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ADVICE 3335-E 
(U 338-E) 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
ENERGY DIVISION 

SUBJECT: Proposed Time-of-Use Pilot Plan, Filed in Accordance with 
Decision 15-07-001 

In compliance with California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) Decision  
(D.) 15-07-001, Southern California Edison Company (SCE) hereby submits for filing its 
proposed 2016 opt-in time of use (TOU) pilot program.  Attachment A provides the 
details of SCE’s proposal, as developed in coordination with the consultant and the 
members of the TOU Working Group. SCE files this advice letter 11 days in advance of 
the scheduled deadline, at the suggestion of the Energy Division, in order to expedite 
the Commission’s consideration of the opt-in pilot proposals. 

 

PURPOSE 

Pursuant to D.15-07-001, as described in Attachment A to this advice letter, SCE 
hereby submits its plan to implement opt-in time of use (TOU) pilot rates beginning in 
2016.1  

BACKGROUND 

In D.15-07-001, the Commission authorized and directed a TOU Working Group to 
develop study parameters and design for opt-in TOU rates on an expedited schedule.  
The Commission authorized the Working Group to collectively select a consultant, to be 
paid by the IOUs, to advise on and document the study parameters and pilot designs.  
The Commission expected the process of pilot design to be completed in 2015 and 
submitted for approval through a Tier 3 advice letter.  Among many purposes, the opt-
in pilots will provide information that will help with the design and implementation of the 
January 1, 2018 default TOU pilot program.  

                                            
1  SCE, on behalf of the three IOUs, has separately requested the deferral of filing default 

TOU pilot program designs which cannot begin until 2018 at the earliest, until late 2016. 
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PROPOSED TIME OF USE PILOT PLAN 

SCE requests Commission approval of its opt-in TOU pilots as outlined in Attachment A.  
SCE also respectfully requests that in the Resolution approving this advice letter, the 
Commission authorize SCE to file the pilot tariff (including updated rate tables) as a Tier 
1 advice letter, a draft of which is included as Appendix B to Attachment A to this advice 
letter. 

 

TIER DESIGNATION  

Pursuant to D.15-07-001, this advice letter is submitted with a Tier 3 designation. 

EFFECTIVE DATE  

SCE requests that this advice letter become effective upon approval by the 
Commission. 

NOTICE 

Anyone wishing to protest this advice filing may do so by letter via U.S. Mail, facsimile, 
or electronically, any of which must be received no later than 20 days after the date of 
this advice filing. Protests should be submitted to: 

CPUC, Energy Division 
Attention:  Tariff Unit 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, California  94102 
E-mail:  Edtariffunit@cpuc.ca.gov 

 
Copies should also be mailed to the attention of the Director, Energy Division, Room 
4004 (same address above). 

In addition, protests and all other correspondence regarding this advice letter should 
also be sent by letter and transmitted via facsimile or electronically to the attention of: 

Russell G Worden 
Managing Director, State Regulatory Operations 
Southern California Edison Company 
8631 Rush Street  
Rosemead, California 91770 
Facsimile:  (626) 302-4829 
E-mail:  AdviceTariffManager@sce.com 
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Michael R. Hoover 
Director, State Regulatory Affairs 
c/o Karyn Gansecki 
Southern California Edison Company 
601 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 2030 
San Francisco, California 94102 
Facsimile:  (415) 929-5544 
E-mail:  Karyn.Gansecki@sce.com 

 
There are no restrictions on who may file a protest, but the protest shall set forth 
specifically the grounds upon which it is based and must be received by the deadline 
shown above. 

In accordance with General Rule 4 of General Order (GO) 96-B, SCE is serving copies 
of this advice filing to the interested parties shown on the attached GO 96-B, and 
R12-06-013. Address change requests to the GO 96-B service list should be directed by 
electronic mail to AdviceTariffManager@sce.com or at (626) 302-3719.  For changes 
to all other service lists, please contact the Commission’s Process Office at (415) 
703-2021 or by electronic mail at Process_Office@cpuc.ca.gov. 

Further, in accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 491, notice to the public is 
hereby given by filing and keeping the advice filing at SCE’s corporate headquarters.  
To view other SCE advice letters filed with the Commission, log on to SCE’s web site at 
https://www.sce.com/AboutSCE/Regulatory/adviceletters. 

For questions, please contact Andre Ramirez at (626) 302-5738 or by electronic mail at 
Andre.Ramirez@sce.com. 

 

Southern California Edison Company 

/s/ Russell G. Worden 
Russell G. Worden 

RGW:ar:cm 

Enclosures 
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ATTACHMENT A 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY’S PROPOSED TIME-OF-USE PILOT 

PLAN 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This proposal describes Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE’s) plan for 
opt-in time-of-use (TOU) pilots as directed to be filed by California Public Utilities 
Commission Decision (D.)15-07-001, dated July 3, 2015 (Decision). The Decision 
directed that the design of all opt-in pilots be prepared and submitted for Commission 
review and approval as part of a January 1, 2016 Tier 3 advice letter.  SCE is filing its 
advice letter in advance of the scheduled deadline, at the suggestion of the Energy 
Division, in order to expedite the Commission’s consideration of their opt-in pilot 
proposals. 

In August 2015, the Energy Division asked SCE to lead efforts to contract with a 
TOU pilot consultant as directed by the Decision.  SCE initiated a selection process to 
incorporate input from all interested TOU Working Group (hereinafter, Working Group, 
or TOU Working Group) members, ultimately selecting Nexant, Inc.  Nexant has 
facilitated numerous Working Group meetings and exchanges to develop compromise 
positions reflected in SCE’s proposal.  In order to efficiently spread costs and ensure 
that comprehensive results can be developed to address the numerous criteria and 
goals for the pilots, this proposal complements PG&E’s and SDG&E’s proposals.1 

The pilots are to begin on June 1, 2016 so that the results will include two 
summers’ worth of data prior to when default TOU is first legally permissible.  
This timeline is extremely compressed relative to the development of other utility pilots 
of this magnitude.  According to Nexant, given “Nexant’s extensive experience 
designing, implementing and evaluating numerous rate, technology and information 
experiments, it is no exaggeration to say that the successful launch of the pilots and 
recruitment of the target number of customers across multiple utilities in the time frame 
available will be unprecedented within the electricity industry.”2  To continue to prepare 
as much as possible, SCE has completed preliminary research to help refine the 
thinking of the Working Group on the most efficient and appropriate means to attract the 
necessary customers required to fulfill the various study groups.  SCE will continue to 
develop its thinking through pre-tests, a limited opt-in TOU pilot campaign to be 
completed in January 2016, which will examine various operational and recruitment 
factors.  This pre-test work will similarly complement work being developed by the other 
investor-owned utilities (IOUs)—Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) and San 
Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E)—to strive to make the limited time between 
Commission disposition of this proposal and the launch date as effective as possible. 

The proposed pilots will extend from June 2016 through December 2017, so that 
customers may remain on one of three assigned pilot rate options developed by the 

                                            
1  SCE, PG&E, and SDG&E are referred to collectively as the “IOUs” in this document. 
2  Time-of-Use Pricing Opt-In Pilot Plan (hereinafter Nexant Report), dated December 17, 

2015, p. 99. 
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Working Group through a second summer in 2017 as well as additional winter seasonal 
months through December 2017.  Although the final survey will be provided to 
customers in June 2017, 12 months after the beginning of the pilot coinciding with the 
end of bill protection, SCE will continue to study the behavior of remaining customers to 
help inform its residential TOU Rate Design Window (RDW) application, required by the 
Decision to be filed by January 1, 2018. Through this RDW, SCE will provide the 
proposed plans to implement default TOU on a broader basis.  The instant proposal is 
limited to opt-in pilots for 2016 and 2017.  The scheduled activities and estimated costs 
relate to the opt-in TOU pilots only.  SCE, on behalf of the Working Group, has 
requested authorization to file separate advice letters for the default TOU pilots by 
December 16, 2016, which default pilots would commence no sooner than January 
2018. 

Appendix A to this attachment is the Nexant Report.  SCE incorporates the 
Nexant Report by reference in its proposal and will refer to it where appropriate to 
complement SCE’s specific proposal in this Attachment A, which contains 
implementation details and cost estimates specific to SCE.  This proposal provides a 
range of preliminary estimated costs for the Commission and interested parties to 
consider.  Actual costs will be recorded in the memorandum account already approved 
by the Commission and will undergo a reasonableness review at a later time. 

Appendix B is a draft proposed pilot tariff, titled Schedule TOU-DPP Time-of-Use 
Domestic Pilot Program, which contains the terms and conditions of the three pilot rate 
schedules.  (The actual rate tables will be inserted in the final tariff using the then-
current revenue requirement.)  SCE respectfully requests that in the Resolution 
approving this advice letter, the Commission authorize SCE to file this tariff (including 
updated rate tables) as a Tier 1 advice letter. 

Appendix C shows bill impact tables and histograms reflecting average monthly 
and seasonal bill impacts by California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) status, 
climate regions and senior status for the pilot rates. 

Appendix D is a memorandum prepared by Nexant regarding sample sizes for 
SCE’s pilots.  It is discussed in Chapter IX.B.1., below. 

SCE appreciates the Commission’s timely consideration and approval of this 
proposal to allow maximum time for SCE to execute this proposed pilot under already 
tight timelines. 

II. INTRODUCTION 

The Decision directed the three large electric IOUs to file Tier 3 advice letters 
requesting authority to implement opt-in time-of-use pilot programs by June 1, 2016, 
and default TOU pilots by January 2018, which is the earliest date a default TOU pilot 
can be implemented under the law.  The Decision directed the IOUs to hire a consultant 
whose role would be to help the Working Group design and develop TOU pilot 
proposals and studies of residential TOU rate designs.  Nexant was the Working 
Group’s chosen consultant.  With the leadership of Energy Division staff, the Working 
Group engaged in regular productive discussions, and Nexant received input from many 
of the active parties whose names are contained in a list appended to the Nexant 
Report.  On December 17, 2015, the Nexant Report, entitled “Time-of-Use Pricing Opt-
in Pilot Plan,” was provided to the Working Group and is provided in Appendix A.  
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Because the work and planning required for an opt-in TOU pilot is very significant, the 
earliest a default TOU pilot could be implemented is January 1, 2018. To allow for time 
to learn from the opt-in pilots, SCE made a request to defer the default TOU pilot advice 
letters until December 16, 2016.3 

This attachment to SCE’s advice letter contains estimates of projected 
incremental costs for SCE’s opt-in TOU pilots and studies.  These incremental costs will 
be recorded in the memorandum account authorized by the Commission’s approval of 
Advice Letter 3251-E, dated July, 29, 2015.  These cost estimates are being provided to 
give the Commission and the interested parties a general sense and rough magnitude 
of the estimated costs associated with SCE’s proposed opt-in pilots.  Actual costs will 
vary from these estimates, and SCE has provided a range of forecast costs that 
appropriately accounts for the uncertainty of the actual costs that will be incurred.  
The Commission will ultimately review the reasonableness of the costs incurred in 
SCE’s General Rate Case or other appropriate proceeding. 

On September 24, 2015, the Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law 
Judge issued a Ruling providing further guidance on the development of the pilot plans 
and specific rates.  The Ruling directed the IOUs to prepare three rate options with at 
least two rate options beginning by June 1, 2016, and a third, more complex TOU rate 
option beginning no later than October 1, 2016.  However, based on discussions with 
the Working Group and Nexant, it was determined that all three rate options should be 
launched at the same time to improve the validity of the experiments.  SCE proposes 
that its pilots should last from June 2016 through December 2017,4 which will allow for 
expeditious evaluation of findings to help inform its January 1, 2018 RDW application.  
Commencing in 2018, the default TOU pilots will help inform stakeholders about 
additional operational and policy considerations for the large-scale rollout of default 
TOU. 

SCE provides the following plan, with a range of costs, for activities it will engage 
in immediately before and after the final approval of this advice letter and plan.  
Expedited treatment of SCE’s advice letter is essential in order for SCE to be able to 
recruit participants and to commence the opt-in TOU pilots by June 1, 2016.   

III. SECTION 745 REQUIREMENTS 

Public Utilities Code Section 745 (hereinafter Section 745) prohibits the 
Commission from implementing default TOU rates prior to January 1, 2018.  
However, the opt-in pilots comply with the provision of Section 745(b) that allows the 
Commission to authorize optional time-variant pricing service to residential customers.  
Optional TOU rates are already part of SCE’s residential tariffs.  By testing three 
experimental TOU rates or treatments in the proposed study, the opt-in pilots are 

                                            
3  As of the date of this filing, the assigned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) had not yet 

responded to the November 30, 2015 extension request submitted by SCE on behalf of 
itself, PG&E and SDG&E. 

4  SCE anticipates providing a final survey to customers 12 months after the pilot is initiated 
and will offer bill protection for 12 months, but will continue to monitor pilot customer 
behavior through the end of 2017. 
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intended to obtain valuable information and insights for development of the IOUs’ 
January 1, 2018 applications to implement default TOU, as ordered by D.15-07-011.  
This section restates arguments made in the joint IOU legal brief filed on December 23, 
2015, incorporated by reference herein, which (1) summarizes Working Group 
consensus on some definitions; and (2) argues for deferral of a Commission decision on 
other definitions until the opt-in pilots have concluded and the Commission weighs the 
default TOU proposals.  The latter approach is reasonable given that the pilot designs 
are expected to yield study results/evidence using multiple definitions of “categories” of 
customers required by the legislature to be “explicitly considered” before ordering or 
authorizing default TOU.  For subjective assessments of “unreasonable hardship” and 
“seasonal bill volatility,” the legal brief reflected the parties’ general consensus that 
these should be defined by the Commission at the time the IOUs set forth their default 
TOU proposals when more data will be available.5 

A. Assembly Bill (AB) 327 and Senate Bill (SB) 1090 

In October 2013, the California Legislature passed Assembly Bill (AB) 327.  
Among other provisions, the new law codified—in a new Public Utilities Code 
Section 7456—a set of preconditions that the Commission must meet before it could 
“require or authorize an electrical corporation to employ default time-of-use pricing 
for residential customers.”7  One provision of Section 745(c) obligates the 
Commission to “ensure that any time-of-use rate schedule does not cause 
unreasonable hardship for senior citizens or economically vulnerable customers in 
hot climate zones.”8   

In September 2014, through Senate Bill (SB) 1090, the California Legislature 
amended Section 745 by adding preconditions (in addition to those added by AB 
327) that the Commission must meet before it could require or authorize default 
TOU rates for residential customers.  Specifically, SB 1090 added a new provision 

                                            
5  See Chapter IV of the legal brief, including the procedural recommendation in Chapter V 

suggesting that the Commission efficiently resolve the legal briefing in the same Resolution 
approving this pilot proposal. For that reason, SCE incorporates the legal brief by reference 
in this advice letter. 

6  The old language in Section 745, which had been added by SB 695, was repealed by AB 
327. 

7  Section 745(c). 
8  Section 745(c)(2).  The other preconditions in Section 745(c) that are relevant to the opt-in 

pilots as follows: Section 745(c)(1) exempts from default TOU “customers receiving a 
medical baseline allowance pursuant to subdivision (c) of Section 739, customers 
requesting third-party notification pursuant to subdivision (c) of Section 779.1, customers 
who the commission has ordered cannot be disconnected from service without an in-person 
visit from a utility representative [internal statutory citations omitted], and other customers 
designated by the commission in its discretion[.]”  These categories of customers will be 
identified and excluded from the pilots using utility data already on hand or through survey 
data during recruitment.  Section 745(c)(6) provides that customers may opt out of TOU at 
no additional charge.  No one recruited to the opt-in pilots will be prohibited from dropping 
out of the study and reverting to Schedule D or another widely available optional residential 
rate. 
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to Section 745—subdivision 745(d)—which provides that the Commission must “first 
explicitly consider[] evidence addressing the extent to which hardship will be caused 
on either of the following”: 

(1)  Customers located in hot, inland areas, assuming 
no changes in overall usage by those customers during peak 
periods. 

(2)  Residential customers living in areas with hot 
summer weather, as a result of seasonal bill volatility, 
assuming no change in summertime usage or in usage 
during peak periods.9 

In a brief filed jointly by the IOUs on December 23, the IOUs proposed 
preliminary definitions for the following terms in Section 745 because these terms 
were not explicitly defined by the Legislature and they are relevant to the design of 
opt-in TOU pilots pending Commission approval in this Advice Letter:  (1) “senior 
citizens”; (2) “economically vulnerable customers”; (3) “hot climate zones”; (4) “hot, 
inland areas”; (5) “areas with hot summer weather”; and (6) “peak period”.10  Further 
input on these definitions can be provided based on the results of the opt-in and 
default TOU pilots and taking into account the IOUs’ specific default TOU proposals 
to be filed by January 1, 2018 in the 2018 rate design window (RDW) applications 
ordered by D.15-07-001. 

For the reasons stated in the legal brief, SCE urges the Commission to defer 
making any conclusions as to what constitutes “unreasonable hardship,” “hardship,” 
or “seasonable bill volatility” until after the opt-in pilots have been completed, the 
results of which also will be reflected in the IOUs’ default TOU pilot proposals. 

B. The Decision 

In D.15-07-001, the Commission recognized that “the statute [Section 745] 
does not define seniors, and the utilities do not track the age of their customers.”11  
The Commission also stated that “the term ‘economically vulnerable customers’ 
could be interpreted to mean CARE or FERA customers, or it could be defined to 

                                            
9  The Commission’s ultimate analysis under Section 745(d) does not require pilot data 

because the findings are required to be made assuming no changes in overall usage by 
customers during peak periods as compared to prior years’ usage.  Thus, a “paper study” 
using billing data applied to the various TOU pilot rates will suffice, as the Commission has 
already found.  See D.15-07-013, Finding of Fact #155 (“The requirements of Section 745(d) 
can be met using existing data.”).  

10  The term “summer” in “summertime” and “summer weather” refers to the summer season 
defined by Commission-approved IOU tariffs.  For SCE, that is currently June through 
September.  For PG&E, the Commission most recently adopted a four-month summer for 
residential TOU rates, from June to September, whereas for Schedule E-1 it is currently a 
six month summer from May to October.  For SDG&E, the summer season is May through 
October. 

11  D.15-07-001, p. 131. 
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include other low-income customers who do not qualify for these programs,” or it 
could mean customers who qualify but are not signed up for these programs.12  The 
Commission also recognized that the statute does not define “hot climate zones.”13 

The Commission defined a sequence of steps that it should take towards 
satisfying the requirements of Section 745.  First, the terms should be defined.  
Then, the Commission should determine whether the customers “will face 
unreasonable hardship from TOU rates.”  And then, “[a]fter that step is completed, 
the Commission should decide whether to add these customers to the exempt list 
pursuant to Section 745(c)(1), or could direct the IOUs to take other measures to 
eliminate the ‘unreasonable hardship.’”14  For the reasons stated in the legal brief, 
the IOUs urge the Commission not to define certain terms until the conclusion of the 
opt-in (and even possibly the default) pilots given that the pilots are designed to 
gather data relevant to a number of definitions.  This will not interrupt the broad 
sequencing of events identified by the Commission in D.15-07-001. 

C. Pilot Design Approach To Section 745 Data 

Through an iterative process, the active stakeholders and the expert 
consultant, Dr. Steve George, developed an evaluation plan and a number of 
research questions.  Among other things, the opt-in pilots will identify the distribution 
of bill impacts associated with TOU pilot rates for various customer segments and 
better inform the Commission’s consideration of Section 745 issues: 

Bill impacts will be estimated by calculating bills based on 
the TOU rate and the OAT [otherwise applicable tariff] and 
taking the difference.  This will be done based on 
pretreatment usage and on post-treatment usage.  Sample 
sizes in hot climate regions will be large enough to produce 
valid bill distributions (such as those shown previously in 
Figure 3-5) for a variety of customer segments, including 
seniors, CARE/FERA, non-CARE/FERA, households with 
incomes less than 100% of FPG, and households with 
incomes between 100 and 200% of FPG.  In moderate and 
cool climate regions, accurate bill impact distributions will be 
able to be produced for CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA 
households and for the population as a whole.15 

The study will also use survey data and other data to try answering the question of 
“how many seniors and economically vulnerable households in hot areas would be 
likely to suffer unreasonable hardship if they are defaulted onto TOU rates?” as well 

                                            
12  Id. 
13  Id. 
14  Id., pp. 131-32. 
15  See Nexant Report, at p. 79. 
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as the “load impacts for selected TOU rates for households that have purchased 
smart thermostats.”16 

The Nexant Report summarizes the differing opinions in the TOU Working 
Group as to potential definitions for “senior citizens” and “economically vulnerable” 
customers, and then lays out sophisticated sampling designs and a segmentation 
strategy that accommodates all proposed definitions.17  For example, the 
segmentation scheme “oversamples seniors and CARE/FERA customers with 
incomes greater and less than 100% of the Federal Poverty Guidelines (FPG) in hot 
climate regions for one rate in SCE’s service territory and one rate in PG&E’s 
service territory.”18  Even in the mild and cool zones, CARE and FERA customers 
will be oversampled because the pilot design calls for recruitment of these 
customers in equal numbers even though they make up less than half of the 
regional population.19  Regarding senior citizens, the pilot design samples are 
based on seniors defined as those with a head of household 65 years or older.  
However, the Nexant Report notes TURN’s alternative definition and indicates that 
the pilot is not designed to take a position concerning which definition is more 
correct.  Instead, the Report concludes that “there are more households in the 
population based on the latter definition [TURN’s] than there are based on the 
former definition.”  Thus, “[e]ach definition can be used after the data is collected to 
determine whether there are differences in outcomes based on the two 
definitions.”20  The post-pilot survey questions could even help parties determine 
the relative accuracy of the third-party data used to aid the segmentation strategy. 

The pilot design oversamples CARE/FERA and senior households in hot 
areas,21 and the “sampling plan . . . was acceptable to all TOU Working Group 
members for SCE and PG&E.”22  By after-the-fact survey data, load sample data 
and other inputs, the pilot designs will generate data that all stakeholders and the 
Commission could assess at the conclusion of these and the default pilots to make 
the required statutory findings.  Thus, the legal brief argues that the Commission 
should not issue a final comprehensive decision as to Section 745 definitions at this 
time, but should do so only after it has the benefit of pilot results.  The Commission 
should proceed instead at this time only to issue its Resolution adopting the opt-in 
TOU pilot designs that were developed through the TOU Working Group process. 

As explained above, tentative “working” definitions for “seniors” and 
“economically vulnerable” customers were developed based on Working Group 
assumptions and data available to target specific households, as will be 
supplemented by post-pilot survey data.  The Working Group agreed that a 

                                            
16  Id., at p. 80. 
17  Id., p. 39-40. 
18  Id., p. 7. 
19  Id. 
20  Id., p. 39 n. 24. 
21   The Nexant Report states that Section 745 “only require[s] findings related to hot climate 

regions,” a conclusion that was “vetted with Energy Division[.]”  Nexant Report, p. 28. 
22  Id., p. 46. 
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customer would be classified as a “senior” if the head of household was at least 65 
years old based on survey data or data from external sources that is available to the 
IOUs.  The population of seniors living in households not as head of household is a 
higher number, and they will ultimately be counted and surveyed and studied as 
well.  Customers who are “economically vulnerable” were assumed to be customers 
served on the CARE and FERA programs.  However, The Utility Reform Network 
(TURN) requested that customers whose income and household size were below 
100% of the Federal Poverty Guidelines (FPGs) that are used to determine CARE 
and FERA eligibility also be used to identify customers within this customer 
segment.  The IOUs, Energy Division, TURN and the Working Group agreed upon a 
segmentation approach that will provide information to assess the impacts on 
participants who are served on CARE and FERA, in addition to customers who may 
qualify for but are not served on CARE or FERA.  The pilot designs will also enable 
parties to study segments of customers stratified by income within the population 
who qualifies for CARE and FERA. 

SCE’s proposal will complement the proposals of PG&E and SDG&E to 
assist the Commission in collecting the data and information necessary to make a 
decision on default TOU for residential customers.  SCE’s pilots will specifically 
sample groups of customers potentially affected by the requirements of Section 
745.  Surveys will be used (along with other metrics) to directly assess the degree 
of economic hardship that might result from default TOU rate on senior citizen 
households and economically vulnerable customers in hot climate zones, assuming 
no change in load.  There was broad agreement among Working Group members 
that surveys will be used to provide valuable information, among other data points, 
for developing assessments of potential hardship for seniors and economically 
vulnerable customers in hot climate regions.23   

For the proposed opt-in pilots, eligible customers will need to specifically 
affirm that they are willing to participate in the pilot program and are willing to have 
their current tariff changed from a standard residential tiered rate tariff to a TOU 
pilot rate even though they may ultimately be randomly chosen to participate as part 
of a control group whose tariff will not change.  As discussed in Chapter XIII.B., in 
exchange for voluntary participation, customers will be compensated.   

IV. PILOT RATE DESIGN 

SCE is proposing three opt-in TOU rates or treatments that were developed 
based on a series of discussions with the Energy Division staff and the Working Group.  
The effects of the TOU rates on pilot program participants will be compared to control 
groups of customers who will retain service on their otherwise applicable tariff (OAT), 
which will be SCE’s tiered residential rate. 
                                            
23  See Nexant, p. 80, Survey questions designed to detect unreasonable hardship will be 

administered to both treatment and control households that fall into these segments.  
Answers will be compared between TOU and control households to determine whether 
hardship metrics are higher among households on TOU rates relative to households on the 
OAT.  Other metrics may also be factored into the assessment of hardship, such as bill 
impacts. 
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In addition to the requirements provided by the Decision, ALJ Halligan and 
President Picker issued a September 24, 2015 Ruling, which provided guidance for 
refining the rate designs.  The IOUs were directed to provide at least three opt-in TOU 
rate designs, including at least one TOU rate design with a more complex combination 
of seasons and time periods than traditional TOU rates on the assumption that the third 
rate would be designed to better match system needs (as recommended by the CAISO, 
the California Independent System Operator), which may incorporate more dynamic 
pricing features and enabling technologies.  The Ruling required that the more complex 
pilot must begin no later than October 1, 2016, with all other opt-in TOU pilots beginning 
no later than June 1, 2016.   

Rates 1, 2, and 3 will be available to only those residential customers who are 
participants in the pilot program and will not be open to other customers.  SCE currently 
offers residential customers a number of TOU options, including two options under 
Schedule TOU-D, approved in December 2014, which can apply to any residential 
customer subject to a specified cap that is far from being met.  An unopposed 
settlement agreement in SCE’s 2015 GRC Phase 2 proceeding (A.14-06-014) requires 
SCE to propose new TOU periods as part of SCE’s 216 Rate Design Window filing, 
scheduled to be filed by September 1, 2016.24 

A. Rate 1 – Longer, Later On-Peak Period 

SCE’s Rate 1 is a rate structure similar to SCE’s current Schedule TOU-D, 
Option A, which has three TOU periods in the summer and two in the winter and 
features a 6-hour on-peak period from 2:00 p.m. until 8:00 p.m. on weekdays.25  
SCE initially designed the TOU rates on a generation cost basis, keeping SCE’s 
existing customer charges and minimum bills at their current levels, i.e., about 
$0.94/month for the non-CARE customer charge and about $10 per month for the 
non-CARE minimum bill.26  At the suggestion of the Working Group, SCE reduced 
its proposed on-peak rate to flatten the rate differential between TOU periods, which 
is anticipated to improve the likelihood of customer acceptance.  SCE also relied in 
part on the on- to off-peak rate ratios reflected in its Schedule TOU-GS-1, which is 
the default tariff for commercial customers with demands of less than 20 kW, which 
was first implemented for SCE’s customers in January 2014.  Those TOU rates 
were moderated from their cost basis to mitigate bill impacts and introduce 
customers to a mandatory TOU schedule.27  Thus, the TOU rate differentials in 
SCE’s proposed Rate 1 are modeled similarly to a structure that has been approved 
by the Commission.  The rate levels and TOU periods for Rate 1 are shown in 
Figure IV-1. 

                                            
24  The Commission has not yet approved the settlement agreement.   
25  “Weekdays” are defined to exclude holidays; holidays that fall on weekdays are treated the 

same as weekends. 
26  Eligible CARE customers will continue to see a customer charge of approximately $0.73 per 

month and the minimum charge will remain at $5 per month, billed as a daily charge. 
27  D.13-03-031, p. 20, adopted a three-cents-per-kWh differential between summer and winter 

energy Charges for Schedule GS-1 in order to reduce adverse impacts of higher summer 
rates without a cap. 
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Figure IV-1 
SCE’s Proposed Rates, TOU Periods, and Seasons for Rate 1 

 

Another feature of SCE’s Rate 1, which is expected to make the rate more 
attractive to low-usage customers, is a baseline credit, which is already reflected in 
SCE’s Schedule TOU-D, Option A that the Commission approved in D.14-12-048.28  
The Decision requires a baseline credit for any default TOU schedule.  Moreover, 
shifting the on-peak periods to later in the day, relative to SCE’s current TOU on-
peak period for non-residential customers of 12:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m., was intended 
to better reflect the expected shift in high generation cost periods brought on by the 
RPS requirements, and to better align with residential class peak load. 

B. Rate 2 – Shorter On-Peak Period 

SCE’s proposed Rate 2 is similar to Rate 1, with three rate periods on 
weekdays and two periods on weekends, except the on-peak period for Rate 2 is 
limited to three hours between 5:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m., with generation capacity 
costs concentrated into these three hours, especially during summer months, in 
order to examine customer response to a shorter on-peak period as compared to 
the on-peak period for Rate 1.  Unlike Rate 1, the TOU rate differentials for Rate 2 
are not moderated, thus preserving more accurate cost signals with an increased 
rate ratio between the on- and off-peak rates.  This will provide insight into the 
attrition rates and load response levels for this rate compared to Rate 1.  Also, the 
super off-peak period and prices remains the same, from 10:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. for 
weekdays, weekends, and for summer and winter.  Consistent with Rate 1, Rate 2 

                                            
28  Schedule TOU-D has two options: Option A for lower-usage customers, and Option B for 

higher-usage customers.  Option A has a fixed charge of $0.94/month mirroring Schedule D 
and a baseline credit derived by multiplying the baseline quantity (in kWh) that the customer 
would have received had they been served that month on Schedule D by the difference (in 
cents) between the weighted average of the residential non-CARE, non-baseline rates and 
the Tier 1, or baseline, rate under Schedule D.  Option B has no baseline credit and a $16 
fixed charge. 
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also would apply SCE’s current customer charges, minimum bills, and a baseline 
credit.  The rates and TOU periods for Rate 2 are shown in Figure IV-2: 

Figure IV-2 
SCE’s Proposed Rates, TOU Periods, and Seasons for Rate 2 

C. Rate 3 – CAISO-Inspired Rate 

Rate 3 is a more “advanced” TOU rate, designed to incorporate CAISO’s 
recommended generation price signals.  Rate 3 features three seasons (spring, 
March to June; summer, June to September; and winter, September to March) and 
an on-peak period of 4:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.  Rate 3 also has three rate periods on 
weekdays in spring and summer and two in winter—it has three rate periods on the 
weekend in spring and winter, and two in summer.  Rate 3 features lower prices 
from 11:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. in a spring super-off-peak pricing period, which is 
designed to address excess generation resources attributed to renewables.  It will 
also utilize technology to assist some customers in responding to price signals.   

The rate ratios for Rate 3 were slightly moderated from the full generation 
cost basis to improve customer acceptance.  Consistent with Rate 1 and Rate 2, 
Rate 3 also applies SCE’s current customer charges, minimum bills, and a baseline 
credit.  Rate levels and TOU periods for Rate 3 are shown in Figure IV-3. 
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Figure IV-3 
SCE’s Proposed Rates, TOU Periods, and Seasons for Rate 3 

 

One purpose of Rate 3 is to determine whether the more complicated, but 
more cost-based generation price signals advocated by the CAISO,29 would be 
acceptable to customers, even if not as a default rate schedule.  The TOU periods 
selected for Rate 3 are motivated by the CAISO’s analysis30 of future net system 
loads, which have been illustrated in the “duck curve” graphs, which show that 
during the months of March, April and May, there is a possibility of over-generation 
during certain hours in the middle of the day. 

SCE analyzed its own forecasted net loads and concluded that modifications 
should be made to the TOU periods proposed by CAISO to better fit SCE’s own 
load conditions.  For SCE, the summer season should include September usage, 
when system load and net load still result in some of the highest peak loads during 
the year. 

V. ADJUSTMENTS TO PILOT RATES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

A. Effect of Future Rate Changes on Participants 

Residential rates may change several times a year based on changes to 
SCE’s approved revenue requirements, which would either increase or decrease 
rate levels.  In addition to rate changes resulting from revenue changes, in D.15-07-
001, the Commission approved a multi-year transition or “glidepath” to SCE’s 
residential tiered rate schedules, which for purposes of the TOU pilots will serve as 
tariffs for the control group as the glide path evolves.  During the term of the pilots, 
SCE’s residential customers served on tiered rate schedules and optional TOU 
rates will see changes in their rates.  In order to expose customers in the control 

                                            
29  http://www.caiso.com/Documents/MatchingTimeOfUsePeriodsWithGridConditions-

FastFacts.pdf 
30  http://www.caiso.com/Documents/CaliforniaISO_Time_UsePeriodAnalysis.pdf 
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group to these types of rate changes, and to be fair to other residential customers, 
SCE and the Working Group have agreed that control group customers should be 
exposed to the same rate changes that apply to residential customers on SCE’s 
tiered rate schedules while other TOU pilot participants are exposed to the 
treatment rates.  TOU pilot participants will be exposed to the impact of any rate 
changes resulting from changed revenue requirements and to the baseline credit of 
the TOU rates, as the difference between the baseline and non-baseline tiered rates 
changes.  Section 3.4 of the Nexant Report provides further discussion about the 
control group rate and changes to TOU rates to accurately measure the change in 
usage from moving from a tiered rate to a TOU rate, which customers will 
experience at the time they are defaulted to TOU rates following Commission 
authorization.   

B. Commencement of Pilot 

Under SCE’s proposal, participating customers will be randomly placed on 
one of the three proposed TOU pilot rates (or on the tiered rate for those who are 
randomly placed in the treatment group) beginning on the first day of their first 
billing cycle starting in June 2016.  Customers will be transitioned as they would for 
any requested rate change, which would occur at the end of their normal billing 
cycles and at the beginning of their next billing instead of on June 1, 2016.  This will 
avoid the creation of short bills caused by ending a billing cycle prematurely, and 
mitigate operational impacts that would otherwise be experienced if all participants 
were transitioned on the same date. 

C. Customer Billing 

Under SCE’s proposal, Rate 1 and Rate 2 will be billed through SCE's 
automated billing system.  Because the pilot commences on June 1, 2016, SCE's 
billing system cannot be modified in time to accommodate the more complex three-
season rate (Rate 3) and therefore that rate must be manually billed.  SCE's billing 
organization will calculate and generate bills for customers enrolled on Rate 3 on a 
monthly basis. 

D. Participant Opt-out and Attrition 

Once the TOU pilots begin, participants who choose to switch onto another 
rate, whether they are part of the treatment group or the control group, will no longer 
remain participants in the pilot study and they will no longer qualify to receive any 
future pay-to-play incentive disbursements, which are detailed in Section XIII.B in 
this proposal.  There are three main factors that are expected to affect participant 
attrition.   

The first factor is routine customer movement.  SCE has about a ten to 
twenty percent turnover rate among residential customers.  Over the 18-month 
study period, some pilot participants will move to other residences and will no longer 
remain eligible to participate in the study.   

A second factor affecting attrition is likely to occur when participants learn of 
their pilot rate assignment.  The initial direct mail piece that will solicit customers’ 
participation in the study will offer bill protection and a pay-to-play incentive, but will 
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not include any details about the TOU rate plans of which participants will be 
randomly assigned.  After agreeing to participate, the specific TOU rate plan 
information will be provided to participants in their “welcome kit,” which will be sent 
out shortly before the study begins.  When participants learn about the details 
associated with their specific TOU rate plan assignment through the welcome kit, 
some may choose to opt out as a result of potential concerns about pricing, 
complexity of the rate plan, or the timing/duration of the on-peak time periods. 

A third, and probably more significant attrition factor, is the fact that the pilot 
must commence on June 1, 2016, which is the start of SCE’s summer billing 
season.  As with other SCE TOU tariffs, bills are typically higher during the four 
summer months, as a result both of higher rates and higher customer usage.  
These bills can typically be offset by the lower pricing typically associated with the 
eight winter months (and the corresponding lower shoulder month usage).  As 
discussed in the bill impact section, below, a majority of participants will experience 
three consecutive, generally higher bills and may not be willing or able to tolerate 
any additional higher bills associated with the study.  The bill for the fourth summer 
month, September, will likely be partially offset by the 2016 California Climate 
Dividend that will be reflected on the October bill.  Participants may or may not 
choose to tolerate the higher summer bills they receive during the initial phase of 
the study.  In anticipation of these customer sentiments, SCE plans to explain the 
offsetting effects of winter bills on summer bills through information included in the 
welcome kits.  As can be seen in the seasonal bill impact table in the following 
section, the summer season bill increases most customers could see without any 
shifts in usage could cause them to react negatively, possibly resulting in opt-outs.   

While there is uncertainty related to the actual attrition that will occur, SCE is 
utilizing an estimated attrition rate of twenty-five percent.  If attrition exceeds this 
level, the sample size for various cells within the study may fall below desired 
levels.  Alternatively, if it turns out that SCE recruited more participants than were 
necessary, higher study costs will be incurred.   

E. Conclusion of Pilot 

SCE proposes to keep participants on the pilot rates through the study’s 
conclusion in December 2017 barring any opt-outs.  For those customers who do 
choose to remain, they will be informed near the conclusion of the study that the 
rate plan will be closed.  These customers will be provided with information about 
other available TOU rate plans in which they can enroll.  If they take no action to 
enroll on an alternate broadly available TOU rate plan, they will be defaulted back to 
SCE’s residential tiered rate assuming no default TOU order otherwise in place for 
2018.   

VI. BILL IMPACT ANALYSES FOR PROPOSED PILOT RATES 

SCE has calculated bill impacts, assuming no change in customer usage and no 
shift in customer load patterns to assist in determining the needed sample sizes and to 
ensure that rates have been appropriately designed to achieve revenue neutrality based 
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on June 2015 rates, with the caveat that these rates will be updated to reflect revenue 
neutrality to June 2016 rates.31  In general, customer bill impacts follow a normal 
distribution curve, where the majority of customers are impacted at relatively low usage 
levels, and fewer customers will be impacted, either positively or negatively, at 
higher-usage levels.  SCE will also be using bill impacts to help monitor results of the 
pilots and to communicate to customers throughout the term of the pilots.  Annual and 
seasonal bill impacts of Rate Option 1 are shown in Figure VII-4, below.  Similar bill 
impact summaries for Rates 2 and 3 are provided in Appendix C. 

VII. BILL IMPACT HISTOGRAMS 

SCE provided detailed bill impact pivot tables to the Energy Division and the 
TOU Working Group to examine various scenarios for each of the proposed rates when 
compared to SCE’s projected 3-tiered rate structure in June 2016.  Figure VII-4, below, 
is a histogram32 of Rate 1 bill impacts, compared to the June 2016 projected OAT.  As 
explained in detail in the Nexant Report,33 revenue neutral rates create a normal 
distribution where most customers see little or no change compared to their previous 
bills.  The bill impact distribution below demonstrates that 62% of customers, measured 
by the height of the bars, would see a change in their annual bills between -6% and 6%. 

                                            
31  Revenue neutral design means that assuming no changes in total usage levels or shifting of 

usage patterns, some customers may experience bill increases and others will experience 
bill decreases, but that the designed rates applied to the population of residential customers 
as a whole will not increase or decrease total revenues collected by SCE. 

32  Bill impacts were completed on a sample of 50,000 customer accounts with a minimum of 8 
months of recorded data. 

33  Nexant Report Section 3.3.2. 
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Figure VII-4 
Bill Impact Distribution of Rate 1 on All Customers 

 

Figure VII-5, below, demonstrates that seniors, defined as age 65 and above, 
who are also CARE customers who live in hot climate zones represent approximately 
1.2% of the total population and have the following bill impact distribution. 

Figure VII-5 
Bill Impact Distribution of Rate 1 on Seniors on CARE in Hot Climate Zones 

 

Seasonal bill impacts are another consideration related to TOU bill impacts.  
TOU rates are tied to cost drivers, which are higher during summer months.  Thus, rates 
and bills are generally higher during summer months.  In addition to higher costs and 
resulting rates, customers tend to use more electricity during the summer for cooling 
purposes, which will create even larger bill disparities.  Figure VII-6, below examines 
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how the bills of various groups of customers are expected to change by season.  
These customers are classified by the impact on their annual bill.  As expected, 
customers with higher impacts have higher summer usage relatively to their winter 
usage.  Their higher summer usage translates into even higher summer TOU bills in 
comparison to their winter bills.  Figure VII-6, below, illustrates that many customers will 
experience bill increases during summer months.  There is a possibility of higher 
attrition rates during the initial summer months as a result but, as discussed below, the 
effect could be mitigated by implementing bill protection to keep participating pilot 
customers whole. 
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Figure VII-6 
Seasonal Bill Impacts & Estimated Summer Monthly Bill Increases 
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SCE recognizes that there will ultimately be trade-offs between customer acceptance 
and higher cost-based summer rates.  These trade-offs will need to be assessed; even 
D.15-07-001 urged SCE to explore seasonally differentiated rates.34   

Appendix C includes a complete set of bill impact histograms corresponding to 
each population cell described in Chapter IX. 

VIII. BILL PROTECTION 

SCE conducted focus group sessions in December 2015 to test customers’ 
response and reactions to a solicitation for their participation in optional TOU rates.  
SCE learned from the focus groups that customers perceived a risk of higher bills under 
a TOU rate plan and that offering an enrollment incentive may not be sufficient to 
mitigate their concerns.  However, when a promise of bill protection35 was introduced, 
much of the billing concerns were addressed and customers became less reluctant to 
participate.  Based on this finding, SCE will conduct a pre-test (TOU opt-in solicitation) 
in January 2016 to, among other things, further assess the effect of bill protection on 
participation.   

Although bill protection may increase response rates for pilot participation, SCE 
believes there are additional compelling reasons to offer bill protection as an integral 
part of the opt-in pilot study.  Bill protection will likely improve response rates, but more 
importantly may address the apprehension customers may have over uncertain bill 
impacts that may arise from switching to a TOU rate plan that will not be fully described 
in the enrollment solicitation (consistent with sound experimental design).  For research 
design reasons, assignment to one of the three pilot rate plans will not occur until after 
initial enrollment, which does not allow the customer to make a better informed decision 
about the alignment of the time periods with their current lifestyle, imposing additional 
bill impact risk.  Bill protection will also help to ensure that equitable treatment is applied 
to all volunteers that choose to support SCE's request to participate in this important 
study while ensuring that their total participation costs will not exceed what they would 
otherwise have experienced on their current tiered rate plan. The benefits of offering bill 
protection to pilot study participants outweigh the potential detrimental effects it may 
have on behavior change.  And because current legislation requires one year of bill 
protection under any default scenario, offering bill protection in the pilot will simulate the 
real-world effects for the first year on the pilot rate. 

The benefits of bill protection include the following: 

 Customers will have the assurance they will not be harmed if they participate 
even though higher bills will materialize for many of the study participants. 

                                            
34  D. 15-07-001, p. 121 
35  Bill protection is a mechanism to ensure customers will not pay more than they would on 

their otherwise applicable tariff, in this case the default tiered domestic rate, over a pre-
determined time period.  For the pilots, credits would be provided to any participant whose 
bill on the treatment rate exceeds the bill the participant would have received on the 
customer’s otherwise applicable tariff.   
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 It significantly improves the opt-in value proposition addressing “blind TOU 
plan” enrollment concerns.   

 It may garner higher enrollment rates ("blind TOU plan" offer risks mitigated).   

 It may reduce the number of calls received from customers having questions 
about their TOU rate plan and potential bill impacts.   

 It will address the bill impact issues that will materialize from having the 
unusual aspect of having an atypical number of summer and winter months 
(4 summer, then 8 winter, then 4 summer and potentially another 3 winter 
months). 

 The pay-to-play incentive could be offered at a lower cost than otherwise 
might be required in order to attract the target participant pool if bill protection 
were not offered. 

The disadvantages of bill protection include the following: 

 It potentially diminishes pilot participants’ motivation to change usage 
behavior by shifting usage. 

 It could reduce load impacts due to lack of behavior change. 

 It requires utility resources to calculate bill protection as a manual process because 
SCE's billing system does not currently support bill protection calculations 
(essentially calculating the customer’s bill using two different rates and applying a 
differential credit) for residential TOU rates. 

 It has some time-value-of-money impacts on participants that are associated 
with delay in receiving any protection credits until 12-16 months after the 
relatively high charges have been incurred. 

For this purpose, SCE defines bill protection as a credit that would be applied to 
a participant's bill at the end of 12 months, or when the customer’s participation in the 
study is terminated, whichever comes first.  The bill protection credit would reflect the 
difference between what customers were billed under the pilot TOU rate plan and what 
they would have otherwise been billed under their OAT, provided their bills under their 
OAT would have been lower.  SCE estimates the bill protection dollars to be minimal 
and thus proposes to record the credits in SCE’s Energy Resource Recovery Account 
(ERRA) balancing account for recovery from all customers.   

Bill protection would start when the pilot commences on June 1, 2016, with 
participants enrolled on their TOU pilot rate receiving bill protection effective on the 
commencement of their next routine billing cycle in June 2016.  Bill protection will end 
12 months later, in June 2017.  If a participant opts-out of the pilot in advance of 
completing a full 12-month period either voluntarily, or due to closure of the service 
account, bill protection will apply to the time period the participant was enrolled on the 
pilot rate.  Customers will be notified in advance of the expiration of the bill protection 
period so that they can decide if they want to continue to participate in the study.  
Following the end of the bill protection period, customers will remain on their TOU pilot 
rate unless they request to opt out, with the study concluding in December 2017. 
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IX. EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN AND SAMPLE SIZES 

SCE supports the experimental design agreed upon by the Working Group and 
summarized in Chapter 3 of the Nexant Report.  In particular, Randomized Control Trial 
(RCT) offers the best option to ensure a high degree of internal validity; that is, ensuring 
that the effect being measured is due to the experimental treatment, not some 
unaccounted-for external factor.  Internal validity is particularly challenging when the 
expected outcome is a relatively small behavior change that manifests over an 
extended period of time, such as in TOU.  RCT allows for a difference-in-difference 
calculation in comparison to a control group that is essentially identical to the treatment 
group, except for the application of the experimental treatment.  Comparing against a 
randomly-assigned control group over the same period of time enables the attribution of 
a measured difference exclusively to the experimental treatment. 

Another important consideration in the experimental design is external validity, or 
the extent to which the experimental findings can be generalized to subjects outside the 
experiment.  This is a particular where an opt-in pilot is utilized to inform a default 
implementation.  The Nexant Report (section 3.2) discusses results from the Smart 
Pricing Options (SPO) pilot conducted by the Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
(SMUD), which found significantly larger per customer impacts for opt-in tariffs than for 
default tariffs.  This demonstrates the difficulty in obtaining external validity from an opt-
in pilot applied to default implementation. 

The opt-in pilot has been designed to maximize external validity to the extent it 
can be achieved.  In particular, employing an incentive mechanism for participation 
(“pay-for-play”) increases the appeal of participation in the pilot to a wider field, which is 
a step toward achieving a set of test subjects that resembles the general population.  
The proposed experimental design is intended to achieve results that reasonably inform 
policy decision-making regarding default TOU.  However, there are limits to the external 
validity that can be achieved under the constraints of an opt-in pilot, and the results of 
this study would not appropriately apply to other uses.  Notably, the opt-in pilot will offer 
insights into the behavior of various customer segments under TOU; however, the 
impact measurements should not be applied to load forecasts for grid planning 
purposes under a default TOU scenario. 

To determine the appropriate sample size, one must consider the required 
precision and confidence of the measurement.  Additional precision is useful only to the 
extent that it is relevant to the findings.  For example, suppose the pilot yields a load 
impact estimate of 7 and that such a finding would have certain policy implications.  
Then suppose the true load impact was known to be 6, or alternatively 8.  If such 
knowledge would not alter the policy implications by any substantive degree, then it 
would be unnecessary to require a level of precision (confidence band) as narrow as +/-
1.  Conversely, if the knowledge that the true load impact was 4, or alternatively 10, 
would substantively alter the policy implications, then a confidence band no wider than 
+/-3 would suffice.  Of course, it is not possible to know with certainty that the true value 
lies within a given range of the estimate; rather, a confidence level is associated with a 
given confidence band.  For example, one might design an experiment that would yield 
90% confidence that the true value lies within +/-3 of the evaluation estimate.  For a 
given sample size for an experiment, a higher confidence level can be achieved for a 
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wider confidence band.  Conversely, narrowing the confidence band would lower the 
confidence level. 

Given that pilots are necessarily limited in scope, there is a tradeoff between the 
precision and confidence that can be achieved, and the breadth and scope of inquiry of 
the pilots.  The total number of participants is constrained due to limitations of cost, 
recruitment response, implementation capacity, and customer population.  Therefore, 
requirements of precision and confidence are balanced against capacity to analyze 
different customer segments (such as income level, climate zone type, and age) and 
treatment types (alternate rates).  SCE supports the Working Group’s recommendations 
to recruit adequate samples to achieve confidence intervals in the range of 2-3 percent 
with 90% confidence for the customer segments and treatments of primary interest for 
the TOU pilots (namely, customer segments within hot climate zones and overall 
territory estimates), as outlined in the General Segmentation Groups section. 

A. Intent and Goals of the Pilots 

The Decision identified that throughout the proceeding there were many 
categories of information that needed to be considered for residential TOU 
including:36 

 Peak period length and time periods. 

 Most effective way to communicate and implement TOU programs. 

 Customer adoption and retention rates. 

 Costs of educating customers and responding to inquiries. 

 Effective means of educating and recruiting customers for TOU optional 
rates. 

 Pattern in usage shift owing to migrations from tiered rates to TOU rates. 

 Estimating revenue shortfall. 

 Opt-in pilots should use randomized treatment design to simulate 
benefits of a default pilots. 

 Cost estimates for outreach, education, marketing, billing and IT 
modifications. 

 Quantify variability of bill and load impacts across key geographic, 
demographic and segments as well as for varying rate designs and 
outreach messaging. 

 Section 745 requirements. 

 Different peak period hours and price-ratio combinations to test 
differences in customer acceptance and engagement under each 
variation. 

 Model range of revenue deficiencies based on different assumed levels 
of adoption and levels of migration between optional and default tariffs. 

 Comparing TOU opt-in structures and acceptance by Climate Zone. 
                                            
36  Decision p. 163. 
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 Identify customers to be categorically exempted from default TOU. 

 Time period over which a mild TOU differential become more cost-
based. 

 Load reduction in relation to relatively low (44%) saturation of air 
conditioning units. 

 Marketing message to gain engagement with diverse customer 
segments. 

 Effectiveness of marketing, education and outreach for non-English 
speakers. 

 Lessons to reduce costs for wider-scale outreach and operations. 

 Test system operationality. 

 Effective marketing, education and outreach for customers with and 
without AC. 

 Test comparative rate presentation to develop most effective 
presentation. 

 Long-term implications of different rate structures on the load forecasts 
used in distribution planning and on the procurement of new generation 
resources.356 

 Long-term revenue requirement implications of different rate structures 
both in terms of stranded assets and future new investments. 

 Tradeoffs between energy bill consequences and incentives for private 
investment in Distributed Energy Resources. 

B. Pilot Segmentation 

For purposes of the pilots, SCE has grouped climate zones into hot, 
moderate and cool zones,37 and will also segment participants by CARE/FERA or 
non-CARE/FERA status within each of these zones.  In SCE’s hot climate zones, 
the participant population for Rate 2 will be segmented according to household 
income relative to the Federal Poverty Guidelines (FPGs), with over-sampling done 
for CARE/FERA customers and senior households above and below 100% of the 
FPGs.  A map of climate zones in SCE territory is provided in Figure IX-7, below. 

                                            
37  Hot zones are 13, 14, and 15; cool zones are 6, 8, and 16; and moderate zones are 5, 9, 

and 10. 
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Figure IX-7 
Baseline Zones in SCE’s Service Territory 

 

1. Target Enrollment & Justification 

The calculations of the sample sizes necessary to achieve the 
targeted precision and confidence for load impact estimation are detailed in 
Nexant’s Sample Size Simulation Memo (Appendix D).  SCE contracted with 
Nexant to complete a sample size calculation based on SCE data, as the 
preliminary estimates in the Nexant Report used a convenience sample from 
PG&E.  The intent was to verify if the sample size estimates are adequate for 
SCE purposes.  Additionally, the Nexant Report discusses the considerations 
for appropriate sample sizes for Bill Impact Analysis and Survey Questions.  
The survey question analysis is under way and expected to be completed in 
January 2016. 

Estimation of variance of load in the Sample Size Simulation Memo is 
based on a stratified random sample of 120,000 SCE accounts that meet the 
eligibility requirements for participation in the TOU pilots, across segments of 
CARE and non-CARE customers in mild, moderate, and hot climate zones.  
The Sample Size Simulation report identifies the required sample sizes to 
conduct load impact evaluation at the targeted precision and confidence 
levels.  In order to ensure that these sample sizes are achieved for 
evaluation, recruitment targets must be set to account for attrition (from both 
account closures and dropouts from the pilot).  Recruitment targets have 
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been set to over recruit by 25%, as recommended by the TOU Working 
Group.  Table IX-1, below, provides the proposed segments and estimated 
sample sizes as fully described in Section 4.1 of the Nexant Report (not 
including the technology sample). 

Table IX-1 
Segmentation & Proposed Sample Size Requrirements 

 

Using the SCE data, Nexant estimated sample sizes again to verify if 
the estimates were appropriate.  Nexant’s Sample Size Simulation Memo 
contained in Appendix D confirms that the sample sizes proposed in the 
Nexant Report are designed to support load impact estimation with 
confidence intervals in the range of 2-3% with 90% confidence for 
CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA in the Hot and Moderate climate zones, 
and SCE territory overall. 

However, load impact estimation in the cool climate zones is 
necessarily less precise than estimation in the moderate or hot zones.  
Mean on-peak usage is significantly lower, and the variation in usage is 
higher (relative to total usage).  These customers exhibit much less of the 
temperature-dependent load that is observed in the moderate and hot zones.  
Consequently, Nexant’s Sample Size Simulation Memo finds that the sample 
sizes proposed in the Nexant Report are designed to support only load 
impact estimation with confidence intervals in the range of 4-5% with 90% 
confidence for CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA in the Cool climate zones. 

SCE finds these confidence levels for the Cool climate zones sufficient 
for this study for several reasons.  There is no specific requirement to 
estimate load impacts at the climate zone level.  Past studies find little 
absolute load impact from TOU for customers in cool regions.  As pointed out 
by the Nexant Report (p. 28) participant response in the cool zones is not an 
area of primary interest in this study, as stand-alone findings for the cool 

Climate 
Zone

Segment Rate 1 Rate 2 Rate 3 Control Total

CARE/FERA 625 1,354 625 1,354 3,958

Non-CARE/FERA 625 1,533 625 1,533 4,317

Total 1,250 2,888 1,250 2,888 8,275

CARE/FERA 625 625 625 625 2,500

Non-CARE/FERA 625 625 625 625 2,500

Total 1,250 1,250 1,250 1,250 5,000

CARE/FERA 625 625 625 625 2,500

Non-CARE/FERA 625 625 625 625 2,500

Total 1,250 1,250 1,250 1,250 5,000

CARE/FERA 1,875 2,604 1,875 2,604 8,958

Non-CARE/FERA 1,875 2,783 1,875 2,783 9,317

Total 3,750 5,388 3,750 5,388 18,275

All

Hot

Moderate

Cool
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zones will likely not be a driver of policy decisions.  Perhaps more 
importantly, Section 745 of the Public Utilities Code explicitly requires that 
the Commission consider findings related to various customers in hot climate 
zones. Thus, the policy decision is more likely to be driven by average load 
impacts across the service territory.  It is important to point out that the 
proposed sample sizes in the cool region still support load impact estimation 
for the overall territory in the range of 2-3 percent with 90% confidence.  
Therefore, SCE proposes to use the sample size estimates as outlined in the 
Nexant Report to define pilot recruitment targets. 

2. Hot Climate Zone Segmentation Groups  

Section 3.5.2 of the Nexant Report includes a description of stratified 
sampling of certain customer segments in hot climate zones to better 
examine effects of pilot rates on customers in these areas and to ensure the 
Commission has sufficient information from survey research to determine 
compliance with Section 745.  The sampling segmentation approach for the 
hot climate zones is based on the principle of recruiting sufficient pilot 
participants to determine hardship for certain customer groups (seniors, low-
income) as required by Section 745.  Estimates of the required sample sizes 
in the hot zones are based on a convenience sample (i.e., PG&E customer 
data Nexant already had access to) from PG&E, as well as assumptions on 
the distribution of answers to key survey questions and the desired level of 
statistical precision and confidence.  SCE is currently working with Nexant to 
update the sample estimates with data from SCE customers in hot climate 
zones, to verify the estimate of sample sizes for SCE's customer population.  
This updated analysis will become available in January 2016 and SCE plans 
to adjust recruitment targets accordingly, if appropriate once the final 
analysis is available. 

The Working Group spent considerable time determining how to 
appropriately and reasonably account for the Section 745 requirements. With 
the help of Nexant, the IOUs, TURN, and the Energy Division agreed on an 
approach to satisfy the Section 745 requirements, which was also accepted 
by the Working Group.  As a result, SCE will apply Rate 2 to seniors and 
non-seniors, above and below 100% of the Federal Poverty Guidelines,38 
which is expected to complement efforts of the other IOUs.  Table IX-2, 
below, describes the proposed customer segments and sample sizes for 
Rate 2. 

                                            
38  Federal Poverty Guidelines (FPGs) are metrics utilized to determine eligibility for low income 

programs including the CARE and FERA programs.  It is derived using household income 
and number of occupants in the home.  SCE relies on third party data services to estimate 
the FPL of households for sampling purposes, but SCE does not store this information in 
any of its billing or customer information systems. 
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Table IX-2 
Hot Zone Segmentation & Proposed Sample Size Requrirements 

X. CUSTOMER EXCLUSIONS 

At the beginning of the pilot development process, SCE and the Working Group 
began assessing segments of customers that would be excluded from the pilots.  
Customers who will be excluded from the TOU opt-in pilots include those customers 
who qualify for the statutory exclusions from default TOU under Section 745 and certain 
other customers that SCE proposes to exclude from recruitment.  Section 745 excludes 
from default TOU three categories of customers: 

1. "Customers receiving a medical baseline allowance pursuant to subdivision 
(c) of section 739" 

2. "Customers requesting third party notification pursuant to subdivision (c) of 
Section 779.1;" and 

3. "Customers who the Commission has ordered cannot be disconnected from 
service without an in-person visit from a utility representative." 

These categories of customers who are already flagged in SCE systems will be 
excluded from participating in the opt-in pilots, the default TOU pilots and 
implementation of default TOU.  To ensure SCE has captured customers who fall in the 
third category, SCE will also attempt to identify these customers through the pilot 
recruitment process and exclude them. 

In addition, SCE proposes to exclude specific service accounts that pose an IT, 
billing system or implementation challenge due to the time constraints imposed by the 
June 1, 2016 pilot commencement, or other limiting factors.  These include the 
following: customers currently enrolled on direct access, community choice aggregation, 
NEM, seasonal, sub-metered, peak-time rebate (with enabling technology or direct load 
control), level pay plan, SmartConnect opt-out, and SCE employees. 

XI. TECHNOLOGY TREATMENT 

SCE’s technology treatment will utilize customers who have installed smart 
thermostats in their homes.  These customers will be treated as a distinct sub-
population during the recruitment effort.  SCE will seek to enroll customers from the 
identified population of smart thermostat owners using a similar pay-to-play recruitment 
strategy that will be employed for the non-technology treatments.  Enrolling respondents 
will be randomly assigned to treatment Rates 1, 3 or a control group.   
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Smart thermostat technology already installed by potential pilot participants may 
provide useful information about how these customers use the devices to reduce 
demand when served on TOU rates.  Significant increases in peak load for residential 
households are generally associated with air conditioning use.  Because smart 
thermostats enable customers to remotely control their thermostat settings, the Working 
Group hypothesizes that these customers will be more apt to respond to TOU price 
signals than customers without such devices.  For purposes of load impact estimation, 
smart thermostat owners may have different load patterns than the general population.  
Thus, a control group comprised of smart thermostat owners is necessary under the 
RCT design, as described above, to estimate unbiased load impacts for the TOU rates.   

There will not be any segmentation by climate region or customer segments for 
this treatment given that most smart thermostat owners have not been identified by SCE 
and pre-enrollment segmentation is not possible.  SCE is working with and will rely on a 
smart thermostat vendor to distribute recruitment emails to customers who have 
installed their technology.  Those who enroll will become known to SCE through the 
normal enrollment process used for all pilot participants. 

In the first 12 months of the pilot, SCE plans to examine how customers use the 
devices on their own (e.g., with no load control assistance from the smart thermostat 
vendors) to manage electricity use in response to TOU price signals.  In the following 
year, SCE proposes to explore direct load control strategies with the 3rd Party vendor, 
should they be interested (such as pre-cooling and temperature set back) during peak 
hours for this same group of customers. 

The sample size for the technology overlay component of the pilot will be 
approximately 3,750 customers, which includes an assumed attrition rate of 25%, as 
previously described.  As shown in Table XI-3, below, SCE estimates it will cost 
approximately $75,000 to recruit the technology overlay population needed for the pilot. 
The costs provided in the table below for the technology treatment do not include the 
pay-to-play incentive that will be paid out to this population for participating on the pilot. 

Table XI-3 
Estimated Range of Technology Treatments 

 
 
 

XII. PILOT RECRUITMENT AND PRE-TEST STUDY PROPOSAL 

Given the high degree of uncertainty with customer acceptance rates associated 
with the response to the enrollment solicitation letter, the different level of participation 
incentives that might be offered, and the type of response that might be achieved 
across the targeted customer segments, SCE conducted qualitative research on 
December 2nd and 3rd to help inform this proposal, and further plans to conduct another 
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qualitative study in January 2016 in the form of a small pre-test that will help to 
determine enrollment rates. 

A. Qualitative Research - Focus Group Study  

SCE conducted eight focus groups on December 2nd and 3rd, 2015 to test 
the delivery mechanism, the solicitation letter, and overall reaction to the offer to 
participate.  Specifically, SCE focused on testing messaging, incentive levels and 
delivery channels through customer reaction and preference to see what better 
resonates with customers.  The focus groups included the following segmentation: 

 CARE/FERA Seniors (65+) 

 CARE/FERA Non-Seniors  

 Non-CARE/FERA Seniors (65+) 

 Non-CARE/FERA Non-Seniors 

The focus groups showed that: 

1. Customers have concerns and will hesitate to participate in the pilots not 
knowing how they will be impacted (i.e. higher bill, lifestyle changes 
required, etc) 

2. Most customers indicated that they would be just as likely to open a 
standard #10 letter size envelope with an SCE logo on it as they would a 
FedEx envelope.   

3. Customers were more willing to participate in the pilots when the concept 
of bill protection was proposed.  Based on the focus groups, offering bill 
protection as an incentive to participate may be required in order to 
secure higher adoption rates. 

As a result of the focus groups, SCE will further test bill protection which will 
be positioned as an additional incentive that may help to mitigate customers’ 
concerns about potential bill impacts.  SCE will also plan to test two different 
solicitation delivery mechanisms (#10 envelope vs. FedEx) to determine if either 
proves to achieve a superior response rate. 

B. Qualitative Research - Pre-Test Study 

Beginning in January 2016, SCE will conduct “pre-test” activities to refine its 
approach for recruitment, incentive compensation levels and bill protection in order 
to determine how different combinations of these variables will affect enrollment.  
The pre-test will help to inform the ultimate TOU opt-in pilot campaign solicitation 
and will serve to inform a singular approach that will be used for the broad scale 
recruitment effort. 

SCE coordinated with the other IOUs to develop a set of comprehensive pre-
test study elements to help inform specific pilot recruitment details which will help 
define the 2016 opt-in campaign.  This includes examining the most cost effective 
and efficient means to recruit and achieve the target sample size for the pilots.  
SCE's pre-test study will target about 3,200 customers, and will be important not 
only for refining budget estimates but also for determining specific response rates 
associated with the pay-to-play incentive offer.  This will assist with determining how 
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many customers SCE will need to reach out to in order to achieve the desired 
enrollment targets. 

It is expected that enrollment rates will vary not only with the overall incentive 
amount offered, but may also vary between CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA 
customers.  If SCE finds that these two segments have very different response, 
SCE will apply the learnings and adjust recruitment strategies prior to a full launch 
in order to properly size outreach efforts to achieve the desired recruitment level. 

The recent focus group feedback revealed the need to alleviate customers’ 
concerns about bill impacts that might arise from participating in the pilot study.  
Several customers raised concern and were generally skeptical that a $200 
enrollment incentive would offset the higher bills that might accompany 
participation.  However, many of those concerns were alleviated when the concept 
of bill protection was introduced.  Although SCE is proposing to include bill 
protection as a component of the pilots, SCE does intend to test customer response 
to bill protection in the proposed pre-test study.   

1. Delivery Channel 

The pre-test will examine response rates from customers who will 
receive the pilot recruitment letter, some via FedEx, and others through a 
direct mail piece delivered in a standard #10 letter size envelope with SCE's 
logo.  The recent focus group study also indicated that FedEx branded 
envelopes did not significantly outperform the #10 envelope, however, SCE 
will plan to test FedEx delivery as an element of the pre-test study as well.   

2. Messaging 

Given the limited time available for recruitment, SCE’s goal is to 
ensure that the solicitation letter is compelling and motivates customer 
response and acceptance, that the incentive levels and bill protection 
positioning resonate, and that the mail delivery channel is on point to achieve 
the desired level of participation in the pilot study.  Testing different delivery 
mechanisms, incentive levels and bill protection will allow SCE to determine 
what combinations yield the highest adoption rates, the results of which will 
help inform a singular approach for full launch.  Table XII-4 outlines the pre-
test sampling: 

Table XII-4 
SCE’s Pre-test Sampling 

 

Fed Ex #10 Fed Ex #10 Total

$200 w/ Bill Protection 200 200 200 200 800

$200 w/o Bill Protection 200 200 200 200 800

$300 w/ Bill Protection 200 200 200 200 800

$300 w/o Bill Protection 200 200 200 200 800

Total 800 800 800 800 3,200

CARE Non‐Care
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Table XII-5, below, provides a range of estimated costs for pre-test 
activities scheduled to commence at the beginning of January 2016.  The 
estimated costs for marketing includes production, creative development, 
printing and postage for 3,200 direct mail communications.  As noted above, 
50% of letters will be sent via FedEx at an estimated rate of $11 per 
customer and the remaining 50% of letters will be sent via standard first-
class USPS mail at an estimated rate of $0.49 per customer.  The 
preliminary estimate for incentives will vary based on incentive level and 
customer acceptance rate of the recruitment offer.  The minimum value 
assumes the lowest case incentive level ($200) with a 2% acceptance rate, 
and the maximum value assumes the highest case incentive level ($300) 
with a 7% acceptance rate. 

Table XII-5 
Estimated Range of Costs for Pre-Test Activities 

XIII. PILOT MARKETING / RECRUITMENT PROPOSAL 

A. Pilot Marketing Introduction 

SCE’s pre-test will provide insight and inform the approach for the pilots, 
commencing with broad scale recruitment efforts beginning in March 2016 and 
concluding by early May 2016.  This will allow time for TOU rate plan assignment 
and associated customer notification. 

B. Pay-to-Play Recruitment Strategy  

In order to better represent the mix of customers that are likely to be subject 
to default TOU rates, the Working Group decided to implement what is called a pay-
to-play incentive.  This means that rather than recruit customers onto a rate by 
educating prospective participants about the features and potential benefits 
associated with a specific rate, as would be done for a typical opt-in pilot or 
program, participants will receive an offer to be paid in return for their agreement to 
participate in the pilots before they are randomly assigned to one of three rate 
options or to the control condition.  Furthermore, in order to avoid gaming by 
customers who might enroll to receive the incentive and then immediately drop out 
of the pilot, only a portion of the incentive will be paid upon enrollment with the 
remainder being paid following a survey at the end of summer 2016 and the last 
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installment paid upon survey completion at the end of the second summer period.39  
This incentive offer is believed to be needed to obtain sufficient customer interest in 
participating, especially in light of the fact that the offer to participate will not include 
any details about the TOU rate plan that will be assigned to the customer.  The 
amount of the incentive has yet to be confirmed, but could range from $200 to $300, 
with the results from the pretest regarding response rates to various incentive levels 
helping to determine the incentive amount that will be offered to customers who 
agree to participate during full roll-out of the pilot. 

C. Recruitment Goals 

As discussed previously, during the Opt-in TOU recruitment period, SCE 
must recruit approximately 22,000 customers and create stratified random rate 
assignments to a control group (non-TOU rate) or to one of the three TOU rates that 
are being tested in the pilot.  SCE will leverage the pre-test that will be conducted in 
January 2016 to better gauge expected customer acceptance rates and to help 
inform the outreach required in order to achieve its enrollment targets. 

At this time, SCE is estimating that customer acceptance rates will be 
between 2% and 7%.  The low end of the acceptance range is based on SCE's 
historical experience with prior acquisition campaigns.  The high end of the 
acceptance range accounts for the fact that customers will be paid a participation 
incentive.  Given this range of projected customer acceptance rates, SCE estimates 
that it will conduct outreach to between 170,000 and 650,000 customers through 
direct mail.  In addition to the direct mail campaign, SCE will also conduct an e-mail 
campaign to solicit customer participation in the opt-in pilot.  SCE estimates that it 
will target an additional half million customers who have opted to receive e-mail 
communications from SCE through this campaign. 

D. Recruitment Tactics 

The tactics that will be utilized to achieve the opt-in pilot enrollment goals 
include direct mail, email, and outbound phone calls. 

Direct Mail - Beginning in March 2016, customers who are targeted for pilot 
recruitment will receive a letter and FAQs from SCE.  The direct mail may be sent 
by FedEx or standard first-class USPS mail, to be determined based on the results 
of SCE’s pre-test study. 

Since the amount of time to recruit customers will be limited to less than a 
two-month period, there is insufficient time prior to the launch of pilot operations to 
solicit participation through multiple touch campaigns.  Typically, multi-touch 
outreach campaigns are conducted to improve response rates since most 
customers need to receive several communications before they react or respond to 
any type of call to action. 

                                            
39  “[A] portion of the incentive will be paid at the time of enrollment, another portion upon 

completion of a survey following summer 2016 and the final portion upon completion of the 
last survey in mid-2017.  Nexant Report, p. 22. 
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Email - Recognizing that multiple touch campaigns are typically more 
successful in garnering participation, SCE will send an email to those customers 
who have opted-in to receive email marketing communications.  The email will 
serve as at least one additional touch point for a sub-set of the solicitation pool and 
may help to complement and reinforce the direct mail campaign.  Today, roughly 
twenty percent of SCE’s residential customers have opted-in to receive email 
marketing communications, which may translate to about the same percentage of 
solicitation target customers receiving an email and direct mail offer to participate. 

Outbound Calling - SCE will also consider the launch of an outbound calling 
campaign targeting customers who received but did not respond to the email or 
direct mail solicitation to participate.  This tactic is being considered and will be 
further evaluated based on the response rates received in the pre-test study. 

 

E. Enrollment Channels 

Recruitment communications will consist of a one-page letter that will be 
accompanied with relevant reference material in the form of Frequently Asked 
Questions (FAQ).  Customers will have three options for enrolling in the pilot: via 
website, business reply card, or phone.   

1. Website – SCE will provide a website landing page dedicated to the pilot 
for customers to learn more about the study and where customers will be 
able to complete on-line enrollment.  The solicitation letter will include a 
unique website link.  Once entered on-line and following a customer's 
confirmation of their account number, an on-line form will display with 
some of the customers’ data (such as name and address) pre-populated 
to help simplify the enrollment process. 

2. Business Reply Card (BRC) - A postage-paid reply card will be included 
with the solicitation letter for customers to complete and return.  
Historically the BRC has been one of the most popular enrollment 
channels used in various outreach campaigns.  Similar to the website, the 
BRC will contain pre-populated customer information to simplify the 
enrollment process. 

3. Phone – A dedicated phone number provided in the solicitation letter may 
appeal to those customers who have questions or would like to speak 
with a representative (either an SCE agent or a qualified 3rd party call 
center agent) prior to enrolling or to assist with the enrollment process. 

 

F. Estimated Recruitment Costs 

Table XIII-6, below, provides a range of estimated costs for recruitment 
activities.  The assumptions used to develop these estimated costs are as follows: 

 Estimated costs for direct mail include production, creative development, 
and printing.  Given the uncertainty of the anticipated acceptance rate, 
the minimum estimated cost is approximately $34,000 for a mailing to 
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170,000 customers and the maximum estimated cost is approximately 
$110,500 for a mailing to 650,000 customers. 

 Given the uncertainty at the time of this Advice Filing as to which delivery 
channel will be used, first-class USPS and/or Federal Express, the 
postage estimates indicate a large variance from a minimum of 
approximately $83,000 (assuming 170,000 solicitations are sent via first-
class USPS at a cost of $0.49 per customer) to a maximum of $7.15 
million (assuming 650,000 solicitations are sent via Federal Express at a 
cost of $11.00 per customer). 

 Estimated costs for email are approximately $63,000 and include costs 
for template development, testing, and delivery to approximately 500,000 
customers. 

 Estimated costs for outbound calling are approximately $133,000 and are 
based on an estimated cost per call of $2.65 for 50,000 customers. 

 Digital experience costs are estimated to be approximately $30,000 and 
include costs to design, build, and translate five new enrollment pages 
(English, Spanish, Mandarin, Vietnamese, and Korean) to allow in-
language customers to enroll in the pilot via a digital channel. 

 Customer participation incentives are estimated to cost between $3.8 
million and $5.8 million.  The minimum is based on incentives of $200, 
where two installments will be paid in 2016, and the remaining installment 
in 2017.  The maximum is based on incentives of $300, where two 
installments will be paid in 2016, and remaining installment in 2017.  
These estimates also account for the 25% attrition we expect to 
experience over the duration of the pilot.   

 

Table XIII-6 
Estimated Range of Costs for Pilot Recruitment 

XIV. CUSTOMER ENROLLMENT AND TRACKING PLAN 

A. 2016 TOU Pilot Solicitations 

SCE plans to solicit participation in the opt-in TOU pilots following a 
Commission Resolution expected in Q1 of 2016.  The solicitation to participate will 
target a larger pool of customers comprised of different demographic and 
geographic segments as described above, with the intent of obtaining the desired 
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enrollment rates required to achieve the desired size of the pilot study sample.  
SCE's pre-test study will be an important first step for determining estimated 
response rates which will help to define the size of the recruitment pool. 

As described above in Chapter XIII(D), SCE will provide three primary 
enrollment channels for customers to enroll.  After the required number of 
responses are received or at the time the enrollment process closes, whichever 
comes first, SCE will then assign customers to one of the pilot rate plans or to the 
control group.  As described further below, after rate plan assignment, customers 
will receive a "Welcome Kit" which will provide them with specific information about 
the rate plan they have been assigned to, more information about the study and 
what to expect, and other information about ways to leverage the plan to achieve 
potential savings. 

B. Segmentation of Groups 

SCE plans to capture additional demographic information during the 
enrollment process which includes customer-stated income levels, language 
preference, identifying senior citizens within the household, and other information 
relevant to the study.  SCE may also leverage future surveys that will be sent to 
pilot participants for the purpose of collecting and to possibly baseline additional 
information that might be used for establishing and measuring various metrics and 
goals. 

C. Customer Support 

SCE's Customer Contact Center will provide customer support throughout 
the duration of the pilot.  This includes responding to customer calls and other 
inquiries that might be received.  SCE plans to establish a special dedicated 
telephone number that will be manned by trained representatives that will be better 
prepared to address issues such as providing TOU pilot rate information/support, 
answering questions about customers' specific TOU rate plan, assisting with 
customer retention efforts, responding to opt-out requests, and responding to 
questions customers may have pertaining to their new TOU bills. 

D. Tracking Plan 

SCE plans to track many elements related to participation on the pilots for 
both routine and ad-hoc reporting.  This includes, but is not limited to: 

 Enrollments (by channel) 

 Rate plan assignment 

 Participant demographic information 

 Survey response 

 Opt-out / attrition 

 Additional treatments (education, technology overlay, etc.) 

 Pay-to-play incentive payments 

 Customer complaints (escalated) 

 Bill Impacts 
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 Bill Protection payments 

E. Other Customer Communications 

SCE will attempt to ensure that pilot participants do not receive other non-
routine mailings for campaigns not specifically related to the pilot study.  This 
includes, for example, excluding pilot participants from receiving the twice annual 
mailing of the bill comparison report SCE is directed to start delivering to residential 
customers in 2016.  This may help avoid confusion about alternate rate plans and 
programs and keep customers focused on TOU pilot rate messaging associated 
with the pilot. 

F. Summary of Operational & Customer Support Costs 

Table XIV-7, below, provides a range of estimated costs for information 
technology and operational needs. The assumptions used to develop these estimated 
costs are as follows: 

 Estimated IT cost of $118,050 to implement pilot rates 1 and 2 for eligible 
customers in SCE's billing system. 

 As described previously, SCE's billing organization will be manually billing 
customers enrolled in Rate 3.  Incremental resources will be needed to 
perform these calculations and generate customer bills.  The estimated 
costs for these incremental resources needed in 2016 and 2017 is 
$1,376,440.  This estimate also accounts for the 25% attrition we expect 
to experience over the duration of the pilot. 

 Estimated costs of approximately $29,000 for incremental resources to 
support processing of business reply envelopes and enrollments from 
other channels. 

 Estimated costs of approximately $360,000 to $665,000 for incentive 
check processing and disbursement for participating customers. 
Installments will be paid three times throughout the pilot duration. 
Estimated costs include check printing and postage as well as 
incremental labor for processing. The minimum estimated cost assumes 
that these processes will be fairly automated, while the maximum 
estimated cost assumes a more manual process is needed. 

 Estimated costs of $31,000 for incremental resources needed to calculate 
and disburse bill protection credits to eligible participating customers. 

 Although it is not possible to determine with any precision what the cost of 
bill protection will be in 2017 if implemented, SCE estimates that the 
potential bill protection cost could be roughly $565,000. 

 The call center forecast is broken into two sections as follows: 
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 Initial Customer Contact  Support (March 2016 - May 2016): Given 
the uncertainty at the time of this Advice Filing as to the anticipated 
response rate from recruitment tactics, SCE developed a minimum 
value of incremental resources needed based on sending a 
quantity of 170,000 letters and a maximum value based on 
sending a quantity of 650,000 letters. SCE assumed that 12 
percent (8% in March, 2% in April, and 2% in May) of customers 
that receive a recruitment letter would contact SCE's call center. 
Based on these forecasted call rates, SCE estimated a range of 
$159,802 to $526,176 incremental dollars to support increased call 
volumes.  

 Ongoing Customer Contact Support (June 2016 - December 
2017): Given the uncertainty at the time of this Advice Filing as to 
the anticipated call rate from customers participating in the pilot, 
SCE developed a minimum and maximum range of nearly 
$656,000 to $982,000 for incremental resources needed to 
respond to pilot customer inquiries or requests. SCE expects 
customers will inquire about the various communications that will 
be sent to them including the welcome kit package, in-season 
communications, bill protection summary communications, and 
pilot close-out communications.  Additionally, SCE expects 
customers will contact the call center with questions about their 
TOU bills and incentive payments.    

 Estimated costs for additional operational needs including training, 
reporting, communications, and exceptions support for billing. The 
minimum estimated cost of nearly $144,000 is based on training a limited 
number of call center representatives to handle pilot enrollment and on-
going inquiries, while the maximum estimated cost of $177,000 is based 
on training all representatives within the call center. 

 

Table XIV-7 
Summary of Operational Costs 
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XV. EDUCATION AND OUTREACH PROPOSAL 

SCE will develop a variety of communications and resources to help residential 
customers who have enrolled in the pilot study to learn more about how to reduce their 
energy bills by taking advantage of off-peak pricing and/or modifying their energy usage 
behaviors.  SCE will provide two curricula, a “Basic” and a “High Engagement” 
curriculum, to examine customer response and satisfaction with various channels and 
collateral types. 

A. Basic Educational Curriculum 

Welcome Kit - the welcome kit will acknowledge a customer’s enrollment in 
the pilot and provide more details about their assigned rate plan.  Specific time 
periods and related pricing will also be shared.  The kit will reinforce the customer’s 
ability to control their energy bills by shifting more of their electricity use to off-peak 
time periods.  The collateral will also provide specific actions customers can 
implement to help maximize their bill savings.  These tips might include things such 
as avoiding or reducing the use of air conditioning during peak time periods in favor 
of, for example, fans to circulate the air and/or window coverings to prevent direct 
sunlight from entering the home. 

A magnet or “static cling” will be included in the kit that can help to serve as a 
reminder of the various time periods associated with their new TOU rate plan.  
This reference tool can be affixed to a dishwasher, clothes washer or dryer or at any 
other convenient location within the customer’s home. 

SCE will customize the welcome kits to be distributed to participants by 
assigned rate plan, for each of the four rate plans involved, and by stated language 
preference as will be captured during the enrollment process.  Within each kit, large 
font will be used for certain key messages so that customers who may be sight 
impaired can more easily read the information. 

Seasonal Direct Mail/Email - All enrolled pilot study customers will receive 
direct mail or email three times-yearly (Winter, Spring and Summer) that will provide 
seasonally-relevant low- and no-cost energy savings tips, amplifies the plan’s 
primary benefit of control, reinforces the lower cost off-peak time periods, and may 
include additional educational elements such as customer testimonials and other 
pertinent information that can help participants maximize their savings potential.  
Similar to the Welcome kit described above, the direct mail and email basic 
education curriculum will have in-language and large print components. 

B. High Engagement Educational Curriculum 

In addition to the basic curriculum, a subset of pilot customers will receive a 
more advanced educational curriculum that is aimed to examine unique approaches 
that might be reasonably implemented for all customers when broad scale default 
TOU is implemented.  In addition to the basic education curriculum described 
above, SCE will plan to provide a portfolio of tactics utilizing low-tech solutions, to 
complement the high-tech efforts being tested by the other CA IOUs.  These efforts 
may include: 
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Text Messaging - Text message marketing can be an effective tool for 
reaching customers instantly if done correctly and provided that customers permit 
SCE to contact them via text.  Pilot participants who at the time of their enrollment 
opt-in to receive text messages may be selected to receive periodic alerts.  These 
alerts may be timed to coincide with the customer’s off-peak periods or may be 
used as an additional means of providing low- and no-cost energy savings tips.  
Text messages will be limited to avoid exceeding four texts per month.  Higher 
levels of frequency may lead to message fatigue and result in higher opt-outs. 

Social Media - SCE will leverage social media, specifically Facebook, as part 
of its ongoing education and outreach targeting customers who have enrolled in the 
TOU Opt-In Pilots.  The social media channel offers powerful opportunities to target 
very specific audiences using advanced tools and analytics.  First, SCE will 
proactively push educational information about TOU as well as tips to those 
customers who have enrolled in one of the rate plans by leveraging customer data 
that may include email address and phone numbers, and then matching it with 
Facebook profiles.  While this is not an exact science because some customer data 
might not match a user’s profile, it generally returns a significant number of exact 
connections.  Second, SCE will establish private Facebook groups that customers 
can opt-in to join and participate in an ongoing dialogue with SCE as well as other 
customers who are a part of the pilot for deeper engagement and learning. 

Town Hall Forums - Town Hall Forums can be an effective means of 
reaching the community to discuss issues that affect them.  SCE is considering 
holding town halls meetings for pilot participants in geographic areas where there 
are clusters of customers who are enrolled in the pilot.  These town hall meetings 
would be open to the public and government officials and may discuss other topical 
electricity-related matters, but would mainly be another forum to educate interested 
customers on the pilot rate plans. 

Increased Summer Awareness - SCE will plan to apply an additional 
education treatment to sub-populations of participants during the 4 summer months, 
primarily focused on the summer months' on-peak time periods and providing 
additional tips and ideas to help reduce on-peak consumption.  Summer month 
costs are critical toward achieving lower overall annual costs under a TOU rate 
plan.  Thus, these communications will be more frequent during the summer 
months, possibly highlighting specific customer performance and on-peak usage 
compared to usage of average customers. 

Rate 3 Education Combined with Monthly Bill - SCE will plan to apply 
additional education treatment with the monthly bills received by customers enrolled 
on Rate 3.  As discussed in Chapter IV.C, manual billing will provide opportunities to 
explore educational treatment as it relates to these customers’ monthly bills.  
SCE plans to explore providing TOU -relevant information to Rate 3 participants to 
determine whether these bill education treatments provide any positive effects in 
relation to rate plan literacy and /or positive intent toward achieving load shifting 
behaviors. 

Those who receive the basic educational package will serve as a “control” 
group and those who receive the more advanced, high engagement, educational 
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curriculum, the “test” group.  The effectiveness of these educational tools will be 
evaluated through an Awareness, Knowledge, Attitude and Behavior Study that will 
measure the audiences’ awareness and understanding of their TOU rate plan, 
including such information as the price of electricity depends on the time of day it is 
used, when rates are lowest, and whether their usage behavior was modified as a 
result of the educational tools.  The effectiveness of the educational tools will not be 
gauged by load impact. 

C. Other Potential ME&O Avenues  

SCE does not currently maintain or use an established proprietary or third-
party segmentation (or set of “personas”) of its residential customers for rate or 
program marketing and communications.  In the past, SCE has attempted to create 
an internal residential segmentation (most recently in 2013-2014 to support a 
strategy at that time around customer engagement), but most were limited or 
deficient in their ability to successfully classify or “type” individual customers – or 
provide unique actionable direction.  In SCE’s experience, third-party solutions have 
commonly had the same problems, as well as being too cumbersome with dozens 
of unique mini-segments. 

Typically, SCE has applied a more rigorous, statistically driven custom focus 
to its marketing and communications efforts, which has been found to be more 
effective to use personas / segmentation depending on the individual activity’s need 
or objectives.  For example, while targeting and promoting  Demand Side 
Management programs, SCE uses propensity models to identify customers that 
have the highest likelihood of participating using clone-based prospecting and 
regression methods based on customers who have historically participated in the 
same or like programs in the past.  Segmentation for rate communications and 
other issues are developed based on level of customer impact (e.g. Bill impacts – 
high, medium, or low).  These resulting ad hoc or custom-derived segments / 
personas are created from analyzing several available customer data points that 
could span such areas as bill amounts, usage, outage experience, program 
participation, channel affinity / usage, demographics and psychographics. 

One new off-the-shelf solution SCE is investigating (and considering for 
purchase in early 2016) is a multi-segment Energy Customer Segmentation.  
SCE is currently in the process of evaluating the feasibility of leveraging these data 
and appending them to our customer database to “tag” or “type” individual 
Residential customer accounts.40  The segmentation provides a plethora of 
attitudinal information, as well as means, motives, and opportunities identification.  
Their defined personas are classified in the following clusters: 

 payback investors; 

 green investors; 

                                            
40  The December 17, 2015 ruling, at pages 8-9, regarding ME&O indicates that the consultant 

selected by the ME&O Working Group may advise that group on “whether or how to 
implement this approach … in the implementation of the TOU pilots that will begin in June 
2016.”    
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 green activists;  

 hands-on believers; 

 pragmatists; 

 creatures of comfort; 

 show-me participants; 

 first testers; 

 budget watchers; 

 tech frontiersmen; 

 living in the now; 

 tech to live; 

 and unplugged 
Essentially, each of these clusters or segments have a commitment potential 

(investment capacity, green affinity), consumption bias (comfort consumption, tech 
propensity), and a participation trigger that covers affordability / action orientation.   

SCE will continue to explore the feasibility of adding segmentation during the 
TOU pilot.  Yet, in the absence of an established proprietary or third-party 
segmentation scheme, SCE is also looking into other drivers for ME&O treatments.  
To maximize the learnings from the TOU pilot, it could be useful to have each IOU 
test different approaches to ME&O.  If one or both of the other IOUs can deploy 
segmentation strategies more readily than SCE, SCE could focus on its strengths in 
motivating energy use behaviors, rooted in behavioral science approaches. 

A behavioral science driven approach can be used to differentiate messaging 
content in a systematic and research-based manner.  Much activity in this area is 
built on the notion that receiving more information about energy usage and bill 
impacts will motivate customers to change behaviors.41  At the same time, just 
providing information more frequently or through additional channels and 
technology deployment does not motivate additional usage changes to an extent 
that may warrant the expense.42  In fact, a large body of evidence from the demand 

                                            
41  For an overview, see: Faruqui, A., Sergici, S., & Sharif, A. (2010).  The impact of 

informational feedback on energy consumption—A survey of the experimental evidence.  
Energy, 35(4), 1598-1608; and: Ehrhardt-Martinez, K., Donnelly, K. A., & Laitner, J. A. 
(2010).  Advanced metering initiatives and residential feedback programs: a meta review for 
household electricity-saving opportunities.  Washington, D.C.: American Council for an 
Energy-Efficient Economy 

42  For instance, see Abrahamse, W., & Steg, L. (2009).  How do socio-demographic and 
psychological factors relate to households' direct and indirect energy use and savings?  
Journal of Economic Psychology, 30(5), 711-720; as well as See DOE 2015: Interim report 
on customer acceptance, retention, and response to time-of based rates from the consumer 
behavior studies.  
https://www.smartgrid.gov/files/CBS_interim_program_impact_report_FINAL.pdf; 
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side management area demonstrates the importance of message content over 
message delivery method or frequency.43 

Therefore, SCE is interested in exploring more deeply how messaging 
content can drive customer reactions to time-off-use rates.  Increased emphasis on 
behavior-based programs in the demand side management area have made it 
important for SCE to compare different approaches to explore how each performs in 
the areas of behavior response and resulting energy savings.  Along with the other 
California IOUs, SCE co-sponsored a white-paper in 2013, “Paving the Way for a 
Richer Mix of Behavioral Programs,” which detailed social science approaches that 
can be applied to change energy use behaviors.44  The underlying behavioral 
mechanisms detailed in the whitepaper are applicable to time-of-use experiments 
as well. 

SCE also has extensive practical experience implementing and testing 
behavioral treatments intended to change customer energy use behavior.  Over the 
past few years, SCE has run large scale behavioral experiments with third party 
vendors and has also developed behavioral pilots with large sample sizes in-house: 
several hundred thousand customers are included in the Home Energy Efficiency 
Survey (HEES) Enhancement, 10-10-10, and Energy Pledge pilots.  As an example, 
one of these pilots showed a 30% higher effect in a treatment group that received 
energy use feedback focused on potential losses, vs messages focused on what 
the customer could gain by using less energy.  This illustrates that systematically 
rooting messaging in behavioral science can have significant impacts on the overall 
outcomes of a program. 

Varying message content in a randomized experiment such as the opt-in 
TOU pilot offers a unique opportunity to systematically test behavioral science 
based theories about what drives energy use behavior and customer satisfaction 
when pricing signals are also involved.  SCE is going to continue to explore and 
fine-tune such options over the next weeks to devise a final ME&O strategy. 

D. Marketing, Education & Outreach Treatment Costs 

Table XV-8 provides a range of estimated costs for SCE’s marketing, 
education and outreach treatments.  The assumptions used to develop these 
estimated costs are as follows: 

 Welcome package costs are estimated to be $59,440 and include costs 
for production, creative development, printing, translations, and postage 
at a standard rate of $0.29 per customer for an audience of 22,000.  

 In-season communications are estimated to cost approximately $266,000.  
These communications will be delivered three times throughout the pilot 
duration.  This estimate also accounts for the 25% attrition we expect to 
experience over the duration of the pilot.  

                                            
43  Delmas, M.A., Fischlein, M., Asensio, O. (2013).  Information Strategies and Energy 

Conservation Behavior: A Meta-Analysis of Experimental Studies From 1975-2011.   
44  P. Ignelzi, et al. May 2013.  “Paving the Way for a Richer Mix of Residential Behavior 

Programs.”  CALMAC ID: SCE0334.01. 
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 Estimated costs for the bill protection summary and thank you recap 
communication are approximately $65,000 and include costs for 
production, creative development, printing and postage at a standard rate 
of $0.29 per customer. 

 SCE forecasted an annual cost of $40,000 to engage participating 
customers through social media channels like Facebook. 

 Estimated costs of $95,000 for additional landing pages on sce.com 
includes design, build, implementation, and costs to translate several 
pages to Spanish, Mandarin, Vietnamese and Korean. 

 Estimated costs of approximately $10,000 - $15,000 to send a select 
number of customers that opt-in to receive alerts and notifications through 
text messages. 

Table XV-8 
Estimated Range of Costs for Marketing, Education and Outreach Treatments 

XVI. MEASUREMENT AND EVALUATION (M&E) PLAN AND MARKET 
RESEARCH 

This chapter describes SCE’s Measurement and Evaluation (M&E) Plan and also 
addresses the integration of market research and evaluation activities. 

SCE incorporates by reference the description of the Evaluation Plan in Section 5 
of the Nexant Report dated December 17, 2015.  SCE supports the Nexant Report’s 
evaluation recommendations.  SCE plans to coordinate M&E activities with the other 
IOUs involved in the TOU pilot and contract with a common M&E consultant.  A detailed 
research plan will be developed by an M&E consultant once one has been selected.  
In addition, SCE plans to implement some research activities to address aspects of the 
pilot that are unique to SCE.  Below, SCE provides additional details, including schedule 
and cost estimates, to supplement the Nexant Report.   

A. Elements of the Statewide M&E Study 

SCE will coordinate with the IOUs to scope and issue an RFP for a statewide 
M&E consultant in early 2016, and aims to jointly hire a third-party evaluator to 
assess the outcomes of the TOU Pilots by the end of Q1 2016.  During this process, 
the IOUs will seek input from the Energy Division and Working Group on the scope 
of the study.  Conducting a statewide evaluation of the IOUs’ pilots will guarantee 
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comparability of analytical methods, consistency of survey instruments, and 
findings. 

The results of the third party evaluation will be used to inform the research 
and rate design proposed for the default TOU pilot, which will be detailed in the 
Advice Letter filing for the Default TOU Pilot, which is scheduled to commence by 
January 1, 2018.  In order to provide timely information to others, SCE favors 
conducting the evaluation in stages, with several interim reports published over the 
course of the pilot.   

The overarching research objectives of the opt-in pilot M&E study include, 
but are not limited to: 

 Document and assess customer acceptance of and satisfaction with 
various rate options; 

 Calculate expected and actual bill impacts in response to TOU rates; 

 Calculate changes in energy usage and load in response to TOU rates; 

 Assess the degree of hardship that might result from default TOU rates 
on senior households and economically vulnerable customers as 
directed by Section 745; 

 Assess the incremental effect of enabling technology on load impacts 
and customer satisfaction; and 

 Assess the relative effectiveness of various marketing, education and 
outreach (ME&O) options. 

Importantly, the development of load forecasts is not an explicit objective of 
the pilots.  Results from the pilots cannot be used to develop reliable load impact 
forecasts for long-term resource planning.  The reason for this is inherent in the 
research design: an opt-in experimental design is subject to self-selection bias.  
Load impacts for forecasting purposes therefore cannot be assessed until the 
default TOU pilot in 2018, which will deliver load estimates from a representative 
subset of the customer population.  Consequently, it is unnecessary to achieve the 
level of precision and confidence required for load forecasting.  Rather the goal of 
the opt-in TOU pilot is to generate internally valid comparisons across rates tested.  
This will enable a policy decision on the optimal rate design to be chosen for default 
TOU.  Therefore, the levels of precision proposed in the Nexant Report are 
sufficient to achieve the objectives of the pilots and do not need to reach the level 
required for load forecasts. 

In order to address the above listed research questions, the following 
research steps and methods are appropriate: 

 Verification of the experimental assignment;45 

                                            
45  SCE plans to conduct the sampling and experimental assignment in-house to enable a tight 

implementation timeline.  Ideally, the evaluation consultant will conduct verification of the 
randomization method by means of t-test comparisons among treatment and control groups, 
or similar statistical tests. 
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 Load impact evaluation, preferably using a difference in difference 
estimation; 

 Bill impact estimation; 

 Survey research to assess hardship on senior households and 
economically vulnerable customers in hot climate zones, as required by 
Section 745; 

 Survey research to assess ME&O outcomes and customer satisfaction; 
and 

 Other qualitative research, as needed, to enrich and deepen learnings 
from the pilot. 

SCE expects the third party evaluator to develop a full research proposal 
once the contract is awarded, refining research objectives and methods.  To the 
extent possible, SCE recommends that the M&E study use consistent methods and 
approaches for the IOUs.  However, for the survey research, there may be a list of 
core questions asked to all participants, as well as a list of questions specific to an 
individual IOU.  This approach will provide consistency and comparability across the 
IOUs, while also being able to address differences in implementation.   

B. SCE-Specific Research Activities 

Some research may be specific to an IOU (e.g., separate population for SCE 
technology treatment), or require a different research approach (e.g., PG&E smart 
thermostat ethnographic study).  The IOUs are still exploring whether to include this 
research directly in the statewide M&E study, or implement it separately.  The cost 
estimates below include the core statewide work, as well as SCE specific work 
broken out as separate line items. 

SCE-specific research activities most notably include the evaluation of the 
technology treatment implemented by SCE.  SCE will be recruiting a separate 
population of 3,750 smart thermostat owners to test the incremental impact of 
enabling technology on load shifting for two rates vis-à-vis a control group.  SCE will 
conduct load impact research in two stages for this population: once after the 
summer of 2016 to estimate the summer load impacts without automatic load 
control, and a second time to estimate shifts in load once automatic load control is 
added.  SCE may also conduct some focus group or survey research to assess 
customer experience and satisfaction with enabling technologies under TOU rates. 

Other SCE specific research activities pertain to market research.  
Notably, SCE will study the results from the fall 2016 statewide evaluation survey, 
along with pilot tracking data (e.g, opt-out rates) to determine whether certain 
demographic or geographic groups should be studied in depth.  For instance, it may 
be appropriate to implement some focus group research to deepen learnings about 
customer satisfaction and rate acceptance, if opt-out rates are high among certain 
groups. 

Finally, SCE plans to conduct some focus group and/or survey research with 
drop-outs and customers who indicated experiencing hardship in prior surveys.  
This research will provide important insights on the experience of these subgroups 
and how to mitigate hardships. 
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C. Minimum Evaluation Criteria 

In its decision authorizing the pilots, the Commission should incorporate the 
following minimum evaluation criteria for the statewide M&E study: 

 The load impact research should be informed by the methodology 
guidance and recommendations for Ex Post Evaluation for Non-Event 
Based Resources in D.08-04-050, Decision Adopting Protocols for 
Estimating Demand Response Load Impacts.  However, as the statewide 
M&E study does not intend to produce load impact forecasts, much of the 
Demand Response Protocols is not applicable or relevant to the TOU 
Pilots M&E study, such as the reporting, presentation, and Ex Ante 
Estimation requirements. 

 The survey research should model expectations and technical guidelines 
outlined in the CPUC’s energy efficiency evaluation protocols for 
evaluation professionals, specifically those for evaluating information and 
education programs.46  SCE recommends that the hardship portions of 
the survey leverage recent and on-going research in the Low Income 
arena (e.g., 2016 Low Income Needs Assessment). 

 Stakeholders should have the opportunity to provide input and comments 
at key stages of the study process namely when a draft research plan, 
survey instrument(s), draft results and/or draft reports are available. 

 Operationalizing the research objectives into a survey instrument, 
including question wording, must reside with the expert third party 
evaluator.  The development of survey instruments should be largely left 
to the expert third party evaluator, who will be experienced and trained in 
survey instrument design and question design.  This is necessary to 
ensure validity of measurement and integrity of the research, as well as to 
safeguard against overly long surveys, which create issues with drop-outs 
and survey fatigue.  An ideal approach for generating rigorous results 
would be for the Working Group to develop research objectives and 
questions, and the third party evaluator translating this into a survey 
instrument.  This by no means stands in the way of having stakeholders 
comment on the survey instrument after a draft has been developed by 
the consultant. 

                                            
46  “California Energy Efficiency Evaluation Protocols: Technical, Methodological and Reporting 

Requirements for Evaluation Professionals” April 2006; & “The California Evaluation 
Framework” June 2004. 
http://www.calmac.org/publications/EvaluatorsProtocols_Final_AdoptedviaRuling_06-19-
2006.pdf; 
http://www.calmac.org/publications/California_Evaluation_Framework_June_2004.pdf. 
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 The final report should follow reporting expectations outlined in the 
CPUC-IOU EM&V Consulting Report Guidelines,47 including a clearly 
articulated research scope, detailed methods and data sources that are 
tied to reported results and conclusions. 

 The results of the evaluation should be presented by each IOU’s service 
territory, as well as include a comparison section. 

The incorporation of such evaluation criteria will assist the Commission in 
determining the outcomes of the opt-in TOU pilot and help inform the default TOU 
pilot in a rigorous manner. 

D. Schedule, Cost, and Deliverables 

In coordination with the relevant parties, the IOUs will issue a Request for 
Proposals (RFP) to select a measurement and evaluation and survey design 
consultant in the first half of 2016.  The proposals will be evaluated according to the 
consultants’ proposed approach, relevant experience performing similar evaluations 
or surveys, team qualifications, and proposed cost. 

To ensure timely reporting of results, SCE joins PG&E in the 
recommendation to request the consultant produce two interim evaluations during 
the pilot and one final evaluation following its conclusion.  The below schedule of 
data collection and reporting in Table XVI-9 will provide optimal, staggered input for 
the default TOU pilot advice letter filing and default pilot planning process: 

Table XVI-9 
Schedule of Data Collection & Reporting 

                                            
47  “Guidelines for California IOU Evaluation Measurement & Verification Reports” CPUC- IOU 

May 2015. http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/NR/rdonlyres/2B9A7A84-E787-4023-89C3-
F376B0CF018B/0/EMVEvaluationPlan20132015.pdf, pp. 298-299 

Activity Oct‐16 Jan 2017 ‐ Mar 2017 Jun‐17 Oct‐17 Oct 2017 ‐ Dec 2017 Jan 2018 ‐ Mar 2018 Description 

First Survey Implemented

This survey will collect customer 

awareness/ satisfaction data 

etc. from the first summer.

First Interim Report

This report will cover results 

from the fall 2016 surveys and 

summer 2016 load impacts.

Second Survey

This survey will collect customer 

awareness/ satisfaction data 

etc. after a full year of the pilot.

Second Interim Report

This report will cover the first 

full year of the pilot with load 

impacts through June 1, 2017.  It 

will also include summer 2017 

survey results.

Post Implementation Survey or 

Focus Groups

This research will seek to gain 

insights on drop‐outs and 

customer engagement after bill 

protection ends.

Final Reports

This report will include full load 

impacts and any post pilot 

surveys, if implemented.

2016 ‐ 2018 Schedule of Data Collection & Reporting
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The proposed schedule, outlined in response to the milestones defined in 
D.15-07-001, is extremely aggressive and will require all tasks, from data collection 
and validation, analysis, review, and reporting, to be accelerated beyond standard 
norms of measurement and evaluation. 

SCE estimates that the cost of the core, joint M&E study will range between 
$925,000 and $1.25 million.  However, the IOUs plan to bid out this work 
competitively.  The final costs cannot be precisely determined until after an RFP 
and contract negotiations are complete with the selected consultant.  This cost 
estimate is based on the number of different evaluation steps and methods (two to 
three surveys, load impacts for two summers etc.), the large pilot population with 
extensive segmentation, and the expectation of extensive stakeholder engagement 
in the study.  Consistent with the cost share percentages agreed upon by the joints 
IOUs for statewide demand response evaluations, SCE expects to incur 40 percent 
of the total cost, or up to $500,000. 

In addition, SCE will incur costs for specific research, notably for load 
impacts and survey research among the technology add-on population, unique to 
SCE, as well as other ad-hoc market research/customer insights on drop-outs.  
These activities may add up to another $160,000 and $150,000 in cost, 
respectively. 

A summary of costs for M&E activities is provided in Table XVI-10. 

Table XVI-10 
Summary of M&E Costs 

XVII. SCHEDULE FOR PILOT IMPLEMENTATION 

Table XVII-11 provides a high-level view of the schedule for the pilot that 
commences on June 1, 2016 and ends in December, 2017.  These scheduled tasks 
pertain only to the TOU opt-in pilot, not to the default TOU pilot anticipated to begin in 
2018. 
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Table XVII-11 
Overall Schedule for TOU Pilot 
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XVIII. OVERALL COST SUMMARY 

Table XVIII-12 provides a summary of the overall costs described in this 
proposal. 

Table XVIII-12 
Total Estimated Pilot Costs 
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SCE’s costs will be recorded in the memorandum account authorized by the 
Commission’s approval of Advice Letter 3251-E, dated July, 29, 2015.  The cost 
estimates SCE has provided are intended to give the Commission a general sense and 
rough magnitude of the estimated costs associated with SCE’s proposed opt-in pilots.  
Actual costs will vary from these estimates, and SCE has provided a range of forecast 
costs that appropriately accounts for the uncertainty of the actual costs that will be 
incurred. 

XIX. CONCLUSION 

SCE appreciates the Commission’s expeditious review of this proposed plan, 
which will allow SCE to begin to initiate its aggressive recruitment activities necessary to 
obtain the required participants to timely complete the study.  SCE looks forward to 
refining its approach through its pre-test efforts in January 2016 in an effort to maximize 
effectiveness of recruitment strategies and reduce costs, which are presented as an 
estimated range for the Commission’s consideration in this proposal.  SCE would like to 
thank the tireless efforts of Nexant (Dr. Steve George in particular), Energy Division 
staff, and TOU Working Group members who contributed to the development of these 
plans to help all parties better understand the impacts of TOU rates on various 
customer groups.
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Executive Summary 

1 Executive Summary 
In Decision 15-07-001, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC or the Commission) 
ordered California’s three investor owned utilities (IOUs) to conduct certain “pilot” programs 
and studies of residential Time-of-Use (TOU) electric rate designs (TOU Pilots and Studies) 
beginning the summer of 2016, and to file applications no later than January 1, 2018 proposing 
default TOU rates for residential electric customers.  The IOUs were also directed to form a 
working group (TOU Working Group) to address issues regarding the TOU pilots and to hire one 
or more qualified independent consultants to assist with the design and implementation of the 
TOU Pilots and Studies.  The TOU Working Group was comprised of 37 entities and included 
almost 100 people.  Nexant, Inc. was engaged as the independent consultant on September 18, 
2015.  This report summarizes the TOU Pilots and Studies that were designed over the last 
three months through the TOU Working Group process. 

The TOU Working Group received additional guidance regarding the TOU Pilots and Studies 
in an Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge (AC/ALJ) ruling on September 24, 
which indicated that each IOU must prepare a menu of at least three opt-in TOU rate designs 
and that at least one rate design must have a more complex combination of seasons and time 
periods than traditional TOU rates that better matches system needs.  Each IOU was also 
strongly encouraged by the CPUC Energy Division to include at least one technology treatment 
as part of the rate pilots.   

With the CPUC direction summarized above as input, the TOU Working Group developed the 
following, more specific pilot objectives as input to pilot design: 

 Consider treatment options and pilot designs for 2016/2017 that will provide useful 
insights for development of the IOU’s January 1, 2018 application for default pricing 
that may begin as early as 2019; 

 Estimate load impacts by rate period for  

o Different rate structures that vary in terms of the timing and length of rate periods 

o The number of rate periods 

o Changes in rate periods and price ratios across seasons  

o Possible other features such as low or negative prices during excess 
supply conditions; 

 Assess customer understanding/acceptance/engagement/satisfaction with various TOU 
rate options; 

 Calculate bill impacts for customers on each pilot TOU rate relative to the otherwise 
applicable tariff (OAT); 

 Assess the degree of hardship that might result from default TOU rates on senior citizen 
households and economically vulnerable customers (and perhaps others) in hot areas 
as directed by Public Utilities Code Section 745;    

 Assess the incremental effect of enabling technology on load impacts, bill impacts, and 
customer satisfaction;  

 2 



Executive Summary 

 Assess adoption rates for enabling technology for customers on TOU rates; and 

 Assess the effectiveness of alternative information, education, and outreach options. 

1.1 Experimental Design 

A key objective of any pilot or experiment is to establish a causal link between the experimental 
treatments (e.g., TOU rates, enabling technology, etc.) and the outcomes of interest (e.g., 
load impacts, changes in bills, customer satisfaction, etc.).  The best way to do this is through 
what is referred to as a randomized control trial (RCT) research design.  With this approach, 
participants are offered a treatment and, after they agree to accept it, are randomly assigned to 
either the treatment or control condition.  This ensures that the treatment and control customers 
are identical in every way except for exposure to the treatment and any difference that might 
occur due to random sampling error.  As such, any observed difference in load during peak 
period between treatment and control customers, for example, is due either to the treatment of 
interest (e.g., TOU pricing) or random chance.   

A key challenge faced by the TOU Working Group was deciding how to gain insights from 
residential opt-in TOU pilots that might help inform policy decisions for residential default TOU 
pricing.  An important difference between opt-in and default conditions is the mix of customers 
that are enrolled under each condition.  With default enrollment, there are three types of 
customers who remain on the tariff:  those who would enroll on the tariff if it was marketed on an 
opt-in basis (referred to as “always takers”); those who are unaware that their tariff changed; 
and those who are aware and would not have enrolled on an opt-in basis but, for a variety of 
reasons (e.g., inertia, transaction costs associated with switching out, etc.), do not opt out from 
default enrollment.  This latter group—referred to as “complacents”—are likely to be less 
engaged than the always takers.  Unaware customers are, by definition, unengaged.  Because 
of the presence of complacent and unaware customers, average load reductions have been 
found to be lower under default enrollment compared with opt-in enrollment.  However, 
aggregate load reductions could be much higher under default pricing if the lower average load 
reduction was offset by much higher enrollment.   

In order to better represent the mix of customers that are likely to be enrolled under default 
conditions, the TOU Working Group decided to implement what is being called a “pay-to-play” 
(PTP) recruitment strategy.  Under this approach, rather than recruit customers onto a specific 
rate by educating them about the features and potential customer benefits associated with the 
rate, as would be done for a typical opt-in pilot or program, participants will instead be offered 
an economic incentive for agreeing to be in the pilot and then will be randomly assigned to 
one of three rate options or to the control condition after agreeing to participate.  Since the 
primary motivation for enrolling on the study is likely to be the PTP incentive rather than the 
attractiveness of any particular rate feature, this approach is likely to enroll a reasonable 
number of participants who would likely be complacents, and even some who might be 
unaware, under a default enrollment strategy. 

This PTP approach is also believed appropriate in order to accommodate the need to recruit 
more than 50,000 participants in a very short time period (approximately 2 months) after the 
CPUC Resolution, in an effort to allow the pilot to be launched on June 1, 2016, as envisioned 
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by the CPUC.  Prior pilots, including SMUD’s well-known SmartPricing Options pilot, have taken 
much longer to recruit smaller numbers of participants.  

1.2 Rate Treatments  
Figures 1-1 and 1-2 show the weekday and weekend rates, respectively, that are proposed to 
be tested in the TOU Pilots and Studies.  The prices shown there do not reflect the baseline 
credit that will also be incorporated into the pilot rates.   

In addition to the two rates shown in Figures 1-1 and 1-2, SDG&E plans to test a much different, 
dynamic rate structure using an alternative research approach.  This tariff is proposed to have a 
relatively high monthly fixed charge, generation charges that vary hourly based on wholesale 
energy costs, and adders that vary by time of day to reflect both commodity and distribution 
peak events.  Enrollment on this tariff is scheduled to be completed by October 2016 and will be 
coupled with enabling technology that would automate response to the complex time-varying 
prices.  The target audience and research design that will be used to evaluate this tariff will be 
provided in SDG&E’s advice letter.  

As seen in Figure 1-1, all eight TOU pilot tariffs have peak periods that primarily cover late 
afternoon and evening hours year round.  This later peak period is driven by the increasing 
penetration of solar in California and is a significant departure from the vast majority of pilots 
and tariffs that have been implemented previously in California and elsewhere.  With most of 
the rates having peak periods ending at 9 PM and some with peak periods that don’t start until 6 
PM, these pilots will be among the first in the industry to study the magnitude of load reductions 
during evening hours.  

Another key focus of the pilot tariffs is the willingness and ability of consumers to respond to 
time-varying price signals that vary across more than two daily rate periods and across more 
than two seasons.  Low prices in midday in the spring—when excess supply conditions may 
exist—is also something that has not been previously tested.  Some of the tariffs have the same 
pricing structure on weekends as on weekdays, which is yet another atypical tariff feature.  For 
most other existing TOU tariffs, off-peak prices apply on the weekend.  In short, these pilots 
will break new ground both in California and in the industry with regard to the timing of peak 
periods, the frequency of price changes, and the response of customers to low daytime prices 
during excess supply conditions.   

Collectively, the eight TOU pilot rates have significant variation in prices across rate periods.  
During the summer peak period, for example, prices are as low as roughly 41¢/kWh for PG&E’s 
Rate 1 to as high as 69¢/kWh for SCE’s Rate 2.  Summer off-peak prices range from roughly 
23¢/kwh for SCE’s Rate 3 to almost 34¢/kWh for SDG&E’s Rate 2.  Super off-peak prices on 
spring afternoons are around 17¢/kWh. 
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Figure 1-1:  Weekday Tariffs in the TOU Pilots1

 
  

1 The day prior to this report being completed, after examining the distribution of customer bill changes moving from the control group to the TOU pilot rates, PG&E 
discovered a possible problem with the rates, which it is in the process of investigating.  This stems from a mismatch between the billing determinants (i.e., aggregate 
sales in each of the various TOU periods) used to design the rates, which were based on a sample of customers, and the billing determinants of the much larger population 
of customers used for the bill comparisons.  If this investigation results in significant changes in the prices shown above, PG&E will update the proposed tariffs. 

Tariff Season 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

Spring

Summer

Winter

Spring

Summer
PP 

(40.2¢)   

Winter

Spring

Summer

Winter

Spring

Summer

Winter

Spring

Summer

Winter

Spring

Summer
OP 

(23.2¢)

Winter

Summer

Winter

Summer

Winter

Off Peak (24.1¢)                                                                                                                                                                       

Off Peak (24.1¢)                                                                                                                                                                         

Off Peak (29.5¢)

Peak (26.3¢)       

Peak (45.9¢)                  

Peak (26.3¢)           

Peak (68.9¢)

Peak (29.1¢)

OP (26.6¢)

OP (31.7¢)

OP (26.6¢)

Super Off Peak (17.2¢)

Super Off Peak (17.1¢)

Super Off Peak (17.2¢)

Off Peak (26.6¢)

Off Peak (31.7¢)

Off Peak (26.6¢)

Off Peak (23.2¢)

SCE     
Rate 3

PP (28.7¢)

Off-peak (25.1¢)

Off-peak (30.3¢)

Off-peak (25.1¢)

Peak (27.0¢)                               

Peak  (40.6¢)

Peak (27.0¢)                               

Off Peak (25.1¢)      

Off Peak (30.3¢)

Off Peak (25.1¢)      

Weekday Rate Periods (hour ending -- for example, 16 = hour ending at 4 PM)

Off Peak (29.5¢)              

Off Peak  (24.8¢)       

Off Peak (25.0¢) 

Off Peak (24.1¢)  

Peak (44.3¢) Off Peak (SOP) (31.4¢)                                                                                                                                                                

Super Off Peak (16.9¢)                                   Off Peak  (24.8¢)                                                                                                          Peak  (26.3¢)                                                    

Off Peak (24.9¢)

Off Peak  (31.4¢) 

Off Peak (24.9¢)

Peak (28.7¢)

Peak (37.3¢)

Peak (28.7¢)

Off Peak (24.1¢)  

Partial Peak    
(40.2¢)           

PG&E 
Rate 1

PG&E 
Rate 2

PG&E 
Rate 3

SCE     
Rate 1

SCE     
Rate 2

Off Peak (25.0¢) Peak  (27.2¢)   

Off Peak (23.2¢)

Partial Peak (29.8¢) PP (29.8¢)

Super Off Peak 
(17.2¢)

Super Off Peak 
(17.1¢)

Super Off Peak 
(17.2¢)

Off Peak (23.2¢)

Off Peak (23.2¢)

Peak (29.1¢)

Off Peak (23.9¢)

Off Peak (23.9¢)

Off Peak (23.9¢)

Super Off Peak (23.9¢)

Super Off Peak (16.7¢)

Partial Peak (28.7¢)

Peak (28.7¢)

Peak (59.1¢)

Peak (26.7¢)Off Peak (23.2¢)

SDG&E 
Rate 1

Peak (57.5¢)

Peak (34.4¢)

Off Peak (30.2¢)

Off Peak (32.4¢)

Off Peak (33.5¢)

Off Peak (33.0¢)Off Peak (33.0¢)

Off Peak (33.5¢)

Partial Peak (35.5¢)

Partial Peak (33.4¢)

Partial Peak (35.5¢)

Partial Peak (33.4¢)

SDG&E 
Rate 2

Peak (57.5¢)

Peak (34.4¢)
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Figure 1-2:  Weekend Tariffs in the TOU Pilots  

 

Tariff Season 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
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Off Peak (24.1¢)                                                                                                                                                                       Off Peak (24.1¢)  
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Off Peak (24.1¢)                                                                                                                                                                         Off Peak (24.1¢)  
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(17.1¢)
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(17.2¢)

Off Peak (26.6¢)
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Off Peak (23.9¢)

PG&E 
Rate 3

Off Peak (24.8¢)   Super Off Peak (16.9¢) 

Off Peak (25.0¢) 

Off Peak (24.8¢)   

Off Peak  (31.4¢)   

SCE     
Rate 1

 Off Peak (24.9¢) Off Peak (24.9¢)Partial Peak (29.8¢)

PG&E 
Rate 1

Mid Peak (26.8¢)

Mid Peak (26.8¢)

Off Peak (23.2¢)
SCE     

Rate 3

Off Peak (23.2¢)

Off Peak (23.2¢)

Off Peak (23.2¢)

Super Off Peak (16.7¢)

Super Off Peak (16.7¢)

Mid Peak (26.8¢)Off Peak (23.2¢)

Off Peak (31.7¢)
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Off Peak (23.2¢)

Super Off Peak (17.2¢)

Super Off Peak (17.1¢)

Off Peak (33.5¢)

Off Peak (33.0¢)
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Rate 2

Peak (57.5¢)

Peak (34.4¢)

Off Peak (33.5¢)

Off Peak (33.0¢)

Off Peak (33.4¢)

Off Peak (35.5¢)
Partial Peak 

(35.5¢)
Partial Peak 

(33.4¢)

SDG&E 
Rate 1 Off Peak (32.4¢)

Peak (57.5¢)

Peak (34.4¢)

Off Peak (30.2¢)
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1.3 Sample Sizes and Customer Segmentation 

Public Utility Code Section 745 requires that the CPUC ensure that any default TOU rate 
schedule does not cause unreasonable hardship for senior citizens or economically vulnerable 
customers in hot climate zones.  It also requires that, before defaulting residential customers 
onto TOU rates, the Commission explicitly consider evidence addressing the extent to which 
hardship will be caused for customers located in hot, inland areas, or areas with hot 
summer weather, assuming no change in load.   

The TOU Working Group spent significant time discussing the sampling requirements and 
evaluation metrics that should be incorporated into the TOU pilot design to provide useful 
insights regarding the extent to which TOU rates might cause unreasonable hardship for seniors 
and economically vulnerable customers in hot areas.  There were strong differences of opinion 
regarding the definitions of seniors and economically vulnerable customers, about the metrics 
that should be used to assess hardship, and about what constitutes unreasonable hardship.   

An important factor affecting both the segmentation scheme and the number of participants 
to be recruited into each test cell is the metric of interest.  Load impacts, bill impacts, and 
responses to survey questions each have different sample size requirements for estimating 
outcomes of interest with reasonable statistical precision.  Based on preliminary statistical 
analysis that was done as part of the planning process, the pilot design assumed that roughly 
1,000 treatment and 1,000 control customers would be sufficient to estimate load impacts 
with reasonable levels of statistical precision; roughly 500 participants would be needed to 
accurately characterize the distribution of bill impacts for each test cell; and at most, 250 
participants would be needed for outcomes based on survey questions such as those focused 
on assessing hardship, satisfaction, customer acceptance, changes in usage behavior, etc.   

Table 1-1 summarizes the distribution of rate treatments across customer segments that the 
TOU Working Group agreed would meet the multiple objectives of the TOU Pilots and Studies.  
The scheme oversamples seniors and CARE/FERA customers with incomes greater and less 
than 100% of Federal Poverty Guidelines (FPG) in hot climate regions for one rate in SCE’s 
service territory and one rate in PG&E’s service territory.  Oversampling is not possible in 
SDG&E’s hot climate region because the region only contains about 16,000 customers.  For 
the remaining rates in PG&E and SCE’s hot climate regions and for all rates in the mild and cool 
climate regions for all three utilities, an equal number of CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA 
customers will be recruited, which means that CARE/FERA customers will be oversampled in 
those zones as well since they make up less than half of the regional population. 

Across the three utilities, based on the planning assumptions used for sample size 
determination, almost 52,000 customers will need to be recruited into the pilots to meet 
the sample size requirements for all of the rate, technology, and information treatments that are 
included in the TOU Pilots and Studies.  SCE will recruit roughly 22,000 participants, PG&E 
roughly 18,500, and SDG&E roughly 11,250.  This number of initial participants factors in a 
potential attrition rate of roughly 25% over the course of the pilots, which are planned to last 
until the end of 2017.  This attrition rate is comprised of both drop outs and normal account 
turnover, with the latter being by far the largest share of this assumed attrition rate.  Importantly, 
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the final sample sizes needed to meet target requirements for statistical precision for load 
impacts in each climate region and utility and for estimating bill impact distributions will be 
estimated more precisely in early January.  This analysis has the potential to increase or 
decrease the estimated sample sizes summarized above and discussed in more detail in later 
sections of this report. 

Table 1-1:  Customer Segmentation for Rate Treatments 

Climate Region Customer Segment 

SCE PG&E SDG&E 

R1 R2 R3 R1 R2 R3 R1 R2 

Hot 

Seniors ≤> 100% FPG 
 

X 
 

X 
    

CARE/FERA ≤> 100% FPG 
 

X 
 

X 
    

CARE/FERA X 
 

X 
 

X X 
  

Non-CARE/FERA X 
 

X 
 

X X 
  

General Population 
 

X 
 

X 
  

X 
 

Mild 
CARE/FERA X X X X X X X X 

Non-CARE/FERA X X X X X X X X 

Cool 
CARE/FERA X X X X X X X X 

Non-CARE/FERA X X X X X X X X 

 

1.4 Technology Treatments 
Numerous prior pilots and studies have shown that enabling technology such as programmable 
communicating thermostats and traditional load control switches can significantly increase 
demand response for customers on dynamic rates such as critical peak pricing where high 
priced peak periods occur on some days and not others.  There have been relatively few studies 
demonstrating the impact of enabling technology on static TOU rates. We are not aware of any 
studies that paired technology with TOU rates with peak periods extending well into the evening 
when air conditioning loads in many climate regions are much lower than during the more 
traditional afternoon peak periods.  Furthermore, there have been few studies on the impact 
of newer technologies, such as internet enabled and learning thermostats (e.g., smart 
thermostats), in conjunction with static TOU rates.   

To address this shortcoming in the empirical literature, each utility will include an investigation 
of smart thermostats in their pilots, but each investigation will have a different focus.  SCE 
will recruit existing smart thermostat owners onto TOU rates and will randomly assign them 
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to one of two TOU rates—Rates 1 or 3—or to the control condition.  This study will estimate 
the average load impacts for this self-selected group of early adopters of smart thermostats.  
SDG&E will test the acceptance rate for smart thermostats at different price points/subsidies 
among customers who are already enrolled on TOU rates.  If enough participants purchase the 
technology, SDG&E will estimate load impacts using a quasi-experimental evaluation method.  
PG&E will conduct a qualitative investigation of thermostat-using behavior through an 
ethnographic study of both smart thermostat and more traditional programmable thermostat 
owners.  Together, these studies will provide useful, quantitative, and qualitative insights 
regarding the potential impact of advanced thermostats in combination with TOU pricing.   

PG&E is also testing a smart phone app that is both a technology and education treatment.  
This app will convey a variety of useful information to TOU participants, potentially including: 
pricing information; TOU-specific performance feedback; energy saving tips informed by user-
specific end use load disaggregation; and “gamification” features to encourage energy savings 
or load shift.  PG&E plans to divide pilot rate participants into two equally sized groups and to 
offer the technology to all enrolled participants across all rate options and customer segments in 
one group.  Understanding whether the acceptance rate is 5% or 50%, learning through surveys 
what TOU pilot participants think of this type of service and understanding whether it increases 
satisfaction and acceptance of the rates will be extremely useful for planning education and 
outreach strategies for future residential default pricing.  If the acceptance rate is high, this 
randomized encouragement design (RED) will be used to estimate load impacts associated with 
the smart phone app and also to compare customers’ satisfaction and other metrics between 
those who do and don’t receive the offer of the app.  If the acceptance rate is low, a quasi-
experimental evaluation method involving ex post statistical matching can be used to develop a 
control group that has load characteristics similar to those who accept the app in order to 
estimate load impacts for those who don’t take the app. 

1.5 Customer Education and Outreach 
Customer education and outreach (E&O) is essential to achieving one of the primary objectives 
of deploying TOU rates and related treatments, which is to encourage demand reductions 
during high cost periods (and possibly increasing usage during excess supply conditions).  This 
is especially true with residential default pricing where, in the absence of a strong E&O initiative, 
many customers might not even be aware that their electricity tariff has changed.  But even if 
aware, electricity consumers may need significant help understanding the key features of 
complex tariff structures, they must be informed when seasonal rate changes occur, and they 
need education about actions they can take to better manage their electricity bills. 

There are many E&O options that could be employed to educate consumers and there are a 
variety of objectives to which they can be applied.  The TOU Working Group discussed the 
tradeoffs associated with offering E&O options to some participants and not to others for 
purposes of quantitative assessment of the relative effectiveness of the options.  There was 
widespread agreement that highly effective E&O is essential to the overall success of the 
pilots (and to TOU pricing more broadly).  TOU Working Group members also generally agreed 
that, with a couple of exceptions, it is more important to ensure that the vast majority of 
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participants receive highly effective E&O than it is to withhold E&O offerings for purposes 
of measuring effectiveness.   

With the above considerations in mind, in January and early February 2016, each IOU will 
develop a portfolio of E&O materials—including welcome kits and ongoing communications.  
These materials will be sent to all participants with the goal of ensuring that they have a good 
understanding of key rate features and are educated about actions they can take to reduce 
their bills under TOU rates.  The messaging and content of these materials will be tailored as 
appropriate and feasible to the interests and needs of psychographic/behavioral personas and 
to low income, seniors, and perhaps other segments.  Spanish language materials, and possibly 
materials in other languages, will be available.  The effectiveness of these basic E&O materials 
will be assessed through surveys that gather information about participant perceptions of 
the usefulness of the materials and other metrics, such as customer satisfaction, level of 
understanding of key rate features, and possibly others.  These assessments will largely be 
informative, not comparative, unless the IOUs decide to vary at least some of the materials 
across customers within selected segments as discussed above. 

In addition, SDG&E plans to conduct a quantitative test of the impact of weekly usage alerts 
on load impacts for customers on TOU rates.  The alert treatment will be a TOU version of 
an alert service that SDG&E already provides to approximately 45,000 residential customers. 
The weekly alert email will include bill to date and projected bill, weekly electric use, and usage 
by rate period.  This treatment will be deployed on a default basis using email addresses that 
will be gathered during enrollment into the pilot.  Customers will be randomly assigned to the 
treatment or control condition and impacts will be estimated using an RED analysis.  

1.6 Pilot Cost Uncertainty 
This report does not include comprehensive budget estimates for the pilots.  Those estimates 
will be included in the Advice Letters filed by each utility to which this report will be appended.  
There is a great deal of uncertainty around one of the key cost drivers, which is the cost 
of recruiting almost 52,000 participants that the IOUs plan to enroll in various treatments.  This 
cost uncertainty stems in part from the PTP recruitment plan and the fact that customers will be 
randomly assigned to one of three rates or to the control condition.  This recruitment strategy, 
combined with a rigorous RCT design, has never been tried before.  As such, acceptance rates 
are highly uncertain.   

To address this uncertainty, each utility will conduct pretests in early January 2016.  In 
combination, these pretests will determine: differential acceptance rates for the PTP design for 
different incentive levels; differences in the timing of incentive payments (e.g., how much is paid 
upfront versus near the end of the pilot period); different delivery channels (e.g., courier, 
standard letter, email); with and without bill protection (to reduce risk for participants and, 
therefore, increase enrollment); and different customer segments.  With results from these 
pretests, the IOUs will be able to estimate recruitment budgets much more precisely for a given 
sample size and to determine whether contingency plans, such as telephone recruitment, will be 
needed in order to reach the enrollment goals. There is also uncertainty in the magnitude of bill 
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protection payments that may need to be made if the pretests indicate that bill protection should 
be used to increase enrollment rates and reduce costs. 

In addition, there is uncertainty associated with the required sample sizes, as discussed above.  
For any particular desired level or precision, required sample sizes may vary across climate 
regions and customer segments.  The IOUs will conduct statistical analysis in January that will 
finalize the required sample sizes.  In recognition of the above uncertainties, the IOU Advice 
Letters will provide a fairly wide range of costs for pilot implementation.  
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2 Introduction   
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC of the Commission) Decision 15-07-001  
(D.15-07-001), dated July 3, 2015,2 requires Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), 
Southern California Edison Company (SCE), and San Diego Gas & Electric Company 
(SDG&E)—collectively the IOUs—to (a) conduct certain “pilot” programs and studies of 
residential Time-of-Use (TOU) electric rate designs (TOU Pilots and Studies) beginning the 
summer of 2016; and (b) file applications no later than January 1, 2018 proposing default TOU 
rates for residential electric customers.  To support the TOU Pilots and Studies, the IOUs were 
directed to form a working group (TOU Working Group) to address issues regarding the TOU 
rate design and study as detailed in D.15-07-001.  The Decision also directed the TOU Working 
Group to select one of the IOUs to hire one or more qualified independent consultants to assist 
with the design and implementation of the TOU Pilots and Studies.  SCE was chosen as the 
IOU to solicit bids from qualified consultants and to act as the contracting agent for the 
independent consultant.  

With assistance and direction from the CPUC’s Energy Division, the TOU Working Group was 
formed and held its first meeting on August 25, 2015.  Membership in the TOU Working Group 
has evolved since that time.  Appendix A contains the names and affiliations of TOU Working 
Group members.  Following a competitive bidding process, the TOU Working Group chose 
Nexant, Inc. as the independent consultant to assist with the design of the TOU pilots.  Nexant 
began work on the project on September 18, 2015.   

The work summarized here was led by Dr. Stephen George, a Senior Vice President at Nexant 
with 40 years of industry experience, all of it involving the study of consumer behavior in 
response to utility and regulatory demand side initiatives. Dr. George is a recognized expert on 
time-based pricing and experimental design.  He was one of the chief architects and evaluators 
of California’s well-known Statewide Pricing Pilot and was also the chief evaluator of SMUD’s 
well-known Smart Pricing Options pilot.  

The pilot plan presented here was developed through a series of four day-long TOU Working 
Group meetings; weekly calls open to the entire TOU Working Group in between the meetings; 
weekly calls between Energy Division and the IOUs; and numerous emails and conversations 
among the various parties and between the parties and Nexant.  The TOU Working Group 
meetings that were facilitated by Nexant were held on September 24, October 8, October 28, 
and December 1.  Slide decks from each meeting and detailed summary notes of the discussion 
were circulated to the entire TOU Working Group.  The summary notes included action 
items and solicited input from TOU Working Group members and many participants provided 
comments.  This highly interactive, stakeholder process was conducted over a very compressed 
time period to provide input for the Advice Letters that the CPUC Required the IOUs to file by 
January 1, 2016.  It is not unusual to take six to nine months to design a single pilot for a 
single utility.  The TOU Working Group designed multiple pilots involving more than a dozen 

2 Decision on Residential Rate Reform for Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison Company 
(SCE), and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) and Transition to Time-of-Use Rates, July 3, 2015, (D.15-07-001) 
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treatments across three utilities in less than three months, through the stakeholder process 
summarized above. 

The Decision directed the TOU Working Group to develop plans for opt-in pilots in 2016 
and 2017 and for a default pilot in 2018.  Given the short time available to complete the 
work, the TOU Working Group sought3 permission from the Commission to delay development 
of the 2018 default pilots until at least mid-year 2016, after the 2016 pilots have begun.  As 
such, there is no discussion in this report concerning the 2018 default pilots.  Reviewers should 
keep in mind that treatment options or customer segments of interest that are not included in the 
2016/2017 pilots may be investigated in the 2018 default pilots.   

The pilot designs summarized in this report represent a general consensus reached among 
Working Group members and include numerous compromises among diverse stakeholders.  
Throughout this report, phrases such as “the Working Group decided” are meant to represent 
this general consensus.  They may not represent the specific position of some Working Group 
members.  Appendix C contains comments and recommendations from some Working Group 
members that may differ from the general consensus represented by the design decisions 
documented in this report. 

2.1 Pilot Objectives  

D.15-07-001 noted that there are several important empirical questions pertaining to TOU rates 
and customer impacts and responses, and the TOU pilots should aim to help answer those 
questions prior to the introduction of default TOU rates in 2019.  The Decision also stated that 
the IOUs must “[o]ffer a menu of different residential rates designed to appeal to a variety of 
residential customers, with different time periods and rate differentials.”4  A subsequent ruling 
by the Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge (AC/ALJ) filed on September 
24 directed the IOUs to develop and evaluate a variety of TOU rate designs that may either 
be used as a model for a default TOU rate in 2019, and/or as viable forward-looking pricing 
options that accommodate the changing conditions of the grid, fulfill California’s long term 
energy policy objectives, and appeal to a variety of residential customers at that time.  
Specifically, the AC/ALJ ruling indicated that each IOU must: 

 Prepare a menu of at least three opt-in TOU rate designs; 

 Include at least one TOU rate design with a more complex combination of seasons and 
time periods than traditional TOU rates that better matches system needs, which may 
incorporate more dynamic pricing features and enabling technologies, and this pilot must 
begin no later than October 1, 2016; and 

 All other opt-in TOU pilots must begin no later than June 1, 2016.   

Additional input regarding pilot design parameters was received during the TOU Working Group 
meeting held on October 8.  At this meeting, Simon Baker, Energy Division’s Program/Branch 
Manager for Demand Response, Customer Generation and Retail Rates spoke to the Working 
Group about the Commission’s interest in including technology treatments as part of the 2016 

3 Joint Letter of SCE, PG&E and SDG&E, submitted to CPUC November30, 2015.  
4 Id at p. 176 
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pilots.  He indicated that there is an expectation that each utility will put forth at least one 
technology treatment to be implemented no later than October 1, 2016.   

With the CPUC direction summarized above as input, the TOU Working Group developed the 
following, more specific pilot objectives as input to pilot design: 

 Consider treatment options and pilot designs for 2016/2017 that will provide useful 
insights for development of the IOU’s January 1, 2018 application for default pricing 
that may begin as early as 2019; 

 Estimate load impacts by rate period for  

o Different rate structures that vary in terms of the timing and length of rate periods 

o The number of rate periods 

o Changes in rate periods and price ratios across seasons  

o Possible other features such as low or negative prices during excess 
supply conditions 

 Assess customer understanding/acceptance/engagement/satisfaction with various 
rate options; 

 Calculate bill impacts for customers on each TOU rate relative to the otherwise 
applicable tariff (OAT); 

 Assess the degree of hardship that might result from default TOU rates on senior 
households and economically vulnerable customers (and perhaps others) as directed 
by Public Utilities Code Section 745;    

 Assess the incremental effect of enabling technology on load impacts, bill impacts, and 
customer satisfaction;  

 Assess adoption rates for enabling technology for customers on TOU rates; and 

 Assess the effectiveness of alternative information, education, and outreach options.   

2.2 Report Organization 

The remainder of this report is organized as follows.  Section 3 discusses the numerous 
technical issues and stakeholder interests that were taken into consideration during the design 
process and explains how each was addressed.  Section 4 presents the pilot plans for each 
IOU.  The plans summarize the rate, technology, and education and outreach treatments5 that 
will be examined in each pilot as well as the climate regions and customer segments for which 
each treatment will be tested.  Section 5 provides a high level overview of the evaluation plan 
that will be used to determine the load impacts and other metrics for each treatment.  The 
evaluation plan will include statistical analysis of load data as well as customer surveys.  
Section 6 provides a high level summary of pilot recruitment costs, discusses the significant 
uncertainty that currently exists for this critical variable, and plans for reducing the uncertainty 
through pretesting.  Budgets for other pilot costs not related to recruitment will be provided in 
the IOU’s advice letters and are not discussed in this report.  Section 7 contains a high level 

5 The term treatment stems from the experimental research literature, much of which was developed in the context of 
medical research where subjects receive medical treatments.  In this context, it refers to the various rates, technology, and 
E&O options that are being tested in the pilots. 
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implementation schedule, highlighting key dates leading up to summer 2016 and through the 
end of the pilots in December 2017.   

Appendix A contains a list of Working Group participants, Appendix B describes the power 
analysis that was done as input to sample size determination, and Appendix C contains the 
comments of selected reviewers whose opinions may differ from the consensus opinions 
underlying the pilot design decisions summarized here.   
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3 Key Issues in Pilot Design 
Designing pilots that will produce useful insights for guiding important policy decisions is 
challenging.  In order to establish a causal link between treatments (e.g., rates, technology, 
and information) and effects (e.g., changes in load by rate period, bill impacts, etc.), it is 
necessary to eliminate other possible explanations for any observed change in the outcome 
variables of interest.  This can be hard to do in the real world where people are subject to 
many other influences besides the treatment of interest and where participation in the pilot 
is voluntary.  Pilot design typically involves making numerous, often difficult, decisions that 
sometimes must tradeoff technical rigor, cost, feasibility, customer satisfaction/dissatisfaction, 
and other factors that influence pilot design.  This section summarizes a number of key issues 
that influenced the pilot plan presented in Section 4, and explains the decisions that were made 
around these issues.   

3.1 TOU Rates  

As indicated in Section 2, among the key objectives of the pilots is to develop and evaluate 
a variety of TOU rate designs that may be used as a model for default pricing rate in 2019.  
Another important objective is to evaluate viable, opt-in pricing options that may be useful in 
responding to changing grid conditions, may appeal to selected customer groups, or may help 
fulfill California’s long term energy policy objectives.  With these objectives in mind, the three 
IOUs worked closely with the Energy Division and in consultation with the TOU Working Group 
to develop nine different rate options, three for each utility, that vary with respect to the timing 
and length of different rate periods, the number of rate periods across seasons, and prices (and 
price ratios) by rate period.   

Figures 3-1 and 3-2 show the proposed weekday and weekend rates, respectively, that are 
proposed to be tested in the TOU Pilots and Studies.  The prices shown there do not reflect 
the baseline credit that will also be incorporated in the rates. In addition to the two rates shown 
in the figures, SDG&E plans to test a much different, dynamic rate structure using an alternative 
research approach.  This tariff is proposed to have a relatively high monthly fixed charge, 
generation charges that vary hourly based on wholesale energy costs, and adders that 
vary by time of day to reflect both commodity and distribution peak events.  The specific 
characteristics of this tariff are still under discussion with Energy Division.  Enrollment on this 
tariff is scheduled to be completed by October 2016 and will be coupled with enabling 
technology that would automate response to the complex time-varying prices.  The target 
audience and research design that will be used to evaluate this tariff will be provided in 
SDG&E’s advice letter.
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Figure 3-1:  Weekday Tariffs in the TOU Pilots6  

   

6The day prior to this report being completed, after examining the distribution of customer bill changes moving from the control group to the TOU pilot rates, PG&E 
discovered a possible problem with the rates, which it is in the process of investigating.  This stems from a mismatch between the billing determinants (i.e., aggregate 
sales in each of the various TOU periods) used to design the rates, which were based on a sample of customers, and the billing determinants of the much larger population 
of customers used for the bill comparisons.  If this investigation results in significant changes in the prices shown above, PG&E will update the proposed tariffs.  
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Figure 3-2:  Weekend Tariffs in the TOU Pilots 
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As seen in Figures 3-1 and Figure 3-2, all eight TOU pilot tariffs have peak periods that primarily 
cover late afternoon and evening hours year round.  This later peak period is driven by the 
increasing penetration of solar in California and is a significant departure from the vast majority 
of pilots and tariffs that have been implemented previously in California and elsewhere.  With 
most of the rates having peak periods ending at 9 PM and some with peak periods that don’t 
start until 6 PM, these pilots will be among the first in the industry to study the magnitude of load 
reductions during evening hours.  

Another key focus of the pilot tariffs is the willingness and ability of consumers to respond to 
time-varying price signals that vary across more than two daily rate periods and across more 
than two seasons.  Low prices in midday in the spring when excess supply conditions may exist 
is also something that has not been previously tested.  Some of the tariffs have the same pricing 
structure on weekends as on weekdays, which is yet another atypical tariff feature.  For most 
TOU tariffs, off-peak prices apply on the weekend.  In short, these pilots will break new ground 
both in California and in the industry with regard to the timing of peak periods, the frequency 
of price changes, and the response of customers to low daytime prices during excess 
supply conditions.   

Collectively, the eight pilots have significant variation in prices across rate periods.  During the 
summer peak period, for example, prices are as low as roughly 41¢/kWh for PG&E’s Rate 1 to 
as high as 69¢/kWh for SCE’s Rate 2.  Summer off-peak prices range from roughly 23¢/kwh 
for SCE’s Rate 3 to almost 34¢/kWh for SDG&E’s Rate 2.  Super off-peak prices on spring 
afternoons are around 17¢/kWh.  

3.2 Experimental Design 

A key objective of any pilot or experiment is to establish a causal link between the experimental 
treatments and the outcomes of interest.  This is referred to as internal validity.  In this context, 
the treatments of interest are TOU tariffs, enabling technology, and education and information 
options designed to help consumers understand and accept the tariffs and to adjust their 
usage in response to the time-varying price signals.  The outcomes of interest are: changes 
in usage by rate period (e.g., load impacts); changes in bills; customer satisfaction; customer 
engagement in managing energy costs; customer knowledge and awareness of TOU rates; and 
perhaps others.   

Comparing the value of outcome variables of interest before and after customers go on the TOU 
tariffs or take the enabling technology does not have high internal validity because there are 
other factors that can cause changes in the variables of interest.  Unless these factors can be 
controlled, it is impossible to know whether the treatment of interest caused the change or 
whether it was caused by one of these other factors.  For example, differences in weather or 
economic conditions could cause a change in usage for the average customer, which could bias 
the estimated impact of the TOU rate. 

Estimating impacts by comparing the outcomes of interest between customers who do and don’t 
receive the treatment is valid only if those two groups are identical in all respects except that 
one is subject to the treatment and the other is not.  Comparing usage between those who 
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volunteer for a treatment and those who decline the treatment or who were not offered the 
treatment has low internal validity for voluntary pilots because customers who volunteer for 
the treatment may have pretreatment differences in the variables of interest.  For example, if 
people who volunteer for a TOU rate have lower than average peak period usage compared 
with a control group consisting of decliners or the population as a whole, estimating the load 
impact as the difference in peak period usage between the treatment and control group would 
bias the estimated impact upward because it would include both the treatment effect as well as 
the pretreatment difference in usage.  This is known as selection bias and is one of the single 
biggest threats to internal validity.   

For voluntary pilots, the best way to avoid selection bias and to ensure a high degree of 
internal validity is to employ what is called a randomized control trial (RCT) design.  With 
this experimental design, participants are offered a treatment and then, after they agree to 
accept it, are randomly assigned to either the treatment or control condition.  This ensures 
that the treatment and control customers are identical in every way, except for exposure to 
the treatment and any difference that might occur due to random sampling error.  If samples 
are large, the likelihood of significant differences occurring due to random error is small.   

However, even small errors might be significant if the impact that is estimated is small.  For 
example, if the difference between treatment and control customers is 5%, a pretreatment 
difference of 1% due to random chance would produce a 20% error in the estimated impact.  
This potential error can be reduced or completely eliminated by doing what is called a 
difference-in-differences calculation.  A difference-in-differences calculation estimates 
the impact as the difference between treatment and control customers after the treatment 
is in effect minus the difference between the two groups before the treatment is in effect.  An 
RCT design with impacts estimated as the difference-in-differences has the highest internal 
validity of any experimental design, which is why the TOU Working Group chose this design 
for the TOU pilots.7      

Another important consideration is the impact of design decisions on external validity.  External 
validity refers to the relevance of the findings from a pilot or experiment to estimating impacts for 
customers or situations not included in the experiment.  The highest external validity would exist 
for a pilot where the exact treatment, marketed in the exact same way as in the pilot, is offered 
to a group of customers that are identical (from a statistical perspective) to the study population.  
These conditions rarely exist and they certainly are not present with the 2016/2017 pilots since 

7 An alternative to an RCT that has equal internal validity is a randomized encouragement design (RED).  With an RED, 
customers are randomly assigned to two groups.  One group is offered a treatment and the other is not.  Among those 
offered the treatment, some will take it and others will not.  Those who are not offered the treatment need not even know 
they are part of an experiment.  As such, an RED avoids any potential backlash associated with a recruit and deny or recruit 
and delay RCT design.  The estimation of impacts for those who receive the treatment in an RED is obtained in a two-step 
process.  In step one, referred to as the intention-to-treat analysis, the variable of interest for those offered the treatment, 
whether they take it or not, is compared with the values for those who are not offered the treatment.  In the second step, 
the impact estimated in the first step is divided by the percent of customers in the encouraged group who take the offer.  
This produces an estimate of the impact of the treatment for those who accept it.  An RED works well if the acceptance rate 
of an offer is high, the impact is large, or both.  If the acceptance rate and the expected impact are low, the initial intention-
to-treat effect may be too small to estimate with any reasonable sized sample.  Given the relatively small expected impact 
for the relatively mild TOU rates being tested in the pilots, and the unknown level of acceptance, the TOU Working Group 
concluded that an RED was not likely to be successful for these pilots. 
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the objective of these pilots is to extrapolate from an opt-in pilot to future default conditions 
because a default pilot cannot be implemented until 2018.  A key challenge faced by the TOU 
Working Group was deciding how to gain insights from opt-in TOU pilots that might help inform 
policy decisions for default TOU pricing.  

An important difference between opt-in and default conditions is the mix of customers that are 
enrolled under each condition.  With default enrollment, three customer segments remain on 
the tariff: 

 Always Adopters:  These are customers who would enroll on the tariff if it was 
marketed on an opt-in basis. 

 Complacents:  These customers are aware that their rate has changed as a result of 
default enrollment, but they would not have enrolled on an opt-in basis.  However, for 
a variety of reasons (e.g., inertia, transaction costs associated with switching out, etc.), 
they do not opt out from default enrollment. 

 Unaware Customers:  This group of customers is not aware that their tariff changed. 

There is a fourth customer segment consisting of decliners who opt-out prior to being placed on 
the rate. With opt-in enrollment, only the always takers as defined above will enroll on the rate. 

Empirical evidence from the well-known Smart Pricing Options (SPO)8 pilot conducted by the 
Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) showed that average reductions for opt-in tariffs 
were significantly larger on a per-customer basis than average reductions for default tariffs.  
However, given the significant difference in the enrollment rate between opt-in and default 
tariffs in the SPO (roughly a factor of 5), aggregate load impacts were much higher under 
default enrollment.  This result can only occur if complacents also responded to the TOU 
price signals.  Unaware customers, by definition, do not respond.  Combining data on opt-in 
and default enrollment rates with results from a survey done by SMUD suggests that, in this 
particular instance, always adopters accounted for roughly 20% of those who remained enrolled 
on the default rate, complacents accounted for 50%, and the remaining 30% of customers were 
most likely unaware that they had been placed on a new tariff. 

The above evidence indicates clearly that average impacts for an opt-in pilot, populated only 
with always adopters, will not represent well what the impacts are likely to be for a default tariff, 
which will also include complacents and unaware customers.  This conclusion most likely 
applies not just to load impacts but also to other metrics of interest, including bill impacts, 
customer acceptance, and satisfaction and potential economic hardship associated with being 
defaulted onto a TOU rate.  In order to better represent the mix of customers that are likely to be 
enrolled under default conditions, the TOU Working Group decided to implement what is being 
called a “pay-to-play” (PTP) recruitment strategy.  Under this approach, rather than recruit 
customers onto a rate by educating prospective participants about the features and potential 
customer benefits associated with a specific rate, as would be done for a typical opt-in pilot or 
program, participants will instead be offered an economic incentive for agreeing to be in the pilot 
and then will be randomly assigned to one of three rate options or to the control condition after 

8 Stephen S. George, Jennifer Potter and Lupe Jimenez.  SmartPricing Options Final Evaluation. September 5, 2014. See 
also SmartPricing Options Interim Evaluation. October 23, 2013. 
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agreeing to participate.  This approach has several benefits in this context over a traditional opt-
in marketing effort: 

 It eliminates any rate-specific selection effects, since participants will be given little 
information about the characteristics of specific rates (except that they will be TOU 
rates) and won’t know until after they enroll which of the three rate options (or the control 
condition) to which they will be assigned; 

 It reduces potential dissatisfaction that may occur in a more traditional RCT application 
where customers are asked to enroll and then half are assigned to the treatment 
condition and half to the control condition.  With the PTP plan, it will be made clear 
up front that participants will be assigned to one of four conditions and they won’t 
know enough about the differences in the rates to be disappointed about getting one 
assignment over another.  Most importantly, the incentive payment, which is likely to be 
the strongest driver of participation and which will be paid to both treatment and control 
customers, should be sufficient to overcome any potential dissatisfaction that might arise 
from a more traditional recruit and deny RCT design;   

 Given that the main driver of participation is the incentive (and perhaps interest in 
being involved in an important research project), and not a specific rate, the PTP 
approach should attract a reasonable number of complacents along with the always 
adopters that would be the only participants in a typical opt-in pilot;   

 The incentive should significantly increase the acceptance rate for the pilot compared 
with a traditional marketing strategy and, as a result, it should shorten the recruitment 
period.  This is critical given the very short time available to complete recruitment after 
Commission approval of the pilot plans and budgets (likely in March 17, 2016) and the 
target enrollment date of June 1, 20169 (leaving only about two months or less for actual 
recruitment); and  

 Finally, this approach reduces the number of customers that must be recruited because 
within each IOU the same control group can be used for each rate option.  Given 
that each rate being offered in the pilot would have a unique set of selection effects 
if marketed through a traditional opt-in approach (since tariffs have different 
characteristics, with different peak period timing and length and differences in rate 
periods across seasons, etc.), if the rates were marketed on an opt-in basis, each 
rate would require its own control group.  With the PTP approach, customers will be 
recruited into the study and assigned randomly to one of two or three rates (depending 
on the IOU) or to the control condition.  As such, there are no rate-specific selection 
effects so a single control group is valid. This results in substantial cost savings.   

One downside to the PTP approach is that it does not allow for a determination of the relative 
preferences of customers for each rate based on a comparison of differential opt-in rates for 
each tariff.  Furthermore, in order to avoid gaming by customers who might enroll to receive the 
incentive and then immediately drop out of the pilot, only a portion of the incentive will be paid 
up front with the remainder being paid either at the end of one year on the pilot or perhaps at 
the end of the second summer period.  As such, the relative preferences of customers for the 
different rates can’t be measured by differential dropout rates in the first year, since the delayed 

9 Recruitment for SMUD’s SPO pilots required an 8-month period (October-May) and included numerous iterations of opt-in 
TOU outreach to completely fulfil targeted  recruitment levels (SMUD ultimately recruited 3,428 customers for the  Opt-In 
TOU portion of its SPO Pilots).  Although SMUD did not offer a pay-to-play incentive, it was also able to tell prospective 
participants the exact rate onto which they would be placed if they volunteered to participate. 
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payment of the incentive is designed to keep customers on the rate.  However, customer 
acceptance of each rate option can be assessed by asking about customer satisfaction with 
the rate in a survey and comparing relative satisfaction ratings for each tariff.  In addition, once 
the final incentive payment is made, customers may opt out and it may be possible to observe 
differential opt-out rates as an indicator of relative preferences for the rate options offered.  
Another approach to assessing customer preferences would be to ask each participant near 
the end of the pilot whether they would have preferred either of the other two rate options over 
the one they were assigned.  This survey question would be asked after participants have been 
on the rate for at least a year.   

3.3 Sample Size Determination 

The cost for any pilot or experiment is typically highly correlated with the number of customers 
that must be recruited in order to answer the key questions of interest with the desired level of 
statistical precision.  Estimates for a variable of interest (e.g., load impact, bill impact, customer 
satisfaction, etc.) are not exact—they are estimates that are subject to error.  Figure 3-3 
illustrates two types of error that are relevant to pilot design, bias, and precision.  Bias refers 
to the accuracy of the estimate—an unbiased estimate is one that would accurately reflect the 
true value for the average treatment customer across repeated samples.  Precision refers to 
the spread of estimates across repeated samples of participants.  As illustrated in Figure 3-3, 
it’s possible to have a very precise estimate of a biased answer.  Bias was discussed above 
and primarily stems from poor experimental design (and often from not controlling for selection 
effects).  With the RCT design that will be deployed for these pilots, the estimates should not 
be biased.   

Precision is tied to sample size.  If samples are small, there will be greater variation in the 
estimated values across repeated samples than if samples are large relative to the population 
of interest.  With small samples, there is less confidence that the estimated value from any 
single sample is close to the true value.   
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Figure 3-3:  Accuracy Versus Precision 

  

An important determinant of sample size is the desired level of confidence.  Confidence 
level refers to the percentage of all possible samples that can be expected to include the 
true population parameter.  For example, suppose all possible samples were selected from 
the same population, and a confidence interval was computed for each sample.  A 90% 
confidence level means that 90% of the confidence intervals would include the true population 
parameter.  If the confidence interval for an estimated value spans 0, it means that the estimate 
is not statistically different from 0.  For example, if an estimated impact is 2 and the 90% 
confidence interval is ±3, it means that we can’t say, with 90% confidence, that the estimated 
value of 2 is statistically different from 0.  If the objective is to determine whether two estimated 
values differ from each other, if the confidence bands around the two estimates overlap, it is not 
possible to say that the two values are statistically different from each other.  For example, if the 
average load impact for one customer segment is estimated to equal 5% with a 90% confidence 
band of ±3%, and the estimate for a different segment is 8%, with a confidence band of ±2%, it 
would not be possible to conclude that the two estimates are statistically different because the 
confidence band for one is from 2 to 8 and the other is from 6 to 10.  On the other hand, if the 
90% confidence bands for each estimate equaled ±1%, one could say with 90% confidence that 
the values of 5% and 8% were statistically different because the confidence bands from 4 to 6 
and 7 to 9 don’t overlap. 

The remainder of this section discusses sample size targets for treatment cells and customer 
segments for which load impacts will be estimated, for which bill impact distributions will be 
produced, and for which surveys will be the primary mode of assessment.  The estimates 
provided here for load impacts are based on a convenience sample of data from PG&E and, 
as discussed below, may vary across utilities and segments.  Each utility will need to produce 
its own estimates as input to sampling for implementation, which could lead to increases or 
decreases in the target sample sizes relative to those shown in Section 4 for each rate 
treatment.  Target sample sizes for bill impact distributions discussed in Section 3.3.2 are 
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currently an educated guess as none of the bill impacts have yet been calculated.  The 
sample sizes for survey data analysis presented in Section 3.3.3 are based on standard 
power calculations and do not require further analysis prior to implementation since they 
will be the same across all utilities.   

3.3.1 Sampling for Load Impact Estimation 

The sample size required to obtain a certain level of confidence depends on a variety of 
variables, including the type of variable being estimated, the amount of variation in that variable, 
and the expected magnitude of the impact.  When estimating peak period load reductions, the 
underlying variable of interest—electrical load during the peak period—fluctuates significantly 
from day to day and the estimated impact from a modest TOU rate signal is likely to be small.  
With these conditions, the challenge is picking out a small signal (the impact) from a lot of 
background noise (fluctuation in load).  Doing so requires much larger samples of both 
treatment and control customers than if the signal was quite large and the background 
noise was small. 

Table 3-1 shows the 90% and 95% confidence intervals for estimating peak period load 
impacts based on different sample sizes for combined treatment and control customers in 
an experiment.  The estimates assume that a difference-in-differences analysis is used to 
estimate load impacts during the peak period.  These values are based on a sample of 
customers from PG&E’s service territory.  The methodology used to produce the values 
in Table 3-1 is documented in Appendix B.   

Table 3-1: Expected Precision for Peak Period Load Impacts  
Using Different Sample Sizes 

(Based on a sample of customers from PG&E’s service territory) 

Number of Treatment + 
Customers Combined 

95% Confidence Band  90% Confidence Band 

400 5.2% 4.4% 

1,000 3.2% 2.7% 

1,500 2.7% 2.2% 

2,000 2.2% 1.9% 

4,000 1.7% 1.4% 

The values in Table 3-2 indicate that, with a sample of 1,000 treatment customers and an equal 
sized sample of 1,000 control customers (the fourth row in the table), an estimated impact of, 
say, 5%, would have a 90% confidence band from 3.1% to 6.9%.  If the sample of treatment 
and control customers was doubled, to 2,000 each (4,000 total), the 90% confidence band 
would narrow to ±1.4% (e.g., it would range from 3.6% to 6.4% if the estimate was 5%).  
Importantly, in the above example using 1,000 treatment and 1,000 control customers, if the 
estimated value was 1% rather than 5%, the 90% confidence band would span 0.  Put another 
way, it would not be possible to conclude with 90% confidence that the 1% load impact was 
statistically different from 0. 
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As indicated above, the values in Table 3-1 were based on a sample of customers from PG&E’s 
service territory and are driven by the normal fluctuation in peak period electricity use for that 
specific sample.  A sample of customers from a different service territory, or from a different 
customer segment within PG&E’s service territory, could have confidence bands that are wider 
or narrower than those shown in Table 3-1 depending on the underlying fluctuation in electricity 
use for those customers.  Table 3-2 shows how the confidence bands differ between CARE 
and non-CARE customers and between customers in hot and cool climate regions in PG&E’s 
service territory.10  The greater fluctuation in loads across days in the cooler region leads to a 
wider confidence band than in the hotter region where the consistently hot temperatures 
produce high demand levels on most summer days.  This highlights the importance of each IOU 
conducting analysis similar to that underlying these tables based on a representative sample of 
the target population in each climate region.  As discussed below, SCE has already completed 
this analysis and found that there are large differences across climate regions in the confidence 
bands that can be obtained from a given sample size.   

Table 3-2: Expected Precision for Peak Period Load Impacts  
Using Different Sample Sizes (90% Confidence Band) 

Number of Treatment Customers 
 (Assumes Equal # of Control Customers) 

Non-CARE  CARE Cool  Hot 

400 5.4% 4.2% 4.2% 3.6% 

1,000 3.1% 2.6% 3.1% 2.4% 

1,500 2.5% 1.9% 2.7% 2.0% 

2,000 2.2% 1.8% 2.0% 1.7% 

4,000 1.4% 1.1% 1.5% 1.2% 

In addition to the size of the confidence bands associated with various sample sizes, another 
key driver of the sample size is the expected load impact.  If expected load impacts are small, 
say 2%, and it is important to know whether the estimated values are statistically different from 
0, it will be important to draw samples of at least 1,000 treatment and control customers (each) 
so that the confidence band is less than ±2%.  On the other hand, if the expected load impact 
is, say 10%, and it is sufficient to know with 90% confidence that it is likely to be somewhere 
between 7% and 13%, then a sample size of only 500 customers would be required.  Figure 
3-4 shows estimates of load impacts at various peak-to-off-peak price ratios as estimated 
from a variety of TOU pilots and programs.  As seen previously in Figures 3-1 and 3-2, the 
peak-to-off-peak price ratios being proposed for the various pilots range from around 1.1 to 1 to 
greater than 4 to 1.  Based on prior studies, this suggests that the expected impacts are almost 
certainly less than 10% and may be less than 5%.  Importantly, most prior studies have peak 
periods that are in the afternoon hours when air conditioning loads are relatively high and many 
households may be unoccupied.  With some of the proposed rates having peak periods 

10 It should be noted that the difference in the size of the 90% confidence band between hot and cool climate regions may 
be impacted by the difference in the share of customers in each region that are CARE customers.  The share of customers 
in PG&E’s hot climate region that are CARE customers is much larger than the share in the cool climate region.   
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extending well into the evening when temperatures are cooler and people are home, expected 
load impacts may be lower than those found in most prior studies. 

Figure 3-4:  Load Impacts as a Function of Peak-to-off-peak Price Ratios 
 

 

Based on the above sample size calculations and a review of prior studies, the TOU Working 
Group decided to use a sample size of 1,000 treatment and 1,000 control customers for 
planning purposes for each customer segment for which estimates of the average load impact 
is desired.11  As discussed in Section 3.3.4, customer attrition over the course of the pilots is 
planned to equal roughly 25 percent; so the pilot plan is to recruit roughly 1,250 customers to be 
recruited for each segment for which load impacts will be estimated so that roughly 1,000 will 
still remain on the rate in summer 2017.  This analysis is based on sample sizes for estimating 
summer, peak-period load impacts.  The confidence level for load impacts in other rate periods 
and for electricity use overall may differ.12   

As indicated above, prior to implementation, each utility will estimate the sample sizes required 
to achieve a similar level of confidence for their customer population by segment and climate 

11 The segments of interest are discussed later in this section and also in Section 4.   
12 It should be noted that the Environmental Defense Fund argued for much larger sample sizes and greater precision 
based on the importance of accurate load impact estimates for resource adequacy planning.  Their comments on this issue 
are contained in Appendix C.  They also raised this issue during the final Working Group meeting.  In response, Nexant 
indicated that the purpose of these pilots is to provide guidance for the default rates that may be implemented in 2019.  
The impacts resulting from the chosen rate, which is likely to be somewhat different from the exact rates implemented in 
these pilots, is what matters for resource adequacy planning.  Those impacts should be estimated when the rate is 
implemented in 2019 or in conjunction with the 2018 default pilots when much larger sample sizes can be obtained at 
much lower cost than the cost of recruiting participants into opt-in pilots. 
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region.  This analysis was already completed by Nexant for SCE several days prior to 
completion of this report.  The analysis largely confirmed the sample size estimates calculated 
by Nexant for pilot planning purposes, based on a convenience sample of PG&E data, with the 
exception of cool climate zones. The analysis showed that the width of the confidence bands in 
SCE’s cool climate region was roughly twice as large as the confidence bands in the moderate 
and hot climate regions.  This is due, in large part, to the greater variability in peak period load 
during summer months in the cooler region combined with lower mean usage, meaning that the 
coefficient of variation (the ratio of the standard deviation to the mean) in the cool region is 
much larger than in the moderate or hot regions.   

In order to have confidence bands in the ±2% range in SCE’s cool climate region, sample sizes 
would need to double compared to the other two regions.  Across three rate options and the 
control group, the additional recruitment requirement in the cool region would total roughly 5,000 
participants at a likely cost of several million dollars.  If similar results are found in PG&E and 
SDG&E’s service territories, the total incremental cost of meeting the same level of precision 
in all three regions could easily exceed $5 million.  There is no policy reason of which we are 
aware for determining load impacts at the climate region level.  The decision about what default 
rate to offer in 2019 presumably will be based on average load impacts for the service territory 
as a whole, not for any particular climate region.  The level of precision at the service territory 
level exceeds ±2% since sample sizes at this level are roughly 3,000 for each rate (for a total of 
6,000 for the treatment and control groups combined).  As such, Nexant recommended not 
incurring this additional cost to maintain the same level of confidence in the cool climate region 
as in the other climate regions.  The reasonableness of this decision is underscored by the fact 
that Pub. Utility Code Section 745(c) and (d) only require findings relating to hot climate 
regions.  This issue arose too late to take it up with the entire Working Group, but it was vetted 
with Energy Division and with all three IOUs, and representatives from those four groups agreed 
with Nexant’s recommendation. 

3.3.2 Sampling for Bill Impact Analysis 

In addition to load impacts, another variable of interest is bill impacts.  There is significant 
interest by the Commission and selected stakeholders regarding the bill impact of default TOU 
rates on selected customer groups, as discussed at greater length in Section 3.5.  Of particular 
interest is the percent of customers in selected segments that might see their bills increase by 
large amounts (with large yet to be defined) to assess whether unreasonable hardship is caused 
for some customers by being on the TOU rate (with unreasonable hardship to be determined 
by the CPUC after reviewing the data from this pilot).  Under default TOU pricing, even with no 
change in usage, nearly every consumer’s bill will change relative to what it would have been on 
the otherwise applicable tariff (OAT) except for the mythical “average customer” who would see 
no bill impact going from the OAT to a revenue neutral TOU rate.  The distribution of bill impacts 
after changes in usage will differ from the distribution based on no change in usage, depending 
on how much customers on the rate respond by reducing their load or by shifting it from peak to 
non-peak hours.  

Figure 3-5 shows the distribution of bill impacts associated with a hypothetical TOU tariff.  In the 
figure, negative values represent a bill decrease relative to the OAT and positive values 
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represent a bill increase.  In this example, there is a small percentage of customers with bill 
increases exceeding 20%.  It is these customers on the tail of the distribution, above some 
specified level (e.g., 15%, 20%, or some absolute amount such as $100 or $200), that may be 
of greatest interest from a policy perspective because they are the customers who will see their 
bills go up significantly under TOU rates and may be unlikely to obtain lower bills relative to the 
OAT regardless of how much they reduce or shift load during the peak period.  Obviously, these 
are customers for whom it makes economic sense to opt-out of default TOU.  As such, it is 
important that the sampling plan for the pilots be designed to characterize with reasonable 
accuracy the distribution of bill impacts for the population as a whole and that samples are 
large enough to determine the percent of customers that will see bill increases above some 
predetermined level. 

Figure 3-5:  Hypothetical Distribution of Bill Impacts 

 

Figure 3-6 shows how the distribution of bill impacts varies with sample size for the same 
hypothetical tariff depicted in Figure 3-5.  As seen, with very small samples, it is easy to miss 
the outliers that are of interest—those with high bill increases.  In order to determine how large 
the sample size must be to adequately characterize the distribution of bill impacts for a specific 
customer segment of interest, it is necessary to have data on the bill impacts using pretreatment 
usage patterns.  Because TOU rates were not finalized until quite late in the planning process, 
bill impacts could not be estimated in time to conduct this analysis prior to completing the report.  
The current operating assumption is that 500 observations will be adequate to accurately 
characterize the distribution of bill impacts for segments of interest and to produce reasonable 
confidence bands around the percent of accounts in each segment that experience bill impacts 
above a certain threshold.  Prior to finalizing the sampling and recruitment plan, each utility will 
need to do the analysis necessary to either confirm this assumption or propose adjustments to 
the sample sizes (up or down) required to accurately characterize bill impact distributions.  
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Figure 3-6:  Variation in Bill Impact Distributions with Sample Size 
 

 

3.3.3 Sampling for Survey Questions 

In addition to load impacts and bill impacts, decision makers will also rely on other metrics for 
evaluating potential pricing, technology, and education/outreach strategies. These metrics will 
typically involve survey questions pertaining to customer awareness, understanding of rate 
features, satisfaction, engagement through changes in behavior, actions driven by potential 
economic hardship, etc.  Thus, it is important to consider sample size requirements needed 
to determine statistical differences in survey responses across treatments and customer 
segments.   

There are two types of survey questions that will be used to investigate issues of interest: 
categorical and continuous.  Categorical questions are used to quantify things such as customer 
characteristics (e.g., a respondent’s senior status, housing type, etc.) and information about 
behavior that might have been driven by the treatments (e.g., Did you adjust your thermostat 
to reduce use in the afternoon).  Continuous variables include scaler questions such as 
satisfaction ratings (e.g., On a scale from 1 to 10, how satisfied are you with the rate you are 
on), agree/disagree questions (e.g., On a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 means strongly disagree 
and 10 means strongly agree, please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement), and some customer characteristics information such as income, age, house 
size in square footage, etc.  Sample size calculations differ depending on the type of variable. 

For categorical variables, the required sample size is a function of the assumed incidence rate 
(e.g., the percent of people answering a question in a certain way) and the desired level of 
statistical precision and confidence.  Figure 3-7 shows the relationship between sample size 
and incidence rate for a given level of precision and confidence.  As seen in the figure, if the 
expected incidence rate is 5%, the required sample size to estimate the value with ±5% 
precision and 95% confidence is only 73.  The required sample size is only 52 for 90% 
confidence.  On the other hand, if the expected incidence rate is 20%, the required sample 
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size is roughly 250 for 95% confidence and about 175 for 90%.  The required sample size jumps 
to around 385 and 275 respectively at an incidence rate of 50%.   

Figure 3-7:  Sample Size as a Function of Incidence Rate for Categorical Variables 
(±5% precision) 

 

Sample size calculations for continuous variables vary depending on the mean and standard 
deviation of the answers.  Table 3-3 shows how sample sizes differ with variation in the mean 
and standard deviation associated with actual responses from two questions that were included 
in a survey conducted by SMUD as part of the SPO pilot.  The two questions involved a five-
point, agree/disagree scale for questions pertaining to ease of understanding and perceived 
fairness of the pricing plans that were included in the pilot.  The rows in the table pertain to the 
different treatment groups included in the SPO (e.g., default and opt-in TOU and CPP tariffs, 
etc.).  The sample sizes in the far right column are based on ±5% precision and 95% confidence 
and differ based on the means and the variance of the survey responses.  The sample sizes 
vary from a low of 180 to a high of 371, with the mean being 285.  If the level of confidence were 
lowered from 95% to 90%, the required sample sizes would drop significantly, and  would be 
below 100 participants for most groups and questions.   
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Table 3-3:  Sample Size Requirements for Continuous Variables for Specific Questions 
and Treatments in SMUD’s Smart Pricing Options Pilot 

My current pricing plan is easy to understand 

Category N 1 2 3 4 5 
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control 300 0.25 0.313 0.263 0.137 0.037 2.40 1.11 1.24 330 

default_CPP_(no_drop_outs) 163 0.247 0.381 0.212 0.11 0.049 2.33 1.11 1.23 348 

default_CPP_TOU_(no_drop_outs) 141 0.256 0.423 0.186 0.123 0.013 2.22 1.00 1.00 314 

default_TOU_(no_drop_outs) 417 0.275 0.386 0.177 0.134 0.028 2.25 1.08 1.18 356 

deferred 736 0.258 0.419 0.204 0.089 0.031 2.22 1.02 1.05 328 

opt_in_CPP_(no_drop_outs) 576 0.309 0.471 0.106 0.099 0.016 2.05 0.98 0.95 350 

opt_in_TOU_(no_drop_outs) 1,017 0.35 0.438 0.118 0.075 0.02 1.98 0.97 0.95 371 

My current pricing plan is fair 
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control 300 0.167 0.277 0.367 0.143 0.047 2.63 1.07 1.14 253 

default_CPP_(no_drop_outs) 163 0.225 0.393 0.276 0.087 0.019 2.28 0.97 0.94 278 

default_CPP_TOU_(no_drop_outs) 141 0.167 0.41 0.305 0.087 0.032 2.41 0.97 0.94 249 

default_TOU_(no_drop_outs) 417 0.182 0.38 0.272 0.137 0.029 2.45 1.03 1.06 271 

deferred 736 0.196 0.333 0.313 0.121 0.038 2.48 1.05 1.11 279 

opt_in_CPP_(no_drop_outs) 576 0.255 0.407 0.241 0.079 0.017 2.19 0.96 0.93 296 

opt_in_TOU_(no_drop_outs) 1,017 0.265 0.396 0.221 0.094 0.023 2.21 1.01 1.02 322 

 

Of course, there are many survey questions of potential interest for the pilots and it’s impossible 
to guess what the expected incidence rate would be for categorical questions or what the 
means and standard deviations might be for continuous variables for all questions of interest.  
The pilot plan involves tying a portion of the PTP incentive to completion of surveys so survey 
response rates are expected to be high.13  Based on the above analysis, treatment cells that are 
sized to a target enrollment of 1,000 customers in order to produce estimates of load impacts 
will certainly be large enough to produce a high degree of statistical precision and confidence 
for all survey questions of interest.  As indicated in Figures 3-7 and 3-8, treatments and 
segments that will be assessed largely on the basis of survey data can be sized well below 
1,000.  Assuming a design standard of 90% confidence, a sample size of 250 should be 
adequate for nearly any survey question and incidence rate of interest.   

13 In California’s Statewide Pricing Pilot conducted in 2003/2004, which also used a PTP approach and tied part of the 
incentive to survey response, the average response rate across numerous treatment cells was 90%.  See  Stephen S. 
George and Ahmad Faruqui.  Impact Evaluation of California’s Statewide Pricing Pilot.  Final Report, March 16, 2005. 
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3.3.4 Oversampling for Attrition 

An important factor affecting sample sizes and recruitment costs is the expected amount of 
attrition.  It is necessary to factor attrition into the initial recruitment plan so that statistically valid 
impact estimates can still be obtained at least through the second summer of the pilot.  Attrition 
in the pilots will be driven by two factors, account turnover from moving (or customer churn) and 
dropouts (participants who leave because they want to drop off the rate).  Nearly all prior pilots 
with which we are familiar have had very low dropout rates, but customer churn can be 15% to 
20% per year.  For example, in SMUD’s SPO pilot, the dropout rate was between 4% and 8% 
over two summers depending on the tariff; whereas customer churn ranged from 18% to 21%.   

Given the fact that participants in the proposed pilots will be paid the largest part of the 
participation incentive either at the end of the first year or midway through the second,14 dropout 
rates could be even lower than in the SMUD SPO pilot, at least until after the last incentive is 
paid.  Participants will be allowed to stay on the pilot rates through the end of 2017, but from an 
evaluation perspective, the most valuable learnings after the end of the summer of 2017 will be 
what the dropout rate is once the final incentive payment has been made rather than what load 
impacts are in the fall of 2017.  As such, the TOU Working Group concluded that over recruiting 
by 25% would be sufficient in each treatment cell relative to the target level of participation 
needed to estimate load impacts, bill impacts, or survey responses to the desired level of 
statistical significance.  For example, for the moderate climate regions where the target 
enrollment rate for estimating load impacts is 1,000, 1,250 participants would be recruited to 
ensure that there are roughly 1,000 still on the rate during summer 2017. 

3.4 Control Group Rate 

Ordering paragraph 5 of D.15-07-001 required that, within 60 days of the decision, the three 
IOUs will file a Tier-2 Advice Letter setting forth the glide path for future rate changes to 
consolidate the tiers and implement the Super User Electric Surcharge.  SCE, PG&E, and 
SDG&E filed such advice letters on September 1, 2015.  The filings for all three utilities show 
a reduction in the number of tiers from the four-tier structure in place in 2015 and a significant 
reduction in the price differential between the baseline quantity (BQ) and the prices in effect up 
to 400% of the baseline quantity in 2019.  Above 400% of baseline, a Super User Electric 
Surcharge comes into effect in 2017 with prices equal to roughly $0.40/kwh at PG&E and SCE 
and more than $0.50 at SDG&E.  Table 3-4 shows the proposed glide path prices for the tiered 
rate for each utility in 2015, 2016, 2017 and 2019.  The rate changes are to go into effect 
sometime between March and May each year from 2016 to 2019.   

14 The impact of payment schedule on acceptance rates will be investigated during the recruitment pretests in January. 
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Table 3-4:  Glide Path Rates for Non-CARE Customers 

 SCE ($/kWh) PG&E ($/kWh) SDG&E ($/kWh) 

Usage 2015 2016 2017 2019 2015 2016 2017 2019 2015 2016 2017 2019 

0–100% of BQ 15.0 16.5 16.9 18.2 16.7 17.5 17.7 18.3 18.1 22.1 23.7 24.1 

100–130% of BQ 20.9 25.2 25.9 23.3 19.8 21.7 24.4 23.0 20.5 22.1 23.7 24.1 

130–200% of BQ 24.3 25.2 25.9 23.3 25.2 21.7 24.4 23.0 39.6 36.9 33.4 30.2 

200–400% of BQ 30.2 29.8 25.9 23.3 32.1 31.9 24.4 23.0 39.6 36.9 33.4 30.2 

>400% 30.2 29.8 31.8 40.8 32.1 31.9 33.8 40.3 39.6 36.9 38.9 52.9 

For each utility, prices below 130% of baseline increase between 2015 and 2019 and prices 
between 130% and 400% of baseline decrease.  For usage above 400% of baseline, prices fall 
modestly initially and then increase significantly when the Super User Electric Surcharge comes 
into effect, which occurs in 2017.  Thus, customers on both the low end and the very high end of 
the usage distribution are likely to see bill increases between 2015 and 2019 while those in the 
middle are likely to see bill decreases (assuming no change in usage).   

Among other things, the TOU pilots are intended to estimate the change in usage (and bills) for 
customers who are defaulted onto TOU rates in 2019.  These TOU rates will be revenue neutral 
relative to the 2019 OAT shown in Table 3-4.15  Given this, conceptually, it would seem logical 
to use the 2019 OAT as the rate for control group customers in the pilots and TOU rates that are 
revenue neutral relative to the 2019 OAT.  However, this approach assumes that control group 
customers would adjust quickly to the change in the OAT relative to the 2016 OAT rate that will 
be in effect when the pilots are initiated so that their usage pattern reflects what customers 
would be using on the OAT after a four year period over which the tier structure gradually 
changes.  There are reasons to believe that the change in usage in response to changes in a 
tiered rate structure is likely to happen much more slowly than would a change from an OAT to 
a TOU rate structure.  If true, using the 2019 OAT and 2019 TOU rates in the pilots would not 
accurately reflect the TOU load or bill impact from a change in usage under the tiered rates in 
place in 2019.   

There is substantial evidence from prior TOU pilots in other jurisdictions that residential 
customers can understand TOU prices quickly and make adjustments in peak period usage 
rapidly.  For example, in the SMUD pilot, people were placed on the new rates on June 1. There 
were substantial load reductions in the first summer, and those impacts didn’t change much in 
the second summer.16  The timing of the CA Statewide Pricing Pilot many years ago was 
similar—people were placed on the rate very close to the summer rate period and load 
reductions were substantial in the first summer. 

15 In reality, it is likely that the actual rates in 2019 will differ from those shown in the table, as the final rates are yet to be 
approved.   
16 Stephen S. George, Jennifer Potter and Lupe Jimenez.  SmartPricing Options Final Evaluation. September 5, 2014.  
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There is also evidence indicating that people have a lot of trouble understanding tiered rates 
and typically have no idea what tier they are in at any particular time or how prices change 
across tiers.  In a survey conducted at the end of the SMUD SPO pilot, control group customers 
who were on a tiered rate (and had been for a long time) had the lowest score among all groups 
on the following question:  “My current pricing plan is easy to understand.”  56% of control group 
customers somewhat or strongly agreed with this statement whereas 63% to 68% of TOU 
default customers agreed and 78% of opt-in TOU customers agreed.  On another battery of 
questions, control group customers had roughly the same level of accuracy (25%) in responding 
to questions about the characteristics of the rate they were on as default TOU17 customers 
(20% to 30%) and much lower than opt-in TOU customers (42% to 48%).  Most striking was that 
56% of control group customers checked “don’t know” to the question about rate characteristics, 
whereas only about one third of default customers checked “don’t know” and only 20% of opt-in 
customers did.  In short, the evidence suggests that tiered rates are harder for customers to 
understand compared with TOU rates.  TOU pricing is common across many products in 
everyday life—movie prices, bridge tolls, parking, etc.—whereas tiered pricing is quite rare, 
especially increasing block pricing.18    

With this in mind, if control customers were placed on the 2019 OAT at the same time that 
treatment customers were placed on the TOU rates, it’s highly unlikely that the control group 
customers would modify their usage immediately to reflect the pattern of usage that customers 
would actually have in 2019 after going through four years of gradual changes in the tier 
structure.  Given this, while one might think that basing the pilots on the 2019 OAT and TOU 
rates would produce a valid comparison of usage under the 2019 OAT with usage under the 
2019 TOU rate, in fact it would more likely involve a comparison in usage under the 2019 TOU 
rate with usage under the 2016 OAT that control group customers will have been on for a 
couple of months before the start of the pilot.  For these reasons, Nexant recommended that 
the pilot be based on the 2016 OAT and revenue neutral TOU rates relative to the 2016 OAT as 
a more valid basis for estimating TOU rate impacts than would using the 2019 OAT and TOU 
rates, which would more likely compare usage under the 2016 OAT with usage under the 2019 
TOU rate.   

A related decision concerned whether or not pilot rates, including the OAT, should be held 
constant over the course of the pilot or should be adjusted in 2017 according to the glide path 
rate adjustments that all non-pilot participants will experience (as shown in Table 304).  Holding 
the rates constant through the end of 2017 and placing pilot participants back onto the 2017 
OAT at a time not long before the 2018 glide path rate adjustment will occur could cause 
problems with large rate jumps for some consumers and multiple rate changes in a short time 

17 Used here, TOU represents the combination of TOU, Critical Peak Pricing (CPP) and TOU-CPP rates included in the SMUD 
SPO. 
18 Volume discounts are, of course, quite common but these price changes are tied to quantities that consumers 
understand and that are easily communicated whereas for electricity pricing, in the absence of in-home displays or tier-
alert services, consumers don’t know what tier they are in nor can they easily relate how changes in usage would impact 
bills.  With TOU rates, on the other hand, while these same challenges are relevant for the underlying rate structure, 
consumers can easily understand that electricity at certain times of the day costs, for example, twice as much as at other 
times of the day, and can make what many surveys suggest are relatively easy changes in certain usage patterns to reduce 
usage during high priced periods.   
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period for control group customers if the rates are held constant.  For this reason, the OAT rates 
for control group customers will be allowed to adjust according to the proposed glide path and 
TOU rates will be adjusted in accordance with the OAT so as not to create anomalies between 
the treatment and control group tariffs.   

Prior to accepting this recommendation, the Energy Division voiced concern about whether 
using these rates would materially distort what the bill distribution would look like under the 2019 
rates, as insights regarding bill impacts will be important inputs to policy decisions.  To address 
this concern, SCE produced distributions of bill impacts based on current usage (e.g., prior to 
shifting) using both the 2016 and 2019 rates.  Figure 3-8 shows those two distributions.  As 
seen, bill impacts based on pretreatment usage patterns are very similar under both the 2016 
and 2019 OAT and TOU tariffs.  As such, bill impacts based on post-treatment usage and the 
2016 tariffs should produce a very close approximation to what the bill impact distribution would 
be under the 2019 tariffs after consumers on the OAT have had a chance to adjust their usage 
in response to the rate flattening that will occur gradually between 2016 and 2019. 

Figure 3-8:  Distribution of Bill Impacts Moving From OAT to TOU Rates  
Using 2016 and 2019 Proposed Tariffs 

 

 

3.5 745 Segments and Customer Exclusions 

A number of requirements embedded in Section 745 of the Public Utilities Code Section impose 
constraints on who will be recruited into the TOU pilots and also influence the sampling plan 
that will be used to recruit customers into the pilots.  Practical implementation issues and other 
factors also influence who will be recruited.   

3.5.1 Exclusions 

P.U. Code Section 745(c)(1) excludes certain customers from being defaulted onto TOU 
rates without their affirmative consent.  These customers include those who receive a medical 
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baseline allowance, customers requesting third-party notification pursuant to subdivision (c) of 
Section 779.1, and customers who the Commission has ordered cannot be disconnected from 
service without an in-person visit from a utility representative (Decision 12-03-054, March 22, 
2012).   

The cited decision, D.12-03-054, describes the vulnerable customer group that cannot be 
disconnected without an in-person visit to include Medical Baseline customers, Life Support 
Customers, and a broader group defined as follows (p. 30): "customers who certify that they 
have a serious illness or condition that could become life threatening if service is disconnected. 
We do not require the customer to produce a physician's statement in support of the 
certification; i.e., customers may self-certify as to the illness or condition." The decision 
goes on to analyze this group further and to specifically note that it is broader than the group 
of customers eligible for medical baseline, stating "the medical baseline designation alone may 
not be adequate to protect at-risk customers.”  This latter point recognizes that there are many 
households containing individuals who are not enrolled in programs such as medical baseline 
even though they might qualify or because they do not use above-average amounts of 
electricity.  

IOU databases identify customers with medical baseline allowances, those that require third 
party notification, and those that have previously been determined to require an in-person visit 
prior to disconnection and these accounts will be excluded from the pilots because they are not 
subject to default TOU.  In order to address concerns about households that may have disabled 
individuals living there that are not enrolled in medical baseline programs or that may include 
individuals who have not previously been identified but who would be subject to an in-person 
visit prior to disconnection, the TOU Working Group agreed that language would be included in 
the recruitment materials asking participants to self-certify at the time of enrollment into the pilot 
that losing power due to nonpayment would not put their health or safety at risk.19   

In addition to the statutory exclusions summarized above, a number of other groups will be 
excluded from participating in the pilots for practical or other reasons, including: 

 Direct access and community choice aggregation customers; 

 Net metered customers; 

 Customers that do not have a smart meter; 

 Utility employees;  

 Customers that are on an existing time-varying rates except for participants in SCE’s 
Save Power Days peak time rebate, who will be included in the pilot recruitment sample.   

For clarity, customers participating in each utility’s load control programs (SmartAC at 
PG&E, Summer Discount Plan at SCE, and Summer Saver at SDG&E) will be included in 
the recruitment sample.  Collectively, there are more than 500,000 residential accounts in these 
programs and prior research has shown that participants in load control programs have a higher 

19 It should be noted that this will need to be carefully crafted language so as not to suggest to potential participants that 
there is increased danger to the majority of customers that participating in the pilots will increase the likelihood of having 
their power cut off.   
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likelihood of also enrolling on time-varying tariffs and are more engaged in managing their 
energy use than nonparticipating households.  Excluding these households from the pilots could 
bias downward the average load impacts that would be observed relative to what might occur 
under future default conditions when such customers will be included.20   

Excluding customers with less than a year’s worth of usage data from the pilots was considered 
by the Working Group but was rejected.  As discussed below, this is an important issue because 
the pilots will oversample low income and CARE/FERA segments, which are likely to have 
higher average churn rates than the general population.  Requiring that participants have 
at least a year’s worth of data may significantly bias the population of participants in these 
segments relative to the full segment population.  Not having a full year’s worth of usage data 
means that a difference-in-differences analysis will not be able to be used to estimate impacts 
for all participants21 and this could reduce the precision of the load impact estimates compared 
with planning assumptions.  However, it was felt that trading off less bias for less precision given 
the importance of having these oversampled groups in the pilot was the right decision. 

3.5.2 Customer Segmentation 

Section 745(c)(2) of the Public Utilities Code, which was adopted in 2013 through Assembly Bill 
(AB) 327, states: 

“The commission shall ensure that any time-of-use rate schedule does not cause 
unreasonable hardship for senior citizens or economically vulnerable customers in 
hot climate zones.”   

A related section was added the following year through Senate Bill (SB) 1090, namely P.U. 
Code Section 745 (d), which states:22 

“The commission shall not require or authorize an electrical corporation to employ 
default time-of-use rates for residential customers unless it has first explicitly 
considered evidence addressing the extent to which hardship will be caused  
on either of the following: 

(1) Customers located in hot, inland areas, assuming no changes in overall 
usage by those customers during peak periods. 

20 During pilot evaluation, impact estimates could be developed after excluding these customers from the sample to 
determine whether including or excluding them changes the average load impact.   
21 See Section 5.2 for an explanation of difference-in-differences.   
22 It should be noted that in 745(c)(2), passed in 2013 under AB 327, the phrase “unreasonable hardship” is used. And 
Section 745(d), added by SB 1090, which focuses solely on assuming no change in usage, refers to the considering “the 
extent to which hardship will be caused” in various different hot areas. The legislative history of SB 1090 shows that the 
legislature’s concern was that the CPUC also specifically review summer bills in specific hot, inland areas, rather than on 
just on annual averages or through analyses that were not geographically focused.  The reference to “seasonal bill 
volatility” in SB1090 also appears to indicate that the legislature was concerned with the difference between summer and 
non-summer bills. 
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(2) Residential customers living in areas with hot summer weather, as a result of 
seasonal bill volatility, assuming no change in summertime usage or in usage 
during peak periods.” 

The TOU Working Group spent a significant amount of time discussing the sampling 
requirements and evaluation metrics that should be incorporated into the TOU pilot design 
to provide useful insights regarding the extent to which TOU rates might cause unreasonable 
hardship for seniors and economically vulnerable customers.  There were strong differences of 
opinion regarding the definitions of seniors and economically vulnerable customers, about the 
metrics that should be used to assess hardship and about what constitutes unreasonable 
hardship. 

With regard to the definition of seniors, no member of the TOU Working Group sought an age 
cut-off other than 65 years.  However, some Working Group members argued to define senior 
households as those for which the “head of the household” or the service account holder is 65 
or older.  TURN argued that a senior household should be any household that had someone 
residing there who is 65 or older.23    

With respect to economically vulnerable households, some stakeholders argued that this group 
should be defined as customers served on CARE/FERA tariffs.  TURN argued that there are 
many economically vulnerable households who are not currently served on CARE/FERA tariffs 
and that the hot climate region sample should be stratified based on a broader definition that 
includes non-CARE/FERA households with low incomes.  TURN also argued that there should 
be some stratification based on household income within the CARE/FERA segment.   

Table 3-5 shows the number of seniors (defined by age of head of household),24 non-seniors, 
CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA customers in SCE’s hot climate region segmented further 
by income brackets tied to Federal Poverty Guidelines (FPG).  Table 3-6 shows the FPG 
household income by family size.  As seen in Table 3-5, there is not a clear correlation between 
income data reported by Experian/Acxiom that would qualify customer for CARE/FERA, on the 
one hand, and customer enrollment in these programs on the other.  Of the 115,277 households 
with incomes less than 100% of FPG in SCE’s hot climate region based on the Experian/Acxiom 
data, more than 40% (47,776) are not signed up for CARE/FERA tariffs.  It is also clear that 
there is a wide distribution of income relative to the FPG within CARE/FERA and senior 
customer segments. Of the 223,450 CARE/FERA customers in SCE’s hot climate region, 
roughly 30% have incomes below 100% of the FPG and another 30% have incomes greater 
than 250% of the FPG. 

23 The three IOUs each have data purchased from either Experian or Acxiom that contains information on household 
income and persons per household by age.  This information will be used to draw samples for segments of interest.  
However, actual segmentation within the pilots may be based on data gathered during enrollment.   
24 Basing the sampling on this definition does not take a position concerning whether this is the correct definition versus 
TURN’s position that the segment should be defined by households that have anyone over 65 living there.  By definition, 
there are more households in the population based on the latter definition than there are based on the former definition.  
Each definition can be used after the data is collected to determine whether there are differences in outcomes based on 
the two definitions.   
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Table 3-5:  Number of Customers by Segment in SCE’s Hot Climate Region 

Household 
Income Relative to 

Federal Poverty 
Guidelines (FPG) 

Non-Seniors Seniors 

All 
Non-

CARE/FERA 
CARE/FERA All 

Non-
CARE/FERA 

CARE/FERA All 

<100% FPG 34,414 53,361 87,775 13,362 14,140 27,502 115,277 

100%–200% FPG 52,697 47,266 99,963 15,500 10,954 26,454 126,417 

200%–250% FPG 29,030 22,644 51,674 12,113 6,573 18,686 70,360 

>250% FPG 130,643 53,180 183,823 66,570 15,332 81,902 265,725 

Grand Total 246,784 176,451 423,235 107,545 46,999 154,544 577,779 

 

Table 3-6:  Federal Poverty Guideline Household Income by Household Size25 

Household 
Size 

100% 133% 150% 200% 250% 300% 400% 

1 $11,770 $15,654 $17,655 $23,540 $29,425 $35,310 $47,080 

2 15,930 21,187 23,895 31,860 39,825 47,790 63,720 

3 20,090 26,720 30,135 40,180 50,225 60,270 80,360 

4 24,250 32,253 36,375 48,500 60,625 72,750 97,000 

5 28,410 37,785 42,615 56,820 71,025 85,230 113,640 

6 32,570 43,318 48,855 65,140 81,425 97,710 130,280 

7 36,730 48,851 55,095 73,460 91,825 110,190 146,920 

8 40,890 54,384 61,335 81,780 102,225 122,670 163,560 

Given that agreement could not be reached regarding the above definitions of customer 
segments, in a Scoping Memo and Ruling issued on October 15, 2015, the ALJ and 
Assigned Commissioner for Rulemaking 12-06-01326 requested briefing on the definitions 
and requirements of Public Utility Code 745 in Phase 3 of the Proceeding.  These issues were 
given priority because of their importance for TOU pilot design.  In spite of this priority, a ruling 
will not be made until January 2016 at the earliest.  As such, input from this decision cannot be 
used to guide TOU pilot or sample design at this time.   

Working definitions of hot climate regions and “areas with hot summer weather” were discussed 
in early TOU Working Group meetings and were quickly agreed upon.  The TOU Working Group 
decided that hot climate regions and areas with hot summer weather would be considered 
synonymous for purposes of pilot design and sampling.  Figure 3-9 shows the climate zones 
used by each utility for rate purposes.  For purposes of sampling for the TOU pilots, each utility 
will be stratified into three climate regions:  hot, moderate, and cool.  For PG&E, the hot region 
will be comprised of zones P, R, S, and W; in Figure 3-9, the moderate region will be comprised 

25http://familiesusa.org/product/federal-poverty-guidelines   
26 http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M155/K034/155034822.PDF  
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of zones Q, X, and Y; and the cool climate region will be zones T, V, and Z.  In SCE’s service 
territory, the hot region is comprised of zones 13, 14, and 15; the moderate region is 5, 9, and 
10; and the cool region is 6, 8, and 16.  SDG&E’s hot climate region is comprised of the 
Mountain and Desert zones in Figure 3-9 and has only about 16,000 accounts in total.  

Figure 3-9:  Climate Zones 
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In early discussions around segmentation for purposes of assessing hardship for seniors and 
economically vulnerable customers in hot climate regions, certain stakeholders argued for 
drawing samples large enough in each segment to determine average load impacts for the 
segment with a high degree of statistical confidence and to be able to make statements about 
whether the average load impact for each segment is statistically different from the average for 
other segments.  The initial proposals along these lines would have required samples of roughly 
50,000 participants in each service territory.  This would have been much more costly and 
difficult to achieve in the short time available for recruitment than the samples that were 
eventually agreed to.   

Nexant argued that average load impacts are largely irrelevant to an assessment of hardship 
both because averages mask the underlying distribution of load and bill impacts and because 
load reductions are, at best, a very indirect indicator of potential hardship.  Someone who is a 
large structural loser under TOU rates could have a very large load reduction and still incur an 
unreasonable hardship whereas someone who is a large structural winner will see a large bill 
reduction even if they do not change their usage at all.  Nexant also argued that assessments 
of hardship should be based in large part on information gathered through surveys that more 
directly measure potential hardship through questions about behavioral changes that were 
made in response to high peak period prices (e.g., Did you turn off your air conditioning on 
hot summer days?), about discomfort on hot summer days, about tradeoffs that might be made 
in purchases of food and other necessities because of high electricity bills, etc.  Nexant also 
recommended that the specific survey questions to be used for assessing potential hardship be 
based on a literature review of other studies with similar objectives and that the survey research 
firm used to obtain the information be skilled in this type of research.  Some TOU Working 
Group members suggested aligning the survey questions with the Low Income Needs 
Assessment surveys that have been conducted in the past in California and that are currently 
being updated.  Nexant also noted that an important advantage of using survey data to assess 
hardship is that sample sizes can be smaller than those required to estimate and compare 
average load impacts across segments.  

There was broad agreement among TOU Working Group members that surveys will be used to 
provide valuable information for developing assessments of potential hardship for seniors and 
economically vulnerable customers in hot climate regions.  Having accurate distributions of bill 
impacts is also important.  TURN continued to express interest in being able to estimate 
average load impacts for segments such as CARE/FERA and perhaps others, particularly 
for customers who are structural losers in hot climate regions. 

Another important factor influencing the sampling strategy is that sampling efficiencies can 
be obtained by recognizing that many customers represent multiple segments of interest.  
For example, if you want to have 500 CARE/FERA participants and 500 senior households 
in a sample, if 50% of seniors are CARE/FERA customers, only 750 sample points would be 
required, not 1,000.  

With the above objectives and issues in mind, Nexant proposed to TURN and Energy Division 
the sampling strategy outlined in Table 3-7.  The specific numbers in the cells were based on 
the data in Table 3-5. 
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The proposed approach has four oversampled segments in the hot climate region for Rate 2, 
which is the only SCE rate that will be subject to oversampling.27  The four oversampled 
segments are seniors above and below 100% of FPG and CARE/FERA customers above and 
below 100% of FPG.  As discussed in Section 3.3.3, the minimum requirement for the desired 
level of accuracy for survey-related questions such as those that will be used as input to 
assessing hardship is around 250.  After adjusting for expected attrition, this minimum size is 
313 at the outset of the pilots.  Meeting this requirement only requires enrolling a total of 1,013 
customers rather than the 1,250 would be needed if all segments were mutually exclusive.  The 
proposed plan also calls for a target enrollment of 1,875 (1,500 plus 25% to cover planned 
attrition) drawn from the general population in the hot climate region.  This sample will include 
many customers from the oversampled groups, which helps meet some of the other design 
criteria as discussed below.   

27 In order to better manage costs and enrollment requirements, the TOU Working Group decided that, given similarities in 
the structure of Rates 1 and 2 at SCE and PG&E, PG&E would oversample for Rate 1 and SCE would oversample for Rate 2.   
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Table 3-7:  Target Enrollment for SCE Rate 2 in the Hot Climate Zone 
(includes over sampling based on 25% attrition)   

Climate 
Zone 

Customer 
Segment 

Sample 
Size 

Non-
CARE/FERA 

CARE / 
FERA 

Senior 
SR < 
100% 

of FPG 

CARE / 
FERA < 

100% FPG 

<100% 
FPG 

101 to 
200% 
FPG 

200 to 
250% 
FPG 

> 250% 
of FPG 

Control 
Group 

Hot 

SR < 
100% 
FPG 

313 152 161 313 313 161 313 0 0 0 313 

Non-SR 
CARE < 
100% 
FPG 

156 0 156 0 0 156 156 0 0 0 156 

SR > 
100% 
FPG 

313 232 81 313 0 0 0 65 46 201 313 

Non-SR 
CARE > 
100% 
FOG 

231 0 231 0 0 0 0 89 43 100 231 

General 1,875 1,150 725 502 89 219 374 410 228 862 1,875 

All 2,888 1,533 1,354 1,127 402 536 843 564 317 1,164 2,888 

% In 
Sample 

100% 53% 47% 39% 14% 19% 29% 20% 11% 40%  

% In 
Population 

100% 61% 39% 27% 5% 12% 20% 22% 12% 46%  
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The top half of Table 3-7 shows the breakdown of the enrolled population according to various 
segments, including additional income stratum defined in terms of household income as a 
percent of FPG.  The two rows at the bottom of the table show the % of each cohort in the 
overall sample and the percent in the population.  As seen, this plan significantly oversamples 
CARE/FERA, seniors and households with incomes less than 100% of FPG relative to their 
share in the hot climate region population overall.  The following points are worth noting: 

 The total number of enrolled customers on Rate 2 in the hot region is targeted at 2,888.  
A comparable control group is needed, which doubles the recruitment requirement for 
the rate. 

 Of this total, given the over sampling of selected segments, the number of customers is 
fairly evenly split between CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA, with 1,354 and 1,533 
respectively.  Even after the expected attrition over the course of the pilot, this is more 
than enough to estimate average load impacts at desired levels of precision for 
CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA customers. 

 The sample would start out with more than 1,100 senior households, which is enough to 
estimate load impacts for this group with good statistical precision.   

 The proposed plan has very strong representation among various income groups 
defined in terms of the percent of FPG, starting out with a total population of roughly 843 
households with incomes less than 100% of FPG, 564 with incomes between 100 and 
200% of FPG, 3137 with incomes between 200 and 250% of FPG (a group just above 
the CARE/FERA household income threshold that is of interest to TURN), and more 
than 1,100 households with incomes exceeding 250% of FPG.  These sample sizes are 
all quite robust in terms of drawing insights from surveys (assuming high response rates) 
and would even support precise load impact estimates for customers with incomes 
above and below 200% of FPG.   

 These samples also exceed the assumed threshold of 500 (625 initially) required for 
estimating good bill impact distributions for almost all of the customer segments shown 
as columns in Table 3-7.   

The basic segmentation scheme for the other rates in the hot region and for the two other 
climate regions is shown in Table 3-8.  It has 1,250 enrolled customers on each rate in each 
region, divided equally between CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA.  This meets the objective 
of initially having 625 in each sub-segment for the purpose of accurately characterizing the bill 
impact distribution and initially having 1,250 each for estimating load impacts by rate and 
climate region.  The latter will require reweighting the sample using the population weights for 
CARE/non-CARE to get an estimate that represents the overall population within each region 
for each rate.  This approach does not allow for a robust comparison of load impacts for 
CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA for each rate within each climate region but it does allow for 
such a comparison for the service territory as a whole, as seen at the bottom of Table 3-8, 
which shows that there are 1,875 CARE/FERA and 1,875 non-CARE/FERA for Rates 1 and 3 
and more than 2,500 each for Rate 2. 
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Table 3-8:  Target Enrollment by Rate Type, Climate Region  
and Customer Segment For SCE 

Climate 
Zone 

Segment Rate 1 Rate 2 Rate 3 Control Total 

Hot 

CARE / FERA 625 1,354 625 1,354 3,958 

Non-CARE / FERA 625 1,533 625 1,533 4,317 

Total 1,250 2,888 1,250 2,888 8,275 

Moderate 

CARE / FERA 625 625 625 625 2,500 

Non-CARE / FERA 625 625 625 625 2,500 

Total 1,250 1,250 1,250 1,250 5,000 

Cool 

CARE / FERA 625 625 625 625 2,500 

Non-CARE / FERA 625 625 625 625 2,500 

Total 1,250 1,250 1,250 1,250 5,000 

All 

CARE / FERA 1,875 2,604 1,875 2,604 8,958 

Non-CARE / FERA 1,875 2,783 1,875 2,783 9,317 

Total 3,750 5,388 3,750 5,388 18,275 

The Nexant sampling plan summarized above was acceptable to all TOU Working Group 
members for SCE and PG&E.  PG&E’s plan will be conceptually identical to the above plan 
except the oversample segments will be placed on Rate 1 rather than Rate 2 and the precise 
number of customers in each cell shown in Table 3-7 will vary due to differences in the share of 
each segment in PG&E’s hot climate region.   

As mentioned previously, SDG&E’’s hot climate region is much smaller than either SCE or 
PG&E’s, with only roughly 16,000 total accounts.  As such, oversampling selected segments to 
a specific level of enrollment is not possible.  The details of the SDG&E sampling plan are 
described in Section 4.3. 

3.6 Technology Treatments 

There are a large number of specific technologies available through utility programs or, 
increasingly, through retail outlets that may help consumers respond to TOU price signals.  The 
technologies fall into two broad categories:   

 Devices that can automate changes in energy use across rate periods, such as load 
control devices, programmable communicating thermostats (PCTs), smart thermostats 
and home area networks; 

 Devices that provide information to consumers through in-home displays (IHDs) that 
stream usage and cost data in near real time or through utility services that deliver 
periodic usage alerts, notifications, tips and other information through computers and 
smart phones. 
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As indicated earlier, the Energy Division strongly encouraged each utility to offer at least one 
technology oriented treatment in 2016 with the primary focus being on technology that can 
automate load reductions during peak periods.  According to the September 24th AC/ALJ ruling, 
enabling technologies include, but are not limited to, programmable communicating thermostats, 
software packages and apps to help participating customers control energy use. 

Numerous prior pilots and programs have combined various forms of load control with time-
varying pricing.  Most have involved load control switches or PCTs in conjunction with dynamic 
rates such as critical peak pricing. Nearly all of these prior pilots have shown that load impacts 
are larger for participants with air conditioning load control than for those without it.  Relatively 
few prior studies have combined enabling technology with static TOU rates such as those that 
will be examined in these pilots.  Also, it is very important to keep in mind that when comparing 
load impacts for the average household with and without air conditioning load control, for 
example, observed differences are influenced by more than just the load control technology.  All 
households with air conditioning load control have air conditioning whereas many households 
on TOU rates without load control do not have central air conditioning, especially in California.  
As a result, the difference in load impacts for households with and without air conditioning load 
control reflects not just the difference due to the load control device but also the difference due 
to variation in the saturation of air conditioning between the two groups.  Very few public studies 
on this subject adequately control for this significant selection effect.28   

In addition to primarily focusing on enabling technology to support demand response for 
dynamic rates rather than static rates, prior studies have also primarily involved peak periods 
driven by high demand on hot summer afternoons.  Very few have examined the impact of 
technology for peak periods that extend well into the evening hours, as is the case for some of 
the rates that will be tested in these pilots.  

Finally, prior studies have primarily involved utility sponsored control devices, often provided 
and installed free of charge, and active control by utilities on dynamic pricing event days.  We 
are not aware of any studies that have examined the incremental effect of customer purchased 
devices such as smart thermostats or simpler programmable thermostats, with or without 
outside control, on load reductions under static TOU rates or the impact of TOU rates on the 
purchase of smart thermostats.  Increasingly, consumers are purchasing smart thermostats on 
their own.  These devices may make TOU prices more attractive to these self-selected 
consumers and these consumers may use the devices to better manage their energy costs and 
produce larger peak-period load reductions.  It may also be true that TOU rates, especially 
widespread default rates, will hasten the penetration of these devices.  Furthermore, these 
devices offer opportunities for vendors and utilities to partner with consumers to automate 
adjustments in usage during peak periods.  This is already happening in conjunction with 
dynamic rate programs at selected utilities.  For example, Nest, a provider of smart thermostats, 

28 See for example Faruqui and Sergici. Arcturus.  The Brattle Group.  Figure 11 in the article shows load impacts from 
pilots and programs with and without load control but the points on the graph do not control for differences in air 
conditioning saturation between participants with and without technology.  Also, many of the rates included in this graph 
are combination TOU-CPP rates rather than static TOU rates and the average impacts reflect both typical weekdays as well 
as CPP event days.  As such, they may overstate the average impacts for a static TOU rate that has the same prices on all 
days. 
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offers its Rush Hour Rewards service to consumers in utility service territories where Peak Time 
Rebate (PTR) programs exist, such as SCE’s Save Power Days (SPD) program.  Nest 
automatically adjusts the consumer’s thermostat according to directions provided by the 
consumer on PTR event days.  It may be possible for utilities and vendors to develop similar 
services that enable demand reductions for consumers in conjunction with static TOU tariffs.   

There was not sufficient time to do a systematic literature review concerning the use of in-home 
displays (IHDs), web portals, usage alerts and others options in conjunction with TOU rates.  
Nexant has designed, implemented and evaluated numerous information feedback pilots and 
programs for utilities in California and elsewhere and is generally familiar with the extensive 
literature in this area.  From this work, Nexant offers the following general observations 
regarding the state of knowledge on information feedback options.  These opinions were not 
shared in detail with the TOU Working Group and some Working Group members may disagree 
with some of these observations.   

 There have been numerous studies of the impact of IHDs on overall energy use but very 
few studies that estimate impacts of IHDs on peak period usage in conjunction with TOU 
rates.  Many IHD studies suffer from poor design and small sample sizes.  Customers 
cannot be defaulted onto technologies such as IHDs. As such, is impossible to do a true 
RCT design with this technology.  If acceptance rates and connection rates are high, an 
RED can be used for impact estimation.  However, acceptance rates are often quite low 
and connection failures are often higher than expected or planned for even when the 
devices are installed by professionals.  If consumers must to connect the device with the 
meter, evidence from the SMUD SPO pilot and from ComEd’s default pricing pilot 
indicate that connection rates can be very low, which makes the cost of IHDs per 
connected household very high.  Neither the SMUD or ComEd pilots found any 
measurable impact from IHDs in conjunction with TOU prices.   

 Studying load impacts associated with accessing information through utility web portals 
is even more challenging than estimating impacts for IHDs.  It is almost impossible to 
control access to web portal information, which makes RCTs very difficult to employ in 
this regard.  Randomized encouragement designs could conceptually be used to test the 
impact of various offers for encouraging TOU rate participants to access web portals but, 
to our knowledge, few if any such studies have been done.  Furthermore, most studies 
of web portal usage find that fewer than 25% of customers ever access the portals even 
once let alone the multiple times that behavioral scientists believe would be necessary to 
change usage in a measurable way.  As such, very large samples would be necessary 
to estimate impacts, which are expected to be small (if they exist at all).  

 There have been several recent studies of usage alerts, including two done by Nexant.  
One that was done for an anonymous utility in the Northeast found an average reduction 
in monthly energy use of roughly 2 percent from weekly usage updates and goal setting.  
This evaluation relied on ex post statistical matching to create a pseudo control group.  
Another series of tests done for Southern California Gas Company that are still ongoing 
found 1 to 2 percent reductions in average gas usage from weekly usage alerts offered 
on a default basis using an RCT design.  Neither of these studies was done in 
conjunction with TOU rates. 

With the above background in mind, the TOU Working Group decided on a set of technology 
treatments that will provide very useful input to setting policies and strategies for the future 
default TOU environment.  The treatments, summarized briefly below and explained in more 
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detail in Section 4, involve both control technologies for air conditioning and information 
feedback in the form of usage alerts delivered via email in one case and using a smart phone 
app in another. 

SCE’s technology treatment will focus on smart thermostats and, more specifically, on the 
population of customers that already have these devices installed.  Using an RCT design, SCE 
will seek to enroll 3,000 customers from the existing population of roughly 65,000 smart 
thermostat owners (in SCE’s territory) using the same pay-to-play recruitment strategy that will 
be employed for the non-technology treatments.  These customers will be randomly assigned to 
either Rate 1, Rate 3, or the control group.  This will allow for estimation of load impacts 
associated with TOU rates among a population of smart thermostat owners.  As discussed 
above, this is a growing population and could become an important segment of customers by 
the time default TOU rates are deployed in 2019. 

SDG&E’s technology treatment is designed to focus on customer acceptance rather than load 
response.  SDG&E’s treatment will be launched in the fall of 2016 after customers have 
experienced TOU rates for the first summer period.  In this study, TOU rate customers will be 
offered one of two subsidy amounts if they purchase and self-install a smart thermostat.  If 
enough participants purchase the technology, SDG&E will also estimate load impacts using a 
quasi-experimental evaluation method that will develop a pseudo-control group using ex post 
statistical matching.  SDG&E also plans to test a usage alert treatment.  This treatment is 
discussed in the next subsection, which discusses Education and Outreach options.   

To complement SCE and SDG&E’s technology treatments, and to expand on what can be 
learned through all three pilots, PG&E will explore two very different technologies in very 
different ways.  PG&E will seek in-depth understanding of how consumers with smart 
thermostats who are on TOU rates operate and interact with these devices using an 
ethnographic study29 of existing thermostat owners.  PG&E estimates that it has at least 
100,000 smart thermostat owners in its service territory, a group that is growing rapidly and will 
be even larger by the time pilot recruitment is completed.  Given this penetration, if these 
consumers enroll onto the pilot tariffs at the same rate as non-owners, there will be between 
300 and 400 smart thermostat owners enrolled on TOU rates among the 15,000 or so 
participants who will be recruited into the pilot.  This is more than enough to recruit a small study 
group for ethnographic exploration.  While, by its very nature, it is hard to predict what will be 

29 Ethnography is a collection of qualitative methods that focus on the close observation of social practices and 
interactions. As a result of focusing on details of individual’s experiences, ethnography allows the researcher to see beyond 
received understandings of how a certain process or situation is supposed to work or what it is supposed to mean, and 
learn about the meanings that its participants ascribe to it. For example, an ethnographer interested in how a student does 
research would ask her to describe a particular research experience she has had, or spend time with her as she is trying to 
do research in the library.  When the researcher spends time with the student as she works on her computer, watching her 
click from her assignment to Google to her evolving paper, the researcher gains rich detail about the student‘s lived 
experience of the research process. This kind of Observation helps the researcher see how the student understands and 
does research, and what she values as she goes about it. Ethnography‘s unique contributions to qualitative research are 
that it allows the researcher to tell a group‘s story from the point of view of participants by deeply examining the context in 
which activities occur, usually involving work by the researcher with participants as they go about their daily lives.  Taken 
from Andrew Aker and Susan Miller.  A Practical Guide to Ethnographic Research in Academic Libraries. 
http://www.erialproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/03/Toolkit-3.22.11.pdf  
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learned from an ethnographic study, this exploration could provide very useful insights regarding 
how to educate TOU customers about the use of smart thermostats for better managing their 
energy costs under default pricing.   

PG&E’s second technology treatment will assess customer acceptance of a multi-functional 
smart phone app that will convey a variety of useful information to TOU participants, potentially 
including pricing information, TOU-specific performance feedback, energy saving tips informed 
by user-specific end use load disaggregation and “gamification” features to encourage energy 
savings or load shift.  This information-oriented technology treatment has the potential to 
increase load impacts for customers on TOU rates.  However, even if it doesn’t increase load 
impacts, it could improve overall satisfaction with, acceptance of, and understanding of TOU 
rates and, if widely accepted, might logically become a basic component of education and 
outreach for default TOU customers.  On the other hand, if it is only adopted by a small group of 
tech savvy consumers, it might not be worthy of investment as part of the mainstream offer 
down the line.  Thus, one of the primary learnings from this treatment will be to determine what 
the acceptance rates are across various customer segments, climate regions, usage levels and 
rate options.   

PG&E plans to divide rate participants into two equally sized groups and to offer the technology 
to all enrolled participants across all rate options and customer segments in one group.  
Understanding whether the acceptance rate is 5% or 50% and learning through surveys what 
TOU customers think of this type of service and whether it increases satisfaction and 
acceptance of the rates will be extremely useful for planning education and outreach strategies.  
If the acceptance rate is high, this randomized encouragement design (RED) can be used to 
estimate load impacts associated with the smart phone app and also to compare customers’ 
satisfaction and other metrics between those who do and don’t receive the offer of the app.  If 
the acceptance rate is low, a quasi-experimental evaluation method involving ex post statistical 
matching can be used to develop a control group that has load characteristics similar to those 
who accept the app and to estimate load impacts for those who take the app. 

3.7 Customer Education and Outreach  

Customer education and outreach (E&O) is essential to achieving one of the primary objectives 
of deploying TOU rates and related treatments, which is to encourage demand reductions 
during high cost periods (and increasing usage during excess supply conditions).  This is 
especially true with default pricing where, in the absence of a strong E&O initiative, many 
customers might not even be aware that their electricity tariff has changed.  But even if aware, 
electricity consumers may need significant help understanding the key features of complex tariff 
structures, must be informed when seasonal rate changes occur, and need education about 
actions they can take to better manage their electricity bills.  Education and outreach is also 
useful for meeting the objective of customer acceptance and comfort with a given TOU rate. 

There are many E&O options that could be employed to educate consumers and there are a 
variety of objectives to which they can be applied.  Depending on the objectives and options 
employed, different metrics may be required to assess E&O effectiveness.  The E&O plans of 
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each utility are described in Section 4 and the evaluation metrics that will be used to assess 
E&O options are discussed in both Sections 4 and 5.   

The TOU Working Group recognized that a key objective of E&O efforts leading up to default 
TOU pricing will be to create awareness that consumers will soon be placed on a time-varying 
rate, the Working Group also recognized early on that this type of E&O is not something that 
can be tested through the opt-in pilots that will be implemented in 2016.  Every opt-in participant 
is necessarily aware of being on a new rate whereas not every default customer will be aware 
regardless of how good the awareness program is.  Furthermore, many of the E&O options that 
will be employed leading up to default pricing are likely to involve mass media communications 
which is very hard to test in a pilot setting because it is very difficult to control mass media 
exposure.  For these reasons, E&O for purposes of generating awareness about being 
defaulted on a TOU rate will not be tested in 2016.  It will be an important consideration for 
testing during the default pilots in 2018. 

The TOU Working Group discussed the tradeoffs associated with offering E&O options to some 
participants and not to others for purposes of quantitative assessment of the relative 
effectiveness of the options.  There was widespread agreement that highly effective E&O is 
essential to the overall success of the pilots (and to TOU pricing more broadly).  Working Group 
members also generally agreed that, with a couple of exceptions, it is more important to ensure 
that the vast majority of participants receive highly effective E&O than it is to withhold E&O 
offerings for purposes of measuring effectiveness.  Some stakeholders argued that “everyone 
should get everything” while some (including Nexant) thought that rigorous effectiveness tests 
should be conducted at least on a limited basis. 

Another important issue considered by the Working Group was the extent to which the content 
and formatting of E&O materials should be tailored to specific customer segments.  The Center 
for Accessible Technology argued that all materials should have key information in large font 
(14 point, Sans Serif style font) so that seniors and perhaps others can easily read the main 
points of the message.  Most stakeholders agreed that materials should be available in Spanish 
as well as English.  There was general acknowledgement of the value of tailoring tips to 
selected groups so that they are more relevant, such as low or no cost tips for low income 
households and renters.   

Late in the planning process, Energy Division indicated that E&O materials must be tailored to 
appeal to the psychographic/behavioral personas that the IOUs often use for profiling 
households for purposes of channel communication and messaging.  For example, messaging 
for households identified as “green” might extol the environmental benefits of TOU pricing 
and/or smart thermostats in marketing and educational materials, messaging to “economizers” 
would focus on bill savings and messaging to “technology focused” households might 
emphasize the cutting edge nature of the smart phone app and the learning features of smart 
thermostats.  How best to implement this requirement to tailor messages to segments defined 
by personas and how many different personas should be tailored to will be determined as the 
IOUs develop the E&O materials in early 2016.   
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Nexant argued that some rigorous tests should be conducted in order to determine whether 
tailoring for psychographic/behavioral personas improves customer acceptance and/or 
understanding of rates and/or changes behavior more for those who receive the tailored 
messages than if more generic messaging and content was used for everyone.  Whether any 
such tests will be conducted remains an open question at this time.  At a minimum, as part of 
the evaluation process, metrics will be reported for selected personas to determine whether 
levels of satisfaction, understanding of rates and changes in behavior differ across these 
segments.  Of course, in the absence of rigorous testing along the lines described above, it will 
not be possible to determine whether any observed differences are the result of the tailored 
messaging and content or simply the result of differences in the attitudes, preferences and 
behavior of the persona segments. 

With the above considerations in mind, in January and early February, each IOU will develop a 
portfolio of E&O materials, including welcome kits and ongoing communications.  The IOUs will 
share their materials with the TOU Working Group and seek their feedback. These materials will 
be sent to all participants with the goal of ensuring that they have a good understanding of key 
rate features and are educated about actions they can take to reduce their bills under TOU 
rates.  The messaging and content of these materials will be tailored as appropriate and feasible 
to the interests and needs of psychographic/behavioral personas and to low income, seniors 
and perhaps other segments.  Spanish language materials, and possibly materials in other 
languages, will be available.  The effectiveness of these basic E&O materials will be assessed 
through surveys that gather information about participant perceptions of the usefulness of the 
materials and other metrics such as customer satisfaction, level of understanding of key rate 
features and possibly other metrics.  These assessments will largely be informative, not 
comparative, unless the IOUs decide to vary at least some of the materials across customers 
within selected segments as discussed above.   

During the Working Group process, SCE indicated that it plans to do a comparative test 
between a basic and advanced educational curriculum.  As of this writing, Energy Division and 
SCE were still discussing what constitutes basic and advanced in this context.  Once decided, 
the relative effectiveness of the two levels of education will be assessed using surveys and 
metrics associated with customer satisfaction, understanding of rate features, reported 
behavioral changes and perhaps others.  SDG&E is also exploring the possibility of testing 
different types of welcome kits as discussed in Section 4.3.3. 

As discussed above in Section 3.6, PG&E plans to test a smart phone app, which can be 
categorized as both a technology and an information treatment.  This app will be evaluated 
using similar survey-based metrics as those described above but in this case, half the 
population will get the app and the other half won’t.  This will allow PG&E to assess whether the 
information delivered through the app produces greater load reductions relative to consumers 
on TOU rates who do not receive information through the app. 

Finally, SDG&E plans to conduct a quantitative test of the impact of usage alerts on load 
impacts for customers on TOU rates.  The alert treatment will be a TOU version of an alert 
service that SDG&E already provides to approximately 45,000 residential customers. The 
weekly alert email will include bill to date and projected bill, weekly electric use, and usage by 
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rate period.  This treatment will be deployed on a default basis using email addresses that will 
be gathered during enrollment into the pilot.  Customers will be randomly assigned to the 
treatment or control condition and impacts will be estimated using an RED analysis. 
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4 Pilot Plan 
Section 3 summarized a wide variety of issues that were considered by the TOU Working Group 
in developing the rate, technology and education and outreach treatments that will be examined 
in the various TOU pilots starting in 2016.  High level summaries of the treatments were also 
presented in some instances.  This section contains some additional details about the specific 
treatments and research strategies that will be implemented by each utility. 

4.1 SCE Pilot Plan 

SCE will estimate load impacts for three rate plans in each of three climate regions.  Average 
load impacts will be estimated for CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA customers for the service 
territory as a whole.  In addition, SCE will estimate load impacts for customers with smart 
thermostats on TOU rates relative to customers with smart thermostats on the OAT.  In SCE’s 
hot climate region, the participant population for SCE’s Rate 2 will be segmented according to 
household income relative to the Federal Poverty Guidelines (FPG), with over sampling done for 
CARE/FERA customers and senior households above and below 100% of the FPG.  Within the 
hot climate region, samples will be large enough to estimate average load impacts for 
CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA households and for senior and non-senior households with 
confidence bands in the range of ±2%.  Bill impact distributions will be produced for 
CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA customers for each rate in all three climate regions, for 
senior and non-senior households in the hot climate region, and for households with incomes 
above and below 100% of FPG in the hot climate region.  SCE’s E&O plans will test the relative 
effectiveness of a basic and advanced educational curriculum based on survey data concerning 
awareness and understanding of rate features, differences in usage behavior and other metrics.  
The assessment will not be gauged based on differential load impacts. 

4.1.1 SCE Rate Treatments 

SCE’s three rate options are summarized in Figure 4-1.  The prices shown in the figure do not 
reflect the credit of 10.6¢/kWh for usage below the baseline quantity in each climate zone.  This 
credit significantly reduces average prices, especially for lower usage customers.     

Rate 1 has three rate periods on summer weekdays and two on spring/winter weekdays.  The 
peak period on Rate 1 is the same all year long and runs from 2 to 8 PM.  In summer there is 
also a partial peak period that runs from 9 AM to 2 PM and from 8 to 10 PM.  The peak to off-
peak price ratio (ignoring the baseline credit) is roughly 1.5 to 1 in summer and is about 1.2 to 1 
in spring/winter.  Customers on SCE’s Rate 1 will pay off-peak prices on weekends in spring 
and winter.  In summer, partial peak prices are in effect on weekends from 8 AM to 10 PM, 
which is the time period covered by the combination of peak and partial peak prices on 
weekdays.   

SCE’s Rate 2 has three rate periods on weekdays all year long, has a much shorter peak period 
on weekdays and has significantly higher peak period prices in summer compared with Rate 1.  
The peak period runs from 5 to 8 PM.  Rate 2 also features a super off-peak price of roughly 
17¢/kWh between 10 PM and 8 AM on weekdays all year long.  The ratio of peak to super-off-
peak prices in the summer is roughly 4 to 1.  In spring and winter, the peak-to-super off-peak 
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price ratio is roughly 1.7 to 1.  On weekends, customers will pay the off-peak price between 8 
AM and 10 PM and the super off-peak price during the same overnight hours as on weekdays, 
from 10 PM to 8 AM. 

Rate 3 has a peak-period length of five hours, which is in between the peak-period length for 
Rates 1 and 2.  In addition, the peak period starts later in the day compared with Rate 1, and 
extends further into the evening (until 9 PM) than either of the other pilot rates.  The weekday 
peak-to-off-peak price ratio in the summer on Rate 3 is roughly 2.5 to 1.  Another difference 
between Rate 3 and the other rates is the presence of super off-peak pricing between 11 AM 
and 4 PM in spring, when excess supply conditions may exist in California.  On weekends, Rate 
3 has two rate periods in summer and three in spring and winter.  The peak period on weekends 
shown in Figure 4-1 has a different color compared with weekday peak periods because the 
prices on weekends don’t match any of the prices during peak, partial, off-peak or super-off-
peak periods. 
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Figure 4-1:  SCE Pilot Tariffs 
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Table 4-1 shows the enrollment targets for Rate 2 and for the control group by customer 
segment in SCE’s hot climate region where over sampling of seniors and economically 
vulnerable customers is required in order to assess potential hardship for these segments.  
Recall from the discussion in Section 3.5 that, in order to keep pilot costs down, a decision was 
made to include P.U. Code Section 745-driven segmentation for Rate 1 in PG&E’s service 
territory and for Rate 2 in SCE’s service territory.  The third column in Table 4-1, labeled 
“sample size,” shows the target recruitment level for each segment and for the general 
population.  All of the other columns represent the number of customers that would be enrolled 
if customers represented by the column headings enroll at the same rate as their share in the 
segment population.  For example, enrollment will be managed so that approximately 313 
seniors with incomes below 100% of FPG will be enrolled.  Since roughly half of seniors with 
incomes below 100% of the FPG are also CARE/FERA customers, and assuming that 
CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA customers in this segment enroll at roughly the same rate, 
this will result in enrollment of roughly 152 non-CARE/FERA and 161 CARE/FERA seniors with 
incomes below 100% of the FPG.  
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Table 4-1:  Target Enrollment for SCE Rate 2 in the Hot Climate Region 
(includes over sampling based on 25% attrition) 

Climate 
Zone 

Customer 
Segment 

Sample 
Size 

Non-
CARE/FERA 

CARE / 
FERA 

Senior 
SR < 
100% 

of FPG 

CARE / 
FERA < 

100% FPG 

<100% 
FPG 

101 to 
200% 
FPG 

200 to 
250% 
FPG 

> 250% 
of FPG 

Control 
Group 

Hot 

SR < 
100% 
FPG 

313 152 161 313 313 161 313 0 0 0 313 

Non-SR 
CARE < 
100% 
FPG 

156 0 156 0 0 156 156 0 0 0 156 

SR > 
100% 
FPG 

313 232 81 313 0 0 0 65 46 201 313 

Non-SR 
CARE > 
100% 
FPG 

231 0 231 0 0 0 0 89 43 100 231 

General 1,875 1,150 725 502 89 219 374 410 228 862 1,875 

All 2,888 1,533 1,354 1,127 402 536 843 564 317 1,164 2,888 

% In 
Sample 

100% 53% 47% 39% 14% 19% 29% 20% 11% 40% n/a 

% In 
Population 

100% 61% 39% 27% 5% 12% 20% 22% 12% 46% n/a 
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Table 4-2 shows the target enrollment rate for all tariffs, customer segments and climate regions 
in SCE’s service territory.  These enrollment rates are designed to meet the minimum required 
sample sizes for each segment and tariff through the summer of 2017 based on an assumed 
maximum attrition rate (including customer churn and dropouts) of 25% and an assumption that 
the attrition rate will be the same in all test cells.  As seen, the pilot plan calls for recruiting more 
than 18,000 customers into the study, with almost 13,000 being placed on one of the three pilot 
rates and with the remainder being placed on the OAT.  These values do not include over 
sampling for the smart thermostat treatment that is discussed in Section 4.1.2 below. Roughly 
45% of all participants will be in the hot climate region.  With this target enrollment level, there 
should still be roughly 15,000 customers on the rates during the summer of 2017. 

Table 4-2:  Target Enrollment by Rate Type, Climate Region and Customer Segment 

Climate 
Zone 

Segment Rate 1 Rate 2 Rate 3 Control Total 

Hot 

CARE / FERA 625 1,354 625 1,354 3,958 

Non-CARE / FERA 625 1,533 625 1,533 4,317 

Total 1,250 2,888 1,250 2,888 8,275 

Moderate 

CARE / FERA 625 625 625 625 2,500 

Non-CARE / FERA 625 625 625 625 2,500 

Total 1,250 1,250 1,250 1,250 5,000 

Cool 

CARE / FERA 625 625 625 625 2,500 

Non-CARE / FERA 625 625 625 625 2,500 

Total 1,250 1,250 1,250 1,250 5,000 

All 

CARE / FERA 1,875 2,604 1,875 2,604 8,958 

Non-CARE / FERA 1,875 2,783 1,875 2,783 9,317 

Total 3,750 5,388 3,750 5,388 18,275 

4.1.2 SCE Technology Treatments 

As discussed in Section 3.6, SCE’s technology treatment will focus on smart thermostats and, 
more specifically, on the population of customers that already have them installed.  SCE will 
seek to enroll approximately 3,750 customers (including an extra 25% to account for attrition) 
from the existing population of roughly 65,000 smart thermostat owners using the same pay-to-
play recruitment strategy that will be employed for the non-technology treatments.  A power-
analysis will be conducted to determine final sample sizes.  These customers will be randomly 
assigned to Rate 1, Rate 3 or the OAT.  The OAT assigned group will be the control group used 
for load impact estimation since smart thermostat owners may have different load patterns than 
the general participant population and the control group for the general participant population 
would not be valid.  This RCT design will allow for estimation of unbiased load impacts for the 
TOU rates for a population of smart thermostat owners.   
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There will not be any segmentation by climate region or customer segment for this treatment 
since the identities of most smart thermostat owners is not currently known to SCE.  As such, 
pre-enrollment segmentation is not possible.  SCE will rely on smart thermostat vendors to 
distribute the recruitment letters to equipment owners.   

4.1.3 SCE Education and Outreach Plans 

As discussed previously, customers who agree to participate in the pilot will be randomly 
assigned to one of three TOU rates or to the OAT.  Prior to being transferred onto the new rate, 
all participants will receive a welcome kit that will thank them for their participation and inform 
them about their rate assignment.  The specific content of the welcome kit will be determined at 
a later date, most likely based on market research to guide creative design.  For the three 
groups that are assigned to one of the TOU rate options, the welcome kit it is likely to include: 

 A reminder of the importance of the study in terms of guiding pricing policy in CA and 
that all consumers will be placed on TOU rates on a default basis starting in 2019; 

 A thank you for their participation; 

 The date on which they will be placed on the new tariff; 

 Detailed descriptions of the time periods when various prices are in effect for each 
season; 

 A general discussion of how they might be able to reduce their energy bills by shifting 
usage from higher priced to lower priced time periods; 

 Tips on how to reduce peak period usage through load reductions and load shifting;    

 Information about the planned surveys, their importance to the study and the fact that 
the incentive payments are tied to completing each survey; and 

 A dedicated phone number that they can call if they have any questions about the pilot 
or if they want to drop out of the study.   

SCE is also considering including a magnet or “static cling” insert that can be affixed to a 
dishwasher, clothes washer or dryer or some other location to remind household members 
when peak and off-peak prices are in effect.   

Control group customers will also receive a “welcome kit” but this will be much shorter and will 
focus primarily on thanking them for their participation, reminding them that their participation in 
the planned surveys is quite important and that their participation incentive payments are tied to 
completing those surveys. 

In addition to this basic welcome kit, a subset of participants30 will receive an advanced 
educational curriculum.  Details about what constitutes basic and advanced are yet to be 
determined but basic will be more than just a welcome kit and will include some type of ongoing 
communication over the course of the pilots.     

30 The number of participants who will receive the advanced curriculum is still under discussion.  ED would like it to be the 
majority of participants, with only a small group of participants (say 1,000) receiving the basic material. 
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The effectiveness of both the basic and advanced curriculum will be assessed through a survey.  
Effectiveness will not be gauged by load impacts.  The details of the survey will be determined 
at a later date31 but will likely focus on participants’ awareness of being on the rate, their 
understanding of rate features (e.g., TOU periods, periods when prices are lowest, differences 
in prices on weekdays and weekends and across seasons, the block rate structure for control 
group participants, etc.), their specific end uses at various times of the day (to see if the 
advanced materials results in different behaviors), their satisfaction being on the rate and 
interest in staying on it, and more.   

When developing the welcome kits and other educational materials to be sent to pilot 
participants, SCE will take into consideration the needs of special interest groups including, but 
not necessarily limited to, renters, low income, seniors and non-English speaking customers.  
These groups will be identified through questions included in the enrollment survey. 

For low income participants, education (including messaging) will be very similar to that of the 
general pilot population except that the recruitment letter/FAQs will include language to let them 
know that they will not lose their CARE/FERA discount if they agree to participate in the pilot. 
For seniors, SCE is considering including imagery that resonates with this segment in the 
welcome kit and other follow up educational materials.  Messaging will be similar to that of the 
general participant population.  SCE is considering enlarging the font size to provide an 
enhanced customer experience for this segment.   

SCE’s strategy for non-English speaking participants is contingent on how many participants 
request educational materials in their preferred language during enrollment.  SCE plans to limit 
language preference options to Spanish, Chinese, Korean and Vietnamese.  Should very few 
customers state a language preference other than English at the time of enrollment, the 
educational materials will be sent in English and participants will be given the opportunity to go 
online to review the materials in their preferred language.  Participants will also be able to 
contact SCE’s call center and address any questions or concerns in their preferred language.  
SCE is also looking into providing follow up surveys in customers’ preferred language. 

4.2 PG&E Pilot Plan 

PG&E will estimate load impacts for three rate plans in each of three climate regions.  Average 
load impacts will be estimated for CARE and non-CARE customers for the service territory as a 
whole.  In PG&E’s hot climate region, the participant population for Rate 1 will be segmented 
according to household income relative to the Federal Poverty Guidelines, with over sampling 
done for CARE/FERA customers and senior households above and below 100% of the FPG.  
Within the hot climate region, samples will be large enough to estimate average load impacts for 
CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA households and for senior and non-senior households with 
confidence bands in the range of ±2%.  Bill impact distributions will be produced for 
CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA customers for each rate in all three climate regions, for 
senior and non-senior households in the hot region, and for households with incomes above 
and below 100% of FPG in the hot region.   

31 A more detailed discussion of the use of surveys for evaluating the pilots is contained in Section 5.   
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PG&E also plans to conduct an ethnographic study of smart thermostat32 owners who are 
enrolled in the pilot on both TOU and OAT tariffs to gain a better understanding of how smart 
thermostat owners interact with their thermostats and the device features that are most useful.  
This study will not involve additional recruitment of smart thermostat owners into the pilot – 
owners will be identified through a brief survey at the time of enrollment. 

In addition, PG&E will offer a smart phone app to half of the rate treatment participants.  The 
app will provide participants with a variety of useful information.  A key focus of this test is to 
assess the uptake of the app by different types of participants on different rates.  The app will 
initially be offered to half of the TOU rate participants using a randomized encouragement 
design (RED).  If acceptance rates are high, load impacts will be estimated based on the RED.  
If acceptance rates are high enough to be of interest but not high enough for load impacts to be 
detected using a RED analysis, statistical matching will be used to develop a pseudo-control 
group for estimation purposes.   

PG&E will also test the effects of the smart phone app on customer awareness, satisfaction and 
understanding. In addition, PG&E will offer a number of additional E&O materials to participants.  
Participant interest in and perceptions about these materials will be assessed through surveys. 

4.2.1 PG&E Rate Treatments 

PG&E’s three rate options are summarized in Figure 4-2.33  As with SCE’s pilot rates, the prices 
in Figure 4-2 do not reflect the baseline credit of 8.9¢/kWh.  Rate 1 has two rate periods on 
weekdays all year long, with the peak period running for five hours from 4 to 9 PM.  Off-peak 
pricing is in effect on weekends throughout the year.  PG&E’s proposed Rate 2 has a shorter, 
three-hour peak period from 6 to 9 PM on weekdays all year long.  During the summer, there is 
also a short partial peak period from 4 to 6 PM and from 9 to 10 PM.  The weekend prices on 
Rate 2 are the same as weekday prices.  This is designed to assess whether customers prefer 
consistency across all days of the week so they don’t have to worry about changes between 
weekdays and weekends.   

Rate 3 has the same peak period hours as Rate 1 in the summer and winter but has a third rate 
period in the spring, with the lowest (super off-peak) prices occurring between 10 AM and 4 PM 
on weekdays.  On weekends, off-peak prices are in effect on Rate 3 all day long in both summer 
and winter.  In spring, super-off-peak prices are in effect from 10 AM to 4 PM. 

The same logic and drivers of the sampling plan that were discussed for SCE in Section 4.1.1 
apply to PG&E as well, although the specific values in the P.U. Code Section 745-driven cells 
are different because of differences in the PG&E population.  As of the time this report was 
written, PG&E had not yet received updated data from its chosen contractor, Experian, that 
would allow for the same precise determination of sample allocations by customer segment in 
hot climate regions as was shown for SCE and summarized Table 4-1.  There is no reason to 

32 The definition of smart thermostat and whether or not to include a broader array of thermostats in the study is still under 
discussion.  PG&E’s current intent is to be fairly inclusive with regard to the range of specific thermostats that will be 
included in the study, with both lower and higher end devices included.   
33 As indicated in the footnote on Figure 4-2, these rates may change.   
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think that the overall sample sizes for each climate region for PG&E will be significantly different  
from SCE’s sample sizes although the number of customers in each of the specific segments in 
the hot region may differ somewhat.  For planning purposes, we have assumed that PG&E will 
seek to enroll roughly 18,500 customers into their rate treatments.  As discussed in the next two 
subsections, neither the ethnographic thermostat study nor the smart phone app treatment will 
require recruiting additional participants into the pilots, so the 18,500 required for the rate 
treatments equals the entire sample needed by PG&E for all of the planned pilot treatments.   
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Figure 4-2:  PG&E Pilot Tariffs34 

 

 

34The day prior to this report being completed, after examining the distribution of customer bill changes moving from the control group to the TOU pilot rates, PG&E 
discovered a possible problem with the rates, which it is in the process of investigating.  This stems from a mismatch between the billing determinants (i.e., aggregate 
sales in each of the various TOU periods) used to design the rates, which were based on a sample of customers, and the billing determinants of the much larger population 
of customers used for the bill comparisons.  If this investigation results in significant changes in the prices shown above, PG&E will update the proposed tariffs.   
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4.2.2 PG&E Technology Treatments 

PG&E will explore two very different technologies in very different ways.  PG&E will seek in-
depth understanding of how consumers with smart thermostats operate and interact with these 
devices using an ethnographic study of existing owners.  PG&E estimates that it currently has at 
least 100,000 smart thermostat owners in its service territory, a group that is growing rapidly 
and will be even larger by the time pilot recruitment begins in spring 2016.  Given this 
penetration, if smart thermostat owners enroll onto the pilot tariffs at the same rate as non-
owners,35 there will be between 300 and 400 owners enrolled among the 18,500 or so 
customers who will be recruited into the pilot.  With random assignment, there would be roughly 
100 customers on each of the three TOU rates and the control group.  Ethnographic studies are 
qualitative in nature so these small cell sizes do not limit the insights that can be gained through 
this approach and are more than large enough to conduct such a study.  By including control 
group customers in the study, it may be possible to develop useful insights regarding 
differences in how smart thermostat owners use their devices when on a TOU rate compared 
with those who are on the OAT.   

PG&E’s second technology treatment will assess customer acceptance of a multi-functional 
smart phone app that will convey a variety of useful information to TOU participants.  This 
information may include pricing information, TOU-specific performance feedback, energy saving 
tips informed by user-specific end use load disaggregation and “gamification” features to 
encourage energy savings or load shifting.   

According to a recent Pew Center Research survey,36 in early 2015, 64% of Americans owned 
some kind of smart phone, which is up 29 percentage points since a similar survey in 2011.  
However, ownership varies significantly across demographic groups, equaling 85% among 
individuals aged 18 to 29 and only 27% for individuals 65 years of age or older.  Ownership 
among individuals living in households with annual incomes greater than $75,000 is 84% 
whereas ownership for individuals living in households with annual incomes below $30,000 is 
50%. 

To our knowledge, there is no good empirical data on the likely acceptance rate for an energy 
oriented smart phone app among electricity customers on TOU rates.  Thus, one of the most 
useful learnings that will come out of this treatment is the acceptance rate for the app.  If the 
pilot shows that a large number of TOU participants download the app, find it useful and that it 
increases satisfaction with and acceptance of the TOU rates, it could become an integral part of 
PG&E’s default education and outreach plan whether or not it produces an increase in load 
response.  On the other hand, if acceptance rates are low, it will not have a significant impact on 
load response or average customer satisfaction and acceptance in a default setting regardless 
of whether or not customers who accept it have larger load impacts or have much higher 
satisfaction levels than those who do not get the app.   

35 It’s not unreasonable to think that enrollment rates might be higher for the smart thermostat population than for the 
general population.   
36 http://www.pewinternet.org/2015/04/01/chapter-one-a-portrait-of-smartphone-ownership/  
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Given the high degree of uncertainty in what the acceptance rate will be for the smart phone 
app, PG&E plans to proceed with implementation of the treatment as follows.  PG&E will initially 
offer the app to half of the roughly 18,500 participants chosen at random who will enroll into the 
pilot.  If acceptance rates are high (e.g., in the 50% range) and the incremental effect of the app 
on load reductions is large enough, say 5 percentage points, the impacts could be detected 
using a RED analysis methodology.  As discussed in Section 3.2 (footnote 9), an RED has 
internal validity equal to that of an RCT.   

An RED relies on a two-step evaluation methodology.  In the first step, the difference in peak 
period load for the encouraged group, including both those who accepted the app and those 
who do not, and the non-encouraged group (e.g., the randomly selected group that did not 
receive the offer of the app) is calculated.  This is referred to as the “intention-to-treat effect.”  
If a statistically significant intention-to-treat effect is found, it can be divided by the percent of 
customers who accepted the app among the encouraged group to produce what is called the 
“treatment effect on the treated”, which is a valid estimate of the incremental load impact for the 
group who accepted the app.  The challenge with an RED is that the magnitude of the intention-
to-treat effect equals the product of the acceptance rate and the treatment effect on the treated.  
In other words, if the acceptance rate is 50% and the load impact is 5%, the impact would equal 
2.5%, so the sample would need to be large enough to produce a confidence band of less than 
±2.5% to conclude that the impact was not statistically different from 0.  The sample sizes for 
each rate will be large enough to estimate impacts of this magnitude for the service territory as a 
whole, but not for each climate region, using an RED design where the smart phone app is 
offered to half the participant sample.   

Statistical power could be increased by pooling data across the three rates and estimating peak 
period impacts for the three hours from 6 to 9 that are common to all three rates.  However, if 
the acceptance rate is much lower or the incremental impact is much smaller, it will not be 
possible to detect the impact, even using a pooled data set.  For example, if the acceptance rate 
was 10% and the load impact was 10%, the intention-to-treat effect would only be 1% and the 
sample would not be large enough to distinguish an impact of this magnitude from 0.   

Assuming the acceptance rate is too low to use an RED to estimate load impacts but high 
enough in the initial stage to be of interest, PG&E will attempt to estimate the load impact using 
a quasi-experimental evaluation method that creates a pseudo-control group for those who 
accept the app by using statistical matching methods to pair each participant with the app with a 
non-participant that has observable characteristics (e.g., load shape and level, demographic 
characteristics if available) similar to the participant.37  This method reduces selection bias 
based on observable variables.  Once the matching is complete, the impact evaluation proceeds 
in the same manner as if an RCT research design had been used.  While not as valid an 
approach as an RCT or RED, this method is commonly used and is the best option available 
under the circumstances described above when the combination of acceptance and impacts is 
not large enough to detect an effect using an RED analysis.  

37 In this instance, demographic data will be collected on all customers during enrollment so this data could be used for 
matching along with pretreatment load data if matching is done from the non-encouraged half of the TOU participant 
population.   
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PG&E’s marketing plan for the smart phone app will require market research and thus has not 
yet been developed.  However, a straw plan might proceed as follows:  An initial offer would be 
sent to half of the TOU rate participants, included in the welcome kit that customers receive 
after agreeing to participate in the pilot.  The welcome kit will also identify the rate to which each 
participant is assigned.  Shortly after going on the rate, each participant in the encouraged 
group who hasn’t already signed up for the app would receive an email reminder38 about the 
benefits of the smart phone app and would be encouraged again to download the app.  These 
efforts would largely define the acceptance rates for the first summer.  As described above, if 
the acceptance rate is high, an RED would be used to estimate load impacts based on usage in 
the first summer.  If not, but assuming it is high enough to be of interest, statistical sampling will 
be used to create a control group from among the non-encouraged group to determine whether 
the app results in load impacts for the group accepting it.   

The assessment of the smart phone app will also rely on survey questions regarding interest in 
and satisfaction with the app that will be included in the fall survey that will be conducted among 
all TOU rate participants.39  Based on the combination of results from the survey, the initial 
acceptance rate and whether or not any incremental load impacts are detected during the initial 
summer, PG&E will decide whether any additional marketing should be done among the initial 
group that was offered the app and also whether it should be marketed to the other half of TOU 
participants who didn’t receive the initial offer.  For example, if feedback through surveys is very 
positive and the acceptance rate is encouraging (say 10%) from the initial marketing efforts, but 
no statistically significant load impacts were obtained, the latter result might be because the 
sample sizes were too small.  In this case, additional marketing among the initial group of 
encouraged customers and also offering the app to those that did not originally receive an offer 
could boost acceptance to a level at which load impacts could be estimated during the second 
summer.  It should also be noted that if the results of this analysis are encouraging, the smart 
phone app might be offered in conjunction with the default pilots in 2018 using an RED design 
where large samples may be cost-effectively employed. 

4.2.3 PG&E Education and Outreach Plan 

The smart phone app technology treatment described above is an important test of a potentially 
promising education and outreach (E&O) channel.  PG&E also plans to offer a variety of 
additional E&O materials to participants and to assess participant interest in and perceptions 
about the materials through surveys.  The following materials will be sent to all pilot participants: 

 Pilot rate launch “Welcome kit” 

o Some form of pictorial depiction of their TOU rate (perhaps also through an 
appliance cling) 

o Details about their TOU rate  

o Tips for success etc. 

 In-Season direct mail & email on their TOU rate and reminder about tips for bill savings 

38 Email addresses will be gathered from all participants who have them upon enrollment.   
39 See the discussion in Section 5 regarding the survey strategy for the pilots. 
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o Summer versions  

o Winter and spring versions 

 Post-season email on rate, performance and tips reminder 

o Summer versions  

o Winter and spring versions 

PG&E is also exploring the possibility of using social media to provide participants with 
additional tips and reminders about energy savings.   

PG&E is planning to tailor some of its E&O materials to address the needs of special interest 
groups.  PG&E has conducted extensive research among CARE/FERA /economically 
vulnerable customers and has insights regarding how they want to be addressed in 
communications (regarding tone, manner, clarity and straightforwardness of messaging) which 
PG&E will incorporate in its pilot messaging. 

Once customers are enrolled in the pilot, PG&E plans to assess participant needs and tailor 
outreach as follows: 

 Different ethnicities and non-English speaking customers:   

o In-language or bilingual for Spanish and Chinese options (the list of languages 
that will be versioned is under discussion); 

o Acculturated materials;  

 Seniors: 

o Materials in large print; 

 Economically vulnerable customers: 

o Focus on low cost and no cost tips; 

 Other options being explored: 

o Climate specific tailored E&O materials (e.g. areas without much A/C vs areas 
with high A/C saturation can affect what “tips” are most relevant); 

o Live customer call. 

The various E&O materials will be assessed by asking participants in surveys what they thought 
of the materials (e.g., whether or not it was useful, whether or not they could understand it, what 
changes would make it more useful, etc.).  The assessment may also include tracking open 
rates and click-thru rates for educational material sent via emails and tracking the number of 
customer engagements in channels and individual posts for social media channels.  Through 
surveys, PG&E plans to cover the following topics: 

 Awareness of outreach 

 Awareness of information regarding their rate 

 Engagement with content 

 Understanding and clarity of messaging around rate  
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 Understanding of how to apply tips and tools 

 Understanding how tips and tools can help them manage their bill 

 Perceived value of information (usefulness) 

 Attitudes to outreach 

 Satisfaction with outreach    

Customer awareness and engagement with outreach will be measured periodically during the 
pilot, in 2016 as well as 2017.  PG&E envisions that questions pertaining to E&O will be 
included in the post-summer survey of 2016, post-winter/spring survey of 2017 and/or the end of 
pilot survey. 

PG&E may also leverage other, more limited quantitative surveys or qualitative research at 
specific times when questions can be more tailored to the specific E&O piece, such as for the 
“Welcome Kit” and for specific target groups such as senior citizens, CARE/FERA customers, or 
in-language messaging recipients.  Considerations such as not wanting to bias customer 
behavior/main survey responses through over-surveying and inundating them with survey 
requests will be taken into account before planning any supplemental research. 

4.3 SDG&E Pilot Plan 

SDG&E will estimate load impacts for two rate plans in the moderate and cool climate regions. 
In the hot climate region, Rate 2 will be offered but load impacts will not be estimated because 
of the small population size in this region and the difficulty of recruiting enough participants to 
populate both treatment and control groups.  Enrollment onto these rates will use the same pay-
to-play recruitment plan as the other utilities will use.  Overall enrollment for the rate treatments 
will total roughly 8,750 participants.  An additional 1,250 participants will be recruited onto Rate 
2 in each of the moderate and cool climate regions (for a total of 2,500 additional participants) 
for use in testing a usage alert treatment on a default basis, bringing the total number of 
participants to 11,250. 

SDG&E will also market a third rate option using a more traditional opt-in recruitment strategy.  
This rate is quite different from the other rates in that the supply component of the tariff will have 
(1) a monthly service fee, (2) prices that vary hourly, (3) dynamic rate components, and (4) net 
surplus energy credits.  The rate will provide customers with the maximum number of low cost 
hours and will include high premiums, through price “adders”, applied to the top 150 system 
peak hours and the top 200 circuit peak hours. Customers will be notified about these peak 
system and circuit hours on a day-ahead basis. In addition, participants on this option will 
receive credits for surplus energy events.  Customers will be notified of surplus energy hours on 
a day-of basis.  This tariff will be bundled with enabling technology that will provide greater 
automation for this dynamic rate than is provided simply through a smart thermostat.  This 
treatment will be targeted at a small group of electricity consumers with the specific 
characteristics that are yet to be determined but may include electric vehicle owners. 

Starting in fall 2016, after participants have been on the two TOU rates through the initial 
summer, SDG&E will market smart thermostats to a subset of customers enrolled on Rates 1 
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and 2.  This treatment is designed primarily to determine the difference in take rates between 
customers offered a smart thermostat at two different price points.  Assuming a sufficient 
number of customers install the thermostat, it may be possible to estimate load impacts by 
developing a control group using statistical matching.40   

As part of its E&O plan, SDG&E will offer a weekly usage alert to roughly 1,000 participants in 
the inland (moderate) climate region.  Email addresses will be collected during enrollment and 
this treatment will be tested on a default basis using an RED to estimate incremental load 
impacts for participants who receive the alerts.  SDG&E will also assess customer interest in, 
satisfaction with and use of the usage alert through surveys.  SDG&E will also assess other 
E&O options using surveys as discussed below in Section 4.4.3.  

4.3.1 SDG&E Rate Treatments 

Figure 4-3 shows the two rate options that SDG&E will test using the PTP RCT design that will 
also be deployed by PG&E and SCE.  As mentioned above, in addition to these rates, SDG&E 
will also test a much more complex, dynamic hourly rate option using an alternative research 
design that is yet to be determined.  As seen in the figure, SDG&E’s two main rate options vary 
little from each other.  Rate 1 is a cost-based TOU option with three rate periods and Rate 2 is a 
simpler TOU option with two rate periods.  Both rates have two seasons rather than three like 
some of the rates that will be bested by PG&E and SCE.  For Rate 1, the summer peak to off-
peak price ratio is a little less than 2 to 1 while the winter price ratio is less than 1.1 to 1.  In 
addition, for Rate 1, the TOU period definition for weekend and holidays differs from weekdays 
due to an extended off-peak period on the weekends.  SDG&E’s rates have the same price 
structure on weekends as on weekdays, and the same peak-period prices.  

40 If acceptance rates are much higher than anticipated, it may also be possible to estimate impacts using an RED analysis, 
but this is unlikely.   
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Figure 4-3:  SDG&E Illustrative Rates41 

 
 

41 Rates presented are based on rates effective November 2015 and SDG&E’s 2016 GRC Phase 2 filing and are subject to change.  SDG&E’s summer season is May 
through October and winter season is November through April.  This differs from the four month summer season at PG&E and SCE, which runs from June 1 through 
September 30.  Prices in the figure do not reflect the baseline credit that applies to usage below 100% of baseline, which equals 16.1¢/kWh in summer and 13.4¢/kWh 
in winter.   
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Weekend Rate Periods (hour ending -- for example, 16 = hour ending at 4 PM)
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Segmentation in SDG&E’s hot climate region differs from the approach taken for PG&E and 
SCE in light of the very small population of customers in the region.  Table 4-3 shows the 
number of households by income stratum, CARE/FERA status and senior status in SDG&E’s 
hot climate region.  It should be noted that the household income stratum is not reported in 
terms of percent of FPG income as it was for SCE and PG&E because this information for 
SDG&E is not yet available.  100% of FPG income goes as high as $40,000 for a household 
with 8 members.  The population of households with incomes less than 100% of FPG is almost 
certainly less than the number of households with incomes less than $40,000 but this higher 
threshold was used because of the very small number of customers in the climate region.  If a 
cutoff of $30,000 was used instead, the number of households below this threshold in the entire 
climate region would be roughly half of the 2,351 shown in the table.   

Table 4-3:  Number of SDG&E Accounts in the Hot Climate region  
by Household Income, CARE/FERA status and Senior Status 

Household 
Income 

Non-seniors Seniors 

All 
CARE/FERA 

Non-
CARE/FERA 

CARE/FERA 
Non-

CARE/FERA 

<$40,000 484 1,056 252 559 2,351 

>$40,000 1,643 10,347 200 1,559 14,950 

All 2,127 11,403 452 2,118 16,100 

As seen in the table, there are only about 2,500 CARE//FERA customers in SDG&E’s hot 
climate region and roughly the same number of senior households.  Only about 18% of senior 
households are CARE/FERA customers and less than a third of senior households with 
incomes below $40,000 are CARE/FERA households. 

In light of the small population, SDG&E will offer only Rate 2 in the hot climate region and will 
not have a control group in this region because of the small population size.  Given that this 
population is too small to materially affect overall load impacts for SDG&E’s service territory, 
estimated load impacts for this group will not affect any policy decisions so a control group is 
less important.  However, estimating bill impacts and assessing hardship for key segments in 
the hot climate region is still important.  Given these considerations, SDG&E will reach out to all 
CARE/FERA households in the region and all households with incomes below $40,000 and will 
then recruit from the remaining population to bring the total number of enrolled customers in the 
hot climate region to 1,250. 

Table 4-4 summarizes the overall sampling plan for all climate regions and customer segments 
to support evaluation of the two rate treatments that SDG&E will test.  The segmentation 
scheme in the moderate and cool climate regions is the same as for SCE and PG&E, with 1,250 
enrolled on each rate, split evenly by CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA customers.  
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Table 4-4:  SDG&E Target Enrollment by Rate Type, Climate Region  
and Customer Segment 

Climate Zone Segment Rate 1 Rate 2 Control Total 

Hot Total 0 1,250 0 1,250 

Moderate 

Non-CARE/FERA 625 625 625 1,875 

CARE/FERA 625 625 625 1,875 

Total 1,250 1,250 1,250 5,000 

Cool 

CARE/FERA 625 625 625 1,875 

Non-CARE/FERA 625 625 625 1,875 

Total 1,250 1,250 1,250 3,750 

All Total 2,500 3,750 2,500 8,750 

 

4.3.2 SDG&E Technology Treatments 

Whereas SCE’s technology treatment will focus on load impacts under TOU rates for a group of 
customers that have already purchased smart thermostats, and PG&E study will conduct a 
qualitative study of thermostat behavior, SDG&E’s technology treatment will examine the smart 
thermostat purchase rate of customers who are already on TOU tariffs at different price/subsidy 
points. This investigation is consistent with recent industry trends in which utilities seek to 
encourage the penetration of enabling devices such as smart thermostats through market 
interventions rather than by purchasing and installing devices themselves.   

The challenge in studying this issue within the context of the pilot is that relatively few people 
are actively in the market for a thermostat at any given time.  Moving technology into the 
housing stock is a long run process if left to its normal pace.  Figure 4-4 shows national 
statistics on total thermostat sales and the percent that are smart thermostats.  Figure 4-5 
shows that utilities have not influenced much of the market to date and most of the penetration 
is coming through other channels. With about 134 million households in the US, the roughly 10 
million thermostats projected to be sold in 2016 represents about 7.5% of households, of which 
about half are smart thermostats.  Assuming that the sales of thermostats and smart 
thermostats is about the same in SDG&E’s service territory as it is nationally, with roughly 7,500 
households targeted to enroll on Rates 1 and 2 combined, these statistics suggest that 
somewhere between 500 and 600 treatment households would normally be in the market for a 
thermostat over the course of the first year of the pilot and roughly half of those households 
might purchase a smart thermostat without any subsidy from SDG&E.   
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Figure 4-442 

      

Figure 4-5 

 

SDG&E’s treatment will attempt to increase the purchase rate of smart thermostats by offering 
either a low or high subsidy for the purchase of a smart thermostat to two randomly selected 
groups of customers who have enrolled on one of SDG&E’s two rate treatments.  Given the 
normally low purchase rate, one of these offers will be made to all of the roughly 8,750 

42 Greentech Media, Smart Thermostats Begin to Dominate the Market in 2015, July 22, 2015.  
http://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/smart-thermostats-start-to-dominate-the-market-in-2015  
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customers who are targeted to be enrolled on one of SDG&E’s two rate treatments,43 including 
the oversample that will be recruited to evaluate the default usage alert treatment as discussed 
in the next subsection.  Even though the purchase rate of thermostats is low, as discussed in 
Section 3.3.3, with a small incidence rate, statistically significant metrics can be estimated with 
small samples.  As indicated in Figure 3-7, it is possible to estimate statistical significance with 
90% confidence and ±5% precision with fewer than 100 observations.   

Assuming that there will be a sufficiently large number of customers who purchase smart 
thermostats through the subsidies that will be offered, SDG&E will estimate load impacts for the 
purchasing households using a pseudo-control group developed using ex post statistical 
matching. 

4.3.3 SDG&E Education and Outreach Plan 
SDG&E’s E&O plan includes elements similar to those included in PG&E and SCE’s plans as 
discussed below.  In addition, SDG&E plans to conduct a quantitative test of the impact of alerts 
on load impacts using an RED research design.  The alert treatment will be a TOU version of an 
alert service that SDG&E already provides to approximately 45,000 residential customers. 
SDG&E has completed most of the work needed to offer this treatment and it will be ready for 
use prior to summer 2016. The weekly alert email will include bill to date and projected bill, 
weekly electric use, and usage by rate period.   

The alert treatment will be deployed on a default basis to a sample of roughly 1,250 customers 
each in the moderate and cool climate regions for Rate 2.  SDG&E expects to capture email 
addresses for the vast majority of pilot participants upon enrollment into the study (so that 
surveys can be conducted via email and perhaps for other purposes). As such, this treatment 
can be offered on a default basis, thus allowing for the use of an RED research design with a 
reasonably sized treatment sample. Given the RED design, it is not necessary to recruit a 
separate control group to estimate impacts for this treatment.44  SDG&E will also assess 
customer interest in, satisfaction with and use of the usage alert treatment through surveys, and 
will compare feedback on this educational option with feedback on other education and 
outreach options such as welcome kits, appliance labels or other materials that SDG&E may 
offer. 

43 Given the small expected purchase rate for smart thermostats, any incremental impact the purchase of these devices 
might have on demand response under TOU rates will not bias the average impacts for the rate treatments by a detectable 
amount.  As such, there is no concern that this treatment is being offered to the rate treatment population. 
44 Since the inland control group for the two rates will be segmented into two equal-sized groups for CARE/FERA and non-
CARE/FERA, but the alert treatment will not be segmented, it will be necessary to weight the control group sample using the 
CARE/FERA-non-CARE/FERA population weights when using the control group for estimation of load impacts for the alert 
treatment. 
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In addition to the alert treatment outlined above, SDG&E plans to offer a variety of additional 
E&O materials to participants and to assess participant interest in and perceptions about the 
materials through surveys.  SDG&E is interested in exploring the creation of welcome kits at 
various price points and creative approaches to determine the best options for communicating 
TOU rates to residential customers.  These may include: 

 Simple direct mail with a letter and minimal enclosures; 

 A more comprehensive package with greater graphic materials; 

 A “high impact” piece that might be delivered in a small box and include a small clock or 
another time related item along with printed materials.45 

In addition to the welcome kit, SDG&E plans to provide ongoing communications, including:  

 In-Season direct mail & email on their TOU rate and reminder about tips for bill savings; 

o Summer versions;  

o Winter and spring versions; 

 Post-season email on rate, performance and tips reminder; 

o Summer versions;  

o Winter and spring versions; 

SDG&E is also exploring having a unique website with information available to participants and 
possibly using social media to provide additional tips and reminders about energy savings.  Still 
another possibility being explored is using bill alerts via text or e-mail (with and without goal 
setting) and using push notifications concerning when prices change each day through a pilot-
specific functionality on the SDG&E mobile app.  

 Push notifications – users can adjust settings on the mobile app to push out a 
notification at the time of day when prices are raised (or lowered.) Information within the 
app can contain all of the appropriate TOU times and prices.  

 Tips and info – users who open the app can explore posted information about the cost to 
use certain appliances, which can be adjusted by the app depending on the time of day; 
the cost changes depending on what time it is in that moment, and the time could 
possibly be adjusted by the user to visualize the different cost to run at different times.  

 Other Bill Alerts – expand My Account functionality within the mobile app to a customer’s 
SDG&E account, to include a variety of bill notifications and alerts (e.g. when a pre-set 
dollar amount is reached)  

SDG&E is planning to tailor some of its E&O materials to address the needs of special interest 
groups, including the following possibilities: 

 Different ethnicities and non-English speaking customers:   

o In-language or bilingual for Spanish and Chinese options (the list of languages 
that will be versioned is under discussion); 

o Acculturated materials;  

45 The metrics that will be used to assess the relative effectiveness of these options are still under discussion.   
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 Seniors: 

o Materials in large print; 

 Economically vulnerable customers: 

o Focus on low cost and no cost tips; 

 Other options being explored: 

o Climate specific tailored E&O materials (e.g. areas without much A/C vs. areas 
with high A/C saturation can affect what “tips” are most relevant); 

o Live customer call. 

The various E&O materials will be assessed by asking participants in surveys what they thought 
of the information (e.g., whether or not it was useful, whether or not they could understand it, 
what changes would make it more useful, etc.).  The assessment may also include tracking 
open rates and click-thru rates for educational material sent via emails and tracking the number 
of customer engagements in channels and individual posts for social media channels.  Through 
surveys, SDG&E plans to cover the following topics: 

 Awareness of outreach 

 Awareness of information regarding their rate 

 Engagement with content 

 Understanding and clarity of messaging around rate  

 Understanding of how to apply tips and tools 

 Understanding how tips and tools can help them manage their bill 

 Perceived value of information (usefulness) 

 Attitudes to outreach 

 Satisfaction with outreach    

Customer awareness and engagement with outreach will be measured periodically during the 
pilot, in 2016 as well as 2017.  SDG&E envisions that questions pertaining to E&O will be 
included in the post-summer survey of 2016, post-winter/spring survey of 2017, and/or the end 
of pilot survey. 

SDG&E may also leverage other, more limited quantitative surveys or qualitative research at 
specific times when questions can be more tailored to the specific E&O piece, such as for the 
“Welcome Kit” and for specific target groups such as senior citizens, CARE/FERA customers, or 
in-language messaging recipients.  Considerations such as not wanting to bias customer 
behavior/main survey responses through over-surveying and inundating them with survey 
requests will be taken into account before planning any supplemental research.    
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5 Evaluation Plan 
The pilots summarized in Section 2 are designed to answer a wide range of relevant questions 
using a variety of evaluation methods.  Among the key objectives are determining how TOU 
prices impact electricity use by rate period for the tariffs being tested, determining bill impacts 
for various customer segments and assessing data to allow the CPUC to evaluate the extent to 
which TOU rates might impose unreasonable hardship on selected segments (seniors and 
economically vulnerable customers in hot areas).  Addressing each of these objectives requires 
different data and methodologies, ranging from statistical analysis of load data to detailed 
surveys of both control and treatment customers.  This report section summarizes the key 
research questions of interest and how each question will be addressed during the evaluation 
stage of the pilots.   

5.1 Research Questions 

Table 5-1 contains a high level overview of the primary questions that will be addressed by the 
TOU pilots and the conceptual approach that will be used to answer each question.  More 
detailed discussions of the primary evaluation methods that will be used are provided in the 
remainder of this report section. 

Table 5-1:  Key Research Questions and How They Will Be Addressed 

Research Question How Addressed 

1.  What will load impacts be for 
each rate period and pilot rate 
under default conditions for the 
population as a whole in each 
service territory? 

Default pilots cannot be implemented until 2018.  The PTP opt-In 
TOU pilot is intended to attract participants that are more similar to 
the default population than would be true for a traditional opt-in pilot 
design.  The RCT design produces internally valid load impact 
estimates for each tested rate.  By pooling data across climate 
regions and all segments and properly weighting each customer, 
highly precise impact estimates will be produced using a difference-
in-differences regression analysis as explained in Section 5.2.   

2.  How do load impacts by rate 
period vary across selected 
customer segments and climate 
regions for the pilot rates? 

The same methodological approach described above will be used 
to estimate impacts using data partitioned for each segment of 
interest.  For PG&E and SCE, load impacts will be estimated with 
confidence bands of roughly ±2 percentage points for the hot and 
moderate climate regions.  Confidence bands in the cool climate 
regions may be broader for some IOUs.  Load impacts will be 
estimated for CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA customers with 
similar levels of precision across the service territory as a whole 
and also for the hot climate region for PG&E and SCE.  Because of 
the small number of customers in SDG&E’s hot climate region, load 
impacts will not be estimated for any rate in this region for SDG&E.  
There will be more than 1,000 seniors on Rate 1 in PG&E’s territory 
and on Rate 2 in SCE’s territory, which will allow for estimation of 
load impacts for seniors and non-seniors with good statistical 
precision for those two rates. 
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Research Question How Addressed 

3.  How do load impacts vary 
across rate options?   

The tariffs included in the various pilots have significant variation in 
prices by rate period and in the length and timing of rate periods.  
As such, it will not be possible to sort out the independent impacts 
of price ratios, peak period length and peak period timing.  It will be 
possible to estimate the aggregate load reduction or load increase 
(for super off-peak hours in spring) for specific hours of the day 
associated with each tariff, which will provide useful input to the 
selection of a default tariff for implementation in 2019. 

4.  How does customer acceptance 
vary across TOU pilot rates and 
customer segments? 

The PTP approach does not allow for a direct measure of 
acceptance rates for each rate option because customers are being 
paid to participate in the study (and to stay on the rate) and will be 
randomly assigned to the rate options within each utility service 
territory.  However, surveys will be used to assess customer 
satisfaction and perceptions about the rates and these metrics can 
be compared across rate options as an indirect measure of 
customer acceptance.  As part of the second survey to be 
conducted in 2017, customers will be asked whether they would 
prefer to stay on the rate or return to the OAT. They will also be 
asked if they would prefer one of the other rates if they had an 
option.  Following payment of the last portion of the incentive, 
differential dropout rates will be tracked as an indicator of customer 
preferences.  To assess variation in acceptance across customer 
segments, average survey responses by segment can be 
compared for segments with large enough samples (primarily those 
mentioned in response to Q6 below).  It might also be possible to 
estimate a regression model relating selected metrics, such as 
customer satisfaction or the desire to stay on the rate at the end of 
the pilot, to customer characteristics. 

5.  What actions do customers take 
in response to TOU pilot rates? 

Survey responses to questions about the timing of end-use 
activities, thermostat settings by rate period, etc. will be compared 
across treatment and control group customers.  Barriers to load 
shifting or load reduction activities can also be assessed through 
surveys. 

6.  What is the distribution of bill 
impacts associated with TOU pilot 
rates for various customer 
segments? 

Bill impacts will be estimated by calculating bills based on the TOU 
rate and the OAT and taking the difference.  This will be done 
based on pretreatment usage and on post-treatment usage.  
Sample sizes in hot climate regions will be large enough to produce 
valid bill distributions (such as those shown previously in Figure 
3-5) for a variety of customer segments, including seniors, 
CARE/FERA, non-CARE/FERA, households with incomes less than 
100% of FPG, and households with incomes between 100 and 
200% of FPG.  In moderate and cool climate regions, accurate bill 
impact distributions will be able to be produced for CARE/FERA 
and non-CARE/FERA households and for the population as a 
whole.   
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Research Question How Addressed 

7.  How many seniors and 
economically vulnerable 
households in hot areas would be 
likely to suffer unreasonable 
hardship if they are defaulted onto 
TOU rates?   

Survey questions designed to detect unreasonable hardship will be 
administered to both treatment and control households that fall into 
these segments.  Answers will be compared between TOU and 
control households to determine whether hardship metrics are 
higher among households on TOU rates relative to households on 
the OAT. Other metrics may also be factored into the assessment 
of hardship, such as bill impacts.    

8.  What are the load impacts for 
selected TOU rates for households 
that have purchased smart 
thermostats? 

The SCE technology treatment will address this question for a self-
selected group of households that purchased a smart thermostat on 
their own using an RCT research design.  SDG&E’s smart 
thermostat treatment may provide additional insights for households 
that receive an incentive to purchase a smart thermostat equal to a 
portion of the cost of the thermostat.  Load impacts for this 
treatment will be estimated using ex post statistical matching to 
create a control group after the fact (assuming enough participants 
purchase thermostats to make this feasible).  PG&E’s ethnographic 
study of thermostat owners may produce qualitative insights about 
how smart thermostats are being used in response to TOU rates.   

9.  What is the purchase rate of 
smart thermostats at different price 
points for customers on TOU 
rates?   

SDG&E’s smart thermostat treatment will offer purchase subsidies 
for smart thermostats to customers who are already on TOU rates.  
Acceptance rates for the incentives will be compared between the 
low and high priced incentive offers.   

10.  What is the impact of a TOU-
oriented usage alert on load 
reductions, customer acceptance 
and customer satisfaction with 
TOU pilot rates? 

SDG&E’s usage alert treatment will offer alerts through email on a 
default basis to a large enough sample of customers on Rate 2 to 
estimate the impact of the alerts on load reductions using an RED 
research design.  Surveys will be conducted among treatment 
customers to obtain data on customer interest in and satisfaction 
with the usage alerts.  Answers to survey questions pertaining to 
customer satisfaction, acceptance, awareness, understanding of 
rates and other metrics will be compared between those who 
receive the alerts and those who don’t to determine whether there 
are significant differences in these metrics.   

11. What is the impact of a smart 
phone app on load reductions, 
customer acceptance and 
customer satisfaction with TOU 
pilot rates? 

PG&E will divide rate treatment participants into two randomly 
selected groups and offer the smart phone app to one group and 
not to the other.  If acceptance of the app is high enough, an RED 
impact assessment will be conducted to determine whether the 
information provided through the app increased load reductions for 
rate participants who receive it.  If app acceptance is too low, 
statistical matching will be used to develop a control group for 
estimating load impacts. Answers to survey questions pertaining to 
customer satisfaction, acceptance, awareness, understanding of 
rates and other metrics will be compared between those who 
download the app and those who don’t to determine whether there 
are significant differences in these metrics.  App acceptance rates 
will also be reported and compared across rate options and 
customer segments.   
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Research Question How Addressed 

12.  What E&O materials are most 
effective in enhancing customer 
acceptance and retention, 
engagement, satisfaction, 
knowledge of rates, etc.? 

Answering this question requires offering E&O materials to some 
customers, obtaining data on the various metrics of interest and 
comparing the average metric values for those who receive the 
materials and those who don’t.  This type of assessment will be 
made for SDG&E’s usage alert, PG&E’s smart phone app and 
SCE’s advanced curriculum E&O treatment.  It will not be done for 
other E&O materials disseminated by each utility.  

13.  What E&O materials do TOU 
rate participants find most useful 
and most preferred? 

Surveys will be used to assess customer awareness of, 
understanding of and engagement with the rates, to assess the 
usefulness and preferences for each of the primary types of E&O 
materials.  Responses will be compared across rate options and 
customer segments to determine whether different treatment 
groups and customer segments find some materials or messages 
more or less useful or effective than others.   

14.  What E&O materials and 
efforts will be most effective for 
creating customer awareness and 
satisfaction leading up to default 
pricing in 2019? 

This question cannot be addressed through an opt-in pilot with PTP 
recruitment.  For non-mass media options, it can be addressed in 
conjunction with the 2018 default pilots.  It can also be addressed 
through a controlled launch in 2019 in which various options are 
tested leading up to default deployment.  Particularly effective 
options can be used on customers who did not initially get them to 
enhance awareness even after customers have been defaulted 
onto the new rates.   

 

5.2 Load Impact Estimation Methodology46 

The fundamental step in estimating load impacts is to determine what loads would have been 
for treatment customers if they hadn’t been exposed to the treatment; this is referred to as a 
reference load.  As discussed in Section 3.2, the basic approach for developing a reference load 
for all rate treatments in the proposed pilots is a randomized control trial (RCT).  A randomized 
encouragement design (RED) will be used for estimating impacts for SDG&E’s default usage 
alert and, if acceptance rates are high enough, it will be tried for PG&E’s smart phone app. 

An RCT randomly assigns volunteers to either treatment or control conditions.  Because of the 
random assignment, this method ensures that the only difference between treatment and control 
customers, other than small differences due to random sampling variation, is that one group 
receives the treatment and the other does not.  As such, control group load is a valid 
representation of what treatment customers would have used during the post treatment period if 
they were not on the treatment.  An RCT design ensures that impact estimates are not affected 
by selection bias or other potential explanations for observed differences between the two 
groups of customers. 

Load impacts can be estimated based on an RCT design by using what is called a difference-in-
differences analysis.  To estimate load reduction during the peak period, for example, the first 
difference calculation subtracts average load for the treatment group from the average load for 

46 The discussion in this section borrows heavily from Section 3.2 of SMUD’s SPO final report cited previously.  That section 
was written by Dr. Stephen George, who also authored this report.   
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the control group after the treatment goes into effect.  A second difference value is calculated as 
the difference in peak period loads between treatment and control customers prior to the 
treatment going into effect.  This second difference is subtracted from the first, which is why the 
analysis is called a difference-in-differences.  The purpose of this second step is to adjust for 
any pretreatment differences between the control and treatment groups that might occur due to 
random variation in the assignment of customers to the treatment and control groups.  This 
difference should be quite small if the treatment and control samples are large, since random 
error diminishes as sample sizes increase.  If sample sizes are small, random error can be more 
impactful.   

Difference-in-differences calculations can be done using regression analysis or simple 
averaging.  Regression analysis allows each customer’s mean usage to be modeled separately, 
which reduces the standard error of the impact estimates without changing their magnitude.  
Additionally, standard regression software allows for the calculation of standard errors for load 
impact estimates that correctly account for the correlation in customer loads over time.47  A 
typical regression specification for estimating RCT impacts using an RCT design is shown 
below:  

𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝑎𝑎𝑖𝑖 + 𝑏𝑏1𝑇𝑇𝑖𝑖𝐼𝐼1 + 𝑏𝑏2𝐼𝐼1 + 𝑢𝑢𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 

The variable 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 equals electricity usage during the time period of interest, which might be 
each hour of the day, the peak or off-peak rate periods, daily usage or some other period.  The 
index i refers to customers and the index t refers to the time period of interest.  The estimating 
database would contain usage data during both the pre-treatment and post-treatment periods 
for both treatment and control group customers.   

The parameter 𝑎𝑎𝑖𝑖 is equal to mean usage for each customer for the relevant time period (e.g., 
hourly, peak period, etc.).  The primary parameter of interest is 𝑏𝑏1, which provides the estimated 
demand impact of TOU during the relevant period.  The parameter is the estimated coefficient 
on 𝑇𝑇𝑖𝑖𝐼𝐼1.  𝑇𝑇𝑖𝑖 is equal to 1 for the treatment group during the treatment period (e.g., after they are 
placed on the TOU rate or other treatment) and 0 otherwise.  Finally, 𝐼𝐼1 is a variable equal to 1 
during the treatment period for all customers and 0 otherwise; this is not a parameter of primary 
interest, but it allows the regression to estimate the primary parameter of interest without 
confounding differences between treatment and control customers with differences in usage 
across years.  

As mentioned above, the RCT will be used for estimating load impacts for all rate treatments.  
An RED research design will be used for SDG&E’s usage alert and will be tried for PG&E’s 
smart phone app.  With an RED design, the behavior of two randomly-chosen groups of 
customers who were subjected to different levels of encouragement to take up a treatment is 
observed.  In this example, one group—the control group—is not encouraged and the other, the 
treatment group is.  The different levels of encouragement induce different participation rates 
between two groups that had the same expected characteristics prior to the experiment.  This 

47 More accurately, they account for the correlation in regression errors within customers over time. 
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allows one to estimate the effect of the treatment on customers who were affected by the 
encouragement, as summarized below.   

Using an RED design to estimate unbiased treatment effects requires the assumption that 
customers who are offered a treatment but decline are unaffected by the offer.  Put another 
way, it is necessary to assume that customers who decline the offer—either on an opt-in or 
default basis—behave afterwards in the same way they would if they had never seen the offer.  
An RED analysis also assumes that customers who are placed on a treatment through a default 
process, but would have opted in if the treatment had been offered on an opt-in basis (in other 
words, the always takers as described in Section 3), behave the same way no matter which way 
the offer was made.  The analyses also require the assumption that there are no customers who 
would accept the offer on an opt-in basis, but decline it on a default basis.  Each of these 
assumptions seems quite reasonable.   

One fundamental difference between the analyses used for RCTs and for REDs is that with 
RCTs, all customers in the treatment group are enrolled and therefore are assumed to be 
affected by the treatment and none in the control group are affected.  In contrast, for REDs, the 
treatment group consists of all customers who received some form of encouragement toward a 
treatment and the control group consists of customers who received less encouragement or no 
encouragement.  This means the RED treatment group contains many customers who are 
assumed to be unaffected by the treatment because they declined.  This introduces a potential 
for confusion in terminology when discussing REDs because it is often convenient to consider 
the treatment group of an experiment to be the group of all customers who are directly affected 
by the treatment of interest (e.g., all customers who actually enroll).   

For an RED there are two treatments of interest, each vital to producing the final treatment 
impact estimate.  First, there is the encouragement treatment, which gives an RED its name.  In 
this case, that treatment consists of an invitation to opt-in to a treatment (for PG&E’s smart 
phone app for example) or it consists of defaulting customers onto the treatment (for SDG&E’s 
usage alert).  Second, there is the impact of the treatment itself.  That is, the impact for those 
who accept the treatment, not those that are offered it.   

The same regression specification discussed above for an RCT design is used to estimate the 
first stage impact, which estimates the impact of the encouragement.  The estimating database 
includes all customers who were offered the treatment, whether or not they accepted it.  It also 
includes the control group.  The impact in this case represents the average for all customers 
that received an offer, not the average for customers who accepted the offer.  This initial load 
impact estimate is often referred to as the intention-to-treat effect.  Under the reasonable 
assumption that non-compliers were unaffected by the offer, the intention-to-treat estimate can 
be transformed into the effect of the treatment on compliers by dividing the intention-to-treat 
estimate by the fraction of the population enrolled on the pricing plan.  This scaled up effect is 
often referred to as the local average treatment effect or, alternatively, the treatment effect on 
the treated.   
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5.3 Bill Impact Estimation 

The impact of TOU rates on customers’ bills is an important metric of interest to multiple 
stakeholders that will be incorporated in the pilot evaluations.  As with load impacts, looking at 
the bills of individual customers before and after they go onto a TOU rate is not a valid estimate 
of the impact of TOU rates on bills because many other factors can cause bills to change over 
time for an individual customer (e.g., appliance purchases, changes in the number of people in 
the household, housing renovations, etc.).  Since these exogenous factors are equally likely to 
occur among control and treatment households, comparing average bills for treatment and 
control customers for selected customer segments will provide a high level assessment of 
whether TOU rates increase or decrease bills on average for customers in those segments.  For 
example, such a comparison might show that average bills for CARE/FERA customers on TOU 
rates are 5% higher or lower than average bills for CARE/FERA customers on the OAT.  Except 
for SDG&E’s hot climate region, the proposed sampling plan for each utility will support valid 
comparisons of average bills for treatment and control customers for CARE/FERA and non-
CARE/FERA segments in all climate regions and for seniors and for households with incomes 
below 100% of the FPG in SCE and PG&E’s hot climate regions. 

Comparing average bills, while useful, does not paint a complete picture, however.  There can 
be very different distributions of bills and bill impacts underlying the same average value.  For 
example, the same average bill of $200 would result from a bill distribution where half the 
population has a bill of $150 and the other half has a bill of $250 and a distribution where half 
the population has a bill of $50 and the other half has a bill of $350.  Similarly, if the interest is in 
bill impacts, the same average bill impact of, say $10 could result from a bill impact distribution 
where half the population sees a bill decrease of $10 and the other half sees a bill increase of 
$20 and from a distribution where half see a decrease of $100 and the other half see an 
increase of $110.  The first distribution of bill impacts would likely raise little concern for any 
stakeholder while the second distribution might be of significant concern to many stakeholders if 
those who saw the $110 bill increase could ill afford to pay it.   

Given the above, the pilot evaluations will examine the distribution of bill impacts based on post-
treatment usage48 for treatment and control customers.  Bill impact equals the difference in a 
customer’s bill calculated with the same usage under the TOU rate and the OAT.  Even though 
control group customers will not be placed on TOU rates, estimating their bill impacts as if they 
were will illustrate how much of the bill impact results from structural wins and losses (the 
control group distribution) and how much from changes in usage in response to the TOU rates 
(the treatment group distribution). 

5.4 Customer Surveys 

As indicated in Table 5-1, customer surveys will play an important role in evaluating the impact 
of treatments that will be tested in the TOU pilots.  Given the pay-to-play recruitment strategy 
and the random assignment to rate treatments that will be employed in the pilots, it is not 
possible to measure customer acceptance of or preferences for the different rate options by 

48 The distributions between treatment customers (on each rate) and the control group should be identical during the pre-
treatment period since customers will be randomly assigned to each rate and the control group.   
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comparing differential enrollment rates across treatments.  However, surveys can be used to 
indirectly assess these important metrics by asking participants on the various rates their 
satisfaction with and perceptions about the rates, and asking participants near the end of the 
pilots to determine whether they would prefer to stay on their assigned rate, go on the OAT or 
go onto one of the other rate options.  Surveys will be used (along with other metrics) to directly 
assess hardship for seniors and low income participants.  And surveys will be used to test 
customer understanding of rate features, to obtain data on reported usage behavior and to 
obtain feedback on the usefulness of different educational and outreach materials and 
information and technology treatments.  In short, surveys will be used to gather essential data 
on many key metrics and gain important key insights on all pilot treatments.   

A detailed survey plan will be developed prior to pilot launch once a survey research firm has 
been hired to work with the IOUs, Energy Division and other stakeholders to refine the research 
strategy.  The specific approach that will be used to obtain additional stakeholder input on 
survey topics will be determined by the Commission and announced to the TOU Working Group 
in early 2016.  Input on survey topics will be obtained through this process but specific wording 
of survey questions and decisions about instrument design, survey mode, sample sizes and 
other factors will be left to survey professionals to ensure that the data gathered is as accurate 
as possible and representative of the target population.  Having said that, the Commission will 
need to approve the survey content and plan prior to implementation. 

During the October 28th TOU Working Group meeting, Nexant provided a number of guidelines 
for survey design.  These guidelines should be kept in mind when selecting a survey research 
firm and when developing the survey plan that will be used to for pilot evaluation. 

 Obtaining high response rates is always important but particularly so in this context.  As 
indicated above, survey data will be used to assess many critical elements of the pilots, 
including whether certain groups may experience significant hardship after going onto 
TOU rates.  Sample sizes in hot climate zones for some groups of interest are based on 
attaining high survey response rates.  Furthermore, low response rates almost certainly 
introduce response bias and can completely undermine the internal validity of an RCT 
design if the survey data is used to estimate outcomes of interest. Random assignment 
to treatment and control conditions doesn’t matter if assessments require comparisons 
between treatment and control groups using survey data and response rates (and 
potential bias) are significantly different between the two groups (which they often are).   

 Tying a share of the pilot participation incentive to completing key surveys will help 
significantly in securing reasonably high response rates.  So will obtaining good contact 
information for pilot participants through the enrollment survey.  Participants will also be 
informed during the recruitment process about the importance of the surveys in terms of 
meeting the primary research objectives for the pilots.  All of these factors, along with 
selecting a quality survey research firm with a strong reputation for obtaining high 
response rates through mixed-mode surveys and rigorous survey methods will help 
ensure that response rates are high and survey data is accurate. 

 In spite of the above factors, response rates will suffer if surveys are too lengthy and too 
frequent.  Keeping survey length and frequency manageable will be a particular 
challenge given the broad interests of the diverse stakeholder community that will 
provide input to survey design.  For test cells that are large enough, it may be possible to 
avoid survey fatigue by randomly dividing a test cell into two groups and conducting 
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different surveys covering different topics with each group.  Recall from Section 3.3.3 
that for certain types of survey questions, samples in the 100 to 200 range are more 
than sufficient to measure outcomes with reasonable precision.  As such, with a target 
enrollment of 625 CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA customers in each climate zone, it 
would be possible to divide each segment into two groups of 325 each and obtain 
insights representing the entire population of interest from each survey as long as 
response rates were in the 50 to 60% range (which they should be if the surveys are 
done properly).49     

 For many issues of interest, it is essential to compare responses for treatment and 
control customers.  For example, asking low income or senior participants on TOU rates 
if they reduced their usage on hot days to keep their bills down or experienced hardship 
on those days could be quite misleading because it’s possible that the same customers 
on the OAT also reduced usage or experienced hardship.  Only by comparing responses 
for treatment and control groups can one be sure that the observed outcomes for the 
treatment group are due to the TOU rates and not something that also exists under the 
OAT.   

 Asking participants facts about their behavior will likely produce more accurate 
information than asking them about whether they changed their behavior.  Survey 
respondents have a tendency to respond to subjective questions with answers they think 
the surveyor is expecting or wants to hear.  Comparing responses from treatment and 
control customers regarding what appliances were used during peak periods may be 
more accurate than asking treatment customers only if they shifted usage in response to 
higher peak period prices.   

 Survey timing is important from a number of perspectives.  Recall is critical to survey 
accuracy.  Asking someone what happened a year ago or what they thought about a 
welcome kit that they received six months earlier is unlikely to produce accurate 
information.  Surveys about specific actions or materials received must be conducted as 
close as possible to the timing of those actions.  A different type of timing issue has to do 
with variation in impacts over time.  You could get a very different answer regarding 
satisfaction with a rate if a survey is conducted at the end of a summer period when bills 
are likely to be highest for the year than if the survey is done in the spring after 
consumers have experienced more lower-priced periods than higher-priced ones.   

 Surveys can influence behavior.  Asking participants about peak period usage behavior 
during the summer might produce changes in behavior during the peak period for the 
rest of the summer that wouldn’t occur for participants who didn’t receive the survey. 

 Although each IOU is offering different rate, technology and information treatments, and 
the evaluations of these specific treatments may require specific questions tailored to 
them, much of the information to be gathered for evaluation will be common across the 
IOUs.  In order to support a meta analysis of results across pilots, it will be very 
important that each IOU use the exact same question sin their surveys whenever the 
topics being covered in the surveys are the same. 

49 Survey response rates for California’s Statewide Pricing Pilot in 2003 and 2004 average 90% across all treatment 
groups.   
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While the specific survey plan will be determined at a later date, surveys will likely be used to 
collect information on the following topics: 

 Customer demographic data – a small amount of demographic data will be collected at 
the time of enrollment, which will be done online, through a call center or through a 
business reply card.  Essential data to gather at this juncture includes household 
income, persons per household and age of household members so that classification of 
customers into senior and income segments can be updated based on information 
provided by participants rather than on the pre-enrollment data used for sampling 
purposes.  Email addresses will also be obtained since email will be used for 
subsequent surveys as well as for some treatment options such as SDG&E’s usage 
alerts.  Information on smart phone and smart thermostat ownership will need to be 
obtained from PG&E participants to support the technology treatments being tested by 
PG&E.  Air conditioning ownership may also be included in the enrollment survey. 

 Behavioral information – factual questions about: 

o Appliance use by time of day; 

o For seniors, low income and perhaps other participants (both treatment and 
control participants), questions pertaining to assessment of hardship such as 
usage of air conditioning on hot days, tradeoffs being made between paying 
energy bills and other purchases, etc.; 50   

o For customers with smart thermostats (such as SCE’s smart thermostat test 
cells), questions about temperature settings by rate period for both treatment and 
control customers; 

o For SDG&E and PG&E information treatments, frequency of viewing usage alerts 
and smart phone information,51 how the information is used, etc. 

 Awareness and understanding of tariffs – testing knowledge of rate periods, price ratios 
or levels, variation in rate periods and prices across seasons, understanding of tiers for 
control customers, etc.  These types of questions will be used to assess the 
effectiveness of E&O and information treatments. 

 Understanding of usage behavior that underlies energy bills – that is, testing whether 
E&O materials improve customer understanding of end uses that drive peak period use 
and behavioral changes that can be made to reduce monthly bills.  

 Satisfaction with/acceptance of rate, technology and information treatments and the 
reasons why participants are or are not satisfied.   

 Recommendations for changes to treatments that would improve satisfaction and 
acceptance. 

 Perceptions about and preferences for various E&O materials.  

 Preferences for staying on the rates and other treatments, or shifting to one of the 
alternative rates, at the end of the pilot if such treatments were to continue to be offered. 

50 The TOU Working Group discussed the importance of aligning these questions about potential hardship with similar 
questions from the Statewide Low Income Needs Assessment surveys that are being conducted by the IOUs.   
51 If this type of information can be obtained through the software programs and databases used to administer the 
treatments, that approach would be both more accurate and less burdensome on participants compared with asking about 
this type of behavior in surveys. 
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 Additional demographic and appliance data.52  

 Reasons why customers who were solicited for participation in various treatments 
declined to enroll in the pilot.   

In addition to the collection of data through the brief enrollment survey, Nexant recommends 
that each participate be asked to respond to no more than two surveys.  We believe the best 
timing for the first survey is at the end of summer 2016.  This is not a good time to ask 
participants how satisfied they are with the new rates since many may have experienced higher 
summer bills just prior to completing the survey and not had the benefit of lower bills in the late 
fall, winter and spring months.  However, it is the best timing for many other issues such as 
assessing hardship for seniors and low income participants, for asking about usage behavior 
during peak periods in the summer and perceptions about welcome kits and other summer 
related E&O materials, among other things. 

There are two options regarding timing of the second survey.  One is to conduct the survey just 
prior to summer 2017 after participants have been enrolled for a full year.  The second is to 
conduct the survey following summer 2017, which is close to when the pilot will end.  The earlier 
timing would be much better for assessing customer satisfaction with the rate treatments for 
reasons discussed previously.  It would also be better for obtaining information about usage 
behavior during winter and during the important spring period for PG&E and SCE Rate 3, which 
has low priced periods in midday in the spring that reflect excess supply conditions.  The 
primary reason for conducting the survey following the summer of 2017 is the desire to keep 
customers on the rate treatments through summer 2017 and the fact that the final incentive 
payment will be tied to completion of the last survey (in order to ensure high response rates).  
Making the final payment prior to summer 2017 risks losing a larger portion of the research 
sample than if the survey and final payment were done following summer 2017.  On the other 
hand, this timing opens up a longer time period to observe the proportion of customers who 
drop off the rates because they prefer the OAT.  Good information on dropout rates could be 
very useful for planning default pricing.  Near the end of the planning process, a decision was 
made to schedule the second survey around June 2017 in order to provide a more accurate 
assessment of participant’s perceptions and acceptance of the rates prior to a second summer 
of potentially higher bills, and to gather better data on winter and spring usage and post 
payment dropout rates.       

Decliner surveys may also be employed, although this was not discussed at length during the 
TOU Working Group process.  Nexant does not recommend conducting a decliner survey for 
the PTP recruitment process since this is a unique approach to the recruitment and reasons for 
declining to participate in the study have no relevance to customer decisions about opting out of 
default rates or preferences for one rate over another.  On the other hand, surveying people 

52 There will be a temptation to gather extensive demographic and end use appliance data at a level of detail similar to the 
periodic residential appliance saturation surveys (RASS) that are conducted by California’s IOUs.  Nexant strongly 
recommends guarding against this temptation.  There are much higher priorities for information gathering to assess the 
impact of various treatments and adding lengthy RASS-like questions will significantly jeopardize getting high response 
rates for much more important survey questions.  If there is need for such data, it would be better to wait until the default 
pilots are conducted in 2018 when larger samples can be cost-effectively obtained and surveys can be parsed out across 
random subsets of the population in order to reduce survey length and frequency for any particular group of respondents.   
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who decline PG&E’s smart phone app offer or SDG&E’s smart thermostat incentive offer could 
be insightful.   

It may also be useful to survey customers who drop off the rates and other treatments over the 
course of the pilots.  The most efficient time to capture this information is when customers call in 
to drop off the rate, as long as the survey is kept quite short.  Pursuing customers to complete a 
survey after they have dropped off may prove difficult and costly.  It is also likely to have low 
response rates and could produce misleading information.  In spite of these challenges, if 
dropout rates are high for selected tariffs, understanding why will be quite important and dropout 
surveys should be conducted. 

5.5 Other Evaluation Efforts Being Considered 

The TOU Working Group also briefly discussed other possible evaluation activities, including 
focus groups, conjoint surveys and data tracking.  As discussed in Section 4.2.2, PG&E plans to 
use focus groups and perhaps in-depth surveys as part of its ethnographic study of thermostat 
behavior.  Focus groups might also be useful for gaining deeper insights into SDG&E’s usage 
alerts, PG&E’s smart phone app and SCE’s smart thermostat treatment. 

Several TOU Working Group participants mentioned the possibility of using conjoint surveys to 
explore the potential impact of treatment features that were not tested in the pilots.  Conjoint 
surveys ask respondents to indicate their preferences for various product bundles.  The 
outcome of these choice exercises can be analyzed to produce estimates of the relative 
attractiveness of individual product features.  Conjoint surveys almost always overstate (often 
significantly) actual acceptance rates for specific product bundles but can accurately reflect the 
relative acceptance rates for different product bundles.  If surveys can be anchored to actual 
choice data, more accurate predictive models of actual take rates for alternative bundles can be 
produced.53  Conjoint surveys can prove effective in predicting how a change in a particular 
product feature would impact the purchase of the product or, in the context of rate options, how 
a change in a rate feature (e.g., shortening the peak period, increasing the price ratio, etc.) 
might impact enrollment onto the rate.  Since these pilots are not testing opt-in rates, there is no 
actual choice data that can be used to anchor the conjoint exercises not is opt-in pricing the 
primary focus at this point in time.  If pilot dropout rates are high, it might be useful to use a 
conjoint study to assess whether specific changes in the rate features would significantly reduce 
dropout rates.  

A final source of information that may be used for evaluation is tracking data.  Dropout rates are 
important metrics for assessing customer preferences and satisfaction with rates.  Call center 
tracking of complaints and customer inquiries can also be quite useful.  It might also be useful to 
track whether customers on TOU rates or who receive some of the technology or information 
treatments participate at a greater rate in other IOU programs such as energy efficiency 
programs.  This can be done by comparing enrollment rates in utility programs between 
treatment and control customers.  

53 For an example of how a conjoint survey cam be used in conjunction with actual choice data for TOU rate options, see 
Chapter 9 in Stephen S. George, Jennifer Potter and Lupe Jimenez.  SmartPricing Options Final Evaluation. September 5, 
2014.  
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6 Pilot Budgets 
The pilots summarized in Section 4, collectively, will involve recruitment of almost 52,000 
participants in a very short time period.  As discussed later in this section, the average 
recruitment cost per participant is highly uncertain.  It is primarily a function of the incentive 
amount that will be paid under the pay-to-play recruitment strategy and the acceptance rate by 
customer segment.  Based on focus group research conducted by SCE in early December, 
acceptance rates may vary significantly depending on whether or not bill protection54 is included 
in the recruitment offer.  This uncertainty will be reduced significantly in January when each 
utility will conduct pre-launch tests that collectively will determine how enrollment rates will differ 
with respect to offer features, including incentive amount, the distribution of payments over time, 
delivery channel (e.g., courier, direct mail, email) and whether or not bill protection is 
incorporated into the offer.  As discussed in Section 6.1, given the current uncertainty, 
recruitment costs across all three utilities could range from a low of roughly $5 million to well 
over $20 million.      

In addition to recruitment costs, each utility will incur other TOU pilot-related costs covering a 
wide variety of activities including, but not necessarily limited to: 

 Pilot Design and Regulatory Work:  This cost category includes the pilot design work 
that has already been conducted and that will continue in 2016 when planning for 2018 
default pilots will occur.  It also includes preparation of the required regulatory filings that 
will be submitted by January 1, 2016. 

 Implementation Planning:  This cost category includes development of an 
implementation plan (e.g., what is to be outsourced, what will be done in house, etc.), 
analysis required to finalize sample size requirements, pulling the sample, focus groups 
for development of recruitment materials and all E&O materials such as welcome kits 
and in season support, the pre-launch test to determine incentive payments and 
acceptance rates by customer segment, development of enrollment procedures 
(including an enrollment site) and tracking databases, call center training, IT work to 
prepare for billing the new rates, development of any new business processes needed to 
support the pilots, etc.  For SDG&E, implementation planning will also include finalizing 
the usage alert content and software and for PG&E, it will include getting contracts and  
procedures in place to support the smart phone app.  For SCE, implementation planning 
will involve working with smart thermostat vendors to market and support recruitment of 
current smart thermostat owners into the pilot.   

 Implementation:  The largest component of implementation costs will be for recruitment 
(with the largest share of those costs being for the incentive payments that will be paid 
out in stages).  If bill protection is included in the recruitment offer, the cost for bill 
protection payments will be incurred at the end of the first full year of the pilot.  Costs will 
also be incurred for incremental staff or outsourcing for enrollment processing, call 
center and other ongoing customer support, the cost of printing and distributing E&O 
materials, data tracking, manual billing (if needed) and end of pilot transition.  For PG&E, 
implementation costs will include payments to the smart phone app contractor 
throughout the duration of the pilot as well as costs for the ethnographic study that will 
be conducted to explore how consumers interact with thermostats.  For SDG&E, it will 

54 Bill protection is discussed in more detail in Section 6.2. 
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include costs associated with implementing the smart thermostat incentive program and 
for delivery of usage alerts.   

 Evaluation and Reporting:  This cost category includes expenditures for the load 
impact evaluation, billing analysis and all survey work described in Section 5 (including 
survey planning in consultation with the TOU Working Group).   

Each IOU has developed estimates of costs for the majority of the activities summarized above 
and will include these estimates along with supporting documentation in its advice letter to be 
filed with the CPUC along with this report.  The remainder of this section provides estimates of 
recruiting costs based on a variety of assumptions.  It also discusses the pre-launch test 
activities that will be used to significantly reduce the amount of uncertainty in the recruitment 
cost estimates and that will allow the utilities to better manage the recruitment process so that 
enrollment targets are met at the lowest cost.   

6.1 Recruitment Costs 

As discussed in Section 3.2, recruitment for the pilots will involve what is being called a pay-to-
play (PTP) approach.  The reasons for using this approach were summarized in Section 3.2.  
The PTP approach involves paying participants an attractive incentive to enroll in the study and 
to be assigned to one of three rate treatments or to the control condition.  A portion of the 
incentive will be paid at the time of enrollment, another portion upon completion of a survey 
following summer 2016 and the final portion upon completion of the last survey in mid-2017.   

The cost of recruitment per enrolled participant is a function of the incentive amount, the 
delivery channel(s) used (e.g., U.S. Postal Service (USPS), courier service, email, outbound 
calls, etc.), the “open rate” for each channel and the acceptance rate among those who open 
the recruitment letter or email, or take the call.  Table 6-1 shows the cost per enrolled participant 
under numerous assumptions about incentive payment, open rate, acceptance rate and cost per 
communication.   

As seen in the table,55 the cost per participant ranges from as low as $10356 under the very 
optimistic assumption that 90% of those who receive the recruitment letter via USPS57 open it 
and 50% of those who open it enroll.  A high end cost estimate of $486 per participant was 
arrived at assuming that only 50% of people who receive a courier package open it and only 
10% of those who open it enroll even though they are paid an incentive of $300.  The actual 
cost of recruitment for pilot participants is likely to be in between these extremes.   

55 The shaded values in the table are used as input to Table 6-2 and are discussed more fully below. 
56 The cost per enrolled participant equals ((delivery cost)/(open rate)/(acceptance rate)).   
57 The cost of $1.50 for USPS is based on the cost of the letter, postage and handling.  The courier cost also includes 
materials and handling plus delivery costs based on standard FedEx rates.   
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Table 6-1:  Cost per Participant  

USPS Delivery 

Incentive Delivery Cost Open Rate 
Acceptance Rate 

10% 25% 50% 

$100  

$1.50  50% $130  $112  $106  

$1.50  75% $120  $108  $104  

$1.50  90% $117  $107  $103  

$200  

$1.50  50% $230  $212  $206  

$1.50  75% $220  $208  $204  

$1.50  90% $217  $207  $203  

$300  

$1.50  50% $330  $312  $306  

$1.50  75% $320  $308  $304  

$1.50  90% $317  $307  $303  

Courier Delivery 

$100  

$9.30  50% $286 $174 $137 

$9.30  75% $224 $150 $125 

$9.30  90% $203 $141 $121 

$200  

$9.30  50% $386 $274 $237 

$9.30  75% $324 $250 $225 

$9.30  90% $303 $241 $221 

$300  

$9.30  50% $486 $374 $337 

$9.30  75% $424 $350 $325 

$9.30  90% $403 $341 $321 

These cost estimates are based on a single marketing wave.  It is much more typical to use 
multiple marketing waves for opt-in recruitment but PTP is not a typical opt-in scheme since 
participants will be paid to enroll in the study.  The operating assumption is that the attractive 
incentive will negate the need for multiple marketing waves as long as there is a high open rate 
and an effective recruitment letter is used.  However, offsetting the attractiveness of the 
enrollment incentive is the high degree of perceived risk and uncertainty in prospective 
participant’s minds about the potential for large bill increases.  This perceived risk is a well-
known marketing barrier for any time-varying rate as consumers tend to focus more on the 
downside risk associated with higher peak period prices than on the upside potential of lower 
bills due to lower prices being in effect for most hours.  However, this typical concern is 
exacerbated here because of the increased uncertainty stemming from the fact that the rate that 
each participant will be assigned to is unknown to the prospective participant and the lack of 
transparency around the characteristics of all rate options during recruitment.  This barrier could 

 92 



Pilot Budgets 

mean that a second marketing wave, perhaps involving telephone recruitment, might be 
necessary.   

The single wave assumption for mailings is also in part a function of the fact that the time 
available for recruitment is so short that there may not be sufficient time for multiple marketing 
waves to occur.  The reason that the higher cost courier channel is being considered and tested 
in January is to see if it might increase the open rate enough compared with typical USPS 
delivery to be cost-justified, as that might partially compensate for the lack of multiple marketing 
waves.  As discussed in Section 6.2, the relative effectiveness of the two marketing channels 
will be tested by PG&E and SCE in a pre-launch test in January.   

There is limited data concerning what acceptance rates are likely to be for this PTP approach.  
Indeed, we are unaware of any prior pricing pilot that tested recruitment with random, post-
enrollment assignment to one of four experimental conditions using a PTP approach.  In 2003, 
California’s IOUs conducted a Statewide Pricing Pilot (SPP)58 that used a PTP approach with an 
incentive payment of $175 spread over three installments ($25 for completing a survey, $75 for 
staying through the first summer and $75 for staying through the end of a full year).  As with the 
proposed pilots, recruitment for the SPP occurred just prior to summer.  In the SPP, each 
potential recruit was offered one of the multiple rate options included in the pilot, and knew what 
rate they were signing up for.  But, this made selection bias an issue.  The opt-in TOU pilot’s 
blind assignment avoids such selection bias. 

In the SPP pilot, relatively few people responded to the initial letter (sent via USPS in the SPP).  
A key finding from a post enrollment survey for SPP59  was that “the printed materials were quite 
ineffective.  Respondents found them neither engaging nor persuasive.  The materials made 
scant reference to any benefit – direct or indirect – that the customer might gain by participating, 
nor did they leave readers feeling they fully understood the program.  Readership appeared to 
have been unusually low.” To help avoid using a similarly ineffective letter, SCE conducted 
focus groups in early December to test letter content, offer features and back-up information to 
be included with the letter.  As mentioned previously and discussed more fully in Section 6.2, 
two key findings from the focus groups were the potential barrier associated with the perceived 
risk of large bill increases and the fact that offering bill protection could significantly reduce that 
concern. 

With the low initial response rate to the recruitment letter in the SPP, telephone follow-up calls 
were made to those being recruited.  Eventually, about half of those who were sent letters were 
reached by phone.  The overall acceptance rate for the SPP is subject to interpretation.  The 
worst case interpretation, which divides those who were eventually enrolled by the total number 
of offers sent, was 20%.  However, the numerator in this calculation includes more than 300 
participants who agreed to enroll but were rejected by the utilities for various reasons, including 
the inability to install interval meters and the fact that the participant said they planned to move 

58 Stephen S. George and Ahmad Faruqui.  Impact Evaluation of California’s Statewide Pricing Pilot.  Final Report, March 
16, 2005.  
59 Focus Pointe, Inc.  Statewide Pricing Pilot:  Enrollment Refusal Follow-up Research.  November 2003.   

 93 

                                                           



Pilot Budgets 

within 6 months.60  If these customers are counted as accepting the offer, the acceptance rate 
equaled roughly 30%.  A liberal interpretation of the acceptance rate for the SPP is 70%.  This 
interpretation excludes from the denominator anyone who could not be reached by telephone, 
which was roughly half of all customers who were contacted.   

With the above background information in mind, cost estimates were developed based on four 
sets of assumptions about acceptance rates, delivery channel and incentive payments.  The 
cost estimates per recruited participant are taken from Table 6-1 and are highlighted there in the 
four cells shaded in grey.  The low end estimate, $108, assumes USPS delivery, a $100 
incentive payment, a 75% open rate and a 25% acceptance rate.  The high end estimate, $486, 
assumes courier delivery, a $300 participation incentive, a 75% open rate and only a 10% 
acceptance rate.  In between these two extremes are two scenarios that assume a $200 
incentive, 75% open rate and 25% acceptance rate, with the only difference between them 
being that one uses USPS and the other courier delivery.  The 10% acceptance rate 
assumption is half the value of the most pessimistic interpretation of the SPP acceptance rate 
while the 25% assumption is halfway in between the two low-end acceptance rate 
interpretations from the SPP.   

Table 6-2 shows the total cost of enrollment for each utility based on the four sets of 
assumptions summarized above.  The number of recruited customers in Table 6-2 for SCE 
includes the target enrollment for the rate options from Table 4-2 (18,275) plus an additional 
3,750 for the smart thermostat technology treatment, for a total of 22,025.  As noted in Section 
4.2.1, the number of customers for PG&E is still a bit uncertain pending an update of PG&E’s 
customer characteristics database, which will allow for a refinement of the number of customers 
that must be recruited into each segment in the hot climate region.  For planning purposes, we 
assume that PG&E will recruit 18,500 customers into the pilots.  The 11,250 customer 
recruitment estimate for SDG&E comes from the 8,750 in Table 4-6 plus 2,500 for the usage 
alert treatment discussed in Section 4.3.3.   

The cost estimates in Table 6-2 are based on the payment schedule shown under the per 
participant portion of the table.  For the $100 total incentive scenario, we assume that $25 would 
be paid at the time of enrollment, another $25 for completion of the survey at the end of summer 
2016 and the final $50 paid at the end of summer 2017.  For the $200 scenarios, the payment 
schedule is $25, $50 and $150, respectively, and for the $300 incentive scenario, payments 
equal $100, $75 and $125. The marketing costs shown in the table equal the difference 
between the incentive amount and the values in the highlighted cells in Table 6-1.  

  

60 Interval meters were not in place in 2003 so meters had to be installed for all participants prior to placing them into the 
pilot.  The high cost of installing meters made it very important to screen out participants who were planning to move.  The 
pilots proposed here are not based on screening out potential movers since meters are already in place and doing so would 
bias the participant population.   
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Table 6-2:  Estimated Recruitment Costs for Selected Scenarios 

 

Incentive
Upfront 
Payment

2016 
Survey

2017 
Survey

Marketing 
cost

Upfront 
Payment

2016 
Survey

2017 Survey
Marketing 

Cost
Total Costs

22,025
USPS, 75% open rate, 
25% acceptance rate

$100 $25 $25 $50 $8 $550,625 $512,081 $881,000 $176,200 $2,119,906

22,025
USPS, 75% open rate, 
25% acceptance rate

$200 $25 $50 $125 $8 $550,625 $1,024,163 $2,202,500 $176,200 $3,953,488

22,025
Courier, 75% open rate, 

25% acceptance rate
$200 $25 $50 $125 $50 $550,625 $1,024,163 $2,202,500 $1,092,440 $4,869,728

22,025
Courier, 50% open rate, 

10% acceptance rate
$300 $100 $75 $125 $186 $2,202,500 $1,536,244 $2,202,500 $4,096,650 $10,037,894

18,500
USPS, 75% open rate, 
25% acceptance rate

$100 $25 $25 $50 $8 $462,500 $430,125 $740,000 $148,000 $1,780,625

18,500
USPS, 75% open rate, 
25% acceptance rate

$200 $25 $50 $125 $8 $462,500 $860,250 $1,850,000 $148,000 $3,320,750

18,500
Courier, 75% open rate, 

25% acceptance rate
$200 $25 $50 $125 $50 $462,500 $860,250 $1,850,000 $917,600 $4,090,350

18,500
Courier, 50% open rate, 

10% acceptance rate
$300 $100 $75 $125 $186 $1,850,000 $1,290,375 $1,850,000 $3,441,000 $8,431,375

11,250
USPS, 75% open rate, 
25% acceptance rate

$100 $25 $25 $50 $8 $281,250 $261,563 $450,000 $90,000 $1,082,813

11,250
USPS, 75% open rate, 
25% acceptance rate

$200 $25 $50 $125 $8 $281,250 $523,125 $1,125,000 $90,000 $2,019,375

11,250
Courier, 75% open rate, 

25% acceptance rate
$200 $25 $50 $125 $50 $281,250 $523,125 $1,125,000 $558,000 $2,487,375

11,250
Courier, 50% open rate, 

10% acceptance rate
$300 $100 $75 $125 $186 $1,125,000 $784,688 $1,125,000 $2,092,500 $5,127,188

51,775
USPS, 75% open rate, 
25% acceptance rate

$100 $25 $25 $50 $8 $1,294,375 $1,203,769 $2,071,000 $414,200 $4,983,344

51,775
USPS, 75% open rate, 
25% acceptance rate

$200 $25 $50 $125 $8 $1,294,375 $2,407,538 $5,177,500 $414,200 $9,293,613

51,775
Courier, 75% open rate, 

25% acceptance rate
$200 $25 $50 $125 $50 $1,294,375 $2,407,538 $5,177,500 $2,568,040 $11,447,453

51,775
Courier, 50% open rate, 

10% acceptance rate
$300 $100 $75 $125 $186 $5,177,500 $3,611,306 $5,177,500 $9,630,150 $23,596,456

All

Per Participant Total

SCE

PG&E

Utility # Recruited Scenario

SDG&E
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The costs shown in each column in the table under the “Total” heading factor in the timing of 
when the marketing and incentive payments are made.  As discussed previously, the number of 
recruited customers factors in an assumed attrition rate of 25% between the start of the pilot 
and the end of summer 2017 (a period of 15 months).  The marketing cost and the upfront 
payment of $25 are both multiplied by the number of recruited customers shown in the second 
column in Table 6-2.  However, the 2016 survey cost is multiplied by that number of recruited 
customers minus the attrition that is estimated to occur between enrollment and completion of 
the survey roughly four months later.  A straight-line attrition rate of roughly 1.67% per month 
was assumed (which is equal to 25% divided by 15 months).  Thus, the number of customers 
that would be paid the 2016 survey incentive would equal the total number recruited minus 
roughly 7% (1.67x4).  The number of customers who are expected to be paid for the second 
survey, which is planned to be done around June 2017, is roughly 20% of the recruited number 
of participants.  If a different incentive payment schedule is assumed, the total costs will vary 
depending on how much is paid up front, how much at the end of summer 2016 and how much 
at the end of summer 2017.   

Based on the above assumptions, total recruitment/incentive costs range from roughly $2 to $10 
million for SCE, $1.8 to $8.4 million for PG&E and $1 to $5 million for SDG&E based on the 
scenarios included in Table 6-2.  Total costs for all three utilities combined range from roughly 
$5 million to more than $23 million. 

6.2 Pre-launch Test 

Given the high degree of uncertainty in acceptance rates associated with the proposed RCT 
PTP pilot design, all three IOUs are planning to conduct recruitment tests in January.  
Collectively, these pretests will determine differential enrollment rates associated with different 
PTP incentive levels, different timing for incentive payments over time (e.g., percent paid up 
front versus later), different recruitment delivery channels (e.g., email, direct mail and courier), 
different customer segments (e.g., CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA) and with and without bill 
protection.   

As previously mentioned, the issue of bill protection surfaced in focus groups conducted by SCE 
in early December.  Bill protection means that, at the end of the first year on pilot rates, 
participant’s bills on the TOU rates would be compared with their bills based on post-treatment 
usage and the OAT.  If the bill amount on the TOU rate is higher than on the OAT, participants 
would be paid the difference.  Put another way, under bill protection, a participant’s bill cannot 
be higher than it would have been had they been on the OAT rather than the pilot rate.   

SCE’s focus groups were designed to obtain input on the content of the recruitment letter, the 
timing of incentive payments and concerns about the uncertainty associated with rate 
assignment given the PTP recruitment plan and random assignment to one of several rate 
options.  Focus group participants expressed significant concern about the risk of not knowing 
what the potential bill impacts would be for the rate they would be assigned to and worried that 
the bill impacts might be larger than any PTP incentive they might receive.  After hearing of this 
concern, the focus group facilitator presented the concept of bill protection and participants 
responded very favorably to it as a way of significantly mitigating the perceived risk.   
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The idea of bill protection was discussed by the TOU Working Group in early meetings and a 
preliminary decision was made not to incorporate this into the pilot plan because of prior 
evidence indicating that it may reduce load impacts and also because customers who are 
defaulted onto TOU rates in 2019 will only have bill protection for the first year.  Prior research 
by Nexant on PG&E’s SmartRate critical peak pricing tariff found that load impacts were roughly 
25% lower for customers under bill protection compared with those that were beyond the bill 
protection period.61  However, this analysis was based on a small sample using a quasi-
experimental evaluation method rather than on an RCT design with larger samples.  It also 
involved a very different type of rate.  As such, it is difficult to say whether similar results might 
occur under TOU pricing.  Put another way, these prior results are suggestive but far from 
conclusive.   

By not incorporating bill protection into the recruitment plan, the load impacts would be more 
representative of what would exist under default pricing after the end of the bill protection 
period.  However, after seeing the significant concern about risk expressed in the focus groups, 
the TOU Working Group felt that it was very important to at least test the impact of offering bill 
protection during the pretest.  SCE has agreed to conduct this test.  If bill protection significantly 
increases enrollment rates, it may be incorporated into the pilot in order to achieve the targeted 
enrollment levels over the very brief window during which recruitment must be done.   

SCE plans to conduct a pretest among 3,200 customers segmented as shown in Table 6-3.  
These tests will determine the impact of bill protection, delivery channel and two different 
incentive levels on acceptance rates for CARE/FERA and non-CARE/FERA.   

Table 6-3:  Pretest Plan for SCE 

Incentive 
Delivery 
Channel 

Without Bill Protection With Bill Protection 

All 
CARE/FERA 

Non-
CARE/FERA 

CARE/FERA 
Non-

CARE/FERA 

$200 
Courier 200 200 200 200 800 

Direct Mail 200 200 200 200 800 

$300 
Courier 200 200 200 200 800 

Direct Mail 200 200 200 200 800 

n/a Total 800 800 800 800 3,200 

PG&E’s pretest will focus on delivery channel, incentive level and the timing of the incentive 
payments.  PG&E plans to send recruitment letters to 2,000 customers according to the plan 
shown in Table 6-4.  This pretest will assess the differential acceptance rates between courier 
and direct mail, two different incentive levels and two different plans for upfront payment 
amounts versus later payment of incentives.   

61 Stephen George, Josh Bode and Elizabeth Hartmann.  2010 Load Impact Evaluation of Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company's Time-Based Pricing Tariffs.  April 1, 2011.  Prepared for Pacific Gas and Electric Company. 
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Table 6-4:  Pretest Plan for PG&E 

Incentive 

Courier Direct Mail Letter 

All Upfront 
Incentive = 

$100 

Upfront 
Incentive = 

$50 

Upfront 
Incentive = 

$100 

Upfront 
Incentive = 

$50 

$175 250 250 250 250 1,000 

$250 250 250 250 250 1,000 

Total 500 500 500 500 2,000 

SDG&E plans to test differential acceptance rates under different incentive levels, delivery 
channels and messaging.  Table 6-5 shows the pretest plan for SDG&E.  This plan will test 
three different incentive levels, email and direct mail three different letter types that vary in terms 
of content and format.  The “senior letter” test is not targeted just at seniors, but will include 
large font for key messages points (as discussed in Section 3.7).   

Table 6-5:  Pretest Plan for SDG&E 

Incentive 

USPS (General Population) Email Population 
 

Letter 1 
(Marketing) 

(A) 

Letter 2 
(Solicitation) 

(B) 

Letter 3  
(Seniors) 

(C) 

Letter 2 
Sent to 
email 

population 
via USPS 

(D) 

Letter 2 
Sent via 

email 
(E) 

Letter 1 
sent via 

email 
(F) 

Letter 3 
sent via 

email 
(G) 

 

$200 250 250 250 250 250 250 250   

$300 250 250 250 250 250 250 250   

$400 250 250 250 250 250 250 250   

  

 98 



Pilot Schedule 

7 Pilot Schedule  
The time period available for implementing the 2016 pilots described in prior sections is 
extremely short.  With advice letters being filed by each utility no later than January 4 and a 
decision by the Commission at the earliest on February 25 but perhaps not until March 17, there 
is very little time to complete all of the work needed to implement multiple rate, technology and 
information treatments and to recruit more than 50,000 pilot participants by June 1, 2016.  
Based on Nexant’s extensive experience designing, implementing and evaluating numerous 
rate, technology and information experiments, it is no exaggeration to say that the successful 
launch of the pilots and recruitment of the target number of customers across multiple utilities in 
the time frame available will be unprecedented within the electricity industry.   

Although Commission approval of the advice letters may not occur until three months from the 
date of this report, the IOUs are necessarily already working hard on implementation planning.  
Some of the details of these plans and the implementation schedule for each IOU will be 
included in their advice letters.  Key milestones for each utility will vary depending on the 
treatments they are implementing, the approach they take to implementation (e.g., outsourcing 
some activities versus doing everything in house), the current capabilities of existing business 
processes and IT systems, and many other factors.  Those details will be included in each 
utility’s advice letter. 

This section presents a very high level overview of key milestones and activities for each month 
over the more than two-year period starting in January 2016 and ending in March 2018.  The 
focus is primarily on the timing of regulatory proceedings, customer recruitment, enrollment and 
communications, and evaluation activities.  Table 7-1 is meant to give readers a rough idea of 
when selected activities will likely occur.  It is not intended to represent a comprehensive list of 
all of the critical path activities and milestones that will occur, especially over the first six months 
of 2016 when implementation preparation will be at its peak.  It also doesn’t represent a 
consensus concerning when each item listed in the table will actually occur for each IOU.  If 
there are differences between the high level timeline shown in Table 7-1 and the timelines 
contained in each utility’s advice letters, the advice letter timelines should be taken as accurate.   
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Table 7-1:  High Level Overview of Key Pilot Milestones and Activities 

Year Month Activities 

2016 

January 1. Advice letters filed 1/4/16 (may be filed as early as 12/24/15) 
2. Recruitment pre-test launched by all three IOUs in the first two weeks  
3. Commission aims to circulate draft Resolution disposing of advice letters 

for 30-day public comment period on 1/25 
4. Reply briefs on 745 issues 1/11 (not on critical path) 
5. IOUs complete sampling power analysis as input to finalizing sampling plan 

and budgets 
6. Utilities conduct focus groups as input to development of E&O materials 
7. Utilities contract out for implementation support if needed 
8. SDG&E finalizes Rate 3 pilot plan and includes details in Advice Letter 

February 1. Analyze results from pre-test and finalize recruitment strategy (e.g., 
delivery channel, incentive level, timing of incentive payments, bill 
protection, letter content and format, etc.) 

2. Develop revised recruitment strategy (e.g., telemarketing) if pretest results 
indicate that hitting required enrollment targets will be difficult  

3. Finalize sampling plan and draw samples based on input from pretest and 
sampling power analysis 

4. Update budget estimates based on 1, 2 and 3 above 
5. Develop tracking databases in preparation for start of recruitment in March 
6. Ensure that systems are in place to prevent participants from getting 

mandatory rate comparisons so as to avoid customer confusion and so as 
not to push customers off the rates shortly after they enroll in the pilots 

7. Earliest date for Commission approval of advice letter – 2/25 
March 1. Last date for Commission approval of advice letters 3/17 

2. Initiate customer recruitment 
3. Hire evaluation contractor and survey research firm (if different) 

April 1. Continue recruitment 
2. OAT rate adjustments for all customers (not just pilot customers) likely to 

occur (could occur in either March or May) 
May 1. Continue recruitment 

2. Send welcome kits to all participants 
3. Initiate working group meetings in early May concerning topics to be 

covered in planned surveys 
June 1. Customers begin being transferred to TOU rates according to their billing 

cycle starting 6/1 
2. Enrollment incentives begin to be paid according to switch date  

July 1. Enrollment largely complete – finalize enrollment incentive payments 
2. Most participants receive their first bill under TOU rates 
3. Utilities initiate monthly reporting of dropouts and customer churn 
4. SDG&E launches default usage alert to selected participants 
5. SDG&E launches Rate 3 pilot recruitment 
6. PG&E initiates ethnographic study of thermostat behavior 
7. Earliest that PG&E may launch recruitment for smart phone app (could be 

done in August or September depending on variety of factors) 
8. IOUs submit final survey plan and questionnaires for approval on July 1 
9. Initiate TOU Working Group meetings for 2018 default pilot planning 

August 1. Final approval of survey plan and questionnaires for 2016 survey 
2. 2018 pilot planning continues 

September 1. Survey implementation preparation 
2. 2018 pilot planning continues 

October 1. PG&E and SCE initiate survey effort (summer period ends 9/30 for 
PG&E/SCE but not until 10/31 for SDG&E) 
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Year Month Activities 

2. PG&E/SCE deliver interval data to evaluation contractor 
3. SDG&E launches smart thermostat recruitment 
4. SDG&E Rate 3 enrollment complete 
5. 2018 pilot planning continues 

November 1. PG&E/SCE surveys largely complete – survey analysis begins 
2. SDG&E initiates survey process 
3. SDG&E delivers interval data to evaluation contractor 
4. Impact evaluation and billing analysis initiated  
5. Finalize 2018 pilot plan and submit advice letters 

December 1. SDG&E surveys largely complete – folded into PG&E/SCE survey analysis 
efforts 

2. Evaluation activities continue 

2017 

January 1. Preliminary survey, billing and impact results presented 
February 1. Draft interim evaluation report submitted for review 

2. PG&E and SCE alert customers on Rate 3 to impending spring season rate 
change 

3. Detailed planning for second survey begins 
March 1. Final interim evaluation report submitted 

2. Continue planning for second survey 
April 1. SDG&E alerts customers to impending summer rate change 

2. Detailed plan for second survey submitted to Commission for approval 
May 1. SDG&E sends interval data to evaluation contractor for winter and spring 

months – impact and billing analysis initiated for SDG&E 
2. Commission approval of second survey 

June 1. Second survey sent at the beginning of the month 
2. Final incentive payments begin to be paid as surveys are returned 
3. PG&E and SCE send interval data to evaluation contractor for winter and 

spring months – impact evaluation and billing analysis initiated 
July 1. Bill protection payments are calculated after 12 months of being on the rate  

and begin to be paid (if bill protection is employed)  
2. Surveys should be largely complete – survey analysis begins 
3. Impact and billing analysis continues 

August 1. Remainder of bill protection payments are sent 
2. Impact and billing analysis continues – survey analysis conducted 

September 1. Second interim evaluation report covering full year impact and billing 
analysis and second survey analysis completed 9/15 

October 1. PG&E and SCE send interval data for summer 2017 
November 1. SDG&E sends interval data for summer 2017 for Rates 1, 2 and 3 

2. Customers notified about impending end of pilot and date on which they 
will be switched to other tariffs – customers presented with rate comparison 
reports so they can make an informed choice regarding tariff options 

3. Impact evaluation for summer 2017 is initiated 
December 1. Evaluation analysis  

2018 

January 1. All utilities deliver final interval data through 12/31 to evaluation contractor 
2. All customers transferred to other rates 
3. Evaluation analysis 

February 1. Evaluation analysis 

March 1. Final pilot evaluation report submitted 3/30 
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Appendix A TOU Working Group Participants 

Organization Name 

Barkovich and Yap 
Barbara Barkovich 

Cathy Yap 

Braun Legal Scott Blaising 

California Energy Commission Lynn Marshall 

California Independent Systems Operator 
Delphine Hou 

Jordan Pinjuv 

CALSEIA Brad Heavner 

Center for Accessible Technology (CforAT) Melissa Kasnitz 

City of Lancaster 

Cathy DeFalco  

Kathy Wells 

Ty Tosdal 

Rick Waltman 

Commerce Energy Inger Goodman 

Comverge David Lowrey 

Cross Border Energy 
Patrick McGuire 

Thomas Beach 

Distributed Energy Financial Group LLC Nat Treadway 

Ellison, Schneider & Harris Chase Kappel  

Energy Division 

Bob Levin 

Neha Bazaj  

Patrick Doherty 

Paul Phillips 

Enernoc Mona Tierney-Lloyd 

Enphase Energy 
Arthur Haubentock 

Jason Simon 

Environmental Defense Fund 

Gavin Purchas 

Jamie Fine 

Jennifer Weberski 

Larissa Koehler 

Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, and Day Jeanne Armstrong 

Greenlining Institute Stephanie Chen 

KFW Law Joseph Wiedman 
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Organization Name 

Marin Clean Energy 

CC Song  

Jeremy Waen 

Justin Kudo 

Natural Resources Defense Council Merrian Borgeson 

Nest 
Aaron Berndt 

Jeff Gleeson 

Nexant 

Aimee Savage 

Jennifer Potter 

Stephen George 

OPOWER 
Charlie Buck 

Serj Berelson 

ORA 

Ben Gutierrez 

Dexter Khoury 

Gregory Heiden 

Lee Whei Tan 

Louis Irwin 

Nathan Chau 

PG&E 

Andrew Lee 
Anh Dong 

Barbara Wingate 

Catherine Buckley 

Christopher Warner  

Dennis Keane 

Emily Bartman 

Erika Wasmund 

Gail Slocum 

Karen Shea 

Laveera Rebello 

Maril Pitcock 

Susan McNicoll 

SCE 

Andre Ramirez  

Brandi Anderson  

Brian Kopec 

Bruce Reed  

Cyrus Sorooshian-Tafti  

Fadia Khoury 

Kiphan Kan 

Michelle Rodriguez 

Miriam Fischlein 

Paul Kasick 
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Organization Name 

Pola Florez  

Richard Song  

Russell Garwacki  

SDG&E 

Kathryn Smith 

Brian Prusnek 

Cyndee Fang 

Jamie York 

Leslie Willoughby 

Marcela Hernandez 

Parina Parikh 

Sabrina Butler 

Thomas Brill 

Siemens 
Bonnie Datta 

Chris King  

Sierra Club 
Alison Seel   

Andy Katz  

Solar City 

Jaclyn Harr 

Juli Getchell 

Marc Kolb 

Solar Energy Industries Association Brandon Smithwood 

Sonoma Clean Power 
Nathan Kinsey 

Erica Torgerson 

Sun Run Susan Wise Glick  

Temix Edward Cazalet 

The Utility Reform Network (TURN) 

Eric Borden 

Marcel Hawiger 

Matt Friedman (?) 

Utility Consumer Action Network (UCAN) 
David Croyle 

Don Kelly 

Vote Solar Susannah  
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Appendix B Analysis Method to Estimate Sample Sizes for Load 
Impact Determination 

 

Date: October 15, 2015 
 
To:   TOU Pilot Design Working Group 
  

From:  Jon Cook and Steve George, Nexant 
 

Re: Monte Carlo Simulations for Determining Default TOU Pilot Sample Sizes 

 

Summary 
This memorandum provides documentation of the process used to establish sample size 
requirements for the CA Default TOU Pilot. Monte Carlo simulation was used in conjunction with 
a false experiment to determine the precision of estimated peak period load impacts that would 
result from using various sample sizes. Data for the simulation came from a convenience 
sample of customers that Nexant already had from work underway with PG&E to evaluate the 
impact of the Company’s Home Energy Report (HER) program. 

Data 
The Default TOU pilot is being designed to provide valid estimates of what the impacts of TOU 
pricing would be for pilots to be conducted by each of the three CA IOUs.  Ultimately, each utility 
will need to conduct their own analysis of a similar nature to determine the sample sizes needed 
for each test cell based on the unique usage characteristics of the customer population targeting 
each segment and treatment group of interest.  The data used here came from a sample of 
approximately 70,000 customers used as a control group for PG&E’s Home Energy Report 
program. Customers enrolled in this phase of the HER program had to meet the following 
criteria: 
 Dual fuel (electric and gas); 

 Currently on a flat rate, TOU, or seasonal rate; 

 Do not reside in San Bruno or Marin County; 

 Mailing address matches service address; 

 No medical baseline; 

 No net-metering; 

 Usage in the top 3 quartiles of electricity usage for the territory; 

 Not vulnerable or disabled; and 

 Must have a SmartMeter installed. 
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Interval data from the summer (May-October) of 2013 was used for analysis. The outcome 
variable of interest was the average load (kW) during a hypothetical peak period of 2-7 pm on 
weekdays. Data were collapsed so that the analysis dataset is a panel made up of individual 
customers and daily observations of average peak period load. The average weekday peak 
period load in the dataset is approximately 1.15 kW. 

Monte Carlo Simulation 
Monte Carlo simulation (or experimentation) is a methodology that is commonly used for 
investigating the properties of econometric estimators and verifying that valid methods of 
statistical inference are being used.62 The power of the methodology lies in its use of repeated 
sampling to understand the properties of a particular estimator or statistic under realistic data 
conditions.63 

One of the key questions for the design of the TOU pilots is how large a sample should be to 
detect the expected effect of for each test cell. Sample size is important because it directly 
affects two related properties of statistical analysis – power and precision. Power is the ability of 
an analysis to detect an effect if it indeed exists, while precision deals with how close the 
estimates would be if the analysis was repeated many times using different samples. All else 
equal, larger sample sizes increase both power and precision since there is more data available 
to use for estimation. The primary focus of this simulation is precision. Precision is not only 
affected by sample size, but also by the inherent variability in the data along with the estimator 
that is used. We are interested in understanding how precisely peak period load impacts can be 
estimated using different sample sizes or alternatively, how large of a sample is needed to 
achieve a pre-determined level of precision.  

To answer these inquiries, we conducted Monte Carlo simulations that incorporate a false 
experiment. The idea of a false experiment is to conduct an analysis in a situation where the 
magnitude of the treatment is known to be zero using data that is similar to what would be used 
in a real experiment. Knowing the answer beforehand allows us to assess whether or not the 
estimator used produces biased results, while using real data gives us an idea of how precise 
the estimator will be. 

The simulation process is shown in Figure 1. For each sample size of interest, a random sample 
of that number of customers is drawn from the master dataset of 70,000 described above. Next, 
the “experiment” is created by randomly assigning half of the customers to a “treatment” group 
on a TOU rate and the other half to a control group who remain on their current rate. We then 
assume that the imaginary TOU treatment went into effect on August 1 for all customers. With 
this experimental framework, the “impact” of the fictional TOU rate can be estimated using the 
following equation, where i subscripts denote individuals and t subscripts denote time periods 
(days): 

62 For a more detailed discussion of Monte Carlo simulation, see Kennedy, Peter, “A Guide to Econometrics” (2008), 
Section 2.10 - http://www.masonlec.org/site/rte_uploads/files/Econometrics%20Book%20-
%20Intro,%20Ch%201%20and%202.pdf  
63 Asymptotic properties of estimators are generally known, but rely on assuming sample sizes that approach infinity that 
are not appropriate in many applied research situations that rely on finite samples. 
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𝑘𝑘𝑘𝑘𝑖𝑖,𝑡𝑡
peak = 𝛼𝛼 + 𝛿𝛿treat𝑖𝑖 + 𝛾𝛾post𝑡𝑡 + 𝛽𝛽(treatpost)𝑖𝑖,𝑡𝑡 + 𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖,𝑡𝑡 (1) 

In Equation 1, the variable treat is equal to 1 for treatment customers and 0 for control 
customers, while the variable post is equal to 1 for days in August-October and a value of 0 for 
days in May-July. The treatpost term is the interaction of treat and post and its coefficient β is 
the differences-in-differences estimator of the treatment effect that makes use of the “pre-
treatment” data. In the simulation, Equation 1 is estimated using OLS regression with cluster 
robust standard errors to account for serial correlation that is likely to be present in the data. For 
additional robustness, bootstrapped standard errors are also calculated.64 

Figure 1: Monte Carlo Simulation with False Experiment 

 

64 Serial correlation certainly exists in the variable of interest (treatpost) and is very likely to be present in the dependent 
variable (daily peak period average load). If unaddressed, serial correlation will lead to standard errors that are 
systematically too small. This results in overstating the precision of the impact estimate and misleading inference. To 
adjust for serial correlation, we follow the best practices described by Bertrand, et al. (2002), Wooldridge (2003) and 
Cameron (2010).   
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Simulation Results 
At the end of the simulation, we have 100 impact estimates and 100 corresponding standard 
errors. The next step of the process is to use this information to draw conclusions about the 
precision that can be achieved with each sample size. The precision will be based on the 
standard error of the impact estimate, which we calculate using two methods. The first is simply 
to use the average of the 100 standard errors that we have for each sample size. The second is 
to calculate the bootstrapped standard error, which is equal to the standard deviation of the 100 
impact estimates for each sample size.  

The final step is to translate the estimated standard errors into confidence intervals, which form 
the basis of statistical inference. This is a straightforward calculation that consists of multiplying 
the standard error by the t-value corresponding to the desired confidence level (approximately 
1.96 for 95% confidence and 1.65 for 90% confidence65) to obtain the margin of error (MOE) 
that will be added and subtracted from the impact estimate to form the confidence interval. In 
our false experiment, we know that the true impact is zero, however the MOE captures the 
precision of that estimate if it was non-zero. For this reason, we focus discussion on the MOE.  

Results using each of the standard error methods are shown in Table 1.  Importantly, both 
methods produce very similar MOEs.66 The interpretation of the results would be, for example, 
“With a sample of 1,500 customers, we would expect to be able to estimate the impact of TOU 
rates on peak period usage to within plus or minus 2.7% with 95% confidence.” Put another 
way, the 95% confidence interval around a true impact of 5% with a sample of 1,500 customers 
would be (2.3%, 7.7%). 

Table 1: Expected Precision for Peak Period Load Impacts Using Different Sample Sizes 

Sample Size 
(Treatment + 

Control) 

Avg. SE Method Bootstrapping Method 

95% MOE  90% MOE 95% MOE  90% MOE 

400 5.2% 4.4% 5.2% 4.4% 

1,000 3.3% 2.8% 3.2% 2.7% 

1,500 2.7% 2.3% 2.7% 2.2% 

2,000 2.3% 2.0% 2.2% 1.9% 

4,000 1.6% 1.4% 1.7% 1.4% 

In addition to the precision for the average impact in the general population, certain population 
segments are of particular interest for the pilot—non-CARE, CARE, customers in hot areas and 
customers in cool areas. CARE customers are readily identifiable in the PG&E data and we 

65 We assume a two-tailed test. 
66 As an additional robustness check on the standard errors, we took advantage of the false experiment and counted the 
number of statistically significant results (i.e. reject the null hypothesis of zero impact) observed during the simulation for 
each sample size. With appropriate standard errors, the false positive rate should be roughly equivalent to the alpha used 
to calculate the confidence interval (by definition). For both the Avg. SE method and the bootstrap method, this is indeed 
the case, with the number of false positives out of 100 iterations ranging from 3-7. 
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define hot areas as PG&E climate region R, S and W, which are shown in Figure 2. Table 2 
shows bootstrapped MOE estimates for these sub-populations at both 95% and 90% 
confidence. 

Figure 2: PG&E Climate Regions 
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Table 2: Expected Precision for Peak Period Load Impacts Using Different Sample Sizes 
(Bootstrap Method) 

Sample Size 
(Treatment 
+ Control) 

95% MOE 90% MOE 

Non-
CARE  

CARE Cool  Hot 
Non-
CARE  

CARE Cool  Hot 

400 6.5% 5.0% 5.0% 4.3% 5.4% 4.2% 4.2% 3.6% 

1,000 3.7% 3.0% 3.7% 2.9% 3.1% 2.6% 3.1% 2.4% 

1,500 2.9% 2.2% 3.1% 2.4% 2.5% 1.9% 2.7% 2.0% 

2,000 2.6% 2.2% 2.4% 2.0% 2.2% 1.8% 2.0% 1.7% 

4,000 1.7% 1.3% 1.7% 1.4% 1.4% 1.1% 1.5% 1.2% 

Table 2 shows that the underlying variability in peak usage is not the same across the different 
subpopulations. Variance is higher for Non-CARE customers due to higher usage levels, while 
greater variability in cool climates is likely due to more heterogeneity in demographics, home 
size and weather conditions on the coast versus the mountains compared to more homogeneity 
in the central valley. 

Power 
In addition to precision, a related concept that is generally of interest when determining sample 
sizes is statistical power. Power refers to the likelihood of finding a statistically significant impact 
when an impact actually exists and depends on the magnitude of the impact, sample size, 
inherent variability in the data and desired level of confidence. Based on the estimated standard 
errors from the simulations, we can map out the power level associated with different impact 
sizes for each sample size. These “power curves” are shown in Figure 3 for the 95% confidence 
level. 
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Figure 3: Power Curves for Sample Sizes of Interest Using Bootstrapped Standard Errors 
(95% Confidence) 

 

Figure 3 shows that as the sample size increases, so does the likelihood of finding statistically 
significant results for a given sized impact. For example, the power associated with detecting a 
3% impact (95% confidence) using 500 treatment and 500 control customers is about 0.4, but 
with 1,000 treatment and 1,000 control customers, power increases to about 0.7.  

Conclusions 
The above analysis provides indicative estimates of sample sizes tied to confidence bands.  The 
specific sample sizes for a given confidence level will vary across utilities and across customer 
segments within a utility.  Each utility should plan to conduct similar analysis to determine target 
sample sizes for each test cell once the treatments and segments are finalized. 
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Appendix C Selected Comments from TOU Working Group 
Participants 

The appendix contains selected comments (accompanied by report sections from a prior draft) 
from selected TOU Working Group members who may have different opinions about some of 
the decisions that were made by the Working Group.    

Section 2.1: 
Specifically, the AC/ALJ ruling indicated that each IOU must: 

 Prepare a menu of at least three opt-in TOU rate designs; 

 Include at least one TOU rate design with a more complex combination of seasons and 
time periods than traditional TOU rates that better matches system needs, which may 
incorporate more dynamic pricing features and enabling technologies, and this pilot must 
begin no later than October 1, 2016; and 

 All other opt-in TOU pilots must begin no later than June 1, 2016.   

EDF: “In additional to system needs, the plan should consider customer needs and 
capabilities, and the goal of providing customers with a menu of rate options.  Thus far, with 
the exception of the SDG&E Rate 3, the rate treatments differ by very little in terms of price, 
and the off-peak rates do not provide a significantly lower priced time to use energy.  The 
lack of a price differential undercuts the financial rewards for load shifting, so the current 
proposals will tend to dampen enthusiasm for customer action.  Similarly, peak price time 
periods that extend beyond several hours pose a more daunting load shifting objective than 
short period peak price windows, so shorter peak price windows should be available for the 
TOU pilots.” 

With the CPUC direction summarized above as input, the TOU Working Group developed the 
following, more specific pilot objectives as input to pilot design…estimate load impacts by rate 
period for different rate structures that vary in terms of the timing and length of rate periods, the 
number of rate periods, changes in rate periods across seasons, price ratios, and perhaps other 
features. 

EDF: “One very important feature to test is the ability for customers to INCREASE their 
demand at low-priced (or negative priced) times of the day/year, such as the “spicy” 
Rate 3 options:  so far only SDG&E has contemplated crediting bills when customers 
use energy at times when wholesale energy prices are negative” 

With the CPUC direction summarized above as input, the TOU Working Group developed the 
following, more specific pilot objectives as input to pilot design…assess the incremental effect of 
enabling technology on load impacts and customer satisfaction; and assess the relative 
effectiveness of various information, education and outreach options… 

EDF: “These are important objectives that should be pursued to identify bill impact 
mitigation strategies.  Evaluation plans regarding the testing of mitigation strategies 
should be part of the TOU pilots.” 
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Section 3.1: 
Table 3-1:  Prices and Price Ratios  

 

UCAN: “The more complex the TOU rate design, the more difficult it is to interpret the 
results of the pilot.  SCE and PG&E have two pilots that involve relatively simple designs 
with shorter and longer on-peak time periods and corresponding adjustments to the on-
peak to off-peak price ratios.  However, each utility also offers a more complicated rate 
design that diverges from the simple approach and makes it more difficult to interpret the 
results of the rate experiment.  For example, in the more complex rates with more 
periods and prices in which to respond, it becomes more difficult to determine to which 
features of the rate the customer is responding to.   

Tariff Season 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

Spring

Summer

Winter

Spring

Summer PP (22¢)

Winter

Spring

Summer

Winter

Spring

Summer

Winter

Spring

Summer

Winter

Spring

Summer
OP 

(17.2¢)

Winter

Super Off Peak (16.5¢) Peak (23.2¢) Off Peak (20.7¢)

SCE     
Rate 3

Peak (33.9¢) Super Peak (49.9¢) Peak (33.9¢)

Mid Peak (24.2¢)

Off Peak              (22¢)

PP             (22¢)

PG&E 
Rate 1

PG&E 
Rate 2

PG&E 
Rate 3

SCE     
Rate 1

SCE     
Rate 2

Off Peak Peak

Off Peak (21.4¢)

Off Peak              
(22¢)

Off Peak               (22¢)

Off Peak

Peak                      (22¢)

Summer PeakSumer Off Peak (SOP)                                                                                                                                                                         (22¢)

Super Off Peak                                           (22¢)Off Peak                                                                                                                (22¢)

Off-peak                                                                                                                                                                                                    (22¢)

Off Peak                                                                                                                                                                                                    (22¢)

Peak                                                  (22¢)

Off Peak (17.0¢)

Off Peak (16.8¢)

Off Peak (17.0¢)

Partial Peak (21.7¢)

SOP

Peak                                                   (22¢)

Off Peak (17.0¢)

Off Peak (16.8¢)

Off Peak (17.0¢)

Peak (22.7¢)

Peak (56.8¢)

Peak (22.7¢)

Partial Peak (22.6¢)

Partial Peak (21.7¢)

PP (21.7¢)

PP (22.6¢)

PP (21.7¢)

Off Peak (17.1¢)

Off Peak (17.0¢)

Off Peak (17.1¢)

Off Peak (20.7¢)

Off Peak (17.2¢)

Peak (24.3¢)

Peak (58.7¢)

Peak (24.3¢)

PP (21.8¢)

PP (28.5¢)

PP (21.8¢)

Off Peak (17.1¢)

Off Peak (17.0¢)

Off Peak (17.1¢)

Partial Peak (21.8¢)

Partial Peak (28.5¢)

Partial Peak (21.8¢)

Off Peak (21.4¢)
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Since one goal of the experiment is to cull features from these opt-in rates for use in the 
TOU default rate, the more complicated the pilot TOU rate, the harder it will be to isolate 
the most critical design features.  SDG&E is redesigning its rate options but originally 
had no period length differential in Pilot 1 and 2, and Pilot 3 was a dynamic pricing rate 
and not a TOU rate at all.  Those rates were unclear regarding what features were being 
tested for the TOU default rate.  UCAN is concerned about the usefulness of the TOU 
rate experiment results if there is no coordination among the pilot rates that lead to a 
default TOU design that serves the needs of the residential population in 2019. Will we 
learn what we need to know by the end of the experiment if the nine pilot rates are not 
logically coordinated?” 

Section 3.3.1: 
Table 3-2: Expected Precision for Peak Period Load Impacts  

Using Different Sample Sizes 
(Based on a sample of customers from PG&E’s service territory) 

Number of Treatment + 
Customers Combined 

95% Confidence Band  90% Confidence Band 

400 5.2% 4.4% 

1,000 3.2% 2.7% 

1,500 2.7% 2.2% 

2,000 2.2% 1.9% 

4,000 1.7% 1.4% 

The values in Table 3-2 indicate that, with a sample of 1,000 treatment customers and an equal 
sized sample of 1,000 control customers (the fourth row in the table), an estimated impact of, 
say, 5%, would have a 90% confidence band from 3.1% to 6.9%.  If the sample of treatment and 
control customers was doubled, to 2,000 each, the 90% confidence band would narrow to 
±1.4% (e.g., it would range from 3.6% to 6.4% if the estimate was 5%).  Importantly, in the 
above example using 1,000 treatment and control customers, if the estimated value was 1% 
rather than 5%, the 90% confidence band would span 0.  Put another way, it would not be 
possible to conclude with 90% confidence that the 1% load impact was statistically different 
from 0. 

EDF: “1) Let’s make sure the WG members are clear on what this means.  I think this 
means that we are 90% confident that the real peak load impact is between 3.1% and 
6.9% when we experimentally determine it to be 5%.  If so, quadrupling the sample from 
1,000 to 4,000 means we reduce the range from 3.8% (= 6.9 – 3.1) to 2.8% (= 6.4 – 3.6).  
That’s a significant reduction in the range.  

With the NERC reliability standard of a 12% reserve margin, 1% difference in peak load 
is significant.  If approaching conservatively, the minimum end of the band - peak load 
reductions to be put into the CEC IEPR forecast for the TOU default would be 3.1% or 
3.6%, depending on the confidence interval used.  While this is only 0.5% difference, the 
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financial implications can be significant; also, this would be a bigger difference if we 
were calculating a 99% confidence interval. 

However, this confidence interval ignores bigger sources of uncertainty in the estimate, 
such as the assumptions used to build the baseline peak load.  Nevertheless, the 
outputs will inform load forecasts used in Resource Adequacy assessments.  There is 
significant potential for significant avoided capacity value associated with TOU default, 
so this study should endeavor to produce a 99% confidence interval. 

 2) The ±1.4% figure is erroneous – this is a sample size of 4,000, not 2,000. 

3) A 90% confidence range isn’t adequate for resource adequacy purposes; need at 
least a 95% confidence band, probably a 99% band would be preferable for local and 
state resource adequacy applications.  What would CAISO and CEC expect to see for 
use in IEPR load forecasts?” 

Section 3.4: 
The objective of the TOU pilots is to estimate the change in usage (and bills) for customers who 
are defaulted onto TOU rates in 2019.” 

EDF: “This is incomplete and misplaced.  See page four’s more complete list of pilot 
objectives.” 

There is substantial evidence from many pilots that people can understand TOU prices quickly 
and make adjustments in peak period usage rapidly.” 

EDF: “Right, so we should not be testing this question in the present TOU pilot.” 

With this in mind, if control customers were placed on the 2019 OAT at the same time that 
treatment customers were placed on the TOU rates, it’s highly unlikely that the control group 
customers would modify their usage immediately to reflect the pattern of usage that customers 
would actually have in 2019 after going through four years of gradual changes in the tier 
structure.  Given this, while one might think that basing the pilots on the 2019 OAT and TOU 
rates would produce a valid comparison of usage under the 2019 OAT with usage under the 
2019 TOU rate, in fact it would more likely involve a comparison in usage under the 2019 TOU 
rate with usage under the 2016 OAT that control group customers will have been on for a 
couple of months at the start of the pilot.   

EDF: “We need to reveal how customers will make long term investments in DERs.  We 
need to test for more than short term price elasticity; we also need to test what will lead 
to customer actions, testing what will influence customer economics in rate design is just 
one factor; can also survey for customer understanding, capabilities and preferences.” 

Section 3.6: 
Relatively few prior studies have combined enabling technology with static TOU rates such as 
those that will be examined in these pilots.  Also, it is very important to keep in mind that when 
comparing load impacts for the average household with and without air conditioning load 
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control, for example, observed differences are influenced by more than just the load control 
technology.  All households with air conditioning load control have air conditioning whereas 
many households on TOU rates without load control do not have central air conditioning, 
especially in California.  As a result, the difference in load impacts for households with and 
without air conditioning load control reflects not just the difference due to the load control device 
but also the difference due to variation in the saturation of air conditioning between the two 
groups.  Very few public studies on this subject adequately control for this significant selection 
effect. 

EDF: “This is an important point worth exploring in more detail as part of the TOU 
design; it is important to identify and engage non-central AC customers in TOU pilots.”  

We are not aware of any studies that have examined the incremental effect of customer 
purchased devices such as smart thermostats or simpler programmable thermostats, with or 
without outside control, on load reductions under static TOU rates or the impact of TOU rates on 
the purchase of smart thermostats.   

EDF: “Good questions; what about surveys of customers’ interest in and willingness to 
purchase technologies and DERs?”  

It may also be true that TOU rates, especially widespread default rates, will hasten the 
penetration of these devices.  Furthermore, these devices offer opportunities for vendors and 
utilities to partner with consumers to automate adjustments in usage during peak periods.  This 
is already happening in conjunction with dynamic rate programs at selected utilities.  For 
example, Nest, a provider of smart thermostats, offers its Rush Hour Rewards service to 
consumers in utility service territories where peak time rebate programs exist, such as SCE’s 
Save Power Days (SPD) program.  Nest automatically adjusts the consumer’s thermostat 
according to directions provided by the consumer on PTR event days.  It may be possible for 
utilities and vendors to develop similar services that enable demand reductions for consumers in 

conjunction with static TOU tariffs. 

EDF: “This is what the TOU pilots can be testing: how to provide utility and 
vendor services that enable demand reductions for consumers in conjunction 
with static (default) and dynamic (optional) TOU rates.” 

SCE’s technology treatment will focus on smart thermostats and, more specifically, on the 
population of customers that already have these devices installed. 

EDF: “This seems to refocus the rate pilot into a technology pilot; that is not what EDF 
has recommended.  Rather, EDF recommends a dynamic “technology friendly” tariff to 
be deployed with a diversity of technologies and practices.  With that said, this SCE 
proposal looks meritorious, just not what EDF was expecting in terms of a tariff for 
rewarding technologies.” 

On the other hand, if it is only adopted by a small group of tech savvy consumers, it might not 
be worthy of investment as part of the mainstream offer down the line.  Thus, one of the primary 
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learnings from this treatment will be to determine what the acceptance rates are across various 
customer segments, climate regions, usage levels and rate options.   

EDF: “This is the wrong test - timing of who adopts depends on lots of factors; currently 
we’re still in the early adopter phase and there is more innovation to come…it would be 
like piloting the California Solar Initiative for one summer in 1998 only to determine it 
wasn’t worth doing (simply because it was too soon in terms of the economics.)” 

Section 4.2.1: 
Figure 4-2:  PG&E Pilot Tariffs 

 

EDF: “Rate 3 is almost identical to Rate 1.  EDF proposed a “smart home rate” in writing 
at the first working group meeting; it is appropriate for this report to include the EDF 
proposal, and for the IOUs to provide a response to it:  why it won’t work or when it will 
be tested as part of the TOU pilots.”  

Section 4.3: 
SDG&E will also market a third rate option using a more traditional opt-in recruitment strategy.  
This rate is quite different from the other rates in that the supply component of the tariff will have 
prices that vary hourly.  The rate will also include adders that vary by time of day for system 
peak events and for distribution circuit peak events. Credits for surplus energy events will also 
be included.  This tariff will be bundled with enabling technology that will provide greater 
automation for this dynamic rate than is provided simply through a smart thermostat.  This 
treatment will be targeted at a small group of electricity consumers with the specific 
characteristics that are yet to be determined but may include electric vehicle owners. 
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EDF: “The third rate option should be offered with the other rate options in the pilot, not 
pursued thru separate traditional channels.  Put differently, EDF questions the rationale 
for testing this rate through a separate pathway?” 

Section 5.1: 
3. How do load impacts vary across rate options?  The tariffs included in the various pilots have 
significant variation in prices by rate period and in the length and timing of rate periods.  As 
such, it will not be possible to sort out the independent impacts of price ratios, peak period 
length and peak period timing.  It will be possible to estimate the aggregate load reduction for 
specific hours of the day associated with each tariff, which will provide useful input to the 
selection of a default tariff for implementation in 2019. 

EDF: “It is important to specify here that we will examine how TOU rates can inspire load 
*increases* to align demand with renewable generation.  Traditionally, the focus has 
been only on how customer shift load away from peak, which is also important but not a 
new research question. In addition to measuring load impacts, the pilots should develop 
an understanding of the dynamic relationships between TOU prices, marketing 
strategies and technology enablement programs.” 

8. What is the impact of smart thermostats on load reduction? The SCE technology treatment 
will address this question for a self-selected group of households that purchased a smart 
thermostat on their own using an RCT research design.  SDG&E’s smart thermostat treatment 
may provide additional insights for households that receive an incentive to purchase a smart 
thermostat equal to a portion of the cost of the thermostat.  Load impacts for this treatment will 
be estimated using ex post statistical matching to create a control group after the fact (assuming 
enough participants purchase thermostats to make this feasible).  PG&E’s ethnographic study of 
thermostat owners may produce qualitative insights about how smart thermostats are being 
used in response to TOU rates. 

EDF: “Based on prior studies and a Faraqui et al. study, we should be able to predict 
load impacts once the IOUs have specific their rates.  These predictions can be used to 
establish performance expectations for IOU ME&O.” 

9. Do customers on TOU rates purchase smart thermostats at a higher rate than customers who 
are not on TOU rates?  SDG&E’s smart thermostat treatment will offer customers who are 
already on TOU rates and control group customers various incentive amounts to be applied to 
the purchase of a smart thermostat of their choosing.  Acceptance rates for the incentives will 
be compared between treatment and control customers to determine whether TOU customers 
take up thermostats at a higher rate than non-TOU customers. 

EDF: “This is a subset of a broader question:  what strategies will both mitigate risk of bill 
impacts and maintain/enhance customer satisfaction?  This question should be 
answered for all customer segments, but the priority will be for customers facing a high 
risk of hardship impacts associated with TOU default.” 

11. What is the impact of a smart phone app on load reductions, customer acceptance and 
customer satisfaction with TOU rates? PG&E will divide rate treatment participants into two 
randomly selected groups (not necessarily equal in size) and offer the smart phone app to one 
group and not to the other.  If acceptance of the app is great enough, an RED impact 
assessment will be conducted to determine whether the information provided through the app 
increased load reductions for rate participants who receive it.  If app acceptance is too low, 
statistical matching will be used to develop a control group for estimating load impacts. Answers 
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to survey questions pertaining to customer satisfaction, acceptance, awareness, understanding 
of rates and other metrics will be compared between those who download the app and those 
who don’t to determine whether there are significant differences in these metrics.  App 
acceptance rates will also be reported and compared across rate options and customer 
segments. 

EDF: “PG&E could go further in specifying what it will do – in 2018 pilot and 2019 default 
– based on what is learned by the phone app study.  If acceptance is low, then PG&E 
should have a plan B for communicating with and assisting customers when they are 
defaulted to TOU rates.  What is “great enough interest”, what is “too low”?  If 
acceptance is low, then PG&E should commit now to additional studies and strategies 
toward a goal of increasing customer acceptance.  This is particularly important if the 
app is funded by ratepayers; it would not be a good investment to simply do a one-off 
test of customer acceptance, but it would be worthwhile to commit to studies that 
examine and then pursue specified levels of customer acceptance (and satisfaction).” 

What E&O materials are most effective in enhancing customer acceptance and retention, 
engagement, satisfaction, knowledge of rates, etc.? 

EDF: “Need to include interest in investing in distributed energy resources.” 
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Proposed Pilot Tariffs 
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 (Continued)   

 

(To be inserted by utility) Issued by (To be inserted by Cal. PUC) 

Advice   R.O. Nichols Date Filed   

Decision   Senior Vice President Effective   

1D0   Resolution   

 

APPLICABILITY 

 

This Schedule is applicable to Bundled Service Domestic customers who are selected by SCE and 

who affirmatively elect to participate in the Time-of-Use Domestic Pilot Program (TOU-DPP).  

Customers who agree to participate in Schedule TOU-DPP must consent to a change of rate and to 

be placed on one of four options at SCE’s discretion.  SCE, at its own election, will place each 

customer participating in Schedule TOU-DPP on Option 1, Option 2, or Option 3 of this Schedule, or 

have control customers remain on their Otherwise Applicable Tariff (OAT).  Customers who are placed 

on Option 1, Option 2, or Option 3 of this Schedule may be eligible for bill protection, as described in 

Special Condition 2 of this Schedule.  Control customers who continue to be billed under their OAT 

during the duration of the pilot will be eligible to receive an incentive payment(s), as described in 

Special Condition 1 of this Schedule. 

 

Participation in Schedule TOU-DPP is available to customers enrolled under OAT Schedules D, D-

CARE and D-FERA.  Customers enrolled in Schedules DE, DM, DMS-1, DMS-2, DMS-3, DS, ESC-

OO, MB-E, NEM, TOU-D or TOU-D-T, or are enrolled in the Level Pay Plan or a PTR option are 

ineligible to participate in Schedule TOU-DPP.  Moreover, customers requesting third-party notification 

pursuant to subdivision (c) of Public Utilities Code Section 779.1 are ineligible, as are customers 

whom the Commission has ordered cannot be disconnected from service without an in-person visit 

from a utility representative. 

 

Schedule TOU-DPP will expire on December 31, 2017.  Service under this Schedule is subject to 

meter availability. 

 

Pursuant to Special Condition 7 herein, customers receiving service under this Schedule are eligible to 

receive the California Climate Credit as shown in the Rates section below. 

 

TERRITORY 

 

Within the entire territory served. 

 

RATES 

 

At SCE’s discretion, participating customers will be placed on Option 1, Option 2 or Option 3 of this 

Schedule.  Control customers selected to remain on their OAT will have all terms and conditions of 

their OAT apply, while being eligible to receive the incentive payment(s) described in Special 

Condition 1 of this Schedule. 

 

Customers receiving service under Option 1, Option 2 or Option 3 of this Schedule will be charged 

under the applicable rates and conditions of their assigned Option.  All terms and conditions found in 

the Special Conditions of this Schedule apply to all customers served under Option 1, Option 2 or 

Option 3 of this Schedule. 
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RATES (Continued) 

 

1. Option 1 

 

Applicable rate time periods are defined as follows: 

 

Monday through Friday Saturday and Sunday 

On-Peak 2:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m., except 
holidays (see below) 

N/A 

Off-Peak 8:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. 
8:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. 

8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 

Super Off-Peak 10:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. 10:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. 

 

Holidays are: New Year's Day (January 1), Presidents’ Day (third Monday in February), 

Memorial Day (last Monday in May), Independence Day (July 4), Labor Day (first Monday in 

September), Veterans Day (November 11), Thanksgiving Day (fourth Thursday in November), 

and Christmas (December 25). 

 

When any holiday listed above falls on Sunday, the following Monday will be recognized as a 

holiday and weekend rates will apply.  No change will be made for holidays falling on Saturday. 

 

The summer season shall commence at 12:00 a.m. on June 1 and continue until 12:00 a.m. 

on October 1 of each year.  The winter season shall commence at 12:00 a.m. on October 1 of 

each year and continue until 12:00 a.m. on June 1 of the following year. 
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RATES (Continued) 

 

2. Option 2 

 

Applicable rate time periods are defined as follows: 

 

Monday through Friday Saturday and Sunday 

On-Peak 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m., except 
holidays (see below) 

N/A 

Off-Peak 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
8:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. 

8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 

Super Off-Peak 10:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. 10:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. 

 

Holidays are: New Year's Day (January 1), Presidents’ Day (third Monday in February), 

Memorial Day (last Monday in May), Independence Day (July 4), Labor Day (first Monday in 

September), Veterans Day (November 11), Thanksgiving Day (fourth Thursday in November), 

and Christmas (December 25). 

 

When any holiday listed above falls on Sunday, the following Monday will be recognized as a 

holiday and weekend rates will apply.  No change will be made for holidays falling on Saturday. 

 

The summer season shall commence at 12:00 a.m. on June 1 and continue until 12:00 a.m. 

on October 1 of each year.  The winter season shall commence at 12:00 a.m. on October 1 of 

each year and continue until 12:00 a.m. on June 1 of the following year. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

  

Southern California Edison  Original Cal. PUC Sheet No.  

Rosemead, California       (U 338-E)   Cal. PUC Sheet No.  

    

 Schedule TOU-DPP Sheet 4   

 Time of Use - Domestic Pilot Program   

    

(Continued) 

 (Continued)   

 

(To be inserted by utility) Issued by (To be inserted by Cal. PUC) 

Advice   R.O. Nichols Date Filed   

Decision   Senior Vice President Effective   

4D0   Resolution   

 

RATES (Continued) 

 

3. Option 3 

 

Applicable rate time periods are defined as follows: 

 

  

Summer 
Monday through Friday Saturday and Sunday 

Super On-Peak 
4:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m., except holidays 
(see below) N/A 

On-Peak 
11:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., 
9:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m., except holidays 
(see below) N/A 

Mid-Peak N/A 4:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 

Off-Peak 11:00 p.m. to 11:00 a.m. 9:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. 

Super Off-Peak N/A N/A 

  

Winter 
Monday through Friday Saturday and Sunday 

Super On-Peak N/A N/A 

On-Peak N/A N/A 

Mid-Peak 4:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 4:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 

Off-Peak 9:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. 9:00 p.m. to 11:00 a.m. 

Super Off-Peak N/A 11:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 

Spring 
Monday through Friday Saturday and Sunday 

Super On-Peak N/A N/A 

On-Peak 
4:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m., except holidays 
(see below) N/A 

Mid-Peak N/A 4:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 

Off-Peak 9:00 p.m. to 11:00 a.m. 9:00 p.m. to 11:00 a.m. 

Super Off-Peak 11:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 11:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 
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RATES (Continued) 

 

3. Option 3 (Continued) 

 

Holidays are: New Year's Day (January 1), Presidents’ Day (third Monday in February), 

Memorial Day (last Monday in May), Independence Day (July 4), Labor Day (first Monday in 

September), Veterans Day (November 11), Thanksgiving Day (fourth Thursday in November), 

and Christmas (December 25). 

 

When any holiday listed above falls on Sunday, the following Monday will be recognized as a 

holiday and weekend rates of the respective season will apply.  No change will be made for 

holidays falling on Saturday. 

 

The summer season shall commence at 12:00 a.m. on June 1 and continue until 12:00 a.m. 

on October 1 of each year.  The winter season shall commence at 12:00 a.m. on October 1 of 

each year and continue until 12:00 a.m. on March 1 of the following year.  The spring season 

shall commence at 12:00 a.m. on March 1 of each year and continue until 12:00 a.m. on June 

1 of each year. 
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RATES (Continued) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[RATE TABLES FOR ALL OPTIONS TO BE PROVIDED USING THE THEN-CURRENT REVENUE 

REQUIREMENT UPON FILING OF FINAL TARIFF SHEETS] 
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

 

1. Incentive Payment: Customers enrolled in this Schedule over the course of Schedule TOU-DPP 

are eligible for an incentive payment(s), as determined by SCE.  Customers who terminate 

participation under this Schedule prior to the completion of Schedule TOU-DPP will forfeit any 

claim to any unpaid incentive payments. 

 

2. Bill Protection: Customers enrolled in Option 1, Option 2, or Option 3 of this Schedule may be 

eligible to receive up to 12 months of bill protection credits.  Over the period enrolled in this 

Schedule, such customers will be billed an amount no greater than the customer would 

otherwise be billed under their OAT. 

 

a. Upon unenrollment in Schedule TOU-DPP, one of the following will occur up to the date 

the customer is removed from this Schedule: 

 

(1) If a customer’s bill calculated under Option 1, Option 2 or Option 3 of this Schedule 

is equal to or less than its bill as calculated under the customer’s OAT over the 

enrollment period under Schedule TOU-DPP, the customer’s bill protection credit 

is zero; or 

 

(2) If a customer’s bill calculated under Option 1, Option 2 or Option 3 of this Schedule 

is greater than the customer’s bill as calculated under their OAT over the 

enrollment period under Schedule TOU-DPP, the customer will receive a bill 

protection credit equal to the difference between the two bills. 

 

3. Termination of Participation:  Customers may elect to discontinue participation under Schedule 

TOU-DPP at any time.  Such customers may elect to take service under an Otherwise 

Applicable Tariff.  The elected rate change will become effective on the next regularly scheduled 

meter read date following the customer's notice to SCE.  Customers who opt-out of Schedule 

TOU-DPP shall not be allowed to return to service under Schedule TOU-DPP.  Customers may 

not elect a change of Option under Schedule TOU-DPP.  
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS (Continued) 

 

4. Basic Charge:  For purposes of applying the Basic Charge, the following definitions shall be 

used: 

 

Single-Family Accommodation:  A building of single occupancy that does not share common 

walls, floors, or ceilings with other Single-Family Dwellings, except as specified in the Multifamily 

Accommodation definition below. 

 

Multifamily Accommodation: Apartments, mobilehomes, mobilehomes in a mobilehome park, 

condominiums, townhouses, Qualifying Recreational Vehicle Unit, Qualifying Recreational Park, 

Owner Lot Recreational Vehicle Park, or a building of multiple occupancy which shares common 

walls and/or floors and ceilings with other Single-Family Dwellings. 

 

5. California Alternate Rates for Energy Discount: Customers who meet the definition of a 

California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) household, as defined in Schedule D-CARE, may 

qualify for a discount off of their bill equal to the average effective CARE discount percentage for 

Schedule D-CARE customers that SCE calculates pursuant to California Public Utilities Code 

Section 739.1(c)(1).  An Application and Eligibility Declaration is required for service under this 

Special Condition.  Eligible customers shall be billed on this Special Condition commencing no 

later than one billing period after receipt and approval of the customer's application by SCE.  

Customers may be rebilled for periods in which they do not meet the eligibility requirements for 

the CARE Discount. 

 

6. Billing Calculation:  A customer’s bill is calculated according to the rates and conditions above.   

 

 The charges listed in the Rates section are calculated by multiplying the total Delivery Service 

rates and the Generation rates, when applicable, by the billing determinants (e.g., per kilowatt 

[kW], kilowatt-hour [kWh], etc.).  

 

 As of January 1, 2012, all generation supplied to Bundled Service Customers is provided by 

SCE.  The DWR Energy Credit provided to Bundled Service Customers is determined by 

multiplying the DWR Energy Credit rate component by the customer’s total kWhs. 

 

7. Residential California Climate Credit: A semi-annual credit from the State of California to fight 

climate change.  The credit is applied on an equal basis, per household, to the April and October 

billing statements of customers receiving service under this schedule at the time the California 

Climate Credit is disbursed (April 1st and October 1st).  Any California Climate Credit not 

consumed in the billing period in which the credit is applied will roll over to each subsequent 

billing period until the credit is fully consumed.   

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

  

Appendix C 

Bill Impacts 



Note:  The first column on the left in the tables below, titled “Percent Change,” refers to the 

average percent monthly change in customer bills for each scenario. “N/C” stands for Non‐CARE.  

“C” stands for CARE.  FPG stands for Federal Poverty Guidelines.  The assumed revenue 

requirement for these bill impacts is consistent with the June 2015 revenue requirement for SCE. 

Rate1, All Climates, All 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

b. <‐25% 202 0.00% 85 $13 $10 ($3) $13 $12 ($2) $13 $9 ($4)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 5,151 0.12% 91 $15 $12 ($3) $15 $13 ($1) $15 $11 ($4)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 28,482 0.67% 100 $17 $14 ($3) $17 $16 ($1) $17 $13 ($4)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 29,290 0.69% 187 $37 $32 ($5) $36 $35 ($1) $38 $31 ($7)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 42,117 0.99% 399 $93 $83 ($10) $85 $86 $1 $97 $82 ($15)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 66,256 1.56% 682 $168 $153 ($15) $169 $174 $4 $168 $143 ($25)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 147,965 3.48% 575 $130 $121 ($9) $131 $139 $8 $130 $113 ($17)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 371,276 8.72% 529 $115 $109 ($6) $124 $135 $10 $110 $97 ($14)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 600,647 14.11% 529 $108 $105 ($3) $122 $135 $13 $101 $90 ($11)

k. ‐2% to 0 771,741 18.13% 562 $110 $109 ($1) $129 $145 $16 $100 $90 ($10)

l. 0% to 2% 721,847 16.95% 593 $112 $113 $1 $142 $162 $20 $98 $89 ($9)

m. 2% to 4% 579,538 13.61% 619 $118 $122 $4 $164 $190 $26 $95 $87 ($8)

n. 4% to 6% 412,181 9.68% 616 $116 $122 $6 $172 $204 $32 $88 $81 ($7)

o. 6% to 8% 265,327 6.23% 579 $106 $113 $7 $167 $201 $34 $76 $70 ($6)

p. 8% to 10% 135,946 3.19% 550 $96 $105 $9 $160 $196 $37 $65 $59 ($5)

q. 10% to 12.5% 62,216 1.46% 537 $89 $99 $10 $157 $196 $39 $55 $50 ($5)

r. 12.5% to 15% 13,736 0.32% 475 $76 $86 $10 $143 $181 $38 $42 $38 ($4)

s. 15% to 20% 3,333 0.08% 429 $63 $73 $10 $125 $161 $36 $32 $29 ($3)

t. 20% to 25% 202 0.00% 123 $26 $32 $6 $45 $63 $18 $17 $16 ($1)

u. >25% 202 0.00% 5 $4 $6 $1 $5 $6 $1 $4 $5 $1

Grand Total 4,257,655 100.00% 567 $111 $112 $0 $141 $161 $20 $96 $87 ($10)



 



Rate1, Cool, All 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

b. <‐25% 202 0.00% 85 $13 $10 ($3) $13 $12 ($2) $13 $9 ($4)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 3,838 0.09% 95 $14 $11 ($3) $14 $13 ($1) $15 $10 ($4)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 20,503 0.48% 101 $17 $14 ($3) $17 $16 ($1) $17 $13 ($4)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 18,685 0.44% 152 $31 $27 ($4) $31 $30 ($1) $31 $25 ($6)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 26,462 0.62% 390 $92 $82 ($10) $85 $86 $1 $95 $80 ($15)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 43,531 1.02% 598 $152 $138 ($14) $150 $154 $4 $152 $130 ($22)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 101,303 2.38% 533 $121 $113 ($8) $121 $128 $7 $121 $105 ($16)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 257,449 6.05% 473 $100 $96 ($5) $106 $115 $9 $98 $86 ($12)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 370,266 8.70% 460 $92 $89 ($3) $100 $110 $10 $88 $78 ($9)

k. ‐2% to 0 435,209 10.22% 491 $94 $94 ($1) $106 $119 $13 $89 $81 ($8)

l. 0% to 2% 340,875 8.01% 523 $100 $101 $1 $121 $139 $17 $89 $82 ($7)

m. 2% to 4% 178,063 4.18% 516 $99 $102 $3 $133 $154 $21 $82 $76 ($6)

n. 4% to 6% 85,547 2.01% 504 $98 $103 $5 $143 $169 $26 $76 $70 ($6)

o. 6% to 8% 33,835 0.79% 447 $84 $89 $6 $128 $155 $27 $61 $56 ($5)

p. 8% to 10% 7,777 0.18% 377 $67 $73 $6 $109 $134 $25 $47 $43 ($4)

q. 10% to 12.5% 2,828 0.07% 391 $71 $79 $8 $121 $153 $32 $46 $42 ($4)

r. 12.5% to 15% 505 0.01% 325 $60 $68 $8 $107 $138 $31 $37 $33 ($3)

s. 15% to 20% 202 0.00% 193 $23 $27 $4 $41 $54 $13 $15 $14 ($1)

u. >25% 202 0.00% 5 $4 $6 $1 $5 $6 $1 $4 $5 $1

Grand Total 1,927,282 45.27% 485 $97 $95 ($2) $112 $125 $13 $90 $81 ($9)



 



Rate1, Hot, All 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 909 0.02% 106 $18 $15 ($3) $18 $17 ($1) $18 $14 ($4)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 2,323 0.05% 695 $157 $137 ($20) $145 $140 ($5) $163 $135 ($28)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 4,444 0.10% 591 $147 $132 ($15) $129 $132 $3 $157 $132 ($24)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 6,363 0.15% 737 $151 $138 ($14) $143 $148 $5 $155 $132 ($23)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 10,504 0.25% 559 $111 $103 ($8) $97 $105 $8 $118 $102 ($15)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 25,856 0.61% 732 $165 $157 ($8) $173 $191 $17 $161 $140 ($21)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 44,339 1.04% 811 $174 $169 ($5) $202 $225 $23 $160 $141 ($19)

k. ‐2% to 0 72,720 1.71% 733 $145 $144 ($1) $180 $204 $24 $127 $114 ($14)

l. 0% to 2% 86,355 2.03% 723 $138 $139 $1 $183 $210 $27 $115 $104 ($11)

m. 2% to 4% 92,415 2.17% 705 $132 $136 $4 $189 $220 $31 $103 $94 ($10)

n. 4% to 6% 82,618 1.94% 703 $130 $136 $6 $200 $236 $36 $95 $86 ($8)

o. 6% to 8% 67,569 1.59% 650 $117 $125 $8 $190 $228 $38 $80 $73 ($7)

p. 8% to 10% 43,430 1.02% 608 $105 $115 $9 $179 $219 $40 $68 $62 ($6)

q. 10% to 12.5% 24,139 0.57% 584 $93 $103 $10 $169 $209 $41 $55 $50 ($5)

r. 12.5% to 15% 5,858 0.14% 538 $86 $97 $12 $167 $210 $43 $45 $41 ($4)

s. 15% to 20% 2,020 0.05% 461 $68 $79 $11 $137 $176 $39 $34 $30 ($3)

t. 20% to 25% 101 0.00% 3 $4 $5 $1 $4 $6 $1 $4 $5 $1

Grand Total 571,963 13.43% 695 $133 $135 $3 $184 $214 $30 $107 $96 ($11)



 



Rate1, Moderate, All 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 1,313 0.03% 81 $16 $12 ($3) $16 $14 ($2) $16 $11 ($4)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 7,070 0.17% 96 $16 $14 ($3) $16 $16 ($1) $16 $12 ($4)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 8,282 0.19% 123 $18 $16 ($2) $17 $18 $0 $19 $15 ($4)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 11,211 0.26% 345 $74 $66 ($8) $67 $68 $1 $78 $66 ($12)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 16,362 0.38% 886 $219 $200 ($19) $231 $237 $6 $213 $181 ($32)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 36,158 0.85% 695 $161 $150 ($11) $168 $178 $10 $157 $136 ($21)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 87,971 2.07% 632 $142 $135 ($7) $163 $176 $13 $132 $115 ($17)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 186,042 4.37% 599 $125 $122 ($4) $147 $162 $15 $115 $102 ($13)

k. ‐2% to 0 263,812 6.20% 633 $125 $124 ($1) $153 $172 $19 $110 $99 ($11)

l. 0% to 2% 294,617 6.92% 636 $119 $121 $1 $154 $176 $22 $102 $93 ($9)

m. 2% to 4% 309,060 7.26% 653 $125 $129 $4 $174 $202 $28 $101 $92 ($8)

n. 4% to 6% 244,016 5.73% 626 $118 $124 $6 $174 $206 $32 $91 $83 ($7)

o. 6% to 8% 163,923 3.85% 577 $106 $114 $7 $165 $199 $34 $77 $71 ($6)

p. 8% to 10% 84,739 1.99% 536 $94 $103 $8 $154 $190 $36 $65 $59 ($5)

q. 10% to 12.5% 35,249 0.83% 517 $88 $97 $10 $152 $190 $38 $55 $51 ($5)

r. 12.5% to 15% 7,373 0.17% 435 $68 $78 $9 $127 $162 $35 $39 $36 ($4)

s. 15% to 20% 1,111 0.03% 412 $61 $71 $10 $119 $154 $35 $32 $29 ($3)

t. 20% to 25% 101 0.00% 243 $48 $58 $10 $85 $121 $35 $29 $27 ($2)

Grand Total 1,758,410 41.30% 616 $120 $122 $2 $160 $184 $24 $100 $90 ($10)



 



Rate1, All, NC 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 1,616 0.04% 85 $18 $14 ($4) $18 $16 ‐$2 $18 $13 ($5)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 18,786 0.44% 97 $18 $15 ($3) $18 $18 ‐$1 $19 $14 ($4)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 22,826 0.54% 200 $43 $38 ($6) $42 $41 ‐$1 $44 $36 ($8)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 33,835 0.79% 446 $107 $96 ($11) $100 $100 $1 $111 $94 ($18)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 55,146 1.30% 774 $197 $180 ($18) $200 $205 $5 $196 $167 ($29)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 124,432 2.92% 618 $146 $136 ($10) $148 $157 $9 $145 $126 ($19)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 301,990 7.09% 565 $130 $123 ($6) $142 $153 $11 $124 $108 ($15)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 439,754 10.33% 576 $128 $125 ($4) $146 $161 $15 $120 $106 ($13)

k. ‐2% to 0 524,897 12.33% 605 $131 $130 ($1) $156 $175 $19 $119 $108 ($12)

l. 0% to 2% 475,003 11.16% 619 $133 $134 $1 $169 $193 $24 $115 $105 ($10)

m. 2% to 4% 388,547 9.13% 639 $137 $141 $4 $191 $222 $31 $110 $101 ($9)

n. 4% to 6% 281,386 6.61% 616 $132 $138 $7 $194 $230 $36 $100 $92 ($8)

o. 6% to 8% 173,417 4.07% 572 $119 $128 $8 $188 $226 $39 $85 $78 ($7)

p. 8% to 10% 83,729 1.97% 542 $109 $119 $10 $181 $222 $42 $73 $67 ($6)

q. 10% to 12.5% 33,128 0.78% 526 $104 $116 $11 $184 $230 $46 $65 $59 ($6)

r. 12.5% to 15% 6,262 0.15% 478 $93 $105 $13 $176 $223 $47 $51 $47 ($5)

s. 15% to 20% 1,111 0.03% 480 $81 $94 $13 $158 $205 $47 $43 $38 ($4)

t. 20% to 25% 101 0.00% 243 $48 $58 $10 $85 $121 $35 $29 $27 ($2)

Grand Total 2,965,966 69.66% 595 $130 $130 ($0) $164 $187 $23 $113 $102 ($11)



 



Rate1, Cool, NC 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 909 0.02% 92 $18 $14 ($4) $18 $16 ($2) $18 $13 ($5)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 13,635 0.32% 98 $19 $15 ($3) $18 $18 ($1) $19 $14 ($4)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 15,251 0.36% 158 $34 $30 ($5) $34 $33 ($1) $34 $28 ($7)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 21,513 0.51% 443 $109 $97 ($12) $101 $102 $1 $113 $95 ($18)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 35,855 0.84% 679 $179 $163 ($16) $178 $182 $4 $179 $153 ($26)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 88,173 2.07% 563 $132 $123 ($9) $133 $140 $7 $131 $114 ($17)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 212,201 4.98% 499 $112 $106 ($6) $119 $129 $10 $108 $95 ($13)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 275,629 6.47% 496 $107 $104 ($3) $118 $130 $12 $102 $91 ($11)

k. ‐2% to 0 309,363 7.27% 524 $111 $110 ($1) $125 $141 $16 $104 $95 ($9)

l. 0% to 2% 235,229 5.52% 549 $117 $118 $1 $143 $163 $20 $103 $95 ($8)

m. 2% to 4% 126,250 2.97% 531 $113 $116 $3 $153 $177 $24 $93 $86 ($7)

n. 4% to 6% 66,660 1.57% 513 $108 $113 $5 $157 $185 $28 $84 $77 ($6)

o. 6% to 8% 25,553 0.60% 445 $91 $97 $6 $140 $169 $29 $67 $61 ($5)

p. 8% to 10% 5,252 0.12% 358 $74 $80 $7 $120 $148 $28 $51 $47 ($4)

q. 10% to 12.5% 2,121 0.05% 428 $83 $92 $9 $141 $179 $38 $54 $49 ($5)

r. 12.5% to 15% 303 0.01% 339 $67 $76 $9 $118 $152 $34 $41 $37 ($4)

Grand Total 1,433,897 33.68% 514 $112 $110 ($2) $129 $144 $15 $103 $93 ($11)



 



Rate1, Hot, NC 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 808 0.02% 106 $18 $15 ($3) $18 $17 ($1) $18 $14 ($4)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 1,717 0.04% 864 $205 $179 ($26) $191 $184 ($7) $213 $177 ($36)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 4,141 0.10% 599 $157 $141 ($16) $138 $141 $3 $167 $141 ($26)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 5,555 0.13% 785 $168 $153 ($15) $160 $166 $6 $171 $146 ($25)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 8,282 0.19% 580 $128 $119 ($9) $114 $123 $9 $134 $117 ($18)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 19,695 0.46% 799 $194 $184 ($10) $205 $226 $20 $188 $164 ($24)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 32,724 0.77% 877 $204 $198 ($6) $239 $266 $27 $187 $164 ($23)

k. ‐2% to 0 44,844 1.05% 799 $180 $178 ($2) $226 $256 $30 $157 $140 ($17)

l. 0% to 2% 53,328 1.25% 761 $168 $170 $2 $225 $258 $33 $139 $125 ($14)

m. 2% to 4% 55,752 1.31% 740 $159 $164 $5 $230 $268 $38 $124 $113 ($12)

n. 4% to 6% 48,278 1.13% 703 $153 $161 $8 $237 $279 $43 $111 $101 ($10)

o. 6% to 8% 38,481 0.90% 644 $137 $147 $9 $222 $267 $45 $95 $86 ($8)

p. 8% to 10% 23,634 0.56% 598 $123 $134 $11 $211 $258 $47 $79 $72 ($7)

q. 10% to 12.5% 10,807 0.25% 587 $115 $128 $13 $209 $260 $51 $68 $62 ($6)

r. 12.5% to 15% 2,626 0.06% 569 $109 $123 $15 $211 $265 $54 $58 $53 ($5)

s. 15% to 20% 808 0.02% 548 $88 $102 $14 $170 $220 $50 $47 $42 ($4)

Grand Total 351,480 8.26% 730 $161 $163 $2 $220 $255 $35 $131 $117 ($14)



 



Rate1, Moderate, NC 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 707 0.02% 76 $18 $14 ($4) $17 $16 ($2) $18 $13 ($5)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 4,343 0.10% 92 $18 $15 ($3) $18 $17 ($1) $18 $14 ($4)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 5,858 0.14% 114 $20 $17 ($3) $19 $19 $0 $20 $16 ($4)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 8,181 0.19% 374 $79 $71 ($8) $76 $76 $0 $80 $68 ($12)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 13,736 0.32% 1,015 $257 $235 ($22) $272 $279 $7 $250 $213 ($37)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 27,977 0.66% 804 $196 $182 ($13) $206 $218 $11 $191 $165 ($26)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 70,094 1.65% 699 $166 $158 ($8) $192 $206 $14 $153 $134 ($20)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 131,401 3.09% 671 $154 $150 ($4) $183 $202 $19 $140 $124 ($16)

k. ‐2% to 0 170,690 4.01% 701 $156 $154 ($1) $194 $217 $23 $136 $122 ($14)

l. 0% to 2% 186,446 4.38% 668 $143 $145 $1 $186 $213 $26 $122 $111 ($11)

m. 2% to 4% 206,545 4.85% 678 $146 $150 $4 $204 $237 $33 $117 $107 ($10)

n. 4% to 6% 166,448 3.91% 632 $135 $141 $7 $197 $234 $36 $103 $95 ($8)

o. 6% to 8% 109,383 2.57% 576 $120 $128 $8 $187 $226 $39 $86 $79 ($7)

p. 8% to 10% 54,843 1.29% 535 $106 $116 $9 $173 $214 $41 $73 $67 ($6)

q. 10% to 12.5% 20,200 0.47% 504 $101 $112 $11 $175 $219 $44 $64 $58 ($6)

r. 12.5% to 15% 3,333 0.08% 419 $83 $94 $11 $153 $196 $42 $47 $43 ($4)

s. 15% to 20% 303 0.01% 298 $63 $74 $10 $128 $165 $37 $31 $28 ($3)

t. 20% to 25% 101 0.00% 243 $48 $58 $10 $85 $121 $35 $29 $27 ($2)

Grand Total 1,180,589 27.73% 653 $143 $145 $1 $190 $218 $28 $119 $108 ($12)



 



Rate1, All, C 

 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

b. <‐25% 202 0.00% 85 $13 $10 ($3) $13 $12 ($2) $13 $9 ($4)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 3,535 0.08% 94 $13 $10 ($3) $13 $12 ($1) $13 $10 ($4)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 9,696 0.23% 105 $14 $11 ($2) $14 $13 ($0) $14 $11 ($3)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 6,464 0.15% 140 $15 $13 ($2) $14 $14 $0 $16 $13 ($3)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 8,282 0.19% 208 $33 $30 ($4) $25 $26 $1 $38 $31 ($6)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 11,110 0.26% 230 $24 $22 ($2) $18 $20 $2 $27 $23 ($4)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 23,533 0.55% 344 $46 $43 ($3) $40 $44 $3 $49 $43 ($6)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 69,286 1.63% 370 $50 $48 ($2) $49 $53 $5 $51 $45 ($6)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 160,893 3.78% 399 $53 $51 ($2) $55 $62 $7 $52 $46 ($6)

k. ‐2% to 0 246,844 5.80% 470 $63 $62 ($1) $71 $81 $10 $59 $53 ($6)

l. 0% to 2% 246,844 5.80% 543 $73 $74 $1 $89 $103 $13 $64 $59 ($6)

m. 2% to 4% 190,991 4.49% 579 $80 $82 $2 $108 $126 $18 $65 $60 ($5)

n. 4% to 6% 130,795 3.07% 616 $84 $88 $4 $125 $148 $23 $64 $58 ($5)

o. 6% to 8% 91,910 2.16% 592 $81 $86 $6 $127 $153 $26 $58 $53 ($5)

p. 8% to 10% 52,217 1.23% 562 $76 $83 $7 $126 $155 $29 $51 $47 ($4)

q. 10% to 12.5% 29,088 0.68% 550 $71 $79 $8 $126 $157 $31 $44 $40 ($4)

r. 12.5% to 15% 7,474 0.18% 472 $61 $69 $8 $116 $147 $31 $33 $30 ($3)

s. 15% to 20% 2,222 0.05% 403 $54 $63 $9 $109 $139 $30 $27 $24 ($2)

t. 20% to 25% 101 0.00% 3 $4 $5 $1 $4 $6 $1 $4 $5 $1

u. >25% 202 0.00% 5 $4 $6 $1 $5 $6 $1 $4 $5 $1

Grand Total 1,291,689 30.34% 503 $68 $69 $1 $88 $102 $15 $58 $52 ($5)



 



Rate1, Cool, C 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

b. <‐25% 202 0.00% 85 $13 $10 ($3) $13 $12 ($2) $13 $9 ($4)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 2,929 0.07% 96 $13 $10 ($3) $13 $12 ($1) $13 $10 ($4)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 6,868 0.16% 107 $14 $12 ($2) $14 $13 ($0) $14 $11 ($3)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 3,434 0.08% 124 $15 $13 ($2) $14 $14 ($0) $16 $12 ($3)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 4,949 0.12% 158 $17 $15 ($2) $15 $15 $1 $18 $15 ($3)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 7,676 0.18% 217 $24 $22 ($2) $18 $20 $1 $27 $23 ($4)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 13,130 0.31% 335 $49 $46 ($3) $43 $46 $4 $52 $45 ($7)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 45,248 1.06% 350 $47 $45 ($2) $45 $49 $5 $49 $43 ($6)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 94,637 2.22% 355 $46 $45 ($1) $47 $53 $6 $46 $41 ($5)

k. ‐2% to 0 125,846 2.96% 408 $53 $53 ($1) $58 $66 $8 $51 $47 ($5)

l. 0% to 2% 105,646 2.48% 464 $63 $63 $1 $73 $84 $11 $58 $53 ($5)

m. 2% to 4% 51,813 1.22% 480 $66 $68 $2 $85 $99 $14 $56 $52 ($4)

n. 4% to 6% 18,887 0.44% 473 $64 $67 $3 $92 $109 $17 $50 $46 ($4)

o. 6% to 8% 8,282 0.19% 455 $61 $66 $4 $94 $114 $20 $45 $41 ($4)

p. 8% to 10% 2,525 0.06% 417 $54 $59 $5 $85 $105 $21 $38 $35 ($3)

q. 10% to 12.5% 707 0.02% 281 $35 $39 $4 $59 $74 $15 $23 $21 ($2)

r. 12.5% to 15% 202 0.00% 304 $51 $57 $7 $92 $118 $26 $30 $27 ($3)

s. 15% to 20% 202 0.00% 193 $23 $27 $4 $41 $54 $13 $15 $14 ($1)

u. >25% 202 0.00% 5 $4 $6 $1 $5 $6 $1 $4 $5 $1

Grand Total 493,385 11.59% 399 $53 $53 ($0) $60 $69 $9 $50 $45 ($5)



 



Rate1, Hot, C 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 101 0.00% 106 $14 $11 ($3) $13 $12 ($1) $14 $11 ($4)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 606 0.01% 218 $18 $16 ($2) $14 $14 ($0) $21 $17 ($4)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 303 0.01% 468 $17 $15 ($2) $13 $13 ($0) $19 $16 ($3)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 808 0.02% 410 $37 $34 ($3) $25 $27 $2 $43 $37 ($6)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 2,222 0.05% 482 $48 $45 ($3) $36 $40 $4 $55 $48 ($7)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 6,161 0.14% 519 $72 $69 ($3) $71 $78 $7 $73 $64 ($9)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 11,615 0.27% 625 $89 $86 ($3) $98 $109 $11 $84 $75 ($9)

k. ‐2% to 0 27,876 0.65% 627 $89 $88 ($1) $106 $120 $14 $80 $72 ($8)

l. 0% to 2% 33,027 0.78% 663 $89 $90 $1 $115 $131 $17 $76 $69 ($7)

m. 2% to 4% 36,663 0.86% 652 $90 $92 $3 $127 $148 $21 $71 $65 ($6)

n. 4% to 6% 34,340 0.81% 703 $97 $102 $5 $148 $174 $27 $71 $65 ($6)

o. 6% to 8% 29,088 0.68% 658 $90 $96 $6 $147 $176 $29 $61 $56 ($5)

p. 8% to 10% 19,796 0.46% 619 $84 $91 $7 $141 $173 $32 $55 $51 ($5)

q. 10% to 12.5% 13,332 0.31% 582 $75 $83 $8 $135 $168 $33 $45 $41 ($4)

r. 12.5% to 15% 3,232 0.08% 513 $67 $76 $9 $132 $165 $34 $35 $32 ($3)

s. 15% to 20% 1,212 0.03% 404 $55 $64 $9 $116 $147 $31 $25 $22 ($3)

t. 20% to 25% 101 0.00% 3 $4 $5 $1 $4 $6 $1 $4 $5 $1

Grand Total 220,483 5.18% 639 $87 $90 $3 $125 $147 $22 $68 $62 ($6)



 



Rate1, Moderate, C 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 606 0.01% 86 $13 $10 ($3) $13 $12 ($1) $13 $9 ($4)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 2,727 0.06% 102 $14 $11 ($2) $14 $13 ($0) $14 $10 ($3)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 2,424 0.06% 143 $15 $13 ($2) $14 $14 $1 $15 $12 ($3)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 3,030 0.07% 265 $62 $55 ($7) $43 $45 $2 $71 $60 ($11)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 2,626 0.06% 211 $20 $18 ($2) $17 $18 $1 $21 $18 ($3)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 8,181 0.19% 322 $41 $38 ($3) $38 $41 $3 $43 $37 ($6)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 17,877 0.42% 370 $49 $46 ($2) $51 $56 $5 $48 $42 ($6)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 54,641 1.28% 427 $56 $54 ($2) $59 $67 $7 $54 $48 ($6)

k. ‐2% to 0 93,122 2.19% 507 $68 $68 ($1) $79 $89 $11 $63 $57 ($6)

l. 0% to 2% 108,171 2.54% 582 $78 $79 $1 $98 $113 $15 $68 $62 ($6)

m. 2% to 4% 102,515 2.41% 603 $83 $85 $2 $113 $132 $19 $68 $62 ($6)

n. 4% to 6% 77,568 1.82% 612 $84 $88 $4 $123 $146 $23 $64 $58 ($5)

o. 6% to 8% 54,540 1.28% 578 $79 $84 $5 $122 $147 $26 $58 $53 ($5)

p. 8% to 10% 29,896 0.70% 537 $72 $79 $6 $119 $147 $28 $49 $45 ($4)

q. 10% to 12.5% 15,049 0.35% 534 $70 $78 $8 $121 $151 $30 $44 $41 ($4)

r. 12.5% to 15% 4,040 0.09% 448 $56 $64 $8 $105 $133 $28 $32 $29 ($3)

s. 15% to 20% 808 0.02% 455 $60 $70 $9 $116 $150 $34 $32 $30 ($3)

Grand Total 577,821 13.57% 540 $73 $75 $2 $97 $114 $17 $61 $55 ($6)



 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rate 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Rate2, All Climates, All 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

b. <‐25% 12,322 0.29% 196 $34 $25 ($9) $30 $25 ($4) $36 $24 ($12)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 39,289 0.92% 232 $42 $32 ($9) $37 $34 ($2) $44 $32 ($13)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 112,211 2.64% 279 $50 $41 ($9) $45 $45 $0 $52 $39 ($13)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 117,968 2.77% 383 $73 $63 ($10) $69 $72 $3 $75 $59 ($17)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 189,274 4.45% 452 $92 $82 ($10) $93 $100 $7 $92 $73 ($19)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 228,058 5.36% 515 $105 $96 ($9) $110 $121 $11 $103 $83 ($20)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 303,202 7.12% 521 $103 $96 ($7) $110 $124 $14 $99 $81 ($18)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 376,427 8.84% 553 $110 $104 ($5) $124 $142 $18 $103 $86 ($17)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 413,191 9.70% 573 $114 $110 ($3) $131 $154 $23 $105 $89 ($16)

k. ‐2% to 0 420,665 9.88% 598 $118 $117 ($1) $142 $170 $28 $106 $90 ($16)

l. 0% to 2% 376,528 8.84% 623 $124 $125 $1 $156 $191 $34 $107 $92 ($15)

m. 2% to 4% 327,139 7.68% 643 $128 $132 $4 $169 $210 $41 $108 $93 ($15)

n. 4% to 6% 284,618 6.68% 653 $130 $137 $6 $178 $226 $48 $106 $92 ($14)

o. 6% to 8% 246,137 5.78% 631 $125 $133 $9 $178 $230 $52 $98 $85 ($13)

p. 8% to 10% 214,322 5.03% 639 $126 $137 $11 $185 $244 $58 $96 $83 ($12)

q. 10% to 12.5% 211,898 4.98% 616 $118 $131 $13 $179 $241 $62 $87 $76 ($11)

r. 12.5% to 15% 148,268 3.48% 602 $112 $128 $15 $176 $243 $66 $80 $70 ($10)

s. 15% to 20% 160,186 3.76% 554 $99 $116 $17 $163 $231 $68 $67 $58 ($9)

t. 20% to 25% 57,368 1.35% 515 $88 $107 $19 $150 $222 $72 $56 $49 ($7)

u. >25% 18,584 0.44% 437 $73 $94 $21 $134 $207 $73 $43 $37 ($6)

Grand Total 4,257,655 100.00% 567 $111 $112 $1 $141 $174 $33 $96 $81 ($15)



 



Rate2, Cool, All 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

b. <‐25% 7,373 0.17% 159 $27 $19 ($7) $23 $20 ($3) $28 $19 ($10)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 26,159 0.61% 209 $41 $32 ($9) $35 $33 ($2) $44 $31 ($12)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 72,821 1.71% 250 $46 $38 ($8) $41 $41 $0 $49 $37 ($12)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 77,265 1.81% 348 $66 $57 ($9) $61 $64 $3 $69 $54 ($15)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 125,745 2.95% 435 $90 $80 ($10) $91 $97 $7 $90 $72 ($18)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 150,490 3.53% 465 $95 $86 ($8) $96 $106 $10 $94 $76 ($17)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 191,193 4.49% 483 $97 $90 ($7) $102 $114 $13 $95 $78 ($16)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 227,452 5.34% 499 $100 $95 ($5) $109 $125 $16 $96 $80 ($16)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 242,198 5.69% 512 $102 $99 ($3) $113 $132 $20 $96 $82 ($14)

k. ‐2% to 0 221,190 5.20% 522 $103 $102 ($1) $119 $142 $24 $96 $82 ($13)

l. 0% to 2% 170,185 4.00% 533 $106 $107 $1 $128 $156 $28 $95 $83 ($13)

m. 2% to 4% 128,270 3.01% 549 $112 $115 $3 $142 $177 $35 $97 $84 ($12)

n. 4% to 6% 89,789 2.11% 556 $113 $118 $6 $149 $188 $39 $95 $84 ($11)

o. 6% to 8% 68,983 1.62% 533 $109 $116 $8 $151 $194 $44 $88 $77 ($11)

p. 8% to 10% 50,500 1.19% 527 $106 $116 $10 $152 $201 $48 $83 $74 ($10)

q. 10% to 12.5% 35,148 0.83% 509 $101 $112 $11 $148 $200 $51 $77 $68 ($9)

r. 12.5% to 15% 22,422 0.53% 494 $96 $108 $13 $144 $199 $55 $71 $63 ($8)

s. 15% to 20% 14,746 0.35% 458 $89 $103 $15 $140 $200 $60 $63 $55 ($8)

t. 20% to 25% 3,939 0.09% 411 $71 $87 $16 $113 $173 $60 $51 $44 ($6)

u. >25% 1,414 0.03% 304 $59 $76 $16 $101 $160 $59 $38 $34 ($5)

Grand Total 1,927,282 45.27% 485 $97 $95 ($2) $112 $133 $21 $90 $76 ($14)



 



Rate2, Hot, All 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

b. <‐25% 909 0.02% 432 $66 $48 ($18) $46 $39 ($7) $77 $53 ($24)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 2,828 0.07% 454 $74 $57 ($17) $62 $56 ($6) $80 $58 ($22)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 10,302 0.24% 442 $82 $68 ($15) $75 $73 ($2) $86 $65 ($21)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 10,100 0.24% 501 $90 $78 ($12) $87 $91 $4 $91 $71 ($20)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 13,635 0.32% 631 $144 $128 ($16) $138 $151 $12 $147 $116 ($31)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 18,079 0.42% 638 $122 $111 ($11) $132 $147 $15 $117 $93 ($24)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 24,038 0.56% 634 $119 $111 ($8) $127 $146 $19 $115 $93 ($22)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 32,017 0.75% 758 $148 $141 ($7) $174 $201 $27 $135 $110 ($25)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 35,653 0.84% 765 $154 $149 ($5) $187 $220 $34 $138 $114 ($24)

k. ‐2% to 0 44,238 1.04% 725 $140 $139 ($1) $179 $215 $36 $121 $101 ($20)

l. 0% to 2% 47,571 1.12% 769 $150 $151 $1 $199 $243 $44 $125 $105 ($20)

m. 2% to 4% 49,894 1.17% 731 $144 $148 $4 $196 $244 $48 $118 $100 ($18)

n. 4% to 6% 45,955 1.08% 764 $151 $158 $7 $214 $271 $57 $119 $102 ($17)

o. 6% to 8% 42,319 0.99% 714 $135 $144 $9 $199 $257 $57 $102 $87 ($15)

p. 8% to 10% 41,511 0.97% 734 $141 $153 $13 $218 $285 $66 $102 $88 ($14)

q. 10% to 12.5% 46,662 1.10% 707 $133 $148 $15 $212 $282 $70 $94 $81 ($13)

r. 12.5% to 15% 34,441 0.81% 671 $123 $139 $17 $201 $273 $72 $84 $73 ($11)

s. 15% to 20% 45,551 1.07% 612 $105 $123 $18 $178 $250 $72 $68 $59 ($9)

t. 20% to 25% 18,786 0.44% 553 $91 $111 $20 $161 $235 $74 $55 $48 ($7)

u. >25% 7,474 0.18% 503 $81 $104 $23 $154 $234 $80 $45 $39 ($6)

Grand Total 571,963 13.43% 695 $133 $137 $5 $184 $232 $49 $107 $90 ($17)



 



Rate2, Moderate, All 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

b. <‐25% 4,040 0.09% 209 $40 $29 ($11) $37 $31 ($7) $41 $28 ($14)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 10,302 0.24% 229 $35 $27 ($8) $34 $32 ($2) $36 $25 ($10)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 29,088 0.68% 294 $47 $39 ($8) $46 $46 $0 $48 $36 ($12)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 30,603 0.72% 432 $85 $74 ($12) $83 $87 $4 $87 $67 ($19)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 49,894 1.17% 449 $83 $74 ($9) $85 $92 $7 $81 $64 ($17)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 59,489 1.40% 604 $127 $116 ($11) $139 $153 $14 $121 $97 ($24)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 87,971 2.07% 574 $111 $104 ($8) $124 $140 $16 $105 $85 ($20)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 116,958 2.75% 600 $119 $113 ($6) $138 $158 $20 $109 $90 ($19)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 135,340 3.18% 632 $124 $121 ($4) $149 $174 $26 $112 $94 ($18)

k. ‐2% to 0 155,237 3.65% 670 $132 $131 ($1) $164 $196 $32 $116 $98 ($18)

l. 0% to 2% 158,772 3.73% 675 $134 $136 $1 $174 $212 $38 $114 $97 ($17)

m. 2% to 4% 148,975 3.50% 693 $137 $141 $4 $182 $227 $45 $114 $98 ($16)

n. 4% to 6% 148,874 3.50% 678 $134 $141 $7 $185 $235 $50 $109 $94 ($15)

o. 6% to 8% 134,835 3.17% 655 $130 $139 $9 $186 $240 $54 $102 $88 ($14)

p. 8% to 10% 122,311 2.87% 653 $129 $140 $12 $188 $248 $60 $99 $86 ($13)

q. 10% to 12.5% 130,088 3.06% 612 $117 $130 $13 $176 $238 $62 $87 $76 ($11)

r. 12.5% to 15% 91,405 2.15% 602 $113 $128 $15 $175 $242 $67 $81 $71 ($10)

s. 15% to 20% 99,889 2.35% 541 $98 $114 $17 $159 $226 $67 $67 $58 ($9)

t. 20% to 25% 34,643 0.81% 506 $88 $107 $19 $148 $220 $72 $57 $50 ($7)

u. >25% 9,696 0.23% 405 $69 $89 $20 $123 $193 $70 $42 $36 ($6)

Grand Total 1,758,410 41.30% 616 $120 $124 $3 $160 $201 $41 $100 $85 ($15)



 



Rate2, All Climates, NC 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 8,888 0.21% 217 $40 $29 ($11) $34 $29 ‐$5 $43 $29 ($14)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 29,391 0.69% 246 $48 $37 ($11) $41 $38 ‐$3 $51 $36 ($14)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 87,062 2.04% 293 $56 $47 ($10) $51 $51 $0 $59 $44 ($14)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 89,183 2.09% 401 $84 $72 ($11) $80 $83 $4 $86 $67 ($19)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 141,905 3.33% 482 $108 $96 ($12) $109 $117 $8 $107 $85 ($22)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 168,872 3.97% 552 $123 $112 ($11) $129 $141 $13 $120 $97 ($23)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 214,928 5.05% 559 $122 $114 ($9) $131 $148 $16 $118 $97 ($21)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 258,964 6.08% 595 $132 $125 ($7) $149 $170 $22 $124 $103 ($21)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 280,275 6.58% 621 $138 $134 ($4) $159 $186 $27 $127 $107 ($20)

k. ‐2% to 0 277,043 6.51% 643 $143 $142 ($1) $172 $206 $34 $129 $109 ($19)

l. 0% to 2% 257,247 6.04% 668 $148 $150 $1 $188 $229 $41 $128 $110 ($18)

m. 2% to 4% 226,341 5.32% 676 $150 $155 $4 $198 $247 $48 $127 $109 ($17)

n. 4% to 6% 200,687 4.71% 679 $151 $158 $7 $206 $261 $55 $123 $107 ($16)

o. 6% to 8% 174,932 4.11% 639 $141 $151 $10 $201 $260 $58 $111 $97 ($14)

p. 8% to 10% 151,500 3.56% 655 $143 $156 $13 $211 $277 $67 $109 $96 ($14)

q. 10% to 12.5% 147,864 3.47% 622 $133 $148 $15 $201 $271 $69 $98 $86 ($12)

r. 12.5% to 15% 100,899 2.37% 611 $127 $145 $17 $199 $274 $75 $91 $80 ($11)

s. 15% to 20% 104,030 2.44% 550 $112 $131 $19 $182 $259 $77 $76 $66 ($10)

t. 20% to 25% 34,946 0.82% 517 $101 $123 $22 $172 $255 $83 $66 $57 ($8)

u. >25% 11,009 0.26% 441 $84 $108 $24 $151 $236 $85 $51 $44 ($7)

Grand Total 2,965,966 69.66% 595 $130 $131 $1 $164 $202 $38 $113 $96 ($18)



 



Rate2, Cool, NC 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 4,848 0.11% 172 $32 $23 ($9) $28 $24 ($4) $34 $22 ($11)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 19,392 0.46% 230 $48 $38 ($11) $41 $39 ($3) $52 $37 ($15)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 58,075 1.36% 258 $51 $43 ($9) $46 $46 $0 $54 $41 ($13)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 59,792 1.40% 366 $75 $65 ($10) $69 $73 $4 $78 $61 ($17)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 98,071 2.30% 461 $103 $91 ($11) $104 $111 $7 $102 $82 ($21)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 115,746 2.72% 491 $107 $98 ($10) $109 $120 $11 $106 $87 ($20)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 142,713 3.35% 514 $113 $105 ($8) $118 $133 $14 $110 $91 ($19)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 165,135 3.88% 537 $118 $112 ($6) $129 $147 $19 $113 $94 ($18)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 171,599 4.03% 555 $122 $118 ($4) $136 $159 $23 $115 $98 ($17)

k. ‐2% to 0 154,429 3.63% 563 $123 $122 ($1) $142 $170 $28 $114 $98 ($16)

l. 0% to 2% 123,321 2.90% 567 $124 $125 $1 $150 $183 $33 $111 $96 ($15)

m. 2% to 4% 95,041 2.23% 582 $130 $133 $4 $166 $206 $40 $111 $97 ($14)

n. 4% to 6% 69,084 1.62% 582 $128 $134 $6 $169 $213 $44 $107 $94 ($13)

o. 6% to 8% 54,540 1.28% 550 $120 $129 $8 $167 $216 $48 $97 $85 ($12)

p. 8% to 10% 40,198 0.94% 542 $117 $128 $11 $168 $221 $53 $92 $81 ($11)

q. 10% to 12.5% 28,078 0.66% 530 $111 $124 $12 $163 $220 $56 $85 $76 ($10)

r. 12.5% to 15% 17,170 0.40% 505 $107 $122 $14 $162 $223 $62 $80 $71 ($9)

s. 15% to 20% 12,625 0.30% 468 $94 $110 $16 $148 $211 $63 $67 $59 ($8)

t. 20% to 25% 3,232 0.08% 411 $77 $94 $17 $123 $188 $65 $54 $48 ($7)

u. >25% 808 0.02% 392 $82 $104 $22 $139 $218 $80 $53 $46 ($7)

Grand Total 1,433,897 33.68% 514 $112 $109 ($3) $129 $154 $24 $103 $87 ($16)



 



Rate2, Hot, NC 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 606 0.01% 519 $86 $62 ($23) $46 $42 ($5) $105 $73 ($32)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 2,222 0.05% 490 $86 $66 ($19) $71 $64 ($7) $93 $67 ($26)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 8,181 0.19% 455 $94 $77 ($17) $85 $82 ($3) $99 $75 ($24)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 7,171 0.17% 498 $103 $89 ($14) $102 $106 $4 $103 $80 ($23)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 10,403 0.24% 684 $172 $153 ($20) $165 $180 $15 $175 $139 ($37)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 12,120 0.28% 663 $141 $128 ($13) $156 $173 $17 $133 $106 ($27)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 16,261 0.38% 668 $143 $134 ($10) $152 $175 $23 $139 $113 ($26)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 19,190 0.45% 816 $185 $176 ($9) $218 $252 $34 $169 $138 ($31)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 23,230 0.55% 848 $190 $185 ($6) $232 $274 $42 $170 $140 ($30)

k. ‐2% to 0 24,442 0.57% 773 $179 $178 ($2) $228 $274 $46 $155 $129 ($26)

l. 0% to 2% 28,886 0.68% 842 $188 $190 $2 $250 $306 $56 $158 $132 ($25)

m. 2% to 4% 30,603 0.72% 780 $177 $183 $5 $240 $300 $60 $146 $124 ($22)

n. 4% to 6% 29,492 0.69% 811 $183 $192 $9 $258 $328 $70 $145 $124 ($21)

o. 6% to 8% 26,462 0.62% 711 $158 $169 $11 $232 $299 $67 $120 $103 ($17)

p. 8% to 10% 25,755 0.60% 755 $166 $181 $15 $257 $335 $79 $121 $104 ($17)

q. 10% to 12.5% 28,583 0.67% 724 $158 $175 $18 $250 $333 $83 $111 $96 ($15)

r. 12.5% to 15% 20,099 0.47% 688 $146 $166 $20 $239 $325 $86 $100 $87 ($13)

s. 15% to 20% 24,240 0.57% 618 $126 $147 $22 $212 $299 $87 $82 $71 ($11)

t. 20% to 25% 9,393 0.22% 570 $112 $137 $25 $200 $292 $92 $68 $59 ($9)

u. >25% 4,141 0.10% 541 $97 $123 $27 $180 $275 $95 $55 $48 ($7)

Grand Total 351,480 8.26% 730 $161 $166 $5 $220 $278 $58 $131 $110 ($21)



 



Rate2, Moderate, NC 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 3,434 0.08% 226 $45 $32 ($13) $41 $34 ($8) $46 $31 ($15)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 7,777 0.18% 216 $35 $27 ($8) $32 $30 ($2) $36 $26 ($10)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 20,806 0.49% 327 $55 $46 ($9) $55 $54 ($0) $55 $41 ($14)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 22,220 0.52% 466 $101 $87 ($14) $101 $104 $4 $101 $79 ($22)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 33,431 0.79% 483 $102 $91 ($11) $106 $114 $8 $100 $79 ($21)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 41,006 0.96% 692 $160 $146 ($14) $176 $192 $17 $153 $123 ($30)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 55,954 1.31% 642 $141 $131 ($10) $158 $178 $20 $132 $108 ($24)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 74,639 1.75% 665 $149 $142 ($7) $175 $200 $25 $137 $113 ($24)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 85,446 2.01% 692 $155 $150 ($5) $186 $218 $32 $139 $116 ($23)

k. ‐2% to 0 98,172 2.31% 736 $166 $164 ($2) $206 $247 $40 $145 $123 ($23)

l. 0% to 2% 105,040 2.47% 740 $166 $168 $2 $216 $263 $47 $141 $120 ($21)

m. 2% to 4% 100,697 2.37% 732 $162 $167 $5 $216 $269 $53 $135 $116 ($19)

n. 4% to 6% 102,111 2.40% 707 $157 $165 $8 $216 $274 $58 $128 $110 ($17)

o. 6% to 8% 93,930 2.21% 671 $148 $159 $10 $212 $274 $62 $117 $101 ($15)

p. 8% to 10% 85,547 2.01% 678 $149 $162 $13 $217 $287 $69 $114 $100 ($15)

q. 10% to 12.5% 91,203 2.14% 618 $132 $146 $15 $198 $267 $69 $98 $86 ($13)

r. 12.5% to 15% 63,630 1.49% 614 $127 $144 $17 $197 $272 $75 $92 $80 ($12)

s. 15% to 20% 67,165 1.58% 541 $110 $129 $19 $178 $254 $76 $76 $66 ($10)

t. 20% to 25% 22,321 0.52% 510 $100 $122 $22 $168 $250 $82 $66 $58 ($8)

u. >25% 6,060 0.14% 379 $76 $98 $22 $134 $212 $78 $47 $41 ($7)

Grand Total 1,180,589 27.73% 653 $143 $147 $4 $190 $239 $48 $119 $101 ($18)



 



Rate2, All Climates, C 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

b. <‐25% 3,434 0.08% 142 $17 $12 ($5) $17 $15 ($2) $17 $11 ($6)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 9,898 0.23% 189 $24 $19 ($5) $23 $22 ($1) $25 $17 ($7)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 25,149 0.59% 231 $27 $22 ($5) $23 $24 $1 $29 $21 ($7)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 28,785 0.68% 324 $40 $35 ($5) $34 $37 $3 $43 $33 ($10)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 47,369 1.11% 363 $45 $40 ($5) $43 $48 $4 $46 $36 ($10)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 59,186 1.39% 408 $55 $51 ($5) $57 $64 $7 $55 $44 ($11)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 88,274 2.07% 429 $56 $52 ($4) $60 $68 $8 $54 $44 ($10)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 117,463 2.76% 461 $61 $58 ($3) $68 $79 $11 $58 $48 ($10)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 132,916 3.12% 471 $63 $61 ($2) $72 $85 $13 $59 $49 ($9)

k. ‐2% to 0 143,622 3.37% 511 $69 $68 ($1) $83 $100 $17 $62 $53 ($9)

l. 0% to 2% 119,281 2.80% 523 $70 $71 $1 $87 $108 $20 $62 $53 ($9)

m. 2% to 4% 100,798 2.37% 568 $77 $80 $2 $102 $128 $26 $65 $56 ($9)

n. 4% to 6% 83,931 1.97% 592 $82 $86 $4 $112 $142 $30 $66 $57 ($9)

o. 6% to 8% 71,205 1.67% 611 $85 $90 $6 $122 $158 $36 $66 $57 ($9)

p. 8% to 10% 62,822 1.48% 601 $83 $91 $7 $124 $163 $39 $63 $54 ($8)

q. 10% to 12.5% 64,034 1.50% 602 $83 $93 $9 $129 $173 $44 $61 $53 ($8)

r. 12.5% to 15% 47,369 1.11% 583 $80 $91 $11 $128 $175 $47 $57 $49 ($7)

s. 15% to 20% 56,156 1.32% 560 $75 $88 $13 $126 $177 $52 $50 $43 ($7)

t. 20% to 25% 22,422 0.53% 513 $66 $81 $15 $116 $170 $54 $42 $36 ($5)

u. >25% 7,575 0.18% 431 $57 $73 $16 $108 $165 $57 $31 $27 ($4)

Grand Total 1,291,689 30.34% 503 $68 $69 $1 $88 $110 $22 $58 $49 ($9)



 



Rate2, Cool, C 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

b. <‐25% 2,525 0.06% 135 $16 $12 ($4) $14 $13 ($1) $18 $12 ($6)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 6,767 0.16% 148 $19 $15 ($4) $16 $16 ($0) $20 $14 ($6)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 14,746 0.35% 217 $25 $21 ($4) $21 $23 $1 $28 $20 ($7)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 17,473 0.41% 286 $36 $31 ($5) $31 $33 $3 $38 $29 ($9)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 27,674 0.65% 342 $45 $40 ($5) $43 $47 $4 $46 $36 ($10)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 34,744 0.82% 378 $52 $48 ($5) $52 $58 $6 $52 $42 ($10)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 48,480 1.14% 391 $52 $48 ($4) $53 $61 $8 $51 $42 ($9)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 62,317 1.46% 400 $53 $51 ($3) $57 $66 $9 $52 $43 ($9)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 70,599 1.66% 406 $53 $51 ($2) $57 $68 $11 $51 $43 ($8)

k. ‐2% to 0 66,761 1.57% 428 $58 $57 ($1) $66 $79 $14 $54 $46 ($8)

l. 0% to 2% 46,864 1.10% 441 $60 $60 $1 $70 $86 $16 $55 $48 ($7)

m. 2% to 4% 33,229 0.78% 454 $61 $63 $2 $75 $94 $20 $55 $47 ($7)

n. 4% to 6% 20,705 0.49% 472 $64 $67 $3 $82 $104 $23 $55 $49 ($7)

o. 6% to 8% 14,443 0.34% 469 $64 $68 $4 $87 $113 $26 $52 $46 ($6)

p. 8% to 10% 10,302 0.24% 470 $65 $71 $6 $92 $122 $30 $51 $45 ($6)

q. 10% to 12.5% 7,070 0.17% 428 $60 $67 $7 $90 $121 $32 $46 $40 ($6)

r. 12.5% to 15% 5,252 0.12% 457 $57 $65 $8 $86 $120 $33 $42 $37 ($5)

s. 15% to 20% 2,121 0.05% 401 $58 $68 $10 $92 $132 $40 $41 $36 ($5)

t. 20% to 25% 707 0.02% 413 $45 $54 $10 $67 $104 $36 $33 $29 ($4)

u. >25% 606 0.01% 186 $29 $39 $9 $51 $83 $32 $18 $16 ($2)

Grand Total 493,385 11.59% 399 $53 $52 ($1) $60 $72 $12 $50 $42 ($8)



 



Rate2, Hot, C 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

b. <‐25% 303 0.01% 256 $28 $20 ($8) $45 $35 ($11) $19 $13 ($6)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 606 0.01% 320 $33 $26 ($7) $29 $27 ($2) $35 $25 ($10)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 2,121 0.05% 391 $36 $30 ($6) $34 $35 $1 $36 $27 ($10)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 2,929 0.07% 507 $58 $50 ($8) $49 $53 $4 $62 $48 ($14)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 3,232 0.08% 461 $53 $47 ($6) $51 $56 $4 $53 $43 ($11)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 5,959 0.14% 587 $83 $76 ($7) $84 $95 $11 $83 $66 ($17)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 7,777 0.18% 563 $69 $64 ($5) $77 $87 $11 $65 $52 ($12)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 12,827 0.30% 672 $93 $88 ($5) $109 $126 $17 $85 $69 ($16)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 12,423 0.29% 611 $86 $83 ($3) $102 $121 $18 $78 $65 ($13)

k. ‐2% to 0 19,796 0.46% 665 $93 $92 ($1) $119 $143 $23 $79 $66 ($13)

l. 0% to 2% 18,685 0.44% 657 $90 $91 $1 $120 $147 $27 $75 $64 ($12)

m. 2% to 4% 19,291 0.45% 652 $90 $93 $3 $126 $156 $30 $72 $61 ($11)

n. 4% to 6% 16,463 0.39% 682 $94 $98 $5 $135 $170 $35 $73 $62 ($11)

o. 6% to 8% 15,857 0.37% 719 $96 $103 $7 $145 $187 $41 $71 $61 ($11)

p. 8% to 10% 15,756 0.37% 700 $99 $108 $9 $156 $202 $47 $71 $61 ($10)

q. 10% to 12.5% 18,079 0.42% 680 $94 $105 $11 $152 $202 $50 $66 $57 ($9)

r. 12.5% to 15% 14,342 0.34% 648 $89 $102 $12 $147 $200 $53 $61 $52 ($8)

s. 15% to 20% 21,311 0.50% 605 $81 $95 $14 $140 $195 $55 $52 $45 ($7)

t. 20% to 25% 9,393 0.22% 536 $69 $84 $15 $122 $179 $56 $42 $37 ($5)

u. >25% 3,333 0.08% 456 $62 $79 $18 $122 $184 $61 $31 $27 ($4)

Grand Total 220,483 5.18% 639 $87 $92 $5 $125 $160 $35 $68 $57 ($11)



 



Rate2, Moderate, C 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

b. <‐25% 606 0.01% 111 $14 $11 ($4) $15 $13 ($2) $14 $9 ($5)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 2,525 0.06% 267 $36 $28 ($8) $39 $36 ($2) $35 $24 ($10)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 8,282 0.19% 214 $27 $22 ($5) $23 $24 $1 $29 $22 ($7)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 8,383 0.20% 340 $44 $38 ($6) $37 $40 $3 $47 $37 ($11)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 16,463 0.39% 379 $44 $39 ($5) $43 $48 $5 $44 $35 ($10)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 18,483 0.43% 408 $53 $48 ($5) $58 $65 $7 $51 $40 ($10)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 32,017 0.75% 454 $59 $55 ($4) $65 $74 $9 $57 $46 ($11)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 42,319 0.99% 486 $64 $61 ($3) $73 $84 $11 $59 $49 ($10)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 49,894 1.17% 529 $72 $70 ($2) $85 $100 $15 $66 $55 ($11)

k. ‐2% to 0 57,065 1.34% 555 $74 $73 ($1) $91 $110 $19 $66 $55 ($10)

l. 0% to 2% 53,732 1.26% 549 $73 $73 $1 $92 $113 $21 $63 $53 ($10)

m. 2% to 4% 48,278 1.13% 612 $84 $86 $2 $112 $139 $28 $69 $59 ($10)

n. 4% to 6% 46,763 1.10% 613 $85 $90 $4 $118 $150 $32 $69 $59 ($10)

o. 6% to 8% 40,905 0.96% 619 $87 $93 $6 $125 $162 $37 $68 $59 ($9)

p. 8% to 10% 36,764 0.86% 596 $81 $89 $7 $119 $158 $38 $62 $54 ($8)

q. 10% to 12.5% 38,885 0.91% 597 $83 $92 $9 $125 $168 $44 $62 $53 ($8)

r. 12.5% to 15% 27,775 0.65% 573 $80 $91 $11 $126 $173 $47 $57 $50 ($7)

s. 15% to 20% 32,724 0.77% 542 $72 $85 $12 $119 $169 $50 $49 $42 ($6)

t. 20% to 25% 12,322 0.29% 501 $66 $80 $14 $114 $167 $54 $42 $36 ($5)

u. >25% 3,636 0.09% 450 $57 $73 $16 $105 $162 $57 $33 $29 ($4)

Grand Total 577,821 13.57% 540 $73 $75 $3 $97 $124 $26 $61 $51 ($9)



 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rate 3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Rate3, All Climates, All 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

Spring 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Spring 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Spring 

Monthly Bills

b. <‐25% 5,656 0.13% 84 $18 $11 ($6) $20 $15 ($5) $16 $13 ($4) $15 $10 ($6)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 21,917 0.51% 108 $17 $13 ($4) $16 $16 ($1) $27 $21 ($6) $17 $11 ($6)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 61,004 1.43% 203 $34 $29 ($6) $27 $27 $0 $48 $38 ($10) $36 $27 ($9)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 51,712 1.21% 355 $69 $60 ($9) $56 $59 $4 $84 $68 ($16) $74 $57 ($17)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 98,576 2.32% 595 $135 $120 ($15) $131 $142 $11 $139 $113 ($26) $136 $105 ($30)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 168,670 3.96% 526 $115 $104 ($10) $115 $128 $13 $120 $99 ($22) $110 $86 ($23)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 290,577 6.82% 512 $107 $100 ($7) $111 $127 $16 $108 $89 ($19) $101 $80 ($21)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 432,987 10.17% 537 $110 $105 ($5) $121 $142 $21 $108 $90 ($18) $102 $82 ($20)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 524,089 12.31% 539 $106 $103 ($3) $120 $144 $24 $101 $86 ($16) $96 $78 ($18)

k. ‐2% to 0 525,301 12.34% 579 $113 $111 ($1) $135 $164 $29 $104 $89 ($16) $99 $81 ($18)

l. 0% to 2% 444,602 10.44% 604 $116 $118 $1 $147 $182 $35 $103 $88 ($15) $99 $82 ($17)

m. 2% to 4% 363,196 8.53% 630 $121 $125 $4 $164 $206 $42 $100 $86 ($15) $100 $83 ($17)

n. 4% to 6% 312,999 7.35% 641 $126 $132 $6 $178 $228 $50 $100 $85 ($14) $101 $84 ($17)

o. 6% to 8% 256,035 6.01% 633 $123 $131 $9 $181 $235 $54 $93 $80 ($13) $95 $79 ($16)

p. 8% to 10% 220,988 5.19% 625 $119 $130 $11 $181 $239 $59 $87 $74 ($12) $90 $75 ($15)

q. 10% to 12.5% 199,980 4.70% 585 $109 $121 $12 $170 $230 $60 $77 $66 ($11) $80 $67 ($13)

r. 12.5% to 15% 125,038 2.94% 571 $104 $118 $14 $168 $233 $65 $70 $59 ($11) $74 $62 ($12)

s. 15% to 20% 114,534 2.69% 529 $93 $108 $16 $157 $224 $67 $60 $50 ($9) $62 $52 ($10)

t. 20% to 25% 30,805 0.72% 477 $79 $96 $17 $139 $207 $68 $48 $40 ($8) $51 $43 ($9)

u. >25% 8,989 0.21% 404 $66 $84 $18 $122 $189 $67 $38 $31 ($7) $37 $31 ($6)

Grand Total 4,257,655 100.00% 567 $111 $112 $1 $141 $176 $35 $97 $82 ($15) $95 $78 ($17)



 



 

 

Rate3, Cool, All 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

Spring 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Spring 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Spring 

Monthly Bills

b. <‐25% 3,838 0.09% 84 $14 $10 ($4) $14 $12 ($1) $14 $9 ($5) $14 $9 ($5)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 14,645 0.34% 107 $17 $13 ($4) $16 $16 ($1) $18 $13 ($5) $17 $11 ($6)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 37,370 0.88% 173 $31 $25 ($5) $25 $26 $0 $35 $27 ($8) $30 $22 ($8)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 32,118 0.75% 338 $69 $60 ($9) $55 $59 $4 $78 $63 ($15) $72 $56 ($17)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 66,660 1.57% 538 $125 $111 ($14) $121 $130 $9 $130 $106 ($25) $122 $95 ($27)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 121,099 2.84% 484 $105 $96 ($9) $104 $116 $12 $109 $89 ($20) $100 $79 ($21)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 205,535 4.83% 467 $96 $90 ($7) $98 $113 $15 $98 $81 ($17) $91 $73 ($18)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 279,164 6.56% 475 $96 $91 ($5) $102 $120 $18 $95 $79 ($15) $89 $72 ($17)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 321,887 7.56% 482 $94 $92 ($3) $104 $124 $20 $92 $78 ($14) $86 $70 ($15)

k. ‐2% to 0 289,163 6.79% 507 $98 $97 ($1) $113 $137 $24 $92 $79 ($13) $87 $72 ($15)

l. 0% to 2% 196,546 4.62% 521 $101 $102 $1 $124 $153 $29 $90 $78 ($13) $87 $73 ($14)

m. 2% to 4% 126,048 2.96% 540 $107 $110 $3 $141 $177 $36 $91 $78 ($13) $90 $75 ($15)

n. 4% to 6% 86,961 2.04% 544 $109 $115 $5 $152 $194 $42 $87 $75 ($12) $89 $75 ($14)

o. 6% to 8% 59,489 1.40% 527 $107 $114 $7 $155 $202 $46 $82 $70 ($11) $84 $71 ($14)

p. 8% to 10% 37,774 0.89% 499 $100 $109 $9 $149 $198 $49 $74 $64 ($11) $77 $64 ($12)

q. 10% to 12.5% 26,462 0.62% 467 $89 $99 $10 $134 $184 $49 $65 $56 ($9) $68 $58 ($11)

r. 12.5% to 15% 11,817 0.28% 463 $89 $101 $12 $141 $196 $55 $62 $53 ($9) $66 $55 ($11)

s. 15% to 20% 8,585 0.20% 384 $73 $85 $12 $116 $169 $53 $50 $42 ($8) $52 $43 ($9)

t. 20% to 25% 1,313 0.03% 374 $69 $83 $15 $116 $175 $58 $45 $38 ($7) $44 $37 ($7)

u. >25% 808 0.02% 310 $60 $77 $17 $105 $165 $60 $40 $35 ($6) $34 $30 ($5)

Grand Total 1,927,282 45.27% 485 $97 $95 ($2) $112 $135 $23 $91 $77 ($14) $87 $71 ($16)



 



 

 

Rate3, Hot, All 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

Spring 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Spring 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Spring 

Monthly Bills

b. <‐25% 101 0.00% 106 $14 $10 ($4) $13 $12 ($1) $14 $10 ($4) $14 $9 ($5)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 1,313 0.03% 130 $18 $14 ($4) $16 $15 ($1) $19 $14 ($5) $18 $12 ($6)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 7,878 0.19% 387 $73 $61 ($12) $52 $52 $0 $83 $67 ($16) $84 $65 ($20)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 6,262 0.15% 418 $63 $54 ($9) $47 $50 $3 $67 $55 ($13) $76 $59 ($17)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 9,494 0.22% 878 $185 $165 ($20) $164 $181 $17 $182 $148 ($34) $218 $170 ($48)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 10,201 0.24% 626 $132 $120 ($12) $123 $141 $17 $134 $109 ($24) $140 $110 ($30)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 17,776 0.42% 672 $140 $131 ($10) $139 $163 $24 $142 $117 ($25) $140 $110 ($29)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 29,290 0.69% 770 $164 $155 ($8) $182 $214 $32 $154 $128 ($26) $155 $124 ($31)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 38,077 0.89% 696 $138 $133 ($4) $160 $192 $32 $127 $106 ($21) $125 $101 ($24)

k. ‐2% to 0 54,237 1.27% 759 $148 $147 ($2) $185 $225 $40 $130 $109 ($21) $129 $104 ($25)

l. 0% to 2% 56,863 1.34% 735 $145 $146 $1 $191 $236 $45 $121 $102 ($19) $124 $101 ($23)

m. 2% to 4% 56,863 1.34% 707 $134 $138 $4 $188 $235 $47 $105 $89 ($16) $110 $90 ($20)

n. 4% to 6% 55,045 1.29% 764 $150 $157 $8 $219 $279 $60 $113 $96 ($17) $120 $98 ($22)

o. 6% to 8% 47,268 1.11% 726 $132 $142 $9 $201 $260 $59 $96 $82 ($14) $101 $83 ($18)

p. 8% to 10% 48,884 1.15% 720 $134 $146 $12 $212 $278 $66 $91 $77 ($13) $101 $83 ($18)

q. 10% to 12.5% 48,581 1.14% 644 $117 $130 $13 $191 $255 $65 $78 $66 ($12) $84 $70 ($14)

r. 12.5% to 15% 33,936 0.80% 654 $117 $133 $16 $197 $269 $72 $74 $63 ($11) $83 $69 ($14)

s. 15% to 20% 33,936 0.80% 584 $97 $114 $16 $172 $241 $69 $58 $49 ($9) $64 $53 ($11)

t. 20% to 25% 11,918 0.28% 493 $81 $98 $18 $146 $215 $69 $46 $38 ($8) $52 $43 ($9)

u. >25% 4,040 0.09% 456 $70 $89 $19 $135 $205 $70 $38 $32 ($7) $38 $31 ($7)

Grand Total 571,963 13.43% 695 $132 $137 $5 $184 $234 $50 $105 $88 ($17) $110 $89 ($21)



 



 

 

Rate3, Moderate, All 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Winter 

Monthly Bills

Spring 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Spring 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference in 

Spring 

Monthly Bills

b. <‐25% 1,717 0.04% 82 $27 $14 ($13) $33 $21 ($13) $28 $11 ($17) $18 $12 ($6)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 5,959 0.14% 105 $17 $13 ($4) $16 $15 ($1) $17 $12 ($5) $17 $11 ($6)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 15,756 0.37% 184 $23 $19 ($4) $18 $19 $1 $27 $21 ($6) $25 $19 ($7)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 13,332 0.31% 367 $72 $62 ($10) $60 $63 $3 $77 $62 ($15) $78 $60 ($18)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 22,422 0.53% 645 $145 $130 ($16) $147 $159 $11 $146 $118 ($28) $142 $110 ($32)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 37,370 0.88% 635 $142 $129 ($13) $147 $164 $17 $142 $116 ($26) $135 $105 ($29)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 67,266 1.58% 606 $131 $122 ($9) $143 $162 $20 $127 $105 ($22) $121 $95 ($25)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 124,533 2.92% 622 $131 $124 ($7) $150 $175 $25 $123 $102 ($21) $118 $94 ($24)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 164,125 3.85% 615 $122 $118 ($4) $143 $171 $28 $113 $95 ($18) $108 $88 ($21)

k. ‐2% to 0 181,901 4.27% 640 $126 $124 ($1) $154 $187 $33 $113 $95 ($17) $109 $89 ($20)

l. 0% to 2% 191,193 4.49% 650 $124 $125 $1 $159 $196 $38 $108 $92 ($16) $104 $86 ($18)

m. 2% to 4% 180,285 4.23% 669 $127 $131 $4 $172 $217 $44 $105 $90 ($16) $104 $86 ($18)

n. 4% to 6% 170,993 4.02% 651 $127 $133 $6 $179 $229 $50 $101 $86 ($15) $102 $84 ($17)

o. 6% to 8% 149,278 3.51% 645 $126 $135 $9 $184 $240 $56 $96 $83 ($14) $98 $82 ($16)

p. 8% to 10% 134,330 3.16% 626 $119 $130 $11 $178 $237 $59 $89 $76 ($13) $90 $76 ($15)

q. 10% to 12.5% 124,937 2.93% 586 $110 $122 $12 $170 $231 $61 $78 $67 ($11) $82 $68 ($13)

r. 12.5% to 15% 79,285 1.86% 552 $100 $114 $14 $160 $223 $63 $69 $59 ($10) $72 $60 ($12)

s. 15% to 20% 72,013 1.69% 520 $93 $109 $16 $155 $222 $67 $62 $52 ($10) $63 $53 ($10)

t. 20% to 25% 17,574 0.41% 473 $79 $96 $17 $136 $204 $68 $49 $41 ($8) $52 $43 ($8)

u. >25% 4,141 0.10% 370 $62 $80 $17 $113 $178 $65 $36 $30 ($6) $37 $31 ($6)

Grand Total 1,758,410 41.30% 616 $120 $123 $3 $160 $202 $43 $101 $85 ($16) $99 $81 ($18)



 



 

 

Rate3, All Climates, NC 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

Spring 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Spring 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Spring 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 1,919 0.05% 73 $27 $15 ($12) $32 $21 ($12) $28 $12 ($16) $19 $13 ($6)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 16,160 0.38% 107 $18 $14 ($4) $17 $17 ($1) $19 $14 ($5) $18 $12 ($6)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 49,288 1.16% 214 $38 $32 ($6) $30 $30 $0 $44 $35 ($9) $41 $31 ($10)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 41,612 0.98% 383 $78 $67 ($10) $64 $68 $4 $86 $69 ($17) $82 $63 ($19)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 80,295 1.89% 659 $158 $141 ($18) $154 $166 $12 $161 $131 ($31) $158 $122 ($35)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 135,037 3.17% 570 $132 $120 ($12) $133 $149 $15 $134 $110 ($24) $127 $100 ($27)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 225,533 5.30% 552 $124 $115 ($9) $129 $148 $19 $123 $102 ($21) $117 $93 ($24)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 311,686 7.32% 588 $132 $125 ($7) $146 $171 $25 $127 $106 ($21) $121 $97 ($24)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 358,247 8.41% 581 $128 $124 ($4) $146 $175 $28 $121 $102 ($19) $115 $94 ($21)

k. ‐2% to 0 349,056 8.20% 620 $136 $134 ($1) $163 $198 $35 $124 $105 ($18) $119 $98 ($21)

l. 0% to 2% 292,294 6.87% 637 $139 $140 $1 $177 $218 $42 $121 $103 ($18) $118 $98 ($21)

m. 2% to 4% 240,077 5.64% 656 $143 $147 $4 $194 $243 $49 $118 $100 ($17) $118 $98 ($20)

n. 4% to 6% 218,564 5.13% 655 $144 $151 $7 $203 $260 $57 $113 $97 ($16) $116 $97 ($20)

o. 6% to 8% 175,942 4.13% 650 $141 $151 $10 $207 $269 $62 $107 $92 ($15) $110 $92 ($18)

p. 8% to 10% 153,520 3.61% 626 $134 $145 $12 $203 $268 $66 $98 $84 ($14) $101 $85 ($17)

q. 10% to 12.5% 135,239 3.18% 584 $122 $136 $14 $191 $259 $68 $87 $74 ($13) $91 $76 ($15)

r. 12.5% to 15% 82,315 1.93% 576 $118 $134 $16 $191 $265 $74 $80 $68 ($12) $85 $71 ($14)

s. 15% to 20% 75,851 1.78% 528 $104 $122 $18 $175 $250 $75 $68 $58 ($11) $71 $59 ($12)

t. 20% to 25% 18,079 0.42% 467 $92 $112 $20 $159 $238 $79 $56 $47 ($9) $60 $50 ($10)

u. >25% 5,252 0.12% 413 $74 $95 $20 $135 $211 $76 $44 $37 ($8) $43 $36 ($7)

Grand Total 2,965,966 69.66% 595 $130 $131 $1 $164 $204 $40 $114 $96 ($18) $112 $91 ($20)



 



 

 

Rate3, Cool, NC 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

Spring 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Spring 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Spring 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 1,111 0.03% 65 $16 $12 ($4) $15 $13 ($2) $16 $11 ($5) $17 $11 ($6)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 10,706 0.25% 110 $18 $14 ($4) $18 $17 ($1) $19 $14 ($5) $18 $12 ($6)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 29,694 0.70% 182 $34 $29 ($6) $28 $28 $0 $40 $31 ($9) $34 $25 ($9)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 26,058 0.61% 365 $79 $69 ($10) $64 $69 $4 $89 $72 ($17) $83 $64 ($19)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 56,055 1.32% 586 $142 $126 ($16) $138 $148 $10 $147 $119 ($28) $138 $107 ($31)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 98,273 2.31% 519 $119 $109 ($11) $120 $133 $14 $123 $101 ($22) $113 $89 ($24)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 162,004 3.81% 498 $110 $102 ($8) $113 $129 $16 $111 $92 ($19) $103 $82 ($21)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 206,040 4.84% 512 $112 $106 ($6) $120 $141 $20 $110 $93 ($18) $103 $84 ($20)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 228,765 5.37% 515 $112 $108 ($3) $124 $148 $24 $108 $91 ($16) $101 $83 ($18)

k. ‐2% to 0 201,192 4.73% 537 $115 $114 ($1) $133 $162 $29 $108 $93 ($15) $102 $85 ($17)

l. 0% to 2% 137,158 3.22% 548 $117 $118 $1 $145 $180 $34 $104 $90 ($15) $101 $84 ($17)

m. 2% to 4% 92,314 2.17% 567 $123 $127 $4 $162 $204 $42 $104 $89 ($14) $104 $87 ($17)

n. 4% to 6% 68,579 1.61% 559 $121 $127 $6 $168 $215 $46 $96 $83 ($13) $98 $83 ($16)

o. 6% to 8% 46,662 1.10% 547 $119 $127 $8 $173 $224 $51 $91 $78 ($13) $94 $79 ($15)

p. 8% to 10% 30,704 0.72% 507 $108 $118 $10 $162 $215 $53 $81 $69 ($12) $83 $70 ($13)

q. 10% to 12.5% 20,200 0.47% 472 $99 $109 $11 $148 $203 $54 $72 $62 ($10) $76 $64 ($12)

r. 12.5% to 15% 9,696 0.23% 481 $97 $110 $13 $153 $213 $60 $67 $57 ($10) $72 $60 ($11)

s. 15% to 20% 7,272 0.17% 393 $78 $91 $13 $125 $182 $57 $54 $46 ($9) $56 $47 ($9)

t. 20% to 25% 1,010 0.02% 414 $80 $97 $17 $136 $203 $67 $53 $45 ($8) $50 $42 ($8)

u. >25% 404 0.01% 375 $83 $105 $22 $143 $223 $80 $56 $49 ($7) $49 $43 ($6)

Grand Total 1,433,897 33.68% 514 $112 $109 ($3) $129 $156 $27 $105 $89 ($16) $100 $82 ($18)



 



 

 

Rate3, Hot, NC 

 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

Spring 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Spring 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Spring 

Monthly 

Bills

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 1,313 0.03% 130 $18 $14 ($4) $16 $15 ($1) $19 $14 ($5) $18 $12 ($6)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 7,070 0.17% 396 $79 $66 ($13) $56 $56 $0 $90 $72 ($17) $92 $71 ($21)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 5,151 0.12% 424 $72 $62 ($10) $54 $57 $3 $76 $62 ($14) $87 $67 ($20)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 7,777 0.18% 968 $217 $193 ($24) $195 $215 $19 $211 $171 ($39) $256 $200 ($56)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 8,181 0.19% 670 $150 $136 ($14) $141 $161 $20 $150 $122 ($28) $162 $128 ($35)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 13,332 0.31% 697 $164 $152 ($11) $165 $193 $28 $162 $133 ($29) $165 $131 ($35)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 20,503 0.48% 822 $193 $184 ($10) $218 $256 $38 $179 $148 ($31) $185 $147 ($38)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 22,826 0.54% 761 $174 $169 ($5) $206 $247 $41 $157 $131 ($26) $159 $128 ($31)

k. ‐2% to 0 32,421 0.76% 840 $189 $187 ($2) $238 $289 $51 $164 $137 ($27) $166 $134 ($32)

l. 0% to 2% 35,754 0.84% 769 $175 $176 $2 $230 $285 $54 $144 $122 ($22) $151 $123 ($28)

m. 2% to 4% 33,128 0.78% 761 $169 $174 $5 $240 $299 $59 $131 $111 ($20) $139 $114 ($26)

n. 4% to 6% 33,431 0.79% 807 $182 $191 $9 $264 $337 $73 $136 $115 ($21) $148 $121 ($27)

o. 6% to 8% 27,371 0.64% 746 $160 $171 $11 $242 $313 $71 $117 $99 ($17) $124 $102 ($21)

p. 8% to 10% 29,391 0.69% 726 $157 $171 $14 $249 $327 $78 $106 $90 ($16) $119 $98 ($21)

q. 10% to 12.5% 28,179 0.66% 649 $139 $154 $16 $226 $302 $76 $93 $79 ($14) $100 $83 ($17)

r. 12.5% to 15% 18,685 0.44% 686 $146 $165 $20 $243 $333 $90 $92 $79 ($14) $104 $87 ($17)

s. 15% to 20% 18,483 0.43% 584 $116 $135 $20 $203 $285 $82 $70 $59 ($11) $76 $63 ($13)

t. 20% to 25% 6,363 0.15% 494 $97 $118 $21 $173 $256 $83 $56 $47 ($9) $63 $52 ($11)

u. >25% 2,121 0.05% 495 $80 $101 $22 $147 $228 $80 $46 $38 ($8) $45 $37 ($8)

Grand Total 351,480 8.26% 730 $161 $166 $5 $220 $279 $59 $128 $108 ($21) $136 $111 ($26)



 



 

Rate3, Moderate, NC 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 
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Bills
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Average 
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Tiered Bill

 Winter 
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TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

Spring 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Spring 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Spring 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 808 0.02% 84 $43 $20 ($23) $56 $31 ($25) $45 $14 ($31) $23 $16 ($6)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 4,141 0.10% 92 $18 $14 ($4) $17 $16 ($1) $18 $13 ($5) $18 $12 ($6)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 12,524 0.29% 187 $25 $21 ($4) $19 $20 $0 $28 $22 ($6) $28 $21 ($7)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 10,403 0.24% 407 $77 $67 ($10) $69 $71 $3 $84 $68 ($16) $77 $59 ($18)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 16,463 0.39% 763 $186 $165 ($20) $191 $205 $14 $186 $150 ($36) $178 $138 ($40)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 28,583 0.67% 715 $171 $156 ($15) $179 $199 $20 $170 $139 ($31) $163 $127 ($35)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 50,197 1.18% 686 $159 $148 ($11) $174 $198 $24 $154 $127 ($27) $146 $116 ($30)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 85,143 2.00% 713 $166 $157 ($8) $191 $223 $31 $155 $128 ($27) $149 $119 ($30)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 106,656 2.51% 684 $153 $148 ($4) $182 $216 $34 $140 $118 ($23) $135 $109 ($26)

k. ‐2% to 0 115,443 2.71% 702 $157 $155 ($2) $195 $236 $41 $139 $118 ($22) $135 $110 ($25)

l. 0% to 2% 119,382 2.80% 698 $153 $154 $2 $197 $243 $46 $132 $112 ($20) $129 $106 ($23)

m. 2% to 4% 114,635 2.69% 698 $151 $156 $5 $206 $259 $53 $125 $106 ($19) $123 $102 ($21)

n. 4% to 6% 116,554 2.74% 668 $147 $154 $7 $207 $264 $58 $117 $100 ($17) $118 $98 ($20)

o. 6% to 8% 101,909 2.39% 670 $146 $156 $10 $214 $278 $64 $112 $96 ($16) $114 $95 ($19)

p. 8% to 10% 93,425 2.19% 633 $134 $147 $12 $201 $268 $66 $100 $86 ($14) $102 $85 ($17)

q. 10% to 12.5% 86,860 2.04% 588 $123 $136 $14 $189 $257 $68 $88 $75 ($13) $92 $77 ($15)

r. 12.5% to 15% 53,934 1.27% 555 $113 $128 $15 $179 $250 $71 $78 $66 ($12) $81 $68 ($13)

s. 15% to 20% 50,096 1.18% 526 $104 $122 $18 $172 $247 $75 $70 $59 ($11) $71 $59 ($12)

t. 20% to 25% 10,706 0.25% 456 $90 $109 $20 $153 $230 $77 $57 $48 ($9) $60 $50 ($9)

u. >25% 2,727 0.06% 354 $69 $88 $19 $125 $197 $72 $41 $34 ($7) $40 $33 ($7)

Grand Total 1,180,589 27.73% 653 $143 $146 $3 $190 $240 $50 $120 $101 ($19) $118 $97 ($21)



 



Rate3, All, C 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 
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Tiered Bill 
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TOU Bill 
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Winter 
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Tiered Bill
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Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Spring 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 3,737 0.09% 89 $13 $10 ($4) $13 $12 ($1) $13 $9 ($4) $13 $8 ($5)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 5,757 0.14% 110 $14 $11 ($3) $13 $13 ($0) $14 $10 ($4) $15 $10 ($5)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 11,716 0.28% 158 $16 $13 ($3) $14 $15 $1 $18 $14 ($4) $15 $11 ($5)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 10,100 0.24% 240 $33 $28 ($4) $20 $24 $3 $37 $29 ($7) $43 $33 ($10)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 18,281 0.43% 314 $36 $32 ($4) $28 $32 $4 $41 $33 ($7) $39 $30 ($9)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 33,633 0.79% 351 $45 $41 ($4) $40 $46 $6 $50 $41 ($9) $43 $34 ($9)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 65,044 1.53% 372 $49 $45 ($3) $47 $55 $8 $52 $43 ($9) $46 $37 ($10)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 121,301 2.85% 408 $55 $52 ($3) $56 $67 $11 $56 $47 ($9) $51 $41 ($10)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 165,842 3.90% 449 $59 $58 ($2) $64 $78 $14 $59 $50 ($9) $54 $44 ($10)

k. ‐2% to 0 176,245 4.14% 498 $67 $66 ($1) $77 $95 $18 $63 $54 ($9) $59 $48 ($10)

l. 0% to 2% 152,308 3.58% 541 $73 $74 $1 $91 $114 $22 $66 $56 ($10) $63 $51 ($11)

m. 2% to 4% 123,119 2.89% 578 $79 $81 $2 $106 $133 $28 $66 $56 ($10) $65 $54 ($11)

n. 4% to 6% 94,435 2.22% 608 $85 $89 $4 $121 $154 $33 $67 $57 ($10) $66 $55 ($12)

o. 6% to 8% 80,093 1.88% 596 $82 $88 $6 $122 $159 $37 $62 $53 ($9) $63 $52 ($11)

p. 8% to 10% 67,468 1.58% 623 $86 $93 $8 $131 $174 $43 $62 $53 ($9) $65 $54 ($11)

q. 10% to 12.5% 64,741 1.52% 586 $80 $89 $9 $127 $172 $45 $55 $47 ($8) $59 $49 ($10)

r. 12.5% to 15% 42,723 1.00% 563 $75 $86 $10 $124 $171 $48 $50 $42 ($8) $54 $44 ($9)

s. 15% to 20% 38,683 0.91% 532 $70 $82 $12 $121 $171 $50 $43 $36 ($7) $46 $38 ($8)

t. 20% to 25% 12,726 0.30% 490 $61 $74 $13 $111 $163 $52 $35 $29 ($6) $39 $32 ($7)

u. >25% 3,737 0.09% 391 $53 $68 $15 $103 $158 $55 $28 $23 ($5) $29 $24 ($5)

Grand Total 1,291,689 30.34% 503 $68 $70 $2 $88 $112 $24 $59 $50 ($9) $57 $46 ($10)



 



Rate3, Cool, C 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 
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KWh 
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Monthly 
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Difference in 
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TOU Bill 
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in Spring 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 2,727 0.06% 92 $13 $10 ($4) $13 $12 ($1) $13 $9 ($4) $13 $8 ($5)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 3,939 0.09% 99 $14 $11 ($3) $13 $13 ($0) $14 $10 ($4) $14 $9 ($5)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 7,676 0.18% 137 $16 $13 ($3) $14 $15 $1 $17 $13 ($4) $16 $11 ($5)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 6,060 0.14% 221 $25 $22 ($3) $17 $19 $2 $30 $24 ($6) $26 $20 ($6)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 10,605 0.25% 284 $36 $32 ($4) $30 $34 $4 $41 $34 ($8) $37 $28 ($8)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 22,826 0.54% 335 $43 $39 ($4) $38 $44 $6 $48 $40 ($9) $42 $33 ($9)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 43,531 1.02% 351 $47 $44 ($3) $45 $53 $8 $50 $41 ($8) $45 $36 ($9)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 73,124 1.72% 370 $49 $47 ($2) $50 $59 $10 $51 $43 ($8) $47 $38 ($9)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 93,122 2.19% 400 $52 $50 ($2) $55 $67 $12 $52 $44 ($8) $48 $39 ($9)

k. ‐2% to 0 87,971 2.07% 437 $59 $58 ($1) $66 $81 $15 $57 $48 ($8) $52 $43 ($9)

l. 0% to 2% 59,388 1.39% 458 $63 $63 $1 $74 $93 $19 $58 $50 ($8) $55 $46 ($9)

m. 2% to 4% 33,734 0.79% 467 $64 $66 $2 $83 $105 $22 $55 $47 ($8) $53 $44 ($9)

n. 4% to 6% 18,382 0.43% 491 $67 $70 $3 $91 $118 $26 $55 $47 ($8) $54 $45 ($9)

o. 6% to 8% 12,827 0.30% 454 $63 $67 $4 $92 $120 $28 $48 $41 ($7) $49 $40 ($8)

p. 8% to 10% 7,070 0.17% 462 $63 $68 $6 $93 $125 $32 $47 $40 ($7) $48 $40 ($8)

q. 10% to 12.5% 6,262 0.15% 451 $58 $65 $7 $90 $123 $33 $41 $35 ($7) $44 $36 ($8)

r. 12.5% to 15% 2,121 0.05% 384 $54 $61 $7 $85 $118 $34 $37 $31 ($6) $40 $33 ($6)

s. 15% to 20% 1,313 0.03% 337 $42 $49 $7 $70 $100 $30 $27 $23 ($4) $29 $25 ($5)

t. 20% to 25% 303 0.01% 240 $33 $39 $7 $52 $81 $29 $21 $17 ($4) $25 $20 ($5)

u. >25% 404 0.01% 245 $37 $48 $11 $67 $107 $40 $25 $21 ($4) $19 $16 ($3)

Grand Total 493,385 11.59% 399 $53 $53 ($1) $60 $74 $14 $51 $43 ($8) $48 $39 ($9)



 



Rate3, Hot, C 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill
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Monthly 

TOU Bill
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Tiered Bill 
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Monthly 
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Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Spring 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 101 0.00% 106 $14 $10 ($4) $13 $12 ($1) $14 $10 ($4) $14 $9 ($5)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 808 0.02% 309 $18 $15 ($3) $14 $15 $0 $25 $19 ($5) $13 $10 ($4)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 1,111 0.03% 392 $23 $20 ($3) $16 $18 $2 $26 $21 ($5) $30 $23 ($7)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 1,717 0.04% 473 $41 $37 ($5) $24 $28 $4 $51 $43 ($9) $48 $37 ($10)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 2,020 0.05% 445 $58 $53 ($5) $52 $59 $7 $68 $57 ($12) $48 $38 ($10)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 4,444 0.10% 598 $71 $66 ($5) $60 $72 $12 $84 $70 ($14) $62 $50 ($13)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 8,787 0.21% 647 $94 $89 ($5) $99 $116 $17 $94 $79 ($15) $85 $69 ($16)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 15,251 0.36% 598 $83 $81 ($2) $92 $112 $19 $81 $68 ($13) $74 $60 ($14)

k. ‐2% to 0 21,816 0.51% 638 $88 $87 ($1) $107 $131 $23 $81 $68 ($12) $74 $60 ($14)

l. 0% to 2% 21,109 0.50% 677 $95 $96 $1 $125 $154 $29 $81 $68 ($12) $78 $64 ($14)

m. 2% to 4% 23,735 0.56% 633 $85 $87 $3 $115 $146 $30 $69 $59 ($10) $70 $57 ($13)

n. 4% to 6% 21,614 0.51% 698 $101 $106 $5 $150 $189 $39 $77 $66 ($11) $77 $63 ($14)

o. 6% to 8% 19,897 0.47% 698 $94 $101 $7 $145 $187 $42 $69 $59 ($10) $70 $58 ($12)

p. 8% to 10% 19,493 0.46% 711 $99 $108 $9 $156 $205 $49 $67 $57 ($10) $74 $61 ($13)

q. 10% to 12.5% 20,402 0.48% 637 $87 $97 $10 $142 $190 $49 $57 $49 ($9) $63 $52 ($11)

r. 12.5% to 15% 15,251 0.36% 615 $82 $94 $11 $140 $192 $52 $51 $43 ($8) $58 $48 ($10)

s. 15% to 20% 15,453 0.36% 585 $75 $88 $13 $135 $188 $54 $44 $37 ($7) $49 $41 ($9)

t. 20% to 25% 5,555 0.13% 493 $62 $76 $14 $115 $168 $53 $34 $29 ($6) $39 $32 ($7)

u. >25% 1,919 0.05% 413 $60 $76 $16 $121 $180 $59 $29 $24 ($5) $30 $24 ($5)

Grand Total 220,483 5.18% 639 $87 $92 $5 $125 $161 $36 $68 $58 ($10) $68 $56 ($12)



 



Rate3, Moderate, C 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 
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Monthly 

KWh 
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Monthly 
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Monthly 

TOU Bill
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Summer 
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Tiered Bill 
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TOU Bill 
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Monthly Bills
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Monthly 
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TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Spring 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 909 0.02% 80 $13 $9 ($4) $13 $12 ($1) $13 $8 ($4) $13 $8 ($5)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 1,818 0.04% 135 $14 $11 ($3) $13 $12 ($1) $15 $11 ($4) $16 $11 ($5)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 3,232 0.08% 170 $16 $14 ($3) $14 $15 $1 $19 $14 ($5) $15 $11 ($5)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 2,929 0.07% 224 $53 $45 ($7) $29 $35 $6 $54 $43 ($11) $81 $63 ($19)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 5,959 0.14% 320 $34 $30 ($4) $26 $30 $4 $36 $29 ($7) $41 $32 ($9)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 8,787 0.21% 373 $46 $42 ($4) $44 $50 $6 $50 $41 ($9) $44 $34 ($10)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 17,069 0.40% 368 $47 $44 ($3) $50 $58 $8 $47 $39 ($8) $45 $35 ($10)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 39,390 0.93% 425 $56 $53 ($3) $59 $70 $11 $56 $47 ($9) $52 $41 ($11)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 57,469 1.35% 488 $65 $63 ($2) $72 $87 $15 $63 $53 ($10) $59 $48 ($11)

k. ‐2% to 0 66,458 1.56% 533 $71 $71 ($1) $83 $102 $19 $67 $57 ($10) $63 $51 ($11)

l. 0% to 2% 71,811 1.69% 570 $76 $77 $1 $95 $119 $24 $68 $58 ($10) $64 $53 ($12)

m. 2% to 4% 65,650 1.54% 616 $85 $87 $3 $114 $144 $30 $71 $60 ($10) $69 $57 ($12)

n. 4% to 6% 54,439 1.28% 612 $84 $88 $4 $119 $152 $34 $67 $57 ($10) $66 $55 ($12)

o. 6% to 8% 47,369 1.11% 591 $82 $88 $6 $121 $158 $37 $63 $54 ($9) $64 $53 ($11)

p. 8% to 10% 40,905 0.96% 609 $83 $91 $8 $125 $167 $42 $61 $52 ($9) $64 $53 ($11)

q. 10% to 12.5% 38,077 0.89% 582 $80 $89 $9 $125 $170 $44 $56 $48 ($8) $59 $49 ($10)

r. 12.5% to 15% 25,351 0.60% 546 $73 $83 $10 $117 $164 $46 $50 $42 ($8) $52 $43 ($9)

s. 15% to 20% 21,917 0.51% 507 $67 $79 $12 $115 $164 $49 $43 $36 ($7) $45 $37 ($8)

t. 20% to 25% 6,868 0.16% 499 $61 $75 $13 $110 $162 $53 $36 $30 ($6) $40 $33 ($7)

u. >25% 1,414 0.03% 402 $49 $64 $14 $90 $142 $52 $28 $23 ($5) $32 $27 ($5)

Grand Total 577,821 13.57% 540 $73 $76 $3 $97 $125 $28 $61 $52 ($9) $60 $49 ($11)



 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Hot Zone Sampling – Rate 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Rate2, Hot, Senior, <100%FPG 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 505 0.01% 207 $27 $22 ($6) $22 $22 $0 $30 $22 ($9)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 606 0.01% 211 $25 $21 ($4) $23 $24 $0 $26 $20 ($7)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 404 0.01% 103 $23 $19 ($3) $17 $17 ($0) $25 $21 ($5)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 1,010 0.02% 397 $65 $58 ($7) $55 $60 $5 $71 $57 ($13)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 909 0.02% 398 $70 $64 ($6) $54 $64 $10 $78 $63 ($14)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 1,010 0.02% 609 $133 $123 ($9) $123 $145 $22 $138 $113 ($25)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 1,616 0.04% 857 $159 $151 ($8) $185 $216 $32 $146 $119 ($28)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 1,717 0.04% 648 $122 $118 ($4) $141 $167 $26 $112 $93 ($19)

k. ‐2% to 0 2,323 0.05% 575 $96 $95 ($1) $124 $148 $24 $82 $69 ($13)

l. 0% to 2% 3,131 0.07% 588 $87 $88 $1 $109 $136 $27 $77 $64 ($12)

m. 2% to 4% 2,727 0.06% 533 $86 $89 $3 $118 $149 $31 $70 $59 ($12)

n. 4% to 6% 2,727 0.06% 573 $93 $98 $5 $131 $168 $37 $74 $63 ($11)

o. 6% to 8% 1,818 0.04% 595 $93 $100 $6 $138 $180 $42 $71 $60 ($11)

p. 8% to 10% 2,323 0.05% 450 $80 $88 $7 $122 $163 $41 $60 $50 ($10)

q. 10% to 12.5% 2,222 0.05% 556 $96 $108 $11 $147 $200 $53 $71 $62 ($9)

r. 12.5% to 15% 1,111 0.03% 441 $83 $95 $12 $149 $200 $51 $51 $43 ($8)

s. 15% to 20% 2,525 0.06% 541 $81 $94 $14 $139 $194 $56 $52 $44 ($7)

t. 20% to 25% 1,717 0.04% 462 $73 $89 $16 $132 $192 $60 $44 $38 ($6)

u. >25% 202 0.00% 470 $76 $101 $25 $143 $228 $85 $42 $38 ($5)

Grand Total 30,603 0.72% 537 $90 $94 $3 $122 $157 $35 $74 $62 ($12)



 



Rate2, Hot, Senior, 100‐200% FPG 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 303 0.01% 280 $48 $39 ($9) $34 $36 $2 $56 $41 ($15)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 303 0.01% 247 $56 $48 ($8) $53 $60 $7 $58 $43 ($15)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 505 0.01% 732 $147 $131 ($16) $124 $141 $16 $159 $127 ($32)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 606 0.01% 951 $155 $141 ($14) $140 $160 $20 $163 $131 ($32)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 1,515 0.04% 824 $136 $126 ($10) $130 $153 $23 $138 $112 ($26)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 1,111 0.03% 597 $111 $105 ($6) $129 $149 $20 $101 $83 ($18)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 1,414 0.03% 690 $113 $109 ($3) $126 $150 $24 $106 $89 ($17)

k. ‐2% to 0 2,424 0.06% 834 $144 $142 ($1) $168 $207 $39 $131 $110 ($22)

l. 0% to 2% 3,131 0.07% 640 $111 $112 $1 $133 $168 $35 $101 $85 ($16)

m. 2% to 4% 2,424 0.06% 677 $136 $140 $4 $167 $214 $48 $121 $103 ($18)

n. 4% to 6% 1,515 0.04% 727 $125 $131 $6 $176 $225 $49 $100 $85 ($16)

o. 6% to 8% 2,121 0.05% 679 $118 $126 $8 $168 $218 $50 $93 $80 ($13)

p. 8% to 10% 2,222 0.05% 700 $128 $140 $12 $181 $244 $63 $101 $88 ($14)

q. 10% to 12.5% 1,818 0.04% 552 $106 $118 $12 $161 $217 $56 $78 $68 ($11)

r. 12.5% to 15% 1,616 0.04% 714 $118 $134 $16 $194 $263 $69 $80 $70 ($11)

s. 15% to 20% 2,020 0.05% 614 $104 $123 $18 $176 $249 $73 $69 $60 ($9)

t. 20% to 25% 1,111 0.03% 478 $69 $84 $15 $120 $178 $58 $43 $37 ($6)

u. >25% 808 0.02% 638 $83 $106 $23 $155 $235 $80 $47 $42 ($5)

Grand Total 26,967 0.63% 675 $118 $123 $5 $154 $201 $46 $100 $84 ($16)



 



Rate2, Hot, Senior, 200‐250% FPG 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 101 0.00% 146 $21 $15 ($6) $19 $14 ($5) $22 $15 ($7)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 101 0.00% 49 $15 $12 ($3) $14 $13 ($0) $15 $11 ($4)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 303 0.01% 285 $26 $22 ($4) $18 $20 $2 $30 $23 ($7)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 202 0.00% 196 $50 $43 ($7) $59 $65 $6 $45 $32 ($13)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 808 0.02% 361 $105 $96 ($9) $116 $136 $19 $100 $76 ($24)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 808 0.02% 478 $103 $95 ($7) $88 $104 $16 $111 $91 ($19)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 1,010 0.02% 1,140 $267 $254 ($14) $277 $326 $50 $263 $217 ($45)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 808 0.02% 1,017 $225 $219 ($6) $282 $335 $52 $197 $161 ($36)

k. ‐2% to 0 1,818 0.04% 610 $103 $102 ($1) $134 $159 $25 $88 $73 ($14)

l. 0% to 2% 1,818 0.04% 1,025 $212 $214 $2 $250 $318 $68 $193 $161 ($31)

m. 2% to 4% 1,515 0.04% 776 $178 $184 $6 $269 $327 $58 $133 $113 ($20)

n. 4% to 6% 1,414 0.03% 715 $115 $120 $6 $152 $200 $48 $96 $80 ($16)

o. 6% to 8% 1,212 0.03% 567 $98 $105 $7 $140 $183 $43 $77 $66 ($12)

p. 8% to 10% 1,212 0.03% 566 $97 $106 $9 $134 $183 $48 $78 $67 ($11)

q. 10% to 12.5% 1,414 0.03% 691 $131 $146 $15 $205 $273 $68 $94 $82 ($12)

r. 12.5% to 15% 1,818 0.04% 613 $107 $122 $15 $173 $238 $65 $74 $64 ($10)

s. 15% to 20% 1,616 0.04% 652 $105 $123 $18 $171 $242 $72 $71 $63 ($8)

t. 20% to 25% 808 0.02% 516 $79 $97 $18 $143 $209 $67 $47 $41 ($6)

u. >25% 404 0.01% 486 $93 $118 $26 $172 $259 $87 $53 $48 ($5)

Grand Total 19,190 0.45% 682 $132 $137 $5 $178 $229 $51 $109 $92 ($17)



 



Rate2, Hot, Senior, >250% FPG 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 101 0.00% 119 $26 $15 ($11) $34 $21 ($13) $21 $12 ($10)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 303 0.01% 463 $57 $45 ($12) $19 $18 ($1) $76 $59 ($18)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 1,919 0.05% 374 $64 $54 ($11) $43 $44 $1 $75 $58 ($17)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 1,919 0.05% 382 $66 $57 ($9) $53 $57 $3 $72 $57 ($15)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 2,020 0.05% 807 $238 $211 ($28) $217 $236 $19 $249 $198 ($51)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 2,121 0.05% 452 $86 $78 ($8) $93 $103 $10 $83 $66 ($16)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 4,646 0.11% 660 $139 $130 ($10) $143 $166 $23 $138 $111 ($26)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 4,141 0.10% 777 $165 $157 ($8) $181 $212 $31 $158 $130 ($28)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 5,555 0.13% 945 $213 $206 ($7) $239 $289 $50 $200 $165 ($35)

k. ‐2% to 0 4,040 0.09% 839 $180 $178 ($2) $214 $263 $49 $162 $136 ($27)

l. 0% to 2% 5,151 0.12% 949 $218 $220 $2 $277 $343 $66 $189 $159 ($30)

m. 2% to 4% 7,171 0.17% 852 $185 $190 $6 $231 $296 $65 $162 $138 ($24)

n. 4% to 6% 7,676 0.18% 967 $210 $220 $10 $277 $360 $83 $176 $150 ($26)

o. 6% to 8% 7,474 0.18% 734 $148 $159 $10 $208 $272 $64 $119 $102 ($17)

p. 8% to 10% 6,262 0.15% 944 $200 $218 $18 $303 $399 $96 $148 $127 ($21)

q. 10% to 12.5% 7,373 0.17% 750 $155 $172 $17 $237 $318 $82 $113 $98 ($15)

r. 12.5% to 15% 4,949 0.12% 768 $152 $173 $21 $241 $330 $89 $107 $94 ($14)

s. 15% to 20% 8,383 0.20% 656 $124 $146 $21 $203 $288 $85 $85 $74 ($10)

t. 20% to 25% 4,545 0.11% 629 $116 $142 $26 $202 $296 $94 $73 $65 ($8)

u. >25% 1,717 0.04% 529 $87 $111 $24 $156 $241 $85 $52 $46 ($7)

Grand Total 87,466 2.05% 772 $162 $170 $7 $216 $281 $64 $135 $114 ($21)



 



Rate2, Hot, Non Senior, <100% 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 606 0.01% 173 $32 $25 ($7) $33 $32 ($1) $30 $22 ($9)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 1,414 0.03% 831 $206 $167 ($38) $194 $182 ($12) $26 $20 ($7)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 1,818 0.04% 425 $76 $66 ($11) $59 $64 $5 $25 $21 ($5)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 2,020 0.05% 455 $83 $74 ($9) $86 $92 $6 $71 $57 ($13)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 3,232 0.08% 454 $72 $65 ($6) $76 $84 $9 $78 $63 ($14)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 4,040 0.09% 442 $59 $55 ($4) $68 $78 $10 $138 $113 ($25)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 3,838 0.09% 576 $88 $83 ($4) $102 $119 $16 $146 $119 ($28)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 4,646 0.11% 628 $100 $97 ($3) $124 $147 $23 $112 $93 ($19)

k. ‐2% to 0 6,565 0.15% 525 $79 $78 ($1) $101 $122 $21 $82 $69 ($13)

l. 0% to 2% 6,969 0.16% 644 $112 $113 $1 $157 $189 $31 $77 $64 ($12)

m. 2% to 4% 6,565 0.15% 571 $86 $89 $2 $120 $149 $29 $70 $59 ($12)

n. 4% to 6% 4,848 0.11% 574 $96 $101 $5 $142 $178 $36 $74 $63 ($11)

o. 6% to 8% 5,454 0.13% 612 $103 $110 $7 $160 $203 $44 $71 $60 ($11)

p. 8% to 10% 5,151 0.12% 661 $101 $110 $9 $159 $206 $47 $60 $50 ($10)

q. 10% to 12.5% 6,464 0.15% 619 $99 $110 $11 $160 $212 $52 $71 $62 ($9)

r. 12.5% to 15% 3,939 0.09% 592 $97 $110 $13 $159 $216 $58 $51 $43 ($8)

s. 15% to 20% 6,060 0.14% 594 $83 $97 $14 $144 $200 $56 $52 $44 ($7)

t. 20% to 25% 2,626 0.06% 512 $72 $88 $16 $127 $186 $59 $44 $38 ($6)

u. >25% 909 0.02% 324 $68 $88 $20 $140 $210 $71 $42 $38 ($5)

Grand Total 77,164 1.81% 572 $92 $95 $3 $129 $163 $33 $74 $62 ($12)



 



Rate2, Hot, Non Senior, 100‐200% FPG 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 202 0.00% 266 $32 $24 ($8) $30 $28 ($2) $33 $22 ($11)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 202 0.00% 53 $23 $18 ($5) $32 $30 ($2) $19 $12 ($7)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 1,717 0.04% 407 $65 $54 ($11) $66 $65 ($1) $65 $48 ($17)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 1,919 0.05% 770 $135 $116 ($18) $149 $153 $4 $128 $98 ($30)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 3,030 0.07% 575 $134 $119 ($15) $131 $144 $14 $136 $106 ($30)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 2,727 0.06% 607 $112 $102 ($10) $125 $140 $15 $106 $83 ($23)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 3,636 0.09% 703 $128 $119 ($9) $139 $159 $20 $122 $99 ($23)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 5,858 0.14% 675 $124 $118 ($6) $143 $167 $23 $114 $93 ($21)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 6,060 0.14% 636 $121 $117 ($4) $152 $178 $26 $105 $86 ($19)

k. ‐2% to 0 8,080 0.19% 690 $138 $137 ($1) $183 $217 $34 $115 $96 ($19)

l. 0% to 2% 8,484 0.20% 778 $149 $150 $1 $206 $248 $43 $120 $101 ($19)

m. 2% to 4% 8,282 0.19% 682 $129 $133 $4 $182 $225 $42 $102 $87 ($16)

n. 4% to 6% 7,575 0.18% 712 $137 $143 $7 $201 $251 $50 $104 $89 ($15)

o. 6% to 8% 5,858 0.14% 633 $117 $125 $8 $178 $227 $49 $86 $74 ($12)

p. 8% to 10% 7,676 0.18% 668 $120 $130 $11 $187 $243 $57 $86 $74 ($12)

q. 10% to 12.5% 5,656 0.13% 724 $124 $138 $14 $196 $262 $65 $88 $76 ($12)

r. 12.5% to 15% 6,161 0.14% 659 $122 $139 $17 $203 $276 $73 $81 $70 ($11)

s. 15% to 20% 6,565 0.15% 584 $101 $118 $18 $176 $245 $69 $63 $55 ($8)

t. 20% to 25% 2,020 0.05% 544 $85 $104 $18 $156 $226 $70 $50 $43 ($7)

u. >25% 1,212 0.03% 522 $78 $100 $21 $145 $223 $78 $45 $38 ($7)

Grand Total 92,920 2.18% 665 $124 $127 $4 $174 $217 $44 $98 $82 ($16)



 



Rate2, Hot, Non Senior, 200‐250% FPG 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 202 0.00% 252 $33 $24 ($9) $60 $45 ($15) $19 $13 ($6)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 505 0.01% 1,116 $186 $142 ($45) $171 $146 ($25) $194 $140 ($55)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 1,010 0.02% 590 $135 $109 ($26) $158 $149 ($9) $124 $90 ($34)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 1,313 0.03% 484 $77 $67 ($10) $75 $78 $4 $78 $61 ($17)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 1,414 0.03% 395 $60 $53 ($6) $61 $67 $6 $59 $47 ($13)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 2,626 0.06% 603 $124 $113 ($11) $137 $151 $14 $117 $94 ($24)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 2,929 0.07% 596 $112 $104 ($8) $129 $146 $17 $104 $83 ($21)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 4,141 0.10% 693 $122 $116 ($6) $156 $176 $19 $105 $86 ($19)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 2,727 0.06% 712 $141 $137 ($4) $177 $207 $31 $123 $102 ($21)

k. ‐2% to 0 3,939 0.09% 678 $115 $114 ($1) $154 $182 $28 $95 $79 ($16)

l. 0% to 2% 3,737 0.09% 769 $147 $148 $1 $208 $250 $42 $116 $97 ($19)

m. 2% to 4% 4,545 0.11% 660 $123 $126 $4 $171 $213 $42 $98 $83 ($15)

n. 4% to 6% 4,141 0.10% 684 $137 $144 $7 $198 $250 $52 $106 $91 ($15)

o. 6% to 8% 4,747 0.11% 687 $120 $129 $8 $178 $229 $51 $92 $79 ($13)

p. 8% to 10% 3,030 0.07% 730 $122 $132 $11 $197 $253 $56 $84 $72 ($12)

q. 10% to 12.5% 4,747 0.11% 686 $127 $141 $14 $206 $272 $66 $87 $76 ($11)

r. 12.5% to 15% 3,131 0.07% 660 $114 $130 $16 $188 $256 $67 $77 $67 ($10)

s. 15% to 20% 4,141 0.10% 563 $101 $118 $17 $173 $241 $68 $65 $56 ($9)

t. 20% to 25% 1,313 0.03% 525 $75 $92 $17 $134 $197 $63 $46 $40 ($6)

u. >25% 303 0.01% 335 $58 $75 $17 $125 $185 $60 $24 $20 ($5)

Grand Total 54,641 1.28% 656 $119 $123 $3 $169 $210 $41 $95 $79 ($16)



 



Rate2, Hot, Non Senior, >250% FPG 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 303 0.01% 861 $140 $104 ($37) $60 $58 ($2) $180 $127 ($54)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 606 0.01% 584 $98 $76 ($22) $74 $69 ($4) $110 $79 ($31)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 3,030 0.07% 352 $49 $40 ($8) $36 $37 $1 $55 $42 ($13)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 2,222 0.05% 578 $110 $95 ($15) $111 $115 $3 $110 $86 ($24)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 3,636 0.09% 820 $187 $166 ($21) $185 $201 $15 $188 $149 ($39)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 5,050 0.12% 920 $181 $165 ($16) $202 $223 $21 $171 $136 ($35)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 5,454 0.13% 703 $140 $131 ($9) $155 $176 $21 $133 $108 ($25)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 10,302 0.24% 856 $179 $170 ($9) $216 $249 $33 $160 $130 ($30)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 12,726 0.30% 819 $171 $166 ($5) $212 $248 $36 $151 $125 ($26)

k. ‐2% to 0 15,049 0.35% 832 $176 $174 ($2) $224 $269 $45 $151 $126 ($25)

l. 0% to 2% 15,150 0.36% 794 $159 $161 $2 $212 $259 $47 $133 $111 ($21)

m. 2% to 4% 16,665 0.39% 820 $169 $174 $5 $234 $290 $56 $136 $116 ($21)

n. 4% to 6% 16,059 0.38% 811 $165 $173 $8 $238 $300 $62 $128 $109 ($18)

o. 6% to 8% 13,635 0.32% 823 $164 $175 $12 $246 $315 $69 $122 $105 ($17)

p. 8% to 10% 13,635 0.32% 772 $161 $175 $14 $254 $329 $75 $114 $99 ($16)

q. 10% to 12.5% 16,968 0.40% 759 $149 $166 $17 $242 $321 $78 $103 $89 ($14)

r. 12.5% to 15% 11,716 0.28% 693 $129 $146 $17 $210 $285 $75 $88 $77 ($11)

s. 15% to 20% 14,241 0.33% 628 $111 $130 $19 $189 $265 $76 $72 $62 ($10)

t. 20% to 25% 4,646 0.11% 572 $96 $117 $21 $175 $254 $79 $57 $49 ($8)

u. >25% 1,919 0.05% 530 $85 $108 $23 $167 $249 $82 $44 $38 ($6)

Grand Total 183,012 4.30% 766 $153 $159 $6 $215 $271 $56 $122 $103 ($19)



 



Rate2, Hot, Senior, CARE, <200% FPG 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 101 0.00% 489 $56 $44 ($12) $33 $35 $2 $67 $48 ($19)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 202 0.00% 301 $24 $19 ($5) $20 $20 ($0) $25 $19 ($7)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 505 0.01% 492 $57 $50 ($6) $49 $54 $5 $60 $48 ($12)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 505 0.01% 670 $78 $70 ($7) $64 $74 $10 $84 $68 ($16)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 707 0.02% 390 $41 $38 ($3) $47 $54 $7 $38 $30 ($8)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 1,111 0.03% 841 $109 $104 ($6) $122 $145 $23 $103 $83 ($20)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 1,818 0.04% 665 $99 $96 ($3) $115 $134 $19 $91 $76 ($14)

k. ‐2% to 0 2,525 0.06% 682 $89 $87 ($1) $102 $126 $24 $82 $68 ($14)

l. 0% to 2% 3,131 0.07% 606 $75 $76 $1 $92 $114 $22 $66 $56 ($10)

m. 2% to 4% 2,525 0.06% 598 $80 $83 $3 $110 $139 $30 $66 $55 ($11)

n. 4% to 6% 2,525 0.06% 572 $71 $74 $4 $100 $128 $28 $56 $47 ($9)

o. 6% to 8% 2,323 0.05% 661 $92 $98 $6 $137 $177 $40 $69 $58 ($11)

p. 8% to 10% 2,222 0.05% 663 $95 $104 $9 $139 $185 $46 $73 $63 ($10)

q. 10% to 12.5% 1,717 0.04% 507 $67 $75 $8 $103 $139 $37 $50 $43 ($7)

r. 12.5% to 15% 1,313 0.03% 640 $88 $100 $12 $143 $194 $52 $61 $53 ($8)

s. 15% to 20% 2,929 0.07% 563 $73 $86 $13 $124 $175 $51 $48 $41 ($7)

t. 20% to 25% 1,818 0.04% 468 $63 $77 $14 $114 $166 $53 $37 $32 ($5)

u. >25% 707 0.02% 611 $69 $88 $19 $131 $198 $67 $38 $33 ($5)

Grand Total 28,684 0.67% 605 $79 $84 $5 $110 $144 $34 $64 $54 ($10)



 



Rate2, Hot, Senior, CARE, >200% FPG 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 101 0.00% 736 $68 $58 ($10) $37 $41 $5 $83 $66 ($18)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 202 0.00% 474 $58 $50 ($8) $51 $57 $6 $61 $46 ($15)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 202 0.00% 310 $35 $31 ($4) $35 $37 $2 $35 $28 ($7)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 505 0.01% 416 $59 $54 ($5) $60 $68 $8 $59 $47 ($12)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 808 0.02% 397 $57 $53 ($4) $57 $67 $10 $57 $47 ($11)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 1,212 0.03% 566 $86 $82 ($4) $100 $116 $16 $79 $64 ($15)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 1,414 0.03% 614 $95 $92 ($3) $116 $138 $22 $85 $70 ($15)

k. ‐2% to 0 1,919 0.05% 640 $86 $85 ($1) $109 $131 $22 $74 $62 ($12)

l. 0% to 2% 1,616 0.04% 654 $91 $92 $1 $116 $145 $29 $79 $66 ($13)

m. 2% to 4% 1,515 0.04% 651 $89 $92 $3 $123 $154 $31 $73 $61 ($12)

n. 4% to 6% 1,717 0.04% 697 $88 $92 $4 $124 $159 $35 $70 $59 ($11)

o. 6% to 8% 1,515 0.04% 693 $99 $106 $7 $148 $192 $44 $74 $62 ($12)

p. 8% to 10% 1,515 0.04% 562 $77 $84 $7 $109 $147 $38 $61 $53 ($8)

q. 10% to 12.5% 1,919 0.05% 675 $92 $103 $10 $142 $192 $50 $68 $58 ($10)

r. 12.5% to 15% 1,717 0.04% 710 $95 $108 $13 $158 $215 $57 $63 $55 ($9)

s. 15% to 20% 3,030 0.07% 639 $88 $103 $15 $142 $202 $60 $60 $53 ($7)

t. 20% to 25% 1,717 0.04% 516 $68 $83 $15 $118 $173 $55 $43 $38 ($5)

u. >25% 505 0.01% 363 $42 $54 $12 $78 $122 $44 $23 $20 ($4)

Grand Total 23,129 0.54% 614 $84 $90 $6 $120 $158 $38 $66 $56 ($10)



 



Rate2, Hot, Senior, NC, <200% FPG 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 404 0.01% 137 $20 $16 ($4) $19 $18 ($1) $21 $15 ($6)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 707 0.02% 215 $36 $29 ($6) $29 $30 $1 $39 $29 ($10)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 707 0.02% 165 $37 $32 ($5) $32 $35 $3 $39 $30 ($9)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 1,010 0.02% 516 $111 $99 ($12) $93 $103 $11 $120 $97 ($23)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 1,010 0.02% 594 $117 $106 ($11) $101 $117 $16 $125 $101 ($24)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 1,818 0.04% 874 $171 $159 ($12) $159 $187 $29 $177 $144 ($33)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 1,616 0.04% 690 $160 $152 ($8) $190 $219 $29 $145 $119 ($26)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 1,313 0.03% 669 $144 $139 ($5) $161 $194 $33 $135 $112 ($23)

k. ‐2% to 0 2,222 0.05% 736 $157 $155 ($1) $198 $238 $40 $136 $114 ($22)

l. 0% to 2% 3,131 0.07% 622 $124 $125 $1 $151 $190 $39 $111 $93 ($18)

m. 2% to 4% 2,626 0.06% 603 $138 $142 $4 $171 $219 $48 $122 $103 ($18)

n. 4% to 6% 1,717 0.04% 710 $155 $163 $7 $217 $276 $60 $124 $106 ($19)

o. 6% to 8% 1,616 0.04% 611 $128 $137 $9 $179 $234 $55 $103 $88 ($14)

p. 8% to 10% 2,323 0.05% 486 $112 $122 $10 $162 $219 $57 $87 $74 ($13)

q. 10% to 12.5% 2,323 0.05% 589 $125 $139 $14 $191 $258 $67 $92 $80 ($12)

r. 12.5% to 15% 1,414 0.03% 567 $119 $135 $16 $206 $277 $71 $75 $64 ($11)

s. 15% to 20% 1,616 0.04% 592 $124 $146 $22 $212 $298 $86 $80 $69 ($11)

t. 20% to 25% 1,010 0.02% 468 $87 $106 $18 $152 $223 $71 $55 $47 ($8)

u. >25% 303 0.01% 589 $110 $145 $34 $204 $318 $114 $64 $58 ($6)

Grand Total 28,886 0.68% 599 $127 $130 $4 $164 $210 $46 $108 $90 ($18)



 



Rate2, Hot, Senior, CARE, >200% FPG 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 202 0.00% 132 $23 $15 ($9) $27 $18 ($9) $22 $13 ($9)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 404 0.01% 359 $47 $37 ($10) $17 $17 ($1) $61 $47 ($14)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 2,121 0.05% 344 $59 $49 ($10) $40 $41 $1 $68 $53 ($15)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 1,919 0.05% 353 $65 $56 ($9) $54 $57 $3 $70 $56 ($15)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 1,818 0.04% 862 $261 $231 ($30) $238 $258 $21 $272 $217 ($56)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 2,424 0.06% 429 $98 $89 ($9) $107 $121 $14 $93 $73 ($20)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 4,646 0.11% 674 $147 $137 ($10) $148 $173 $24 $147 $119 ($28)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 3,939 0.09% 935 $216 $205 ($11) $230 $271 $40 $209 $173 ($36)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 4,949 0.12% 1,051 $249 $241 ($8) $281 $340 $58 $232 $191 ($41)

k. ‐2% to 0 3,939 0.09% 830 $190 $188 ($2) $228 $279 $51 $171 $143 ($28)

l. 0% to 2% 5,353 0.13% 1,064 $254 $257 $2 $317 $394 $78 $223 $188 ($35)

m. 2% to 4% 7,171 0.17% 878 $204 $210 $6 $262 $332 $70 $174 $149 ($26)

n. 4% to 6% 7,373 0.17% 981 $220 $231 $11 $289 $376 $87 $185 $158 ($27)

o. 6% to 8% 7,171 0.17% 715 $150 $161 $10 $209 $274 $65 $121 $104 ($17)

p. 8% to 10% 5,959 0.14% 964 $210 $229 $19 $319 $419 $101 $156 $134 ($22)

q. 10% to 12.5% 6,868 0.16% 759 $167 $186 $19 $257 $344 $88 $122 $106 ($16)

r. 12.5% to 15% 5,050 0.12% 731 $155 $176 $21 $244 $336 $92 $110 $96 ($14)

s. 15% to 20% 6,969 0.16% 663 $135 $159 $23 $222 $315 $93 $92 $81 ($11)

t. 20% to 25% 3,636 0.09% 657 $131 $160 $29 $228 $335 $106 $82 $73 ($9)

u. >25% 1,616 0.04% 570 $102 $130 $28 $184 $282 $98 $61 $54 ($7)

Grand Total 83,527 1.96% 795 $177 $184 $7 $234 $303 $68 $148 $125 ($23)



 



Rate2, Hot, non Senior, CARE, <200% FPG 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 101 0.00% 264 $18 $14 ($5) $17 $15 ($2) $19 $13 ($6)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 202 0.00% 131 $21 $16 ($5) $17 $16 ($1) $23 $16 ($6)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 1,111 0.03% 324 $34 $28 ($6) $35 $36 $1 $33 $24 ($9)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 1,616 0.04% 469 $49 $42 ($7) $39 $42 $3 $54 $42 ($12)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 1,616 0.04% 474 $49 $43 ($5) $45 $49 $5 $51 $40 ($10)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 2,525 0.06% 494 $68 $62 ($6) $70 $79 $9 $68 $54 ($14)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 4,040 0.09% 557 $63 $59 ($4) $72 $81 $10 $59 $47 ($11)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 5,353 0.13% 641 $90 $86 ($4) $108 $124 $16 $82 $67 ($15)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 5,353 0.13% 559 $72 $70 ($2) $85 $101 $16 $65 $54 ($11)

k. ‐2% to 0 7,878 0.19% 571 $77 $76 ($1) $98 $118 $19 $66 $55 ($11)

l. 0% to 2% 8,181 0.19% 664 $93 $94 $1 $126 $153 $27 $77 $65 ($12)

m. 2% to 4% 7,676 0.18% 634 $85 $88 $3 $119 $148 $29 $68 $58 ($11)

n. 4% to 6% 5,858 0.14% 672 $94 $98 $5 $138 $173 $35 $72 $61 ($11)

o. 6% to 8% 5,858 0.14% 690 $90 $96 $6 $139 $177 $38 $65 $56 ($9)

p. 8% to 10% 6,969 0.16% 698 $97 $105 $9 $153 $199 $46 $68 $59 ($10)

q. 10% to 12.5% 6,767 0.16% 674 $90 $101 $10 $146 $194 $48 $63 $54 ($9)

r. 12.5% to 15% 5,151 0.12% 618 $83 $95 $11 $138 $188 $50 $56 $48 ($8)

s. 15% to 20% 8,686 0.20% 608 $80 $94 $14 $139 $193 $54 $51 $44 ($7)

t. 20% to 25% 3,232 0.08% 566 $70 $86 $15 $126 $183 $57 $42 $37 ($5)

u. >25% 1,313 0.03% 370 $63 $81 $18 $131 $195 $64 $29 $24 ($5)

Grand Total 89,486 2.10% 613 $82 $86 $4 $118 $151 $32 $64 $54 ($10)



 



Rate2, Hot, Non Senior, CARE, >200% FPG 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 202 0.00% 252 $33 $24 ($9) $60 $45 ($15) $19 $13 ($6)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 303 0.01% 390 $34 $26 ($8) $36 $31 ($4) $33 $23 ($9)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 707 0.02% 473 $37 $31 ($6) $36 $37 $1 $38 $29 ($10)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 1,111 0.03% 568 $70 $61 ($9) $64 $68 $4 $73 $57 ($16)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 909 0.02% 453 $62 $55 ($6) $68 $72 $4 $59 $47 ($12)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 2,424 0.06% 703 $105 $95 ($9) $108 $122 $13 $103 $82 ($20)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 2,222 0.05% 690 $92 $86 ($6) $102 $115 $14 $88 $71 ($16)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 5,151 0.12% 691 $94 $89 ($5) $110 $127 $17 $86 $70 ($15)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 3,838 0.09% 656 $97 $94 ($3) $115 $136 $21 $87 $73 ($15)

k. ‐2% to 0 7,474 0.18% 764 $112 $111 ($1) $150 $178 $28 $93 $78 ($16)

l. 0% to 2% 5,757 0.14% 674 $94 $96 $1 $129 $157 $28 $77 $65 ($12)

m. 2% to 4% 7,575 0.18% 689 $98 $101 $3 $138 $170 $32 $79 $67 ($12)

n. 4% to 6% 6,363 0.15% 730 $104 $109 $5 $149 $187 $38 $81 $70 ($11)

o. 6% to 8% 6,161 0.14% 776 $103 $110 $7 $153 $198 $44 $77 $66 ($11)

p. 8% to 10% 5,050 0.12% 760 $112 $122 $10 $181 $232 $51 $77 $67 ($11)

q. 10% to 12.5% 7,676 0.18% 725 $105 $116 $12 $171 $224 $54 $72 $62 ($9)

r. 12.5% to 15% 6,161 0.14% 657 $93 $106 $13 $153 $207 $55 $64 $55 ($8)

s. 15% to 20% 6,666 0.16% 605 $84 $98 $14 $147 $203 $57 $53 $45 ($7)

t. 20% to 25% 2,626 0.06% 558 $72 $88 $16 $127 $185 $58 $44 $39 ($6)

u. >25% 808 0.02% 519 $66 $84 $18 $129 $192 $63 $35 $31 ($4)

Grand Total 79,184 1.86% 688 $97 $101 $5 $140 $177 $37 $75 $64 ($12)



 



Rate2, Hot, non Senior, non CARE, <200% FPG 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 101 0.00% 268 $46 $34 ($12) $44 $41 ($2) $47 $31 ($16)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 606 0.01% 147 $33 $26 ($7) $38 $36 ($2) $30 $21 ($9)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 2,020 0.05% 750 $181 $147 ($33) $173 $163 ($10) $185 $139 ($45)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 2,121 0.05% 704 $150 $129 ($21) $156 $161 $5 $147 $113 ($33)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 3,434 0.08% 552 $144 $128 ($16) $145 $158 $14 $144 $112 ($31)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 3,434 0.08% 546 $106 $97 ($9) $119 $133 $14 $100 $79 ($21)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 3,636 0.09% 575 $123 $115 ($8) $135 $155 $20 $118 $95 ($23)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 4,343 0.10% 629 $133 $127 ($7) $151 $177 $26 $125 $102 ($23)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 5,353 0.13% 705 $151 $147 ($5) $195 $228 $33 $130 $106 ($24)

k. ‐2% to 0 6,767 0.16% 668 $152 $151 ($1) $203 $241 $38 $127 $106 ($21)

l. 0% to 2% 7,272 0.17% 778 $176 $177 $2 $249 $298 $50 $139 $117 ($22)

m. 2% to 4% 7,171 0.17% 633 $136 $140 $4 $193 $238 $45 $108 $92 ($17)

n. 4% to 6% 6,565 0.15% 645 $145 $152 $7 $215 $268 $53 $110 $94 ($16)

o. 6% to 8% 5,454 0.13% 551 $131 $140 $9 $201 $256 $55 $96 $82 ($14)

p. 8% to 10% 5,858 0.14% 626 $130 $142 $12 $202 $264 $62 $94 $81 ($13)

q. 10% to 12.5% 5,353 0.13% 660 $136 $151 $15 $215 $286 $71 $97 $83 ($13)

r. 12.5% to 15% 4,949 0.12% 648 $142 $162 $19 $236 $320 $85 $96 $82 ($13)

s. 15% to 20% 3,939 0.09% 547 $118 $139 $21 $208 $290 $82 $73 $63 ($10)

t. 20% to 25% 1,414 0.03% 434 $95 $116 $21 $171 $249 $78 $58 $50 ($8)

u. >25% 808 0.02% 546 $92 $117 $25 $161 $254 $93 $57 $49 ($9)

Grand Total 80,598 1.89% 634 $139 $142 $3 $193 $239 $46 $112 $93 ($19)



 



Rate2, Hot, non Senior, non CARE, >200% FPG 

 

Percent Change

Number of 

Customers

Percent of 

Total 

Population 

Average 

Monthly 

KWh 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill

Difference 

in 

Monthly 

Bills

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill 

Summer 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Summer 

Monthly 

Bills

Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

Tiered Bill

 Winter 

Average 

Monthly 

TOU Bill 

Difference 

in Winter 

Monthly 

Bills

b. <‐25% 303 0.01% 861 $140 $104 ($37) $60 $58 ($2) $180 $127 ($54)

c. ‐25% to ‐20% 808 0.02% 989 $177 $136 ($42) $149 $131 ($17) $191 $138 ($54)

d. ‐20% to ‐15% 3,333 0.08% 399 $77 $63 ($14) $73 $71 ($2) $79 $59 ($20)

e. ‐15% to ‐12.5% 2,424 0.06% 531 $111 $96 ($15) $113 $116 $3 $110 $86 ($24)

f. ‐12.5% to ‐10% 4,141 0.10% 756 $171 $152 ($19) $169 $183 $15 $173 $137 ($36)

g. ‐10% to ‐8% 5,252 0.12% 861 $188 $171 ($17) $212 $234 $21 $175 $140 ($36)

h. ‐8% to ‐6% 6,161 0.14% 657 $144 $134 ($10) $162 $184 $22 $135 $109 ($26)

i. ‐6% to ‐4% 9,292 0.22% 875 $200 $190 ($10) $248 $284 $36 $176 $143 ($33)

j. ‐4% to ‐2% 11,615 0.27% 847 $189 $183 ($5) $236 $276 $40 $166 $137 ($28)

k. ‐2% to 0 11,514 0.27% 823 $196 $194 ($2) $249 $299 $50 $170 $142 ($28)

l. 0% to 2% 13,130 0.31% 840 $184 $186 $2 $247 $302 $54 $152 $128 ($25)

m. 2% to 4% 13,635 0.32% 840 $193 $198 $6 $267 $331 $65 $156 $132 ($24)

n. 4% to 6% 13,837 0.32% 811 $184 $193 $9 $267 $337 $70 $143 $122 ($21)

o. 6% to 8% 12,221 0.29% 794 $177 $190 $12 $266 $341 $74 $133 $115 ($19)

p. 8% to 10% 11,615 0.27% 766 $172 $188 $15 $271 $351 $80 $123 $106 ($17)

q. 10% to 12.5% 14,039 0.33% 753 $166 $185 $19 $270 $357 $87 $115 $99 ($16)

r. 12.5% to 15% 8,686 0.20% 706 $148 $169 $20 $243 $330 $87 $101 $88 ($13)

s. 15% to 20% 11,716 0.28% 618 $122 $143 $21 $208 $292 $85 $80 $69 ($11)

t. 20% to 25% 3,333 0.08% 565 $107 $130 $24 $196 $286 $89 $62 $53 ($9)

u. >25% 1,414 0.03% 495 $90 $115 $25 $180 $268 $88 $45 $38 ($7)

Grand Total 158,469 3.72% 768 $170 $175 $5 $237 $297 $60 $136 $114 ($22)



 



 

 

  

Appendix D 

Sample Size Memo from Nexant 



MEMO  
 

Nexant, Inc. | 101 Montgomery Street, 15th Floor | San Francisco, CA 94104 USA | tel  415.777.0707 | www.nexant.com 

  
 

Date: December 15, 2015 
 
To:   Miriam Fischlein and Richard Song, SCE 
  

From:  Jon Cook and Steve George, Nexant 
 

Re: Monte Carlo Simulations for Determining Default TOU Pilot Sample Sizes for SCE 

 

Summary 

This memorandum provides documentation of the process used to establish sample size 
requirements for the CA Default TOU Pilot in SCE’s territory. Monte Carlo simulation was used 
in conjunction with a false experiment to determine the precision of estimated peak-period load 
impacts that would result from a stratified random sampling design with several potential sample 
sizes. The data used for the simulation consisted of a stratified random sample of 120,000 
customers, with 20,000 customers in each of six segments characterized by climate region and 
CARE status. A separate analysis was conducted for a sample of customers that have smart 
thermostats to estimate precision and power for an add-on to the pilot involving enabling 
technology.     

Data 

The Default TOU pilot is being designed to provide valid estimates of TOU pricing impacts for 
each utility service territory and for three climate regions within each territory.  SCE’s climate 
zones are shown in Figure 1 and were condensed into three broader climate regions for 
purposes of this analysis – Cool (zones 6, 8 and 16), Moderate (zones 5, 9 and 10) and Hot 
(zones 13, 14 and 15). Most of SCE’s residential customers reside in the Cool (45%) and 
Moderate (41%) climate regions, while the Hot region is more sparsely populated (14%). 
 
The proposed pilot sampling plan involves oversampling CARE/FERA customers in all climate 
regions and oversampling seniors and CARE/FERA customers by two income stratum in the hot 
climate region. Sample sizes for these subpopulations are not being driven by the desired level 
of precision for estimating load impacts – rather, they are being driven by the desire to 
accurately characterize bill impacts and responses to surveys. However, because of the 
oversampling, the load impact estimates within each climate region will need to be based on a 
weighted regression analysis. As such, the analysis presented here is based on weighted 
regressions using a difference-in-differences analysis.  We also compare estimates using 
weighting with estimates based on a random sample of the population to determine if the results 
from the stratified sample with weights are the same as would be produced from an un-weighted 
random sample of the general population.   
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Figure 1: SCE Climate Zones 

 
 
For use in the simulations, SCE drew a random sample of 20,000 customers in each of the six 
subpopulations: 

 CARE customers in Cool climate zones; 
 Non-CARE customers in Cool climate zones; 
 CARE customers in Moderate climate zones; 
 Non-CARE customers in Moderate climate zones; 
 CARE customers in Hot climate zones; and 
 Non-CARE customers in Hot climate zones. 
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Interval data from the summer (June-September) of 2015 was also provided for each customer 
in the sample. The outcome variable of interest was the average load (kW) during a hypothetical 
peak period of 1-7 pm on weekdays. This peak period was based on prior analysis that we did 
in conjunction with the pilot design process. SCE’s peak period for Rates 1 and 2 are from 2 to 8 
PM and from 5 to 8 PM. We examined whether or not the definition of the peak period had a 
material impact on the simulation results and found that it did not.1   

Data were collapsed so that the analysis dataset is a panel made up of individual customers 
and daily observations of average peak period load. Table 1 shows descriptive statistics for the 
average summer weekday peak period load in each sample segment. 

Table 1: Summary Statistics for SCE Population Segments of Interest 

Climate Zone CARE Status  
% of 

Customers in 
Climate Zone 

Average Daily 
Peak Period 

kW 

Std. Dev. Daily 
Peak Period 

kW  

Coeff. Of 
Variation 

(SD/Mean) 

Cool 
CARE 25% 0.76 0.70 0.92 

Non-CARE 75% 1.04 1.23 1.18 

Moderate 
CARE 33% 1.40 1.23 0.88 

Non-CARE 67% 1.76 1.70 0.97 

Hot 
CARE 39% 1.79 1.31 0.73 

Non-CARE 61% 2.03 1.98 0.98 

Both climate zone and CARE status have a significant effect on peak period usage such that 
load increases with temperature and is higher for Non-CARE customers than CARE customers 
within each climate region. Furthermore, differences in the variability in peak period usage also 
exist across the different segments. The coefficient of variation in the last column provides a 
measure of variability relative to the mean for each segment. Variability is lower for CARE 
customers in all climate regions and also tends to decrease as the climate regions get hotter. 
Note that the highest amount of variability (relative to the mean) exists for Non-CARE customers 
in the Cool climate region. Because underlying variation in the data is a key determinant of 
estimation precision, these patterns will also manifest themselves in the simulation results. 

Stratified Sampling Design 

Stratified sampling designs are often used in situations where impact estimates are desired for 
individual population segments as well as the general population. In the simplest form of a 
stratified design, the population is split into the different strata of interest and then random 
samples are drawn within each stratum. This approach yields large enough samples to estimate 
impacts within each stratum, while still allowing the individual samples to be pooled together to 
estimate the impact for the general population.2 In a stratified design, the pooled sample of 
customers from the different segments of interest is not representative of the general 

                                                                  
1 See Table A.1 in the Appendix. 
2 Stratification is particularly beneficial if the segments of interest make up a very small portion of the 
general population since a very large random sample would be needed to yield enough customers in the 
segment of interest for analysis.  
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population. Instead, certain segments that make up a small portion of the population are 
“oversampled” to make up a larger portion of the pooled sample than they do in the population. 
When estimating population impacts, sample weights must be used to correct for this imbalance 
so that estimates generated from the sample are indeed representative of the population. 

In the context of the TOU pilot for SCE, there are three populations of interest (the three climate 
regions) and two strata (CARE and Non-CARE). The simulations described below draw 
equivalent sized samples from each stratum in each population and use the appropriate sample 
weights to allow for inference in each climate region.3  

Monte Carlo Simulation 

Monte Carlo simulation (or experimentation) is a methodology that is commonly used for 
investigating the properties of econometric estimators and verifying that valid methods of 
statistical inference are being used.4 The power of the methodology lies in its use of repeated 
sampling to understand the properties of a particular estimator or statistic under realistic data 
conditions.5 

One of the key questions for the design of the Default TOU pilot is how large of a sample should 
be used. Sample size is important because it directly affects two related properties of statistical 
analysis – power and precision. Power is the ability of an analysis to detect an effect if it indeed 
exists, while precision deals with how close our estimates would be if we conducted the analysis 
many times using different samples. All else equal, larger sample sizes allow for more power 
and precision since there is more data available for estimation. Through discussions between 
TOU pilot stakeholders, the target level of precision for the analysis is to be able to measure 
peak period load impacts to within +/- 2% at a confidence level of 90%.  

To evaluate the expected power and precision that would result from using different sample 
sizes, we conducted Monte Carlo simulations that incorporate a false experiment. The idea of a 
false experiment is to conduct an analysis in a situation where the magnitude of the treatment is 
known to be zero using data that is similar to what would be used in a real experiment. Knowing 
the answer beforehand allows us to assess whether or not our estimator may produce biased 
results and the repeated sampling allows for the precision of the estimator be evaluated. 

The simulation process for SCE is shown in Figure 2. For each sample size, X, a sample of X/2 
CARE customers and X/2 Non-CARE customers are randomly selected from the climate zone 
of interest. Next, the “experiment” is created by randomly assigning half of the customers in 
each strata to a “treatment” group on a TOU rate and the other half to a control group who 
remain on their current rate. We then assume that the imaginary TOU treatment went into effect 
on August 1 for all customers, which evenly divides the available data into pre-treatment and 
                                                                  
3 The sample weights used are the inverse of the probabilities that a customer was included in the 
sample. E.g., if there are 100,000 Non-CARE customers in the Cool climate zone and 1,000 of them are 
included in the sample, then the weight would be 1/(1,000/100,000) = 100. 
4 For a more detailed discussion of Monte Carlo simulation, see Kennedy, Peter, “A Guide to 
Econometrics” (2008), Section 2.10 - 
http://www.masonlec.org/site/rte_uploads/files/Econometrics%20Book%20-
%20Intro,%20Ch%201%20and%202.pdf  
5 Asymptotic properties of estimators are generally known, but rely on assuming sample sizes that 
approach infinity that are not appropriate in many applied research situations that rely on finite samples. 
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post-treatment. In this experimental framework, the “impact” of the fictional TOU rate can be 
estimated using the following equation, where i subscripts denote individuals and t subscripts 
denote time periods (days): 

݇ ௜ܹ,௧
peak ൌ ߙ ൅ treat௜ߜ ൅ post௧ߛ ൅ ሺtreatpostሻ௜,௧ߚ ൅  ௜,௧ (1)ߝ

In Equation 1, the variable treat is equal to 1 for treatment customers and 0 for control 
customers, while the variable post is equal to 1 for days in August-September and a value of 0 
for days in June-July. The treatpost term is the interaction of treat and post and its coefficient β 
is a differences-in-differences estimator of the treatment effect that makes use of the “pre-
treatment” data. In the simulation, Equation 1 is estimated using OLS regression with sample 
weights to account for the stratified sampling design and cluster robust standard errors to 
account for serial correlation that is likely to be present in the data.6 This process is repeated 
500 times and bootstrapped standard errors are reported. 

 Figure 2: Monte Carlo Simulation for False Experiment with Stratified Sampling Design 

 

                                                                  
6 Serial correlation certainly exists in the variable of interest (treatpost) and is very likely to be present in 
the dependent variable (daily peak period average load). If unaddressed, serial correlation will lead to 
standard errors that are systematically too small. This results in overstating the precision of the impact 
estimate and misleading inference. To adjust for serial correlation, we follow the best practices described 
by Bertrand, et al. (2002), Wooldridge (2003) and Cameron (2010).   
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Simulation Results 

At the end of the simulation, we have 500 impact estimates for each climate zone. The next step 
of the process is to use this information to draw conclusions about the precision that can be 
achieved with each sample size. The precision will be based on the standard error of the impact 
estimate, which we calculate as the standard deviation of the 500 impact estimates for each 
sample size (bootstrap).  

The final step is to translate the estimated standard errors into confidence intervals, which form 
the basis of statistical inference. This is a straightforward calculation that consists of multiplying 
the standard error by the t-value corresponding to the desired confidence level (approximately 
1.96 for 95% confidence and 1.65 for 90% confidence7) to obtain the margin of error (MOE) that 
will be added and subtracted from the impact estimate to form the confidence interval. In our 
false experiment, we know that the true impact is zero, however the MOE captures the precision 
of that estimate if it was non-zero. For this reason, we focus discussion on the MOE.  

Results of the stratified sampling simulation are shown in Table 2 along with results from 
simulations based on a simple random sampling design for comparison purposes. In the simple 
random sampling approach, sample weights are unnecessary since the sample is 
representative of the population. The results can be interpreted as follows – “With a sample of 
2,000 customers in the Moderate climate region (1,000 CARE and 1,000 Non-CARE, with each 
segment split evenly between treatment and control conditions), we would expect to be able to 
estimate the impact of TOU rates on peak period usage to within plus or minus 2.1% with 90% 
confidence.” Put another way, the 90% confidence interval around a true impact of 5% with a 
sample of 1,500 customers would be (2.9%, 7.1%). 

Table 2: Precision for Peak Period Load Impacts in Segments of the SCE Population 

Climate Zone 
Sample Size 
(Treatment + 

Control) 

Weighted Least Squares (Diff-
in-Diff) 

Diff-in-Diff with 
Representative Sample (no 

weights) 

95% MOE  90% MOE 95% MOE  90% MOE 

Cool 

400 10.2% 8.6% 7.9% 6.7% 

1,000 5.9% 5.0% 5.1% 4.3% 

1,500 4.9% 4.1% 4.2% 3.5% 

2,000 4.3% 3.6% 3.6% 3.0% 

4,000 3.0% 2.6% 2.5% 2.1% 

Moderate 

400 6.0% 5.0% 5.2% 4.4% 

1,000 3.8% 3.2% 3.4% 2.9% 

1,500 3.0% 2.6% 2.9% 2.4% 

2,000 2.5% 2.1% 2.3% 1.9% 

4,000 1.7% 1.5% 1.7% 1.4% 

                                                                  
7 We assume a two-tailed hypothesis test. 
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Hot 

400 5.1% 4.2% 5.0% 4.2% 

1,000 3.2% 2.7% 3.1% 2.6% 

1,500 2.7% 2.3% 2.5% 2.1% 

2,000 2.2% 1.8% 2.2% 1.8% 

4,000 1.6% 1.4% 1.6% 1.4% 
 

The precision of the impact estimates improves as we move from Cool to Moderate to Hot and 
as the sample size increases within each climate region. Comparing the weighted estimates 
from the stratified design to the un-weighted estimates using a representative sample, the 
largest differences occur with the smallest samples and in the Cool climate region. For the 
Moderate and Hot regions, the two estimates converge as the sample size increases.  

Achieving the two percent precision target can be done using samples of approximately 2,000 
customers in the Hot and Moderate climate regions, but would require a larger sample of 
customers in the Cool climate region. This is primarily due to the larger amount of variability in 
peak period usage in the Cool climate region, particularly for Non-CARE customers (refer back 
to Table 1). The Cool climate region also has the largest disparity in the shares of CARE/Non-
CARE customers, which likely contributes to the larger differences between the weighted and 
un-weighted results.  

It is important to note that the results presented above were developed using a specific model in 
the context of a stratified sampling design with a pre-specified amount of data. Were any of 
these things to change (model, design or amount of data), so too would the levels of power and 
precision. For example, if pre-treatment data from a previous summer were available for 
analysis, precision would improve due to having more data points available for estimation. 
Similarly, adding additional regressors to Equation 1 could potentially lead to improved precision 
if peak period usage is determined by observable characteristics (e.g. temperature). Changes 
that could reduce precision include not having pre-treatment data available or adding additional 
strata to the sampling design. 

Power 

In addition to precision, a related concept that is generally of interest when determining sample 
sizes is statistical power. Power refers to the likelihood of finding a statistically significant impact 
when an impact actually exists and depends on the magnitude of the impact, sample size, 
inherent variability in the data and desired level of confidence. Based on the estimated standard 
errors from the stratified sampling simulations, we can map out the power level associated with 
different impact sizes for each sample size. These “power curves” are shown for each climate 
zone in Figures 3-5 for a 90% confidence level and two-sided hypothesis test. For reference, a 
2% impact is marked by a black dotted line. 
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Figure 3: Power Curves for Cool Climate Zone (90% Confidence) 

 

Figure 4: Power Curves for Moderate Climate Zone (90% Confidence) 
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Figure 4: Power Curves for Hot Climate Zone (90% Confidence) 

 

Because the power curves are based on the same estimated standard error as the precision 
calculations, similar patterns are apparent. As the sample size increases, so does the likelihood 
of finding statistically significant results for a given sized impact. For example, in Figure 4 the 
power associated with detecting a 2% impact in the Moderate climate zone with 90% confidence 
using a sample of 1,000 customers is about 0.3, but with a sample of 2,000 customers, power 
increases to about 0.5.  

Smart Thermostat Owners 

In addition to the general population of SCE customers, there is also interest in understanding 
power/precision for a subset of customers who would participate in an add-on to the Default 
TOU pilot involving enabling technology. To analyze this subset of customers, we utilized a 
separate dataset from SCE consisting of approximately 3,900 existing customers with smart 
thermostats and used similar simulation methods as those described above. Peak hours and 
pre-/post-treatment periods were defined in the same way as they were for the general 
population analysis. For the case of smart thermostat customers, there are no stratifications and 
so a simple random sampling approach with an un-weighted difference-in-differences estimator 
was used. Results of the simulations are shown in Table 3. 

Table 3: Precision for Peak Period Load Impacts for Smart Thermostat Customers 

Sample Size 
(Treatment + 

Control) 

Diff-in-Diff Estimator 

95% MOE  90% MOE 

400 4.9% 4.1% 
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1000 3.0% 2.5% 

1500 2.5% 2.1% 

2000 2.1% 1.8% 

Associated power curves are shown in Figure 6. The smart thermostat results are similar to 
those of the Moderate climate zone, such that a sample size of 2,000 customers (1,000 
treatment and 1,000 control) is estimated to be capable of estimating peak period load impacts 
to within +/- 1.8% and detect a 2% impact with a probability of approximately 0.6. 

Figure 6: Power Curves for Smart Thermostat Customers using Difference-in-Difference 
Estimator 

 

Conclusions 

The analysis summarized above indicates that it would be necessary to substantially increase 
the overall sample size in the cool climate region if the same level of precision for load impacts 
is needed in this region as in the other two regions.  To achieve the same level of precision, it 
would be necessary to recruit 5,000 additional customers into the cool climate region (1,250 
onto each rate and the control group), an increase of roughly 25% more than is currently 
planned.  This would increase recruitment costs for SCE by $1 to $3 million depending on the 
acceptance rates which will be determined during the pretest in January.  An alternative 
approach would be to lower the target level of precision in this climate zone, which is what 
Nexant recommends.  There is no policy reason of which we are aware for determining load 
impacts at the climate region level.  The decision about what rate to offer should be based on 
average load impacts for the service territory as a whole.  The level of precision at the service 
territory level exceeds ±2% because sample sizes are roughly 3,000 for each rate (for a total of 
6,000 for the treatment and control groups combined).   
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Appendix A: Simulation Results Using Different Peak Periods 

As a robustness check, we ran brief versions (100 iterations) of the stratified sampling 
simulations using three different definitions of the peak period – 1 to 7 pm, 2 to 8 pm and 5 to 8 
pm. The margins of error (90%) associated with each of these peak period definitions are shown 
in Table A.1 for sample sizes of 2,000 and 4,000.  

Table A.1: Simulation Results Using Different Peak Periods 

 

Climate 
Sample Size 
(Treatment + 

Control) 

90% MOE 
1to7 

90% MOE 
2to8 

90% MOE 
5to8 

Cool 
2000 3.0% 2.9% 2.8% 

4000 2.7% 2.5% 2.4% 

Moderate 
2000 2.3% 2.2% 2.2% 

4000 1.6% 1.6% 1.7% 

Hot 
2000 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 

4000 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 
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December 29, 2015 
 

California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4005 
San Francisco, CA  94102 

Attn: Tariff Unit 
 Energy Division 

Re: Substitute Sheet for Advice 3335-E

 
Dear Energy Division Tariff Unit: 
 

Enclosed are an original and one copy of page 2 of Advice 3335-E.  Southern California 
Edison Company is submitting this substitute sheet to correct an inadvertent typographical 
error to the number of days allowed for anyone wishing to protest this advice letter.  A 
protest must be received no later than 20 days after the date Advice 3335-E was filed, 
which was December 24, 2015.  The paragraph containing the correction is repeated for 
ease of reference and is as follows:  
 

NOTICE  
 
Anyone wishing to protest this advice filing may do so by letter via U.S. Mail, facsimile, 
or electronically, any of which must be received no later than 10 days 20 days after the 
date of this advice filings.  Protest should be submitted to:   

 
This substitute sheet is filed in accordance with General Order 96-B, General Rules, 
Section 7.5.1 to make minor revisions to an Advice Filing prior to its requested effective 
date.  Please include the enclosed sheets in your master Advice 3335-E.  If you have any 
questions, please contact me at (626) 302-2086. 
 

Sincerely, 

/s/ Darrah Morgan 

Darrah Morgan 

Enclosures 
Advice 3335-E 
 
Copy: R.12-06-013 and GO 06-B service lists 
 
 


