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Comments of the Office of Ratepayer Advocates


On The DIRECT ACCESS LOAD PROFILING WORKSHOP REPORT 





Pursuant to the Decision 97-10-086, the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) offers these comments for a workshop report covering a workshop held on September 25, 1998 to assess potential impacts of imposing a metering requirement on customers whose maximum demand is between 20 kW and 50 kW.  Under current Commission policy, this set of customers is exempt from the requirement of an hourly meter in order to participate in direct access.


WHY IS THE RATE OF DIRECT ACCESS SO DIFFERENT AMONG THE THREE IOUS FOR CUSTOMERS WITHOUT HOURLY METERS?


The workshop report presents a table on page 4 showing:


the total number of 20-50 kW customers by utility, 


the total number of direct access 20-50 kW customers by utility, and 


the total number of direct access customers with hourly interval meters. 


ORA recommends adding the following “salient point” in the discussion about this table:  


This table shows significantly different saturation rates for direct access among the three utilities regarding 20-50 kW customers without hourly interval meters. Specifically, SCE has 3,000 customers on direct access (with only 100 having interval meters), PG&E has 1,700 customers on direct access (with only 100 having interval meters), and SDG&E has 371 customers on direct access (with only 28 having interval meters).  Both SCE and PG&E have 50,000 20-50 kW customers, while SDG&E has 6,270 20-50 kW customers.  Thus the saturation rates for 20-50 kW customers on direct access without hourly interval meters compute out to be about 6% for SCE, 3% for PG&E and 5.5% for SDG&E.  For example, the saturation rate of about 3% for PG&E is 1,600 customers (1,700-100) divided by the 50,000 20-50 kW customers. 


THE COST IMPACT OF IMPOSING THE HOURLY INTERVAL METERING REQUIREMENT ON CUSTOMERS WHOSE MAXIMUM DEMANDS FALL WITHIN THE 20 TO 50 KW RANGE.


The workshop report (page 6) states: “Certain participants felt that the true costs and benefits of hourly interval metering for this customer group could not be known until the market and ISO mature….” 


The “true benefits” of purchasing hourly interval meters can only be known by the customers themselves. A customer will reveal when the benefits exceed the costs by voluntarily purchasing a meter, and not before.  This is true because each customer will have a different “discount rate” used to compare the costs (e.g., purchase and installation costs) with the benefits that are spread into the future (e.g., future energy savings).  Such “discount rates” are known to vary widely, with the highest income consumers tending to have the lowest rates (meaning they will look more toward future versus present benefits relative to the costs).  


In addition, some customers who purchase a meter will be able to shift their load to realize additional energy savings.  In this case, the customer is far and away in the best position to evaluate the potential for load shifting.  


These are two important reasons why the decision to purchase a meter should be left up to the customer.  As Green Mountain states on page 7 of the report, “the principle of the competitive market is consumer choice.”  Imposing metering requirements on customers will only interfere with consumer choice.


CLARIFICATION OF ORA’S POSITION ON INTERVAL METERS


The workshop report states (at 7) that “ORA appears to oppose imposition of a mandatory requirement of interval meters at this time.” Actually, ORA’s objection to a mandatory requirement is stronger in that we cannot foresee circumstances in the future which would justify such a mandatory requirement. 
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