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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY 

1.0 QUALIFICATIONS 

Q: Mr. Spellman, please state your name, position and business addresses. 

A: 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. 

A: 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 

Q: 

A: 

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. 

Q: 

A: 

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. 

Q: 

A: 

Please summarize your work experience in the area ofenergy 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. 

- 2 ­



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

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 

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 MathlEconomics 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. 

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

responsibility. 

A. 	 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. I 

1 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. 
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Q. 

A. 

Ms. Guidry, please state your name, title and business address. 

My name is Caroline Guidry and I am employed by GDS as an Engineer. 

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

My business 

Q. 

A. 

Please describe your duties and responsibilities in that position. 

As an Engineer in the Energy EfficiencylRenewable 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. 

Q: 

A: 

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. 

Q. 

A. 

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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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY 

2.0 	 INTRODUCTION 

Q. 	 What is the purpose of your testimony? 

A. 	 The purpose of the testimony is to provide: 

• the results of the GDS review and assessment of the technical, economic, and 

achievable potential studies performed by Itron for the seven FEECA utilities; 

• 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; 

• recommendations for revisions to the energy efficiency goals proposed by 

each of the FEECA utilities; and 

• 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. 

Q. 	 Are you sponsoring any exhibits? 

A. 	 Yes, I am sponsoring Exhibits Nos. RFS-I through RFS-23, which are attached to the 

testimony. 

Q. 	 Please summarize the recommendations contained in your testimony. 

A. 	 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 
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with the use of the E-TRC Test (an Enhanced Total Resource Cost Test) and the 

2 Participant Test as the primary cost-effectiveness tests. The E-TRC Test should include a 

3 monetary value for greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions based on the latest estimates of the 

4 future 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 

6 customers participating in conservation measures; (b) costs and benefits to the general 

7 body of ratepayers as a whole, including utility incentives and participant contributions; 

8 and (c) costs and benefits of avoided power plant emissions. The Participant Test is also 

9 needed because it detennines whether an energy efficiency measure is cost-effective from 

the Participant's viewpoint. 

11 

12 With regard to the technical, economic and achievable potential studies submitted by the 

13 utilities in this proceeding, GDS concludes that the estimates of achievable energy 

14 efficiency potential developed in these studies are understated based on the following 

findings: 

16 • The studies exclude several cost-effective energy efficiency measures. 

17 • The utilities have eliminated many cost-effective measures within the 

18 residential and commercial sectors based on a two-year minimum payback 

19 requirement without considering the actual market barriers and low market 

saturations of many of these energy efficiency measures. 

21 • The energy efficiency portfolio optimization program used by some of the 

22 FEECA utilities overly constrains the DSM program potential by limiting the 

23 application of energy efficiency measures to incremental increases in electric 

24 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 Proposed Enel1!Y Efficiency Goals for 2014 
2014 Winter 2014 
MW Savings SummerMW 2014 GWh 

Cumulative Goal as Savings Goal Savings Goal 
Winter Summer Annual Percent of as Percent of as Percent of 
MW MW GWh 2014 2014 2014 Forecast 

Savings Savings Savings Forecast Forecast Annual GWh 
IUtility (2014) (2014) (2014) System Peak System Peak Sales 

FPL 680.5 1,233.5 3,128.0 3.4% 5.5% 2.9% 
i PEF I 379.4 347.7 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% 

OUC 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% 

lOIn addition, we provide recommendations on a number of policy issues. Although we 
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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. 

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. 

3.0 	 PURPOSE AND INTENT OF THE FEECA STATUTE 

Q. 	 Please describe the purpose of the Florida Energy Efficiency and Conservation Act 

(FEECA). 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 Is information on the legislative intent provided in the FEECA statute? 

A. 	 Yes. Section 366.81, Florida Statutes (F.S.), provides the intent of this legislation, as 

follows: 

- 9 ­
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY 

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 fmds 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. 

Q. 	 What changes to the FEECA statute did the Florida Legislature make in the 2008 

legislative session? 

A. 	 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: 

• 	 Consider costs and benefits to customers participating in conservation 

measures; 

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

- 10­
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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; 

• 	 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. 

4.0 	 CURRENT AND HISTORICAL FLORIDA ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND LOAD 

MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS 
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5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY 

2 


3 


4 


6 


7 


8 


9 


11 


12 


13 


14 


16 


17 


18 


19 


21 


22 


23 


24 


Q. 	 Have the FEECA utilities' energy efficiency and load management programs been 

successful in the past? 

A. 	 Yes, however, in the past, more focus has been placed on kilowatt (k W) savings than on 

kilowatt-hour (kWh) savings. 

Q. 	 How have the FEECA utilities historically ranked in the nation in terms of absolute kW 

savings from load management programs in the past? 

A. 	 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 k W, the FEECA 


utilities received the following ranks: 


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


• Florida Power & Light Company: 5 


• Gulf Power Company: 39 


• Tampa Electric Company: 70 


• Florida Public Utilities Company: Not Reported 

• JEA: Not Reported 

• 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. 
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY 

Q. 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? 

A. 	 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: 

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

• Florida Power & Light Company: 124 

• Gulf Power Company: 141 

• Tampa Electric Company: 180 

• Florida Public Utilities Company: Not Reported 

• JEA: Not Reported 

• 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 ofkW savings alone. 

Q. 	 How have the FEECA utilities historically ranked in the nation in terms of energy 

efficiency program savings in the past? 

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

- 13 ­

------- ... -- ­



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RlCHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY 

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: 

• Florida Power & Light Company: 107 

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

• Gulf Power Company: 146 

• JEA: 154 

• Tampa Electric Company: 158 

• 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. 

Q. 	 Have other electric utilities in Florida implemented energy efficiency programs? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 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 ­



5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

2 

3 

4 

6 

7 

8 

9 

11 

12 

13 

14 

16 

17 

18 

19 

21 

22 

23 

24 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY 

A. 	 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: 

• Florida Power & Light Company: 4 

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

• Gulf Power Company: 7 

• lEA: 8 

• Tampa Electric Company: 9 

• 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 ofthe FEECA 

utilities propose to save over a 10-year period. 

Q. 	 Why is it important for Florida's electric utilities to increase the level of energy 

efficiency and conservation? 
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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,2 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 

2 Florida Reliability Coordination Counsel, Inc.'s (FRCC) 2009 Regional Load and Resource Plan (July 2009), page 
1. Available at: 
https:llwww.frcc.comfPlanningiShared%20Documents/Load%20and%20Resource%20Plans/2009%20LRP Web.pd 

f 
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of S02, NOx, CO2, and particulates in Florida. Unlike coal and gas-fired 

plants, energy efficiency investments do not produce carbon dioxide, a major 

greenhouse gas. 

• 	 Investing more in cost-effective energy efficiency can help increase "green" 

jobs in the State of Florida. 

5.0 	 EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL STUDIES 

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

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

well as the statewide technical potential report. GDS has also reviewed the methodology 

and results of the economic and achievable potential studies, which are described in the 

testimonies filed by witnesses for each utility. 

Q. 	 What methodological requirements should be utilized in the potential studies used as a 

basis to set goals for the FEECA utilities? 

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

reduce the growth rates of Florida's weather-sensitive peak demand, (2) reduce and 

control the overall growth in electricity consumption, and (3) reduce consumption of 

scarce fossil fuels. Additionally, pursuant to Section 366.82, F.S., the Commission, in 

developing the goals, should also evaluate the technical potential of all demand-side and 

supply-side energy conservation measures, including demand-side renewable energy 

systems. Because of the nature of the objectives and the audience, the potential studies 

should be thorough, reflect the environment and market of the service territory, be 

accurate in their approximations of technical potential savings and market potential, and 

be transparent so that technically oriented and non-technically oriented stakeholders may 
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see the assumptions, methodology, and supporting documentation behind the final 

numbers. 

Q. 	 Is it important for technical and achievable potential studies to include a comprehensive 

list of energy efficiency measures and technologies? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 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? 

A. 	 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. 
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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). 

Q. 	 Do service area-specific factors impact potential studies? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 What service area-specific factors impacting potential studies should the Commission 

ensure are accounted for when setting targets based on the studies? 

A. 	 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 ofalternative 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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Q. 	 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? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 Should potential studies include federal and state incentive programs? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 Have you reviewed the technical potential studies performed by Itron for the FEECA 

utilities? 

A. 	 Yes, we have reviewed the technical potential studies for all seven of the FEECA utilities 
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2 
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4 

6 

and we have reviewed the statewide energy efficiency potential study. Ms. Guidry had 

lead responsibility for this review. 

Q. 	 How did you approach the review of the technical potential studies? 

A. 	 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 

7 potential. The GDS assessment was designed to both verify and validate the equations, 

8 calculations, and methodology used to estimate the energy efficiency technical potential 

9 and the data and data sources used as inputs into the study. GDS examined the following 

five components of the studies: 

11 (1) The equations and techniques used by Itron to determine the unadjusted and 

12 adjusted energy and peak demand savings were examined to verify that the 

13 equations produced the published results based upon the input assumptions and 

14 data provided in the technical potential studies. 

16 (2) GDS assessed whether or not the objectives of the study could be met with the 

17 methodologies used by Itron to estimate the technical potential. This process 

18 included a review of the completeness of the sectors, sub sectors, and energy 

19 efficiency measures studied. 

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

22 and data points provided in each report and supporting appendices. 

23 

24 (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. 

Q. 	 What are your findings regarding the technical potential studies? 

A. 	 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; 

• 	 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 2009.3 

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. 

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

achievable potential studies filed by the FEECA utilities? 

A. 	 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. 

23 These issues will be addressed individually in the following testimony. 

24 
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Q. 	 What are your concerns regarding the market penetration estimates? 

A. 	 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 detennine 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. 

Q. 	 Why do you conclude that the list of energy efficiency measures considered in the 

Technical Potential Study is incomplete? 

A. 	 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: 

• Smart strips/phantom load switch 

• Second refrigerator turn-in 

• Light emitting diode (LED) lighting 

• Programmable thennostats 

• Second freezer turn-in 
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• Tree shading 

2 The above six items could contribute to a rather large percentage of the technical 

3 potential. For example, as shown in Exhibit RFS-7, these listed measures account for 

4 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 

6 measures that are minimally affected by climate and could be applicable to the Florida 

7 residential energy market. We believe that these measures should have been included in 

8 the Florida technical potential study in order to meet the FEECA statute requirements to 

9 consider all energy efficiency measures. 

11 The list of commercial measures found in other technical potential studies, but not 

12 assessed in the Florida study, is extensive. The measures contained in Exhibit RFS-7 

13 may not break into the current list of top twenty energy saving measures. However, their 

14 cumulative potential savings could be substantial and merit consideration. We believe 

the missing commercial energy efficiency measures are applicable in many types of 

16 commercial buildings and should have been included in the Florida Technical Potential 

17 Study. There are four building types that consume 60 percent of the electricity sold to the 

18 commercial sector in Florida. The following table provides a list of energy efficiency 

19 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: 

21 

22 

23 

24 
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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 Consumption4 
• Not Considered in Current FL Study ~ 


Office 
 21% Energy Star Compliant Single-Door Refrigerator 

I 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 
Floating 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. 

Q. 	 Do you believe it is necessary that a two-year minimum payback requirement be 

implemented for all customer sectors? 

A. 	 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): 

• Transaction costs; 

• Lack of program funding; 

• Lack of information about energy efficient technologies; 

• Lack of time to install energy efficiency measures; 
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• 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 ofless, the 

average market saturation is only 25 percent. 5 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.6 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 

5 The average market saturations were estimated by averaging I 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 I-Measure 
Saturation. All of the data was obtained from the utility-specific technical potential study reports Appendices Band 
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. 
6 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 ofthe 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. 

Q. 	 Please provide an example of a measure with a payback period of less than two years that 

has a low market penetration rate. 

A. 	 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. 7 

Q. 	 Have residential CFL lighting programs experienced high free-ridership rates across the 

U.S.? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 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? 

A. 	 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.orglresrc/facts/res-lt-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 HV AC 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 

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

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

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 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? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 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? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 What are your final remarks on the technical, economic, and achievable potential studies? 

A. 	 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.8 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 

8 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. 

Q. 	 Does the revised FEECA statute require that the Commission consider the cost and 

benefits of energy efficiency to participants and to utility customers? 

A. 	 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. 

7.0 	 NATIONAL ACTION PLAN FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY 

Q. 	 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? 

A. 	 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.9 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. 

9 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-Elfectiveness 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-l O. 

Q. 	 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? 

A. 	 As shown in Exhibit RFS-I0, 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. 

Q. 	 How many states use the RIM Test as a primary cost-effectiveness test? 

A. 	 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. to 

Q. 	 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? 

A. 	 Yes, the report states that, "reliance on the RIM Test has limited energy efficiency 

investment, as it is the most restrictive of the five cost-effectiveness tests.,,1] 

8.0 	 MAJOR COST ·EFFECTIVENESS TESTS 

Q. 	 What are the major cost-effectiveness tests typically used to quantify the costs and 

benefits ofenergy efficiency programs or measures? 

A. 	 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

10 Ibid 
II 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. 

Q. 	 Please describe the Participant Test. 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 Please describe the Program Administrator Cost Test. 

A. 	 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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Q. 	 Please describe the Total Resource Cost Test. 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 Please describe the Societal Cost Test. 

A. 	 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 S02 and NOx 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 C02 emissions even though there are no current C02 emissions 

regulations in effect. 

Q. 	 Please describe the Rate Impact Measure Test. 

A. 	 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-ll. 

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

approving DSM goals? 

A. 	 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. 12 

Q. 	 Have you conducted a survey to assess the benefit/cost tests currently being used by other 

public service commissions to determine cost-effectiveness? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 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, In re: Adoption of Numeric Conservation Goals and Consideration ofNational Energy Policy 
Act Standards (Section III) 
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(Exhibit RF8-IO)? 

A. 	 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)13 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, Iowa, Maine, Minnesota, Montana, Oregon, Vermont, and 

13 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, of28 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 ofKentucky 

and North Carolina consider all cost-effectiveness tests equally in practice despite not 

having a law or commission order to that effect. 

9.0 	 BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION OF COST-EFFECTIVENESS TESTS 

Q. 	 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? 

A. 	 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. 14 

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. 

14 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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Q. Which cost-effectiveness test or tests do you believe the Commission should consider in 

establishing conservation goals which are consistent with the revised statute? 

A. 	 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. I 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. 

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

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 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? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 Have any other states or jurisdictions included GHG costs in a cost-effectiveness test 

screening process? 

A. 	 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. IS 

15 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. 

Q. 	 What dollar amount do you recommend to reflect the anticipated cost of GHG emissions? 

A. 	 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 (C02) 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. 16 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 (Le., 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 ofpollutant emissions or environmental regulations. 

16 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 2009,17 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 

C02 emissions by several of the FEECA utilities. 

Q. 	 Why do you recommend that the Enhanced Total Resource Cost (E-TRC) Test and the 

Participant Test be used as the primary economic tests? 

A. 	 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. 

17 Congressional Budget Office Cost Estimate for H.R. 2454, Pg. 13. 
<h!t,p:llwww.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/102xx/docl02621hr2454.pdf> 
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Q. 	 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? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 Specifically, what aspects of the E-TRC Test are consistent with the revised FEECA 

statute? 

A. 	 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.S2(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 200S 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 oflost 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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Q. 	 Do the FEECA utilities apply the Rate Impact Measure test to supply side investments? 

A. 	 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. 

10.0 	 LONG TERM RATE IMPACTS OF ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS AND 

RECOMMENDA TIONS CONCERNING RATE IMPACTS 

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

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 What elements of conducting energy efficiency programs contribute to rate impacts and 

how are they transferred to the rate payers? 

A. 	 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 mayor 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. 

Q. 	 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? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 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? 

A 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. 

Q. Have you examined the long term rate impacts due to aggressive implementation of 

energy efficiency programs in other states? 

A Yes. I have examined reports from the National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency 

(NAPEE)/8 Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory (LBNL),19 and other technical reports 

18 See "National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency" report published in July 2006. 

19 Cappers, Peters. Financial Analysis ofIncentive Mechanisms to Promote Energy Efficiency: Case Study of 

Prototypical Southwest Utility. Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratories: 2009. Paper : LBNL, 1598E. 

<http://www .repositories.cdlib.orgllgnl-1599E.> 


- 55 ­

http://www


5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY 

2 

3 

4 

6 

7 

8 

9 

11 

12 

13 

14 

16 

17 

18 

19 

21 

22 

23 

24 

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.2o 

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. 

• 	 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. 

20 (http://www.epa.gov/solar/documentslBusiness case for EE final.pdD 

- 56­

http://www.epa.gov/solar/documentslBusiness
http:Agency.2o


5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RICHARD F. SPELLMAN and CAROLINE GUIDRY 

2 

3 

4 

6 

7 

8 

9 

11 

12 

13 

14 

16 

17 

18 

19 

21 

22 

23 

24 

• 	 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 of3.28 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? I 

Q. 	 What are the estimated rate impacts of moving from the use of the RIMlParticipant Tests 

to the E-TRCIParticipant Tests as the primary tests in Florida? 

A. 	 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. 

21 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 

2016.22 

2. 	 In Florida, both PEF and FPL are constructing new nuclear units scheduled to be 

come on line during the period 2016 through 2020.23 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,z4 

22 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. 
23 Order Nos. PSC-08-0518-FOF-EI, issued August 12, 2008 in Docket No. 080148-EI, In re: Petition for 
determination of need for Levy Units 1 and 2 nuclear power plants, by Progress Energy Florida, Inc., and PSC-08­
0237-FOF-EI, issued on April 11,2008 in Docket No. 070650-EI, In re: Petition to determine need for Turkey Point 
Nuclear Units 6 and 7 electrical power plant, by Florida Power & Light Company. 
24 Order No. PSC-08-0749-FOF-EI, issued November 12, 2008 in Docket No. 080009-EI, 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.25 

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 

25 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. 

11.0 	 THE DETERMINATION OF NUMERIC kW AND kWh GOALS 

Q. 	 Does the FEECA statute provide the Commission with the flexibility to set aggressive but 

achievable energy efficiency goals? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 Have any studies or surveys been conducted to assess best practice goal-setting methods 

in use? 

A. 	 Yes, in December of2008 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. 

Q. 	 What were the conclusions of the GDS survey? 

A. 	 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: 

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

• 	 Targets are generally expressed in terms of absolute peak demand (kW) and 

energy (kWh) savings. 

• 	 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 ofeconomic or maximum achievable potential. 

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

RIM Test as a cost-effectiveness test. 

Q. 	 Please provide examples of the savings targets set by other organizations as determined 

by the GDS survey. 

A. 	 A complete list of the targets set by the organizations surveyed is described in Exhibit 

RFS-16. 

Q. 	 According to their goals, what percentage of forecasted annual kWh sales are the FEECA 

utilities proposing to meet? 

A. 	 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 

• Gulf Power Company: 1.06 percent 

• Progress Energy of Florida, Inc.: 1.50 percent 

• Tampa Electric Company: 0.19 percent 

• JEA: 0.00 percent 

• Florida Public Utilities Company: 0.00 percent 

• 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. 

Q. 	 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? 

A. 	 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 II 0 of the savings realized through 
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successful energy efficiency programs as reported by the top 20 electric utilities for the 

year 2007 in the EIA Form 861 Database. 

Q. 	 What kWh savings have other utilities in the Southeast achieved? 

A. 	 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: 

• 	 Laurens Electric Cooperative, Inc. (South Carolina): 1.26 percent of annual 

2007 kWh sales 

• 	 Austin Energy (Austin, Texas): 117,649,000 kWh saved or 1.02 percent of 

2007 sales 

• 	 Gainesville Regional Utilities (Gainesville, Florida): 14, 327,000 kWh saved 

or 0.75 percent of2007 sales 

• 	 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. 

- 63 ­



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

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 

Q. 	 Do you believe the energy efficiency savings goals proposed by the seven FEECA 

utilities are aggressive yet achievable goals for energy efficiency? 

A. 	 No, while achievable because the goals are overly conservative, they are not aggressive. 

Q. 	 What approach should the Commission consider in setting aggressive achievable savings 

goals consistent with the revised statute? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 How were these goals developed? 

A. 	 GDS developed revised kWh savings goals for each FEECA utility by making the 

following adjustments to the kWh savings goals proposed by these utilities: 

• 	 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. 

• 	 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. 

- 64­



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

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 

• 	 GDS made adjustments to allow for higher market penetrations due to 

implementation ofmore 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. 

Q. 	 How were the revised energy efficiency goals developed by GDS for summer peak 

savings? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 How were the revised energy efficiency goals developed by GDS for winter peak 

savings? 

A. 	 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-TRe 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 TE EA ORLANDO FPUC TOTAL 
Residential 0.0004469 0.0003375 0.0003265 0.0004704 0.0003628 0.0004063 (:1:0002432 0.0003770 

Sercial and Insustrial 0.0002997 0.0001975 0.0002415 0.0002250 0.00021 I 0.0002041 82 0.0002734 
0.0003531 0.0002830 0.0003063 0.0003309 O. 0.0002778 0.0002282 0.0003276 

Winter Peak Savlngs-to-Ene~ Ratios - TRC Test Calculated 

Utility FPL GULF PROGRESS TECO JEA ORLANDO*" FPUC TOTAL 

Residential 0.0003122 0.0003086 0.0004443 0.0004007 ~~0000007 0.0000778 0.0003718 

Commercial and Insustrial 0.0000472 0.0000647 O. 0.0000425 O. 0.0000397 0.0000321 0.0000447 

Total 0.0001434 0.0002137 0.0003465 0.00 .0000341 0.0000227 0.0000503 0.0002159 

I 
I*" Used TRC-M Scenario to Calculate Peak to Energy Ratio 

Q. 	 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? 

A. 	 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: 

The original maximum achievable (TRC or E-TRC Test) estimates upo n• 
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 

- 66­



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

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 

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. 

• 	 Not all of the measures that were identified as "missing" from the utility 

studies were added back by GDS into revised goals estimates. 

Q. 	 Do you recommend that the Commission adopt a transition period to phase in the 

conservation goals you have developed? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 What specific goals are you recommending in this proceeding? 

A. 	 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 
WinterMW SummerMW 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 5: Utility Proposed Goals for 2014 

• Utility 
WinterMW 

Savings (2014) 
SummerMW 

Savings (2014) 
Cumulative Annual 

G Wh Savings (2014) 

FPL 

PEF 

• TECO 

Gulf 

JEA 

OUC 

i FPUC 

166.3 

254.15 

17.6 

18.4 

0 

0 

0 

300.0 

225.88 

35.3 

27.3 

0 

0 

0 

390.1 

288.49 

84.3 

59.0 

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. 

12.0 	 RECOMMENDATIONS ON COST-RECOVERY AND INCENTIVES 

Q. 	 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? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 What kind of cost-recovery or incentive mechanisms is currently in practice under the 

Commission? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 Are you recommending any additional incentive mechanisms at this time? 

A. 	 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. 

13.0 EFFICIENCY INVESTMENTS ACROSS GENERATION TRANSMISSION AND 

DISTRIBUTION 

Q. 	 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.? 

A. 	 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. 

14.0 ENERGY AUDITS AND GOALS 

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

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

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 What are your recommendations on counting the savings resulting from these energy 

audits? 

A. 	 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. 

15.0 DEMAND-SIDE RENEWABLE ENERGY RESOURCES RECOMMENDATIONS 

Q. 	 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? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 How are demand-side renewable energy resources defined? 

A. 	 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." 

Q. 	 Do you believe that the revisions to the FEECA statutes allow the Commission to set 

separate goals for demand-side renewable energy systems? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 After reviewing the FEECA utilities' testimony with regard to demand-side renewable 

energy systems, what do you recommend? 

A. 	 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 

-74 ­

---_....__ ..... 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

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 

these R&D programs should not count towards FEECA IOUs' numeric goals. 

Q. 	 Why do you recommend ratepayer support for demand-side renewable systems that have 

not been found to be cost-effective? 

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 What amount of funding do you recommend that each IOU commit to the renewable 

R&D programs? 

A. 	 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 

1°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. 

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

A. 	 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. 

Q. 	 What are you recommending for the FEECA municipal and cooperative utilities in terms 

of renewable R&D programs? 

A. 	 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. 

16.0 	 SUMMARYOFTESTIMONY 

Q. 	 Please summarize your testimony. 

A. 	 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. 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 

A. Yes, it does. 
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Pnlsldenr 

GOS Auoetale$, Inc. 
,..lcf1<l 

EDUCATION: 	 M.ragIClIenlll~.~ d MIchiQIIn. GradOsIe SdIocI ofBusl1eM. 1987 
M.BA. Th_College. 1980 
Amos Tuell; ~ School of B\.IIIInest. 1974.75 
BA, MathlEconomlca. Oanmoutll CoIIeoe. 191~ (gradU8led with dietinction) 

PROFESSIONAl MEMBERSHIP: A$$OCiaIIOn of Enetgv SeMc$ ProfflS8lonala, 
Board of Dn1:tonI of AESP - 2005 10 Praent 
Chair of AESP PoIiey Committee - 1997 & 1998, 
Vice Choir AESP PoIcyCommlt1H- 1995 & 1996 

EXPERIENCE: 
Mr. Spelman II the ~ofGOS ~ ond the Chaltofthe GOS 6oan1 of Olretfl:n. He 
hal over 30 yeare ofenergy Ind\l!llly el(J1Ofienee. He hall managed natural gas and electricenergy 
efIdem:y, derrrand ~ and ~~ consulting projeCts in eUCh stIIte$ at CaIifomIe, 
ConnlCllcul. ~f•• Florida. Hewail.lndlana. Louilllona. Malne, Mae~.N~ New 
Hernp$hlnt. New Mexico, New VOlt, North C8roItna. NCII1h Oolota, Oregon, PMnsylvanla, Rhode 
IGland, SouIh CaI'OIiniIl. Tams, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, ami ~ tor GOS dtenttl. 

Mr. ~ hat also comp/AIrted over thtee dolen eledric and I'IeIItIIfaI gat energy eftIdeney 
tecIInIcaI potenIIaI AJdIes for dienttl ._ North America. He haa also eerved in PK!~ 
management podion$ tor onergy dIcieney and demand ~ irnplemenlation projeda for 
eIeclr1c utIlIti client&., Wiac:onain Foeua on Enerw aoo EfIc:ioncy Meine. Ftom 1999 to Oeeember 
2002, Mr. Spellman .-ved ., the Progrern Manager tor the Wiaconein focus on EnenJy 
C<lmI'Il6I'd8I Me! tnClUstrill pilOt energy eftIeieney ~~ Benefit Charge funded} 
mplel'lWlnte4 In • 2~ aF/lO In NCII1ha/Ult Wl~. and he served lit \tie Deputy Projeel 
OIrec:torfor the S60 milion Wieronain Foweon EneI9Y BusineN Pqram ff1)tll March of2001 until 
June of 2003. He akIo seMld .. the Qepuly Proorarn Manager for me EftIdeney MoIne Small 
fluoIneas Program from 2OO31hrough 2007. 

He h8a deeigned and Implemented PSM bidding IIDXWI!M for lIuell dIenl:tI a CenIraI Meine 
Power Company, the BualneM Progrern of WieCOlltln FQCUa on Enetgv, and !.he Eas'TeXM 
Eloc:trk Cooperdve. Mr. Spellman h8a IIIso chaired aeveral commitIeesto I1tvIew ~eftIelency 
and demMd tefIPOIlM propo.alt ~ceived in ~~ to OSM RFP& \br Central Maine Power 
Company, WiGCOl'lain Focue on Energy. Etust Texoo EIedIic Coope~, etc.). 

In /IIddIfICn to prootIIfIllmpiarnenlllllon pIO/ecII. Mr. Spellman '*~ rent!IWDIlIe enel\l)' and 
ronserv01lon program IIl6I'ket aasessmentt, teehnlClllpotenlialllllldias. rnat1IeI~,program 
dIISIgne. and lnte9mted ~ PIamI tor 0 number of !.he firm', c:IM!nI:$. He hal served as 1M 
Chair of \tie PoIiey Topic Commlt!n of Ihe A&IIOdation of Energy Servk:U ~ (AESP) 
lSIld he Is cummtIy amemberoflhe Soard ofOlreeforll of AESP. 

Before iOIl'Iin9 GOS In Atlanta, Mr. SpeltmlSll was U'le Manaoll!r of MarkelirlO and Product 
Oeveioprnent et Central Maine Power Comp3I1Y, wIlefe he _ employed from 1977 to 1993. ~ 
has ex~ expenenee 'lIOII$Ig wttl'I coIIabomIives and commIlnlty organiZalion8 on c:on&erVation 
and renewable energy iGeun, WhIle at CMP he ~1JOd CMP'a $26 fYlllIOn portfolio of energy 
eftIctency programa. He aIoo IoIi'OIbd on CMP'II Mll/tel tRlnllformatlon program el'lbrts will 
appliance and buildlno stafldards, energy efficient Iightino and 1nO'l&ml, new conotrudion and 
renewable ~~, He wodIed on nllllonal martel trMetotmation programll euch ae the 
SUper f!1fIcIent Refrigerator Program, lSIld the EPA.'II Green Ught$ and enerw Star PlO9rame. 
Finally, he hoo • solid track record teetIfyIng for dIenl:tI betore CommIOllIons and I~e 

00$ AtlsoeiatH,!no. • 1850 P ........vPac. • S<.riI>e SDO ' MarieIUo. GA 3OIXI1 
T10.42S-8100 • Fa>< 770-42&-0303- • dick.~~._ 
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c:ommlttl!lee on energy "'-c. He _ aI!Io the chairperson of the Hew England Power f'OoI OSM 
Planning CommIttee for eevemI yeors, and WOfked on I wide rangeofregional DSM and ~ 
6Mf\JY projeetll in New England during hili &iX1een years at eMP. 

H. education Indudn a SA degree wlltlGlsInc:tlon In hflll1JECOIlOInk:s from oartmou1h COllege 
(g1'ldl.latOd cum leude) and a Masterc in ~ from TI'1orrIu College Graduate School of 
SUSlItH$. He Is a gntduate of the Univerelty of Michigan Graduate School of ~ 
AdmInilltrolion ~ment II P~am (1961), and the Eledrie Council ofNew England SklII$ of 
UIiIIlV Management Program (1986)., In 1974 Mr. Spellman Wall awarded a reeeardl grant by the 
Rld'IIm:I King Mellon Foundation to IIUdy how college. ana IInivenlitiea 1'1 the NorItIeuI ftFe 
retpOIld!ng 10 the 1913-1974 U.S. energy tmI&. 

Spec:1IIe Experterw:e lnclude$: 

1993:f?twot GOS Msodale5, Inc. 
Ai GOS A~, Mr. Speilm&n hO$ directed and cornplelll<l fI\IrneroII$ management consulting, 
IRP, ~ energy. OSM planning and mlplementellon. market 1IIM!II'ch, lOad research and 
mark4t plllI'lIIing a~ br the IInn's c:Iienfa, which Inmm ~ and natuflIllJII$ ulllttielJC, 
I!VlIcIpaIllliltti6t, e1ectlk: cooperoUvn. pemmentaoeneies. and IeIge ~ and InduStrial 
organlzatlol'ls. 

I.IeIed beloW are examples of oontulling projtd$ c:ompl4ted by Mr. Spellman relating to energy 
eftIcienqI tec:hnleal, economic and ~ potendoI studieo: 

1. 	 ConsolidaledEd"ono'NewYO(k-~III<IEdIoonComponyofNewYorkFelaine<l 
GOO to pJep8re an ~ of the naturaJ gatenergy eflciency potential milo aetVk:e 
area and to ~Iop II pottbIio of natlnl gat enargy efficiency PIOgmme. GOS developed 
this Ge, etIIdeney Plan for Con ea, and the Plan _ lied With the New York Public 
SeMee ComrnItIIion m March 2009. The PIOgram pIanIinclucIM dellliled benelltlCXltI 
calculotioml Ulling the Total ReeoI.II'U Cost test. The ptan aI!Io InCluded IS detailed pI4n for 
evaluation of each itldlVidUal program, inCluding de\IIiIIa on the acope and Iltethod ot 
~ntandverilieationactivltiMputsIJanttotheCOIM'\I$tIOtI"l'UIelIlll'ldregUilallons. 

;2, Olatrlct01 Columbia EnervY Office· In September 2007, GDS ~ilndEd Meyert 
Contll.llting tompIetad (ldalaled ~of energy lIM in the Dm1~o1CoIumblI'I, and 
developed lIndi~ond~, lOr r;osI efY~eIectIIc and natumllJll$ energy 
eftIcienqI PIOgI'QIM for the Dlslrid. The report included dellliiled Information on raeIcIentiaI 
energy m~ recommend for <:onsIderaIion in the upcoming COmprehef1Gl.... Energy 
Plan IV for DC (CEP-IV) as -a.8 enargy efIIeiency programe and mlilGllIUret for DC 
Go\Iemment tacWlee. The reporUound that Itte elfecfMtn_ ofthe 0i&II'ict'& PIOgraMI ~n 
bem-aedworkingWilhthe~nWaehlIliglOnCountllofGovemmenta(MWCOG) 
to leverage _~ with federal ageneiolJa and eoordin8te poIiclee and programs 
throughout the region to produce mutually tol'Qllted tellUlta. Such regional cooperation akIo 
redUce. adrninis#aliVe eosIa per program unit ~ at C08ta are amortized_more 
dients lleNed. One parttculorty promi$ing opporlunlty mey involve regional goV$1'TIMI!iM 
purchasinQ of energy effidency product$, whent each govemmentI'Illlnlt would gain from 
regional quantily <hcoum. The report detarmlned !he ~1-I\1Y coneervatlon 
programs can yleld a\)OUt 6,000 new jOb$ in the DIstrict of Columbia over a Mean year 
periOd, DC'$job _tlontoralllO in energy ef/k:IarIcy can be booslt!d br DC r86idena through 
FinltSource EmpIoyment~I' and LSDBE requirements. when buolIIel!l$" r_tve 
tangible beneftIa from the DC ~ (br IWlmple, Iow.wanllllloanll ordown payment 
UGlatance). 

ooa Auooiatn,!no. • l8S0 P.IIt'lway,,1ac. • s.at.1lOO • MarId.L Gil 300e1 
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3. 	 ,"'III Hampohire Public utlfitiee Commpnlon· In 2008, GOSh partnel1)hip with RLW 
A~,R-.-ch IntO Adlon and RKM Reseerch and communk:donl was retained by 
tIwI Now H~ Public Utililie$ CommiMlon 10 llOI'Iduet. 1ht:Irough ~ent 01 tho 
potentleI tor electlk and natunsl gu ~.~ In Itte IRate 01 New Hampohlre, To 
eupportltte ene~ elielent potential anaIyM, !tie GOS T aam eonducted re&IdentIaI and 
email ~~~ and large C&II1l1e viIIIb, The data eol\ectedwllt help 
determine key ~ Inputa IIUdI ..eqlllpmenl saturatlortl and bateline tflkieney levett, 
The 005 Team ha$ IdeJlIIIed hundntd$ 01 electric and natural 91'* energy efIicien<:y 
meuuIH wbid'I arellein9 analyzed 10 Identify eoet-etledive _. ElItimotes 01 1M 
techIIical, ee<:II'IOIftIc and adIIevabie eIectI'ic and nalUnill on dVing8 polenlilll over !tie next 
ten yeMllllld tho -'~ 10 IIdWte IttetIe NvkIg$ ""lIIltten be develOped, 

4. 	HoosierEneroy· GOS.... retained by HoosietEllefgyto COI'Idueta thorough ~t 
oftho -,elfodMJ.dtlevabiepotenCIal torelettnc energy e1IIdImcy and demand~" 
meaGUre6 In ISIeI'YIce IlII'ft 01 Hoosler fnefgy In eouIttem Indi_. GOS collected and 
analyzed menshle infom1atioo 01'1 <MIr 200 energy ~ _ and 25 demand 
reoponM _, developed .uppIy c;urvell 10 mow tM achievable potential and 
1lOrIlPIeled a report by Decen1bef 2006. 

S. 	 Br_ Electric Coopwotlve - GOSw. retarlod by 81\\Wle EIecVIe cooperatiVe to 
COI'IdI.ICI a ~~ oftho COS! eIredIVeacbie\'lll:llepotential for electric energy 
etlleIenqt alld ~ retpOIlM rneaeuree In Ittt MIVIce area of tIlIII Ie* eIedtie 
cooperative In Eaetem Tex.tI. 005 ooUected and analyzed extenstYe Information on over 
200 entItlW effIeIency _ and 25 demand retIj)OI'IH mHIIUretI, d~ supply 
1:UMIfI to ot\oW lhe achl_bIe potential and tomPIeted a nft report by September 2008. 

6, 	 Al1ta_ Eltetric Coop.erelive CO!I'poration • GOS Wfi nslafned by A"-a f3odric: 
Coopensllve Corpoostion to conduc:t a thorough ~oftho CO$! effedive achllMlble 
potentlel for electrtc enelVY ellldency and demand responte rnelKUl'~IIS In lIIe &eMu area 
01 !hill IefVe e\IKtrIc cooperatMI In ArUnae&. GOS collected and aneJyzed exteNiVe 
intMmBtion on over 200 eneIVY efllcienl:y mulI\II'e8 III'Id 25 demand reaponee rnea&uretl, 
devetoped .uppIy CUJVtl$ to $how the adievable poIen1Ial and eompleted a dmft report by 
Se~200$. 

7. 	 Central Maine Po_Company ICMP}- As e aubcontractor 10 La Capra A~> GOS 
was retained by eMP 10 condud l1l'i IIl1Mt1a1Mnt of !tie potential for eoat.etItctiYe eleclril: 
energyefkiencyand demand retIPOfIM as l1li sllJemailva 10 tnlllllmieaion &y&tem exponslon 
in $lIUIHlre..oIthe CMPoervicearell. GOS WllecteO alldanalyzecl e~ information 
on over 1 00 ~ efticIency and COIlII6MIticn ~, developed SI.IPPIY C;U!'le& to 
.now !tie achievable potenliallll'ld l$ In tile proc.. of developing (I dnsft fIndIn\1II report, 

It 	Bonneville Power AdmInililtration (SPA) • GOS .... retained by BPA to conduct an 
_rrt of Iheir Non-Wlree Solutlona initiative deveIDpmorrt proea$IS end lhe cummt 
elate of tho IniUaIIVtI. The BPA Non WIT.. SOIutlonti Program ....... !tie featlbility of 
energy.mcleney and demand responte programs ea l1li aIIematNe 10 building n_electric 
tnlnomlselon line$irI ... BPA MMce area. GOS revieWed program millen. and reporta, 
designed l1li Interview guide end conducted ifI.<IepUt, ~ wIItt key SPA staff. OUf 
analylis Identified program Iirefloth$, ~ and potential fmprovements In key 
l)fODram al'Utl ineIIJdInO dttIIlIn. implementation, planning. COSIIm!>act & aDoc.allon and 
rMOUrcM. A !Ina! report was delivered on June 8, 2007. 

9, 	 Reading MunIcipal U(Iht Department (Reading. MaM8chuMtle) - GOS...,. retained by 
the RMLD to _Ittt technical, economic. and rnerQI potantial for redUcing (avoiding) 
eleellidty UN and peek den1and. IIIId redumg l'oII8II-fu.eled electIIcIty _ and peak 
demand. In RMLO'sllerVlu ten1tory by Implementing 11 wide tango of end-use em.aney 

00. AHoobtM.Ino. • 1850 Par!<w"Y P'- • StriI4I 800 • Marie ... lilA 3OOe7 
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m_and renowable energy retOIJTCe Iedlnclogiell, GOS ~ and anaIy.recI 
elMneive inIlomI8tlcn on over 100 eneI'lW efllclemy, conll8l'\lallon and <lemand.rosponae 
meesu," and renewable en«gy IedlnoIogieo, 6eveIoped IUWIY curv_ to show 1M 
achievable politnUaland 1$ In the proceH or ~ ., drat 1epoIt. 

10, Concord Munlc.".1 LIght Department, Concord, M..,aobIMettll- GOS compteteO a 
detailed lIIf.Idy for the potentlel for entII1W efficiencyand I'Itnewabie etl4NlIY Iedlnclogie!J for 
the ConC«d MllIIicipal LiGht Oepari:nenl (CMLD). GDS'a $pecilk: ~ for lhill 
ptojeetlndude I~ and anoIytIs ofdIiImend-eideall:«no\M!S, inCluding ~ 
o_ration and olher demand r"PO'*l technologtee (I.e., dinH:t load contl'l)j). 

11.No"" Carolina ElK1tIc Membership Corporatioo (NCEMC). GOS _ retained by the 
NCeMC to condUct a Ihol'ougI'I ~ of lIle cost elliectlve achievable potentlel tor 
electric energy efflcierley and _rvatIon r~ In oeMce aree of .... NQrth Cardna 
Eleelric Membenthip Corporation (HC£MC). Gos eoIIected and analyzed exteneMt 
infomIatton on over 200 ~ eIfIdeney and coneervofion mallllUl'e$, developed fl,upply 
CI.lMIS to thoW the achievable potential and compIeIe<I a mal report In 2007. 

12, Central Electric Power Coopemtlve Inc. (CEPCI) • GDS __ ret:llned by the CEPCI to 
conduct e lhorough _t of the cost eff1Itc:tlve achievable POtential for eiedric energy 
efIIdency, ~ and demand ~" 1'It!JOlll'CU In the eervIce area or CEPel. 
GOS cokted and anelyzed eJCtentlve information on over 200 -IVY ellldenc), and 
CORMIVaton rneaalJl'e$. developed eupplY CUMlt to show Ihe achievable poIenIial and 
completed II finaf r~ in AugUllt 2007. 

i3. Maine - GOS recenty ~ a technical potential $Iudy b' high eftIciency reelderKlaI 
III1hIin9 equipment tor the Eflldency Maine RetIdentIaI UghtIng P~. GOS conducted 
thIt study for Ihe MellIe PuIlIie UIIItie& COIIunl8llion. 

14, North Carolina PubUc UtlIItIft CommMllllon ·GOS _ le18iMd by lhe North Carolina 
PUC to conduct an _omentOf1M CO$teffective adllIVabie poIttmIeI for eiedric eMr9Y 
efllclenty and ~~ in the stale or North Carolina. GOS eolIected and 
analy.r:ed extentlve inIlomI8tIon on over1 00 entII1W efllciencyand conaervallon __, 
deveioped au. CUIVft to show the actIIeYabie potenIIaI and completed II mal teport in 
Oecember 2006. 

15. Vermont 0epar1mfllt of Publfe service. GDS _1etIIIned by .... Vermont ~t 
of PubUe Ser'Ik:e ~ conduct 8 thorough -m of the C08t effectlve adlIevabie 
po«entlal b' (IIectrtc _gyefllclen¢y and coneervalion f8$OUICfI8/n the stale Of Vermont 
GOS colINted and D!'I8lyze<I ex1eneIve InfonnatIon on over 100 energy elfldency and 
conservHon meawl'e$, d_1oped GUpp!y curves to show Ihe achievable polenta! and 
completed 8 ftneI ",pori, in JanUOlY 2007, GOS IIkIoconducted Ill4IIk8t_~1rih enef\J)' 
servIeee ~ in Vermont to collect informCllion 011 baseline levels of eRelVY efIIeiency 
in the State. 

16. BIO Rivers Electric Corporation - 2006 Energy Efficiency Teehnlcol Potentl<ll Study • 
Kentucky· DurIng 2005, GOS eompIeted 8 study or .... technical and maximum 
achlewble coR .flecllve economic potenUal ofenergy efllcien¢y meIl!IUnlf) and prQgm~ 
for the lIIttY1Ce _ 01 Ihe Big RIvers ~e COIj:lorIItion, II large /3eMrl1lion and 
Tranerntoalon eleclrk: utI.ty in Ohio, This technl¢aI and economic potential .tudy _ 
completed '" part of ihe eomprtI/I~ analy8ia of eupp!y..siGe and den'land-eide optionfI 
for the late8t BREC Integrated Resoure1! Pl3n IIUng with lIle Kentucky PubIIe Ser'Ik:e 
COImIiGsIon. 

17. Public Service of N_ Mexico - GOS compteteO this nMum! 088 OSM technical and 
achievable potentlel &tudy In May 2005. Thia study preeenl& ~ Of Ihe maximum 
achlevable i:OSt-otloclive potenCIal for natural gas Oemand-Side Management (OSM) 
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opportuniflee IIlChe MMC4 _ of Pubic SeMee of ~Mexlco, The main oU1pu! ofthill 
study Ia • concise. fUlly <tocurnemed report on the opportuntieo for echievoble, coot 
eff&c!tve newral gee _gy e1'IIcleru:y prograrno ill New MeXico, 

18. Uteh Energy OffIoe OIId <.Netter Go Compooy - GOS completed thflIlIOWralgoo OSM 
MdlnlcaJ and ochieW!bIe poten8alllitUdy in June 2004. Thill study pr8Mnlll es1Imale. of the 
mlildmum achieYabIe COIIHlfedi .... potential for natural gas Demond·SIde Management 
(OSM) opporIItlllties In tit<! State of 1JtaII. The main output of till. study Is II concise. fUlly 
documented r4lpOlt 011 the opportunities tor ed'lleYable, eost eff&c!tve nlllumi ga$ enervY 
effIcIenI:y prog_ ill Utah. TbIs study II$lIIlHed the impac1ll thaigas OSM meuum III'Id 
program. COlI have ()I'\ I'IGIural gas use, 11__ the economic CO$(S end benefits of OSM 
programs, and ~ the ~ impac1IIlD OUet>lar Gat Cornpeny. 1M final ~ 
aIoo includes an ~ofthe enllil'ol'lrMnta\ impacts ot Ihe oc:hievable OSM ()j)IIoo& 
identIfIod In thllllIIUdy. 

19. Energy Efftdency PoterItIailn GeorGie - Study for the Mlnnoe to Save Energy - GOS 
completed thIII study for the AIIIam:e to S4ve Energy 11'1 July 2004. This .1Ud)' pro\lldo$ 
~ of the IMXIIoom achievable t;O$I ~e potenflalln the Stale of Georgia for 
several ~ en«gy efIiclency p!OQI'OMll.ln ecidllion, GOS ~ expsrfwItrieM 
testimony 011 behalfofthe ASE before the GeorgIa Public service Convnilllllon thet c:overed 
tIIa Io/IciIwIng 111_: 

• 	 the potential net preeent value dollar s:.wlnge to ratepayers In Georgia due to tIIa 
~ of c:ost e(fed.Ive _IVY eflic:ienc.y ~. 

• 	 the t;O$I ettedivenees of theM energy efficiency programe 
• 	 energy ellclency tariff& that could be implemented In Georgia to $II\Ie enerll)' 
• 	 up.to.data iIIfor!natIon ()I'\ energy efIk:Iency and OSM succ_ stm!e& and energy 

$/Wings In other ~ of North AmerIca and the teehni()8! potential for DSM 11'1 
Georgkl 

• 	 ImPtOwmenlll thai could be made in the DSM meeeure _ning f)I"OCe$$ In 
~. 

• 	~ tor DSM eost recovery IIfId shareholder inoenflve mechanisms. 
2(}, Energy efl'lc1eflCy PotentloJ In Florida - study tor the AIII4MO to save Energy and the 

Southern Alliance tor CleM EMrgy - GDS compIeIlI<J thflI $ludy for the Alienee 10 save 
Energy in July 2004. TIU oIudy provide. eatimatN of the ~ lIdl1evab1e _t 
eff&c!tve potentllllin the Stale of Flo!tcIa for Ilewrai "top.ral'lked" energy emc!ency prograrne 

21. COnMctk::ut energy COMervation Manag.mlltnt 61>IlI'd - In Men:h 2003, GOS wa&
r«a**' by the COnnedlwt Energy Cons«vauon MfW\II9l11nllflt Bo6td 10 conduct II It!on>ugh 
~ of tIIa COGt effiteItve maximum eehlevoblo teelmiC41I potenIlaI tor energy 
eftle:ieficy lind e<lI1IIeIVlItlon relSOur~OG in the Stale of Coonecllculllnd two oub-regione of 
the Stale. GDS collected and IIfIllty%ed extenliWInformation ()I'\ over 250 energy efIklency 
and conservation, and developed supply curves to $hOW themeximum ad'ilevable potentllll. 
GDS completed the flnlll report In June 2004. 

22. Alll4nt Energy Corporate Services • All an updO.t6 10 an _tof potenlal 
customer4ed/dlstrlbuted generation IeChnokJgy appIeati008 ill at ~(re&identllll, 
IIII'Id'Iarge cornrnerdal. industria.l, IIfId~) coodUC1ed by GOS In 2OOt, AIIlent 
roquested Ihalmodellng oeeumpllon$ be reviewed and revised, oenecesemy. In oddlIIon, 
the ~_Genel'll1lon S<ireenlng (DOGS)I00I_re>Mwed by MN Deportment 
of Comrneree as part of a IIing In 2001 and they requeated expansi()l'l of eppIk::able 
IeChnologle$ and ftIeIt, il\dudlnO: ~ and methene f\'om IIIndIIII$ and dige$tert to fuel 
~ng engin..; methanol, eIhanoI, gaooilne, and methene for dectrtclty production 
from fuel cefIa. The revlMd model rewI1II will be used to estimate the market PQtentlaI for 

GOS AssoolatH,!no. • 1$50 P...........yP..... SuM eoo • M..-... GA 300&7 
n0-4:m-81110 • F"" '1'1'0-4211-0303 ' _.t~~.<:Om 
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d~ generation wltiin Alftant. Wnnetota ~ tonltoftft. 
23. MatUChuHtte GoeNetworks - In January or 2004, GDS was liked by GasNetwoI'b (8 

neI.WoIIi or ~ natural gas \llllitie$in MuHchuseb) 10 ~lop benefttltOSt anllyHa 
and ~ savings potential edmalft tor G.IlNetworb' regional market traMfolmation 
and defrIand..8kI(I management progran'!$. ~ rdos andenergy eavlnga potentaI 
tfltirnolft were ~ for several reglonlll gas entIgY ~cy progt'8In8 Ulllng a 
spreadllllMt model, and similar data wert developed for e4lcb pIOgfen'l tor Meh Mf\Iico 
_ for each natural va utJlty ~tin9 In 1hI1MIIdy. 

24. Northern Utillt... (Gil' Company) - In 2002 GOS was hili!!<! by Northern UtlIIIee 10 
prapare benetillcost anOlyGn and energy eavin9S potentaI ~ fit II portfolio of 
enervY efllcleney prcgram8 proposed for i~ in their New Harnpehire Nl'Vice 
area. Thit project Wa& completed during September 2002 and a ftna! ~was flied wIti 
the New tiamp8llil'e PUC. A workshop _ conducted at Ibe NH PubIk ~ 
COrnmioeIon e4lrly In 2003 to mIew cosk!Ifeetivenete ~ and key model 
InputIolrtput nlqUinlment•. 

25. KeySpan Energy DeiYery{Gas Company) -In 2002GOSwl.IShlnJd by KeySpon Energy 
Del..,ery - New H8/npIItlA 10 preplJl!Il:MmelItfcost ~ and energy eavlRga potential 
e8tknstes of ten _rgy natural gae energy efkjeney program$ proposed for 
implementation in Ibe KeySpan New Hampshlte oeMett ores. ThII ~WM completed 
dllt'lng 5epIembor 2002 and a ftna! report _ flied wllb Ibe New Harnpehire PUC thai 
monlb. 

26. Big Rivers Electric Corporatlon- 2002 Energy Efficiency Technical Potentlal Study­
Kentucky - During 2002. GDS completed ••tudyoftha .ch~ and econot'l'lk: potenIIo/ 
of e1Ien1Y eIIIclency and load management _" and programs for Ibe ~ II'"of 
Ibo 8lg Rlvert ElectrIc COfponI1Ion, IIll1rge Generation and Tf'III'lOI'I'llt electrl~ utiity '" 
Ohio. Thle technical and «IOIIOmlc potentkII 8Iu<Iy was completed as part of the 
~ analySi& of euppIy-8icte and ~ opllono tor the late$( 6REC 
Integrated R_ Plan II!lng wlIh the Kentudty PWlic ~ CommiS$iOn. 

27. City of Grand Island, Nebraska - Municipal Utility - Energy Efficiency Technical 
Potential Study· GDS compHrted a otud)' of Ibe tecllnicel and _Ie poWIliat for 
energy~andloa4~~and programstorlheMMeesl1Iaoflbte 
IlIrge municipal electric utI~ In NeIlrQsks. ThittechniClll.!ll'ld economic potenliat otud)'was 
completed .spart oflho ~ analy$io of supply4<ie and den'land-&tdo op1Ions 
for an InIegnUed Resource Plan for ttO utility. 

28. City of Lafayette, loul$illna- Municipal Utility - Energy Effieieney Tedlnk:aI Potential 
Sbldy • ODS completed a study o1lho fllChniCllI and economiC poIen1illl for ~ 
eflIcieney and load ~m~ and prgg_ for lie OoeMe. area o1lbte IlIrge 
m~1 ele<:trIc utility In LoIlIsIanI:I. Thill technlClll and ~ !X'*nlial study 'MIG 
completed 811 part of the ~lIIive anaIyais of lIuppIy-eidIt and denWtnd-aiCle Oplionll 
for an Integrated ReIIource PleIn tor this utility. 

29. New York State EnervY R...lltCh and Development Autborlty iNVSEROAI - EnervY 
$m~ Program Evlllulltion SerYlce.: In the fall of 1999, GDS was retained by 
NYSERDA to be the ptIme ~ contractor forlle New'fQl1l. Enorgy$morf" program. 
DurIng tile yMnI 2000, 2001. 2002, and 2003, GOS h41a been re~ tor provIdng 
energyeflciencyprogram and _data~~, and reportWl'ifirlg~ 
10 NYSEROA In $UppOIt of their overlllil evalU4tlon and !TIIlI1Iet ~t effoIts, and to 
~ ac:tuat I18vinga at Ibe prognlnlS. To dale, ODS team OY8Iuallon activities hlMt 
iI'ICIu<Ied development of a Gap ~ for the purpose of MI!ing priQrijIes and aIIomlng 
evalua1lon _rcelllO tI'Ie various New Yorl! Energy ~ projectar_; and numetOU$ 

00$ AuoollOt'". Ir>c. • .8&0 P;ortwal' p~ • $II*' IlOO • M-. GA 300$7 
no-llWlOO • Fax ~303 • dfck.~~."",," 
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e'lfJiuation aelIvItIes Ieodtng to development of8 dAl1t and final PI'09I'I'M Evalualloo Statue 
report wtlIct\ ~ the N4lW Yeri Public SeMee COfnmiMion wtlbsuftlcient lnfor'rrletlon 
to determine \be 1iJtuI'e ofSBC..fUnded public benelils ~be~nd IflI iIIiIIaI ~yeor 
IrIlnsilion period whiGh ended Jdy, 2001. 

30. Distributed Genfiatlon Tecbnical PQtentl;11 A.....ment for Minnesota OM Iowa: 
Dur1n9 the filii of 2001, ODS ~ the teGhnlcal potentIGI ofeus\omiN·lllled dlslril>uted 
geMl'8t1on teehnoIoQy epplle4l1On6 tor AIIient, II major I~ owned utility located in the 
MidWftl The ~ _ed !he reGldMti6I, tmallllarge ~, industrlol, and 
a;rieuItural Hc:tonI. GDS doveioped • DIIiIribuIedJOnlllte G8I'IOfldlon Sa'eeni'lg 
~ model to de1e!mine \be COSI..ce- of verIouI dll.llrlbuted geMnltlon 
optloM; UHd 1IIe model to _ \be potentIlII for verfoue CUlltomer groups and then 
sealed retUIts utIng cuetomel' p!I)fIIn. Model results _ UIo uaed to "limate !he 
tedlnIc:e1 potenIIaI tor dletributedlonllle generaIIon wfthjn Allant'a Ulnneoola lind lowe 
MfYk:e territorIH, 

31. R_abIe Elec1rlc Energy IIIId Pe. DeRWId Savin". Methodology Revtews • Wind 
Power and Pootovoitaies Programs: GDS per/orIIled detailed reviews of NYSERDA'II 
melhodologift tor ftlimatIng eletlric ~ eavinga and peCllt denland reduefion benettII 
eteOdIIted wt\I1 NYSERDA'e Wind Power RftH(ct\ &. Development Program and two 
~ (PV) prognllM. These Savinge Met'lodoIogy review. enlllied Ibrae. 
eomponerlt$: 1}a review 01 \be wrrentmethod ueed by NVSEROA tor erima1lng .vlRgII 
(in<:IudirIg aIgoritIwm r.md Ioherent allllUl'llplione), 2} II review 01 \be malbodl and 
~uaed by oIheruli1lties and progrom adminllltratol'$ tor eelimatlng uvlng.e ffOnl 
lllmilar IlI"O{II1IIM being Implemented elseWhere In1he counlly, and 3) 0 preHI'Italjon oIkey 
findlngs and rec.ornmendatios. 

32. Evaluation Servicea for COtnmercial/lndWmiel Program AreM and Tec:bnical 
Aulstance ReviewingE.-ring Analy....Eftlclene.yVennorrt: GOS~ is 
1he teed controctor in c team thai hoe been hlted 10 DIIIIiSt \be VT DPS 10 lVllluaOng a 
statewide portfolio 01 en"VY elIIdeneyprofI'alM targeted to \be Cormnereial and indulll:rial 
nlciIet HCtoI'$. n. GOS teanl Is aIIIO proyiding lechnical ~ and I'lIvlew 
....eII1nee, on an 'on-<:alr ballls, to 1he adll1inilltn,for 01 Vermont't eDeIlW efIIc:iency 
~ 

33, Development and tmpk!mentation of Flve·Year Energy Eftlclency Plan - Boston 
Edison: GDS ~ WIllI ~ I>y IIoGton E<:IhIon to _let SECo et1IIf wtIh 1he 
development 01 program detIignI, e\'alullUon pIonll. ~ potential eotiIMtes r.md 
budgets tor 1he Company's FIve Year Energy Efficiency Plan, For IhilI proJe~ Gas 
pedormed ena~ efficiency tect\1'IOIoW ac:reenlngo to identify ~ viable ma_ 
Jor utility flming/8UppOrt, and developed 1he j'lII'OgIam design. for a number of new 
initIatlvea, Iodudlng over " dozen new market lranaformatlon ~ Gas aIoo 
oondUcted coot ~.. 8ereenlno for III! of \be new DSM Iolllolvea IIIdu<Ied In 1he 
plan. 

)4, Energy Efficiency Teebnleal an(l Market Potential Analytls: ThIs reportpre~ the 
retUIts of a technical and mcilet poIentlaI study toreDeIlW efIIeiency options for \be Eaat 
Texee EIoei1c Co<Iperetlve. in¢. (ETEC). The purpc>M of ibis report WIllI to reVIeW energy 
efllc:iency option, Ihal comply wtIh Iha PublIc umy COft'tII'!IsGIon 01 T_ (PUCT) ordMI 
III8Ued 10 NoI'theMtT_ElIKtrIc c~ (NTeC), Sanl Raybum EIec:Iric Coopot~ 
(SRG&T) and Te~La EIoei1t Cooperallve of TeXlllll (rex-l.II) rete C!:ISN. lb. study 
preaented coer deetveneM flndlng& r.md rec:onvnen<Ialiona on energy etIiclency optloM 
and prcgl'Mltl for ETEC and h rnembergenerallon and ~ electk cooperatives 
(NTEC. SRG& T. and Tex-u). in ibis study. GOS eveblted the coot de~ ofover 

ODS"~ 1M, • ttllO PlIif'tway ~ • Sulk eoo • M ...... GA 30017 
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90 energy dicklney opIIon8 and found II'IGny or them 11:1 be COGt efIoctlve ~ to the 
TobII RnroUI'Co Cent Te.l. 

35. Tecbnlcrof and MlII'ket Potential An3lyste for load M~t and ErWItgy Effieieney 
Optiona: GOO WO$ retained to update ~~ney end 1040 ~ technk;al 
lind market poimtloI ena/yIIH COI1'II)ieled in the mid 1990'. time period, and to develOp 
recomme1ldalion, relating to eoot elf~tive OOM ~ for ~ coopetallvea In EMt 
Texat. Thill ltudy IdenlIIIed -roY effiQency and load ~ (DSM) OPtions that 
_ viable baNd on .~ tests pnJaentl<lln tie CUfomla Standard Pmclice Manual 
for Economic AnIllI'GilI or 0emand-SIde ~ P!OgraIlll. OSM optIonI.Ilhat had a 
Toto! Rnrource Cott_~'*greetertnan f.3 end II PO$Itivenet~VaIue 
for the per1lcJPIlfttwere on" that _ re~ by GOO for fUrth« program 
development. 

From 8190 to 8192 • Re.pont/bie formanaglng the deagn and impIementatkln or~ ruidentlal. 
oomrnerelel. and Indulltlial dell'lllnd-slde ~t progmmII. Also ~ for corpomtIe 
ITIOI1Iot I'OIINI'ch. ftve.year OSM Implementaflon piall1l, 1eeWjlng on DSM topIca before reguIaCoIy 
agendell. and for paI1IcIpdt'Ig In Integrated _ planning acIiviIiet. AecouIItaI>Ie for INInll9tno 
It $26 million OSM budget and a staff of 50 penIOII$. served on three petIOrIleed team from 1969 
to 1992 to develop eM.,.. finltintlegratl<ll1NOUfte plan. Ouring 1991 treveled., Cachollovakta 
end Polend to provide COMUIfing to foleigrl ~ on OSM ..., 

Frorn8l92 to 5193, responsible forldent.i¥ng and developing rnatketing atrategIM for~ and 
IIIlI'\IIee$ which would Improve tie compe4I/ven_ 01 CMP's ~. increeas the ~of 
fl!IleI'gY use. InClMM CMP'a proltabllt)l. and which WOUld reduce the rate or grow1Il or eIectIieIty 
prlcotforall~. onetty rnpon8lble for the d6/1i9n ofrenewabkl _'Wend d~ 
~t~ Inteomted r_ planning. rneon:h on new 1echnologles. and 
managing lIlI~no and p.rodu(:t developl'mml"". Al1Io provided coneuIIIng .....Ioe. to utllfle. in 
New Zealond. Auatralla, and BlA!Jaria relaling to OSM program deeI9n and ~. 

fJ8HI9O Central MIIn8 Power COmpany. DIrector of MaIket ReseardI and Forecastlng 

ReoponsIbIe for managing twenty-IIve protnelonal ornpIoyefl. Dulle. inclUdod oupervlting OSM 
program evaluation aclivltlec. IhOrt and Ion9 range load forecim development, toeal area enerw 
and peak load fMlcaeto, market and load _arch, <IIOOMInle ~, and dev<Mopll'l9 and 
updating OSM G08IJmptione for use In !he Company'alon9 ranee planning models. Also partiilipaled 
In the development of the fInIt Powet' Partner& RFP. and In !he evaluation and eelettion of 
propol4luubmitted In retpOI'IM 10 IhiII RFP. 

!il85-5186 Central MIIn8 Power Company • Corporate Economist 
~ for monioring and forecuiIng energy and economic InIndsln Ibe CMf:! a.vice area 
and In the New England Region. Dulles IncIUdI<I development of corporate Ihort-lerm kWh soles 
ond revenue ~ matllet research litUdieG, and CMP'a enef9Y management strategy. 
Instrumental In pI'OIIlO1iIIg the use or ~Ihe art pc.ba$I<I ~mod_ for Intfl9rated 
resource planning (UPlAN). Authored. teCOOOreportol'l CMP's OSM &tnJtegyInApril1986 . .11.110 
~bIe for IU~ II\fflII"alIltlGly.tte. 

~ Central MaIne Powef COmpany. Staff EconomIst 

00$ Au.od.1olK, Inc. • l$SO P.III'tMay P....... SullMt 800 • M ....... GA :lOCI$7 
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(5117 to 5178) Joined CM? in May 1977 and WOIhd In 1M customer SenIice$ Oepenment 
Responslbilties included flhoIt.term ~no, 8I'iIIua! ~ seturaIion $UI"oIej'&, and 
preporallon of1M 1$77 end 1978 tong-renge eneIVY and peak load 1orecaGt6, 

(5I1E1 to 1218Q, In May of 1978. Mtected 10JOO a new group. 1M ~ Fineneial Model Staff,to 
develop a new corporate tnancIal model tot CMP, Had major responalbRy tot development of II 
revenue totecuttno model, and ~WIIh ~tofmodel&toC'Jl'()dl;ee!ncome~t. 
baIIIme 1.Iheet, and __ and _ of funds torecatt8. in addition 10 eorpo!'llte rnod6l 
development, ~ included IIhof1.term tote~ and marltet reMarch. 

(12.18010 511)5) In Oecembef" of1980, moved 10 CMP'. R_rch DepMmeM end worked tot Phi 
HeatifIO$ forfive yecn, RftponslbIe tor all corporate marltet _ch, short-term kWh sales and 
rewnue IoreeaotG. _Ie analyaea and tot~. and forecatt8 of key eorporate planning 
IlmImptioll$, prepated and published CMP's lil'$l OSM strategy sllJdy In Marth 1985. 

Other Professional Activkles: 

• 	 Bow of Olrectors, A&eOCiation of Energy Servlees p~ ("ESP), 2005 10 2010 

• 	 Member of the Ao&ocielion of Energy Set\llce PIo~ (1993 to Present). Vice 
Chairman ofthePol~yCommitIM (19£l5.199E1I, ChairofPokyCOlnmlttM (1997 and 1998) 

• 	 Panel Leader. 1992 Ameril:an Coundl tor en Eroergy EfllQent Economy (ACEEE) Summer 
Study on 8Uildflg Energy Ellidency. 

• 	 Chairmen of the NEPOOL Oemend.-5ide Management P4mnino Committee, September 
~&89 10 September 1990. AugulIt 1991.J1IIy 1992. 

• 	 Ville Choirman of1'leNEPOOlOemll'l4-SIde Menaoernent Committee· January to lwgu81 
1&89. July 1990· July 1991. 

• 	 Member of 1M NEPOOl Demand·SIde M~ Task Foree (1986-1988), 

• 	 Member of the load RM,ea/Ch Committee of the Asooeiation of Edisoft illuminating 
Com~ (1968-1991). 

• 	 Altemate to the NEPOOL Governors UaiaonCommlttee (1986-1988), 

• 	 State Forecast AoaIy8l for the NEPOOL Load Forecasling Model (1$79-1966). 

• 	 Maino Model Manager of the New England Eeonomic Project economit foRIcaotlng rnod6l, 
"83.1986. 

• 	 Member of the SUI1i$Ileal Researctl COmmittee of the Electric Council of New f.n9Iand 
(Chaitpel$On 1982-1983. member 1977-1966). 

• 	 Member of 1M !dIllOn Eledric: In$lltute Eeonom~ Committee t1966-1991I. 

• 	 p,u.t member of the Interrultlonal A~ of Energy Eeonoml8l&. 

Publications: 
1. 	 Spellman. Richard F., ModfJling of EMtf1Y lII~mentS~fI wtIh th6 Utility Sysktms 

AmlfY'1$' Model. paper p~ !It the Intem4U011I111 load Menag_nt Conference, 
November 1984. Chicago. IIUnci$ 

GO$ A.s~. Inc. • 181!O P.tft.wIY 1"1_ • $lIi. 800 • MlItNm.l, GA ~1 
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2. 	 SpoIIman, Riehlrd F" Un of COmputltr MotHt/$ GlId Load RulJ4rc11 D4fa for ~ 
E,1/eIflY MGlIage_nl StmtIIgIu, paper preeented al lie fifth AAnual Northew lced 
Ruean:tI COI1fentnce, September 10-12, 1966, fllm'llngton, C~ 

3. 	 Spellman, Riehald f .• Potential Market PIJ1IMIa1km 01 DSM ~ at ~ntmI Moine 
Power. paper Pf(!MI'Ited atThird Nl'ItloNIl Conference on Utlfty OSM Program., .)une 16·18, 
1987. Hou8ron,Texaa 

4. 	 Spellman. Rk:hard F., ~ MM.-nI Market~' fotodeIInq BIld 
RIf~PIontIin{J P#I~tive81rotn~ntmlMoIM Power Company, papel'pnIMII.d etthe 
Fowth Natlonal Conforence on Utilliy OSM Program •• May 24, 1969, CInciMatI. OhiO 

S. 	 $pellman, Ric:llard f., UmqProgromEtNuolion D4t4forLong..Ranrl'~Plonn/I!fJ/J1 
C4ntmJ MaiM PoWM Company, paper PfIIMIl~ at Ihe C4Mdian Electrical ~.& 
Confel'enee on Enhancing Eleelridty'$ VtJti.H: to Society, Oetober 22·24, 1m, Toronto, 
Canada 

6. 	 Spellman, Rimai'd F~ Ot#n1Jfl(1·SId11 MII~nt from a NcrIh ~ Pen;pectlve, 
Keynote AddteH to the l.maIIonal Energy Agen4:y Conferenceon Advanced TedmoIogirK 
for EIMlric Denll'lnd·Slde ~ Wfttten for Joe C. CollIer. Jr.• PI'IlI&1dIInt and Chief 
Executive 01llcer of Central Maine Power Company, paper prelIIInted in Sorrento. Italy on 
April 3, 1991 

7. 	 Leamon, Ann K" and $pellman, Richard F., From IItIl Bottom Up: r&D and DSM, paper 
pruen~ al the 5th NaGooaI Demand-Side M~ conference, July 30 • Augu&tt, 
1991, bron, Massamuselts 

8. 	 Hoeri. M. HolIsm. aM Spellman. Rlehllm F., lnt~tIon 01 Evllluotion Re$[Jlts into the 
RNOM>It p/{mnmg P-, paper ~ lit 1M 5th Nationm OeJnand.SIde Manegemont 
Conference, Jliy 30 - August 1, 1991, 6oeton, Mu8llchuMlIII 

9. 	 Spellmen, Richard F., Doe$ Fuel Switching MWlfJ Sen" for an EIectrU: UtIIIJy?, paper 
preNn~ at 1M 1992 1niem3l1onal Enetgy Etfteieney and DSM Conference, OcliOber 22, 
1992, Toronto, Ontario 

10. 	 Spellman, Richard F., end Brunelle, Marguerite. MorlrM R~ for the Duign, 
Implemenfatk1n, andEvalfJation ofa COl'lflUlct~Lighting Program, paper ~ 
atlhe EPRllEUMRC MIiII1tel ~ro:h Sympostum, November 17·20, 1992, Oalku, TexlI$ 

11. 	 Spellman. RiehIIrd F~ Forum For Appled Research and PubIk PofieylF•• 1992. EnMgy 
MMI!I{;Jement: A VitIw &om Meine {Journal Artide) 

12. 	 Spellman, Richard F., DSM m.c.tItIw!!$ PIw EIfIIcttic Rate Adjwlmlmt Mec:hlJl/lsf1l$ EqUDI 
8otIom Une fmpoct, paper presented at the 6th Natlonal Demond-Side Management 
Conference, Manm 24-28, 1993, MIamI Be.1eh, Florida 

13. 	 Spellman, Richem F., Van WIe, DavId A., Peaco, Daniel E., Lawrence, and Dermis R .• 
OptJmlzing ~ alld SUpply ft._reelS UW/(j Linear~miIID 

1.1- Spellman. Richard F" UtlIIty Experlenca WI\IIload Management in Texaa. EPRlJHouston 
Lighting end Power Co. Load Management Confel'enee. May 3,1994. Hou8lion, Texas. 

1S. 	 Spellman, Riche, F., The Role of OSM In tho PrMItlzed E.ctrldty Sector In England aM 
WaI.., and New Zealand, Paper Pfelllllte<l at thIIAHOdatlon of Demand-Slde Menagement 
Professionals Annual Meeting, 0I1and0. FIoridG. Deeember 1994. 

16, 	 Spellman. RleMrd, F.• Energy Services in A Global Enwonment, Paper Presented 011 the 
~ of EnetVY ~ Profllftlonala AAnuai Meeting. Phoenix. Arlzone. December 
1m. 

GOS Assool<dH, ~ • 1aGO P.arl<w~ PIHt • SuM 800 • Marlett.a. GA 30001 
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17. 	 Spellman, Richard. F,. Value Added Services a& ProM Centers in TelWl, Peper P_led at 
the AModGtion of fneIVY Service. Protes.sionals Annual Meeting, Beverly Hil1&, California. 
Oeeember 1m, 

18, 	 Spellman, Rlcl1\1rd, F.. 'PreparIng tor Competition by Updatlpg Corpomte MIII'ketIng 
SIl8tegIee", Paper PreNnied at fle AIIeOdatloI'I of EnlIfllY ~ Prolesalonat& Annual 
~, Boca Raton, Florida, December 1997, 

19, 	 MegdaI, Lori, Spdman, RIchard, F'. Johrnlon. Broce 'MfJthodund ~nt Is&ues Iota 
OSM Evaluation ver1IU5 e M8IIIet TranBformll1ion Martet A_HmenI end Banine SIIJdy'. 
Paper Presented at the 1999 energy Program Evaluatlon Conference, Oenvec. CoIor8do. 
AuguM1999, 

20. 	 Spellman. Rlchord F., Shel Feldman, BIUee Johnson, lori Me9daI. "MeO&lll'lng M8IIIet 
TflII1IIfomIGtion Progre$S &the BmmIaI TmRo~tExperience at Botton Gu C~, 
Paper pn!lMInted at .... ACEee Summer Study on 8ullding Enecgy EftIdeney, AugUllt 2001), 

21, 	 Spellman, Richerd F., GIfIIn. Thorn.. M" ShOl~ Jolene A., NIcol, John. ~nee and 
Lessons from .... Wisconsin industrial FOCUfI on Enecgy Progrem: Tra~ in lndUstJIai 
fneIVY Efficiency MIIItetfI", presented lit ~ Council for I\II1d Enecgyetllc:lent Economy 
SUII1II'Ief' Study on EnerllY ElIIciency In BuIding$. TarrylDwn, New York. July 25-21. 2001 

22. 	 Spe/lma/l, Richerd F,. Shol F&ldmen. &roeeJolll'ltol'l.l.ori Megdal. "TfllMlttonStrecegle8for 
Market T~1lon Programll: Reeent Expenence at KeySpen Energy DelIVeIy". Pap« 
presented at lie December 2001 12"' National EMrgy SeMoes Conference. 

23. 	 Rooney. Th_; Spelman, RIchard; Ruf<>. Michael; Schlegel, Jeff; "Elltfmatlng 1I1e Potential 
for Coat Effective Eledflc Energy end PIt. Demand SOvin9' In Connedll:\Jt". Paper 
preeented at the 2004 American Council lot an Energy Elllclent Economy SUmmer Study In 
~ Grove, California, Auguflll2004. 

24. 	 Spellman, RIcherd f., GoIdfa/tl, lynn K., Barnes, Hert6y,"UeIng MarketResearch tolrnprove 
Program DMign end O~ ofReIIldentIaI Ughting ProgfOl'l"lflIn the US N«thea&t Region', 
Paper preeentN at the 1 S NatloNl1 Energy ~ Conference, D_b<!Ir 1, 2004. 
Clearwct.r 8aach. Florida. 

25. 	 Spellman, Richard F.; Goldfarb, lynn K.; Huber. Jeft'nIy; "IS THERE A POTeNTIAl. NATIONAL 
MARKET FOR TRACING ENVIRONMENTAL CREDlT$ SASEO ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
SAVINGS ACHIEVEO THROUOH ENeRGY EFFICIENCY SAVINGST. 1>11:1* pn!MfIIed at 1M ,e" 
N.Itlon.aI £n<tfllY ~Oon~. o-l:I¥ ZlOtS. 

26. 	 Spel~RIcherd F,; Rooney, Thomas; Bum,Jeffrey; Bean. Stephen; 'PolIIn6cIforNatural 
Gall 5a1/inoll1n the Southwest". Peper presented 1St .... 2006 ACEEE Summer Study on 
Building EMrgy EftIdeney, held at Pacific Grove. California. 

Onct T estiJoony or Rtc:hard F. Spellman: 
1, 	 On Bahalf of Contral Maine Power Company, Batore the Stato of Meine PublJe utlIi1iefII 

commlMlon, DoeketNofl.85 ....a. ss.62. 85-83. flle<lJuly1. 1966. SUbjeCI Matler: ECOI'IOInIc$ 
of Cornmerdal and Industrial COOMrvation PtOgf4mGin the CMP Secv~ Area 

2. 	 On BenGIf of Centl\ll Maine Power Company. Batore tho State of Meine Publl¢ Utllitlefll 
ConunIIIsIon. OocketNot. &e-111 and 31·261, llied November6. 1987.Sub.leetMatter: OSM 
~ tor Central Maine Power company In lopg Term AlIOIded Cost FltIng. 

3. 	 On Behalf of Central MaIne Power Company, Before the State of Maine Pubilo lJtiIitie$ 
commiMlon, Docket NO$. 66-111 lind 87·261. !lied June 22. 1966. Subjett Motter. OSM 
Poten1IaJ and Cost Eflectivene88 In the CMP SeI'Yice Area. 

4. 	 On BabDlf 01 Central Maine Power Company, Before the State of Maine Public UtillliCM 

GOS As~.,lrtG. • 1850 PAlllway ~ • sun. 800 • U.orIeIb. GA iIOOe7 
77O-42U100 • F"" 770-0120·0$03 • _.speIIm~lfQCioolft.-" 
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CommiMIion, Dodlet No. 69..(16, filed May 19, 1989. Subject Matter: Review and elCplain tie 
bolt fOrthe I.IPdQIte<J ~f11l kWh HIes rorecee,ton Which CMP', re\ll$ed Atttttion Study IG 
baMd. 

5. 	 On Behelf of Central Maine Power Company, BefOre the State 01 Maine PlJbllc Utifitiet 
Commlsaion, Docket No. 69-68. flied Oclober 24. 1969. Sub~Mar: R~ GOd explaill 
the bellis for the 1iIhort48rm kWh Hlec fOrecast on which CMP's Attrition S1udy Is based. 

6. 	 On BeheK 01 Central Maine Power Company, BefOre the State of MaIne PlJbllc Ulilities 
Commlsaion. Docket No. 91.213. tied November 15,1991. SUbjedMatter: Preoent CMP', 
conclusions I1IglrOing the a<Msatlility of inaugunJIIng a retIiderdIaI $pClt:e hoot CO!M1rt1ion 
progrllm in the Compeny's ~e temory. 

7. 	 On Betilif of Central Metne Power Company, BefOre the State of MaIne Publle Ulilitiell 
COmmlIsIIIon, Ooek« No. 91·213, flied July 31, 1992. S~t Matter: Present updated 
inlonnaOon regarding the ~ of Ine!Jguralln9 a ~ $p4ce Mat convel'lllon 
progrem In the Company'll MtVIce toniIoty. 

8. 	 On BehelfofTIIX-l..a EIectrie Cocpemtive ofT_.lnc. BefOre the PubIk:: l.ltilItie$Comm/$SiQn 
of Tex... Ootkellllo, 12289. filed July 1993, SUbjoet MattIn: TtA-l.a'$ OSM ~villee, GOd 
l.IPdatnQ of TEX.LA Energy Effideney Plan.. 

9, 	 On BehalfofTexu EIecIrie CoopefaCive ofT_. Inc. BefOre the Public l.ltilItie$ Comml$Slon 
of Tex8$, Ooeket No. 12289. flied JIify 1993. Subject Motter. ~ 1!I$tImony flI1faIIng to 
TEX-!.A's OSM RII'YIIIe$. 

10. 	 On Behalfof H.E. Butt Gtocoty Company. BefOre the Public UCiIitles Comml1l8iotl of Texas. 
Docket Il10. 12620. FIledOclober 17. 1994. SubjectMatteI': ~l'I1OdlficIIlionsto Cenlm! 
Power and LIght OSM Proor.rut. 

11 . On Behalf of The COfIIItIon of Ciliell and The Ci!y of HOIJlIton. BefOre the Pubic UCiItIaII 
COR'IIIlis$1ooofTexIIII, Docket No, 12065,IIIedHovember15, 1994<~Mattar; Proposed 
chang" 10 HouI!1Dn LIghting I!IIId Power Company'. OSM proorama. 

12, 	 On 6ellalf of the Georgia PUbllc Service Commission StalrtRP Ad~ Team. Before 11M! 
Georgia PUblic:SeMce Commi'8s1on, DockatNO. 5602-U, tied May 8, 1995. SubjedMatter: 
Propo$ed ~ to OSM programs IlfOP(IIIed by G~Power COMpany in tnteorated 
Resource Pion filed by the Company 11'1 JanU<lty 1995. 

13. 	 On 6ehalf ol1he Georgia Public Service ConvnisGion Stair IRP AdYenlaf)' Teem, Belote the 
Georgia Public SeMce Commission, Docket NO. 5601-U, tied May 8, 1995. SubjectMattln: 
PropoMd modifications to OS,", pt09rame PfOI)OMd by Savannah Eleclfic aM Power 
ComP'lny ill Intogmted Re&ource Plan filed by the Company in Januaty 1995, 

14. 	 On Behalf of the Sam Rayburn G&T Electric Cooperative, Inc., Before the Public: Ulilitlell­
Commlsaion 01 Te)(88, OoI:l:.ellllo. 14893,IIled Septembar1995. SUbject Matter: Duc:rIptIon 
of SRG& T Compliance with prior Commlll8lon orders relating to SRG& Ts OSU activities. 

is. 	 On Behalf 01 tho Sam Royburn G&T Electric Cooperative, Inc., Before the Pulllk: lJtiIlIIo. 
CommlHion 01 Te)(as, OoI:l:.et No. 14893. tiled Ja!lUlilty 1996. Sub'J8ct MMlar: Rebuttal 
leetimonjl relating to SRG&T8 OS,", actiVities, 

16. 	 On 6ehe1f of the Slim Rayburn G&T Electric Cooperative, Inc., Before the PlJblic UliIitkt!l 
CorllmlHion of TelCOa, Docket No, t4893, .,ed March 1996. Subject Matter: Surrebuttal 
tntimony relating to SRG&Ta DSM aCtivities. 

1T. 	 On Betialf of.,. Georgia PUblic Service Comml&sion StalHRP Ad_ry Team. 8etorethe 
Georgia Public S«vlce Commloaion, Docket NOli. 631S·U and 6325-U, filed AprilS, 1996, 
Subject MattBr: EWlvalIoo of Benefita and C01Ita of Residentiai load Management Program 

005 Aa~.lnc. • lSea P.tlilway pta"" • $uim1lOO • M .. M!Ia. GA ~1 
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Proposed by GeorgIa P~r Company. 

18. 	 on e.half 01 GI'een Mounlllin Power Col1lPM~. Before the Vermont Public ~ Board. 
Docket No. 5983. filed ~8, 1997. SubIect ..alhlr: RebuttalTfltImonyrelallngtothe 
~ne.. ot lie Company's his10rIcaI OSM actMtIft. 

19. 	 on Be1IGII of lie Georgia PuI)hc Service CQIIVIlisoion Std IRP ~ Team, Before the 
GeorIJiI Public ~ CommissJon, OoClletNO.lrr08-l1. IIled May 29, 1996. Subject Motter: 
OSM P4'ooratns pr()j)OMd by Geofgill Power Company in Integrated Resource Plen flied by 
the CornpliIny In 1998. 

20. 	 on Behalf of lie Georgia Pubhc Service C~ SWIRl> Adversary Team. Befof&the 
GeorgIa Public ServIce ComrniHlon. 00CIIetNO. 8109-U, filed May 29, 1996. $ubJe<:t Malhlr: 
Proposed modIkGIicM to OSM progrlIIM proposed by Sa'l8llflllll EleCiric and Power 
Company in Intl!grated Resource Plan flied by the Company in JI1noory 1995. 

21. 	 On Behalf of lie Georglt! Public SeIVi¢4 Co~ StdlRP Adv_ry Team. 8efore the 
Georgia PubIlc Service Commis8Ion, Docket No. 810W. filed May 29, 1 m. SUbject Metter: 
Proposed modIflcGIicM to OSM progrlIIM propoae<t by Savannah EleCiric and Power 
Company in Integrated Resource Plan filed by the Company in January 1 m. 

22. 	 on Behalf 011he GeorgIa Public Service C~ StdlRP ~ Team. 8efore the 
~ Pubic SeNieeConnlHion, Docket No. 1330S-U, IIIed May 11, 2001. SubjectMalhlr: 
OSM program& propoeed by GeorgIa Power Company in In~ Resoun:e Plan flled by 
the Company In January 2001. 

23. 	 on 6ehalf 01 the Georg18 PubIc SerYtoe Comml$aion sta# IRP Adveraary T &am, 5elore the 
Georgia P\IbIc$ervleeCotMIiMlon. Docket No. 133OW. flied May 11, 2001. SubjectMaIhlr: 
Propoaed modifIcOCionilI to OSM prootamII proposed by Savannah E18Ciric and Power 
Company In Inte",ated R_ Plan filed by lite Company in January 2001. 

24. 	 on e.half of the A1Bance to Save EnefQY. 8efore lite Georgia PubHc SerYtoe CotMlio&lon. 
Docket No.. 17687 .. 11688-U, filed Mey 14. 2004. Subject MaHer: Propo$aIlornewenetW 
efficiency ~ to be paid for and lmpIernenIed by SlWIVInah E1eetrk: and Power 
Company and Geo!Gia P<rNer Company (thia _ln1e!veMftMtlmonytied In lite Integrated 
Re&ource Plan doCIIe1II heaId before tile GeofgiII CommlHlon during 20(4). 

25. 	 On Behalf 01 the Southern Alllence for Clean Energy. Before Ihe Georglo Public Servlce 
CommilltliOn, Docket Not. 4822-U & 19279-U, filed November 12.2004. SUblect Maller: 
Provided comrl)en. on the Nlee of lite Georgia Commilleion reIOting to lie rnethOdoiooY fof 
1M calcUlation 01 eleell1c energy and capad1y avoided co.. 1hat would apply II:> reM'wable 
energy producers in the State of Georgia. 

26. 	 On behalf 01 the Pubhc Staff of the North C8ll:)/jna Utiitie8 Commission. Before lite Notth 
C'aroIIIla PubII~ SeIvlce CommiooIon. O«.Itet No. E-7, Sub 631, June 26. 2006, Subject 
MaHer: The PUtPOH8 of INs tesIImony were !he following: (1) to determln& whe1her the 
SAVE-~WATT ISAWjapproach _llIthe public Inter&etotllteratepayera of Duke energy 
CarolinllS. LtC (OIIke or 11111 COmpMY); (2) to determine whe1her !:tie SAW program 
edrninlllbtor CO$tS per lifetime kWh saved were r_nable and W'IIetMr proj&clecl utility 
maroiflelorenetW eflld«lcy and 4emand relpOllH resoun:es undertile ~ SAVE-A­
WATT approach were r~ based: (3) to deiermlne whelherthe SAWappt04ch would 
!lchieve the maxlmurn achievable COIIt4.ctive potentia/lor~ (kWhland kilowatt 
(kW) ~ In the Company.0I'\'Iee area in North Carolina.; (41 to determine Whether any 
eckIIIionaIcoet~enel9YelflcterlcyenddOmandreoponueprogramnhouldbelncluded 
In the ComperIJ"e ~ Efllciency Plan; (S) to detMrnlne whether an aIterIlall\le to SAW 
exi.ela mat provlda $UpetiOI' electricity and dollar 8a1Iin911 to the Company'a ratepayer& at a 
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much lower coot to !!\em. 

27. 	 On behalf of Col'rltl1lmlliec Agalnst Reglonalloten:onnect. Before lhe State 01 New York 
Public Service Commluion, Calle No. 06·1·0650. Fled January 9, 2009, Subject Matter: The 
PIllPOlle 011h18 testimony ....re Ihe fof1OWing: to preMIlt the achievable, coot eftedIve non­
rou1e ebmall\lMto QOI\ttruc:tIon of !he New YorII Regionalinteteomect (NYRI) proJect end to 
demonstrate l1at WIth the ImplemMltetion 01 !he propoeed non.route altemativet there l$ no 
real need for 1M HYRI proieCl 

28. 	 On beIIaIf of C<mnectk:ut Hat\.nl Gas Corporation. Before the State of ConMetieut 
Oepllltn1ent of PublIc Ut8lty Control, DodIet No. 06·12-06. Fled January 16, 2009. SUbject 
Metter: The ~ 01 thl$ testimony \lt$re ti'Ie foIIowin9: (1) describe how the _ 
Connecticut Natllrol Gas (CNG) energy effieIency ~s will strengthen lie pel'tnel'll1ip 
with ~ flwugh expanded communicafIon and outreach, consl$lent with the tltat.', 
policy enCO\!ntg!no energy ~; (2) pr~1 on overview 01 exl8llng CNG energy 
ellicieney PIOQ1lIiII1S; (3) present ~ on best pmCIlte natural gas energy efl'll:lency 
prognt/Yl$in other StMeG; (4) de""be CNG's proposal to ~nd energy effitieney progntm 
o1I'erIng,,; (5) JmMde a wmmary 01 \l'I'OPOMd bu<IOett. energysevings and costell'ectivf)nH& 
o1propotedprogram oIJering&; (6)dncribe atalllngneed. to tlUppM the p~ programS; 
(7)~ InformallOn on the Impacto1p!'WI(ISed prognsms on natural goa U$e per c:wtomer; 
(8) ~ the l'eguIalory meehanism for I'tcovery 01 program tOGt&. 

29. 	 On bellIIII' of tile Southern Conneclicut Gas Compony. Befero the StMe of Conr'HJetlCllt 
OeporIment of PublIc Ut8lty control, Docket No.. fJ8.08..17, Fled January 20, 2009, Subject 
Matter:The purposes of IhIetesllmotly were the foIIowino: (1) ~ how the new SOuthem 
Conneclicut GDCompanytsCG)energy efftcleney PI'Ogntme will SIreogthen!he pertnemtlp 
WIth ~ flwugll expanded communieatlon and outreach, eonNtont with the atate's 
polley encouraging energy ellic:leney; (2) ~ an overview of exlltng sca energy 
efftcIency PlOCramt; (3) present inlormatlon on be" pm~1Ite natural gas energy eft'ict&ney 
progrlllllt in other State1I; (4) ~ SCQ'. propo$4ll to expetId eIletVY efle:iency program 
~; (5) provide a aummalj' of propoeed budgets. energy savings and cottelfltcwenllN 
01 proposedprogram o'ering$'; (6) describe mfftng needllto eupport the p!OpOOed pI'Ogl'l!ll1f; 
(7) protent infOlTl'llltlon on !he Impactof proposed progl8lU8 on natural iiU U!Ie per e:vttomer; 
(8) desaibe !he regulolory mecnaniam for recovery of program costs. 

OOS Assoct1ltH, Ino.. • 1&eo P.tm.iIY Pboe • s.m. 800 • 1.1-... GA 3OOC7 
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Exhibit RFS - 3: Ranking ofFEECA Utilities by Absolute Cumulative kW Savings from Load Management Programs 

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

1400 , _ ·· 

# 2: Progress Energy Florida 

1200 Jtl #5: Florida Power and Light 

1000 ~III I I #39: Gulf Power Company 

#70: Tampa Electric Company 
800 H +------~I 

400 

Note: From US EIA Form 861 database 

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

1200 Fp:~:C£~~~~~~~~~:::::::r--------------------------------------------------------~----~~~------

1000 "'"1----- .----- .-~--

#21 : Florida Power and Light 
800 


600 


400 


200 


o 

Note: From US EIA Fonm 861 database 


Note .' Tampa Electric Company, Orlando Utility Company, Florida Public Utilities Company and JEA, did not report savings for 

2006. 
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Figure 3: Rankings of US Electric Utilities by their total amount of kW sa\.ed by Load Management Programs in 2005 

1400 ~--------------------------------------------------------------------

1200 /11-------------------­

1000 1 11"'~· r'UIiUd ruwt:' dllU LI!:j'" 1--.. .--i 

800 

600 

400 

200 

o 

#24: Tampa Electric Company 

Note: From US EIA Form 861 database 

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

Utility 2007 Total Peak 
Code Rank Utility Name State Reduction (KW) 

17609 1 Southern California Edison CO CA 1,321,000 

6455 2 FIQrida 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 MO 398,000 

12658 8 Minnkota Power CooP. Inc NO 387,000 

7570 9 G~at 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 Intersjate Power and Light CO IA 274,000 

15470 14 PSI Energy Inc IN 251,000 

1167 15 Baltimore Gas & Electric CO MO 234,000
----­

9324 16 Indiana Michigan Power CO OH 232,000 

~341 17 MidAllledc:an Energy CO IA 229,000 

13780 18 Northern States Power Co WI 207,000 

16572 19 Salt River Project AZ 188,000 

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

2006 Total 
Peak 

Utility Reduction 
Code Rank Utility Name State fKW) 

6455 1 Erogress 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 NO 320,000 

195 8 Alabama Power CO AL 294,000 

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

9417 10 Interstate Power and Light CO IA 279,000 

15466 11 Public Service Co of Colorado co 266,000 

20847 12 Wisconsin Electric Power CO WI 252,000 

16572 13 Salt River Project AZ 244,000 
~~ 

14006 14 Ohio Power CO OH 237,000 

12341 15 MidAll1erican Energy CO IA 222,000 

13780 16 Northern States Power CO WI 202,000 

9324 17 Indiana Michigan Power CO OH 187,000 

14940 18 PECO Energy CO PA 175,000 

14063 19 Oklahoma Gas & Electric CO OK 156,000 

Sacramento MuniCipal Util 
16534 20 Dist CA 135,000 
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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 822,000 

14328 4 Pacific Gas & Electric CO CA 577,000 

13337 5 Nebraska Public Power District NE 495,000 

7140 6 Georgia Power Co GA 360,000 

9417 7 Interstate Power and Light CO IA 350,000 

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

15466 9 Public Service Co of Colorado co 248,000 

15470 10 PSI Energy Inc IN 247000 

12341 11 MidAmerican Energy Co lA 232,000 

807 12 Arkansas Electric Coop Corp AR 195,000 

20847 13 Wisconsin Electric Power CO WI 193,000 

13780 14 Northern States Power CO WI 183,000 

14940 15 PECO Energy CO PA 175,000 

16534 16 Sacramento Munic~al Vtil Dist CA 156,000 

9324 17 Indiana Michigan Power CO OH 155,000 

20856 18 Wisconsin Power & Light CO WI 138,000 -
7004 19 Buckeye Power, Inc OH 127,000 

14()~ 20 Ohio Power CO OH 126,000 



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

Rankings of US Electric Utilities by kW Savings 
as Percent of Summer Demand 

Exhibit RFS-4 
Page I of6 

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

Figure 1:Rankings of US Electric Utilities on % of 2007 Summer Peak Load Sa-.ed with Load Management Programs in 2007 
8000% r'-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------, 

7000% -II 

60.00% -fHI-----------~ 

50.00% 1U1 Ilf,jtr eroaress, eneray tlonaa ----j 

4000% 
# 124: Florida Power and Light 

3000% 1111111111 t--l R'H-I: ~UIT t-'ower f---------l 

20.00% 

10.00% 

0.00% 

#181 : 

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

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

0.5 IBY .---- ---. - - - - - -----------1 

------_.0.4 110La- -------­

0.3 

0.2 

0.1 

Note: gas 

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 as a % of 2005 Summer Peak Load Saved with Load Management Programs in 2005 
70.00% , ---­

60.00% -I~ ----­

50.00% 1 -------­-111­

40.00% 

30.00% 

20.00% 

10.00% 

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

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

#162: Gulf Power 
I 
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Figure 4: Top Twenty Utilities Ranked as a % of2007 Summer Peak Load Saved with Load Management Programs in 2007 

Annual 2007 Peak 
2007 Total Reduction as 

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

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

12301 2 Nodak Electric Coop Inc NO 94,000 145,000 64.83% 

5780 3 Elkhorn Rural Public Pwr Dist NE 38,000 85,000 44.71% 

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

213 5 Alaska Electric Light&Power Co AK 21,000 62,000 33 .87% 

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

17040 7 Shelby Electric Coop, Inc IL 12,000 50,000 24.00% 

5552 8 East River Elec Pwr Coop, Inc SO 88 ,000 408,000 21 .57% 

13523 9 City of Newberry FL 9,000 42 ,000 21.43% 

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

21111 11 Perennial Public Power Dist NE 14,000 68,000 20.59% 

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

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

19790 14 Verendrye Electric Coop_Inc NO 13,000 69,000 18.84% 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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 % of2006 Summer Peak Load Saved with Load Management Programs in 2006 

Annual 2006 I 
Peak 

Reduction as 
2006 Total Percentage 

Peak 2006 of 2006 
Utility Reduction Summer Summer 
Code Rank Utili!>' Name State (KW) Peak (KW) Peak 

12301 1 Nodak Electric Coop Inc ND 76,000 135,000 56.296% 

12658 2 Minnkota Power Coop, Inc ND 320,000 594,000 53.872% 

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

407 4 Altamaha Electric Member Corp GA 55,000 157,000 35 .032% 

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

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

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

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

1233 9 City of Barnesville MN 1,000 4,000 25000% 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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 I 

Peak 
- -­ -

1,6261lQ(L 6,468,000 25.14% I 
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Figure 6: Top Twenty Utilities Ranked as a % of2005 Summer Peak Load Saved with Load Management Programs in 2005 

Utility 
Code Rank State 

2005 Total 
Peak 

Reduction 
(KW) 

2005 
Summer 

Peak 
(KW) 

Annual 2005 Peak 
Reduction as 

Percentage of 2005 
Summer Peak 

12301 1 Nodak Electric Coop Inc ND 76,000 120,000 63.33% 

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

24949 3 Cass County Electric Coop Inc ND 66,000 138,000 47.83% 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

20472 18 Wharton County Elec Coop, Inc TX 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 

1,106,000 

177,000 

4,485,000 

18.08% 

_ __.. _~Z4-66~ . 

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

Figure 1: Rankings of US Electric Utilities as a % of Annual kWh Sales Sa\€d with Energy Efficiency Programs in 2007 
4.00% ..--~-----------------

3.50% 7-------------------------------------------------------------~ 

3.00% tl------------;:::::=:::=:::=::====:=::====::;----------------~ 

2.50% ~h I 133: Progress Energy Florida 


2.00% 


1.50% 


1.00% 


0.50% 


0.00% .~~.,..U~IU"'II,",.'YI,'I.~.,.,......UI~r·J.W.W.,IWW~U,~.;¥,~IUI;U~'W'~U.':II',UUIlllI"UWUI~,IUI.,...,~.,W·~~llI;Ilf~f~~IUI,W_,',·~~N~,·,·'f" "~IV"""',•. ".''', ".,.., ,.....,.,.,.,.,.,.,..,.--,... ·~· , ,

#146: Gulf Power Company 

" 

Notk: Based on incremental annual kWh Sa'v1ngs from Energy Efficiency Programs in 2007 for each utility from the US EIA Form 861 Oat. 

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

9.00% -,-------- --- ---­

8.00% +1--- - -­

7.00% -I-I-~-------

6.00% I .- --- ---...1 

5.00% I '-#89: Florida Plower and ;ight I 

4.00% #133: Gulf Power 

3.00% ~ nlr.#~1:-:3-=-5:--:p:-r~og=-re--::s--:s-;::E:-:::n-=:er=gy:-:--l------

2.00% -II.. 11+-1# 139: Tampa Electric 

1.00% 

0.00% 

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

Note: Orlando Utility Company and Florida Public Utilities Company did not report savings for 2006. 
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Figure 3: Rankings of US Electric Utilities as a % of Annual kVVh Sales Saved with Energy Efficiency Programs in 2005 

0.045 r---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 

0.04 +---. ------ ----­

0.035 +1- ----­

0.0311- ----------------- ---..:..-------- ------------ -­1 
0.025 1 ----1 

0.02 111 I ffOU. ,UUII r-uw ~I VUIIJJClIIY 1----- ---- ------------------- -~-~ 

0.015 

0.01 

0.005 

o 
Note: Based on incremental annual kWh Sa-';ngs from Energy Efficiency Programs in 2005 for each utility from the US EIA Form 861 

Note : Orlando Utility Company and lEA did not report savings for 2005. 
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Utilities Ranked bv Annual 2007 of Annual kWh Sales 



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 5 of6 

Figure 5: Top Twenty Utilities Ranked by Annual 2006 Energy Savings as a Percentage of Annual kWh Sales 

Annual 2006 
Energy 

Efficiency 
Savings as a % 
of Annual kWh 

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

2005 Energy 
Efficiency 

Savings (kWh) 

Annual 2005 
Energy 

Efficiency 
Savings as a % 
of Annual kWh 

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

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

Rank: 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

12 

13 

Utility Name Incremental Savings Total Retail Sales % 

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

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

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

Florida Power & Light Company 208,608 105,274,631 0.1982% 

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

Florida Power Corp 51,413 39,281,638 I 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 19,532,753 0.0951% 

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

Florida Public Utilities Co 574 812,897 0.0706% 

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

City of Lakeland 9 2,928,568 0.0003% 

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

Rank: 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

12 

Utility Name Incremental Savings Total Retail Sales % 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Gulf Power Co 12,353 11,428,880 0.108% 

JEA 13,000 12,799,959 0.102% 

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

Sumter Electric Coop, Inc 1,918 2,570,910 0.075% 

Florida Public Utilities Co 574 848,718 0.068% 

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

Note: Orlando Utility Company did not report savings in EIA Form 861 for 2006. 
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Rank: 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Utility Name 

City of Tallahassee 

Gulf Power Co 

Gainesville Regional Utilities 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Sumter Electric Coop, Inc 

Lee County Electric Coop, Inc 

Tampa Electric Co 

Progress Energy Florida Inc 

Florida Public Utilities Co 

Reedy Creek Improvement Dist 

City of Lakeland 

Incremental Savings 

11,160 

22,657 

3,566 

183,925 

3,436 

3,771 

18,550 

32,583 

610 

749 

9 

Total Retail Sales 

2,723,848 

11,238,896 

1,853,587 

101,979,583 

2,425,467 

3,339,388 

18,911,837 

39,176,586 

824,645 

1,219,849 

2,808,851 

% 

0.410% 

0.202% 

0.192% 

0.180% 

0.142% 

0.113% 

0.098% 

0.083% 

0.074% 

0.061% 

0.000% 
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Table 3: 2005 Incremental Annual kWh Energy Savings 
by Florida Utilities as Reported in the EIA Form 861 Database 

I 

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

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

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

potential studies, were not included in the Florida study. 

The six items in Table 1 could contribute to a rather large percentage of the technical potential. 

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

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

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

applicable to the Florida residential energy market. 

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

Measure 
Percent of Maximum Achievable 

Cost-Effective potential in NH Study 

Smart Strips/Phantom Load Switch 9.2% 

Second refrigerator turn-in 7.8% 

Light Emitting Diode (LED) lighting 0.9% 

Programmable thermostats 0.8% 

Second freezer turn-in 0.7% 

Tree shading 0.2% 

TOTAL 19.6% 

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

measures in Hron's Florida study and, based on their inclusion in other state or utility potential 
studies, may also be worthy of consideration. 

• Zero-energy homes 

• T-5 lighting 

• Daylighting/Solar tubes 

• Dimmable CFLs 
• LED Holiday Lighting 

2.0: Commercial Measures 
The list of commercial measures assessed in the Florida technical potential study was compared 
to measure lists of comparable studies. The following measures, found in other technical 
potential studies, were not included in the Florida study: 
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Appliances 

• Energy Star Compliant Single-Door Refrigerator 

• Computers/Office Equipment 

• TV s Energy Star over Standard 
• Energy Efficiency "Smart" Power Strip for PC/MonitorlPrinter 

Water Heating 

• Commercial Dishwashers 

• Commercial Clothes Washers 

• Booster Water Heater 

• Point of Use Water Heater 
• Low Flow Faucet/Shower Adaptors 

Pools 

• Energy Efficient Pool Pumps 

• High Efficiency SpaslHot Tubs 

• Solar Pool Heater 
• Heat Pump Pool Heater 

• Temperature Control 

• Pool Cover 

• Liquid Pool Cover 
Building Envelop 

• Integrated Building Design 

• Energy Efficient Windows 
Ventilation 

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

• Variable Refrigerant VolumelFlow 

• Dedicated Outdoor Air System 

• Radiant Ceiling Cooling 

• HV AC Controls 
• Programmable Thermostat 
• LEED Enhanced Commissioning 

Cooking 

• High Efficiency Steamer 
• High Efficiency Holding Cabinet 

• Demand Ventilation Control 
• Induction Cook -tops 



Docket Nos. 080413-EO, 080412-EO, 080411-EG, 08041O-EG, 
080409-EG, 080408-EG, 080407-EG 

ODS Assessment of the Technical Potential Reports 
Exhibit RFS-7 

Page 3 of3 

Lighting 

• Specialty Fixture Halogen Infra Red Bulb 

• Specialty Fixture - Integrated Ballast 25W MH 

• Specialty Fixture Induction Fluorescent 23W 

• Specialty Fixture - Metal Halide Track 

• Cold Cathode Screw-in 

• LED Screw-in 
• LED Christmas type decorative lighting 

• Efficient Lighting Design 
. Refrigeration 

• Vending Miser for Non-Refrigerated Machines 

• Refrigeration Economizer 

• Commercial Reach-In Cooler 

• Commercial Reach-In Freezer 

• Commercial Ice-Maker 

• Zero-Energy Doors Coolers 

• Zero-Energy Doors Freezers 

• Door Heater Controls 
• Discuss Compressor 

• Scroll Compressor 

• Floating Heat Pressure Control 

Compressed Air 


• Compressed Air - Non-Controls 

• Compressed Air - Controls 

• Transformers 
• Energy Efficiency Transformers 


Space Heating 


• Water Source Heat Pump 
Non-HV AC Motors 

• Efficient Motors 
• Variable Frequency Drives (VFD) 
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Exhibir RFS - 8: Ff~ RideHhip £stiu1l\l~ - GDS Study 

A free rider is a "program particilXlnt who would have implemented the progrnm 
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 current program in place. This 
misinfomlation is intensified when more than one fighting program is active in on9 area. 
Consumers who consider themselves free-riders in one program might have learned 
about n1€asures, SlK:h 3S compact fluorescent light bulbs, through a different program. 
Thus they wouidnot 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 th€ population is not 
familiar with the promoted product, suggesting that high SJles of that product are 3 

result of the program rather than pure consumer preference. Higher rates CJn be 
indicative of a biased free-ridership survey, or they caf1 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. Th€ average rate of these six is just under 6%. Instead of J direct 
free-rrdership rate, Pacific Gas and Electric reported a nel-to-gross ratio of 0.8. Below, 
Table 1 summarizes these results. 

Tablt 1: IrH' Ridn<:hip R.1rK 

Prog r:ahl , Fr....-Rld.r.hlp R~IU 
Con-~Ol;t ljght .):nd Pow*r .:;% 'or bt.:lbS. 3% ~r f,'Ytures .)n-i po,...~bI"$ 
I EI!\¢I..n" v M'1no .wn b9 .lv-ltbbl. ~n ~. burM'V :2 007 
EfIi'ei4'no v V.rmont 'I O~ 
N,Jdon31 Gri.d 'M .. ss, El~trlc· l P~ 
Nomw..t e,..rgy Effici"nC'y AI'.ne. NlA 
;stA~' 16% 

NYSERDA 13 .:-0% 
P.oclllc G"....rul El4t¢1ric N.t·:<>-gro.. r.o<io · 0 .8 
Public St1'V~.,... Com"pany of Nttw h"mps.hfre NiA 

\'\'f!,co:!"lsin F«'\J'$ on Enf:ray 0.00% 

1 The CAlifoml3 Evaluation f-ramework., Prtpantd for the- California P\Jb1:k: Uti!itkl Commuskm md me Project 

AdVisooy Group, Te'" M"~ '....orlts, JUM 2004. 

Exhibit RFS - 8: 
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Exhibit RFS - 9: Potential Study Results Comparison 
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Exhibit RFS - 10: National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency - Understanding Cost­
Effectiveness ofEnergy Efficiency Programs - Use of Cost-Effectiveness Tests by States 

stale 
I l<
! 

eQulfc
All 

s I PflmalY 
I lest I IRe I seT I PCl PACT I RIM I Other I Non­

SPL"Clfu; 
Ai< · AL. · 
AR · · · · -AZ' SCT · 
CA TRC · · 
CO · · ·CT PAC1'­ · · OC · · ce" · 
FL FUM · · · 
lU. · · · · HI · · · · · · 
IA · · · · InT · · · · 
11.. · IN · · · · · · 
1($' · · 
KY · LA · MIl TRC · 
UO" · ME ~ · MI 
MN 
uo 
MS E3 SCT 

TRC 
· · · · · · · 

· MT · · 
NC · N[ 

NE 
NH TRC · · 
NJ · 
NM TRC · NV · · · NY TRC · 
0104 · OK · OR' · · PA 
RI · SC · 
SO 
UT PAeT · · VA 
VT 

· seT · · · · · · 
TN 
TX PACT · 'iVA · 
'M SCT · 'NY · 'NY · 
• ~ Of I'!« yet QQdefied in statrr....CommU(I!I Ordtf, 

t A11oM.m1l Ct.d~. ~ t1'!. R,M may I'IOt be IIMd lK ~ Of >."gl'lQ <:O$Hft.clhlel',"s \Ht, 


Sour~: Regulatory Assmance Project (RAP) analysis, 
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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 ofEnergy 

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

lest ! Benefits i Costs! 

peT Benefits and CO(Q from the penspective of the cwtomer imJtlJlllng the measure 

• Incentive payments 
• SIR_WIgs 

• Applcable tax credl1s or Incentives 

• Incremental equipment costs 
• Incremental Installation costs 

PACT PempeclJve of utility, g~ agency, or third party implementing the program 

'" Energy-related costs avoided by the utility 

'" C8paeity-reJated costs avoided by the 
utility, including generation, transmission, 
and distribution 

• Program ovemead costs 

• Utillty/prooram administrator 
incentlve costs 

• Utility/program administrator 
installation costs 

RIM /f11PIild ofefficiency measure on .-­ -.. tina ratepeyem overall 

'" Energy-related costs aVOIded by the utility 

'" C3padty-reJated costs avoided by the 
utility, indudlng generation, transmiSSion, 
and distribution 

• Program overhead costs 

• Utilitylprogram administrator 
Incentlve costs 

• Utility/program administrator 
installation costs 

• Lost revenue due to reduced 
energy bIBs 

TRC Benefits and CO$ta from the perspective ofall utility etmtomem (perticipants eno non­
(Hlfticipants) In the utitity service temtory 
• Energy-related costs avoided by the utility 

• Cspadty-relatedcosts avoided by the 
utility. indudinO generation. tranSf1'lission. 
and distribution 

• Additional resource savings (Le., gas and 
water If utility fs el&ctrle) 

• Monettzed environmental and non-energy 
benefitS (see Section .t9) 

• Applicabte tax credits (see Section 6.4) 

• Program overhead costs 
• Program installation costs 

• Incrementalm&asure costs 
(Whether pald·by the customer or 
utility) 

SeT Benetlt8 and costa to all in the uJillly ~ terrltoiy, stele, ornatIOn 88 a whole 
.. Energy-related costs avoided by the Utility 

• Capadty-J'eJated costs avoided by the 
utility, indudInO generatfon, transmission, 
and distribution 

.. Additional resource savings (I.e .., gas and 
water If utility fa eIedrtc) 

• Non-monettzed benefits (and costs) such 
as cleaner air or health in1J)aC.tS 

• Program ovemead costs 

• Program installation costs 

• Incremental measure costs 
(whether paid by the customer or 
utility) 
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Table 2: Components of DSM Benefit/Cost Tests 

~ 
RATE IMPACT 

MEASURE 
TEST 

TOTAL 
RESOURCE 
COST TEST 

UTILITY COST 
rEST 

SOCIETAL 
TEST 

BENEFITS: 
Reduction in 
Customer's 
Utility Bill 

X 

Incentive Paid 
Bv Utility 

X 

Any Tax Credit 
Received 

X X 

Avoided Supply 
Costs 

X X X X 

Avoided 
Participant 
Costs 

X X X 

Participant 
Payment to 
Utility (if any) 

X X 

External 
Benefits 

X 

COSTS: 
Utility Costs 
(Including utility 
incentives) 

X X X X 

Participant 
Costs 

X X X 

External Costs X 
Lost Revenues X 
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Exhibit RFS· 12: ODS Survey • Summary of the Primary Benofit-<:ost Tests Used in Each 

State 

Table 1: COit-Eft'ectlveneu Test Required2 (by law or replatloo) 

.iII' TRC ICT PCT PAC RIM OTItflR ALL lilA 

AlllbMla x 
Aluka x 
AIlml. • 
Me"., X 

CaIIfCmIe x 
CClIOnICIo x 

C<lnMCtICUI l( 

DC X 

Delew.... x 
!'Iaida x x 
GeCl'lllI x 
Hewell x 
Idaho x 

IlIInci9 X 

Inden. x 
lam x 

Kansa. x 
KenIuci<y l( 

Loullilna x 

MaIno II 

Moorytand x 

Maslad!uMlta x 
MichIgan x 

Minna.. lr 

MIslIIsIippi x 
MIncurt X 
MCIlt_ x 
HebnIfIIka x 
Nevada x 

N .... Htmpllhl ... x 
N .... JIllV)' x 
.... Mooldco x 
Nft'YClIk x 

, The study determined II test to be • 'required' If there Is • stetute, law, resW_tlQIt, rule or commission order 
IndlcaUns • parUcular test that must be met before DSM measures Of prosraml would be c:orI$Idered 8 resoural, 
either elq)llclt Of Implied thrcusn a list ofOO5t-effectlllerlllss test elements Of commission precedent. 
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Note: 

*RlCET: Rhode Island Cost Effectiveness Test, similar to the TRC test as described in the 
California Standard Prad:ioc Manual, except that it only includes electric resource savings. 

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

NIA: 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 our avoided cost rulemaking, R 04-04-025 

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

~ no Information on environmental effects in rule 
Idaho no information on environmental effects in rule 
Illinois In calculating avoided costs of power and energy that an electric utility would otherwise have had to acquire, 

reasonable estimates shall be included of financial costs likely to be Imposed by future regulations and 
legislation on emissions of greenhouse gases. 

Indiana no information on environmental effects in rule 
Iowa no information on environmental effects in rule 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine no information on environmental effects in rule 
Maryland 
Massachusetts Consistent with the use of the Total Resource Test, the Proposed Guidelines allow for the inclusion of those 

environmental benefits that are related to environmental compliance costs that are reasonably projected to be I 

Incurred In the future because of rules and/or regulatory requirements that are not currently in effect, but which 
are projected to take effect in the foreseeable future. 

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

Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri The probable environmental costs of each supply-side resource option shall be quantified by estimating the cost 

to the utility 
to comply with additional environmental laws or regulations that may be imposed at some point within the 

I planning horizon. 
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Montana no information on environmental effects in rule 
Nebraska no Information on environmental effects in rule 
Nevada The environmental costs to the State associated with operating and maintaining a supply plan or demand side 

plan must be quantified for air emissions, water and land use. Environmental costs are those costs, wherever 
they may occur, that result from harm or risks of harm to the environment after the application of all mitigation 
measures required by existing environmental regulation or otherwise included in the resource plan. (THE PUCN 
DOES NOT CURRENTLY PLACE ANY MONETARY VALUE ON CARBON OR OTHER GREENHOUSE GASES 
REDUCTION.) 

New 
Hampshire 

Yes there is an analysis done and includes greenhouse gases. Separate analysis than TRC test as the TRC doesn't 
include the greenhouse gas component. Estimate of the potential Cap and Trade value is used. Eventually, will 
estimate a statewide average value to use. The Statewide Potential study also has some assumptions on the 
value.•.Oscar thinks that they used $30 per ton for C02. See PSCW website for study or someone in Marietta 
asked me for a link a while ago. (Rich Hackner) 

New Jersey no information on environmental effects in rule 
New Mexico no information on environmental effects in rule 
New York Consensus was not reached on whether the following elements should be included In the total resource cost 

test: energy market price effects, avoided transmission and distribution costs, distributed generation costs and 
benefits, load curtailment program impacts, environmental externalities, and the value of reductions in avoided 
variability and risk. NYSERDA further recommends that unquantiflable environmental 
externalities and avoided variability and risk, as well as difficult to measure and monetize customer benefits 
associated with distributed generation projects such as improved power quality and reliability to the host 
customer, and the additional distributed generation costs associated with enhanced customer benefits, not be 
Included. 

North Carolina 
North Dakota Environmental externalities are not explicitly considered. North Dakota has a statute that forbids the use of 

environmental cost adders. Externalities affecting the environment, jobs, or other situations might become a 
factor If two plans were similar in cost, but one plan offered clear advantages or disadvantages, either 
environmentally or in terms of job creation. 

Ohio 
Oklahoma For Asset Purchase Proposals, the Company prefers Proposals that address the ability to meet potential future 

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

Oregon The societal perspective includes a credit for carbon dioxide reduction. 
Pennsylvania no information on environmental effects in rule 
Rhode Island Are externalities considered? If so, which ones and how are they considered? This topic has been brought up by 

different public groups, and the Commission has directed the Company to Include a consideration of the 
financial risks associated with environmental externalities (see above); i.e., the financial risks associated with 
potential future environmental regulation compliance. 

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

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

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

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

Utilny 

Code Rank Utility Name State 

kWh Saved per $ 

Spent In 2007 

2007 Energy 

efciency 
Savings (kWh) 
Incremental 

2007 Energy 

Efficle ncy Savings 

(kWh) Cum ulatlve 

Annual Base 

2007 Annual Retail 

kWh Sales 

2007 Energy 

Efficiency 
Spending 

2007 Retail 

Revenue 

Annual 2007 Energy 

Efficle ncy Savings as a % of 

Annual kWh Sales 

Cumulative Annual 
Energy Elfelency 

Savings as a % of 

Annual kWh Sales I 

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 Beclric Coop VI not reported 2,606,000 nol reported 101,177,000 not reported $7,149,000 2.58% not reported 

2548 3 Burlington City of VT 9,2024 9,276,000 not reported 364,586,000 1,008,000 $46,118,000 2.54% not reported 

14328 4 Pac~ic 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 2.09% 10,73%, 

20806 5 City of \Mndom 1M not reported 1,480,000 not reported 71,208,000 not reported $5,408,000 2,08% 0.00% 

17609 6 Southern Calrfornia 6jlson 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 fv'assachusetts 8ectric Co t.lA 3.6985 195,357,000 2,246,977,000 12,543,637,000 52,820,000 $1 ,950,608,000 1.56% 1791%, 

19497 9 Untted Ilurrinating Co CT 4.0121 86,011 ,000 492,743,000 5,917,448,000 21 ,438,000 $900,448,000 1.45% 833% 

10768 10 Laurens Bectric Coop, nc SC 521 .6250 12,519,000 not reported 996,410,000 24,000 $81,671,000 1.26% not reported 

20455 11 Western r.tassachusetts Bee Co M'\ 3.8582 25,873,000 487,041,000 2,098,952,000 6,706,000 $348,993,000 1.23% 23.20% 

16181 12 Rochester F\Jblic Utilrtles NY 23,6398 15,815,000 69,466,000 1,307,897,000 669,000 $116,320,000 1.21% 5.31% 

12312 13 rlerced rrigation District CA 11 1324 4,709,000 29,458,000 422,674,000 423,000 $44,966,000 1.11% 697% 

6374 14 Frtchburg 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 Atta VI not reported 166,000 not reported 15,587,000 not reported $1,168,000 1.06% not reported 

24590 16 Unitil Eflergy Systems CT 4.1133 9,983,000 47,098,000 941,779,000 2.427,000 $89,923,000 1.06% 5.00% 

15500 17 Puget Sound Eflergy hc 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 'IX 100580 117,649,000 1,024,162,000 11,546,977,000 11,697,000 $933,640,000 102% 8.87% 

6022 19 Eugene aty of OR 46929 26,914,000 471 ,387,000 2,728,664 ,000 5,735,000 $173,907,000 099% 17.28% 

15776 20 Reedy Creek rrprovement Dst FL 48.1618 11 ,607,000 23,214,000 1,183,620,000 241,000 $119,060,000 0.98% 196% 

WeIghted Average Annual k\o"\A1 SavIngs as a A3rcent of Annual Retail kVVn Sales 4,230,924,000 27.434,605,000 236,012,344,000 782,014,000 
L .. 

1.79% 11,62'4 
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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 
Organizations:Goal Policy: 
PUCT, PUCO 1. Annual Goals 
CPUC, VT-PSB, Efficiency VT, NGRID Program Lifetime Goals 2. 

Renewable Energy Goals NCUC3. 
PUCTGoals Based on Annual Load Growth 4. 

Goals Based on Forecasted Sales (kWh) PUCO5. 
Goals Based on Forecasted Demand (kW) PUCO6. 

7. Goals Based on Per Capita Usage CPUC 
•U Goals Based on Historical Sales/Demand PUCO 

CPUC9. Goals Based on Forecasted SaleslDemand 
Goals Set by Program PUCN (NV) 10. 

11. Savings Goals as Percentage CPUC, PUCT, PUCO, NCUC 
i 12. Absolute Savings Goals VT-PSB, Efficiency VT, PUCN (NY), NGRID I 

13. Monetary Expenditure Requirements VT-PSB 
14. Participation No. Requirements VT-PSB 
15. AlliancelPartnership Requirements VT-PSB I 

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) l.75% reduction in forecasted peak demand based on average of3 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 of3 years of 

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

3 years ofhistorical sales data 

2012 Goals: 


(1) 3.25% reduction in forecasted peak demand based on average of3 years of 
historical peak demand data 

(2) 0.8% reduction in forecasted energy demand based on normalized and average 
3 years ofhistorical 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 Benetit*: $198 miIlion 
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 
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Winter Peak Demand Savings: 30.85 MW 

Summer Peak Demand Savings: 29.84 MW 


North Carolina Utilities Commission: [applicable to all major utilities] Goals Set for 2020 
Energy Sales: 12.5% of2012 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 ofNew 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>] 


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

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

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


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

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

http://www.nevadarenewables.org/?section=energy
http://www.nyserda.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 
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Exhibit RFS - 17: ErA For 861 Database - Top 20 Energy Efficiency Utilities in the US 

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

Util~y 

Code Rank Utility Name State 
kWh Saved per $ 

Spent In 2007 

2007 fnergy 
Effclency 

Saving' (kWh) 
Incremental 

2007 fnergy 

Bflciency Savings 
(kWh) Cum ulallve 

Annual Base 
2007 Annual Retail 

kWh Sale. 

2007 fnergy 

Efficiency 
Spending 

2007 Retail 
Revenue 

Annual 2007 fnergy 

eticle ncy Savings as a % of 
Annual kWh Sale. 

Cum ulallve Annual 
fnergy Effciency 

Savings as a %of 
Annual kWh Sale. 

2182 1 City of Breckenridge CO 50.4138 1,462,000 nol reported 42,336,000 29,000 $2,649,000 3.45% nol reported 

7303 2 Glidden Rural Beclnc Coop IA not reported 2,606,000 not reported 101 ,177,000 not reported $7,149,000 2.58% nol reported 

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

14328 4 Pac~ic Gas & Bectnc Co CA 5.6465 1,662,875,000 8,523,069,000 79.450,903,000 294,496,000 $10,902,816,000 2.09% 10.73% 

20806 5 City of \Mndom M'-J not reported 1,480,000 nol 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% 

4t76 7 Conneclicul Lighl & Power Co CT 4.1500 281,367,000 2,424,378,000 16,054,317,000 67,800,000 $2,955,597,000 1.75% 15.10'" 

11804 8 f.'assachusetts 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 Unrted Ilurrinating 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 Bectrjc Coop, nc SC 521.6250 12,519,000 not reported 996,410,000 24,000 $81 ,671,000 1.26% not reported 

20455 11 Western Massachusett s Bee 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 Uti"ies NY 23.6398 15,815,000 69,466,000 1,307,897,000 669,000 $116,320,000 1.21% 5.31% 

12312 13 Werced rrigation District CA 11 .1324 4,709,000 29,458,000 422,674,000 423,000 $44,966,000 111% 6.97% 

6374 14 Frtchburg Gas & Bee Lighl 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 Ana IA not reported 166,000 not reported 15,587,000 not reported $1,168,000 1.06% not reported 

24590 16 Unrul Energy Sy siems CT 4.1133 9,983,000 47,098,000 941 ,779,000 2,427,000 $89,923,000 1.06% 5.00% 

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

lOIS 18 Austin Energy 1)( 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 2.728,664,000 5,735,000 $173,907,000 0.99% 17.28% 

15776 20 Reedy Creek rrproverrent [}st 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 kWl Savings as a ~rcenl of Annual Retail kIMl 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 
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Table 3: Data on the Top 20 Energy Efficiency Utilities in the United States as Reported by the EIA for 2005 

Utility 

Code 

R3nk on.,,. 
Savin\J5 Utility Name Sune 

kWh sllved 
per $ spent In 

2005 

2005 Energy 

Ettic~ncy 

Savings (kWh) 

Incremental 

2005 Energy 

Effi<:iency 

Savings (l<WhJ 
Cumulative 

Annual Basis 
2005 Annual 

Retail kWh Sales 

2005 Energy 
EfficJency 

Spending 

2005 Retail 

Revenue 

Annual 2005 
Energy 

Efficiency 
Savings 3$ % of 

Annu31 kWh 
Sales 

.... un'yu""''' 
Annual 
Energy 

Efficiency 

SavinQs as % 
of A nll UJlI 

kWh Sales 

254,3 1 8urlingcon City of Vi iliA N<l! 3vallacle 65,(163)00 3&8.279.000 $-S97,OJO S37,718..C::lO Not available 17.7S~ 

1570'3 :2 'Citv of Reddin~ CA 3.6523 5,OOn,OGo . 129,4CiJ,000 769,947,000 51,369,000 572, 552,000 0.6% 16.8-'* 
6C'22 3 £ugen~ cw,' 01 ~ 4.4923 22,03C.~ : 424,451,0 00 2,563,174 ,oro S4,904,C:xl 51&9,452,000 0,870 15.9% 

20455 4 Weslern MHsechusem Ef~c Co r·AA 3,9051 40,238,000 ' 464,208..000 3,113,996,000 510,304,000 5353,749,000 1.39'< 14.9% 

11804 5 MHSH(nU ~e:::5 f!fClr,c (0 MA 4 .4056 199,421 ,000 1,990,984,000 15,491,451.000 5-45,255,000 51.932,31)0,000 13% 12.9% 

'1 9"8 f; Boston EdElon Co MA 4.8827 160.40t;.OO:l 1,346,101,000 10,888,695.0(1) 53; .'852,000 51,539,977,000 l.Ss:. 12.4% 

15270 7 P<llOrnae Electric Power Co DC NA {) 1,7a9,608,000 1'.670,325,000 50 $1,374,057,000 D.O% 12 2% 

17S09 Eo South.ern Cail i omla Edison Co CA ],874.0 1.139.175,000 8,901 6 86,000 75,301,581,000 5157,375,000 S9L445,101 000 1.6% 11.8% 

1'3497 9 United nlumina lm ~ (:0 CT 3.9787 8D:931,OOO 693,154,000 6,1cv.;,OO'J.OOO 520,341,000 S767,OOO,OOO 1.3;, 11.4% 

4n89 10 Commonweahh Electric Co r".,A 5.8902 31.75J.000 241559,000 2,210,570.000 55,392,000 $.321 OS5 000 l.4t, 10.9';'0 

6374 11 Fitc.hburg Gas & flee Light Co NH 2.14.30 3 ,986,00:) 36,150,000 332,612,Qro 51,860,c.vO 550,385,000 1.2% 10.9% 

16534 12 Sacramentc Muni;:ipal Ut i! Dis, CA 5.8219 81,153,000 1,118 500 000 10.483,04 2.000 $23941,000 $1,027,«0,000 0.8% 10.7% 

13781 13 Nor.hern States PO'Ner C~ MN 8.1285 159,422,()(}O 3,787,182. 000 3~,e.46, 728,000 531,9 15,000 52,423,"94,000 O, 7~, 10.6% 

16868 14 Seatll~ City of INA 2,9775 52,555,000 970,249,000 9 .161.465,oro S1 7,651 000 5562,548,000 0.6% 10.6% 

:?G1i33 15 A~ista Corp INA 12.5713 56.571,000 8S8,770,000 3,542,674.000 $4,500,000 5512,6S9,COO 0.77\ 10 4% 

15500 16 ?Ugft Soun'c En~rgl' Inc VIA 6. 788 3 17U 90.0CO 2,086,208,000 20,465.557,01)1) S2S. 24a,O:lO 51,436,075,000 0.37\ 10 .2% 

288B' 17 Carr,t ! ijge EiE<tric Light Co MA 4 .3983 B,S4S,OOO 113,555,000 :' ,117,811,00;) 52,011,000 5127, ]49,000 0.80/, 10.2% 

121047 18 Min'nesota Power In< !IAN 35.0014 137,033,000 892,802000 9,:: ~,942,OOO S ~,&06,OOO $414,310,000 1.5% 9 .9% 

13~ 1 4 19 Narragansett Ele!tffC Co RI 4 .1844 65,093,000 679,204,000 7,115,09... .000 515,795,000 5859,772,000 0,9% 9.5% 

::De36 20 Wi~consin Power & light Co V,JI 6.665 1 60 ,526,000 964,714 ,000 lC,539,095.000 59,081,000 $849733,000 0, 5~, '3_25-6 

Averae~ F~ !- .~'lings 6.0790 2,676,5':5,000 244.040,049,000 1.0% 11 .9% 
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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 uti lites ranked by Cumulative kWh Savings as a percentage of total retail sales for 2007 
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Note: Orlando Utility Company did not report savings for 200 7. 
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Figure 2: All Utilities from Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, Missississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee and Texas that 
reported Incremental kWh Savings in 2007. Graph shows utilites ranked by Incremental kWh Savings as a percentage of total retail sales for 
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Note: Orlando Utility Company did not report savings for 200 7. 
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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 tota l retail 

sales for 2006 
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Note: Orlando Utility Company did not report savings for 2007 
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Figure 4: All Utilities from Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, Missississippi, North Carol ina, 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 
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Note: Orlando Utility Company and lEA did not report savings for 2005. 
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Exhibit RFS - 19: Southeastern Electric Utilities Energy Efficiency kW Savings 

Figure 1: All Utilities from Alabama , Georgia , Florida, Louisiana, Missississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina , Tennessee and Texas 
that reported kW in 2007. Graph shows utilites ranked by kW Load Reduction as a percentage of the Summer Peak for 2007 
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Note: Orlando Utility Company, Florida Public Utilities Company and JEA did not report savings for 2007. 
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Figure 2: All Utilities from Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, Missississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee and Texas 
that reported kW in 2006. Graph shows utilites ranked by kW Load Reduction as a percentage of the Summer Peak for 2006 
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Note: Orlando Utility Company, Florida Public Utilities Company, Tampa Electric Company and JEA did not report savings for 
2006. 
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Figure 3: All Utilities from Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, Missississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee and Texas that 

reported kW in 2005. Graph shows utilites ranked by kW Load Reduction as a percentage of the Summer Peak for 2005 
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Note: Orlando Utility Company, Florida Public Utilities Company, Progress Energy Florida and JEA did not report savings for 2005. 
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'. 
TOTAL 

Wiltter 

"eM tIIW SUmmerMW EneqyGWh Win1er tIIW 

2010 33.1 60.0 74.1 24-6 

2011 66.2 120.0 148.5 49.2 

2012 99.4 180.0 225.6 73.9 

2013 132.7 240.0 303.5 98.6 

2014 166..3 300.0 390.1 123.3 

2015 200.0 360.0 477A 148.Q 

2016 233.9 420.5 56'3.9 172.7 

2017 268.2 481.4 665.9 197.­

2018 303.0 543.4 769.8 ULl 

2019 337.8 606.6 878.2 246.7 
-

1of7 

.. ' . 
RfSIoarrIAl COMMEIiClAI/INDlISTRlAl 

SummerMW £ne<syGWh WinterMW SU_MW Ene~GWh 

26.6 33.1 8 .5 33.4 41.0 

53.2 66.2 17.0 66.8 82.4 

79.5 99.0 25.5 1.00.5 126.6 

105.7 131.7 34.1 134.3 171.8 

131 .9 164.4 43.0 168.1 225 .7 

158.1 197.1 52.0 201.9 280.3 

llI4.3 U9.8 6L2 236.2 340.1 

210.5 262.5 70.8 270.9 403.4 
. 

-
236.7 295.2 80.9 306.7 474.6 

263.3 328.3 91.1 343.3 549.9 
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2019 1,328.8 1,218.0 4,02(1.1 1.291.3 949.0 2,90&.5 37.S 269.0 1.1.13.6 

2019 ~9.:;4 520.59 613.81 463.14 322.76 48'7_52 96.~ 197.B3 12.6.29 
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TOTAl 

Ye~f Wln1erMW SummerMW EneqyGWh WonterMW 

2010 2.1 4.1 8.2 L2 

2011 5.0 10.1 21.6 3.1 

2012 8.6 17.3 39.6 5.5 

2013 12.9 26.0 60.9 8.5 

2014 17.6 353 843 12.0 

2015 22.4 45.1 108.9 15.5 

2016 27 .5 55.1 133.8 19.2 

2017 32.3 64.3 157.7 22.6 

2018 36.8 73.5 180.4 25.7 

2019 40.9 81.8 201.7 28.5 

.. 
RESIDOmAl COMMERCIAl/INDUSTRIAL 

SUmmerMW m.ruGWh WintefMW SommerMW EMqyGWh 

1.4 1.9 0.9 2.7 6.3 

3.5 S.S 1.9 6.6 16.1 

6.4 10.5 3.1 10.9 29.1 
9 .9 16.8 4 .4 16.1 44.1 

13.9 24.0 5.6 21.4 60.3 

1&.2 31.7 6 .9 26.9 Tl.2 

2 2.5 39 .6 83 32 .6 94.2 

26.4 461! 9.7 37.9 UO.9 

30.1 53.3 11.1 4 3 .4 127.1 

33.3 59.0 12.4 48.5 142.7 I 
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.. 
n:mu 

Winter 
Ve.o, MW SummerMW EnerfYGWIt WinterMW 

2010 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

2011 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 

lOll 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

2013 0.0 0 .0 a.o 0.0 

2014 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 

1015 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

2016 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 

2017 0 .0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 

2018 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 

2019 0.0 0.0 0.0 I -
0.0 

.. 
RESJD£NTIAI. COMMERClAI/INDUSTRlAl 

SummerMW EnoqyGWh WinterMW SUmmerMW Enel"fYGWh 
0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 
0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

-
0.0 

-
0.0 1­ 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 
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. 
TOTAl 

Ye.. WlnterMW SurrunerMW Er>ernGWh Wlnte-MW 

2010 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 
2011 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 
2012 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 
2013 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 
2014 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 
2015 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 
2015 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 

2017 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2018 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

2019 I 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 

. ... 
RESlDEHTlAl COMMElICIAI/INDUSTRL\l 
~mmerM'W EnernGWh W.,terMW SummerWfW EnerrvGWh 

0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 
0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 
0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 
0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 
0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

- '----­ 0 .0 
-

0.0 
-

0.0 
- 0.0 0.0 
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TOTAl 
Winter 

V.. MW SummHMW ~rgyGWh Wl<1terMW 
2010 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

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

-­- - - -­ -­

. 
RESlD'fHTIAl COMMf~OAI/INOIJ5l1!lAl 

SummerMW EnergyGWh Wln1erMW SurnmerMW Enerwv GWh 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 

0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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Exhibit RFS - 22: Proposed Expenditures on Renewable R&D Programs 

Table I: Proposed Expenditures on Renewable P&D Programs Based on 5-Yr. Average Funding 
Recovery as Determined through the Energy Cost Recovery Clause 

Year 

Florida Power & Light 

Company 

$145,679,192 

Progress Energy 

Florida, Inc. 

$60,072,362 

Tampa Electric 

Company 

$16,357,137 

Gulf Power 

Company 

$7,619,637 

Florida Public 

Utility Company 

$382,5042004 

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% of5-yr. Avg. $3,107,374 $1,293,518 $306,204 $180,068 $9,447 

5% of5-yr. Avg. $7,768,435 $3,233,796 $765,509 $450,169 $23,616 

10% of5-yr. Avg. $15,536,870 $6,467,592 $1,531,018 $900,338 $47,233 
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ECCR Factors with Additional Amount Dedicated to Demand-Side Renewable Programs 

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

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 




