSOM CA 95630
FOR: California ISO
Email: e-recipient@caiso.com
Status: INFORMATION

AVIS KOWALWESKI
CALPINE CORPORATION
4160 DUBLIN BLVD, STE 100
DUBLIN CA 94568
Email: kowalewskia@calpine.com
Status: INFORMATION

CARLOS LAMAS-BABBINI
COMVERGE, INC.
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY CA 0
Email: clamasbabbini@comverge.com
Status: INFORMATION

MARIE PIENIAZEK

CPOWER, INC.

17 STATE ST

NEW YORK NY 10004
Status: INFORMATION

DOUGLAS M. GRANDY, P.E. CALIFORNIA ONSITE
GENERATION
DG TECHNOLOGIES
1220 MACAULAY CIRCLE
CARMICHAEL CA 95608
Email: dgrandy@caonsitegen.com
Status: INFORMATION

GREGORY KLATT

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

21700 OXNARD ST, STE 1030

WOODLAND HILLS CA 91367-8102
Email: klatt@energyattorney.com
Status: INFORMATION

GLEN SMITH PRESIDENT AND CEO
ENERGY CURTAILMENT SPECIALISTS
4455 GENESEE ST
BUFFALO NY 14225
FOR: Energy Curtailment Specialists, Inc.
Email: gesmith@ecsny.com
Status: PARTY
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DARA BILTEKOFF CORPORATE COUNSEL
ENERGY CURTAILMENT SPECIALISTS
4455 GENESEE ST
BUFFALO NY 14225

Email: dara@ecsgrid.com

Status: INFORMATION

PAUL TYNO EXE. V-PRES OF PROG. DEVELOPMENT
ENERGY CURTAILMENT SPECIALISTS
4455 GENESEE ST
BUFFALO NY 14225
Email: ptyno@ecsny.com
Status: INFORMATION

CAROLYN KEHREIN
ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES
2602 CELEBRATION WAY
WOODLAND CA 95776
FOR: Energy Users Forum
Email: cmkehrein@ems-ca.com
Status: PARTY

JERRY MELCHER
ENERNEX
4623 TORREY CIRCLE, APT Q303
SAN DIEGO CA 92130
Email: jerry@enernex.com
Status: INFORMATION

RICHARD H. COUNIHAN VICE PRESIDENT REG.
AFFAIRS
ENERNOC, INC.
505 HOWARD ST, STE. 400
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105
Email: rcounihan@enernoc.com
Status: INFORMATION

SARA STECK MYERS ATTORNEY
122 28TH AVE
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94121

FOR: ENRNOC, INC.

Email: ssmyers@att.net

Status: PARTY

CASE ADMINISTRATION

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE

ROSEMEAD CA 91770
Email: case.admin@sce.com
Status: INFORMATION

DENISE SERIO
ENERGY CURTAILMENT SPECIALISTS, INC.
4455 GENESEE ST, BLDG. 6
NEW YORK NY 14225
Email: dserio@ecsgrid.com
Status: INFORMATION

KEVIN J. SIMONSEN
ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES
646 EAST THIRD AVE
DURANGO CO 81301
Email: kjsimonsen@ems-ca.com
Status: INFORMATION

RICH QUATTRINI VICE PRESIDENT - WESTERN REGION
ENERGYCONNECT, INC.
51 E. CAMPBELL AVE, STE 145
CAMPBELL CA 95008
FOR: ENERGYCONNECT, INC.
Email: rquattrini@energyconnectinc.com
Status: PARTY

MELANIE GILLETTE SR MGR WESTERN REG. AFFAIRS
ENERNOC, INC.
115 HAZELMERE DRIVE
FOLSOM CA 95630
FOR: ENERNOC, INC.
Email: mgillette@enernoc.com
Status: PARTY

MONA TIERNEY-LLOYD SENIOR MANAGER WESTERN
REG. AFFAIRS
ENERNOC, INC.
PO BOX 378
CAYUCOS CA 93430
Email: mtierney-lloyd@enernoc.com
Status: INFORMATION

JOSH BODE
FREEMAN SULLIVAN & COMPANY
101 MONTGOMERY ST, 15TH FLR
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104
Email: joshbode@fscgroup.com
Status: INFORMATION

DOCKET COORDINATOR

5727 KEITH ST.

OAKLAND CA 94618
Email: cpucdockets@keyesandfox.com
Status: INFORMATION
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MARLO A. GO
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP
505 SANSOME ST, STE 900
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111
Email: mgo@goodinmacbride.com
Status: INFORMATION

JEFF NAHIGIAN

JBS ENERGY, INC.

311D ST

WEST SACRAMENTO CA 95605
Email: jeff@jbsenergy.com
Status: INFORMATION

BRYCE DILLE CLEAN TECHNOLOGY RESEARCH
JMP SECURITIES
600 MONTGOMERY ST. STE 1100
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111
Email: bdille@jmpsecurities.com
Status: INFORMATION

JOEL M. HVIDSTEN
KINDER MORGAN ENERGY FORECASTER
1100 TOWN & COUNTRY ROAD, STE 700
ORANGE CA 92868
Email: hvidstenj@kindermorgan.com
Status: INFORMATION

JOY A. WARREN REGULATORY ADMINISTRATOR
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 11TH ST
MODESTO CA 95354
Email: joyw@mid.org
Status: INFORMATION

MRW & ASSOCIATES, LLC
1814 FRANKLIN ST, STE 720
OAKLAND CA 94612
Email: mrw@mrwassoc.com
Status: INFORMATION

BRIAN T. CRAGG
GOODIN, MACBRIDE, SQUERI, DAY & LAMPREY
505 SANSOME ST, STE 900
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111
FOR: North American Power Partners, LLC
Email: bcragg@goodinmacbride.com
Status: PARTY

DONALD C. LIDDELL ATTORNEY
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL
2928 2ND AVE
SAN DIEGO CA 92103
FOR: Ice Energy, Inc., Kinder Morgan Energy Partners,
L.P. / Calif. Energy Storage Alliance
Email: liddell@energyattorney.com
Status: PARTY

GAYATRI SCHILBERG

JBS ENERGY

311 D ST,STEA

WEST SACRAMENTO CA 95605
Email: gayatri@jbsenergy.com
Status: INFORMATION

SHAWN COX
KINDER MORGAN ENERGY FORECASTER
1100 TOWN & COUNTRY ROAD, STE 700
ORANGE CA 92868
Email: shawn_cox@kindermorgan.com
Status: INFORMATION

THOMAS S. KIMBALL
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 11TH ST
MODESTO CA 95352
Email: tomk@mid.org
Status: INFORMATION

MRW & ASSOCIATES, LLC
1814 FRANKLIN ST, STE 720
OAKLAND CA 94612
Email: mrw@mrwassoc.com
Status: INFORMATION

DAVID NEMTZOW

NEMTZOW & ASSOCIATES

1254 9TH ST, NO. 6

SANTA MONICA CA 90401
Email: david@nemtzow.com
Status: INFORMATION

BENJAMIN SCHUMAN
PACIFIC CREST SECURITIES
111 SW 5TH AVE, 42ND FLR
PORTLAND OR 97204
Email: bschuman@pacific-crest.com
Status: INFORMATION
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TYLER J. BERGAN
POWERIT SOLUTIONS
568 1ST AVE. S., STE. 450
SEATTLE WA 98104-2843
Email: tylerb@poweritsolutions.com
Status: INFORMATION

JOY C. YAMAGATA
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC/SOCALGAS
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP 32D
SAN DIEGO CA 92123-1530
FOR: San Diego Gas & Electric Company
Email: JYamagata@SempraUltilities.com
Status: INFORMATION

LESLIE WILLOUGHBY
SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP42F
SAN DIEGO CA 92123
Email: LWilloughby@SempraUtilities.com
Status: INFORMATION

EDWARD G. POOLE

ANDERSON & POOLE

601 CALIFORNIA ST, STE 1300

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94108
FOR: San Francisco Community Power
Email: epoole@adplaw.com
Status: PARTY

NANCY PRIVITT
SDG&E
8306 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP42K
SAN DIEGO CA 92123-1530
Email: NPrivitt@SempraUtilities.com
Status: INFORMATION

OLIVIA SAMAD
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE
ROSEMEAD CA 91770
Email: olivia.samad@sce.com
Status: INFORMATION

JANET COMBS ATTORNEY
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE
ROSEMEAD CA 91770
FOR: Southern California Edison
Email: janet.combs@sce.com
Status: PARTY

JACK ELLIS PRINCIPAL CONSULTANT
RESERO CONSULTING
490 RAQUEL COURT
LOS ALTOS CA 94022
Email: jellis@resero.com
Status: INFORMATION

LINDA WRAZEN
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32D
SAN DIEGO CA 92123-1530
Email: LWrazen@SempraUtilities.com
Status: INFORMATION

STEVEN MOSS
SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY POWER
2325 THIRD ST, STE 344
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94107
Email: steven@sfpower.org
Status: INFORMATION

THERESA BURKE

SAN FRANCISCO PUC

1155 MARKET ST, 4TH FLR

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94103
Email: tburke@sfwater.org
Status: INFORMATION

BRUCE FOSTER
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
601 VAN NESS AVE, STE. 2040
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102
Email: bruce.foster@sce.com
Status: INFORMATION

JENNIFER M. TSAO SHIGEKAWA
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE
ROSEMEAD CA 91770
Email: Jennifer.Shigekawa@sce.com
Status: INFORMATION

STEVEN D. PATRICK

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

555 WEST FIFTH ST, GT14E7

LOS ANGELES CA 90013-1011
FOR: Southern California Gas Company
Email: SDPatrick@SempraUltilities.com
Status: PARTY
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MARCEL HAWIGER STAFF ATTORNEY DOUGLAS A. AMES

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK TRANSPHASE COMPANY

115 SANSOME ST, STE 900 4971 LOS PATOS AVE.

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104 HUNTINGTON BEACH CA 92649
FOR: The Utility Reform Network FOR: Transphase Company
Email: marcel@turn.org Email: ames_doug@yahoo.com
Status: PARTY Status: PARTY

PAUL KERKORIAN
UTILITY COST MANAGEMENT LLC
6475 N. PALM AVE, STE 105
FRESNO CA 93704
Email: pk@utilitycostmanagement.com
Status: INFORMATION
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