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EDUCATION: Management il Program, University of Michigan. Graduate School of Business, 1967
M.B.A_ Thomas Coliege, 1980
Amos Tuck Graduate Schoof of Business, 1974-75
B_A.. Math/Economics, Dartmouth College 1974 (graduated with distinction)

PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIP: Association of Energy Service Professionais,
Board of Directors of AESP — 2005 (o Present
Chair of AESP Policy Committee — 1337 8 1998
Vice Chair AESP Policy Committee — 1995 & 1596
EXPERIENCE:

Mr. Speliman is the President of GDS Associates and the Chair of the GD'S Beard of Directors. He
has over 30 years of energy industry experience. He has managed natural gas and electric energy
efficiency. demand response and renewable energy consuling prejects in such states as Calfornia,
Connecticut, Georgia Florida Hawai, indiana Lowsiana Maine Massachusetis Nebraska New
Hampshire, New Mexico, New York North Carolina, North Dakota, Cregon. Pennsylvania. Rhode
Island, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, Yermont, Virginia, and Wisconsin for GOS clients.

Mr. Spellman has aiso completed cver three dozen electric and natural gas energy efficiency
technical potental studies for clients across North America. He has also served in project
management positions for energy efficiency and demand response implemeniation projects for
electric ublity chients. Wisconsin Focus on Energy and Efficiency Maine. From 1999 to December
2002, Mr. Spellman served as the Prograrm Manager for the Wisconsin Focus on Energy
Commercial and Industrial pilot energy efficiency programs (Systems Benefit Charge funded)
implemented in a 23-county area in Northeaat Wisconsin, and he served as the Deputy Project
Director for the $60 milfion Wisconsin Focus on Energy Business Program from March of 2001 until
June of 2003. He also served as the Deputy Program Manager for the Efficiency Maine Small
Business Program from 2003 through 2007.

He has designed and implemented DSM bidding programs for such clients as Central Maine
Power Company, the Business Program of Wisconsin Focus on Energy. and the East Texas
Electric Cooperatve. Mr. Spellman has also chaired several committees to review energy efficiency
and demand response proposals received in response to DSM RFPs (for Central Maine Power
Company Wisconsin Focus on Energy East Texas Electric Cooperative etc.i

In addition to program implementation projects, Mr. Speliman has completed renewable energy and
conservation program market assessments, technical potential studies, market research, program
designs, and Integrated Resource Plans for a number of the firm's clients. He has served as the
Chair of the Policy Topic Commitiee of the Association of Energy Services Professionals (AESP)
and he s currently a member of the Board of Directors of AESP.

Before wining GDS in Atlanta, Mr. Spellman was the Manager of Marketng and Product
Development at Central Maine Power Company, where he was employed from 1977 to 1983. He
has extensive experence working with collaboratives and community organizations on conservation
and renewabis energy issues. While at CMP he managed CMP’'s $26 million portfolio of energy
efficiency programs. He also worked on CMP’'s market traneformation program efforts with
appliance and building standards, energy efficient lighting and motors new construction and
renewable energy programs. He worked on national market transformation programs such as the
Super Efficient Refrigerator Program, and the EPA's Green Lights and Energy Star Programs.,
Finally, he has a solxd track record testifying for clents before Commissions and legisiative
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committees on energy issues. He was also the chairperson of the New Engtand Power Pool DSM
Planning Committee for several years, and worked on a wide range of regional DSM and renewabie
energy projects in New England during his sixteen years at CMP.

His education includes a BA degree with disunction in Math/Economics from Dartmouth College
(graduated cum laude) and a Masters in Business from Thomas College Graduate School of
Business. He is a graduate of the University of Mictigan Graduate School of Business
administration Management |l Program {1987), and the Electric Council of New England Skills of
Utility Management Program (1986). In 1974 Mr. Spellman was awarded a research grant by the
Richard King Melicn Foundation to study how colieges and universities in the Northeast were
responding to the 1973-1974 U.S_energy crisis

Specific Experience Includes:
1993-Present GDS Associates, Inc.

At GOS Associates. Mr. Spellman has directed and completed numerous management consulting,
IRP, renewable energy, DSM planning and implementation, market research, load research and
market planning assignments for the firm's clients which inciude electne and naturat gas utlities,
municipal utilities, electric cooperatives. government agencies and large commercial and industnal
ofganizations.

Listed below are examples of consulting projects completed by Mr. Spellman relating to energy
efficiency technical economic and achievable potential studies

1. Consolidated Edison of New York — Consolidatled Edison Company of tew York retained
GDS to prepare an assessment of the natural gas energy efficiency potential in its service
area and to develop a portfolio of natural gas energy efficiency programs. GDS developed
this Gas Efficiency Plan for Con Ed, and the Plan was filed with the New York Public
Service Commission in March 2009. Tne program plans included detailed benefit’cost
calculations using the Totai Resource Cost test The plan also included a detailed plan for
evaluation of each individual program, including details on the scope and method of
measurement and verification activities pursuant to the Commission's rules and regulatons.
District of Columbia Energy Office - In September 2007, GDS Associates and Ed Meyers
Consulting completed a detailed assessment of energy use in the District of Columbia, and
developed findings and recommendations for cost effective electnc and natural gas energy
efficiency programs for the District. The report included detailed information on residental
energy measures reccmmend for consideration in the upcoming Comprehensive Energy
Plan IV for DC (CEP-I'V) as well as energy efficiency programs and measures for DC
Government facilities. The report found that the effectiveness of the District's programs can
be increased working with the Metropoitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG}
1o leverage resources with federal agencles and coordinate policies and programs
throughout the region to produce mutuatly targeted results. Such regional cooperation also
reduces administrative costs per program unit delivered. as costs are amortized over more
clients served. One particularly premising opportunity may invoive regional govemment
purchasing of energy efficiency products. where each governmental unit would gam from
regional quantity discounts. The report determined the successful energy conservation
programs can yield about € 00G new jobs in the District of Columbia over a fiteen year
period. DC's job creation totals in energy efficiency can be boosted for DC residents through
First Scurce Employment Agreements and LSDBE requirements, when businesses receive
tangible benefits from the DC govemment (for example, low-interest loans or down payment
assistance).

=]
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New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission - In 2008,'GDS in partnership with RLW
Analytics, Research Into Action and RKM Research and Communications was retained by
the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission to conduct a thorough assessment of the
potential for electric and natural gas energy efficiency in the state of New Hampshire. To
support the energy efficient potential analysis, the GDS Team conducted residential and
small commercial telephone surveys and large C&l site visits. The data collected will help
determine key study inputs such as equipment saturations and baseline efficiency levels.
The GDS Team has identified hundreds of electric and natural gas energy efficiency
measures which are being analyzed to identify cost-effective measures. Estimates of the
technical economic and achievable electric and natural gas savings potential over the next
ten years and the cost necessary to achieve these savings will then be developed.
Hoosier Energy - GDS was retained by Hoosier Energy to conduct a thorough assessment
of the cost effective achievable potential for electric energy efficiency and demand response
measures in service area of Hoosier Energy in southem Indiana. GDS collected and
analyzed extensive information on over 200 energy efficiency measures and 25 demand
response measures, developed supply curves lo show the achievable potential and
completed a report by December 2008.

. Brazos Electric Cooperative - GDS was retained by Brazos Electric Cooperative to

conduct a thorough assessment of the cost effective achievable potential for electric energy
efficiency and demand response measures in the service area of this large electric
cooperative in Eastern Texas. GDS collected and analyzed extensive information on over
200 energy efficiency measures and 25 demand response measures, developed supply
curves to show the achievable potential and completed a draft report by September 2008.
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation - GDS was retained by Arkansas Electric
Cooperative Corporation to conduct a thorough assessment of the cost effective achievable
potential for electric energy efficiency and demand response measures in the service area
of this large electric cocperative in Arkansas. GDS collected and analyzed extensive
information on cver 200 energy efficiency measures and 25 demand response measures,
developed supply curves to show the achievable potential and completed a draft report by
September 2008.

Central Maine Power Company (CMP) - As a subcontractor to La Capra Associates, GDS
was retained by CMP to conduct an assessment of the potential for cost-effective electric
energy efficiency and demand response as an altemative fo transmiission system expansion
in 5 sub-areas of the CMP service area. GDS collected and analyzed extensive information
cn over 100 energy efficiency and conservation measures, developed supply curves o
show the achievable potential and is in the process of developing a draft findings report.
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) - GDS was retained by BPA to conduc! an
assessment of their Non-Wires Solutions initiative development process and the current
state of the initiative. The BPA Non Wires Solutions Program assesses the feasibility of
energy efficiency and demand response programs as an aiternative to bullding new electric
transmission lines in the BPA service area. GCS reviewed program materials and reports,
designed an interview guide and conducted in-depth  inierviews with key BPA staff Our
analysis identified program strengths. weaknesses and potential improvements in key
program areas including design, implementation, planning, cost impact & allocation and
resources. A final report was delivered on June 8, 2007.

Reading Municipal Light Department (Reading, Massachusetts) - GDS was retained by
the RMLD to assess the technical. economic, and market potential for reducing (avoiding}
electricity use and peak demand, and reducing fossil-fueied electricity use and peak
demand, in RMLD's service territory by i/mplementing a wide range of end-use efficiency
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measures and renewable energy resource technologies. GDS collected and analyzed
extensive information on over 100 energy efficiency, conservation and demand-response
measures and renewable energy technologes developed supply curves to show the
achievable potential and is in the process of deveioping a draft report.

10. Concord Municipal Light Department. Concord, Massachusetts - GDS completed a
detailed study for the potential for energy efficiency and renewable energy technologies for
the Concord Municipal Light Depariment (CMLD). GDS's specific responsibilities for this
projectinclude identification and analysis of demand-side alternatives, Including distnbuted
generation and other demand response fechnologies (i e, direct load control)

11. North Carolina Electric Membership Corporation (NCEMC) - GDS was retaned by the

NCEMC to conduct a thorough assessment of the cost effective achievable potential for

electric energy efficiency and conservation resources in service area of the North Carolina

Electnic Membership Corporation (NCEMC). GDS collected and analyzed extensive

infermation on cver 200 energy efficiency and conservation measures, developed supply

curves to show the achievable pctential and completed a final report in 2007.

Central Electric Power Cooperative Inc. (CEPCI} - GDS was retained by the CEPCI 1o

conduct a thorough assessment of the cost effective achievable potential for electnc energy

efficiency, conservation and demand response resources in the service area of CEPCL.

GDS collected and analyzed extensive information on over 200 energy efficiency and

conservation measures, developed supply curves to show the achievable potential and

completed a final report in August 2007

13. Maine — GOS recentiy completed a technical potential study for high efficiency residental
lighting equipment for the Efficiency Maine Residential Lighting Program. GC'S conducted
this study for the Maine Public Utilites Commission.

14. North Carolina Public Utilities Commission -GDS was retained by the North Carolina
PUC to conduct an assessment of the cost effective achievable potential for electric energy
efficiency and conservation resources in the State of North Carolina. GDS collected and
analyzed extensive information on over 100 energy efficiency and conservation measures,
develeped supply curves to show the achievable petential and campleted a final report in
December 2006.

15. Vermont Department of Public Service - GDS was retained by the Vermont Department
of Pubilic Service to conduct a thorough assessment of the cost effective achievable
potential for elecinc energy efficiency and conservation resources in the State of Vermont.
GDS collected and analyzed extensive information on over 100 energy efficiency and
conservation measures, developed suppfy curves to show the achievable potential and
completed a finai report in January 2007. GDS also conducted market research with energy
services providers in Yermont to collect information on baseline levels of energy efficiency
in the State

16. Big Rivers Electric Corporation — 2005 Energy Efficiency Technical Potential Study -
Kentucky - Curing 2005. GDS completed a study of the technical and maximum
achievable cost effective economic petential of energy efficiency measures and programs
for the service area of the Big Rivers Electric Corporation. a large Generation and
Transmission electne utility in Chio. This technical and economic potential study was
completed as part of the comprehensive analysis of supply-side and demand-side options
for the latest BREC Integrated Resource Plan filing with the Kentucky Public Service
Commission.

17. Public Service of Hew Mexico - GDS completed this natural gas DSM technical and
achievable potential study in May 2005. This study presents estimates of the maximum
achievable cost-effectve potential for natural gas Demand-Side Management (DSM)

-
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opportunities in the service area of Public Service of New Mexico. The main output of this
study is a concise, fully documented report on the opportunities for achievable, cost
effective natural gas energy efficiency programs in New Mexico.

13. Utah Energy Office and Questar Gas Company — GDS compteted this natural gas DSM
technical and achievable potential study in June 2004. This study presents estimates of the
maximum achievable cost-effective potential for natural gas Demand-Side Management
{DSM) opportunities in the State of Utah. The main output of this study is a concise. fully
documented report on the opporfunities for achievabie, cost effective natural gas energy
efficiency programs in Utah. This study assessed the impacts that gas DSM measures and
programs can have on natural gas uge, assesses the economic costs and benefits of DSM
programs, and assesses the revenue impacts to Questar Gas Company. The final report
also inciudes an assessment of the environmental impacts of the achievable DSM options
dentified in this study.

13. Energy Efficiency Potential in Georgia — Study for the Alliance to Save Energy - GDS
completed this study for the Allance to Save Energy in July 2004. This study provides
estimates of the maximum achievable cost effective potential in the State of Georgia for
several “iop-ranked” energy efficiency programs. In addition, GDS presented expert witness
testimony on behalf of the ASE before the Georgia Public Service Commission that covered
the following issues:

* the pofential net present vaiue dollar savings to ratepayers in Georgia due to the
mplementation of cost effective energy efficiency programs.

* the cost effectiveness of these energy efficiency programs

* energy efficiency tanffs that couid be implemented in Georgia to save energy

e up-to-date information on energy efficiency and DSM success stones and energy
savings in other regions of North America and the technical potential for DSM in
Georgia

* improvements thai could be made in the DSM measure screening process in
Georgia

* recommendations for DSM cosl recovery and shareholder incentive mechanisms.

20. Energy Efficiency Potential in Florida — Study for the Alliance to Save Energy and the
Southern Alliance for Clean Energy — GDS completed this study for the Alliance to Save
Energy in July 2004. This study provides estimates of the maximum achievable cost
effective potential in the State of Florida for several “top-ranked” energy efficiency programs

21. Connecticut Energy Conservation Management Board - In March 2003, GDS was
retained by the Connecticut Energy Conservation Management Board to conduct a thorough
assessment of the cost effective maximum achievable technical petential for energy
efficency and conservation resources in the State of Connecticut and two sub-regions of
the State. GDS collected and anaiyzed extensive information on over 250 energy efficiency
and conservation, and developed supply curves to show the maximum achievable potential.
GDS completed the final report in June 2004

22 Alliant Energy Corporate Services - As an update to an assessment of potental
customer-sited/distributed generation technology applications in all categones (residential
smalllarge commercial, industrial, and agricultural) conducted by GDS in 2001 Alliant
requested that modeling assumptions be reviewed and revised, as necessary. In addition,
the Disiributed/Onsite Generation Screening {DOGS) ool was reviewed by MN Department
of Commerce as part of a filing in 2001 and they requested expansion of applicable
technologies and fuels, including: bro-diesel and methane from landfille and digesters to fuel
reciprocating engines; methanol ethanol gasoline and methane for electricity production
from fuel ceils. The revised model results will be used to estimate the market potential for
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distributedionsite generation within Alliant's Minnesota service termitories.
Massachusetts GasNetworks — In January of 2004, GDS was hired by GasNetworks (a
network of several natural gas utliies in Massachusetis) to develop benefit/cost analyses
and energy savings potential estimates for GasNetworks' regional market transformation
and demand-side management programs. Benefiticost ratos and energy savings potential
estimates were developed for several regional gas energy efficiency programs using a
spreadsheet model. and similar data were developed for each program for each service
area for each natural gas utilty pariicipating in this study.

Northern Utilities (Gas Company) — in 2002 GDS was hired by Northem Utilities io
prepare benefiticost analyses and energy savings potental estmates of a portfolio of
energy efficiency programs propesed for implementation in their New Hampshire service
area This project was compieted during September 2002 and a final report was filed with
the New Hampshire BUC. A workshop was conducted at the NH Public Utilities
Commission early in 2002 to review cost-effectiveness methodologies and key mode!
inputioutput requirements.

. KeySpan Energy Delivery {(Gas Company)} - In 2002 GDS was hired by KeySpan Energy

Delivery — New Hampshire 1o prepare benefit/cost analyses and enargy savings potential
estimates of ten energy natural gas energy efficiency programs proposed for
implementation in the KeySpan New Hampshire service area. This project was completed
during September 2002 and a final report was filed with the New Hampshire PUC that
month.

. Big Rivers Electric Corporation - 2002 Energy Efficiency Technical Potential Study -

Kentucky - During 2002, GDS completed a study of the technical and economic potential
of energy efficiency and load management measures and programs for the service area of
the Big Rivers Electric Corperation. a large Generation and Transmission electric utility in
Chio. This technical and economic potental study was completed as part of the
comprehensive analtysis of supply-side and demand-side options for the latest BREC
Integrated Resource Plan filing with the Kentucky Public Service Commission.

. City of Grand Island, Nebraska - Municipal Utility - Energy Efficiency Technical

Potential Study - GOS completed a study of the technical and economic potential for
energy efficiency and load management measures and programs for the service area of this
large municipal efectric utility m Nebraska. This technical and economic potental study was
completed as part of the comprehensive analysis of supply-side and demand-side options
for an Integrated Resource Plan for this utility.

28. City of Lafayette, Louisiana — Municipal Utility - Energy Efficiency Technical Potential

29.

Study - GDS completed a study of the technical and economic potential for energy
efficiency and load management measures and programs for the sarvice area of this large
municipal electric utlity m Louisiana. This technical and economic potential study was
completed as part of the comprehensive analysis of supply-side and demand-side options
for an Integrated Resource Plan for this utiity

Mew York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA) - Energy
$mart®™ Program Evaluation Services: In the fall of 1998, GDS was retained by
NYSERDA to be the prime evaluation contractor for the New York Energy Smari™ program.
During the years 2000, 2001 2002 and 2003 GDS has been responsible for providing
energy efficiency program and measure data coflection, analysie, and report writing services
to NYSERDA in support of their overall evaluation and market assessment efforts, and to
determine actual savings of the programs. To date, GDS team evaluation activites have
included development of a Gap Analysis for the purpose of setting priorites and allocating
evaluation resources to the various New Yark Energy Smart™ project areas; and numerous
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evaluation activities leading to devetopment of a draft and final Program Evaluation Status
report which provided the New 'York Public Service Commission with sufficient information
to determine the future of SBC-funded pubtic benefits programs beyond iis initial three-year
transition period which ended July, 2001.

. Distributed Generation Technical Potential Assessment for Minnesota and lowa:
During the fall of 2001. GDS assessed the technical potential of customer-sited distributed
generaticn technology applications for Allkant, @ major investor owned utility located i the
MidWest The analysis covered the residential smallflarge commercial, industrial. and
agricultural sectors. GDS developed a Distributed/Onsite Generation Screening
spreadeheat model to determine the cost-effectiveness of various distnbuted generation
options. usad the model to assess the potential for varous customer groups and then
scaled results using customer profiles. Model results were also used to estimate the
technical potential for distnbuted/onsite generation within Alliant's Minnesoia and lowa
service terntones.

. Renewable Electric Energy and Peak Demand Savings Methodology Reviews - Wind
Power and Photovoltaics Programs: GDS performed detalled reviews of NYSERDA's
methodologies for estimating electric energy savings and peak demand reduction benefits
associated with NYSERDA's Wind Power Research & Development Program and two
Photovoltaic (PY) programs. These Savings Methodology reviews entailed three-
components. 1) a review of the current method used by NYSERDA for estimating savings
(including algorithms and inherent assumptions), 2) a review of the meihods and
assumptions used by other utllities and program administrators for estmating savings from
similar programs being implemented elsewhere in the country, and 3] a presentation of key
findings and recommendations.

32. Evaluation Services for Commercialfindustrial 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 the VT DPS in evaluating a
statewide portfoiio of energy efficiency programs targeted to the Commercial and Industrial
market sectors. The GDS team is also providng technical engineering and review
assistance, on an "on-call" basis. to the administrator of Yermont's energy efficiency
programs.

33. Development and Implementation of Five-Year Energy Efficiency Plan - Boston
Edison: GDS Associates was retained by Boston Edison to assis! BECo staff with the
development of program designs, evaluation plans technical potential estimates and
budgets for the Company's Five Year Energy Efficiency Plan. For this project GDS
performed energy efficiency technology screenings to identify potentially viable measures
for utility funding/suppert, and developed the program designs for a number of new
intiatives including over a dozen new market transformaticn programs. GDS also
conducted cost effectiveness screening for all of the new DSM initiatives included in the
plan.

. Energy Efficiency Technical and Market Potential Anaiysis: This report presented the
resuits of a technical and market petential study for energy efficiency cptions for the East
Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc. (ETEC). The purpose of this report was to review energy
efficiency options that comply witn the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT) orders
issued in Noriheast Texas Electric Cocperative (NTEC |, Sam Raybum Eleciric Cooperative
(SRGAT) and Tex-La Electric Cooperative of Texas (Tex-Laj rate cases This study
presented cost effectveness findings and recommendations on energy efficiency options
and programs for ETEC and ts member generation and transmission electric cooperatives
(NTEC SRGA&T and Tex-La). In this study GOS evaluated the cost effectiveness of over
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30 energy efficiency options and found many of them to be cost effective according to the
Total Resource Cost Test.

35. Technical and Market Potential Analysis for Load Management and Energy Efficiency
Options: GDS was retained to update energy efficiency and load management technical
and market potential analyses completed in the mid 1990's time period, and to develop
recommendations redating to cost effective DSM programs for electric cooperatives in East
Texas. This study identified energy efficiency and load management (DSM) aptions that
were viable based on economiic tests presented in the California Standard Practice Manual
for Economic Analysis of Demand-Side Management Programs. DSM options that had a
Total Resource Cost test benefit/icost ratio greater than 1 3 and a positive net present value
for the particpant were ones that were recommended by GDS for further program
development

8/90-593 Central Maine Power Company - Manager of Marketing ServicesMarkelting and Product
Development

From 8/90 to 8/92 - Responsible for managing the design and impiementation of CMP's resicential,
commercial, and industrial demand-side management programs. Also responsible for corporate
market research, five-year DSM impiementation plans, testifying on DSM topics before regulatory
agencies, and for participating in integrated resource planning activities. Accountable for managing
a $26 million DSM budget and a staff of 50 persons. Served on three person lead team from 1989
to 1992 to develop CMF s first integrated resource plan. Dunng 1991 traveled to Czechoslovakia
and Poland to provide consulting to foreign utilities on DSM issues.

From 8/92 to 5/93, responsible for identifying and developing marketing strategies for products and
services which would improve the compettiveness of CMP's customers, increase the efficiency of
energy use, increase CMP's profitability. and which would reduce the rate of growth of electncity
prices for all customers. Directly responsible for the design of renewable energy and demand-side
management programs, integrated resource planning, research on new technologies and
managing marketing and product development staff. Also provided consulting services to utilites in
New Zealand Australia, and Buigaria relating 1o DSM program design and implementation.

£/86-8/90 Central Maine Power Company - Director of Market Research and Forecasting

Responsible for managing twenty-five professional employees. Duties included supervising DSM
program evaluation activities, short and long range load forecast development, local 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 planning models. Also participaied
in the development of the first Power Partners RFP. and in the evaluation and selection of
proposals submitted in response io this RFP.

¥85-5/86 Central Maine Power Company - Corporate Economist

Responsible for monitoring and forecasting energy and economic ends in the CMP service area
and in the New England Region. Duties incluced development of corporate short-term kivh sales
and revenue forecasts. marke! research studies and CMP's energy management strategy.
Instrumental in promoting the use of state-of-the art PC-based computer models for integrated
resource planning (UPLAN) Authored a second report on CMP's DSM strategy m Aprl 1986. Also
responsible for supervising several analysis.

¥17-5/185 Central Maine Power Company - Staff Economist
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(5/77 to 5/78) Joined CMP in May 1977 and worked in the Customer Services Department
Responsibilities included short-term forecasting, annual appliance saluration surveys, and
preparation of the 1977 and 1978 long-range energy and peak load forecasts

(5/78 to 12/80) in May of 1978, selected to join a new group, the Corporate Financial Model Staff, to
develop a new corporate financial model for CMP. Had major responsibility for development of a
revenue forecasting model. and assisted with development of models to produce income statement,
balance sheet, and sources and uses of funds forecasts. In addition to corpcrate model
devewopment. responsibiliies included short-term forecasting and market research.

{12/80 to 5/85} In December of 1980, moved to CMP's Research Depariment and worked for Phil
Hastings for five years. Responsible for all corporate market research, short-term k'Wh sales and
revenue forecasts, economic analyses and forecasts. and forecasts of key corporate planning
assumpticns. Prepared and published CMP's first DSM strategy study in March 1985.
Other Professional Activities:

* Board of Directors, Association of Energy Services Professionais (AESPj, 2005 to 2010

* Member of the Association of Energy Service Professionals (1993 to Present), Vice
Chairman of the Policy Committee (1995-1396), Chair of Policy Committee (1997 and 1998)

* Panel Leader, 1992 American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy (ACEEE) Summer
Study cn Building Energy Efficiency

* Chairman of the NEPOOL Demand-Side Management Planning Committee, September
1989 to September 1990, August 1991-July 1992

¢ Vice Charman of the NEPOOL Demand-Side Management Committee - January to August
1989, July 1990 - July 1991.

e Member of the NEPOQOL Demand-Side Management Task Force (1586-1988)

e Member of the Load Research Committee of the Association of Edison Illuminating
Companies (1988-1891)

* Altemate to the NEPOOL Govemeor's Liaison Committee (1986-1988).
* State Forecast Analyst for the NEPOGL Load Forecasting Model {1979-1986).

* Maine Model Manager of the New England Econemic Projeci economic forecasting model,
1983-1986

* Member of the Statistical Research Committee of the Eleciric Council of New England
(Chairperson 1982-1983, member 1577-1966).

*  Member of the Edison Electric Institute Economics Commithee (1386-1991)

* Past member of the Intemational Association of Energy Economists.

Publications:

1. Spellman, Richard F., Modeling of Energy Management Strategies with ihe Utility Systems
Analysis Model paper presented at the Internaticnai Load Management Conference,
November 1984, Chicago, lllinois
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2. Speliman, Richard F | Use of Computer Modeis and Load Research Data for Developing
Energy Management Strategies, paper presented at the Fifth Annual Northeast Load
Research Conference September 10-12, 1986, Farmington, Connecticut

3. Speliman, Richard F., Potential Market Penetration of DSM Programs at Central Maine
Power, paper presented at Third National Conference on Utility DSM Programs, June 16-18,
1987, Houston, Texas

4. Spelman Richard F., Demand-Side Management Marke! Penetration” Modeling and
Resource Planning Perspectives from Central Maine Power Company, paper presented at the
Fourth Nationa! Conference on Utility DSM Pregrams, May 2-4 1989, Cincinnati, Ohio

5 Spellman. Richard F., Using Program Evaluation Data for Long-Range Resource Planning at
Central Maine Power Company, paper presented at the Canadian Electrical Association’s
Conference on Enhancing Electricity’s ‘alue to Society, October 22-24 1990, Toronto,
Canada

6. Speliman, Richard F., Demand-Side Management from a North American Perspective,
Keynote Address to the Intemational Energy Agency Conference on Advanced Technologies
for Electnc Demand-Side Management, written for Joe C. Collier, Jr . President and Chief
Executive Gfficer of Central Maine Power Company, paper presented in Somrento, Italy on
Apni 3, 1991

7. Leamon, Ann K., and Spellman, Richard F.. From the Bottom Up: T&D and DSM paper
presented at the Sth National Demand-Side Management conference, July 30 - August 1,
1991 Boston, Massachusetts

8. Haeri, M. Hossein, and Speliman, Richard F., Infegration of Evaluation Resuits info the
Resource Planning Process, paper presented at the Sth National Demand-Side Management
Conference July 30 - August 1, 1891, Boston, Massachusetts

9. Spellman_ Richard F.. Does Fuel Switching Make Sense for an Electric Utility?, paper
presented at the 1992 International Energy Efficiency and DSM Conference, October 22,
1982, Toronto. Ontario

13. Spellman. Richard F, and Bruneite, Marguerite. Market Research for the Design.
Imptementation, and Evaluation of a Compaci Fluorescent Lighting Program, paper presented
at the EPRIFEUMRC Market Research Symposium, November 17-20, 1992, Dailas, Texas

11. Speliman, Richard F . Forum For Applied Research and Public Policy/Fall 1992, Energy
Management A View from Maine (Jounal Article)

12. Spelman Richard F.. OSM [ncentives Plus Electric Rate Adjustment Mechanisms Equat
Bottom Line (mpact, paper presented at the 6th National Demand-Side Management
Conference March 24-26, 1393, Miami Beach, Florida

13. Speliman. Richard F., Van Wie Dawid A.. Peaco, Daniel E., Lawrence, and Dennis R.,
Qptimizing Demand-Side and Supply Resources Using Linear Programming

14. Spellman. Richard F.. Utility Expenence With Load Management in Texas, EPRI/Houston
Lighting and Power Co. Load Management Conference, May 3, 1984, Houston, Texas.

15, Speliman, Richard F., The Role of DSM in the Privatized Electricity Sector in England and
Wales, and Mew Zealand, Paper Presented at the Association of Cemand-Side Management
Professionals Annual Meeting Orlando, Flonda, December 1994

16. Speliman. Richard, F. Energy Services in A Global Environment. Paper Presented at the
Association of Energy Services Professionais Annual Meeting. Phoenix. Arizona, December
1995,
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17. Speliman Richard F  ‘/alue Added Services as Profit Centers in Texas, Paper Presented at
the Association of Energy Services Professionals Annual Meeting, Beverly Hils. California,
Cecember 1936

18. Speliman Richard F ., ‘Preparing for Competition by Updating Corporate Marketing
Strategies”, Paper Presented at the Association of Energy Services Professionals Annual
Meeting, Boca Raton, Florida. December 1997,

15. Megdal, Lon, Speflman, Richard F., Johnson, Bruce “Methods and Measurement Issues for a
DSM Evaluation versus a Market Transformation Market Assessment and Baseline Study”,
Paper Presented at the 1999 Energy Program Evaluaticn Conference. Denver Colorado,
August 1999,

23. Speliman. Richard F. Sheit Feldman, Bruce Johnson Lon Megdal, *Measuring Market
Transformaton Progress & the Binomial Test: Recent Expenence at Bosten Gas Company”,
Paper presented at the ACEEE Summer Study on Building Energy Efficiency, August 2000.

21. Spellman Richard F. Glfin. Thomas M. Sheil Jolene A.. Micol John, "Experience and

Lessons from the Wisconsin Industrial Focus on Energy Program: Transformation in Industnal

Ensrgy Efficiency Markets", presented at Amencan Councdil for and Energy Efficient Economy

Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Buildings, Tamyfown New York. July 25-27 2001

Speliman. Richard F., Shel Feldman, Bruce Johnson, Lori Megdal, “Transition Strategies for

Market Transformation Programs: Recent Expenence at KeySpan Energy Delivery®, Paper

presented at the December 2001 127 National Energy Services Conference.

23. Rooney Thomas; Speliman Richara Rufo, Michael, Schiegel, Jeff “Estimating the Potental
for Cost Effective Electric Energy and Peak Demand Savings in Connecticut”, Paper
presented at the 2004 Amernican Council for an Energy Efficient Econamy Summer Study in
Pacific Grove, California. August 2004.

24. Speliman Richard F., Goldfarb. Lynn K., Bames, Harley “Using Market Research to improve
Program Design and Delwer; of Residential Lighting Programs in the US Northeast Region”,
Paper presented at the 157 National Energy Services Conference December 7, 2004,
Clearwater Beach, Flonda

25. Speliman Richard F.; Goldfarb, Lynn K.: Huber, Jeffrey, “IS THERE A POTENTIAL NATIONAL
MARKET FOR TRADING ENVIRONMENTAL CREDITS BASED OM THE ENVIRONMENTAL
SAVINGS ACHIEVED THROUGH ENERGY EFFICIENCY SAVINGS? Paper presented a: the 187
Navonal Energy Services Conference, December 2008,

26. Speliman, Richard F_; Rooney, Thomas: Burks. Jeffrey, Bean, Stephen: “Potential for Natural
Gas Savings in the Southwest” Paper presented at the 2006 ACEEE Summer Study on
Builging Energy Efficiency, held al Facific Grove, Califomia

(8]
[ ]

Diect Testimony of Richard F. Speliman:

1. On Behalf of Central Maine Power Company, Before the State of Mains Public Utiities
Commission, Docket Nos. 8548, 85-82, £5-83, filed July 7, 1986. Subject Matter: Economics
of Commercial and Industrial Conservation Programs in the CMP Service Area

On Behalf of Cental Maine Power Company, Before the State of Maine Public Utlities

Commission, Docket Nos. 88-111 and 87-2€1, filed November 6, 1387 Subject Matter DSM

Assumptions for Central Maine Power Company in Long Term Avoided Cost Filing.

3. On Behalf of Central Maine Power Company, Before the State of Maine Public Utlities
Commussion, Docket Nos. 85-111 and 87-261, filed June 22, 19882 Subject Matter: DSM
Potential and Cost Effectivensss in the CMP Service Area.

4. On Beha!f of Central Maine Power Company, Betore the State of Maine Public Utlities

18]
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17.

Commission, Docket No. 8968 filed May 19, 1989. Subject Matter: Review and explain the
basis for the updated shori-term kWh sales forecast on which CMP's revised Attrition Study is
based.

On Behaif of Central Maine Power Company, Before the State of Maine Public Utilities
Commission, Docket No. 89-68 filed October 24, 1989. Subject Matter: Review and explain
the basis for the short-term kWh sales forecast on which CMP*s Aftrition Study is based.
On Behalf of Central Maine Power Company, Before the State of Maine Public Utdities
Commisston, Docket No. 91-213, filed November 15, 1991. Subject Matter: Present CMP’s
conclusions regarding the advisability of inaugurating a residentiai space heat conversion
program in the Company's service territory.

On Behalfl of Central Maine Power Company, Before the State of Maine Public Utilities
Commission, Docket No. 91-213, filed July 31, 1992. Subject Maiter: Present updated
information regarding the advisability of inaugurating a residential space heat conversion
program in the Company's service territory.

On Behalf of Tex-La Electric Cooperative of Texas inc. Before the Public Utiiities Commission
of Texas, Docket No. 12289, filed July 1993. Subject Matter: Tex-La's DSM activities and
updating of TEX-LA Energy Efficiency Plan.

On Behaif of Tex-La Electric Cooperative of Texas, Inc. Before the Public Utilities Commission
of Texas Docket No. 12289, filed July 1983. Subject Matter Rebuttal testimony relating to
TEX-LA's DSM activities.

On Behalf of H.E. Butt Grocery Company, Before the Public Utilities Comm:ssion of Texas,
Docket No. 12820, Filed October 17, 1994. Subject Matter Proposed modifications to Centrail
Power and Light DSM Programs.

On Benalf of The Coalition of Cities and The City of Houston, Before the Public Utilities
Commuasion of Texas, Docket No. 12065, filed November 15, 1994. Subject Matter: Proposed
changes to Houston Lighting and Power Company’s DSM programs.

On Behalf of the Georgia Public Service Commission Staff IRP Adversary Team, Before the
Georgia Public Service Comnuission, Docket NO. 56802-U, filed May 8, 1995. Subject Mattes:
Proposed modifications to DSM programs proposed by Georgia Power Company in Integrated
Resource Pian filed by the Company in January 1995,

On Behaif of the Georgia Public Service Commission Staff IRP Adversary Team, Before the
Georgia Public Service Commission, Docket NO. 5601-U, filed May 8, 1995. Subject Matter:
Proposed modificatons to DSM programs proposed by Savannah Electnc and Power
Company in Integrated Resource Plan filed by the Company n January 1895

On Behalf of the Sam Rayburn G&T Electric Cooperative, Inc., Before the Public Utidiies
Commission of Texas, Docket No. 14893, filed September 1995 Subject Matter: Description
of SRG&T Compliance with pror Commission orders relating io SRG&Ts DSM activities.
On Behalf of the Sam Raybum G&T Electric Cooperative, Inc., Before the Public Utilities
Commission of Texas, Docket No. 14893, filed January 1996. Subject Matter: Rebuttal
testimony relating to SRG&Ts DSM activities

On Behalf of the Sam Raybum G&T Eiectric Cooperative, Inc., Before the Public Utiities
Commission of Texas, Docket No. 14863, filed March 1996. Subject Matter: Sumrebuttal
testimony relating to SRG&Ts DSM aclvities

On Behalf of the Georgia Public Service Commission Staff IRP Adversary Team, Before the
Georgia Public Service Commission, Docket Nos. 6315-U and €325-U filed April 5, 1396.
Subject Matter: Evaluation of Benefits and Costs of Residential Load Management Program
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18.

21

23.

24.

26.

Proposed by Gecergia Power Company.

On Behalf of Green Mountain Power Company Before the ‘Yermont Public Service Board,
Docket No. 5363, filed December 8, 19597. Subject Matter: Rebuttal Testimony relating to the
effectiveness of the Company s historical DSM activities.

On Behalf of the Georgia Public Service Commission Staff IRP Adversary Team, Before the
Georgia Public Service Commission, Docket NO 8708-U, filed May 29, 1996 Subject Matter
DSM programs proposed by Georgia Power Company in Integrated Resource Plan filed by
the Company in 1968.

On Behalf of the Georgia Public Service Commiission Staff IRP Adversary Team, Before the
Georgia Public Service Commission, Docket NC 8709-U, filed May 29, 1988, Subject Matter:
Proposed modificatons to DSM programs proposed by Savannah Electric and Power
Company in Integrated Resource Plan filed by the Company in January 1%95.

On Behalf of the Georgia Public Service Commission Staff IRP Adversary Team, Before the
Georgia Public Service Commission DocketNo 8705-U filed May 29 1998. Subject Matter
Proposed modifications to DSM programs proposed by Savannah Electric and Power
Company in Integrated Resource Plan filed by the Company in January 1998.

On Behalf of the Georgia Public Service Cemmission Staff IRP Adversary Team, Before the
Georgia Public Service Commission, Docket No. 13305-U, filed May 11, 2001 Subject Matter:
DSM programs proposed by Georgia Power Company in Integrated Resource Plan filed by
the Company in January 2001

On Behaif of the Georgia Public Service Commission Staff IRP Adversary Team, Before the
Georgia Public Service Commission, Docket No. 13306-U, filed May 11, 2001. Subject Matter:
Proposed modificatons to DSM programs proposed by Savannah Electric and Power
Company in Integrated Resource Pian filed by the Company in January 2001.

On Behalf of the Alliance to Save Energy, Before the Georgia Public Service Commission,
Docket Nos. 17687 & 17688-U, filed May 14, 2004. Subject Matter: Proposal for new energy
efficiency programs to be paid for and implemented by Savannah Electric and Power
Company and Georgia Power Company (this was intervener testimony filed in the Integrated
Resource Plan dockets heard before the Georgia Commission during 2004).

On Behalf of the Southem Alkance for Clean Energy, Before the Gecrgia Public Service
Commission, Docket Nos. 4822-U & 19279-U. fiiled November 12 2004. Subject Matter:
Provided comments on the rules of the Georgia Commission relating o the methodology for
the calculation of electric energy and capacity avoided costs that would apply to renewable
energy producers in the State of Georgia.

On behaif of the Public Staff of the North Carolina Utilities Commission, Before the North
Carolina Public Service Commission, Docket No. E-7 Sub 831, June 26, 2008, Subject
Matter. The purposes of this testimony were the following. (1) o determine whether the
SAVE-A-WATT (SAW) approach was in the public interest of the ratepayers of Duke Energy
Carolinas. LLC (Duke or the Company), (2) to determine whether the SAW program
administrator costs per lifetime kWh saved were reasonable and whether projected utility
margins for energy efficiency and demand response resources under the proposed SAVE-A-
WATT approach were reasonably based (3) to determine whether the SAW approach would
achieve the maximum achievable cost-effective potential for kilowatt-hour (kWh) and kilowatt
(kW savings In the Company s service area in North Carolina | (4] to determine whether any
additional cost-effective energy efficiency and demand response programs should be included
in the Company's Energy Efficiency Plan; (5) to determine whether an aitemative 1o SAW
exists that provides superior electricity and dollar savings to the Company's ratepayers at a
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much lower cost to them.

27 On behalf of Communities Against Regional Interconnect, Before the State of New York
Public Service Commission, Case Mo. 06-T-0650 Filed January 9, 2009 Subject Matter: The
purpose of thig testimony were the following: to present the achievable, cost effective non-
route altematives to construction of the New York Regional Interconnect (NYRI) projectand o
demonstrate that with the implementation of the proposed non-route alternatives there is no
real need for the NYRI project.

28. On behalf of Canneciicut Natural Gas Corpcration, Before the State of Connecticul
Department of Public Utility Control, Docket No. 08-12-08, Filed January 16, 2008, Subject
Matter: The purposes of this testmony were the following: (1) describe how the new
Connecticut Natural Gas (CNG) energy efficiency programs will strengthen the partnership
with customers through expanded communication and outreach, consistent with the state’s
policy encouraging energy efficiency; (2] present an overview of existing CNG energy
efficiency programs, (3) present information on best practice natural gas energy efficiency
programs in cther States; (4) describe CNG's proposalto expand energy efficiency program
oftenings; (S) provide a summary of proposed budgets, energy savings and cos! effectiveness
of proposed program offenngs, (6) descnbe siaffing needs to support the proposed programs;
(7) present information on the impact of proposed programs on natural gas use per customer;
(E) describe the regulatory mechanism for recovery of program costs.

25.  On behalf of the Southern Connecticut Gas Company, Before the State of Connecticut
Department of Public Utility Control, Docket No. 08-08-17, Filed January 20, 2009, Subject
Matter: The purposes of this testimony were the following: (1) deseribe how the new Southem
Connecticut Gas Company (SCG) energy efficiency programs will strengthen the partnership
with customers through expanded communication and outreach, consistent with the state s
policy ernicouraging energy efficiency; (2) present an averview of existng SCG energy
efficiency programs; (3) present information on best practice natural gas energy efficiency
programs in other States; (4) describe SCG's proposai to expand energy efficiency program
offerings. (5) provide a summary of proposed budgets, energy savings and cost effectiveness
of proposed program offerings: (8) descnbe staffing needs to support the proposed programs,
(7) present information on the impact of proposed programs on natural gas use per customer,;
(&) describe the reguiatory mechanism for recovery of program costs
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Georgia Institute of Technology, Woodrufl School of Mechanical Engimeering
M S Mechanical Zarineenng GPA-371 50

Master's Theds:
JSor Pozi-Conzumer Carper in Urban Regions
Relevant Conrsework: Epgzimeenng Design. Designing Open Engmeenng
Systems. Optimizanon m Engmeariag Design.
Desizn and Analysis of Expermments, Sumilancn
Busizess and the Emviroament. Rapid Protoryping

Columbia Universiry, Fu Foandation School of Engimeering and Applied Science
B.S Mechsaicsl Engineenng Overall GPA - 3.574.00
Mumor GPA-363400

Relevant Coursework: Ceoumputer Graphics and Desizn. Computer Aided

De:ign, Manufacmurmg Processes, Indusmal Econerics.

Iadu:tal Forecasnag, Probabilicy and Starisucs.

Atlams GA
Augmst 2008

Modyfied Comparame Life O ¢le Azzessment of End-of Life Opaon:

New York. NY

May 2006

Matg Programmmg

Certifications

Engineer in Training: Cernfied by the New Yok Sute Decamber 2066
Educanoa Deparmren:

Techmical Skills

Applications: REM Rate. Home Energy Ranng Tool, Matlsh [DEAS.
DIVENTOR. ProEngineer, Excel MS Word PowerPom:

Work Expenience

CDS Associate:, Inc.
*  Florida Public Service Commission
- Technical Consalting Assistance

September 2008 - prasent

= Concept Paper: Compiled a paper for the Florida Public Service Comnnssioa on mopics
related to epergy efficiency potennal and seming migers for demand-side managemsn:
enargy afficiency programs  Subrects included swengths snd weaknessas of benafitces:
t2sts, wchoiques for the development of energy efficiency zoal: methodological best
pracoces for conductng energy efficiency potential stuches. revemne- and cost-recovery
and pefonmance iucenmves. poteatal supply-side efficiency tmprevemenn and
regulsnon: effecting epergy efficiency not under commol of the unlimes of the public
sevice commussion  Regarding all of these issues. commection: where made where
appropriate to talor discussions ia verms of cwrear e ourent Flonds Energy Efficiency
aud Comservanon Acr (FEECA), wihich sers the regulanons and parameters for energy
efficiency snd comsarvanoa 1a Flomda Based on tus comrext recommendanons were
made w the FPSC regarding appropriate besefi-cosn test ueed to defermine
Imessure progrsm cost-effecoveness. medhodolomes for condmeung potenmal smdies
performance inceatves (rewards and repercussions). and method: for manslanng smdies
mto goals This work also requred the crestion sad iuplemenmton of & survey desizmed
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1o asceram methods for semmg savings mrgets used by orgamracon overseeing best-
practice energy eficiency programs.

»  Techmicsl Potential Study - Review: This work in progress iavolves an sssessment of
the Statewide Techmical Poteanal Smudy snd the :even FEECA unlimes individual
tachnicai potential reports conducted by Imon  The recommendanons and conclusions
drawn from s sisesiment where meorporared tnro a report to be submurted 1o the FPEC
The review covers all methodologies assmmpuons sources, sud models used to
d the tacknical p 1 avalable within the seven FEECA unhity senice aress.
Tae projec: inclndes so sssessment of the residennal commercial snd mdusmal sector
energy eficiency. demsnd response. snd customer-23 poreanal.

=  Georgia Public Service Commission
- Consalting Assistance with the DSM Working Group

5> For this omgomg project. Ms Gudry has amended ail of the 2003 2009 Georga Power
Company Di d-Sida Mansg Working Croup meetings 24 an advicor to the
< cmff Contr 0 the group have mcluded (1) a review of the propoted
techmical mamusl for emergy efficient messure complemnsss. (2) A sel STIW-man
proposals for residennal eaergy efficiency progrsms. basted on best-pracuce progmm
plans, thar inclded descniptions of meanwme bundles, mmplementaton suategies,
markenag swatezies poteonal wader allies, apd venficatnoa and evaluanons plas:: and
(3) & summary of current CFL incentives rebates offered taroughout the country as s
percenr of incrementzl megsure costs m arder 1o determune 8 besr-prachice imcentive level
for achieving high market penemanion rates a: rebate levels under 100% of the full
mcremental Coste

= C Azamst Regional Interconnect
- Eurgy Efficiency and Demand Response Technical Consulting Atsistance

This work acluded 2 Resideanal Techaical Potennal Smdy for the downstate regon of
Mew York. which involved research compilanen and documsamnon of all messure data
sad sssumpnons  Ms Gudry mcorporated the dam immw the GDS residennal techmcal
p I model w0 the savings p 1 Ms Guwdry also assisted m the
sssessment of fypical resideanial energy efficiency program peckages in order
determune savings potennal asd economuc and fmpacts  Addinonslly. she drafred the
residennial secror technecal potennal secnon of rechnucal wimess Spaliman s exhior The
results of te ressdennal rechaical p 1 smady and ls developed
supported My Spellman’s claim ther the wzumrum cl’ m NYFRI! propoied
Trapsmission Line could be sveadad if aggressive energy efficiency were miplementad
mstand

*  Hoosier Enerzy Raral Electric Cooperative
- Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Technical Potential Srudy
o Ms Guidry assicted m the development and review of the techmical ecomomic and
achievable potennal energy efficisncy esumstes for the commercial and mdusmal sectors
of Hoosier Eaergy s service 1ervitory

= BuckeyePower, Inc.
- “Lite” Techmical Potential Study

= Ms Gmdry assisted m the “Lite” Techmcal Potenral Study for Buckeve Power Inc
This emdy involved “lise™ asseiunents of both residental energy efficiency and demand
response programs. Work mcluded research, © 1 and doc ion of all
measure data assumpnons: the data ipw sod model update of the GDS reudenasl
techmical potennal model: and the dat iopur sad vpdatmg of tie GDS cost-effecnvenss:
model

= Consolidated Edison Company
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— Technical Consulting Assiztance
2 This wosk included a review of the Techmcal Reference Mapual for gas spplances,
specificaily those related 10 winser sepsifive memparstures The imvestgation meluded
Sltering through national standards for calculstng hestme load hours and equrvalent full
load humg lwurs for reud.m:ul heanng equipmen: (boulers and furnaces) s well as
for calcnlanng regionally specific heating degree day:.
The ~u!mmnn of the work 1ocluded @ memo sent out 10 tvolved parties addressing the
discrepancies between e merhod used m the Techmcsl Reference Mannal and the
naticaal stsndards for calculating heating load hours and well as the proposed aliematrve
esnmates for the Naw York Ciry ragioa

Graduate Research Assstast Fall 2006 - Augus: 2008
= Project: Modeling Mareriai Flow: for Swstamadle Indusmal Syzrems for Urban Region:
o Mamwenal Use. Science, Enzneenug sud Socery (MUSES) project - Nanonal Sceace
Foundation Award No 062£100
2 collaboranve project focused ox the sustamabdiry of recycling post-cossamer product:
urban regions based on socul ecomomic and emviroamental viabiliry with conrriburions
fom City aad Regional Pl z. Chemucsl Eng ing 3ad Mechanical Engmeering a1
Georgia Insumute of Techoology, Mecham<al Eagmeenng ot Unsversury of Washmzon:
and the Regonal Resesrch Instmae st Weat Virgimes Ussversity
= Thesis: Modified Compararrie Life Oycie Azzezzment of End-aof-Life Oprions for Pozi-Coniumer
Carper m Urban Regions
o meodular process and facility modeling
o study of materal reclamsnon secoadary marenal reclamavon  and waste disposal end-
of-life oprioas for post-consummer carpet
o modifed LCA coacermanng oa social (employmen! OppornOunes) ecomOmc
(nvestments and ssving:) and eovironmental (piobal wwming potemmal critema
pollutants. zolid wasres) impacts
sensinvity of medel explored 1o determune npping poinss. ensbler: snd ihitators
. Colfennu Presentation - The Instmre for Operaticns Rezearch and the Management Sciences
o DVFORMS Annual Meeung November +-7. 2007, Seanle. Washington
o Presenmnea. A Iriple Bomom Line Comparuon of Carper Reclamanon Smaiegre: for
Urbar Region: - By Caroline Guidry and Dr. Bert Bras: Presensed by Dr Bent Bras

GDS Assocuates, Inc. - 1850 Parkway Place. Suxte €00 - Manema. GA 30067
770 427 8100 - Fax 770 426 0303 - caroline gmdry 4 gdssssociares com
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Ranking of FEECA Utilities by Absolute Cumulative kW Savings from Load Management Programs

Figure 1: Rankings of US Electnc Utilities by their total amount of kW saved by Load Management Programs in 2007

il # 2: Progress Energy Flonda

#5: Florida Power and Light

_| #39: Gulf Power Company

#70: Tampa Electric Company

Note: From US EIA Form 861 database

Note: Orlando Utility Company, Florida Public Utilities Company and JEA did not report savings for 2007.
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Figure 2: Rankings of US Electric Utilities by their total amount of kW saved by Load Management Programs in 2006

1200 +

[#1: Progress Energy Florida |
1000 USSR Ls
|#21:Florida Power and Light l
800 i R e .
|
|#42: Gulf Power I

600 Hil

400 JifHh

200 4

| .‘v. H’:H]““ll‘\u nOnnnnn:
Note: From US EIA Form 861 database

Note: Tampa Electric Company, Orlando Utility Company, Florida Public Utilities Company and JEA, did not 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
1400

1200 | s e == S s A

1000 Jl#2: Fiorida Power and Light s 2 o, e f A G el g Ciall AR

800 .!

600 -Jif

400

200 |

L0 B 0 0 L B L N B IR

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.



Figure 4: Top Twenty Utilities Ranked by Total Load Management Savings in 2007
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Rankings of US Electric Utilities by Absolute kW Savings

Utility 2007 Total Peak
Code Rank Utility Name State Reduction (KW)
17609 1 | Southern California Edison Co CA 1,321,000
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
Florida Power & Light
6452 5 | Company FL 575,000
Nebraska Public Power
13337 6 | District NE 497,000
13374 7 | Constellation NewEnergy, Inc MD 398,000
12658 8 | Minnkota Power Coop, Inc ND 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 1A 274,000
15470 14 | PSI Energy Inc IN 251,000
1167 15 | Baltimore Gas & Electric Co MD 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

Exhibit RFS-3
Page 4 of 6



Figure 5: Top Twenty Utilities Ranked by Total Load Management Savings in 2006
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Rankings of US Electric Utilities by Absolute kW Savings

2006 Total

Peak
Utility Reduction

Code Rank Utility Name State {(KW)
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

Nebraska Public Power
13337 5 | District NE 560,000
7140 6 | Georgia Power Co GA 362,000
12658 7 | Minnkota Power Coop, Inc ND 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 Light 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
14940 18 | PECO Energy Co PA 175,000
14063 19 | Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co OK 156,000
Sacramento Municipal Util

16534 20 | Dist CA 135,000

Exhibit RFS-3
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Figure 6: Top Twenty Utilities Ranked by Total Load Management Savings in 2005
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Rankings of US Electric Utilities by Absolute kW Savings

2005 Total

Peak
Utility Reduction

Code Rank Utility Name State (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 1A 350,000
13687 8 North Carolina Eastern M P A NC 261,000
15466 9 Public Service Co of Colorado CcO 248,000
15470 10 PSI Energy Inc IN 247,000
12341 11 MidAmerican Energy Co IA 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 of FEECA Utilities by Cumulative kW Savings as Percent of Summer Peak Load

Figure 1:Rankings of US Electric Utilities on % of 2007 Summer Peak Load Saved with Load Management Programs in 2007
80.00%

70.00%

60.00%

50.00%

# 124: Florida Power and Light

40.00%

30.00% {#141: Gulf Power |

20.00% - . e = BT e L
Tampa
10.00% Electric itt—em——]|
m Company
0.00% I Il | {i{il | M AN 0ARnsa00nAanRnnD, ' b

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 JEA did not report savings for 2007.
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i Fi_g_ure Z Rankings of US Electric Utilities on % of 2006 Summer Peak Load Saved with Load Management Programs in 2006
05l =% - - — - e = = — - e .
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Note: Tampa Electric Company, Orlando Utility Company, Florida Public Utilities Company and JEA did not report savings for

2006.
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- 00‘l;rgure 3:Rankings of US Electric Utilities as a % of 2005 Summer Peak Load Saved with Load Management Programs in 2005

60.00% —

50.00% [ — - -

40.00%

#107: Florida Power and Lrght
30.00% :

20.00% - [#132: Tampa Electric Companyl

|ﬂ62: Gulf Power

10.00%

0.00% J ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ “ ‘\‘ ‘l le ‘H ‘H‘:‘;;‘ th i HI T
Note: Based on actual kW reduct|on from Load Management Programs in 2007 and Summer Peak Load for each ut|||ty from the US EIA Form 861

Note: Orlando Utility Company, Progress Energy Florida, Florida Public Utilities Company and JEA did not report savings for 2005.
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Figure 4: Top Twenty Utilities Ranked as a % of 2007 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 ND 387,000 540,000 71.67%
12301 2 Nodak Electric Coop Inc ND 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 Cco 19,000 51,000 37.25%
213 5 Alaska Electric Light&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 SD 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 ND 13,000 69,000 18.84%
20472 15 Wharton County Elec Coop, Inc X 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 1A 6,000 35,000 17.14%
20997 20 Yellowstone Valley Elec Co-op MT 10,000 59,000 16.95%
Weighted 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 % of 2006 Summer Peak Load Saved with Load Management Programs in 2006

Annual 2006
Peak
Reduction as
2006 Total Percentage
Peak 2006 of 2006
Utility Reduction Summer Summer
Code | Rank Utility Name State (KW) Peak (KW) Peak
12301 1 Nodak Electric Coop Inc ND 76,000 135,000 56.296%
12658 2 Minnkota Power Coop, Inc ND 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 1A 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 SD 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 X 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%
13687 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%
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Figure 6: Top Twenty Utilities Ranked as a % of 2005 Summer Peak Load Saved with Load Management Programs in 2005

2005 Total 2005 Annual 2005 Peak
Peak Summer Reduction as
Utility Reduction Peak Percentage of 2005
Code | Rank State (KW) (KW) Summer Peak

12301 1 Nodak Electric Coop Inc ND 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 ND 66,000 138,000 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%
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 SD 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 D 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 X 7,000 38,000 18.42%
19790 19 Verendrye Electric Coop Inc ND 10,000 55,000 18.18%
3279 20 Central Power Elec Coop, Inc ND 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
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Exhibit RFS - 5: Ranking of FEECA Utilities by Incremental Annual kWh Savings as Percent of Sales

Figure 1: Rankings of US Electric Utilities as a % of Annual kWh Sales Saved with Energy Efficiency Programs in 2007
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Not1e: Based on incremental annual kWh Savings from Energy Efficiency Programs in 2007 for each utility from the US EIA Form 861 Dat:

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 Saved with Energy Efficiency Programs in
2006
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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 Ultilities Company did not report savings for 2006.
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Figure 3: Rankings of US Hectric Utilities as a % of Annual 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 JEA did not report savings for 2005.
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Figure 4: Top Twenty Utilities Ranked by Annual 2007 Energy Savings as a Percentage of Annual kWh Sales
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 Electric Coop 1A 2,606,000 101,177,000 2.58%
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 Southern California Edison Co CA 1,551,503,000 | 79,505,231,000 1.95%
4176 I 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 s 1.56%
19497 9 United llluminating 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 X 117,649,000 11,546,977,000 1.02%
6022 19 Eugene 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 1A 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 CcO 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 llluminating Co CT 76,242,000 5,919,000,000 1.29%
4176 1 Connecticut Light & Power Co CT 264,916,000 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 1A 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%
Weighted Average Annual kWh Savings as a Percent of Annual Retail kWh Sales 2,562,817,000 236,548,053,000 1.08%
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Figure 6: Top Twenty Utilities Ranked by Annual 2005 Energy Savings as a Percentage of Annual kWh Sales

Annual 2005
Energy
2005 Energy Efficiency

Efficiency Savings asa %
Utility Savings (kWh) 2005 Annual of Annual kWh

Code Rank Utility Name State Incremental retail kWh Sales Sales
10768 1 | Laurens Electric Coop, Inc sC 35,951,000 924,781,000 3.89%
7303 2 | Glidden Rural Electric Coop 1A 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 llluminating Co cT 80,931,000 6,106,000,000 1.33%
20455 10 | Western Massachusetts Elec Co | MA 40,238,000 3,113,996,000 1.29%
11804 11 | Massachusetts Electric Co MA 199,421,000 15,491,461,000 1.29%
6374 12 | Fitchburg Gas & Elec Light Co NH 3,986,000 332,612,000 1.20%
1015 13 | Austin Energy X 111,000,000 10,997,914,000 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 City 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: Utility Name Incremental Savings | Total Retail Sales %
1 Reedy Creek Improvement Dist 11,607 1,183,620 0.9806%
2 Gainesville Regional Utilities 14,327 1,876,933 0.7633%
3 | City of Tallahassee 9,465 2,755,874 0.3434%
4 Florida Power & Light Company 208,608 105,274,631 0.1982%
5 Lee County Electric Coop, Inc 5,769 3,621,892 0.1593%
6| Florida Power Corp 51,413 39,281,638 0.1309%
7| Guif Power Co 12,353 11,520,888 0.1072%
8| JEA 13,000 12,844,424 | 0.1012%
9 Tampa Electric Co 18,581 19,532,753 0.0951%
10 | sumter Electric Coop, Inc 1,918 2,677,554 0.0716%
" | Florida Public Utilities Co 574 812,897 0.0706%
12 Clay Electric Cooperative, Inc 584 3,195,230 0.0183%
13 | City of Lakeland 9 2,928,568 0.0003%

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

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 | 0.108%
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%
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Table 3: 2005 Incremental Annual kWh Energy Savings
by Florida Utilities as Reported in the EIA Form 861 Database

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 JEA 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 1 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 turn-in 7.8%
Light Emitting Diode (LED) lighting 0.9%
Programmable thermostats 0.8%
Second freezer turn-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.

e Zero-energy homes

e T-5 lighting

e Daylighting/Solar tubes

e Dimmable CFLs

e 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

e  Computers/Office Equipment
TVs — Energy Star over Standard
Energy Efficiency “Smart” Power Strip for PC/Monitor/Printer

Water Heating
e Commercial Dishwashers

e Commercial Clothes Washers

e Booster Water Heater

e Point of Use Water Heater

e Low Flow Faucet/Shower Adaptors

e Energy Efficient Pool Pumps
e High Efficiency Spas/Hot Tubs
e Solar Pool Heater
e Heat Pump Pool Heater
e Temperature Control
e Pool Cover
e Liquid Pool Cover
Building Envelop

e Integrated Building Design
e Energy Efficient Windows
Ventilation
e Dual Enthalpy Economizer (from Fixed Damper and Dry Bulb)
Space Cooling
e Variable Refrigerant Volume/Flow
e Dedicated Outdoor Air System
e Radiant Ceiling Cooling
e HVAC Controls
e Programmable Thermostat
e LEED Enhanced Commissioning
Cooking
e High Efficiency Steamer
e High Efficiency Holding Cabinet
e Demand Ventilation Control
e Induction Cook-tops
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Lighting
e Specialty Fixture — Halogen Infra Red Bulb
e Specialty Fixture — Integrated Ballast 25W MH
e Specialty Fixture — Induction Fluorescent 23W
e Specialty Fixture — Metal Halide Track
e (Cold Cathode Screw-in
e LED Screw-in
e LED Christmas type — decorative lighting
e Efficient Lighting Design
Refrigeration
e Vending Miser for Non-Refrigerated Machines
e Refrigeration Economizer
¢ Commercial Reach-In Cooler
¢ Commercial Reach-In Freezer
e Commercial Ice-Maker
e Zero-Energy Doors — Coolers
e Zero-Energy Doors — Freezers
e Door Heater Controls
e Discuss Compressor
e Scroll Compressor
e Floating Heat Pressure Control
Compressed Air

e Compressed Air — Non-Controls
¢ Compressed Air — Controls
e Transformers

Energy Efficiency Transformers
Space Heating

e Water Source Heat Pump
Non-HVAC Motors

e Efficient Motors

e Variable Frequency Drives (VFD)
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Exhibit RES - 8: Free Rudership Estimates — GDS Study

A free rider is a “program participant who would have implemented the program
measure or practice in the absence of the program.™ Free-ridership rates are difficult to
determine, greatly due to the tendency of consumers to falsely agree that they would
have selected energy efficient products regardless of the cumrent program in place. This
misinformation is intensified when more than one lighting program is active in one area.
Consumers who consider themselves free-nders in one program might have learned
about measures, such as compact fluorescent light bulbs. through a different program.
Thus they would not be free-nders after all.

Although difficult to determine, free-ridership rates give insight into the overall
effectiveness of an energy efficiency program. Low rates show that the population is not
familiar 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-ndership survey, or they can suggest that the program is
paying 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-to-gross ratio of 0.8. Below,
Table 1 summanzes these results.

Table 1: Free Ridership Rates

|prﬂnms Free-Ridership Rates
Connecticut Light and Power 6% for bulbs. 3% for fiztures and ponables
Efficiency Maine Will be avallable in Feburary, 2007
Efficiency Vermont 0%

National GridMass Elactric” 0%

Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance NJA

NSTAR' 5%

NYSERDA 8.50%

Pacific Gas and Electric MNet-to-gross rawo: C.8

Pubilic Service Company of New Hampshire |N/A

Wsconsin Focus on Energy 0683%

! The California Evaluation Framework. Prepared for the California Public Utilities Commission and the Project
Advisory Group, Tech Market Works, june 2204,

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

Technical Potential Max Acheivable Potential Achievable Cost Effective Potential
Year for which|
results are Res Comm Ind Total Res Comm Ind Total Res Comm Ind Total
reported
FL 2019 " 2.19% 111% 1.49% 0.89% 0.47% 0.62%
us. 2020 %° 10.14% 409% | 567% | 4.42% | 4.78%
us. 2030 % 11.20% 7.81% | 8.84% | 7.59% | 8.54%
Downstate NY (Load 2018 '€
Zones H, |, J, K) 16% 18% 19% 19%
CT (2004) 2012 21% 25% 20% 24% 17% 17% 17% 17% 13% 14% 13% 13%
CA (2006) 20162 39% 27% 18% 30% 13% 6% 10% 10%
FL 2017° 22% | 30% | 24% | 26%
GA 2015 ° 33% 33% 17% 29% 21% 22% 15% 20% 9% 10% 7% 9%
Big Rivers (KY) 2015 ° 26% 11% 18% $% 16% 10% 9% 12%
Mass. 2007 © 31% 21% 21% 24%
North Carolina (2006) 2016 7 40% 32% 24% 33% 20% 22% 18% 20% 17% 12% 12% 14%
North Carolina (2007) 2026 7 31% 19%
State of New York 20128 37% 41% 22% 37% 26% 38% 16% 30%
NY/NJ/ PA 2011 ° 35% 41%
RI 2018 '® 34% 32% 14% 28% 28% 28% 14% 24% 9% 10% 1% 9%
OR 2013 "° 28% | 32% | 35% | 31%
Puget Sound (WA) 2023 " 17% 7% 0% 12% 7% 6% 0% 6%
Southwest 2020 '? 26% 37% 33% 33%
T 2017 32% 39% 26% 33%
vT 2015 ™ 40% 40% 21% 35% 26% 24% 15% 22% 21% 21% 15% 19%
Wi 2015 ' 4.9% 4.8% 9.2%
" Technical Potential Max Acheivable Potential _ Proposed Goals
FPL 2018 36.6% 18.3% 26.8% 1.43% 2.2% 1.8% 0.59% 0.87% 0.74%
TECO 2018 23.8% 2.9% 5.4% 1.06% 0.2% 0.3% 0.47% 0.15% 0.19%
ouC 2019 29.8% 18.8% 23.0% 0.98% 1.0% 1.0% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
FPU 2019 39.5% 26.1% 31.8% 1.54% 1.7% 1.6% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Progress 2019 35.2% 23.4% 30.1% 5.16% 2.2% 3.9% 2.08% 0.72% 1.50%
GULF 2018 25.8% 18.6% 22.3% 2.02% 1.3% 1.7% 1.14% 0.98% 1.06%
JEA 2019 32.3% 14.1% 21.9% 1.03% 0.9% 1.0% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
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Notes:

1 GDS Assodiates, "Independent Assessment of Conservation and Energy Efficiency Potential for Conneclicut and the Southwest Connecticut Region, Appendix B," June 2004.

2. Itron et al., "Calitornia Energy Efficiency Potential Study,” vol. 1, May 2006. Achievable cos! effectiva potentiai is defined as a market potential scenano where incentives are the
average between 2004 incentive leveis and full measure cost.

3. R. Neal Ellictt et al., "Potential for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy to Meet Fiorida's Growing Etectricity Needs," ACEEE report EQ72, February 2007.

4. Georgia Environmental Fadilities Authonity, "Assessment of Energy Efficiency Potenfial in Georgia - Final Report,” prepared by ICF Consulting, May 5, 2005.

5. "The Maximum Achievable Cost Effective Potential for Electric Energy Efficiency In the Service Territory of the Big Rivers Electric Corporation,” prepared for Big Rivers Electric
Cooperative by GDS Associates, November 2005.

6. "Remaining Electric Energy Efficiency Opportunities in Massachusetts: Final Report,” prepared for program administrators and Massachusetts Division of Energy Resources by
RLW Analytics, Inc. and Shel Feldman Management Consulting, June 7, 2001.

7. GDS Assodates, "A Study of the Feasibility of Energy Efficiency as an Eligible Resource as Part of 2 Renewable Portfollo Standard for the State of North Carolina,” December
2006.

8. New York State Energy Research and Development Authority, "Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Resource Development Potential in New York State - Final Report,”
prepared by Optimal Energy, Inc., August, 2003.

S. ACEEE, “Energy Efficiency and Economic Development in New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania,® 1997.

10. "Energy Efficiency and Conservation Measure Resource Assessment for the Residential, Commercial, Industrial, and Agricultural Sectors," prepared for the Energy Trust of
Oregon by Ecotope, Inc., ACEEE, and the Tellus Institule, January 2003.

11. "Assessment of Long-Tem Electricity and Natural Gas Conservation Potential in Puget Sound Energy Service Area 2003—2024," prepared for Puget Sound Energy by KEMA-
XENERGY/Quantec, August 2003.

12. "The New Mother Lode: The Potential for More Efficient Electricity Use in the Southwest,” prepared for Hewlstt Foundation Energy Series by Southwest Energy Efficiency Project,
November 2002.

13. ACEEE, "Potential for Energy Efficiency, Demand Response, and Onsite Renewable Energy to Meet Texas' Growing Electricity Needs,” ACEEE report EO73, March 2007.

14. Vermont Department of Public Service, “Vermont Electric Energy Efficiency Potential Study, Final Report,” prepared and submitted by GDS Associates, Inc., January 2007. This
study includes fuel shifting programs to shift residential customers away fr

15. Energy Center of Wisconsin, “Energy Efficiency & Customer-Sited Renewable Energy: Achievable Potentia! in Wiscensin: 2006—-2015," November 2005. Wisconsin reported
combined results for commeercial and industrial sectors as C&l.

16. GDS Associates, "Energy Efficiency Potential in the Downstate Region of New York™, prepared for New York Communities Againts Regional Interconnect”, January 2008, filed in
New York Public Service Commission Case No. 06-T-0650.

17. Forefront Economics, "Duke Energy Carolinas, DSM Action Plan: North Carolina Report”, August 31, 2007.

18. KEMA, Inc., "Rhode Island Enemy Efficiency and Resource Management Council: Opportunity Report - Phase 17, submitted to the Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission, Juty
15, 2008.

18. ttron, "Technical Potential for Electric Energy and Peak Demand Savings in Florida.” - DRAFT FINAL REPORT: March 4, 2008. NCTE: Represents savings as percent of 2019
forecasted baseiine sales.

20. EPRI, "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 of Energy Efficiency Programs — Use of Cost-Effectiveness Tests by States

Non-
Specific

Primary
Test

Requires
All

State TRC ‘ SCT | PCT 'PACT’ RIM ’ Other

DE*

IN
KS*
KY
LA
MA TRC
ml
| ME SCT .
Mi ¥
MN - SCT . . - . -
| MO | TRC
MS
MT - -
NC
ND
NE
NE TRC . .
NJ -
[ N TRC :
NV
MY TRC
OH
Ok
OR* » »
PA
|
SC
=D
Ut PACT - -
VA . . . . .
VT SCT .

™
TX FACT
WA
Wi SCT .
Wy .
WY [
' Proposec or not yet cocfied in statute/Commession Order.

! Allows any or 3/ 1ests_ thougn the RIM may not be used as prmary or mitng cost-efectivensss test

Source: Regulatory Assistance Project (RAP) analysis



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

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

Page 1 of 2

Exhibit RFS - 11: Summary of Benefits and Costs Included in Each Cost-Effectiveness Test
Table 1: National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency — Understanding Cost-Effectiveness of Energy
Efficiency Programs - Summary of Benefits and Costs Included in Each Cost-Effectiveness

Test
Test | Benefits | Costs
PCT Benefits and costs from the perspective of the customer instaliing the measure
= |ncentive payments = Incrementai equipment costs
= Bill savings = Incremental instaliation costs

=  Applicable tax credits or incentives

PACT | Perspective of utility, government agency, or third party impiementing the program
* Energy-relaied costs avoided by the utility | = Program overhead costs

= Capacity-reiated costs avoided by the = Ultility/program administrator
utility,» mclud!ng generation, transmission. incentive cosis
and distribution = Utility/orogram administrator

installation costs

RIM impact of efficiency measure on non-pa:ticipating ratepayers overail
* Energy-relaied costs avoided by the utility | = Program overhead costs

= Capacity-related costs avoiced by the = Utility/program administrator
utility, including generation, transmission. incentive costs
and distribution = Ultility/program administrator

installation costs

= Lost revenue due to reduced
energy bills

TRC Benefits and costs from the perspective of all utility customers (participants and non-
participants} in the utiiity service territory

* Energy-related costs avoided by the utility | = Program overhead costs

= Capacity-reiated costs avoided by the *  Program installation costs

utility, including generation, transmission. = Incremenial measure costs

and distribution {whether paid by the customer or
* Addciuonal resource savings (i.e., gas and utility

water if utility is electric)
* Monetized environmenial ang non-energy
benefits (see Section 4.9}

= Applicable tax credits {see Section &.4)

SCT Benefits and costs to alf in the utiity service territory. state, or nation as a whole
= Energy-related costs avoiced by the utility | = Program overhead costs

= Capacity-reiaied costs avoiced by the * Program instaliation costs

utility, including generation, transmission. | = |ncremental measure costs

and distribution {whether paid by the customer or
* Adciuonal resource savings (i.e., gas and utilicy )

water if utility is electric}
* Non-monetized benefits {and costs) such
as cleaner air or health impacts

Source: Standard Practice Manua! Economic Analys:s of Demand-Side Programs and Projects
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Table 2: Components of DSM Benefit/Cost Tests

RATE IMPACT TOTAL
PARTICIPANT MEASURE RESOURCE UTILITY COST SOCIETAL
TEST TEST COST TEST TEST TEST

BENEFITS:

Reduction in
Customer's
Utility Bill

X

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

Table 1: Cost-Effectiveness Test Required® (by law or regulation)

State TRC | SCT | PCT | PAC | RIM | OTHER | ALL | N/A
Alabama X
Alaska X
Arizona X
Arkansas X
California X
Colorado x
Connecticut X
DC b 4
Delaware x
Florida X X
Georgia X
Hawali X
idaho X
Hinois X
Indiana X
lowa x

Kansas X
Kentucky x
Louisiana X

Maine X

Marytand X

Massachusotis X

Michigan X
Minnesota x
Mississippi

x

Missourl X
Montana x T
Nebraska x|
Nevada X
New Hampshire X
New Jersey x
New Mexico ®
New York X

! The study determined 8 test to be a ‘required’ if there Is a statute, law, regulation, rule or commission order
indicating a particular test that must be met before OSM measures or programs would be considered a resource,
elther explicit or implied through a list of cost-effectiveness test elements or commission precedent.
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State TRC | SCT | PCT | PACT | RiIM | OTHER | ALL | N/A
North Carciina X
North Dakota X
Ohio x
Oidahoma X
QOregon X X
Pennsyhzania X
Rhode Island X
South Cardling X
South Dakota X
Tennossee x
Texas x
Utah X
Vermont X
Virginia X
Washington X
Wost Virginia X
Wisconsin X
Wyoming X

Table 2: Cost-Effectivencss Tests Reported (in practice)

Stata TRC | 5CT | PCT | PAC | RIM | OTHER | NONE | Primary
Alabama X N/A
Alaska X N/A
Arizons X ST
Ariansss X X X X NONE
Calfomia X 4 X X X TRC
Colorado X TRC
Connecticut X X PACY
oc X RIM
Delawars X TRC
Florida X X X NONE
Georgin X X x X X NONE
Hawsil X X X X X NONE
idaho X X X NONE
Nincie x TRC
Indisna X X X X X NONE
lows H X X 3 ST
Kansas X X X X X NONE
Kantucky X X X b3 X NONE
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GDS Survey --
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State TRC | SCT PACT | UM | OTHER | NONE | Primary
Louisiana X N/A
Maine X SCT
Maryiand X X NONE
Massachutatts X TRC
Michigen X NONE
Minnasota X X x X SCT
Misissippl X N/A
Misgouri X X TRC
Montany X X X SCT
Nebrasia x N/A
Nevadu X X X NONE
New Hempahire X X TRC
New Jorsey X X X X X T
New Maxico x TRC
New York X X TRC
North Caroline X X X b 4 NONE
North Oukota x RIM
| ono x N/A
| Ovihoma x RIM
[ oragon x x NONE
Pennsylvan X TRC
Rhode Isiand X RICET™
| Seuth Carolina X N/A
| South Dekate x RIM
Tennesiee X N/A
Taxxs X PACT
Utah X x X X PACT
Venmont X 3T
Virginia X x x X NONE
Washington X X X X TRC
Waest Virginia x N/A
Wisconsin X SCT
Wyoming X RIM

Note:

Exhibit RFS-12
Page 3 of 3

*RICET: Rhode Island Cost Effectiveness Test, similar to the TRC test as 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.

N/A: Refers to situations where there are no legal guidelines for testing and there is no primary

test in practice.
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. 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),
C.R.S. tn 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

inois 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

lowa 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 environmentalt 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 Yes there is an analysis done and includes greenhouse gases. Separate analysis than TRC test as the TRC doesn't

Hampshire 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 CO2. Recognizing the increasing role that coa | 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 of future legal requirement s to reduce greenhouse gas emissions,
including CO2 . 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 RES - 14: LBNL Study — Base Case and Utility Build Moratorium
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Figure E- 11. Base Case and Utility Build Moratoriumn annual average retail rates
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Exhibit RES - 15: Top 20 Electric Utilities Based on Annual kWh Savings as Reported in EIA Form 861 Database

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

2007 Energy 2007 Energy Cumulative Annual

Hfciency Efficiency Savings 2007 Energy Annual 2007 Energy Energy Effciency

Utility kWh Saved per $ Savings (kWh) | (kWh) Cumulative | 2007 Annual Retail Efficiency 2007 Retail Efficiency Savings as a % of Savings as a % of

Code | Rank Utility Name State Spent in 2007 Incremental Annual Base kWh Sales Spending Revenue Annual kWh Sales Annual kWh Sales
2182 1 |[City of Breckenridge co 50.4138 1,462,000 not reported 42,336,000 29,000 $2,649,000 3.45% not reported
7303| 2 |Glidden Rural Bectric Coop A not reported 2,606,000 not reported 101,177,000 not reported $7.149,000 2.58% not reported
2548| 3  |Burlington City 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 & Heclric Co CA 5.6465 1.662,875,000 8,523,069,000 79,450,903,000 294,436,000 $10,902,816,000 2.09% 10.73%
20806| 5 |City of Windom MN not reported 1,480,000 not reported 71,208,000 not reported $5,408,000 2.08% 0.00%
17608| 6 [Southern California Edison Co CA 5.1838 1,5561,503,000 9,613,063,000 79.505,231,000 299,301,000 $11,217,201,000 1.95% 12.08%
4176| 7 |Connectcut Light & Pow er Co CT 4.1500 281,367,000 2,424,378,000 16,054,317,000 67,800,000 $2,955,537,000 1.75% 15.10%
11804| 8 |[Massachusetts Bectric Co MA 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 |Unted Nluminating Co CcT 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 Bectric Coop, Inc SC 521.6250 12,519,000 not reported 996,410,000 24,000 $81,671,000 1.26% not reported
20455| 11 |Western Massachusetts Bec Co |MA 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 Public Utiities NY 23.6398 15,815,000 69,466,000 1,307,897,000 669,000 $116,320,000 1.21% 5.31%
12312 13 |Merced 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 |Fitchburg Gas & Hec 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 |City of Alta A not reported 166,000 not reported 15,587,000 not reported $1,168,000 1.06% no! reported
24590 16 |Unitl Energy Systems CT 4.1133 9,983,000 47,098,000 941,779,000 2,427,000 $89,923,000 1.06% 5.00%
15500 17 |Puget Sound Energy inc WA 13.8563 222,310,000 1,843,716,000 21,626,537,000 16,044,000 $1,836,471,000 1.03% 8.99%
1015] 18 }Austin Energy ™ 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 City 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 Cresk improvement Dist 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 Percent of Annual 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 RES - 16: Savings Targets Set by the Organizations Surveyed by GDS

Table 1: Summary Types of Goals Set by Organizations Surveyed

Goal Policy: Organizations:
1. | Annual Goals PUCT, PUCO
2. | Program Lifetime Goals CPUC, VT-PSB, Efficiency VT, NGRID
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 Sales/Demand | PUCO
9. | Goals Based on Forecasted Sales/Demand | CPUC
10. | Goals Set by Program PUCN (NV)
11. | 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) 1% 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:
(1) 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 normalized 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:
(1) 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:
(1) 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
| 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 2012 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.org/pdf/Combined%20Report.pdf>]

(1) 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 of New 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>]
A/C 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 A/C 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

Docket Nos. 080413-EG, 080412-EG, 08041 1-EG, 080410-EG,
080409-EG, 080408-EG, 080407-EG

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

Page 4 of 4

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 RES - 17: EIA For 861 Database — Top 20 Energy Efficiency Utilities in the US

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

2007 Energy 2007 Energy Cumulative Annual

Efciency Hficiency Savings 2007 Energy Annual 2007 Energy Energy Hfciency

Utility kWh Saved per $ Savings (kWh) | (kWh) Cumulative | 2007 Annual Retail Eficiency 2007 Retail Hficiency Savings as a % of Savings as a % of

Code | Rank Utility Name State Spent in 2007 tncremental Annual Base kWh Sales Spending Revenue Annual kWh Sales Annual kWh Sales
2182 1 City of Breckenridge O 50.4138 1,462,000 not reported 42,336,000 29,000 $2,649,000 3.45% not reported
7303| 2 |Glidden Rural Bectric Coop A not reported 2,606,000 not reported 101,177,000 not reported $7,149,000 2.58% not reported
2548| 3 |Burlington City 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 & Heclric Co CA 5.6465 1,662,875,000 8,523,068,000 79,450,903,000 294,496,000 $10,902,816,000 2.09% 10.73%
20806 5 [City of Windom MN not reported 1,480,000 not reported 71,208,000 not reported $5,408,000 2.08% 0.00%
176038| 6 |Southern California Edison Co CA 5.1838 1,561,503,000 9,613,063,000 79,505,231,000 299,301,000 $11,217,201,000 1.95% 12.09%
4176 7 [Connectcut Light & Power 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%
11804 8 |Massachusstts Bectric Co MA 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 |United Huminating 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 Bectric Coop, Inc SC 521.6250 12,519,000 not reported 996,410,000 24,000 $81,671,000 1.26% nol reported
20455 11 [Western Massachusetts Bec Co |MA 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 Public Utilities NY 23.6398 15,815,000 69,466,000 1,307,897,000 669,000 $116,320,000 1.21% 531%
12312| 13 [Merced Irrigation District CA 11.1324 4,709,000 29,458,000 422,674,000 423,000 $44,966,000 111% 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 |City of Alta A not reported 166,000 not reported 15,587,000 nol reported $1,168,000 1.06% not reported
24590| 16 |Unitl Energy Systems CT 4.1133 9,983,000 47,088,000 941,779,000 2,427,000 $89,923,000 1.06% 5.00%
15500 17 |Puget Sound Energy inc 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 Energy X 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 City 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 Creek mproverment Dist 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 Percent of Annual 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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Table 2: Data on the Top 20 Energy Efficiency Ultilities in the United States as Reported by the EIA for 2006

2003 Energy Efficeency Aprual 2008 Energy| Cumulative Annual
Rank on 2002 Energy Savings (kWh! 2008 Erergy Efficiency Savings as Energy Efficiency
wtisty | Cumulative Kwn saved per $ ciency Savings Cumulatve Annual | 2008 Annual Retad Efficiency 2006 Retal a % of Arnual k'Wh | Savings as % of Annual
Code | 3% Savings Ut ity Name State | sbertin 2008 | (KWh! Incremental Basis KWh Sales Spending Revenue Sales kwh Sales
20455 1 }/estern Massact usetts Elec Co MA 4.3675 43.208.00C 4€08,182.000 2.272.276.000 $8,24€,000 $355.412.000 1.60%
2548 2 Burlington Cty cf VT 28073 €.804.000 85.503.000 356.268.000 $856.000 $42.825.000 1.84%
16782 3 Ctty of Redding CA 27178 2.600.000 133,300,000 79€.214 000 $1.436.000 $75.380,000 0.40%
11504 < Massazhussts Electic Co MA 51081 250.856.000 2.163.812.000 12.090.323.000 | $50.304.000 | $2.032.851.000 1.68%
2022 s |Evgene Ciy of CR 23e55 18.858.00C 244,500,000 2.880.623.000 $7.014,000 $173,277.000 0.70%
8274 8 Ficbburg Gas & Elec Light Co MH 22351 2.545.000 37.£02.000 283,857.000 $1.74C.000 $53.623.000 060%
16487 @ Uniteo iliuminating Co CcT 42822 76.242.000 788,387,000 £.91€,000.000 $17 823.000 $771.000.000 1.20%
16270 8 Potomac Slectric Power Co oC 0 1.789.808.000 ) S0 0.00%
17509] 9 Scuthemn Ca forma Edison Co Ca 8.4707 TE7.562.000 8.021,17€.000 §121.713.00C 1.00%
127814 10 tvarthemn States Power Co MN 81180 4.040.54€£.000 $31.247.000 2.521,785.000 0.71%
12534 i1 Sacramentc Muniopa! Usil Dist CA 47173 1,167.782.000 $18807.000 | $1.083.877.000 0.73%
20162 12 Avista Corp WA 58204 48,316,000 635,086,000 8.787,002.000 $8.212.000 $554,288,000 0.83%
18885/ 13 Seatle City of WA 28642 £2.271,000 974,022,000 9.454.505.000 $18.250.000 $£23,114.000 C £5%
12847 14 Mnpesota Power Inc MN 15.271.000 930.418.020 0.077.694.0C0 $3.79€.000 $432.793.000
417¢ 15 [Connectout Light 3 Powe- Co CcT 264,212 00D 2.225.304,000 22,08 070.00C | 346025000 | S2430,557.000
208510 18 Granite S:awe Electrc Co NH £.111.000 72.234.000 746 207 000 $1.564.000 $56.081,000
1£500) 7 Puget Saund Energy Inc WA 1€6.254 000 2.032.762,000 21,081 533,000 | $20018000 | $1.829.072.000
17470 15 Snohorish County PUD Mo * WA 42,845,000 $,483 437 0CO $0,500.000 $475,122,000
2008 18 C ty of Boulder MY 837,900 15.081.000 16€ 858 000 $213.000 $8.458 000
12214 20 harragansatt Eiectne Co i 98.042.00C 838.00C.C00 €.707.220.0C00 $17.175.000 $852.501.000
Average % Sawvings
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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

COmuianve
Annual 2005 Annual
2005 Energy Energy Energy

2005 Energy Efficiency Efficiency Efficiency
Rank on kWh saved Efficiency Savings (kWh) 2005 Energy Savings as % of [Savings as %

Utility % per $ spentin| Savings (kWh) Cumulative 2005 Annual Efficiency 2005 Retail Annual kWh of Annual

Code | Savings Utility Hame State 2005 Incremental Annual Basis | Retail kWh Sales Spending Revenue Sales kWh Sales
2548 1 Burlington City of VT NA Kot availacle 65,016,000 368,279,000 $897.G00 537,718,000 Not available 17.7%
15783 2 City of Redding CA 3.6523 5,000,000 129,400,800 768,947,002 51,369,000 572,552,000 0.6%: 16.8%
5322 E Eugerne City of CR 4.4923 22,030,000 424,451,200 2,663,174,000 54,904,000 5169,452,000 0.8% 15.9%
20455 4 Western Massachusetts Eiec Ce MA 3.2051 40,238,000 464,208,000 3,113,996,000( $10,3C4,000 $353,749,000 1.3% 14.9%
11804 S Massachuserts Electric Co 1A 4.4066 199,421,000f 1,990,984,800 15,491,461,000 $45,255,600| 51,932,300,000 1.3% 12.9%
1993 5 Bosten Edison Co MA 4. 8827 160,4C6,00C| 1,346,101,000 10,888,695,000| 532,852,600/ $1,539,977,000 1.5% 12.4%
15270 7 dcromac Electric Pewer Co DC NA Q| 1,78%,608,000 14,670,325,000 SO| $1,374,057,000 0.0%% 12.2%
17609 8 Southern California Edisen Co CA 7.8740 1,239,175,000( 8,901,686,300 75,301,581,000| S$157.375,000| 59,445,101,000 1.6% 11.8%
19497 9 United llluminating Co cT 3.9787 80,931,000 683,154,200 6,106,000,000| $20,341 000 5767,000,000 1.3% 11.4%
4083 10 Commonwealth Electric Co A 5.8902 31,760,000 241,539,300 2,210,57C,000 55,392,000 $321,085,000 1.4% 10.9%
6374 11 Fitchburg Gas & Elec Light Cc NE 2.1430 3,986,000 36,150,000 332,612,000 51,860,000 550,385,000 1.2% 10.9%
15534 12 Sacramento Municipal Util Dist CA 58219 81,163,000{ 1,118,500,500 10,483,042,000| 513941000/ $1,027,440,000 0.8%¢ 10.7%:
13781 13 Northern States Power Co MN 8.1285 259,422,000| 3,787,182,000 35,646,728,000| 531,915,000| $2,423.494,300 0.7%: 10 6%
16868 14 Seattle City of WA 2.9775 52,555,000 970,249,000 9,161,466,002( 517,651,000 $562,548,000 0.6%2 10.6%:
20169 15 Avista Cerp WA 12,5713 $6,571,000 888,770,000 8,542,674,000 54,500,000 5512 689,000 0.7% 10.4%:
15500 16 Puget Sound Energy Inc WA 65.7883 171,390,000 2 086,208,000 20,465,557,000| 525,248,000| $51,436,075,000 0.8% 10.2%
2886 17 Cambridge Electric Light Co A 4.3983 8,845,000 113,565,000 1,117,811,000 $2,011,000 $127,749,000 0.8% 0.2%
12647 18 Minnesota Power Inc MN 35.0014 137,033,000 892,802,000 9,051,942,000 53,606,000 5414,810,000 1.5% 9.9%
13214 19 Narragansett Electric Co RI 4.1844 66,093,000 679,2C4,000 7,115,094,002| 515,795,000 $859,772,000 0.9% 9.5%
20856 20 Wisconsin Power & Light Co Wi 65.6651 60,526,002 964,714,000 10,539,095,000 59,081,000 584%,733,000 0.65 2%
Average % Savings 6.0790 2,676,545,000 244,040,049,000 10% 119%
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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 utitites 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

1.40% ——— : —
#1: Lauren's Electric Coop,
Inc.
#2: Austin Energy l
1.20% {- i I =
I#S: Reedy Creek Improvement [
N
1.00% A
I#S: Florida Power and Light
0.80% 1 : - [#10: Progress Energy Florida e
- |
#11: Gulf Power Company w
0.60% - —— - s |
#13: JEA ‘
#15: Tampa Electric
040% (o B T} - — Company '
|
#17: Florida Public Utilities |
Compan:
0.20% -
0.00%

Note: Orlando Utility Company 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 kWh Savings
Exhibit RFS-18

Page 3 of 6

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 utilites ranked by Cumulative kWh Savings as a percentage of total retail
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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
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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
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Note: Orlando Utility Company and JEA did not report savings for 2005.



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 1 of 3
Exhibit RFS - 19: Southeastern Electric Utilities Energy Efficiency kW Savings

that reported kW in 2007. Graph shows utilites ranked by kW Load Reduction as a percentage of the Summer Peak for 2007
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Note: Orlando Utility Company, Florida Public Utilities Company and JEA 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 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 JEA 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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Note: Orlando Utility Company, Florida Public Utilities Company, Progress Energy Florida and JEA did not report savings for 2005.
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TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW MW Energy GWh
2010 258.5 468.6 1,1883 2385 3414 764.0 200 127.2 424.4
2011 5185 939.7 2,383.1 478.3 684.7 1532.0 40.2 255.0 8510
2012 786.8 1,426.0 3,6163 725.8 1039.1 23249 60.9 3870 1291.4
2013 1,058.8 1,919.3 4,867.2 976.9 1398.5 3129.0 82.0 520.8 1738.1
2014 1,361.1 2,466.9 6,256.0 1255.7 1797.5 4021.9 105.4 669.5 2234.1
2015 1,665.7 3,019.0 7,656.0 1536.7 2195.8 4921.9 123.0 819.3 2734.1
2016 1,9884 3,604.0 59,1394 18344 2626.0 5875.6 154.0 978.0 32638
2017 2,3234 4,211.1 10,678.9 21434 30683 6865.3 180.0 11428 38136
2018 2,6859 4,868.1 12,345.1 2477.8 3547.1 7936.5 208.0 1321.1 4408.6
2019 3,064.1 5,553.6 14,083.5 2826.7 4046.6 9054.1 2373 1507.1 5029.4
Steps. (1) (2) 3) (4)
Max,
Achlevable GDS
- Revlsed
Max. Max. E-TRC+2- Market GWh Goals
Achlevable | Achievable yr. Penetration | Measures Before GDS Revised GWh
Proposed - - Screen Corrections Originalty Transition Goals After
2007 GWh 2019 GWh | GWh Goals E-RIM E-TRC Measures -+10% Omitted Period Transition Periad
Sales Forecast by FPL (GWh) {GWh) {GWh) (GWn) {Gwh) Adjus Adj
GWh - Totals 105,414 118,628 878.2 1,700.3 2,995.1 12,889.0 13,0189 14,083.5 14,083.5 10,955.6
GWh Added - ial 3283 263 4620 8,033.2 46.2 158.1 9,054.1 7043173
GWh Added - Commerdal/Industrial 549.9 795.7 836.8 1,856.7 83.7 906.6 5,029.4 39124
d as % of 2007 Sales 0.34% 0.77% 8.40% 8.44% 8.58% 8.59% 6.68%
C dal/ Cumulative as % of 2007 Sales 1.28% 2.07% 3.83% 3.91% 4.77% 4.77% 3.71%
Al Sectors Cumulative Savings as % of 2007 Sales 0.83% 1.61% 2.85% 12.23% 12.35% 13.36% 13.36% 10.39%
Al} Sectors C fative as % of 2019 Forecast 0.74% 1.43% 2.53% 10.87% 10.97% 11.87% 11.87% 8.24%
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TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW MW Energy GWh Winter MW S MW Energy GWh
2010 144.1 1321 436.0 140.1 102.9 3183 4.1 29.2 120.8
2011 289.0 264.9 874.5 280.9 206.4 632.2 8.2 58.5 242.2
2012 438.6 402.0 1,327.0 426.2 3133 959.4 124 88.8 367.6
2013 590.3 5411 - 1,7860 573.7 421.6 1291.2 16.6 1195 494.7
2014 758.8 6955 2,295.6 737.4 541.9 1659.7 21.4 153.6 635.9
2015 928.6 85L1 2,809.3 902.4 663.2 2031.1 26.2 183.0 778.2
2016 1,1085 1,016.1 3,353.6 1077.2 791.7 24246 313 2244 929.0
2017 1,2952 1,182.2 3,918.6 1258.7 925.0 2833.1 365 262.2 1085.5
2018 1,497.3 13724 4,530.0 1455.1 10694 32751 42.2 303.1 1254.9
2019 1,708.2 1,565.7 5,167.9 1660.0 1220.0 3736.3 48.2 345.8 1431.6
Steps: (1) 2 3) ()
Max.
Achievable
Manx. Max. E-TRC+2- Market GDS Revised
Proposed Achievable | Achlevable yr. Penetration Measures GDS GWh Goals After
2019 Gwh Goals - - Screened Corrections Originally Revised Transition Period
2007 Sales Forecast by PEF E-RIM E-TRC - +10% Omitted Goals Adj

GWh - Totals 39,282 40,997 613.8 613.8 1,584.5 4,689.8 4,786.8 5,167.9 5,162.9 4020.0728

GWh Added - 487.5 0.0 719.6 2,241.2 720 216.1 3,736.3 2506.454

GWh Added - Commercial/Industrial 126.3 0.0 251.1 864.1 25.1 165.0 14316 1113.6188

| Cumulative as % of 2007 Sales 1.24% 3.07% 8.78% 8.96% 9.51% 5.51% 7.40%

Commercial/industrial C J as % of 2007 Sales 0.32% 0.96% 3.16% 3.22% 3.64% 3.64% 2.83%

All Sectors Cumulative Savings as % of 2007 Sales 0.58% 0.58% 1.50% 4.45% 4.54% 4.90% 13.16% 10.23%

All Sectors Cumulative as % of 2019 Forecast 0.52% 0.52% 1.34% 3.95% 4.04% 4.36% 12.61% 9.81%
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tion Pericd Adjustment)

TOTAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW S MW Energy GWh Winter MW MW Energy GWh Winter MW MW Energy GWh
2010 483 67.8 177.3 45.6 53.6 113.9 27 143 63.4
2011 96.9 136.0 3555 91.5 107.4 228.4 5.4 28.6 127.1
2012 147.1 206.4 539.5 1389 163.0 346.6 8.2 4a3.4 192.9
2013 198.0 2779 726.1 1869 219.4 466.5 11.0 58.4 259.6
2014 254.5 357.1 9333 2403 282.0 $99.6 14.2 75.1 3337
2015 3114 437.1 1,142.2 294.0 345.2 7338 17.4 919 408.4
2016 3718 521.7 1,363.5 351.0 412.0 876.0 20.7 109.7 4875
2017 434.4 609.6 15932 410.2 481.5 1023.6 24.2 128.2 569.6
2018 502.2 704.8 1,841.8 474.1 556.6 1183.3 280 148.2 658.5
2019 572.9 804.0 2,101.1 540.9 634.9 13499 32.0 169.0 751.2
Steps: (1) (2) G3) (4)
Max.
Achievabla
Max. Max, €-TRC+ 2- Market GDS Revised
Proposed Achievable | Achievable yr. Penetration | Measures GDS GWh Goals After
2019 GWh Goals - - Screened Correcth Originally d Transiton Period
2007 Sales Forecast by TECO E-RIM E-TRC Measures - +10% Omitted Goals Adjustment
Gwh - Totals 15,533 22,532 201.7 2018 3103 19399 1,950.7 2,1011 2,101.1 1634.4703
GWh Added - idential 59.0 0.0 749 1,161.6 7.5 46.9 1,3499 1050.1025
GWh Added - Commerdal/industrial 1427 0.0 336 468.0 3.4 1035 7512 584.36777
Residential C as % of 2007 Sales 0.30% 0.69% 6.63% 6.67% 6.91% 6.91% 5.38%
Cor jal/industrial G lative as % of 2007 Sales 0.73% 0.80% 3.30% 332% 3.85% 3.85% 2.99%
All Sectors C: lative Savings as % of 2007 Sales 0.19% 0.19% 0.29% 1.84% 1.85% 1.99% 10.76% 837%
Al Sectors C lative as % of 2019 Forecast 0.17% 0.17% 0.26% 1.64% 1.64% 1.77% 9.33% 7.25%
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TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW MW Energy GWh
2010 233 31.8 114.7 20.1 22.0 65.2 3.2 9.8 495
2011 46.83 63.7 230.0 40.4 44.1 130.8 6.4 19.6 99.2
2012 710 96.7 349.1 61.3 67.0 1985 9.7 29.7 150.6
2013 95.6 130.2 469.8 82.4 90.1 267.1 132 40.0 202.7
2014 122.8 167.3 603.8 106.0 1159 3434 169 514 260.5
2015 1503 204.8 739.0 129.7 141.8 420.2 20.6 62.9 318.8
2016 179.4 244.4 B82.2 154.8 169.3 501.6 24.6 75.1 380.5
2017 209.7 285.6 1,030.8 180.9 197.8 586.1 28.8 87.8 444.6
2018 2424 330.2 1,191.6 209.1 228.7 677.6 333 101.5 514.0
2019 271.8 362.4 1,359.4 238.6 260.9 773.0 333 101.5 586.4
PO
Steps: {1) 2) (E]] (a)
Max.
Max. Max. Achievable - Market GDS Revised GWh
P Achievabl hievabl E-TRC + 2-yr. Penetration = Measures GDS Goals After
2019 GWh Goals - - Screened Comrections Originally Revised Transition Period
2007 Saies Farecast by Gulf E-RIM E-TRC Measures - +10% Omitted Goals Adji

GWh - Totals 11,521 15,008 159.0 159.0 251.4 1,279.9 1,289.1 1,359.4 1,359.4 1057.4544

GWh Added - Residential 868 00 67.1 579.0 6.7 334 773.0 601.29327

GWh Added - Commercial/Industrial 72.2 00 25.3 449.6 25 36.9 586.4 456.16108

Resi ial Cumulative as % of 2007 Sales 0.75% 1.34% 6.36% 6.42% 6.71% 6.71% 5.22%

Commercial/industrial Cumulative as % of 2007 Sales 0.63% 0.85% a4.75% 4.77% 5.09% 5.09% 3.96%

All Sectors Cumulative Savings as % of 2007 Sales 0.15% 0.15% 0.24% 1.21% 1.22% 1.29% 11.80% 9.18%

All Sectors Cumulative as % of 2019 Forecast 0.13% 0.13% 0.21% 1.08% 1.09% 1.15% 9.06% 7.05%
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TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW s er MW Energy GWh Winter MW MW Energy GWh Winter Mw Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 34 29.3 100.7 1.5 188 52.1 19 10.3 48.6
2011 68 58.7 201.8 3.0 379 104.5 3.8 208 574
2012 103 85.0 306.3 4.6 57.5 158.5 5.7 315 1472.8
2013 13.9 119.8 412.3 6.2 77.4 2134 7.7 424 1989
2014 17.8 154.0 529.9 7.9 99.5 2743 9.9 54.5 255.6
2015 21.8 188.5 648.5 9.7 121.8 335.7 121 €66.7 3123
2016 26.0 225.0 774.1 116 1454 400.7 14.5 79.6 3734
2017 30.4 262.9 904.5 135 169.9 468.2 16.9 93.0 436.3
2018 35.2 303.9 1,045.7 15.7 196.4 541.2 19.5 107.5 504.4
2019 40.1 346.7 1,192.9 179 224.0 6175 223 122.6 575.4
Steps: (1) (2) (3) (4)
Max. ]
Achlevable
Max. Max. E-TRC+ 2- Market GDS Revised GWh
P hievable | Achievabk yr. Penetration | Measures GDS Goals After
2019 GWh Goaks - - Screened Corrections Originaily Revised Transition Period
2007 Sales Forecast by JEA E-RIM E-TRC Maasures -+10% Omitted Goals Adjustment
Gwh - Totals 12,751 14,642 0.0 00 1385 1,070.7 1,0845 1,1829 1,1929 927.95021
GWh Added - d 0.0 0.0 64.7 514.5 6.5 319 612.5 480.31583
GWh Added - Commercial/industrial 0.0 [ Xy 73.9 417.7 7.4 765 575.4 447.63439
1 CL as % of 2007 Sales 0.00% 0.51% 4.54% 4.59% 4.84% 4.84% 3.77%
Commercial/lndustrial Ci lative as % of 2007 Sales 0.00% 058% 3.85% 3.91% 4.51% 4.51% 3.51%
Al Sectors C lative Savings as % of 2007 Sales 0.00% 0.00% 0.13% 1.02% 1.03% 1.13% 9.36% 7.28%
All Sectors Cumulative as % of 2019 Forecast 0.00% 0.00% 0.12% 0.90% 0.91% 1.01% 8.15% 6.34%
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Orlando Utihity Cemmission - Cumulative Revised Goals (without Transition Period Adjustmient)

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW S Mw Energy GWh Winter MW S MW Energy GWh Winter MW S MW Energy GWh
2010 0.7 14.9 45.6 0.02 11.20 27.56 0.7 37 18.1
2011 15 299 915 0.04 22.45 55.26 14 7.4 36.3
2012 22 453 138.9 0.06 34.07 83.86 2.2 11.2 55.0
2013 3.0 61.0 1870 0.08 45.85 112.87 28 15.1 74.1
2014 3.9 784 2403 0.11 5894 145.08 3.8 19.4 95.2
2015 4.8 95.9 294.1 0.13 72.13 17754 4.6 238 116.5
2016 5.7 1145 3511 0.16 86.1C 21154 5.5 284 139.1
2017 6.6 133.8 410.2 0.18 100.61 247.65 6.5 33.2 162.5
2018 7.7 154.7 474.2 0.21 116.31 286.29 75 38.4 187.9
2019 8.8 176.4 541.0 0.24 132.68 326.60 85 43.8 2144
Steps: (1) 2 (3) (4)
Max.
Achievable
Max. Max. E-TRC + 2- Market GDS Revised
Proposed | Achievable | Achlevabie yr. Penetration | Measures GDS GWh Goals After
2019 GWh Goals . - Screened Carrections Originally Revised Transition Period
2007 Sales Forecast by OUC E-RIM E-TRC Measures -+10% Omittad Goals Adj

GWh - Totals 6,079 7,874 0.0 00 78.8 511.2 519.1 541.0 541.0 420.81667

GWh Added - Residential 0.0 0.0 28.8 287.7 29 73 326.6 254.06132

GWh Added - C {al/industrial 0.0 0.0 50.1 144.7 5.0 14.6 214.4 166.75534

Residential Cumulative as % of 2007 Sales 0.00% 0.47% 5.21% 5.25% 5.37% 5.37% 4.18%

Commercial/Industrial C ive as % of 2007 Sales 0.00% 0.82% 3.20% 3.29% 3.53% 3.53% 2.74%

All Sectors Cumulative Savings as % of 2007 Sales 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 0.48% 0.49% 0.51% 8.90% 6.92%

All Sectors Cumudative as % of 2019 Forecast 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 0.43% 0.44% 0.46% 6.87% $.34%
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Fub d (a] P 0
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Wimter MW Summer MW Energy GWH Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 03 L3 54 0.2 0.7 3.0 0.1 0s 2.4
2011 0.6 2.5 108 0.5 15 6.0 0.2 11 4.8
2012 0.9 38 164 0.7 2.2 9.1 0.2 1.6 7.3
2013 13 5.1 22.1 1.0 3.0 12.3 03 21 9.8
2014 16 6.6 28.4 1.2 3.8 15.8 0.4 2.8 12,6
2015 20 8.1 348 1.5 4.7 19.3 0.5 34 15.5
2016 2.4 9.6 41.6 1.8 5.6 231 0.6 4.0 18.5
2017 28 113 48.6 2.1 6.6 270 0.7 4.7 21.6
2018 3.2 13.0 56.1 2.4 7.6 31.2 0.8 5.4 24.9
2019 3.7 148 64.0 2.8 8.7 35.6 0.9 6.2 28.4
d P
Steps: (1) [¢3]} (3) (4)
Max.
Achievable
Max. Max. E-TRC +2- Market GDS Revised
Proposed | Achievable | Achievable yr. Penetration | Measures GDS GWh Goals After
2019 GWh Goals - - Screened Coerections Originally Revised Transition Period
2007 Sales Forecast by FPUC E-RiM E-TRC Measures -+10% Omitted Goals Adjustment
GWh - Totaks 793 793 0.0 0.0 129 59.2 60.5 64.0 64.0 49.817753
GWh Added - Residential 0.0 0.0 5.1 28.8 0.5 L2 35.6 27.688112
GWh Added - Commercial/Industrial 0.0 00 7.8 175 0.8 24 28.4 22.129642
idential C lative as % of 2007 Sales 0.00% 0.65% 4.27% 4.34% 4.49% 4.49% 3.49%
Commerclal/lndustrial Cumulative as % of 2007 Sales 0.00% 0.98% 3.19% 3.29% 3.59% 3.59% 2.79%
All Sectors © lati 1gs as % of 2007 Sajes 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.06% 0.06% 0.06% 8.08% 6.28%
All Sectors C lative as % of 2019 Forecast 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.05% 0.05% 0.05% 8.08% 6.28%
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P OSSR o
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Summer
Year Winter MW MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 129.3 2343 594.2 119.3 170.7 382.0 100 63.6 212.2
2011 259.2 469.9 1,1915 239.2 3424 766.0 20.1 127.5 425.5
2012 393.4 713.0 1,808.2 362.9 519.5 1,162.4 305 193.5 645.7
2013 529.5 959.6 2,433.6 488.5 699.2 1,564.5 41.0 260.4 869.1
2034 680.5 1,2335 3,1280 627.8 898.7 2,0109 52.7 3347 1,117.0
2015 985.1 1,785.5 4,528.0 908.8 1,3010 29110 763 484.5 1,617.0
2016 1,3079 2,3705 6,011.4 1,206.6 1,727.2 3,864.6 101.3 6433 2,146.8
2017 16428 2,977.6 7.550.8 1,515.6 2,169.6 4,854.4 127.2 808.0 2,696.5
2018 2,005.3 3,634.2 9,217.2 1,850.0 2,648.3 5,925.6 155.3 986.3 3.2916
2019 23835 4,320.2 10,955.6 2,1989 3,147.8 7,043.2 184.6 1,172.4 39124
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Winter

Year MW MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW S Mw Energy GWh
2010 33.1 60.0 74.1 24.6 26.6 33.1 8.5 33.4 41.0
2011 66.2 1200 148.6 49.2 53.2 66.2 17.0 66.3 82.4
2012 99.4 180.0 225.6 739 79.5 99.0 25.5 100.5 126.6 4{

2013 1327 280.0 303.5 93.6 105.7 131.7 341 134.3 171.8
2014 166.3 300.0 390.1 1233 1319 164.4 43.0 168.1 225.7
2015 200.0 360.0 472.4 143.0 158.1 197.1 52.0 2019 280.3

2016 2339 420.5 569.9 172.7 1843 229.8 61.2 236.2 340.1

2017 268.2 481.4 665.9 197.4 2105 262.5 70.8 270.9 403.4

2018 303.0 5434 769.8 222.1 236.7 295.2 80.9 306.7 474.6

2019 3378 606.6 878.2 246.7 2633 3283 S1.1 3433 549.9
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nerpy Flonda - GDS Recomm Cumulative Is {Including Transiticn Penod)
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW Sumimer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW En-rgGWh
2010 72.1 66.1 218.0 70.0 S1.5 157.6 2.0 14.6 60.4
2011 1445 132.5 437.2 140.4 103.2 316.1 4.1 29.3 121.1
2012 219.3 201.0 663.5 213.1 156.6 479.7 6.2 44.4 183.8
2013 295.2 2705 893.0 286.8 2108 645.6 83 59.7 247.4
2014 379.4 347.7 1,1478 368.7 271.0 829.8 10.7 76.8 318.0
2015 549.2 503.4 1,6615 533.7 3922 1,201.3 15.5 111.2 460.3
2016 729.1 6683 2,205.3 708.5 520.7 1,594.8 20.6 147.6 611.1
2017 915.8 8395 2,77038 890.0 654.1 2,003.2 25.8 185.4 7675
2018 1,1179 1,024.7 3,382.2 1,086.4 798.4 2,445.3 318 2263 936.9
2019 1,3288 1,2180 4,020.1 1,291.3 949.0 2,906.5 375 269.0 11136
Pro d Pro o]
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCAL/{INDUSTRIAL

Year Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 4242 33.34 50.64 37.68 24.57 40.22 4.74 8.77 10.42
2011 88.74 70.79 104.35 79.23 ; 50.45 82.88 9.51 20.34 21.47
2012 142.74 120.15 162.66 12243 78.35 129.19 20.31 418 33.47
2013 197.88 171.97 224.04 166.73 107.68 177.94 3115 654.29 46.1
2014 254.15 225.88 288.49 212.13 138.32 229.13 42.02 87.56 59.36
2015 31099 282.66 361.22 258.01 171.58 286.9 52.98 11108 74.32
2016 380.44 349.98 430.28 316.54 214.86 34175 639 135.12 88.53
2017 449.66 415.57 498.72 374.85 257.44 396.11 74.81 158.13 102.61
2018 51571 476.26 558.56 430.08 296.67 443.64 85.63 179.59 114.92
2019 559.54 520.59 613.81 463.14 322.76 487.52 96.4 197.83 126.29
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TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW Mw Energy GWh Winter MW MW Enm_-u GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 242 33.9 88.6 228 268 57.0 1.3 7.1 317
2011 48.5 68.0 177.8 45.8 53.7 114.2 2.7 14.3 63.6
2012 736 103.2 269.8 69.4 815 173.3 4.1 21.7 96.4
2013 99.0 138.9 363.1 93.5 109.7 233.3 55 29.2 129.8
2014 127.2 178.6 466.7 120.1 1410 299.8 7.1 375 166.8
2015 184.2 258.5 675.5 173.8 204.1 434.0 10.3 54.3 2415
2016 2445 343.2 856.8 230.9 2710 576.2 13.6 72.2 320.6
2017 307.1 431.1 1,126.5 290.0 340.4 723.8 17.1 90.6 402.8
2018 3749 526.2 1,375.1 354.0 415.6 8835 20.9 110.6 491.6
2019 445.6 625.4 1,6345 420.8 433.9 1,050.1 24.9 1315 584.4
omp posud
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW ’_Mwh Winter MW S Mw Enew_]
2010 2.1 4.1 8.2 1.2 14 1.9 0.8 2.7 6.3
2011 5.0 10.1 21.6 3.1 35 55 19 6.6 16.1
2012 8.6 17.3 39.6 5.5 6.4 10.5 3.1 10.9 29.1
2013 12.9 260 60.9 8.5 9.9 16.8 44 16.1 4.1
2014 17.6 353 843 120 13.8 24.0 5.6 214 60.3
2015 224 45.1 108.9 15.5 18.2 31.7 6.9 26.9 77.2
2016 275 55.1 133.8 19.2 225 39.6 8.3 32.6 942
2017 323 64.3 157.7 22,6 26.4 46.8 9.7 379 110.9
2018 36.8 735 180.4 25.7 30.1 533 11.1 434 127.1
2019 40.9 818 2017 28.5 33.3 59.0 124 438.5 142.7
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p D o
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW Summer MW Enargy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh*ﬂ
2010 11.7 159 57.4 10.1 11.0 32.6 1.6 49 24.7
2011 23.4 319 115.0 20.2 221 65.4 3.2 9.8 49.6
2012 35.5 434 1745 306 335 99.2 49 14.9 75.3
2013 47.8 65.1 2349 41.2 45.1 133.6 6.6 20.0 101.3
2014 61.4 837 301.9 53.0 57.9 1717 8.4 257 130.2
2015 88.9 121.1 437.1 76.7 83.9 2485 12.2 37.2 188.5
2016 118.0 160.8 580.2 1018 1113 329.9 16.2 49.4 250.3
2017 1483 201.9 728.8 1279 139.9 414.4 20.4 62.1 3144
2018 181.0 246.5 889.7 156.1 170.7 505.9 243 75.8 383.8
2019 2104 2787 1,0575 185.6 2029 601.3 248 75.8 456.2
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW Summer MW EnergLGwh Winter MW Summar MW Energ GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 23 3.1 4.7 18 1.9 20 0.5 12 27
2011 53 725 13.3 43 a7 6.0 1.0 2.8 73
2012 9.0 131 25.7 7.4 84 12.3 1.6 4 13.4
2013 13.4 19.8 41.2 11.1 129 20.5 23 69 20.7
2014 184 273 59.0 15.4 18.0 303 3.0 9.3 28.7
2015 238 355 78.5 200 23.7 413 38 118 37.2
2016 29.6 44.2 99.3 250 29.8 53.2 46 14.4 a6.1
2017 35.4 529 120.4 300 359 65.3 5.4 17.0 55.1
2018 409 611 140.4 34.7 41.6 76.5 6.2 19.5 63.9
2019 46.2 63.9 159.0 38.2 47.0 86.8 70 219 72.2
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JEA - GDS Recommeanded Cumuldative Goals (Including Transition Perad)
RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Winter
Year MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 17 14.6 503 08 9.5 26.0 0.9 5.2 243
2011 34 293 100.9 15 19.0 52.2 19 10.4 48.7
1
2012 5.2 445 153.2 23 2838 793 29 15.7 | 739
2013 69 59.9 206.1 3.1 38.7 106.7 3.9 21.2 93.4
2014 8.9 770 2649 4.0 49.8 137.1 4.9 27.2 127.8
2015 129 1115 3835 52 72.0 198.5 7.2 39.4 185.0
2016 17.1 148.0 509.2 7.6 95.6 263.6 9.5 52.4 245.6
2017 215 185.9 639.6 9.6 120.1 3310 119 65.8 3085
2018 26.3 2269 780.7 11.7 146.6 404.1 14.6 803 376.6
2019 312 269.7 928.0 13.9 1743 480.3 173 95.4 447.6
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL ] COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Winter T ﬂ

Year Mw Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 0.0
2011 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2012 00 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 00 0.0 0.0 0.0
2014 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 c.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 00 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 00 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 0.0 1 00
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fyansiten Period)

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Wiater MW Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 04 7.4 22.8 00 5.6 13.8 04 1.8 9.0
2011 0.7 149 45.8 0.0 11.2 27.6 0.7 3.7 18.1
2012 11 2.7 69.5 0.0 17.0 41.9 | 11 5.6 275
2013 15 305 935 0.0 229 56.4 15 7.6 37.0
2014 19 39.2 120.1 0.1 29.5 72.5 19 9.7 47.6
2015 2.8 56.7 1739 0.1 427 105.0 2.7 14.1 68.9
2016 3.7 75.3 2309 0.1 56.6 139.4 3.6 18.7 91.5
| 2017 47 %4.6 290.0 0.1 711 1751 a6 23S 114.9
2018 57 1155 354.0 0.2 86.8 213.7 56 28.6 140.3
2019 6.8 137.3 4208 0.2 103.2 254.1 | 6.6 34.0 166.8
o oposcd
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW MW Energy GWh Winter MW Mw Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00
2011 0.0 0.0 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
2013 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2014 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0
2015 0.0 0.0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0
2016 0.0 0.0 3.0 ae 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 [y
2017 Q.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2018 00 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 oo |
2019 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Winter
Year MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh

2010 0.2 0.6 2.7 01 0.4 15 0.0 03 1.2

2011 0.3 1.3 5.4 0.2 0.7 30 0.1 0.5 24

2012 0Ss 1.8 8.2 0.4 11 46 0.1 0.8 37

2013 0.6 26 11.1 g5 1.5 6.2 0.2 1.1 49

2014 0.8 33 14.2 06 1.9 7.9 0.2 14 6.3

2015 12 4.3 20.6 0.9 28 114 0.3 20 9.1

2016 16 6.3 27.3 1.2 EN 15.2 0.4 26 12.1

2017 2.0 30 343 15 4.6 19.1 05 33 153

2018 24 9.7 418 1.8 5.7 23.3 0.6 4.1 18.6

2019 238 116 49.8 22 6.7 27.7 0.7 4.8 221

orid b o] P Prop C
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCAL/INDUSTRIAL
Winter o
Year Mw Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2011 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0
2012 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 c.o
2013 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 090 0.0 00
2014 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.9 00
2015 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00
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 00
2018 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2019 00 00 00 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

Florida Power & Light Progress Energy Tampa Electric Gulf Power Florida Public
Year Company Florida, Inc. Company Company Utility Company

2004 $145,679,192 $60,072,362 $16,357,137 $7,619,637 $382,504

2005 $144,192,696 $59,143,076 $15,583,727 $8,826,754 $473,610

2006 $146,204,978 $59,460,367 $14,099,638 $10,205,567 $456,161

2007 $160,749,639 $67,109,815 $13,652,585 $9,107,192 $515,022

2008 $180,016,994 $77,593,960 $16,857,795 $9,257,740 $534,350

5-yr Average $155,368,700 $64,675,916 $15,310,176 $9,003,378 $472,329
2% of 5-yr. Avg. $3,107,374 $1,293,518 $306,204 $180,068 $9,447
5% of 5-yr. Avg. $7,768,435 $3,233,796 $765,509 $450,169 $23,616
10% of 5-yr. Avg. $15,536,870 $6,467,592 $1,531,018 $900,338 $47,233
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Five-Year 2009 Projected Five-Year 2% Increase to 5% Increase to 10% Increase to
Average Average Five-Year
Utility Conservation Sales at Conservation Five-Year Average Five-Year Average Average
Conservation Conservation
Costs (2004-2008) Meter Recovery Factor Costs Conservation Costs Costs
($) (kWh) (¢kWh) (¢/kWh) (¢/kWh) (¢/kWh)
FPL $155,368,700 105,989,914,000 0.147 0.150 0.154 0.161
Gulf $9,003,378 11,936,559,000 0.075 0.077 0.079 0.083
FPUC $472,329 771,656,238 0.061 0.062 0.064 0.067
TECO $15,310,176 18,598,571,000 0.082 0.084 0.086 0.091
PEF $64,675,916 40,687,466,000 0.159 0.162 0.167 0.175




