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L INTRODUCTION

The Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) submits the following reply comments
on the Proposed Decision (PD) of Administrative Law Judge Kelly A. Hymes dated April
15,2014. The PD approves certain Demand Response (DR) program and activities
operated by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), San Diego Gas & Electric
Company (SDG&E), and Southern California Edison Company (SCE) for 2015-2016.1 1t
also authorizes specific budgets to administer the approved DR programs and activities.
ORA makes the following recommendations:

* Reject the California Large Energy Consumers Association’s (CLECA)

proposed modifications to Findings of Fact (FOF) 16 and keep it
unchanged.

* Modity Ordering Paragraph (OP) 17 to allow SCE to submit negotiated
Aggregator Managed Portfolios (AMP) contract modifications through a
Tier 2 Advice Letter (AL) rather than an Application.

+ Change specific requirements for the adopted reporting requirement to
increase its value.

II.  DISCUSSION

A. The Commission Properly Found That ORA’s Concerns
Regarding The Placement Of BIP In The CAISO
Operating Procedure 4420 Are Valid

CLECA recommends the PD’s FOF 16 is in error and should be changed.2
CLECA argues that ORA makes factual contentions regarding the Base Interruptible
Program (BIP) that were disputed by parties, including CLECA.2 CLECA refers to its
previous comments challenging ORA’s claim of significant savings for ratepayers by
moving the placement of BIP trigger. CLECA argues that ORA had contradicted itself

on the ratepayer cost of Capacity Procurement Mechanism 2

IpD,OP#1.

Z Comments of the California Large Energy Consumers Association Regarding Programs For Bridge
Fund Years, May 5, 2014, p. 1.

d, p. 2.
i1d.
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ORA never claimed that moving the BIP trigger would necessarily achieve
significant savings for ratepayers as CLECA alleges.§ On the contrary, ORA stated that
even after moving the placement of BIP trigger, BIP would still be called rarely and
would be consistent with the business needs of BIP customers who are currently only
called during near emergency conditions. ORA only stated that if the CAISO finds
using BIP as an appropriate response, it may avoid buying expensive Exceptional
Dispatch (ED) capacity under its Capacity Procurement Mechanism (CPM).z

ORA’s proposal is consistent with exactly the same reasons why the
Commission adopted the Reliability-Based Demand Response Settlement (Settlement) in
(“D.”) 10-06-034 in the first place. In adopting the new trigger specified in the
Settlement, the Commission noted,

[M]ost importantly, the reliability-triggered demand response
program will be triggered prior to the California Independent
System Operator’s canvassing of neighboring balancing
authorities for energy or capacity. This new practice would
eliminate the anomalous treatment whereby emergency-triggered
demand response counts for Resource Adequacy yet, unlike all
other power that counts for Resource Adequacy, the California
Independent System Operator currently procures costly
‘exceptional dispatch energy or capacity’ before using this
energy resource, a practice that has led to charges that ratepayers
‘pay twice’ for this power.§

Clearly, the Commission wants to ensure that demand response programs that count
for Resource Adequacy (RA) are used before CAISO procures costly ‘exceptional dispatch
energy or capacity.” The current Reliability Demand Response Product (RDRP) trigger
adopted in the settlement still does not allow triggering of emergency-triggered DR

programs if other non-RA resources are eligible for Exceptional Dispatch (ED) capacity

2 CLECA Reply March 13, 2014 p. 3.

8 The Office of Ratepayer Advocate’s Opening Comments on Proposals for Revisions to Demand
Response Program for Bridge Fund Years, March 3, 2014, p. 16.

oy
§D.10-06-034, p. 2.

91059021 )

SB GT&S 0091201



under CPM designation within the CAISO’s own balancing authority.2 As ORA noted,
calling BIP may or may not have been an appropriate response when CAISO issued ED
CPM notices in the past.m ORA is simply proposing that CAISO should be able to
consider BIP as a potential alternative before procuring non-RA capacity under CPM
within its own balancing authority, exactly as Commission intended in D.10-06-034.
There are simply is no factual contentions about this being the Commission’s own policy
intention.

ORA'’s proposal is intended to faithfully carry out the Commission’s intentions in
Decision (“D.”) 10-06-034 for emergency-triggered demand response programs that
receive RA capacity credits. ORA is proposing nothing more than that. The Commission
should reject CLECA’s proposal and keep the PD’s FOF 16 unchanged.

1. Revision To BIP Trigger In The CAISO Operating
Procedure 4420 Is Necessary To Ensure That BIP
Is Considered As A potential Alternative To
Procuring Exceptional Dispatch Capacity

CLECA states that PG&E also disagreed with ORA’s concern about the BIP
trigger, referring to PG&E’s March 13, 2014 reply comments on demand response
proposals for bridge fund years.H In its March 13, 2014 reply comments PG&E argued
against revising the BIP trigger because it is not necessary. PG&E states that the CAISO
already has the ability to dispatch the BIP at any step of the sequence under section 3.3.2
of Operating Procedure 4420 after it issues a Warning Notice.22 PG&E states “the
CAISO is not limited to calling BIP solely in the sequence of steps listed in section 3.3.2

2 See CAISO Procedure for “Operating Reserve Deficiency” in Section 3.3.2, Step 12.
http://www.caiso.com/Documents/4420.pdf

8 The Office of Ratepayer Advocate’s Opening Comments on Proposals for Revisions to Demand
Response Program for Bridge Fund Years, March 3, 2014, p. 15.

1L Comments of the California Large Energy Consumers Association Regarding Programs For Bridge
Fund Years, May 5, 2014, p. 2.

22 Reply Comments Of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39 E) On Assigned Commissioner And
Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Providing Guidance For Submitting Demand Response Progam
Proposals, March 13, 2014, p. 7.
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which renders moot ORA’s proposal to move the dispatch to an earlier step.
addition, PG&E notes, even when a Warning Notice has not been issued, PG&E’s E-BIP
rate schedule expressly states that the CAISO can request that PG&E dispatch the BIP
“based on forecasted system conditions and operating procedures .... Or even in the event

.. 214
of a transmission system emergency.”—

ORA agrees with PG&E’s statements about CAISO’s operating procedures and
PG&E’s E-BIP rate schedule. However, CAISO authority for dispatching BIP also
existed at the time the Commission adopted the Settlement in D.10-06-034. And, at that
time BIP could have been dispatched at anytime CAISO deemed necessary - without the
Settlement. Yet, it was found necessary by all parties of the Settlement, including
CLECA and PG&E, to place BIP in the appropriate step of the sequence of steps under
section 3.3.2 of the CAISO’s Operating Procedure 4420. Clearly, the CAISO did not find
it enough to solely rely on its authority under its section 3.3.2 or PG&E’s E-BIP rate
schedule. The CAISO wanted to formalize the BIP trigger change resulting from the
Settlement in its dispatch order in the Operating Procedure 4420.

Similarly, any changes to the BIP trigger proposed by ORA also need to be
formalized in the CAISO’s Operating Procedure 4420. By doing so CAISO will ensure
that BIP is indeed considered as a potential alternative to procurement of exceptional
dispatch capacity. Formalizing the ORA-proposed BIP trigger in CAISO’s Operating
Procedure 4420 would also provide additional transparency to BIP customers about when
they could be called to provide demand response. The Commission should reject
PG&E’s arguments that revising the BIP trigger is not necessary because of existing

authorities under CAISO operating procedures or under PG&E’s E-BIP rate schedule.

B
Bg
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B. The PD Should Be Modified To Allow For Negotiated
AMP Contract Extensions To Be Submitted Through A
Tier 2 AL

ORA agrees with the Joint DR Parties and SCE that successfully negotiated AMP
contract modifications and extensions for 2015-2016 should be submitted through an
advice letter rather than a more time intensive application process.§ As long as ORA is a
party to the discussions, this process would provide ample time for consideration and
approval. A Tier 2 AL would be appropriate for this submission to allow for
Commission staff review and approval of the contract modifications (rather than
considering the changes effective pending disposition as in the case of Tier 1 ALg).1¢

ORA recommends the following modification to OP 17 to address this change:

17. No later than July 15, 2014, Southern California Edison Company shall file
anapphication a Tier Two Advice Letter requesting approval of 2015-2016
re-negotiated Aggregator Managed Portfolio program agreements.

C. The PD’s Requirements For The Reporting Requirement
Should Be Modified To Increase Its Value

The PD appropriately adopts ORA’s recommended reporting requirement and
requires the utilities to meet with Commission Staff, ORA, and all other interested
stakeholders to develop a template to be filed in a Tier One ALY In their May 5, 2014
opening comments, parties made several recommendations about changing the schedule
for filing AL and the content of the reporting requirement template. Below ORA
addresses parties’ recommended changes.

ORA supports SCE’s recommendation to implement the reporting requirement on
a trial basis from July to September 2014 with a workshop at the end of the DR season to

discuss lessons learned and program modification resulting from the information

E Joint DR Parties Comments, p.2 and SCE Comments, p. 4.

18 GENERAL ORDER 96-B, Industry Rule 5.
http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PUBLISHED/GENERAL ORDER/164747 htm#P955 100345

ZpD, p. 15-16.
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reported.ﬁ The workshop would provide a valuable opportunity to understand the value
of the report, consider any changes to the template and discuss program modifications.
Based on the workshop discussion, the IOUs could file Advice Letters to modify the
reporting template or address program modifications.

SCE commented that BIP, the Agricultural Pumping & Interruptible (API)
program, the Summer Discount Plan (SDP) program and the Summer Advantage
Incentive program (also referred to as Critical Peak Pricing or CPP) should be excluded
from the reporting requirement.ﬁ ORA agrees that BIP and API should be excluded
from the requirement as they are dispatched on an emergency basis in response to system
constraints rather than economic triggers. ORA also agrees that SCE’s CPP program
should be excluded since it is required to be dispatched 12 times a year and SCE’s
decision is not subject to economic criteria. SCE states that the SDP program should also
be excluded because it will be transitioned into the CAISO market under a limited
number of hours. ORA disagrees. While SCE expects to file an AL which will limit the
number of CAISO dispatch hours as it transitions the resource into the CAISO market,
such an AL has not yet been filed and approved.ﬁ Even if the AL is approved, based on
SCE’s comments, the program would still be tied to a fixed price trigger for the times in
which it is not used in the CAISO market under the limited number of hours. This puts
SDP under an economic trigger that warrants its inclusion in the reporting requirement.

SCE also requests that the reporting should only cover the times when a program’s
trigger condition is met but the program is not dispatched, and exclude events when a
program is dispatched to avoid duplicative reporting.u ORA disagrees. This reporting

requirement is meant to provide transparency to the utilities decisions to dispatch the

18 SCE Comments, p. 5.

B SCE Comments, p. 5-6.

2 SCE Comments footnote 6, p. 5.
A SCE Comments, p. 6.
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programs.2 Rather than requiring stakeholders to piece together separate reports to
understand how programs are or aren’t dispatched, the utilities should be required to
provide all information in one report to allow for a comprehensive review.

The PD orders the utilities to meet with interested stakeholders within 30 days of
the issuance of the decision to develop an agreed-upon reporting template and to file a
Tier Two AL requesting approval of the final template within 30 day of the initial
meeting.é PG&E has requested that the timeframe be extended to 90 days for
negotiation with another 30 days after the end of the negotiation period before an advice
letter would be filed.2 This delay of 120 days before the filing of the AL would mean
that the reporting requirement would not be in place for the summer of 2014. ORA
disagrees. The required 30 days for meeting and discussion of the reporting template is
enough time for parties to consider the requirement and express their views on the
template, especially given the draft template included in the PD. SDG&E expressed
concerns for arriving at a final template if parties do not reach an agreement.é In the
event that agreement cannot be reached by all parties, the utilities would file separate
ALs, with an opportunity for all parties to comment, and the Commission would decide
on a final template. Through this process, the template would gather vital information on
the 2014 DR season rather than waiting until after the 2015 DR season before providing
useful information.

SDG&E requests that the weekly reporting requirement be changed to monthly as
it would place an undue burden on the staff 22 ORA agrees that monthly reporting may
be as effective as weekly in achieving the intent of the reporting requirement without

putting undue burden on the utility staff.

ZpD, p. 16.

BPD OP 2, p. 45.

BpG&E Comments, p. 9-10.
BESDG&E Comments, p. 3.
2 SDG&E Comments, p. 2.
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III. CONCLUSION

ORA supports the Commission’s approval of DR programs and budgets for the
bridge fund years of 2015-2016 and respectfully recommends rejection of CLECA’s
changes to FOF 16. ORA recommends a Tier 2 AL instead of an Application in OP 17

and certain modifications to the reporting requirement discussed in these comments.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ CHRISTOPHER CLAY
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