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The free market has often enough been condemned as a snare and a delusion, but if indeed prices have
Jfailed to perform their function in the context of modern industrial society, it may be not because the free
market will not work, but because it has not been effectively tried."

INTRODUCTION

Dynamic pricing incentivizes electricity customers to lower their usage during peak times,
especially during the top 100 “critical” hours of the year which may account for between eight
and eighteen percent of annual peak demand. Lowering peak demand in those hours means
avoiding capacity and energy costs associated with the installation and running of combustion
turbines in the long run and lowering wholesale market prices in the short run.

Dynamic pricing encompasses many different pricing options from nearly instantaneous, hour-
ahead pricing designs (often called real-time pricing or RTP) to simple time-of-use (TOU)
pricing designs in which the time periods and prices are often fixed at least a year in advance. In
between lies critical peak pricing (CPP), in which the prices during the top 60 to 100 hours are
known ahead of time but the time in which they will be called is only known on a day-ahead
(and sometimes day-of) basis. A variant on CPP is called critical peak rebates (CPR), in which
the standard rate applies but customers can earn a rebate by reducing usage during the critical
peak hours. In yet another variant, the price during the critical peak hours is based on real time
conditions, yielding variable peak pricing (VPP).

Each of the dynamic pricing options represents a different combination of risks and rewards for
the customer, with RTP rates offering potentially the highest reward compared to a flat rate but
also the highest risk. Conversely, a TOU rate offers the least potential reward at the lowest risk.
Depending on their risk preferences, customers can self-select into the appropriate rate design,
thereby maximizing economic welfare. The set of pricing options can be plotted out in the risk-
reward space, yielding the pricing possibilities frontier, as shown in Figure 1.
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Until fairly recently, the lack of smart meters for residential customers posed a technical barrier
to the deployment of these rate designs because almost all dynamic pricing designs require the
use of smart meters. As of 2009, less than nine percent of customers had smart meters." A rapid
deployment of smart meters is now underway, pulled by the need to update an aging and
increasingly unreliable infrastructure and pushed by the federal stimulus of nearly five billion
dollars in smart grid grants. According to the Institute of Electric Efficiency, by 2015
approximately half of the nation’s 125 million residential customers will have smart meters and
by 2020, nearly all customers will be on smart meters.” Thus, a major technical barrier to
dynamic pricing should be lifted in the next five to ten years.

While there is wide support for dynamic pricing among academics and consultants, lingering
doubts remain about its efficacy among utilities and the state commissions that regulate them. In
regulatory hearings, critics routinely contend that residential customers do not respond to
dynamic pricing, that dynamic pricing will hurt low-income customers who spend a lot of time at
home, and that customers simply do not want to be placed on rates that fluctuate with market
conditions."

In the acrimonious atmosphere within which such hearings are often held, a negative mythology
has taken root. This negativism has prevented dynamic pricing from germinating. Only 4 of
1,755 respondents to a 2010 survey commissioned by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) indicated they had non-experimental dynamic pricing programs in place for
residential customers.” Traditional TOU pricing was more widespread, but even that rate design
had only garnered a million residential customers, or less than one percent of the national
population.

In this article, we assess the top seven myths about residential dynamic pricing by accessing an
international database of dynamic rate experiments that has been compiled by The Brattle Group,
D-Rex, which contains empirical data on customer response drawn from 109 tests that have been
carried out during the past decade across North America, Europe, and Australia.

MYTH #1: CUSTOMERS DO NOT RESPOND TO DYNAMIC PRICING

The first myth is that customers do not change their behavior when faced with dynamic rates.
However, almost all analyses of pilot results show that customers do respond to dynamic pricing
rates by lowering peak usage. Indeed, in 24 different pilots involving a total of 109 different tests
of time-varying rates — covering many different locations, time periods, and rate designs —
customers have reduced peak load on dynamic rates relative to flat rates, with a median peak
reduction or demand response of 12 percent (Figure 2.)"" Almost thirty results fell in the range of
10 tol5 percent, and many more exhibited larger responses. In other words, the demand for
electricity does respond to price, just like the demand for other products and services that
customers buy. The contention that electricity is a necessity with zero price elasticity, and thus is
not subject to the normal rules by which a market economy functions, is based on opinion and
not fact.
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Figure 2

Distribution of 109 Pilot Results
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MYTH #2: CUSTOMER RESPONSE DOES NOT VARY WITH DYNAMIC PRICING

Not only do customers respond, but the magnitude of their response varies with the price
incentive. The higher the incentive, the greater their demand response. Multiple studies have
observed and estimated the price elasticities of the pilot participants. Baltimore Gas and
Electric’s (BGE) pilot results revealed substitution elasticity between peak and off-peak hours of
-0.096 and -0.120 in 2008 and 2009, respectively.”" Connecticut Light & Power’s (CLP) 2009
pilot showed substitution elasticities of -0.080 for the CPP rates and -0.052 for the peak time
rebate (PTR) rates.™ Customers placed on the CPP rate in the California Statewide Pricing
Program (SPP) pilot exhibited a substitution elasticity of -0.076, and customers in the Consumers
Energy pilot showed -0.107 as their substitution elasticity.” In each case, for a given elasticity of
substitution, the demand response tended to increase with a higher peak-to-off-peak ratio, but at
a decreasing rate.

Figure 3 plots the observed demand response against the peak to off-peak price ratio. It is based
on results from the seven best designed pilots (which featured the use of randomized control and
treatment groups and measurements both before and after the initiation of treatments) and
includes a total of 33 tests. When a linear-logarithmic curve is fit to the observations, it yields a
coefficient of 0.073 with a t-statistic of 7.048. The peak-to-off-peak price ratio successfully
explains 60 percent of the variation in demand response. The remaining variation is likely
explained by factors such as weather, central air conditioning saturation, consumer attitudes, the
specifics of the rate design (number of pricing periods and their timing and duration), and the
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manner in which the rates were marketed. The curve is not a simulation of expected results
from a particular peak-to-off-peak ratio; rather, it is the best-fit curve of actual pilot results.

Figure 3

Pilot Results by Peak to Off-Peak Price Ratio
Price-Only Results
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MYTH #3: ENABLING TECHNOLOGIES DO NOT BOOST DEMAND RESPONSE

During the past few years, a variety of new technologies have been introduced to help customers
understand their usage patterns (web portals and in-home displays, for example), to
automatically control the function of their major end-uses such as central air conditioning and
space heating equipment (smart thermostats), and to manage all their other appliances and plug-
loads (home energy management systems). Critics contend that such hardware is unnecessary
and not cost-effective. Once again, this is contrary to empirical evidence.

For example, BGE, through its Smart Energy Plan (SEP) pilot, tested a variety of dynamic
pricing rates with and without enabling technologies in 2008 and 2009. The technologies
included an “energy orb” that changed color depending on the price, as well as a switch for
cycling central air conditioners. It found that the peak impact with the energy orb was greater
than the peak impact with price alone and that the peak impact with the price, energy orb, and the
air conditioner switch combined, was even greater. For example, in 2008, the peak reduction
with the high ratio of the PTR was estimated to be 21 percent. Adding the energy orb led to a
peak reduction of 26.8 percent and adding enabling technology on top of that led to a peak
reduction of 33 percent.”

Tbe B?"ﬂttlf GTOHP 4 www.brattle.com
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Similarly, CLP’s Plan-It Wise Energy Program, conducted in the summer of 2009, tested
multiple rates with the following technologies: smart thermostats, air conditioner (A/C) switches,
energy orbs, and in-home displays (IHDs). While the energy orbs and IHDs were not found to
have a statistically significant incremental effect above the peak time pricing (PTP), PTR, and
TOU rates, the presence of an A/C switch or thermostat increased the impacts for the PTP and
PTR groups. For example, for residential customers on the “high” versions of the rates, the A/C
switch and smart thermostat increased peak reduction to 17.8 percent from 10.9 percent for PTR
customers, and to 23.3 percent from 16.1 percent for the PTP customers. Similar relationships
were observed among small commercial and industrial customers.™"

These results are consistent with pilot results outside the United States. In Ontario, Canada,
Hydro One customers reduced load by an average of 3.7 percent during the summer months
when placed on a TOU rate. Customers who were also given real time in home displays reduced
peak load by an average of 5.5 percent in the summer months. The conservation impact was also
affected when IHDs were provided, increasing from 3.3 to 8.5 percent. While that magnitude of
conservation result is atypical, the marginal impact of the enabling technology is not. Over half
(63 percent) of pilot participants surveyed afterwards stated that they found the real time in home
display monitors useful for conserving energy.™™

Recall from Myth 2 that the peak impact and the peak to off-peak price ratio were found to be
positively correlated across a series of 33 tests. These results were obtained in the absence of an
enabling technology. We also have a total of 26 test results with enabling technology that was
offered in conjunction with dynamic pricing in the best designed pilots. When we plot the
demand response values observed in these tests against the price ratio, we find that the curve has
a steeper slope than the result with price-only tests (Figure 4.) The coefficient of the enabling
technology curve is 0.120 which has a t-statistic of 5.187. The regression successfully explains
51 percent of the variation in demand response.
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Figure 4

Pilot Results by Peak to Off-Peak Price Ratio
Results with Enabling Technology
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Looking across all 39 pilot results with enabling technologies, the median peak reduction is 23
percent, nine percentage points higher than the median across all 109 results (Figure 5.)

Figure 5

Distribution of 39 Pilot Results
Only Results with Enabling Technology
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MYTH #4: CUSTOMER RESPONSE DOES NOT PERSIST OVER TIME

Some critics accept the above evidence on customer response but argue that responses will not
last across multiple days, such as the demand pattern that might be experienced during a heat
wave. They also argue that customer response is something that may not last across multiple
years.

Persistence in demand response across multiple years has been demonstrated in pilots in
California and Maryland. California’s SPP was conducted from July 2003 through December
2004 by California’s three investor owned utilities. The pilot tested three time-varying rates: one
TOU rate and two CPP rates — one with a fixed critical peak period (CPP-F) and one with a
variable length peak period (CPP-V). Because the pilot ran across two summers, comparing the
results of the first and second summer sheds some light on the persistence of the impacts.
Persistence was seen with the CPP-F results, which had an average peak-period energy use
reduction of 13.1 percent. The difference between the two summers was not statistically
significant, meaning customers in the second summer reduced consumption roughly the same as
customers in the first summer.™"

In the Baltimore Gas and Electric example discussed earlier, which was carried out in Maryland,
about one thousand customers participated in the pilot across two summers. In order to test
persistence, the PTR rate was tested during both summers on the same set of customers.
Econometric analysis reveals that customers actually become more price responsive in the
second summer.”" Given the same temperature conditions, the substitution elasticity for rate-only
participants was estimated to be 0.096 in 2008 and -0.153 in the summer of 2009. That translates
into peak reductions between 18 and 33 percent. Participants who also used an energy orb, with
or without an enabling technology, also showed stronger results in the second summer. Not only
did customers maintain their price responsiveness, they increased it, suggesting that these
customers actually learned to reduce their load more over multiple years on a dynamic rate.

Even in full-scale rollouts, significant peak reduction impacts appear to persist over time. In
May 2008, a few years after California’s SPP, Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) began to offer a
critical peak pricing program called SmartRate to residential customers as part of a full-scale
rollout. By the end of 2008 more than 10,000 customers were enrolled in the program and by the
end of summer 2010, 24,500 customers were enrolled. Analysis showed the average peak
reduction impact to be 15.0 percent in 2009 and 14.1 percent in 2010.*"

MYTH #5: DYNAMIC PRICING WILL HURT LOW-INCOME CUSTOMERS

Even when people agree that dynamic pricing works and is beneficial overall, there is
disagreement about the impact of dynamic pricing on low-income customers. Some people
speculate that because low-income customers typically use less power, they have little discretion
in their power usage and are thus unable to shift load depending on price. As a result, low-
income customers would be negatively affected by a dynamic pricing model.

However, empirical evaluation of this speculation has indicated that most low-income customers
would immediately save money on their electricity bills from dynamic pricing.™" In general,
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when customers are placed on a revenue neutral dynamic rate, we expect roughly half of the
customers to immediately see bill increases and half to immediately see bill decreases.
Customers who use more load in the peak hours than the average customer would see higher
bills, while customers who use less load in the peak hours than the average customer would see
lower bills.

Using a representative sample of both average income residential and low-income residential
customers from a large urban utility, we simulated the electricity bills for both groups of
customers on flat, CPP, and PTR rates. As expected, roughly half of the residential customers
had higher bills on the dynamic rates, and half had lower bills. Because the low-income
customers tend to have flatter load shapes, roughly 65 percent of the low-income customers were
immediately better off on the CPP rate than on the flat rate. In other words, even without any
change in electricity usage, more than half of low-income customers benefit from a dynamic rate.
The PTR rate has no impact on customers who do not shift their load, but after load response,
100 percent of customers would be better off. The results for the CPP rate are shown in Figure 6.

Figure 6
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Furthermore, results from nine studies show that low-income customers do reduce peak load in
response to dynamic rates.”™ Our review of these ten programs reveals that low income
customers are responsive to dynamic rates, that many such customers can benefit even without
shifting load, and that their degree of responsiveness relative to that of average customers varies
across the studies reviewed. Some studies found that low-income customers were equally price
responsive as higher income customers (as in the CL&P, BGE, and Consumers Energy
programs); others found they were less responsive compared to higher income customers. Figure
7 shows how the low-income customers responded relative to the average customer in each of
the ten pilots.

Figure 7

Low Income Response Relative to Average

Average customer response

PG&E PG&E CL&P Hydro BGE Consumers
SPP 2009 2008 (PTP high) Quebec SPP PepcoDC 2008 CL&P Energy

MYTH #6: CUSTOMERS HAVE NEVER ENCOUNTERED DYNAMIC PRICING

Customers experience dynamic pricing in a wide variety of everyday purchases. In his classic
book on revenue management that was published in the late nineties, Robert Cross highlighted
the trend toward setting prices dynamically to maximize profit.*™ During airline deregulation in
the 1970s, Cross first used revenue management to dynamically set airline tickets so that his
clients, the newly deregulated airlines, could compete in the competitive market. Today, dynamic
prices are used consistently by airlines, hotels, rental car companies, and railroads. Customers
understand that they will have to pay more when demand is higher; for example, plane tickets
cost more on Friday nights, and hotel room rates are higher on Friday and Saturday nights. At the
same time, customers also understand the benefit: price-sensitive customers can plan trips around
low-priced times and save significant amounts of money.

The Brattle Group 9 waww.brattle.com
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Dynamic pricing is spreading to a huge number of capital-intensive industries, including
broadcasting, manufacturing, and cruise lines. Even professional sports are moving towards
dynamic pricing. Since 2009, tickets for San Francisco Giants baseball games have varied
according to the value of the game. According to the Giants’ website, “market pricing applies to
all tickets... rates can fluctuate based on factors affecting supply and demand.” While sunny
weekend games against big rivals cost more than the average game, fans benefit from cheaper
prices during other games. Ticket prices fluctuate according to an algorithm that takes into
account a number of factors including the interest in the opponents and weather conditions. After
the Giants introduced dynamic pricing in 2009, the Minnesota Twins and St. Louis Cardinals
followed suit, and more teams are considering this new option. Concert tickets work the same
way: Ticketmaster recently introduced a new technology to allow artists to change the ticket
price based on demand observed during the initial sales.™

Consumers are used to paying different amounts during different times of day in a variety of
settings. In large cities, drivers pay more for parking when there is higher demand, such as
during the day or during special events. New parking meters have the technology to adjust to
charge different amounts depending on the time of day. Similarly, toll charges on major bridges
increase during commuting hours, and drivers who can wait to drive across the bridge during off-
peak hours will save money. Customers even acknowledge that they will pay more for using
their cell phone minutes during weekdays rather than nights and weekends.

In each of these settings, higher prices during some times are balanced out by lower prices
during other times, giving consumers the opportunity to save money by altering their behavior.
Customers are used to this, and benefit from it, and for the most part, want it — which leads us to
the next myth.

MYTH #7: CUSTOMERS DO NOT WANT DYNAMIC PRICING

Some critics assume that customers are simply happy with the status quo and have no desire to
switch to dynamic pricing. Naturally, there is some inertia that makes customers reluctant to
actively desire to switch pricing plans. However, among customers who have experienced
dynamic pricing in pilots, customer satisfaction is strong.

In CL&P’s 2009 Plan-It-Wise pilot, carried out in Connecticut, post-pilot surveys and focus
groups were carried out to determine how customers felt about their participation in the pilot.
Residential customers who participated in the survey had an overall satisfaction rating of 5.1 out
of a possible 6, with 92 percent saying they would participate again. Commercial and industrial
customers had an average satisfaction rating of 4.1 with 73.5 percent indicating they would
participate again. The focus groups revealed that what they liked most about the program was
that it saved them money.™

Consumers Energy’s 2010 Dynamic Pricing Pilot, carried out in Lower Michigan, tested a
critical peak pricing rate and a critical peak rebate. The utility surveyed participants to determine
satisfaction with the program. The survey found that 78 percent of customers were extremely
satisfied or somewhat satisfied with the program and that 92 percent were likely to participate in
the same program again.™"
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BGE’s surveys among customers in the Smart Energy Pricing pilot found that 92 percent of the
customers in 2008, 93 percent of the customers in both 2009 and 2010 reported that they were
satisfied with the program. Furthermore, 98 percent, 99 percent, and 97 percent in the three
years, respectively, were overwhelmingly interested in returning to a similar pricing structure the
following year.™"

When the California SPP pilot ended two years after its initiation in 2003, participants were
offered the opportunity to continue with some form of dynamic pricing rate or return to the
standard tariff. Of the customers who were on the CPP rate, 78 percent chose a time-
differentiated rate (either CPP or TOU).™"

Related to the myth that customers do not want dynamic pricing is the idea that customers will
have to resort to extreme measures to save money on dynamic rates, such as getting up at 2 in the
morning to run the laundry. Unless a rate were designed such that the peak period was during all
waking hours, customers have no need to change their sleeping schedules to save money. In a
recent survey of customers who participated in the Hydro One TOU pilot, 72 percent wanted to
remain on the TOU rates, and only 4 percent found the changes in their daily activities to be
inconvenient.

CONCLUSION

At the national level, an assessment carried out for the FERC two years ago showed that the
universal application of dynamic pricing in the U.S. had the potential for quintupling the share of
U.S. peak demand that could be lowered through demand response, from four percent to twenty
percent.™" Another assessment quantified the value of demand response and showed that even a
five percent reduction in U.S. peak demand could lower energy costs $3 billion a year.”™"'

However, progress on dynamic pricing is stalled due to the negative mythology discussed in this
article. In the aftermath of the energy crisis in California ten years ago, a group of economists
issued a manifesto calling for the institution of dynamic pricing, among other reforms. While
California’s dynamic pricing experiment concluded in 2004, and meter deployment is rapidly
underway, large-scale deployment of dynamic pricing has yet to take place. Hot weather and
rapid economic growth can surely precipitate another crisis. It is true that the state has expanded
its portfolio of incentive-based reliability-focused programs and rolled out dynamic pricing to
large commercial and industrial customers. However, by excluding its residential customers
from dynamic pricing, it has left a large share of peak demand exposed to higher costs.

Across the Pacific, Japan lies engulfed in a severe power shortage that has forced people to
drastically rotate their work schedules, often switching weekends with weekdays in an effort to
lower peak demands by 20 percent. As noted recently in the Wall Street Journal:

To prevent blackouts [during the summer], the government is legally mandating that
Tokyo Electric Power Co.’s large customers, such as factories, cut their usage by 15%
from 9 a.m. to 8 p.m. on weekdays. It’s asking others, including households, to do the
same. Similar steps are being asked of Tohoku Electric Power users. Together, the two
utilities supply an area accounting for nearly half of the country’s economic output.™""
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An early estimate of the value of lost production due to the power crisis in Japan is a staggering
$60 billion.™ If a regimen of smart metering and smart prices had been in place, the demand-
supply balance would have been restored at much less economic cost.

California and Japan are not the only places where the move to dynamic pricing is stalled. This
seems to be a global problem, ranging from the state of Victoria in Australia, which had begun
rolling out smart meters with TOU pricing and then ran into opposition from low-income
advocates, to the countries of the European Union where smart meters are being rolled out with
no dynamic pricing. Almost all the hesitation can be traced to one or more of the seven myths
discussed in this article.

Of course, the myths are just that. Customers do respond to dynamic pricing, and the response
varies depending on the intensity of the price signal. The response persists over time, and
improves when enabling technologies are added. Dynamic pricing does not hurt low-income
customers; on the contrary, many low-income customers would benefit from dynamic pricing.
When appropriately informed, customers see the value of dynamic pricing.

With the national deployment of smart meters, a major barrier to the mass deployment of
dynamic prices has been lifted. As Commissioner Rick Morgan of the District of Columbia
asked in a widely cited article two years ago, there is no longer any reason for deploying dumb
rates with smart meters?*™
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POSTSCRIPT

2

Winston Churchill famously averred, “The future, while imminent, is obscure.” While several
misperceptions have to be dispelled in the regulatory arena before dynamic pricing will be
deployed on a large scale, we wish to note that three recent signs have emerged that create some
grounds for optimism. First, at its recent summer meetings, the National Association of
Regulatory Commissioners passed a resolution on smart grid investments which calls on state
commissions to “consider whether to encourage or require the use of tools and innovations that
can help consumers understand their energy usage, empower them to make informed choices,
and encourage consumers to shift their usage as appropriate. These tools may include dynamic
rate structures, energy usage information and comparisons, in-home devices, and web-based
portals.”™ Even the inclusion of the words “dynamic rates” would have been unthinkable just a
few years ago.

Second, two state commissions, one in the District of Columbia and one in Maryland, have
approved in principle the full-scale rollout of peak-time rebates to all residential customers.
And, third, a survey of more than 100 senior utility executives carried out in the U.S. and Canada
by the consulting firm Cap-Gemini, in conjunction with Platts, found that dynamic pricing was
one of the top five issues on the minds of the respondents as they pondered the future.™*

Even if there is burgeoning agreement on the end-state, doubts remain about how to make the
transition from flat rates to dynamic pricing rates. One possible way is to begin informing the
public about the benefits of dynamic pricing and then start rolling out smart prices with smart
meters but under the umbrella of full bill protection in the first year. That is, customers would
pay the lower of the flat rate bill and the dynamic pricing bill. The bill protection would then be
phased out over a three to five year period.
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Page 1 of 1
Calculation of CONE based ona CT
MW Winter MW Summer UCAP
Capacity 213 202 191.9
Allin construction cost 131,000 kS, 2017 $
615 $/KW
Interconnection cost 31.0 $/KW, 2017 $
Overnight cost 646 $/KW, 2017 $
construction time 3 years assume 38% of const exp. in year 1, 52% in year 2, 10% in year 3
WACC 6.59%
Capex escalation rate 1.99% CT assumption
Calculation of AFUDC $ 7578
Book life 25 years (2017-2041)
2014 2015 2016 2017
Yearn-3 Yearn2 Yearn-l n total

Construction Cost: 646.06 24550 33595 64.61 000  646.06
Cumulative Const Costs 24550 58145 64606  646.06
AFUDC 8.09 27.25 40.45
Cumulative AFUDC 8.09 3534 7578 75.78
Initial book value 721.84
PVRR capital 894 S/KW COD in 2017
Levelized RR $73.94 $/KW COD in 2017
O&M escalation 2.50%
Fixed O&M 9.91 $/KW/yr in 2015

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041
Fixed O&M (nominal) 10.41 10.67 10.94 11.21 11.49 11.78 12,07 12.38 12.69 13.00 13.33 13.66 14.00 14.35 14.71 15.08 15.46 15.84 16.24 16.64 17.06 17.49 17.92 18.37 18.83
PVRR 0&M $159
Levelized RR $13 $/KW COD in 2017
ucap 95% MW

2017
Energy Value $16 $16 $13 $23 $29 $28 $30 $33 $32 $34 $33 $33 $34 $36 $36 $39 sa1 $43 $50
NPV Energy value ($/kW) $304
levelized RR Energy value $29

Net CONE $68.14
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MEC-12 Peak Hours
1/1/2012
Date Time Day of Year Hour Day of Week
7/17/2012 16:00 198 16 2
7/17/2012 15:00 198 15 2
7/17/2012 14:00 198 14 2
7/23/2012 17:00 204 17 1
7/17/2012 17:00 198 17 2
7/17/2012 18:00 198 18 2
7/23/2012 16:00 204 16 1
7/23/2012 18:00 204 18 1
7/5/2012 16:00 186 16 4
7/17/2012 13:00 198 13 2
7/6/2012 16:00 187 16 5
7/17/2012 19:00 198 19 2
7/5/2012 17:00 186 17 4
7/23/2012 15:00 204 15 1
7/5/2012 15:00 186 15 4
7/6/2012 17:00 187 17 5
7/23/2012 19:00 204 19 1
7/6/2012 15:00 187 15 5
7/6/2012 18:00 187 18 5
7/23/2012 14:00 204 14 1
7/16/2012 17:00 197 17 1
7/16/2012 16:00 197 16 1
7/5/2012 14:00 186 14 4
7/5/2012 18:00 186 18 4
7/6/2012 14:00 187 14 5
7/7/12012 14:00 188 14 6
7/17/2012 12:00 198 12 2
7/17/2012 20:00 198 20 2
7/26/2012 15:00 207 15 4
7/23/2012 20:00 204 20 1
7/26/2012 16:00 207 16 4
7/26/2012 14:00 207 14 4
7/7/2012 17:00 188 17 6
7/3/2012 16:00 184 16 2
7/16/2012 18:00 197 18 1
7/7/12012 16:00 188 16 6
7/23/2012 13:00 204 13 1
7/7/2012 15:00 188 15 6
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MEC-12 Peak Hours
7/16/2012 15:00 197 15 1
7/5/2012 13:00 186 13 4
7/26/2012 13:00 207 13 4
7/3/2012 17:00 184 17 2
7/5/2012 19:00 186 19 4
8/2/2012 17:00 214 17 4
7/6/2012 13:00 187 13 5
8/3/2012 16:00 215 16 5
7/3/2012 15:00 184 15 2
8/3/2012 17:00 215 17 5
7/6/2012 19:00 187 19 5
7/23/2012 21:00 204 21 1
8/2/2012 16:00 214 16 4
8/2/2012 18:00 214 18 4
7/3/2012 18:00 184 18 2
7/16/2012 14:00 197 14 1
7/26/2012 12:00 207 12 4
7/26/2012 17:00 207 17 4
8/3/2012 15:00 215 15 5
7/16/2012 19:00 197 19 1
7/18/2012 14:00 199 14 3
7/7/2012 13:00 188 13 6
7/17/2012 21:00 198 21 2
7/2/2012 16:00 183 16 1
7/2/2012 17:00 183 17 1
7/18/2012 15:00 199 15 3
7/18/2012 16:00 199 16 3
7/18/2012 13:00 199 13 3
8/3/2012 18:00 215 18 5
7/17/2012 11:00 198 11 2
7/7/2012 18:00 188 18 6
8/2/2012 19:00 214 19 4
7/23/2012 12:00 204 12 1
7/5/2012 12:00 186 12 4
8/2/2012 15:00 214 15 4
7/3/2012 14:00 184 14 2
7/16/2012 13:00 197 13 1
7/2/2012 15:00 183 15 1
7/2/2012 18:00 183 18 1
8/3/2012 14:00 215 14 5
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MEC-12 Load Duration 2012-13 Tab
DTE

DTE Electric Electric Dynamic  Dynamic Dynamic

MISO Market MISO Pricing Energy Dynamic Peak and

DA Demand Market DECO.NEC Implied Energy Pricing Peak and Energy

Date_Time Bid (MW) Load (MW) LMP Revenue Price Revenue Energy Price Revenue

7/17/2012 16:00 10645 10987.762 300.84 3305558.32 396.808 4360031.42 1716.80796 18863877.3
7/17/2012 15:00 10568 10930.139 260.24 2844459.37 343.2566 3751841.91 1663.25656 18179625.4
7/17/2012 14:00 10537 10905.323 210.18 2292080.79 277.2274 3023254.56 1597.22742 17418280.9
7/23/2012 17:00 10513 10716.482 125.65 1346525.96 165.7324 1776067.75 1485.73235 15921824
7/17/2012 17:00 10497 10985.77 242.36 2662511.22 319.6728 3511852.3 1639.67284 18013068.7
7/17/2012 18:00 10432 10907.174 167.83 1830551.01 221.3678 2414496.79 1541.36777 16811966.5
7/23/2012 16:00 10400 10676.301 127.92 1365712.42 168.7265 1801374.69 1488.72648 15894092
7/23/2012 18:00 10356 10595.162 92.04 975178.71 121.4008 1286260.72 1441.40076 15271874.6
7/5/2012 16:00 10298 8287.351 153 1267964.7 201.807 1672445.44 1521.807 12611748.8
7/17/2012 13:00 10259 10704.95 163.06 1745549.15 215.0761 2302379.32 1535.07614 16432913.3
7/6/2012 16:00 10245 10219.138 157.68 1611353.68 207.9799 2125375.5 1527.97992 15614637.7
7/17/2012 19:00 10228 10716.699 133.75 1433358.49 176.4163 1890599.85 1496.41625 16036642.5
7/5/2012 17:00 10225 8391.343 148.11 1242841.81 195.3571 1639308.35 1515.35709 12715881.1
7/23/2012 15:00 10182 10428.308 119.76 1248894.17 157.9634 1647291.41 1477.96344 15412658
7/5/2012 15:00 10159 8014.257 134.02 1074070.72 176.7724 1416699.28 1496.77238 11995518.5
7/6/2012 17:00 10156 10204.552 142.8 1457210.03 188.3532 1922060.02 1508.3532 15392068.7
7/23/2012 19:00 10116 10380.907 76 788948.932 100.244 1040623.64 1420.244 14743420.9
7/6/2012 15:00 10086 10119.436 134.11 1357117.56 176.8911 1790038.06 1496.89109 15147693.6
7/6/2012 18:00 10070 10003.133 111.36 1113948.89 146.8838 1469298.59 1466.88384 14673434.1
7/23/2012 14:00 10061 10093.986 103.03 1039983.38 135.8966 1371738.08 1455.89657 14695799.6
7/16/2012 17:00 10011  10255.18 183.1 1877723.46 241.5089 2476717.24 1561.5089 16013554.8
7/16/2012 16:00 9958 10208.526 194.09 1981372.81 256.0047 2613430.74 1576.00471 16088685.1
7/5/2012 14:00 9935 7676.167 120.26 923135.843 158.6229 1217616.18 1478.62294 11350156.6
7/5/2012 18:00 9912 8298.074 112.49 933450.344 148.3743 1231221 1468.37431 12184678.7
7/6/2012 14:00 9901 9963.484 110.98 1105747.45 146.3826 1458480.89 1466.38262 14610279.8
7/7/2012 14:00 9874 9527.189 80.26 764652.189 105.8629 1008576.24 1425.86294 13584465.7
7/17/2012 12:00 9847 10338.951 122.98 1271484.19 162.2106 1677087.65 1482.21062 15324503
7/17/2012 20:00 9830 10302.583 105.47 1086613.43 139.1149 1433243.11 1459.11493 15032652.7
7/26/2012 15:00 9804 7638.144 72.22 551626.76 95.25818 727595.696 1415.25818 10809945.8
7/23/2012 20:00 9794 10002.328 74.91  749274.39 98.80629 988292.921 1418.80629 14191365.9
7/26/2012 16:00 9788 7839.037 77.93 610896.153 102.7897 805772.026 1422.78967 11153300.9
7/26/2012 14:00 9780 7635.998 63.68 486260.353 83.99392 641377.405 1403.99392 10720894.8
7/7/2012 17:00 9767 9512.66 96.41 917115.551 127.1648 1209675.41 1447.16479 13766386.6
7/3/2012 16:00 9745 8210.803 100.74 827156.294 132.8761 1091019.15 1452.87606 11929279.1
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7/16/2012 18:00 9742 10186.021 134.79 1372973.77 177.788 1810952.4 1497.78801 15256500.1
7/7/2012 16:00 9740 9607.788 105.28 1011507.92 138.8643 1334178.95 1458.86432 14016459.1
7/23/2012 13:00 9738 9691.793 72.15 699262.865 95.16585 922327.719 1415.16585 13715494.5
7/7/2012 15:00 9713 9578.966 96.27 922167.057 126.9801 1216338.35 1446.98013 13860573.5
7/16/2012 15:00 9711 10168.494 164.29 1670581.88 216.6985 2203497.5 1536.69851 15625909.6
7/5/2012 13:00 9699 7464.726 96.2 718106.641 126.8878 947182.66 1446.8878 10800621
7/26/2012 13:00 9698 7623.508 54.34 414261.425 71.67446 546410.819 1391.67446 10609441.4
7/3/2012 17:00 9696 7836.633 97.1 760937.064 128.0749 1003675.99 1448.0749 11348031.5
7/5/2012 19:00 9692 8305.618 90.98 755645.126 120.0026 996695.921 1440.00262 11960111.7
8/2/2012 17:00 9665 8739.456 74.18 648292.846 97.84342 855098.264 1417.84342 12391180.2
7/6/2012 13:00 9649 9782.068 89.93 879701.375 118.6177 1160326.11 1438.61767 14072655.9
8/3/2012 16:00 9632 9968.6 77.08 768379.688 101.6685 1013492.81 1421.66852 14172044.8
7/3/2012 15:00 9619 8180.807 94.01 769077.666 123.9992 1014413.44 1443.99919 11813078.7
8/3/2012 17:00 9607 9894.709 66.66 659581.302 87.92454 869987.737 1407.92454 13931003.6
7/6/2012 19:00 9597 9805.2 92.63 908255.676 122.179 1197989.24 1442.17897 14140853.2
7/23/2012 21:00 9585 9781.266 67.93 664441.399 89.59967 876398.206 1409.59967 13787669.3
8/2/2012 16:00 9574 8626.597 85.19 734899.798 112.3656 969332.834 1432.36561 12356440.9
8/2/2012 18:00 9536 8742.671 65.23 570284.429 86.03837 752205.162 1406.03837 12292530.9
7/3/2012 18:00 9523 7406.652 80.1 593272.825 105.6519 782526.856 1425.6519 10559307.5
7/16/2012 14:00 9521 10105.259 135.63 1370576.28 178.896 1807790.11 1498.89597 15146732
7/26/2012 12:00 9513 7342.363 48.95 359408.669 64.56505 474060.034 1384.56505 10165979.2
7/26/2012 17:00 9511 7882.74 65.67 517659.536 86.61873 682792.928 1406.61873 11088009.7
8/3/2012 15:00 9504 9850.076 64.23 632670.381 84.71937 834492.233 1404.71937 13836592.6
7/16/2012 19:00 9491 9909.623 110.33 1093328.71 145.5253 1442100.56 1465.52527 14522802.9
7/18/2012 14:00 9485 8180.408 120.73 987620.658 159.2429 1302671.65 1479.24287 12100810.2
7/7/2012 13:00 9484 9437.256 67.2 634183.603 88.6368 836488.173 1408.6368 13293666.1
7/17/2012 21:00 9479 9956.042 83.92 835511.045 110.6905 1102039.07 1430.69048 14244014.5
7/2/2012 16:00 9474 9700.053 81.59 791427.324 107.6172 1043892.64 1427.61721 13847962.6
7/2/2012 17:00 9466 9648.254 78.99 762115.583 104.1878 1005230.45 1424.18781 13740925.7
7/18/2012 15:00 9403 8566.163 126.36 1082420.36 166.6688 1427712.45 1486.66884 12735047.6
7/18/2012 16:00 9346 8845.32 129.92 1149183.97 171.3645 1515773.66 1491.36448 13191596.1
7/18/2012 13:00 9342 7778.14 89.56 696610.218 118.1296 918828.878 1438.12964 11185973.7
8/3/2012 18:00 9341 9648.441 54.11 522077.143 71.37109 688619.751 1391.37109 13424561.9
7/17/2012 11:00 9331 9896.889 96.77 957721.949 127.6396 1263235.25 1447.63963 14327128.7
7/7/2012 18:00 9318 9131.366 74.43 679647.571 98.17317 896455.147 1418.17317 12949858.3
8/2/2012 19:00 9305 8563.515 55.93 478957.394 73.77167 631744.803 1393.77167 11935584.6
7/23/2012 12:00 9302 9228.909 62.29 574868.742 82.16051 758251.87 1402.16051 12940411.8
7/5/2012 12:00 9300 7453.441 75.27 561020.504 99.28113 739986.045 1419.28113 10578528.2
8/2/2012 15:00 9293 8540.874 72.95 623056.758 96.