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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY

1.0 QUALIFICATIONS

Mr. Spellman, please state your name, position and business addresses.
My name is Richard F. Spellman and I am the President of GDS Associates, Inc. (GDS),
an engineering and management consulting firm. My business address is Suite 800, 1850

Parkway Place, Marietta, Georgia 30067,

Q: Please describe GDS Associates, Inc.

GDS is an engineering and management consulting firm with over 170 employees in the
United States (U.S.). GDS specializes in energy supply and energy efficiency planning
and analysis issues with clients in the U.S. and Canada. Our services include:
(1) energy efficiency, renewable energy and demand response program design,
implementation and evaluation;
(2) integrated resource planning;
(3) electric generation, transmission and distribution system planning;
(4) wholesale and retail rate studies; and
(5) other planning and implementation projects for electric and natural gas utilities
and government agencies.
In addition to providing energy efficiency program planning and evaluation services,
GDS is implementing energy efficiency and demand response programs for clients in

several states.
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY

Are these government or utility clients?
Both. GDS provides engineering and energy consulting services to electric and natural
gas utilities, government agencies, non-profit organizations, commercial organizations,

other consulting firms, and homeowners.

Please state your educational background and work experience.
My educational background and work experience are provided in my resume, which is

attached as Exhibit RFS-1,

Please summarize your work experience in the area of energy efficiency.

During my sixteen years at GDS, I have managed several large-scale consulting projects
for GDS clients relating to the design, implementation and evaluation of energy
efficiency and demand response programs. I have completed over thirty-six energy
efficiency potential studies across the U.S., and I have completed numerous program
evaluation and market assessment studies (including end-use metering studies, mail and
phone surveys, internet-based surveys, in-depth interviews, focus groups, etc.). I have
completed impact and process evaluations of energy efficiency, demand response and
load management programs. I have testified on energy efficiency potential studies and
other related planning issues before state regulatory commissions in Connecticut,
Georgia, Maine, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Carolina, Texas, Utah, and
Vermont. My clients include electric and natural gas utilities, government agencies, non-

profit organizations, and other commercial businesses.
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY

Before joining GDS in 1993, I was the Manager of Marketing and Product Development
at Central Maine Power Company (CMP) where I managed the design and
implementation of CMP’s energy efficiency and demand response programs (with a
budget of over $26 million annually). I served as the chairman of the New England
Power Pool DSM Planning Committee in 1991 and 1992, and I serve on the Board of
Directors of the Association of Energy Services Professionals (AESP). My education
includes a BA degree with distinction in Math/Economics from Dartmouth College
(graduated cum laude and with distinction) and an MBA from the Thomas College
Graduate School of Business. I am a graduate of the University of Michigan Graduate
School of Business Administration Management II Program, the Electric Council of New
England Skills of Utility Management Program, and I am a member of the Association of

Energy Services Professionals.

Mr. Spellman, please explain the portion of your panel’s testimony for which you have
responsibility.

I have the responsibility for all issues relating to the selection of cost effectiveness tests
for Florida and for all issues relating to recommendations for energy efficiency goals for
the seven FEECA utilities and other policy recommendations. In addition, Caroline
Guidry and I are jointly responsible for the portion of the testimony relating to the review
and analysis by GDS of the energy efficiency technical, economic, and achievable

potential estimates developed by the seven FEECA utilities.'

! Utilities subject to FEECA include Florida Power & Light Company, Progress Energy Florida, Inc., Tampa
Electric Company, Gulf Power Company, Florida Public Utilities Company, JEA, and OUC.

-3-
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY

Ms. Guidry, please state your name, title and business address.
My name is Caroline Guidry and I am employed by GDS as an Engineer. My business

address is 1850 Parkway Place, Suite 800, Marietta, GA 30067.

Please describe your duties and responsibilities in that position,

As an Engineer in the Energy Efficiency/Renewable Energy department, I have assisted
with data collection, analyses, report writing, and development of presentations all related
to energy efficiency potential studies, demand-side management program planning, and
DSM policies in general. I have worked with both utilities and public service

commissions from both the potential assessment and program development perspectives.

Please state your educational background and work experience.
My educational background and work experience are provided in my resume, which is

attached as Exhibit RFS-2.

Please explain the portion of your panel’s testimony for which you are responsible.

Along with Mr. Spellman, I am responsible for the portion of the testimony addressing
GDS’ technical review and analysis of the energy efficiency technical, economic, and
achievable potential estimates developed by the seven FEECA utilities. This portion of

the testimony is contained in Part 5.0 of the testimony.
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INTRODUCTION

What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of the testimony is to provide:
e the results of the GDS review and assessment of the technical, economic, and
achievable potential studies performed by Itron for the seven FEECA utilities;
e recommendations on the energy efficiency cost-effectiveness tests that are
consistent with the revised FEECA statute and should be utilized in this
proceeding to establish new conservation goals for the FEECA utilities;
e recommendations for revisions to the energy efficiency goals proposed by
each of the FEECA utilities; and
e policy recommendations pertaining to the implementation of the changes to
the FEECA statutes made in the 2008 legislative session, including the need for
utility performance incentives or penalties relating to demand-side management
(DSM) goals, the treatment of efficiency investments across generation,
transmission, and distribution systems, and an appropriate mechanism for

increasing the development of demand-side renewable energy resources.

Are you sponsoring any exhibits?
Yes, I am sponsoring Exhibits Nos. RFS-1 through RFS-23, which are attached to the

testimony.

Please summarize the recommendations contained in your testimony.
In the testimony, I recommend that the energy efficiency goals for each FEECA utility be

based upon an estimate of the maximum achievable cost-effective potential determined

-5-




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY

with the use of the E-TRC Test (an Enhanced Total Resource Cost Test) and the
Participant Test as the primary cost-effectiveness tests. The E-TRC Test should include a
monetary value for greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions based on the latest estimates of the
futilre price of GHG allowances published by the U.S. Congressional Budget Office. The
E-TRC Test is the correct primary test because it considers (a) costs and benefits to
customers participating in conservation measures; (b) costs and benefits to the general
body of ratepayers as a whole, including utility incentives and participant contributions;
and (c) costs and benefits of avoided power plant emissions. The Participant Test is also
needed because it determines whether an energy efficiency measure is cost-effective from

the Participant’s viewpoint.

With regard to the technical, economic and achievable potential studies submitted by the
utilities in this proceeding, GDS concludes that the estimates of achievable energy
efficiency potential developed in these studies are understated based on the following
findings:
s The studies exclude several cost-effective energy efficiency measures.
e The utilities have eliminated many cost-effective measures within the
residential and commercial sectors based on a two-year minimum payback
requirement without considering the actual market barriers and low market
saturations of many of these energy efficiency measures.
o The energy efficiency portfolio optimization program used by some of the
FEECA utilities overly constrains the DSM program potential by limiting the
application of energy efficiency measures to incremental increases in electric

demand only.
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* The baseline annual kilowatt-hour (kWh) sales estimates developed for the

study are consistently low when compared to actual kWh sales, which also limits

the savings potential in each utility and market sector.

» The market penetration projections developed for the 10-year planning period

are conservative and do not adequately reflect aggressive marketing and

successful program implementation plans.
GDS recommends specific numeric conservation goals for each of the seven FEECA
utilities, which are summarized in the following table. The recommended goals are lower
than those I calculated using the E-TRC Test and adjusted for deficiencies and errors in
the potential studies. Recognizing that the higher goals represent a significant cultural
and economic change for the FEECA utilities, I am recommending that for the first five
years the conservation goals be set at 50 percent of my calculated goals. This five-year
transition period affords the utilities time to plan, design and implement new, more
comprehensive programs to support the much higher level of goals. The end of the
transition period will coincide with the next five-year goal setting proceeding. In that
proceeding, the Commission can assess whether there is a need to continue the transition

period.
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Table 1: GDS Propoesed Energy Efficiency Goals for 2014
2014 Winter 2014
MW Savings | Summer MW | 2014 GWh
Cumulative Goal as Savings Goal | Savings Goal
Winter | Summer Annual Percent of | as Percentof | as Percent of
MW MW GWh 2014 2014 2014 Forecast
Savings | Savings Savings Forecast Forecast Annual GWh
Utility | (2014) (2014) (2014) System Peak | System Peak Sales
FPL 680.5 1,233.5 3,128.0 3.4% 5.5% 2.9%
PEF 3794 3477 1147.8 3.5% 3.4% 2.7%
TECO 127.2 178.6 466.7 2.4% 3.7% 2.1%
Gulf 61.4 83.7 301.9 2.0% 2.6% 2.0%
JEA 8.9 77 264.9 0.3% 2.4% 1.8%
oucC 1.9 39.2 120.1 0.2% 2.9% 1.8%
FPUC 0.8 3.3 14.2 0.4% 1.8% 1.5%

In addition, we provide recommendations on a number of policy issues. Although we
conclude that the development of more aggressive conservation goals will not have a
significant rate impact, we describe a rate impact cap mechanism that the Commission
may choose to implement. We also conclude in the testimony that while the Commission
is authorized to develop a performance incentive mechanism for those utilities that
exceed their annual targets, this should be developed in a separate proceeding with input
from all interested stakeholders. The revised FEECA statute allows the Commission to
consider efficiency investments in generation, transmission and distribution systems.
However, since the utilities have not performed technical potential analyses of the
specific efficiency improvements available, I recommend that this issue also be handled

in a separate proceeding when the necessary analysis has been completed.
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Finally, in order to further encourage the continued research and development of
demand-side renewable systems in Florida, I recommend that the FEECA utilities be
required to establish demand-side renewable programs that target solar thermal and solar
photovoltaic measures that were not found to be cost-effective in this proceeding. I
recommend that the Commission authorize annual recovery through the ECCR for these
program equal to 10 percent of each IOU’s five-year average of ECCR expenses for
2004-2008.

PURPOSE AND INTENT OF THE FEECA STATUTE

Please describe the purpose of the Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act
(FEECA).
The Florida Legislature has directed the Florida Public Service Commission
(Commission) to adopt appropriate goals for increasing the efficiency of energy
consumption and increasing the development of demand-side renewable energy systems.
Specifically, the FEECA legislation directs the Commission to establish energy
efficiency goals for each FEECA utility to:

¢ Increase the conservation of expensive resources, such as petroleum fuels;

¢ Reduce and control the growth rates of electric consumption;

¢ Reduce the growth rates of weather-sensitive peak demand; and

¢ Encourage development of demand-side renewable energy resources.

Is information on the legislative intent provided in the FEECA statute?
Yes. Section 366.81, Florida Statutes (F.S.), provides the intent of this legislation, as

follows:
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366.81 Legislative findings and intent.--The Legislature finds and
declares that it is critical to utilize the most efficient and cost-effective
demand-side renewable energy systems and conservation systems in order
to protect the health, prosperity, and general welfare of the state and its
citizens. Reduction in, and control of, the growth rates of electric
consumption and of weather-sensitive peak demand are of particular
importance. The Legislature further finds that the Florida Public Service
Commission is the appropriate agency to adopt goals and approve plans
related to the promotion of demand-side renewable energy systems and the
conservation of electric energy and natural gas usage. The Legislature
directs the commission to develop and adopt overall goals and authorizes
the commission to require each utility to develop plans and implement
programs for increasing energy efficiency and conservation and demand-
side renewable energy systems within its service area, subject to the

approval of the commission.

What changes to the FEECA statute did the Florida Legislature make in the 2008
legislative session?
The 2008 Florida Legislature enacted several amendments to the FEECA statutes, the
most significant of which are summarized as follows:
In developing the FEECA goals, the Commission is directed by Section 366.82, F.S., to:

o Consider costs and benefits to customers participating in conservation

measures;

e Consider the costs and benefits to the general body of ratepayers as a whole,

-10 -
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY

including utility incentives and participant contributions;

* Consider the need for incentives to promote both customer-owned and utility-
owned energy efficiency and demand-side renewable energy systems;

e Consider costs imposed by state and federal regulations on the emission of
GHGs; and

» Evaluate the technical potential of all demand-side and supply-side energy

conservation measures, including demand-side renewable energy systems.

In addition, the Commission is permitted by Section 366.82 F.S., to:
¢ Allow efficiency investments across generation, transmission, and distribution
as well as efficiencies within the user base; and
¢ Authorize financial rewards or penalties for those utilities over which it has

rate-setting authority for exceeding or failing to meet the goals, respectively.

Q. What impact do these changes have on the conservation goal-setting process which is the
subject of this proceeding?

A, By amending Section 366.82, F.S., in 2008, the Florida Legislature has directed the
Commission to place increased emphasis on the level of energy efficiency goals in order
to reduce and control the growth rates of electric consumption. The changes give the
Commission broader authority to maximize the achievement of energy efficiency in
Florida.

40 CURRENT AND HISTORICAL FLORIDA ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND LOAD

MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

-11-
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY

Have the FEECA utilities’ energy efficiency and load management programs been
successful in the past?
Yes, however, in the past, more focus has been placed on kilowatt (kW) savings than on

kilowatt-hour (kWh) savings.

How have the FEECA utilities historically ranked in the nation in terms of absolute kW
savings from load management programs in the past?
In 2007, based on incremental annual kW savings from load management programs
reported by each utility in the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) Form 861
Database, out of the 192 utilities reporting absolute savings of over zero kW, the FEECA
utilities received the following ranks:

o Progress Energy Florida, Inc. (formerly Florida Power Corp.): 2

¢ Florida Power & Light Company: 5

e Gulf Power Company: 39

e Tampa Electric Company: 70

¢ Florida Public Utilities Company: Not Reported

e JEA: Not Reported

e OUC: Not Reported
A graphical representation of all of the reporting utilities and the rank of the FEECA
utilities according to absolute kW savings reported for years 2005, 2006, and 2007 can be
found in Exhibit RFS-3. This exhibit also contains a listing of the top 20 utilities for

these three years.

-12 -
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In the past, how have the FEECA utilities historically ranked in the nation in terms of
relative load management kW savings as a percentage of summer peak loads?
In 2007, based on cumulative annual kW savings from load management programs as a
percentage of summer peak loads reported by each utility in the U.S. EIA Form 861
Database, out of the 192 utilities reporting annual effects of over zero kW, the FEECA
utilities received the following ranks:

o Progress Energy Florida, Inc. (Florida Power Corp.): 38

o Florida Power & Light Company: 124

e Gulf Power Company: 141

e Tampa Electric Company: 180

o TFlorida Public Utilities Company: Not Reported

e JEA: Not Reported

s OUC: Not Reported
A graphical representation of all of the reporting utilities and the rank of the FEECA
utilities according to relative cumulative kW savings as a percentage of summer peak
load reported for years 2005, 2006, and 2007 can be found in Exhibit RFS-4, This exhibit
also contains a listing of the top 20 utilities for these three years. In ranking utilities on
their energy efficiency and load management achievements, it is important to consider
the magnitude of the kWh and kW savings in proportion to each utility’s annual kWh

sales and peak load, and not just on the level of kW savings alone.

How have the FEECA utilities historically ranked in the nation in terms of energy
efficiency program savings in the past?

In 2007, based on incremental annual kWh savings from energy efficiency programs

- 13-
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reported by each utility in the U.S. EIA Form 861 Database, out of the 279 utilities
reporting incremental savings of over zero kWh, none of the FEECA utilities scored in
the top 100 electric utilities. The FEECA utilities received the following ranks for 2007:

e Florida Power & Light Company: 107

s Progress Energy Florida, Inc. (Florida Power Corp.): 133

e Gulf Power Company: 146

o JEA: 154

e Tampa Electric Company: 158

e Florida Public Utilities Company: 177

¢ OUC: Not Reported
A graphical representation of all of the reporting utilities and the rank of the FEECA
utilities according to annual incremental kWh savings reported as a percentage of total
sales for years 2005, 2006, and 2007 can be found in Exhibit RFS-5. This exhibit also

contains a listing of the top 20 utilities for these three years.

Have other electric utilities in Florida implemented energy efficiency programs?

Yes. According to the U.S. EIA Form 861 Database, seven other Florida electric utilities,
in addition to the FEECA utilities, have reported kWh savings from energy efficiency
programs. Exhibit RFS-6 shows the reported incremental kWh savings as a percentage of

total retail sales for years 2005, 2006, and 2007 for all of the Florida utilities that reported

energy efficiency savings for those years.

How do the energy efficiency program savings of the non-FEECA utilities in Florida

compare to the Florida FEECA utility energy efficiency program savings?

-14 -




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25
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The top three “non-FEECA” electric utilities in Florida reporting savings in 2007 —
Reedy Creek Improvement District (Reedy Creek), Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU),
and City of Tallahassee (Tallahassee) — achieved annual kWh savings of 0.98 percent,
0.76 percent, and 0.34 percent, respectively, of total 2007 kWh sales. FPL, which is the
highest ranking FEECA utility, achieved incremental annual kWh savings as a percent of
retail kWh sales in 2007 of only 0.20 percent, which is significantly less that the savings
achieved by Reedy Creek, GRU, and Tallahassee. As shown on Exhibit RFS-6, out of
the total 13 utilities reporting energy efficiency programs savings in Florida for 2007, the
FEECA utilities are ranked as follows:

e Florida Power & Light Company: 4

e Progress Energy Florida, Inc.(Florida Power Corp.): 6

¢  Gulf Power Company: 7

e JEA:8

e Tampa Electric Company: 9

o Florida Public Utilities Company: 11

¢ OUC: Not Reported
This comparison of kWh savings data for Florida electric utilities raises the question of
why the seven FEECA utilities do not achieve annual kWh savings as high as that
achieved by Reedy Creek, GRU, or Tallahassee. Furthermore, the 0.76 percent of annual

kWh sales saved in just one year (2007) by GRU is as high as what some of the FEECA

utilities propose to save over a 10-year period.

Why is it important for Florida’s electric utilities to increase the level of energy

efficiency and conservation?

-15-
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY

A. The following factors make aggressive implementation of electric energy efficiency

programs imperative for the State of Florida:

According to the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council, Inc.’s (FRCC)
2009 Regional Load and Resource Plan,’ consumption of electricity in Florida
(as measured by growth in net energy for load) is expected to experience an
average annual compound growth rate of 1.8 percent over the period from
2009 to 2018. Energy efficiency programs can help reduce the demand for
electricity at a levelized cost per lifetime kWh saved that is much less
expensive than building and operating a new nuclear power plant or power
plant fueled with clean coal. A main objective of FEECA is to decrease the
rate of growth in electricity consumption. Implementation of aggressive
energy efficiency programs can help meet this objective.

Having more energy efficiency resources in the utilities’ energy resource
plans provides a more diversified, less costly and less risky mix of energy
resources.

Investing more in cost-effective energy efficiency can help reduce Florida’s
consumption of fossil fuels. This is a key objective of the FEECA statute.
Investing more in cost-effective energy efficiency can help Florida increase its
energy independence and make the state less reliant on outside sources of

energy supply.

Investing more in cost-effective energy efficiency can help reduce emissions

? Florida Reliability Coordination Counsel, Inc.’s (FRCC) 2009 Regional Load and Resource Plan (July 2009), page

1. Available at:

hitps:/fwww.free.com/Planning/Shared%20Documents/Load%20and%20R esource%20Plans/2009%20LRP_Web.pd

f

-16 -
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1 of 8O3, NOx, CO;, and particulates in Florida. Unlike coal and gas-fired
2 plants, energy efficiency investments do not produce carbon dioxide, a major
3 greenhouse gas.

4 ¢ Investing more in cost-effective energy efficiency can help increase “green”
5 jobs in the State of Florida.

6 | 5.0 EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL STUDIES

7 Q. Has GDS reviewed the potential studies completed by the seven FEECA utilities?

8 | A Yes. GDS has reviewed the technical potential studies for all seven FEECA utilities as

9 well as the statewide technical potential report. GDS has also reviewed the methodology
10 and results of the economic and achievable potential studies, which are described in the
11 testimonies filed by witnesses for each utility.

12
13 1Q. What methodological requirements should be utilized in the potential studies used as a
14 basis to set goals for the FEECA utilities?

15 | A. The potential studies should reflect the primary objectives of FEECA which are to: (1)

16 reduce the growth rates of Florida’s weather-sensitive peak demand, (2) reduce and
17 control the overall growth in electricity consumption, and (3) reduce consumption of
18 scarce fossil fuels. Additionally, pursuant to Section 366.82, F.S., the Commission, in
19 developing the goals, should also evaluate the technical potential of all demand-side and
20 supply-side energy conservation measures, including demand-side renewable energy
21 systems. Because of the nature of the objectives and the audience, the potential studies
22 should be thorough, reflect the environment and market of the service territory, be
23 accurate in their approximations of technical potential savings and market potential, and
24 be transparent so that technically oriented and non-technically oriented stakeholders may
25
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see the assumptions, methodology, and supporting documentation behind the final

numbers.

Is it important for technical and achievable potential studies to include a comprehensive
list of energy efficiency measures and technologies?

Yes. In order for these potential studies to provide meaningful and complete information
on energy efficiency potential, the studies should contain detailed information on energy
efficiency measures and the size of target markets. Specifically, the studies should
include a comprehensive range of existing and emerging energy efficiency, demand
response, and renewable measures and technologies. They should also provide evidence
of and support for all assumptions relating to measure costs, measure savings and
measure useful lives. The documentation and support for the underlying assumptions is

just as important as those assumptions.

Do the energy efficiency potential studies need to provide detailed information on the
methodology used to develop the estimates and documentation of all assumptions,
including measure costs, measure savings, measure useful lives, and measure penetration
rates?

Yes. The studies should provide clear information on the methodology used to develop
the energy efficiency potential estimates as well as detailed documentation of all
underlying assumptions and data used to develop the energy efficiency potential
estimates. Without proper documentation of methods and references, the validity of the

data and assumptions used cannot be verified.

-18 -




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY

The studies should also be tailored to the users of the studies which includes: (1) the
Commission, which has ultimate authority over the target setting; (2) the utilities, which
will be proposing achievable goals based on these studies; (3) the public, which is
indirectly involved both as customers of the utility and as prospective program
participants; and (4) other interested stakeholders (public interest and environmental

organizations).

Do service area-specific factors impact potential studies?

Yes. Many factors can impact the savings results of energy efficiency programs;
therefore, it is necessary to use Florida-specific data wherever possible so that the
estimates reflect actual potential for service areas in Florida. The development of these
energy efficiency potential estimates requires special attention in order to tailor the study

to a specific service area.

What service area-specific factors impacting potential studies should the Commission
ensure are accounted for when setting targets based on the studies?

Service area specific factors include appliance saturation data, the mix of single-family
versus multi-family housing units, heating and cooling degree days, avoided costs for
electricity, retail electric rates, availability of alternative fuels, the degree to which energy
efficient appliances are already installed and other economic and demographic
characteristics of the service area including localized equipment and installation costs.

These factors can affect a measure’s savings potential and cost-effectiveness.
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In addition to the service area-specific factors mentioned above, what regulations should
the Commission ensure are accounted for in the potential studies when setting targets
based on those studies?

National, state and local building codes, national and state appliance efficiency standards,
and other energy efficiency regulations all contribute to energy savings and greatly
impact the calculated potential energy savings available through utility run energy
efficiency programs. Higher appliance and building standards can lead to less calculated
potential attributable to energy efficiency programs due to the smaller differences in
energy consumption between minimum standard equipment codes (the baseline) and high
efficiency equipment. Higher and more stringent standards lead to overall energy
efficiency improvements and lower energy needs of customers. Such standards should
carefully be accounted for in energy efficiency potential studies so that the potential for
additional energy savings through energy efficiency programs is not overstated or

double-counted.

Should potential studies include federal and state incentive programs?

Yes. Studies of energy efficiency potential also should to take into account existing
governmental incentives and programs as well as federal and state tax credits for energy
efficiency measures in order to ensure that the proper utility and participant equipment

costs are reflected in the cost-effectiveness tests.

Have you reviewed the technical potential studies performed by Itron for the FEECA
utilities?

Yes, we have reviewed the technical potential studies for all seven of the FEECA utilities
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and we have reviewed the statewide energy efficiency potential study. Ms. Guidry had

lead responsibility for this review.

How did you approach the review of the technical potential studies?
The assessment process used by GDS included an examination of all aspects of the
technical potential study from individual data points to the published electricity savings
potential. The GDS assessment was designed to both verify and validate the equations,
calculations, and methodology used to estimate the energy efficiency technical potential
and the data and data sources used as inputs into the study. GDS examined the following
five components of the studies:
(1) The equations and techniques used by Itron to determine the unadjusted and
adjusted energy and peak demand savings were examined to verify that the
equations produced the published results based upon the input assumptions and

data provided in the technical potential studies.

(2) GDS assessed whether or not the objectives of the study could be met with the
methodologies used by Itron to estimate the technical potential. This process
included a review of the completeness of the sectors, subsectors, and energy

efficiency measures studied.

(3) GDS tested whether the results could be reproduced with the given methodology

and data points provided in each report and supporting appendices.

(4) GDS reviewed the data points and data sources used as inputs into the study to
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determine the credibility of the source and the appropriateness of the data used

given the assumptions and conditions of the source and its compatibility with the

Florida electric service territory.

(5) Lastly, GDS assessed the final results of estimated technical potential in order to

determine if the electricity savings estimates appropriately reflect the upper-limits

of potential and if the utility-specific and statewide results were comparable with

results of similar studies and assessments.

What are your findings regarding the technical potential studies?

GDS has specific findings relating to additional cost-effective measures that should have

been included in the technical potential studies. We also found calculations and data that

need to be corrected, addressed, or documented. Below is a summary of our key findings

pertaining to the technical potential studies:

The technical potential studies exclude many important energy efficiency
measures. Section 366.82, F.S., directs the Commission to evaluate the
technical potential of all demand-side and supply-side energy conservation
measures, including demand-side renewable energy systems. Thus, the
technical potential studies fail to meet the requirements of the statute. The
specific measures that were excluded are discussed later in this testimony;
Documentation for weather normalization adjustment factors used in the
technical potential studies was not provided in the studies;

Documentation of sources for baseline saturation data was not provided in the

technical potential studies;
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» The technical potential studies did not include energy efficiency potential
estimates for the new construction market for the residential and commercial
market sectors;

o The latest market assessment data collected by KEMA in the 2009 FEECA
utility commercial baseline studies was not integrated into the technical,
economic, or achievable potential studies;

* GDS was not able to replicate the estimates of technical potential savings
provided by the FEECA utilities based upon the documentation provided; and

* Market sector kWh baseline estimates for nearly all of the utility estimates fall

short of actual historical kWh sales as compared to the utility specific 10 year

site plans filed in 2009.?
Q. How do these technical potential study findings impact the economic and achievable
studies?
A. The findings listed above can have a significant impact on the economic and achievable

potential studies. Measures that are excluded from the technical potential study are also
not considered in the economic or achievable studies, which limits the ultimate economic
and achievable potential kWh savings estimates. Also, any uncertainties in the technical
potential estimates resulting from lack of documentation regarding weather normalization
factors or baselines saturations lead to uncertainties in the economic and achievable
studies as well. Additionally, if the latest market assessment data is not incorporated into

the technical potential study, then the economic and achievable estimates are also

3 Note: FPUC is not required to file 10 year site plans; therefore, the baselines for FPUC could not be verified
against historical sales data.
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hindered by the use of older data. Finally, the fact that the baselines in the technical

potential studies underestimate actual kWh sales limits the estimated energy available for

saving through energy efficiency efforts.

Based on your review, what additional issues have you found in the economic and

achievable potential studies filed by the FEECA utilities?

GDS also conducted a thorough review of the methodology and calculations used by the

FEECA utilities to estimate the achievable cost-effective potential. Based on this

detailed review, we have determined that there are several factors that have caused the

utilities’ estimates of achievable energy efficiency potential to be understated, including

the following:

Market penetration projections for many measures appear to be too low;

The list of energy efficiency measures considered is incomplete;

Some utilities limit the amount of DSM savings potential to supplanting
incremental growth in electric demand only;

Some utilities used an incorrect optimization methodology to select a cost
effective portfolio of energy efficiency measures;

Minimum measure payback requirements were inappropriately applied to the
residential and small commercial market sectors, resulting in the elimination
of many cost effective energy efficiency measures; and

Neither the Rate Impact Measure (RIM) nor the E-RIM Tests should have

been used to determine if energy efficiency measures are cost effective.

These issues will be addressed individually in the following testimony.
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What are your concerns regarding the market penetration estimates?

In the early years of the forecast, the models that produce the projections of future market
penetration of energy efficiency measures are constrained to what Florida utilities have
been able to achieve in the past when the RIM Test was used to determine cost-
effectiveness, It is not appropriate to constrain future estimates of market penetration to
the achievements made in the past in Florida when the RIM Test prevented many energy
efficiency programs from being implemented. This constraint underestimates the actual
potential achievable in a particular market. In addition, because the list of energy
efficiency measures is incomplete, the technical and achievable potential studies do not
adequately address all of the customer market segments, and thus, do not ensure that
every customer is provided an opportunity to lower electric consumption through utility

sponsored energy efficiency programs.

Why do you conclude that the list of energy efficiency measures considered in the
Technical Potential Study is incomplete?
In our assessment of the Florida Technical Potential Study, we compared the list of
residential and commercial measures contained in the study with those found in other
recent technical potential studies. The following measures applicable to the residential
sector were not included in the Florida study:

e Smart strips/phantom load switch

s Second refrigerator turn-in

¢ Light emitting diode (LED) lighting

¢ Programmable thermostats

o Second freezer turn-in
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e Tree shading
The above six items could contribute to a rather large percentage of the technical
potential. For example, as shown in Exhibit RFS-7, these listed measures account for
19.6 percent of the residential maximum achievable cost-effective potential according to
a 2009 study conducted in New Hampshire. These are common, commercially available
measures that are minimally affected by climate and could be applicable to the Florida
residential energy market. We believe that these measures should have been included in
the Florida technical potential study in order to meet the FEECA statute requirements to

consider all energy efficiency measures.

The list of commercial measures found in other technical potential studies, but not
assessed in the Florida study, is extensive. The measures contained in Exhibit RFS-7
may not break into the current list of top twenty energy saving measures. However, their
cumulative potential savings could be substantial and merit consideration. We believe
the missing commercial energy efficiency measures are applicable in many types of
commercial buildings and should have been included in the Florida Technical Potential
Study. There are four building types that consume 60 percent of the electricity sold to the
commercial sector in Florida. The following table provides a list of energy efficiency
measures that are likely to be applicable in these building types and that were not

included in the studies conducted by the seven FEECA utilities:
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Table 2: Recommend List of Additional Commercial Measures

Building Percentage of Total Annual | Measures Likely to be Applicable in Building Type &

Type Energy Consumption® Net Considered in Current FL Study -
Office 21% Energy Star Compliant Single-Door Refrigerator
Vending Miser for Non-Refrigerated Machines
Specialty Lighting

Integrated Building Design
Energy Efficient Windows
Restaurant 18% Specialty Lighting

High Efficiency Steamer

High Efficiency Holding Cabinet
Demand Ventilation Control
Induction Cook-tops
Refrigeration Economizer
Commercial Reach-In Cooler
Commercial Reach-In Freezer
Commercial Ice-Maker
Zero-Energy Doors — Coolers
Zero-Energy Doors — Freezers
Door Heater Controls

Discuss Compressor

Scroll Compressor

Fioating Heat Pressure Control
Retail 12% Vending Miser for Non-Refrigerated Machines
Specialty Lighting

Lodging 9% Pools ~ pumps, temperature controls, etc.
High Efficiency Hot Tubs/Spas

Q. Do the current achievable studies place any unnecessary constraints on the amount of

DSM savings potential?

A. Yes. Some of the utilities have limited the application of energy efficiency measures

only to incremental new electric loads and have not allowed energy efficiency measures

to displace current electric load. This also understates the DSM achievable potential.

Q. What are your concerns regarding the resource optimization model used to select cost-
effective DSM measures for inclusion in the achievable estimate?
A. Some of the FEECA utilities have used a linear programming model approach to

determine the optimal level of investments in energy efficiency. In these instances, the

4 Technical Potential for Electric Energy and Peak Demand Savings in Florida — Final Report, Figure 3-12 on Pg. 3-
21.
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objective function should be to develop a least cost energy resource plan that minimizes
the sum of utility and participant costs for supply-side and demand-side resources.
However, some of the FEECA utilities minimized the costs of demand-side investments
only (according to testimony provided by the utilities), which does not result in a least

cost energy resource plan for customers.

Do you believe it is necessary that a two-year minimum payback requirement be
implemented for all customer sectors?

No. The utilities eliminated all energy efficiency measures that have a payback to the
participant (before incentives) of two years or less for all customer sectors. According to
the testimony of several utility witnesses, the purpose of the minimum measure payback
requirement of two years is to avoid “free ridership.” A free rider is an energy program
participant who would have implemented the program measure or practice in the absence

of the program.

We do not believe it is appropriate to impose this constraint in the residential sector or
small commercial customer market segment where customers are typically not energy
efficiency or financial experts. Customers in these residential and small commercial
markets face multiple market barriers relating to adoption of energy efficiency measures,
such as (but not limited to):

e Transaction costs;

e Lack of program funding;

¢ Lack of information about energy efficient technologies;

e Lack of time to install energy efficiency measures;
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o Lack of time to learn about energy efficiency measures; and

¢ Concern about the performance of energy efficient technologies.
There are many energy efficiency measures with a payback less than two years that have
low market penetration in Florida in residential and small commercial market segments.
According to appendices attached to the utility-specific technical potential study reports,
for the measures with a payback of less than two years, the average commercial market
saturation is 37 percent. For residential measures with a payback of two years of less, the
average market saturation is only 25 percent.’ Thus, it is clear that even using the
FEECA utilities-specific data, many energy efficiency measures in the residential and
small commercial markets having a payback of less than two years have relatively low

market penetration to date in Florida.

In addition to the FEECA utilities-specific data, GDS reviewed other recent U.S. studies
for information on this topic. These studies demonstrated that residential and small
commercial customers will not install many of these measures in the absence of a well-
designed energy efficiency program.’ Furthermore, the FEECA statute requires that “[i]n
developing the goals, the commission shall evaluate the full technical potential of all
available demand-side and supply-side conservation and efficiency measures, including

demand-side renewable energy systems.” Section 366.82(3), F.S. The removal of cost

° The average market saturations were estimated by averaging 1 minus the “Incomplete Factor” for all measures
within a market sector that have a payback period of two years or less. Incomplete Factors are defined as 1-Measure
Saturation. All of the data was obtained from the utility-specific technical potential study reports Appendices B and
C. Appendix C was used to determine the measures with a payback period of two years or less, and Appendix B was
used to obtain the “Incomplete Factors™ for the desired measures.

¢ See "National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency” report published in July 2006. This plan was developed by more
than 50 leading organizations in pursuit of energy savings and environmental benefits through electric and natural
gas energy efficiency. This report notes that current underinvestment in energy efficiency is due to a number of
well-recognized barriers, including some of the regulatory policies that govern electric and natural gas utilities.
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effective measures for the residential and small commercial customer classes is not
consistent with the requirement in the FEECA statute for the Commission to evaluate the

full technical potential of all available energy efficiency measures.

Please provide an example of a measure with a payback period of less than two years that
has a low market penetration rate.

A good example of a measure having low penetration in the U.S. is the compact
fluorescent light bulb (CFL) that has a payback to the customer of less than two years.
According to data from the Consortium for Energy Efficiency, “[a]bout 85 percent of

residential lighting energy is used by incandescent light sources” in the United States.’

Have residential CFL lighting programs experienced high free-ridership rates across the
U.S.?

No. GDS has conducted a survey of utilities and organizations across the United States
to determine the impact of free-ridership with respect to CFL lighting. The results of the
survey are provided in Exhibit RFS-8. As shown in this exhibit, all of the residential

lighting programs examined by GDS experienced very low free-ridership rates.

Can you provide examples of residential measures that were omitted from the estimates
of achievable potential because they had a payback of two years of less?
Yes. PEF, for example, screened out the following residential sector measures that have a

payback of two years or less:

7 Data provided on the Consortium for Energy Efficiency Residential Lighting Fact Sheet, available at
www.ceel.org/resrc/facts/res-1t-fx.pdf.
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Air conditioner maintenance

Electronically commutated motors (ECM’s)

Testing of proper refrigerant charging and airflow for central air
conditioning systems

Proper sizing of HVAC systems

Compact fluorescent lightbulbs

T-8 lighting

Low flow showerheads, faucet aerators, water heater blankets

Heat traps

High efficiency pool pumps

High efficiency clothes washers

Energy Star TV’s, DVD players, VCR’s, cable set-top boxes, desk-top
PC’s, lap top PC’s,

High efficiency windows with sunscreens

Can you provide examples of commercial sector measures that were omitted from the

estimates of achievable potential because they had a payback of two years of less?

Yes. FPL, for example, screened out such measures as premium T-8 lighting, high-bay T-

five lighting, metal halide lighting, hard-wired 18 watt CFLs, aerosol duct sealing,

variable speed drives for chiller pumps and towers, air handler optimization, and heat

traps to name just a few measures. All of these energy efficiency measures have

incomplete factors of over 60 percent and have payback periods of two years or less. FPL

screened out several hundred energy efficiency measures (across all 11 commercial

market segments), most of which have very high incomplete factors.
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For the reasons stated above for the residential and small commercial markets, we
conclude that the FEECA utilities’ achievable potential studies currently underestimate
the actual achievable potential because of the unnecessary constraint imposed by the two-
year minimum payback requirement. However, we believe the two-year payback
constraint makes sense for the large commercial/industrial market because these
customers often possess the knowledge and expertise to identify and implement cost-

effective energy savings measures without incentives.

Why do you conclude that neither the RIM Test nor the E-RIM Test should be used to
determine cost-effectiveness in the economic and achievable studies?

Both the RIM and the E-RIM cost-effectiveness tests screen out many measures that
demonstrate energy savings potential and that cost far less than new power supply
resources on a cost per lifetime kWh saved basis. Screening out measures using the RIM
or E-RIM Tests significantly reduces both the economic and achievable kWh savings

estimates. This issue is discussed in greater detail later in this testimony.

How do the FEECA utilities estimates of technical, economic, and achievable potential
compare to studies conducted by states other than Florida, non-profits, and other utilities
across the country?

GDS collected the results from 20 potential studies ranging from an assessment of the
entire Unites States, states in other regions of the U.S., and other states in the Southeast.
Most of these studies have estimated the potential savings over a planning horizon of 10
years. Comparatively, the FEECA utilities studies project savings as a percentage of

annual kWh sales that are much lower than other recent studies. On average, the
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technical potential estimated by the FEECA utilities is 19 percent of annual kWh sales in
2019, which is seven percent lower than the other studies reported. The FEECA utilities
project that the achievable cost-effective potential is only 0.62 percent of annual kWh
sales in 2019, which is nearly 12 percent below other recent studies in both the southeast
region and the U.S., and almost 0.4 percent below what other electric utilities in Florida
have saved in the year 2008 alone. The achievable cost effective potential savings of
0.62 percent by 2019 estimated by the FEECA utilities is by far the lowest estimate of
achievable potential of any of the recent studies examined by GDS. A table comparing

all of the studies to the FEECA utilities potential estimates is presented in Exhibit RFS-9.

What are your final remarks on the technical, economic, and achievable potential studies?
The studies of technical, economic and achievable potential completed for the seven
FEECA utilities are voluminous and complex. It takes days to read all of the studies,
technical appendices, and the supporting testimony by utilities’ witnesses. It takes
additional days to review the underlying calculations of kWh and kW potential savings,
and to review all of the supporting references that provide detailed information on energy
efficiency measure costs, measure electricity savings and measure useful lives. The
modeling effort completed by Itron and the FEECA utilities provides the Commission
with a starting point from which to develop new energy efficiency goals that are based
upon the revised FEECA statute, goals that will consider all energy efficiency measures,
and will utilize the most efficient and cost-effective demand-side renewable energy
systems and conservation systems. However, because of the problems and deficiencies
noted in the above discussion, these studies fall short of the requirements of the FEECA

statute and The estimates of achievable cost effective potential exclude many cost-
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effective and proven energy efficiency measures -- measures that have a levelized cost
per lifetime kWh saved less than 2.5 cents per kWh saved.® As explained later in the
testimony, GDS has developed energy efficiency goals for the FEECA utilities that
address the deficiencies listed above for the technical, economic, and achievable studies.

6.0 DETERMINATION OF COSTS AND BENEFITS OF CONSERVATION

Q. What approach should the Commission consider in determining the costs and benefits of

the conservation goals that is consistent with the revised FEECA statute?

A. The FEECA statutes provide the Commission with much flexibility when setting DSM

goals. In declaring its intent, the Florida Legislature stated in Section 366.81, F.S.:

The Legislature further finds and declares that ss. 366.80-366.85 and
403.519 are to be liberally construed in order to meet the complex
problems of reducing and controlling the growth rates of electric
consumption and reducing the growth rates of weather sensitive peak
demand; increasing the overall efficiency and cost-effectiveness of
electricity and natural gas production and use; encouraging further
development of demand-side renewable energy systems; and conserving

expensive resources, particularly petroleum fuels.

Because the Legislature requires these FEECA statutes to be liberally construed, the

Commission is authorized to set aggressive yet achievable energy efficiency goals and to

¥ Using the levelized cost per kWh saved provided in the appendices of the utility specific technical potential reports
and averaging only those measures with a two-year payback period or less, the commercial measure average
levelized cost is 2.4 cents per kWh saved and the residential measure average levelized cost is 2.4 cents per kWh
saved.
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ensure that customers will see real savings on their electric bills.

Does the revised FEECA statute require that the Commission consider the cost and
benefits of energy efficiency to participants and to utility customers?

Yes. The Legislature found and declared that it is critical to utilize the most efficient and
cost-effective demand-side renewable energy systems and conservation systems in order
to protect the health, prosperity, and general welfare of the state and its citizens.
Amendments to the FEECA statutes made during the 2008 legislative session provide
guidance on what is to be considered cost-effective. The 2008 amendments clearly
outline the costs and benefits that must be considered when determining cost-
effectiveness and setting conservation goals. These costs and benefits include those
incurred by all participating customers and the costs and benefits to the general body of
ratepayers, including utility incentives and participant contributions. The Commission
must also consider the need for incentives to promote both customer-owned and utility-
owned energy efficiency and demand-side renewable energy systems. Finally, the
Commission must consider costs imposed by state and federal regulations on the
emission of greenhouse gases.

NATIONAL ACTION PLAN FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY

Are there any regional or national efforts underway that could provide useful information
to the Commission as it develops updated energy efficiency goals for the FEECA
utilities?

Yes. The National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency (NAPEE) is a private-public
initiative begun in the fall of 2005 to create a sustainable, aggressive national

commitment to energy efficiency through the collaborative efforts of gas and electric
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utilities, utility regulators, and other partner organizations. According to the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) web site, such a national commitment to energy
efficiency can take advantage of large opportunities in U.S. homes, buildings, and
schools to reduce energy use, save billions on customer energy bills, and reduce the need
for new power supplies. The first NAPEE report was released in July 2006 and served as
a call to action to bring diverse stakeholders in the U.S. together at the national, regional,
state, or utility level, as appropriate, and foster the discussions, decision-making, and

commitments necessary to take investment in energy efficiency to a new level.

Q. Has the NAPEE produced any reports that contain information on cost-effectiveness tests
for energy efficiency programs that would be useful to the Commission as it develops
new goals for the FEECA utilities?

A. Yes. In November of 2008, the NAPEE released its report on cost-effectiveness tests for
energy efficiency measures and programs.’ According to this report, “the most common
primary measurement of energy efficiency cost-effectiveness used by state public utility
commissions is the Total Resource Cost Test (TRC), followed closely by the Societal
Cost Test (SC).” A positive TRC result indicates that the program will produce a net

reduction in energy costs in the utility service territory over the lifetime of the program.

® National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency, “Understanding the Cost-effectiveness of Energy Efficiency
Programs: Best Practices, Technical Methods and Emerging Issues for Policy Makers”, November 2008. This paper,
Understanding Cost-Effectiveness of Energy Efficiency Programs, is provided to assist utility regulators, gas and
electric utilities, and others in meeting the 10 implementation goals of the National Action Plan for Energy
Efficiency’s Vision to achieve all cost-effective energy efficiency by 2025. This report reviews the issues and
approaches involved in considering and adopting cost-effectiveness tests for energy efficiency, including discussing
each perspective represented by the five standard cost-effectiveness tests and clarifying key terms. The intended
audience for the report is any stakeholder interested in learning more about how to evaluate energy efficiency
through the use of cost-effectiveness tests. All stakeholders, including public utility commissions, city councils, and
utilities, can use this report to understand the key issues and terminology, as well as the various perspectives each
cost-effectiveness test provides, and how the cost-effectiveness tests can be implemented to capture additional
energy efficiency. Page ES-2,
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A summary of results on the cost-effectiveness tests used in each state is provided in

Exhibit RFS-10.

Out of the 15 states that report a primary cost-effectiveness test, how many states use the
Total Resource Cost or Societal Cost Test as a primary cost-effectiveness test?
As shown in Exhibit RFS-10, the NAPEE report identifies that 11 out of the 15 reporting

states utilize/rely upon either the TRC or SC Test as a primary cost-effectiveness test.

How many states use the RIM Test as a primary cost-effectiveness test?
According to the NAPEE study, Florida is the only state to use the Rate Impact Measure

(RIM) Test as a primary cost-effectiveness screening test.'?

Does the National Action Plan’s November 2008 cost-effectiveness report provide
information on the impacts of using the RIM Test as a primary cost-effectiveness test?
Yes, the report states that, “reliance on the RIM Test has limited energy efficiency
5511

investment, as it is the most restrictive of the five cost-effectiveness tests.

MAJOR COST-EFFECTIVENESS TESTS

What are the major cost-effectiveness tests typically used to quantify the costs and
benefits of energy efficiency programs or measures?
There are five major cost-effectiveness tests that quantify the benefits and costs of energy

efficiency programs or measures from various perspectives. These five cost-

Y 1bid
Y Ibid
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effectiveness tests are: the Participant Test, the Program Administrator Cost (PAC) Test,
the Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test, the Societal Cost (SC) Test, and the Ratepayer

Impact Measures (RIM) Test.

Please describe the Participant Test.

The Participant Test is used to measure the quantifiable benefits and costs to the customer
as a result of participating in a program. It does not account for any unquantifiable
benefits which may result from improved energy efficient behaviors. It is limited to
customer cash flows only in the context of participation incentives, bill reductions, and
direct costs incurred. In the past, the Participant Test has been used in Florida to ensure
that a program is cost-effective to the participating customer; otherwise, the participant
would not participate. The Florida utilities also use the Participant Test to identify and
eliminate energy efficiency measures with a short payback period that consumers likely
could be doing anyway. These customers are called “free riders.”  There is also no
consideration for costs associated with imposed state and federal environmental

regulations.

Please describe the Program Administrator Cost Test.

The PAC Test is designed to calculate the costs and benefits of a demand-side
management program as a resource option based on only the costs and benefits incurred
by the utility. This test excludes any net costs incurred by the participant. The PAC Test
has not historically been part of the FEECA goal setting process, and I do not recommend

that it be included now as a criterion for determining cost-effectiveness.
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Please describe the Total Resource Cost Test.

The TRC Test measures the overall economic efficiency of a DSM program. It measures
the net costs of a DSM program based on total program costs — utility costs and customer
incurred costs. This test provides an “apples to apples” comparison of the costs of
demand-side and supply-side resources on a level playing field. This test is applicable to
all types of DSM programs — conservation as well as load management and other demand
response programs. Regardless of the type of DSM program, the TRC Test measures the
net direct economic impacts that the program has over the entire service area of the
utility. It is essentially a test to determine the net costs that program participants and the

utility would incur in order to implement a specific DSM program.

Please describe the Societal Cost Test.

The SC Test follows the same structure as the TRC Test except that it is the only test that
attempts to quantify the societal costs and benefits of a DSM program. In general, the SC
Test assesses the changes in total resource costs and benefits — direct and indirect — to
society as a whole as opposed to limiting the impacts to the service territory alone. The
SC Test is similar to the TRC Test with the addition of consideration of the costs and
benefits of externalities. States using the SC Test have typically attempted to include the
costs and benefits associated with such social concerns as air quality, health, etc. These

costs and benefits of externalities can be extremely difficult to quantify.

The SC Test has not historically been part of the FEECA goal setting process. While I do
not recommend that it be included now as a criterion for determining cost-effectiveness,

as discussed later in my testimony, I am recommending that an estimate of the likely
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costs of greenhouse gases (GHG) based on pending legislation be included as part of an
Enhanced TRC (E-TRC) Test. This concept has been proposed by several of the FEECA
utilities, including FPL, TECO, Gulf, and PEF, which have included the avoided cost of
GHG emissions as part of an Enhanced TRC (E-TRC) and an Enhanced RIM (E-RIM)
cost-effectiveness testing in their base case of achievable potential. The cost of
compliance with SO, and NOyx emissions are already included in the standard TRC and
RIM Tests, since there are existing regulations associated with these GHGs. The utilities
have also added a cost for CO, emissions even though there are no current CO, emissions

regulations in effect.

Please describe the Rate Impact Measure Test.

The Rate Impact Measure (RIM) Test provides information on whether rates will increase
or decrease due to the implementation of an energy efficiency program. This test does
not determine if a demand-side energy efficiency measure is less expensive than a
supply-side measure. The RIM Test only indicates the direction and magnitude of the
expected change in customer rate levels. This test is a measure of equity or fairness and is
not a measure of economic efficiency. Furthermore, the RIM Test does not consider
participant costs. For these reasons, this test cannot be used to determine if an energy
efficiency measure or program is less expensive than a supply-side resource. As a result,
I do not believe it is appropriate to use the RIM Test to screen energy efficiency
programs because this test is not consistent with the requirements of the revised FEECA

statute regarding cost-effectiveness.

The benefit and cost components accounted for in each of the five cost-effectiveness tests
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are summarized in a table provided as Exhibit RFS-11.

What cost-effectiveness test or tests have been relied on by this Commission in the past in

approving DSM goals?
In the past, the Commission required the FEECA utilities to provide the results of three
tests, the RIM, TRC, and Participant Tests, as part of the cost-effectiveness methodology.
Utilities have also been allowed to provide information on externalities in a SC Test but
have not done so in previous goal setting dockets. In practice, the Commission has relied
on the RIM and the Participant Tests as the primary tests in approving DSM goals for the
FEECA utilities. However, the Commission has not mandated the exclusive use of the
RIM Test. In fact, the Commission has encouraged utilities to evaluate implementation of
energy efficiency measures that pass the TRC Test when it is found that the savings are

large and the rate impacts are small.'?

Have you conducted a survey to assess the benefit/cost tests currently being used by other
public service commissions to determine cost-effectiveness?

Yes, GDS conducted a survey of all state utility regulatory agencies, including
Washington, D.C., between November 2008 and January 2009. The results of the GDS

survey can be found in Exhibit RFS-12.

How is the GDS Survey different from the survey presented in the NAPEE report

12 Order No. PSC-94-1313-FOF-EG, issued October 25, 1994 in Docket Nos. 93-0548-EG, 93-0549-EG, 93-0550-
EG, and 93-0551-EG, Inre: Adoption of Numeric Conservation Goals and Consideration of National Energy Policy

Act Standards {Section 111}
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(Exhibit RFS-10)?

The NAPEE report was published in November 2008 with the research on the cost-
effectiveness tests used in each state originally gathered throughout 2007 and compiled
by the Regulatory Assistance Project (RAP) in early 2008. The information in the
spreadsheet that RAP provided for NAPEE was considered up-to-date as of early May

2008.

According to the RAP, the focus of their study was to report the tests codified or
memorialized in statutes, regulations, and commission rules/orders with some
clarification requested in telephone interviews with a few state commissions. The RAP
study did not go into any depth regarding the cost-effectiveness tests used in practice

regardless of, or in the absence of, codified rules, regulations and statutes.

The GDS survey was initiated in 2007 and is updated periodically, with the most recent
comprehensive update occurring in June 2009. For purposes of the survey, we
determined a test to be ‘required’ if there is a statute, law, regulation, rule or commission
order indicating a particular test that must be met before a DSM measure or program

would be considered.

The GDS survey also went further to determine which tests were given the most weight
in final evaluations by each state’s commission regardless of the state’s regulations,
laws, commission orders and rules (or lack thereof). This particular piece of information
was gathered in lengthy telephone interviews and through mail and email surveys. This

gives rise to the two tables in Exhibit RFS—12. The first table displays the required tests
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considered in each state based on regulations, orders, and rules. The second table
displays all the tests reported to be used in practice, regardless of whether rules exist.
This is important as it illustrates actual practice and future trends in the usage of cost-

effectiveness tests to evaluate DSM measures and programs.

Q. What are the findings of the GDS survey?

A. The GDS survey found that the TRC Test or the SC Test, a TRC Test derivative, are the

most commonly prescribed tests. For the purpose of this survey, “primary” test as used
in Table 2 of Exhibit RFS-12, means that programs or measures absolutely must pass this
test in order to be considered a cost-effective demand-side resource. As shown in Table 2
of Exhibit RFS-12, the TRC Test is accepted as the primary test, in practice, by 12 states
(including Rhode Island)" and is codified into Commission rules in nine of these states
(including Rhode Island). Twenty-seven states (including Rhode Island) report or
consider the TRC Test in practice when evaluating the costs and benefits of demand-side
measures and programs. The TRC Test is implemented as a required test, by commission
rules and orders in California, Colorado, Illinois, Massachusetts, Missouri, New
Hampshire, New Mexico, New York, and Rhode Island. The states of Delaware,
Pennsylvania, and Washington use the TRC Test as a primary test in practice despite it

not being specified in their respective commission’s rules and orders.

The SC Test is established in commission regulations and orders as the primary benefit-

cost test in Arizona, lowa, Maine, Minnesota, Montana, Oregon, Vermont, and

" The Rhode Island RICET cost-effectiveness test is similar to the TRC test as defined by the California Standard
Practice Manual, except that it only includes electric resource savings.
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Wisconsin. The SC Test is used as the primary test in practice in New Jersey, despite it
not being specified in any commission rules or orders. In summary, of 28 states that have
indicated a primary test used in practice, 20 (including Rhode Island) rely on the TRC

Test or the SC Test.

Only Florida and the District of Columbia (DC) use the RIM Test as a primary screening
test in their commission rules and orders. Both the NAPEE and GDS surveys show this

to be the case.

There are a small number of states where the Program Administrator Cost (PAC) Test is
mandated as the primary test — Connecticut, Oregon (alongside the Societal Test), Utah,
and Texas. The PAC Test is considered or reported in practice in 18 states despite it not

being specified in any commission rules or orders.

There are 22 states that do not mandate, by law, the use of any benefit-cost tests to
evaluate the cost-effectiveness of energy efficiency programs. Of these 22 states, there
are nine that do not consider, even in practice, any tests at all. These include Alabama,
Alaska, Louisiana, Mississippi, Nebraska, Ohio, South Carolina, Tennessee, and West
Virginia. Thirteen state agencies continue to carry out cost-effectiveness tests on their
utilities” programs, despite the lack of any law or commission rule requiring them to do
so. These states include Delaware, Idaho, Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan, New Jersey,
North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Washington, and

Wyoming. Of these aforementioned states, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Dakota, and
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Wyoming consider the results of the RIM Test as the primary determinate of cost-

effectiveness in practice, despite the absence of any Commission regulations.

There are 14 states that consider or report almost all of the cost-effectiveness tests (4 or 5
out of the tests listed in the California Standard Practice Manual). Of these 14, eight give
nearly equal weight to all the tests in practice. These states include Arkansas, Georgia,
Hawaii, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, North Carolina, and Virginia. The states of Kentucky
and North Carolina consider all cost-effectiveness tests equally in practice despite not
having a law or commission order to that effect.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION OF COST-EFFECTIVENESS TESTS

Do you believe that the tests currently used by the FEECA utilities to determine cost-
effectiveness are consistent with the intent of the FEECA statutes?

No. All of the FEECA utilities have developed their energy efficiency goals based on
the RIM or E-RIM Test and the Participant Test as the applicable cost-effectiveness tests.
As my testimony discusses in detail, the RIM or E-RIM Tests are not appropriate as
primary tests because they are not tests of economic efficiency. Neither RIM nor E-RIM
utilize the most efficient and cost-effective demand-side renewable energy systems and
conservation systems in order to protect the health, prosperity, and general welfare of the
state and its citizens. In fact, the application of the RIM or E-RIM Test will result in : (1)
utility energy resource plans where the total present value of participant and utility costs
is greater than energy resource plans based upon the E-TRC Test; and (2) under-
investment in numerous energy efficiency measures that are less expensive than supply-
side alternatives. While energy resource plans based upon the RIM or E-RIM Test may

result in lower average electric rates, the present value of the sum of participant and
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utility costs for energy resource plans based upon the RIM or E-RIM Test are

significantly higher than plans based upon the E-TRC Test.

According to the November 2008 National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency Report
titled Understanding the Cost-effectiveness of Energy Efficiency Programs: Best

Practices, Technical Methods and Emerging Issues for Policy Makers:

the most common primary measurement of energy efficiency cost-
effectiveness is the Total Resource Cost (TRC) test, followed
closely by the Societal Cost Test (SCT). A positive TRC result
indicates that the program will produce a net reduction in energy
costs in the utility service territory over the lifetime of the
program. The distributional tests (PCT, PACT, and RIM) are then
used to indicate how different stakeholders are affected.
Historically, reliance on the RIM Test has limited energy
efficiency investment, as it is the most restrictive of the five cost-

effectiveness tests.'

Since the RIM Test tends to limit investment in energy efficiency programs, the
RIM Test is not consistent with the FEECA statute as amended by the Legislature

in 2008.

' National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency, “Understanding the Cost-effectiveness of Energy Efficiency
Programs: Best Practices, Technical Methods and Emerging Issues for Policy Makers”, November 2008. This paper,
Understanding Cost-Effectiveness of Energy Efficiency Programs, is provided to assist utility regulators, gas and
electric utilities, and others in meeting the 10 implementation goals of the National Action Plan for Energy
Efficiency’s Vision to achieve all cost-effective energy efficiency by 2025.
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Which cost-effectiveness test or tests do you believe the Commission should consider in
establishing conservation goals which are consistent with the revised statute?

The Commission should select a cost-effectiveness test or tests that will help address the
FEECA objective of reducing the growth rate of electric consumption. Therefore, I
recommend that the Commission adopt the E-TRC and Participant Tests as the tests that
all energy efficiency and load management programs must pass. The E-TRC Test should
explicitly include the avoided costs of greenhouse gas emissions as a utility benefit of
energy savings. [ also recommend that a two-year minimum payback be required for
measures offered to the large commercial and industrial markets but not for residential or

small commercial.

Please explain the E-TRC Test and how it differs from the traditional TRC Test.

The enhanced Total Resource Cost (E-TRC) Test includes as a benefit the avoided costs
of regulatory fines associated with the reduction in greenhouse gas emissions due to the
energy savings. Traditionally, the TRC Test does not account for environmental
externalities; however, the revised FEECA statute directs the Commission to consider the
costs imposed by state and federal regulations on the emission of GHGs. The E-TRC

Test satisfies this requirement.

If Congress has not yet adopted GHG regulation, why do you recommend that the cost of
GHG emissions be included in the cost-effectiveness screening?

According to Section 366.82(3)(d), F.S., the Commission must consider “the cost
imposed by state and federal regulations on the emission of greenhouse gases” when

establishing goals. This format for including the avoided costs of GHG emission as part
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of the E-TRC Test addresses this requirement. Although the laws have not yet been
enacted, proposed legislation is in place and one version has been passed by the U.S.
House of Representatives as of July 1, 2009. Therefore, the goals established for the
FEECA utilities should reflect the most current expectations of the federal regulatory
legislative intent. This will allow the utilities to be prepared for future regulations by
already accounting for and conducting programs aimed at conserving energy and

reducing emissions.

Have any other states or jurisdictions included GHG costs in a cost-effectiveness test
screening process?

Yes. The report issued in November 2008 by the National Action Plan for Energy
Efficiency, which I referenced earlier in my testimony, includes several examples of
states that currently account for the benefits of avoided environmental emissions resulting

from energy efficiency programs.

California includes a forecast of GHG values in the avoided costs
used to perform the cost-effectiveness tests and Oregon requires
that future GHG compliance costs be explicitly considered in
utility resource planning. Several utilities, including Idaho Power,
PacifiCorp, and Public Service Company of Colorado, include
GHG emissions and costs when evaluating supply- and demand-

side options, including energy efficiency, in their IRP process.'

% National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency. “Understanding Cost-Effectiveness of Energy Efficiency Programs:
Best Practices, Technical Methods, and Emerging Issues for Policy-Makers.” November 2008, Page 4-12.
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According to a literature search conducted by GDS in June 2009, 11 states address
environmental externalities in their DSM cost-effectiveness testing. Exhibit RFS-13
presents a summary of the environmental externalities addressed by states in their cost-
effectiveness analyses. Thus, precedence exists for including the benefits of avoided

emissions in benefit/cost tests for energy efficiency programs.

What dollar amount do you recommend to reflect the anticipated cost of GHG emissions?
The National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency in the report — “Understanding Cost-
Effectiveness of Energy Efficiency Programs: Best Practices, Technical Methods, and
Emerging Issues for Policy-Makers” — recommends that the quantity of avoided Carbon
Dioxide (CO,) emissions be assigned an economic value based on projected market value
and added to the net benefits of the energy efficiency measures. For a formal cost-
effectiveness evaluation, the marginal emission rates for the particular utility should be
used to more accurately reflect the changes in emissions resulting from energy efficiency
programs.'® It is my recommendation that the Commission assign a monetary value (for
example, on a dollars per metric ton emitted basis) for GHG emissions. This rate can
then be included as a benefit (i.e., an avoided cost) in an E-TRC Test. The avoided cost
values for power plant emission savings can be based on the load shape of the energy
efficiency savings for the particular utility. This same methodology could be applied to a

variety of pollutant emissions or environmental regulations.

' National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency. “Understanding Cost-Effectiveness of Energy Efficiency Programs:
Best Practices, Technical Methods, and Emerging Issues for Policy-Makers.” November 2008, Page 4-12.
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I recommend that the FEECA utilities assign a price for GHG emissions based upon the
latest estimates for the future price of GHG allowances per metric ton as published by the
U.S. Congressional Budget Office (CBO). According to the CBO Cost Estimate for H.R.
2454 — American Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009, the projected prices of GHG
allowances are on the order of $15 per metric ton in 2011 and escalate to $26 per metric
ton in 2019. These estimates are comparable to monetary values currently assigned to

CO, emissions by several of the FEECA utilities.

Why do you recommend that the Enhanced Total Resource Cost (E-TRC) Test and the
Participant Test be used as the primary economic tests?

I recommend that the E-TRC Test be a primary cost-effectiveness test because it is a test
of economic efficiency and it puts supply-side and demand-side resources on a level
playing field. Its main strength is that it considers the total costs and benefits of energy
efficiency measures, including utility and participant costs and benefits. It also includes
state and federal regulatory fines as avoided costs, and, unlike the RIM Test, the E-TRC
Test is a test of overall economic efficiency. Furthermore, in the 2004 FEECA Goals
Dockets, the TRC Test was considered because the Commission ordered that energy
savings programs that did not have significant impact on rates should be included in the
goals of the FEECA utilities. In addition to the E-TRC Test, energy efficiency programs
should also pass the Participant Test in order to ensure that program participants are

better off economically when they implement energy efficiency measures.

'” Congressional Budget Office Cost Estimate for H.R. 2454, Pg. 13.
<http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/102xx/doc10262/hr2454 .pdf>
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Will the use of the E-TRC Test and Participant Test as primary cost-effectiveness tests
allow Florida utilities to implement aggressive energy efficiency programs?

Yes. GDS recommends that the Commission set goals to implement energy efficiency
programs that pass the E-TRC and Participant Tests and that have minimal long-term rate
impacts that fall within a range acceptable to the Commission. Additionally, GDS
recommends that programs be made available to all customers so that every customer is
provided with an opportunity to lower electric consumption through utility-sponsored
energy efficiency programs. Finally, following this recommendation would ensure that

aggressive, yet attainable, cost-effective energy savings are being achieved.

Specifically, what aspects of the E-TRC Test are consistent with the revised FEECA
statute?

According to Section 366.81, F.S,, it is the intent that “The Legislature finds and declares
that it is critical to utilize the most efficient and cost-effective demand-side renewable
energy systems and conservation systems ....” In this context, the E-TRC Test can be
used as a general resource portfolio planning tool, comparing DSM programs against
supply-side resources in order to assess the cost-effectives of various planning options,
As mentioned previously, the E-TRC Test can be amended to include the impacts of costs
imposed by state and federal regulations on GHG, which is consistent with Section
366.82(3)(d) F.S. If energy efficiency programs can help avoid GHG regulatory costs,
these savings can be reflected as avoided costs by the utility for using energy efficiency
as a resource for meeting regulatory rules, thus avoiding penalties for non-compliance.

The E-TRC Test also allows for the assessment of costs and benefits to participants and
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ratepayers as a whole which is a requirement as stated in Sections 366.82(3)(a) and (b),

F.S.

Why is it your recommendation that the RIM or E-RIM Test not be used as the primary
economic assessment tool?

The RIM Test is not an appropriate “primary” cost-effectiveness test for Florida. It is an
“extreme” test for a first screen because, as noted by the November 2008 report of the
National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency. It will prematurely screen out energy
efficiency measures that can save significant amounts of electricity and can lower
customer electric bills. The RIM Test is not a test of economic efficiency. It only
indicates whether electric rates may go up if an energy efficiency measure or program is
implemented. Unlike the E-TRC Test, the RIM Test fails to consider the impact on
participants’ electric bills. Additionally, the inclusion of lost revenues as an actual “cost”
in the RIM Test is not a common accounting practice for any other electric investment
and thus places an unfair penalty on energy efficiency. Further, policies and mechanisms
exist that allow utilities to recover some or all of their actual and/or perceived costs of
conducting energy efficiency programs. Last, load building programs pass the RIM Test.
Since a key objective of FEECA is to reduce the growth rate of electric consumption (not

increase the growth rate), selection of the RIM Test is inconsistent with the goals of

FEECA.
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Do the FEECA utilities apply the Rate Impact Measure test to supply side investments?
No. The RIM Test is uniquely applied to DSM measures and is not considered for any
supply-side investments, providing an unfair playing field for comparing utility
investments. As noted above, load building programs pass the RIM Test, but energy
efficiency programs typically do not, which sends the wrong message regarding the
economics of energy efficiency.

LONG TERM RATE IMPACTS OF ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS AND

RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING RATE IMPACTS

Do you think that the long term rate impacts of conservation are important?

Yes. It is important to be mindful of the rate impact on each customer’s ultimate bill to
ensure that the utility is not imposing any unnecessary burden on their customers. It is
important that the customer continues to receive quality and reliable service at a

reasonable and manageable price.

What elements of conducting energy efficiency programs contribute to rate impacts and
how are they transferred to the rate payers?

There are two particular components of energy efficiency programs that tend to impact
rates: (1) utility-incurred program costs, including financial incentives paid to
participants and administrative program costs for energy efficiency programs; and (2) lost
revenues. In Florida, incentives paid to the customers and other utility-incurred program
costs ultimately flow through the Energy Conservation Cost Recovery (ECCR) clause
and are passed on to all ratepayers following an annual evaluation. Lost revenues, on the
other hand, are evaluated during a rate case proceeding and may lead to adjustments to

base rates.
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Lost revenues should be considered separately from other direct program costs recouped
in the cost-recovery clause. This is because there are a myriad of possible causes
affecting total sales, which may or may not be under the control of the utility. These
causes can include everything from the utility-sponsored efficiency programs in question
to the weather or the economy. All of these causes can contribute to actual sales
diverging from forecasted sales. The aggregated effect of these causes can fall in either
direction, over or under the forecast, without knowing specifically which cause affected
sales in a particular direction and by what magnitude. These perceived losses or finds are
assessed with each rate case and used to adjust the future customer rates in order to
minimize further over- or under-recoveries resulting from unanticipated revenue

adjustments in both directions.

In establishing new conservation goals under the revised statute, how can the
Commission increase the level of conservation while, at the same time, mitigate the rate
impact on customers of the utilities?

The ultimate goal of the FEECA statutes is to implement successful energy efficiency
programs that can reduce the growth rate of electric consumption. The utilities have the
responsibility to their customers and investors to comply with the FEECA statutes. This
can be accomplished by selecting energy efficiency measures that pass the E-TRC and
Participant Tests. The Commission could limit the rate impacts of energy efficiency by
placing a rate impact cap on a utility’s portfolio of proposed energy efficiency programs.
For example, the Commission could direct utilities in Florida to achieve 100 percent of
the maximum achievable E-TRC cost-effective potential for energy efficiency in their

service territories, so long as the long term impact on overall electric rates remains within
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a range that is acceptable to the Commission over the period that energy efficiency goals

are set.

Can you explain how a rate impact cap mechanism could be developed if the
Commission decides that one is warranted in order to limit the rate impact of DSM
programs?

If implemented, the rate impact cap would apply to the DSM portfolio for the period for
which goals are set. The selection of the appropriate rate impact cap would, of course, be
a policy decision for the Commission. Such a cap could be set at a level of one to two
percent over current rates. This level should allow the FEECA utilities to set aggressive
savings goals to attain an average annual level of energy efficiency savings on par with
those achieved by the top 20 electric energy efficient utilities in the United States.
According to the U.S. EIA Form 861 database, these top twenty electric utilities saved on
average over one percent of their annual retail kWh sales in 2007 (See Exhibit RFS-14).
However, for the reasons discussed below in my testimony, I do not find that a rate

impact cap is necessary at this time.

Have you examined the long term rate impacts due to aggressive implementation of
energy efficiency programs in other states?
Yes. I have examined reports from the National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency

(NAPEE),'® Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory (LBNL),"” and other technical reports

'® See "National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency” report published in July 2006.

' Cappers, Peters. Financial Analysis of Incentive Mechanisms to Promote Energy Efficiency: Case Study of
Prototypical Southwest Utility. Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratories: 2009. Paper : LBNL, 1598E.
<http://www repositories.cdlib.org/lgnl-1599E >

=55



http://www

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY

relating to the impacts on electric rates due to decreased sales and increased program
costs. According to the NAPEE, increases in overall bills resulting from energy
efficiency are unlikely. In fact, the NAPEE estimates that bills, on average, will be
reduced by 2.9 percent over a 10-year period due to energy efficiency programs even if
there is a slight rate increase. This assessment was conducted under several different
forecasts and utility operational scenarios. This report, which was issued in July 2006,

can be found on the website of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.*®

In addition, the LBNL published a report in March 2009 which estimates the long term
rate impacts of implementing moderate, significant, and aggressive energy efficiency
programs. This LBNL study found that the long-term rate impacts from implementation

of energy efficiency programs are less than one percent for programs that would reduce

annual kWh sales by 10 percent over 10 years. The study definitions of these scenarios
and their levelized cost rate impacts as compared to a base case with no energy efficiency
are described below.

e Moderate Energy Efficiency scenario (which is defined as saving 0.5 percent per
year of the incremental annual retail electric sales) demonstrates a levelized rate
impact of 0.14 percent over a 20-year planning period.

» Significant Energy Efficiency scenario (which is defined as saving 1.0 percent per
year of the incremental annual retail electric sales) demonstrates a levelized rate

impact of 0.83 percent over a 20-year planning period.

2 (http://www.epa.gov/solar/documents/Business_case for EE final.pdf)
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o Aggressive Energy Efficiency scenario (which is defined as saving 2.0 percent per
year of the incremental annual retail electric sales) demonstrates a levelized rate
impact of 3.28 percent over a 20-year planning period.

Exhibit RFS-15 contains an excerpt from the LBNL study graphically representing the
impact on electric rates from various levels of aggressiveness of energy efficiency

programming.”'

What are the estimated rate impacts of moving from the use of the RIM/Participant Tests
to the E-TRC/Participant Tests as the primary tests in Florida?

I do not know specifically for each of the seven FEECA utilities. However, based on the
information I have, I do not believe the rate impacts would be significant. First, the
national studies I have examined from the NAPEE and the LBNL indicate that the long-
term rate impacts from energy efficiency programs are less than one percent over the
long-term due to aggressive implementation of energy efficiency programs. Second,
according to information provided in the testimony of FPL Witness Sim, the long-term
rate impact on FPL ratepayers of moving from the E-RIM scenario to the E-TRC scenario
produces electric rates that are only 0.4 percent higher over the period for which energy
efficiency goals are being established. In my professional judgment, these long-term rate
impacts are negligible. There is no particular need for the Commission to set a rate

impact cap given these reported minimal energy efficiency rate impacts.

! LBNL Report, Technical Appendix B and Technical Appendix E.
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Q. Would you please explain how the rate impacts of new generation facilities and electric
grid operations compare to the rate impacts of investments in energy efficiency?

A. One way to examine the impact of energy efficiency programs on rates and customer bills
is to compare the rate impacts resulting from energy efficiency programs to the rate
impacts of supply-side alternatives. Supply-side investments can increase electric rates
by 10 percent or more. Below are examples of rate increases that are expected in Florida
and Georgia relating to electric utility operations:

1. In Georgia, the 2 new nuclear units proposed for the Vogtle site are projected to
increase electric rates by more than 12 percent when these units come on line in
2016.%

2. In Florida, both PEF and FPL are constructing new nuclear units scheduled to be
come on line during the period 2016 through 2020.% Pursuant to Section 366.93,
F.S., these utilities are recovering certain costs on an annual basis during the
pendency of the construction process through a nuclear cost recovery clause. The
amounts approved to be recovered by these utilities in 2009 are $220,529,243 for

FPL and $418,311,136 for PEF.**

* The Georgia Power Company web site states the following: “While the Georgia PSC will determine the final rate
impacts, the company estimates the typical Georgia Power residential customer, using 1,000 kilowatt-hours a month,
would see a base rate increase of approximately $12 per month in 2018, when both units are fully operational. The
rate impact is expected to decline over time.” The Georgia Public Service Commission web site indicates that the
current electric bill for a customer using 1,000 kWh a month is $93.65.

2 Order Nos. PSC-08-0518-FOF-EI, issued August 12, 2008 in Docket No. 080148-El, In re; Petition for
determination of need for Levy Units 1 and 2 nuclear power plants, by Progress Energy Florida, Ingc., and PSC-08-
0237-FOF-EI, issued on April 11, 2008 in Docket No. 070650-El, In re. Petition to determine need for Turkey Point

Nuclear Units 6 and 7 electrical power plant, by Florida Power & Light Company.
% Order No. PSC-08-0749-FOF-EI, issued November 12, 2008 in Docket No. 080009-El, In re: Nuclear cost

recovery clause.
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3. In March 2009, FPL filed with the Commission to increase its base electric rates

by 31 percent.”
Conversely, aggressive implementation of energy efficiency programs, which may result
in a slight rate increase over the long term are accompanied by opportunities for all
customers to partake in energy efficiency activities that can help to reduce their overall

consumption and consequently reduce their electric bills.

Q. How do you ensure that all customers of the FEECA utilities have the opportunity to
participate in energy efficiency or demand response programs?

A. Energy efficiency programs should be designed to include measures that will allow as
many customers as possible to participate over the period that the FEECA goals are in
effect. Measures such as high-efficiency lighting, high-efficiency residential appliances,
insulation, air sealing and duct sealing are widely applicable across many market
segments. Emerging energy efficiency technologies, such as LED lighting, will also be
widely available to many market segments. While not every energy efficiency measure

will be applicable to every electric customer, the broad array of technologies available

¥ According to a March 18, 2009 news release on FPL's web site, this general base rate increase will support capital
investments for the following:

» Strengthening the transmission and distribution system to enhance its reliable operation day to day and during
extreme weather conditions.

» Advanced meters and other “smart grid” technology that will give customers more information and control over
their energy usage in the future while enhancing the company’s ability to manage the system more efficiently and to
predict and act on potential reliability issues before they occur.

= Existing fossil fuel power generation facilities to enhance their efficient and reliable operation and to lower fuel
costs for customers.

* Existing nuclear power generation facilities to ensure reliable performance over their lifetimes, which have
recently been extended by an additional 20 years.
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makes it highly likely that as many customers as possible will have the opportunity to
adopt some energy efficiency measures. The FEECA utilities can address these equity
concerns by offering a comprehensive list of energy efficiency measures and educational
materials available to all electric customers as part of their program plans. Designing
programs to offer a broad array of energy efficiency measures across market segments
will help to control the rate of growth of electric consumption, a key objective of the
FEECA statute.

THE DETERMINATION OF NUMERIC kW AND kWh GOALS

Does the FEECA statute provide the Commission with the flexibility to set aggressive but
achievable energy efficiency goals?

Yes. Due to the flexibility inherent in the FEECA legislation, the Commission is
authorized to set aggressive, achievable, energy efficiency goals, helping to ensure that
customers will see real savings on their electric bills. The technical and achievable
potential studies required by the FEECA statutes should have been conducted with the
primary purpose of determining and implementing the maximum achievable cost-
effective energy savings potential based on the cost-effective perspectives listed in the

statute.

Have any studies or surveys been conducted to assess best practice goal-setting methods
in use?

Yes, in December of 2008 GDS conducted a survey of 12 state government organizations
or utilities across the U.S. that oversee successful, cost-effective energy efficiency

programs. The survey was designed to capture the methodology and inputs used by these
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organizations to transform potential studies into concrete energy efficiency savings goals
or targets.

What were the conclusions of the GDS survey?

Out of the 10 survey responses, all organizations set some form of savings targets and six
were set by a state government regulatory body. Based on the survey results, the
following conclusions were made:

e Savings targets are based on the results of energy efficiency potential studies.

e Targets are generally expressed in terms of absolute peak demand (kW) and
energy (kWh) savings.

e The theoretical basis for setting target values included targets based on a
consensus of multiple stakeholders, targets based on past precedent, or targets
determined as a percentage of economic or maximum achievable potential.

¢ None of the energy efficiency organizations included in the survey used the

RIM Test as a cost-effectiveness test.

Please provide examples of the savings targets set by other organizations as determined
by the GDS survey.
A complete list of the targets set by the organizations surveyed is described in Exhibit

RFS-16.

According to their goals, what percentage of forecasted annual kWh sales are the FEECA
utilities proposing to meet?
Based on the 10-year goals provided in each utility’s testimony and on forecast

projections of annual kWh sales contained in each utility’s 2009 10-year site plan, the
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energy efficiency savings targets (kWh savings as a percent of forecast 2019 kWh sales)
are as follows:

¢ Florida Power & Light Company: 0.74 percent

e Gulf Power Company: 1.06 percent

e Progress Energy of Florida, Inc.: 1.50 percent

e Tampa Electric Company: 0.19 percent

¢ JEA:0.00 percent

¢ Florida Public Utilities Company: 0.00 percent

e OUC: 0.00 percent
GDS notes that three of the FEECA utilities have set a goal of 0.0 percent for their target

for savings from energy efficiency programs as a percent of forecast 2019 kWh sales.

How do these proposed kWh savings goals compare to the actual kWh savings exhibited
by the top 20 energy efficiency utilities in the U.S. and with the other electric utilities in
Florida?

According to the EIA Form 861 Database, the top 20 utilities nationwide running the
most successful energy efficiency programs are achieving average annual kWh savings as
a percentage of sales of 1.79 percent per year (Exhibit RFS-17). The leading FEECA
utility, PEF, is proposing cumulative annual savings as a percent of 2019 sales of 1.50
percent over the entire 10-year planning period. The proposed savings goals from the
FEECA utilities fall far below the annual achievements of the top 20 electric utilities
conducting successful energy efficiency programs and fall short of actual achievements
in 2007 by other electric utilities in Florida. Even if the FEECA utilities were to realize

their proposed goals, they would be saving less than 1/10 of the savings realized through

- 62 -




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY

successful energy efficiency programs as reported by the top 20 electric utilities for the
year 2007 in the EIA Form 861 Database.
What kWh savings have other utilities in the Southeast achieved?
The following electric utilities in the Southeast have experienced incremental annual
kWh savings much higher than the FEECA utilities are proposing. The following electric
utilities located in the Southeast had significant kWh savings achievements in 2007
installations of energy efficiency equipment in 2007:
s Laurens Electric Cooperative, Inc. (South Carolina): 1.26 percent of annual
2007 kWh sales
s Austin Energy (Austin, Texas): 117,649,000 kWh saved or 1.02 percent of
2007 sales
o Gainesville Regional Utilities (Gainesville, Florida): 14, 327,000 kWh saved
or 0.75 percent of 2007 sales
o City of Tallahassee, Florida: 9,465,000 kWh saved or 0.34 percent of 2007

sales

Their energy efficiency savings data, described as a percent of kWh sales or kW peak
demand, are provided in Exhibit RFS-18 and Exhibit RFS-19. All data in these exhibits
were provided in the U.S. EIA Form 861 Database. Additionally, listed in Exhibits RFS—
18 and RFS-19 are data for 2005, 2006, and 2007 for the top 20 energy efficiency
utilities. On average, these top 20 energy efficiency utilities save over one percent of

their annual kWh sales every year, year after year.
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Do you believe the energy efficiency savings goals proposed by the seven FEECA
utilities are aggressive yet achievable goals for energy efficiency?

No, while achievable because the goals are overly conservative, they are not aggressive.
What approach should the Commission consider in setting aggressive achievable savings
goals consistent with the revised statute?

The goals should be based on the achievable potential as determined by the E-TRC and
Participant Tests. It is correct to apply the two-year payback requirement to the selection
of energy efficiency measures for large commercial and industrial sectors as outlined in
my testimony, but not for the residential and small commercial sectors. GDS has
developed revised energy efficiency goals that address the issues discussed in the

testimony.

How were these goals developed?
GDS developed revised kWh savings goals for each FEECA utility by making the
following adjustments to the kWh savings goals proposed by these utilities:

e The starting point for the development of revised goals was the achievable
cost effective potential based upon economic screening using the E-TRC and
the Participant Tests as provided by the utilities and estimated by Itron.

e GDS made adjustments to add in energy efficiency measures for the
residential and small commercial sectors that were eliminated due to the two-
year payback constraint that was applied by the FEECA utilities. GDS
utilized the measure data provided in the appendices of the utility specific
technical potential reports to estimate the additional achievable savings

potential of these measures.
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* GDS made adjustments to allow for higher market penetrations due to
implementation of more aggressive marketing and education strategies.

¢ GDS made adjustments to account for some of the energy efficiency measures
that were excluded from the original technical potential analyses as identified

earlier in this testimony.

How were the revised energy efficiency goals developed by GDS for summer peak
savings?

For each utility, GDS calculated a ratio of summer peak kW savings to the annual kWh
savings for each market sector (residential, commercial and industrial, and all sectors)
based on the E-TRC achievable potential estimates provided by each utility. GDS then
applied these ratios to the annual kWh savings goals I developed for each of the next 10
years to obtain the energy efficiency goal for summer peak savings for each year from

2010 to 2019.

How were the revised energy efficiency goals developed by GDS for winter peak
savings?

For each utility, GDS calculated a ratio of winter peak kW savings to the annual kWh
savings for each market sector (residential, commercial and industrial, and all sectors)
based on the E-TRC achievable potential estimates provided by each utility. GDS then
applied these ratios to the annual kWh savings goals I developed for each of the next ten
years to obtain the energy efficiency goal for winter peak savings for each year from
2010 to 2019. Table 6 below provides the summer and winter peak to annual kWh

savings ratios calculated by GDS and used to determine summer and winter peak savings
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goals for the seven FEECA utilities.

Table 3: Peak Savings to Annual kWh Savings Ratios by FEECA Utility {Calculated Using TRC/E-TRC Maximum Achievable Potential as
Identified in Utility Specific Testimony and Exhibits)

Summer Peak Savings-to-kWh Savings Ratios - TRC Test Calculated

Utility FPL GULF PROGRESS TECO JEA ORLANDO FPUC TOTAL
Residential 0.00044691 0.0003375] 0.0003265| 0.0004704] 0.0003628]  0.0004063| 0.0002432} 0.0003770
Commercial and Insustrial 0.0002997| 0.0001975| 0.0002415| 0.0002250| 0.0002131 0.0002041] 0.0002182] 0.0002734
Total 0.0003531{ 0.0002830] 0.0003063| 0.0003309| 0.0002830| 0.0002778| 0.0002282| 0.0003276
Winter Peak Savings-to-Energy Ratios - TRC Test Calculated

Utility FPL GULF PROGRESS TECO JEA ORLANDO** FPUC TOTAL
Residential 0.0003122] 0.0003086] 0.0004443] 0.0004007| 0.000028%] 0.0000007| 0.0000778] 0.0003718
Commercial and Insustrial 0.0000472| 0.0000647] 0.0000337] 0.0000425| 0.0000387| 0.0000397| 0.0000321] 0.0000447
Total 0.0001434| 0.0002137} 0.0003465]| 0.0001972| 0.0000341|  0.0000227| 0.0000503} 0.0002159
** Used TRC-M Scenario to Calculate Peak to Energy Ratio

Why are the goals recommended by GDS more appropriate in terms of the intent of the
FEECA statutes than the goals proposed by the utilities?
The intent of the revised FEECA statutes is to set aggressive, achievable savings goals.
The goals proposed by the utilities, while achievable, are not aggressive as discussed in
this testimony. In fact, three of the seven FEECA utilities proposed goals of “zero”
savings for energy efficiency over the next 10 years. The goals recommended by GDS
are more aggressive than the utility proposed goals in that they strive for higher savings,
which is still achievable for a variety of reasons. The GDS goals are also conservative
estimates of the economic and achievable potential for each utility for the following
reasons:
e The original maximum achievable (TRC or E-TRC Test) estimates upon
which the revised goals were built are based on baselines sector annual kWh

sales estimates that are lower than historical kWh sales data. Because the
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annual kWh sales baselines used in the utility studies are lower than actual
annual kWh sales, energy efficiency savings are under-estimated.

¢ For FPL maximum achievable (TRC or E-TRC Test) estimates upon which
the revised goals were built were estimated using a linear programming model
run with an incorrect optimization function that caused projections of energy
efficiency savings to be too low.

e Not all of the measures that were identified as “missing” from the utility

studies were added back by GDS into revised goals estimates.

Do you recommend that the Commission adopt a transition period to phase in the
conservation goals you have developed?

Yes. The goals developed using the procedure described above are substantially higher
than the present or utility-proposed conservation goals and represent a significant cultural
and economic change for the seven FEECA utilities. The utilities will need time to plan,
design and implement new, more comprehensive energy efficiency programs in order to
ramp up to a much higher level of energy efficiency program activity. This will include
increased emphasis on program design and marketing in order to address the challenges
of customer awareness and acceptance of the need for and benefit of energy conservation.
Thus, I recommend that for the first five years (2010 to 2014) the conservation goals
should be set at 50 percent of the achievable cost-effective potential based upon the E-
TRC and Participant Tests and the adjustments made by GDS. This transition period will
provide the FEECA utilities sufficient time to adapt to the requirements of the new
FEECA statute and to develop the infrastructure to support the much higher level of

program activity over the next five years. The end of the five-year transition period
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coincides with the next FEECA goal setting proceeding, during which the Commission

can assess whether there is a need to continue a transition adjustment.

While I believe a transition to the more aggressive goals of 50 percent over five years is
adequate, the setting of a transition period and the level of magnitude of temporary
reduction in the goals would be a policy decision for the Commission to make based on

many factors that will be discussed during this proceeding.

What specific goals are you recommending in this proceeding?

My recommended goals for 2014, which incorporate the transition period adjustment, are
summarized in Table 4 below. The year 2014 represents the last year of the
recommended transition period. Table 5 provides the utilities’ proposed goals for 2014
for comparative purposes. I believe these goals represent aggressive, yet achievable

savings targets for each FEECA utility.

Table 4: GDS Recommended Goals for 2014

Winter MW Summer MW Cumulative Annual
Utility Savings (2014) |  Savings (2014) GWh Savings (2014)
FPL 680.5 1,233.5 3,128.0
PEF 379.4 347.7 1147.8
TECO 127.2 178.6 466.7
Gulf 61.4 83.7 301.9
JEA 8.9 77 264.9
ouc 1.9 39.2 120.1
FPUC 0.8 3.3 14.2
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Table §: Utility Proposed Goals for 2014
Winter MW Summer MW Cumulative Annual

Utility Savings (2014) Savings (2014) GWh Savings (2014)

FPL 166.3 300.0 390.1
PEF 254.15 225.88 288.49
TECO 17.6 35.3 84.3
Gulf 18.4 27.3 59.0
JEA 0 0 0
oucC 0 0 0
FPUC 0 0 0

Exhibit RFS-20 contains the goals I calculated without the transition period adjustment
for the years 2010 through 2019. Exhibit RFS-21 provides my recommended goals for
the years 2010-2019, which include the transition period adjustment through 2014.
Exhibit RFS-21 also contains the FEECA utilities’ proposed goals for the years 2010
through 2019 for comparative purposes.

RECOMMENDATIONS ON COST-RECOVERY AND INCENTIVES

Do you believe the revisions to FEECA authorize the Commission to reward an investor-
owned electric utility for exceeding its goals or to penalize a utility for failing to meet its
goals?

Yes. Sections 366.82(8) and (9), F.S., explicitly authorize the Commission to reward or
penalize an investor-owned utility. Taken together, I believe these sections allow the

Commission to reward or penalize a company by either increasing or decreasing the
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company’s authorized return on equity up to 50 basis points. According to Section
366.82(9), F.S., such reward or penalty could only be applied after a limited proceeding.
What kind of cost-recovery or incentive mechanisms is currently in practice under the
Commission?

The Commission already has a partial revenue decoupling method in place whereby 53
percent - 69 percent of utility costs are recovered through an annually evaluated cost
recovery clause. The costs recovered through this clause include fuel costs, purchased
power costs, costs of complying with governmentally mandated environmental programs
and standards, costs of new nuclear power plants, and costs associated with encouraging

energy conservation.

Are you recommending any additional incentive mechanisms at this time?
No. If the Commission believes that at some point incentives are necessary and
appropriate, then the specific mechanism can be developed, in accordance with the

FEECA statutes, in a separate proceeding, but not at this time.

The FEECA statutes state that the Commission may authorize performance incentives for
those utilities that meet or exceed their annual targets and enforce penalties for those that
do not. The proposed incentive structures are an additional return on investment of up to
50-basis points for saving over 20 percent of the annual load growth through energy
efficiency and conservation measures. It is my recommendation that the Commission
utilize its authority in this matter to further develop a performance-based incentive
structure — comprised of both rewards and penalties — as a way to incite willing and

successful utility participation in energy efficiency programs. However, the record in this
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proceeding does not contain any discussion of the need for a performance incentive or
penalty or any analysis of how it should be structured. At this time, I recommend that
issues relating to this topic be addressed in a future proceeding when the necessary
analysis has been done and all interested stakeholders can participate.

EFFICIENCY INVESTMENTS ACROSS GENERATION TRANSMISSION AND

DISTRIBUTION

Q.

14.0

Do you have any recommendations regarding how the Commission should address
efficiency investments across generation, transmission, and distribution facilities as stated
in Section 366.82(2), F.S.?

The final charge of Section 366.82(2), F.S., is a bit different from traditional conservation
measures. Efficiency investments in generation, transmission, and distribution result in
savings of fuel (BTUs), increased capability of facilities (kW), and savings of O&M
expenditures, not reductions in kWs or kWhs. If the Commission were to consider
investments in generation, transmission, or distribution efficiency improvements as part
of the DSM goals proceeding, one would first have to establish kW and kWh equivalent
values for each improvement. In the alternative, the Commission could set separate goals
for say a percentage improvement to be obtained in each category. However, since the
utilities have not performed a technical potential analysis of the generation, transmission,
or distribution improvements available, such goals would be arbitrary. At this time, I
recommend that all issues relating to efficiency investments across generation,
transmission, and distribution facilities be handled in a separate, future proceeding.
ENERGY AUDITS AND GOALS

Do you recommend that additional goals be set for energy audits?

No.
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Why are separate energy audit goals unnecessary at this time?

Currently, the seven FEECA utilities are mandated to offer free or nominal energy audits
to all of their customers. As long as the FEECA utilities continue to actively market this
service and fulfill all of the audit requests, there is no need to set additional goals for this

service.

What are your recommendations on counting the savings resulting from these energy
audits?

I recommend that savings not be counted unless an action is taken either by the
auditor/utility or the customer themselves. For example, if the auditor installs three CFLs
while performing the audit, then the savings attributed to the installation of the CFLs may
be counted towards the utility’s energy saving efforts. Savings can also be counted if the
customers take action. However, the savings associated with the customer-installed
efficiency measures should be counted towards the savings of the particular program
through which they obtained the measure. In other words, if the auditor recommends that
a customer install a high-efficiency appliance, and the customer heeds the advice, the
savings associated with the high-efficiency appliance should be counted as savings
associated with the utility’s high efficiency appliance program and not the energy audit
service.

DEMAND-SIDE RENEWABLE ENERGY RESOURCES RECOMMENDATIONS
What changes to the FEECA statute did the Florida Legislature make in the 2008
legislative session regarding the Commission’s ability to encourage the development of
demand-side renewable energy resources?

Section 366.82(2), F.S., was amended to allow the Commission authority over adopting
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appropriate goals for increasing the development of demand-side renewable energy

resources.

How are demand-side renewable energy resources defined?

Section 366.82(1)(b), F.S., defines demand-side renewable energy as “a system located
on a customer’s premises generating thermal or electric energy using Florida renewable
energy resources and primarily intended to offset all or a part of the customer’s electricity

requirements provided such system does not exceed 2 megawatts.”

Do you believe that the revisions to the FEECA statutes allow the Commission to set
separate goals for demand-side renewable energy systems?

Yes, I think the legislation clearly requires the Commission to focus some specific
attention on demand-side renewable energy resources as part of its goal setting process.
Solar water heating and solar photovoltaic (PV) are the two principal demand-side
renewable technologies with the most potential, although solar water heating appears to
be a more established technology and is currently closer to becoming cost-effective for
both individuals and utility programs. If the FEECA utilities’ proposed kW and kWh
goals include cost-effective demand-side renewable energy measures, such as solar water
heaters and residential and commercial solar PV systems, then the goals would encourage
the development of these types of facilities and separate goals for renewable energy

systems may not be necessary

However, if the proposed kW and kWh goals do not include demand-side renewable

energy resource measures because they are not cost-effective, then the Commission
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should consider setting separate goals to encourage the development of these renewable

resources utilizing a-cost cap.

After reviewing the FEECA utilities’ testimony with regard to demand-side renewable
energy systems, what do you recommend?

The demand-side renewable measures such as solar water heating and solar PV did not
pass the cost-effectiveness tests for any utility. However, Mr. John Masiello, witness for
PEF, states in his direct testimony that PEF intends to file for Commission approval
enhancements to an existing solar program and new solar programs for residential and
commercial customers. The programs proposed by Mr. Masiello would have the effect of
encouraging the installation of solar technologies by: (1) improving the financial
viability of solar for potential participants; (2) complementing existing federal and state
rebates and incentives; and (3) protecting PEF’s ratepayers by limiting annual

participation.

The Commission can satisfy the statutory requirement to encourage the development of
demand-side renewable systems by requiring each FEECA IOU to establish demand-side
renewable programs and recover a limited amount annually through the Energy
Conservation Cost Recovery (ECCR) clause. These programs should target solar thermal
and solar PV measures that were not found to be cost-effective at this time. The demand-
side renewable programs should be designated as research and development programs
(R&D) in order to allow for recovery through the ECCR clause. However, because the
measures included in these programs were not found to be cost-effective and were

excluded from the development of numeric goals, the energy and demand savings from
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these R&D programs should not count towards FEECA IOUs’ numeric goals.

Why do you recommend ratepayer support for demand-side renewable systems that have
not been found to be cost-effective?

It is important that research and development continue for solar thermal and solar PV
systems because of their potential for more efficient energy production, the
environmental benefits, and the conservation of non-renewable petroleum fuels. By
continuing to provide some level of financial support for these emerging technologies,
costs should decrease over time. If fiscal support for the development of solar
technologies is restricted, then research and development of these technologies may be

stymied.

What amount of funding do you recommend that each IOU commit to the renewable
R&D programs?

The Commission should authorize annual recovery through the ECCR clause for
demand-side renewable programs equal to 10 percent of each IOU’s five-year average of
ECCR expenses for 2004-2008. Similar to the proposal of Mr. Masiello, 10 percent of
each IOUs five-year average of ECCR expenses would provide the IOUs with flexibility
to design programs that will complement existing incentives and rebates in order to
maximize participation, and provide ratepayer protection by limiting annual expenditures.
The following table illustrates the dollar amount that each IOU would dedicate to

demand-side renewable programs under my proposal:
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Table 6: Recommended Expenditures for Demand-Side Renewable R&D Programs

UTILITY GDS Recommended Annual
Expenditures
FPL $15,536,870
PEF $6,467,592
TECO $1,531,018
Gulf $900,338
FPUC $47,233

I recommend that this dollar amount remain constant each year until new conservation
goals are established in five years. At that time, the need for and the design of the overall
program would be reevaluated. The Commission may, of course, wish to choose a
different amount to dedicate each year to demand-side renewable programs. Exhibit
RFS-22 provides the dollar amounts under the scenarios of two percent, five percent, and
10 percent of the five-year average of ECCR expenditures. Exhibit RFS-23 illustrates the

impact of these scenarios on the five-year average ECCR factor for each IOU.

How should the funds be used in the renewable R&D programs?

The funds should be used as one-time rebates for demand-side renewable energy system.
The specific programs established by the utilities should be structured to supplement
existing programs offered by the Florida Energy and Climate Commission (FECC) and
the federal government through tax incentives. Currently, the FECC offers rebates for

solar water heating installations of $500 for residential systems, and commercial
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customers may receive $15 per 1,000 Btu up to a maximum of $5,000. Rebates for solar
photovoltaic installations are offered at $4 per watt with a maximum rebate of $20,000
for residential customers and $100,000 for commercial customers. The FECC also offers
$100 for solar swimming pool heating systems. The federal government offers a 30
percent tax credit for residential solar electric installations. The demand-side renewable
utility programs would, in essence, be used to “sweeten the pot” for customers in order to

further encourage the installation of demand-side renewable systems.

What are you recommending for the FEECA municipal and cooperative utilities in terms
of renewable R&D programs?

The Commission does not have ratemaking jurisdiction over the municipal and rural
electric cooperative utilities; however, it does have authority to approve conservation
goals pursuant to the FEECA statutes. Given this FEECA authority, the Commission
should direct JEA and OUC to implement an R&D program to encourage demand-side
renewable systems similar to the program outlined above for the IOUs. These utilities
are subject to the same FEECA statutes as the IOUs and should be developing programs
to encourage demand-side renewable system. Further, their customers are eligible for the
same rebates from the FECC and federal tax incentives. They should, likewise, have the

same additional incentive that would be applicable to the customers of the IOUs.

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

Please summarize your testimony.
After an extensive review of the FEECA statutes and the methodologies used by the
utilities to conduct the technical, economic, and potential studies used to develop their

proposed goals, I have concluded that the proposed goals by each utility are overly
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conservative and therefore do not satisfy the intent of the FEECA legislation which

describes goals and “aggressive and achievable.” My final conclusions regarding the

process used by the FEECA utilities to develop their goals are summarized below:

The technical potential basic methodology is sound in that there are no errors in
the calculations developed by Itron.

Several policy and methodology decisions made by the FEECA utilities have
contributed to the overly conservative estimates of technical, economic, and
achievable potential.

The RIM Test should no longer be used as a cost-effectiveness test in Florida
because it is not consistent with the intent of the amended FEECA statute. The
use of the RIM Test has contributed to three FEECA utilities setting goals of
“zero” savings from energy efficiency programs over the next decade. This
clearly contrary to the amended FEECA statute.

Estimates of achievable potential provided by the utilities are consistently lower
than achievable potential estimates developed by other utilities and non-profit
organizations in the Southeast (based on achievable potential as a percent of kWh

sales).

For all the reasons set forth in this testimony, I recommend that the Commission adopt

the goals that GDS developed and presented in the testimony and exhibits attached for

each of the FEECA utilities.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes, it does.
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Richard F, Speliman GDS Associates, Inc.
President Fage { of 14

EDUCATION: Management B Program, Univereily of Michigan, Graduate School of Business, 1887
M.B.A, Thomas Collspe, 19680
Amos Tuck Graduste Schoot of Businees, 1974.75
B.A,, MatiEconomics, Dantmouth Collsge, 1974 {graduatet with distinction)

PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIP: Association of Energy Servics Professionais,
Board of Directors of AESP - 2005 to Present
Chwir of AESP Policy Committes - 1897 & 1998,
Vics Chair AESP Policy Committes - 1985 & 1998
EXPERIENCE:

Mr. Spretitman Is the President of GOS Associatas and the Chair of the GDS Board of Directors, He
has over 30 ysars of energy Industry experiance. He has managed natural gas and electric energy
efficienty, demand responss and renewable enargy tonsulling projects in such states as Catiforrda,
Connacticut, Georgin, Florids, Hawail, indiana, Louisiona, Maine, Massachusetts, Nebraska, New
Hampshire, New Mexico, New Yok, North Caralina, North Dakota, Oregon, Peansybvania, Rhode
lsiond, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, and Wisconsi: for GDS dients.

Mr. Speitman has aiso complated over thras dozen slactric and natural gas energy afficiency
technical potential siudias for clionts across North America. He has aise served in project
management positions for energy efficiency and demand response impiementation projects for
elsciic utiiity chents, Wisconsin Focus on Energy and Efficiency Maire. From 1899 to December
2002, Mr. Spetiman served as the Program Manager for the Wisconsin Focus on Ensrgy
Commercial and Industrial piiot energy efficiency prograrns (Systems Benefit Charge funded}
implemented in o 23-county area in Northeast Wiscorsin, and he satved as the Deputy Project
Dirmctor for the $60 million Wisconsin Focus on Energy Business Program from March of 2001 unti
June of 2003, He also served as the Deputy Program Monager for the Efficiency Maine Small
Business Program from 2003 through 2007,

He has degigned anc implsmented DSM bidding programy for such chants as Cerral Malne
Pownr Company, the Business Program of Wisconsin Fosus on Energy, and the East Texos
Eiectric Cooperative. Mr. Spefiman has also chaired several conumittees to raview energy efficiency
and demand response proposais received in response to DSM RFPs {for Central Malns Power
Company, Wisconsin Focus on Energy, East Texas Etectric Couperative, etc.).

fry ackdition to programi implementation projects, Mr. Spefiman has complated renswabie energy and
conasrvation program market asseasments, tachnical potenlisl studies, market research, program
designe, and Infegrated Resource Plans for o number of the firrn's chents. He has served as the
Chair of the Policy Topic Commities of the Assudation of Energy Services Professionale (AESP)
and he is currently o member of the Board of Directors of AESP,

Before joining GDS in Atlanta, Mr. Speibnan was the Manager of Markating and Product
Deveinpment ot Ceniral Maine Power Compary, whene he was employed fom 1677 to 1993, He
has sxtensive expersnce working with coliaboratives and community organizations on conservation
and renewabls energy issues. While at CMP he managed CidP's $26 milkion porfolio of energy
efficiency programs. He also worked on CMP's market transformation program efforts with
appliance and building standards, energy efficlent lighting and motors, new construstion and
renewable energy programs. He worked on natonal market tranglormation programs such as the
Super Efficiont Refrigarator Program, and the EPA's Grean Lights and Enargy Star Programs.
Finally, he hos a solid track record festifying for clients before Commisaions and legisiative

GOS Associates, Ina. « 1850 Parkway Place » Suite 800 -+ Marietas, 3A 30087
TI0-425-800 « Fax 7TD420-0303 » MWW oo
Maetta, GA - AUSHA, TX » Audarn, AL - Wi polis, I+ WU can




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

Resume of Richard F. Spellman

Exhibit RFS-1

Page 2 of 14

Richard F, Spellman GDS Associates, Inc.
Prosident Fage 2 of 14

commitians on snergy issues. Ha was also the chaltparson of the New Englund Power Pool DEM
Planning Commitise for eaveral years, and worked on a wide range of regional DSM and renewable
energy projects in New Englang guring his sixtean years st CMP.

His education includes a BA degree withs gisinction in Math/Economics from Dartmouth Coliege
{graduated cum laude) and a Masters in Business from Thomaos Coliege Graduate School of
Business. He is a gradusts of the Universily of Michigan Graduate School of Businese
Administration Management Il Program (1967), and the Electric Councll of New England Skille of
Utifity Management Program (1988}, In 1974 Mr. Speliman waz awarded s ressarch grant by the
Richiwrd King 8slion Foundation to study how colleges and universities in the Northsast were
responding to the 19731974 U.S. energy crisis,

Specific Experience Includes:
J0u3-Prosent  GOS Associates, inc.

At GOS Associntes, Mr. Spellman hog dirscted and completed numerpus management consuting,
IRP, renewable snergy, DSM planning and implementation, market msearch, joad resaarch and
niarket planning assignments for the Srav's chents, which include electic and natura? gas uliities,
minicipal utlities, slectric cooperatives, government agencies, and large commercial and industrial
organizations.

Listed below are exampies of consulting projects complsted by Mr. Speiiman relating 0 energy
efficiency tachnical, sconomic and achisvable potential studies:

%. Consolidated Edison of New York — Consolidated Edison Comparny of New York retained
GUS 10 prspare 8n sssestment of the natural gas energy sflicienty potential in s service
arsa and 1o develop a portiofio of natural gas energy effickency programe. GDS developed
this Gas Effickency Ploan for Con £d, and the Plan was filed with the New York Public
Service Commigsion in March 2008. The program plans includes detalled benefiticont
caleulations using the Total Resouree Cost test. The plan also ingluded » detailed plan for
evaiuation of each individual progrom, intiuding detalls on the scope and method of
measirarnent and varification activities pursiant to the Commission's nules and regulations,

2. nswmorcmumota Energy Office « in Seplember 2007, GDS Associates and Ed Meyers

onsuiting completed o detaied sscessment of energy use in the Districtof Columbia,
Wﬂnﬁmaﬂmﬂmsﬁxwﬂeﬂeﬂm&mﬂﬂwﬁmmm gon enargy
sfficiency programs for the District. The report included detalisd Information on residental
energy measures recommend for congidsration in the upcoming Comprehensive Energy
Plan iV for DC (CEP-IY) as well as energy efficiency programs and measures for DC
Government faciities, The repoit found that the effectiveness of the District's programs can
be Increased working with the Metropcitan Washingion Council of Governments JANCOG)
io leverage resources with federal agencies and coordinate policies and programs
throughout the region to produce mutually farpsted results, Such regional cooperation also
radutes administrative ¢osts per program unit deliversd, as costs &re amortized over more
dients served. One particularty promising opportinity may twvolve regional govemmsnt
purchasing of snergy efficlency products, where each governmental unit would gain from
regional quantity discounts, The report determined the successiul snergy conservation
programe <an vield about 6,000 new jobs in the District of Columbia over o fifteen year
petiod. DC's job craation wotals in energy efficiency can be boosted for DC residents through
First Source Employment Agresments and LSDBE requirements, when businesses receive
tangible berefits from the DC govermment (for example, low-intersst loane or down payment
assistansce).

GDS Associstes, Inc, « 1850 Pakway Place « Sute BDO - Marietta, GA 30087
704258100 « Fax 7704200303 + dick spelimaniliydrasscoiams.com
Marsells, GA + AuvIly, £E + Aututn, AL - KOOTeR W1 o ManCHEsier, BH » Ingianapols, N« WNW.GUSESIOCIRES.Com
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. Hew Hampshire Public Utilities Commission - In 2008, GDS in partnership with RLW

Analytics, Research into Action and RKM Resesrch ant Communications wos reiained by
tha Mew Harmpslire Public Utilities Commission {0 conduct a thorough asssssment of the
potential for electiic and natural gas energy efficiency in the otate of New Hampshire. To
suppodt the energy sfficient potentitl anatysis, the GDS Team condusted residential and
smal covarmercial telephons surveys and large C8i site visits. The date collacted witl heip
determire key shudy inpute such 83 squipment saturafions and baseling etficiency levels.
The GDS Team hes identifiad hundreds of electric and natural gas energy efficiency
mennsures which are being annlyzed t identity cost-offective measures, Estimotes of the
technical, accnomic and schisvabis eiactric and natural gas savings potential over the next
ton years and the cost nesessary 1o achieve these savings will then be deveioped.
Hoosier Energy - GDS was retained by Hoosier Ensrgy th conduct o thorough sssessment
of the cont effective achievable potental for slectric energy efficiency and demand response
measures in service area of Hoasler Energy in southem indiana. GDS collscted and
analyred sxtensive information on over 200 energy sifitisncy maasunss and 25 demand
responge measures, developed supply curves o thow the achisvable potentinl and
completnd a report by Deceraber 2008,

. Brazos Electric Cooperative - GDS wos retained by Brazos Electic Coopserative to

conduct a orough sssessmsnt of he const sffeciive achievable potedial for slectric energy
sfficiency and demand response measures in the service area of this large eleciric
cooperative in Eostern Taxas. GDS collected and analyzed extansive information on over
200 snergy sffiiciency measures and 25 demiand response moosures, deveioped supply
curves to show the achievable potential and compieted a dralt report by Septamiber 2008,

. Arkansas Electric Coopermtive Corporation - GDS was refained by Atkonsas Elsctric

Cooperative Corpocation to conduct a thoroug i assessment of the cost effective achievabie
potantial for elactiric snergy afficiancy and demand response measures in the sarvice area
of this large electric cooperstive in Arkansas, GDS collscied and analyzed axiensive
informiation on over 200 energy eficiancy measures and 25 demand response measures,
developed supply curves to show the achievable potential and complsted a draft report by
September 2008,

. Lentral Mairie Powsr Company (CMP} . 4s & subcontracior 1o La Capes Associates, GOS

was retained by CMP to conduct an assessment of the potential for cost-effective efeciric
energy eficiency and demand response as an alemative o transmission system exponsion
in 5 sub-aress of the CMP service ams. GDS coliected and analyzed axtenslys information
on over 100 snergy efficlency and conservation measures, developed supply curves o
show the achisvable potental and is in the process of developing p draft findings repont.
Bonnevifle Power Administrstion {BPA) - GDS was retained by BPA to conduct an
assngement of their Non-Wires Solutions initiative development process and the curent
state of the intiative. The BPA Non Wires Solutions Program assesses the feasibility of
snergy efficlency and demand reaponse programs o an alternative to buliding new efectric
transmission iines in the BPA sarvice urea. GDS reviswed program materials snd reporis,
dezigned an intsrview guide and conducted in-depth, interviews with key BPA staf!, Qur
anofysis identiied program sirengths, weaknesses antd potential improvements in key
program areas incliging design, implemerdation, planning, cost impact & alecation and
resources. A fina! report was defivered on June 8, 2007,

. Reading Municipal Light Department (Reading, Massachusetts) - GDS was retained by

the RMLD to nsesss the technical, economic, and market potential for reducing (avolding)
slecticity use and peak demaryl, and reduting fossil-fusied electriclly use and peok
demand, in BMLD's service tervitory by implementing o wids ronge of end-use efficiency

GOS8 Assvoolates, Ing. + 1650 Parkway Place « Suie BOD » Marienta, GA 30087
T70-428-8100 « Fax TT0-426-0303 + dickspelimaniigdsassocistes.com

MErmits, GA « RSB TX « Auburn, AL « Hadison, Wi « Mancaestye, NN ¢ IBOSMAPONS. IN < WUW.JONISSOCIatNS. Lo
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measures gnd renewablis enengy resource lechnologies, GDS coliested and analyzsd
extensive information on over 100 enargy efficiency, conservation and demand.response
meaasures and ronswable energy lechnologies, developed supply curves o show the
achievable potential and is in ths process of developing & drafi report.

10, Concord Municipal Light Department, Co d, Massachusetts - GDS completed 2
detailed study for the potential for energy efficiency and renewalbie snergy technologies for
the Contard Musicipal Light Department (CMLD ). GOS'e specific responsibilities for this
projactinclude identification and anatysis of demand.-side alkematives, incuding distributed
gensvation and other demand response technologies (1s., direct ioad control).

11. Horth Caroling Etectric Membership Corporation (NCEMC) - GDS was retoined by the
NCEMC W conduct o ihorough assessment of the cost effective achisvable potentiol for
siectric anergy efficiency and conservation resources in service area of the Rorth Cardlina
Electric Membership Corporation (NCEMC). GDS coliscted and analyzed extencive
information on over 200 anemyy efficiency and conservation measures, deveiopsd supply
curves 1o show the aclievabla potential and completed a final report in 2007,

12. Cantrat Electric Power Cooperative Inc, {CEPCH - GDS was reiained by the CEPCl o
canduct o thorough assessmaent of the cost effactive achievable potential for sleciric energy
efficiency, consscvation and demand resporise resources In the service area of CEPCI.
GDE coflected and snalyzed sxisnsive information on over 200 energy efficiency and
consarvaion measures, developed supply curves to show the achievable potentil and
completed a final report in Auguet 2007,

13. Maine - GDS recendly compleiad i technicsl potential study for h@h sfficiency residenlinl
lighting squipmant lor the Efficiency Maine Residential Lighting Program. GDS conductad
this study or the Maine Public Utiities Commission.

14. North Carolina Public Utilities Commission -GDS was metained by the North Carclina
PUC to conduct an assesament of the cost effective achisvable pobsnitial for slectric anergy
efficiency and conservation resources in the State of Nosth Carolina. GDS collected and
analyped extensive information on over 100 energy efficioncy and conservation measures,
davclapadsupm curves to show the achievable poterdial and completed i final report in

15, Varmort Dopanmemof Public Service - GOS was retained by the Vermont Department
of Public Service Yo conduct a thorough assessment of the cost effective aschievabie
potentiat for slectric energy sificlenty ang conservation resourses in the State of Vermont,
GDS collected and snalyzed extensive information on over 100 energy elficiency and
- vation , developed supply curves to show the aehievabie poteniial and
completed a final mmmmum!&? GDS nlso conduscted hwith errgy
services providers in Vermont to wlbcthb%m«mmhzelme%owmymcm
in the State,

48, Big Rivers Elsctric Corporation — 2005 Energy Efficiency Technical Potentisl Study -
Kentucky - During 2005, GOS compieted o study of the technical ard maximum
achievable costi efisctive sconomic potential of energy efficiency measures and programs
for the service arsa of the Big Rivers Electric Corporation, o large Generation and
Transmission electric utiity in Ohio. This technical and sconomic potental study wos
completad as part of the comprehensive analysis of supply-side and demand-side options
for the totest BREC Integrated Resource Flan filing with the Kentucky Public Service
Commission,

17. Public Service of Hew Mexico - GDS compisted this natural gas DSM technical and
acthisvable potential study in May 2005, Thia study presents estimates of the maxinuam
achisvable cosleflective potential for natural gos Demand-Side Management (DSM)

GOS Asscoiates, Inc. « 1850 Padkway Place + Suite 800 + Marieta, GA 30007
TTOAS.BI00 « Fax THLE280303 » dick spulimandBgdsassodiates.com
Sarielta, GA < Auatin, UL « AGdurs, AL - MdIsCn, WH - ManChRstir, WK« IRCIISpONS. IN » WPN.QESENSOCERES.Com
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opportunities in the service ama of Public Service of New Mexico. The main output of this
study is a conwcise, fully documented rapor on the opportuniies for achievable, ¢ost
effective notural gas snergy sfliciency programs in New Mexico.

18, Utah Energy Office and Guestar Gas Company -~ GDS completed this naturai gag DSM
technical and achievable potential study in June 2004, This study presents sstimates of the
maximum achievable cost-effective potantial Tor natural gos Demand-Side Management
{DSK opporkinities in the Slate of Utah. Thi main ouiput of this study I8 a contise, fully
documanted report on the opportunities for achievable, cost sffective natural gas energy
efficiency programs in Utah, This skidy asesessed the impacts that gas DSM measures and
programs can have on natural gas use, assesces the sconomic costs and benefits of DSM
progroms, and astesses the revenue impacts to Guestar Gos Compary. The final report
also includes an a8 it of the envis sl impocts of the achievable DSM options
identified in this gtudy.

19. Energy Efficiency Potantial in Georgia - Siudy for the Alllance to Save Energy - GDS
compieted this study for the Allance 10 Save Energy in July 2004, This study provides
estimates of the maximum achieviable tost sffective potential in the State of Georgis for
several topranked® energy efficiency programs. in addition, GUIS presented expertwitness
tastimony on behalf of the ASE before the Georgia Public Servite Commission that covered
the bmmg Iasises:

the potentiol net present value doliar savings to ratepsyers in Georgia due to the
impismentation of cost effeclive snemy efficiency programe,

¢ the cost affectiveness of thase energy efficienty programs

»  energy sfficlency tarifls thot could be implemented in Georgia to sove energy

*  upAn-dats infoermation ot energy efficienty ond DSM success stories and snergy
savings in other regions of Morth America and the technical potential for DSM In
Georgia

*  improvements that could bs made in the DSM measurs scresning process in

Georgin.
*  mscormmendations fuor DSM cost recovery and shareholder incentive mechardems.

X%, Enorgy Efficisncy Potential in Florida - Studly for the Alliance to Save Energy and the
Southern Alliance for Clean Ensrgy ~ GUS compieted this study for the Alllance {6 Save
Energy in July 2004, This study provides estimades of the maximum achisvablie cont
effective potential in the Stats of Florida for several “op-ranked” snergy efficiency programs

21. Connecticut Ensrgy C vation Management Board - in March 2003, GD'S wae
relained by the Comnecticut Energy Conservation Management Boart & conguet a thorough
asgensment of the cost effective maximum achisvable technical potential for energy
efficisncy ond conservation resoirces i the Siate of Cormecticut and two sub-ragions of
the State. GDS collected and anatyzed extensive information on cver 250 energy efficiency
and conservation, and developed supply curves o show the maximum achievabie potontind,
GDS completed the final report in June 2004,

22, Aliisnt Energy Corporate Services - As an update i¢ an assessment of polential
rugtomer-sitedi/distributed generation tachnoiogy appications in af categories (residentiad,
smalifarge commercial, industrial, and agricultural) conducted by GDS in 2004, Alliant
requested that modeing assumptions be reviewed snd revised, us necessary. in addition,
the Distritaded/Ongite Generation Scresning (DOGS) tool was reviewnd by MN Department
ol Commerce as pad of 8 filing In 2001 andd they requested expansion Of applcatie
wechnolgies and fusig, inckiting: o-dless! and methane from landfills and digesters 1o fuel
reciprocating engines; methanol, ethanct, gasoiine, and methane for electricity production

from fuel cedis. The revised model results will be used to estimate the market potential tor

GOS Assovistes, Ino. « 1850 Parkway Place « 5«5&300 MMGA 30087
T70-425-8100 » Fax 7704200303 » diek, S com
Mariwtla, G& - Austin, TX « Audurn, AL < L L m * - N WISt S L
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distributedionaite ganerafion within Alliants Minnegsota service tanitories.

23. Massachusetts GasNetworks - i January of 2004, GD'S was hired by GasNetworks (a
network of several natural gas yblities In Massachuselis! to devaion benefitfcost analyses
and snangy savings polentisl estimates for GasNetworke' regional market transformation
ang demand-sikie management programs. Benefiticost ratios snd energy savings potengal
emmmmfumermrmwwmm CY Programs using a
spreadsheet model, and similar data were deveioped for eadapwmfernﬁwﬂw
aren for each natural gas utiity paricipating In this study.

24, Northern Utilities {Gas Company) ~ in 2002 GDS was hired by Northern 1iilitiss o
prepare benefit/cost anglynes and ensrgy savings potendial estimates of a portfolio of
energy efficiency programs proposed for implementation in their New Hampshire service
area. This project was complsted during September 2002 and 2 final report was flad with
the Hew Hampshive PUC. A workshop was conducied at the NH Public Utitles
Commisaion aarly in 2003 o review cost-effectiveness methodologies and key model
inputioutput reqirements.

25. KeySpan Energy Delivery (Gas Company) - in 2002 GDS was hired by KeySpan Energy
Dalivery — New Hampshire & prepare benefiticost anaiyses and energy savings m&
estimates of ten energy natural gos energy efficiency programs proposed for
implementation in the KeySpan Hew Hampshire servite arsa. Thiz project was compieted
during September 2002 and a final report was Bied with the New Hampshire PUC that
month.

26, Big Rivers Electric Corporation - 2002 Energy Efficiency Technical Polential Study -
Kentucky - During 2002, GDS completed a study of the technicet and aconomic potential
of energy efficiency and load management measures and programs for the ssrvice arsa of
the Big Rivers Electric Comporation, o iarge Generation and Transmission slectric uliity in
Ohlo, This technical and economic potential study was compistad as par of the

analysis of supply.side and demand.side oplions for the katest BREC
integrated Resource Pian filing with the Kentutcky Public Service Comisgion,

27, City of Grand Isiand, Nebraska - Municipat Utility - Energy Efficiency Technical
Potential Study - GDS compleled o study of the tschnical and sconomic potential for
energy effciency and load management maasures and programs for the service area of this
fmrge municipal slectric utiy in Nebraska, This technical and sconomic potential study was
completad as pant of the comprahensive analysis of supphy-side and demand-side options.
for an intsgrated Resource Plan for this utility,

28. City of Lafayeite, Louisiana - Municipat Udlity - Energy Efficiency Technicsl Potential
Study - GDS completed a stikly of the fachnical ang economic potential ko energy
efficiency and load management measures arkl programs for the eervics area of this large
murnicpal electic utity in Louisiana, This tachnical and esonomic potential study was
completed as part of the comprehensive anatysis of supply-side snd demand.side options
for an Integrated Resowrce Plan for this wtility.

28. New York State Ensrgy Resasrch and Developrent Authority (NYSERDA) - Eawrgy
$mart™ Program Evaluation Services: In the fall of 1989, GDS5 was retained by
NYSERDA to be the prime avakiation contractor for the New York Enargy $man®™ progran:.
During the years 2000, 2001, 2002, ond 2003, GUS has been responsibie for providing
energy eficienty program snd measure data coffection, analyais, and report writing services
to NYSERDA tn support of their overali evahiation and market agsessment sfforts, and ©
determine actual savings of the progroms. To date, GDS team svaluation scthities have
included development of a Gap Analysis for the purpose of setting pricriies and aliccating
evakation resources 1 the various Kew York Energy Smart™ project arans; and mumercus

G508 Associstes, Ine. « 1850 Parkway Flace « Suite 500 . Maristta, GA 30087
TIO4Z5-B100 « Fax 7704280303 » dick spslirsandydrassociams com
Warielta, GA + RuvHA, TX » AUDUTA, AL + MdINGR, W « SOUNCROSISE, WH » Indianapolis, IN « wew.gUeassostates.com
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31

3z,

34,

evaisation activities feading to development of o draft and final Program Evaluation Status
report which proviged the New York Public Servics Commisgion with sufficient information
o determine the future of SBC-furided public benelits programs beyond s inttial three.year
transition period which snded kay, 2001,

Distributed Generation Technical Potential Assessment for Minnesota and lowa:
During the fall of 2001, GDS assessed the technical potantial of customer-sited distributed
generation fechnology applications for Alliant, & major investor owned utiiity located in the
MidWest. The analysie covered the residential, smallfiarge commerciad, industrial, and
agricuttural  seclors, GDS developed a Disiributed/Onsite Generation Scresning
spreadshest mods! to detemine the cost-effectiveneas of varicus distributed genaration
options, used the model o sssess the potential for varous customer groups and then
scoled results using customer profiles. Model resuits were also used to estimate the
fachnical potential for distributedionsite gensration within Allant's Minnesots and lowe
uarvice serritories,

Reneswable Eleciric Energy and Peak Cemand Savings Methodology Reviews - Wind
Power and Photovolitaics Programs: GDS performed detailed reviewe of NYSERDA'S
methodologies for sstmating elactric energy savings and peak demand reduction bensefits
associated with NYSERDA's Wind Power Research & Deveiopment Program and two
Photovoliaic (PV) programs. These Savings Metodology reviews entaled thres.
components: 1} a review of the current method used by NYSERDA for estimating savings
{incheding aigorithms and inherent assumptions), 2} a review of the methods and
ansumptions usad by other utilttios and program administrators for estimating savings from
stimilar programs being implemented sisewbere in the country, and 3} o presertation of key
findinge and recommendations.

Evoluation Services for Commercial/industrial Program Areas and Technical
Assistance Raviewing Engineering Analyses- Efficiency Vermont: GDS Associstesis
the isad contructor in @ tesen that has been hired to assist the VT DPS ln evaluating &
statewide portfolio of energy efficiency programs targeted to the Commercial and Industrial
market sectors. The 5DS team is alwo providing technical enginsering and review
ansistancs, on an "on-call” basis, to the administrator of Vemont's energy efficiency

programs.

Davelopment and implementation of Five-Year Energy Elficiency Plan - Boston
Edison: GDS Associstes wos retained by Boston Edison 1o assist BECo stalf with the
devaiopment of program designs, evaiuation plans, technical polential estimates and
bungets for the Company's Five Year Energy Efficiancy Plan. For this projest GDS
performed energy efficiency schnology screenings to identify potentially viable measures
for utility funding/support, and deveioped the program designs for o number of new
inftlatives, including Over a dozen new markst transformation programs. GDS also
sonducted cosl effectivennss screening Tor alf of the new DSM intintives included in the

plan.

Energy Efficiency Technical and Markel Potential Analysis: This report prasentsd the
repulls of a technical ang moarket potential study for energy efficiency options for the East
Texas Electric Cooperative, inc. (ETEC). The pumose of this report was o review energy
efficiency cptions that comply with the Public Utility Comnslesion of Texas {PUCT) crders
issued in Northeast Texas Electric Cooperative (NTEC), Sam Raybom Electric Cooperative
{SRGA&T) and Tex-La Electic Cooperative of Texas (Tex-La) rate cuses. This study
presanted ot effectivenass findings and recommendations on energy eficiency oplions
and programy for ETEC arud its member generstion arxd ransmission sleclric cooperatives
{NTEC, SRGAT, and Tex-La}. in this study, GOS evakiated the cost eXectiveness of over

GDS Assoviates, Ing. « 1880 Parkway Place « Suite 800 » Marerna, GA 30087
T70-425-5100 » Fax TT0428-0303 » dick spelimaniydsassocistes.com
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B0 snerqy eficiency opions and found many of them o ba cost effeclive acconding to the
Total Resource Cost Test.

35, Technical and Market Potential Analysis for Losd Management and Energy Efficiency
Options: GDS was retained & updats snsrgy effickency and load mansgement technical
and market potential analyses compieted i the mid 1990's time parod, and o develop
recommendations relating to cont effective DEM programs for sleciric cooperatives in East
Texas. This study identified energy efficiency und load management {DSM) options that
were viable hared on economic 1asts presented in the California Standard Practice Manuat
for Economic Analysis of Demand-Side Management Programs. DSM options that hat a
Total Resaurce Cost tesl benefiticout radio greater than 1.3 and a posifive net present vaiue
for the perticipant were ones that were recommended by GDS for further progrom
development.

B00-5083 Central Maine Power Company - Manager of Marketing ServicesMarketing and Product
Davelopment

Froe S/0 1 8/92 . Responsible for managing the design and implementation of CMPs residential,
commercial, and industrial demand.side management programe. Also regponsible for comporate
markot ressarch, five-year DSM implementation plans, testifying on DSM topics before reguiatory
apencies, and for participating in integrated rescurce planning activilies. Accounisble for managing
8 $26 miBon DSM budget and a staff of 50 parsons. Served on three person lead team from 1968
to 1992 to develop CMP's first intagrated resource plan. Diring 1981 fravelied to Czachosiovakia
and Poland to provide consulting to foreign utilities on DSM issuss,

From 8/92 to 5/93, responsible for identifying and developing marketing strategies for products and
girvices which woukl improve the competitiveness of CMP's cusiomers, increase the efficiency of
energy use, increase CMP's profitabiity, and which would reduce the rate of growth of electricity
prices for al cust . Directty responsidie for the design of newabie enengy and demand-side
management programs, integrated resource planning, research on new technologies, and
managing marketing and product deveiopmernt staff, Ateo provided conmulting services to utlites in
Hew Zeaiang, Australia, snd Suigaria refaling t© DSM program desion and implamentation.

#8649  Canral Maine Power Company - Director of Market Research and Forecasting

Recponsible for managing twenty-five professional employees. Dulles included supervising DSM
program svasation attivities, shor! and long range load forecast development, local area energy
and peak load forecasts, market and load resesrch, aconomic forecasting, and developing and
updating DSM sssumptions for use in the Company’s long range planning models. Also participated
in the development of the first Power Partners RFP, and in the evaluation and ssiection of
proposats submitted in responge 1o this RFP.

V85586 Cenirs} Malne Power Company - Corporate Economist

for monitoring and forscasting energy and economic irends in the CMP service area
ang in the New England Reglon, Didies includad deveiopment of comporate shor-term K'Wh saies
wnd revenue forecasts, market research studiss, and CMP's energy mansgement stralegy.
Instrumentat in promoting the use of state-of-the art PC-based computer models for integrated
resource planning (UPLAN). Authured a second report on CMP’s DSM strategy in Apnil 1986. Also
moponsible for supsrvising several analysts.

NI3-585 Central Maine Power Company - Staff Economist

GOS8 Associates, Inc. « 1950 Parkway Place « Suite 800 « Mariefta, SA 300¢7
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{5777 to S/78) Joined CMP in May 1877 and worked in ihe Customer Services Department
Responsibilties Included short-berm forecasting, snnual applisnce seturation surveys, and
preparation of the 1977 and 1978 long-range energy and pesk load forscasts.

(5/78 to 12/60} In May of 1978, asiected to join a new group, the Corporate Financial Mode! Staff, o
develop a new corporate financial modal for CMP, Had major responsibility for devailopment of a
revenue forecasting model, and asdisied with deveiopment of modals to produce income statement,
bolance shest, ond sources ard uses of funds forecasts. In addition o corporate model
development, responsibiities included short-term forecasting and market ressarch,

{12480 to 5/85) in December of 1880, moved 10 CMP's Research Department and worked for Phit
Hastings for five years. Responasible for all corporate market ressarch, short-term kWh sales and
revenue lorecaste, economic analysss and forscasts, and forecasts of key corporate planning
assumptions. Prepared and published CMP's first DSM steategy study in March 1885,
Other Professional Activitias:

»  Board of Directors, Association of Ensrgy Services Profassionals (AESP), 2005 to 2010

*  Moember of the Association «f Energy Service Prolessionals {1883 to Present), Vice
Chairman of the Policy Committes (1895.1988), Chair of Policy Committes {1997 and 1998)

+  Panel Leader, 1992 American Councit for an Energy Efficient Economy (ACEEE) Summer
Study on Building Energy Efficiency.

¢ Chairman of the HEPCOL Demand.-Sice Managsment Planning Commitiee, Septembear
1889 to September 1990, August 1991 ~July 1992,

¢ Vice Chairman of the NEPODL Demand.-Side Management Committae - January © August
1889, July 1990 - July 1681,

¢ Member of the NEPOOL Demand-Side Management Task Force {1586-1988).

*  Member of the Load Research Committee of the Association of Edison lluminating
Companies (1988-1991).

¢ Altemate to the NEFOOL Gevemor's Ligison Committes (1966-18685.
+  State Forecast Anatyst for the NEPOOL Load Forecasting Model {1979-1886).

+  Maina Modei Manager of the New England Economic Project economic forecasting mode,
1983-1988.

s Membar of the Statistical Ressarch Committes ¢of the Elsctric Council of New England
{Chairperson 1982 1983, member 1977.1986).

*  Member of the Edison Electric institute Economics Committes (¥885-1991).
¢ Past ber of the Intermational Assaclation of Ensrgy £ st

Publications:

1.  Speliman, Richard F., Modeling of Energy Management Strategies with the Uiy Systems
Analysis Model, paper presented at the Internationsl Load Managemert Conference,
Noveniber 1884, Chicago, Hilinois

GOS Assoviates, Ino. « 1880 Parkway Place - Suite 800 -+ Madetta, GA 30007
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10.

.

12.

13.
14.

18,

18.

Spefiman, Richard F., Use of Computer Models and Load Researct Data for Developing
Energy Management Stratagies, paper presented at the Fifth Annual Northeast Load
Research Conlerence, Soptember 10-12, 1986, Formington, Connecticut

Speliman, Richard F., Potential Markel Penelration of DSM Programs at Centra! Maine
Power, paper presented of Third National Conference on Utifity DEM Programs, June 76-18,
1987, Houston, Texas

Spetiman, Richard F., Demuant-Side Management Market Penetfration: Modeling and
Rom%mmhmcﬁmmwmfmmrw papar presenied st the
Fourth National Conference on Utility DSM Programs, May 2-4, 1989, Cincinnati, Ohio
Spefman, Richard F., Using Frogrom Evaluation Data for Long-Rangs Resource Flanning at
Central Maine Power Company, paper presented at the Canadian Electrical Association's
Conferencs on Enhancing Elechicity's Value to Socisty, Oclober 22.24, 1500, Toronto,
Canada

Speliman, Richard F., Demand-Skie Manapement from o North American Perapective,
Kaynots Address 1o the intemational Energy Agency Confersnce on Advanced Technologies
for Electric D d-Side Manag t, wiitten for Jos C. Collier, Jr., Preskient snd Chist
Executive Officer of Central Maine Powsr Company, paper prasented in Sorento, itafy on
Aprit 3, 1991

Leamon, Ann K, and Speliman, Richard F. Froms the Bottom Up: T&D and DEM, paper
presentad at the Sth Natonal Demant-Side Management conference, July 30 « August ¥,
1864, Bosion, Massachusetis

Haeri, M. Mosgein, and Spellmoan, Richard F, Integration of Evoluation Results into the
Resource Planning Process, paper presented at the 5th National Demand.-Side Management
Conterence, July 30 - August 1, 1991, Boston, Massachusalts

Speliman, Richard F., Ooes Fuel Switching Moke Sense for an Electric Utiy?, paper
presented at the 1992 International Ensrgy Efficiency and DSM Conference, October 22,
1682, Toronto, Ontardo

Speliman, Richard F., and Brunetts, Mergusrite, Morket Reseorch for the Design,
Implemantation, and Evaluation of o Compact Fluorsscent LIghting Program, paper preserted
at the EPRIVEUMRC Morket Research Symposium, November 17-20, 1892, Dallse, Texas
Speliman, Richard F., Forum For Applied Research end Public Policy/Foll 1982, Ensrgy
Marnoagement: A View from Moine {Joumnal Article)

Spsliman, Richard F., O5M Incentives Plus Electric Rate Adjustment Mechanisms Eqmi
Bottorn Line Impact, paper presanted at the 6th Hational D 1d-Side Manag
Conference, March 24.26, 18983, Miami Beach, Florida

Speliman, Richard F., Van Wie, David A, Peacn, Daniel E., Lawrence, and Dennis R,
Optimizing Demand-Side and Supply Resources Using Linear Programming

Speliman, Richard £, Utilty Experianca With Load Management in Texas. EPRIfHouston
Lighting ond Power Co. Load Manag t Confe , May 3, 1064, Houglon, Texas.
Speliman, Richarg, F,, The Role of DSM in the Privatized Electricly Sector in England and
Wales, and New Zealand, Papar Pessented at the Association of Demand.Side Management
Professionals Annuat Meeting, Orande, Florida, December 1834,

Spefiman, Richard, F., Energy Services in A Global Environmant, Paper Presented at the
Associaton of Enargy Services Professionals Annuat Meeting, Phoenix, Arizone, December
1988,

GUS Assoolates, iIng. - 1860 Parkway Place « Sune 800 « Marlelta, GA 300067
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17.

18.

18,

21,

22

23.

25

26.

Speliman, Richard, F., Value Added Services as Profit Centers in Texas, Paper Presented at
the Association of Energy Servites Professionale Annual Meeting, Baverly Hills, California,
Decembar 1456,

Spetiman, Richard, ¥., ‘Preparing for Competition by Updating Corporate Marketing
Strategies™, Paper Presented at the Associstion of Energy Ssrvices Professionals Annuat
Meeting, Boca Raton, Florida, December 1887,

Magdal, Lo, Spelman, Richard, F., Johnson, Bruce ‘Methods and Measuremant Iseues foro

DSM Evaluation versus s Market Transformation Market A anci Bageiine Study”,
Paper Presanted at the 1999 Enargy Program Evaluation Conference, Denver, Colorado,
August 1999,

Speliman, Richard F., Shel Feldman, Brute Johnson, Lori Megdal, “Measuwring Market
Transformation Progress & the Binomial Test: Recent Experisnce at Boston Gas Company®,
Papar precented af the ACEEE Summer Study on Building Energy Efficiency, August 2000.
Speliman, Richard F., Giffin, Thomas M., Shell, Jolene A,, Nicol, John, *Experisnce and
Lessons from the Wisconsin industrind Focus on Ensegy Program: Transformation in Industrial
Energy Efficiency Markets®, presented at Ammevican Councll for and Energy Efficient Economy
Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Bulldings, Tarrviown, New York, July 25.27, 2001
Speiiman, Richard F., Shel Feidman, Bruce Johngon, Lori Megdal, “Transition Strategios for
Maorket Tramsformation Programs: Recent Expertence at KeySpan Enargy Delivery”, Paper
presented at e December 2001 127 National Ensrgy Services Conference.

Rooney, Themas, Spefiman, Richard; Rufo, Michael; Schiegel, Joit *Estimating the Potental
for Cost Effective Eileciric Enargy and Peak Demand Savings in Connsclicut®, Paper
presanted at the 2004 Amerdcan Council for an Energy Efficient Economy Summer Study in
Pacific Grove, California, August 2004.

Speliman, Richard £, Goldfarb, Lynn K., Bames, Harey, “Using Market Research to Improve
Program Design and Daﬂvezx of Residential Lighting Programs in the US Nartheast Region”,
Paper presented ot the 15" Hational Energy Services Conference, Detember 7, 2004,
Clearwater Beach, Fiorda.

Speliman, Richard F.; Goldfarb, Lynn K. Hubey, Jefirey, 1S THERE A POTENTIAL NATIONAL
MARKET FOR TRADING ENVIRONMENTAL CREDITS BASED ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL
SAVINGS ACHIEVED THROUGH ENERGY EFFICIENCY SAVINGS?, Paper presered at the 18™
Mationa! Energy Services Conferance, Deosmbar 2008,

Speliman, Richard F.; Rooney, Thomas, Burks, Jeffrey, Bean, Stephen: “Potantial for Natural
Gas Savings in the Southwest, Paper presented ot the 2006 ACEEE Summer Study on
Building Epergy Efficiency, held at Pacific Grove, California,

Direct Testimony of Richard F. Spefiman:

1.

On Betalt of Central Maine Power Company, Belore the State of Maine Public Utiities
Commission, Docket Nos. 85-48, 85-82, 85-83, filed July 7, 1886, Subject Matter: Economics
of Commercial and industrial Conservetion Programs in the CMP Service Area

On Behalf of Central Mains Power Compony, Before the State of Maine Public Utilities
Conundasion, Docket Nos, 88-111 and 87.261, filed November 6, 1887, Subject Matter: OSM
Assumplions for Central Maine Power Company in Long Term Avolded Cost Filing,

On Behall of Central Maine Power Company, Before the State of Maine Public Utiities
Commission, Docket Nes. 88-111 and 87-261, fled June 22, 18B8. Subject Matter: OSM
Potential and Cost Effectiveness in the CMP Service Area.

On Behalf of Central Maine Power Compeny, Before the State of Maine Public Utitiles

GOS8 Assoclates, Ino. + 1880 Parkway Place » Suite 800 « Maretta, GA 20067
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10.

1.

12.

13

14,

15.

16.

17.

Commission, Docket No. 8868, filed May 19, 1989. Subject Matisr: Review and explain tha
basis for the updated short-tem k'Wh sales forecast on which CMP's revised Attrition Study is
based.

On Behat! of Central Maine Power Company, Before the State of Maine Publie Ulilities
Commigsion, 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 Attrition Study Is based.
On Beholf of Central Naine Power Company, Before the Stats of Maine Public Uliities
Commission, Docket No. $1.213, fied November 15, 1691, Subjact Matter: Present CMP's
condusions regarding the advisability of inaugurating a residential space heatl conversion
program in the Company’s service femitory,

On Behaolf of Central Maine Powsr Company, Before the Stale of Maine Public Utiities
Conunission, Docket No. 91.213, Sled July 31, 1992, Subject Matter: Presant updated
information regarding the advisability of inpugunting o residentisl space haat conversion
program in the Company’s service territory.

On Behalf of Texs Elsctric Cooperative of Texas, inc. Bafore the Public Utlities Commizsion
of Texas, Dosket No. 12289, fled July 1993, Subject Matter: Tex-La's OSM activities and
updating of TEX-LA Energy Efficiency Plan.

On Beholf of Tex-La Eleciric Cooperative of Texas, inc. Before the Pybdic Utilties Commission
of Texas, Docket No. 12289, fled July 1993, Subject Matier: Rebuttef tastimony redating to
TEX-LA's DSM activities,

On Behalf of H.E. Bult Geocary Company. Before the Public Utifittes Commisaion of Texas,
Docket No. 12820, Filed Oclober 17, 1994, Subject Matter: Proposed modifications to Central
Power and Light OSM Programs.

On Behal! of The Coalition of Cilies and The City of Houston, Before the Public Utilities
Commission of Texes, Docket No. 12068, filed November 15, 1854, Subject Matter: Proposed
changes o Hougton Lighting and Power Company’s DSM programe.

On Behalf of the Georgia Public Service Commission Staff IRP Adversary Team, Before the
Georgia Public Service Comminaion, Docket NO. 5602-U, filed May 8, 1595, Subject Mafter:
Proposed madifications to DSM programs proposed by Georgia Power Company in integrated
Resource Plan filed by the Company in January 1985,

On Buhalt of the Georgls Public Service Conwmission Staff IRP Adversary Team, Bafore the
Georgia Public Service Commission, Docket HO. S5601-U, filed May §, 1555, Subjact Matter:
Proposed modifications to DSM programs propossd by Savannah Electric and Power
Company in Integrated Resource Plan filed by the Company in Januory 1635,

On Behalf of the Sam Rayburn GRT Electric Cooperative, Inc., Before the Public Utiities
Commission of Texas, Dockst No. 14843, fied September 1595, Subject Matter: Description
of SRGAT Compliance with prior Commisaion orders relating to SRG&Ts DSM activities,
On Behalf of the Sam Raybum GA&T Electric Cooperative, inc., Before the Public Utifities
Commiesion of Texas, Docket No. 14863, filed January 1998. Subject Matier: Rebuttal
testimony relating to SRGATs DSM activities.

On Behatl of the $am Rayburn G&T Electric Cooperative, Inc., Before the Public Utlities
Commission of Texns, Docket No. 14893, filed March 19956, Subject Motter: Sumebuttal
testimony relating to SRGATs DSM aclivities.

On Behalf of the Georgia Public Service Commission Staff IRF Adversary Team, Belore the
Georgia Public Service Commission, Docket Nos. 6315-1 and 83254, filed Aprit §, 1998,
Subject Mattar: Evaluation of Bensfits and Costs of Residential Loed Managemant Program

GOSB Associstes, inc. - 1880 Parkway Place « BSuite 800 - Marietts, BA 30067
TIOA25-8100 » Fax T70-420-0303 + dick spetimanodsassociates.com
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Richard F. Spellman GDS Associntes, Inc.
President Poge 13cf 4
Proposed by Georgia Power Company.

18.

19.

.

22.

23.

24,

25.

On Behall of Green Mountain Power Company, Before the Vermont Public Service Board,
Docket No. 5983, filed Deceraber 8, 1997, Subjsct Matter: Rebuttal Testimony relating to the
elfectiveness of the Company’s historicol DSM activities.

On Beholf of the Geurgia Public Servics Commisaion Staff IRP Adversary Team, Bulore the
Georgin Public Service Commission, Docket NO. 870U, filed May 29, 1998, Subject Matter:
DSM programs proposed by Georgia Power Company in integrated Rescurcs Plan filed by
the Company in 1998,

On Behsif of the Georgia Public Service Commisgion Staff IRP Adversary Team, Belore the
Georgla Public Service Commission, Dacket NG. 8708-U, fled May 29, 1998, Subject Matiar
Proposed moditications to DSM programs proposed by Savannah Electric and Power
Company in Integrated Resource Plan flied by the Company in Janpoary 1885,

On Bohoff of the Georgia Public Service Commission Staff IRP Adversary Team, Before the
Gaorgla Public Service Commission, Docket No. 8708.U, filed May 29, 1988. Subject Matter:
Proposed modifications to DSM programs proposed by Savannah Eleciric and Power
Compairy in Integrated Resource Plan filed by the Company in January 1988,

On Behalf of the Georgia Public Servics Commission Staff IRP Adversary Team, Bedore the
Gaorgis Pubdc Service Commission, Docket No. 13305-U, filed May 11, 2001, Subject Matter:
DSM programs proposed by Georgia Power Company In integrated Resource Plan fied by
e Company In January 2001,

Cn Behalf of the Georgla Public Service Commission Stall IRP Adversary Team, Bators the
Georgia Publc Service Commission, Docket No. 13306.U, fied May 11, 2001. Subject Matter
Proposed modifications o DSM programs proposed by Savannah Electic and Power
Company in Integrated Resource Plan filed by the Company in January 2001,

On Behal! of the Allance to Save Energy, Before the Georgia Public Service Commission,
Docket Nos, 17887 & 17688-U, fted May 14, 2004, Subject Matter: Proposal for new energy
efficiency programs 1& be paid for snd implemenied by Savannah Eleclric and Powsr
Company and Georgia Power Company {this was Intervener tastimony filed in the Integrated
Resource Plan dockets heard before the Georgla Commission during 2004).

On Bshalt of the Southem Aliance for Clean Energy, Belore the Georgia Public Servige
Commission, Docket Noe. 4822-U & 19276-U, Tiled November 12, 2004, Subject Matter:
Provided commentz on the ruies of the Georgla Commission relating to the methodoiogy for
the calciation of slectrit energy and capacity avoided coste that would apply © renewable
ensrgy producers in the Stats of Georgia.

On behalf of the Public Staff of the North Carolina Utiities Commission, Before the North
Carofina Public Service Commission, Docket No. E-7, Sub 831, June 28, 2008, Sublect
Matter: The pumses of this testimony were the following: (1) to determine whether the
SAVE-A-WATT (SAW] approach was in the public interest of the ratepayers of Duke Energy
Carolines, LLC (Duke cr the Company); (2) to determine whether the SAW program
administrator costs per lifstime kWh saved were reasonable and whether projected utility
marging for energy efficlency and demant responss resources undsr the proposed SAVE-A.
WATT approach were reasonably based; (3] to determine whathaer the SAW approach would
achieve the maximum schisvabis cost-effective potentel for kikwatt-hour (KWh and kilowatt
(kW) savings in the Company's ssrvice area in North Caroling.; {4) to determine whether any
sddtional cost-efisctive energy efficlancy and demand response programs should be included
i the Company's Ensrgy Efficiency Plan; (51 i determine whether an alternative to SAW
exists that provides superior slectricity and doflar savings 1o the Compony's ratepayers at a

GDS Assooclates, Ino. « 1850 Parvway Flace - Suite BUD - Madetta, 5A 30087
TI0-425-8100 » Fax T70-420.0303 » dick spelimandlodsassociates.com
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27.

29.

mch lower cost 1o them,

On behal! of Communities Against Regional Interconnect, Before the State of New York
Public Service Cammission, Case No. 06-T-0650, Fied January 8, 2008, Subject Matter: The
purposs of this testimony were the following: to present the achievable, cost effective non-
route altematives to construction of thes New York Reglonal interconnect (NYR!} project and o
demonstrate that with the implementation of the proposed non-route alternatives there is no
real need for the NYR! project.

On benalf of Connecticut Haturp! Gas Corporation, Bafore the State of Connsctiout
Gepartment of Public Utility Contrel, Docket No. 08-12-08, Fled January 16, 2008, Subject
Matier: The purposes of this testimony were fhe following: {1) describe how the new
Connecticut Natural Gas (CNG) energy efficiency programs will strengihen the parinership
with customers through expanded communication argd outreach, congistent with the state’s
policy sotouraging enargy efficiency; {2} present sn overview of exisling CNG energy
sfficiency programs; {3) present information oty bast practics natural gas ane«gy sfficiency
mwmmhoﬁmsma,(l)domw CHNG's proposal to d energy officiency program
offeringy; {5) provide a summary of propoged budgeis, emmy savings and cost effectivensss
of proposed program offerings; {8) descrbe stalfing needs 1o support the propossd programs;
G}Winfmuonmmmczdpw programs on natural gas use per cusiomer;
{8) describe the regulatory mechaniam for recovery of program costs.
On behall of the Southern Connacticut Gas Company, Belore the State of Connecticut
Deportment of Public Uity Control, Docket No. 98-08-17, Flled January 20, 2009, Subject
meWotmmmymmemnq {1} deacribe how the new Southem
tcut Gas Company {SCG) energy sfficiency programe will strengthen the partnerohip
wﬂh customers through sxpanded communication and outreach, consistent with the state’s
policy sncouraging energy efficisncy; {2) present an overview of existing SCG enengy
sfficieacy prograems; {3} present information on best practice natural gas snergy efficlency
programs in other States; (4} describe SCG's proposal to expand enesrgy sficiency program
offerings; (5} provide a summary of proposed budgets, energy savings and wmcﬂscﬁvenm
of proposed program offerings; {6} describe staffing needs to support the proposad programs;
(T3 present information on the impactof propased programs on naturel Gas use per customer;
(8} deecriba the reguialory mechanism for recovery of program costs,

GOS Assoclstes, ino. - 1880 Parkway Place - Suive 800 - Manetta, GA 20007
THA25-8180 + Fax 7704200303 « $ok spetimandlgosassociales som

Ranetty, GA « Austin, TX = Aubura AL -+ o Ny - 5, 10 ¢+ W gasa Nt comlB
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Caroflue L. Guidry
GD35 Associates, Inc,
Enginenr - Energy Efficency & Demand-Side Maragenent

Education
Georgia Tustitwes of Tochnolagy, Woodroff Schest of Mechanical Eugineering Adaare, GA
M.5. Machanical Engineering. GPA - 3040 Angust 2008
Master's Thesis: Madifiod Comparative Life Cycle dxzexsment qf End-afilife Options

Jor Poct-Concumer Carpet in Uy Rugions
Relevant Coursenork: M Dusigateg Open Enginaering

yems, Optimsizadon s Enginencing Doy,
Dul;x of Asalysis of Expurimenss, Sinlaton,

Bwitness 2ad e Exvioncoen, Ripld Proconyyring

Columbia University, Fo Foundatioa Schol of Engineering and Appled Science Kew Yok, NY
B.S Mechunics] Engivesriag:  Ovanall GPA - 3.574.00 May 2606
Mujor GPA - 3.63:400

Balevant Coorsework: Compnrer Groplics and Dusigs, Congputer Aided
Dasign, Mandacruring Frocessss, Indowial Economics,
Taduswial Forecasting, Probabilicy wad Stxistics.

MEd Progranmiog

Cortifications

Engineer in Traduing: Carrified by the Waw York Sum Decausber 2004
Educetion Deparanent

Tachnical Skils

Applications: REMPan; Homs Esegy Racng Tool, MatLab, IDEAS,
INVENTOR, ProZnginest, Excal, M5 Word, PoweaPoint

Work Experisacs

GUS Associntes, Inc, September 2008 « prevent

«  Florida Peblic Services Commission
«Tecknical Consuiting Astktance

+  Cencapt Paper: Conpiied & paper for e Florida Public Service Cononission 08 wpics
Mwwmmewmmem
anxyy sfichecy programs. Subjaco ixinded sireugths and waaksenaes of bamediscon
st schaigons for the developmant of esugy officiancy poaks, meBodalogical best
eascticn for cosducting esergy eficiency posseial sradiss, rovemis and cotssecovmry
and paformancs incentives, porestiel supply-dide efficiency improvemwents and
repalatons sifecting soargy eficheney oot coder comnl of e usilities of G pubic
sarvice commuiviion.  Regarding all of tse {ssues, connections where made wivew
approprian w tailor Esonscdoas i terms of cwrest he currest Flodds Esergy Efficiecy
i Conarvaton Acs FEECA), which serv the reuistions and parametsrs for snesgy
sfficiency and comwervacion io Flozida, Mum:mmmm
wade 1 the FPEC oepardiog appooprice dezefiscosn mes wed © diswwnine
mm cmm mathodologies foc conductng powarl smdies,

& mdmsiumlmdw&odsﬂtmmm

mnm mmmommmmm@mmmw
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o ssoarain mwitods for seRiBg skvtogs trpets used by organization poeriEing oese
poacHen snrgy eMiciency progas.

o Terbukal Potentinl Study - mewxu, ;4 = of
the § g Techmical P mmmnmmamm individunt
mwwcmwm The recommmsdations mmd tonclussons
drwes froo this whare 3 Luso 3 ceport 10 b subunined = e FPSC.
mmmcmmmmmmumwka
determine ke tackmics] porastisl svailable within the seven FEECA uality service 2mwss.
mmmmmdmwcmmwm
saaryy sfficiency. & NpOnsE, mud PV P

*  Grergia Pablic Sarvice Commisiion
~ Consulting Assistance with the DEN Working Group
s For Bis ongoing project, Ms Gmmamumo«:wwmwm
mw&ww Working Group eetngs 33 o2 advior w (e
commission weff. Contribaions 1o the poop bave uciuded {1} 3 crview of the proposed
Mwmwmmwmmw {2) 2 set smew-psn
proposals for residentisl susrgy afficiency prog batad on besrp progan
mwwmo!mmmmmump«.
mukating stategias. potaatiol wadar allies. and verificstion and evaiationy plans: sod
3) & yenmary of cument CFL fncentvairsbares offsred thronghour the counmy as a4

of i § conts 1o order ro determaing o best-practics incentve leved
wmmmm.zmmmmammmmxmwnm
IBtyesuntal cotn.

¢ Consmuaitie: Agalnst Regional Tatercoanect
- Ensrgy Eficisncy and Demand Response Techaival Consnlting Ascbstancs

o This wesk jacleded a Rusidential Tecknical P 1 Smdy for (e dowastite region of
Hew York, wiich mvolved revanch, compilarios and documensatiog of 3B omasare dats
and assumprions. My, Guddsy iocorporsted the datx iovo the GDS reidennsl vechaical
poentisl wodel 1o denerasine the savings possdal  Mi Gosdry sl sdined @ he
ssieusanent of typical reiidendal esergy officiency prograc packapes i onder tw
dewrmine saviepy poranal and economic xad fmpacts. Addsuonally. she drafied tha
Wummﬂpmmlmmofmm»smnmm
resuits of tha swsideukial techuical potentisl smdy asd progn
spported My, Spallsuap’s claim that the comsmucrion o{m‘n‘mvaosad
Trazsmisiion Lise coudd de sroddad if apgressive snerpy eficiency ware taplamsesied
insmand.

= Hoovker Energy Rural Electric Cooperative
~ Energy Efficiency snd Demand Response Technics! Petentisl Stady
& Ms. Guidry sesisted @ (e drvelopoent and mview of te sachoical, ecowomur and
whievable potennsl energy «fficleocy sy for the il s induomal secrory
of Boouier Energy’'s service taritosy.

*  Backeyes Power, Ioc.

« “Lite” Techmiral Peieutint
o M Guidry sssistd in the “Lise” Tachuical Pooemdal Swedy for Buckeye Power, Inc.
This srady invodved “line” of boh resident hcieacy wi Sexand

wchanical porentisl ol and the dats it and pdating of B GO cosreffcrivenns
wadsl,

v Comselidated Edison Company
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- Tachnical Comsalting Ascistancs

o  This work included » review of the Techaical Refereace Maoual for gos appliteces,
mmwummmtmm« The fmvwstigstion tcladad
flaring tamugh s for Bewing load boars and squivalent Nl
louilam;hvmﬂar wwmmmauma
wwwwmmmwmapum
mmamm:ghtdamwmwkrwmmmm
the metdod uved in e Techwicsl Exforence Mavust and the
mﬁmm&ﬁ«ammmmwhmn!wmuhmdm‘

sstinaves £or the New Vark Clty repion.

Graduats Resaarch Asvhstant Fall 2006 - Axgoy: 2008
*  Project: Modoting Muraria Fiows for 5 abio Indy i 5) Ror Urbou Regions

o Mawerial G Scisce, Wwﬂm«y(&&%ﬁs}m Nagfoaal Science

Foondatioa Award No. 0628190
2 colisborative project foonsad on ha snstrinability of recycling post<coasunuer products i
m»-wmnml «onontic and svirenentsl visbility with contiburions
o Cley aad Regionsl ing. Ch | Engiveartng and Mechanical Engineering 2t
wmurmm W»Mmtmmdwﬁm

*  Thesis: Modifled Comparative Lik Cytie Astessmwnt of Endugf-Life Oprions for Posz-Lonzumer

Cmm&mm
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m&yamwwwmwmmmm
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e meﬂm'&? 2007 WW&W
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Lvdan Region: - By Carcline Guitry snd Dr. Ban Bras: Precanted bvy: Dr. Bert Heas

GDS Assockates, Ioc. - 1830 Parkway Flaow, Suite 800 - Muviens, GA. 50067
TH0A25.3500 - Pax 770 4240303 - cazcline goidrysrgdssssocises tom
Marietty, GA - Aaitis, TX - Avburo, AL - Madison, W1 - Manchestar, NH - Indisnapolis, D{




Docket Nos. 080413-EG, 080412-EG, 080411-EG, 080410-EG,
080403-EG, 080408-EG, 080407-EG

Rankings of US Electric Utilities by Absolute kW Savings
Exhibit RFS-3

Page 1 of 6

Exhibit RFS - 3: Ranking of FEECA Ultilities by Absolute Cumulative kW Savings from Load Management Programs

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

1400 — it . S TR — ——
# 2: Progress Energy Florida
1200 Y1 #5: Florida Power and Light B
1000 #39: Guif Power Company
#70: Tampa Electnc Company
800 Hlff-f

600 {f

400

200 -{HHI

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 -

J#21 :Florida Power and Light ‘
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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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Figure 3: Rankings of US Electric Utilities by their total amount of kW saved by Load Management Programs in 2005

1000 Il #2: Florida Power and Light | i 24

800 ‘ e LA . . = N
|#24 Tampa Electric Company J
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400 1’ I 1
‘ | #48: Gulf Power | b =
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Note: From US EIA Form 861 database

Note: Orlando Utility Company, Florida Public Utilities Company, Progress Energy Florida and JEA did not report savings for 2005.



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 1A 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
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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 204,000
13687 9 | North Carolina Eastern M P A NC 285,000
9417 10 | Interstate Power and Light Co 1A 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 1A 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

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 $22,000
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 Eastem M P A NC 261,000
15466 9 Public Service Co of Colorado CO 248,000
15470 10 PSI Energy Inc N 247,000
12341 11 MidAmerican Energy Co 1A 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 w1 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 wl 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 Ut1||t|es on % of 2007 Summer Peak Load Saved with Load Management Programs in 2007
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Note Based on actual kW reductron 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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a5 Flgure 2 Ranklngs of US Electnc Utuhtles on % of 2006 Summer Peak Load Sa\.ed wnth Load Management Programs in 2006
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on actual kW reduction from Load anagement rograms and Summer Peak in 2007 and Summer Peak Load for each utility from the US EIA
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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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- ooijlgure 3: Rankmgs of US Electric Utilities as a % of 2005 Summer Peak Load Saved with Load Management Programs in 2005
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Load Management Programs in 2007 and Summer Peak Load for each utility from the US EIA Form 861
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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 %) 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 L 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 CcO 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 CcoO 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 IR 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 Eiectric 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 CcO 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 CcO 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 > 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 24.65%

Ranking of FEECA Ultilities by Cumulative kW Savings as Percent of Summer Peak Load
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Exhibit RFS - 5: Ranking of FEECA Ultilities by Incremental Annual kWh Savings as Percent of Sales

F|gure 1: Ranklngs of US Electric Utilities as a % of Annual kWh Sales Sawved with Energy Efﬁmency Programs in 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
0,000 mamee e i e

8.00% —_ s — S

7.00% — —— —

6.00% !

5.00% [ #89: Florida Power and Light |

4.00% §——

#133: Gulf Power Company]l

30 4r—non0—————— o ]

# 135: Progress Energy }"‘ - — |

2.00% - — # 139: Tampa Electric

1.00%

0.00%

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

Note: Orlando Utility Company and Florida Public Utilities Company did not report savings for 2006.



0.045

0.04

0.035

0.03 -

0.025

0.02

0.015

0.0

=y

0.005 ‘

Figure 3: Rankings of US Electric Utilities as a % ofAnnual kWh Sales Saved w ith Energy Efficiency Programs in 2005

Docket Nos. 080413-EG, 080412-EG, 080411-EG, 080410-EG,
080409-EG, 080408-EG, 080407-EG
Rankings of US Electric Utilities by kWh Savings

as Percent of Sales
Exhibit RFS-5
Page 3 of 6

| #80: Gulf Pow er Company

T

1#88: Florida Pow er and Light Company |

{#127: Tampa Blectric Company

il

Note: Based on incremental annual kWh Savmgs from Energy Efficiency Programs in 2005 for each utility from the US EIA Form 861

[#136: Progress Enegy Florida ]

Note: Orlando Utility Company and JEA did not report savings for 2005.

_4 #145: Florida Public Utilities Commission

RS |

]li ll'l‘” H HJHIIIHIII!I'




Docket Nos. 080413-EG, 080412-EG, 080411-EG, 080410-EG,
080409-EG, 080408-EG, 080407-EG
Rankings of US Electric Utilities by kWh Savings

as Percent of Sales
Exhibit RFS-5

Page 4 of 6
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 Siate {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%
20808 5 City of Windom MN 1,480,000 71,208,000 2.08%
17609 <] Southern California Edison Co CA 1,551,503,000 79,505,231,000 1.95%
4176 7 Connecticyt Light & Power Co CT 281,367,000 16,054,317,000 1.75%
11804 8 Massachusetts Electric Co MA 195,357,000 12,543,637,000 1.56%
19497 ] United {lluminating 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 3,048,000 276,004,000 1.10%
405 15 City of Alta 1A 166,000 15,587,000 1.06%
24590 16 Unitit 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 ™ 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 | - %
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Figure 5: Top Twenty Utilities Ranked by Annual 2006 Energy Savings as a Percentage of Annual kWh Sales

Annuai 2006
Energy
Efficiency

2006 Energy Savingsasa%
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 256,856,000 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 6,604,000 358,268,000 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%
18497 10 United luminating Co CcT 76,242,000 5,919,000,000 1.29%
4176 11 Connecticut Light & Power Co CcT 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




Docket Nos. 080413-EG, 080412-EG, 080411-EG, 080410-EG,

080409-EG, 080408-EG, 080407-EG

Rankings of US Electric Utilities by kWh Savings

as Percent of Sales
Exhibit RFS-5
Page 6 of 6

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 as a%
Utility Savings (kKWh) 2005 Annual of Annual kWh
Code Rank Utility Name State Incremental retail KWh Sales Sales
10768 1 | Laurens Electric Coop, Inc sSC 35,851,000 924,781,000 3.89%
7303 2 | Glidden Rural Electric Coop 1A 2,008,000 89,156,000 2.25%
17608 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 8 | United Hlluminating 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 > 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 lrrigation 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 | .
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Exhibit RFS - 6: Ranking of Florida Utilities by Incremental Annual and Cumulative kWh

Rank:

10

11

12

13

Note: Orlando Utility Company did not report savings in EIA Form 861 for 2007.

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

Utility Name Incremental Savings | Total Retail Sales %

Reedy Creek Improvement Dist 11,607 1,183,620 0.9806%
Gainesville Regional Utilities 14,327 1,876,933 0.7633%
City of Tallahassee 9,465 2,755,874 0.3434%
Florida Power & Light Company 208,608 105,274,631 0.1982%
Lee County Electric Coop, Inc 5,769 3,621,892 0.1593%
Florida Power Corp 51,413 39,281,638 0.1309%
Gulf Power Co 12,353 11,520,888 0.1072%
JEA 13,000 12,844,424 0.1012%
Tampa Electric Co 18,581 19,632,753 0.0951%
Sumter Electric Coop, Inc 1,918 2,677,554 0.0716%
Florida Public Utilities Co 574 812,897 0.0706%
Clay Electric Cooperative, Inc 584 3,195,230 0.0183%
City of Lakeland 9 2,928,568 0.0003%
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Table 2: 2006 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 1,172,862 | 0.990%
2 Gainesville Regional Utilities 14,327 1,849,368 | 0.775%
3 City of Tallahassee 9,465 2,713,901 | 0.349%
4 | Florida Power & Light Co 208,608 103,652,914 | 0.201%
5| Lee County Electric Coop, Inc 5,769 3,505,338 | 0.165%
6 Progress Energy Florida inc 51,413 39,431,837 | 0.130%
7 Gulf Power Co 12,353 11,428,880 | 0.108%
8| JEA 13,000 12,799,959 | 0.102% |
9| Tampa Electric Co 18,581 19,025,064 | 0.098% |
10| Sumter Electric Coop, Inc 1,918 2,570,910 | 0.075%
1 Florida Public Utilities Co 574 848,718 | 0.068% |
12 | Clay Electric Cooperative, Inc 584 3,154,987 | 0.019%

Note: Orlando Utility Company did not report savings in EIA Form 861 for 2006.
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Table 3: 2005 Incremental Annual kWh Energy Savings
by Florida Utilities as Reported in the EIA Form 861 Database
Rank: Utility Name Incremental Savings | Total Retail Sales %
1 City of Tallahassee 11,160 2,723,848 | 0.410%
2 | Gulf Power Co 22,657 11,238,896 | 0.202%
3 Gainesville Regional Utilities 3,566 1,853,587 | 0.192%
4 | Florida Power & Light Company 183,925 101,979,583 | 0.180%
S Sumter Electric Coop, Inc 3,436 2,425,467 | 0.142%
6 Lee County Electric Coop, Inc 3,771 3,339,388 | 0.113%
7 | Tampa Electric Co 18,550 18,911,837 | 0.098%
8 Progress Energy Florida Inc 32,583 39,176,586 | 0.083%
9 Florida Public Utilities Co 610 824,645 | 0.074%
10| Reedy Creek Improvement Dist 749 1,219,849 | 0.061%
1| 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

Percent of Maximum Achievable
Measure ) o
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-5lighting

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
o  Energy Star Compliant Single-Door Refrigerator

e  Computers/Office Equipment

o TVs-—Energy Star over Standard

e  Energy Efficiency “Smart” Power Strip for PC/Monitor/Printer
Water Heating

¢ Commercial Dishwashers

¢ Commercial Clothes Washers

e Booster Water Heater

o Point of Use Water Heater

o Low Flow Faucet/Shower Adaptors

¢ 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
¢ Integrated Building Design
» Energy Efficient Windows
Ventilation

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

e Variable Refrigerant Volume/Flow

¢ Dedicated Outdoor Air System

» Radiant Ceiling Cooling

s HVAC Controls

¢ Programmable Thermostat

e LEED Enhanced Commissioning
Cooking

o High Efficiency Steamer
High Efficiency Holding Cabinet
Demand Ventilation Control

Induction Cook-tops
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Lighting
e Specialty Fixture — Halogen Infra Red Bulb
e Specialty Fixture — Integrated Ballast 25W MH
¢ Specialty Fixture — Induction Fluorescent 23 W
e Specialty Fixture — Metal Halide Track
e Cold Cathode Screw-in
¢ LED Screw-in
e LED Christmas type — decorative lighting
o Efficient Lighting Design

‘Refrigeration
e Vending Miser for Non-Refrigerated Machines
e Refrigeration Economizer
e Commercial Reach-In Cooler
e Commercial Reach-In Freezer
e Commercial Ice-Maker
e Zero-Energy Doors — Coolers
e Zero-Energy Doors — Freezers
¢ Door Heater Controls
e Discuss Compressor
¢ Scroll Compressor
¢ Floating Heat Pressure Control

Compressed Air
e Compressed Air — Non-Controls
o Compressed Air — Controls

Transformers

Energy Efficiency Transformers

Space Heating
e Water Source Heat Pump

Non-HVAC Motors
o Efficient Motors
e Variable Frequency Drives (VFD)
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Exhibir RFS - 8: Free Ridership 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 cument program in place. This
misinformation is intensified when more than one lighting program is active in one area.
Consumers who consider themselves free-riders in one program might have leamed
about measures, such as compact fluorescent light bulbs, through a different progran.
Thus they would not be free-riders 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
famidliar 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
ndicative of a biased free-ridership 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 summarzes these results.

Table 1: Free Riderchip Rartes

Programs Free-Ridership Rates
Lonnestiout Light and Power 3% ‘or bulbs. 3% for Sxtures and porables
Effciency Maing ‘Wit be avaiiable in Feburary 2007
Efficiency Vermont 10%

National GrdMass. Slactric® 1(39%,

Morthwest Energy Efficienay Alliance MiA

NETAR" 5%

NYSERDA 3.50%

Pacific Gas and Electric Net-ie-gross rasio” 0.8

Public Sendoe Company of Mew hampihire [N:A

VWisconsin Focus on anemy 0.60%

' The Calfomia Evaluation Framework, Prepared for the Calformnia Public Utilities Commussion and the Project
Advisory Group, Tech Markat WWorks, June 2004,

Exhibit RFS - 8:
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Exhibit RES - 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
019 ° 33.60% 11.25% 19.22% 2.19% 1.11% 1.49% 0.89% 0.47% 0.62%
us. 2020 2° 10.14% 4.09% | 567% | 4.42% | 4.78%
us. 2030 2° 11.20% 781% | 884% | 7.59% | 8.54%
Downstate NY (Load 2018 16
Zones H, i, J, K) 16% 19% 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% 1% 18% 9% 16% 10% 9% 12%
Mass. 2007 & 31% 21% 21% 24%
North Carolina (2006) 20167 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 2 26% 37% 33% 33%
> 2017 7 32% 39% 26% 33%
VT 2015 40% 40% 21% 35% 26% 24% 15% 22% 21% 21% 15% 19%
wi 2015 "° 49% | 4.8% 9.2%
C Technical Potential Max Acheivable Potential Proposed Goals
FPL 2019 36.6% 18.3% 26.8% 1.43% 2.2% 1.8% 0.59% 0.87% 0.74%
TECO 2019 23.8% 2.9% 5.4% 1.06% 0.2% 0.3% 0.47% 0.15% 0.19%
oucC 2019 29.8% 18.9% 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 2019 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, "independant A vart of Ci vation and Energy Efficiency Potential for Connacticut and the Southwest Connecticut Region, Appendix B," Jurnie 2004.

2. tron et al, “Califomia Energy Efficiency Potential Study,” vol. 1, May 2006. Achievable cosl sflective potential is defined as a markel potential scenasio where incentives are the
average between 2004 Incentive evels and full measure cost.

3. R. Neal Eifiolt et ait., "Potential for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy to Meet Florida's Growing Electricty Needs,” ACEEE report E072, February 2007,

4. Georgia Environmental Faclities Authority, "Assessment of Energy Efficency Potenttal in Georgia - Final Report,” prepared by ICF Consulting, May 5, 2005,
5. “The Maximum Achievable Cost Effective Polential for Eleciric Energy Efficlency in tha Service Territory of the Big Rivers Electric Comporation,” prepared for Big Rivers Electrk
GoommbyGDSAssoda&ss.Mnberz

8. "Remaining Elactric Energy Efficiency Opportunities in Massachusetts: Final Repont,” prepared for program administrators and Massachusetts Division of Energy Resources by
RLWAMm inc. ang Shel Feidman Management Consulting, June 7, 2001.
7. GDS Associates, "A Study of the Feasibility of Energy Efficiancy as an Eligible Resources as Part of a Renewable Podfolio Standard for the State of Noth Carpina,” December
2008,

8. Nnvmmwmm:wmmmww “Energy Efficiency and Renewabie Energy Rescurce Development Potential in New York State - Final Report,”
preparad by Optimal Enesgy, inc., August, 2003,

9. ACEEE, "Energy Efficiency and Economic Development in New York, New Jersey, and Pennsyivania,” 1997.

10. “Enegy Efficiency and Conservalion Measum Resounce Assessment for the Residential, Commercial, Industrial, and Agriculiural Sectors,” prepared for the Energy Trust of
Oregon by Ecotope, inc., ACEEE, and the Tellus instile, January 2003

11 Ammmdl_mg:rememwawmwmmmrmnm&mmmmmmm preparsd for Puget Sound Energy by KEMA.-
XENERGY/uantec, August 2003,

12. "The New Mother Lode: The Potential for More Efficient Electricity Use i the Southwest ” prepared for Hewlett Foundation Energy Serles by Sauthwest Eneay Efficiency Projedt,
November 2002

13. ACEEE, "Putential for Energy Efficiency, Demand Response, and Onsite Renewsible Energy to Meet Texas’ Growing Electricity Needs," ACEEE report E073, March 2007.

14. Vemnant Departrment of Public Servics, “Vermont Electric Energy Efficiency Polential Sticly, Final Report,” prapared and submitted by GDS Associates, inc., January 2007, This
study inclides fuet shifting programs to shift residential customers away fr

15. Enengy Center of Wisconsin, "Energy Efficiency & C Sited R ble Enengy: Achievable Potential in Wisconsin: 2006-2015," November 2005, Wisconsin reported
combined s for cial and industrial sectors as CBL

16, GOUS Associates, “Energy Efficiency Polential in the Downstate Reglon of New York®, prepared for Mew York Communities Againts Regionat Interconnect”™, January 2008, filed in
New York Public Seevice Commission Case Mo. 06-T-0650.

17. Forefront Econornics, "Duke Ensrgy Carolinas, DSM Action Plan: North Casolina Report’, August 31, 2007,

18. KEMA, Inc., "Rhode istand Energy Efficiency and Resource Mansgement Council: Opportunity Report - Phase 1°; submitted (o the Rhode Istand Public Utilities Commission, July
15, 2008,

18. fron, “Technical Potential for Electric Energy and Peak Demand Savings in Florida™ - DRAFT FINAL REPORT: March 4, 2009. NOTE: Represents savings as percent of 2019
forecasted baseline sales.

20. EPRI, "A it of Achievable Potential from Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Prograrns in the U.S. (2010-2030)." January, 2008. - Reporting Realistic Achievable
Potential & Maximum Achievable Polential.
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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
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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

Benelis ‘
PCT | Benefils and cosls from the perspective of the cwtomer &;sta}iing the measure
= incentive payments * incremental equipment costs
= Bill savings = Incremental installation costs
«  Applicable tax credils or Incentives

PACT %& of g!ﬁx govammm agency, or M Egz ;mg!emangm the program

= Ensrgy-related costs avoided by the utility Program overhead cosis

s Capacity-related costs avoided by the »  Utilitylprogram administrator
utility, including generation, ransmission, incentive costs
and distribution «  Utility/program administrator
installation costs

Rin _f{g}&d of efficiency measure on non-participating ratepayers overall
Energy-related costs avolded by the utility | »  Program overhead costs

Capacity-raiated costs avolded by the Ulilityfprogram administrator

utility, including generation, transmission, incentive costs

and distribution = Utilitylprogram administrator
installation costs

s Lostrevanue due {0 reduced
energy bilis
TRC | Bensfils and cosls from the perspective of all utifity customers (participants and non-
p&r&c&mnrs) i the utility service termitory

Energy-relatad costs avokied by the ulility | »  Program overhead costs
Capacity-related costs avoided by the. «  Program instaliation costs
utility, including generation, transmission, | « incremental measure costs
and distribution {whether paid by the customer or
»  Additional resource savings (i.e., gas and utility}
water if utility is electric)
»  Monetized environmentat and non-energy
benefits (see Section 4.9}
=  Applicable tax credits (see Section 6.4)

SCT | Benefits and costs to all in the ulility service ferritory, state, or nation as a whole
»  Energy-related costs avoided by the utility | = Program overhead costs

«  Capacity-refated costs avoided by the *  Program installation costs

utliity, including generation, transmission, | » Incremental measure costs

and distribution {whether pald by the customer or
«  Additional resource savings {i.e., gas and utility)

water if utilty is electric)
= Non-monetized benefits (and costs) such

as cleaner air or heglth impacts

Source: Standard Practice Sanual Economic Analysis of Demand-Side Programs and Projects.
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Table 2: Components of DSM Benefit/Cost Tests

PARTICIPANT
TEST

RATE IMPACT
MEASURE
TEST

TOTAL
RESOURCE
COST TEST

UTILITY COST
TEST

SOCIETAL
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
Alsbams X
Alsskn X
Arzona X
Arkensss X
California x
Cdlorade X
Conneclicut X
0C X
Oolaware x
Florida X X
Georpla x
Hawsll X
idaho X
Hinots X
indisns X
lows X
Kansas X
Kenducky %
Loulsiarta x
Maine X
Maryland x
Massachusetie X
Michigan x
Minnesota x
Mississippi x
Missouri X
Montane x
Nebragks x
Nevada X
New Hampshire %
Now Jursey X
New Mexico
New York X

* The atudy datermined a test to be a ‘required’ If thers Is a statuts, Isw, regulation, rule or commission order
Indicating » particular test that must be met before DSM measures or programs would be considered a resource,
either explicit or Implied through a list of cost-effectiveness test siements or commission precedent.
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Sints

TRC | SCT | PCT | PACT | RIM | OTHER | ALL | WA

Horth Carcling

Horth Dakota

Okishoms

L L L]

Pennsytvanis

Rhods isisnd

South Cerclina

South Dakcta

Tennesses

Toxas

Vermont

Virginia

Wishington

West Viighis

Wisconsin

Wyoming

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

Statn TRC | SCT | PCT | PAC | RIM | OTHER | NONE | Primary
Alabama X N/
Aleskn x N/A
Arlsons x SCT
Arkanzes x X x NONE
Colfombn % x X X X TRC
Colomdo X ™
Connacticyt X X PACT
o 3 RiM
Oelnware X TRC
Florida X X 3 NONE
Georgis X x X x NONE
Howsil x | x| x x  NONE
Klahe X x x NONE
{linoks x TRC
Indisna X x X X X NONE
fows X X x x SCY
Kansay X X X X X NONE
Kentucky x ® X x X NONE
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Summary of Primary Benefit-Cost Tests Us

Srte TR | SCT PACT | XM | OTHER | MONE | Primaxy
Loulsiasne X N/A
Msine X SCT
Weryland X S NONE
Massachusatts x TRC
Michigen x NONE
Minnesots X X X X T
Mississippl x N/A
Missouri X X THG
Montans x X 4 scr
Nebrmsia X N/A
Novads X X X NONE
New Hempshire | X X e
Naw Jorsey x 4 X X x jn g
New Mexico X TRC
Naw York X X TRC
North Caroline X X X x NONE
North Dekota x RiM
Ohio X NfA
Qklshoms X AiM
Oragon x X NONE
Panneylvanis X T™C
Rhode ieknd X RICET*
South Carcline X% NjA
South Dekots X RiM
Teanamas } N/A
Texns X PACT
Utah X X X X PACY
Vormnt X T
Virginis X X X X NONE
Washington % X X X TRC
‘Wast Virginie X NiA
Wisconsin x ST
X RIM

‘Wyoming

Note:

GDS Survey
ed in Each State
Exhibit RFS-12
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*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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Exhibit RFS - 13: Environmental Externalities Considered in Cost-Effectiveness Calculations of

Various States

State

Arizona Environmental costs or the value of environmental improvements shall be quantified when possible, reasonable,
and cost-efficient. At a minimum, utilities shall make a good faith effort to quantify water consumption savings
and air emission reductions. Other environmental impacts may be considered qualitatively.

Arkansas

California In the Societal Test variant of the TRC test, the effects of certain externalities are included, such as the benefit of
avoided environmental damages, and a societal discount rate is used to calculate net present value of costs and
benefits. The TRC-Societal Test attempts to quantify the change in the total resource costs to society as a whole,
rather than only to the service territory (the utility and its ratepayers). ....We also clarify that both the TRC and
PAC tests should utilize the non-price components of avoided costs (e.g., environmental adders} being developed
for the evaluation of energy efficiency programs in pur 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. In performing the modified TRC test, the benefits shall include, but are not limited to, as applicable: the
utility’s avoided production, distribution and energy costs; the participant’s avoided operating and maintenance
costs; the valuation of avoided emissions; and non-energy benefits as set forth in rule 4753. Costs shall include
utility and participant costs. The utility costs shall include the net present value of costs incurred in accordance
with the budget set forth in rule 4753, if the commission considers environmental effects when comparing the
costs and benefits of potential utility resources, it shall also make findings and give due consideration to the
effect that acquiring such resources will have on the state's economy and employment, including, but not
limited to, the effect on the mining, electric, natural gas, energy efficiency, and renewable resource industries.

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

DC

Delaware

Florida no information on environmental effects in rule

Georgia

Hawait no information on environmental effects in rule

Idaho no information on environmental effects in rule

Hlinois 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 projecied 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 contestad case hearing that includes consultation with the
department of environmental quality on the issue of carbon dioxide emissions benefits, if relevant, and
environmental costs.

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri The probable environmental costs of each supply-side resource option shall be quantified by estimating the cost
to the utility
to comply with additional environmental laws or regulations that may be imposed at some point within the
planning horizon.
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Montana no information on environmental effects in rule
Nebraska no information on environmental effects in rule
Nevada The environmental costs to the State associated with operating and maintaining a supply plan or demand side
plan must be quantified for air emissions, water and land use. Environmental costs are those costs, wherever
they may occur, that result from harm or risks of harm to the environment after the application of all mitigation
measures required by existing environmental regulation or otherwise included in the resource plan. {THE PUCN
DOES NOT CURRENTLY PLACE ANY MONETARY VALUE ON CARBON OR OTHER GREENHOUSE GASES
REDUCTION.}
New 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 Jjersey 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.

OChio

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

Virginia no information on environmental effects in rule

Washington no information on environmental effects in rule

West Virginia no information on environmental effects in rule

Wisconsin no information on environmental effects in rule

Wyoming

no information on environmental effects in rule
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Exhibit RFS - 14: LBNL Study — Base Case and Utility Build Moratorium

$0.200

Avg. Retail Rate ($/kWh, Nominal)
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Figure E- 11. Base Case and Utility Build Moratorium annual average retail yates
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Exhibit RFS - 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 |

Efciency BEficiency Savings 2007 Energy Annual 2007 Energy Energy Effcliency

Utility kWh Saved per $ Savings (kWh) | (kWh) Cumulative | 2007 Annual Retail Eficiency 2007 Retall 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 Burfington City of VT 92024 9,276,000 not reported 364,586,000 1,008,000 $46,118,000 2.54% not reported
14328| 4 |Pacific Gas & Bectric Co CA 5.6465 1,662,875,000 8,523,069,000 79,450,903,000 294,496,000 $10,902,816,000 2.08% 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%
17609 6 Southern Cafifornia Edison Co CA 5.1838 1,551,503,000 9,613,063,000 79,505,231,000 299,301,000 $11,217,201,000 1.95% 12.09%
4176 7 {Connecticut Light & Pow er Co CT 4.1500 281,367,000 2,424,378,000 16,054,317,000 67,800,000 $2,955,597,000 1.75% 15.10%
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 United lluminating 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% not reported
20455| 11 |Western Massachusetts Bec Co |MA 3.8582 25,873,000 487,041,000 2,098,852,000 6,706,000 $348,993,000 1.23% 23.20%
16181 12 [Rochester Public Utilities NY 23.6398 15,815,000 69,466,000 1,307,887,000 669,000 $116,320,000 1.21% 5.31%
12312 13 [Merced Frigation District CA 111324 4,709,000 29,458,000 422 674,000 423,000 $44,966,000 1.11% 697%
6374| 14 |Ftchburg 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 not reported $1,168,000 1.06% not reported
24590| 16 |Unitil Energy Systems CcT 41133 9,983,000 47,098,000 941,779,000 2,427,000 $89,823,000 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 ™ 10 0580 117,643,000 1,024,162,000 11,546,977 000 11,697,000 $933,640,000 1 02% 8.87%
6022 19 |Eugene City of OR 46929 26,914,000 471,387,000 2,728,684,000 5,735,000 $173,907,000 0 99% 17.28%
15776 20 |Reedy Creek improvement Dist FL 48.1618 11,607,000 23,214,000 1,183,620,000 241,000 $119,060,000 0.98% 196%
Weighted Average Annual KWh Savings as a Percent of Annual Retail kWh Sales 4,230,824,000 27,434,605,000 236,012,344,000 782,014,000 1.79% 11.62%
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Exhibit RFS - 16: Savings Targets Set by the Organizations Surveyed by GDS

Table 1: Summary Types of Goals Set by Organizations Surveyed

Goal Policy: Organizations:
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 | PUCQ
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
1 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



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

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

Page 3 of 4

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.org/pdf/Combined%20Report.pdf
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Homes: 500 (2007); 1,000 (2008); 1,000 (2009)
Savings: 1,500 MWh (2007); 3,000 MWh (2008); 3,000 MWh (2009)

National Grid:
Program Lifetime MWh: 2,626,172 MWh

Program Lifetime kW: 417,991 kW

Oregon Public Utility Commission:

Suggested Minimum for 2008-2009 Energy Trust of Oregon Contrac: 31 MW saved based
on three year rolling average




Docket Nos. 080413-EG, 080412-EG, 080411-EG, 080410-EG,
080409-EG, 080408-EG, 080407-EG
Top 20 Electric Utilities Based on Annual kWh Savings
as Reported in EIA Form 861 Database

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

Exhibit RFS-17

Page 1 of 3

Table 1: Data on the Top 20 Energy Efficiency Utilities 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 Efciency

Utility kWh Saved per $ Savings (kWh) | (kwWh) Cumulative | 2007 Annual Retail HEficiency 2007 Retail Eficiency 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 Cco 50.4138 1,462,000 not reported 42,336,000 28,000 $2,649,000 3.45% not reported
7303| 2 |Glidden Rural Hectric 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 8,276,000 not reported 364,586,000 1,008,000 $46,118,000 2.54% not reported
14328 4 Pacific Gas & Bectric Co CA 5.6465 1,662,875,000 8,523,069,000 79.450,903,000 294,496,000 $10,802,816,000 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%
17609 6 |Southern California Edison Co CA 5.1838 1,551,503,000 9,613,063,000 79,505,231,000 299,301,000 $11,217,201,000 1.95% 12.09%
4176 7 Connecticut Light & Pow er Co cT 4.1500 281,367,000 2,424,378,000 16,054,317,000 67,800,000 $2,955,597,000 1.75% 15.10%
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 Untted fluminating 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 Hectric 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 Utilities NY 23.6398 15,815,000 68,466,000 1,307,897,000 669,000 $116,320,000 1.21% 531%
12312 13 |Merced frigation 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 26375 3,049,000 38,833,000 276,004,000 1,156,000 $50,307,000 1.10% 14.07%
405| 15 |[City of Atta A not reported 166,000 not reported 15,587,000 not reported $1,168,000 1.06% not reported
24590 16 |Unitil Energy Systems CT 4.1133 9,983,000 47,098,000 941,773,000 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 T 10.0580 117,649,000 1,024,162,000 11,546,977,000 11,697,000 $933,640,000 102% 887%
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 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 k¥Wh 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 Utilities in the United States as Reported by the EIA for 2006

2003 Erergy Efaency Apnua 2008 Energy]  Cumalative Arnua’
Rank an 200€ Energy Sawings (kWn) 2603 Eregy Eficiency Ssvings as| Enegy Eficiency
Uiy | Cuomulative Kv/n saved per §| Sficienoy Savings Tamulates Annual {2008 Annual Reta Eficiency 2008 Rata| 2 % of Arrual KWh | Savirgs a3 % of Annus
Cote | % Savings Lty Name Stata | gbert'n 2008 | (KWh) Incremental Sasis K'dn Sales Spending Revenue Sales KWn Bales
20455 1 Westem Massachusatis Else Co [ 43675 43 262,000 483,182.000 2.272.278.0C3 §2,540 000 8355418000 R 21 40%
25 2 |Buriington Cay of ¥T 2.9079 €804 000 95.203.000 356.282.200 $£5€ 000 842 €28 00C | BA% 18 23%
723 3 City of Redding CA 27178 2.000.000 133,300,003 TE8.214.000 £1,4352000 §76.280,00C 0450% 18 £3%
11504 4 Massachusets Slectric Co BA 51031 286,058.000 2.183,812,000 12,¢90,325,000 | $50304,000 | S2032,581.000 1.66% 18£3%
022 [] Eugers City of R 23255 18.8€3.00C 244500000 2.880.823.000 $7.216 000 $173,277.002 070% 18 82%
€375 8 Fachburg Gas & Elec Light Co MH 22251 2.£48.0C0 37,500,000 282 857.0C0 51,940 03D §$63.£23,00C 0.80% 1227%
18487] 7 United liurinating Co T 42022 78242000 7£3,357.000 5,212,000 0CD 317 888,000 $771,000,002 128% 12.00%
18270 g Potomas Slectric Power Co cC O 1.782.858,000 15,432 255,000 p) $1.803.283,00C O o0% 11 57
17409 ¢ Sethem Caformia Edson Co ca §4757 767,582,000 $.021.178.030 72,53 143.000 | 8121.713,000 | 811,577,732 000 1.00% 11.258%
12781 k2] Northem States Powsr Co [ 81180 2£38%2 000 4.040.522.000 35603.013.000 7000 | 32521785000 7 % 11-25%
185234 11 Sacramarso Munivpa: J4 Dist TA 47173 78283030 1.167,782.000 10736230000 | 818207000 | 31083.877.000 0.7%% 11088
20184 12 Adista Camp WA 58354 48.334.00C $35.088.000 3787032200 $3.213000 554,803,000 £.53% 1C.284%
18583 13 Seatis iy of WA 28642 52221000 €74,022.000 2,484 £0% 000 $18.250,020 S££3, 114,000 0.25% 1C.20%
12847 14 AMorasota Pows s N 40243 18.27.0CC 820,418 020 ©.077 662 000 $23. 722000 S432.783.000 C.17% 1C.25%
4176 il Connectod Light & Power Co cT 578538 284,518,000 2.228.304.600 22,408 072,000 $48 028,000 $3.46),587.000 1.20% 10.C7%
28510 18 Granite S1ate Eectio Co NH 32679 £.111.0C0 72234000 FAE 207 $1.594.000 $&5,081.000 0.65% 2.54%
12550 17 ‘rP‘@n Sound Energy I A 57682 105 254 000 202,762,000 21.091533,300 $28.918,000 $1.825,072.000 0.7%% 2.54%
17470 1% Srohomish Coamy 2UD No 3 WA 43720 42.844.00C §22.5%6.030 $.482 427000 $8,600.000 $475.132.000 [ 2.80%
2038 12 oty of Bossidder NV 4.52¢8 957,000 18261000 16€,668.000 §212.000 56,459 000 081% 245%
12214 20 Namagansatt Eectnc Co 2l 55¢13 28.045.00C £33.03C.L00 3.707.632.000 $17.175.000 36%2,501.000 143% 2.49%
[Avesage % Savings 0.61% 1251%
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Table 3: Data on the Top 20 Energy Efficiency Ultilities in the United States as Reported by the EIA for 2005

T auye
Annuai 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 $ spent in| Savings {kWh) | Cumulative 2005 Annuat Efficiency 2005 Retall Annual kWh of Annual

Code | Savings Utitity Name State 2005 Incremental Annual Basis | Retail kWh Sales | Spending Revenue Sales kWh Sales
43 1 Burliagron City of VT NA 1ot availzele 65,016,000 368,279,000 837,000 537,718,230 Not svailable 17.7%
15783 2 City of Redding CA 3.6523 5,600,000 129,850,000 769,947,000 51,368,000 £72,552,800 D.6% 16.8%
6§22 3 Zugena City of CH 4.4923 22,03C,060 424,451,000 2,863,172 000 54,904,000 SYES 452 000 0.8% 15.9%
20455 4 Wesiern Massachusetts Eizc Co | MA 3.8051 40,238,000 464,208,000 3,113,896,000| 510,204,000 $353,749,000 1.3%¢ 14 9%
11804 S Massachusets Electric Co 1A 4.4066 199421000 1,930,984,0 15,491,461,000] 525255 000f $§1932,300,000 1.3% 12.9%
1863 3 Soston Edison Co A 48827 160,406,000 1,346,101,000 10,888,695,000] $32,852,000| 51,535,977,000 1.5%) 12.4%
18270 7 Potomac Electric Power Co oc NA D] 1,789,508,000 14,67¢,325,000 S0| 51,224,057,000 0.0% 12.2%
17803 8 Southern Cafiforniz Edisen Co CA 7.8740 1,238,175,000{ §,901,686,000 75.301,581,000| $157,375,000| 59,445,101,000 1.6% 11.8%
13487 g United llluminating Co T 3.5787 80,831,000 633,154,000 5,106,000,000| 520,341,000 $367,000,000 1.3% 11.4%
4C83 10 Commorweaalth Electric Co WA 5.8902 31.750.000 241,539,000 2,210,570,000 55,382,000 $321,085,000 1.4% 10.9%)
B374 11 Fitchburg Gas & Elec Light Co KH 2.1430 3,986,000 36,150,000 332,61%,000 51,860,000 550,385,000 1.2% 10.9%
18834 12 |Sacramentc Municipal Util Dist TA 5.821% 83,153,000 1,118,500,000 10.483,042,000 513,941,000 $1,027 440,800 0.8% 10.7%
13781 i3 Northern States Power Co MN 8.1235 259,422,000 3,787,182.0 35,645,728,000] 551,915,000 $2,423,434,000 0.7% 10.6%)
16868 14 Seauiie City of W& 25775 $2,855,0C0 970,249,000 9.182,466,000] 517651,000 $562,548,000 0.6% 10.6%]
20183 15 |Avista Corp WA 12,5713 56,571,000 888,770,000 8,542,674,00C 54,500,000 $512,689,000 0.7% 10.4%
15500 18 Puget Souns Ensrgy Ing WA 5.7883 171.390,000| 2,086,208,000 20,465.557,000 §25,248.000 $1436,075,000 0.8% 10.2%!
2884 17 Cambridge Electric Light Co PAA £.3983 8,845,000 113,565,000 1,117,811,000 52,011,600 $127,748 000 D.8% 10.2%
12847 18 Minnesota Powar Inc VN 38.0014 137,033,000 832,802,000 3,051,942,00C 52,606,000 $414,310,000 1.5% 9.9%
1324 18 |Narragansett Electric Co R 4.1844 65,093,000 £739,204,000 7,115,094,000] 515,795,000 $858,772,000 0.9% 3.5%
20858 20 Wisconsin Power & Light Co Wi 5.6651 50,526,000 964,714,000 15,539,085,000 59,081,000 $845,733,000 0.6% 3.2%
Ayerage ¥ Favings 5.0792 2,676,5£5,000 244.04C.049,000 1.0% 11.9%
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Note: Orlando Utility Company did not report savings for 2007.
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Exhibit RFS - 18: Southeastern Electric Utilities Energy Efficiency kWh Savings

Figure 1: All Utilities from Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, Missississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee and Texas that
reported Cumulative kWh Savings in 2007. Graph shows utilites ranked by Cumulative kWh Savings as a percentage of total retail sales for 2007
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Figure 2: All Utilities from Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, Missississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee and Texas that
reported Incremental kWh Savings in 2007. Graph shows utilites ranked by Incremental kWh Savings as a percentage of total retail sales for
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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 retait

sales for 2006
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Note: Orlando Utility Company did not report savings for 2007.
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Figure 4: All Utilities from Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, Missississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee and Texas
that reported Incremental kWh Savings in 2006. Graph shows utilites ranked by Incremental kWh Savings as a percentage of total
retail sales for 2006
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Note: Orlando Utility Company and Florida Public Utilities Company did not report savings for 2006.
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Figure 5: All Utilities from Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, Missississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee and Texas that reported
Cumulative kWh Savings in 2005. Graph shows utilites ranked by Cumulative kWh Savings as a percentage of total retail sales for 2005
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Note: Orlando Utility Company did not report savings for 2005.
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Figure 6: All Utilities from Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, Missississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee and Texas that
reported Incremental kWh Savings in 2005. Graph shows utilites ranked by Incremental kWh Savings as a percentage of total retail sales for

2005
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Note: Orlando Utility Company and JEA did not report savings for 2005.
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Exhibit RES - 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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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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TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MwW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 258.5 468.6 1,1883 2385 3414 764.0 200 127.2 4244
2011 5185 939.7 2,383.1 4783 684.7 15320 40.2 2550 851.0
2012 786.8 14260 3,616.3 725.8 1039.1 23248 80.9 3870 12914
2013 1,0588 1,819.3 4,867.2 976.9 1398.5 3129.0 820 S20.8 1738.1
2014 1,261.1 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 2199.8 492189 129.0 819.3 2734.1
2016 19884 3.6040 9,139.4 18344 2626.0 5875.6 154.0 978.0 3263.8
2017 23234 4,211.1 10,6739 2143.4 30638.3 68653 180.0 11428 38136
2018 26859 4,868.1 12,345.1 247738 3547.1 79365 2080 13213 24086
2015 3,064.1 5,553.6 14,0835 2826.7 4046.6 9054.1 2373 1507.1 5029.4
Staps: (1 ) 3) (4
Max.
Achievable GODS
s Revised
Max. Max. E-TRC + 2- Market GWh Goats
Achievable | Achlevable yr. Penetration | Measures Before GDS Revised GWh
Proposed - - Screened Corrections | Originally Transition Goais After
2007 GWh 2019 6Wh | GWh Goals E-RIM E-TRC Measures -+10% Omitted Period Transition Period
Sales Forecast by FPL {GWh) {GWn) {GWh) (Gwh} {Gwh) Adjustrent Adjustment
GWh - Totals 105,414 118,628 878.2 17003 29991 12,8890 13,0189 14,0835 14,0835 10,955.6
GWh Added - Residential 328.3 263 4620 8.033.2 46.2 1581 9,054 7043.173
GWh Added - Commerdal/industrial 543.9 795.7 B36.8 1.856.7 837 906.6 5,0294 3,9124
Residential as % of 2007 Sales 0.3a% 0.77% 8.40% 8.44% 8.59% 8.59% 6.63%
Commerdial/industrial Cumulative as % of 2007 Sales 1.28% 2.07% 3.83% 3.91% 4.77% 4.77% 3.71%
All Sectors G k Savings as % of 2007 Sates 0.83% 1.61% 2.35% 12.23% 12.35% 1336% 13.36% 10.39%
All Sectors Cumulative as % of 2819 Forecast 0.74% 1.43% 2.53% 10.87% 10.97% 11.87% 11.87% 9.24%
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Progress Enerpy Flonida - Cumulative Revised Goals {withowt Transition Period Adjusiment|
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
201D 144.1 1321 436.0 140.1 1029 3153 4.1 29.2 120.8
2011 289.0 264.9 874.5 2809 206.4 632.2 8.2 585 242.2
2012 4386 4020 1,327.0 426.2 3133 959.4 124 88.8 367.6
2013 590.3 5411 1,786.0 5737 421.6 12912 16.6 1195 494.7
2014 758.8 695.5 2,295.6 7374 541.9 1659.7 214 153.6 6359
%15 $28.6 851.1 2,808.3 902.4 663.2 20311 26.2 188.0 7782
2016 1,1085 10161 3,353.6 1077.2 7917 2424.6 3 2244 9290
2017 1,295.2 1,187.2 3,9186 12587 925.0 2833.1 365 262.2 1085.5
2018 1,497.3 1,3724 4,5300 1455.1 10654 32751 422 303.1 12549
2019 1,708.2 1,565.7 5,167.9 16600 1220.0 3736.3 48.2 3458 14316
Steps: j£3] 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 Corrections Originaty Ravised Transition Period
2007 Sales Forecast by PEF E-RIM E-TRC Maasures - +10% Omitted Goals Adj

GWh - Totals 35,282 40,997 6138 613.8 1,584.5 4,68938 47868 5,167.9 5,167.89 4020.0728

GWh Added - Residertial 487.5 0.0 718.6 2,241.2 720 216.1 3,7363 2506454

GWh Added - Commercialfindustria! 126.3 0.0 251.1 864.1 25.1 1650 14316 1113.6188

Residential Cumidative =s % of 2007 Sales 1.24% 3.07% 8.78% 8.96% 9.51% 851% 7.40%

Commercial/industrial Cumulative as % of 2007 Sates 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 Cumuiative a5 % of 2019 Forecast 0.52% 0.52% 1.34% 3.95% 4.04% 436% 12.61% 9.81%
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Tampa Elactric Cempany - Cumulative Revisee Geals [without Transiticn Period Adjustment)

Year Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW MW Energy GWh Winter MW S MW Energy GWh
2010 483 67.8 177.3 45.6 53.6 1139 2.7 143 63.4
2011 969 136.0 3555 91.5 107.4 2284 54 28.6 1271
2012 147.1 206.4 5395 138.9 163.0 346.6 8.2 434 1929
2013 198.0 277.9 726.1 186.9 2194 466.5 110 58.4 259.6
2014 2545 357.1 9333 240.3 2820 $93.6 142 %1 333.7
2015 3114 437.1 1,142.2 254.0 33532 7333 17.4 918 A408.4
2016 3718 521.7 13635 3510 412.0 876.0 20.7 109.7 4875
2017 4344 609.6 15932 410.2 4815 1023.6 24.2 1282 569.6
2018 502.2 704.8 1,8418 474.1 5566 11833 280 148.2 6585
2019 572.8 B804.0 2,101.1 540.9 6349 13499 320 169.0 7512
Max. Max. E-TRC + 2- Market GDS Revised
Propased | Achievabie | Achievable w. Penetration | Measurey GDs GWh Gaals After
2019 GWh Goals - - Screened Corrections | Orignally Revised Transition Period
2007 Sales Forecast by TECO E-RIM E-TRC Measures - +10% Omitted Goals Adj

GWh - Totaks 18,533 22,532 201.7 2018 310.3 19359 1,350.7 21011 2,1013 1634.4703

GWh Added - Residertial 53.0 Q0 74.9 1,161.6 75 46.9 1,3498 1050.1025

SWh Added - Commerdial/ Industrial 142.7 00 33.6 468.0 34 1035 7512 58436777

Residential Cumulative as % of 2007 Sales Q.30% 0.69% 6.63% 6.67% 6.91% 6.91% 538%

Commerdal/industrial Cumulative as % of 2007 Sales 0.73% 0.90% 3.30% 332% 3.85% 3.85% 299%

Al Sectors Cumulative Savings as % of 2007 Sales Q.19% 0.19% 0.29% 184% 185% 1.99% 10.76% 837%

All Sectors Cumulative as % of 2019 Forecast 0.17% C.17% 0.26% 164% 1.64% 177% 9.33% 7.25%
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Gulf Power Company - Cumuiative Reviscd Goals {without Transition Pericd Adjustment}

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW S MW Energy GWh Winter MW Sumimer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Si MW Energy GWh
2010 233 318 114.7 20.1 220 5.2 3.2 98 495
2011 46.83 63.7 230.0 404 a4.1 130.8 6.4 19.6 99.2
012 710 96.7 349.1 613 67.0 1985 8.7 29.7 150.6
2013 95.6 130.2 469.8 82.4 90.1 267.1 131 40.0 202.7
2014 1228 167.3 603.8 106.0 115.9 343.4 169 514 260.5
2015 1503 204.8 739.0 129.7 141.8 420.2 20.6 62.9 318.8
2016 1794 245.4 882.2 154.8 1693 5016 24.6 75.1 380.5
2017 209.7 285.6 1,030.8 180.9 187.8 586.1 28.8 B87.8 444.6
2018 2424 3302 1,191.6 209.1 2287 677.6€ 333 101.5 514.0
2019 2718 3624 1,359.4 238.6 260.9 773.0 333 101.5 586.4
Steps: €] {2) (3 %)
Max.
Max. Max Achievable - Mariet GDS Revised GWh
Proposed Achievable | Achievable E-TRC + 2-yr. Penetration Measures GODS Goals After
2019 6WhGoals | - - - Screened Corrections | Originally Revised Transition Period
2007 Sales Forecast by Gulf E-RiM E-TRC Measures - +10% Omitted Goals Adjustment
GWh - Totals 11,521 15,008 1590 153.0 2514 127939 1,289.1 13584 1,359.4 1057.4524
GWh Added - Residential 868 0.0 671 579.0 6.7 33.4 773.0 601.29327
GWh Added - Commercial/industrial 722 0.0 53 449.6 25 369 586.4 456.16108
Ress tial Cumulative as % of 2007 Sales 0.725% 1.34% £.36% 6.42% 6.71% 671% 522%
Commerciai/lndustrial Cumut as % of 2007 Sales 0.63% 0385% 4.75% 4.77% 5.09% 5.09% 3.96%
Al Sectors Cumulative Savings as % of 2007 Sales 0.15% 0.15% 024% 1.21% 1.22% 1.29% 11.80% 5.18%
Al Sectors Cumulative as % of 2019 Forecast 0.13% 0.13% 021% 1.08% 1.09% 1.15% 9.06% 7.05%
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JEA - Cumulative Revisag Goals {without Transition Pericd Adjustme

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 3.3 253 100.7 15 189 52.1 15 163 486
2011 638 58.7 201.8 3.0 379 104.5 38 2038 874
2012 103 88.0 306.3 4.6 575 158.5 57 31s 147.8
2013 13.9 1198 4123 6.2 774 2134 2.7 42.4 1989
2014 17.8 154.0 529.9 7.3 995 2743 8.9 54.5 255.€
2015 218 188.5 6485 8.7 1218 3357 12.1 66.7 3128
2016 260 2250 7741 11.6 145.4 400.7 145 79.6 3734
2017 304 262.9 9045 135 1639 4682 16.9 93.0 436.3
2D18 35.2 3039 1,085.7 15.7 196.4 5412 19.5 107.5 5044
2018 40.1 346.7 1,1929 17.9 224.0 617.5 223 122.6 5754
Steps: (1) {2) {3 L]
Max.
Achievable
Max. Maw E-TRC + 2- Parket GOS Revised GWh
Propased Achievable | Achievable ¥, Penetration Measures GOs Goals After
2019 GWh Goals - - Scree| Corrections Originally Revised Transition Period
2007 Sales Forecast by JEA £-RiM E-TRC Measures - +10% Omitted Goals Adjustment
GWh - Totals 12,751 14,642 Q0 0.0 1385 1,070.7 1,0845 1,1529 11929 527.95021
GWwh Added - Reskiential 0.0 0.0 64.7 5145 6.5 3ais 5172.5 480.31583
GWh Added - Commercial/industrial 0.0 0.0 738 417.7 __ 14 765 5754 447.6343%
Residential G lative as % of 2007 Sales 0.00% 051% 4.54% 4.59% 4.834% 4.84% 3.77%
Commerdial/ industrial Cumulative as % of 2007 Sales 0.00% 058% 3.85% 3.91% 4.51% 4.51% 3.51%
All Sectors Cum ulative Savings as % of 2007 Sales 0.00% 0.00% 0.13% 1L.02% 1.03% 113% 9.36% 7.28%
All Sectors Cumulative as % of 2019 Forecast 0.00% 0 00% 0.12% 0.90% 0.91% 101% 8.15% £.34%
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Orlzndo Uity Commission - Cumulative Revised Goals [without Trans:tion Period Adjustmant)
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCAL/SNDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 07 14.8 45.6 0.02 1120 27.56 0.7 32 13.1
2011 15 29.9 91.5 0.04 22.45 55.26 14 7.4 363
2012 2.2 453 138.9 0.06 34.07 R3.86 22 112 55.0
2013 30 61.0 1870 0.08 45.85 112.87 29 15.1 74.1
2014 39 784 2403 0.11 58.94 145.08 38 194 95.2
2015 4.8 95.9 294.1 Q.13 72.13 177.54 4.6 23.8 1165
2016 5.7 1145 3511 0.16 86.10 211.34 55 28.4 1391
2017 6.6 1338 410.2 0.18 100.61 247.65 65 33.2 1625
2018 7.2 154.7 474.2 0.21 11631 286.29 75 38.4 1§78
2019 8.8 1764 541.0 © 024 132.68 326.60 85 43.8 2144
Steps: {1) {2) 3) @)
Max.
Achievabla
Maox. Max. E-TRC + 2- Market GOS Revised
Proposed Achievable | Achievable yr. Penetration | Measures GDS GWh Goals After
2019 GWh Goals - - Screened Corrections | Originalty Ravised Teansition Period
2007 Sales Forecast by OUC E-RIMt E-TRC Measures - +10% Omitted Goals Adjustment
GWh - Totals 6,079 7,874 0.0 0.0 78.8 5112 519.1 541.0 541.0 420.81667
GWh Added - Residential a0 00 288 287.7 23 73 326.6 254.06132
GWh Added - Commercial /industrial €0 0.0 501 144.7 5.0 14.6 214.4 166.75534
ial G lative as % of 2007 Sales 0.00% 047% 5.21% 5.25% 5.37% 537% 4.18%
Commercialfindustrial C ive s % of 2007 Sales 0.00% 0.32% 3.20% 3.29% 3.53% 353% 2.74%
All Sectors O il Savings as % of 2007 Sales C.00% 0.00% 0.07% 0.48% 0.49% 051% 8.90% 6.92%
All Sectors Cumufative as % of 2019 Forecast 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 0.43% 0.44% 0.46% 6.87% 5.34%
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Fiorida Fublic Utility Company - Cumulative Revised Godls {without Transition Pericd Adjustment}
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy 6Wh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 03 13 5.4 0.2 a7 3.0 0.1 [ 2.4
2011 0.6 2.5 108 0s 15 6.0 0.2 11 43
2012 03 38 16.4 0.7 2.2 9.1 0.2 1.6 73
2013 13 5.1 2.1 10 3.0 12.3 0.3 21 9.8
2014 16 6.6 28.4 12 3.8 15.8 0.4 28 126
2015 20 81 34.8 1s 4.7 15.3 0.5 3.4 155
2016 24 9.6 4316 13 5.6 23.1 0.6 4.0 18.5
2017 2.8 113 486 2.1 6.5 27.0 0.7 4.7 216
2018 32 130 56.1 2.4 7.6 31.2 0B 5.4 24.9
2019 3.7 1458 E4.0 2.8 8.7 35.5 0.9 6.2 284
Seps: 1) (2} {3) 4}
Max.
Achievable
Max. Maox. E-TRC+2- Market GDS Revised
Proposed Achievable | Achievabie yr. Penetration | Measures GDS GWh Goals After
2018 GWh Goals - - Screened Corvections | Originally Revised Transition Period
2007 Sales Forecast by FPUC E-RiM E-TRC Measures -+10% O d Goals Adjustment
GWh - Totats 793 793 Qo 0.0 129 58.2 60.5 640 64.0 49.817753
GWh Added - Residential 0.0 0.0 5.1 28.8 0.3 12 35.6 27.688112
GWh Added - Commercial/industrial 0.0 0.0 73 17.5 0.8 24 284 22.129642
Residential Cumulative as % of 2007 Sates G.00% 0.65% 4.27% 4.34% 4.45% 4.49% 3.49%
Commercial/Industrial Cumulative a5 % of 2007 Sales 0.00% 0.98% 3.19% 3.28% 3.59% 3.59% 2.79%
All Sectors Currulative Savings as % of 2007 Sates 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.06% 0.06% 0.06% 8.08% 6.28%
All Sectors Cumulative as % of 2019 Forecast 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% Q05% 0.05% 0.05% 3.08% 6.28%
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Page 1 of 7

COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Summer
Year Winter AW MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 129.3 2343 594.2 1193 170.7 3820 100 63.6 212.2
2011 259.2 4639 1,181.5 239.2 3424 766.0 201 1275 4255
2012 3934 7i3.0 1.808.2 3629 519.5 1,162.4 30.5 193.5 645.7
2013 5295 959.6 2,433.6 4835 689.2 15645 41.0 260.4 869.1
2014 6805 1,2335 3,1280 627.8 898.7 20108 527 3347 11170
2015 985.1 1,7855 4,528.0 9088 1,301.0 298110 763 434.5 1,617.0
2016 1,3075 23705 60114 1,206.6 1,727.2 3,864.6 1013 643.3 21468 |
2017 164238 2,9776 7.5508 1,515.6 2,165.6 4,854.4 127.2 808.0 2,6965
2018 2,0053 36347 98,2172 1,850.0 26483 5925.6 1553 986.3 3.291.6
2018 23835 4,3202 10,955.6 2,198.9 314738 7,043.2 184.6 1,172.4 39124
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
| Wiater |

Year MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW S Mw Energy GWh

2010 33.1 60.0 74.1 246 26.6 33.1 85 33.4 41.0

2011 66.2 1200 148.5 43.2 532 66.2 17.0 66.8 82.4

2012 99.4 1800 225.6 738 79.5 9590 25.5 100.5 126.6

2013 1327 240.0 303.5 98.6 105.7 131.7 34.1 1343 171.8

2014 166.3 300.0 390.1 1233 131.8 164.4 43.0 168.1 225.7

2015 200.0 360.0 477.4 143.0 158.1 197.1 520 2019 280.3

2016 2339 4205 569.9 172.7 1843 229.8 61.2 236.2 340.1

2017 268.2 4814 665.9 197.4 2105 262.5 708 2709 403.4

2018 303.0 543.4 769.8 2221 236.7 295.2 80.9 306.7 474.6

2013 3378 606.5 878.2 246.7 263.3 3283 911 343.3 5439
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Frogress [nergy Fiorida - GDS Recommeandec Cumnulative Goals ('nrluding Transit:on Perioc}
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW Sumimer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW EMLGM'I
2010 72.1 £6.1 2180 700 S15 157.6 20 14.6 60.4
2011 1445 1325 437.2 1404 103.2 316.1 4.1 293 1211
2012 2193 201.0 663.5 213.1 156.6 479.7 62 444 183.8
2013 295.2 2705 893.0 286.8 210.8 645.6 83 59.7 2474
2014 379.4 347.7 1,147.8 368.7 271.0 829.8 16.7 268 3180
2015 545.2 503.4 1,6615 $33.7 3922 1,201.3 155 1112 460.3
2016 7251 668.3 2,20538 708.5 $20.7 1,594.8 206 147.6 611.1
2017 5158 839.5 27708 890.0 £54.1 2,003.2 258 185.4 767.5
2018 1117.9 1,024.7 3,3822 1,086.4 7384 2,4453 318 2263 9369
2013 13288 1,2180 4,020.1 12913 9230 2,906.5 375 2690 1,1136
TOTAL RESIGENTIAL COMMERCAL/INDUSTRIAL

Year Winter MW Summer MW Energ_y GWh Winter MW Summes MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW _Er\etﬂ GWh
2010 42.42 33.34 50.64 37.68 24.57 40.22 4.74 8.77 10.42
2011 88.74 70,73 104.35 79.23 50.45 82.88 9.51 20.34 21.47
2012 142.74 120.15 162.66 12243 7835 129.19 20.31 41.8 33.47
2013 197.88 17197 224.04 166.73 107.68 177.94 3115 64.29 46.1
2014 254.15 225.88 28843 212.13 13832 22913 42.02 8756 5936
2015 310.99 28266 361.22 258.01 171.58 286.9 52.98 111.08 2432
2016 380.44 349.98 43028 31654 214.86 34175 633 135.12 88.53
2017 443.66 41557 498.72 374.85 257.44 396.11 7481 158.13 102.61
2018 515.71 476.26 55856 430.08 296.67 443.64 B85.63 179.59 114.92
2019 559.54 52058 €13.81 463.14 32276 487.52 965 197.83 126.29
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Tampa Electric Company - GDS Recommended Cumulative Gaals (inciading Transiticn Period}

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Enesgy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 24.2 339 88.6 228 268 57.0 13 7.1 31.7
2011 438 68.0 177.8 45.8 53.7 114.2 2.7 143 63.6 *J
202 73.6 103.2 269.8 09.4 815 1733 4.1 21.7 96.4
2013 99.0 1389 363.1 93.5 109.7 2333 55 29.2 129.8
2014 1272 1786 466.7 120.1 1410 259.8 71 375 166.8
2015 1842 258.5 6755 173.9 204.1 434.0 103 54.3 2415
2016 2445 343.2 89638 2303 2710 576.2 3.6 72.2 3206
2017 307.1 4311 1,126% 290.0 340.4 723.8 171 90.6 402.8
2018 374.9 526.2 1,3751 3540 4156 8835 203 110.6 491.6
2019 4456 £25.4 16345 4203 4939 1,050.1 249 1315 584.4

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 2.1 4.1 8.2 12 14 19 0.9 27 6.3
2011 5.0 10.1 216 31 35 5.5 19 6.6 16.1
2012 RB.6 173 39.6 S.5 6.4 105 31 10.9 28.1
2013 129 260 60.9 85 95 1638 44 6.1 44.1
2014 17.6 353 843 120 139 240 56 214 60.3
2015 224 45.1 108.9 155 182 317 6.9 269 77.2
2016 275 55.1 1338 19:2 225 38%.6 33 32.6 94.2
2017 323 64.3 157.7 226 26.4 468 9.7 379 110.9
2018 36.8 735 1804 25.7 30.1 53.3 111 434 127.1
2019 409 B1L38 201.7 285 33.3 59.0 124 48.5 182.7




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

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

Page 4 of 7

Gulf Power Company - GDS Recommended Cumulative Soals (Including Transitien Period)

| TOTAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWhH Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW\I;}l Summer MW J Energy GWh
2010 117 158 57.4 10.1 110 326 16 49 24.7
2011 23.4 31.8 1150 20.2 22.1 65.4 3.2 9.8 436
2012 35.5 48.4 174.5 306 335 99.2 a9 14.9 753 ]
2013 47.8 65.1 2349 412 45.1 133.6 6.6 20.0 013
2014 61.4 837 3019 53.0 57.9 171.7 34 25.7 130.2
2015 839 121.1 437.1 76.7 83.9 2485 12.2 32.2 1885
2016 118.0 160.8 580.2 1018 1113 3299 162 49.4 2503
2017 1483 201.9 728.8 127.9 139.9 414.4 20.5 62.1 314.4
2018 181.0 246.5 889.7 156.1 170.7 505.9 248 758 383.8
2019 210.4 278.7 1,0575 1856 2029 6013 248 75.8 456.2
Year ‘Winter MW Summer MW _Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 23 31 4.7 13 1.9 2.0 as 12 2.7
2011 53 75 133 a3 4.7 6.0 1.0 23 73
2012 8.0 131 25.7 74 8.4 123 1.6 4.7 134
20613 134 193 41.2 111 129 20.5 23 69 207
2014 18.4 273 59.0 15.4 180 303 3D 5.3 2{;;7.1
2015 238 35.5 78.5 200 237 113 3.8 11.8 37.2
2016 29.6 442 993 250 298 53.2 46 14.4 461
2017 354 52.9 120.4 300 35.8 65.3 5.4 170 5S.1
2018 405 611 140.4 34.7 216 76.5 6.2 195 63.9
2019 46.2 685 159.0 38.2 : 470 36.8 7.0 219 72.2
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JEA - GDS Recommendad Cumalative Goals {Including Transition Periad)

COMM ERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Winter
Year W Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
L{ZO].G 17 14.6 S0.3 038 35 26.0 | bS 5.2 243
2011 3.4 293 100.9 15 19.0 522 19 10.4 48.7
2012 52 445 153.2 23 2838 9.3 2.3 157 733
2013 6.9 59.9 206.1 3.1 387 106.7 39 212 99.4
2014 89 778 264.9 4.0 49.8 1371 4.9 27.2 127.8
2015 129 1115 3835 $.7 720 198.5 7.2 394 185.0
2016 17.1 1480 509.2 7.6 95.6 263.6 95 524 245.6
2017 215 185.9 639.6 9.6 1201 3310 119 £5.8 308.5
2018 2563 2269 780.7 11.7 146.6 404.1 14.6 803 376.6
2019 312 269.7 928.0 139 1743 4303 173 35.4 247.6

JFA -~ Propeses

¢ Cumulative Goals

TOUTAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL

Year MW Summey IMWT Energy GWh Winter MW S MW Energy GWh Winter MW S MW Energy GWh
2010 90 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2011 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2012 00 0.0 0.0 L 0.0 0.0 0.0 G.0 0.0 0.0
2013 00 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2014 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 _{
2015 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Q.0 00 0.0
2016 0.0 Q0 0.0 0.0 cQ 0.0 0.0 00 Q.0
2017 0.0 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0
2018 0.0 a.0 00 a0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0
2019 0.0 Q.0 0.0 Q.0 00 0.0 0.0 00 0.0
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Orlandn Utility Comrymission - GDS Recommended Cumulative Goa'ls (Including Transiticn Period}

COMMERCAL/INDUSTRIAL
Year Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summar MW Energy GWh Winter MW Surmmer MW Energy GWh
2010 0.4 7.4 22.8 0.0 5.6 13.8 0.4 138 S0
2011 0.7 14.9 45.8 0.0 11.2 27.6 0.7 3.7 18.1
2012 1.1 227 65.5 0.0 17.0 41.9 13 5.6 278
2013 15 305 935 0.0 229 56.4 15 76 37.0
2014 1.8 382 120.1 01 29.5 72.5 19 9.7 47.6
2015 2.8 56.7 173.9 01 427 1050 2.7 14.1 68.9
2016 3.7 753 2309 0.1 56.6 1394 3.6 18.7 91.5
2017 4.7 94.6 290.0 0.1 711 175:1 4.6 235 114.9
2018 532 1155 354.0 0.2 868 213.7 5.6 28B.6 1403
2019 6.8 137.3 420.8 0.2 103.2 254.1 6.6 34.0 166.8 J
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL

Year Winter MW S MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh

2010 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 00 Q.0 0.0

2011 0.C 0.0 00 [131] 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00

2012 0.0 0.0 D.0 aXs} 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0

2013 0.0 0.0 D0 0.0 0.0 [oX1] 0.0 00 0.0

2014 0.0 9.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 g.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

2015 00 0.0 0.0 0.c 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 00

2016 Q.0 0.0 ag 0.0 0.0 (A1) bD.c 0.0 00

2017 0.0 0.0 [SE¢] 0.0 0.0 090 0.0 0.0 0.0

2018 Q.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 00

2019 C.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 Q.0 0.0 0.0 00 ]
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TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
Winter
Year MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Surmmer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh
2010 0.2 0.6 27 0.1 0.4 1.5 0.0 03 12
2011 0.3 13 54 0.2 0.7 30 0.1 0.5 24
2012 05 19 8.2 0.4 1.1 4.6 0.1 0.8 3.7
2013 0.6 26 11 25 15 6.2 0.2 1.1 49
2014 08 33 14.2 0.6 18 79 Q.2 14 63
2015 12 4.8 20.6 0.9 2.8 12.4 0.3 2.0 9.1
2016 1.6 63 27.3 1.2 3.7 15.2 0.4 256 121
2017 20 R 8.0 34.3 15 46 19.1 0.5 33 153
2018 24 9.7 419 18 5.7 233 0.6 41 186
2019 28 116 43.3 22 6.7 27.7 0.7 4.8 21
b p P e Ga
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERUAL/INDUSTRIAL
Winter
Year Mw Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW Summer MW Energy GWh Winter MW S MW Energy GWh
2010 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0
2011 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 [eX1]
2012 0.0 o0 Q.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (X4
2013 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 Q.0
2014 00 00 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 00 00 0.0
2015 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 a0 c.0 0.0 a.0 0.0
2016 0.0 090 00 0.0 a0 0.0 00 0.0 G0
2017 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0
2018 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
L 2019 0.0 0.0 23] 0.0 a0 00 00 a0 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






