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E. Time-Of-Use (“TOU”) Periods
NPC’s Position
65.  Regarding NPC’s proposed TOU periods, NPC is proposing an on-peak period

that will start at 3:01 p.m. and end at 9:00 p.m., every day of the week during the summer
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months of June through September. (Ex. 227 at 45.) NPC provides that the current TOU period

is from 1:01 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. (/d.) NPC also proposes to eliminate t mmer Mid-Peak
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TOU werjﬂ,ﬂu%» ed to new
residential and ”WW tiongl
implemented from 1801 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday-Friday and Summer Off-Peak period was
implemented from 7:01 p.m. to 1:00 p.m. for all days. (/d.) The Winter Off-Peak period is
October through May for all hours. (Id.)

NPC explains that, during the TOU period review performed for this GRC, NPC compared

historical marginal cost data to NPC’s test period data, and to NPC’s forecasted data. (/d.)) Asa
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result of this process, NPC states that it determined that it was appropriate to revise NPC’s TOU
period definitions given the ongoing shift in the daily timing of functionalized costs which
provide the basis for TOU period rate design. (/d.) NPC explains that, as the marginal cost of
providing electricity shifts to later in the day due to NPC’s heavy reliance on solar generation to
meet state statutory guidelines, NPC believes that modifying the TOU pmﬂ%@ds sends the

M

appropriate price signal to customers. (/d. at 2.)
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68. Conservation Advocates r nd that the Comngmii
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highest cost hours, even 1
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assumptm o;ygtes provide that correcting those assumptions simply

maww (mmﬂ ost reflectiven ’ | ] e jﬂﬂﬁftﬁer Summer peak more pronounced. (/d.) Conservation
Advocates lmww that NPC uld recalculate its rates under Conservation Advocates’ updated
TOU definition. ”W L servation Advocates states that the shorter peak period will likely

increase the peak to’off-peak ratio, which NPC has acknowledged should be higher, in order to
be cost reflective. (/d. at 23.) However, Conservation Advocates provide that to shield
customers from abrupt rate spikes, Conservation Advocates recommend that the on to off peak

price ratio increase to no more than 4:1, inclusive of riders. (Id.)
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69. Conservation Advocates states that the Commission should also plan to iterate on
TOU rate design in the future, as the grid continues to evolve. (Id.) In particular, Conservation
Advocates states that it will likely be necessary to implement time-differentiated non-summer
rates as electrification increases over the coming years. (Id.)

70. Conservation Advocates also recommends that the Comwm sion order NPC to
reduce the length of the proposed on-peak window to a period of hours down from the
current proposed window length of six hours. (Ex. 800 at 5. ) W%nsewaw ””mAdvocates provides
that price signals will not produce the desired results WW‘”“”J JWWWW ate/}»;Wif
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73. Staff also recommends that the Commission approve NPC’s proposal to

eliminate the optional TOU Option A and Option B residential rate classes and move these

customers to the proposed optional schedule. (/d))
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74. Staff provides that NPC’s TOU review clearly shows that marginal generation
and energy costs peak later in the day and the proposal has a higher R? value than the current
TOU periods. (/d. at 6-7.) Additionally, Staff notes that the proposed TOU definition aligns
NPC’s TOU periods with Sierra’s revised TOU periods approved by the Commission in Docket
No. 22-06014. (Id. at 7.)

NPC’s Rebuttal w
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NPC’s TOU propagal,wi h Conservation Advocates’ proposal, the results demonstrate that the

M%example peak system demand hours that might not be
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coefficient of determination for NPC’s proposed TOU periods (r?=0.468) is greater than the
coefficient of determination for Conservation Advocates’ proposal (r*=0.405). (Id. at 5.) Thus,

NPC states that its proposed TOU periods better capture the variation in marginal costs in the

SON period than Conservation Advocates’ proposed 3-hour SON captures the three highest
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marginal cost hours and fails to include hours that belong in the SON period, which is why the
coefficient of determination for NPC’s proposed SON is greater than the coefficient of
determination for Conservation Advocates’ proposed SON period. (Id.)

Commission Discussion and Findings
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on ackpowledges there is a benefit in offering TOU rates to

is a growing concery

for the general body of ratepayers in Nevada. The purpose of TOU rates

in the state is to encourage more customers to take service under TOU schedules, and to
structure peak and off-peak periods to send appropriate price signals to customers. The

Commission knows that structuring rates in rate design aspects of a general rate case is not
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black and white and is a balancing act for all customers. The Commission finds that there
may be a slight benefit in offering shorter TOU rate structures than what is proposed by NPC
in this case.

78. The Commission finds that the arguments and recommendations presented in

this case by Conservation Advocates are compelling. Therefore, the CWwafission adopts
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