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Resolution E-4009.  Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E), Southern California Edison (SCE) and San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) are authorized to add a new triggering mechanism for the Demand Reserves Partnership (DRP) Program.  

No Advice Letters submitted.  This resolution is initiated by Energy Division. 

__________________________________________________________

Summary

PG&E, SCE and SDG&E are authorized to replace the current triggering mechanism for the Demand Reserves Partnership (DRP) Program with a new triggering mechanism.
PG&E, SCE and SDG&E (the utilities) are authorized to replace the current $80 per MWh trigger with a heat-rate trigger of 15,000 BTU per kWh for the DRP program. This modification means that the DRP would no longer be triggered when the utilities forecast the price of energy (day-ahead) to be greater than $80 per MWh.  With the change, the DRP would be triggered by the utilities when they anticipate (day-ahead) the use of generation resources that are equivalent to a power plant with a heat-rate of 15,000 BTU per kWh. This change is intended to encourage aggregators to nominate more demand response MWs for the remaining summer months of 2006.  

The underlying contract between Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the California Consumer Power and Conservation Authority (CPA) should not be affected by the utilities’ use of a heat-rate trigger.

Energy Division is not proposing that any terms or conditions in the existing contract between DWR and the CPA be modified by those parties, and does not anticipate that the use of a heat-rate trigger will cause those terms and conditions to be modified in any way.
The Capacity Bidding Program (CBP) will undergo a full evaluation, including the heat-rate trigger, through the advice letter process.
The CBP has been proposed by the utilities as next year’s replacement program for the DRP and its proposed use of the heat-rate trigger is the substance of Energy Division’s recommendation in this resolution.  The use of the CBP heat-rate trigger for the DRP is being recommended because of the state’s serious energy situation and the possibility that its use in the DRP could generate more demand response MWs.  The proposed CBP will be fully evaluated, including the heat-rate trigger, and the Commission’s authorization to incorporate the heat-rate trigger for the DRP does not imply tacit approval for the CBP as proposed.

Background

The Demand Reserves Partnership Has Been a Demand Response Resource since 2002.

The Demand Reserves Partnership (DRP) was created in 2002.   The foundation of the program is a five-year contract between the California Consumer Power and Conservation Financing Authority (CPA)
 and the California Department of Water Resources (DWR).  The contract functions much like the other power supply contracts signed by DWR on behalf of the utilities by providing power, where and when needed, but through reductions in demand, rather than generation.

There are various supporting contracts, called “Demand Reserves Provider Agreements”, which underlie the contract between DWR and the CPA.   These contracts, between the CPA and several third-party aggregators, specify the terms and conditions of how aggregators provide power to DWR.  The terms of the supporting contracts mirror the terms of the contract between DWR and CPA.  The Demand Reserve Providers, in turn, have individual agreements with electricity customers who provide the actual demand reduction. 

As currently operated, the contracts provide that, when notified by DWR, customers who were consuming power in the normal course of business, curtail their load and make power available for the customers of the utilities.  An electronic notification is sent from DWR, to the CPA (and its contractor Automated Power Exchange (APX)), to the aggregators and finally to the customers.   In exchange for nominating load available for reduction, aggregators are paid a monthly capacity payment (payment varies by the length of time that the load reduction will be provided):  
Group A (1-3 hrs. per call):  $8,500/MW-month 

Group B (1-5 hrs. per call):  $9,000/MW-month

Group C (1-8 hrs. per call):  $10,000/MW-month

Aggregators are also paid an energy payment of $80 per MWh (for actual amount of energy reduced) when the program is triggered.
The contract between DWR and CPA allows DWR to trigger the program during high wholesale market prices or when energy supplies are short.  The contract between DWR and CPA will terminate in May 2007
.  
The Commission Ordered the Utilities to make arrangements to trigger the DRP when it is cost-effective to do so.
In D.03-06-032, the Commission recognized the DRP as a viable and important program, and directed PG&E, SCE and SDG&E (the utilities) to coordinate their scheduling activities with DWR (and the CPA) to ensure that the DRP resources are actually dispatched when it is cost effective to do so.  The utilities were specifically ordered to file implementation plans detailing how they will use the DRP resource effectively.

By 2005, the Commission approved the agency agreements between the utilities and DWR that enable the utilities to schedule and dispatch DRP resources, essentially allowing them to operate as DWR’s limited agents
.   

Participation in the DRP has dropped significantly in 2006 due in part to the IOUs’ economic dispatch of the program
In 2005, the utilities called on the program with great frequency, triggering the program (often times on back-to-back days) when the forecast price of energy exceeded $80 per MWh
.   The frequency of events in 2005 caused dissatisfaction among aggregators and program participants.   The 2005 Evaluation
 of the program found: 

The DRP program was designed to be triggered by either price or reliability issues, but in the perception of aggregators as well as customers, the price-responsive aspect of the program is also seen as linked to system reliability.  Consequently, neither aggregators nor customers were prepared for the program to be called based on a price trigger alone when there was no evidence of capacity shortages within the system. 
While 2005 Evaluation also reported that surveyed DRP participants stated that they would remain with program in spite of their dissatisfaction with the frequency of calls, it appears that participation in the program in 2006 has significantly dropped off.    The monthly nominations for the DRP this summer to date has been 210. 6 MWs (June) and 206.8 MWs (July).  In comparison monthly nominations in 2005 were 216.8 MWs (June), 255.8 MWs (July) and 226.8 MWs (August).   200 MWs are provided by a single customer, DWR’s State Water Project (pumping load) in PG&E’s territory.    Of particular concern are the nominated loads for the DRP in Southern California.   Zero DRP MWs have been nominated in SCE’s territory for the month of July for example.

The DRP operators informed Energy Division that aggregators are reluctant to nominate significant load on a monthly basis due to an on-going concern that the program will be triggered by the utilities in the same way it was in 2005, when the forecast price of energy is expected to exceed $80 per MWh.  
A Heat-Rate is proposed as a new trigger for the DRP replacement program
As noted earlier, the DRP will expire when the contract between the CPA and DWR expires in May 2007.   The utilities have proposed a replacement program called the Capacity Bid Program (CBP) that is undergoing review by the Commission.   The utilities’ CBP is designed in similar fashion to the DRP in that it provides capacity and energy payments to aggregators for load reductions.   One significant difference between the DRP and CBP is the CBP’s use of a heat-rate as the triggering mechanism, instead of the current $80 per MWh trigger employed by the utilities.   Specifically, the CBP would be triggered by a heat-rate of 15,000 BTU per kWh, meaning that it would be triggered when the utilities anticipate on a day-ahead basis the use of generation resources that are equivalent to a power plant with that heat-rate.   The utilities anticipate that the use of 15,000 BTU per kWh heat rate as the trigger condition will result in approximately 11 program calls per summer.
  To provide a sense of comparison, SCE controls approximately 270 MWs via gas turbine peakers (those that can provide full load within one hour of start-up) whose heat rates vary between 13,000 and 16,000 BTU per kWh.   For SCE, incorporating the proposed heat-rate trigger for the DRP places the program among SCE’s stack of peaker plants in its dispatch order.
Aggregators have identified the heat-rate trigger in the CBP as a major improvement over the DRP, as it provides a clear, transparent and verifiable trigger mechanism in contrast to the $80 per MWh trigger of the DRP.
  

Notice 

No advice letters have been filed to initiate this resolution, and therefore no notice has been made other than this draft resolution.  The draft resolution has been distributed to R.02-06-001, A.05-06-006 et. al.  Additionally parties who have protested SCE’s Advice Letter 2010-E, PG&E’s Advice Letter 2839-E, and SDG&E’s Advice Letter 1799-E, whose subject is related to the substance of this resolution, also received the draft resolution.

Protests

This resolution is being generated by the Energy Division and not in response to any filings made by the utilities.  Thus there is no proposal for intervenors to protest.  
DiscussioN

Aggregators may increase the number of MWs they nominate monthly for the DRP if the Utilities are authorized to replace the $80 per MWh trigger with a heat-rate trigger of 15,000 BTU per kWh.
Energy Division recommends that the Commission authorize the utilities to replace the $80 per MWh trigger with the heat-rate trigger of 15,000 BTU per kWh for dispatch of the DRP for the remaining summer months of the program.   Energy Division believes that this change will encourage aggregators to increase their monthly nominations for the DRP.   
Based on the findings in 2005 Evaluation of the DRP and subsequent discussions with the DRP operators, the current trigger of $80 per MWh appears to be a principal barrier to participation this year due to the frequency of the calls generated by that trigger in 2005.   A comparison of the 2005 monthly nominations to the 2006 monthly nominations supports the DRP operators’ contention that the aggregators are reluctant to participate as there clearly is a drop-off of as much as 55 MWs between the two years.   SCE’s monthly demand response report to Energy Division indicates that there are 98 accounts currently enrolled in the DRP
, yet as noted above, the amount of nominated load for the DRP in SCE’s territory for the month of July is zero.  Energy Division concludes that incorporating the heat-rate trigger for dispatch of the program provides aggregators a greater assurance that the program will be called when the system is facing viable capacity shortage, and thus they may be more apt to nominate more MWs. 
The utilities trigger the DRP using the $80 per MWh trigger to ensure that the DRP is operated as cost-effectively as possible, per the Commission’s instructions.   Insertion of the heat-rate as the new triggering mechanism for the DRP modifies the program dispatch from a pure price trigger to a mechanism that is tied to power plant efficiency.  This change will likely reduce the number of times the DRP is called and will therefore reduce opportunities for the utilities to avoid paying energy prices that exceed $80 per MWh.   However, the state of California is currently facing severe system constraints, setting a record for demand on July 21 (49,000 MWs) and again on July 24 (50,200 MWs).  The California Independent System Operator has issued several recent Power Alerts and also issued a Stage 2 alert on the July 24.   The state has literally strained to meet its demand between July 21 and 24.   If conditions drive demand back to these high levels, such as extremely hot temperatures, or if supply resources fail to materialize (plant outages for example) greater amounts of demand response will be needed to avoid rotating outages.   Energy Division believes that the trade-off presented here (less opportunities for the utilities to avoid energy prices in excess of $80 per MWh in exchange for the possibility of attracting more nominated demand response MWs) is reasonable one in light of the state’s current supply and demand outlook.   
The contract between DWR and the CPA should not be affected by incorporation of the heat-rate trigger.

Energy Division is not proposing that any terms or conditions in the existing contract between DWR and the CPA be modified by those parties, and does not anticipate that the use of the proposed heat-rate trigger will cause those terms and conditions to be modified in any way.

The CBP will undergo a full evaluation, including the heat-rate trigger, through the advice letter process.
As noted above, a replacement program for the DRP, the CBP, has been proposed by the utilities via advice letters.  Those advice letters have been protested by at least five parties for a variety of reasons, and at least one party had concerns about the heat-rate trigger.   The use of the CBP heat-rate trigger for the DRP is being recommended because of the state’s serious energy situation and the possibility that its use in the DRP could generate more demand response MWs.  The proposed CBP will be fully evaluated, including the heat-rate trigger, and the Commission’s authorization to incorporate the heat-rate trigger for the DRP does not imply tacit approval for the CBP as proposed.
Comments

Public Utilities Code section 311(g)(1) provides that this resolution must be served on all parties and subject to at least 30 days public review and comment prior to a vote of the Commission.  

Findings

1. The Demand Reserves Partnership (DRP), created in 2002, is based upon a five-year contract between the California Consumer Power and Conservation Financing Authority (CPA) and the California Department of Water Resources (DWR). 

2. The DRP contract functions much like the other power supply contracts signed by DWR on behalf of the utilities by providing power, where and when needed, but through reductions in demand, rather than generation.

3. “Demand Reserves Provider Agreements”, which underlie the contract between DWR and the CPA, specify the terms and conditions of how aggregators provide power to DWR.  

4. In exchange for nominating load available for reduction, aggregators are paid a monthly capacity payment (payment varies by the length of time the reduction will be provided) along with an energy payment (for the actual amount of energy reduced) when the program is triggered.

5. The contract between DWR and CPA allows DWR to trigger the program during high wholesale market prices or when energy supplies are short.  The contract between DWR and CPA will terminate in May 2007.   

6. In D.03-06-032, the Commission recognized the DRP as a viable and important program, and directed PG&E, SCE and SDG&E to coordinate their scheduling activities with DWR (and the CPA) to ensure that the DRP resources are actually dispatched when it is cost effective to do so.  

7. By 2005, the Commission approved the agency agreements between the utilities and DWR that enable the utilities to schedule and dispatch DRP resources, essentially allowing them to operate as DWR’s limited agents.

8. In 2005, the utilities called on the program with great frequency, triggering the program (often times on back-to-back days) when the forecast price of energy exceeded $80 per MWh
.   The frequency of events in 2005 caused dissatisfaction among aggregators and program participants.
9. The monthly nominations for the DRP this summer to date has been 210. 6 MWs (June) and 206.8 MWs (July).  In comparison monthly nominations in 2005 were 216.8 MWs (June), 255.8 MWs (July) and 226.8 MWs (August).  Zero DRP MWs have been nominated in SCE’s territory for the month of July. 
10. Aggregators appear to be reluctant to nominate significant load to the DRP on a monthly basis due to an on-going concern that the program will be triggered by the utilities in the same way it was in 2005, when the forecast price of energy is expected to exceed $80 per MWh. 

11. Based on one test year analysis, the utilities anticipate that the use of 15,000 BTU per kWh heat rate as the trigger condition will result in approximately 11 program calls per summer.

12. Aggregators have identified the heat-rate trigger in the CBP as a major improvement over the DRP, as it provides a clear, transparent and verifiable trigger mechanism in contrast to the $80 per MWh trigger of the DRP.

13. Energy Division recommends that the Commission authorize the utilities to replace the $80 per MWh trigger with the heat-rate trigger of 15,000 BTU per kWh for dispatch of the DRP for the remaining summer months (August and September 2006) of the program as this change will encourage aggregators to increase their monthly nominations for the DRP.
14. The state of California is currently facing severe system constraints, setting a record for demand on July 21 (49,000 MWs) and again on July 24 (50,200 MWs).  The California Independent System Operator has issued several recent Power Alerts and issued a Stage 2 alert on the July 24.  

15. Energy Division believes that the trade-off presented here (less opportunities for the utilities to avoid energy prices in excess of $80 per MWh in exchange for the possibility of attracting more nominated demand response MWs) is a reasonable one in light of the state’s current supply and demand outlook.   

16. The contract between DWR and the CPA should not be affected by addition of the heat-rate trigger.
17. The proposed CBP will be fully evaluated, including the heat-rate trigger, and the Commission’s authorization to incorporate the heat-rate trigger for the DRP does not imply tacit approval for the CBP as proposed.
Therefore it is ordered that:

1. PG&E, SCE and SDG&E shall replace their current trigger of $80 per MWh for their dispatch of the Demand Reserves Partnership with the heat-rate trigger of 15,000 BTU per kWh for the remaining summer months (August and September) of 2006.

 This Resolution is effective today.

I certify that the foregoing resolution was duly introduced, passed and adopted at a conference of the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California held on August 24, 2006; the following Commissioners voting favorably thereon:
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 STEVE LARSON







 

 Executive Director

July 25, 2006
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August 24, 2006

TO:  SERVICE LISTS FOR A.05-06-006 et. al., R.02-06-001, AND PARTIES TO PG&E ADVICE LETTER 2839-E, SCE ADVICE LETTER 2010-E, AND SDG&E ADVICE LETTER 1799-E.

Enclosed is draft Resolution Number E-4009 of the Energy Division.  It is being initiated by Energy Division and will appear on the agenda at the next Commission meeting held at least 30 days after the date of this letter. The Commission may vote on this Resolution at that time or it may postpone a vote until a later meeting. When the Commission votes on a draft Resolution, it may adopt all or part of it as written, amend, modify or set it aside and prepare a different Resolution.  Only when the Commission acts does the Resolution become binding on the parties.

All comments on the draft Resolution are due by August 14, 2006.  Comments shall be served on parties, as outlined below.  

1) An original and two copies, along with a certificate of service to: 


Jerry Royer
Energy Division 
California Public Utilities Commission

505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA  94102

2) Parties described above (attached).


3)  Bruce Kaneshiro

     Energy Division 

     California Public Utilities Commission

     505 Van Ness Avenue

     San Francisco, CA  94102

     Email: bsk@cpuc.ca.gov

Comments shall be limited to five pages in length plus a subject index listing the recommended changes to the draft Resolution, a table of authorities and an appendix setting forth the proposed findings and ordering paragraphs.

Comments shall focus on factual, legal or technical errors in the proposed draft Resolution.  

Replies to comments on the draft resolution may be filed (i.e., received by the Energy Division) on August 18, 2006, and shall be limited to identifying misrepresentations of law or fact contained in the comments of other parties.  Replies shall not exceed five pages in length, and shall be filed and served as set forth above for comments.

Late submitted comments or replies will not be considered.

An accompanying declaration under penalty of perjury shall be submitted setting forth all the reasons for the late submission.

Please contact myself at 415-703-1187 if you have questions or need assistance.

Sincerely,  

Bruce Kaneshiro


    Program and Project Supervisor


    Energy Division

1.1 Enclosure:  Service List 

Certificate of Service

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that I have by electronic mail this day served a true copy of Draft Resolution E-4009 on all parties on service lists for R.02-06-001, A.05-06-006 et. al, and SCE Advice Letter 2010-E, PG&E Advice Letter 2839-E and SDG&E Advice Letter 1799-E service lists or their attorneys as shown on the attached list.

Dated July 25, 2006 at San Francisco, California.

 
____________________    

                                                                                         Bruce Kaneshiro

NOTICE

Parties should notify the Energy Division, Public Utilities

Commission, 505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4002

San Francisco, CA  94102, of any change of address to

insure that they continue to receive documents.  You

must indicate the Resolution number on the service list

on which your name appears.

Parties to SCE Advice Letter 2010-E, PG&E Advice Letter 2839-E and SDG&E Advice Letter 1799-E
Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Attn: Brian K Cherry

Director, Regulatory Relations

77 Beal Street, Mail Code B10C

P.O. Box 770000

San Francisco, California 94177

FAX: (415) 973-7226

Email: PGETariffs@pge.com

San Diego Gas & Electric Company

Attn: Monica Wiggins

Regulatory Tariff Manager

8330 Century Park Court, Room 32C

San Diego, CA 92123-1548

FAX: (858) 654-1788

Email: mwiggins@semprautilities.com

Southern California Edison

Akbar Jazayeri

Vice President Revenue and Tariffs

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, CA  91770

FAX: (626) 302-4829

Email: AdviceTariffManager@sce.com
Southern California Edison

Bruce Foster

Senior Vice President of Regulatory Operations

c/o Karyn Ganseki

601 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 2040

San Francisco, CA  94102

FAX: (415) 673-1116

Email: Karyn.Ganseki@sce.com
The Utility Reform Network

Attn: Marcel Hawiger

711 Van Ness Avenue Suite 350

San Francisco, California 94102

FAX: (415) 929-1132

Email: marcel@turn.org

Division of Ratepayer Advocates

Scott Cauchois

505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA  94102

FAX: (415) 703-2905

Email: wsc@cpuc.ca.gov
Utility Consumer Actions Network

Michael Shames

3100 Fifth Avenue, Suite B

San Diego, CA  92103

FAX: (619) 696-7477

Email: mshames@ucan.org
Aglet Consumer Alliance

James Weil

P.O. Box 37

Cool, CA  95614

FAX: (530) 885-5252

Email: jweil@aglet.org
Terry Rich

Ancillary Services Coalition

trich@acscoalition.com
Carolyn Banks

CB Energy Logic Inc.

cbanks@energylogicinc.com
Nicholas Planson

Consumer Powerline

nplanson@consumerpowerline.com
Marie Pieniazek

Energy Curtailment Specialists, Inc.

mpieniazek@ecsny.com
David Brewster

EnerNOC, Inc.

dbrewster@enernoc.com
Paul Blevins

On-Site Energy

pblevins@Onsitenergy.com
Service List for R.02-06-001:

	

	lbudike@2powerweb.com

	keith.mccrea@sablaw.com

	cgoodman@energymarketers.com

	srrivkin@msn.com

	jim@cannontech.com

	jimross@r-c-s-inc.com

	pforkin@tejassec.com

	

	

	mwynne@gridservices.com

	npedersen@hanmor.com

	greg@compassrosegroup.com

	douglass@energyattorney.com

	janet.combs@sce.com

	vthompson@sempra.com

	JYamagata@semprautilities.com

	jleslie@luce.com

	chris@emeter.com

	mdjoseph@adamsbroadwell.com

	joe.como@sfgov.org

	marcel@turn.org

	kpp@cpuc.ca.gov

	savama@consumer.org

	dwang@nrdc.org

	ek@a-klaw.com

	bcragg@gmssr.com

	pxo2@pge.com

	steven@moss.net

	andy.vanhorn@vhcenergy.com

	eric@strategyi.com

	rschmidt@bartlewells.com

	pcmcdonnell@earthlink.net

	

	achuang7@yahoo.com

	brbarkovich@earthlink.net

	jeff@jbsenergy.com

	lwhouse@innercite.com

	jtischer@csufresno.edu

	atrowbridge@downeybrand.com

	ed@clfp.com

	lmh@eslawfirm.com

	kmills@cfbf.com

	mpa@a-klaw.com

	jim.walker@sun.com

	michael.vecchi@cellnet.com

	jcollins@enernoc.com

	bsun@adamsharkness.com

	dwechsler@lanthorntechnologies.com

	ljohnson@oksatec.com

	terrence.moran@pseg.com

	Michael.Peters@boc.com

	krayeskem@coned.com

	KWISE1@alleghenyenergy.com

	sdebroff@llgm.com

	

	emmett.kelly@itron.com

	billuhr@erols.com

	bwjohnson@acninc.net

	jack@neweraenergy.com

	jay.evensen@cellnet.com

	lynn.england@goodcents.com

	dan.merilatt@goodcents.com

	roger.gray@goodcents.com

	mmiles@infiniteconsulting.org

	ellie.doyle@us.landisgyr.com

	wcamp@twacs.com

	Rob.McEver@atosorigin.com

	tom.pautz@honeywell.com

	RialD@kindermorgan.com

	ben.boyd@itron.com

	thomas.mulholland@goldenenergyservices.com

	kent@brayden.com

	kjsimonsen@ems-ca.com

	

	dhuard@manatt.com

	pucservice@manatt.com

	curtis.kebler@gs.com

	Mario.Natividad@appliedmetering.com

	bobfic@earthlink.net

	michaelgibbs@icfconsulting.com

	case.admin@sce.com

	james.lehrer@sce.com

	jennifer.hasbrouck@sce.com

	laura.genao@sce.com

	Mike.Montoya@sce.com

	dwood8@cox.net

	mbriggs@san.rr.com

	lwrazen@sempraglobal.com

	lurick@sempra.com

	liddell@energyattorney.com

	mshames@ucan.org

	scottanders@sandiego.edu

	amabed@semprautilities.com

	cbing@semprautilities.com

	centralfiles@semprautilities.com

	jennifer.holmes@itron.com

	keith.fuller@itron.com

	kjk@kjkammerer.com

	

	jmatarese@energycoalition.org

	Bob.Belhumeur@cox.net

	mimungi@energycoalition.org

	ctoca@utility-savings.com

	lmo@corepointassociates.com

	dwylie@aswengineering.com

	hvidstenj@kindermorgan.com

	Jeff.Hirsch@DOE2.com

	wdp@paramountfarming.com

	pcanessa@charter.net

	schweigertk@worldminerals.com

	norman.furuta@navy.mil

	renee@gem-corp.com

	kgolden@adamsbroadwell.com

	tgulesserian@adamsbroadwell.com

	bruce.foster@sce.com

	diane_fellman@fpl.com

	filings@a-klaw.com

	dickerson03@fscgroup.com

	DJRo@pge.com

	jewz@pge.com

	klm3@pge.com

	lrn3@pge.com

	mrigney@enernoc.com

	SEB4@PGE.COM

	Cem@newsdata.com

	lmacdonald@icfconsulting.com

	phil@ethree.com

	bobgex@dwt.com

	edwardoneill@dwt.com

	lisaweinzimer@sbcglobal.net

	jpc2@pge.com

	jmrb@pge.com

	saw0@pge.com

	cpuccases@pge.com

	ssmyers@att.net

	wmcguire@efficiencypartnership.org

	ecrem@ix.netcom.com

	service@spurr.org

	afaruqui@crai.com

	rgoold@gepllc.com

	gephq@gepllc.com

	groundstone@earthlink.net

	ackdmcgill@aol.com

	pthompson@summitblue.com

	wbooth@booth-law.com

	

	sia2@pwrval.com

	dbeyer@ebmud.com

	jerryl@abag.ca.gov

	jlarkin@kema-xenergy.com

	jblunden@kema-xenergy.com

	tony.foster@itron.com

	bmast@frontierassoc.com

	mrw@mrwassoc.com

	dmarcus2@sbcglobal.net

	eparker@qcworld.com

	jeanne.clinton@earthlink.net

	kcornish@twacs.com

	GLBarbose@LBL.gov

	nchopper@lbl.gov

	knotsund@berkeley.edu

	kevin@fraserlimited.com

	mlchan@aurigacorp.com

	cpechman@powereconomics.com

	kswain@powereconomics.com

	stacia.okura@rlw.com

	jflory@necclear.com

	mjberm@davisenergy.com

	rmccann@umich.edu

	vwood@smud.org

	e-recipient@caiso.com

	gperez@caiso.com

	grosenblum@caiso.com

	jprice@caiso.com

	mthompson@caiso.com

	jberlin@ncpa.com

	jeff.francetic@us.landisgyr.com

	abb@eslawfirm.com

	aulmer@water.ca.gov

	mclaughlin@braunlegal.com

	dgeis@dolphingroup.org

	kdw@woodruff-expert-services.com

	www@eslawfirm.com

	www@eslawfirm.com

	afernandes@nmgovlaw.com

	bvince1@smud.org

	tdtamarkin@usclcorp.com

	rliebert@cfbf.com

	karen@klindh.com

	rogerl47@sbcglobal.net

	

	conkling@up.edu

	laura.rooke@pgn.com

	lynn.frank@utilitysystems.net

	jbenish@costco.com

	ajo@cpuc.ca.gov

	bsk@cpuc.ca.gov

	cjb@cpuc.ca.gov

	eaq@cpuc.ca.gov

	jf2@cpuc.ca.gov

	lrm@cpuc.ca.gov

	mts@cpuc.ca.gov

	mlc@cpuc.ca.gov

	mcv@cpuc.ca.gov

	scl@cpuc.ca.gov

	drp.benjamin@sbcglobal.net

	dhungerf@energy.state.ca.us

	dks@cpuc.ca.gov

	drp.gene@sbcglobal.net

	jsugar@energy.state.ca.us

	drp.kellan@sbcglobal.net

	mjaske@energy.state.ca.us

	mmesseng@energy.state.ca.us

	jpacheco@water.ca.gov

	lharris@water.ca.gov


Service List for A.05-06-006 et. al.

	keith.mccrea@sablaw.com

	pucservice@manatt.com

	douglass@energyattorney.com

	cpuca0506006@icfconsulting.com

	janet.combs@sce.com

	vthompson@sempra.com

	jyamagata@semprautilities.com

	renee@gem-corp.com

	chris@emeter.com

	marcel@turn.org

	kpp@cpuc.ca.gov

	rcounihan@ecosconsulting.com

	epoole@adplaw.com

	pxo2@pge.com

	steven@moss.net

	wbooth@booth-law.com

	jweil@aglet.org

	lwhouse@innercite.com

	bsun@adamsharkness.com

	ljohnson@oksatec.com

	mbowen@aspensys.com

	jack@neweraenergy.com

	ralph.dennis@constellation.com

	bob_Anderson@apses.com

	wcamp@twacs.com

	Pforkin@tejassec.com

	jess.galura@wal-mart.com

	kjsimonsen@ems-ca.com

	kelly.potter@apses.com

	hyao@semprautilities.com

	Mario.Natividad@appliedmetering.com

	greg@compassrosegroup.com

	case.admin@sce.com

	david.reed@sce.com

	jennifer.hasbrouck@sce.com

	lauren.pemberton@sce.com

	lawrence.oliva@sce.com

	dwood8@cox.net

	liddell@energyattorney.com

	scottanders@sandiego.edu

	mward@semprautilities.com

	ssides@semprautilities.com

	bruce.foster@sce.com

	u19@cpuc.ca.gov

	dcengel@fscgroup.com

	cem@newsdata.com

	jsqueri@gmssr.com

	robertgex@dwt.com

	wmcguire@efficiencypartnership.org

	jwwd@pge.com

	MNCe@pge.com

	dmurdock@machenergy.com

	pthompson@summitblue.com

	ewoychik@comverge.com

	jerryl@abag.ca.gov

	mrw@mrwassoc.com

	clloyd@bart.gov

	rschmidt@bartlewells.com

	jeanne.clinton@earthlink.net

	kevin@fraserlimited.com

	janreid@coastecon.com

	brbarkovich@earthlink.net

	jeff@jbsenergy.com

	jprice@caiso.com

	jeff.francetic@us.landisgyr.com

	dgeis@dolphingroup.org

	kmills@cfbf.com

	karen@klindh.com

	laura.rooke@pgn.com

	bsk@cpuc.ca.gov

	cyc@cpuc.ca.gov

	ctd@cpuc.ca.gov

	cjb@cpuc.ca.gov

	dnl@cpuc.ca.gov

	jym@cpuc.ca.gov

	jf2@cpuc.ca.gov

	kim@cpuc.ca.gov

	fly@cpuc.ca.gov

	mcv@cpuc.ca.gov

	pfa@cpuc.ca.gov

	scl@cpuc.ca.gov

	skg@cpuc.ca.gov

	dhungerf@energy.state.ca.us

	dks@cpuc.ca.gov

	mmesseng@energy.state.ca.us


� In 2004 the Governor’s budget terminated the CPA’s operating budget, but the administration also stated that the DRP should continue.  The CPA remains a legal entity because no changes were made to its originating statute.  The DRP has been operated by consultants under the authority of a Fiscal Agent who has been delegated responsibility to administer the CPA-DWR contract on behalf of the CPA.  The Fiscal Agent is from the state Business, Transportation and Housing Agency.   The actual operation of the DRP program is conducted by consultants whose costs are paid for by the DWR-CPA contract.  The term “DRP operators” in this document refers to these consultants.


� Per D.06-03-024, PG&E (2839-E), SCE (2010-E) and SDG&E (1799-E) filed advice letters on June 1, 2006 seeking Commission approval for a replacement program (called the Capacity Bidding Program) that is designed similar to the DRP.   


� While the agency agreements were approved by Energy Division, the agreements remain unsigned by DWR.  However, according to DWR and the utilities, the utilities request dispatch of the program via DWR.


� The DRP was called 24 times by PG&E, 19 times by SCE and 7 times by SDG&E in the summer of 2005.  


� Evaluation of 2005 Statewide Large Non-residential Day-Ahead and Reliability Demand Response Programs Final Report, pg. 3-22.  Conducted by Quantum Consulting.


� Monthly nomination report provided by the DRP operators on June 28, 2006.


� The utilities estimated that if heat-rate trigger was used for the DRP in a test year, the DRP would have been triggered 11 times (per DRP conference call with Energy Division on April 26, 2006).  Depending on certain conditions, the number of calls could fluctuate.


� Joint protest by six aggregators  to the IOUs’ advice letters (SCE’s AL 2010-E, PG&E’s AL 2839-E, SDG&E’s AL 1799-E) proposing the CBP.


� SCE’s monthly demand response report to Energy Division for the month of June, filed on July 21, 2006.


� The DRP was called 24 times by PG&E, 19 times by SCE and 7 times by SDG&E in the summer of 2005.  
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