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California Public Utilities Staff (CPUC Staff) welcome the opportunity to provide comments on the draft Framework for Integrated Demand Response and Distributed Energy Resources Model, Retail DR Use Cases and Wholesale DR Use Cases, also known as Priority Action Plan 9 (PAP 9).
  


CPUC Staff supports of the goal of this process and the direction towards creating national, market-based standards for demand response and Smart Grid and looks forward to being a more active participant in this process, both before NAESB and NIST.  As such, CPUC Staff provides the following comments on the draft PAP 9 documents.
In general terms, the document is a good starting point for the discussion surrounding interoperability issues surrounding demand response and smart grid.  However, there are inaccuracies and is internally inconsistent in terminology in the document.  Furthermore, the document may not be applicable and/or consistent with the rules, regulations and policies of the particular state or local regulatory authority.  CPUC Staff hopes that these comments are beneficial and help further the process toward creating these standards.

On Page 7, number 5, the document first defines an entity called an “Energy Service Provider (ESP).”  CPUC Staff notes that under California law, and CPUC rules and regulations, there is an entity called an “Electricity Service Provider” that also goes by the acronym “ESP.”  As defined by California Public Utility Code §218.3(a), an Electric service provider “means an entity that offers electric service to customers within the service territory of an electrical corporation.”  Primarily, an ESP in California is used to refer to a competitive retail supplier of electricity.  Pursuant to recently passed legislation, California will re-open retail competition to commercial and industrial customers, but not residential.  On page 28 of PAP 9, an “Energy Service Provider” is defined as an entity that enters “into agreements with Customers for the overall management of their energy consumption of which participation in DR programs would be on aspect of that arrangement, along with energy efficiency.  The type of agreements may span numerous facilities across wide geographic regions which entails interacting with different Utility/ISO’s.”  CPUC Staff is concerned that if PAP 9 continues to define this, or any other entity as an “ESP” there may be confusion surrounding the ability of California and the CPUC from implementing any future standards based on this definition and use of “ESP.”  CPUC Staff would respectively suggest changing this term to something that better reflects the description provided by the document, such as Energy Management Services Provider.


On page 9, PAP 9 contains a description of a Distributed Energy Resource (DER).  CPUC Staff is concerned that this description is too limited and/or is not sufficiently clear.  Specifically, there is no definition for what “small” means in the following sentence:  “DERs are small, modular, energy generation and storage technologies that provide electric capacity or energy where it is needed.”  CPUC Staff suggests revising the sentence as follows:  “DERs are modular energy generation and storage technologies, typically under 10 MWs, that provide electric capacity or energy services.”  CPUC Staff also notes that the phrase “where it is needed” is unclear.  In this context, it appears to suggest that the “it” is referring to a constraint, load center or load pocket where additional distribution-level generation or capacity support is needed.  In this case, residential PV would not fit in this definition as a house may not be located in any of the three areas.  

Page 13, Table 1 contains a chart entitled “Demand Response Participation in ISO Markets” and contains a column representing the California ISO.  CPUC Staff would like to point out that the Participating Load Program, identified in the table as participating only in Day Ahead Energy Markets can also participate in Real Time Energy Markets.  CPUC Staff would also note that all demand response programs that are dispatchable and available for 2 or more hours count towards meeting the CPUC’s capacity requirement for IOUs.  Though the CPUC-run capacity program is designed to ensure long-term resource adequacy, the California ISO has mechanisms at its disposal to address short-term grid reliability needs.


Page 20, second paragraph under “Incentive Type used to Motivate DR” contains the following sentences:  “All ISO/RTO and retail DR programs with defined baselines for measuring demand reductions are of the direct incentive type.  Since participants are paid for DR, the incentive payment motivates participant engagement in the program.”  CPUC Staff is concerned that this statement may not accurately depict California’s demand response programs.  In California, customers participating in DR programs are not “paid” for their reduction; rather, they receive a credit to their bill as an incentive to participate.  The use of a baseline in this situation is to measure whether or not a customer reduced their usage relative to an expectation of normal usage.  In other words, a customer agrees to reduce consumption by some amount, and the baseline is used to measure by how much the customer reduced their usage.  

Section 3.2.3 includes further discussion of Distributed Energy Resources.  CPUC Staff would point out that CPUC policy generally precludes fossil fueled-fired backup generation as a demand response resource as well as not counting towards an IOUs resource adequacy requirement.


In Section 3.3.1, Customer Profiles, CPUC Staff notes that Agricultural customers are missing from this list.  Additionally, CPUC Staff seeks clarity regarding the level of consideration given to agricultural customers in section 3.3.


In Section 3.3.3, the description of a DRP does not appear to consider that an IOU (or LSE) can also be a DRP.  Specifically, the section states “DRP[s] typically enter into agreements with the Utility/ISO in order to provide the required load profiles during a DR event.”  CPUC Staff notes that in California a utility may be a DRP and need not work through an intermediary.  Additionally, section 3.2.1 of PAP 9 specifically notes that the local utility may also be a DRP.  This section should be clarified and made consistent.  

Also, CPUC Staff has concerns with the last sentence in section 3.3.3.  That sentence states that “all the Customer resources that are aggregated as part of a particular DR program are within the domain of the same Utility/ISO.”  CPUC Staff notes that in California retail choice customers are allowed to participate in utility demand response programs.  As such, the quoted sentence may be untrue as it relates to California.  In other words, if a retail customer is taking electricity from a third party electricity supplier, that customer can also participate in an IOU demand response program.  Additionally, this section should be clarified as it relates to regions with wholesale and retail competition as a third party demand response aggregator program could contain customers from different electricity suppliers.

The next paragraph on “Energy Service Provider” should be clarified in accordance with the section above on California’s use of the term “ESP.”


Additionally, CPUC Staff would like to provide some additional comments on the Retail and Wholesale Use Cases.

As a general matter, CPUC Staff is concerned that the diagrams contained in the Use Case documents are unwieldy and may be confusing to many participants.  CPUC Staff suggests breaking down the larger diagrams into smaller, easier to understand diagrams.  CPUC Staff may provide further comments on these Use Case documents after further review of the documents.  

At this point, CPUC Staff notes that the term “DR Administrator” should include the option of a consumer going to directly to a Scheduling Coordinator.  Additionally, “utility” needs to be clarified to also include a third party electricity supplier in the case of those states that have retail competition for electricity service.  


CPUC Staff thanks the participants in PAP 9 for this opportunity to provide comments.  Please do not hesitate to contact Chris Villarreal at (415)703-1566, or via email at crv@cpuc.ca.gov should you have any questions.

� CPUC Staff comments will use references to the November 23, 2009 “Version 1.2” document, available on the NAESB Smart Grid standards web page.  � HYPERLINK "http://www.naesb.org/smart_grid_standards_strategies_development.asp" ��http://www.naesb.org/smart_grid_standards_strategies_development.asp�
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