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PEF'S RESPONSE TO STAFF'S l lTH DATA REQUEST 

1. Please refer to the Staff-requested tables, found in Section E of PEF's Revised Goal Plan. 
Please provide Total Cost tables for the following omitted programs: Business Energy 
Response, Technology Development, Qualifymg Facilities, and Demand Side Renewable 
Portfolio (including any subcategories, as necessary). Please provide these tables in hardcopy 
and electronic (Excel) format. 

Response: Responses provided on December 27, 201 1. 

Please refer to PEF's responses to Staffs 11" Data Request question 1 contained in 
attachments A and B. 

2. Please provide electronic (Excel format) copies of all tables provided in the Revised Goal Plan 
and Original Goal Scenario. These include Cost Effectiveness (summaries only), Savings 
Estimates, and Program Participation for each program; and all Staff requested tables. 

ResDonse: Responses provided on December 27, 201 I 

Revised Goal Plan 

Please refer to PEF's responses to Staff's 11" Data Request question 2 contained in 
attachments C-E. 

Original Goal Scenario 

Revisions to PEF's Responses to Staff's 11" Data Request question 2 are inclusive of 
modifications made in PEF's Responses to Staffs 10" Data Request, as requested by Staff 
during the meeting conducted on December 17, 2010. Below is a summary of the tables 
impacted as a result of these requested changes, when compared to similar tables contained in 
PEF's Original Goal Scenario filed on November 29,2010. 

Summary Tables: 
o Please refer to PEF's responses to Staffs 11" Data Request question 2 contained 

in attachment G, tables II-2,II-4, and 111-1. 

Please refer to PEF's responses to Staffs 11" Data Request question 2 contained 
in attachment F, all tables associated with Better Business. 

Please refer to PEF's responses to Staffs 11" Data Request question 2 contained 
in attachment H, all program tables associated with Better Business, and s m a r y  
tables R-4.1, E-4.2, and IX-5 Original Goal. 

Program Plan Tables: 
o 

Staff Requested Tables: 
o 



3 .  Please provide, for the March 30, 2010, DSM Programs filing the tables provided in the 
“Staff Requested Tables.” Please provide these copies in hardcopy and electronically (Excel 
format). These should include Cost Effectiveness (summaries only), Savings Estimates, and 
Program Participation for each program; and all Staff requested tables fiom the compliance 
filing. 

Original Goal Scenario 
Revised Goal Plan 

Difference 

Response: Please refer to attachments I through J. 

($9 (kwh) 
$1 66,258,566 155,370,072 

155,370,072 

4. Please refer to the Business Energy Response Program for both the Original Goal Scenario 
and the Revised Goal Plan. 

a. PEF provided an annual cost impact estimate for the Original Goal Scenario for this 
program, but has not done so for the Revised Goal Plan. Please provide this 
information. 

Staff notes that the energy savings associated with the program are identical. If the 
annual cost amounts differ fiom the Original Goal Scenario, please explain the 
discrepancy. 

As part of th~s response, please complete the following table and explain, if necessary, 
any variation in expenditures between the Onginal Goal Scenario and the Revised Goal 
Plan. 

b. 

c. 

Business Energy Response 
1 Expenditnres I EnergySavings 

Response: Responses provided on December 27, 201 1 

a. The Business Energy Response Program is the same for both plans. The Revised Goal Plan 
Cost estimate is the same as the Original Goal Scenario. Addtionally, this information has 
been provided within this Data Request in response #1 and #2. 

b. The energy savings associated with the program are identical. The annual cost amounts in 
the Original Goal Scenario are the same as the Revised Goal Plan. 

c. See table below for filing data. 

155,370,072 
$166,258,566 155,370,072 

Dinerenee 

1 Goal Scenaric 
ed Goal Plan .- 



DocketNo lCQ16o-EG 
PEF’sResponsetoSfaffs IlthDataRequest(N0s 1-20) 

5 .  Please identify specific modifications, on a program-by-program basis, between the Original 
Goal Scenario and the March 30,2010, filing. 

Response: 

Please refer to attachment K for specific modifications, on a program-by-program basis, 
between the Original Goal Scenario and the March 30,2010 filing. 

Both plans, the March 30,2010 and Original Goal Scenario filed November 29,2010, were 
developed using the Iron’s High-TRC Case incentive and program cost for Home Energy 
Improvement, Home Advantage, Better Business, and Business New Construction. Programs 
added to the portfolio (that were not part of the Itron High-TRC case) reflect Progress 
Energy‘s (PEF) best estimate of unit cost and used PEF’s standard corporate assumption for 
escalation rates. Per unit measure impacts (demand and energy savings) remained the same. 

Given the current anticipated schedule for Commission consideration of the proposed 
plans filed on November 29, 2010, it will not be possible to realize savings impacts in 
2010 associated with any new measures or programs included in the Original Goal 
Scenario. Thus, the Original Goal Scenario reflects that any deficiency between the 2010 
goals stated in Order No. PSC-10-0198-FOF-EG and PEF’s 2010 demand and energy 
achievements anticipated to be realized under its currently approved plan are assumed to 
be achieved over the remaining 9 years (201 1 - 2019). 

6 .  a. Please explain and describe the differences between the CommerciavIndustrial component 
of the Revised Goal Plan and the Original Goal Scenario. 

b. As part of this response, please explain the difference in program demand and energy 
savings and program cost between the two Plans, on a program-by-program basis and for the 
Plans as a whole. 

Response: 

a. The Original Goal Scenario is closely aligned with the recommendations of the Itron 
potential study. In order to achieve the level of savings reflected in the Itron potential study, it 
assumed a high level of incentive costs. Additionally, the implied escalation rates utilized in 
the Itron potential study are higher than what PEF has reflected in the Revised Goal Plan. The 
Commercialhdustrial component of the Revised Goal Plan was established with participation 
projections that more closely reflect PEF’s recent historical experience, which is slightly 
higher than the levels identified within Itron’s study. In order to mitigate the cost impact to 
customers associated with the Itron cost assumptions utilized in the Original Goal Scenario, 
the CommerciaVIndustrial component of the Original Goal Scenario was designed by capping 
the level of achievement to only meet the Commission’s CommerciavIndwtrial goals. All 
measure-specific demand and energy savings impacts per participant are the same within both 
Plans. 

b. Refer to PEF’s response to question 6a above regarding demand and energy savings. The 
difference in cost between the two Plans is attributable to the differences in the level of 
participation, the escalation rates used for participant and program costs, and the differences in 



($) 
Original 

($14,863,642) 

Response: 

Docket No. 100160-EG 
PEF's Response to Staffs 11th Data Request (Nos, 1-20) 

incentive costs. In the Original Goal Scenario, program and incentive costs were based on 
guidance from the !tron Study. The table below summarizes the above referenced 
assumptions for both Plans. The Itron study utilized in the Original Goal Scenario indicated 
that in order to reach a level of achievement commensurate with the Commission's goals, 
significant incentives would be needed. The differences in program level cost and demand and 
energy savings are summarized in PEF's responses to Questions 7 through 11. 

Participant Cost 
Program Cost 

(admin.lmktg. only) 
Incentive Cost 

Original Goal 5% Implied 5.5% Implied 50% to 100% of 

Scenario Escalation Escalation Participant Costs 

Revised Goal Plan 2% Escalation 2.84% Escalation 
25% to 50% of 

Participant Costs 

7. 	 Please refer to the CommercialJIndustrial New Construction program for the Original Goal 
Scenario and the Revised Goal Plan. As detailed in the table below, there is an increase in the 
energy savings for the program in the Revised Goal Plan, but a significant decrease in 
program costs. Please explain the source of this variation between the two versions of the 
program, and why the more cost-efficient version was not incorporated into the Original Goal 
Scenario. 

CommerciaIlIndustrial New Construction 

Expenditures Energy Savings 
(kWh) 

Goal Scenario $31,229,315 30,133,205 
Revised Goal Plan $16,365,673 31,810,420 

Difference 1,677,215 

As discussed in PEF's response to Question 6, the Original Goal Scenario was closely aligned 
with the cost assumptions utilized in the Itron/collaborative potential studies and that in order 
to mitigate the cost impact to customers associated with the IU'on cost assumptions utilized in 
the Original Goal Scenario, the Commercial/Industrial component was designed to only meet 
the Commission's CommercialJIndustrial goals. As further discussed in PEF's response to 
Question 6, the Revised Goal Plan reflects a higher level of participation with lower cost 
assumptions based on more recent experience. 

8. 	 Please refer to the Business Energy Check program for both the Original Goal Scenario and 
the Revised Goal Plan. As detailed in the table below, there is an increase in program cost for 
the Revised Goal Plan, but no subsequent increase in energy savings. Please explain the 
source of this variation between the two versions of the program, and why the Revised Goal 
Plan has a unique increase in cost without an increase in energy savings. 
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I---
Business Energy Check 

Expenditures Energy Savings 
($) (kWh) 

Ori2inal Goal Scenario $40,751 ,751 19,699,151 

Revised Goal Plan $44,975 ,3 11 19,699,151 

Difference $4,223,560 0 

Response: 

See table below for energy savings for PEF's two DSM Plans filed November 29,2010. The 
Business Energy Check program consists of two primary measures: energy audits and energy 
efficiency kits. While both measures contribute to program costs, PEF's Plans assumed no 
demand and energy savings directly attributable to the energy audit. While the energy audits 
do not directly create demand and energy savings, they do drive participation levels in all 
Commercial!Industrial programs. Additionally, energy efficiency kits are not always provided 
as part of the energy audit. The number of energy efficiency kits assumed in both plans is 
assumed to be the same. The higher level of audits assumed in the Revised Goal Plan is 
consistent with the higher level of participation assumed in many of the Commercial 
!Industrial programs reflected in the Revised Goal Plan. 

Business Energy Check 

Expenditures 
($) 

Energy Savings 
Per Plan Filings 

(kWh) 
Original Goal Scenario $40,751 ,751 10,756,152 

f--. Revised Goal Plan $44,975,3 11 10,756,152 
Difference $4.223,560 0 

9. 	 Please refer to the Business Energy Saver program for both the Original Goal Scenario and the 
Revised Goal Plan. As detailed in the table below, there is a decrease in program cost for the 
Revised Goal Plan, but no subsequent decrease in energy savings. Please explain the source 
of this variation between the two versions of the program, and why the more cost-efficient 
version was not incorporated into the Original Goal Scenario. 

I .. Business Ener'!y Saver 
Expenditures Energy Savings 

($) (kWh) 
Original Goal Scenario $ 1,425,727 2,580, i90 

Revised Goal Plan $1 ,3 19,960 2,580,190 
Difference ($105.767) 0 

Response: 

The cost variance is attributed to the lower escalation rates assumed in the Revised Goal Plan 
as referenced in PEF's response to Question 6b. 
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10. 	 Please refer to the Better Business program for both the Original Goal Scenario and the 
Revised Goal Plan. As detailed in the table below, the Revised Goal Plan version features a 
small increase in program cost but over double the energy savings. Please explain the source 
of this variation between the two versions of the program, and why the more cost-effective 
version was not incorporated into the Original Goal Scenario. 

Better Business 
Expendihlres 

($) 
I 

Energy Savings 
(kWh) 

Original Goal Scenario $97,249,136 142,207,751 
Revised Goal Plan $106,254,585 325,749,301 

Difference $9,005,449 183,541,550 

Response: 

The following table has been modified pursuant to PEF's response to Question la in Staff's 
10th Data Request. For the reasons discussed in PEF's response to Questions 6a and 6b, the 
Revised Goal Plan reflects a higher level of participation with lower cost assumptions, which 
is more reflective ofPEF's recent historic Commercial/Industrial experience. 

I Better Business 

, Expenditures 
($) 

Energy Savings 
(kWh) 

It 
Original Goal Scenario* $115,038,442 166,219,125 

Revised Goal Plan $106,254,585 325,749,301 

I Diffe.·ence ($8,783 858) $159,530,176 

11 . Please refer to the Commercial Green Building New Construction program for both the 
Original Goal Scenario and the Revised Goal Plan. As detailed in the table below, the 
Revised Goal Plan version features an approximate six-fold increase in program costs, but an 
increase in energy savings ofless than double the Original Goal Scenario's. Please explain the 
source of this variation between the two versions of the program, and why costs increase so 
dramatically for relatively little increase in savings for the Revised Goal Plan. 

Commercial Green Building New Construction 
Expenditures Energy Savings 

-($) (kWh) 
Orilrinal Goal Scenario $ 1,275,357 5,260,253 

Revised Goal Plan $8,051,477 9,154,301 
Difference $6,776120 3,894,048I 

Response: 

The following table reflects the correct expenditure infonnation contained in PEF's November 
29th Plan for the Original Goal Scenario. The cost and savings variances are more 
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comparable. For the reasons discussed in PEF's response to Questions 6a and 6b, the Revised 
Goal Plan reflects a higher level of participation with lower cost assumptions, 

Commercial Green Buildin~New Construction 
Expenditures 

($) 
Energy Savings 

(kWh) 
Or~inal Goal Scenario I $6,925,482 I 5,260,253 

Revised Goal Plan $8,051,477 9,154,301 
Difference $1125,995 3,894048 

1. Sum of lolal costs contamed on page 257 of Ihe Ongmal Goal Scenano 

12. In PEF's Introduction of the Revised Goal Plan, on Page 6, PEF states that it incorporates two 
measures from the March 30, 2010, Technical Potential Program filing into the Home Energy 
Improvement Program. These measures are HV AC Tune-Up and high SEER HV AC 
wIECM. The March 30, 2010, filing suggests that HV AC Tune-Up was already incorporated 
into the Home Energy Improvement Program. The Revised Goal Plan also does not mention 
high SEER HV AC wIECM. Please explain or describe how the Revised Goal Plan and 
Original Goal Scenario versions of the Home Energy Improvement Program differ from the 
March 30 filing. 

Response: 

The HVAC Tune-Up measure referred to on page 6 ofPEF's Revised Goal Plan, as described 
on page 100 of March 30, 2010 filing under the title of "HVAC Annual Maintenance", refers 
to a less comprehensive version of the HVAC Tune-up measure reflected in the Home Energy 
Improvement Program (HElP). The participation associated with this less comprehensive 
version of the measure contained in the March 30, 2010 Technical Potential Program (TPP) is 
being, in part, absorbed within the HV AC Tune-up measure of the HElP contained in the 
Revised Goal Plan. 

The SEER HV AC wlECM measure contained within the March 30, 2010 TPP generally 
pertains to systems with a SEER greater than 17. While not separately discussed in the 
Revised Goal Plan, this measure is included in the measure titled "High Efficiency HV AC 
Systems" referenced on page 34 of the Revised Goal Plan 

The Original Goal Scenario and the March 30, 2010 filing are identical with respect to the 
HVAC Tune-up and SEER HV AC w/ECM measures reflected in the TPP. 

13 . In PEF's Introduction of the Revised Goal Plan, on Page 6, PEF states that it incorporates two 
measures from the March 30, 2010 Filing of the Technical Potential Program into the Low 
Income and Informational Education Initiatives. These measures are HVAC Tune-Up and 
Window Films. The March 30, 2010, Low Income Weatherization Assistance Program filing 
already includes both of these measures. Please explain or describe how the Revised Goal 
Plan and Original Goal Scenario versions of the Low Income Weatherization Assistance 
program differ from the March 30 filing. 

Response: 
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The HVAC Tune-up measure referred to on page 6 of PEF’s Revised Goal Plan, as described 
on page 100 of March 30,2010 filing under the title of “HVAC Annual Maintenance”, refers 
to a less comprehensive version of the HVAC Tune-up measure reflected in the Low Income 
Weatherization Assistance Program (LIWAP). The participation associated with this less 
comprehensive version of the measure contained in the March 30, 2010 Technical Potential 
Program (TPP) is being, in part, absorbed withm the HVAC Tune-up measure of the LIWAP 
contained in the Revised Goal Plan. 

PEF acknowledges that its statement on page 6 of PEF’s Revised Goal Scenario regarding the 
window film measure was made in error, and is incorrect. The Low Income Weatherization 
Assistance Program continues to reflect a window film measure. 

The Original Goal Plan and the March 30,2010 filing are identical with respect to the HVAC 
Tune-up and Window Film measures reflected in the TPP. 

14. PEF’s response to Staffs 7th Set of Interrogatories, Interrogatory No. 73, issued in Docket 
No. 080408-EG, and represents the amount of residential annual energy savings based on 
measures excluded due to a payback of less than two years as 958 Gwhs. PEF’s Late-Filed 
Exhibit No. 2 represents the top ten technical potential measures with less than a 2 year 
payback and includes 8 residential measures that total 1904 GWhs in annual energy savings. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

Please explain how PEF determined the excluded residential measures and their 
represented savings as provided in response to Interrogatory No. 73 of Staffs 7th Set of 
Interrogatories. 

Please explain what data was relied upon to project the residential annual energy 
savings of 958 GWhs. 

Please explain how PEF determined the 8 residential measures and their represented 
savings as provided in Late-Filed Exhibit No. 2. 

Please explain what data was relied upon to project the 1,904 GWhs of residential 
annual energy savings ffom these 8 measures. 

Please explain how the savings ffom the 8 excluded residential measures (1,904 GWhs) 
can be greater than the savings for & excluded residential measures (958 GWhs) 

Resuonse: 

a. Itrodcollaborative potential studies results were utilized. The measures excluded were 
those that were deemed as “naturally occurring” (or occurring without utility incentives) 
over the 10 year plan period due to less than 2 year payback. The DSWAssyst Model 
utilized by Itron determines how the payback of each measure drives an adoption rate 
for each year. 958 GWh was the sum of the expected energy impact for all residential 
measures with less than 2 year payback. 

PEF relied on output kom Itrodcollaborative potential studies which included the 
results of the DSWAssyst Model utilized by Itron. Refer to PEF’s response to 14a 
(above). The 958 GWh is not the aggregate technical potential of all residential 

b. 
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measures deemed "naturally occuning" due to less than 2-year payback. 

c. Using the output from the Ttron/collaborative potential studies, the 8 residential 
measures were a subset of the highest top 10 residential and commercial measures with 
less than 2-year payback. The ranking of the top 10 measures was based on the 

technical energy potential of the measures. The aggregate technical energy potential for 
the top eight residential measures was 1 ,904 GWh. 

d. PEF relied upon the output from the Ttron/collaborative Technical Potential study. The 
following table summarizes the top 10 residential and commercial measures with less 
than 2-year payback and their corresponding technical potential savings. The aggregate 
technical energy potential of the residential measures is 1,904 and was incorporated into 
the goals approved by the Commission. 

Measure 
Customer Measure Name 

# 

Residential 231 'CFL (18-Watt integral ball as t) 681.43 35.65 50.84 

Com mercial 131 CFL Sc rew-in 18W 402.3 77.9 43.3 

Commercial 111 Premium T8, Electronic Ballas t 243.42 46.93 28.04 

Residential 802 High Efficiency One Speed Pool Pump (1.5 hpj 211.83 45.23 8.79 

Residential 801 Two Speed Pool Pump (1.5 hpj 210.32 44.90 8.73 

Residential 114 Proper Refrigerant Charging and Air Flow 2 02.50 77.09 

Residential 141 Electronic al ly Com mutated Motors (ECM) on Air Handler 181.81 58.50 109.94 

Residential 121 Default Wind ow with Suns creen 161.2 7 120.83 (17.77) 

Residential 408 Water Heater Blanket 132 70 10.51 29.33 

Residential 112 AC Maintenance (Outdoor Coil Clea ning ) 122 .03 47.12 
.. 

Total 2,549.59 

Res ide ntial only 1,903.89 

e. "Naturally occurring" potential is the subset of technical potential as shown in figure 3-2 
below. Technical potential has no constraints, such as time, cost effectiveness or other 
baniers. 

The technical potential of all excluded residential measures was 2,436 GWh. 

The "naturally occurring" potential of the all excluded residential measures was 958 GWh. 

The technical potential of the 8 excluded residential measures was 1,904 GWh. 

The "naturally occurring" potential of the 8 excluded residential measures was 734 GWh. 
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Figure 3-2, Conceptual relationship among definitions of energy efficiency potential! 

15. Please provide the projected incentive and customer equipment cost, by program and measure, 
for each of the company's DSM Plans. As part of this response, provide the participant's 

equipment cost, before and after the incentive is applied. Please also provide the incentive 
amount per participant, the incentive's unit (such as square feet, equipment unit, or monthly 
bill credit), and the incentive amount per unit. Please provide a hardcopy and electronic 

(Excel format) version of this table as part of the response. 

Plan [March 30, 2010 Goal Scenario or Revised Goal Plan 1 
Prooram Name: 

Participant's 
Participant's Cost Incentive Incentive 

Cost Incentive 
Year 

(pre-Incen tive) 
(Post-Incentive) Unit Per Unit 

(Metric) ($lUnit) 
2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 List 
2015 Unit 
2016 Here 
2017 

2018 

2019 

I Chapter 3, page 3-3 of the final technical report titled: Technical Potential for Electric and Peak Demand 
in by Itron, Inc. 



Program 

Response: 

Filing, Original 

($lParticipant) 

Program 

Savings per Participant 

Savings Savings 
(KWlPart.) 

, 

i 
! I 

Response: 
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Plan 

Name: 

Measure Name: 

Participant's 
Cost 

Year 
(pre-Incentive) 
($lParticipant) 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

2016 

2017 

2018 

2019 

[March 30, 2010 Goal Scenario or Revised Goal Plan] 

Participant's Cost Incentive Incentive
Incentive 

(post-Incentive) Unit Per Unit 

($lParticipant) (Metric) ($lUni!) 

List 
Unit 
Here 

As agreed by all parties during the meeting conducted on December 17, 2010, PEF's 

responses for this question will be filed by January 24, 2011. 

16. 	 Please provide the projected annual demand and energy savings, by program and measure, for 
each of the company's DSM Plans. As part of this response, please include the savings by 

participant as well. Please provide a hardcopy and electronic (Excel format) version of this 

table as part of the response. 

Plan 
[ March 30, 2010 Filing, Original Goal Scenario or Revised Goal Plan 

] 
Name: 

Measure Name: 
Total Savinos 

Summer Winter Annual Summer Winter Annual 
Year Peak Peak Energy Peak Peak Energy 

Demand Demand Demand Demand 

(kW) (kW) (kWh) (KW/Part.) (KWhlPart.) 
2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

2016 

2017 

2018 

2019 

Total 



Impact ($/1200-kWb) 
Filing, 

Program 

Impact 

Program I I 

Response: 

Expenditnres 

Program 

Expenditures il 

Program I 

ECCR $) 

Pilln [March 30,2010 Filing, Original Goal Scenario or Revised Goal Plan] 

Measure 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 
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As agreed by all parties during the meeting conducted on December 17, 2010, PEF's 
responses for this question will be filed by January 24,2011. 

17. 	 Please provide the projected rate impact, by program and measure, for each of the company's 
DSM Plans. Please provide a hardcopy and electronic (Excel fonnat) version of this table as 

part of the response. 

Residential Rate 
Plan [ March 30, 20 I ° Original Goal Scenario or Revised Goal Plan ] 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Total 

Residential Rate ($/1200-kWh 

Plan [March 30,2010 Filing, Original Goal Scenario or Revised Goal Plan] 

Measure 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Total 

As agreed by all parties during the meeting conducted on December 17, 2010, PEF's 
responses for this question will be filed by January 24, 2011. 

18. 	 Please provide the projected ECCR expenditures, by program and measure, for each of the 
company's DSM Plans. Please provide a hardcopy and electronic (Excel fonnat) version of 
this table as part of the response. 

2014 2015 2017 2018 	 20192016 

Total 

ECCR ($) 
Plan [March 30,2010 Filing, Original Goal Scenario or Revised Goal Plan] 

2011 2012 2013 



Response: 

Program 

I 

I 
Orie.inal 

Program 

Response: 

Original 1 
Participant's 

Response: 

Lost Revenues ($) 

Lost Revenues ($) 

Plan [March 30, 2010 Filing, Goal Scenario or Revised Goal Plan] 

Measure 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Total 

: 

Total 

Docket No. lOOI60-EG 
PEF's Response to Staff's II th Data Request (Nos. I - 20) 

As agreed by all parties during the meeting conducted on December 17, 2010, PEF's 

responses for this question will be filed by January 24,2011. 

19. Please provide the projected lost revenues, by program and measure, for each of the 
company's DSM Plans. Please provide a hardcopy and electronic (Excel fonnat) version of 

this table as part of the response. 

Plan [March 30, 2010 Filing, Original Goal Scenario or Revised Goal Plan 1 
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Total 

As agreed by aU parties during the meeting conducted on December 17, 2010, PEF's 
responses for this question will be filed by January 24, 2011. 

20. Please provide the cost-effectiveness test results for each program, by program and measure, 

for each of the company's DSM Plans. As part of this response, include the benefits and cost 
for each test. Please provide a hardcopy and electronic (Excel fonnat) version of this table as 

part of the response. 

Plan [March 30, 2010 Filing, Goal Scenario or Revised Goal Plan 

Program Measure E-RIM Test E-TRC Test 

Name Name 
Benefits Costs Ratio BCllcfits Costs Ratio Benefits Costs Ratio 
(SOOO) (SOOO) (-) (SOOO) (SOoo) (-) (SOOO) (SOOO) (-) 

Total 

As agreed by all parties during the meeting conducted on December 17, 2010, PEF's 
responses for this question will be filed by January 24,2011. 



: State of Florida 

J'uhlirJ$.eriric.e OInmmtzsinu 
C.\PITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER. 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD 


TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-0850 


-M-E-M-O-R-A-N-D-U-M

DATE: March 25,2011 

TO: Division of Regulatory Analysis 

FROM: Ann Cole, Commission Clerk, Office of Commission Clerk ~ 
RE: Data Request CD, Document Number 00336-11 

Attached please find one CD, labeled PEF Responses to Staffs Data Request - 11th Data 
Request, Attachments I-K, Docket Number 100160-EG, which is being forwarded to the 
Division of Regulatory Analysis for further disposition. 

If you have any questions regarding this transmittal, please feel free to contact me. 

Thank you. 
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