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WORKSTREAMS 1-3 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The California Efficiency + Demand Management Council (the “Council”) respectfully 

submits these Reply Comments on the Workshop Report on Final Proposals from Reform Track 

Phase 2 Workstreams 1-3 (“Workshop Report”), submitted in this proceeding on November 15, 

2022 by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”).  These Opening Comments are timely 

filed and served pursuant to Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure and the instructions 

contained in the Assigned Commissioner’s Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling (“Amended 

Scoping Memo”), submitted in this proceeding on September 2, 2022.   

II. BACKGROUND 

The Council is a statewide trade association of non-utility businesses that provide energy 

efficiency, demand response, and data analytics services and products in California.1  Our 

member companies employ many thousands of Californians throughout the state.  They include 

energy efficiency (“EE”), demand response (“DR”), and distributed energy resources (“DER”) 

service providers, implementation and evaluation experts, energy service companies, engineering 

and architecture firms, contractors, financing experts, workforce training entities, and energy 

efficient product manufacturers.  The Council’s mission is to support appropriate EE, DR, and 

DER policies, programs, and technologies to create sustainable jobs, long-term economic 

growth, stable and reasonably priced energy infrastructures, and environmental improvement. 

 

 
1 Additional information about the Council, including the organization’s current membership, Board of 
Directors, antitrust guidelines and code of ethics for its members, can be found at http://www.cedmc.org.  
The views expressed by the Council are not necessarily those of its individual members.  
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III. THE COUNCIL’S REPLY COMMENTS 
 

The Council thanks all of the parties who played a role in organizing and facilitating the 

resource adequacy (“RA”) Reform workshops, took notes, and created the workshop report.  As 

the Commission considers the availability requirements of DR resources under the Slice-of-Day 

(“SoD”) framework, it should consider how DR can be most effective within it.  This requires 

recognizing how DR, as a use-limited resource can be most effectively deployed to meet RA 

requirements under the SoD.  The Council is concerned by the rigid and backward-looking view 

taken by some parties and the Energy Division in how DR would conform with the SoD 

framework, and respectfully urges the Commission to think creatively about how DR availability 

requirements can be revised to maximize the resource’s value going forward.  The Council 

expands on this thought below. 

A. DR Resources should be able to define their own hours of availability. 

The Council agrees with Southern California Edison (“SCE”) that DR is a variable 

resource and is consistent with the Commission finding in Decision (“D.”) 21-06-029, Finding of 

Fact 5.2  As PG&E suggests, hourly DR load impacts can vary by the hour,3 so this variability 

should be reflected in the potential for differing hourly RA values for DR resources.     

The Council does not support the recommendations of SCE or the California Large 

Energy Consumers Association’s (“CLECA”) that DR resources be required to be capable of 

dispatching during the Availability Assessment Hours (“AAH”).4  Neither party explains why it 

is necessary that, under a framework in which the RA requirement is based on hourly 

requirements rather than a single quantity based on the peak hour of the peak day, DR resources 

should be limited to a handful of hours confined to a narrow window in order to qualify as RA.  

Presumably, the intention is to maximize the availability of resources during the peak and net 

peak periods when the most capacity is needed.  However, DR should not be forced to be 

available during the AAH; instead, the RA market should dictate during what hours DR capacity 

is procured.   

Load-serving entity (“LSE”) capacity needs will likely continue to be greatest during the 

AAH which will drive a higher price for capacity that can deliver during those high-demand 

 
2 SCE Opening Comments, at p. 2. 
3 PG&E Opening Comments, at p. 7. 
4 SCE Opening Comments, at p. 1 and CLECA Opening Comments, at p. 9. 
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hours.  Based on the laws of supply and demand, DR providers will have a greater motivation to 

provide DR capacity during these hours to maximize their revenues, to the extent that the 

underlaying customers are able to provide load curtailment during these hours.  The Commission 

should allow the market to dictate when DR resources are in highest demand rather than 

arbitrarily constrain DR availability over the course of the day. 

Continuing to require DR capacity to be available during the AAH, at minimum, ignores 

one of the premises of the SoD framework – that hourly RA requirements are more conducive to 

reflecting the capabilities of use-limited resources.  The Commission should recognize that 

requiring DR availability to include the AAH will limit DR RA capacity to only that which can 

be delivered during those hours.  This overlooks the facts that 1) a customer’s load curtailment 

capability often varies throughout the day, and 2) not all customers’ peak loads coincide with the 

AAH.  So, this limitation may very well leave unused DR capacity on the table that is available 

during the hours outside of the AAH.   

The Council also disagrees with SCE’s and CLECA’s recommendation that DR resources 

be subject to a minimum four consecutive hour dispatch requirement.5  Again, neither party 

explains why this is necessary under the SoD framework.  Instead, the minimum daily dispatch 

capability should be one hour to coincide with a single slice with a maximum of 24 hours, 

depending on the number of slices for which the DR RA is procured.  The four-hour minimum 

dispatch requirement for DR resources originally adopted in D.11-06-022 is a relic of the “peak 

hour” RA framework.6  Currently, a four consecutive hour dispatch requirement is logical 

because DR resources are targeted toward the AAH because these hours coincide with the gross 

peak which dictates the RA requirement.  However, the SoD framework assigns less importance 

around a four consecutive hour minimum dispatch capability for DR resources by way of 

requiring an hourly RA requirement.  This approach introduces more granularity to the RA 

process such that use-limited resources, like DR, should be able to meet RA needs in any one or 

more hours.  If the SoD framework requires LSEs to procure RA at the hourly level, then an LSE 

should be able to procure DR capacity to meet a need during a single hourly slice with an 

associated dispatch requirement.  If the capacity of a resource, regardless of how many 

consecutive hours it is capable of dispatching, is procured to meet a need for a single hour, that 

 
5 SCE Opening Comments, at p. 2 and CLECA Opening Comments, at p. 7. 
6 D.11-06-022, at pp. 54-55. 
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resource is obviously not needed to dispatch outside that hour and should not be forced to 

provide capacity outside of that hour without being compensated.  Otherwise, the LSE would 

have contracted for that resource’s capacity in other hours.   

For similar reasons, a DR resource should be able to provide more than four hours of 

capacity.  The Council agrees with Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”) and CLECA in 

that a six-hour DR resource should be able to show for six hours.7 The Council would take this 

one step further and argue that a DR resource should be able to show for as many hours as the 

DR resource is capable of operating, up to 24 hours.  For example, if a DR resource comprised of 

Base Interruptible Program (“BIP”) customers that have round-the-clock operations can curtail 

load for up to 24 hours, then it should be able to sell the associated capacity for all of the hours 

the customers can shut down.  Many of the largest BIP participants have industrial processes that 

will shut down for an extended period of time when receiving a BIP dispatch, even though that 

dispatch is for far less time than the period during which they curtail their load.  Like its BIP 

curtailment hours, the extended duration curtailment hours have capacity value under the SoD 

framework and should be compensated for it.   

 
B. Load Modifying DR Should Continue to Include the Planning Reserve Margin 

(“PRM”) Adder Regardless of Whether it is Retained for Supply Side DR. 
 
Parties have presented a range of arguments for why some, all, or none of the PRM 

Adder elements should be retained.  The Council recommends the Commission approach this 

issue from a different direction, beginning with how the PRM Adder is treated in the context of 

Load Modifying DR.   

The Load Impact Protocols (“LIPs”) are used to forecast the load impacts of Load 

Modifying DR, so even under a SoD framework, Load Modifying DR can have an hourly 

profile.  The load impacts of Load Modifying DR then reduce the load forecast that is used to 

determine RA requirements.  Presumably, this process will continue under a SoD framework but 

for hourly slices rather than the peak hour.  Therefore, any reduction to the load forecast will also 

continue to reduce the incremental PRM associated with that load.  For example, under a 17% 

PRM Adder, if a Load Modifying DR program reduces the load during a given hour by 10 MW, 

then the total RA procurement requirement of an LSE counting capacity from that program 

 
7 PG&E Opening Comments, at p. 8 and CLECA Opening Comments, at p. 7. 
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during that hour will be reduced by 10 MW * 1.17 = 11.7 MW.  This is clearly a logical outcome 

because if the load forecast, which indicates expected demand for electricity, drives the RA 

requirement, then reducing the load forecast should clearly result in an equal reduction in the RA 

requirement on a one-to-one basis.  Under this example, it would be illogical to reduce the RA 

requirement by any amount less than 11.7 MW because the need for that capacity is eliminated 

by the reduction in demand due to the Load Modifying DR program. 

With this concept in mind, it is unclear how it can be argued that, if DR is dispatched as a 

Supply Side resource, the PRM Adder should be less than the overall PRM.  The difference 

between these two types of DR lays only in how they are dispatched.  Load Modifying DR is 

typically dispatched based on proxy triggers such as temperature, California Independent System 

Operator (“CAISO”) day-ahead market prices, and system demand, whereas Supply Side DR is 

economically dispatched based on a direct CAISO market award.  No party has shown why these 

two otherwise identical resources should have different PRM Adders.   

Until the logic of treating Supply Side and Load Modifying DR differently can be 

definitively addressed, the Commission should retain the full PRM Adder for Supply Side DR 

and Load Modifying DR.   

C. No Changes Are Warranted to DR Monthly Availability Requirements. 

In its opening comments, PG&E responds to the question in the Workshop Report, “How 

many hours should DR be required to be available each month?”, that DR be required to be 

available for 30 hours of dispatch per month because that happens to be the availability of the 

Capacity Bidding Program (“CBP”).8 The Council strongly disagrees with PG&E’s 

recommendation as well as its rationale.  The current 24-hour monthly requirement has been a 

long-standing Commission requirement and the Council is concerned that it is only now being 

introduced within the scope of the RA Reform effort.  No party addressed this issue at the 

September 16 workshop, and PG&E provides no evidence to support why its proposal would be 

better than the current 24-hour requirement, other than the fact that it matches PG&E’s CBP 

availability.  Should the Commission choose to adopt a 30-hour DR monthly availability 

requirement, this should be reflected in a larger DR Maximum Cumulative Capacity (“MCC”) 

Bucket. 

D. Adopting Spillover Effects in DR RA Valuations is Premature 

 
8 PG&E Opening Comments, at p. 11. 
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The Council understands and agrees with the need to account for spillover effects, as 

SCE, CLECA, and PG&E support.9 However, there are a lot of uncertainties and questions on 

how they would be calculated and applied that have not been addressed.  The Council 

recommends that the Commission wait another year until there is certainty on how DR is treated 

under SoD before adopting spillover effects. 

The hourly nature of the SoD framework greatly complicates how spillover effects would 

be accounted for.  Estimating spillover effects is relatively straightforward under the current 

peak-day framework in which DR QC values are based on forecast performance within a fixed, 

five-hour window.  This will change dramatically under the SoD framework, especially if DR 

resources are allowed to provide RA capacity for varying numbers of hourly slices throughout 

the 24-slice “worst day”.  More specifically, a DR resource with the capability to provide RA for 

up to six consecutive slices may have a different magnitude of spillover effect depending on how 

many slices it is serving.  For example, a DR resource that can provide 10 MW of RA capacity 

for six consecutive hourly slices has +2 MW of spillover effects in the hour immediately 

preceding and following a six-hour dispatch to reflect pre-cooling and snapback.  However, if the 

same resource is only contracted for two consecutive hourly slices, the spillover effects may be 

lower than +2 MW because less pre-cooling and snapback would occur.   

Using the same scenario, if the 10 MW DR resource can deliver its capacity any time 

within a 12-hour period, the spillover effects may be different depending on the time of day the 

resource is contracted to be available.  For example, less pre-cooling and snapback are needed in 

the late morning when it tends to be cooler compared to the late afternoon when temperatures 

tend to peak.   

These questions have not yet been addressed in this proceeding.  The Council 

recommends that the Commission first finalize the SoD framework guidelines, including the 

requirements DR will be subject to, then resume consideration of spillover effects next year 

when there is more clarity.   

 

 

 

 
9 SCE Opening Comments, at pp. 1-2; CLECA Opening Comments, at p. 10; and PG&E Opening 
Comments, at p. 8. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

 The Council appreciates this opportunity to submit Reply Comments on the Workshop 

Report.  

 
 

Dated: December 12, 2022 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
  /s/ JOSEPH DESMOND  
Joseph Desmond 
Executive Director 
California Efficiency + Demand  
Management Council  
849 E. Stanley Blvd #294 
Livermore, CA 94550 
Telephone: 925-785-2878 
E-mail: policy@cedmc.org     
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