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 3 
Q. Please state your name and business address 4 

A. My name is Greg Wikler.  My business address is 1111 Broadway, Suite 300, 5 

Oakland, CA 94607. 6 

Q. On whose behalf are you testifying? 7 

A. I am testifying on behalf of the DR Coalition.  The DR Coalition is made up of the 8 

following parties: the California Efficiency + Demand Management Council (“the 9 

Council”), Google LLC (“Google”), Leapfrog Power, Inc., (“Leap”), NRG Energy, Inc. 10 

(“NRG”), OhmConnect, Inc. (“OhmConnect”), Oracle, Tesla, Voltus, Inc. (“Voltus”), and 11 

Willdan. 12 

Q. Have you testified previously in this proceeding? 13 

A. Yes.  On January 11, 2021, the DR Coalition served my Opening Prepared 14 

Testimony.  My Statement of Qualifications was appended thereto as Appendix A. 15 

Q. What issues do you address in your Rebuttal Testimony? 16 

A. In my rebuttal testimony, I address the proper role of demand response (“DR”) in 17 

meeting 2021-2022 reliability needs, CAISO recommendations on Flex Alerts and the 18 

two percent cap on emergency DR programs, investor-owned utility (“IOU”) proposals 19 

for an Emergency Load Reduction Program (“ELRP”), PG&E’s proposal on a Proxy 20 

Demand Resource (“PDR”) bid cap and Residential Rewards Pilot, and Public 21 

Advocates Office’s recommendation against the use of supplemental Demand 22 

Response Auction Mechanism (“DRAM”) solicitation to meet incremental reliability 23 

needs. 24 

Q. What is your position on the role of demand-side resources? 25 

A. The DR Coalition reiterates its disappointment in the Commission’s emphasis on 26 

procuring additional gas-fired generation to meet any incremental capacity needs in 27 

summer 2021 and 2022.  DR is a much better option for procuring additional capacity 28 

within this time frame because it can be contracted and deployed much faster than new 29 
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generation, and can be contracted for only the years when it is needed rather than a 1 

longer term that new generation capacity will require.    2 

The Commission appears to have decided to primarily procure gas-fired 3 

generation, which disregards not only State climate laws by ignoring the many 4 

opportunities for “least regrets” actions that can be taken to add new, clean capacity, 5 

but insists on taking actions that will actually magnify the conditions that contributed to 6 

the August heat event in the first place. 7 

As the Sierra Club highlighted, procurement of gas-fired generation contradicts 8 

the clean energy goals adopted in Senate Bill (“SB”) 100, the greenhouse gas reduction 9 

goals and Disadvantaged Community protections adopted in SB 350, and the 10 

Commission’s own Integrated Resource Planning process.1 Adding new gas-fired 11 

generation now will only set back the efforts made over the past 20 years to achieve a 12 

cleaner generation portfolio and lower greenhouse gas emissions.    13 

Ironically, additional procurement of gas-fired generation will directly exacerbate 14 

the conditions that caused last summer’s 1-in-35 year weather event and led to costly 15 

blackouts.  The Final Root Cause Analysis on the Mid-August 2020 Extreme Heat Wave 16 

found that a climate change-induced extreme heat wave across the western U.S. 17 

resulted in electricity demand that exceeded Resource Adequacy (“RA”) and planning 18 

targets.2  It is difficult to understand why the Commission would believe that adding 19 

more GHG-emitting generation, which will contribute to accelerating climate change, is 20 

a good strategy for addressing the reliability problems caused in part by climate change.  21 

This risks perpetuating the destructive loop in which more greenhouse gas (“GHG”)-22 

emitting capacity is continually added to meet climate change-induced conditions, which 23 

in turn exacerbates those conditions, which will lead to the need for more GHG-emitting 24 

capacity.  The Commission must stop this cycle and procure clean, demand-side 25 

resources to meet any incremental RA needs in 2021 and 2022.  As a first step, the 26 

Commission should adopt the DR Coalition’s proposed changes to IOU DR programs 27 

 
1 Prepared Opening Testimony of Luis Amezcua on behalf of Sierra Club (Exhibit (Ex.) SC-01), 
at p. 10, line 14 to p. 12, line 5. 
2 Final Root Cause Analysis, at pp. 39-40. 
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and its ELRP proposal and, as discussed further below, should implement a 1 

supplemental DRAM solicitation for summer 2021 and adopt the same aggregate 2 

budget for the 2022 DRAM solicitation.  Finally, the IOU procurement should explicitly 3 

solicit DR and other clean distributed energy resources (“DERs”).    4 

Q. Do you agree with California Independent System Operator’s (“CAISO’s”) 5 

recommendations regarding the Flex Alert program? 6 

A. No.  In its Opening Testimony, CAISO recommends that the Flex Alert program 7 

should, at minimum, serve as an eligible trigger for all economic and emergency DR 8 

programs that qualify as RA resources.3  The DR Coalition contends that this would be 9 

highly problematic because Flex Alert triggers are highly arbitrary, are completely 10 

disconnected from CAISO energy market and other grid conditions, and in the case of 11 

emergency DR programs, do not necessarily represent emergency conditions.  12 

Furthermore, it would enable CAISO to usurp from the IOUs the right to dispatch 13 

economic DR programs out-of-market which would generate a great deal of uncertainty 14 

regarding who actually controls the programs.   15 

According to the Flex Alert website, a “Flex Alert is typically issued in the summer 16 

when hot weather pushes up electricity demand”, and lists other factors that can, at 17 

CAISO’s discretion, trigger a Flex Alert event.  These factors include unplanned power 18 

plant outages, wildfires that lead to transmission line losses, and heat storms.4 These 19 

triggers are perfectly appropriate for a voluntary, public call to action but they leave the 20 

door open for a great deal of subjectivity and are severely lacking in any precision or 21 

specificity.  This level of ambiguity is not unreasonable for a program like Flex Alert 22 

because it provides the maximum amount of flexibility to CAISO to call it whenever it 23 

deems it appropriate.  However, this would be highly problematic for any market-based 24 

resource, and especially DR, because the underlying participants require some degree 25 

of transparency in the conditions they will be dispatched.   26 

 
3 Opening Testimony of Dr. Karl Meeusen on behalf of the California Independent System 
Operator Corporation (Ex. CAISO-01 (Meeusen)), at p. 8, lines 21-23. 
4 http://www.flexalert.org/what-is-flex-alert  

http://www.flexalert.org/what-is-flex-alert
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CAISO’s proposal is especially surprising because it represents a significant 1 

departure from its typical heavy reliance on its tariff, Business Practice Manuals, 2 

Operating Procedures, etc. to transparently govern its market.  In contrast, using the 3 

Flex Alert as a DR program trigger, CAISO would be able to override its own economic 4 

market to dispatch DR resources even when its energy market prices were below DR 5 

participants’ opportunity costs.  Furthermore, any DR resources dispatched through a 6 

Flex Alert would presumably not be compensated for their energy.  Similarly, CAISO 7 

would also be able to override its own Operating Procedure 4420 which dictates the 8 

conditions under which Reliability Demand Response Resources (“RDRR”) are dropped 9 

into the economic market.  The DR Coalition is frankly very concerned about giving 10 

CAISO this level of autonomy and authority.  CAISO has been highly critical of DR for 11 

years and this proposal would provide them with an opportunity to deploy DR in a 12 

manner that is completely incompatible with customer capabilities and preferences.  13 

CAISO’s proposal would effectively transfer some of the authority for market and 14 

out-of-market DR program dispatch from the IOUs and blur the role of CAISO as the 15 

market operator as it carves out a role as DR program administrator.  Currently, only the 16 

IOUs have the prerogative to call their economic programs out-of-market.5 If CAISO was 17 

also given this authority, it could result in confusion and contradictory dispatch 18 

instructions being given by CAISO and an IOU.   19 

CAISO spent years advocating for DR programs and resources to be market-20 

integrated so that CAISO would have visibility of these programs and could have 21 

confidence they were actual resources.  As a result of these efforts, the Commission 22 

adopted DR bifurcation which required DR resources to be market-integrated in order to 23 

be considered an RA resource.  So, it is now surprising to see CAISO advocate for 24 

policies that would entail DR resources being dispatched based not on economic 25 

dispatch or clearly-defined reliability conditions but rather, a highly ambiguous and 26 

opaque set of qualitative conditions.  This would risk contradicting the definition of 27 

 
5 The CAISO does have the right to dispatch emergency programs through Operation 
Procedure 4420; in practice, the CAISO system operators will also sometimes request IOUs to 
dispatch BIP. 
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Supply Resource DR that was approved in D.14-03-026 – a resource that is integrated 1 

into the CAISO energy markets – and would beg the question of whether these 2 

programs would qualify as Supply Resource DR.6  If the Commission intends to 3 

entertain CAISO’s proposal, it should do so in the context of a complete reassessment 4 

of the DR bifurcation rules rather than as a spur-of-the-moment action such as what the 5 

CAISO proposes in its testimony.   6 

Q. Do you agree with CAISO’s proposals regarding the Base Interruptible 7 

Program (“BIP”) and Agricultural Pumping – Interruptible (“AP-I”) 8 

Program?  9 

A. No.  CAISO recommends that the Commission not increase the two percent cap 10 

on emergency DR. 7 However, its claims that the State must “target and incentivize 11 

investment in resource adequacy resources that can reliably displace gas-fired 12 

resources and the significant energy these resources have provided the system”, ignore 13 

the facts in front of their eyes.8  The BIP and AP-I Program have done exactly what 14 

CAISO claims should be the goal.     15 

Since the RA program was created as a response to the 2000-2001 energy 16 

crises, the continuous presence of these programs has in fact displaced gas-fired 17 

resources because they have avoided the need to procure an equivalent amount of gas-18 

fired capacity.  The IOUs’ other legacy DR programs and those that were created as a 19 

result of the 2006 energy crisis have also displaced gas-fired resources because, in 20 

their absence, gas-fired resources would have been procured to meet the RA 21 

requirements that had been met by the DR programs.  The Commission’s own 22 

solicitation guidance in this proceeding demonstrates this.  Rather than procure 23 

additional demand-side resources through IOU solicitations, the Commission has made 24 

it very clear that it favors new gas-fired resources.  There must always be a role for 25 

emergency DR because should that capacity be eliminated, it will almost surely be 26 

replaced by gas-fired resources.  This would be a highly negative outcome because, as 27 

 
6 Decision 14-03-026, at Ordering Paragraph 3. 
7 Ex. CAISO-01 (Meeusen), at p. 14, lines 5-7. 
8 Id. 



 

 
R.20-11-003 (Emergency Reliability) 
Rebuttal Prepared Testimony of the DR Coalition 

6 
 

the DR Coalition stated above, it would serve to continue rolling back the State’s 1 

progress toward decarbonization and clean energy.  2 

Q. Do you have any recommendations on the ELRP Proposals set forth in 3 

Opening Testimony? 4 

A. Yes.  In their respective Opening Testimony, Pacific Gas and Electric (“PG&E”) 5 

and Southern California Edison (“SCE”) propose that the ELRP only allow non-6 

residential direct-enrolled customers; San Diego Gas & Electric’s (“SDG&E’s”) initial 7 

Emergency Load Shed Program (“ELSP”) proposed the same (minimum 100 kW load 8 

reduction) but SDG&E has expressed an openness to considering dual participation 9 

with aggregator programs.9  In addition, all three recommend a $750/MWh energy-only 10 

payment.10  The DR Coalition appreciates the IOUs’ consideration of an ELRP but the 11 

proposals do not go far enough to ensure it will deliver a substantive amount of reliable 12 

load curtailment.  The Commission should open the program to the largest number of 13 

customers reasonably possible and motivate them to provide substantial load relief with 14 

incentives that reflect their opportunity costs.  15 

For the ELRP to be a success, it must attract as many customers as possible 16 

that will actually reduce load during events.  The IOUs’ ELRP proposals regarding 17 

customer eligibility and compensation fall far short of meeting that standard and will 18 

likely result in very low customer participation and negligible load reductions.  The DR 19 

Coalition understands the IOUs’ logic that limiting the ELRP to direct-enrolled non-20 

residential customers will allow them to stand up the program as quickly as possible.  21 

However, it is important to consider whether this type of rapid implementation will 22 

actually lead to meaningful load reduction.      23 

 
9 Pacific Gas and Electric Company Emergency Reliability OIR Prepared Testimony (Ex. PG&E-
01), at p. 3-3, line 6 to p. 3-6, line 15; Direct Testimony of Southern California Edison Company 
(Ex. SCE-01), at p. 7, lines 13-17; and Prepared Direct Testimony of San Diego Gas & Electric 
Company Regarding Demand Response Proposals (Ex. SDGE-3), at p. 4, lines 3-18. 
10 Ex. PG&E-01, at p. 3-7, lines 12-13; Ex. SCE-01, at p. 9, lines 5-7; and Ex. SDGE-3, at p. 10, 
lines 11-13. 



 

 
R.20-11-003 (Emergency Reliability) 
Rebuttal Prepared Testimony of the DR Coalition 

7 
 

First, it is unclear whether the IOUs will be successful in recruiting customers into 1 

this program.  Most likely, their primary recruiting approach will be to reach out to their 2 

directed-enrolled BIP and AP-I customers.  Even if they are successful in recruiting 3 

many of these participants, this approach will not necessarily result in significant load 4 

reduction.  The Demand Bidding Program (“DBP”) was a voluntary, energy-only 5 

program whose participants were also largely enrolled in BIP.  However, the RA value 6 

of this program was very small, which rendered the program not cost effective.11  7 

Because that approach was unsuccessful in delivering any meaningful value, the 8 

Commission should be mindful not to go down the same path. Instead, the Commission 9 

should allow third-party customers to also participate in the ELRP because DR 10 

Providers (“DRPs”), as for-profit companies, have an intrinsic motivation to recruit viable 11 

customers that will actually participate in the program.   12 

Second, the ELRP should also be open to residential customers.  The IOUs may 13 

not be capable of implementing residential deployment of the ELRP in summer 2021, 14 

but residential DRPs are very capable of bringing large numbers of customers to bear in 15 

a comparatively short period of time.  In addition, residential DRPs have hundreds of 16 

thousands of existing customers that are capable and willing to reduce demand much 17 

further, given the appropriate price incentives from the ELRP. 18 

Likely the most important factor that will determine the success or failure of the 19 

ELRP will be the compensation structure.  As the DR Coalition stated in its opening 20 

testimony, the $500/MWh DBP payment was clearly too low to motivate any significant 21 

participation.  For similar reasons, the IOUs’ proposed $750/MWh energy payment will 22 

also likely prove to be insufficiently attractive.12 Many participants in the BIP typically 23 

have a very high opportunity cost because they must shut down revenue-generating 24 

processes when shedding load.  The BIP capacity payment is high enough to meet this 25 

economic requirement during events.  Therefore, the same participants will need either 26 

 
11 Decision 16-06-029, at pp. 41-43. 
12 Pacific Gas and Electric Company Emergency Reliability OIR Prepared Testimony (Ex. 
PG&E-01), at p. 3-7, lines 12-13; Direct Testimony of Southern California Edison Company 
(SCE-01), at p. 9, lines 5-7; and Prepared Direct Testimony of San Diego Gas & Electric 
Company Regarding Demand Response Proposals (Ex. SDGE-3), at p. 10, lines 11-13. 
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an equally high energy payment to consider shutting down these same processes, or a 1 

reservation payment plus a lower energy payment.  The DR Coalition’s proposal 2 

attempted to address this by recommending a $6,000/MWh energy payment for dual 3 

participating customers, and a $3/kW-month reservation charge plus a $950/MWh 4 

energy payment for customers participating only in ELRP.  If the Commission and 5 

parties are willing to consider this approach, but have concerns with the specific 6 

amounts, a workshop might be an effective approach to achieving party alignment.   7 

Another major weakness of PG&E’s ELRP proposal specifically is the proposed 8 

baseline.  For the reasons provided by the DR Coalition in its Opening Testimony, a 10-9 

in-10 baseline with +/- 40% day-of adjustment will be very unattractive to customers.13 10 

To the extent that DRPs are allowed to participate in the ELRP, the memory is fresh for 11 

some of paying penalties to the IOUs for August 2020 because this baseline and day-of 12 

adjustment severely understated performance.  As referenced in opening testimony, the 13 

Council, CPower, Enel, Leap, OhmConnect, and Olivine, Inc. submitted letters 14 

(attached hereto as Appendix 1 and Appendix 2) to the Commission Executive Director 15 

and the CAISO informing them of this issue.14  The DR Coalition stands by its 16 

recommendation of a 5-in-10 baseline with a 100% day-of adjustment.15  17 

Q. Do you agree with PG&E’s proposed PDR Bid Cap?  18 

A. No.  The DR Coalition disagrees with the PG&E Proposal to cap PDRs at 19 

$650/MWh, even as a temporary measure.16  PG&E’s argument for this proposal is that 20 

this bid cap would have led to the dispatch of all of its CBP Elect resources at least 21 

once during the August 2020 heat event.17  22 

This proposal is flawed because it applies a very narrow view on what constitutes 23 

an appropriate bid cap.  Day-ahead energy market prices were likely severely 24 

depressed during the heat event due in part to the inadvertent under-scheduling of over 25 

 
13 Ex. DR Coalition-01, at p. 34, line 19 to p. 36, line 17. 
14 Id., at p. 35, line 25 to p. 36, line 17. 
15 Opening Prepared Testimony of the DR Coalition (Ex. DR Coalition-01), at p. 15, lines 14-27. 
16 Ex. PG&E-01, at p. 4-8, lines 7-22. 
17 Id. 
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2,000 MW of load in the day-ahead market on August 14 and 15.18 Taking this into 1 

consideration in conjunction with other market factors, energy market prices should 2 

have been closer to the $2,000/MWh CAISO bid cap than they actually were.  3 

Therefore, it would be inappropriate to expect that a $650/MWh cap would be sufficient 4 

in future years once the CAISO market flaws that contributed to the blackouts are 5 

addressed. 6 

On a more practical level, PG&E’s Capacity Bidding Program (“CBP”) Elect, 7 

which allows participants to specify its bid price, has attracted a significant amount of 8 

new DR capacity since it was deployed in 2018 exactly because of this flexibility. 19 9 

According to the CPUC’s 2018 DR Program Totals, PG&E’s 2018 CBP allocated RA 10 

capacity (net of DLF and PRM) was 19.23 MW for each summer month of 2018.20  In 11 

2020, the CBP allocated capacity had increased to 31.9 MW, an increase of 66 12 

percent.21  In its mid-cycle review, PG&E showed that from 2018 to 2019, the number of 13 

enrolled CBP customers fell by 7 percent (1,698 to 1,569) but the number of active 14 

customers increased by 35 percent.22  In 2020, PG&E’s CBP enrollments during August 15 

2020 was 1,704 according to its Monthly Interruptible and Demand Response Program 16 

Report, an increase of 8 percent.23  Based on this information, it can be concluded that 17 

CBP Elect has attracted many new and active customers and consequently, significant 18 

new capacity.   19 

TURN witness former Commissioner Florio confirms the DR Coalition’s position 20 

on this.  He captures the flaws in a bid price cap perfectly, stating: 21 

 22 

 
18 Final Root Cause Analysis, at pp. 61-62. 
19 See https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=6442462513, “PG&E 
Program Totals.” 
20 See https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=6442454788, “PG&E 
Program Totals.” 
21 See https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=6442462513, “PG&E 
Program Totals.” 
22 PG&E Advice Letter 5799-E, at pp. 16-17. 
23 See ftp://ftp.cpuc.ca.gov/gopher-data/energy_division/DR/2020/PGE_Nov_2020.xlsx, 
“Program MW”. 

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=6442462513
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=6442454788
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=6442462513
ftp://ftp.cpuc.ca.gov/gopher-data/energy_division/DR/2020/PGE_Nov_2020.xlsx
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Because DR energy bids reflect the customer’s value of service, the only 1 
thing that a bid cap would achieve is the elimination of those customers with 2 
a value of service higher than the DR bid cap from price-responsive DR 3 
programs like PDR. The result would be continued consumption by those 4 
customers and even higher market prices, as well as more emergency 5 
conditions on the grid due to the loss of DR MWs. Regulation cannot by fiat 6 
change customers’ value of service, and attempting to do so would be a 7 
futile exercise.24  8 

Q. Do you support PG&E’s Residential Rewards Program Pilot?  9 

A. Yes.  The DR Coalition is very supportive of PG&E’s Residential Rewards 10 

Program pilot proposal.25 PG&E should be directed to either be more aggressive in the 11 

size of this pilot or directed to transition directly to a full program.   The DR Coalition is 12 

confident that, if PG&E were to stack its EE and DR benefits and have DR pre-enrolled 13 

smart thermostats available on their marketplace, they should be able to achieve closer 14 

to 135,000 new devices over the three-year period, and potentially up to 300,000 new 15 

devices with the right incentive and marketing structure in place.   16 

Pursuant to Resolution E-4820, all IOUs are required to provide their customers 17 

with energy management technology marketplaces.  With effective digital marketing, 18 

PG&E could promote DR pre-enrollment through its marketplace in conjunction with its 19 

proposed incentives.  This would allow customers to purchase the smart thermostats 20 

online, with incentives applied during the transaction, leaving little to no co-pay, 21 

depending on the model selected and incentive level.  Based on preliminary 22 

observations, this approach has resulted in very high enrollment levels in other states. 23 

The DR Coalition’s enrollment incentive pilot proposal from its Opening 24 

Testimony assumes that, with the ability to offer a free thermostat incentive paired with 25 

pre-enrollment in a DR program via the PG&E marketplace and effective digital 26 

marketing campaigns, PG&E would be able to enroll 45,000 customers during a five-27 

month period between April 1 and September 1, 2021.    Therefore, it would be 28 

reasonable to expect PG&E could, at the very least, achieve 135,000 enrollments over 29 

 
24 Prepared Direct Testimony of Michael Peter Florio (Ex. TURN-01), at p. 17, lines 22-27. 
25 Pacific Gas and Electric Company Emergency Reliability OIR Prepared Testimony (Ex. 

PG&E-01), at p. 4-11, line 4 to p. 4-14, line 4. 
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a three-year period.  However, extrapolating 45,000 enrollments over a five-month 1 

period to a three-year, year-round enrollment effort could potentially result in up to 2 

300,000 new devices with pre-enrollment.  If PG&E also marketed this program to 3 

existing device owners that are not currently enrolled in DR programs, the number of 4 

enrollments could be even higher. 5 

Q. Do you have any recommendations as to existing DR Programs?  6 

A. Yes.  The Public Advocates Office (“PAO”) claim that DRAM resources “are not 7 

ready to be relied upon to meet generation needs, including Resource Adequacy (RA) 8 

requirements or any non-RA requirements that this OIR may consider and adopt” is 9 

inappropriate and unsupported.26  10 

First, it is important to note that the DRAM is a pilot program created in 2015 to 11 

attract DRPs to the California DR market and provide a less-risky environment for them, 12 

the IOUs, and the CAISO to “iron out the kinks” in third-party direct participation in the 13 

CAISO market.  To be clear, this was the first instance in nearly two decades that DRPs 14 

were directly engaged in the CAISO market.  During this time, the IOUs were in the 15 

early days of implementing Electric Rule 24/32 which governed the sharing of third-party 16 

customer data for CAISO market settlement, the CAISO was in the process of 17 

developing its Demand Response Registration System (“DRRS”), and DRPs were 18 

learning how to navigate these entirely new and evolving systems.  As a pilot program, 19 

the initial DRAM rules allowed DRPs that were awarded contracts to either withdraw 20 

from contracts or deliver less than they committed with no sanctions applied.  This 21 

“escape hatch” was necessary because many DRPs did not have enough familiarity 22 

with the requirements associated with market integration and some were simply unable 23 

to recruit as many customers as they had hoped.  Without such a consequence-free 24 

environment, participation in the DRAM would have been significantly lower.     25 

In 2018, Commission Staff directed the DRAM Independent Evaluator to assess 26 

the DRAM for the 2015-2017 period.  PAO is correct in noting that the evaluation found 27 

that DRAM had not met three of the six evaluation criteria.  In response to this finding, 28 

 
26 Opening Testimony (Ex. PAO-01), at p. 2-1, lines 18-20. 
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the Commission adopted additional DRAM rules in D.19-07-009 and D.19-12-040 to 1 

address these shortcomings, including penalties for underperformance, greater flexibility 2 

for the IOUs to derate DRAM auction bids as well as contracts, a minimum energy 3 

requirement, and the ability for IOUs to penalize DRP bids based on poor prior 4 

performance.   5 

A new evaluation covering the 2018-2021 period is expected in 2022.  Until that 6 

new evaluation is completed and made available, no party can reasonably claim that the 7 

DRAM has performed poorly since the stricter 2019 rules were adopted.  To this point, 8 

PAO’s claims regarding 2019 performance, even if the data underpinning PAO’s 9 

conclusions could actually be seen (they are redacted), are moot because the stricter 10 

rules adopted in 2019 had not yet gone into effect.  PAO’s analysis of 2020 DRAM 11 

performance is, as PAO itself states, based on incomplete data, and is therefore 12 

inconclusive, even if it were not redacted.27  13 

PAO’s discussion of 2019 and 2020 performance is almost entirely redacted, 14 

which prevents parties from formulating informed responses to PAO’s arguments.  This 15 

non-transparent approach is highly inappropriate and puts DRPs in the position of being 16 

“presumed guilty until proven innocent.”  17 

Thus, PAO’s recommendation that no third-party DR programs be used to meet 18 

incremental capacity needs is without merit because it is based on 1) outdated 19 

information that does not reflect the new, stricter rules under which the DRAM operates, 20 

and 2) incomplete and redacted information to which no party can realistically respond.  21 

Instead, the Commission should approve a supplemental 2021 DRAM with an 22 

incremental budget of $13 million and increase the 2022 DRAM budget by the same 23 

amount.  As the Joint DR Parties recommend, because the 2022 DRAM auction is 24 

scheduled to occur in late Q1 or early Q2, a single solicitation could be held for 2021 25 

and 2022 with a total annual budget of $27 million.28  26 

 
27 Ex. PAO-01, at p. 2-5, lines 6-20. 
28 Opening Prepared Testimony of the Joint Demand Response Parties (Ex. JDRP-01), at p. 9, 
line 21 to p. 10, line 21. 
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The IOUs’ Capacity Bidding Program (CBP) caps the day-of adjustment at +/- 40% and the Demand 
Response Auction Mechanism (DRAM) Pilot caps the day-of adjustment at +/- 20% for non-residential 
customers and +/- 40% for residential customers to calculate customer performance and subsequently, 
determine the compensation to the DR provider (who in turn compensates the customer).  However, the 
sustained extreme heat event from August 14-19 resulted in such high and sustained customer loads 
relative to their baselines that even with the day-of adjustment, curtailed customer loads were, in most 
instances of the Council’s DR provider members (and likely other non-member DR providers) 
participating in the IOUs’ CBP and DRAM Pilot, still greater than the adjusted baseline, despite the 
customer’s actions to provide significant real load curtailments to the CAISO system.  Because of this, 
according to the current DR baselines, these DR providers will likely receive no credit for their 
customers’ performance and by extension, no compensation (in fact, some DR providers may be 
penalized for under-performance) and therefore their customers will receive no compensation.2   
 
During the August 14-19 period, DR customers across the state participated with great enthusiasm and 
responsiveness despite being curtailed on multiple consecutive days, for up to five hours per event.  For 
many DR customers operating businesses or with children at home, this was a significant sacrifice.  The 
DR Parties are extremely concerned about the customer satisfaction impacts of not being fully 
compensated for their efforts that played a significant role in avoiding further rolling blackouts after 
August 14 and contributed significant value to the reliability of the California electrical grid.  Without a 
waiver on the day-of adjustment cap, it is highly likely that some customers will choose to discontinue 
their DR participation.  Specifically, the DR Parties request a limited waiver, retroactive to the period of 
August 14-19, of the applicable cap to the day-of adjustment as described in the E-CBP rate schedules of 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, and San Diego Gas & Electric 
Company.  In addition, the DR Parties request a waiver for the same period of the applicable cap to the 
day-of adjustment for DRAM resources that was approved in Decision 19-07-009, Ordering Paragraph 
17.   
 
Thank you very much for your consideration.  Please contact us with any questions you may have. 
Best regards, 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
September 1, 2020 
 

           /s/ Greg Wikler 
Greg Wikler 
Executive Director 
California Efficiency + Demand Management Council 
1111 Broadway, Suite 300 
Oakland, CA 94607 
Telephone: (925) 286-1710 
E-mail: gwikler@cedmc.org 
 
/s/ Jennifer A. Chamberlin 

 
2 This is based on DR providers’ preliminary analysis and observations. DR providers will have a clearer understanding of 
the full extent of this problem once they receive the IOU customer meter data from the IOUs. 
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Jennifer A. Chamberlin 
Executive Director, Market Development 
CPower 
2475 Harvard Circle 
Walnut Creek, CA 94597 
Telephone: (925) 433-2165 
E-mail: JAC@CPowerEnergyManagement.com 
 
/s/ Marc Monbouquette 
Marc Monbouquette 
Regulatory Affairs Manager 
Enel X North America, Inc. 
846 Bransten Road 
San Carlos, CA 94070 
Telephone: (415) 488-6035 
E-mail: marc.monbouquette@enel.com  
 
/s/ Andrew Hoffman 
Andrew Hoffman 
Chief Development Officer 
Leapfrog Power, Inc. 
1700 Montgomery Street, Suite 200 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
Telephone: (415) 409-9783 
E-mail: andrew@leap.ac 
 
/s/ John Anderson 
John Anderson 
Director of Energy Markets 
OhmConnect, Inc. 
610 16th Street, Suite M20 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Telephone: (415) 697-1271 
E-mail: john@ohmconnect.com 

 
/s/ Robert Anderson 
Robert Anderson 
Chief Technical Officer 
Olivine, Inc. 
2120 University Avenue 
Berkeley, CA 94704 
Telephone: (888) 717-3331 
E-mail: randerson@olivineinc.com  

 
cc: Edward Randolph, Deputy Executive Director, Energy Division 
 Simon Baker, Deputy Director, Energy Division 
 Aloke Gupta, Demand Response Supervisor, Energy Division 

mailto:JAC@CPowerEnergyManagement.com
mailto:marc.monbouquette@enel.com
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September 11, 2020 

Jill Powers 
California Independent System Operator 
250 Outcropping Way 
Folsom, CA 95630 
Sent via email: jpowers@caiso.com  

Subject: DR Baseline Issues During Recent Events 

Dear Jill,
 
The California Efficiency + Demand Management Council, CPower, Enel X North America, Inc., 
Leapfrog Power, Inc., Olivine, Inc, and OhmConnect, Inc. (collectively, the “DR Parties”) are writing to 
respectfully request an opportunity to discuss problems associated with the measurement of demand 
response (DR) resource performance as well as a limited waiver of the CAISO’s tariff to eliminate the 
day-of adjustment cap in its DR baselines during the August 14-19 and September 5-7 heat storms.  As 
discussed in greater detail below, we are concerned that the CAISO’s DR baseline options may 
undercount DR resource performance during this timeframe and as a result, DR resources could be 
undercompensated or even penalized, and customers disenfranchised, even in cases when customers 
affected measurable load curtailment.  In addition, we find our request for this limited waiver to be 
consistent with the spirit of the Governor’s emergency declaration to ensure that DR resources that acted 
in good faith, despite the knowledge that baselines may not accurately reflect performance, would be 
fairly compensated.      
 
As some background, the amount of load curtailed by customers participating in DR programs during a 
DR event is generally determined by comparing a customer’s actual load during the DR event to a 
baseline load level that is meant to approximate what the customer’s load would have otherwise been 
absent the DR event.  To ensure that the customer’s baseline reflects the conditions during the DR event, 
its baseline is derived by taking the average load for each corresponding hour over prior “similar” days 
prior to the event, with the option of a “day-of adjustment”.  A “similar” day typically consists of the 
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same type of day when no DR event occurred, which is most commonly a non-holiday weekday, 
because DR events are most prevalent on non-holiday weekdays.1  
 
The day-of adjustment is designed to adjust the baseline to account for differences in overall load on the 
day of a DR event compared to the prior ”similar” days and is calculated as the ratio of a) the average 
load preceding and/or following the DR event to b) the average load of the corresponding hours from the 
prior similar days.  A day-of adjustment to the customer’s baseline is appropriate if the customer’s load 
immediately preceding and/or following the DR event is significantly greater than the corresponding 
hours that form the baseline during the prior “similar” days.  In practical terms, this typically occurs 
when temperatures on the day of the DR event are significantly higher than the “similar” days that serve 
as the basis for the customer’s baseline.2   
 
As you know, the CAISO’s 10-in-10 baseline caps the day-of adjustment at +/- 20% and its 5-in-10 
baseline, which is only available to residential customers, has a day-of adjustment capped at +40%/- 
29%.3  However, the sustained extreme heat events during August 14-19 and September 5-7 resulted in 
such high and sustained customer loads relative to their baselines that even with the day-of adjustment, 
curtailed customer loads were, in most instances of the Council’s DR provider members (and likely 
other non-member DR providers) participating in the IOUs’ CBP and DRAM Pilot, still greater than the 
adjusted baseline, despite the customer’s actions to provide significant real load curtailments to the 
CAISO system.  Because of this, according to the CAISO’s 10-in-10 and 5-in-10 DR baselines, these 
DR providers will likely receive no credit for their customers’ performance and by extension, no 
compensation (in fact, some DR providers may be penalized for under-performance) and therefore their 
customers will receive no compensation.4   
 
During the August 14-19 and September 5-7 extreme heat events, DR customers across the state 
participated with great enthusiasm and responsiveness despite being curtailed on multiple consecutive 
days, for up to five hours per event.  For many DR customers operating businesses or with children at 
home, this was a significant sacrifice.  The DR Parties are extremely concerned about the customer 
satisfaction impacts of not being fully compensated for their efforts that played a significant role in 
avoiding further rolling blackouts after August 14 and contributed significant value to the reliability of 
the California electrical grid.  Without a waiver on the day-of adjustment cap, it is highly likely that 
some customers will choose to discontinue their DR participation.  This would be a highly negative 
outcome, given the State’s acute need for additional capacity.  Specifically, the DR Parties respectfully 
request that the CAISO submit to the FERC a limited waiver request, retroactive to the periods of 
August 14-19 and September 5-7, of the applicable upper cap to the day-of DR baseline adjustment as 
described in its tariff.5  
 

 
1 The CAISO Baseline methodologies for Demand Response are defined in Section 4.13.4 of the Tariff. 
2   The day-of adjustment can also be used to reduce a DR customer’s baseline if the customer’s load is unusually low in the 
hours prior to an event. However, this is not within the scope of this request. 
3 The DR Parties understand that the CAISO baseline options include Meter Generator Output, Weather Matching, and 
Control Group, but we do not address those baseline types here.  
4 This is based on DR providers’ preliminary analysis and observations. DR providers will have a clearer understanding of 
the full extent of this problem once they receive all customer performance data from the IOUs. 
5 The DR Parties’ request would result in a day-of adjustment cap of -20% for the 10-in-10 baseline methodology and -29% 
for the 5-in-10 baseline methodology, but remove the upper bound on the day-of adjustment factor for both baseline 
methodologies.  
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Thank you very much for your consideration.  We would welcome the opportunity to discuss this issue 
in greater detail at your earliest convenience.  In the meantime, please contact us with any questions you 
may have. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
September 11, 2020 
 

           /s/ Greg Wikler 
Greg Wikler 
Executive Director 
California Efficiency + Demand Management Council 
1111 Broadway, Suite 300 
Oakland, CA 94607 
Telephone: (925) 286-1710 
E-mail: gwikler@cedmc.org 
 
/s/ Jennifer A. Chamberlin 
Jennifer A. Chamberlin 
Executive Director, Market Development 
CPower 
2475 Harvard Circle 
Walnut Creek, CA 94597 
Telephone: (925) 433-2165 
E-mail: JAC@CPowerEnergyManagement.com 
 
/s/ Marc Monbouquette 
Marc Monbouquette 
Regulatory Affairs Manager 
Enel X North America, Inc. 
846 Bransten Road 
San Carlos, CA 94070 
Telephone: (415) 488-6035 
E-mail: marc.monbouquette@enel.com  
 
/s/ Andrew Hoffman 
Andrew Hoffman 
Chief Development Officer 
Leapfrog Power, Inc. 
1700 Montgomery Street, Suite 200 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
Telephone: (415) 409-9783 
E-mail: andrew@leap.ac 
 
/s/ John Anderson 
John Anderson 
Director of Energy Markets 

mailto:gwikler@cedmc.org
mailto:JAC@CPowerEnergyManagement.com
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OhmConnect, Inc. 
610 16th Street, Suite M20 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Telephone: (415) 697-1271 
E-mail: john@ohmconnect.com 

 
/s/ Robert Anderson 
Robert Anderson 
Chief Technical Officer 
Olivine, Inc. 
2120 University Avenue 
Berkeley, CA 94704 
Telephone: (888) 717-3331 
E-mail: randerson@olivineinc.com  

 

mailto:john@ohmconnect.com
mailto:randerson@olivineinc.com

	R20-11-003 (Emergency Reliability) DR Coalition Rebuttal Testimony 1.19.2021 DRAFT
	Appendices
	APPENDIX 1
	DR Coalition Appendix 1 - Letter to ED Stebbins_9-1-20
	E-mail: gwikler@cedmc.org
	E-mail: JAC@CPowerEnergyManagement.com
	E-mail: marc.monbouquette@enel.com
	E-mail: andrew@leap.ac
	E-mail: john@ohmconnect.com

	APPENDIX 2
	DR Coalition Appendix 2 - DR Parties Letter to CAISO_9-11-20
	September 11, 2020
	E-mail: gwikler@cedmc.org
	E-mail: JAC@CPowerEnergyManagement.com
	E-mail: marc.monbouquette@enel.com
	E-mail: andrew@leap.ac
	E-mail: john@ohmconnect.com



