
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
1333 H STREET, N.W., SECOND FLOOR, WEST TOWER 

WASHINGTON, D.C.  20005 
 
 

ORDER 
 
 

February 6, 2014 
 
 
FORMAL CASE NO. 1086, IN THE MATTER OF THE INVESTIGATION INTO THE 
POTOMAC ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY’S RESIDENTIAL AIR CONDITIONER 
DIRECT LOAD CONTROL PROGRAM; 
 
AND 
 
FORMAL CASE NO. 1109, IN THE MATTER OF THE INVESTIGATION INTO THE 
POTOMAC ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY’S DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA DYNAMIC 
PRICING PROGRAM PROPOSAL, 17375 
 
I. INTRODUCTION 
 

1. By this Order, the Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia 
(“Commission”) denies the Potomac Electric Power Company (“Pepco” or “Company”) 
Proposed Advanced Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) Enabled Dynamic Pricing Plan.  The 
Commission will convene an informal hearing on April 23, 2014 to address policy, economic, 
legal and technical issues and questions related to establishing a dynamic pricing plan in the 
District.1  All parties who filed comments in this matter are invited to participate in the informal 
hearing.   
 
II. BACKGROUND 
 

2. On October 7, 2013, Pepco filed a proposed AMI-enabled Dynamic Pricing Plan 
for the District of Columbia in which it seeks to implement the Dynamic Pricing Program 
beginning on June 1, 2014, if approval is received from the Commission by January 31, 2014.2  

1  Dynamic pricing is an economic term referring to the offering of goods at prices that change according to a 
number of factors, including level of demand and state of the weather.  In this Order, we capitalize dynamic pricing 
when referring to the specific Dynamic Pricing plan proposed by Pepco.    
 
2 Pepco’s filing was initially docketed in Formal Case No. 1083, In the Matter of the Investigation into the 
Policy Matters Pertaining to the Implementation of the Smart Grid (“Formal Case No. 1083”) and in Formal Case 
No. 1086, In the Matter of the Investigation into the Potomac Electric Power Company’s Residential Air 
Conditioner Direct Load Control Program (“Formal Case No. 1086”), filed October 7, 2013.  The filing was 
subsequently transferred from Formal Case No. 1083 to Formal Case No. 1109, In the Matter of the Investigation 
into the Potomac Electric Power Company’s District of Columbia Dynamic Pricing Program Proposal (“Formal 
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If approval is not received by January 31, 2014, Pepco proposes a June 1, 2015 implementation.3  
In its filing, Pepco requests that the Commission approve the following items:  (1) Pepco’s 
proposed residential Dynamic Pricing Plan (Critical Peak Rebate Program-CPR) including 
associated tariff revisions, a true-up mechanism, and an education campaign; (2) tariff revisions 
that describe the manner that dynamic pricing and the Energy Wise Rewards Program™ 
(“EWR”) billing credits will operate for those customers who participate in both; (3) a pilot 
program of residential In Home Displays (“IHDs”) to convey detailed energy usage information 
and dynamic pricing signals, with the cost of the program to be recorded as a regulatory asset 
and recovered through a subsequent base distribution rate case; and (4) a pilot program to 
remotely reduce the load of window air conditioning units, with the cost of the program being 
recorded as a regulatory asset and recovered through a subsequent rate case.4 
 

3. Pepco states that its proposed dynamic pricing rate and plan were formulated from 
“the experience gained from the District of Columbia’s award-winning PowerCentsDC™ smart 
meter pilot program.”5  According to the Company, “introduction of dynamic pricing is forecast 
to provide 40 MW of demand reduction capability.”6  Pepco asserts that, “[i]f approved, the 
proposed dynamic pricing program will operate similarly to Pepco’s existing dynamic pricing 
program in Maryland.”7  According to the Company, 

 
[i]mplementing similar dynamic pricing programs in the District of 
Columbia and Maryland offers Pepco and its customers numerous 
advantages: (1) it will greatly simplify Pepco customer 
communications and help to avoid customer confusion within the 
region; (2) it will minimize the number of required Pepco billing 
system modifications; (3) it will simplify and reduce the cost of 
Pepco staff training; and (4) it will lessen the complexity of the 
interface of dynamic pricing rates with the PJM wholesale 
electricity market.8 

 

Case No. 1109”).  In this document, Pepco’s filing will be referred to as Pepco’s Application.  However, the filing 
will also remain in Formal Case No. 1086 since a part of the Company’s proposal relates to its Direct Load Control 
(“DLC”) Program. 
 
3 Formal Case Nos. 1086 and 1109, Pepco’s Application at 2. 
 
4 Id. at 1. 
 
5  Id. at 2. 
 
6  Id. 
 
7  Id. 
 
8  Id. 
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4. On December 18, 2013, Pepco filed an errata to Table 5 of page 42 of its 
Dynamic Pricing Plan.9  Pepco states that “Table 5 of the Proposal shows the incorrect dynamic 
pricing cost-benefit ratio.”10  Also, the Company indicates that “[i]n responding to Staff Data 
Request 1-21 in this proceeding, Pepco discovered that an error occurred in an Excel 
spreadsheet, causing the incorrect ratio to be presented.”11  Pepco submits that “the enclosed 
errata corrects the information presented in the proposal and clarifies the record in this 
proceeding.”12 
 

III. PEPCO’S DYNAMIC PRICING PLAN 
 

5. Specifically, under the Company’s proposed plan, “[a]ll District of Columbia 
residential customers will be automatically enrolled in dynamic pricing regardless of whether 
they purchase their energy supply through Pepco’s Standard Offer Service (“SOS”) rate or 
through a competitive supplier.”13  Pepco states that “[u]nder the proposed Critical Peak Rebate 
(“CPR”) rate, customers will have the opportunity to earn bill credits for energy reductions that 
occur during designated periods, but they will not face higher electricity rates if they are unable 
to reduce their energy use.”14  Pepco submits that “[f]unding for the credit would be sourced 
from demand response market opportunities within the PJM capacity and energy markets.”15  
The Company indicates that “[t]he Peak Energy Savings Credit (‘PESC’) dynamic pricing rate 
will be applied to the distribution portion of customer bills.”16    Pepco states that “[c]ustomers 
who participate in a supplier’s or a curtailment service provider’s demand response program that 
is bid into the PJM demand response market will not be able to participate in Pepco’s CPR 
program to prevent duplicate bidding of the resource into the PJM Market.”17  Pepco states that 
“[a] tariff for Pepco’s proposed Dynamic Pricing Rider ‘DP’ is provided with its filing” and that 
“Rider ‘DP’ is a Rider that is applicable to all residential distribution customers.”18  According to 

9  Formal Case Nos. 1086 and 1109, Potomac Electric Power Company Errata to Table 5 of page 42 of its 
October 7, 2013 Dynamic Pricing Proposal, filed December 18, 2013 (“Errata”).      
 
10  Id. 
 
11  Id. 
 
12  Id. 
 
13 Formal Case Nos. 1086 and 1109, Pepco’s Application at 3. 
 
14  Id. 
 
15  Id. at 3-4. 
 
16 Id. at 7. 
 
17  Id. at 3, fn 3. 
 
18  Id. at 6. 
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the Company, “Rider ‘DP’ is designed to comport with existing PJM market rules related to 
demand response participation in the PJM capacity and energy markets.”19 
 

6. Pepco proposes to establish an initial dynamic pricing credit of $1.25 per kWh.20  
Pepco states that 

 
[u]nder the PESC, the distribution service portion of a customer’s 
bill is modified by a credit calculated by applying the bill credit 
amount of $1.25 per kWh to the difference between actual kWh 
consumption and a Customer Base Line (‘CBL’) level of 
consumption during the Peak Savings period designated by the 
Company.21 
 

The Company asserts that “[t]he rate is identical to the rate currently in place for Pepco in 
Maryland, Delmarva Power in Delaware, and Baltimore Gas & Electric Company in 
Maryland.”22 
 

7. Pepco asserts that “[d]ynamic pricing credits will be paid to eligible customers 
who, during Peak Savings periods, reduce their demand below the level of their typical usage 
during similar days.”23 According to the Company, “each eligible customer’s typical usage level 
on similar days and hours is the ‘baseline usage’ for the customer.”24 The Company states that 
“[p]eak savings events are typically called when electricity demand is high, and particularly 
when PJM declares a reliability event or when a system peak is likely to occur.”25 
 

8. The Company states that it “will typically call Peak Savings events on summer 
weekdays” and “each customer’s baseline usage represents the typical usage on recent similar 
days.”26  According to the Company, it “proposes to calculate the CBL in the same manner it is 
doing so in Pepco’s Maryland service territory and in the same manner as its affiliate, Delmarva 
Power, in Delaware.” 27  Pepco asserts that the “CBL will be calculated as the average of each 

19  Id. 
 
20  Id. at 11. 
 
21 Id. at 7. 
 
22  Id. at 11. 
 
23   Id. at 7. 
 
24  Id. at 7-8. 
 
25   Id. 
 
26  Id. at 8. 
 
27  Id. 
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individual customer’s use during similar hours for the three days with the highest use during the 
prior 30-day period, after skipping the day prior to the event day.”28 Pepco submits that 
“[w]eekends, holidays, critical peak days, and the day prior to the Critical Event are not included 
in this calculation and that Pepco will post each customer’s CBL on the morning of the 
scheduled event to provide interested customers with additional information.”29 
 

9. Pepco asserts that “[d]ynamic pricing will apply year-round with an emphasis on 
summer activations (typically during the months of June through September)” and that “Typical 
Peak Savings events will occur during summer weekday afternoons due to the high electricity 
loads that result from the use of air conditioning used to combat high temperature and humidity 
conditions.”30  Pepco states that it “will notify Customers of an anticipated Peak Saving event by 
9 p.m. on the day prior to an event”31 and that it “anticipates that it will call a minimum of four 
and a maximum of 15 Peak Savings events per summer.”32  According to the Company, 
“[c]ustomers will receive an automated phone call, email, or text message, or combination 
thereof limited to two options, of the customer’s choice, notifying them that a Peak Savings 
event will occur on the following day.”33  The Company submits that “[c]ustomers may specify 
their notification preferences through Pepco’s on-line tool, My Account” and “[c]ustomers who 
do not specify a notification preference will receive telephone notification of each event at the 
telephone number Pepco has on file.”34  Also, the Company proposes that for “PJM – declared 
emergencies, the duration of each Peak Savings event will match or exceed the length of the PJM 
emergency event” because Pepco proposes to make the “duration of Critical Events be consistent 
with PJM market rules.”35 
 

10. Pepco proposes to establish an “annual distribution rate true-up mechanism for 
the difference between PJM market revenues, PJM market transactional costs, customer credit 
payments, and ongoing program operational expenses.”36  Pepco submits that “[t]he true-up 
would be applied to the residential customer classes that have the opportunity to participate in 
the PESC program.”37  The Company states that “[t]he true-up would be applied to residential 

28  Id. 
 
29  Id. 
 
30 Id. at 9. 
 
31  Id. at 10. 
 
32 Id. at 11. 
 
33  Id. 
 
34  Id. 
 
35  Id. at 10. 
 
36 Id. at 13. 
 
37  Id. 
 

 
 

                                                 



Order No. 17375  Page 6 
 

distribution customer bills as an adjustment to the distribution price charged per kWh of 
consumption.”38  According to the Company, “[a]n annual true-up adjustment filing would be 
made during the month of November and an adjustment would be made effective as of the billing 
month of January for the prior years over or under collection due to changing kWh distribution 
sales.”39 
 

11. Pepco states that it “has developed an education campaign for PESC in the 
District of Columbia.”40  According to the Company,  

 
[t]he key objectives of the PESC education campaign include the 
following.  (1) To explain Pepco’s PESC program clearly and 
simply, so customers will participate by reducing energy use 
during the designated hours on Peak Savings Days; (2) to explain 
the difference between and benefits of the PESC and EWR 
programs.  The EWR Program provides an enabling tool whereby 
Pepco can automatically reduce a residential customer’s central air 
conditioner energy use and the PESC Program permits each 
residential customer to reduce their energy use directly through 
their own actions; (3) encourage customers to enroll in My 
Account, Pepco’s online account management and energy analysis 
tool, and learn about the many tools that are available to help 
customers reduce and manage their electricity consumption; and 
(4) help customers understand that reducing peak usage on the 
hottest days of summer will help to reduce energy prices and 
ultimately reduce electric costs for all customers.41 

 
12. Pepco asserts that there will be communications challenges for the campaign such 

as “addressing limited customer awareness concerning the PESC program, reaching Spanish 
speaking and other non-English speaking customers, reaching low income customers, 
communicating with elderly customers, customers with disabilities, and others who may need 
electricity during Peak Energy Days for medical or health reasons.”42  Pepco indicates that to 
address these and other communication challenges it has “developed a plan for the campaign, 
based on proven tactics and lessons learned during the Maryland phase-in experience with 
PESC” and “the Company will incorporate lessons learned from its 2013 PESC program 
experience in other jurisdictions.”43  The Company indicates that it “will reach out to customers 

38 Id. 
 
39 Id. 
 
40  Id. at 14. 
 
41  Id. at 14-15.  
 
42  Id. 15-16.  
 
43  Id. at 16.  Pepco has been operating a similar program in Maryland since June 2012. 
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who are typically more difficult to reach, including seniors, the disabled or medically frail, non-
English speaking, and low-income customers through a wide variety of channels.”44  Pepco 
states that “[v]ulnerable customers and caretakers will receive targeted messaging both through 
written communications and community outreach.”45 
 

13. The Company submits that it is “adding advertising as a proposed component of 
this plan due to its densely populated service territory and large-scale nature of the roll-out.”46  
Pepco asserts that “[t]his method of communication is a way to provide multiple points of 
contact to reach a broad audience, as well as channels to reach specific audiences” and “[i]t 
offers a range of channels such as radio, television, internet, print and transit advertisements used 
to reach a variety of customers with varied media interests to encourage enrolling and accessing 
My Account.” 47 
 

14. Pepco proposes the following Education Campaign Budget.48 
 
Pepco DC Dynamic 
Pricing 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

      
Mass Advertising $1,100,000 $500,000 $500,000 $525,000 $550,000 
Direct Mail $550,000 $275,000 $275,000 $275,000 $275,000 
Community 
Outreach $25,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 

Creative 
Development $175,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 

Research $125,000 $100,000 $100,000 $75,000 $50,000 
Web Production $25,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 
      
Total $2,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 
 

15. The Company states that “[t]he customer education materials include information 
on how customers can use My Account to better understand their energy usage, baseline, and 
credit.”49  According to Pepco, “[m]y Account provides customers with access to their hourly 
energy use data, their historical energy usage, bill payment, and a variety of energy information 

 
44  Id. at 17. 
 
45  Id.  
 
46  Id. at 18. 
  
47  Id. at 18-19.  
 
48  Id. at 20. 
 
49  Id.   
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tools” and “[c]ustomers will also be able to view baseline usage on the day of the PESC event 
and their resulting credit amount the day after the event.”50 
 

16. Pepco states that its “existing EWR Program currently provides summer monthly 
billing credits to program participants in exchange for permitting the cycling of their central air 
conditioners/heat pumps in accordance with the terms of the program.”51  The Company asserts 
that “[t]o integrate dynamic pricing with these programs when the dynamic pricing rebate 
becomes effective, Pepco proposes to establish a monthly billing credit true-up for EWR 
customers.”52  Pepco submits that “[u]nder the Company’s proposal, EWR Program participants 
would continue to earn their annual EWR credit and have the opportunity to earn additional 
credits by reducing energy use during PESC events.”53  The Company asserts that “[t]his 
proposal seeks to maximize 1) available EWR demand reductions; 2) customer program 
participation; and 3) participant satisfaction.”54 According to Pepco, if approved, educational 
messaging regarding the EWR and PESC programs in the District of Columbia will be consistent 
with the messaging in Maryland.”55 
 

17. Also, “Pepco proposes to establish an IHD pilot for residential customers to 
determine whether these devices assist customers in better managing their electricity use and 
responding to PESC events.”56  The Company asserts that “[o]ne recent study has estimated that 
the use of IHDs could reduce residential customer energy use between 3 and 13%.”57  According 
to the Company, “[t]he IHD pilot will begin during Q1 2014 and continue throughout the year, 
assuming Commission approval of the pilot is received no later than January 31, 2014” and “[a] 
report summarizing the findings of the pilot will be prepared and available by the end of Q2 
2015.”58  Pepco asserts that “[t]he results of the pilot will help to determine whether IHDs should 
be offered/incented by Pepco in the future.”59  Pepco states that “IHD devices also provide 
customers with detailed energy use information directly from their installed AMI meters” and 
that “displayed data can include instantaneous electric energy use data, daily energy use, weekly 

50  Id.  
 
51  Id. at 26. 
 
52  Id. 
 
53  Id. 
 
54  Id. 
 
55   Id. at 27. 
 
56  Id. 
 
57  Id. 
 
58  Id. 
 
59  Id. 
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energy use, and an estimate of associated electricity costs.”60  Also, the Company submits that 
“alerts concerning PESC and EWR events can be provided directly to the IHD device to 
encourage customer energy reductions.”61  Pepco “proposes to establish a regulatory asset to 
account for these costs” and “will seek recovery of the costs in a subsequent distribution rate 
case where the Commission will have an opportunity to review those costs.”62  Pepco proposes 
the following budget for the IHD Pilot Program:63 
 

Item Cost 
IHD Equipment $50,000 
IHD Installation $35,000 
Software $3,500 
Educational Material $1,250 
Mailing Expense $9,000 
Participant Surveys $50,000 
EM&V $115,000 
TOTAL $263,750 

 
18. The Company states that it “currently offers smart thermostats or direct load 

equipment to residential customers through the existing EWR Program.”64  Pepco asserts that 
“[t]he EWR Program permits Pepco to reduce participant residential central air conditioning 
compressor load during high demand periods by sending a signal to the direct load control 
equipment to cycle compressors.”65  According to the Company, “significant numbers of District 
of Columbia residential customers rely upon the use of window air conditioners for their cooling 
needs, and those units are not eligible for inclusion in the EWR program.”66  Pepco states that 
“existing technology is available to remotely control window AC units.”67  Thus, “at this time, 
the Company proposes to establish a residential window air conditioner pilot program that would 
operate during the summer of 2014.”68  The Company “proposes to establish a regulatory asset to 
account for these costs” and “will seek recovery of the costs in a subsequent distribution rate 

60  Id. at 27-28. 
 
61  Id. at 28. 
 
62  Id. 
 
63  Id. at 29.   
 
64  Id.  
 
65  Id. 
 
66  Id. 
 
67  Id. 
 
68  Id. at 30.  
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case.”69  Pepco proposes the following budget for its Window AC Demand Reduction Pilot 
Program:70 
  

Item Cost 
Window AC Control Equipment $60,000 
Control AC Installation $15,000 
Software/Device Communications $25,000 
Educational Material $1,250 
Mailing Expense $9,000 
Participant Surveys $50,000 
EM&V $115,000 
TOTAL $275,250 

 
19. The Company “recommends relying upon the dynamic pricing to bid demand 

reductions into both the PJM capacity and PJM energy markets.”71  The Company states that 
“[t]his will permit Pepco to derive a PJM market revenue stream to provide financial support to 
the PESC Program.”72  Pepco submits that “it will bid forecast dynamic pricing reductions into 
the Reliability Pricing Model (‘RPM’) future Base Residual Auctions (‘BRA’) and the 
incremental PJM capacity auctions for each PJM planning year.”73  According to the Company, 
“[a]ll revenue derived from any PJM market mechanism will directly fund the ongoing 
operations of the program, supporting PESC credit amounts and ongoing program operational 
expense.”74  Pepco asserts that “[a]ny earnings that exceed these expenses will be credited back 
to customers through the proposed dynamic pricing true-up mechanism that is applied to 
residential distribution rates” and “[i]f earnings are insufficient to fund these expenses, then the 
proposed true-up mechanism will provide a means to collect the shortfall.”75  The Company 
states that if Commission approves its proposed dynamic pricing plan by January 31, 2014, “the 
Company will bid dynamic pricing derived demand reductions into the PJM RPM BRA auction 
for delivery during the planning year of 2017/2018.”76  Pepco submits that “[t]his auction will 
occur during early May of 2014” and “[f]orecast dynamic pricing reductions for the summers of 

69  Id. 
 
70  Id. at 31. 
 
71  Id. at 34. 
 
72  Id. 
 
73  Id. 
 
74  Id. 
 
75  Id. 
 
76  Id. at 35.  
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2014, 2015, and 2016 will be bid into available PJM incremental RPM auctions and/or 
participate in bilateral market opportunities.”77 
 

20. According to Pepco, “[t]he introduction of a new demand response resource will 
mitigate wholesale electric market energy prices for a period of time” and “[s]uppliers are 
expected to reflect these price mitigation impacts in their offers to supply Pepco Standard Offer 
Service and direct competitive retail supply service to customers.”78  Pepco states, “[f]or benefit 
calculation purposes, the Company has assumed that the capacity price benefit calculation is 
identical to the method that Pepco has adopted for the determination of AMI benefits in its 
Maryland jurisdiction.”79  According to the Company, “[p]rice mitigation effects of demand 
reduction resources will reduce regional PJM market prices; however, Pepco has only included 
price mitigation effects for District of Columbia dynamic pricing that accrue to District of 
Columbia consumers.”80 
 

21. The Company submits that its “[e]stimates for incremental Dynamic Pricing costs 
are shown for the period of 2014 through 2018” and “[c]osts are assumed to be constant through 
future years beginning with 2015.”81  Pepco proposes the following annual costs for Dynamic 
Pricing:82  Pepco states that “the figures do not include annual customer credit expense, which 
will vary annually depending upon the number of event hours and customer response rates.”83 
 
Annual Cost of 
Dynamic Pricing 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Customer Education $2,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 
IT Support $116,537 $116,537 $116,537 $116,537 $116,537 
External Analytical 
Support $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 

Utility Admin $62,500 $62,500 $62,500 $62,500 $62,500 
Outbound 
Messaging $442,750 $442,750 $442,750 $442,750 $442,750 

      
Total $2,671,787 $1,671,787 $1,671,787 $1,671,787 $1,671,787 
 

77  Id. 
 
78  Id. at 37.  
 
79  Id. 
 
80  Id. 
 
81  Id. at 41. 
 
82  Id. 
 
83  Id. 
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22. Finally, the Company states that “[i]f the dynamic pricing program is operated 
over a 15 year period the Company currently projects that the benefit/cost ratio of the program 
will exceed 3 to 1.”84  Pepco provides the following summary of the resulting dynamic pricing 
benefit/cost ratio:85 
 

 
Benefit Category                        Net Present 

Value 
(NPV) 

Capacity Earnings $17,752,375 
Energy Market Earnings $380,925 
Capacity Price Mitigation $38,835,170 

Total $56,968,470 

Cost Category NPV 

Customer Education $10,711,821 
IT Support $1,140,118 
External Analytical Support $489,166 
Utility Admin $611,457 
Outbound Messaging $4,331,563 
Total $17,284,125 

Benefit-Cost Ratio 3.296 

 
IV. PARTIES’ COMMENTS 

 
A. OPC 
 
23. OPC states that “Pepco has requested approval of its plan by January 31, 2014” 

and “Pepco’s request is entirely unreasonable because it would not allow for adequate review 
and deliberation regarding the Company’s Proposal.”86  OPC asserts that “the Company has 
failed to provide sufficient information to enable the Office or the Commission to make an 
informed decision as to whether its proposal is just and reasonable and in the best interest of 
District ratepayers.”87  Thus, “OPC requests that the PSC reject Pepco’s request for expedited 

84  Id. at 42.  
 
85  Formal Case Nos. 1086 and 1109, Pepco Errata. 
 
86  Formal Case Nos. 1086 and 1109, Office of the People’s Counsel Comments and Request for Hearing 
Proceeding in Response to the Commission’s Public Notice Regarding Pepco’s District of Columbia Dynamic 
Pricing Program Proposal and Air Conditioner Direct Load Control Program, filed December 30, 2013 (“OPC’s 
Comments”) at 1.  
 
87  Formal Case Nos. 1086 and 1109, OPC’s Comments at 1-2.  
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approval and establish a formal evidentiary hearing to fully investigate the issues raised in 
Pepco’s proposal.”88 
 

24. OPC submits that it “generally supports the objectives of Pepco’s Proposal; 
however, it “has several concerns regarding a few of its details.”89  OPC recommends that the 
“PSC order Pepco to modify certain aspects of its proposal to ensure that the programs will be 
cost-effective, meaningful, and accessible for District consumers.”90  OPC asserts the following: 

 
• Pepco’s Proposal to fund its dynamic pricing plan through 

energy-reduction bids in PJM Interconnection LLC’s (”PJM”) 
capacity market may be too ambitious given the time frame of 
the Company’s request, current market conditions within 
PJM’s footprint and a pending PJM filing with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) requesting a firm 
cap on Extended Summer Demand Resource and Limited 
Demand Response capacity products. 

• Based on the current design of Pepco’s Proposal, the limited 
revenue that Pepco will likely secure in PJM will result in a 
shortfall that will unfairly burden D.C. ratepayers.  

• Pepco’s Proposal is a solid first step toward acclimating 
District residents to dynamic pricing, but the Company should 
consider offering critical-peak pricing or hourly pricing or both 
as opt-in programs. 

• OPC supports making customer utility bills more user-friendly 
and encourages the use of “shadow billing” for Pepco’s 
dynamic pricing program. 

• Any dynamic pricing program approved by this Commission 
should have clearly-defined benchmarks. 

• OPC supports Pepco’s proposed In-Home Display pilot and 
recommends special attention to how such technology can 
work for residents of multi-family buildings. 

• OPC supports Pepco’s window air conditioner load control 
pilot and requests further information regarding the potential 
for users of window air conditioners to participate in the 
Energy Wise Rewards™ program.91 

 

 
88  Id. at 2.  
 
89  Id. 
 
90  Id.  
 
91  Id. at 2-3. 
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25. Specifically, “OPC submits that the Company’s PESC can be a useful step 
towards empowering ratepayers to manage their energy consumption better” and “[s]etting the 
PESC as the default program for all electricity consumers, whether they are SOS or alternative-
energy-supplier customers, is a reasonable approach to introducing dynamic pricing to District 
ratepayers.”92  Also, OPC states that it is “amenable to the proposed scheduling parameters of 
the PESC.”93  OPC indicates that “[t]he PESC offers a promising opportunity for District 
ratepayers to embrace the widespread adoption of curtailing their electricity consumption during 
periods of peak demand.”94  However, OPC submits that “Pepco’s proposal is incomplete and 
fails to consider fully all of the dynamic pricing options available that could prove beneficial to 
electricity consumers” and that “OPC has concerns about certain details of Pepco’s proposal, 
including the critical detail of how the Company plans to fund its dynamic pricing program.”95 
 

26. According to OPC, “although it fully supports the adoption of a peak-demand 
rebate model, such as the PESC, Pepco’s projections about the revenue it is likely to generate in 
PJM’s capacity market are unreliable” and “Pepco’s proposal shields the Company itself from 
any risk, places the risk entirely on consumers and places high, and arguably unreasonable, 
expectations on the PJM capacity market.”96  OPC states that “the Company’s current plan to 
implement dynamic pricing requires a clear understanding of the possible rate implications for 
District consumers in relation to PJM’s RPM.”97  OPC indicates that “Pepco’s aspirations for its 
plans are ambitious.”98  OPC asserts that “February through May is a very short period to launch 
the PESC and obtain an accurate assessment of customer participation in order to accurately bid 
into PJM’s BRA” and that “[s]hould the Company fail to meet its RPM obligations, PJM will 
assess the Company a penalty.”99  OPC asserts that “one of the questions that the Commission 
needs to address in this proceeding is whether the costs of such a penalty would be borne by 
Pepco’s shareholders or its ratepayers.”100  In addition, OPC indicates that “it has concerns that 
Pepco will not realize significant capacity-market revenue in 2014 to support its dynamic pricing 
program” and that “Pepco projects that the cost of its dynamic pricing program will total about 

92  Id. at 9. 
 
93  Id.  
 
94  Id. at 10. 
 
95  Id., citing to PJM Interconnection LLC, Rate Schedule FERC No. 44, Reliability Assurance Agreement, 
Schedule 6.1, Section K (Effective Date November 29, 2013).    
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2.7 million in 2014.”101  Additionally, “OPC urges further review of how the Company intends 
to raise these funds.”102 
 

27. OPC submits that “Pepco should revise the proposed bill credit of $1.25 per 
kWh.”103  According to OPC, “PJM is not likely to pay Pepco $1.25/kWh for any energy 
reductions resulting from the PESC in the 2014/2015 Power Year or any time thereafter.”104  
OPC asserts that “based upon PJM’s RPM Auction results for the Pepco zone, as of December 
2013, if Pepco receives the average of these prices the level of compensation that the Company 
would receive from PJM for the PESC in forthcoming years will be: $0.08/kWh in 2014, $0.16 
in 2015, $0.31 in 2016 and $0.98 in 2017.”105  OPC argues that “[t]he difference between $1.25 
and these prospective amounts will result in a major shortfall in compensation” and that  

 
this deficit combined with Pepco’s prosed expenditures on 
customer education will result in a large shortfall that will be 
recovered in the Company’s proposed true-up mechanism-as is 
presently the case in Maryland, which is experiencing this situation 
as a result of Baltimore Gas & Electric introducing a peak-time 
rebate of $1.25/kWh to its customers last summer.106 
 

OPC submits that “[t]he potential for a shortfall in revenue earned in PJM for this program 
compels revision of the proposed rebate amount” and that “[a] more thorough review through an 
evidentiary hearing would facilitate the development of a reasonable PESC value to prevent 
shortfalls.”107 
 

28. Also, “OPC requests that the Commission take administrative notice of PJM’s 
recent filing with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (‘FERC’) regarding the clearing of 
Extended Summer Demand Response (‘DR’) and limited DR capacity resources.”108 OPC states 
that “[o]n November 29, 2013, PJM filed its proposal to place a firm cap on the limited DR and 
Extended Summer DR capacity resources that can be permitted to clear in its RPM” and that 
specifically, “PJM requested approval to eliminate the minimum requirement for Annual 
Resources and Extended Summer DR and, instead, impose a maximum-allowed amount for 
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Limited DR and Extended Summer DR for the region and in each Load Deliverability Area.”109  
OPC asserts that “[a]dditionally, PJM proposed a newly-created Limited Resource Constraint-
which will cap the amount of Limited DR that can clear in an auction.”110  OPC submits that 
“[i]f FERC approves this plan, some stakeholders project that this could reduce the acquisition of 
demand-reduction products by as much as 35%” and that “[t]he drastic change to the amount of 
DR allowed to clear could severely impede Pepco’s ability to fund its dynamic pricing and other 
energy-efficiency programs.”111  OPC states that “Pepco raised this ominous prospect in its 
recent filings with the FERC regarding PJM’s plan.”112  OPC indicates that “Pepco Holdings, 
Inc. (‘PHI’) joined with several other stakeholders, including the Industrial Customer Coalition 
(collectively ‘Coalition of Diverse Stakeholders’ or ‘Coalition’) to protest PJM’s plan.”113  OPC 
asserts that “In their December 20, 2013 protest, the Coalition stated: ‘In addition to imposing 
direct additional costs to load, the PJM proposal will likely also have substantial chilling effect 
on Limited DR . . . [b]y significantly reducing Limited DR compensation, PJM is basically 
eliminating Limited DR as a resource.’”114  Given this pending PJM proposal before FERC, 
“OPC urges greater scrutiny of how Pepco will fund its proposed dynamic pricing program.”115 
 

29. OPC indicates that Pepco’s proposal should also include “an opt-in, critical-peak 
pricing and hourly-pricing program.”116  OPC indicates that “in order to make greater strides 
towards energy efficiency and consumer empowerment, the Company should go one step further 
and present a proposal for an opt-in CPP program and an opt-in HP program.”117  OPC advises 
that “[t]he findings of PowerCentsDC showed that consumers benefitted from both CPP and HP 
for energy savings.”118  OPC states that the  PowerCentsDC findings revealed that while the pilot 
participants favored the CPR arrangement because of its simplicity and lack of risk, they also 
responded positively to the CPP and HP.119 CPP prices led to the greatest peak demand 

109  Id. at 12-13. 
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reductions for PowerCentsDC participants and HP rates yielded the most monetary savings for 
the participants.120 
 

30. OPC states that “Pepco should produce information [to] the Commission showing 
the capabilities of its billing systems throughout the region: in Maryland, District of Columbia, 
Delaware and New Jersey.”121  OPC argues that “since the Company utilizes a uniform billing 
system throughout its service territory, a comprehensive picture of the system’s ability to support 
all types of dynamic pricing arrangements will assist the Commission in evaluating Pepco’s 
proposal.”122  Also, OPC believes that “Pepco should incorporate ‘shadow billing’ in its dynamic 
pricing proposal.”123  OPC states that “in addition to the standard information on their monthly 
bill regarding their actual energy usage, customers could also receive a hypothetical bill that 
would detail how much they would have spent (and saved) under the dynamic pricing 
arrangement” and “[c]onversely, customers who participate in dynamic pricing could receive a 
shadow bill of what their bill would look like with just the flat rate.”124  OPC asserts that 
“shadow billing can be used effectively with peak rebate programs, such as the PESC, to show 
customers the rebates they could have earned if they had reduced their energy usage during the 
peak savings event.”125 
 

31. OPC recommends that “benchmarks be established for dynamic pricing.”126  OPC 
submits that “[a]ll ratepayers should have a clear picture of how the Company’s dynamic pricing 
programs are faring throughout its service territory.”127 
 

32. With respect to Pepco’s IHD Pilot, “OPC recommends that the pilot give 
particular attention to residents in multi-family buildings.”128  OPC asserts that “[d]istributing 
IHD’s to apartment dwellers and studying their impact will yield important data that may assist 
in the effort to achieve energy efficiency in multi-family buildings.”129 
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33. Finally, with respect to Pepco’s Window Air Conditioner Pilot, OPC submits that 
“[w]hile the Company has not fully explained the reasons why window air conditioners cannot 
be included in the EWR program, OPC supports establishing this pilot to measure how effective 
window unit control devices can be for reducing load during periods of peak demand.”130  OPC 
states that “Pepco should provide further explanation for the EWR program’s current exclusion 
of window air conditioners and the potential for their inclusion in the future.”131 
 

B. National Energy Marketers Association 
 
34. The National Energy Marketers Association (“NEM”) states that it has “a number 

of concerns about Pepco’s dynamic pricing proposal.”132  NEM asserts that, “[a]s a general 
matter, demand response products are competitive products, and the marketplace should be relied 
upon to provide them to consumers.”133  Thus, NEM urges that “Commission policies be 
carefully crafted to avoid the institution of rate structures and incentives that create a new utility 
service monopoly for an inherently competitive energy service.”134  NEM states that 
“[c]ompetitive providers should be provided with real-time, open non-discriminatory access to 
customers’ AMI data that is being produced by Pepco’s smart grid infrastructure.”135  NEM 
indicates that “[d]ocket 1098 addresses the very issue of timely, non-discriminatory supplier 
access to AMI data that is implicated by the instant filing” and that “the proceeding is 
considering a series of questions related to billing, real-time data and communications, PJM 
settlement and customer enrollment.”136  Additionally, “NEM strongly suggests that before 
consideration of Pepco’s proposal is undertaken that a final determination and guidance be 
issued by the Commission requiring Pepco to provide suppliers with access to AMI data to allow 
for the creation and offering of innovative, demand response products.”137 
 

35. With respect to Pepco’s proposed consumer education campaign, NEM urges 
“that the campaign be presented in a competitively neutral fashion.”138  NEM states that “the 
campaign should explain the benefits of participating in demand response in general, not Pepco’s 
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program in particular.”139  According to NEM “Pepco already benefits from a competitive 
advantage in the marketplace” and “it is inappropriate for the ratepayer-funded, consumer 
education campaign to promote a Pepco product to the exclusion of all competitive products, 
particularly when this could allow them to leverage this further into the promotion of a new 
demand monopoly.”140 
 

36. Finally, “NEM recommends that the Commission defer a decision on the Pepco 
dynamic pricing proposal pending a final decision in Docket 1098 on Retail Electricity Supplier 
Access to Customer Smart Meter Data.”141  NEM asserts that “[c]ompetitive suppliers should be 
relied upon to be the providers of competitive demand response products” and “they need to be 
provided with real-time, open and non-discriminatory access to smart grid data in order to 
provide these products.”142  NEM states that “[a]t this early stage of product development and 
consumer participation, it is imperative not to establish a new demand response monopoly role 
for the incumbent utility.”143 
 

C. Retail Energy Supply Association 
 

37. In its Comments, the Retail Energy Supply Association (“RESA”) “agrees with 
NEM’s conclusion that the Commission should defer a decision on the DP Proposal pending a 
final determination in Formal Case No. 1098.”144  RESA states that it “agrees with NEM’s three 
primary points.”145  RESA asserts that “the services that Pepco intends to provide in its DP 
Proposal-specifically demand response services-are competitive products” and “market 
participants in other states are providing these types of services, so there is no reason to allow 
Pepco to provide this service when it can be provided by the market.”146  According to RESA, 
“any dynamic pricing proposal in the District should not be created with rate structures or 
incentives to induce Pepco to provide additional dynamic pricing services or products, as Pepco 
implies in its DP Proposal that it hopes to provide in the future.”147 
 

139  Id. 
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38. RESA states that it “agrees with NEM’s position that ‘[c]competitive providers 
should be provided with real-time open, non-discriminatory access to customers’ AMI data that 
is being produced by Pepco’s smart grid infrastructure.”148  RESA asserts that it “has taken the 
same position in Formal Case 1098.”149  RESA further submits that “utility-provided programs 
such as Pepco’s DP Proposal are not necessary, and can be provided by retail suppliers, if the 
retail suppliers have timely access to their customers’ smart meter data, with their permission 
and on a next day basis and in a way that allows suppliers to access such data for all of their 
customers at one time and not on a customer by customer basis.”150  RESA states that “Pepco’s 
inability to provide retail suppliers with timely access, i.e., next day, to their own customers’ 
smart meter data is a significant barrier to suppliers who desire to offer these programs in the 
District, for the benefit of District customers.”151  Finally, RESA asserts that it “agrees with 
NEM that any customer education program associated with the DP Proposal be presented in a 
competitively neutral manner and not promote the Pepco product specifically.”152 
 

D. Interstate Gas Supply 
 

39. Interstate Gas Supply, Inc. (“IGS”), states that the Commission should “consider 
more market-based solutions in order to encourage the development of dynamic pricing products 
in the Pepco service territory.”153  IGS asserts that “if the Commission ultimately decides to 
approve Pepco’s application, Pepco’s DP Program should be modified to mitigate the damage a 
non-market based DP Program could do to the market for Dynamic priced products.”154 
 

40. First, IGS states that “customers should not be automatically enrolled in the DP 
Program”.155  IGS submits that “[i]f the DP Program is the default dynamic pricing option, the 
Pepco program will have an anti-competitive advantage over other similar products in the 
marketplace.156 Also, IGS submits that “[a]nother problem with automatic enrollment is that 
many customers will likely be enrolled having limited or no understanding of the program, thus 
limiting the energy reduction that will be achieved as result of the program.”157  In addition, IGS 
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asserts that “[a]utomatically enrolling customers in the DP Program by default also dilutes the 
value of the demand response and energy savings on a per customer basis.”158  IGS further 
submits that “[i]f customers are automatically enrolled in the Pepco DP Program there will be a 
greater misalignment between credits given to customers and energy reduction actually achieved 
as result of the program” and “because there will be a significant amount of credits given that did 
not actually induce reduced energy consumption, automatic enrollment will increase the 
likelihood that Pepco DP Program costs are not covered by the capacity payments from PJM”.159  
IGS submits that “Requiring customers to affirmatively choose to enter into a dynamic pricing 
program will increase the actual energy efficiency savings achieved per dollar spent on the 
program.”160  According to IGS, “this is because customers will be more likely to receive credits 
for actual energy savings induced by the price incentives, rather than receiving credits as a result 
of random variance of energy usage.”161  IGS states further that “an opt-in program will reduce 
the likelihood that the program revenues are significantly less than program costs, because on a 
per customer basis revenues will be greater for customers that affirmatively choose to be part of 
a program.”162 
 

41. IGS also argues that the “proposed DP Program does not reflect the true cost of 
providing this service to customers.”163  IGS states that “if Pepco offers a non-market based 
dynamic price - that does not reflect all of the costs of participating a market - then the DP 
Program will be better positioned than other market based products.”164  IGS submits that 
“[a]utomatically enrolling customers in Pepco product will exacerbate the subsidies flowing 
from distribution rates to the Pepco DP Program” and “[c]onsequently, the program design is 
likely to result in a distribution payer covering a large portion of the program costs because there 
will be a significant amount of credits given that did not induce actual energy reduction.”165  IGS 
also asserts that “[w]hile Pepco maintains in the application that it will adjust credits 
periodically, Pepco does not provide a time-frame or methodology to adjust credits” and that 
“Pepco does not even commit to aligning the credit with the capacity payments made by 
PJM.”166  Thus, IGS states that at a “minimum Pepco should be required to build in a mechanism 
that allows for more flexibility in the calculation energy credits for the DP Program to be better 
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align program costs with PJM capacity payments” and that “[r]equiring an annual review of the 
Pepco program, and the energy reduction credit, would help to protect distribution customers 
against incurring undue costs.”167 
 

42. IGS asserts that “problems with the DP program are remedied by allowing 
competitive customers to enroll in the DP Program.”168  IGS submits that “Pepco’s proposal 
risks transforming the competitive market for electric services into a market where competitive 
suppliers remain just the commodity supplier and the electric distribution utility is responsible 
for providing any add-on services, such as dynamic pricing credits.”169 
 

43. In addition, IGS states that “Pepco should take a more market based approach to 
encourage dynamic pricing options.”170  IGS submits that the Commission can “ensure that 
customer data gathered from AMI meters is available to competitive suppliers” and “the data 
should be available as soon as it is available to Pepco, and there should be an easy means by 
which competitive suppliers can access that data.”171  IGS submits that “if Pepco wishes to have 
an immediate dynamic priced product available to customers, Pepco should consider taking a 
similar approach that the PECO electric utility took in Pennsylvania”.172  IGS states that “in 
PECO, electric suppliers bid to serve the dynamic price offering available to customers, and now 
those products are being served by the competitive market.”173 
 

44. Finally, IGS submits that “if the Commission is inclined to allow Pepco to offer a 
DP Program, the Commission should make modifications to the proposed DP Program to ensure 
that a robust competitive dynamic pricing market is able to develop.”174  According to IGS, “the 
Commission should do the following:  (1) “require that any DP Program offered by Pepco is an 
opt-in program, not an opt-out program, meaning that all customers should have to give their 
affirmative consent before being enrolled in the program”; (2) indicate that the DP Program 
offered by Pepco is designed to be a temporary program put in place to give customers a 
dynamic priced option while the competitive market for dynamic priced products has a chance to 
develop; (3) “have a review process annually, examining the effectiveness of the DP Program 
and also examining the other types of dynamic priced products that are available to customers;” 
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and (4) remove the true-up mechanism from distribution rates.175  IGS asserts that “Pepco’s DP 
Program should be required to stand on its own so that the revenues received from capacity 
payments fully support the DP Program costs in all years.”176 
 

E. Washington Gas Energy Services 
 

45. Washington Gas Energy Services Inc. (“WGES”) states that “the Commission 
should defer consideration of Pepco’s plan.”177  WGES asserts that “competitive energy 
suppliers should be relied upon to provide smart grid-enabled demand response products; the 
ability of Pepco to do so will undercut and adversely affect the competitive market, to the 
detriment of consumers in the District of Columbia.”178  WGES argues that “[t]he Commission 
should ensure that all market participants have access to the data and communication tools that 
are being made available as AMI is deployed.”179  Additionally, “WGES urges the Commission 
to act on the questions raised in Formal Case No. 1098 and defer any action on Pepco’s Plan 
until the important policy questions relating to supplier access to smart meter data are 
resolved.”180  Finally, WGES states that it “is concerned about Pepco’s proposal to spend $6 
million to market its demand response and dynamic pricing products to customers” and that it 
“agrees that consumers should be educated about the benefits of such programs, but distribution 
service rates should not be used to subsidize the promotion of competitive products offered by 
the utility.”181 
 

F. Grid 2.0-Sierra Club 
 

46. Grid 2.0-Sierra Club [DC Chapter] requests that the “PSC permit only a 
temporary introduction of Pepco’s prosed DP program, in effect, a wider demonstration of the 
option Pepco has apparently selected from the PowerCentsDC pilot completed in Feb. 2010.”182  
According to the Grid 2.0-Sierra Club, “[t]his permission should be contingent on Pepco’s 
participation in a comprehensive smartgrid planning process that will more completely examine 
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issues of concern from all stakeholders and integrate DP more fully into the complete range of 
demonstrated best practices for smartgrid build-out and potential innovation.”183 
 

47. Finally, Grid 2.0-Sierra Club “recommends that the piecemeal approval of 
smartgrid elements by Pepco such as is represented by FC 1109, be ended in favor of a 
comprehensive smartgrid stakeholder workgroup planning process.”184  Grid 2.0-Sierra Club 
states that:  

 
[t]his process should identify and study opportunities to transform 
the distribution grid in order to maximize: (a) the benefit of 
ratepayer and utility investments; (b) the responsible deployment 
of distribution system equipment and infrastructure; (c) the 
reliability and resilience of the distribution grid; (d) the effective 
utilization of AMI, DP and renewable energy technologies; and (e) 
the promotion of rates and services that meet the need for energy 
services in the District.185 
 

Grid 2.0-Sierra Club states further that the “Workgroup should review best practices of other 
utilities throughout the region, country, and world, and identify innovative and cutting-edge 
technologies employed by other jurisdictions that could be successfully incorporated into the 
Plan for improving Pepco’s grid” and the “Workgroup would develop a Plan that would address 
changes to the business model under which Pepco operates, including increasing reliance on 
performance as the determinant of revenue generation and a strategic objective of moving the 
Company toward operation as an ‘Energy Service Utility.”186 
 

G. DC Climate Action 
 

48. DC Climate Action states that “DC customers need choices so they can maximize 
their ability to reduce consumption, to help reduce peak load and to save on their bills.”187  DC 
Climate Action asserts that the “PESC dynamic pricing design is a weak option among dynamic 
rate designs that have been tested nationwide and adopted in Illinois, Oklahoma, Arizona, among 
other U.S. jurisdictions, as well as Canada and Europe.”188  DC Climate Action asserts that “[w]e 
need to provide customers the choice of any of the three plans successfully tested in PowerCents 
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DC.”189   DC Climate Action states that “non-residential customers need choices too” and that 
“in-Home Displays have been overtaken by more accessible, often cheaper and more widely 
used technologies.”190  DC Climate Action indicates that it does not support Pepco’s proposed 
In-Home Display Pilot proposal and recommend that “the Public Service Commission involve 
customers in the design of any further such studies, to ensure that all relevant, not “one size fits 
all”, approaches are considered.”191  Finally, DC Climate Action states that “[t]he Pepco 
proposal to pilot-test a program of remotely controlled window air-conditioners, much like the 
Energy Wise Rewards Program applied to central air conditioners, should be accepted but 
extended also to small businesses.”192 
 
V. PARTIES’ REPLY COMMENTS 
 

A. Pepco 
 

49. Pepco states that “[t]he Commission should not delay approval of the Company’s 
proposal.”193  The Company asserts that “[a]lthough some parties have suggested that the 
Company’s proposed timeline be delayed, no party has offered persuasive reasons or evidence to 
justify a delay, and the Commission should approve Pepco’s program by January 31, 2014.”194 
 

50. Pepco states that “[a]lthough OPC has noted its general support for dynamic 
pricing, it has also stated that the Commission should reject Pepco’s request for expedited 
approval and establish a formal evidentiary hearing to investigate the issues it avers are raised in 
Pepco’s Proposal” and that “OPC claims that it needs more information in order to make an 
informed decision as to whether the Proposal is in the best interest of District ratepayers.”195  
The Company states that “[d]espite this broad assertion, a careful review of OPC’s comments 
reveals only a few instances in which OPC describes any information it requires and in none of 
these instances is OPC’s reasoning persuasive.”196  Pepco asserts that the “only assertion made 
by OPC that specifically notes any ‘lack of information’ is in the context of OPC’s comments 
regarding the Company’s billing system.”197  The Company indicates that the “Commission 
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should reject this attempt to unnecessarily delay the proceeding because the Company has 
already explained the capabilities of the current and future billing systems in its Proposal.”198 
 

51. The Company states that “[i]n addition to OPC, several Third-Party Suppliers 
(‘TPSs’) have requested that the Commission delay a decision on dynamic pricing until such 
time as the Commission addresses TPS’s concerns about retail market data access in Formal 
Case No. 1098.”199  In response, Pepco submits that it “already provides to TPSs data regarding 
their respective customers, and does so on a day-after basis” and “[t]o the extent that TPSs are 
requesting access to data about District of Columbia customers that are not customers of the 
particular TPS, such information cannot be provided according to statute.”200  Pepco states that 
“the statute requires a customer to consent in writing in order for Pepco to disclose information 
regarding that customer to a TPS.”201  According to the Company, “the relief requested by the 
TPSs in this case (namely, access to all electric consumer data, whether or not the consumer has 
granted permission to the TPS to receive this data) cannot be granted as a matter of law.”202 
 

52. Pepco states that it’s “[p]roposed budget is reasonable and should be accepted.”203  
Pepco asserts that “[n]either OPC nor any party has presented any credible evidence challenging 
the conclusion that the benefits of the proposed program materially exceed the program’s 
cost.”204  Also, the Company asserts that “[a]s demonstrated in the Company’s Proposal, the 
Company projects that the cost-to-benefit ratio of the program will exceed 3 to 1, and the 
funding mechanism, consisting of revenues from PJM capacity and energy markets, is sufficient 
to provide adequate funding as currently projected.”205  Also, Pepco submits that it  

 
has worked with the PJM stakeholder process to ensure that 
demand response resources available through dynamic pricing are 
able to continue participating in the PJM wholesale capacity and 
energy markets after various market rule changes are made, and 
PJM has filed with FERC appropriate modifications to increase the 
operational flexibility of demand resources.206 
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The Company submits that “while the true-up mechanism contained in the Proposal would shift 
some costs to customers if the PJM revenues did not meet or exceed the Company’s costs (or if a 
penalty is incurred), it is appropriate that the class of customers benefitting from the program be 
responsible for the costs” and “[c]orrespondingly, the true-up mechanism would also provide to 
that customer class any benefit where revenues exceed program costs.”207  With respect to other 
parties expressing concern “that the Company’s Proposal will cause subsidies to occur from 
distribution rates to the program and that instead the program should be self-supporting”, Pepco 
states that it “has conservatively estimated the revenue stream that its demand response bids will 
generate and these opportunities represent significant and increasing revenues over time.”208  
However’ Pepco indicates that “it is impractical at this time to adopt the IGS proposal that would 
tie actual PJM revenues to credits provided to customers.”209 
 

53. Pepco submits that the “Commission should approve the Company’s Proposal to 
enroll all customers in the PESC.”210  Pepco states that “several parties argue that the Company’s 
dynamic pricing program should not include automatic enrollment for customers, but rather be 
an “opt-in” program, requiring affirmative customer consent.”211  According to the Company, it 
“has developed a comprehensive education plan as part of its dynamic pricing Proposal to 
encourage customers to reduce electricity loads during peak event periods, similar to those that 
have proven successful in Pepco Maryland and Delmarva-Delaware.”212  Also, Pepco indicates 
that “[t]o protect customers who do not understand or who are unwilling to reduce their 
electricity loads, the Company has proposed the limited form of dynamic pricing-the PESC 
credit-as a bridge to the potential introduction of more complex forms of dynamic pricing in 
future years.”213 According to the Company, “[i]t is possible that some years may see less 
revenue than credits issued, particularly in the early years of the program.”214  The Company 
states that “[h]owever, the benefits not directly associated with credits issued far outweigh the 
modest increase in rates needed to make up for a shortfall.”215 
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54. Pepco states that “DC Climate Action asserts that the program should include 
non-residential customers, which have the largest potential energy savings”.216  “Pepco asserts 
that has recommended that dynamic pricing be introduced to residential customers initially for 
the following reasons: (1) there are no known competitive demand response providers for 
District of Columbia residential customers; (2) there are a variety of competitive providers of 
demand response services for District of Columbia non-residential customers at this time; (3) to 
Pepco’s knowledge, no residential electricity supplier currently offers any electricity supply 
pricing options that are similar to dynamic pricing; (4) the price elasticity response is easier to 
estimate for residential customers due to the similarity of residential customer compared to the 
significantly more diverse non-residential customers.  Additionally, the recent Smart Meter Pilot 
Program, Inc. provides price elasticity reduction estimates for District of Columbia residential 
customers; and (5) Pepco’s proposed dynamic pricing rebate provides residential customers with 
a  near-term opportunity to reduce their summer monthly electricity bills.”217  Also, Pepco states 
that its “[d]ynamic pricing rebate will be available to all residential customers, including 
customers with photovoltaic arrays, as indicated in the Company’s proposed dynamic pricing 
related tariffs contained in Attachment A of the Proposal.”218 
 

55. The Company states that “[s]everal parties oppose Pepco implementing dynamic 
pricing, arguing that dynamic pricing – and demand generally – are ‘inherently competitive’ 
products and that utility resources should not be used to offer competitive options.”219  
According to the Company, “[t]he Company’s Proposal does not harm the competitive market, 
as the TPSs have suggested” and that “[n]othing in the Company’s proposal-or the 
Commission’s approval of the plan-limits a supplier’s ability to offer dynamic pricing or other 
demand response products to customers.”220  Pepco states that “in the event that a customer 
selects a TPS’s dynamic pricing offer, the customer would no longer participate in Pepco’s 
dynamic pricing program” and “[a]t this time, there is no evidence in the District of Columbia or 
PHI’s other service territories of competitive suppliers offering any residential dynamic pricing 
products to their customers.”221 
 

56. With respect to benchmarks being established for dynamic pricing, “Pepco agrees 
that it is vital to measure the progress of the program and recommends annual updates to the 
Commission on program goals and status.”222  The Company “proposes that it provide a progress 
report to the Commission and all parties as part of its annual true-up process, described in the 
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Company’s Proposal”223  According to the Company, “[t]his report will include information that 
will allow further analysis of the effectiveness of the program, such as participation level, usage 
reduction achieved, PJM market revenues generated, true-up calculations and similar data that is 
significantly more valuable than a “benchmark.”224 
 

57. Pepco states that “[s]everal parties representing TPS interests, including NEMA 
and RESA, express concern regarding the customer education campaign proposed by Pepco, 
asserting that the materials presented to customers must be presented in a competitively neutral 
fashion and not promote Pepco’s program specifically.”225  In response, Pepco asserts that “the 
Company’s education and marketing materials are competitively neutral and will not prejudice 
the offerings contemplated by TPSs, should any TPS elect to make such offerings in the District 
of Columbia.”226  According to the Company, “the Company’s proposal has indicated that the 
principal purpose of the education campaign is to educate District of Columbia customers about 
the many benefits and opportunities presented by dynamic pricing” and “[t]his general material 
in no way prejudices any eventual competitive product.”227  Also, Pepco states that “the 
materials that will be disseminated to customers will not compare the Company’s proposed 
dynamic pricing program with those that may be offered by TPSs or products offered by 
Curtailment Service Providers (‘CPSs’).”228 
 

58. With respect to OPC’s suggestion that the Commission consider requiring Pepco 
to produce shadow bills, Pepco states that “creating a separate bill-or even entirely new sections 
of the proposed common bill-is unnecessary.”229  The Company submits that “under the 
Company’s proposed form of dynamic pricing, residential consumers face no risk of higher 
electricity bills if they do not respond to dynamic pricing events” and “[s]econd, the amount of 
the bill credit will be specifically identified on each customer’s bill and additional information 
will be available to customers through My Account.”230  Pepco submits that “the information 
that would be provided in a shadow bill would be redundant of the information to be provided in 
the Proposal and, as such, OPC’s suggested shadow bill is unnecessary.”231 
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59. Pepco states that “OPC is generally supportive of the Company’s proposed IHD 
pilot program, but recommends that the pilot give more attention for multi-family dwelling 
units” and that “DC Climate Action, on the other hand, claims that the IHD pilot is ‘unnecessary’ 
and that better options exist to provide data regarding home energy use.”232  Pepco asserts that 
the “pilot program should not be extended to a multi-family dwellings because multi-family 
dwellings structure often require more complex communications between the customer’s smart 
meter and the IHD device, thus increasing the complexity and costs of the pilot program.”233  
With regard to DC Climate Action’s comments, Pepco states that “[t]he Company proposes this 
limited pilot program in order to determine whether the visibility and access to data provided by 
IHDs, or other similar devices, can help customers better manage and understand their energy 
use.”234 
 

60. The Company submits that OPC questions “why the Company’s current DLC 
program excludes window air conditioners from participation.”235  Pepco states that it:  

 
has excluded window air conditioners from participation in the 
existing DLC program because the smart thermostat or cycling 
switch that is installed as part of the DLC program is not directly 
wired to the window air conditioning unit and so certainty of 
control in a cycling event cannot be assured (unlike a central air 
conditioning unit which is directly controlled by the thermostat or 
cycling switch).236 
 

Pepco asserts that “the appropriate method of offering a window air conditioner cycling program 
to customers will be load reduction enabling tool that is supported through dynamic pricing.”237  
The Company states that it “has proposed a limited pilot program, consisting of 250 residential 
customers, to evaluate the energy savings potential for window air conditioners and has 
committed to provide conclusions and recommendations at the end of the pilot program.”238 
 

61. Finally, Pepco suggests “[i]n the alternative to full implementation of Pepco’s 
dynamic Pricing Proposal, the Commission should at a minimum approve a Dynamic Pricing 
Pilot Program in the District of Columbia.”239  Pepco states that “[t]his phase-in approach would 
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operate in many respects similarly to the full-scale program proposed by the Company, except 
that for 2014, the Company would limit the number of participants to 5,000 customers” and 
“[p]articipants would include some DLC program participants as well as some equipped with 
IHD devices, so that experience could be gained with a range of customer characteristics.”240  
The Company submits that “[t]he second, broader phase of the program would begin in time for 
all District of Columbia residential customers to participate in the Critical Peak Rebate program 
by the summer of 2015.”241 
 

B. General Services Administration 
 
62. GSA “urges the Commission to delay a decision on Pepco’s proposal until it 

decides the issues raised in Formal Case No. 1098.”242  Also, GSA “further urges the 
Commission to establish a formal evidentiary hearing regarding numerous competitive, pricing 
and programmatic issues raised in the Initial Comments filed by parties in this docket concerning 
Pepco’s dynamic pricing proposal.”243  GSA states that “[r]ushing to meet Pepco’s January 31, 
2014 target for a Commission decision in this case seems unwarranted and unjustified-
particularly such haste produces a program that may harm both ratepayers and competitive 
suppliers of demand response products (including dynamic pricing options).”244 
 

63. GSA asserts that it “concurs with the Initial Comments of several other parties 
that demand response services are competitive services available from different curtailment 
service providers in the District” and “agrees with other parties that Pepco should not be given an 
unfair and unjustified competitive advantage over third-party suppliers of demand response 
options-including dynamic pricing options.”245  GSA states that it “concurs with other parties 
that an opt-in scheme for program participation is preferable to Pepco’s proposed mandatory 
program participation that would preclude dynamic pricing services provided by competing 
suppliers.”246  GSA submits that it “is also concerned that while Pepco’s proposed mandatory 
participation is restricted to residential customers, in the future Pepco might seek to expand 
mandatory participation to nonresidential customer classes.”247  Finally, GSA states that it 
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“concurs with concerns raised in these Initial Comments regarding how the program will be paid 
for, and which customers will pay is the program is not self-sustaining” and “agrees with those 
parties that argued against recovering any of the proposed program’s costs through base rates-
especially if the service offerings available through the program can be obtained through third-
party suppliers.”248 
 

C. OPC 
 

64. OPC states that “[i]n their Initial Comments, the Energy Providers assert that they 
and other alternative energy suppliers should be ‘given real-time, open and non-discriminatory 
access’ to consumers’ AMI data that is generated by Pepco’s smart-grid infrastructure” and 
“[a]dditionally, the Energy Providers uniformly request that the Commission defer action in this 
matter until it addresses the policy issues raised in formal Case No. 1098.”249  OPC asserts that 
“while OPC does not take a position on the issue of whether alternative energy suppliers should 
have access to their customers’ AMI data, the Office respectively requests that the Commission 
ensure that this information continues to be handled in a manner consistent with the consumer-
privacy protection provisions of the Retail Electric Competition and Consumer Protection 
Act.”250 

65. Finally, OPC states that it “disagrees with the Energy Providers’ contention that 
the Commission should defer any decision in this matter until it has rendered a final 
determination in Formal Case No. 1098.”251  According to OPC, “that proceeding is certainly 
relevant to Pepco’s Dynamic Pricing Proposal, and a speedy determination in that matter would 
be in the best interest of District consumers; . . . [h]owever, the various facets of Pepco’s 
Dynamic Pricing Proposal and Air Conditioner Direct Load Control Program warrant the 
Commission’s prompt and thorough review of the details contained therein.”252  OPC request 
that “the Commission not delay further deliberation on this matter and, as stated in the Office’s 
Initial Comments, requests that PSC schedule an evidentiary hearing so that all relevant issues 
may be thoroughly examined.”253    
 

D. DC Climate Action 
 

66. DC Climate Action states that it “agrees with the Initial Comments by parties in 
the docket concerning the Dynamic Pricing Proposal in the Pepco Filing, urging the Commission 
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to establish a formal evidentiary hearing regarding the Dynamic Pricing Proposal elements 
including pricing, competition and programmatic issues.”254 
 

E. Federal Trade Commission 
 

67. The Federal Trade Commission (“FTC”) states it “encourages the DC PSC to 
adopt the Pepco proposal as a constructive initial step toward improving the efficiency of the 
electric system in a way that can benefit many customers but also leave the existing pricing 
structures in place for customers who do not (or cannot) respond to the efficiency incentives.”255  
The FTC “recommends that the DC PSC periodically review the effects of the proposed 
approach with a focus on the accuracy of the price signals being conveyed, consumer 
participation and satisfaction over time.”256 
 
VI. DISCUSSION 
 

68. The Commission approves of the concept of dynamic pricing in general.  We 
believe that dynamic pricing has the potential to enable consumers to save money by reducing 
consumption during the highest cost hours, thereby reducing peak demand and wholesale market 
prices.  It also provides environmental benefits to customers by potentially lessening air 
emissions from regional generating stations.  However, as we explain more fully below, we do 
not approve Pepco’s proposal as presented for the following reasons:  (1) we are concerned about 
the potential financial burden that would be placed on residential distribution ratepayers, 
particularly in the early years of the Dynamic Pricing Plan, as a result of Pepco’s proposed true-
up mechanism; (2) we are concerned about  the proposed funding mechanism contained in 
Pepco’s Plan in light of the recent FERC order approving PJM’s proposal to limited demand 
resources; (3) we have questions about the omission of small commercial customers from 
Pepco's proposal; and (4) Pepco’s Dynamic Pricing Plan and the parties’ comments raise a 
number of other economic and technical issues and questions about the implementation of 
dynamic pricing in the District that warrant further investigation by the Commission.  
 

69. First, we are concerned about the potential burden on residential distribution 
ratepayers particularly in the early years of the Dynamic Pricing Plan, as a result of Pepco’s 
proposed true-up mechanism.  Pepco proposes to establish an “annual distribution rate true-up 
mechanism for the difference between PJM market revenues, PJM market transactional costs, 
customer credit payments and ongoing program operational expenses.”257  According to Pepco, 
“[t]he true-up would be applied to residential distribution customer bills as an adjustment to the 

254  Formal Case Nos. 1086 and 1109, Comments of DC Climate Action, filed January 13, 2014 (“DC Climate 
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distribution price charged per kWh of consumption.”258  IGS argues that Pepco should remove 
the true-up mechanism from distribution rates and that “Pepco’s DP Program should be required 
to stand on its own so that the revenues received from capacity payments fully support the DP 
Program costs in all years.”259  In response to IGS, Pepco states that it “has conservatively 
estimated the revenue stream that its demand response bids to PJM will generate and these 
opportunities represent significant and increasing revenues over time.”260  After reviewing 
Pepco’s true-up mechanism, we find that this approach to cost recovery is likely to cause an 
increase in consumer distribution rates until PJM revenues increase sufficiently to match 
Dynamic Pricing expenditures.  We are also concerned because in proposing a true-up 
mechanism, Pepco appears to have deviated from the approach Pepco is using in Maryland and 
Delaware to recover ongoing operational costs.  In fact in response to Commission Staff Data 
Request No. 2-3, Pepco states that “the proposed District of Columbia true-up includes ongoing 
dynamic pricing operational costs, which in Delaware and Maryland are placed in a regulatory 
asset until Commission authorization of cost recovery occurs in a subsequent utility distribution 
rate case.”261  We question why Pepco did not propose a similar regulatory asset to account for 
its ongoing operational costs, rather than rely on a true-up mechanism given that the Company’s 
Dynamic Pricing Plan is an AMI dependent program and AMI-related costs are, by law, 
recovered through a regulatory asset.262  For example, a regulatory asset was created by the 
Company to account for Pepco’s Direct Load Control AMI related program costs.263  Thus, 
because of the significant economic impact the Pepco proposal may have on residential 
customers and the fact that AMI-related costs are, by law, recovered through a regulatory asset, 
our approval would be premature without an understanding of why Pepco did not propose a 
regulatory asset in its Dynamic Pricing Plan for the District as well.  Moreover, given the 
potential magnitude of the costs and their relationship with AMI, it seems reasonable that a 
regulatory asset should be adopted for cost recovery. 
 

70. Second, we are concerned about uncertainties in the funding mechanism 
contained in Pepco’s Plan.  According to Pepco, it expects to fund its Dynamic Pricing Plan 
through the PJM market.  However, OPC argues that current rule changes being considered by 
FERC applicable to PJM may limit future demand response opportunities, which could 
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262  See D.C. Code § 34-1562 (b) (20011).  Under the Advanced Metering Infrastructure 
Implementation and Cost Recovery Authorization Emergency Act of 2009 Pepco was authorized to create 
regulatory asset for “the implementation of AMI”. 
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potentially impede Pepco’s ability to fund its proposal.264  In response, Pepco states that it “has 
worked with the PJM stakeholders’ process to ensure that demand response resources available 
through dynamic pricing are able to continue participating in the PJM wholesale capacity and 
energy markets after various market rules changes are made and PJM has filed with FERC 
appropriate modifications to increase the operational flexibility of demand resources.”265 On 
January 30, 2014, FERC issued an order on PJM’s November 29, 2013 filing in ER14-504-
000.266  In the order, FERC accepted PJM’s proposal to establish caps on the amount of limited-
availability demand response products that PJM will procure in its capacity market.  The 
Commission is very concerned that this change in the PJM market could directly affect the 
revenues that Pepco could receive from PJM to fund its Dynamic Pricing Plan in the District.  
Thus, we believe this issue warrants further examination before we can approve this aspect of 
Pepco’s proposal.     
 

71. Third, we also are concerned that Pepco’s proposal does not include a provision 
for small commercial customers.  In Pepco’s response to Staff Data Requests 1-9, Pepco admits 
that “no decision has been made about when dynamic pricing might be extended to District of 
Columbia non-residential customers.”267  Yet, in response to DC Climate Action’s Comments on 
this issue, the Company, among other things, states that “there are a variety of competitive 
providers of demand response services for District of Columbia non-residential customers at this 
time.”268  The Commission understands that most large commercial customers have their own 
arrangement to participate in the wholesale market.  However, we are not sure if small 
commercial customers have the same opportunity and capability to participate and we are not 
convinced by Pepco’s comments that small commercial customers should not be given the 
opportunity to receive the same benefits from dynamic pricing as residential customers.  Thus, 
we believe this issue warrants further examination.     
 

72. Fourth, Pepco’s Dynamic Pricing Plan and the parties’ comments raise a number 
of other policy, economic, legal and technical issues and questions about the implementation of 
dynamic pricing in the District that warrant further investigation by the Commission.  Included 
in this category are issues concerning the appropriate type or types of dynamic pricing programs; 
the appropriate financing mechanism for a dynamic pricing program and the appropriate entities 
to offer a dynamic pricing program.  On the latter issues, we have considered the various 
arguments raised by the retail energy suppliers concerning whether Pepco, as the standard offer 
service supplier, should be allowed to provide the type of Dynamic Pricing Proposal that it has 
offered and whether it should be allowed to implement a Dynamic Pricing Program at this time.  

264  Formal Case  Nos. 1086 and 1109, OPC’s Comments at 12-13. 
 
265  Formal Case  Nos. 1086 and 1109, Pepco’s Reply Comments at 6.  
 
266  See, PJM Interconnection, LLC, Tariff Filing, Docket No. ER14-504, ¶ 6 (January 30, 2014 Order). 
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For example, IGS argues that “if the DP Program is the default dynamic pricing option, the 
Pepco program will have an anti-competitive advantage over other similar products in the 
marketplace” and that “automatically enrolling customers in Pepco product will exacerbate the 
subsidies flowing from distribution rates to the Pepco DP Program.”269  Several third party 
suppliers request that we delay our decision regarding Pepco’s proposal until we address their 
concerns about retail market data access in Formal Case No. 1098.270  Specifically, the third 
party suppliers indicate that they need to obtain access to real-time data that Pepco receives for 
customers and that this information is vital to their being able to develop market products such as 
dynamic pricing.  In response, Pepco states that it “provides to TPSs data regarding their 
respective customers, and does so-on a day-after basis” and therefore opposes any delay in the 
Commission’s decision.271  “OPC also asks that the Commission deny the Energy Suppliers’ 
request to hold this proceeding in abeyance until it issues a final ruling in Formal Case No. 
1098.”272  Based on the third party suppliers’ comments, it is clear that they are not satisfied by 
Pepco’s claim that it provides the access they seek nor are we.  The Commission believes that the 
energy usage data produced by AMI should be used for the benefit of all customers in the 
District of Columbia, including those served by third party suppliers. The Commission seeks to 
ensure that customers have access to the innovative energy services products that third party 
suppliers say they want to provide. At the same time, the Commission wants to ensure that it is 
fully addressing privacy and data security concerns that arise when customer-related data is 
being shared.    Formal Case Nos. 1086 & 1109 is not the proper vehicle to resolve these issues.  
Formal Case No. 1098 is the proper forum for addressing data access and privacy issues and the 
Commission is issuing an order today in that case.273  However, while addressing these matters 
in Formal Case No. 1098, the Commission will continue to examine other economic and 
technical issues raised in Pepco’s proposal and by the parties. 
 

73.  OPC, GSA and DC Climate Action request that we establish an evidentiary 
hearing to fully investigate the issues raised in Pepco’s proposal.274   In its proposal, Pepco said 
that it is seeking, for a variety of reasons, to implement the dynamic pricing program that it has 
already implemented in Maryland Pepco and Delmarva Delaware.275  For the reasons that we 

269  Formal Case Nos. 1086 and 1109, IGS’s Comments at 4 and 8. 
 
270   Formal Case Nos. 1086 and 1109, NEM Comments at 6, RESA’s Comments at 1, and WGES’s Comments 
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273  See Formal Case No. 1098, In the Matter of the Petition for an Investigation into Retail Electricity Supplier 
Access to Smart Meter Data (“F.C. No. 1098”), Order No. 16838, rel. July 13, 2012.  By this Order, the 
Commission opened this proceeding to address WGES’s Petition for the Commission to Initiate an Investigation into   
Retail Electric Supplier Access to Smart Meter Data.            
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have outlined above, we are not prepared to do that. Our understanding of Pepco’s position is 
that it is only advancing the proposal that it has submitted and therefore a further evidentiary 
hearing on the Pepco proposal is not appropriate.  

  
 74. However, as we have indicated, the Commission supports dynamic pricing in 

general due to the potential economic and environmental benefits it could bring to District 
customers. Further, we recognize that to date, there has not been a forum where interested parties 
could fully argue their positions with respect to dynamic pricing and develop a record from 
which the  Commission can develop the elements of a dynamic pricing program that would be 
beneficial to District consumers. We agree with OPC, GSA and DC Climate Action an 
evidentiary hearing would be useful for that purpose.  Therefore we will hold an informal 
hearing on April 23, 2014 to take testimony and evidence from which the Commission can 
provide further guidance to companies that seek to implement dynamic pricing in the District.   
On several occasions, the Commission has held legislative-style hearings where testimony is 
taken from interested and only the Commission questions the witnesses.  Given the numerous 
policy, economic, legal and technical issues raised by dynamic pricing, we believe that a better 
record would be made if interested parties who present witnesses are also allowed pose a limited 
number of questions to the witnesses who testify.276  Prior to the date of the informal hearing, the 
Commission will issue an order setting out the procedures that will apply to this informal 
hearing.  

 
75. We have set out below a preliminary list of questions regarding the 

implementation of dynamic pricing in the District to be explored in the informal hearing:   
 

1) Should dynamic pricing programs be “opt-in” or “opt-out” and should an opt-in 
program offer critical-peak pricing or hourly-pricing or both?277 

2) Should dynamic pricing programs be restricted to residential customers or should 
non-residential customers who do not have access to dynamic pricing programs 
offered by competitive suppliers also be included?  

3) What type or types of dynamic pricing programs should be offered in the District 
and why? 

4) In a restructured market, which of these companies should provide dynamic 
pricing programs and why: the distribution company only, the standard offer 
service provider only, third party suppliers only, or some combination of the listed 
companies?   

5) How should dynamic pricing be determined?  If a rebate program is used, how 
should the appropriate level of rebate be determined? 

6) To what extent should distribution customers pay the cost of dynamic pricing 
programs?  

276  Under our rules, the Commission may “order informal hearings to obtain information necessary or helpful 
in the determination of its policies, the carrying out of its duties”” 15 DCMR 103.6; and the procedures may be 
informal to any extent which the Commission may deem appropriate and expedient.”  15 DCMR 103.7.   
 
277  Formal Case Nos. 1086 and 1109, OPC’s Comments at 2-3 and IGS’s Comments at 11-12.   
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7) Should a dynamic pricing program include additional hardware, such as an in 
home display device?  

8) Should a dynamic pricing program include “shadow billing component”?278 
 
Parties in this proceeding who would like to present a witness at the informal hearing should file 
a notice with the Commission with the name of its witness.   Parties may also propose additional 
broad issues for the Commission to consider at the informal hearing.  
THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT: 
 

75. Pepco’s Proposed Advanced Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) Enabled Dynamic 
Pricing Plan is DENIED; 
 

76. An informal hearing will be held on April 23, 2014, to address policy, economic, 
legal and technical issues and questions related to establishing dynamic pricing in the District;   

 
77. Parties in this proceeding and any interested persons who are interested in 

presenting a witness at the informal hearing shall notify the Commission before March 14, 2014; 
and 

 
78. Parties who wish to propose additional broad issues to be further considered at the 

informal hearing shall submit their proposed issues with the Commission within thirty (30) days 
of this Order.    
 

  
A TRUE COPY:   BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION: 
 
 
 
 
CHIEF CLERK:   BRINDA WESTBROOK-SEDGWICK 

    COMMISSION SECRETARY 

278  Formal Case Nos. 1086 and 1109, OPC’s Comments at 2-3. 
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