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Sara Schoenwelter
Assistant General Counsel

December II, 2008
Hon. Jaclyn A. Brilling,
Secretary
New York State Public
Service Commission
Three Empire State Plaza
Albany, NY 12223-1350
RE: Case 07-E-0392 
Case 08-E-0176 

..,

Tariff Amendments to Increase Participation
in Rider U etc.
Report Assessing the Effectiveness of the
Rider U etc.

Dear Secretary Brilling:
On December 1,2008, Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc. filed its Rider
U - Distribution Load Relief Program ("DLRP") Evaluation of Program Performance
and Effectiveness. Because the report contained proprietary, trade secret and confidential
information, the complete (unredacted) version of the report was filed electronically with
the Records Access Officer. A redacted version was created and sent by overnight
delivery service to your office.
We just discovered that small portions of the text in the redacted version had been either
omitted or duplicated on subsequent pages. Therefore. we have created a new redacted
version, which restores the omitted material and deletes the repeated material.
I am, therefore, forwarding an original and five copies of the correct redacted version of
the report for Commission files with a request that the correct version be substituted for
the redacted version filed on December I. 2008. I am also enclosing a copy of my
December I, 2008 transmittal letter. I apologize for any inconvenience this substitution
of the correct redacted version may cause.
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Sara Schoenwetter
Assistant General Counsel

December 1,2008
Hon. Jac1yn A. Brilling,
Secretary
New York State Public
Service Commission
Three Empire State Plaza
Albany, NY 12223-1350
RE:

Case 07-E-0392 Case 08-E-0 176 

Tariff Amendments to Increase Participation
in Rider U etc.
Report Assessing the Effectiveness of the
Rider U etc.

Dear Secretary Brilling:
Enclosed please find an original and five copies of the redacted version of the Rider U 
Distribution Load Relief Program ("DLRP") Evaluation of Program Performance and
Effectiveness. The complete (unredacted) version of the report was filed electronically with the
Records Access Officer by Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc. ("Con Edison" or
the "Company") on December 1, 2008.
The Company notes that its personnel responsible for program design and administration have
also conducted the evaluation of the program for the purpose of this report. In the future,
evaluation of the program will be performed by personnel responsible for measurement,
validation and evaluation of this and other demand-response programs but not involved in other
aspects of the programs.
The unredacted version was submitted to the Records Access Officer because it contains (i)
confidential commercial information that is proprietary to the energy services companies acting
as aggregators under Rider U, (ii) information that may identify certain of Con Edison's
customers, contrary to the Company's business policy and practice of not revealing customer
information without consent, and (iii) information about the cost of consultant services to Con
Edison that is confidential commercial information.

Encl.

Letter to Steven Blow from Sara Schoenwetter, Assistant General Counsel,
Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc., dated December 1,2008;
Redacted Rider U - Distribution Load Relief Program Evaluation of Program
Performance and Effectiveness, dated December I, 2008

4 Irving Place

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc.
New York NY 10003 2124603143 212677 5850 fax schoenwelters@coned.com

conEdison
Sara Schoenwetter
Assistant General Counsel

December I, 2008
Steven Blow,
Records Access Officer
New York State
Department of Public Service
Three Empire State Plaza
Albany, NY 12223-1350
RE:

Case 07-E-0392 Case 08-E-0 176 

Tariff Amendments to Increase Participation
in Rider U etc.
Report Assessing the Effectiveness of the
Rider U etc.

Dear Mr. Blow:
Enclosed please find the Rider U - Distribution Load Relief Program ("DLRP")
Evaluation of Program Performance and Effectiveness, being filed today by Consolidated
Edison Company of New York, Inc. ("Con Edison" or the "Company") .. This report is
being filed in compliance with the directive in the Memorandum Order dated April 24,
2008, in the above referenced proceedings.
The Company is requesting that the report be excepted from disclosure on three grounds
pursuant to the Commission's rules regarding exception from disclosure of trade secret
information, 16 NYCRR §6-1.3.
First, it contains performance information by aggregator in the Rider U program. This
information, which is presumably unknown among energy services companies, could be
considered useful to other firms competing for this business. As such, this information
should be considered confidential commercial information. The Company has asked the
energy services companies who are acting as aggregators in this program to address their
concerns about public disclosure of this information directly to you.
Second, the report contains information that could be used to identify one or more
Company customers who are participating in the DLRP and provide information about
those customers' business operations and make them targets of competitive marketing
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efforts. The Company has a long-standing business practice and procedure to hold
customer data as confidential, and customers reasonably have an expectation of privacy in
their commercial transactions. The Commission Secretary has confirm cd this view:
Competitive marketing of specific services to customers is a necessary and
frequently large cost of doing business; the Freedom of Information Law
was not intended to bestow a competitive commercial advantage on anyone
by allowing them to tap into the fruits of a competitor's marketing efforts.
The well-documented purpose of FOIL is to ensure that the people of the
State of New York are empowered to know how their government is being
operated; the list in question does not relate to how the government is being
run but rather how a private business is being conducted. I find that the list
of MHT customers is commercially valuable material.
.... [A] list of large commercial customers in Con Edison's service
territory could be determined from various sources, but the culling of the
list to those who have expressed an interest in controlling their electricity
costs by making a substantial investment in equipment would Iikely take a
substantial amount of concentrated and expensive marketing effort. This
marketing effort should not be satisfied by a simple FOIL request. I find
that the list ofMHTcustomers is commercially sensitive material that
cannot be easily replicated.
Letter from John C. Crary, Secretary to the Public Service Commission, to Charles R. Foy,
Esq., Whitman Breed Abbott & Morgan LLP, and Martin F. Heslin, Esq., Con Edison, July
3, 1997, p. 3. The information for which exemption is sought would be difficult to obtain,
as it is unavailable from any other source except the customers themselves. The
compilation of customer information in one location would also have commercial value to
energy services companies interested in marketing their services.
Third, among the Company costs described in the report are those of competitively
procured consultant services. This information is a Company trade secret. The Company
could be jeopardized in its future procurement of similar services at competitive cost by the
disclosure of the costs of its contracts with the consulting firms that prepared reports for
the Company. Under the Commission's regulations regarding records containing trade
secrets, 16 NYCRR §6-1.3 and Publ ic Officers Law §87(2)(d), information that is a trade
secret "which if disclosed would cause substantial injury to the competitive position of the
subject enterprise" may be excepted from disclosure. Similar information was protected
from disclosure in the context of rate case discovery by Administrative Law Judge
Bouteiller in his Ruling Granting Protection from Disclosure (Aug. 29, 2008) in Case 08
G-0609.
For the foregoing reasons, the information for which the Company seeks exception from
disclosure as confidential commercial information or trade secret meets the requirements
set forth in the Commission's rules. The Company respectfully requests that the report be
excepted from disclosure.
A redacted version of the report is being filed with the Secretary's office and provided to
Aggregators participating in Rider U. The redacted version omits information that could
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identity specific aggregators and specific customers as well as information regarding the
Company's costs tor competitively procured services
Sincerely,
Is/Sara Schoenwetter

c: Hon. Jac1yn A. Brilling, Secretary,
Public Service Commission
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Distribution Load Relief Program

DR

Demand Response
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Demand Side Management
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CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YORK
RIDER U - DISTRIBUTION LOAD RELIEF PROGRAM
EVALUATION OF PROGRAM PERFORMANCE
AND COST EFFECTIVENESS

1

INTRODUCTION

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc. "Con Edison" or the "Company"
submits this evaluation of its Rider U - Distributed Load Relief Program "DLRP"
pursuant to the Public Service Commission's Memorandum Order issued April 24, 2008,
in Case 08-E-0176 (the "April Order") and the Company's recommended evaluation
protocols filed with the Commission on August 1,2008 the "Protocols", as directed by
that order. This evaluation covers the cost components and program performance
associated with the 2008 Program Year, November 1,2007, through October 31,2008.

1.1

PROGRAM SUMMARY

The Company has offered a Distribution Load Relief Program that provides financial
incentives for curtailing load during network emergencies since 200 I; it was established
as the DLRP in Case 00-E-2054 by Order ApprDving Tariff Amendments (April 23,
2003) issued by the Public Service Commission. Under this program, the Company
offers commercial customers financial incentives to reduce load during network/load area
emergencies and scheduled tests. The program was originally created to complement the
New York Independent System Operator "NYISO" Demand Response programs
available in the Company's service territory. DLRP may be called by Con Edison to
reduce strain on local distribution lines in specific networks/load areas when
contingencies DCCUr. The program provides custorners with two enrollment options: a
Voluntary option under which the customer is rewarded for voluntarily providing load
relief in kWh (an "energy" payment) when signaled by the Company ('·VDluntary"
Program) and a Mandatory option under which the customer receives a payment in every
month (a "Summer Reservation" payment) during the Summer Capability period defined
as May through October (the "summer period") for agreeing to provide load relief (kW)
when required ("Mandatory" Program). Mandatory participants also receive energy
payments for actual load relief during tests or events, as Voluntary participants do for
events. Because the program requires a participant in the Mandatory program to respond
six times during the summer period, any calls after those six are Voluntary, but
subsequent calls provide the customer who responds an incremental Summer Reservation
payment. Customers may enroll directly with the Company Dr through an energy services
proviider. I
The level of the Summer Reservation Payment was set by the Commission in the April
Order at $3.00 per k Wvmonth in Tier I networks/load areas and double that, $6.00 per
kW-month, in Tier 2 networks. Tier I payments apply to participation in the majority of
the Company's networks/load areas and Tier 2 payments apply to load reductions in areas
that are identified as higher priority and in need of additional demand resources. During
1

"Aggregators" are energy service providers who aggregate participating customers into a portfolio
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the 2008 program year, in addition to the one Tier 2 Network from 2007 (Long Island
City) the high priority category was applied to the ten networks that had the lowest
network reliability index according to the Company's annual study. Energy payments are
based on the real-time, zonal Locational Based Marginal Price per kWh adjusted for
losses minus the sum of the otherwise applicable monthly energy charge component of
the Market Supply Charge ("MSC") and the Adjustment Factor-MSC, but no less than 50
cents per kWh.

2

COST EFFECTIVENESS

In order to measure cost effectiveness for DLRP during the period November I, 2007,
through October 31, 2008 (2008 Program Year), the Utility Cost Test ("UCT") was
utilized. This test, as opposed to the Total Resource Cost ("TRC") test, is the appropriate
test for a demand response program that provides a potential reliability benefit to the
system. The difference between the UCT and the TRC is that the UCT does not include
the customer's cost to implement the measure. An energy efficiency program principally
provides benefits to the customer that implements the energy efficiency measure, so it is
appropriate to include the customer's cost to implement the measure as part of the test for
that program. Unlike energy efficiency, demand response has not had a widely accepted
cost effectiveness test developed and approved. However in many jurisdictions, the UCT
is the one relied upon. Similar tests have been used in other jurisdictions such as
Washington, Oregon, Utah and Iowa'.
The Utility Cost Test compares the costs to the utility for a demand response program to
the value of the benefits achieved. Utility costs include administrative costs of the
program and incentives paid to customers and Aggregators and exclude net costs incurred
by participants.
While demand-side management and energy efficiency programs that result in permanent
changes in customer energy use can be relied on to delay the addition of new generation
and defer transmission and distribution system infrastructure investment, this demand
response program, with its current measurement, verification and evaluation (MY&E)
design and "moment in time" implementation to provide relief to the utility's system, or
portion of the system, for reliability purposes, does not currently provide such
infrastructure benefits. Therefore, the benefit of such a program is appropriately based on
the cost of the utility's alternative resource in a local system emergency: the cost to the
utility of a mobile generator, which the utility avoids when customers participate in the
program when needed.

2.1

PROGRAM BENEFIT

The benefits considered in the UCT are based on the avoided costs of mobilizing
emergency generators.

The Company's calculation of the cost avoided by customers' participation in Rider U
was based on past events requiring the use of a mobile generator and included the costs of
renting, dispatching and preparing the generator for use. In its Memorandum Order

,

- Assessment of Capacity and Energy Saving Potentials in Iowa, Prepared for Quantec, LLC for the Iowa
Utility Association, submitted to the Iowa Utility Board, February 2008.
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Issued June 21, 2007 in Case 07-E-0392 (Tariff filing of Consolidated Edison Company
of New York, Inc. to Modify Rider U - Distribution Load Relief Program, pp. 11-12) the
Commission agreed with Staff and the Company that:
The payment rate should have an underlying cost basis and that the cost of
renting a mobile generator is a reasonable approach. However, Staff would
modify the company's calculation] as follows. Staff proposes a reservation
payment based on the assumption that a mobile generator would need to be
rented for a total period of one month, but at various times over the six month
period. Therefore, the mobile generator cost of $18.62/kW-month provided
by the company equates to a monthly reservation payment of approximately
$3/kW-month, spreading the cost over six months.
In the Company's view, the June 2007 Order adopted a payment rate at the upper limit of
a reasonable level that was designed to increase enrollment in DLRP. For this cost
effectiveness evaluation, the Company recalculated the generator costs with 2008 values
and filet costs. The increase was inconsequential as compared to the $3IkW-month Staff
proposed and the Commission approved for Tier I payments. Therefore, for evaluation
purposes, Con Edison will use an avoided cost of $3IkW-month for emergency
generation. In addition, although the Commission approved a higher payment amount in
Tier 2 networks', the Tier 2 rate was designed and approved by the Commission in order
to increase enrollment in those networks and not based on the emergency generator
analysis. For this reason, the Company proposes for the benefit component of this
analysis to use only the avoided cost of $31kW-month for emergency generation
approved by the Commission in 2007.
Finally, as discussed in the Protocols, the April Order requests that the Company
determine how "best to incorporate the potential impacts on customers of extended
network outages." The. Company does not believe that such an analysis would be
appropriate. Therefore, it would be impractical to incorporate such impacts in a cost
effectiveness test. The economic impact on the customer of an extended outage is
inherently speculative and there is no reason to assume that costs of any such extended
outages (which rarely occur in Con Edison's service territory) would be the same due to
differences in factors such as the duration of the particular outage and the nature of the
3

The June 2007 Order describes the Company's computation as follows:
Reservation Payment: The proposed Rider U includes a new subsection, Section (1) that contains
the details of the proposed summer reservation payment. This one-time payment is available to
those demand relief providers willing to participate in Rider U on a Mandatory basis. While
Voluntary participation would still be available, payments would only consist of the energy
payment available under the existing Rider U. Staff requested work papers on the derivation of the
company's proposed $1.50/k\\/-summer period reservation payment. The company based this
payment on the avoided cost of renting, dispatching, and preparing a mobile generator in a
network. According to the company, the cost of renting a generator for one month was determined
to be $37,2;0 for a 2,000 kW unit. This equates to $18.62/kW-month ($37,2;0/2,000). The
company then determined that, historically, network events requiring the use of a mobile generator
occur 4.7 times per year. It then multiplied the $18.62 by 4.7, arriving at a total cost of$87.51/kW
for each year. Finally, it divided the total cost by 58, the total number of networks in its system,
resulting in the proposed Rider U reservation payment of$1.50/kW. The company proposes that
this reservation payment be a one-time payment made for the defined summer period of June 1

though September 30.

~ See June 2007 Order (p. 14) and April Order (p, 7). In an effort to increase enrollment in certain high
priority networks (Tier 2 Networks) the Commission approved 1.5 times Tier I payments, or $4.50/kW
month, for Tier 2 Networks for the summer 2007 period and 2 times Tier I payments, or $6/kW-month, for
Tier 2 Network payments during the summer 2008 period.
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service territory where it occurs. Moreover, it would be equally speculative to determine
whether implementation of Rider U would prevent an outage because of the numerous
factors that can contribute to an outage and because Rider U is one of a number of tools
and procedures used to prevent an outage.'

2.2

PROGRAM COSTS

The costs considered in the Utility Cost Test are the 2008 Program Year costs incurred by
Can Edison as shown below and as described in the Protocols:
•

Can Edison DLRP staff - salary and overhead

•

Can Edison staff, other, DLRP support - salary and overhead

•

M&V contractor payments

•

Can Edison stafftraining

•

DLRP marketing costs

•

DLRP energy payments

•

DLRP reservation payments

• Periodic evaluation costs
According to data on Table 1, the total 2008 cost of the program is $4,220,491 or
$3.86/kW-month. This value was calculated by dividing the total program costs by the
available kW' enrolled in the program. This value was further divided by the six months
in the capability period.

Table 1: Cost Components for Program Year Nov 1,2007 through Oct 31,

Con Edison DLRP Staff - Salary & Overhead

9.1 %

$

385,188.38

Con Edison DLRP Staff, Other, DLRP Support - Salary & Overhead

8.4%

$

355,218.14

M&V Contractor Payments (esnmaied)"

..

$

ConEdison Staff Training

0.2%

$

6,570.40

DLRP Marketing Costs

0.6%

$

26,215.47

DLRP Energy Payments

1.0%

$

41,026.43

73.1 ~/iJ

DLRP Reservation Payments

$ 3,083,470.74
$

Periodic Evaluation Costs

Total Program Costs
100.0';'
$ 4,220,490.58
*M&V Contractor Payments estimated as invoices for the 2008 summer capability have notyet been
finalized.

5 It is particularly important that the Rider U program be cost-based because the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) has required the NYISO to adopta mitigation test for its capacity markets that could
potentially require providers to include the Rider U payment in theirNYISO special case resource capacity
bids if the Rider U program were not cost-based.New York Independent System Operator. Inc, 124 FERC

~

61,301, Order on Rehearing and Further Order On Compliance Tariff Sheets (Sept. 30, 2008).

(i

Available kW is assessed using the tariffed APMD derating methodology for Mandatory kW enrollments

(146,992 kW) and estimated Voluntary kW participation based on historical participation rates (35,443

kW). Voluntary estimates were based On CBL calculations as APMD baselines were not determined for
Voluntary customers.
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2.2.1 Con Edison Staff - Salary and Overhead
Con Edison Staff - Salary & Overhead are specifically for the Department Director,
Department Manager, Section Manager and two Program Managers. These costs of
$385,188 or 9.1% of the total program costs are calculated using a percent time allocation
of these personnel to DLRP activities, with their associated salaries, benefits, per square
foot building costs, and administrative overhead costs.

2.2.2 Con Edison Staff, Other, DLRP Support - Salary and Overhead
Con Edison Staff Salary, Other, DLRP Support - Salary & Overhead represent other
personnel supporting DLRP such as Account Executives, Marketing Managers, Market
Research Specialists, Meter Operations', and Legal Support. These costs are $355,218 or
8.4% of the total program costs and is calculated using a percent time allocation of these
personnel to DLRP activities, with their associated salaries, benefits, per square foot
building costs, and administrative overhead costs.

2.2.3 M&V Contractor Payments
Con Edison has contracted with an M&V contractor to process ongoing and event/test
meter data; and to generate the reporting necessary to convert raw meter data into
incentive and/or derating data. The M&V contractor payments were approximately
$
or"% of the total program costs.

2.2.4 Con Edison Staff Training
Training costs are those expenses associated with consultants contracted to train Con
Edison personnel, and travel expenses for development and training of Con Edison DLRP
personnel. These costs are approximately $6,570 or 0.2% the total program costs.

2.2.5 DLRP Marketing Costs
These marketing costs include, but are not limited to, production of DLRP literature,
promotional events, and direct mailings. This component does not include Con Edison
Staff Salary and Overhead associated with time spent on marketing events and marketing
material design, which are included in either the Con Edison Staff or Support Staff 
Salary & Overhead sections. The approximate marketing cost for this cost component is
$26.215 or 0.6% of the total program costs.

2.2.6 DLRP Energy Payments
DLRP Energy Payments were relatively small for the 2008 Program Year. They include
energy payments (kWh) to both Mandatory and Voluntary participants pertaining to
performance in the June 9'" Yorkville Event and July 20'h Bay Ridge Event. In addition
energy payments were made to Mandatory participants for their performance in the June
27'h DLRP Test held in networks/Joad areas other than the Yorkville network. The total
energy payments were $41,026 or 1% of the total program costs.
2.2.7 DLRP Reservation Payments
Summer Reservation Payments were the largest component of the total program costs at
73.1% of approximately $3,083,470. Summer Reservation Payments are made to
7

These costs include activities supporting DLRP but exclude meter installation costs.
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Mandatory participants only. This cost reflects performance adjustments based on
performance during test or event performance.

2.2.8 Periodic Evaluation Costs
These costs are associated with the periodic evaluation ofthe current and future structure
of DLRP as well as an overall assessment of demand response potential in Con Edison's
service territory. Nexant and Summit Blue performed these long range studies,
respecti vely.
The total cost for the Nexant study was $
. For the purpose ofthis analysis, the cost
is being spread over a 5 year project term, which yields an annual associated cost of
$
The total cost for the Summit Blue Callable Load Study was $
. However, the
scope of the study involved significantly more than DLRP. As such, ./0' or $
or
the total cost of this study was allocated to DLRP. This allocated cost was then spread
over the tirncframe of the report, a 10-year project term, which yielded an associated
annual cost of~.
For the 2008 Program Year, combined periodic evaluation costs for Nexant & Summit
Blue Studies are approximately $
or_% of the total program costs.

2.3

COST EFFECTIVENESS SUMMARY

According to the DLRP Program Evaluation Final Report, prepared by Nexant, Inc. on
behalf of Con Edison, and filed with the Commission on February 26, 2006 (pp. 7-6):
Due to the emergency nature of the program and its use as a procedure for addressing
network contingencies and to mitigate power outages and alleviate equipment failure,
the program should not be held to the same economic requirements as a typical DSM
program.
Benefit cost analysis establishes the ratio of the value of the program benefits to the
program costs. In this evaluation, utility-incurred costs related to DLRP for the 2008
Program Year are the appropriate costs to be assessed. The appropriate benefits are the
avoidance of emergency generator costs of $3/kW-month that were deemed appropriate
in the June 2007 Order, as explained in section 2.1.
In evaluating the Rider U Cost Effectiveness, the total costs of the DLRP program are
somewhat higher than the benefits used under this test (emergency generator costs) with a
benefit to cost ratio of 0.78. However, the immediate benefits ofthe program are not the
only benefits accruing to the Company from DLRP. Two other benefits flow from the
program but are difficult to quantify. First, DLRP is considered a test-bed for future cost
effective DR programs by which infrastructure costs may be avoided or deferred. Second,
DLRP provides the Company with operational flexibility in addressing network
emergencies and conditions that can lead to mitigating system outages.
The Company continues to believe that for demand response to be cost effective, programs
must have verifiable and reliable performance at the foundation of their design. As is
discussed throughout both the Nexant DLRP 2008 Review and the Summit Blue Callable
Load Study, verifiable meter data needs to be available and a more accurate baseline should

8

Percentage based on MW weighting of existing DR programs in Con Edison's service territory".
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be established by the Customer Baseline" ("CBL") methodology, in lieu of the APMD
methodology that is currently used to determine Summer Reservation payments.

3

PROGRAM EVALUATION

This section focuses program evaluation on three major areas: evaluation of performance
during tests and events, evaluation of impacts by network (as discussed in the Protocols
of enrolled, anticipated and achieved kW), and an assessment of program growth. These
areas were selected for evaluation because they best assess the program performance.
Program performance was one area that Nexant recommended to be evaluated in its 2008
DLRP review. Section 3.1 (test and event performance) assesses participant performance
in the three events/tests in summer 2008. Section 3.2 (network impacts) ties the test and
event performance to how this performance, by network, will affect the peak loads in
each network. This, of course, is the ultimate goal of the program and understanding of
the program load reductions by network (including actual performance) is critical. The
last area assessed is program growth. The growth of the program in the networks is an
indication of increase in 2008 impact over the prior year, assuming similar performance
ratios

3.1 ASSESSMENT OF DLRP PERFORMANCE AND ACTUAL
ACHIEVED DEMAND REDUCTIONS FOR TESTS AND EVENTS
The goal of the Rider U program is to reduce the impact of network/load area
emergencies by inducing customer action at the time of an event. Accordingly, one of
the goals of the program evaluation is to determine whether participants are providing the
promised demand reductions, that is, what is the achieved performance in tests and events
as measured against the tariff performance measurement of Average Peak Monthly
Demand (see below description) versus their kW enrollment. The 2008 event/test
performance of individually enrolled participants (in 2008 all Voluntary) and
Aggregators (in 2008 all Mandatory) in the program will be considered in this evaluation.
The APMD method calculates a customer's peak demand by averaging June,
July, August and September peak usage from the previous year. This is the
customer's APMD.
APMD is used along with the customer's contracted
reduction (pledge or enrollment) to measure the performance of the customer
during each event using metered load data. The customer's Firm Service Level is
the difference between his APMD and his contracted reduction. This is the level
that a customer has to reduce to during an event.
In addition, the actual achieved demand taken off the network/load area during an event,
particularly in an emergency program such as DLRP, is critical. This is assessed using the
Customer Baseline (CBL) methodology (see below description), which provides a better
measure of actual demand taken off the system because it compares the demand
reduction to the customer's normal demand curve on a similar day for similar hours.
Therefore, this measure is used to estimate and evaluate the actual achieved performance
of individual participants and Aggregators.
On the day of an event, the CllL method calculates the customer's estimated
demand curve if there was no event by examining the last 30 days of the
'J

CBL and APMD methodologies are described in section 3.1.
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customers load information. Out of this 30 days the last ten days of similar energy
usage, excluding holidays, events and weekend days, is extracted. Out of these ten
days the five days with the highest energy usage are extracted. These days form
the basis for the CBL. The energy usage on these five days is averaged to
determine the customer base line load for each period of time in the event. The
difference between the CBL and the contracted reduction (pledge or enrollment)
is the level of reduction the customer must reach (if this method is used for
reservation payments). Unlike the APMD method the Firm Service Level
constantly shifts under the CBL method. The CBL also has a weather adjustment
option which can be used to adjust the CBL by a factor (between 0.8-1.2) in
accordance with a 2 hour period beginning 4 hours prior to the event.
This CBL methodology is currently used for calculating program energy payments.
However, for this calculation, the finn service level is not assessed and any reduction
below the CBL receives energy payments.

3.1.1 Individual (Voluntary) Participation Performauce Assessment
Individual (Voluntaryj'" participation is difficult to assess due to the lack of historical
and current capability period data. Voluntary enrollment (kW) represents approximately
one quarter of current enrollment (including Mandatory derating adjustment). All
Voluntary customers are metered through billing interval meters.
Since their
participation is Voluntary, their performance can vary significantly based on time of day,
day of week, number of events in a season, and event duration. These customers do not
receive Summer Reservation Payments and have not been subjected to testing of their
potential responsiveness. Therefore, the only data available for the Voluntary Program is
event data. Of the two events in 2008, only the Bay Ridge Event had Voluntary
participation. In that event, the Voluntary participation performance was excellent, with
performance ratios exceeding that of both the Aggregators for whom performance data is
available.
In assessing anticipated Voluntary performance, an analysis was performed assessing the
historical CBL performance during actual DLRP events where Voluntary performance
was measured from 2006 and 2007. Based on this data, the average CBL performance
ratio for Voluntary performance was 0.66.

3.1.2 Aggregator (Mandatory) Performance Assessment
Aggregator (Mandatory)!' performance is more easily assessed as all Mandatory
enrollments are measured via event or test performance data. Mandatory enrollment
(kW) represents approximately three-quarters of current enrollment (including Mandatory
derating adjustment). APMD performance data for events and tests are received directly
by Con Edison for participants having billing interval meters or via spreadsheets of data
from non-billing interval meters for participants without billing interval meters. CBL
data was available for all billing interval meter participants and was requested from all
For the purposes of the 2008 evaluation the terms individual and Voluntary performance can be used
interchangeably as 100% of participants enrolled directly through Con Edison were enrolled in the
Voluntary portion of the program.
11 For the purposes of the 2008 evaluation the terms Aggregator and Mandatory performance can be used
interchangeably as 100% of participants enrolled through Aggregators were enrolled in the Mandatory
portion of the program.
10
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non-billing interval meters participants (but not received from all). Therefore, CBL data
was assessed using available data. Aggregator performance varied widely by individual
Aggregator, test, and event. This data is summarized in Figures lA, Band C. On
average, APMD performance was greater than CBL performance as would be expected,
as APMD assesses load data against the highest peaks during the previous summer
capability period.

3.1.3 Test and Event Summary
In the 2008 program year there were two events, Yorkville and Bay Ridge, and one test
for those participants that were not involved in an event.

Table 2: Summary of DLRP Tests & Events

Event

Yorkville

Monday

06,09.08

6:00 PM

12:00 AM

Test

All Networks Exce t Yorkville

Friday

06.27.0&

2:00 PM

3:00 PM

Event

BayRidge

Sunday

7,20.08

9:00 AM

7:00PM

Yorkville Event Summary
The Yorkville event occurred on Monday June 9th , 2008. The event lasted from 6 PM
until midnight. This network is a nighttime peaking network, which could result in
participants, particularly businesses, receiving credit for achieving APMD performance
due to a normal reduction in night-time load. This is shown by Aggregators #I and
achieving APMD results, while actually showing negative CBL results, that is, an
increase in load as compared to their customer base line. Aggregator
achieved
performance using both the APMD and CBL methodologies. See Figure IA for
Yorkville performance data. Three Aggregators had enrollment in this network; no
individual (Voluntary) customers were enrolled. Data for this event was assessed using
both an APMD lC and CBL 1] methodology.

#.

#.

12 For purposes of individual network performance, we have shown each aggregator's kW achieved per
APMD as the minimum kW achieved (finn service level minus the maximum demand in the performance
window) across all participants for an aggregator in that network. For the purpose of individual network
performance this is appropriate.
lJ eBL data was requested, but not received, for all non-billing interval meters.
For Aggregators with
incomplete eBL data. a eBL performance ratio was calculated for the purpose of this analysis using
available data. The CBL performance ratio was applied to those accounts for which data was not provided.
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Figure lA: Summary of June 9th Yorkville Event by Aggregator
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Bay Ridge Event Summary
The Bay Ridge event occurred on Sunday, July 20, 2008. The event lasted from 9AM to
7 PM. This network typically peaks at 5PM. As indicated in Figure lB, three
Aggregators were enrolled in this network and these are also Voluntary participants
enrolled. Data is under review for aggregator ~at this time 14 Of the two Aggregators
with available· data, Aggregator
achieved full performance using the APMD
methodology, and also achieved reasonable performance via the CBL methodology.
Aggregator #, s portfolio did not fair well when measured with the APMD methodology
and experienced a negative CBL performance, a load increase as compared to their CBL.
The Voluntary segment performed well using the APMD methodology and reasonably
well via the CBL methodology. Aggregators
and #"were contacted to discuss their
performance during this event. The Aggregators are investigating the event and event
performance to better understand their poor performance, including factors relating to this
event occurring on a weekend.

#.

#.

14 The performance of customers in the portfolio of Aggregator #tis still under review, as these customers
do not have billing revenue grade interval meters and the data the aggregator supplied indicated a
significant increase in load to the system.
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Figure IB: Summary of July 20th Bay Ridge Event by Aggregator
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June 27th Test Summary
All Aggregators participated in the test on Friday, June 27, 2008 as shown in Figure IC.
Voluntary enrollment was not tested. This test was held from 2 PM to 3 PM. All
networks were assessed during this test, except for Yorkville, which had already
experienced an event in early June.
Figure l C: Summary of June 27th Test by Aggregator
Summary Of June 27 DLRP Test Event
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In this summary it should be noted that APMD assessment was conducted using the
APMD performance factor (PF) methodology used to assess Mandatory performance
which does not allow for PF greater than I or less than zero. A similar methodology was
15

used to assess CBL performance. This is appropriate as, for the purpose ofthis program,
individual network performance should be assessed, and averaging of over or
underperformance of data across networks would inappropriately skew performance data.
Figure IC shows that five of the seven Aggregators performed below their pledged levels
according to the APMD methodology, and two at pledged levels. It can also be seen that
using the CBL methodology, performance becomes a significant issue. Additional
performance data for each network is in Appendix I.

3.2 ASSESSMENT OF NETWORK IMPACTS OF ENROLLED,
ANTICIPATED AND ACHIEVED REDUCTIONS
To assess if DLRP had its intended impacts, the Company analyzed an assessment was
performed of the Mandatory and Voluntary enrollment in each network to determine
whether the desired reductions did occur in the network where the reductions was needed.
In this analysis, Mandatory participation was assessed using both the APMD and CBL
methodologies. Voluntary participation was assessed using a historical performance ratio
gathered from previous event history using a CBL methodology. "Enrolled" is defined as
the total pledged kWs in a network, without adjusting for performance factor.
"Anticipated reductions" are defined as the Mandatory enrolled plus Voluntary enrolled
kW adjusted by a historical performance ratio. "Achieved reductions" are calculated
using Mandatory enrolled adjusted by both the APMD and CBL performance ratio plus
the Voluntary enrolled kW adjusted by a historical performance ratio. It should be noted
that Mandatory calculations only represent Mandatory performance based on 2008
performance data of one test and two events.
In addition, for most DLRP events, an 8% voltage reduction is typically activated before
a DLRP event is called. An 8% voltage reduction naturally reduces customer demand.
The anticipated and achieved reductions for events were analyzed after taking into
account voltage reductions.
Appendix I shows full performance data for all networks (APMD and CBL).

3.2.1 Assessment of Network Impacts of Enrolled, Anticipated and Achieved
Reductions - Without Voltage Reduction
Table 3 shows a summary of performance data for Tiers 1,2 and system wide. Appendix
I details program performance and network impacts, as a percentage of network peaks for
enrolled, anticipated and achieved reductions. As a percentage of network peak, on
average, DLRP has a limited impact. Only 8 of the 79 Networks/Load Areas had an
APMD Achieved Reduction Impact of 5% or greater, and only 2 of the 79 had a CBL
Achieved Reduction Impact of 5% or greater.
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Table 3: Summary of Enrolled, Anticipated, and Acbieved Impact (% of Network
Peak)

3.2.2 Assessment of Network Impacts of Enrolled Anticipated and Achieved
Reductions - With Voltage Reduction
During an event on the distribution system, an 8% voltage reduction is typically initiated
as a first step at reducing demand on the system. This voltage reduction results, on
average, in an approximate network demand (kW) reduction of 5 %. This approximate
demand reduction will also occur at the customer level as a percentage of their peak
demand. This means that during an event, in which an 8% voltage reduction was
initiated, a customer enrolled in the DLRP program will receive a credit for load
reduction against their baseline, due to the 8% voltage reduction. This will also result in
a credit towards energy (kWh) reduction/energy payments. This is of most concern when
Aggregators do not fully perform during events. They will be somewhat overpaid in their
reservation and energy payments.
This is illustrated for the events in the Bay Ridge and Yorkville Networks below. In the
Bay Ridge event the average achieved kW using APMD methodology was 1725 kW.
However these achievements include load reductions due to an 8% voltage reduction.
Excluding the voltage reduction, achievements would have been only 1221 kW. In the
Yorkville event the average achieved kW using APMD methodology was 4637 kW.
However these achievements also include load reductions due to an 8% voltage
reduction. Excluding the voltage reduction, achievements would have been only 3.663
kW.
The impact of the VR on the DLRP performance measure will vary based on several
factors including specific network/load area, customer demand at time of event, customer
performance against their APMD.

3.3

ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM GROWTH

DLRP has evolved significantly over the last few years. During the Summer 2007
Capability Period the Commission approved several changes to Rider U: the Mandatory
participation option and penalties for non-performance of Mandatory customers were
added, Network/Load Area Tiers were incorporated. and customers were allowed to

17

enroll without interval billing meters'? and through Aggregators. These changes were
received well by Aggregators and were said to have played a large role in the increase in
enrollment of approximately 70%16 from 2006 to 2007 (see Figure 2 and Table 4 below).
In order to further improve the program and increase participation in 2008, the
Commission in its April Order directed the Company to modify the program to increase
the number of Tier 2 networkslload areas and increase the incentive payment for
participation in the Tier 2 networks/load areas. The number of Tier 2 networks/load areas
grew from one to eleven (Flatbush, Fordham, Jamaica, Flushing, West Bronx,
Sheepshead Bay, Williamsburg, Long Island City, Borough Hall, Crown Heights, Park
Slope) and the payments increased from $4.50 to $6.00/kW-month. Tier I Payments
remained at $3.00/ kW-month. Classification as a Tier 2 network is based on the ranking
of the network in the Company's Network Reliability Index. The ten networks with the
lowest ranking were included in Tier 2, in addition to Long Island City continued in Tier
2 from the 2007 capability period.
The Company recommended and Commission approved, additional changes for the 2008
program including increasing participant notification time from 30 minutes to two hours,
and removal of the financial penalty for Mandatory non-performance and substituting a
performance adjustment (sometimes referred to as "derating"). In addition, the
Commission directed that non-billing interval meters or billing interval meters continue
to be allowed to participate in the program. The program did increase enrollment from
2007 to 2008, again by approximately 70%17 (see Figure 2 and Table 4 below). The total
enrollment was later decreased, due to Mandatory derating in tests and events, resulting
in a total increase from 2007 to 2008 of approximately 40%18

3.3.1 Assessment - Individual Networks
Growth in individual networks was assessed by evaluating the growth in 2008 enrollment
over the previous program year, as a percentage of growth. This can be viewed in detail
in Appendix II. Although this information can be interesting, it may be more useful to
view the growth in aggregate shown in Table 5. It is also useful to view the 2008
enrollment impact data discussed in section 3.2.1.

3.3.2 Assessment - System Wide
Growth in system - wide DLRP is shown in the tables and figure below. Growth in the
last few years has been steady and significant. With an emergency based program like
DLRP. it is difficult to assess what portion of participation would have occurred during
emergency events without a DLRP program.

15 Although many of these changes were positive, participants' right to rely on non-billing interval meters
limits the verifiability of participant data. Increased participation in DLRP should be weighed against the
Company's ability to verify performance.
16 These increases are calculated using enrollment data as of the end of the Summer Capability Period
(October). Interval Billing Meters were approved in August 2007.
17 These increases are calculated using enrollment numbers at the end of the Summer Capability to account
for enrollments made throughout the period.
I" The Performance Adjustment applies in the month of non-performance in a test or event until the
participant/aggregator can show ability to perform. That is, subsequent positive performance in a lest or
event would allow the participant or aggregator to enroll to previously enrolled levels. Derating
performance factors apply to enrolled pledged levels.
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In the future, growth in the program should not only be defined in MW enrollment, but in
data verifiability and evaluation. At the end of the 2008 Capability Period, only
approximately one quarter of Mandatory participants were enrolled through a billing
interval meter, this did however represent over 60% of the kWs enrolled. The balance
was enrolled through non-billing interval meters.

Figure 2: DLRP Enrollment by Year
DLRP Enrollment
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o
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• Direct Voluntary Customers
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Figure 2 Note: "2008 After Derating" data includes a performance factor adjustment to
Mandatory enrollment. Adjustments to Voluntary enrollment, based on historical
performance, are not shown.

Table 4: DLRP MW Enrollment by Year

200
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System-wide program growth was also assessed by evaluating the growth in 2008
enrollment for Tier 1 vs. Tier 2 participation and in individual networks/load areas over
the previous program year. Detailed information on individual networks is shown in
Appendix II. Below, Table 5 shows that total program enrol1ment growth in Tier 2 was
less than that in Tier I, despite the elevated payments. However, in terms of "real
growth", that is, growth after deratings are accounted for, Tier 2 growth was slightly
higher on a percentage basis than Tier I.

Table 5: DLRP MW Enrollment by Tier and System Wide

143

239

20

67%

200

40%

4

REPORT SUMMARY

The growth in DLRP over the last few years has been steady and significant. This
growth however is not easily measured and verified. ln the future, growth in the program
should not only be defined in MW enrollment, but in data verifiability and evaluation.
ln evaluating the Rider U Cost Effectiveness, the total costs of the DLRP program are
somewhat higher than the benefits used under this test (emergency generator costs) with a
benefit to cost ratio of 0.78, proving the program to not be cost effective in its current
design. However, the immediate benefits of the program are not the only benefits
accruing to the Company from DLRP. Two other benefits flow from the program but are
difficult to quantify, First, DLRP is considered a test-bed for future cost-effective DR
programs by which infrastructure costs may be avoided or deferred. Second, DLRP
provides the Company with operational flexibility in addressing network emergencies
and conditions that can lead to mitigating system outages.
The Company continues to believe that for demand response to be cost effective,
programs must have verifiable and reliable performance at the foundation of their design.
As is discussed throughout both the 2008 Nexant DLRP Program Evaluation Final Report
and the Summit Blue Cal1able Load Study, verifiable meter data needs to be available
and a more accurate baseline should be established by the Customer Baseline ("CBL")
methodology, in lieu of the APMD methodology that is currently used to determine
Summer Reservation payments. ln this way, a foundation may be established, upon
which cost effective DR programs can be built.
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Appendix 1-- Enrolled, Anticipated, and Achieved Impacts
DLRP: Program Evaluation by Network
As of October 1, 2008
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Appendix I -- Enrolled, Anticipated, and Achieved Impacts
DLRP: Program Evaluation by Network
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