
State of Florida 

RECE1VED-J$Iic~.er&ic.e (([.omtttUmi.on 

UL 20C MWfIti: ~1fCLE OFFICE CENTER • 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 
09 J rn oJ· TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 

cot1HISSIOH -M -E-M -0-R-A-N -D-U-M­
CLERK 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

July 20, 2009 

Ann Cole, Commission Clerk - PSC, Office of Commission Clerki 

Erik L. Sayler, Senior Attorney, Office of the General Counsel / 
RE: Docket Nos. 080407-080413-EG, Replacing non-color exhibits 

filed with Staffs testimony in on July 17, 2009. 

Please note that the attached color exhibits RFS-I through RFS-23 should replace the non-color 
exhibits RFS-1 through RFS-23 filed with Staffs testimony in Docket Nos. 080407-080413-EG 
on July 17, 2009. Non-color exhibits RFS-1 through RFS-23 were inadvertently filed with 
Staffs testimony in these dockets. 

OM C 
-GeL --

R -sse -
SGA­

AD ­
eLK .::. ­

OOCUHfN1 NU eER -DATE 

J 7 3 2 4 JUL 20 ~ 

FPSC -COMMISSION CLERK 

http:omtttUmi.on


List of Exhibits 

Exhibit-RFS - 1: Resume of Richard F. Spellman 

Exhibit-RFS - 2: Resume of Caroline Guidry 

Exhibit RFS - 3: Ranking ofFEECA Utilities by Absolute Cumulative kW Savings from Load 
Management Programs 

Exhibit RFS - 4: Ranking ofFEECA Utilities by Cumulative kW Savings as Percent of Summer 
Peak Load 

Exhibit RFS - 5: Ranking ofFEECA Utilities by Incremental Annual kWh Savings as Percent of 
Sales 

Exhibit RFS - 6: Ranking of Florida Utilities by Incremental Annual and Cumulative kWh 
Savings as a Percentage of Total Sales 

Exhibit RFS - 7: Recommended Measures to be Added to the Potential Studies 

Exhibit RFS - 8: Free Ridership Estimates - GDS Study 

Exhibit RFS - 9: Potential Study Results Comparison 

Exhibit RFS - 10: National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency - Understanding Cost­
Effectiveness ofEnergy Efficiency Programs - Use of Cost-Effectiveness Tests by States 

Exhibit RFS - 11: Summary of Benefits and Costs Included in Each Cost-Effectiveness Test 

Exhibit RFS - 12: GDS Survey - Summary of the Primary Benefit-Cost Tests Used in Each 
State 

Exhibit RFS - 13: Environmental Externalities Considered in Cost-Effectiveness Calculations of 
Various States 

Exhibit RFS - 14: LBNL Study - Base Case and Utility Build Moratorium 

Exhibit RFS - 15: Top Twenty Electric Utilities Based on Annual kWh Savings as Reported in 
EIA Form 861 Database 

Exhibit RFS - 16: Savings Targets Set by the Organizations Surveyed by GDS 

Exhibit RFS - 17: EIA For 861 Database - Top 20 Energy Efficiency Utilities in the US 

Exhibit RFS - 18: Southeastern Electric Utilities Energy Efficiency kWh Savings 

Exhibit RFS - 19: Southeastern Electric Utilities Energy Efficiency kW Savings 

Exhibit RFS - 20: GDS Revised kWh Goals for the Seven FEECA Utilities 

Exhibit RFS - 21 : Comparison of GDS Recommended and Utility Proposed Goals 

Exhibit RFS - 22: Proposed Expenditures on Renewable R&D Programs 

Exhibit RFS - 23: ECCR Factors with Additional Amount Dedicated to Demand-Side 
Renewable Programs 

OOCtJ H'"1; hU MPER -DATE 

o7 3 2 4 JUL 20 ~ 

FPSC -COHHISSION CLERK 




Docket Nos. 080413-EG, 080412-EG, 080411-EG, 080410-EG, 
080409-EG, 080408-EG, 080407-EG 

Resume of Richard F. Spellman 
Exhibit RFS-1 

Page 1 of14 

Richard F. Spell1ltan 
Pros;oonl 
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f';Igo o! 14 

EDUCATION: 	 Mooagementll Progranl , UnivernRy of ~jchigan , Graduaie School of BU~II-.esS , 1987 
"ILBA, Thomas College, 198<) 
Amos Tuck Graduate School of Business. 1974.75 
B.A.. M3thlEco(\om ic~ , Dartmoultl College 1974 Igraduated with distinction) 

PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIP: Associallon of Energy S .. ",~ce Prefessionals, 
Board of Directors of AESP - 201)5 to Present 
Chalr 01 AESP Policy Committee - 997 & 1998 

Ice Cha r AESP Po~cy Coo mlttee - 1995 & t996 
EXPERIENCE: 

Mr. Speltman is the PreSIdent of GOS Associates and the Chair 01 the GDS Board of Directors. He 
has o·"e( 30 ye.ars of energy industry experience . He has managed natural gas and electric energy 
efficiency, demand response and renewable energy consulbng projects in such S\;JIBS as Caldomia, 
Connect icut , Georgia Florida . HawaIi. Ind iana Lowsmna Maine, Massachusem;, Nebmsk New 
Hampshire, ~ ew MeXICO, New Yort North C3tOlino North Dakotn , Oregon Pennsylvania. Rllode 
lsi nd . South CarOlina, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Vlrgini3, and WISconsin for GDS c1ienls. 

Mr. Spellman has alSo completed over three dozen electric and natural g3S energy effiCiency 
technical potenll1ll stlJdies for clients across North America , He nas also served If) projec.1 
managemenl positions for energy effiCIency and demand response implementation pm,ects for 
eleclJ1c ullijrf ,I.en Wisconsin Focus on Energy and EMiciency Maine. From 1999 to December 
2{)01, Mf Spellman seeved as the Program M'IOager for the Wi sconsin Focus 011 Energy 
Commercl l1l and Industri pilot ener"y effi ciency programs (Systems Ber;efrt Cbarge funded ) 
implemented in a 23.counly area in NortheaSl Wisconsin, and he served a5 the Deputy Prolec 
Dlfector tor the $6D million \Nisconsin Focus on Energy Busin",,!) Program from March of ~OO I until 
June of 20Q3. He also sef'\'ed as the Deputy PlO9ram Manager for the Effi ciency Maine Small 
Business Program from 2003 through 2007. 

He has des;gned and implemented DSM bidding programs for such clients as Central Maine 
Power Company. the Business Progrnm of Wisconsin Focus on Energy. and the East Texas 
Electric CooperatNe. Mr. SpelJman has also chaired several corrvT" ttees to re_ w energyefliciency 
and demand resoonse proposals received in responr.e 10 DSM RFPs (for Central Maine Power 
Company WIsconsin Focus on Energy East Texas Electric Cooperative etc.) 

In addibon to program implementation projects, Mr. Spel man has completed rer:ewaiJle energy and 
conservatIon program fT\al1(et azses.sment!o, techmcal potential s.tudies, mar1<:et research. program 
de gltS, and Lntegrated Resource Plans for a number Of the firm's cllents He has seN ed • !he 
Chalf of the Policy TopiC Committee of the AssociaVon 0 Enel1JYSe", c.,,; Profes.ionals (AESP) 
and he IS currentI)' 3 member of the Soard of 0 rectors of AESP. 

Before joining GOS in Atlanta , Mr. Spellman waG me Manager of Man,e:mg and Product 
Development at Centra M3Ine Power Company. where he was employed from 1977 to 1993.l1e 
has e<tensive experience worling with co laborotives and communitjlarg anizations on conse<Vtloon 
"nd renewable energy issues. While at eM>' he managed CMP·. S26 mliUon portfolio of energy 
effi cll':'lcy programs. He 31so warted on CMP's martet IronsfommtlOfi program efforts wllh 
apphance and budding slandards. energy effieient lightIng and n'loto~ new constructlOn and 
reneweDle energy progr ams. He wor1<ed on national m..n.el tronsformalJon progran s such as the 
Super EffiCIent Retngerator Prog mm, and the EPA's Gree11 Ughts and Energy Slar Progron s. 
Fmany. he has a sol'" trac ecord testifying for c.benls before Commissions and legISt 'e 
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committees on energy issues. He IN3S also t e chatrperson of the New Engl3nd Power Pool DSM 
Planning Committee lor se,eraJ years , 3nd worked on a wide range ofreglonaJ OSM and renewable 
energy projects in New Engl3nd duri ng his sixteen ye3," at CMP. 

His education includes a BA degree with disancbon on Ma!l1fEconomics from O",lmo ulh CoHege 
(graduated cum lau.de) and a Masters 11 Business from Thom3s College Graduate School of 
Business . He is a graduate of the University of Michigan Gradu.lte School of Busoness 
Admlnrstration Mallagement II Program (Hi87). and !he Electrlc CooneY o f New England Skills of 
UWitj Management Pr~ram (1986). In 1974 Mf. Spellman wes 0lW3rded 3 rese3rch gr3nt by the 
Richard ng Mellon Found3tioo 10 study how co lleges and un 'ersities In Ihe ,0Meast were 
responding to the 1973·1974 U.S. energy cns.s 

Specific E.xperienre Includes: 

1993·Present GDS ASSOCiates, Inc, 

At GDS Asso a ates, Mr. Sp Iman has directed 3nd completed numerous m3nagemeot consulting, 
IRP. renew3ble energy, OSM pi;lnn I1g and implement31ion, marltet research, load research and 
maaet p n1ng assignments for the rll"m's clients wh,ch include electnc and natufal gas unil ties, 
municipal ut,l,ties . electric cooperatives. govemm~13genci<ls 3Jld 13rge commercial and industrial 
organizations. 

Usted below are examPles of consulting proJect. completed by Mr. Spellm.ln relating to energy 
efficiency techoic.al economic and acme able potential studies 

• 	 Consolidated Edison of New York - Conso lIdated Edison Company of New YO<1< retained 
GDS to prep;!re an assessment of e n.ltural gas energy effic,ency potential 'n Its service 
mea and ~o develop 3 portfolIO 01 nmural gas energy efficiency program s. GOS d ,'eloped 
this Gas EfficienC}' Plan fO( Con Ed. and the Piall was filed WIth the t ew York PublIC 
Se ice Commission in March 2009. The p rogram plans included deL'l.iled benefil!COSI 
colculabons u= g l1e Total Resource Cost tesl The plan also Ineluded a detailed plan for 
evaluation of each indivKlual program, in clud,Jlg details on the scope and methOd of 
rneasurement and ,erifi<:3tion activities pursuant to the Commission's rules and regulauons. 

2. 	 District of Columbia Energy Office -In September 2007, GDS Asooclates and Ed Meyers 
Conwlbng completed (I detailed assesnment of energ, Ulle in the District or Columbia. and 
developed firld ngo aJld recommendations for cost effective elecmc and natural gas energy 
efficiency programs for the Di:-.tricL The report included detailed i"fomlation on residenbal 
energy measures recommend for conslderll\JOn In the upcoming Comprehensive Energy 
PIWl 1'1 for DC (CEP-IV as well as ene~y efficiellcy programs and me3sure. lor DC 
Government facilities. The report found t/1at the effectiveness of the Distric t's progra.ruo can 
be ",creased wor1mg the Metropolitan Washir>g\On Council of Go,emmeflts I MWCOGl 
to le',erage resource~ with federal agencies and coordinate policies and prog rams 
throughout the region to produce mutualy tgeted results . Such regional cooperabon 00 

reduces adn imstrmive costs per progmm UOit delNered as COgts are amortIZed over more 
clients ser.ed. One particularly p romising opportunity rruly invo,y-e regional govemment 
purchasing of energy effiCiency prOducts. where each govemmenlalllJlit \\'Ould 9a<l1 from 
rejjional quantity discounts. The report determined the successful energy conservation 
progran1s can yield about ,DOG new jobs 'n the DislIict of ColumbIa over 3 fifteen year 
p<;riod . DC's job crea:ion totals in energy efficiency can be boosted for DC residents through 
F,rst Source Employment Agreemenls and LSDBE requlfemerns, wilen businesses recer,.e 

gible benefits from the DC gm'ernmenl lor e"ample, Iow-inlerest 10MS or down payment 
ossis:ance ~. 
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3. 	 New Hampshlre Public Utllities Commission - In 2OD8,'GDS in partnership with RLW 
Analytics , Research Into Action and RKM Research and Communications was retained by 
the New Hampshire Public Un~ties Commission to conduct a thorough assessment of the 
potential lor elecmc and natural gas energy efficiency In the state of New Hampshire. To 
support the energy effic ient potentiat anatyslS, the GDS Ten", conducted residential and 
small comme,c' I telephone surveys and large C&I ,,~e VISIts.. The data collected w il l help 
determine key study il1puts such as equipment saturations and basel e efficiency levels. 
The GDS Team has identified Itondre<1s of electric and natural 'las energy eftic:lency 
m easures wllich are being analyzed to Iden tify cost-effectIVe measures. Estimates of the 
technical, ecooomic aM IIchie·."oble electric and natural gas savings potenti 31 over Ihe next 
ten years and Ihe cost nece$S3ry to achie v-e tllese sa gs I then be developed. 

4 . 	 Hoosier Energy - GDS was retained by Hoosier Enel1]Y to conduct a thorough assessment 
01 the cost effective achievable po\en~al for e!ectnc energy efficiency and demand reS!)O!\Se 
measures tn service area of Hoosier Energy \0 southern Indiana . GDS collected and 
analyzed elltetlsive ·nlorma.tion 00 over 200 energy efficiency me.lsures and 25 demand 
response measures. deyeloped supply curves to show the ach ievable potential and 
completed a report by December 2008. 

5. 	 Brazos Electric Cooperative - GDS was retained by Brazos Electric Cooperative to 
conduct alhorough assessment 01 the cost effective achievable potential lor electJic energy 
efficiency and demand response measures In the service area 01 this large electric 
cooperative in Eastern exas. GDS collected and analyzed extensive inlormalion on over 
200 energy efficiency measures and 25 dema.nd response measures, developed supply 
curves to show the achievable potential and completed a draft report by September 2008. 

6. 	 Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation - GDS was retaIned by Art;ansas Electric 
Cooperative Corporntion to conduct a thorough assessme t of the cost effective achoevable 
potential ror e~ctric energy efficiency and demand response measures in the ~ervice area 
01 this large electric cooperat e in Ar1<.ansas. GDS collected and an ' yzed ex tensive 
Inlormation on ever 200 energy efficiency measures and 25 demand response measures, 
developed supply curves to show tile achie,able potential and completed a draft report by 
September :1008. 

7. 	 Central Maine Power Company (CMPI- As a sUboontractorto La Capra Associates, GDS 
was retained by CMP to conduct an assessment 01 the potenti lor cost-ef!ecllve electric 
energy efficiency and demand response as 30 altemative to tmnsmission system expansio 
In 5 sub-areas olthe CMP service area. GDS co lected and analyzed extensive Informatioo 
on over 100 energy efficiency and conservation measures, developed suppfy curves to 
show the achievable poten ()i and i. i"the process 01 de ,eIoping a drnft findings report. 

8. 	 Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) - GDS was retained by BPA to conduct an 
assessment 01 their Non-Wires SolutIOns initiative de',elopment process and the current 
state of the initiative. The BPA Noo WITe8 Solutions Program assesses e Ie;). bibty 01 
energy efficiency and demand response programs as an a'tema e to bu dlllg new e!ectnc 
tr.lOsmission rnes ln the BPA service area. GDS reviewed program matenals and reports, 
designed an terview guide and conducted in -depth Inierview3 with key BPA staff. Our 
analysis identified program strengths. weaknesses and potenbal improvements in key 
program areas including desig n,' plementatioo , planning , cost impact & allocation and 
resources. A final report was debvered on June 8, 2()07. 

9. 	 Reading Munic ipal light Department (Reading, Massachusens) - GDS W;)9 retained by 
the RMLD to assess the technical. economic . .." d martel potential for reduc 9 (aVOiding) 
electric~ use and peal< demand, and redUCing fossil-fue!ed electric~ use and peak 
demand, in RMLD's service terrilory by plemenling a wide range of end-use efficiency 

GOS Associ.ate'S. lnc. · 8.50 Park .... ay P ce . Suite SOO . MarW-t1.J. GA 30067 
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mea.sures and renewable energy resource technolO!jies . GDS ccOected and analyzed 
extens ~e formation en o',er 100 energy efficiency. conserva tion and demand-resporu:e 
measures and renewable energy lechnolog eo devetoped supply curves to show the 
ach ievable poten tial and is in the process of deve30ping a draft report. 

10 . Concord Municipal Light Department, Concord. Massachusetts - GDS ccmpleted a 
detailed study fOI tt1e potential for energy effici;!ncy and renewable energy techno~ies for 
the ConcOl'd Municipal illht DeiJ'l r1m enl (CMl D ). GOS's spec-fie responsibilrt.es for this 
project incluOe idenUlicol tion and analysis of dem,md-slde alternatives, Incl uding dlstnbuted 
generatiOll and oIher demand response technolOgres (I e ., di rect 103d control) 

11 . North Carolina Electric Membership Co rJXIration (I'ICEMC) - GDS was retruned by the 
NCEMC to conduct " thorough ClSSessmenl of the cost effective achievable potential for 
electric energy effiCiency and conservalJon resou ces III selVice area of the North Carol"", 
Electnc Membership CorpoHltion It CEMC). GDS ccl!ected and analyzed extensive 
IOformalJon on ever :!OO energy efficiency and conservation measures . developed supply 
curves to show the achievable pctenlIal and completed a final report in 2007. 

12 . Central Electric Power Cooperative Inc. (CEPCI) - GDS was retained b~ the CEPCI to 
conduct a thorough assessment of the cost effectIVe achievable poteno" l for electnc energy 
efficiency, conservation and demand response resources in the seM ce area of CEPC!. 
GOS collected and analyred e.<ten5lve tnlommtion on o'er 200 energy effiCIency amj 
conservation measures. developed supply curves to snow the achievable potential and 
completed " fin repon In August ::007 

13. Maine - GOS recenUy completed a technical potenMI study torh h efficiency residen 31 
l ighting equipment for the Efficiency Maine Residential Lighting Program. GDS conducted 
this study lor the M3ine PUblIC Util ines Commission. 

14. North Carolina Public Utilities Commission -GDS was retained by the North Carolina 
PUC to conduct an assessment of the cost effective achie, able polential for electric energy 
efficiency and conservation resources in the State of North CMouna. GDS ccllected and 
analyzed extensive Illlormation on o,'er TOO energy efficiency and conservation measures , 
developed supply curve. to show the achievable pclen 31 and compleled 3 final report in 
December :W06. 

15. Vennant Department of PublIC Service· GDS was retained by \he Vemlont Department 
of PubfJc Se",ce 10 conduct 3 thorough ass .... ""me nt 01 the cost effecti"e achievable 
JXltential for eleclnc energy efficiency and consenialion resources In the Slote of 'Jemlon\. 
GDS collected ancI analYZed extensive nfom,ation on over 100 energy efficiency ancl 
conservailon measures. developed supply cur"es to show the achievable potenllal ancl 
ccmpleted il final report In January 2007. GDS at!)() cond l1c\ed market research with energy 
seMces prolllders in Vermont to collect informatIOn on ba5elllle levels of energy emclency 
in lhe State. 

16. Big Rivers Electric Corporation- 2005 Energy Efficiency Te·chnical Potential Study­
Kentucky - During 2005. GOS ccmpleted a study 01 !/Ie technical and ma >:imum 
achievable cOst effective economi c potential 01 e-nergy efficiency measures and program~ 
for tile service area of the Big Rivers Bectnc Cmpomtion a large Generation and 
Transmisalon electnc utility in Ohio. This technical 3nd economic poten I study was 
completed as part of the comprehensive analysis of supply-5ide and demand-sjde options 
tor the ",te151 BREC Integrated Resource Plan mi lY,l With lfle Kentuck-y Public Service 
Cornmiss1oo . 

7. Public Service o f I~ew Mexico - GDS completed thiS natural gas DSM technical and 
3ch,e·,.aole JXltenti3.1 study in May 2005. ThiS study presents estimates of the rna mum 
achle 3!)le cost-e"ec ve potenbal lor natural gas Demand-Side Management IOSM) 

GOS Assocut.-s. lnc_ · e50 P.3rlt.~"'.ly Pl.a~ • Sl.ln~ BOO • M.1flo1?1U A. 33067 
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opportunities in the ser.·i ce area of Public Service 01 New Mexico. The main oLllput of th is 
study is a concise. fully documented repon on the opportuoitles lor achie,'3ble, cosl 
effecli'y'e oatural gas enecgy efficiency programs In New Melfco. 

8. Utah Energy Office Bnd Questar Gas Company - GOS completed Ihis Il8turol gas DSM 
:echn icaJ and ac Je,able potenUI study in June 2004. Ths study presents esllmates of the 
m",,;mum achieo.alJle oost-effective potential for natural gas Demand-Side Management 
(OSM) opportunities in the Stilte of Ulah . The main outpul of thiS study is a concise fully 
documented repon on the opportunl1ies for achIevable. com elfective n3llJrai gas energy 
efficiency programs in Utah. Thi s study asse5Sed Ihe impacts thai g3S OSM mea !lUres and 
programs can have on n rurtll gas use. assesse.s 1he economic costs :J benef~s of DSM 
programs , ::lOd ~s-sesses the revenue lmp.3cts to Que-star Gas Comp.3ny. The final report 
also Includes an assessment of the enVlronmental impacts of the achie~able DSM options 
,dentified in thIS study. 

19. Energy Efficiency Potential in Georgia - Study for the Alliance to Save Energy - GDS 
completed this study (or the anee to Save Energy 'n July 20G4 . This study provides 
eslimates of the max mum achievable cost effect e potential in me State of Georgia for 
severaI1op-ronke<f' energy emciency programs. In add on , GDS presented expert witness 
l eslImony on bellalf of the ASE before the Georgia Public Service Ccmm;sSlon that co ered 
tile followlng ,ssues ' 

the potential net present value dollar savings to ratepayers in GeOfgl:l due to the 
m1piement3tion of cost effecti'w'e energy efficiency programs. 
the cost effecti eness of these energy efficiency programs 
energy effociency larffls that coulj be implemented in Georgia to sa,'e energy 
up-la-date lnfOllllation on energy effoclency and DSM success stones and energy 
savings in other regions of North America and the technical potential for OS". in 
Georgi~ 

Improvements thaI colild be made on the OSM measure screening process in 
Georgia 
recommenda~ons for DSM cosl recQ,'ery and shareholder incentive mechanosms. 

20. Energy Efficiency POlential in Florida - Siudy for the AIli anc.e 10 Save Energy and tile 
Southern Alliance for C lean Energy - GDS completed this study for the Alliance 10 Save 
Energy in July 2004" ll1Is study provides estimates of the max ,urn achiev3ble COSI 
effecu've potenti;)1 in the State of Flo rida for se',erol '10p-ranked' energy effociency programs 

21. Connecticut Energy Conservation Management Board - In March 2003. GOS was 
reta'ned by Itle Connecticut Energy COfl!:ervation Management Board 10 conduct II thorough 
3sseunlent of the cost effe(;tive n13;,( lmum achie-y\1ble techmC31 potential for energy 
effiCiency and conservation !e$Ources in the Slate 01 Connecticut and two sub-reg.ons of 
the State. GOS colJeCle<l and ana yzed e~ lensive information on over 250 energy effociency 
and conse atian, and develOped supply cu,"es to show the maximum achle"able po:en 
GOS completed me tina! report in June 200 4. 

22. Alliant Energy Corporate Services - ~ an upd'3te to an asse550lent of poten 
cu stom er -sited!distrlbute d generalio n technology epp~cations in a ncategOlie$ (resld ential. 
small/la rge commercial , industrial , and ag ricultural) conducted by GDS in 20tH Alliant 
requested lI1at modelIng assumptlons be reviewed and revised , as necessary. to add ition, 
the OistritJutedlOnsite Generation Screening (DOGS) tool was reviewed by MN Oepartme r>t 
of Commerce as part of a filing in 2001 and the"y requested expansion of applicable 
lecl1nologieti and fuels. induel ing : boo-diesel and methane from landfi~s and dogesters to fuel 
reciprocali"Q engInes; meihanof ethanof gasofine and methane lor efectricity produc"ion 
from tuel cells. The re sed model results will be used to estimate the marllet polen I for 
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distributedJon5i1e gener3non in AUianfs Minnesota service territones. 
23. Ma••achusens G3sNetworks - In Janu ry of 2004 , GDS was Ilired by GasNetworl:s (a 

netwo.rt of se,..,ral natural gns u I ties in Massachuselis 10 de,elop l>enefit'cosl analyses 
and energy savings potenll3l esllmates ' 0( Gas tJetYo'on;s ' regional maaet tronsformatioo 
and demand-side management programs. Benefit/cost (3 as and enel9Y savings potenbal 
eslimates were de.·eIoped lor se'/eral regionat gas energy efficien cy programs usino a 
spreadshee: model. and sim , dllla were de, eloped lor each program (Of each oemce 
area for each natural gas utl~y par1icipating In this study. 

24. Northern Util ities (Gas Company) - In 200_ GDS was hired by Northern UUhties 10 
prepare benefit/cost analyses and energy sa,;ngs potenbal esbmotes of Q portfo 10 of 
energy effiCiency programs proposed for implementallon In their New Hampshire Service­
area. This project was completed duri r>g Septen ber 2002 and a final report was filed Wlih 
the New Hampsh..re PUC. A workShOp was conducted at the NH Public Utillues 
Commission ear~i in :>003 to review cost-effectiveness ethodolog s and key model 
mputloutpul re<juJremcnts . 

25 . KeySpan Energy Defivery (Gos Company) -In 2002 GOS was lured by KeySpan Energy 
DelIvery - New Hampl)hire 10 prepare bene~t!cosl analyses and energy sav gs poten 
estimates of ten energy natural gas energy efficiency prograrrnl proposed for 
Implementation In L~e KeySpall New Hampshire seMee area. This project w3~ completed 
during September 2002 and a final report was ~Ied with the New Hampshire PUC that 
month. 

26. Big Rivers Electric Corporation - 2002 Energy Efficiency Technical Potential Study ­
Kentucky - Durng 200 :? , GDS compleled a study of the technical and economic potential 
of energy efficiency Ilnd load management meaSlKes and programs for the se",ce area of 
the Big Rive", Electric Corporation . a large Generation a d ran " mission electric utility in 
Ohio. Thi!l technical and eCOllomlC potenlJai study was completed as part of the 
comprehensi',e analysis of supply-s ide and denl3l1d-sode options for the latest BREC 
Integrated Resource Ptafl fim g wlIh the Kentucky Public Se",ce Co",mi&s on. 

27. City of Grand Island, Nebraska - MuniCipal Utility - Energy Efficiency Technical 
Potentia.1 Study - GDS completed a study of tile ,echnical aM economic potential for 
energy efficiency and load management measures and programs for the se"ice area of thiS 
IOfge municipal electric uUllty 11 ebr'lSka. Thi s technical and economic polen al ody was 
completed as part of the comprehensive" lysis of supply-side and demand-side options 
for an Integrated Reoource Plan for thiS UbToty. 

28. City of Lafayette. Louisiana - Municipal Utility - Energy EffiCIency Technical Potential 
Study . GDS completed a , judy of the :echnic J and economic potential for eoorg~ 
efficiency and load manage",ent measures and programs for the ser~ice area of !~"S large 
muniCipal elecbie ub ly 111 Louisiana. This technica and economic potential study was 
completed as part of the comprehensive all3lysis of suppl \'-side and demand-side options 
for an Integrated Reoource PIon for thiS ty. 

29. New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA) - Energy 
Smart'· Program Evalu3tion Services: In the fall of 1999, GDS ....as retained by 
N SERDA to be the pnme evaluation contractor fo( e New oOc EneroySmarf" program . 
During the years 200tl. 2001 2002 and 2003 GDS has been responstbie 'or pro\ildlng 
energy efficienc, progmm and measure data coOection, analy$is , 3I1d reportwrillnO se"ices 
to N SERDA tn support of their overall ",'aluation am! martle! assessment efforts , and to 
delernllne actual S3 1110gS of the programs. To date, GDS tean evaluation ac'wilies have 
IOcllJct.ed development o f a Gap Analysis fOf the purpose of setMg pliorio,," and aUocllting 
e'3luation resources to the various ew Yo", Energy Smart: projec.' areas; and nwnerous 
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evaJuation acti·"ities leading to development of a draft and al Program Evaluation Status 
report whiw provided the Jew '{ork Publi c Service ComnusslOn w,th sufficient information 
10 detemline the future 01 SaC·funded publ ic benefits programs beyond ,Is initial three-year 
transition penad whIch ended Ju/~ , 2001 . 

10. Distributed Generation Technical Potential A.sessment lor Minnesota and Iowa: 
Dunng the fat! 01 2001 , GDS assessed the technical potential of customer·sited distnbuted 
generabon technology applications lor A/hant, a m3jor investor owned utolity located fIl the 
MidV'iie,t The analysis covered the resldentbl, smDll/arge commercial, industrial, and 
a~ricuJtura/ sedolll. GDS developed a DistrlbUted/Onsite Generation Screening 
"pread.sheet model to detemline the cost-etlech eness of vanous d,stnbuted generation 
options. used the model to assees the potential (or vaoous custcmer groups and then 
scaled remi lts using customer profiles. Model results were also used to esllmllte the 
teeMical polential for diStnbutedlonsrte generatwn willlin Ailiant's Minnesola and owa 
servIce terntories. 

31 . Renewabte Electric Energy and Peak Demand Savings Methodology Reviews · Wind 
Power and Photovo/taics Programs: GDS performed de\a,led reviews 01 N SERDA's 
methodolog.es for esamatlng electric energy sav ings and peak demand reduction be.nellts 
associated w h NYSERDA's '''''lnd Power Research & Development Progf iln and two 
Photovoltlll c rpVt programs. These Savings Meltlodology fe"iews entl lled three­
components: 1I (] re lew of tile current method used by NYSERDA lor esnmating savings 
(~,,'ud.lng algornhms and ;nherem assumptions t, 2t a review of the methods and 
assumptions used by other uUlities and progrom admmistrators lor esoma~ng saVIngs lrom, 
similar programs being implemented elsewhere in lIle country, and 3) a presentallon 01 key 
find Ings and recoC'nmendahon~ . 

32. Evaluation Services lor Commerci3IJ/ndtr.ltrial Program Areas and Technical 
Assistance Reviewing Engineering Analyses· Efficiency Vermont: GDS Associates is 
the lead contractor in a team that has been hired to assist me \IT DPS in eValU3lJng il 
statewi<le portfolio of energy efficiency programs largeted to the Comnl ercial and Indulltrial 
market sectors. The GDS team 1$ also prOviding technical engineering and roMew 
assislance, OIl an ' on-<811" basis. to ttoe oominlsl rator of Vermon '. energy efficiency 
programs 

33. Development and Implementation 01 Five·Year Energy Efficiency Plan - Boston 
Edison: GDS Associates was retained by Boston Ed;s.>n to assist BECo staff with the 
de,elopment of program desl!lns, e lIIuation ptans te<:hnica/ potential eslJma es and 
budgets for lite Companys F e Year Energy Efficiency Plan. For thl~ projecl GDS 
perfornletl energy efficiency technology screenings to identify potenll." ny viable measures 
for utJhty lundinglsl1pport, and developed the program designs for a number of new 
initiatives inctudlng OVe! a dozen new m"rI<et tr3Jlslormaticn programs. GDS also 
conducted cost e Hect' 'eness screening for aU of the new OSM in ib3 ves inctuded In the 
plan. 

34. Energy Efficiency Technic31and Market Potential Analysis: This repctn presented tile 
results of a technical and ma"'et potentlBl study lor eneJgy elfic;e,wj options for the Easl 
Texas E.leclnc Cooperoh·,e. Inc . (ETEC). The purpose 01 thiS repon was to reVleW energy 
effi C!ency opllons that comply 11I1In the Pubbc Utility Commission 01 Texas (PUC ordern 
&Sued III Norfhea!:t exa5 ElectriC Cooperative (N Eel. Sam Raybum Electnc Cooperoo.e 

(SRG& and Te~-La Electric Cooperati',e of Te~as (Te~-la ) rate cases Thi. study 
presented cost efTectwenesfi findings and reooOlmend3tlons on energy efficiency options 
~nd progmms lor ETEC and Its memoer generation and tmnsnussion eleclllc coope ra ti ~ 
INTEC . SRG& T and Tex-la t. In lIl is study GDS ,,,aluated !I1e cost elfecbveness of over 
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SO energy efficiency optjons and found many o f then to I>e cost e:rectiYe according to the 
Total Resource COS! Tesl . 

35 . Technical and Marl<et Potential Analysis for Load Management and Energy Efficiency 
Options: GDS was re ined 10 updale energy efficiency and 10.1<:1 mllnagement lechnical 
and mar1<et potenbai linolyses completed in tile mid 1990 & time penOd, and to develop 
reCOOl menda ons relating to cost effecti e OS M programs for electric coopemb es in East 
Texas . Th s study identified energy efficiency and 1000 management (DSM) options that 
were viable based on economic tesls presented in the California Standard PractJce Manual 
for EconOmiC Analysis of Demand-Side Management Programs. DSM options that had a 
Total Resource Cost lest l>eneliUcost rat10 greater than 1 3 and a pcsiti',e nel present ~alue 
for the participant were ones that were recommended by GDS for fUrther program 
development 

CeI1ral Maine Power Company · Manager of Marlteting ServiceslMarlteting and Product 
Developmert 

From 8190 to & 92 . Responsible for managing the design and ' pie mentation of CMP's re,s.cen!i3 , 
commercial , and industrial demand-side management programs. Also respcnsi e for corpora!e 
mar1< et research, five·year DSM mplementatiOfi plans, testIfYIng on DSM topics before regulatory 
agenCies , and for p3rtlcipa'-ng in integrated resource planning ac.w tlies. Accountable for managing 
a $26 million DSM budgel and a staff of 50 persons . Served on three per".on le3d team frem 1989 
to 1992 10 develop eMP's fITS! lnle<;rated resource plan. DUring 199 1 t,.:w eled i.o Czechoslo.'akia 
ood Poland to pro-,,',!de consulting to foreign utilniec on DSM issues . 

From Sl92 to 5193. re"ponsfule IOf identifying and developing marlle! ing strategies for products and 
ser~ces. which would improve the competiti ·~'enes.s of CMP'~ customer~ . increase ~he e ffic renc~ of 
energy use, increase CMP's profitability, and which would reduce the rate of growth of electnc~y 
prices fo al cuslomers_ D irectly responsible for Ihe design of renewable energy and demand-side 
mana.genl ent programs, IntegI oled reoource plannin.g , research on new tec.hnok>gles and 
managing mal1<eU ng and product developme t s11l11. Also pro" lded consultJOg services to LIbliUes In 

New Zealand Austral,a, and 8ulga";a relating to DSM program design and implemen lation . 

1>'86-8190 Central Maine Power Company · Director of Mmet Research and Forecasting 

Respoflsible fOf managing twenly-fi .. e profession employees. Duties included supervising DS M 
program evaluation aclMbes, short and long range load forecast development , !oc<l1 area energy 
and peak load forecasts, market and load researCh , economIC forecasting and developing and 
updating DSM assumptions for use in the Company's long range p nning models. Also participale<l 
in the developmenl 01 tile first Power Parmers RFP, and in the evaluation and selection of 
proposals submrtted in response 10 !Ius RFP. 

Central Maine Power Company - Corporate Economisl 

Respcnsible for monitoring and 'orecasting energy and economIc trends In the CMP ser,'ice area 
and in the New En!iand Reg ion~ Duties Included de,elopment of corperale s~ ort·tenn kWh sales 
and revenue forecasts, mar1<et research stud.es and CMP's energy management strategy. 
Instrumental i'l promo ng the use of state-<lf·the art PC-based computer models for in!egrated 
resooJ rce planning (UPlAN) AuUlored a second repOrt on CMP's DSM strategy In Ap n1 1986. Also 
respon8Jble ror supeN ising several anolysis. 

Central Maine Power Company · Staff Economist 
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(5177 to 5.78) Joined CMP 'n May 1977 and worked in the Customer Services Department 
Responsibilities 'neluded short-term forecasting, annu31 appliance saiura -OIl surveY5, and 
preparation of the 1977 and 1978 long-range energy and peak load forecas tll . 

(517810 12(80) In May of 1978, selected to join a new group , the Corporate Financ;ial Model Staff, to 
develop" new corporate financial model for CMP. Had maJOr responsib,lIty for development of a 
revenue forecasting model, and ass sted with developmem of models to Pfoduce income statement, 
ba nee sheet, and sources and uses of Itmds forecasts. In addition to corporate model 
de elopment responsibil ities included short-term forecasting and market research. 

(12180 to 5185) In December of 1980 , moved to CMP's Research Depanment and wor1<ed for Phil 
Hastings for f1\'e ye ars . Responsible lo r 311 corporate market research . short-term kWh sales and 
re~enue forec.asts , econom ic ana.lyses and forecasts, and forecasts of key corpora~e planning 
assumptions. Prepared Bnd published CMP's first DSM slrotegy study in March 1985. 

O\hef Professional Activilie<;: 

Board of Directors. Assoc,ation of Energy Services Professionals (AESP), 2005 to 2010 

Member 01 the Association of Energy Service Professionals (1993 10 Present) . Vice 
Chairman of the Policy Committee (1995-1996), ChairofPoticy Committee (1997 and i 998) 

Panel Leader . 1992 Amencan CounCIllor an Energy Efficienl Economy (ACEEE) Summer 
Study on Building Energy EffIciency 

Chairman of the NEPOOL Demand-Side Management Planning Committee. September 
198910 September 1990, Augllsl 1991...July 1992 

Vi ce Ch3JJman of me NEPOOL Demand-Side Management Committee - January to August 
989, JUly 1990 - July 1991. 

Member of the NEPOOL Demand-Side M nagement ask Force (1986-1988) 

Member of Ile Load Research Committee of !he Assoc ' tion of Edison Ilh.lln in3 'n9 
Companies (1988.. 199 i 

temate to the NEPOOL Govemor's liaiSon Committee (1986-1986). 

St3te Forecast Analyst fer the NEPOOL l oad Forecasung MOOe! (1979-1986) . 

Maine "odel Manager ofthe New England Econom,c Project economic forecasting nlOdel. 
1 96~1 986 

Member of the Statist,cal Research Committee of the EleclIic CounCIl of New England 
(Chairperson 1962-1963. member 1977-1986). 

Men ber of the Edison Eleclric Inslil uie Economics Com mittee ( 1986-1991) 

Past member of the Intematio"al Association of Energ"y Econcmrsts. 

Publications: 

SpeUman, Richard F .. Modelrng of Energy Management Strategies with the Wilily Systems 
Anlllysis Model, paper presented at the International l oad Management Con Ie rence . 
November 1984. Chicago. lI linois 
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2 	 SpeUmaJ1, Richard F . Use of Compllter Models and LOild ResMrch DalD 'Of De~elopmg 
Energy Management Strategies, paper presented at Ine Fifth Annu I Northeast Load 
Research Conference September 10- 2, 1986, Farmington, Cornecticul 

3. 	 Spelman Richard F .. Po/entl3l Markel PenelrtJ~o" of DSM Programs at Centrol Mame 
Powe!. paper presented al ThIrd JatlOnal Conference on Utility DSM Programs, June 6-16, 
1987. Houston, Texas 

4. 	 Spel man Richard F.. Dem;Jnd-Side M;Jnagement Mar/(er Penecration- Modeling and 
Resource Plonning Perspectives from Central Maine Power Company. paper presented at the 
Fourth National Conference on Utifily DSM Pre"rams, May 2-4 , 1989, Cincinnati. Ohio 

5 	 SpeDman Rich ard F., Using Program EvaJuaJion DallJ for Long-Range Resource Planning at 
Cen tral Maine Power Company, paper presented at the Canadian Elecincal Assoclalion's 
Conference on Enhancing Elect!lcity's Value to Socie~l, October 22-24 1990, Toronto, 
Canada 

6. 	 Spe man , Richard F .. DemOJld-Side Milnagemenl from 0 North American Perspective. 
Keynote Address to the Intemabonal Energy Agency Conference on Adv::lnced Technok>~oes 
for Elecinc Demand-Stde Management. wTitten for Joe C. Collier. Jr , President an d Chief 
Executive Officer of Central Maine Power Company, p"per presented In Sorrento, Italy on 
April 3, 1991 

7. 	 Leanlon, Ann K., and Spellman, RIchard F .. From !hi! Bottom Up: r&D and DSM, paper 
presented t the Sth Naoon31 DeJ1\Qnd-Sid.e Mao3gemenl conference , Juty 30 - Augusl 1, 
1991 Basion , Massachusetts 

8. 	 Haen M. Hosseln. and Spellman, Richard F., Imegr.llion o( EvaluaUon Results into the 
Resource P nn:ng Process, paper presented at the 5th National Demand-SJde Managemenl 
Conference JU~j 30 -August '1, 1991 , Boston, Manachuserts 

9. 	 Spe l man Richard F. , Does Fuel Switching Ma/(e Sense for on Electric Ut~Jty ?, paper 
presented at Ihe 1992 Inlernational Energy Efficiency and DSM CO!lference, October 22, 
1992, Toronto Ontario 

10. 	 Spel man Richard F , and Brunette, Marguerite. Market Research fOI the Design. 
fmplementDtlon, a ,d Ev(J}uooon of a Compact FltftJrescenl Ughlj.,g Program, paper presenled 
althe EPR!IEUMRC Mar1<.et Research Symposiun , November 17-20, 1992, Dallas, Texas 

11 . Spel man, Richard F . Forum For Applied Research and Pubric PolicylFall 1992, Energy 
M(Jllngement A View from Moine (Journal Article ) 

12_ 	 Spel man Richard F., DSM Incentives PIUS ElecO'ic Rote Adjusrment Mech~", isms Equal 
Bottom Un e Impacl, p:lper presented at the 6th National Demand-Sfde Ma n~ geJ1\enl 

Con'erence March 24- 6, 1993, Miami Beach, Florida 

13_ 	 Spe man Richard F., 'ian Wie, DaVId A .. Peaco, Dal liel E., Lawrence, and Dennis R., 
OptimIZing Demand-Side and Supply Resources USUlg LInear Progr:Jmming 

14. 	 SpeUman, Richard F .. Utility bperience With l oad Mamgement In Te, as' EPRllHouston 
lighllng and Power Co. Load Management Conference, May 3, 1994, Houston , Texas_ 

15 	 SpeUman Ricl1 am F., The Role of DSM in the Privatized Electricity Sector in England :lnd 
Wales , and New Zealand, Paper Presented at the Association of Demand-Side Managen ent 
ProfessionalS Annual Meeting Orlando, Florida, December 1994 

16. Spellman Richard, F. Energy Services m A Global Environment Paper Presenled at the 
Association of Energy Servrces Professionals Annual Mee ng. Phoenix. Arizona, Decemoer 
1995. 
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17 _ 	 5pelfman Richard F_. Value Added Services as Profit Cemers in exas. Paper Presented al 
the Association of Energy Ser.ices Profe SSionals Annual Meeting. Beverly H-Its. Cali fornia , 
December 1996_ 

1IL 	 5pe llm:m Richard F, -Preparing for Competition by Updating Corporate Mar1o;eting 
50-3Iegie..• • Paper Presented al b'le Associ3tion of Energy Ser.ices Professionals Annu31 
Meeting, Boca Ralon. Florida_ Dec.ember 1997 _ 

19_ 	 Megdal, Lon, Spe llman, Richard F., Johnson , Bruce 'Methods and Measurement Issues for a 
DSM E."luali«l versus a Manet Transfom ation Mar1<et Assessment and Baseline Study' , 
Paper Presented at the 1999 Energy Program EV31uaiion Conference Denyer Color.ldo, 
August t 999_ 

2<J . 	 SpeDman. Ri.chard F_, Shel Feldman. Bruce John""n Lon Mejldal. ~Measuring Mar1<et 
Translcmlanon Progress 8. the Binom.al Test Recent Expenence at Bosten Gas Company', 
Paper presented althe ACEEE Summer SllJdy on Bu Idlng Energy Efficiency. August 2000 _ 

21. 	 Spellman Richard F_. Glffin_ Thomas M_ Sheil. Jolene A __ NiCOl John. ' Experience and 
Lessons from the Wisconsin Industrial Focus on Energy Program: Transfo-mmbon m Indusln31 
Energy Elficieflcy Mar1<ets· . presenled at Am can Council for 3nd Energy Efficient Economy 
Summer Study on Energy Elfie .ne!/, Buildings, Tart)1own New Vorl< . July 25-27. 2001 

22 _ 	 SpeUmaJ1 Richard F _, Shel Feldman, Bruce Jo nson, Lori Mejldal . "Tmnsition Slmtegoes for 
Mar1<et Translornlallon Pr~ram~: Recent Experience at KeySpan Energ,' Delivery", Paper 
presented al !he December ~001 12'" Nat.ional Erergy Services Conference. 

23_ 	 Rooney Thomas; Spellman Richaro' Rulo. Michael, Schlegel. Jert "Esbmating the POIenbal 
for COSI EttecU ·e Electric Energy and Peak Demand Savings in Connecticut", Paper 
presented at the 2004 Amencan Council for an Energy EfIi'c ient Economy Summer Study in 
PacifIC Grove. Cnliforn • August 2004 . 

24_ 	 Spe9man Richard F_ . Goldforb Lynn K., Barnes. Harley, "Using Mar~ et Research to Impro.e 
Progrnm Design 3nd Dell\le'¥ of Res den I Lighting Programs IJ1 the US Northeast Regkm ". 
Paper presented at the 15 National Energy Semces Conference , December 7, 2004, 
Clean,.,aler Beach. Flonda 

25_ 	 Spe man Rlch'3fd F_. Goldfarb, Lynn K. : Huber, Jeffrey, "IS THERE A POTENtiAL NATIO AL 
MARKET FOR TRADI G E VIRONMENTAL CREDITS BASED 0 l TI-[E ENVIRONMENTAL 
SAVfN GS ACHlEVEO THROUGH ENERGY EFFIClENCY SA\r! G S ?"" F3_!>@r pre§.ol;!n~@od iI~:he l Otn 

anona l EneqjY Serv~oes Confert-f'\<C~. Oe-oember 2(105. 
26_ 	 Spellman Richard F_; Rooney, ThOmas; Bur1<s_Jeffrey. Bean, Stephen: -Polent I fOl alural 

Gas Savings .n the Soulhwest", Paper presented t the 2006 _"CEEE Summer Study on 
Building Energy Efficiency, held at Pac;fic Gro e, CsJi fornia 

Dl"ect T~timony of Richard F. Spellman: 

1. 	 On Bella t of CenlTal Maine Power Company, Before the State 01 Maine Public U l ties 
Commi$lfon , Dockel Nos_ 85-48. 85-82 ,85-83 , filed July 7. 986_ Subjecl Malter: Economics 
of CommercIal and Industrial Conser.suon Programs in the CMP Service Area 

2 	 On Behalf of Cenlml Maine Power Company. Before the State of MaIDe Public U -ties 
CommiSSIon, Docket Nos. 88- 1 1 and 87 -26 , fi led 10\lember 6. 1987 Subjecl Matt DSM 
Assumptklns for Ceno-al Maine Power Compo Y In Long Term A.olded Cost F~ lng _ 

3_ 	 On Behalf of Central Maine Power Company. Before the Slate of Maine Public U We<! 
CommlSS1oo , Doc~el Nos 88-111 and 87-261 , fried June 22. 1988 Subject Matter: DSM 
Potenti.,1 Jnd Cost Effec liveness In the CMP Ser;ice Area.. 

4_ 	 On Behalf of Central Maine Power Company. Before the State of Maine PubliC U IIties 
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Commissior , Docket No . 89.ti8, filed May 19, 1989. Subject Matter: Review and e><plain the 
ba. ," tor the updated shoA-term kWh sales forecast on wfli ch CMP's revised Attrition Study is 
based. 

5. 	 On Behalf of Centra l Maine Power Company. Before the State of Maine Publ ic Ut lifies 
Commission , Docket No. 69-68. ~ Ied October 24,1989. SUbject Mattef': Review and explaln 
the basis for the short-term kWh sales forecast on which CMP's Attrition S:udy is based . 

6. 	 On Behalf of Central Maine Power Company. Before the State of Maine PUblic Ut hlie. 
CommissiOfl. Docket No. 91 -2 13. filed November 15, 1991. Subject Matter: Present CMP's 
conclusions re<;arding the advisabil ity of inaugurating a residential space heat com e"""" 
program in the Company's service territory. 

7. 	 On Beh f of Centrol Maine Power Company, Before the Stale of Maine Public Ut ,ues 
Com m islIiOfl , Docket No. 91-2<)3, fj)ed July 31 , 1992. Subject Matter: Present updated 
infofTTlatJOn regardmg the advisabilIty 01 inauguratIng (l re.,denbal sp(lce heat conversion 
program in the Comp(lny's service territory. 

8 	 On Behalf of Tex-La Electric Cooperative of Texas fflc. Belore th e PublJc Ublltie5 Comml5Sioo 
of Texos, Docket No. 12289, filed July 1993. Subject Matter: Tex-La:s DSM actiVIties and 
updaung 01 TE -LA Energy Efficiency Plan. 

9. 	 On Behalf 01 Tex-La E.lectric Cooperotive olTexas, Inc. Before the Pub ic U~ li lies CommiSSIOn 
of Texas, Docket No. 12289, fi led July 1993. Su bject Matter Rebuttal tesllmony relal ing to 
TE, -LA'~ DSM actiVities. 

10. 	 On Behalf of H. E. Bu ll Grocery Company, Before the PublIC U~ lrties Comm SSlOn 01 Texas, 
Docket No. 1282!l , Filed October 17,1 994. Subject Motter Proposed mod!lications to Central 
Power and Light DSM Progrul11 s. 

11 . On Behalf 01 The Coa ilion 01 Cities and The CIty' of Houston, Before the Publi c UWrties 
Commission ofTexas. Docket No , '12065, filed November 15. 1994. Subject Matter: Proposed 
changes to Houston LighUng and Power Compan y's DSM programs. 

12. On Behalf ol ltle Georgia Public Service Ccmmi$8lon SlatllRP Ad_ersary Team, Before the 
Georgia Public Service Comn ission, Docket NO. 5602-U, filed May 8, 1995, Subject Matt~ 

Proposed modificatiOns to DSM programs proposed by Georgia Power Company n Integrated 
Resource Plan fded by the Company in January 1995 , 

13. 	 On Behalf of the Georgia Public Service CommIssion Slall lRP Ad_ersary Team, Before the 
Georgia Public ServIce Commission, Docket NO . 560 I·U, filed May 8, 1995. Subject Matter: 
Proposed modlhca ons to DSM programs proposed by S,,"annah Elecln<: and Power 
Com pany in IntegTated Resource Plan filed by the Company U1 January 1995. 

14 	 On Behalf of the Sam Rayburn G&T Electric Coopera!" e, fnc., Before the PublIC Utdrt,es 
Commission ofTexas, Docke, No . 14893, filed September 1995. Subject Matter Descripl ion 
01 SRG&T Compfiance wrth pnor Commission orders relating io SRG&Ts DSM aclivdies. 

15 	 On Behalf of the Sam Rayburn G&T Eleclric Cooperative , Inc., BefOl'e the Public Utilities 
Comn'- on of Texas. Docket No. 14893, filed Januarl 1996. Subject -"a er: Rebullal 
testimony rela ng to SRG&Ts DSM activities 

16. On Bahal of the Sam Rayburn G&T Electric Coopera e , Inc., Before the PublIC Utd~ies 

Commission of Texas. Docket o . 14893. filed March 1996 . Subject Maller: Surrebu!tal 
tesllmony retatlng to SRG&Ts OS,", acW~ies 

17. On Behalf ol ltle Georgia Public Service Commissiofl Stall lRP Advernary Team. Before the 
Georgia Pub lic Service CommiSSion , Docket Nos, 63 15-U and 6325-U, filed ApnJ 5. 1996. 
Subject Matter: Evalua\Jon of Benef,ts and COtllS of Residential Load Management Program 
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Proposed by Georgia Power Company. 

18. 	 On Behalf of Green Mountain Power Company Before the Vermont Public Service Boord. 
Docket No. 5£183, filed December 8. 997. Subject Matter: Rebut131 Testimony relating to the 
effectiveness of e Company s h· ~tori4:31 DSM actim iec. 

19. 	 On Behalf of the Georgia Public Service Commission Slalll RP Adversary Team, Before the 
Georgia Public Service Commission. Docket NO . 8708-U . filed May 29, 1998 Subject Matte r' 
DSM programs proposed by Georgia Power Compa ny in Imegmled Resource Plan filed by 
the Company In 1998. 

2{). 	 On Behalf of the Georgia Pu he Service Commissjon StalllRP Advernary Team. Before the 
Geo'gla Pub IC Servi ce Commission, Docket NO 8709-1), ~.Ied May 29, 998. Subject Maller: 
Proposed modifiClllJons to DSM programs proposed by Savannah Electric and Power 
Company in Integrated Resource Plan filed by the Company 'n January 1995. 

21 	 On Beh31f of !he Georgia PublIC Service Commission S13ft IRP Advernary Team, Before l.he 
Georgi" Pubic Service Commission OockelNo 8709-U filed May 29 1998. Subleet Matter: 
Proposed modifications to DSM programs proposed by Sava nah Eleclric nd Power 
Company in Integrated Resource PI n filed by tne Company III January 1998. 

22. 	 On Behalf of the Georgia Public Service Commission Stoll IRP Adversary Team, Before the 
Georgia Pu~lic Service Commission, Docket No. 1330S-U, ed M"y 11 , 200 1 5ubjec;t Matter: 
OSM programs proposed by Georgia Power Company in Integrated Resource Plan filed by 
the Company in Janu ry 2001 

23 	 On Behalf of the Georgia Publi c Ser;/lce Commission Staff lRP Adversary Team. Before the 
Geof"9ll1 Public Secvice C ommission, Doc~et No. H30f>.U , filed May 11, 200 1. Suble,:t Matler: 
Proposed mOdificllllOOs to DSM programs proposed by Savanna.h Electric and Powe.r 
Company in Integrated Resource Plan filed by the Company in January 2001. 

24. 	 Otl Behalf of the Alliance to Sa.'e Energy, Before the Georg,a PUblic Serv'lce Commlll.lOn, 
Docket Nos, 17687 & 176813-U, filed Ma'y' 14 , 20Q4, Subject Matter: Proposal for ne·... energy 
efficiency programs to be p3.d tor and implemented by Savannah Electric 30d Power 
Company and Georgia Power Company (th iS was inler\'ene.r tes([mony fi le<! in the Integrated 
Resource Plan dockets heard before the Georgia Comnllssion during 2004 1, 

25 . 	 On Behalf of the Southern Alb:mce for Clean Energy, Before the Georgia Public Service 
Comml on , Docket Nos. 4822-U & 19279-U. filed Noven ber 12 2004. Subject Matter: 
ProVided comments on the ",ies of Ihe Georgia Commission nelat og to the methodology for 
the calculation of electric energy and capacity avoided costs 111"1 would apply to renewable 
energy prOducers in !be St .. te of Georgia. 

26 	 On behalf of lite Public Stall of the North Carol",a Utilities Commission . Before tlle North 
Carolina Publi c Service ConnmlflSion, Docket No E·7 Sub S3 1, June 26, 2008, Subject 
Matter. The purposes of !hi. teotin ony were the following. (1/ to determine ether the 
SAV E-A-WA IT lSAW) approach was in the pub IC Interest of the ra tepayers of Duke Eneroy 
Carolinas. l LC (Duke or the Company), (2) to determine whether ttte SAW ~ogmm 
admlnf$trn tor costs per life tlme kWh S,,"ed were reaoonable and whether projected urn t~ 
margins for energy efficiency and demand nesponse resources under the proposed SAVE·A· 
WATT approach were reas onably b3sed; (3 110 determ ine whether the SAW approaclt wou.1d 
achieve the maximum achle,able cost--e:tec i.,·e potenlial for kilowatt-hour (kWh) and k1loiNatl 
(kW) savings In tlle Companys seNice anea in North Carolina, (4 ) to determine ..'IIetner ~ny 
add~ional cost-effective ener9Y efficiency 30d de monO response programs sl>oukf be included 
in the Company's Energy EffiCiency Plan~ (5 ) to determine whether 3n 31temative 10 SA V 
exi$1S lhat provides superior electricity and dollar saVtngs to the Company's "'tepayern at a 
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much lower co!>1 to them. 

27. 	 On behalf of Communlties Againsl Regional Inlercoonect, Before lIle State of New ""or!< 
Publ.lc Se<\'ice Commi~n , Case No. 06-T-Q6.5.0 Filed January 9,2009 Subject Maller The 
purpose olltlis tes tm any were the following: to present t~e achIevable, cost effectve non · 
route ematlves to construction of the New Yorl< RI!9;onaJ Interconnect l RII project and to 
demonstrate that with the implementa50n olthe proposed non-route alternative~ there is no 
real need for Itle NYRI project 

2B. 	 On behalf of Connecticut Natural Gas Corporation . Before tile State of Connecticut 
Depanment 01 Public UliI<ty Control , Docket lo. OB-12-D6, Filed January 16, ~00 9 Su1Jject 
Matter. The purposes 01 this testimony were the ollow og: I t} desc,[be how the new 
Connec cut Natural Gas (C r G) energy effiCien cy programs wdl strengthen ttle partnership 
with customers hrough e>panded communication and outreach. consisten t with the state's 
policy encouragmg energy efficiency; (2) present an overview of eKisting CNG energy 
efficiency programs, (3) present inloml ation on best pra cUce natufal gas energy efficiency 
progmms in Gther St"tes; (4) des~nbe CNG's proposol to e~pand energy efficiency program 
offerings; (5) provide" summary of p<"oposed budgets , energy S3V11lgs and cost effec ,meS$ 
01 proposed program olfeMgs, (6 ) cescrtbe s:affing needs to support the proposed program s: 
[7} present info<TJlation on the impact of proposed programs on natural gas use per customer; 
t8j describe i e regulalOry mechanism for recovery or program costs. 

29 	 On behalf of the Southem Connecliclit Gas Company, Before me Stale of Connecticut 
Deportnlen! 01 Public U ' 'I Control, Docket No. 08-03- 17, Filed January 20, ~009 , Subject 
Matter. The purposes of this testimony were the following : (1) describe how the new Southern 
Connecticut G"s Company (SCG ) energy efficiency programs wi ll strengthen the partnership 
with customers through expanded communication and outreach , consistent WIth the state s 
policy encoLlfagmg energy efficiency; (2/ present an overview 01 uisrrng SCG energy 
efficiency programs: (3) present Inlonnation on best practice natural gas energy efficienc), 
programs in o ther St,,!es; (4 ) descnbe SCG's proposal to expand energy effiCIency program 
offerings; (51 provide a summary of p<"oposed budgets, energy saVIngs and cost effectrYeness 
of pfOposed program offe" n 9s ' (6) describe slaffing need s to support the proposed prog ram s, 
(7) present information on the Impactof proposed programs on natural gas use per customer; 
(8) deSCribe e reg.ul3to ry mechanism lor recovery 01 program costs 
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Exhibit RFS - 3: Ranking ofFEECA Utilities by Absolute Cumulative kW Savings from Load Management Programs 

Figure 1: Rankings of US Electric Utilities by their total amount of kW sa\€d by Load Management Programs in 2007 
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# 2: Progress Energy Florida 
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Note: From US EIA Form 861 database 

Note: Orlando Utility Company, Florida Public Utilities Company and lEA did not report savings for 2007. 

#39: Gulf Power Company 

~1I1 -I #70: Tampa Electric Company 
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Figure 2: Rankings of US Electric Utilities by their total amount of kW sa-.ed by Load Management Programs in 2006 
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Note: From US EIA Form 861 database 

Note: Tampa Electric Company, Orlando Utility Company, Florida Public Utilities Company and lEA, did 110t report savings for 

2006. 
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Figure 3: Rankings of US Electric Utilities by their total amount of kW saved by Load Management Programs in 2005 
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Note: From US EIA Form 861 database 

Note: Orlando Utility Company, Florida Public Utilities Company, Progress Energy Florida and JEA did not report savings for 2005. 
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Figure 4: Top Twenty Utilities Ranked by Total Load Management Savings in 2007 

Utility 
Code Rank Utility Name State 

2007 Total Peak 
Reduction (KW) 

1,321 ,000 17609 1 Southern California Edison CO CA 
6455 2 Florida Power Corp FL 1,096,000 

13781 3 Northern States Power CO MN 923,000 

14328 4 Pacific Gas & Electric CO CA 686,000 

6452 5 
Florida Power & Light 
Company FL 575,000 

13337 6 
Nebraska Public Power 
District NE 497,000 

13374 7 Constellation NewEnergy, Inc MO 398 ,000 

12658 8 Minnkota Power Coop, Inc NO 387,000 

7570 9 Great River Energy MN 360,000 

7140 10 Georgia Power CO GA 341,000 

13687 11 North Carolina Eastern M P A NC 292,000 

15466 12 Public Service Co of Colorado co 283,000 

9417 13 Interstate Power and Light CO IA 274,000 

15470 14 PSI Energy Inc IN 251,000 

1167 15 Baltimore Gas & Electric CO MO 234 ,000 

9324 16 Indiana Michigan Power CO OH 232 ,000 

12341 17 MidAmerican Energy CO IA 229,000 

13780 18 Northern States Power CO WI 207 ,000 

16572 19 Salt River Project AZ 188,000 

14940 20 PECO Energy CO PA 179,000 
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Figure 5: Top Twenty Utilities Ranked by Total Load Management Savings in 2006 

. 

Utility 
Code Rank Utility Name State 

2006 Total 
Peak 

Reduction 
(KWl 

6455 1 Progress Energy Florida Inc FL 1,126,000 

17609 2 Southern California Edison CO CA 1,018,000 

13781 3 Northern States Power CO MN 874,000 

14328 4 Pacific Gas & Electric CO CA 648,000 

13337 5 
Nebraska Public Power 
District NE 560,000 

7140 6 GeorQia Power CO GA 362,000 

12658 7 Minnkota Power Coop, Inc NO 320,000 

195 8 Alabama Power CO AL 294 ,000 

13687 9 North Carolina Eastern M P A NC 285,000 

9417 10 Interstate Power and LiQht CO IA 279 ,000 

15466 11 Public Service Co of Colorado co 266,000 

20847 12 Wisconsin Electric Power CO WI 252,000 

16572 13 Salt River Project AZ 244,000 

14006 14 Ohio Power CO OH 237,000 

12341 15 MidAmerican Energy CO IA 222,000 

13780 16 Northern States Power CO WI 202,000 

9324 17 Indiana Michigan Power CO OH 187,000 

175,000 14940 18 PECO Energy CO PA 
14063 19 Oklahoma Gas & Electric CO OK 156,000 

16534 20 
Sacramento Municipal Util 
Dist CA 135,000 
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Figure 6: Top Twenty Utilities Ranked by Total Load Management Savings in 2005 

Utility 
Code Rank Utility Name State 

2005 Total 
Peak 

Reduction 
(KW) 

17609 1 Southern California Edison CO CA 1,234,000 

6452 2 Florida Power & Light Company FL 858,000 

13781 3 Northern States Power CO MN 822,000 

14328 4 Pacific Gas & Electric CO CA 577,000 

13337 5 Nebraska Public Power District NE 495,000 

7140 6 Georgia Power CO GA 360,000 

9417 7 Interstate Power and Light CO IA 350,000 

13687 8 North Carolina Eastern M P A NC 261 ,000 

15466 9 Public Service Co of Colorado co 248 ,000 

15470 10 PSI Energy Inc IN 247,000 

12341 II Mid American Energy Co fA 232,000 

807 12 Arkansas Electric Coop Corp AR 195,000 

20847 13 Wisconsin Electric Power CO WI 193,000 

13780 14 Northern States Power CO WI 183,000 

14940 15 PECO Energy CO PA 175,000 

16534 16 Sacramento Municipal Util Dist CA 156,000 

9324 17 Indiana Michigan Power CO OH 155 ,000 

20856 18 Wisconsin Power & Light CO WI 138,000 

7004 19 Buckeye Power, Inc OH 127,000 

14006 20 Ohio Power CO OH 126,000 
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Exhibit RFS - 4: Ranking ofFEECA Utilities by Cumulative kW Savings as Percent of Summer Peak Load 

Figure 1 :Rankings of US Electric Utilities on % of 2007 Summer Peak Load Sa\€d with Load Management Programs in 2007 
80.00% ,------------------------------­

70.00% 

60.00% ••r---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 

50.00% 

------------, 

#181 : 
Tampa 

,----------------------I~--_t----II Electric 

# 124: Florida Power and Light 
40.00% 

30.00% 

20.00% 

10.00% 

0.00% 

Note: Based on actual kW reduction from Load Management Programs and Summer Peak in 2007 and Summer Peak Load 
for each utility from the US EIA Form 861 Database 

Note: Orlando Utility Company, Florida Public Utilities Company and lEA did not report savings for 2007. 
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Figure 2: Rankings of US Electric Utilities on % of 2006 Summer Peak Load Saved with Load Management Programs in 2006 
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Note : Bas 

Note: Tampa Electric Company, Orlando Utility Company, Florida Public Utilities Company and lEA did not report savings for 

2006. 
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Figure 3:Rankings of US Electric Utilities as a % of 2005 Summer Peak Load Saved with Load Management Programs in 2005 
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20.00% 

10.00% 

0.00% 
Note: Based on actual kW reduction from Load Management Programs in 2007 and Summer Peak Load for each utility from the US EIA Fonn 861 

Note: Orlando Utility Company, Progress Energy Florida, Florida Public Utilities Company and lEA did not report savings for 2005. 
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Figure 4: Top Twenty Utilities Ranked as a % of2007 Summer Peak Load Saved with Load Management Programs in 2007 

Annual 2007 Peak 
2007 Total Reduction as 

Peak Percentage of 
Utility Reduction 2007 Summer 2007 Summer 
Code Rank Utility Name State (KW) Peak (KW) Peak 

12658 1 Minnkota Power Coop, Inc NO 387,000 540 ,000 71 .67% 

12301 2 Nodak Electric Coop Inc NO 94,000 145,000 64 .83% 

5780 3 Elkhorn Rural Public Pwr Dist NE 38,000 85 ,000 44 .71% 

13050 4 Mountain Parks Electric, Inc CO 19,000 51 ,000 37.25% 

21 3 5 Alaska Electric liQht&Power Co AK 21,000 62,000 33.87% 

2890 6 City of Camden SC 15,000 54 ,000 27.78% 

17040 7 Shelby Electric Coop, Inc IL 12,000 50,000 24 .00% 

5552 8 East River Elec Pwr Coop, Inc SO 88,000 408.000 21 .57% 

13523 9 City of Newberry FL 9,000 42,000 21 .43% 

108 10 Adams-Columbia Electric Coop WI 26,000 124,000 20.97% 

21111 11 Perennial Public Power Dist NE 14,000 68,000 20 .59% 

13337 12 Nebraska Public Power District NE 497,000 2,510,000 19.80% 

17868 13 St Croix Electric Coop WI 7,000 37,000 18.92% 

19790 14 Verendrye Electric Coop Inc NO 13,000 69 ,000 18.84% 

20472 15 Wharton County Elec Coop, Inc TX 7,000 39 ,000 17.95% 

1251 16 Barron Electric Coop WI 10,000 56,000 17.86% 

5417 17 Wharton County Elec Coop, Inc WI 6,000 34 ,000 17.65% 

13687 18 North Carolina Eastern M P A NC 292,000 1,692 ,000 17.26% 

8319 19 Heartland Power Coop IA 6,000 35,000 17.14% 

20997 20 Yellowstone Valley Elec Co-op MT 10,000 59,000 16.95% 

-'lVeighted Average Annual Peak Reduction as a Percent of Annual Summer Peak 1,571 ,000 6,160,000 25.50% 
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Figure 5: Top Twenty Utilities Ranked as a % of2006 Summer Peak Load Saved with Load Management Programs in 2006 

Utility 
Code Rank Utility Name State 

2006 Total 
Peak 

Reduction 
(KW) 

2006 
Summer 

Peak (KW) 

Annual 2006 
Peak 

Reduction as 
Percentage 

of 2006 
Summer 

Peak 

12301 1 Nodak Electric Coop Inc NO 76,000 135,000 56.296% 

12658 2 Minnkota Power Coop , Inc NO 320 ,000 594,000 53.872% 

5780 3 Elkhorn Rural Public Pwr Dist NE 44 ,000 85,000 51.765% 

407 4 Altamaha Electric Member Corp GA 55,000 157,000 35.032% 

13050 5 Mountain Parks Electric, Inc CO 18,000 52,000 34.615% 

20963 6 Woodruff Electric Coop Corp AR 42,000 124,000 33.871% 

12395 7 Menard Electric Coop IL 19,000 60 ,000 31.667% 

2890 8 City of Camden SC 15,000 51,000 29.412% 

1233 9 City of Barnesville MN 1,000 4,000 25.000% 

8319 10 Heartland Power Coop IA 8,000 33,000 24.242% 

17040 11 Shelby Electric Coop, Inc IL 12,000 50,000 24.000% 

5552 12 East River Elec Pwr Coop, Inc SO 84 ,000 369,000 22.764% 

108 13 Adams-Columbia Electric Coop WI 27 ,000 124,000 21.774% 

13337 14 Nebraska Public Power District NE 560 ,000 2,671 ,000 20.966% 

10539 15 La Plata Electric Assn, Inc CO 25,000 132,000 18.939% 

19157 16 Tri-County Electric Coop MN 12,000 65,000 18.462% 

20472 17 Wharton County Elec Coop, Inc TX 7,000 39,000 17.949% 

20997 18 Yellowstone Valley Elec Co-op MT 10,000 56,000 17.857% 

14216 19 City of Osceola AR 6,000 34,000 17.647% 

136B7 20 North Carolina Eastern M P A NC 285,000 1,633,000 17.453% 
Weighted Average Annual Peak Reduction as a Percent of Annual Summer 
Peak 1,626,000 6,468,000 25.14% I 
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Figure 6: Top Twenty Utilities Ranked as a % of2005 Summer Peak Load Saved with Load Management Programs in 2005 

Utility 
Code Rank State 

2005 Total 
Peak 

Reduction 
(KW) 

2005 
Summer 

Peak 
(KW) 

Annual 2005 Peak 
Reduction as 

Percentage of 2005 
Summer Peak 

12301 1 Nodak Electric Coop Inc NO 76,000 120,000 63.33% 

16971 2 Shakopee Public Utilities Comm MN 34,000 71,000 47.89% 

24949 3 Cass County Electric Coop Inc NO 66,000 138000 47.83% 

2890 4 City of Camden SC 22,000 51,000 43.14% 

5780 5 Elkhorn Rural Public Pwr Dist NE 34,000 80,000 42.50% 

20963 6 Woodruff Electric Coop Corp AR 42,000 113,000 37.17% 

19157 7 Tri-County Electric Coop MN 22,000 60,000 36.67% 

407 8 Altamaha Electric Member Corp GA 55,000 153,000 35.95% 

108 9 Adams-Columbia Electric Coop WI 30,000 94,000 31.91% I 

13050 10 Mountain Parks Electric, Inc CO 18,000 63,000 28.57% 

12395 11 Menard Electric Coop IL 16,000 60,000 26.67% 

17040 12 Shelby Electric Coop, Inc IL 12,000 50,000 24.00% 

5552 13 East River Elec Pwr Coop, Inc SO 82 ,000 373,000 21.98% 

10539 14 La Plata Electric Assn , Inc CO 30,000 137,000 21.90% 

12894 15 City of Moorhead MN 15,000 72,000 20.83% 

13739 16 Northeast Nebraska P P 0 NE 8,000 41,000 19.51% 

13337 17 Nebraska Public Power District NE 495,000 2,539,000 19.50% 

20472 18 Wharton County Elec Coop, Inc TX 7,000 38,000 18.42% 

19790 

3279 

19 Verendrye Electric Coop Inc NO 10,000 55,000 18.18% 

20 Central Power Elec Coop, Inc NO 32,000 177,000 18.08% 

-­
1,106,000 4,485 ,000 24.66% 

Ranking of FEECA Utilities by Cumulative kW Savings as Percent of Summer Peak Load 



3.50% t'-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------c 

Docket Nos. 080413-EG, 080412-EG, 080411-EG, 080410-EG, 
080409-EG, 080408-EG, 080407-EG 

Rankings of US Electric Utilities by kWh Savings 
as Percent of Sales 

Exhibit RFS-5 
Page I of6 

Exhibit RFS - 5: Ranking ofFEECA Utilities by Incremental Annual kWh Savings as Percent of Sales 

Figure 1: Rankings of US Electric Utilities as a % of Annual kWh Sales Sal.ed with Energy Efficiency Programs in 2007 
4.00% ,.....~~~ 

11 · " '·'i . I I 1 111 , 1 11 , ,, ,11 . 11 . _ 11 ,,~ 

3.00% 

2.50% 1.~1~~~~~~~~~----------------------~~-;-------------------------'----------------------------------~ 
133: Progress Energy Florida 

2.00% #146: Gulf Power Company 

1.50% 

1.00% 

0.50% 

0.00% - 11 " - 1 1 ItnTT- ll; /I -fl -- H -n 1 1/ 1 , n -ITnIl III 

Notk: Based on incremental annual kWh Savings from Energy Efficiency Programs in 2007 for each utility from the US EIA Form 861 Oat. 

Note: Orlando Utility Company did not report savings for 2007. 
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Figure 2: Rankings of US Electric Utilities as a % of Annual kWh Sales Sa\ed with Energy Efficiency Programs in 
2006 

9.00% 

8.00% ~I--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 

7.00% 

6.00% 

5.00% I I#89: Florida Power and Light I 
I i 

4.00% +1----­ #133: Gulf Power Com 

3.00% # 135: Progress Energy 

2.00% . . # 139: Tampa Electric 

1.00% 

0.00% 

Note: Based on incremental annual kWh Savings from Energy Efficiency Programs in 2006 for each utility from 
the US EIA Form 861 Database 

Note: Orlando Utility Company and Florida Public Utilities Company did not report savings for 2006. 
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Rgure 3: Rankings of us Bectric Utilities as a % ofAnnual kWh Sales Saved with Energy Efficiency Programs in 2005 
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Note: Based on incremental annual kWh Savings from Energy Efficiency Programs in 2005 for each utility from the US EIA Form 861 


Note: Orlando Utility Company and lEA did not report savings for 2005. 
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ngure~: lOp 1 wemy utilities KanKea Dy Annual LUU I tnerg~Ii ~avmgs as a rercemage 01 Annual K W n ~ales 

Annual 2007 
2007 Energy 2007 Annual Energy Efficiency 

Utility Efficiency Savings Retail kWh Savings as a % of 
Code Rank Utility Name State (kWh) Incremental Sales Annual kWh Sales 

2182 1 City of Breckenridge CO 1,462,000 42,336,000 3.45% 

7303 2 Glidden Rural Eleclric Coop IA 2,606,000 101,177,000 2.58% I 

2548 3 Burlington City of VT 9,276,000 364,586,000 2.54% , 

14328 4 Pacific Gas & Electric Co CA 1,662,875,000 79,450,903,000 2.09% 

20806 5 City of Windom MN 1,480,000 71 ,208,000 2.08% 

17609 6 South em California Edison Co CA 1,551 ,503,000 79,505 ,231 ,000 1.95% 

4176 7 Connecticut Light & Power Co CT 281 ,367 ,000 16,054 ,317 ,000 1.75% 

11804 8 Massachusetts Electric Co MA 195,357,000 12,543,637,000 1.56% 

19497 9 United Iliuminatinq Co CT 86,011,000 5,917,448,000 1.45% 

10768 10 Laurens Electric Coop, Inc SC 12,519,000 996,410,000 1.26% 

20455 11 Western Massachusetts Elec Co MA 25,873,000 2,098,952,000 1.23% 

16181 12 Rochester Public Utilities NY 15,815,000 1,307,897,000 1.21 % 

12312 13 Merced Irrigation District CA 4,709,000 422 ,674,000 1.11% 

6374 14 Fitchburg Gas & Elec Light Co NH 3,049,000 276,004,000 1.10% 

405 15 City of Alta IA 166,000 15,587,000 1.06% 

24590 16 Unitil Energy Systems CT 9,983,000 941 ,779,000 1.06% 

15500 17 Puget Sound Energy Inc WA 222,310,000 21 ,626,537,000 1.03% 

1015 18 Austin Energy TX 117,649,000 11,546,977,000 1.02% 

6022 19 Euqene City of OR 26,914,000 2,728,684,000 0.99% 

15776 20 Reedy Creek Improvement Dist FL 11 ,607 ,000 1,183,620,000 0.98% 

Weighted Average Annual kWh Savings as a Percent of Annual Retail kWh Sales 4,230,924 ,000 236,012,344,000 1.79% 
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Figure 5: Top Twenty Utilities Ranked by Annual 2006 Energy Savings as a Percentage of Annual kWh Sales 

Annual 2006 
Energy 

Efficiency 
2006 Energy Savings as a % 

Utility Effciency Savings 2006 Annual of Annual kWh 
Code Rank Utility Name State (kWh) Incremental Retail kWh Sales Sales 

14534 1 City of Pasadena CA 96,632,000 1,229,963,000 7.86% 

7303 2 Glidden Rural Electric Coop IA 2,243,000 98,493,000 2.28% 

11804 3 Massachusetts Electric Co MA 256,956,000 12,990,328,000 1.98% 

20455 4 Western Massachusetts Elec Co MA 43,298,000 2,276,376,000 1.90% 

2548 5 Burlington City of VT 6,604,000 359,268,000 1.84% 

2182 6 City of Breckenridge CO 682 ,000 40,123,000 1.70% 

12312 7 Merced Irrigation District CA 5,451 ,000 375,279,000 1.45% 

13214 8 Narragansett Electric Co RI 96,048,000 6,707,930,000 1.43% 

10768 9 Laurens Electric CooP, Inc SC 12,433,000 951,468,000 1.31% 

19497 10 United Illuminating Co CT 76,242,000 5,9 19,000,000 1.29% 

4176 11 Connecticut Light & Power Co CT 264916,000 22,109,070,000 1.20% 

14328 12 Pacific Gas & Electric Co CA 779,603,000 76,817,131 ,000 1.01% 

17609 13 Southern California Edison Co CA 787,563,000 78,863,143,000 1.00% 

3477 14 Chicopee City of MA 4,438,000 458,566 ,000 0.97% 

6374 15 Fitchburg Gas & Elec Light Co NH 2,548,000 283,887 ,000 0.90% 

24590 16 Unitil Energy Systems NH 9,210,000 1,048,943 ,000 0.88% 

9417 17 Interstate Power and Light Co IA 134 ,177,000 16,026,131 ,000 0.84% 

16181 18 Rochester Public Utilities MN 10,417,000 1,266,716 ,000 0.82% 

17166 19 Sierra Pacific Power Co NV 69,404 ,000 8,726,238,000 0.80% 

15500 20 Puget Sound Energy Inc WA 166,254,000 21 ,091 ,533,000 0.79% 

Weiqhted Average Annual kWh Savinqs as a Percent of Annual Retail kWh Sales 2,562 ,8 17,000 236,548,053,000 1.08% 



Docket Nos. 080413-EG, 080412-EG, 080411-EG, 080410-EG, 
080409-EG, 080408-EG, 080407-EG 

Rankings of US Electric Utilities by kWh Savings 
as Percent of Sales 

Exhibit RFS-5 
Page 60f6 

Figure 6: Top Twenty Utilities Ranked by Annual 2005 Energy Savings as a Percentage of Annual kWh Sales 

Utility 
Code Rank Utility Name State 

2005 Energy 
Efficiency 

Savings (kWh) 
Incremental 

2005 Annual 
retail kWh Sales 

Annual 2005 
Energy 

Efficiency 
Savings as a % 
of Annual kWh 

Sales 

10768 1 Laurens Electric Coop, Inc SC 35,951 .000 924,781 ,000 3.89% 

7303 2 Glidden Rural Electric Coop IA 2,008,000 89,156,000 2.25% 

17609 3 Southern California Edison CO CA 1,239,175,000 75,301 ,581 ,000 1.65% 

14328 4 Pacific Gas & Electric CO CA 1,191 ,221 ,000 72,727 ,705,000 1.64% 

12647 5 Minnesota Power Inc MN 137,033,000 9,051 ,942,000 1.51 % 

1998 6 Boston Edison CO MA 160,406,000 10,888,695,000 1.47% 

4089 7 Commonwealth Electric CO MA 31,760,000 2,210,570,000 1.44% 

21013 8 City of Worthington MN 2,634,000 186,896,000 1.41% 

19497 9 United Illuminating CO CT 80,931 ,000 6,106,000,000 1.33% 

20455 10 Western Massachusetts Elec CO 
Massachusetts Electric CO 

MA 40 ,238,000 3,113,996,000 1.29% 

11804 11 MA 199,421 ,000 15,491,461,000 1.29% 

6374 
1015 

12 
13 

Fitchburg Gas & Elec Light CO 
Austin Energy 

NH 

TX 

3,986,000 

111 ,000,000 

332,612,000 

10,997,914,000 

1.20% 

1.01% 

4176 14 Connecticut Light & Power CO CT 236,818,000 24,125,638,000 0.98% 

13214 15 Narragansett Electric CO RI 66,093,000 7,115,094,000 0.93% 

12312 16 Merced Irrigation District CA 2,905,000 345,224 ,000 0.84% 

15500 17 Puget Sound Energy Inc WA 171,390,000 20,465,557,000 0.84% 

6022 18 Eugene Ci~of OR 22,030,000 2,663 ,174,000 0.83% 

2886 19 Cambridge Electric Light CO MA 8,845,000 1,117,811,000 0.79% 

13441 20 New Hampshire Elec Coop Inc NH 5,878,000 747,260,000 0.79% 

Weighted Average Annual kWh Savings as a Percent of Annual Retail kWh Sales 3,749,723,000 264 ,003 ,067 ,000 1.42% 
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Exhibit RFS - 6: Ranking of Florida Utilities by Incremental Annual and Cumulative kWh 

Savings as a Percentage of Total Sales 

Table 1: 2007 Incremental Annual kWh Energy Savings 
by Florida Utilities as Reported in the EIA Form 861 Database 

Rank: 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

12 

13 

Utility Name Incremental Savings Total Retail Sales % 

Reedy Creek Improvement Dist 11,607 1,183,620 0.9806% 

Gainesville Regional Utilities 14,327 1,876,933 0.7633% 

City of Tallahassee 9,465 2,755,874 0.3434% 

Florida Power & Light Company 208 ,608 105,274,631 0. 1982% 

Lee County Electric Coop, Inc 5,769 3,621,892 0.1593% 

Florida Power Corp 51 ,413 39,281 ,638 0.1 309% 

Gulf Power Co 12,353 11,520,888 0.1072% 

JEA 13,000 12,844,424 0.1012% 

Tampa Electric Co 18,581 19,532,753 0.0951% 

Sumter Electric Coop, Inc 1,918 2,677,554 0.0716% 

Florida Public Utilities Co 574 812,897 0.0706% 

Clay Electric Cooperative, Inc 584 3,195,230 0.0183% 

City of Lakeland 9 2,928,568 0.0003% 

Note: Orlando Utility Company did not report savings in EfA Form 861 for 2007. 
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Table 2: 2006 Incremental Annual kWh Energy Savings 
by Florida Utilities as Reported in the EIA Form 861 Database 

Rank: 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

12 

Utility Name Incremental Savings Total Retail Sales % 

Reedy Creek Improvement Dist 11,607 1,172,862 0.990% 

Gainesville Regional Utilities 14,327 1,849,368 0.775% 

City of Tallahassee 9,465 2,713,901 0.349% 

Florida Power & Light Co 208,608 103,652,914 0.201% 

Lee County Electric Coop, Inc 5,769 3,505,338 0.165% 

Progress Energy Florida Inc 51,413 39,431 ,837 0.130% 

Gulf Power Co 12,353 11,428,880 0.1 08% 

JEA 13,000 12,799,959 0.102% 

Tampa Electric Co 18,581 19,025,064 0.098% 

Sumter Electric Coop, Inc 1,918 2,570,910 0 .075% 

Florida Public Utilities Co 574 848,718 0.068% 

Clay Electric Cooperative, Inc 584 3,154,987 0.019% 

Note: Orlando Utility Company did not report savings in EIA Form 861 for 2006. 
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Table 3: 2005 Incremental Annual kWh Energy Savings 
by Florida Utilities as Reported in the EIA Form 861 Database 

Rank: 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Utility Name Incremental Savings Total Retail Sales % 

City of Tallahassee 11,160 2,723,848 0.410% 

Gulf Power Co 22,657 11 ,238,896 0.202% 

Gainesville Regional Utilities 3,566 1,853,587 0.192% 

Florida Power & Light Company 183,925 101,979,583 0.180% 

Sumter Electric Coop, Inc 3,436 2,425,467 0.142% 

Lee County Electric Coop, Inc 3,771 3,339,388 0.113% 

Tampa Electric Co 18,550 18,911 ,837 0.098% 

Progress Energy Florida Inc 32,583 39,176,586 0.083% 

Florida Public Utilities Co 610 824,645 0.074% 

Reedy Creek Improvement Dist 749 1,219,849 0.061% 

City of Lakeland 9 2,808,851 0.000% 

Note: Orlando Utility Company and lEA did not report savings in EIA Form 861 for 2005. 
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Exhibit RFS - 7: Recommended Measures to be Added to the Potential Studies 

1.0: Residential Measures 
The list of residential measures assessed in the Florida Technical Potential Study was compared 

to measure lists of comparable studies. The following measures, found in other technical 

potential studies, were not included in the Florida study. 

The six items in Table I could contribute to a rather large percentage of the technical potential. 

For example, these listed measures account for 19.6% of the residential maximum achievable 

cost-effective potential according to a New Hampshire study (2009). These measures are 

common, commercially available measures that are minimally affected by climate and could be 

applicable to the Florida residential energy market. 

Table 1: Recommended List of Residential Measures to be Added to Technical Potential Studies 

Measure 
Percent of Maximum Achievable 

Cost-Effective potential in NH Study 

Smart Strips/Phantom Load Switch 9.2% 

Second refrigerator tum-in 7.8% 

Light Emitting Diode (LED) lighting 0.9% 

Programmable thermostats 0.8% 

Second freezer tum-in 0.7% 

Tree shading 0.2% 

TOTAL 19.6% 

The following measures listed below are not featured in the list of potential energy savings 

measures in Itron' s Florida study and, based on their inclusion in other state or utility potential 

studies, may also be worthy of consideration. 

• Zero-energy homes 

• T-5 lighting 

• DaylightingiSolar tubes 

• Dimmable CFLs 

• LED Holiday Lighting 

2.0: Commercial Measures 

The list of commercial measures assessed in the Florida technical potential study was compared 

to measure lists of comparable studies. The following measures, found in other technical 

potential studies, were not included in the Florida study: 
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Appliances 

• Energy Star Compliant Single-Door Refrigerator 

• Computers/Office Equipment 

• TVs - Energy Star over Standard 

• Energy Efficiency "Smart" Power Strip for PC/Monitor/Printer 

Water Heating 

• Commercial Dishwashers 

• Commercial Clothes Washers 

• Booster Water Heater 

• Point of Use Water Heater 

• Low Flow Faucet/Shower Adaptors 

Pools 

• Energy Efficient Pool Pumps 

• High Efficiency Spas/Hot Tubs 

• Solar Pool Heater 

• Heat Pump Pool Heater 

• Temperature Control 

• Pool Cover 

• Liquid Pool Cover 

Building Envelop 

• Integrated Building Design 

• Energy Efficient Windows 
Venti lation 

• Dual Enthalpy Economizer (from Fixed Damper and Dry Bulb) 
Space Cooling 

• Variable Refrigerant Volume/Flow 

• Dedicated Outdoor Air System 

• Radiant Ceiling Cooling 

• HVAC Controls 
• Programmable Thermostat 

• LEED Enhanced Commissioning 
Cooking 

• High Efficiency Steamer 

• High Efficiency Holding Cabinet 

• Demand Ventilation Control 

• Induction Cook-tops 
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Lighting 

• Specialty Fixture - Halogen Infra Red Bulb 

• Specialty Fixture - Integrated Ballast 25W MH 

• Specialty Fixture - Induction Fluorescent 23W 

• Specialty Fixture - Metal Halide Track 

• Cold Cathode Screw-in 

• LED Screw-in 

• LED Christmas type - decorative lighting 

• Efficient Lighting Design 
Refri gera tion 

• Vending Miser for Non-Refrigerated Machines 

• Refrigeration Economizer 

• Commercial Reach-In Cooler 

• Commercial Reach-In Freezer 

• Commercial Ice-Maker 

• Zero-Energy Doors - Coolers 

• Zero-Energy Doors - Freezers 

• Door Heater Controls 

• Discuss Compressor 

• ScroB Compressor 

• Floating Heat Pressure Control 
Compressed Air 

• Compressed Air - Non-Controls 

• Compressed Air - Controls 

• Transfonners 

• Energy Efficiency Transformers 
Space Heating 

• Water Source Heat Pump 
Non-HVAC Motors 

• Efficient Motors 

• Variable Frequency Drives (VFD) 
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Exhibit RFS· 8: Free Rideriliip E>tJJll.~tes - GDS Study 

A free rider is a 'program participant 'W'ho would have implemented the program 
measure or practice in the absence of the program: ' Free--ridership rates are difficult to 
detennine. greatly due to the tendency of consumers to falsely agree that they would 
have selected energy efficienl products regardless of the cuffent program ,in place . This 
misinfom1ation is intensified when more than one lighting program is active in one area. 
CQnsumers who consider themselves free-riders in one program might have learned 
about measures. such as compact fluorescent light bulbs. through a different program. 
Thus they would not be free-riders after all. 

Although difficult to detern1ine. free-ridership rates give insight Into the overall 
effectiveness of an energy efficiency program. Low rates show that the popUlation is not 
famil iar with the promoted product, suggesting that high sales of that product are a 
result of the program rather than pure consumer preference. Higher rates can be 
indicative of a biased free-ridership survey, or they can suggest that the program is 
pay'ing out unneeded incentives. 

Of the nine organizations surveyed in addition to Efficiency Maine. six reported current 
free-ridership rates. The average rate of these six is Just under 6% Instead of a direct 
free-ridership rate. Pacific Gas and Electric reported a net-tD-9ross ratio of 0.8. Belo",·. 
Table 1 summarizes these results . 

Proarams Frn-RideMIp RatH 
Con nectlc-':.St L1wht .1."d Po'llifE'{ 5% (or bulbs_3% tor Ii:tUJ res and portJibles 
E!!IcIen-cv M..ne Wi~ be ")·"3 ! b 'bl-e in ;=e bu r.:l N . 007 
E1'Ticien--: Y V ermont ()% 
National Grid ILt.lSS Et~ctric· G% 
N orthwest Energy Effi.cien'C)i A t:'Ii'.1nc Q> NIA 
NSTA'l' ~, ,, 

NI'SERDA e ~* 
p .1c1fic G3S an d Electric "' et- ~o..gro ss ratio : C.B 
Pu:blic 50&,....,-;. C omc iny of N@w H: ampsh lfe N/ A 

Wrs-cons ln ;::~u s on EnerQ'r o.eJ" 

ThE. California Evaluarion Frame. \lork; Prepare-d for th@ california P'l.Lb lt::: t i-ities COrnm3iSltm and d1e ProJe<:t 

Advisory Grou.p, Ted; M ark.et Wo_rb, ju~e ::1(4. 

Exhibit RFS - 8: 
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Exhibit RFS - 9: Potential Study Results Comparison 



Docket Nos. 080413-EG, 080412-EG, 080411-EG, 080410-EG, 
080409-EG, 080408-EG, 080407-EG 

Potential Study Results Comparison 
Exhibit RFS-9 

Page 2 of2 

Notes: 
1 GDS Associates. "Independent Assessment of Conservation and Energy Efficiency Potential for Conneclicut and the Southwest Connecticut Region. Appendb< B: June 2004 . 

2. Itran et aI. , "California Energy Efficiency Potential Study:' voi. I, May 2006. Achievable cost effective poten\iat is defined as a market potential scenario where incentives are the 
average between 2004 incentive levels and full measure cost 

3. R. Neal Elliott at ai., "Potential lor Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy \0 Meet Florida's Growing EIect,icIty Needs," ACEEE report E072, February 2007. 

4. Georgia Env;rorrnental Facilities Authority, "Assessment of Energy Efficiency Poten~al in Georgia - Final Report," prepared by ICF Consulting , May 5, 2005. 

5. "The Maximum Achievable Cost Effective Potential lor Electnc Energy El!iciency In the Service Territory of the Big Rivers Elednc Corporation ," prepared for Big Rivers Electric 
Cooperative by GDS Associates, November 2005. 
6. "Remaining Electric Energy E1Iiclency Opportunities in Massacnusetts: Final Report," prepared lor program administrators and Massachusetts Division 01 Energy Resources by 
RLW Analytics, Inc. and Shel Feldman Management Consu~ing, June 7, 2001. 
7. GOS Associates, "A Study of the Feasibi lity 01 Energy Efficiency as an Eligible Resource as Pan 01 a Renewable Portfolio Standard for-the Slate 01 North Carolina ," December 
2006. 

8. New YOrl< Slate Energy Researcn and Development Authority, "Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Resource Development Potential in New YolI< Slate - Final Report ," 
prepared by Optimal Energy, Inc., August, 2003. 

9. ACEEE. "Energy Efficiency and Economic Deve lop~t in New YOri< , New Jersey, and Pennsylvania ," 1997, 

10. "Energy Efficiency and Conservation Measure Resource Assessment fo, the Residential, Commercial , Industrial, and AgricuHural Sedors," prepared fo, the Energy TNst of 
Oregon by Ecotope, Inc., ACEEE, and the Tellus Inst~ule. January 2003. 
I I . "Assessment of Long-Term Electricity and Natural Gas Co",,",rvation Potential in Pugel Sound Energy Service Area 2003-2024," prepared for Puget Sound Energy by KEMA­
XENERGY/Quantec, August 2003. 
12. 'The fIMw Motl1er Lode : The Potential for More Efficient Electricity Use in the Southwest." prepared for Hewlett Foundation Energy Series by South_51 Energy Ef!iciency Project, 
NOYember 2002. 

13. ACEEE. -Potential for Energy E1!iciency, Demand Response, and Onste Renewable Energy to Meet Texas' Growing Elect ricity Needs," ACEEE report EOn, March 2007. 

14. Venmont Department oA Public Service , "Vermont Electric Energy Efficiency Potential Study, Final Report," prepared and submitted by GDS Associates, Inc., January 2007. This 
study includes fuel shilling programs to shift residential customers _ay fr 
15. Energy Center oA WisconSin , "Energy Efficiency & Cus\orner-5ited Renewable Energy: Ad'Iievable Potentia l in Wisconsin : 2006-2015." November 2005. Wisconsin reported 
combined results for commercial and indu&trial sectors as C&I. 
16. GDS Associates, "Energy Efficiency Polentialin the Downslate Region of New York". prepared fo, New Yorl< Commun~ies AQaints ReQ ional Interconnect", January 2008, filed in 
New Yori< Public Service Commission Case No. 06-T ~50. 

17. Forefront Economics, "D!Jke Ene'gy Carolinas, DSM Act ion Plan: North Ca,olina Reporf' , August 31 , 2007. 

18. KEMA, Inc., "Rhode Island Ene'!Jy Efficiency and Resource Management Council: Opportunity Report - Phase I"; submitted to the Rhode Island Public u!il~i8S Convnission, July 
15,2008. 
19. ttron, '"Technical Potential for Elednc Energy and Peak Demand Savings in Florida." - DRAFT FINAL REPORT: Mardl4, 2009. NOTE: Represents savings as percent of 2019 
forecasted baseline sales . 
20. EPRJ, "Assessment of Achievable Potential from Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Programs in the U.S. (2010-2030)." January, 2009. - Reporting Realistic Achievable 
Potential & Maximum Achievable Potential. 
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Exhibit RFS - 10: National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency - Understanding Cost­
Effectiveness ofEnergy Efficiency Programs - Use of Cost-Effectiveness Tests by States 

AL · 
AR · · 
AZ S{ 

c .... me . 
co · 
c- P....c. 
0":: · 
D.E' · 
fl RIM · 
GA · . 
HI · · 
IA · · 
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1L · 
IN · 
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KY 
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MI 
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j.lO 
NE 
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~ 
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RI 
SC · 
SO 
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~ 
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Wy 
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Exhibit RFS - II : Summary of Benefits and Costs Included in Each Cost-Effectiveness Test 

Table 1: National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency - Understanding Cost-Effectiveness ofEnergy 

EffiCiency Programs - Summary of Benefits and Costs Included in Each Cost-Effectiveness 

Test 

Test I Benerrts I Costs 
PCT Benefits and costs from the perspective of the customer insta/o'ing the measure 

· Incentive payments 
• Bill savings 

· AppllcalJle tax credits or incentives 

• Incremen al eQuipment costs 
• Incremen aJ instaUa on costs 

PACT Perspective of utility. government agency. or !fJord party l'mpiementing the program 

• Energy-rela ed costs avoided by the utili!y 

• Capacity-rela'eCl costs a .... oided by the 
utility. Including generation. transmission. 
and dis rib ion 

· Program overhead costs 

• Utility/program adminis·rator 
incentive costs 

• Utility/program aominis·rator 
installation costs 

RIM impact of efficiency measure on non-participating I atepayers overall 

• Energy-rela:ed costs avoided by t e tili j 

· Capacity-rela ed costs avoided by t e 
utility . including generation, transmission. 
and dis ri lOtion 

· Program overhead costs 

• Utility/program adminis rator 
incentive cos s 

• Utility/program administrator 
installa ion costs 

• Lost revenue due to reduced 
energy bills 

TRC Benefits and costs from the perspective of a/l utilo' ty customers (partiCipants and non­
participants) in the utility service territory 

· Energy-rela ed costs avoided by the uti lity 
• Capacity-rela ed costs a ... oided by the 

u ili ty. including generation. transmission . 
and dis ri )U ion 

· Addl anal resource savings (i.e .. gas and 
·...·a ef if utility is elecu-ic) 

• Mone 'ized environmental and non-energy 
/)enefits (see Section 4 ,9) 

· Applicable tal credits isee Sec on 64) 

• Progra , overhead costs 
• Program Ins!allaUon costs 

· Incremenial measure costs 
(whether paid by the customer or 
utility) 

SCT Benefits and costs to a/l if) the utility service temtory. state, or nation as a whole 

· Energy-related costs a ....oided by the utill!y 

· Capacity-rela!ed costs avoided by the 
U Ii ty . Including generatIOn. transmission, 
and distribu ion 

· Addi onal resource savi gs (I.e .. gas and 
water if utili!y is elec ic) 

• Non-monetized bene s (and costs) such 
as cleaner air or health impac s 

· Program overhead costs 

• Program ins"al ation costs 

· Incremental measure costs 
(whether paid by the cus:omer or 
util!!y ) 

Source Star>dard Practice lanu Econom c ,6.na lys~ of Jemand-Sode Prog < ms and Projec!s 
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Table 2: Components of DSM Benefit/Cost Tests 

BENEFITS: 
Reduction in 
Customer's 
Utility Bill 
Incentive Paid 
By Utility 
Any Tax Credit 
Received 
Avoided Supply 
Costs 
Avoided 
Participant 
Costs 
Participant 
Payment to 
Utility (if any) 
External 
Benefits 

COSTS: 
Utility Costs 
(Including utility 
incentives) 
Participant 
Costs 
External Costs 
Lost Revenues 

PARTICIPANT 
TEST 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

RATE IMPACT 
MEASURE 

TEST 

X 

X 

X 

X 

TOTAL 
RESOURCE 
COST TEST 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

UTILITY COST 
TEST 

X 

X 

X 

SOCIETAL 
TEST 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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Exhibit RFS • 12: ODS Survey - Summary of the Primary Benefit-Cost Tests Used in Eneh 
Stale 

Table 1: Cmt.Eft'ectiven4!Sll Teat Required1 (by law 01' regulation) 

91 •• mc SCT PCT PAC RIM OTHeR ALL NJA 

~.bam. x 
Alas.. • 
AIlztnl x 

Menses x 
california X 

CoIonIdo x 
CcnnecUcul x 

DC • 
[)eItlwlre x 

Florida X x 
Geaglo x 
HlwaI; x 
Idaho x 
.inal X 

indiana x 
ICIWII x 

Kansas • 
Kentucky x 
loui••nl x 

Moine x 
Mor)1ond x 

Mouachu...u. x 
t.ichlgon x 

Minnesota x 

t.ihl...ppi x 

Misswrl X 

Montana x 
Nebnnk. x 
Nevada x 

Nevi Hampollire x 
N_Joney x 
New MeJdco x 

Now Ya1c x 

, Tho study determined a tost to be a 'required' if there Is • stotute, law, regulalion, lUI.. or commission order 
Indicating a partlwlar test that must be met before DSM me.sures or prosrams would boo considered. resource, 
ellher e",,11c1t or Implied through. list of cost-effectiveness test elements or commlulon precedent. 
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SIIII. mc SCT PCT PACT Rill OlMl!R ALL N/A 

N<lf1IICaroina • 
Nonh DUa. • 

Ohio • 
OOahcrnl • 

Qr01l(>n • x 
Pennsylvania x 
Rhodo IsIlnd • 

SCUlh Carain. • 
600"th DaIC«a x 
Tennn," • 

1.... x 
IJIah • 

Vermont • 
VIrginia x 

Wllhlnglon x 
WestVlrg.,11 x 
~onM x 

~ X 

Tabl~ 2: Cost-Effectiveness Tests Reported (in practice) 

s_ TAC KT per Me RIM OTH(R NONE PrIm..., 
Alobomo • NjA 

Ate ... • N/A 

ArilOf1. • SCT 

Ar.nsm x x x x NONE 

Califom" X X • X x nc 
Colondo x lAC 

ConrteC(ir;ut X X PACT 

DC x RIM 

0.&.••,.. x lAC 

Floridl x X x NONe 

~I x • X X x NONE 

HowoW x x x x x NONE 

Idaho x x x NONE 

IIIlno.. x lRC 

Indlana x • x • • NONE 

I","" • • X x KT 

1<0..., x x x x x NONE 

hnt\ICky • x X x x NO'll 
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5.... nc SCT per PACT RIM OntlR IIO~[ Prim.., 

loc.toilna x N/A 

MaJn. x 5CT 

...rytond x x x NONE 

Maac.hut&th x TRC 

Mlc-Na_n x x NONE 

Minnaaotll X X X X X SCT 

MtalnlppJ x N/A 

Mlooouri x • rAC 

M.......,. x X x SCT 

Nob.."" X N/A 

N....t. x r x NON[ 

Nlw t1lmpahl,.. X x rRC 

NINlJeney x x x x • x seT 

NtwMnico x rRC 

NtwYortc x x rRe 

North C. rorin, x x x r r NONE 

NortII D.Id. x RIM 

Ohio X N/A 

O~horn. x RIM 

O,..on x x NONE 

Pe"~nla x rRe 

Rhode I,,"nd x RICFT" 

ScuttI C. roUna X N/A 

Soutll Dildo x RIM 

r.n~ x N/A 

r ..... x PACT 

Ubh x x x • x PACT 

V..-moo' x seT 

VIti"''' x x x X x NONE 

W.,hiftlton x x x x x TftC 

W.I1Vi,..tnllll • N/A 

Wtsco",*n x scr 
Wyomin, x RIM 

Note; 

• RICET: Rhode Island Cost Effectiveness Test. similar to the TRC leslas described in the 
California Standard Practice Manual, except that it only includes electric resource savings. 

NONE: Refers to situations (de jure and de facto) where the state uses multiple tests with no one 
primary test. 

NI A: Refers to situations where there are no legal guide] ines for testing and there is no primary 
test in pract ice. 

http:080410.EG
http:080413.EG
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Exhibit RFS - 13: Environmental Externalities Considered in Cost-Effectiveness Calculations of 
Various States 

State 
Arizona Environmental costs or the value of environmental improvements shall be quantified when possible, reasonable, 

and cost·efficient. At a minimum, utilities shall make a good faith effort to quantify water consumption savings 
and air emission reductions. Other environmental impacts may be considered qualitatively. 

Arkansas 

California In the Societal Test variant of the TRC test, the effects of certain externalities are included, such as the benefit of 

avoided environmental damages, and a societal discount rate is used to calculate net present value of costs and 
benefits. The TRC·Societal Test attempts to quantify the change in the total resource costs to society as a whole, 
rather than only to the service territory (the utility and its ratepayers) .....We also clarify that both the TRC and 
PAC tests should utilize the non·price components of avoided costs (e.g., environmental adders) being developed 
for the evaluation of energy efficiency programs in our avoided cost rulemaking, R 04-04-025 

Colorado Modified Total Resource Cost test" or "modified TRC test" means an economic cost-effectiveness test used to 
compare the net present value of the benefits of a DSM program or measure over its useful life, to the net present 
value of costs of a DSM measure or program for the participant and the utility, consistent with § 40-1-102(5), 

CR.S. In performing the modified TRC test, the benefits shall Include, but are not limited to, as applicable; the 
utility's avoided production, distribution and energy costs; the participant's avoided operating and maintenance 
costs; the valuation of avoided emissions; and non·energy benefits as set forth in rule 4753. Costs shall include 
utility and participant costs. The utility costs shall include the net present value of costs incurred in accordance 
with the budget set forth in rule 4753. If the commission considers environmental effects when comparing the 
costs and benefits of potential utility resources, it shall also make findings and give due consideration to the 
effect that acquiring such resources will have on the state's economy and employment, including, but not 
limited to, the effect on the mining, electric, natural gas, energy efficiency, and renewable resource industries. 

Connecticut cited on page 3 of GDS's Connecticut Energy Conservation Programs Study, February, 2008. 

DC 

Delaware 

Florida no information on environmental effects in rule 

Georgia 

Hawaii no information on environmental effects in rule 

Idaho no information on environmental effects in rule 

Illinois In calculating avoided costs of power and energy that an electric utility would otherwise have had to acquire, 
reasonable estimates shall be included of financial costs likely to be imposed by future regulations and 
legislation on emissions of greenhouse gases. 

Indiana no information on environmental effects in rule 

Iowa no information on environmental effects in rule 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine no information on environmental effects in rule 

Maryland 

Massachusetts Consistent with the use of the Total Resource Test, the Proposed Guidelines allow for the inclusion of those 
environmental benefits that are related to environmental compliance costs that are reasonably projected to be 
incurred in the future because of rules and/or regulatory requirements that are not currently in effect, but which 
are projected to take effect in the foreseeable future. 

Michigan In determining whether the substitution of advanced cleaner energy credits is cost-effective, the commission shall 
include as part of the costs of the system the environmental costs attributed to the advanced cleaner energy 
system, including the costs of environmental control equipment or greenhouse gas constraints or taxes. The 
commission's determinations shall be made after a contested case hearing that includes consultation with the 
department of environmental quality on the issue of carbon dioxide emissions benefits, if relevant, and 
environmental costs. 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri The probable environmental costs of each supply-side resource option shall be quantified by estimating the cost 
to the utility 
to comply with additional environmental laws or regulations that may be imposed at some point within the 
planning horizon. 
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Montana no information on environmental effects in rule 

Nebraska no information on environmental effects in rule 

Nevada The environmental costs to the State associated with operating and maintaining a supply plan or demand side 
plan must be quantified for air emissions, water and land use. Environmental costs are those costs, wherever 

they may occur, that result from harm or risks of harm to the environment after the application of all mitigation 
measures required by existing environmental regulation or otherwise included in the resource plan. (THE PUCN 
DOES NOT CURRENTLY PLACE ANY MONETARY VALUE ON CARBON OR OTHER GREENHOUSE GASES 
REDUCTION.) 

New 
Hampshire 

Yes there is an analysis done and includes greenhouse gases. Separate analysis than TRC test as the TRC doesn't 
include the greenhouse gas component. Estimate of the potential Cap and Trade value is used. Eventually, will 
estimate a statewide average value to use. The Statewide Potential study also has some assumptions on the 
value ...Oscar thinks that they used $30 per ton for CO2. See PSCW website for study or someone in Marietta 
asked me for a link a while ago. (Rich Hackner) 

New Jersey no information on environmental effects in rule 

New Mexico no information on environmental effects in rule 

New York Consensus was not reached on whether the following elements should be included in the total resource cost 
test: energy market price effects, avoided transmission and distribution costs, distributed generation costs and 
benefits, load curtailment program impacts, environmental externalities, and the value of reductions in avoided 
variability and risk. NYSERDA further recommends that unquantifiable environmental 

externalities and avoided variability and risk, as well as difficult to measure and monetize customer benefits 
associated with distributed generation projects such as improved power quality and reliability to the host 
customer, and the additional distributed generation costs associated with enhanced customer benefits, not be 
included. 

North Carolina 

North Dakota Environmental externalities are not explicitly considered . North Dakota has a statute that forbids the use of 
environmental cost adders. Externalities affecting the environment, jobs, or other situations might become a 
factor if two plans were similar in cost, but one plan offered clear advantages or disadvantages, either 
environmentally or in terms of job creation . 

Ohio 

Oklahoma For Asset Purchase Proposals, the Company prefers Proposals that address the ability to meet potential future 
emission compliance requirements for C02. Recognizing the increasing role that coa I will play in meeting future 
electricity supply needs, advanced technologies that utilize coal for power generation in a clean and efficient 
manner comprise a key element of a portfolio of technology options. International, national an d state policy 
activities all indicate the high likelihood offuture legal requirement s to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, 
including C02. While the prospects for enactment of greenhouse gas control legislation in the United States are 
not imminent in the near term, there is growing evidence that emission control requirements will be mandated 

within the next several years . 

Oregon The societal perspective includes a credit for carbon dioxide reduction . 

Pennsylvania no information on environmental effects in rule 

Rhode Island Are externalities considered? If so, which ones and how are they considered? This topic has been brought up by 
different public groups, and the Commission has directed the Company to include a consideration of the 

financial risks associated with environmental externalities (see above); i.e., the financial risks associated with 
potential future environmental regulation compliance. 

South Carolina no information on environmental effects in rule 

South Dakota no information on environmental effects in rule 

Tennessee no information on environmental effects in rule 

Texas no information on environmental effects in rule 

Utah no information on environmental effects in rule 
Vermont For purposes of the analysis, a value of 0.7 cents per kWh (2000 dollars) was used to account for the externality 

benefits. These externality benefits are always the subject of controversy. The 0.7 cents per kWh value (2000 
dollars) used here is the product of a settlement in a Vermont Public Service Board investigation in Docket 5980. 
For purposes of the analysis, the 0.7 cents per kWh is broad and encompasses the benefits for all externality 
values, especially those associated with categories of pollutants that remain uncapped .. 

Virginia no information on environmental effects in rule 

Washington no information on environmental effects in rule 

West Virginia no information on environmental effects in rule 
Wisconsin no information on environmental effects in rule 

Wyoming no information on environmental effects in rule 
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Exhibit RFS - 14: LBNL Study - Base Case and Utility Build Moratorium 
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Exhibit RFS - 15: Top 20 Electric Utilities Based on Annual kWh Savings as Reported in ErA Form 861 Database 

Table 1: Data on the Top Twenty Energy Efficiency Utilities in the United States as Reported by the EIA for 2007 

Ulility 

Code Rank Utility Name State 
kWh Saved per $ 

Spent in 2007 

2007 Energy 

a#ciency 
Savings (kWh) 

Incremental 

2007 Energy 

eticiency Savings 

(kWh) Cum ulative 

Annual Base 
2007 Annual Retail 

kWh Sale. 

2007 Energy 

EJficiency 
Spending 

2007 Retail 

Revenue 

Annual 2007 Energy 

Efficiency Savings as a % at 
Annual kWh Sales 

Cumulative Annual 

Energyefciency 
Savings as a % of 
Annual kWh Sales 

2t82 1 Oty 01 Breckenridge ro 50.4138 1,462,000 not repOried 42,336,000 29,000 $2,649,000 3.45% not reported 

7303 2 G6dden Rural 8ec lric Coop IA not reported 2,606,000 not reported 101 ,177,000 not reported $7, 149,000 2.58% not reported 

2548 3 Burlington Oty of VT 9 .2024 9,276,000 nol reported 364,586,000 1,008,000 546, 118,000 2 .54% not reported 

14328 4 Pacific Gas & 8eclric Co CA 5.6465 1,662,875,000 8,523,069,000 79.450,903,000 294,496,000 510,902,816,000 2.09% 10.73% 

20806 5 Oly of Windom M'I not reported 1,480,000 not reported 71,208,000 not reported $5,408,000 2.08% 0.00% 

17609 6 Southern calif ornia Edison Co CA 5.1838 1,551,503,000 9,613,063,000 79,505,23 1,000 299,30 1,000 511,217,201,000 1.95% 12.09% 

4176 7 ConnectICut light & Fbw er Co CT 4.1500 281 ,367,000 2,424,378,000 16,054,317,000 67,800,000 $2,955,597,000 1.75% 15.10% 

11 804 8 ~ssachusetts Bectric Co M<\ 3.6985 195,357,000 2,246,977,000 12,543,637,000 52,820,000 $1,950,608,000 1.56% 17.91 % 

19497 9 lx-uted Iluninating Co CT 4 .0121 86,011,000 492,743,000 5,917,448,000 21,438,000 $900,448,000 1.45% 8.33% 

10768 10 Laurens Electric Coop, ~c SC 521 .6250 12,519,000 not reported 996,4 10,000 24,000 $81,671,000 1.26% not reported 

20455 11 Western tv'assachusetts Bec Co M<\ 3.8582 25,873,000 487,041,000 2,098,952,000 6,706,000 $348,993,000 1.23% 23.20% 

16181 12 Rochester F\.rbhc Utilities NY 23.6398 15,815,000 69,466,000 1,307,897,000 669,000 $116,320,000 1.21% 5.31 % 

12312 13 Wlerced irrigation District CA 11 .1324 4,709,000 29,458,000 422,674,000 423,000 $44,966,000 1.11% 6.97% 

6374 14 Richburg Gas & Sec Loghl Co NH 2.6375 3,049,000 38,833,000 276,004,000 1,156,000 $50,307,000 1.10% 14.07% 

405 15 Oly of Alia IA not reported 166,000 not reported 15,587,000 not reported 51,168,000 1.06% not reported 

24590 16 lXIitll Energy Sys terre CT 4 .1133 9,983,000 47,098,000 94 1,779,000 2,427,000 $89,923,000 1.06% 5.00% 

15500 17 F\Jget Sound Energy rJc WA 13.8563 222,310,000 1,943,716,000 21,626,537,000 16,044,000 $1,836,471,000 1.03% 8.99% 

1015 18 A us nn Energy 1)( 10.0580 117,649,000 1,024,162,000 11 ,546,977 ,000 11 ,697,000 $933,640,000 1.02% 8.87% 

6022 19 Eugene Oty of OR 4 .6929 26,914,000 471 ,387,000 2,728,684 ,000 5,735,000 $173,907,000 0.99% 17.28% 

15776 20 Reedy Oeek ITprovemenl Disl FL 48.1618 11 ,607,000 23,214,000 1,183,620,000 24 1,000 $119.060,000 0.98% 1.96% 

Weighted Average Annual kWh Savings as a Aarcent of A nnual Retail kWh Sales 4,230,924,000 27,434,605,000 236,012,344 ,000 782,014 ,000 1,79% 11.62% 
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Exhibit RFS - 16: Savings Targets Set by the Organizations Surveyed by GDS 

Table 1: Summary Types of Goals Set by Organizations Surveyed 
Goal Policy: Organizations: 

J. Annual Goals PUCT,PUCO 

2. Program Lifetime Goals CPUC, VT-PSB, Efficiency VT, NGRlD 
3. Renewable Energy Goals NCUC 
4. Goals Based on Annual Load Growth PUCT 
5. Goals Based on Forecasted Sales (kWh) PUCO 
6. Goals Based on Forecasted Demand (kW) PUCO 
7. Goals Based on Per Capita Usage CPUC 
8. Goals Based on Historical SaleslDemand PUCO 
9. Goals Based on Forecasted Sales/Demand CPUC 
10. Goals Set by Program PUCN (NV) 
II. Savings Goals as Percentage CPUC, PUCT, PUCO, NCUC 
12. Absolute Savings Goals VT-PSB, Efficiency VT, PUCN (NV), NGRID 
13. Monetary Expenditure Requirements VT-PSB 
14. Participation No. Requirements VT-PSB 
15. Alliance/Partnership Requirements VT-PSB 

California Public Utility Commission: minimum 0.3% reduction to per capita usage relative to 
base year (2003) data 

PG&E: 0.6% reduction to per capita usage relative to forecasted data 
SCE: 0.8% reduction to per capita usage relative to forecasted data 
SDG&E: 0.93% reduction to per capita usage relative to forecasted data 

Public Utility Commission of Texas: 
2007 Goals: 10% reduction in annual growth 
2008 Goals: 15% reduction in annual growth 
2009 Goals: 30% reduction in annual growth 
2009+ Goals: 50% reduction in annual growth 

Public Utility Commission of Ohio: 
2009 Goals: 

(1) I % reduction in forecasted peak demand based on average of 3 years of 
historical peak demand data 

(2) 0.3% reduction in forecasted energy demand based on normalized and average 
3 years of historical sales data 


2010 Goals: 

(I) 1.75% reduction in forecasted peak demand based on average of 3 years of 

historical peak demand data 
(2) 0.5% reduction in forecasted energy demand based on nonnalized and average 

3 years of historical sales data 
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2011 Goals: 
(1) 2.5% reduction in forecasted peak demand based on average of 3 years of 

historical peak demand data 
(2) 0.7% reduction in forecasted energy demand based on normalized and average 

3 years of historical sales data 

2012 Goals: 


(I) 3.25% reduction in forecasted peak demand based on average of 3 years of 
historical peak demand data 

(2) 0.8% reduction in forecasted energy demand based on normalized and average 
3 years of historical sales data 


2012-2018 Goals: 

(I) 4% (additional 0.75% added annually) reduction in forecasted peak demand 

based on average of 3 years of historical peak demand data 
(2) 2% annual reduction in forecasted energy demand based on normalized and 

average 3 years of historical sales data 

Vermont Public Service Board : [targets applicable for 2006-2008] 
Note: (*) 3-year timeframe; (**) < 3-year time frame 

Electricity*: 261,700 MWh 
Peak Demand*: 

Summer: 37,570 kW 

Winter: 41,480 kW 


Geographic Peak Demand**: 

Summer: 7,200 kW 

Winter: 7,740 kW 


Total Resource Benefit* : $198 million 
CFL Stocking*: 


Partnerships with 40 stores 

I partnership with each of 3 grocery store chains 


Community Awareness: 2 communities with 35% participation, at least one of which 
demonstrates a 3% reduction in community-side electrical energy use 

Vermont - Efficiency Vermont: [targets set for 2007-2008 program years] 
Residential Sector: 


Annual Savings: 99,452 MWh 

Winter Peak Demand Savings: 14.36 MW 

Summer Peak Demand Savings: 13.89 MW 


Business Sector: 

Annual Savings: 114,168 MWh 

Winter Peak Demand Savings: 16.49 MW 

Summer Peak Demand Savings: 15.95 MW 


Totals: 

Annual Savings: 213,620 MWh 
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Winter Peak Demand Savings: 30.85 MW 

Summer Peak Demand Savings: 29.84 MW 


North Carolina Utilities Commission: [applicable to all major utilities] - Goals Set for 2020 
Energy Sales: 12.5% of 20 12 retail sales met with Renewable Energy and/or DSM 

Programs; maximum of 25% to be met with DSM Programs 
By 2012: Intermediate goal of 3% of sales met with Renewable Energy and/or DSM 

Programs 

New York Sate Energy Research and Development Authority [general public policy goals] 
[Refer to latest annual report on the New York $mart Program, March 2008, for concrete 
program targets based on the following general public policy goals. 
<http://www.nyserda.orglpdflCombined%20Report.pdf>] 

(l) Improve New York's energy system reliability and security by reducing energy 
demand and increasing energy efficiency, supporting innovative transmission and 
distribution technologies that have broad application, and enabling fuel diversity. 

(2) Reduce the energy cost burden of New Yorkers by offering energy users, particularly 
the State's lowest income households, services that moderate the effects of energy 
price increases and volatility and provide access to cost-effective energy saving 
measures. 

(3) Mitigate the environmental and health impacts of energy use by increasing energy 
efficiency, encouraging the development of support services for renewable energy 
resources, and optimizing the energy performance of buildings and products. 

(4) Create economic opportunity and promote economic well-being by supporting 
emerging energy technologies, fostering competition, improving productivity, 
stimulating the growth ofl'.Jew York energy businesses, and helping to meet future 
energy needs through efficiency and innovation. 

Public Utility Commission of Nevada : 

[Nevada Renewable Energy & Energy Conservation Task Force. "Energy Efficiency." 

Accessed February 2, 2009. <http: //www.nevadarenewables.org/?section=energy>] 


AlC Load Management Programs: 100 MW (2007-2009) 

Cool Controls Plus: 4,900 MWh (2007); 5,900 MWh (2008) 

EnergyStar Lighting and Appliances: 73,000 MWh (2007) ; 76,000 MWh (2008); 


80,000 MWh (2009) 
EnergyStar Manufactured Homes: 700 MWh (2007); 900 MWh (2008); 1,150 MWh 

(2009) 
High Efficiency AlC Incentive: 14,000 MWh Annually 
Commercial Incentives: 62,000 MWh (2007 & 2008); 52,000 MWh (2009) 
School Programs: 3,600 MWh Annually 
New Construction Programs: 9,000 MWh Annually 
Pool Pump Programs: 3,600 MWh (2007); 4,500 MWh (2008); 5,400 MWh (2009) 
Low-Income Programs: 

http://www.nevadarenewables.org/?section=energy
http://www.nyserda.orglpdflCombined%20Report.pdf
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Homes: 500 (2007); 1,000 (2008); 1,000 (2009) 

Savings: 1,500 MWh (2007); 3,000 MWh (2008); 3,000 MWh (2009) 


National Grid: 
Program Lifetime MWh: 2,626,172 MWh 
Program Lifetime kW: 417,991 kW 

Oregon Public Utility Commission: 
Suggested Minimum for 2008-2009 Energy Trust of Oregon Contrac: 31 MW saved based 

on three year rolling average 
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Exhibit RFS - 17: EIA For 861 Database - Top 20 Energy Efficiency Utilities in the US 

Table 1: Data on the Top 20 Energy Efficiency Utilities in the United States as Reported by the EIA for 2007 

lJIility 

Code Rank Utility Name State 

kWh Saved per $ 
Spa nt in 2007 

2007 Energy 

Effciency 
Savings (kWh) 

Incremental 

2007 Energy 

Efficie ncy Savings 

(kWh) Cumulative 

Annual Base 
2007 Annual Retail 

kWh Sales 

2007 Energy 

Efficiency 
Spending 

2007 Retail 

Revenue 

Annual 2007 Energy 

Efficiency Savings as a % of 
Annual kWh Sales 

Cumulative Annual 

Energy Bfciency 
Savings as a % of 
Annual kWh Sales 

2182 1 Dty of Breckenridge CO 50.4138 1,462.000 nol reported 42,336,000 29,000 $2,649,000 3.45% not reported 

7303 2 GUdden Rural Seclric Coop IA not reported 2,606,000 not reported 101 ,177 ,000 nol reporled $7,149,000 2 .58% not reported 

2548 3 Burlington Oly of VT 9.2024 9,276,000 not reported 364,586,000 1,008,000 $46,118,000 2.54% not reported 

14328 4 Pacific Gas & 8eclric Co CA 5.6465 1,662,875,000 8,523.069,000 79.450,903,000 294,496,000 $10,902,816,000 2.09% 10.73% 

20806 5 Dty of Windom ~ not reported 1,480,000 not reported 71.208,000 not reported $5.408,000 2.08% 0 .00% 

17609 6 Southern california Edison Co CA 5.1838 1,551,503,000 9,613,063,000 79,505,231,000 299,30 1,000 $11,217,201,000 1.95% 12.09% 

4176 7 Connecticut Light & Fbwer Co CT 4 .1500 281,367,000 2,424,378,000 16,054,317,000 67,800,000 $2,955,597,000 1.75% 15.10%1 

11804 8 Massachusetts Seelric Co M'\ 3.6985 195,357,000 2,246,977,000 12,543,637,000 52.820,000 $1 ,950,608,000 1.56% 17.91%1 

19497 9 lXlited Iluninaling Co CT 4 .0121 86,011,000 492,743,000 5,917,448,000 21,438,000 $900,448,000 1.45% 8.33% 

10768 10 laurens Seelnc Coop, fie SC 521 .6250 12,519,000 not reported 996,410,000 24,000 581,671,000 1.26% not reported 

20455 11 Western f./assaehusetts Sec Co M'\ 3.8582 25,873,000 487,041,000 2,098,952,000 6,706,000 5348,993,000 1.23% 23.20% 

16181 12 Rochester F\Jblic utilities NY 23.6398 15,815,000 69,466,000 1,307,897,000 669,000 $116,320,000 1.21% 5.31% 

12312 13 tv'erced "rigaron Dstrict CA 11 .1324 4,709,000 29,458,000 422,674,000 423,000 $44,966,000 1.11% 6.97% 

6374 14 Fitchburg Gas & Bec Light Co NH 2.6375 3,049,000 38,833,000 276,004,000 1,156,000 $50,307,000 1.10% 14.07% 

405 15 Dty of Alta IA not re~rted 166,000 not reported 15,587,000 not reported 51,166,000 1.06% not reported 

24590 16 lXlltll &lergy SystelT6 CT 4.1133 9,983,000 47,098,000 941,779,000 2,427,000 $89,923,000 1.06% 5.00% 

15500 17 F\.Jget Sound Ener9Y nc WA 13.8563 222,310,000 1,943,716,000 21,626,537,000 16,044,000 $1,836,471,000 1.03% 8.99% 

1015 18 Austin &lergy IX 10.0580 117,649,000 1,024,162,000 11,546,977,000 11,697,000 $933,640,000 1.02% 8.87% 

6022 19 Eugene Oty of OR 4.6929 26,914,000 471,387,000 2,728,684,000 5,735,000 $173,907,000 0.99% 17.28% 

15776 20 Reedy Oeek h"J,:lrovelT'ent [lst FL 48.1618 11,607,000 23,214,000 1,183,620,000 241,000 $119,060,000 0.98% 1.96% 

Weighted Average Annual kWh Savings as a Fereenl of Annual Retail kWh Sales 4,230,924,000 27,434,605,000 236,012,344,000 782,014,000 1.79% 11.62'!1i 
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Table 2: Data on the Top 20 Energy Efficiency Utilities in the United States as Reported by the EIA for 2006 
~oc~ E,-,.cgy Effio ."c;' Ann-.JJl 200e Energy Cu:m..U!i ...e A.tv1l:.aJ 

Rank on :we Eneryy s"v.ngs (II'y\"'1 ..I ~OOO E~y Ef'iciency 5.:rM gs as Energy EMclency 
,,1.1)' C1.ITr!Jiaj'o'e- k\M, !ta...e-d pE'f So Efficie.:lCY Sa" ngs Cumu!.l~,", Annual 2006 AMU'3I Ret..1 E/tiClern:"f 2000R_ 1 a % of Arn..laI k'Nh Sa',oIrg5 as % of Annl,;al 
Cod~ '% S~vi~s Ut 'ity Nan'h Slale sPerttln2DM (kWh) In=mo<1I.>l Sasis k'Ml S~s Sponcing Reventle S al.,; k"v',',hs..s 

204~e I \I~,'esterT'l "'\ass..~r i.ls.etts Elee Co MA 4.3~75 43 2(18,000 ~HI. l 52 .000 2.2'76.376.000 ~9,l;4e,001 S355,41",000 I.W3o ~ , -
2548 Benin""", C tv cf VT 6 \lO7'~ e ,e04 ,000 65.503.000 35Q269.010 S--9Se. OOD S42.92a.000 1.84% le.':>3% 

15183 CltfclRedC'B CA 2717-9 3.Q(O.OCO 133. 300.000 7W.2 14 DOO $ 1.435.000 $75 leO.OOO OA~ le .llO % 
11904 M3S~:;tll,5oe'nS Elechc Co MA 5.10-01 2~.><56.000 ! le~.8 1 2.000 12.WU,328.000 S511 304.000 $2.032.86 1.000 1.1ia'14 le.eG% 

eon E.gee", 01y of OR 2 3~r5 t B,' 50.OOO "44.500,000 2.1!\8'."~3. 00) $7.91 • . 001 SI73.277.OOO 0.7O'!i l e.52 % 
~i4 F:lcI>,UI]j Ga. & Ele-;; light Co N.'i 2 ~~51 2.54!tOOO 37.eCt;l.OOO 283,e"7,000 ~ t t40.0lll $5.3 523.000 oIj()'lI, 12":1% 
1""~7 lJ"';teo ~ting co C" 4 . ~~ 76.2~2.000 7e"l!,3g7,000 5.0 1~. COO.OOn $17 B<.9.000 $771 .000.000 1.2Q'lO 1:?..QO"A. 

1~270 Pcr.orna.o Bect"ic Pcwet'" Co X 1.7a1l.&Oi;, OOO 15.4~~...z9~OOO so $1.BO)'~3.oo0 0.00% 1Lt 7'11> 
li~09 Soothem C;i forrJ.a 8 f son ::'0 CA 0.4707 7e7.5~· .GOD g.O~ 1.178.000 70.6153.143.000. Si21.7 13:.0DG 511.5 10' ';30.0.03 !.COl' 1145% 
1:?78: ' 0 f... Mhe·"" States Pov.~· Co Mh 8115J 2:J ,e84.OQO ·.040.i>'f.OOO 3·5."~3 .013.000 53 1.247.00.0 525-g1,785.(K)O 0..7 1% 1'.25% 
leS34 I ', S.1cr.ifllen:o r...tlI'lia:~ U:il Di~1 CA 4 7 173 7Q.283.ooo 1.1'7.78~,OOO 10.7,g ,.nJ .OOO S 16807,000 $1.0.5), 977.000 0.7030 111l'iAO 
20169 '2 A'.'ist.1 Corp WA 562.94 4 6.3 1e,.OOO 935,OBe,OOO 0.7-97.002..00J S.a.212.000 5554.~96,OOO Q, E>!% 1 0J~4% 

l ~ao 13 Se..a.tlE.- Ci::y of WA ~ ge4~ :52.27 1.000 974,022.0.00 9,454.505.000 $ IB .250.ooo 55~3.' 14.000 a~5~, 10.3()% 

126<'7 14 ~.'-nr~sol1 PO'~ Inc M~ 4.0.24) '5271.000 93.D.4 I e .CDD 9.01 d~~. OGu S3.N5 .GOO 5"32.793,0')0 C 17% 10.2b% 
4'7e 15 Conr.eocbo...ct ught & Pc~~ Co CT 57558 2e4.~ le 000 2.220.304,COD 22, ' 09.07;).000 $46 0ze.JOO 53 , ~e.J, 557.roO 1 20'l/, 1007'16 

26510 115 Granite S'~a:e Eil€octn~ Co :-lH '3 ;::67 ~ t .,l i1 000 72_2.'34.000 '4.207 oro $ '.554.COO ~%()B l .DOO Q ~% g.~% 

15.500 17 PL'~~t So.I:"'Id Energy Inc WA 574~ le6.254.ooo ~~ O~ ~752.000 2·ml .53J.OOO $~9 91a 000 $1 .62'.072.000 D7g.l;, 9.e-~% 

17470 1& SnohOf'l"'l sh Coun1' PUO :""Jo • WA 43728 42. 84e.000 a~.08Q . roo 13.483.4,;7,0(0 ~. 500, COO $<15. I 39,000 oeo3o 9.~O~ 

lODe I ~ C ,t 0 .1' Eblde! "'J\' 4 ~~ Q67,~C:O 15 0 01 .000 T~e 8c;13 000 S2'3,CUD SQ.459 000 G61'16 ".4Q% 
1:?~14 20 harr~.Y<sen Ei~tnc Co Pi 5 5_13 9B._.OOC 63~.OO~.C-oO e .n7.W<30,!l(l O S17.I7~.OOO S.5~.OO l ,roD 1.<330 9.49% 

A'.'er~gE' % Sa',0mg5 O.~I' 12~1" 
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Table 3: Data on the Top 20 Energy Efficiency Utilities in the United States as Reported by the EIA for 2005 

Utility 

Code 

Rank on 
% 

Savings Utility flame State 

kWh saved 
per $ spent in 

2005 

2005 Energy 

Efficiency 
Savings (kWh) 

Incremental 

2005 Energy 
Efficiency 

Savings (kWh) 
Cumulative 

Annual Basis 
2005 Annual 

Retail kWh Sales 

2005 Energy 
Efficiency 
Spending 

2005 Retail 

Revenue 

Annual 2005 
Energy 

Efficiency 

Savings as % of 
Annual kWh 

Sales 

~u,,,u,u,,'~ 

Annual 
Energy 

Efficiency 
Savings 38 0,'0 

of Annual 
kWh Sales 

2548 ! BlIrlington Cit,' of V1 NA Nor availaDle 65,016,000 368,279,DOO 5897,OC-0 537,713,000 Not available 17.7% 

15783 2 City of Redding CA 3.6523 5,000,000 129,400,DOO 769,947,000 51,369,00 0 572 ,552,ODO 0.6% 15.8% 
6n')" 3 tugene Crt'~t of OR 4.4923 22,030,OOD 424,451,000 2,663,174,000 54,9C4,OOO 5169,452,000 0.8'" 15.9% 

:0455 4 ~Vestern Massachusett5 E ~ e( Cc MA 3.9051 40,238,000 41>4,208,000 3,113,996,000 510,304,000 5353 ,749,0 00 1.3% 14.9% 

11 8 04 5 Massachusetts Electric Co MA 4.4066 199,421,000 1,990,984,0 00 15,491,461,000 545,255,000 51,932,30 0,000 1.30/, 12.9% 

1998 6 Boston Edison Co MA 4.8827 160,406,000 1,346)01,000 10,888,695,000 532,852,000 51,539,977,0 00 1.5% 12.4% 

1 5~7D 7 Potomac Electric Powe" Co DC NA 0 1,789,60 8,0 00 14,670,325,000 50 51 ,374,0 57,000 0.00/0 12_2% 

17609 6 Somhern Ca lrforn la Edison Co CA 7,8740 1,239,175,000 8,9J1 ..686,OOO 75,301,581,000 $157,375,00 0 59,445.. 101 ..000 1.6% 11.8% 

19497 ~ United IIlumma!<ng Co CT 3.9787 80,931,000 693,.154,000 6,106,000 ,000 520,341 ,000 5767.0 J D,000 1.3% 11.4'1'. 

4089 10 CDmmorNlealth Electric Co MA 5.8902 31,760,000 241.539,000 2,2l0,57D,00o 55,,392 ,000 5321 ,OB5,OoO 1.4% 10 .9% 

6374 11 Fitchburg Gas & Elec eight Co Nt-' 2,1430 3,985,000 36,150,000 332,612,000 51,860,000 550,385,000 1 .2% 10 9% 

16 534 ' 2 Sacramento Municipal Util D,st CA 5.S219 81,163,000 1,118,500,000 10,483,042,000 513,941,000 51,027,440,000 0.8% 10.7~:, 

13781 13 Northern State, Power Co MN 8.1285 259,422,000 3,787,182,0 00 35,646,728,00 0 531,915,000 52,423.494.. 000 0.7% 10 ,6 7< 

1636B 14 Seattle City of 'WA 2.9775 52,555,000 970,249,000 9,161,466,OO~ 517,651,000 $5&2,548.. 000 0.6% 10.6% 

20169 15 Avista Ccrp ViA 12.5713 56,571,000 81>8,770,0 00 8,542,674,00;) 54,500,000 5512,6 89,000 0.7% 10 .4% 

15500 16 PugerSoundEnergylnc WA 6.7883 171,39D,000 2,086,208,0 00 20,465,557,000 525,248,000 51 ,436,075,000 0.8% 10 .2% 

2886 17 Cambridge Electric Light Co MA 4.3983 8,845,000 113,565,0 00 1,117,811,000 52 ,011,000 5127,749,000 o. ao/, 10.2% 

12647 18 Minn esota Power Inc MiN 38.0014 137,033,000 892,802,0 00 9.. 051,942,000 53,6()6,ODO 5414,81D,000 1.5% 9_970 

13 ~ 1 4 !9 Narragansett Ele ctrIC Co RI 4.1844 66,093,OCO 679,204,000 7,115,094,OO~ 515,795,ODO 5859,772 ..000 0.9% 9.5% 

20356 :>0 Wi ~con sin Power & lJght Co WI 5.6651 60,526,000 954,714,0 00 10,539,095,000 59,081,000 5849,.733,000 0.6". 9.2%: 

Average % Saving~ 6.0790 2,675,545,000 244,0'40,049,000 1.0% 11.9%1 
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Exhibit RFS - 18 : Southeastern Electric Utilities Energy Efficiency kWh Savings 

Figure 1: All Utilities from Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, Missississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee and Texas that 
reported Cumulative kWh Savings in 2007. Graph shows utilites ranked by Cumulative kWh Savings as a percentage of total retail sales for 2007 
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Note: Orlando Utility Company did not report savings for 2007. 
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Figure 2: All Utilities from Alabama , Georgia , Florida, Louisiana, Missississippi, North Carolina , South Carolina , Tennessee and Texas that 
reported Incremental kWh Savings in 2007. Graph shows utilites ranked by Incremental kWh Savings as a percentage of total retail sales for 
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Note: Orlando Utility Company did not report savings for 2007. 
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Figure 3: All Utilities from Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, Missississippi , North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee and Texas 
that reported Cumulative kWh Savings in 2006. Graph shows uti lites ranked by Cumulative kWh Savings as a percentage of total retail 

sales for 2006 
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Note: Orlando Utility Company did not report savings for 2007. 
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Figure 4: All Utilities from Alabama , Georgia , Florida , Louisiana , Missississippi , North Carolina, South Carolina , Tennessee and Texas 
that reported Incremental kWh Savings in 2006. Graph shows utilites ranked by Incremental kWh Savings as a percentage of total 

retail sales for 2006 
1.400% 

1#1 : Lauren's Electric Coop, Inc. 1 I 
,.1.200% 

1.000% 

0.800% 

. ­0.600% 

0.400% 

0.200% 

0.000% 

1#2 City of 1 
1-- - ­

1#3: Texas-New Mexico Power 1 

- -

-- .--­

-

1#6: Florida Power and Light -_

r 
- --

1#12 JEA 1 

1#13: Gulf Power Company 1 

1#14: Progress Energy 1 

11#15: Tampa Electric 1 

- I- - I-­

_____ 0 

- -----,­

o0 0 I] I] [] [] ,0 0 0 , D D ~ , = = _ 

Note: Orlando Utility Company and Florida Public Utilities Company did not report savings for 2006. 
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Figure 5: All Utilities from Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, Missississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee and Texas that reported 
Cumulative kWh Savings in 2005. Graph shows utilites ranked by Cumulative kWh Savings as a percentage of total retail sales for 2005 
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Note: Orlando Utility Company did not report savings for 2005. 
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Figure 6: All Utilities from Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, Missississippi , North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee and Texas that 
reported Incremental kWh Savings in 2005. Graph shows utilites ranked by Incremental kWh Savings as a percentage of total retail sales for 

2005 
4.50% 

4.00% 

3.50% 

3,00% 

2.50% 

2.00% 

1.50% 

1.00% 

0.50% 

0.00% 

r-

I 
#1 : Lauren's Electric Coop , Inc. I 

I--~#2: Austin Energy I 

1#3: Tennessee Valley Authority I 
1#8: Gulf Power Company I I 

1#10: Florida Power and Light I 

-----­ 1#15: Tampa Electric Company 1 

1'#16 : Progress Energy Florida I I 

~ 
1#17: Florida Public Utilities Commission I 

- f­ --~-

, 
, 

. t--­ I-­
I 

nnn[1 n fl non .n . I] tI [ ~ C1 r::l ~. _ 

Note: Orlando Utility Company and lEA did not report savings for 2005. 
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Exhibit RFS - 19: Southeastern Electric Utilities Energy Efficiency kW Savings 

Figure 1: All Utilities from Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Louisiana. Missississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee and Texas 

that reported kW in 2007 , Graph shows utilites ranked by kW Load Reduction as a percentage of the Summer Peak for 2007 


30.00% 

25 .00% - -' 

1#26: Florida Power and Light I 
,~#7: Progress Energy Florida I20.00% ­

l.#32: Gulf Power I 
1500% \#45: Tampa Electric Company t­

- ---_.10.00% ­

_....... _.­-500% -- -- ­ -

~ -~ lUaUDD ]nnnnnOOIlOC[]n ...0.00% ~-

Note: Orlando Utility Company, Florida Public Utilities Company and lEA did not report savings for 2007. 



Docket Nos. 080413-EG, 080412-EG, 080411-EG, 080410-EG, 
080409-EG, 080408-EG, 080407-EG 

Southeastern Electric Utilities Energy Efficiency kW Savings 
Exhibit RFS-19 

Page 2 of3 

Figure 2: All Utilities from Alabama , Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, Missississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee and Texas 
that reported kW in 2006. Graph shows utilites ranked by kW Load Reduction as a percentage of the Summer Peak for 2006 
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Note: Orlando Utility Company, Florida Public Utilities Company, Tampa Electric Company and lEA did not report savings for 
2006. 
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Figure 3: All Utilities from Alabama, Georgia, Florida , Louisiana , Missississippi, North Carolina , South Carolina , Tennessee and Texas that 

reported kW in 2005. Graph shows utilites ranked by kW Load Reduction as a percentage of the Summer Peak for 2005 
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#17: Florida Power and Light 
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Note: Orlando Utility Company, Florida Public Utilities Company, Progress Energy Florida and JEA did not report savings for 2005. 
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2007 GWh I 2019 GWh I GWh Goals 
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GOS 
RevIsed 

Max. M.... E·TRC+Z· Marlolt GWhG",,1s 
Achievable Ad!iftoob!e yr. Penetr.tkJn Measures Before IGOS "">!sed GWh 

Screened Conecti..... Originally Tr.mltlon Goals A_ 
( -RIM (·TRC Musures -+1~ Omlttad Period T~ns.ttion Period 
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2019 

Max. MD. E-TRC + 2­ M.rkIrt 
Acllievoble Achievable yr. Penetration 

ScrMrKld 
GDS 

l18.lMd 

60f7 

GOO Revised 
GWh Go.I> AfbI, 
Tr,nsition Period 



Docket Nos. 080413-EO, 084012-EG, 080411-EO, 080410-EO, 
080409-EO, 080408-EO 

Revised kWh Ooal Proposals for the Seven FEECA Utilities 
Exhibit RFS-20 

Page 7 of7 



Docket Nos. OB0413-EG. 084012-EG. 080411-EG. 080410-EG, 
080409-EG,080408-EG 

Comparison of GDS Recommended and Utility Proposed Goals 
Exhibit RFS-21 

....~ ..... ,-- , 

TOT"L 
Summer 

Year WlnterMW MW EnerrtGWh WlI1terMW 

2010 129.3 234.3 594.2 119.3 

2011 259.2 469.9 1,191.5 239.2 

2012 393.4 713.0 1,808.2 362.9 

Z013 529.5 959.6 2.433.6 488.5 

20U 680.5 1,233.5 3,12&.0 627.8 

2015 985.1 1,7855 4.528.0 908.8 

2016 1,307,9 2,370.5 6,011.4 1,206.6 

2017 1.642.8 2,9n.6 7,550.9 l ,5l5.6 

2018 2,005.3 3,634.7 9,217.2 1.850.0 

2019 2.383.5 4,320.2 10,955.6 2,198.9 

TOT"L 
Winter 

y... MW SummerMW EnerrtGWh WlnterMW 

2010 33.1 60.0 74.1 24.6 

2011 66.2 1lO.0 148.6 49.2 

2012 99.4 1110.0 225.6 73.9 

2013 132.7 240.0 303.5 98.6 

2014 166.3 300.0 390.1 123.3 

2015 200.0 360.0 477.4 148.0 

2016 233.9 4ZO.5 Sf9.9 172.7 

2017 268.2 481.4 665.9 197.4 

2018 303.0 543.4 769.8 222.1 

2019 337.8 606.6 878.2 246.7 

RESlDfNTIAL COMMfRCIo\l/INDUS1"RIIIl 

SumnMfMW Ene.nGWh WlmerMW SummerMW fnett\lGWh 

170.7 382.0 10.0 63.6 211.2 

342.4 766.0 ZO.l 127.S 4ZS.5 

519.5 1,162.4 30.5 193.5 645.7 

699.2 1,564.5 41.0 260.4 869.1 

898.7 2.010,9 52.7 334.7 1.117.0 

1,301.0 2,911-0 76.3 484.5 1,617.0 

1,727.2 3.864.6 101.3 643.3 2,146.8 

2,169.6 4,854.4 127.2 808.0 2.6965 

2,648.3 5,925'& l55.3 986.3 3.291.6 

3,147.8 7,043.2 184.6 1,172.4 3.912.4 

RESIO£HTI.\L <XJMMfRC~l/INDUSTRlAL 

SUmmerMW fnernGWh WintltrMW SummerMW fnenrvGWh 

26.6 33.1 8.5 33.4 41.0 

53.2 66.2 17.0 66.8 82.4 
79.5 99.0 25.5 100.5 126.6 

105.7 13L.7 34.1 134.3 171.8 
131.9 164.4 43.0 168.1 225 .7 
158.1 197.1 52 .0 201.9 2ao.3 
184.3 229.8 61.2 236.2 34(11 

210.5 262.5 70.8 270.9 403.' 
236.7 295.2 ao.9 306.7 474.6 
263.3 328.3 91.1 343.3 549.9-
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TOTAl 

v_ WinttlrMW SulTVMrMW Ene~GWh WlnterMW 

2010 72.1 66.1 218.0 70.0 

2011 144.5 132.5 07.2 140.4 

2012 219.3 201.0 663.5 2l3.1 

2013 295.2 210.5 893.0 286.8 

201. 379 .• 347.7 1.147.8 368.7 

2015 549.2 503 .• 1,6615 533.7 

2016 729.1 668 .3 2.205.8 708.5 

2017 915.8 839.5 2,770.8 890.0 

2018 1,1l7.9 1,024.7 3,382.2 1,086.4 

2019 1,328.8 1,218.0 4.020.1 1, 291 .3 

2019 559.54 520.59 613.81 463.1' 

t. .,ocl 

IIfS1DEIfTlAI. COMMEROI\VINOUSTRIAL 

Summer ItIfW e.,.,..,GWh Wlnt4l<MW SummerMW En. GWh 

Sl.S 157.6 2 .0 14.6 60.4 

103.2 316.1 4 .1 29.3 121.1 

156.6 479.7 6.2 44.4 183.8 

210.8 645.6 8.3 59.7 247 .• 

271.0 829.8 10.7 76.8 318.0 

392.2 1.201 .3 15.5 111.2 460.3 

520.7 1,594.8 20.6 147.6 611.1 

654.1 2,003.2 25.8 185 .• 767.5 

798.4 2,445 .3 31.5 226.3 936.9 

949.0 2,906.5 37.5 269.0 1,113.6 

322.76 487.52 96.4 197.83 126.29 
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TOTAL 

YHr W1_rMW SummM"MW EnernGWh WonltlrMW 

Z010 2.1 4.1 8.2 1.2 

2011 5.0 10.1 21.6 3.1 

2012 8.6 17.3 39.6 5.5 

2013 12.9 26.0 60.9 8.5 

2014 17.6 35.3 84.3 12.0 

2015 22 .4 45.1 108.9 15.5 

2016 27.5 55.1 133.8 19.2 

2017 3Z.3 64.3 157.7 22.6 

2()18 36.8 73.5 180.4 25.7 

2019 40.9 81.8 201.7 , ~ 

30f7 

RE51D£N11A1. COMMERCIAl/INDUSTRIAL 
SummerMW Ene'DGWh WinterMW SummerMW En«IYGWh 

1.4 1.9 0.9 2.7 6.3 
3.5 5.5 1.9 6.6 16.1 
6.4 10.5 3.1 10.9 29.1 
9.9 16.8 4.4 16.1 44 .1 
13.9 24.0 5.6 21.4 60.3 
18.2 31.7 6.9 26.9 77.2 
2Z.5 39.6 8.3 32.6 94.2 
26.4 46.8 9.7 37.9 110.9 
30.1 53.3 11.1 43.' 127.1 
33.3 

- "­ 59.0 12.4 48.5 142.7 

-

-

l 
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. 
TOTAL MSIDENTlAL COMMfRCIAl/INOUSTRIAL 

Veu W1_rMW SumMllrMW Enol"lYGWh Wlnt.,MW SUmmerMW fnel"lYGWh Wln<erMW I .5<J""""rMW I E""'lrY GWII 

2010 11.7 l5.9 57.4 10.1 11.0 32.6 1.6 4.9 24.7 

2011 23.4 31 .9 llS.O 20.2 22 .1 65.4 3.2 9.8 49.6 

20U 35.5 4lI.4 174.5 30.6 33.5 99.2 4.9 14 .9 75.3 

2013 47.8 65.1 234.9 41.2 45.1 133.6 6.6 20.0 101.3 

2014 61.4 83.7 301.9 53.0 57.9 171.7 8.4 2S.7 130.2 

2015 88.9 121.1 437.1 76.7 83.9 248.5 12.2 37.2 188.5 

2016 118.0 160.8 580.2 101.8 111.3 329.9 16.2 49.4 250.3 

2017 1483 201.9 728.8 127.9 139.9 414.4 20.4 62.1 314.4 

2018 181.0 246.5 889.7 15&.1 170.7 505.9 24.8 75.8 383 .8 

2019 210.4 278.7 1,057.5 185.6 202.9 601.3 24.8 15.8 456.2 

TOTAL 

Ye... WintetMW SUmmerMW Enet1IYGWh W1nt.. MW 

2010 2.3 3.1 4.7 1.8 

2011 5.3 7.S 13.3 4.3 

lOU 9.0 13.1 25.7 7.4 

2013 13.4 19.8 41.2 11.1 

201' 18.4 27.3 59.0 l5.4 

2015 23.8 35.5 78.5 20.0 

2016 29.6 44.2 99.3 25.0 

2011 35.4 52.9 120 .• 30.0 

2018 40.9 61.1 140.4 34.7 

2019 46.2 &8.9 159.0 39.2 

RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIA1/INDUSTRIAL 

Summ.rMW EnergyGWh Wint«MW SummerMW EnerrtGWh 

1.9 2.0 0.5 1.2 2.7 
4.7 6.0 1.0 2.8 1.3 

8.4 12.3 1.6 4.7 13.4 

12.9 2O.5 2.3 6.9 20.7 

18.0 303 3 .0 9 .3 28.7 

23.1 413 3.8 11.8 37.2 

29.8 53.2 4.6 14.4 46.1 
35.9 65.3 5.4 17.0 55.1 
41.6 76.5 6.2 19.5 63.9 
47.0 86.8 7.0 21.9 72.2 
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TOTAL RESIDENTIAL 

WlnterMW 

COMMERCIAL/INDtJS11IIAL 

SummerMW EnerarGWI>YN' 
Wlnt... 

MW SummerMW Enerar GWIl WinterMW SummerMW En"'IYGWh 
2010 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.02011 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 

2012 0 .0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 
0.0 

0 .0 
0.0 2013 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

2014 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2015 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2016 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2017 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 
2018 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 
2019 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 O·L 0.0 
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TOTAL 
Yell' WlnterMW SummerMW Ene GWh 

2010 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2011 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2012 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2013 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2014 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2015 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2016 0.0 0.0 0 .0 
2017 0.0 0.0 0 .0 
2018 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2019 0.0 0.0 0.0 

tilltw (orlml'~lcn P(OPOSl d CUI'l"lul ..'t \If' GOltl .. 

RESIDENTIAL COMMERClAl/lNOumlAL 
WlnterMW Summ.rMW En GWh WlnterMW SummerMW ene'IIYGWh 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 
0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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. , 
TOTAl-

Winter' 

Veilr MW Sumrnel'MW EMrcyGWh WlnterMW 

2010 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 
2011 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 
2012 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2013 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 

201' 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 
201S 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 
2016 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2017 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 
2018 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 
2019 OD 0 .0 aD 0.0 

--_ .­ - - - - - - ~---

... 
RESIDENTIAL COMMERClAl/INOUSTRIAL 

SummerMW EnercyGWh WmterMW SummerMW EnergyGWh 
0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 
0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 
0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 00 
0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 
0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 
0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 
0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 

,­ -
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Exhibit RFS - 22 : Proposed Expenditures on Renewable R&D Programs 

Table 1: Proposed Expenditures on Renewable P&D Programs Based on 5-Yr. Average Funding 

Recovery as Determined through the Energy Cost Recovery Clause 

Year 

Florida Power & Light 

Company 

$ 145,679,1 92 

Progress Energy 

Florida, Inc. 

$60,072 ,362 

Tampa Electric 

Company 

$16,3 57, 137 

Gulf Power 

Company 

$7,6 19,63 7 

Florida Public 

Utility Company 

$382,504 2004 

2005 $ 144,192,696 $59,143,076 $15,583,72 7 $8,826,754 $473 ,610 

2006 $146,204,978 $59,460,367 $14,099,638 $ 1 0,205,567 $456, 16 1 

2007 $ 160, 749,639 $67, 109,8 15 $1 3,652,585 $9,107,1 92 $5 15,022 

2008 $1 80,016 ,994 $77,593,960 $1 6, 857,795 $9,257,740 $534,350 

5-yr Average $ 155,3 68,700 $64,675,91 6 $ 15 ,310,176 $9,003,3 78 $472,329 

2% of5-yr. Avg. $3 ,107,374 $ 1 ,293,5J 8 $306,204 $ 180,068 $9,44 7 

5% of 5-yr. A vg. $7,768,435 $3,233,796 $765,509 $450,169 $23,616 

10% of 5-yr. Avg. $ 15,536,870 $6,467,592 $ 1,53 1,0 18 $900,338 $47,233 



Docket Nos. 080413-EG, 080412-EG, 080411-EG, 080410-EG, 
080409-EG, 080408-EG, 080407-EG 

ECCR Factors with Additional Amount Dedicated to Demand-Side Renewable Programs 
Exhibit RFS-23 

Page 1 of 1 

ECCR Factors with Additional Amount Dedicated to Demand-Side Renewable Programs 

Five-Year 2009 Projected Five-Year 2% Increase to 5% Increase to 10% Increase to 
Average Average Five-Year I 

Conservation Sales at Conservation Five-Year Average Five-Year Average Average 
Conservation Conservation 

Costs (2004-2008) Meter Recovery Factor Costs Conservation Costs Costs 

($) (kWh) (¢kWh) (¢/kWh) (¢/kWh) (¢/kWh) 

Utility 

$155,368,700 105,989,914,000 0.147 0.150 0.154 0.161FPL 

$9,003,378 11,936,559,000 0.Q75 0.077 0.079 0.083Gulf 

$472,329 771 ,656,238 0.061 0.062 0.064 0.067 FPUC 

$15,310,176 18,598,571,000 0.082 0.084 0.086 0.091TECO 

$64,675,916 40,687,466,000 0.159 0.162 0.167 0.175PEF 


