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[bookmark: TextStart]Q.	please state your name and business address.
A.	My name is Fred E. Young.  I am the Supervisor of Real-Time Operations for the Northern California Power Agency (“NCPA”).  My business address is 180 Cirby Way, Roseville, California 95678.
q.	please describe your qualifications and work history.
A.	I hold a Bachelor of Science degree in Mathematics from California State University, Stanislaus.  I have worked continuously in the electric utility field since February, 1982 for the Turlock Irrigation District, Modesto Irrigation District and the Northern California Power Agency.  The major areas of focus are retail rates development, resource planning, power and fuel contracts, direct access program development, power accounting, scheduling and dispatch.  I have been with Northern California Power Agency since September, 1997 and the Supervisor of Real-Time Operations since June, 2000.  As part of my duties as Supervisor of Real-Time Operations, I issued operating orders regarding NCPA’s response to CAISO requests for energy under the DOE orders.  

Q. what is the purpose of your testimony?
A.	The purpose of my testimony is to describe certain sales that NCPA made pursuant to orders issued by the Department of Energy (“DOE”) in December 2000 and January 2001.
Q. what did you do to prepare for your testimony?
A.	I reviewed internal records at NCPA, as well as testimony filed by Ean O’Neill on behalf of the California Independent System Operator (“CAISO”).
Q. did ncpa make any sales pursuant to the doe orders?
A. Yes, NCPA made the following sales pursuant to the DOE orders:  
	Date
	Amount
	Price

	12/20/00
	240 mwh
	$525/mwh

	12/22/00
	100 mwh
	$600/mwh

	12/23/00
	140 mwh
	$600/mwh

	1/11/01
	194 mwh
	$255/mwh

	1/16/01
	274 mwh
	$255/mwh


	I have attached internal records on each of these transactions as Exhibit No. 
NCP-2.
Q. did ncpa make these sales directly to the california independent system operator?
A. No, the units which NCPA used to generate this energy were not units that operated under a Participating Generator Agreement (“PGA”), and NCPA could not sell directly in real-time to the CAISO from these units.  Instead, the CAISO, or Pacific Gas & Electric Co. (“PG&E”) on behalf of the CAISO, would ask for the energy and determine under what terms and conditions NCPA could sell.  Then NCPA would schedule the energy to PG&E under their Emergency Service Agreement, and PG&E would deliver the energy to the CAISO.  A copy of the Emergency Service Agreement is attached as Exhibit No. NCP-3.

q.	would ncpa have made these sales if the doe order were not in effect?
A.	No.  Neither the CAISO nor PG&E was creditworthy at that time.  Moreover the NCPA units which provided the energy are energy limited, and NCPA typically reserves the energy for its own use.  The units have emissions or water limitations which mean that NCPA must use them sparingly throughout the year.  By December, the emissions allowances were almost completely used.  Absent the DOE order, NCPA would not have made energy from these units available to the real-time market. 
Q. For each of the five sales, was the doe order in effect?
A.	Yes.  There was a DOE order in effect on each of these days.  
Q. was ncpa named in the doe orders in effect on these five days?
A.	Yes.
Q. how did the caiso seek energy during this time period?
A. Typically, as part of its certification process, the CAISO sent via email a notice that it expected to be short of energy in the next day.  The CAISO requested that we notify them of the amount of energy available in that time period.  
Q.	how did ncpa respond?
A. We developed a sheet which we used to notify the CAISO of the amount of energy that we could make available and the price of that energy.  This sheet specifically noted that it was developed in response to requests under the DOE order.  We would fax that information to the CAISO.  If the CAISO – or PG&E on the CAISO’s behalf – asked us for energy, we would provide it pursuant to our DOE obligation.  We also noted that our estimate of available supply was only an estimate.  Even on days when we believed we would have no energy available, we might have some available on a real-time basis due to changes in real-time operating conditions.  Copies of the sheet responding to CAISO notices for the days on which we made sales are attached as a part of Exhibit No. NCP-2.
Q. were there any exceptions to this general process on the days that you made sales pursuant to the doe order?
A. Reviewing our records, I found that we did not have a sheet notifying the CAISO of energy availability for January 11, 2001.  I do not recall if the CAISO followed its normal procedure of asking the day ahead for energy.  I do recall that day, however.  On January 11, 2001, there was a Stage 3 emergency, which is the highest level emergency.  According to our records, the CAISO telephoned us and asked us to schedule a sale to them.  We made 194 megawatthours available to them pursuant to our understanding of our emergency obligations under the DOE order.  Copies of the records on this transaction are attached as a part of Exhibit No. NCP-2.
Q. did the CAiso request NCPA dispatch energy on each of these five days?
A.	Yes, the CAISO, or PG&E on behalf of the CAISO, telephoned NCPA and asked on a real-time basis when they wanted us to dispatch energy.  Again, because it was real-time rather than scheduled, we arranged the sale through our Emergency Service Agreement with PG&E.
Q. when PG&E requested the energy, how did you know that the request was made pursuant to the doe orders?
A.	Our dispatchers confirmed that these requests were being made under the DOE orders in each case.  Dispatch notes on these transactions are attached as a part of Exhibit No. NCP-2.  
Q. would you have sold energy under the emergency service agreement on these days if the doe orders had not been in effect?
A.	No.  The Emergency Service Agreement left sales up to the discretion of NCPA.  Exhibit No. NCP-3 at 2. Between NCPA’s concerns regarding the creditworthiness of PG&E and the CAISO and the energy limitations on the units involved, NCPA would not have made these sales without the DOE order.
Q.	was ncpa paid for these sales?
A.	No, neither the CAISO nor PG&E paid us for these five sales.
Q.	Does this conclude your testimony?
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[bookmark: EndOfTestimony]A.	Yes it does.
Mr. Young describes his background and duties at the Northern California Power Agency (“NCPA”).  He then describes the five sales that NCPA made to the California Independent System Operator (“CAISO”) pursuant to the Department of Energy Orders in December 2000 and January 2001.  In order to meet the real-time requests of the CAISO, these sales were structured so they fell under an Emergency Service Agreement between Pacific Gas & Electric Co. (“PG&E”) and NCPA, but they were made at the request of the CAISO pursuant to the DOE orders. 
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Mr. Young notes that NCPA would not have made these sales absent the DOE order, because neither PG&E nor the CAISO was creditworthy, and because the units generating the energy were subject to emissions or water limitations and would normally be reserved for NCPA’s own needs.  NCPA has not been paid for these sales.
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