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I. INTRODUCTION
As requested by the Energy Division staff, the Division of Ratepayer Advocates (“DRA”) offers the following comments on the Draft Version 1 report entitled “Protocols for Estimating Load Impacts from DR Program.” (“Draft Report”).  DRA believes this effort is a good start to establish a set of protocols for the 2006-2008 demand response (DR) programs, and can benefit from the long history and experience gained from protocols developed for estimating impacts for energy efficiency (EE) programs.  In addition, the more relevant and valuable experience gained from the recent evaluation efforts 
 for 2005 DR programs should be incorporated to provide a “reality check” as these protocols are developed.
The main difference between EE and DR programs is the emphasis of the program.  Although MW demand reduction is a notable benefit of some EE programs (e.g., rebate programs for replacing HVAC equipment with higher efficiency models), EE programs are designed to replace supply-side resources by capturing cost-effective energy savings through the installation of energy-efficient equipment.  DR programs, on the other hand, seek to achieve maximum MW demand reduction during specified times, generally when the system load is at its highest. In its fully developed form a demand response program must be robust enough to deliver a minimum guaranteed MW savings that can be included in the resources counted towards meeting Load Serving Entities’ (LSE) Resource Adequacy (RA) requirements and as firm resources for resource planning purposes.
II. DISCUSSION

A. General Comments
1. The Draft Report identifies several distinctions between various DR programs based on their attributes: price response programs, load response programs, dispatchable programs, non-dispatchable programs, event-day programs and non-event-day programs.  In addition, utilities have generally categorized their programs as day-ahead programs and day-of programs.  It would be useful to list each of the authorized 2006-2008 DR programs shown in Table 2-1 categorized by each program’s attributes.  This would prevent possible confusion about what protocols are necessary for evaluating load impacts of a particular program.
2. Because the Draft Report states that DR programs approved in D.06-03-024 are all dispatchable, event-based programs (except for education and assistance efforts 
), it would be more productive to focus first on developing protocols for event-day programs only.
3. In general, whatever MW load impact protocol is selected for a program, consideration should be given as to whether appropriate avoided costs
 could be estimated for such impacts.  This is important to maintain the integrity of the Cost-Effectiveness tests that would be developed later, similar to the Cost-Effectiveness tests for EE programs.

B. Protocol differences between price-responsive programs and reliability (i.e., interruptible) programs.  The Draft Report focuses primarily on protocol issues related to price-responsive programs. Subsequent drafts should include discussion of protocol issues related to reliability programs.  For example, a portion of today’s conventional interruptible programs can be relied upon for reliability purposes and planning purposes prior to the ISO dipping below its operating margin.   Another portion of the same programs are relied upon as emergency measures when the ISO cannot maintain its operating margin.  Logically, the segment that can be invoked prior to a system emergency should have a different value than the segment that can be invoked during a system emergency.  Yet, as far as we know the rate discounts to the customers are the same and do not reflect the likelihood of being either in a pre-emergency and emergency state. 
The following are DRA’s comments on specific issues raised in the Draft Report.  In order to provide the proper context, the issues identified in the Draft Report are listed before DRA’s comment on each issue. 

DR Program Protocol Issues:
Impact Issue #1 – Retrospective versus Forecasted Load Impacts from DR Programs:  Should the DR load impact estimation protocols only be retrospective, i.e., indicate what load impacts were achieved for a given event or historical time period; or, should they also be designed to forecast future impacts for planning purposes?  This could require different approaches and model specifications. Initial Thought for Comment:  Both retrospective assessments and methods that can forecast impacts on event-days where temperatures might be higher than those previously seen would seem to be important.  If there is agreement on this, then both retrospective and forecasting protocols would seem to be appropriate.

DRA comment on Impact Issue #1: DRA believes the task of developing protocols for baselines for DR programs will be considerably more difficult than for EE programs, so initial efforts should be focused on retrospective assessments of the programs authorized for the 2006-2008 program cycle.  Additional protocols or changes in the design of protocols to forecast future impacts could be considered later to facilitate the planning for 2009-2011 program cycle. Retrospective assessment will give credibility to DR programs for future procurement planning and will enable the Commission to determine whether DR programs actually deliver the savings that were initially projected. 
Impact Issue #2 – Education and Marketing Programs:  Should impact estimation protocols be developed for education and marketing programs?  Initial Thought for Comment:  In principle, yes, particularly if the education and marketing effort can be isolated from other programs.  In practice, however, some of these programs may be too broad or directly connected to too many direct impact programs to be fully isolated.  As discussed in the EE Protocols and the Evaluation Framework Study, education and marketing programs are subject to both impact and market effects evaluations but also have unique challenges associated with them.

DRA comment on Impact Issue #2. DRA believes the protocols for Education and Marketing of DR Programs should be developed along the lines for similar protocols for EE programs. However, DRA recommends waiting until the first round of impact evaluations on EE education and marketing program has been completed before proceeding to developing impact estimation protocols for DR education and marketing programs. The protocols should have measurable goals and require detailed plans that have rationale for targets and goals consistent with the size of the program and budget constraints. 
Impact Issue #3 –MW Impact Estimates for Event-Based Programs:  What MW impacts should be estimated for event-based programs?

DRA comment on Impact Issue #3: DRA believes that the answer to this issue is tied, at least in part, to the answer to the Impact Issue #7 (Estimating Loads for Settlements versus Estimating Load Reductions for Benefit-Cost Analyses and Resource Planning).  If the main purpose of the protocols is to estimate impacts for individual customer settlements then load impacts for each hour of each event may be necessary.  If, on the other hand, the main purpose of the protocols is to estimate impacts for program level benefit-cost tests then the load impacts across all events in a season may be necessary.  If the protocols are also to be used to identify DR resources for RA purposes, the protocols will need to include events that are consistent with the counting rules for RA.  
Impact Issue #4 – Other Influential Factors to be Estimated:  What factors other than MW impacts should be included in the protocols?  Initial Thought for Comment:  The factors listed in the main body of the report seem relevant, particularly if forecasting impacts becomes part of the protocols.

DRA comment on Impact Issue #4: DRA believes that assessing the location of DR impacts for statewide programs could be important in determining the value of such DR programs when the CAISO moves to locational marginal pricing (LMP) and the Commission’s local resource adequacy (RA) capacity requirements go into effect in 2007.
Impact Issue #5 – MW Impact Estimates for Nonevent-Based DR Programs:  As with event-based programs, there are a number of differently defined MW impacts that can be estimated.  Which need to be addressed by the impact estimation protocols?

DRA comment on Impact Issue #5: DRA believes that since most of the programs authorized for 2006-2008 program cycle are event-based dispatchable programs the initial focus should be for developing protocols for event-based dispatchable programs.

Impact Issue #6 – Other Influential Factors to be Estimated for Nonevent-Based DR Programs:  For nonevent-based programs, what factors other than MW change are important?  

DRA comment on Impact Issue #6: DRA does not have any comments on this issue at this time.
Impact Issue #7 – Estimating Loads for Settlements versus Estimating Load Reductions for Benefit-Cost Analyses and Resource Planning:  Should these protocols address approximate estimates for customer settlements as part of the program or estimate actual delivered load impacts?  This question can be re-phrased as: should the protocols work on developing impact estimates for use in settlements with individual customers in the program or should they be focused on accurately estimating delivered load estimates across customers for benefit-cost tests and resource planning?  When settling up with a customer, a simple method that is easily understood and can be implemented in a reasonable time frame is important.  On the other hand, a more complex approach using more data can be used for estimating actually achieved impacts from DR programs. Previous work for the California Energy Commission has shown that methods that use data from an entire season can produce more accurate estimates of impacts, but these approaches are not suitable for settlements with customers due to the delay in waiting for data for an entire season.  Initial Thought for Comment:  These protocols should be designed primarily for estimating the actual total impacts of the DR programs. Settlements with customers should be part of program design. Demand response (DR) most broadly defined applies rate design, incentives, information, and technology to cause changes in customer demand. However, evaluations should provide feedback on the accuracy of program settlement methods and compare impacts from these methods to evaluation-based methods when they differ.  CEC 400-02-017F provides useful metrics for assessing the accuracy of baseline methods applied to individual customers.  Those metrics should be referenced in these protocols.

DRA comment on Impact Issue #7: DRA agrees that protocols should be designed primarily for estimating the actual total impacts of DR programs.  DRA also agrees that evaluations should provide feedback on the accuracy of program settlement methods and compare impacts from these methods to evaluation-based methods when they differ.  DRA also understands that the recent evaluation experience for 2005 DR programs suggests that for large customers customer-specific regression analysis may be necessary to evaluate DR impacts. 
Impact Issue #8 – Estimating Program-Wide Impacts versus Customer-Specific Impacts:  Is there a difference between methods used to accurately estimate customer-specific load impacts and program-wide load impacts, i.e., can different approaches be more appropriate for estimating program wide impacts?

DRA comment on Impact Issue #8: DRA believes that the answer to this issue is tied to the answers to the Impact Issues #3 and #7 discussed earlier.  If the purpose of evaluation is to help customer settlements, as the report points out the program-wide regression analytical methods used for the entire season are not practical for settlement purposes.  On the other hand if the purpose of evaluation is to assess DR impacts for the benefit-cost tests and resource planning then both the “representative day” and the regression analytical methods can be used depending on the type of program.
Impact Issue #9 – Role of Control Groups in DR Impact Estimation:  In estimating the load impacts of event-based DR programs, a control group comprised only of program participants is almost always sufficient, i.e., a non-participant control group is not needed for estimating event-day load impacts and may confound the results.

DRA comment on Impact Issue #9: DRA believes that using DR program participants only may be sufficient for establishing baseline demand.  However, it may be worthwhile to explore the use of similarly situated non- program participants to detect the extent of “gaming” of the baseline by program participants.
Impact Issue #10 – Developing Adjustments to the Event-Day Baseline:  Assessing the appropriateness of event-day baseline adjustments may introduce bias. 

DRA comment on Impact Issue #10: DRA believes that although baseline adjustments may introduce bias, it would be useful to assess whether an adjusted baseline is more accurate than a baseline without any adjustments. 

Impact Issue #11 – Customers with Extreme Day-to-Day Load Variability may require Methods other than the Representative Day Approach:  There may be some customers for whom a representative day approach simply does not make sense. If that customer’s day-to-day load shape (as shown for days 1 through 10 in Figure 4-2) varies dramatically, no averaging across those days will produce a reasonable baseline for a specified event day.
DRA comment on Impact Issue #11: DRA agrees that methods other than representative day approach may be necessary for customers with extreme load-variability. If these customers are small and numerous it may be too expensive to devise and use alternative methods. Alternatively, the utilities can direct such customers to other DR programs that do not require calculation of a baseline for settlement. 
Impact Issue #12 – Estimation Approaches for the Largest Program Contributors: For some programs, a few large customers may account for a large fraction of the total program impacts. Should these large customers use different impact estimation methods, e.g., metering of the equipment that is expected to have the load reduced and possibly data loggers on equipment that have on/off state characteristics?

DRA comment on Impact Issue #12: DRA believes that any alternative method that increases the accuracy of estimated impacts could be considered provided the increased accuracy justifies the additional cost of the measurement.
Impact Issue #13 – Use of End-Use Metering:  For large customers with specific equipment whose use will be shifted during event periods, when does it make sense to end-use meter that specific set of equipment?  If end-use or premise sub-metering can be conducted on that portion of a customer’s load that is expected to be reduced or shifted, it would then be possible to calculate baselines using just the data from that portion of the customer’s load that is expected to shift rather than from the whole facility load. The CEC Baselines Report specifically assumed that all customers’ loads would be measured by whole-premise meters and no analysis of the likely gain from sub-metering was attempted.  Note that protocols for sub-metering are addressed in the EE Evaluation Protocols and there does not seem to be a need to repeat them in this set of protocols.
DRA comment on Impact Issue #13: DRA believes that any alternative method that increases the accuracy of estimated impacts could be considered provided the increased accuracy justifies the additional cost of measurement.
Impact Issue #14 – Dealing with Negative Estimated Customer Impacts: If the use of a representative day baseline along with the actual event-day loads produces a negative impact for a customer, should this negative impact be netted out from the overall program impacts?  Or, should this be viewed as an anomaly in that the program should not be viewed as “causing” anyone to increase load and the negative load impact set to zero?  Initial Thought for Comment:  Some of the reasons why some customers may show negative impacts for an event may simply be due to measurement error or error in the baseline construct.  If this is the case, it is likely that these errors are both positive and negative.  As a result, all estimated impacts (both positive and negative) should be used when summing up impacts across customers for each event hour to get a program impact estimate for that event hour.  This is likely to be a more significant issue when calculating settlements for a specific customer than it is for a process for estimating program-wide impacts.

DRA comment on Impact Issue #14: DRA believes that a negative estimated customer impact should be investigated for determining the cause of the negative impact.  Without knowing the exact cause it is not possible to propose a remedial action.  For example, if the negative impact for a particular customer is due to baseline being set too low, it is possible that all other customers’ baselines are also set too low.  In that case, all customers’ impacts are understated (even when estimated impact for most customers is positive).  As a result, summing up the positive and negative impacts will only further worsen the understating of the estimated impact.  
Impact Issue #15 – Addressing Free-Riders:  While free riders may be viewed as a transfer payment in some benefit-cost tests, real reductions in system costs only come from real reductions in MWs used during peak hours.  Thus, there is a need to estimate net impacts.  Free riders bias the estimates of net impacts because the baseline is not accurate, i.e., the baseline does not fully capture the usage (i.e., hourly MW loads) that would have occurred in the absence of the program. Is this free rider construct useful in DR net impact assessments or is another construct more useful?

DRA comment on Impact Issue #15: DRA agrees that free-riders could be an important consideration in determining real reductions achieved by certain programs.  To the extent the problem of free-riders cannot be minimized through program design, an effort should be made to assess the magnitude of the problem to explore if any adjustments to the total impacts are necessary. 
Impact Issue #16 – Addressing Spillover:  How should spillover be addressed and counted, if at all?  Data on program events show that some customers start reducing their loads prior to the beginning of the event period, and some will maintain some load reduction even after the event period ends.

DRA comment on Impact Issue #16: DRA believes that customers contributing to load reduction during the shoulder periods around the peak event are already compensated at the level of their normal tariff rate.  The spillover reduction is at customer’s discretion and should be part of customer’s decision to participate in the program. It is not clear if customer’s participation in the program is negatively impacted by lack of such payments.
Impact Issue #17 – Use of Post-Event Day Load Data in the Construction of Baselines:  The goal in developing a baseline is to use the most relevant data.  For settlements, it makes sense to only use days prior to the event day for construction of the baseline since this allows the customer to understand what the payments would be for a load reduction on an event day.  For these protocols, the purpose is to calculate accurate estimates of impacts for use in benefit-cost analyses and resource planning.  The most representative days may be 10 days (or some other number of days) prior to the event and some number of days after the event.  Therefore, the issue is whether some baselines should be tested that use post-event load data in combination with pre-event data?

DRA comment on Impact Issue #17: DRA agrees that any baseline studies that use pre- and post-event days should be identified.  It might also be useful to compare representative baselines that use both pre- and post-event days with baselines constructed using regression approaches that use pre- and post-event data. The goal of such research should be to improve the accuracy of baseline and therefore accuracy of estimated load impacts.
Impact Issue #18 – Statistical Accuracy of MW Impact Estimates using Representative Day Baseline Approaches are not Directly Determinable:  The energy efficiency evaluation protocols contain targets for confidence and precision for selected methods.  For example, sampling for the M&V used in the simple engineering methods (SEM) is to be conducted as prescribed in the California Energy Efficiency Evaluation Protocols including developing the sample to target a minimum of 30 percent precision at a 90 percent confidence level. The construction of comparable confidence and precision for program-wide impacts (i.e., impacts across all customers) is not directly determined. Should the accuracy of a representative day approach be estimated?  If so, how should these accuracy calculations best be performed?

DRA comment on Impact Issue #18:  Since a “true” baseline is not available once an event is called, it may not be possible to develop DR protocols that specify a minimum precision and confidence level for the representative day baseline.  DRA agrees that even if a set of impact estimates with confidence interval and precision level are obtained for each customer, it may not yield program-wide confidence intervals and precision level.
Impact Issue #19 – Statistical Accuracy of Representative Day Baselines:  This is a slightly different issue than the statistical accuracy of estimated DR impacts addressed in issue #18.  There still is not any way of comparing the estimated baseline with the unobservable “true” baseline – once an event day is called, there is no way to know with complete certainty how a customer that reduced load would have behaved if the event had not been called.  However, the accuracy of constructed baselines can be compared with other non-event days (the true load levels are known for these days).  It would be possible to use the accuracy of the constructed baselines for nonevent-day loads as a proxy for the accuracy of baselines on event days.  Using the accuracy of the baseline method for nonevent-days could provide information leading to reasonable estimates of the accuracy of load impacts on event days.  Is this an approach that might be useful?

DRA comment on Impact Issue #19: DRA agrees that WG2 2004 and 2005 evaluations could be used to provide information on the accuracy of DR impacts.
Impact Issue #20 – Using Representative Day Approaches for Mass-Market DR Programs:  Representative day approaches can be used for mass-market DR programs such as AC direct load control programs or temperature set-back programs with smart thermostats.  Depending on the equipment used, different types of information are available.  Often, the impact evaluation approach involves obtaining a sample of participating customers for end-use metering of the equipment being controlled.  In this case, the loads of the entire sample of customers can be aggregated as if they were a single customer. Estimates of the program-wide impacts are directly estimated from these aggregated loads.  Another approach is to develop individual estimates for each customer in the end-use metering sample, and then aggregate these individual estimates into a program-wide estimate.  These approaches often include estimates of equipment duty cycles and impacts as a function of factors that influence duty cycle (e.g., temperature). Is one approach better than another? Are there other issues with the use of representative baseline approaches for mass-market programs?

DRA comment on Impact Issue #20: If both approaches are acceptable, the more cost-effective approach should be used since payment (e.g. SCE’s AC Cycling program provides $100/ summer season rebate for the “Base Plan”) for participating in mass-market DR programs usually does not involve establishing representative day baselines for customer settlements. Both approaches provide baseline for program level MW impact evaluations.
Impact Issue #21 – Other Issues with Representative Day Approaches: This Draft is meant to identify issues that should be addressed in a set of protocols for estimating load impacts from DR programs. Are there other issues that should be addressed?  The level of detail in these protocols should be in line with the California Energy Efficiency Evaluation Protocols and be used to “guide the processes and efforts associated with conducting evaluations.”

DRA comment on Impact Issue #21: DRA does not have comments on this issue at this time. 

Impact Issue #22 – Time Period used in the Regression Model:  Should all regression models use a full season of data or more?  One of the strengths of the regression model may be the use of data before and after the event period, as well as using data over a long enough period of time to capture potential seasonal effects in customer activity.  What are the advantages and disadvantages of using this type of model (to be addressed in future drafts)?

DRA comment on Impact Issue #22: DRA believes this issue should be addressed in future drafts after the WG2 2005 DR Evaluation Report is made available in April 2006.
Impact Issue #23 – Event-Specific versus Average Event Impacts:  Are average impacts across all events in a season or specified time period adequate; or, is it important to capture event-specific impacts to understand how impacts can vary across event types?  For example, do the impacts vary from an event that may be the third event called in the same week?  Do impacts vary for events that represent more extreme conditions than other events that are less extreme?

DRA comment on Impact Issue #23: DRA believes that event-specific impacts would be more useful in the early process of DR impact evaluations.  As more understanding of event-specific impacts is gained, switching to the use of average impacts across all events could be considered later.
Impact Issue #24 – Use of Prior Estimates of Hourly Impacts in a Regression Model:  It has been well established that the use of prior information on the magnitude of impacts can provide a substantial increase in the precision with which impacts can be estimated.  There are some DR programs where an advance estimate of impacts is made available. This occurs in the demand bidding program (DBP) where, when an event day is called, customers submit offers to curtail load for two or more hours during the event. While the customers submit bids, the payment is tied to actual consumption as measured by subtracting actual hourly usage from their calculated baseline. Rather than using a dummy variable for each event hour, the customers’ bids are used as the independent variables in the regression equation.  Instead of the variable estimating the kW impacts for each hour, this model estimates a realization rate.  A realization rate of 1.0 indicates that the data show that a customer’s estimated load reductions (via their bid) are shown to be realized given the load data and regression model.  A realization rate of 0.75 would indicate that only 75% of the bid is estimated to have been realized by observed data used in the regression model, and a realization rate of 1.25 would show that 125% of the bid amount is estimated to have been actually realized.

DRA comment on Impact Issue #24: DRA supports any statistical method that increases the accuracy of DR impact estimate. The next version of the draft should include more recent references that address whether estimating realization rates improves the accuracy of the estimate.  Perhaps a comparison of this method versus using dummy variables could be included. 

Impact Issue #25 – Developing Program-Wide Confidence and Precision Levels from Customer-Specific Impact Estimates:  As was the case with the representative day approach, having a set of impact estimates with confidence intervals and precision levels for each customer may not directly produce a program-wide confidence interval and precision level.  If all the distributions that form the confidence intervals are assumed to be independent, then there is a straightforward process for combining estimates. Does the assumption of independence across the sampling distributions as a default assumption make sense? What options might be most appropriate for adding up impacts across individual customers along with their confidence intervals and precision levels to get program-wide impacts along with program-wide confidence intervals and precision levels? Is this a real issue or just a perceived issue?

DRA comment on Impact Issue #25: Because a “true” baseline is not available once an event is called, it may not be possible to develop DR protocols that specify a minimum precision and confidence level for the representative day baseline.  DRA agrees that even if a set of impact estimates with confidence interval and precision level are obtained for each customer, it may not yield program-wide confidence intervals and precision level.
Impact Issue #26 – Current Energy Efficiency Evaluation Protocols:  Are the California Energy Efficiency Evaluation Protocols sufficiently detailed with respect to the application of regression methods for the estimation of impacts of DR programs in terms of addressing common estimation issues?

DRA comment on Impact Issue #26: As pointed out earlier, the main difference between EE and DR programs is the emphasis of the program.  Although MW demand reduction is a notable benefit of some EE programs, it does not have an explicit role in the cost-effectiveness tests of EE programs.  However, achieving maximum MW demand reduction is the main goal of DR program and therefore the protocols for estimating MW impacts must be as robust as possible. The recently adopted California Energy Efficiency Evaluation Protocols provide a basic and standard rigor level for the evaluation of gross demand savings. At the basic level, no additional field sampling is required of the reported demand reduction; at the enhanced level, the Protocols provide sampling requirements at the program level. DRA recommends that at a minimum, the enhanced rigor level be applied to all DR programs when evaluating their demand impacts. Further analysis is necessary to explore the required precision and confidence level for the sampling requirements for DR programs. In addition, DRA thinks that WG2 2004 and 2005 evaluations of DR programs should be used to confirm the adequacy of DR protocols used.
Impact Issue #27 – Ratio and Difference Estimation Procedures:  Is it likely that some DR programs for large customers will have initial estimates of event impacts as part of the tracking system?  These would be developed when a customer signs up or after an initial event when the customer determines how they might respond.  If information is available on the population that is accurate to the level of being able to generally rank customers with the largest impacts down to customers with the smallest impacts, then ratio and difference estimates can be used.

DRA comment on Impact Issue #27: As stated earlier in Issue# 24, DRA supports any statistical method that increases the accuracy of DR impact estimate.
Impact Issue #28 – Estimation of Impacts Other than Customer Load Impacts:  Should these protocols address estimation of impacts other than customer load impacts or should issues associated with other impacts be addressed through the DR benefit-cost framework process?

DRA comment on issue #28: DRA believes that the issues associated with other impacts of DR programs could be addressed through the DR benefit-cost framework process.
DR Program Cost Tracking Issues:

Cost Issue #1 – Nonparticipant Costs:  Is there a reason to believe that some DR programs will have costs among customers who are not participants in the program?  These costs may reflect actions they take in response to information about program events.  Is this a cost category worth worrying about?

DRA comment on Cost Issue #1: DRA does not believe that non-participants of DR programs incur any significant net costs (i.e., any incremental DR costs to non-participants less the benefits received by the same customers as a result of short and long term lowering of energy costs to all customers).  Perhaps a pilot program to do a sample survey of non-participants to elucidate impacts of DR programs on non-participants should be considered.
Cost Issue #2 – Estimating Incremental DR Program Participant Costs: Customers may need to take a number of actions related to participating in the DR program. These can include communications equipment, enabling technologies, and development of business processes to participate in and reduce load as part of the DR program.

DRA comment on Cost Issue #2: DRA agrees that, depending on the program design, there may be incremental costs to some DR Program Participants.
Cost Issue #3 – Valuing Foregone Electric Service as a Participant Cost: Every time a customer reduces their electric use due to their participation in a DR program, there is an opportunity cost associated with this foregone service. How should this be estimated?  Several survey structures were discussed above with all of them based on some form of contingent market survey – WTP, WTA, and conjoint tradeoff assessments.  Case studies could also be used where observers are placed at participant sites during event days to see what actions are taken and the consequences of these actions.  These “observer studies” are becoming popular and are termed ethnographic studies.

DRA comment on Cost Issue #3: DRA thinks it is appropriate to assume that the program participant costs (either direct costs and/or the lost opportunity costs of foregone service) are equal or less than program incentives and any non-energy benefits participants may receive. This should be especially true when participation in the program is voluntary.   
Cost Issue #4 – Separating out Joint Costs: Some costs that are associated with DR programs may also meet other utility and customer needs.  These costs might include advanced metering, energy management systems, customer service representative contacts with customers, and marketing that may address energy efficiency programs and other energy services such as enhanced comfort (e.g., through the use of an energy management system that also curtails load) as well as DR programs.  

DRA comment on Cost Issue #4: DRA believes this could be an important issue in some programs.  For example, PG&E’s Advance Metering Infrastructure (AMI) project is expected to enable PG&E’s Critical Peak Pricing (CPP) and AC Cycling pilot programs.  The AMI project is also expected to provide many operational benefits (e.g., automated meter reading) to PG&E.  It is important to carefully apportion the costs of AMI project to CPP and AC Cycling programs and assure that neither the benefits or nor the costs are double-counted in the evaluation of these programs.
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of COMMENTS OF THE DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES ON PROTOCOLS FOR ESTIMATING THE LOAD IMPACTS FROM DR PROGRAM (DRAFT VERSION 1) in r.04-04-025 by using the following service:
[ X  ] E-Mail Service: sending the entire document as an attachment to an e-mail message to all known parties of record to this proceeding who provided electronic mail addresses.

[   ] U.S. Mail Service:  mailing by first-class mail with postage prepaid to all known parties of record who did not provide electronic mail addresses.

Executed on May 2, 2006 at San Francisco, California. 

	       /s/   ALBERT HILL

	               Albert Hill


NOTICE

Parties should notify the Process Office, Public Utilities Commission, 505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 2000, San Francisco, CA  94102, of any change of address and/or e-mail address to insure that they continue to receive documents.  You must indicate the proceeding number on the service list on which your name appears.

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
� April 19, 2006 interim report on the 2005 DR program evaluations of day-ahead and reliability DR programs [prepared by Quantum Consulting & Summit Blue LLC].  (� HYPERLINK "http://www.energy.ca.gov/demandresponse/documents/2006-04-19_forum/" \o "http://www.energy.ca.gov/demandresponse/documents/2006-04-19_forum/" �www.energy.ca.gov/demandresponse/documents/2006-04-19_forum/�) 


� Although the draft report does not mention it, the SLRP program is also a non-dispatchable program authorized in D.06-03-024.


� In Rulemaking 04-04-025, the Commission is considering an update to the “All-In” (i.e., capacity and energy costs combined in a single $/MWH value) avoided costs applicable to 2006-2008 EE programs.  A decision is expected in May 2006.  It is likely that the avoided costs for DR programs may need to be separated by its capacity and energy components over different time periods and could be different from the avoided costs for EE programs.


� DRA expects that cost effectiveness tests for DR programs would follow the Standard Practice Manual (SPM) currently being used for the cost effectiveness tests for EE programs.


� This comes from Page 1 of “The 2005 California Energy Efficiency Evaluation Protocols, Second Draft,” for the CPUC Energy Division, by the TecMarket Works Team, December 7, 2005.
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