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August 6th, 2012

Mr. Jeff Derouen, Executive Director
Kentucky Public Service Commission
211 Sower Boulevard

Frankfort, Kentucky 40602

Re: Sierra Club Response to BREC Requests for Information
Docket 2012-00063

Dear Mr. DeRouen:

Enclosed for the filing are an original and ten copies of Sierra Club’s response to Big Rivers
Electric Company’s initial request for information, including verification pages. Copies of this
letter and all enclosures have been served on each of the persons listed on the attached service
list. A copy of the information for which confidential treatment is sought has also been served on
each party that has entered into Big Rivers’ confidentiality agreement and will be filed with the
Commission separately today.

Sincerely,
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Sierra Club Environmental Jdw Program

85 2nd Sifeet. 2nd Floor

San Francisco CA, 94105

Office: (415)977-5737




Commonwealth of Kentucky

Before the Public Service Commission

In the Matter of:

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC )
CORPORATION FOR APPROVAL OF ITS )
2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE )
PLAN, FOR APPROVAL OF ITS ) Case No. 2012-00063
AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST )
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR )
CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC )
CONVIENENCE AND NECESSITY, AND )
FOR AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH A )

)

REGULATORY ACCOUNT.

BEN TAYLOR AND SIERRA CLUB’S OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO BIG
RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION TO
SIERRA CLUB

Intervenors Ben Taylor and Sierra Club (collectively “Environmental Intervenors™)
hereby submit their responses and objections to Big Rivers Electric Corporation’s (“Big Rivers™)

First Requests for Information.

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

A. Environmental Intervenors object to Requests that seek information that is not relevant to
the above-referenced proceedings, Kentucky Rule of Evidence 401.

B. Environmental Intervenors object to Requests that are not “reasonably calculated to lead
to the discovery of admissible evidence,” Kentucky Civil Rule 26.02(1).

C. Environmental Intervenors object to Requests that seek information that is protected by
the First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.

D. Environmental Intervenors object to Requests that are overly broad, unduly burdensome,



G.

oppressive, and calculated to take Sierra Club and its staff away from normal work
activities, and require them to expend significant resources to provide complete and
accurate answers to Big Rivers’ Request, which are only of marginal value to Big Rivers,
Kentucky Civil Rule 26.02.

Environmentalb Intervenors reserve all of its evidentiary objections or other objections to
the introduction or use of any response at any hearing in this action.

Environmental Intervenors do not, by any response to any Request, waive any objections
to that Request.

Environmental Intervenors do no admit to the validity of any legal or factual contention
asserted or assumed in the text of any Request.

Environmental Intervenors reserve the right to assert additional objections as appropriate,
and to amend or supplement these objections and responses as appropriate.

The foregoing general objections shall apply to each of the following Requests whether |

or not restated in the response to any particular response.



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ certify that I mailed a copy of the following documents by first class mail on August 6,
2012 1o the below parties of record:

- Sierra Club Responses to First Request for Information

James M. Miller, Esq. Jennifer B. Hans

Tyson Kamuf Larry Cook

Sullivan, Mountjoy, Stainback & Miller, PSC ~ Matt James

100 Saint Ann Street Assistant Attorney General's Office

P.O. Box 727 1024 Capital Center Drive, Suite 200
Owensboro, KY 42302-0727 Frankfort, K'Y 40601-8204

Michael L. Kurtz David C. Brown, Esq.

Kurt J. Boehm Stites & Harbison

Boehm, Kurtz & Lowry 1800 Aegon Center. 400 West Market Street
36 East Seventh Street, Suite 1510 Louisville, KY 40202

Cincinnati, OH 45202
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VERIFICATION

STATE OF )
) SS:
VERMONT )

The undersigned, Dr. William Steinhurst, being duly sworn, deposes and says that he is an
Associate with Synapse Energy Economics, and that he has personal knowledge of the matters
set forth in the responses for which he is identified as the witness, and the answers contained
therein are true and correct to the best of his information, knowledge, and belief.
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William Steinhurst
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Subscribed and sworn before me | /\A/ Iy L ‘,7 L

. I'“)r /" , = /
on thised " day of [Huaust . 201 Notary Public
o day of | q i ANNABEL L GONVAW
NOTARY PUBLIC, VERMONT

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES FEB. 10, 2015



VERIFICATION

STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS )
) SS:
COUNTY OF MIDDLESEX )

The undersigned, Rachel Wilson, being duly swom, deposes and says that she is an Associate
with Synapse Energy Economics, and that she has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in
the responses for which she is identified as the witness, and the answers contained therein are
true and correct to the best of her information, knowledge, and belief.

Kotcd loeess,

Rachel Wilson

Subscribed and sworn before me

onthis -2 day of @M A2

JANICE CONYERS

Netary Public

[ Commenwealth of Massachusetts

My Commission Expires
July 27, 2018




SPECIFIC RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS

Request No. 1
Please refer to page 10 of Dr. Steinhurst’s testimony, lines 13-16, where he states that
Synapse compared the Build Case to a natural gas combined cycle unit “using several
combinations of more appropriate assumptions.” Please list each input and assumption
Synapse changed, explain why the input or assumption was changed, and provide all

analyses, documents, or other bases supporting the change.

Response to Request No. 1 - Respondent: William Steinhurst

Please see the Sierra Club’s response to Commission Staff data request No. 10.



Request No. 2

Please refer to page 11 of Dr. Steinhurst’s testimony, beginning at line 20, where he
states, “It is also contrary to the experience of national leaders in energy efficiency who
have found it possible to achieve savings in excess of 1% of retail sales per year
consistently for a decade or more.”
a. Please provide all documents upon which Mr. Steinhurst bases that statement.
b. Please list each utility Mr. Steinhurst is referring to in that statement, and for each
utility listed:
1. please provide the percentage of residential load to total load for each of
the last 10 years, and
ii. please state whether all of the energy savings Mr. Steinhurst mentions
came from a reduction in residential energy consumption, and if not,
provide the annual energy consumption reductions from residential

consumers.

Response to Request No. 2 - Respondent: William Steinhurst
a. Iam aware of four energy efficiency program administrators in the nation that have
achieved savings at or in excess of 1% of retail sales per year over the past 10 years.
They are Burlington (Vermont) Electric Department, Efficiency Vermont (the third
party administrator for Vermont DSM programs other than Burlington Electric’s
territory), and two Connecticut investor utilities. Their achievements are found in the

following documents:



Burlington Electric Department 2012. 2011 Energy Efficiency Annual Report,

Figure 1, available

Efficiency Vermont 2011. 2011 Savings Claim, Figure 2, available

at http.//www.efficiencyvermont.com/docs/about_efficiency vermont/annual rep

orts/2011 Savings Claim Summary EfficiencyVermont.pdf

Connecticut Energy Conservation Management Board. Annual Energy Efficiency
Reports from 2001 to 2011, titled “Connecticut’s Investment in Energy
Efficiency,” available

at htip//'www.ctsavesenergy.org/ecmb/documents.php?section=12

In addition, the following two documents provide examples of energy efficiency program

administrators or utilities that achieved 1% annual savings or more over multiple years in

the past.

Garvey, E. 2007. “Minnesota’s Demand Efficiency Program.” Presentation to the
National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency — Midwest Implementation Meeting,
Minneapolis, Minn. June 21, Slide 14, available

at http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/documents/suca/mw-jun-07 garvey.pdf

K. Takahashi and D. Nichols 2008. The Sustainability and Costs of Increasing
Efficiency Impacts: Evidence from Experience to Date, proceedings of the 2008
ACEEE Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Buildings, ACEEE, pp. 8-363 -

8-375.

Finally, note that there are many states across the country that have established long-term

aggressive energy efficiency goals that go beyond the 1% level to as much as 2 or 2.5%



per year. Some twenty states have set cumulative savings goals for 2020 in excess of
10%. The figure below is taken from a recent study by ACEEE on state energy efficiency

resource standards.

30.00%
State EERS Policies "
WA
25.00%
v
L
©
a AZ
43 2.00%
E LR
° WA
ES MN
(%]
© 1540% 0
¥ i
’g - CA
s OH
w My
o 1600% |
2
K NM
=
£
8 coo% >
NV
; NC
"M‘,,.««"”'" gy 3
C.O0% oo BESEA NNN . . S e
2093 2010 2011 2012 2013 214 015 WIS 017 018 09 200
Year

Source: ACEEE 2011. Energy Efficiency Resource Standards: A Progress Report on State
Experience, June 2011, available at http://acece.org/research-report/ul 12

b. i. The following table shows residential load as percentage of total load from
2000 to 2010 for Connecticut investor owned utilities (IOUs) (combining
United Illuminating Company and CLx ), Burlington Electric Department
(BED), and Efficiency Vermont. The underlying sales data are based on the

Energy Information Administration’s Form EIA-861 data files.!

" http://www.eia. gov/electricity/data/eia861/index.himl




il.

CT Efficiency

I0Us BED | Vermont
2000 40% 27% | 37%
2001 40% 27% | 37%
2002 41% 27% | 37%
2003 42% 27% | 38%
2004 42% 26% | 38%
2005 43% 26% | 38%
2006 42% 25% | 38%
2007 40% 25% | 38%
2008 42% 24% | 38%
2009 44% 25% | 40%
2010 44% 24% | 39%

Energy savings achieved by the four leading energy efficiency
program administrators mentioned above are based on efficiency
implementations at all sectors. The level of residential energy
savings (as % of retail sales) by Efficiency Vermont and Burlington
Electric Department (BED) are in general higher than the level of
savings at all sectors. See the following two figures, which are
compiled based on energy savings data provided in annual energy
efficiency reports by BED, Efficiency Vermont, and Connecticut

Energy Conservation Management Board (ECMB).
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REQUEST 1-2

Attachment 1



2010 Report of the Energy Efficiency Board

1 March 2011



We are pleased, as the Energy Efficiency Board’s Chair and Vice-Chair, to proudly deliver the Board’s Year 2010
Programs and Operations Report to the Connecticut legislature. Within this annual report, we will detail how the
Energy Efficiency Fund has fulfilled its primary objectives of advancing the efficient use of energy to:

(1) reduce ratepayer bills;
(2) promote economic development and provide energy security/affordability; and
(3) reduce air pollution and other negative environmental impacts!

2010 was a positive year in the fulfillment of our mission. Continuing a positive trend started in 2000,

Connecticut has once again been ranked among the top ten states in the nation for energy efficiency policies and
implementation. This is a tribute to the willingness of the state’s residents and business owners to embrace our
commitment to a more energy-efficient future and a tacit endorsement of the policies and legislation that created
the Connecticut Energy Efficiency Fund in 1998. Because Connecticut has such a large and active portfolio of
successful programs in place, the state was the recipient of American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA)
funding to supplement these award-winning energy-saving programs. This critical funding played an important role
in 2010 and will continue to be expended in 2011

It is important to note that energy-saving programs offered through the Energy Efficiency Fund play a vital
economic role for Connecticut. For every $1 spent on energy efficiency, Connecticut receives electric, gas and fuel
oil system benefits of more than $3. This return demonstrates that Energy Efficiency Fund programs are a powetful
agent in resolving the state's economic crisis: they reduce customer costs, generate critical green jobs, and make
the state more competitive by lowering business operating costs.

It is in this context, then, that we urge the state legislature to refrain from allocating Energy Efficiency Fund
resources—resources paid by the state's ratepayers—as part of a solution to close the state’s budget gap. It will not
only stall the momentum we have all worked so hard to achieve, but would represent unsound economic policy

as well. The state budget passed in 2010 includes re-allocation of Energy Efficiency Fund resources to the state’s
General Fund beginning in 2012. We hope this report underscores the importance of continued funding of these
programs for the environmental and economic well-being of the state.

The Energy Efficiency Board is grateful for your support in the past and looks forward to enjoying your continued
support in the coming years. We are committed to working cooperatively with legislators and all of Connecticut’s
energy stakeholders to continue the state’s leadership position in the important national energy efficiency effort.

Sincerely yours,

).
Richard W. Steeves Jeffrey R, Gaudiosi
Energy Efficiency Board, Energy Efficiency Board,
Chairperson Vice-Chairperson

'Conn. Gen. Stat. §16-245m. reference 16-32f for natural gas measures.



» ACEEE: Exemplary State Energy Efficiency Programs « Business New Haven: Connecticut Green Business Award

Home Energy Solutions/Office of Policy & Home Energy Solutions—Iincome Eligible
Management Clean, Tune & Test joint program + ENERGY STAR®: Sustained Excellence Award
« Association of Energy Engineers (AEE-CT): Leadership Participant in the Northeast Retail Products initiative

in Energy Efficiency Award, 10 Energy Project Awards
Energy Opportunities, Residential New Construction’s
Zero Energy Challenge, Small Business Energy
Advantage, and Retro Commissioning

s The Connecticut Quality Improvement Award, Inc.:
Innovation Prize
Gold Prize: Home Energy Solutions/Office of
Policy & Management Clean, Tune & Test joint program
Silver Prize: Business Sustainability Challenge.

Energy Efficiency Fund programs contribute to the more than 2,675 jobs that result directly from energy efficiency and
serves as an economic development engine creating private sector businesses which deliver energy efficiency services,

DOE Grant Funds Green Initiatives o
The Eneray Efficiency Fund leveraged a $3 million Department of Energy (DOE) grant to create the Connecticut Green and Heaithy
Homes Initiative (CTGHHD, which offers limited-income families education on energy assistance and health and safety matters. These
funds also provide cross training of partner and program staff while expanding the number.of homes weatherized, rehabilitated and
macdle safe and healthy beyond the standard scope of the Energy Efficiency Fund’s Income Eligible weatherization program. The
strength ofithe grant isdueto private and public partnerships with municipalities, healthcare organizations, social service groups
and grassroots organizations. :




Created in 1998 with the purpose of helping small and large businesses, homeowners and renters, and

state and local governments use energy more efficiently, our mission is simple yet powerful:

The Energy Efficiency Board (formerly known as the Energy Conservation Management Board) is an
appointed group of 14 members who represent private and public entities who serve voluntarily and meet
vear-round. These members reflect a cross section of interests, providing representation for residential,
business, community and municipal consumers. The Board is assisted by consultants who are nationally
recognized as experts in their respective fields. The original purpose of the Energy Efficiency Board was
to advise and assist the state's two electric distribution companies, The Connecticut Light and Power
Company (CL&P) and The United llluminating Company (UD), in both the development and implementation
of Energy Efficiency Fund programs. The Energy Efficiency Board's oversight was expanded with the
passage of 2005 legislation to include the energy efficiency programs of the Connecticut Municipal
Electric Energy Cooperative (CMEEC) and the state’s natural gas utilities—Connecticut Natural Gas
Corporation, The Southern Connecticut Gas Company and Yankee Gas Services Company. The inclusion
of natural gas measures was integrated into the existing portfolio of programs and services, providing
additional savings for customers without having to navigate multiple administrative systems. With receipt
of American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funds, we have also been able to leverage our services to
include more fuel oil measures, an effort already underway through partnerships with State agencies such
as the Office of Policy and Management and the Department of Social Services. Additionally, we have

established procedures for public comment to factor into our decisions and actions.




In addition to the Energy Efficiency Fund’s work in the area of energy efficiency, we are equally committed to balancing
electric supply and demand, otherwise known as load management. Energy efficiency and load management programs
reduce peak demand. These programs result in a broad range of benefits to Connecticut’s residents and businesses
including a reduction of Federally Mandated Congestion Charges (FMCCs) on electric bills, decrease in power plant and
capital cost improvements, and improvement of transmission system reliability. Additionally, reductions in the quantity of
energy and capacity that consumers will need in the future due to efficiency and/or demand response programs result in
lower prices because the wholesale markets do not need to purchase the next most expensive unit. This impact of efficiency

programs on market prices is referred to as the Demand-Reduction-induced Price Effect (DRIPE).

The highest point of customer demand is called peak demand. New England’s electrical grid is summer peaking, meaning
the highest electrical demand occurs on hot, humid summer weekday afternoons. In addition to the Energy Efficiency Fund-
supported and ISO-New England load management programs, the Fund promotes the Wait ‘til 8 campaign—a marketing
initiative to publicize energy conservation during peak demand times by encouraging residents to voluntarily shift use of

major energy-consuming appliances from mid-afternoon to after 8 pm.

The Energy Efficiency Board and the Fund’s administrators

recognize the importance of evaluation studies to support

continuous improvement of the programs. The programs TOTAL
undergo impact evaluations on a regular basis that are '

conducted by third-party evaluators. The purpose of impact
evaluations is to verify that the reported savings are
accurate. Savings are reported to regulatory bodies and
used in both the ISO Forward Capacity and Connecticut
Class Il Renewable markets, and therefore, impact . TOTAL

evaluations are a critical aspect of the process.

The Energy Efficiency Board and its partner utilities tailor

programs to ensure energy efficiency savings are broadly

realized by all customer segments.

1SO-NE Price Hesponse
Progeam (Energy Elliciency
Fund Only

Customer Sector

Limited-income 17 559 727 145 8,230 10,456
Residential

(Non Limited-Income) 244 947 981 1,496 18,793 19,428
Commercial & Industrial 162 1,070 0 2,076 14,068 0

Totals 423 2,576 1,708 3,717 41,001 29,884




The flagship residential initiative is the Home Energy Solutions (HES)
program. The HES Program began in 2006 as a residential duct sealing pilot.
Since that time, it has evolved into a multi-million dollar retrofit program
with numerous partner vendors delivering services to customers throughout
Connecticut. In 2010, HES served approximately 34,000 households, a
record for the program since its inception and an increase of nearly double
compared to 2009.

In order to simplify our residential offerings and eliminate confusion, HES
and the limited income programs formerly known as WRAP and Ul Helps
have been combined under the HES program umbrella. The limited income

programs will now be known as HES-Income Eligible (HES-IE).

The HES program is a “whole-home solution” that focuses on reducing all
energy consumption and costs. Building Performance Institute, Inc.-trained

technicians perform an energy assessment of the home and provide a variety
Photo credit. Je Pe ' " of on-the-spot efficiency and weatherization measures.

Homes receive diagnostic tests to assess air leakage throughout the home, including the ductwork. Critical leaks
are then located with test equipment and professionally sealed. This instrument-guided air sealing is one of

the quickest and least expensive ways to improve efficiency and lower heating and cooling bills. Ken and Ellen
Rosengrant of Meriden, for example, are now saving just under $400 and approximately 548 kilowatt-hours and
110 gallons of fuel oil annually by installing a ductless heat pump in their new addition, upgrading to efficient
lighting, and sealing their heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) ductwork. Dan and Marsha Carson

of Newington enjoyed similar results—an annual savings of approximately $587 and an estimated total lifetime

savings from weatherization and water heating services of 3,726 kilowatt-hours and 1,942 gallons of oil.

Lighting and water-saving measures are installed by technicians and the efficiency of insulation and appliances
are also assessed. Technicians review the work completed at a “kitchen table” wrap-up to ensure homeowners

understand the services performed and the resulting energy savings.

Additional efficiency technologies and energy conservation behaviors are also discussed with the homeowner and
the technicians review available appliance/insulation rebates, renewable energy options, tax credits and potential

financing opportunities to encourage additional investrments in efficiency.



New residential financing became available in June, allowing
residents to borrow from $2,500 to $20,000 at below-market

interest rates for qualifying improvements recommended
through the Home Energy Solutions program and performed
by an approved contractor. This funding source makes it
casier for customers to act on the recommendations made by
technicians during a HES evaluation, thereby extending the

depth of energy improvements made throughout the state. '

A new report card was developed for use by HES technicians
to create a home energy estimate measure or “yardstick.” The
report card helps customers understand the savings and cost-

effectiveness of implementing the follow-up recommendations

made by the HES technician.

The infusion of American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
(ARRA) funds has enabled the Energy Efficiency Fund to
include oil-heat customers at the same, low $75 co-pay as
natural gas and electric-heat customers enjoy. This has been
a critical step in promoting fuel blindness in energy efficiency
programming and reducing heating oil bills for customers.
The HES program took full advantage of the ARRA funding,
receiving $6.2 million and expending it on almost 15,000

projects.

Home Performance (HES-HP) is an advanced approach

to energy efficiency. In HES-HP, participants work with

their utility program administrators to identify savings and
custom energy efficiency measures beyond the basic HES
core services. These measures may include instaliation

of additional insulation, new ENERGY STAR* appliances,
efficienct heating systems, etc. Along with the new financing
pilot, these incentives encourage and enable residents to
make substantial, comprehensive changes in their home.
Modeled after the commercial and industrial retrofit program,
this program was created to maximize energy savings

opportunities in the residential sector.



The Energy Efficiency Fund has always made
assistance to Connecticut families with limited incomes
a high priority. Energy bills for these families represent
a disproportionate percentage of their expenses,
especially during this national economic downturn.

We continue to serve this vital need in Connecticut
communities largely through partnerships with a
myriad of social service agencies and community
groups throughout the state. This network of agencies
offers the most direct access to the population in need
of assistance, and actively promotes the Home Energy
Solutions—Iincome Eligible program to its client base.

While we continue to serve income eligible residents

directly, the partnerships we have developed with

social service and community organizations has proved
fruitful in identifying participants who can benefit from

the program.

In some cases, the Energy Efficiency Fund covers all
the costs associated with the projects. in other cases,
we partner with the Connecticut Department of Social
Services (DSS) to leverage funding from both sources
for projects which are cost-shared. This enables us to

provide greater and more comprehensive services and

helps extend our reach to more eligible households.




HES-IE is similar to the HES core services program, however
eligible participants receive the service at no cost and
additional energy-saving measures are provided. Energy
specialists assess a home's efficiency and perform a range
of weatherization services such as installing CFLs, caulking
cracks/leaks around doors and windows, and installing
insulation. All weatherization measures are designed

to reduce heating and cooling losses. Additional efficiency
steps include installing water-saving faucet aerators

and showerheads, and upgrading appliances and

heating systems.

The Naugatuck Housing Authority’s Oak Terrace apartment
complex is an excellent example of how the program works
in the community. In partnership with the Department

of Social Services, major conservation measures were
implemented at the 195-unit complex. These measures
included air sealing, new ENERGY STAR* Low E Argon
windows, energy-efficient lighting, water-saving devices,
and the installation of ductless heat pumps. Ductless heat
pumps were added to the program services in 2010 after
being tested in a limited pilot in previous years. They have
proven to be a very cost-effective alternative to expensive
electric baseboard heat often found in many apartment
complexes and housing authority properties. They reduce
heating costs by approximately 40 percent and provide
cooling in the summer usually adequate enough to avoid
the use of inefficient air conditioning units. Because they

do not require ductwork, installation is simple and much

less disruptive to the residents. Incentives of more than
$414,000 will save the complex approximately 9 million
kilowatt-hours over the lifetime of the installed measures,
and the average energy savings per unit is estimated at
more than $533 per year.

The HES-IE program also serves individuals one household
at a time. Through a mailing associated with Bridgeport’s
B-Green 2020 initiative, Karen Barber of Truman Street was
informed about the available program services. Ms nBarber

called at once to see if this could actually be true.

Contractors arrived at her home and set-up the blower door
test to find air leakage. The technicians caulked around the
windows and realigned the windows in their tracking. A
new door sweep and sealing around the door’s frame took
care of major air leaks. Additionally, energy-efficient light
bulbs and water conservation devices were provided and
installed. Ms. Barber will save almost 2,800 kilowatt-hours

over the lifetime of these installed improvements.



The Residential New Construction (RNC) program provides financial incentives and technical assistance
to make integrating efficient design and technologies feasible in residential construction projects.
Incentives are provided to architects, builders and homeowners to design new homes that incorporate

energy-~-efficient technologies during the design phase.

The RNC program challenges architects and builders to move to a new, higher level of efficiency in
construction—high-performance and zero-net energy homes. Incentives are available for electric and
natural gas efficiency measures such as ENERGY STAR® for home certification, insulation, gas water

heaters, geothermal heat pumps and other electrical HVAC equipment to meet greener building standards.

In 2009, the Energy Efficiency Fund initiated Connecticut’s first residential design and build competition
for single- and multi-family homes called the CT Zero Energy Challenge. The Challenge awards monetary
prizes to three winners, while serving as an educational platform for the state’s building community
regarding high-performance homes. All contestants are required to participate in the Residential New
Construction program, and, in addition to energy efficiency measures, each home must incorporate clean,
renewable energy technologies into the project’s design. Zero-net energy means a home uses no more
energy from the electrical grid over a given period than it produces. The challenge uses RESNET Rating
Standards to determine each completed home's Home Energy Rating System (HERS) Index. The home
with the lowest HERS index, indicating it will use the least energy, wins the competition.




Pictured in the photo from L to R: First Place Winner, George Keithan, President, Consulting Engineering Services; Second Place
Winner, Jeremy & Karann Schaller; Third Place Winner, Chris Trolle, Principal, BPC Green Builders

Eighteen Connecticut homes participated in the Challenge (visit www.ctzeroenergychallenge.com for a list of participating

projects). The following homes were winners in the 2009-2010 Zero Energy Challenge:

The Killingworth home of George and Mary Keithan was
designed as a classic New England home in a farm setting with
all of today’s modern systems and conveniences, wrapped

up into a home requiring zero energy. By incorporating a
geothermal heating and cooling system, passive and active

solar systems, and an extremely energy-efficient building

envelope, among other features, the home produced the best
HERS rating of -7.

The new home of Jeremy and Karann Schaller is in rural New
Hartford, The home features a highly energy-efficient structural
insulated panel cladding system, passive and active solar
design, innovative heating and cooling technologies, energy-

efficient fixtures and appliances, and salvaged, recycled, or

sustainable products as much as practically and economically
possible. As a result, the Schaller's home resulted in a HERS
rating of 4.

The New Canaan home of Chris Trolle is designed to look
like a traditional Adirondack lodge, yet featured a wide array
of energy-efficient technologies that helped to achieve the
goal of certification within the Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) for Homes program at the
platinum level. Some innovative features included a heavily
insulated building envelope, triple glazed windows, a solar
thermal array for space heating, domestic hot water and
summer pool heating, and thermal mass radiant slab heating
for the main living area. The new home produced a HERS

rating of 14.


http://ctzeroenergychallenge.com

The highlight of the Energy Efficiency Fund's retail
products effort in 2010 continued to center around
the promotion of Compact Fluorescent Light bulbs
(CFLs). CFLs use 75 percent less electricity than
incandescent bulbs while producing the same
amount of light. The Fund's award-winning Retail
Products program promotes the sale of CFLs in
many of Connecticut’s grocery, pharmacy, home
improvement and big box stores by working with
lighting manufacturers to rebate CFLs before they
reach the shelf. This allows customers to purchase
discounted CFLs without having to submit mail-in
rebates or bring coupons to the store.

The Energy Efficiency Fund aggressively marketed
the CFL discount program in 2010, including radio
and print advertising. That advertising effort, along
with in-store signage and promotion efforts, produced
notable sales results—more than 5 million bulbs in
2010, which will save customers approximately $36.3
million annually. In addition, the Fund continues to
support the emerging Light Emitting Diode (LED)
lighting market, positioning itself to bring this
emerging technology to more households in 2071

The Energy Independence and Security Act of
2007 (EISA 2007) will phase out standard use
incandescent bulbs beginning in 2012. However,
several large manufacturers have started
producing EISA-compliant halogen bulbs, which
are approximately 30 percent more efficient than
standard incandescent bulbs. These halogen
bulbs, however, are far less efficient than standard
CFLs. Therefore, it appears that there may

be opportunities to continue to promote CFL
technology even after the onset of EISA.

The Fund partners with a local retail lighting vendor
and national ENERGY STAR® partner to offer lighting
fairs throughout the year. These lighting fairs are
hosted by commercial businesses, state agencies,
home shows, state and town fairs, and non-profit
organizations, allowing consumers to purchase CFLs
and other lighting products at a discount.

A 16-page catalog was developed for distribution
at home shows, lighting fairs and other events that
highlight a complete line of specialty CFLs, table
and desk lamps, ceiling lights, outside lighting, LED
products, and kilowatt-measuring meters.

A unique fundraising program that alfows schools
and community organizations to raise money by
selling CFLs achieves two important goals: it helps
organizations such as schools and community
groups raise important funds and expands access
to CFLs throughout Connecticut.




The ductless heat pump rebate program for electric
heat customers was launched in Fall 2009 and was
successfully extended in 2010. A rebate of up to
$1,000, together with up to $1,500 in federal tax
credits, has made ductless heat pumps a viable
retrofit option for residents who currently heat
their homes with more costly, less efficient electric
resistance heat—they use approximately 40
percent less energy than electric baseboard
heating systems.

In addition, the Energy Efficiency Fund has
substantially increased its contractor training
efforts to build a larger network of installers. That
effort will enable the program to be extended to
more program participants throughout the state.

Geothermal heat pump equipment

Geothermal heat pumps are a clean and efficient
option that may help customers save on their
heating and cooling costs. Rebates from the
Energy Efficiency Fund of up to $1,500 are used
to encourage the proper installation and testing
of geothermal heat pumps. Customers may also
qualify for federal tax incentives for qualifying
ENERGY STAR equipment.

According to the U.S. Department of Energy,
heating and cooling accounts for about half of
the energy use in a typical American home. This is
why the Energy Efficiency Fund provides a $500
incentive for installing certain ENERGY STAR
central air conditioning or heat pump systems.

Ductless heat pump outdoor unit



A fundamental priority of the Energy Efficiency Fund is educating Connecticut residents on the many issues related
to living a sustainable, energy-efficient lifestyle. The Fund's educational outreach is delivered through a variety of
mediums, including museum exhibits, public forums, school-based programs (kindergarten through college), trade
shows and training seminars. These outreach efforts play a vital role in providing the information and tools needed
for businesses, municipalities and residents to reduce energy consumption, lower energy bills and protect the
environment.

In 2010, the eesmarts program continued to offer
custom and general professional development
workshops to nearly 400 educators that gave hands-
on, inguiry-based lessons on the basics of energy
efficiency, renewable energy and electricity. The
program is an energy efficiency and clean, renewable
energy learning initiative providing professional
development workshops and curriculum free-of-charge
to Grade K-9 educators across the state.

eesmarts provides custom workshops for school
districts and a Summer Institute for individual educators
across the state from parochial, private, public and
home schools. Workshops are led by the Project

to Increase Mastery of Mathematics and Science at
Wesleyan University. In 2010, the Energy Efficiency
Fund began its eeEvents initiative—forums in which
staff gave presentations, led classroom lessons and
conducted direct outreach with children—not just
educators. This highly successful initiative will continue
in 2011




The eeCommunities program was developed to
encourage communities to develop a sustainable
and energy efficiency ethic in Connecticut’s 169
towns and cities. The objective of this marketing and
educational outreach program is to utilize locally
organized efforts to help advance the message of
energy efficiency and to raise awareness of and
promote participation in all of the Energy Efficiency
Fund's residential, business and municipal programs
through technical, financial, educational and
marketing assistance.

In 2011, the eeCommunities program will expand
to even more communities by partnering with
the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund to deliver an
integrated energy community program

In 2010, the Energy Efficiency Fund worked

closely with the Town of Wethersfield's energy
committees on an educational initiative and town-
wide Conservation Challenge. Two challenge
kick-off educational forums were held at the town
hall to educate residents, businesses and municipal
officials about energy conservation behaviors and
Energy Efficiency Fund programs. Fund-sponsored
weatherization kits were distributed to the Challenge
participants. In addition, the program recruited more
than 200 households to participate in the Fund’s
Home Energy Solutions program and is working
with the town to benchmark its municipal building
energy performance.

In 2010, the eeCommunities program collaboratively
worked with Cheshire’s Town Manager, Cheshire
Energy Commission and Home Energy Solutions
contractors to leverage American Resource and
Recovery Act dollars with Energy Efficiency Fund
programs to promote in-home energy assessments.
As a result of this partnership, 690 households
received Home Energy Solutions program services
between April 20 and June 30, 2010.

With support from Congressman Jim Himes (CT-4)
and Fairfield First Selectman Ken Flatto, the Energy
Efficiency Fund partnered with the Town of Fairfield
to provide a credit for the full cost of a home energy
assessment to the first 1,500 qualified homeowners
to sign up for the Fund’'s Home Energy Solutions
program. During the four-month initiative, more than
1,400 households were served, resulting in 889,883
annual kilowatt-hours savings and 6,458,213 lifetime
kilowatt-hours savings.
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Since 2005, the Energy Efficiency Fund has sponsored
the creation of several energy exhibits and hosted
energy efficiency events as a part of the broader
objective of extending information on energy
efficiency into as many diverse sources as possible
around Connecticut. Exhibits on energy, sustainability
and efficiency have been funded at the Connecticut
Science Center (Hartford) and the Discovery Museum
(Bridgeport).

The SmartLiving™ Center (Orange) continues to
function as a science museum, hands-on activity
center, home improvement showroom and education
resource center all together in one location. Visitors
can participate in guided tours and special events
throughout the year.

in 2010, the Fund continued its five-year partnership
with the Stepping Stones Museum for Children in
Norwalk by sponsoring two of the museum’s energy
exhibit projects and hosting various energy efficiency
events.

The Fund-sponsored Mini-Conservation Quest is a
traveling exhibit that made its debut in March 2010

at the Rogers International School in Stamford. The
traveling exhibit on energy conservation, solar energy
and energy-efficient technologies, such as CFLs,
traveled to more than 25 schools, libraries and nature
centers in 2010. In addition, Stepping Stones underwent
an enormous renovation during the fall and reopened in
November 2010 with a new energy gallery—Energy Lab.
The working laboratory for children inspires a natural
curiosity to imagine and invent—creating a fun-filled
environment for them to explore the scientific concepts
related to energy.

Photo Credit: Raw Photo Design




in 2010, the Energy Efficiency Fund offered

28 technical training seminars for commercial
and industrial customers, trade allies and utility
program administrators to learn about emerging
technologies, best practices, and new building
design standards and codes. More than 1,200
professionals attended these seminars. Topics
included day lighting controls, innovative cooling
technologies, performance contracting, retro
commissioning, high-performance lighting and
LEDs, as well as energy efficiency financing and
tax incentives. The Fund and utilities also hosted
numerous technical sessions to educate and
inform energy efficiency trade allies about new
technologies, processes, programs and rebates
offered affecting 2010 business operations.




Small businesses are an essential and integral part of Connecticut’s communities and towns but
continue to face financial challenges associated with a difficult economic.environment, rising energy
costs, and increased global competition. The Energy Efficiency Fund’s Small Business Energy Advantage
(SBEA) program offers cost-effective, turnkey, energy-saving products and services to small business
customers who do not have the time, financial resources, or.in-house expertlse necessary to ana!yze and
reduce their energy-usage. This'program gives those small busmesses a competltwe edge by increasing

their bottom line.

Each SBEA project starts with an energy assessment from a contractor who proposes all possxb!e
energy efficiency measures, the complete costs and esttmated energy savmgs, along wnth avaxlab!e
program incentives and financing options. For qual;fymgsmall businesses, project costs not covered
by the incentives may be eligible for zero-percent financing and the loan payments abpear right on the
electric bill. The energy-efficient improvements translate ihto monthly electric bill savings that result:in
a quick payback and a low out-of-pocket investment. In many cases, the energy savings completely

offset the cost of the measures.

In 2010 the SBEA program saw an increase in the number of comprehensive projects: The program
started years ago as a simple lighting retrofit program, matching pre-gualified lighting retrofit vendors
with customers who typically did not have a pre-existing kelationship with an electrical coh{ractor, and
then expanded to include cash incentives for those retrofit projects. Today, the program’s kayuthorized
contractors perform energy-efficient upgrades for thfihg, HVAC, air compressors and refrigeration
systems. They utilize energy-saving technologies |nclud|ng CFLs variable frequency dnves _premium
efficiency motors, solid-state LEDs, and low- maintenance mductlon lighting technology, all of which is

financed interest free on the customer’s utility bill,

The Fish Family Farm.in Bolton is a great example of a busi‘ness that tookadvantage of the SBEA
program. New energy-efficient lighting and refrigeration eqmpment were installed, which wi‘li help
the creamery and dairy farm save approximately $5,600 annually.




A SBEA program energy assessment of The United
Way of Coastal Fairfield County found the non-profit's
lighting to be outdated. Old fluorescent and
incandescent lighting was replaced with energy-
efficient, high-performance T8 technology and
compact fluorescent lighting (CFL), respectively. From
these improvements, the United Way’s lifetime savings
is expected fo total $72,408.

McDonald's restaurant in Vernon was able to upgrade
to more energy-efficient induction lighting and make
improvements to its refrigeration unit to dramatically
reduce energy usage. A financial incentive and a zero-
percent interest loan enabled property owners Tim
and Tom Walsh to offset the cost of the upgrades
and resulted in cost savings of approximately $9,000

a year.

Chick’s Drive-In in West Haven also was able to make
improvements to lighting and refrigeration equipment
that are saving owner Joseph “Chick” Celentano
hundreds of dollars each month on his electricity

bill. The seafood landmark eatery will save
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approximately 468,000 killowatt-hours
over the lifetime of the new equipment—the
equivalent of planting 56 acres of trees or

saving more than 17,000 gallons of gas.

SBEA program participants can save natural
gas as well by taking advantage of the Fund's
Energy Opportunities program, which is

for business customers looking to retrofit

existing operational equipment.




The Energy Conscious Blueprint (ECB) program is geared toward business customers planning new
construction, major renovations, or replacement of existing equipment near the end of its useful life.
Specifically, the program seeks to increase the energy efficiency and performance of lighting systems,
HVAC systems, motors, process eqguipment, and other energy components of commercial and industrial
buildings or projects. Technical services and financial incentives for this program are based upon the
proposed project’'s complexity, energy savings potential, and the desire of the owner and his or her design
team to participate.

The ECB program had a banner year, signing more letters of agreement in 2010 than in any previous year
As these projects typically have long lead times and tend to be very complex, many of them initiated in
2010 will be completed during the next two years.

One project that was completed in 2010 was at the newly renovated Bridgeport Holiday Inn. improvements
in the heating, air conditioning and water delivery systems were made, and an energy management system
was installed. The Bridgeport Holiday inn's anticipated total annual energy savings are 830,368 killowatt-

hours, or approximately $124,555.

University of New Haven was another successfully completed
project consisting of an energy efficiency plan for its Soundview
Hall, a 400-bed apartment-style residence hall. Variable
refrigerant volume heating and cooling systems and new
lighting were installed, which reduced the university’s annual
energy usage by more then 235,000 killowatt-hours, which
equals approximately $40,000.




In 2010 the Energy Efficiency Fund aggressively pushed for an increase in comprehensive Energy
Conscious Blueprint projects. This includes making improvements to more than one energy end-use such

as lighting and heating, or a combination of natural gas and electric energy efficiency measures.

One project that fit this model was a new Price Chopper store in Middletown. Among the many energy-
saving aspects incorporated into the new building was a high-performance lighting design, energy-
efficient HVAC roof-top units, and electrically commutated motors in the reach-in coolers and freezers.
Al of the measures will save the store approximately 639,518 killowatt-hours and 320 ccf annually, which

results in nearly $100,000 savings per year on energy bills.

The Energy Efficiency Fund actively supported changes to building codes in Connecticut to better reflect
what is happening in the design community. This included working with the State’s Codes and Standards
Committee and the Department of Public Safety on new code adoption. Multiple training workshops were
offered to architects and engineers to educate them on the new proposed codes and how they would be

impacted in the future.




Similar to the Energy Conscious Blueprint program, conducting comprehensive projects was a focus for
‘the Energy Opportunities (EQ) program, which is designed for businesses looking to retrofit existing
operating equipment that has at least 25 percent of its useful life remaining. This program incorporates
financial incentives, which may include zero-percent or low-interest rate financing, to help commercial,
industrial or municipal customers evaluate the choice of either maintaining their older, inefficient
equipment or upgrading to a higher-efficiency option. Potential areas of improvement are lighting, HVAC

systems, refrigerators, water heaters, and process-related equipment.

Ashcroft, Inc., a manufacturer of high-quality pressure gauges in Stratford, learned that it was eligible for
a $55,464 incentive through the EO program to upgrade its main manufacturing floor lighting to more

energy-efficient lamps, reducing electrical use 2,628,639 killowatt-hours over the lifetime of the products.

Lighting upgrades are a major component of the Energy Opportunities program, and the Fund’s
administering utilities are influential in pushing the most cutting-edge, qualified lighting products to

the market. As part of this effort, utility energy engineers are actively involved with the Designlights™
Consortium, a collaboration of utility companies and regional energy efficiency organizations committed
to raising awareness of the benefits of efficient lighting in commercial buildings. In 2010 the EOQ program
supported several emerging technologies such as Light-Emitting Diodes (LED) lamps, which are more
rugged and damage-resistant than compact fluorescent lamps and incandescent lamps, as well as

induction lighting, which is an advanced, more energy-efficient form of fluorescent technology.

EO program participants can also take advantage of the Fund's Lighting Express Rebate program, which
allows facility managers and business owners to be paid expeditiously for the incremental cost of installing

high-efficiency lighting fixtures,



Lighting is just one area that businesses can upgrade through the Energy Opportunities program.
Energy-saving improvements can also be made to HVAC systems, refrigeration, water heating, and
process-related equipment. As an example, the Connecticut Children’s Medical Center in Hartford turned
to the EO program to improve its HVAC system. Financial incentives helped pay for high efficiency controls
that reduce energy consumption by approximately 287,700 killowatt-hours annually, or $23,000 in savings,

on cooling the Center’s facilities year round.

DRS Fermont, a provider of military generator sets,

has taken advantage of several Energy Efficiency Fund
programs throughout the past few years. Most recently,
the company participated in the EO program to make
comprehensive upgrades to lighting and cooling
equipment in its two Bridgeport locations, along with
the installation of a new energy management system.
The result was a savings of nearly 1,170,000 killowatt-

hours annually.




Inadequate maintenance can lead to drastic energy losses and high energy costs. The Energy Efficiency
Fund’s Operations & Maintenance Services (O&M) program helps customers improve the electrical and

thermal efficiency of their operations by making changes and repairs, rather than making costly capital

investments. Energy efficiency experts work with customers to identify both electric and gas efficiency
0O&M improvements. Once these measures are installed, the improvements may qualify for financial

incentives to offset a portion of the project cost.

O&M improvements are custom designed for a building's site, as each facility is unigque. Common O&M
measures include economizer repairs/conversions, repairs/replacements of steam traps, and rewiring

of lighting circuits for more efficient switching. In addition to identifying efficiency measures, energy
efficiency experts provide outreach and training to the customers’ in-house personnel so energy-efficient

improvements can be maintained over time.

The Retro Commissioning program identifies energy savings in existing commercial and industrial
buildings that are at least 100,000 square feet by improving the operation of a building’s management
system. Similar to other Energy Efficiency Fund programs, financial and technical assistance are provided
through the Retro Commissioning program. Additionally, this program documents how a facility should
be operated to maximize energy-saving opportunities that improve overall performance while helping to

develop long-term, sustainable energy management strategies.

Greenwich Hospital needed to reduce energy consumption and costs of its 520,000 square-foot facility, as
its energy bills were well over the hospital's budget. Through the Retro Commissioning program, dozens
of measures were implemented across the building, including upgrades to lighting and process systems, as
well as improvements to the heating and cooling plants. The result was a 35-percent reduction of energy
consumption, which will save the hospital almost $304,000 annually. Also, the facility’'s ENERGY STAR®
rating went from 47 to 88 (buildings with a score of 75 or over are eligible for the ENERGY STAR label).



Manufacturers looking for a competitive edge

need to take a systematic approach to evaluating
and identifying inefficiencies and waste in

their operations. The PRIME program provides
businesses with training in “lean manufacturing”
techniques in order to streamline product flow,
eliminate or reduce waste, improve production
efficiency, minimize environmental impact, and
reduce electrical energy consumption. Without this
program, access to this type of specialized training
was often limited to very large businesses that have

the foresight and resources to invest in the training.

The Business Sustainability Challenge (BSC) is
specifically designed to help businesses increase
their bottom line through an overall operations
analysis and ultimately improve their “triple bottom

line” of financial, environmental and social value.

Empowering organizations to change their
behaviors while providing access to the necessary
tools and resources enables them to achieve deeper
and longer lasting energy savings and carbon
footprint reduction, and helps them meet the

challenge of becoming a sustainable business.

Eastern Bag & Paper is a success story for the

BSC program, which helped the Milford-based food
service product manufacturer develop a
comprehensive energy management and
sustainability plan and goals. From there, the
company was able to implement several measures
such as establishing new facility shut-down
procedures, installing motion sensors for lighting,
and replacing cathode ray tubes with liquid crystal
display technology. After the completion of the first
year of a three-year commitment to the program,
Eastern Bag & Paper reduced its peak demand, and
its estimated annual energy savings were 169,375
kilowatt-hours, or approximately $27,100.




The primary focus of the Energy Efficiency Fund continues to be reducing air pollution and improving air
quality in the Northeast. The generation of electricity from non-renewable fossil fuels (e.g., coal and oil) is
the single largest source of carbon dioxide emissions in the United States. Reducing the amount of energy
used by businesses, homes and schools results in less plant operation time and significantly lowers the
emissions of carbon dioxide, nitrous and sulfur oxides—which are associated with environmental issues

such as ozone, climate change, public health problems, acid rain, and smog.

However, legislation has already been put in place to reduce these effects. On June 2, 2008, Governor
M. Jodi Rell sighed “An Act Concerning Global Warming Solutions,” 2 into law. The law established a
statewide greenhouse gas emissions reduction target of 10 percent below 1990 levels by 2020.

Investing in energy efficiency programs also helps to reduce the need for power generation, especially
during times of peak demand. This helps Connecticut energy generation owners avoid having to purchase
tens of millions of dollars in pollution control equipment. While this abatement equipment does reduce
emissions, it does not eliminate them completely, and in fact, decreases the overall efficiency of power
plants, resulting in the emission of more air pollutants.

The Energy Efficiency Fund's programs play an integral part in helping reduce greenhouse gas and air
pollutant emissions in Connecticut and the surrounding region. In 2010, program activities resulted in

significant environmental benefits, which are all part of the push for greater sustainability across the state.

SO« 344 —— — 3,031 — —
NOx 119 - —_— 1,044 —_— —
CO: 202,860 15,532 22,232 1,786,292 247,764 388,993

2 PA 08-98, An Act Concerning Connecticut Global Warming Solutions.
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Since Connecticut does not have any indigenous fossil fuel reésources, much of the spending on energy
is for fuel imported from other parts of the country and the world. Spending on efficiency however,

is largely done in state. A 2009 independent study* analyzed the size of Connecticut’s green jobs
marketplace and showed that 2,675 jobs are directly attributed to energy efficiency. These jobs create
$137 million of employment income, at an average of $50,000 per year across all industry segments
(residential, small business, commercial and industrial). An even greater number of jobs result from the
energy savings the programs deliver, as consumers and businesses spend and invest the money they
would otherwise have spent on energy. Another 4,280 indirect and induced jobs can be attributed to
energy efficiency activity in Connecticut.

* Navigant Consulting, CT Renewable Energy/Energy Efficiency Economy Baseline Study. Phase | Deliverable, March 27, 2009

This list includes energy efficiency and conservation benefits provided to residential, commercial
and industrial customers of the electric and gas utilities and the Connecticut Municipal Electric Energy

Cooperative (CMEEC), which exceeds $98 million in incentive benefits

3 413139 $ 389,128
$ 477,390 $ 254,514
$ 86,434 $ 205,236
$ 414,504 $ 128,093
$ 31,419 $ 177,359
$ 95,481 $ 1040058
$ 918053 5 453,498
$ ) 85,102 $ 311,101
$ 204,589 $ 298,953
$ 42664 s 12,575
$ 900,251 $ 292,760
$ 80,425 $ 275,723
$ 73006 $ 1794830
$ 986,317 $ 130010
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$ 65,552 $
$ 106419 5 132
$ ) 18,243 ) $ 886,124
$ 63,704 $ 70,535
$ 321450 $ 1245595
3 20,396 $ 369,896
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461,084
225,894
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1,225,007
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* Based on 2010 data. All figures are approximate
and may vary due to rounding. This does not
include incentives for ISO-NE Load Response

program participants.

Customer Sector

Limited-Income 3.08 0.76 2.24 27.00 11.19 32.20
Residential

(Non Limited-Income) 43.52 1.29 3.02 261.53 2556 59.84
Commercial & Industrial 24.55 0.81 0.00 31552 10.69 0.00
Totals 7115 2.86 526 604.04 47 44 92.04




2010 207 2010 20M
Conservation and Load Management Fund Programs élii:ut?i‘i Elz'cat':ic N:':ﬁt:!agas NatSr':lnGas
Residential Retail Products 11,194,953 $ 7,701,913 — -
Appliance Rebate 4,490,920 - — —
Total - Consumer Products 15,685,873 $ 7,701,913 - —
Residential New Construction 1,210,637 1,675,464 956,278 1,150,000
Home Energy Solutions (HES) 27,756,100 14,350,683 3,975,196 4,600,000
Home Energy Solutions - Income Eligible (HES-IE) 12,338,151 12,926,043 2,807,784 2,681,575
Water Heating - — 193,537 363,000
Subtotal Residential 56,990,761 $ 36,654,103 7,932,796 8,794,575
C&1 LOST OPPORTUNITY
Energy Conscious Blueprint 13,303,304 $ 11,934,133 2,352,356 3,670,000
Total - Lost Opportunity 13,303,304 $ 11,934,133 2,352,356 3,670,000
C&1 LARGE RETROFIT
Energy QOpportunities 23,224,314 15,810,100 901,215 2,480,000
O&M (Service, RetroCx & BSC ) 1,478,851 4,719,407 145,969 400,000
Prime 532,931 574,095 - -
Total - C&! Large Retrofit 25,236,096 $ 21,103,602 1,047,184 2,880,000
Small Business 15,073,748 13,048,527 - -
Subtotal C&!} 53,613,149 $ 46,086,262 3,399,540 6,550,000
Smart Living Center/Museums 621,728 $ 859,246 o —
EE Communities 1132,547 1.026,822 - —
EE Smarts/K-8 Education 677610 626,825 - -
Subtotal Education 2,431,882 $ 2,512,893 - —
Institute for Sustainable Energy (ECSU) 500,000 $ 500,000 - —
Other Funding Requests 372,325 — — —
Residential Loan Program (Including CHIF) 18,997,722 3,739,087 172,653 420,000
C&l Loan Program 204,898 525,000 - 150,000
C&LM Loan Defauits 186,197 185,000 - —
Subtotal Programs/Requirements 20,261,142 $ 4,949,087 172,653 570,000
1SO Load Response Program 2,864,833 3,000,000 — —
Subtotal Load Management 2,864,833 $ 3,000,000 -— -
Research, Development & Demonstration 296,31 % 325,000 — -
Subtotal RD&D 296,31 $ 325,000 - -
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Conservation and Load Management Fund Programs 2!?:3:«5: Eizlft':ic Na’tﬁ:’;f‘éas NatS.':?Gas
Administration $ 1,577,412 $ 1,546,635 $ - $ -
Planning and Evaluation 2,587,346 3,188,819 191,140 81,000
Information Technology 2,091,360 1,943,000 80,557 95,000
EEB 673,247 610,000 30,240 49,500
Performance Management Fee 6,972,510 5,015,290 — —
General Awareness 74,992 100,000 — —
Admin/Planning Expenditures $ 13,976,867 $ 12,403,744 $ 301,937 $ 955,500
Residential $ 78,029,504 $ 42,608,869 $ 8,105,449 $ 9,214,575
C&l $ 57,234,930 $ 50,193,476 $ 3,399,540 $ 6,700,000
Other $ 15,070,5M $ 13,128,744 $ 301,937 $ 955,500
$ 150,434,945 $105,931,089 $ 11,806,927 $ 16,870,075

Docket 05-07-14 PHO1 EIA programs

ISO Load Response Programs

(Load Curtailment & Emer. Gen) $ (604,983) $ - $ - -
$ (604,983 $ - $ - -
$ 149,829,962 $ 105,931,089 $ 11,806,927 $ 16,870,075

Budget summaries reflect actual 2010 expenditures

Totals vary due to rounding.

Energy Efficiency Fund programs are administered
to maximize the cost-effectiveness and impacts of
energy-efficiency and load management activities.
Only 2.6 percent of the total Fund budget was
allocated to administrative expenses in 2010,

Administration &
Planning

Other

Funding for energy efficiency programs comes
from many sources. Funding reflects 2010

revenues received. (In Millions)

Ratepayer

Funded (Gas) ARRA/OIl
P $8.5
$n.e
Forward >
Capicity Market
$15
Class Il $9.8

Renewables

$120.8
Regional 123
Greenhouse Gas
Initiative (RGGH)



The Connecticut Municipal Electric Energy Cooperative (CMEEC), a joint action supply and transmission
agency established by the state’s municipal electric utilities, is owned by the Cities of Groton and Norwich,
the Borough of Jewett City, and South and East Norwalk. In addition, CMEEC provides all power require-
ments to these participating utilities: Town of Walilingford Department of Public Utilities, Bozrah Light and
Power Company, and the Mohegan Tribal Utility Authority.

Energy use and its cost continue to be of critical importance to all Connecticut residents and businesses.
In 2010, CMEEC utilities continued their proactive work and active partnerships with their municipalities,
commercial and industrial businesses, residents and limited-income customers. By supporting the energy
supply, transmission and distribution needs of all customer sectors, CMEEC utilities serve as integrated
energy managers helping to reduce and reshape energy use and helping the entire spectrum of customers
to lower monthly bills.

in 2010, CMEEC’s utilities realized annual savings of 18,730,000 million kilowatt-hours and peak demand savings

of 6.3 megawatts. These savings were achieved through the delivery of a full array of efficiency programs.

CMEEC’s Smart Grid project, initiated in 2009 with a significant American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
(ARRA) grant, continued to be a major focus for the CMEEC utilities in 2010. The project involves deploying
advanced two-way meters for the majority of commercial customers as well as many residential accounts.
The utilities will utilize data from these meters to enable time-differentiated rates over discrete time intervais.
Thus, customers will have the opportunity to reduce their electric bills by reducing electricity usage and
shifting usage away from peak-demand times. As the project proceeds over the next year, energy efficiency
program efforts will be integrated with Smart Grid capabilities. Taken together, these two programs offer

exciting opportunities to serve customers better and help them use energy even more efficiently.

in 2010 CMEEC completed a master program management agreement with the Connecticut Clean Energy
Fund to coordinate solar photovoltaic installations on member systems. Several systems were installed
with the largest being a 75 kilowatt system in Wallingford.
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The CMEEC systems delivered a full array of energy
efficiency programs in 2010. Residential program
efforts were centered on CMEEC’s Home Energy
Savings program. The Home Energy Savings
program provides comprehensive whole-house
retrofit services with a number of consumer
incentives to residential and limited income
customers. Program measures include blower

door testing and air leak sealing, duct testing

and sealing, installation of compact fluorescent
tight bulbs (CFLs), as well as water and hot water
efficiency devices and pipe insulation. CMEEC’s
authorized contractors and local utility personnel
assist customers with the procurement of attic
insulation and provide quality control and program
governance. Efforts are coordinated locally with
incentive offers from the natural gas and oil supply
companies. In 2010, CMEEC provided Home Energy
Savings services to 4,382 homes or residential

housing units.

A pilot loan program was also initiated in 2010 at
one of the CMEEC systems. Residential customers
may access low or no-interest loans for major
energy saving measures. Plans are to expand the
program to additional systems in 2011, as well as

seeking additional capital sources

in 2010 CMEEC systems continued the distribution
of CFLs using a variety of avenues. The systems
employed direct distribution through local service
centers and other available community activities
and organizations as well as direct mail offers. The
Home Energy Savings program provides and installs
CFLs at customer locations as a major component.
CMEEC also continued the Negotiated Cooperative
Purchase prdgram, utilizing major chain stores and
local retailers. CMEEC utilities distributed 131,630
CFLs in 2010, bringing the total distribution to
709,380 since the program’s inception in 2006.

CMEEC’s commercial and industrial initiatives
include both prescriptive and custom elements
and offer customers incentives for retrofit and new
construction projects, Rebates for commercial

and industrial customers included lighting, motor
replacements, heating, ventilation and air condi-
tioning (HVAC) units and special efforts to engage
small businesses. CMEEC also works closely with
its largest customers on load response efforts, In
2010 commercial and industrial programs resulted in

energy savings of 5,020,000 million kilowatt-hours

and peak demand reduction of one megawatt

In 2010 CMEEC provided a grant to the Institute
for Sustainable Energy (ISE) to provide extensive
outreach in the CMEEC communities. The purpose
of the grant was to encourage the participation

of town and city agencies and officials in energy
efficiency-related activities and educational
programs provided by the ISE. The arrangement
will provide comparable programs and parity with
what is currently offered throughout the state.
Specific programs include Energy Star Portfolio
Manager Benchmarking, Keep Connecticut Cool:
the Climate Challenge, building code updates and
training, Green Schools, and K-12 school/municipal

building operators training.




This table details the incentives and rebates provided to CMEEC
residential and commercial and industrial customers in 2010.

$ 73000
$ 1,213,000
$ 26,000
$ 167,000
$ 160,000
$1,280,000
$ 1,570,000
Actual Proj Annual % of
Program Utility % of Annual Energy Annual Lifetime 2010 % of kW
Budget Costs Budget Savings Savings kWh Savings Proj. kW kW impact

Program 2010 2010 Spent (kWh) (kWh) Saved (kWh) impact Impact Achieved

Home Energy

Savings Program $ 1127000 | $ 2,542,678 226% 1,540,000 9,878,727 641% | 150,581,694 296 2,532 855%

Lighting $ 350,000 | $ 387434 m% 3,102,000 3,783,458 122% 18,306,521 246 2,396 974%

Appliances $ 129000 | $ 341,021 | 264% 188,000 © 48,368 26% 589,882 27 377 1396%

Subtotal - Residential $1,606,000 | $ 3,271,133 | 204% 4,830,000 13,710,552 284% | 169,478,097 569 5,304 932%

Commercial

New Construction $ 80,000 | $ 2,416 3% 85,000 o] 0% 0 29 0 0%

Prescriptive

Equipment Replacement $ 260,000 | $ 12,842 5% 660,000 6,190 1% 95,326 209 3 2%

Existing Facility Retrofit

/Custom Equip. Repl. $ 1,659,000 | $ 1,202,312 72% 9,874,000 5,013,173 51% 69,285,366 1,522 962 63%

Subtotal - Commercial $ 1,888,000 | $ 1,217,571 61% 10,619,000 5,019,364 47% | 69,380,692 1,760 965 55%

Total - All Programs $3,605,000 | $4,488,704 125% | 15,449,000 18,729,916 121% | 238,858,789 2,329 6,269 269%

Notes: 1. Data for the Limited Income Customers is included under the Home Energy Savings Program.
2. ARRA and RGGI funds are included under Actual Utility Costs

3 HES Savings include the kWh conversion of BTU reductions from weatherization measures.
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LUESTOITIaVE Herved

Energy Savings

Number of Households Served

kWh Annual CCF Annual Gallons Annual
848,058 423 Million 2.6 Million 1.7 Million
Number of Businesses Served kWh Lifetime CCF Lifetime Gallons Lifetime
4,599 3.7 Billion 41 Million 29.9 Million

2.4 Million Tons (Lifetime) $79 Million
3,031 Tons (Lifetime) ‘ Lifetime $744 Million
1,044 Tons (Lifetime)

Connecticut
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A Northeast Utilities Company
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| The Sustainability and Costs of Increasing
SV E;‘age Efficiency Impacts:
Evidence from Experience to Date

akahashi.and David A. Nichols

16 2008 ACEEE, Summer Conference

August 20, 2008
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gy Savings through

“Efficiency Programs

Annual
Jurisdiction or Entity Saving | Year(s) Source
] (%)
Interstate Power & Light (IPL) (MN) 3.0 2001 Garvey, E. 2007. "Minnesota's Demand Efficiency Program.”
San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) (CA) 21 2005 SDGA&E 2006. Energy Efficiency Programs Annual Summary
Minnesota Power 1.9 2005 Garvey, E. 2007
Sacramento Municipal Utility District .
(SMUD) (CA) 1.9 1994 Data provided by SMUD
Vermont 18 2007 Efficiency Vermont 2008. 2007. Preliminary Results and Savings
Estimate Report
Southern California Edison (SCE) 1.7 2005 SCE 20086. Energy Efficiency Annual Report
. MA Dept. of Telecommunications & Energy (DTE) 2003. Electric
Western Mass. Electric Co. (MA) 1.6 1991 Utility Energy Efficiency Database
Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) (CA) 1.5 2005 PG&E 2006. Energy Efficiency Programs Annual Summary
Massachusetts Electric Co. 1.3 2005 MECo 2006. 2005 Energy Efficiency Annual Report Revisions
Connecticut IOUs 1.3 2006 CT Energy Conservation Management Board (ECMB). 2007
Commonwealth Electric (MA) 1.2 1990 MA DTE 2003.
Cambridge Electric (MA) 1.1 2000 MA DTE 2003.
Seattle City Light (WA) 1.0 2001 Seattle City Light 2006. Energy Conservation Accomplishments: 1977-2005
Eastern Edison (MA) 1.0 1994, 1998 MA DTE 2003.

www.synapse-energy.com | ©2008 Synapse Energy Economics Inc. All rights reserved
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CT Efficiency
10Us Vermont IPL SDG&E

2000 0.90% 0.40% 0.80%
2001 1.10% 0.70% 2.40% 1.10%
2002 0.90% 0.80% 2.50% 1.10%
2003 0.40% 1.00% 2 50% 0.70%
2004 1.00% 0.90% 2.50% 1.20%
2005 1.10% 1.00% 2.30% 2.00%
2006 1.00% 2.90%

2007 1.80%

W.

Mass. Mass.

Electric | SMUD Electric
1991 1.00% 0.70% 1.60%
1992 0.70% 1.30% 1.00%
1993 0.70% 1.10% 1.30%
1994 1.00% 1.90% 0.80%
1995 1.00% 1.60% 0.70%
1996 0.90% 0.90% 0.80%
1997 1.00% 0.40% 1.00%
1998 0.80% 0.40% 0.80%
1999 0.90% 0.30% 0.70%
2000 0.70% 0.30% 1.00%
2001 0.80% 0.70% 0.90%
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of Saved Energy (CSE)

o Levelized CSE: The present value of the total cost
of energy savings over the measure economic

lives, converted to equal annual payments per
kKWh savings.
o Levelized CSE = Measure Costs x CRF / First
Year kWh Savings
o Capital Recovery Factor (CRF) =i (1 + )" (1 +i)"—
1}

* i = real discount rate
* n = useful measure life (years)

www.synapse-energy.com | ©2008 Synapse Energy Economics Inc. All rights reserved
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*p

Each point
represents an
individual measure in
a particutar

b 4 application

Cost per Unit Saved or Avoided

| -
+
‘ PR

-
: Percentage or Absolute Units Saved or Avoided
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ti‘n"g Factors

 |Includes only demonstrated and currently well-
understood measures.

* Program and measure cost reductions are not
considered

o Costs associated with marketing,
administration, and M&V are not included.

> Actual program design is often a portfolio of
various measures and does not follow the
CSC.
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2.5%

]

—— Linear (SCE 2000-2006)

CT 10Us 2000-2005

MA 10Us 2003-2006
Efficiency Vermont 2000-
2007

SMUD 1991-2006
Seattle 1984-2005

PG&E 2000-2006
SDG&E 2000-2006

SCE 2000-2006

Mass. Electric 1989-2002
W. Mass. Electric 1990-
2002

Boston Ed/Nstar 1989-2002
Cambr. Elec. 1990-2000
Com. Elec. 1989-2000
Eastern Ed. 1989-1999
Fitchb. G&E 1990-2002

IA 10Us 2001-2006
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Efficiency Vermont 2000-2007
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sle- Seattle City Light

Seattle City Light 1984-2005
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6$/MWh) VS.

vmgs as % of Sales

Data Coefficient R-square

CT 10Us 2000-2005 -1073 0.462
MA 10Us 2003-2006 -1798 0.834
Efficiency Vermont 2000-2007 -659 0.591
SMUD 1991 - 2006 -1257 0.136
Seattle 1984 - 2006 -11223 0.715
PG&E 2000-2006 -1747 0.526
SDG&E 2000-2006 -506 0.400
SCE 2000-2006 =771 0.553
Mass. Electric 1989-2002 -1185 0.050
W. Mass. Electric 1990-2002 -220 0.006
Boston Ed/Nstar 1989-2002 -9855 0.403
Cambr. Elec. 1990-2000 -48857 0.271
Com. Elec. 1989-2000 -8189 0.213
Eastern Ed. 1989-1999 -858 0.020
Fitchb. G&E 1990-2002 -1903 0.125
lowa I10Us 2001-2006 -2189 0.943
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Efficiency Vermont
SMUD 10612006
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SCE 2000-2006
Mass. Electric 1989-
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W. Mass. Electric

1990-2002
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2000
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Data Coefficient R-square

CT 10Us 2000-2005 -2.695E-06 0.457
MA I0Us 2003-2006 -4.950E-06 0.676
Efficiency Vermont 2000-2007 -1.135E-05 0.658
SMUD 19891 - 2006 -1.590E-05 0.207
Seattle 1984 - 2006 -7.680E-05 0.731
PG&E 2000-2006 -1.841E-06 0.552
SDG&E 2000-2006 -2.249E-06 0.420
SCE 2000-2006 -6.484E-07 0.591
Mass. Electric 1989-2002 -9.022E-06 0.168
W. Mass. Electric 1990-2002 -8.284E-06 0.026
Boston Ed/Nstar 1989-2002 -4 542E-05 0.454
Cambr. Elec. 1990-2000 -1.747E-03 0.183
Com. Elec. 1989-2000 -1.390E-04 0.186
Eastern Ed. 1989-1999 -2.854E-05 0.034
Fitchb. G&E 1990-2002 -1.760E-04 0.078
jowa IOUs 2001-2006 -5.021E-06 0.948
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ins for Cost Variation

(1) economies of scale are at work (e.g., allocating
marketing and administration costs over more EE
savings, achieving lower unit costs for program
measures);

(2) economies of scope are at work (e.g., exploiting
synergies among different measures);

(3) administrators become smarter and more organized
in designing and developing EE programs (e.g., less
incentive to get the same level of savings); or

(4) administrators have more credibility or more

resources available for quality program design and
development, etc.
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Key Finding

Among all of the datasets that we have collected,
all of the slope coefficients of the linear trend lines are
negative. This strongly suggests that per-unit cost of
energy efficiency (EE) decreases as the amount of EE
savings increases. It is important to emphasize that
this finding contradicts the generally accepted theory
that costs of EE increase when EE savings amounts
increase.

The fact that the coefficient is negative in every
case is particularly striking. While there exists a
possibility that unit costs might begin to increase at
much higher levels of EE program savings, this
evidence suggests that current program savings levels
have not yet approached any such point.
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1er Research Needs

» Adding data for additional utilities and regions to
the analysis.

o Investigation of CSE by type of programs or sector
(e.g. residential versus non-residential).

o Explicit analysis of the share of administrative and
marketing costs to total program costs as a
function of program impact, to test one of the
hypotheses about economies of scale.

 And many more...
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 Reliable,
e Low-Cost,

« Community-Benefiting, and

e Environmentally-Superior

e Energy Systems




“We cannot, as a
strategic plan for the
future, just experience
the cost crisis, the
environmental
impacts, and the
supply questions that
flow from embracing
the status quo. We
need a different and
better energy future.”

= From November 29, 2005
address to the U of MN
Renewable Energy
Symposium
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e More Renewables
 More Efficiency

e Less Carbon
 Decreasing fossil fuel use

— Governor Pawlenty announced a goal of reducing per
capita energy consumption by 15% by 2015.

- To achieve this goal, both aggressive renewable and
energy efficiency policies are needed.

.




Next Generation Energy Act of 2007

2007 Minnesota Session Laws,
Chapter 136—Article 2




Shifts focus from spending to energy savings.

Sets annual energy savings goal of
1.5% of retail energy sales.

Ensures programs are available to
low-income customers.

Creates mechanism to conduct research
and development projects.

Requires Commerce to provide additional
technical assistance to utilities




o -
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CIP Requirements

¢ Electric utilities: minimum spending requirement of 1.5%
of gross operating revenue (GOR) from sales to retail
customers. Xcel Energy must spend 2% of GOR.

. g(a)s utilities: minimum spending requirements of 0.5% of
R.

¢ Serve a wide range of customer classes
e Maintain cost-effective programs

Provide programs targeting low-income customers




-

.

In 2005, utilities invested approximately $99 million in the
Conservation Improvement Program.

Coop Electric, $22,007,387

Electric, $¢
Muni Electric, $10,765,885 10U Electric, $50,171,582

Muni Gas, $1,014,945

IOU Gas, $15,174,431




Electric

Xcel Energy $42,553,160
Cooperatives $22,007,387
Municipal $10,765,885
Minnesota Power $3,573,852
Interstate Power and Light $2,454,159
Otter Tail $1,590,411
Total Electric $82,944,854

Natural Gas

CenterPoint Energy $7,803,848
Xcel Energy $4,672,048
MERC-PNG $1,545,299
Municipal $1,014,945
MERC-NMU $464,181
Interstate Power and Light $446,284
Great Plains $231,271
Greater Minnesota Gas $11,500

Total Gas

$16,189,376




— 10Us are allowed to recover prudent investments and
expenditures for CIP.

- Cost recovery is authorized by Minn. Stat. 216B.16,
subd. 6b (2005).

- Municipal and cooperative utilities are not rate-
regulated, so each governing board determines how
CIP expenditures will be recovered.




-~ I0Us are eligible to receive a financial incentive (up
to 30% of CIP spending or approved budget,
whichever is less) for meeting and exceeding energy
savings goals.

— The incentive is based on a percentage of actual net
benefits from the utility’s CIP.

— The financial incentive is authorized by Minn. Stat.
216B.16, subd. 6¢ (2006).
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Table 1: Electric utility CIP energy savings as a
Xcel Electric MP Otter Tail 1PL All Electric
2001 0.85% 0.43% 0.56% 2.96% 0.79%
2002 0.88% 0.74% 0.53% 2.49% 0.86%
2003 0.80% 1.47% 0.72% 2.68% 0.97%
2004 0.86% 1.23% 0.79% 2.55% 0.80%
2005 0.81% 1.87% 0.90% 2.61% 0.71%
1995-2005 0.80% 0.93% 0.66% 2.43% 0.85%

Table 2: Natural gas utility CIP energy savings as a percentage of total annual retail sales

percentage of total annual retail sales

Xcel Gas | CenterPoint| Great Plains 1PL MERC-PNG|MERC-NMU| All Gas
2001 0.68% 0.60% 0.13% 1.27% 0.18% 0.16% 0.52%
2002 0.52% 0.52% 0.23% 0.74% 0.14% 0.14% 0.42%
2003 0.89% 0.56% 0.71% 0.99% 0.22% 0.16% 0.57%
2004 0.85% 0.53% 0.17% 1.60% 0.22% 0.17% 0.54%
2005 1.51% 0.84% 0.36% 1.37% 0.18% 0.20% 0.85%
1997-2005 0.71% 0.56% 0.22% 0.98% 0.15% 0.14% 0.49%




1.5% of Minnesota retail
energy sales

 Investment only required
if cost-effective

e Utilities may petition
to lower goal of 1%




Dept. of Commerce will develop:

1. Statewide energy savings
assumptions

2. Tool to evaluate
cost-effectiveness

3. Inventory of effective programs




Electric utilities are required to spend:

o 0.10% of residential revenues annually
until 2010

 0.20% annually thereafter

Utilities have the option of administering
low income programs locally or authorizing
Commerce to administer programs on
behalf of the utility




« Commerce may assess utilities
up to $3.6 million annually for
CIP R&D projects

o Utilities and other stakeholders will
have an opportunity to suggest high
priority projects

« R&D projects focused on helping
utilities identify ways to meet energy
savings goals




Goal of 1,000 ENERGY STAR and
100 LEED or Green Globes
commercial buildings by 2010.

Updates the sustainable
building guidelines

Enhances existing benchmarking tool
to allow public buildings to track
energy saved through efficiency




Eligible Building Types

Offices, general
Offices, financial center
Offices, bank branch
Offices, courthouse
K-12 Schools

Hospitals

Hotels and Motels
Medical Offices
Supermarkets
Residence halls/dormitories
Warehouses




e Due date - June 1, 2008

— Average Energy Sales (based on ’05, ’06, ‘07)

-~ Example: 100,000 kWh

e Goal - 1,500 kWh savings

icable to 2010 & 2011

 Appl




e Due date - June 1, 2011

- Average Energy Sales (based on ’08, ’09, “10)
- Example: 103,000 kWh

e Goal - 1,545 kWh savings

e Applicable to 2012 to 2014




* Due date - June 1, 2011

— Average Energy Sales (based on ’08, ’09, 10)

— Example: 98,500 kWh

e Goal - 1,478 kWh savings

icable to 2012 to 2014

 Appl
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DEMAND EFFICIENCY/CIP Website

- Basic program information

— Program evaluation from the Office of the Legislative
Auditor

- www.commerce.state.mn.us, then click>>Energy Info
Center>>Utility Conservation

ockets.state.mn.us

Utility filings -~ www.el

CIP.info@state.mn.us
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Efficiency Vermont

2011 Savings Claim

April 1, 2012

128 Lakeside Avenue, Suite 401
Burlington, Vermont 05401
888-921-5990

www.efficiencyvermont.com


http://www.efficiencyvermont.com

This report is submitted April 1, 2012, to the Vermont Public Service Board and to
the Vermont Department of Public Service, in fulfillment of the regulatory
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1.1 SAVINGS CLAIM SUMMARY

Overview

Efficiency Vermont helps Vermonters save money and energy in their homes and
businesses by providing comprehensive energy efficiency services. These services,
offered for both electric and thermal efficiency, include technical assistance and

financial incentives to support investments in energy efficiency.

Efficiency Vermont operates under a performance-based model and is regulated by
the Vermont Public Service Board. The year 2011 marked the conclusion of
Efficiency Vermont’s 2009-2011 performance period. Table 1 presents Efficiency
Vermont’s key results for that period.

Table 1. Key results (approximated) for Efficiency Vermont, 2009 - 2011

2009 2010 2011 2009 - 2011
Total
Energy savings 111,000 108,000 304,000
85,000 MWh | "y ey, MWh MWh
Y 1
Total Resource Benefits $1.0‘1.4 $112 million $1.0‘1.5 $3,1L,1’9
million million million
Efficiency as a share of
Vermont’s electric 1.6% 1.95% 1.91% N/A
energy needs?
CO» emissions avoided | 5/ 00 tons | 805,000 tons | 790,000 tons | 22135000
through efficiency tons

This performance demonstrates a trend of improved results across the period,
particularly in the context of Vermont’s economic recovery during the ongoing
national recession. As Table 1 depicts, benefits can be seen in energy savings,
economic value, and environmental gains. After a challenging start to the
performance period in 2009, both 2010 and 2011 reflect valuable progress in these
three indicators of efficiency program success.

12009 dollars.

2 To reflect the relationship between energy efficiency programs and the state’s overall electricity
requirements, this figure includes savings from efficiency measures installed by the Burlington
Electric Department and via the Green Mountain Power Energy Efficiency Fund.
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Figure 1. Annualized MWh savings, by year, since 2000

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Figure 1 presents a comparison of MWh savings, annualized, since the year 2000.

In addition to providing its established services for Vermont residential and
business ratepayers, Efficiency Vermont also responded to broader state priorities,
notably the rapid implementation of special services to aid victims of Tropical Storm
Irene. These services were designed to help Vermonters “rebuild better” with energy
efficiency and safety in mind.

In total, Efficiency Vermont coordinated with contractors to perform free moisture
assessment and air sealing services to approximately 180 homes; provided financial
incentives to customers for the installation of 200 energy-efficient water heaters
and heating systems; and worked with partners to provide low-cost lighting
replacement for some 60 businesses. Efficiency Vermont partnered in the
development and promotion of special “Button Up After the Flood” workshops, and
provided free technical support to 675 Vermont callers seeking advice on how to
rebuild safely and energy efficiently.

The final year of the current performance period, 2011, marked the first year of
Efficiency Vermont’s operation under the new, franchise-like Order of Appointment
structure. Under this structure, Efficiency Vermont is regulated in a manner
comparable to that of other Vermont utilities. This transition has resulted in a
significant change in regulatory processes related to Efficiency Vermont’s budgets
and performance goals. Notably, the inaugural Demand Resources Plan Proceeding
continued throughout the year. This proceeding is an extensive and multi-pronged
process that encompasses planning efforts such as forecasting Efficiency Vermont’s
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energy savings goals for the next 20 years, consistent with the time horizon for the
state’s Long-Range Transmission Plan.

Economic Value for Vermont

Efficiency Vermont continues to provide a good economic value for Vermont

ratepayers. In 2011, the benefit-to-cost ratio of Efficiency Vermont services was 2.2
to 1, as shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Net lifetime economic value of energy efficiency investments in 2011

$101,500,000 Total Resource Benefits
Benefits ;
$25.500,000 Op?ratlons and .
malntenance savings
$40,200,000 Efficiency Vermont costs
Costs paid for by
. participants
Minus costs $18,000,000 and third-party
investments
$58,200,000 Total costs
Equals net Net lifetime economic
benefits $68,800,000 value to Vermont

Total Resource Benefits for each major market served by Efficiency Vermont were
as follows:

e Business New Construction: $6.8 million

e Existing Business: $47.3 million

e Residential New Construction: $8.2 million
¢ Retail Efficient Products: $29.6 million

¢ Existing Homes: $9.7 million

Efficiency continued to be an excellent value compared to the costs of other sources
of energy: Efficiency Vermont delivered energy efficiency in 2011 at 4.3 cents / kWh.
Taking into account participating customers’ additional costs and savings, the
levelized net resource cost of saved electric energy in 2011 was 1.4 cents / kWh. By
contrast, the cost of comparable electric supply in 2011 was 12.1 cents / kWh.

Investments in energy efficiency continue to bring economic benefits not just to

Vermont ratepayers, but also to the private-sector partners who deliver services on
behalf of Efficiency Vermont. For instance, Efficiency Vermont’s Home Performance
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with ENERGY STAR® contractor partners completed 800 projects worth $6 million
in 2011.3 That network of contractor partners now totals 78 contractors throughout
the state.

Efficiency Vermont also supports a growing network of retailers and distributors
throughout the supply chain. On the retail side alone, Efficiency Vermont now
works with more than 250 retailers, helping them promote and sell efficient
products. This collaboration contributes to those retailers’ bottom lines. In 2011,
sales of energy-efficient appliances, lighting, and consumer electronics promoted by
Efficiency Vermont totaled approximately $15.8 million.

Energy Savings

Energy savings resulting from efficiency measures installed in 2011 provided an
estimated 1.91% of Vermont’s overall electric energy requirements for the year.

Figure 2 indicates a year-by-year comparison of electric savings as a percentage of
statewide retail electric resource sales.

Figure 2. Savings from efficiency, compared to statewide electric resource
requirements since 2000

3.0%

2.5%

2'0% e+ s e e . et e e et e

1.5%

1.0% s

ot AR

0.5% — 55

0.0%
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Cumulatively, efficiency measures installed since 2000 provided 11% of the state’s
electric energy requirements in 2011. Figure 3 shows the cumulative impact of
energy efficiency on the state’s electric resource requirements.

3 To provide a comprehensive overview of the economic impact of this program, these figures also
include work completed with support from Green Mountain Power’s Energy Efficiency Fund.
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Figure 3. Cumulative impact of efficiency on growth in statewide annual electric supply
reguirements, by year
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Efficiency Vermont’s mandate also includes reductions in peak demand. A summary
of that activity for the 2009 — 2011 performance is shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Comparison of Efficiency Vermont peak demand reductions, 2009 - 2011

Type of demand 2009 2010 2011
reduction

Summer peak 12.9 16.3 14.9

Winter peak 14.9 20.2 19.7

Summer

Geographic 5 5.6 3.8

Targeting peak

Winter

Geographic 5.1 6.7 5.2

Targeting peak

In addition to electricity savings, Efficiency Vermont must also address heating and
process fuels efficiency as well, allowing for a comprehensive approach to energy
savings. Efficiency Vermont savings for heating and process fuels efficiency totaled
49,000 MMBtu in 2011. Services used to deliver these savings include Home
Performance with ENERGY STAR, which provides incentives of up to $2,500 per
project for comprehensive residential energy efficiency upgrades; Building
Performance, which provides similar incentives for small businesses; and custom
incentives for high-efficiency heating systems for businesses.
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These services are funded through a combination of revenues from the State’s
participation in the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative and from the Vermont
Energy Investment Corporation’s participation on behalf of Vermont ratepayers in
the regional grid’s Forward Capacity Market. Although these resources are not
sufficient to meet Vermont’s statutory goals for energy efficiency in buildings,
Efficiency Vermont has sought innovative ways to maximize the impact of the
limited funds available.

Support for Vermont Businesses and Institutions

Savings in the Business New Construction and Existing Business markets for 2011
totaled 6,000 MWh and 50,000 MWh, respectively, delivering Total Resource
Benefits of $564 million. Savings through efficiency continue to provide an important
financial benefit for Vermont businesses, particularly as the economy continues its
recovery. The average return on investment for efficiency improvements made by
business customers in 2011 was 70%.

Efficiency Vermont unveiled an initiative for Vermont’s largest energy users in
2011: the Energy Leadership Challenge. Under this challenge, customers were
asked to commit to saving 7.5% of their energy use over a two-year period beginning
July 2011. As of the end of 2011, over 20% of the top 300 energy users in Vermont
had committed to the challenge. Efficiency Vermont also began to develop long-term
energy plans with all of its large customers.

In 2011, Efficiency Vermont hosted the first Customer Advisory Group meeting,
bringing together leaders of a dozen large commercial and industrial customers to
provide formalized feedback on Efficiency Vermont services. Efficiency Vermont
also co-hosted three events at customer sites to provide information sharing and
networking opportunities for groups of customers who share similar interests.

For large and small commercial customers alike, Efficiency Vermont continued to
offer services through 15 different targeted market initiatives. For instance,
Efficiency Vermont has a market initiative for agriculture and dairy farms, with
specific incentives and energy-saving measures tailored to the needs of that market.
Efficiency Vermont participated in several annual farm shows, conducted direct
phone outreach to agricultural partners such as farm vendors, and created targeted
marketing materials. In addition, Efficiency Vermont offered farmers free timers to
control engine block heaters used in cold weather on farm vehicles. Efficiency
Vermont invested $4.3 million 1in 2011 in financial incentives and technical
assistance for a variety of energy-saving measures that support this critical part of
Vermont’s economy and heritage.

Efficiency Vermont Savings Claim | Page 7



Within the commercial buildings context, Efficiency Vermont also supports public-
serving institutions, such as schools. Efficiency Vermont launched the Whole School
Energy Challenge pilot program at five K-12 schools, with a goal of having each
school reduce its overall energy use by 10% by May 2012. For institutions of higher
education, Efficiency Vermont worked with the High Meadows Fund and the
Sustainable Energy Institute to launch the Green Revolving Fund. This fund
encourages using alumni donations and endowment resources to capitalize
revolving loan funds that can be invested on an ongoing basis in energy efficiency.

Efficiency Vermont also provided comprehensive thermal efficiency services to
business customers, delivered through its Building Performance service. This
service, modeled after Home Performance with ENERGY STAR, provides energy
efficiency incentives of up to $7,500 per project for qualifying small businesses to
improve their building performance. In 2011, 39 projects were completed, through a
growing network of private-sector contractors.

Retail Efficient Products

Efficiency Vermont provides incentives and other promotional support for a range of
energy-efficient consumer products. This support can take the form of rebates, cost
buydowns at the distribution level, and point-of-purchase display materials. In
2011, electricity savings from retail efficient products amounted to 48,000 MWh.

Compact fluoresecent lightbulb (CFL) products remain a significant focus in this
sector. In 2011, Efficiency Vermont continued its successful promotion of speciality
CFL products, such as three-way and dimmable bulbs. These products provide
significant opportunities for savings in uses where traditional CFLs are not
suitable. Efficiency Vermont’s 99-cent promotion of many specialty CFL products
has resulted in a significant increase in the sales of these units, as well as in the
composition of the Vermont’s CFL: market overall.

In 2011, sales of specialty CFL products totaled 407,000 units, resulting in 33,000
MWh in savings. Specialty CFLs made up 55% of total CFL sales for 2011,
compared with 40% in 2010. Sales of standard CFLs totaled 750,000 units,
resulting in 9,000 MWh in savings.

Efficiency Vermont expanded its incentive offerings for light-emitting diode (LED)
products. LEDs represent the next generation in lighting technology, with higher
levels of energy efficiency, high-quality light, and no mercury disposal issues.
Efficiency Vermont now offers incentives for more than 60 LED products, including
screw-based LEDs for 2011. As prices have continued to fall on these products, they
have become increasingly cost-effective for both residential and business uses.
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The success of Efficiency Vermont’s retail initiatives is, to a significant degree, a
reflection of partnerships with Vermont’s retail establishments. The Efficiency
Vermont Business and Consumer Electronics program, launched in 2010, grew in
2011 and now has 31 retail partners.

Efficiency Vermont continued its support for the Vermont Foodbank in 2011,
providing 76,000 CFLs for distribution to low-income Vermonters throughout the
state. New in 2011, Efficiency Vermont provided 2,000 advanced power strips to the
Foodbank for distribution to its clients. These devices help reduce “phantom load”
from home electronics such as television and game consoles that otherwise would
constantly draw low levels of electricity, even when not in use or on stand-by.

Savings for Residential Customers

Efficiency Vermont savings for residential customers totaled 4,500 MWh in 2011.
Savings for heating and process fuels efficiency totaled 29,000 MMBtu, up 55% from
2010.

In Residential New Construction, Efficiency Vermont launched a significant
initiative to accommodate improvements to the state energy code and the ENERGY
STAR Homes standard. Under the initiative, support for newly built homes falls
into two tiers: one to support builders in meeting and exceeding the requirements of
the new residential building energy standards, and one to support builders in
meeting the more stringent requirements of the ENERGY STAR Homes standard.

For exisiting homes, Efficiency Vermont’s comprehensive Home Performance with
ENERGY STAR service grew in 2011. This service provides incentives of up to
$2,500 per homeowner to improve the home’s energy efficiency for both electricity
and heating fuels. The number of completed projects in 2011 expanded to
approximately 575, a 160% increase over 2010.4 This high level of participation
enabled Efficiency Vermont to exceed its 2009-2011 performance indicator for
heating and process fuels energy reduction (MMBTUs) by more than 25%.

As with other Efficiency Vermont services, Home Performance with ENERGY STAR
is delivered to customers through a network of private service providers and other
partners. In 2011, this service was supported by 78 building contractors, an
increase of 10% compared with 2010. Efficiency Vermont also worked closely with
other marketplace partners such as NeighborWorks® of Western Vermont, a
nonprofit housing organization. NeighborWorks is using the Home Performance
with ENERGY STAR service as the foundation for a U.S. Department of Energy

4 This number reflects Efficiency Vermont projects only. Projects funded through the Green
Mountain Power Energy Efficiency Fund bring the 2011 statewide total to 800.
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grant it received to increase participation in residential retrofit services in Rutland
County.

A significant initiative launched by Efficiency Vermont in 2011 was the biomass
heating system incentive. Prior to 2011, Efficiency Vermont had provided incentives
of $500 for fossil fuel heating systems as part of its comprehensive efforts. In
cooperation with Governor Peter Shumlin and state legislators, Efficiency Vermont
expanded equipment eligibility for this incentive in late 2011 to include biomass-
fueled central heating systems.

Following statutory direction for this offering, the incentive for biomass equipment
was set at the higher level of $1,000. Unlike other heating system incentives, it does
not require comprehensive energy improvements to be made. Initial results for this
offering were promising, with incentives provided for 16 residential and 2
commercial biomass heating systems. Efficiency Vermont also offered incentives in
2011 to help low-income customers replace inefficient outdoor wood boilers. This
lhmited offering involved a collaboration with the Air Pollution Control Division of
the Agency of Natural Resources.

Finally, Efficiency Vermont enhanced its services to low-income Vermonters in 2011
with the launch of the Major Appliance Replacement Service (MARS). MARS is
delivered by Vermont’s Weatherization Assistance Programs, and provides no-cost
replacement of inefficient older appliances with ENERGY STAR appliances
(primarily refrigerators and clothes washers) to qualifying low-income Vermonters.

Although the primary objective of this service is to save energy, customers are
reporting significant non-energy benefits as well. For instance, Efficiency Vermont
received feedback from several customers that their old refrigeration equipment had
been incapable of safely storing their food and medicine, but with the new
equipment provided through MARS, they are now able to keep those items safely in
their homes.

The success of MARS and other low-income services enabled Efficiency Vermont to
exceed by 10% its performance standard for investments directed to benefit that
segment of the population.

Geographic Targeting

As directed by the Public Service Board, Efficiency Vermont continues to target
additional investments in specific geographic areas where significant transmission
or distribution constraints exist. In 2011, Efficiency Vermont savings with regard to
Geographic Targeting performance indicators were strong, with summer peak
demand reductions of 3.1 MW, and winter peak demand reductions of 1.1 MW in
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those regions. Overall, summer peak demand was reduced by 3.8 MW and winter
peak demand by 5.2 MW in 2011.

In the business sector, Efficiency Vermont sought deeper savings primarily through
its account management services for large customers, which provided technical
assistance and financial incentives to these customers. For residential customers,
Efficiency Vermont primarily sought to promote deeper levels of energy efficiency
through additional targeted promotion of retail efficient products, in particular the
99-cent specialty CFL promotion.

Other Activities

Throughout 2011, Efficiency Vermont engaged in activities beyond direct energy
savings (resource acquisition activities). Under the Order of Appointment structure,
many of these activities have been budgeted and will be reported under the label,
Non-Resource Acquisition. Highlights for 2011:

e The 2011 Better Buildings by Design conference, which brought together
contractors, design professionals, and Efficiency Vermont partners for
training and continuing education from world-renowned energy efficiency
experts. As in recent years, the conference sold out, attracting more than
1,100 attendees.

e Participation in the ISO New England Forward Capacity Market (FCM),
in which energy efficiency savings are bid in as a resource for the regional
grid. VEIC met its commitments to deliver savings from Efficiency
Vermont activity in the FCM in both the first and second delivery periods
that occurred in 2011, delivering 39 MW and 49 MW of capacity,
respectively. Commitments increase to 556 MW in June 2012, 72 MW in
June 2013, and 84 MW in June 2014.

e Participation in the statewide Smart Grid collaboration. Supported by
carryover funds from 2008 Energy Efficiency Utility activity and by
federal funding to the State, Efficiency Vermont participated in planning
processes that involved customer communications, rates, and the overall
steering committee leadership. Efficiency Vermont was also an active
participant in regulatory activity related to this area, with the resumption
of Docket 7307 (Investigation into Vermont Electric Utilities’ Use of Smart
Metering and Time-Based Rates) and considerations of important smart
grid policy issues such as privacy and cyber-security.

e Launch of an entirely revamped website, www.efficiencyvermont.com,
designed to make it easier for customers to find information that would
lead them to take steps toward improving the energy efficiency of their
homes and businesses.
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Support for the process of implementing the State’s residential and
commercial building energy codes, in collaboration with the Vermont
Department of Public Service and other relevant stakeholders. Efficiency
Vermont also participated in stakeholder discussions related to building
energy code compliance.

Continued development and refinement of financing models for energy
efficiency improvements to buildings. Property assessed clean energy
(PACE) mechanisms will allow Vermonters in participating communities
to finance investments in energy efficiency and renewable energy through
their municipalities.
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2.1 Efficiency Vermont Services and Initiatives Results
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2.1.1 Overall Summary

Total Efficiency Vermont

Heating and Process Fuels

EEC Funded

Services Services and Initiatives Services and Initiatives Services and Initiatives
Costs

Year to Date Costs $37,658,833 $5,427,760 $32,231,073
* Annual Budget Estimate $38,281,200 $5,483,500 $32,797,700
Unspent Annual Budget Estimate $622,367 $55,740 $566,627
% Annual Budget Estimate Unspent 2% 1% 2%
Other Costs and Commitments

Participant Costs Year to Date $16,524,619 $5,005,174 $11,519,445
Third Party Costs Year to Date $1,471,727 $197,952 $1,273,775
Committed Incentives $184,655 nap $184,655
Savings Results

MWh Year to Date 107,965 337 107,627
MWh cumulative starting 1/1/09 303,660 307 303,353
Winter Peak Coincident kW Savings Results

Winter Coincident Peak kW Year to Date 19,684 141 19,543
Winter Coincident Peak kW Starting 1/1/09 55,147 160 54,987
Summer Peak Coincident kW Savings Results

Summer Coincident Peak kW Year to Date 14,946 5 14,941
Summer Coincident Peak kW Starting 1/1/09 44,868 21 44,847
TRB Savings Results

TRB Year to Date $101,537,860 $12,882,536 $88,655,324
TRB Starting 1/1/09 $314,981,184 522,922,054 $292,059,130
MMBtu Savings Results

MMBtu Year to Date 66,722 49,206 17,516
MMBtu Starting 1/1/09 194,044 85,623 108,421
Participation

Partic.w/ installs Year to Date 33,437 1,657 31,780
Partic.w/ installs cumulative starting 1/1/09 106,327 3,034 103,293

* Annual projections are estimates only and provided for informational purposes.
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2.1.2 Budget Summary1

RESOURCE ACQUISITION

Electric Efficiency Funds Activities

Business Sector
Residential Sector
Total Electric Efficiency Funds Activities

Heating and Process Fuels Funds Activities

Business Sector
Residential Sector
Total Heating and Process Fuels Funds Activities

TOTAL RESOURCE ACQUISITION

NON-RESOURCE ACQUISITION

Information Technology

General Administration?

ISO-NE Regional Capacity Activities
Demand Resource Planning Process
Smart Grid

TOTAL NON-RESOURCE ACQUISITION

Sub-Total Prior to Performance-Based Fee $

Performance-Based Fee $

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS INCLUDING

PERFORMANCE-BASED FEE

Budget Actual

Current Year Current Year Budget Actual

2011 2011 2009-2011 2009-2011

$ 22,899,100 §$ 21,216,670 3 59,245,055 $ 58,405,198
$ 9,898,600 11,014,403 $ 29.022.864 $ 29,552,554
32,797.700 32,231,073 $ 88,267,919 $ 87,957,752

3 1,453,400 $ 1,168,318 $ 2,154,950 $ 1,404,956
3 4,030,100 $ 4,259,442 $ 6,639,736 $ 6,448,456
$ 5483500 $ 5,427,760 $ 8,794,686 $ 7,853,412
$ 38,281,200 % 37,658,833 $ 97,062,605 $ 95,811,164
$ 757,600 $ 612,461 $ 2,325,659 $ 2,174,790
$ 397,900 $ 311,890 $ 799,088 $ 911,861
$ 377,700 § 298,597 $ 1,087,677 $ 850,129
$ 141,200 % 534,656 $ 279,279 $ 816,314
3 831,600 $ 766,158 3 889,598 $ 784,738
$ 2,506,000 $ 2,523,760 $ 5381,300 $ 5,537,832
40,787,200 % 40,182,593 $ 102,443904 § 101,348,997
1,007,000 % - 3 2,697,000 $ 2,596,418

$ 41794200 $ 40182593 $ 105140904 $ 103,945415

' The values in this report are un-audited and represent preliminary results for the annual and 2009-2011 Performance Period

z Beginning in 2010, the DPS requested VEIC report operations fees on electric efficiency incentives in the General Administration totals. For the 2009-11
period, that amount totaled approximately $321,000 which should not be counted toward the 2009-11 General Administrative cap of $944,200 as outlined in

the Process and Administration document item 33 on page 18.
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2.1.6 Electric Services and Initiatives including Customer Credit

Cumulative  Cumulative
Current Year * Projected starting starting
Prior Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09 3/1/00
|# participants with installations 42,405 31,780 nap 103,293 306,990 |
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Administration $265,771 $311,890 $397,900 $911,861 $2,213,230
ISO-NE Regional Capacity Activities $269,985 $298,597 $377,700 $850,129 $1,233,767
Smart Grid $18,581 $766,158 $831,600 $784,738 $784,738
DRP & DRPP $281,658 $534,656 $141,200 $816,314 $816,314
Services and Initiatives $5,377,959 $4,023,176  $3,159,800 $14,397,033 $39,722,726
Program Planning nap nap nap nap  $1,006,327
Marketing/Business Development $5,295,601 $4,299,707  $5,319,400 $13,483,883 $32,479,867
Information Systems $735.832 $612.461 $757,600  $2.174.790 $6.129,121
Subtotal Operating Costs $12.245386 $10.846,643 $10,985200 $33.418,749 $84,386,091
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $15,439,559 $18,838,351 $18,217,100 $43,546,173  $97,774,975
Incentives to Trade Allies $84,986 375,367 $63,100 $246,003 $501.214
Subtotal Incentive Costs $15.345,281 $18,913,718 $18.280,200 $43,792,176 $98,276,189
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $5,818,661 $4,830,465  $5,845,800 $16,790,755 $41,960,955
Services to Trade Allies $136,698 $164,006 $192.500 $558,536 $2,989,289
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $5.955,359 $4.994.472  $6.038.300 $17,349,290 $44,950,243
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $33,546.026 $34.754.833 $35,303,700 $94,560,215 $227.612,523
Total Participant Costs $17,523,587 $11,519,445 nav $48,438,760 $153,788,955
Total Third Party Costs $1.213,600 $1.273.775 nav  $3,314,937 $8,489,296
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $52,283.213 $47,548,053 nay $146,313912 $389,890.774
Annualized MWh Savings 110,872 107,627 nap 303,353 868,481
Lifetime MWh Savings 1,155,989 1,109,895 nap 3,182,264 9,863,151
TRB Savings (2009 $) $102,780,275 $88,655,324 nap $292,059,130 $815,736,112
Winter Coincident Peak kW Savings 20,277 19,5643 nap 54,987 145,322
Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings 16,363 14,941 nap 44,847 123,901
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 2.615 3.387 nap 2.937 2.829
Weighted Lifetime 10 10 nap 10 11
Committed Incentives $554,405 $184,655 nap nap nap
Annualized MWh Savings (adjusted for measure life) 728,842
Winter Coincident Peak kW Savings (adjusted for measure life) 129,454
Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings (adjusted for measure life) 106,591

* Annual projections are estimates only and provided for informational purposes.
The Efficiency Vermont contract is based on three-year cumulative budgets and savings goals.
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2.1.7 Electric Services and Initiatives excluding Customer Credit

Cumulative  Cumulative
Current Year * Projected starting starting
Prior Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09 3/1/00
l# participants with installations 42,404 31,780 nap 103,292 306,991 ]
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Administration $265,771 $311,890 $397,900 $911,861 $2,213,230
1SO-NE Regional Capacity Activities $269,985 $298,697 $377,700 $850,129 $1,233,767
Smart Grid $18,581 $766,158 $831,600 $784,738 $784,738
DRP & DRPP $281,658 $534,656 $141,200 $816,314 $816,314
Services and Initiatives $5,377,959 $4,023,176 $3,159,800 $14,393,330 $39,563,035
Program Planning nap nap nap nap $977,110
Marketing/Business Development $5,295,601 $4,299,707 $5,319,400 $13,483,883 $32,479,867
Information Systems $735,832 $612.461 $757.600 $2,174,790 $6,129.121
Subtotal Operating Costs $12.245386 $10,846.643 $10,985,200 $33.415,045 $84,197,182
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $15,081,031  $18,838,351 $18,217,100 $42,490,254 $91,453,679
Incentives to Trade Allies $84.,986 $75,367 $63.100 $246.003 $501.213
Subtotal Incentive Costs $15,166.017 $18,913,718 $18,280,200 $42,736,257 $91,954,892
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $5,818,661 $4,830,465 $5,845,800 $16,785,747 $41,931,109
Services to Trade Allies $136,698 $164,006 $192 500 $558,536 $2,989,289
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $5.955,359 $4,994 472 $6.038.300 $17.344.283 $44.920,398
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $33,366,762 $34.754.833  $35,303,700 $93.495585 $221,072.472
Total Participant Costs $17,499,376  $11,519,445 nav $48,166,093 $152,039,207
Total Third Party Costs $1.213.600 $1.273.775 nav  $3,314,937 $8.489,296
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $52,079.738 $47,548,053 nav $144,976,615 $381,600,975
Annualized MWh Savings 110,550 107,627 nap 298,751 837,693
Lifetime MWh Savings 1,151,802 1,109,895 nap 3,115,539 9,435,598
TRB Savings (2009 $) $102,438,841  $88,655,324 nap $285,479,594 $781,015,389
Winter Coincident Peak kW Savings 20,213 19,543 nap 54,616 141,885
Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings 16,299 14,941 nap 44 095 118,595
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 2.607 3.387 nap 2.892 2.729
Weighted Lifetime 10 10 nap 10 11
Committed Incentives $554,405 $184,655 nap nap nap
Annualized MWh Savings (adjusted for measure life) 698,054
Winter Coincident Peak kW Savings (adjusted for measure life) 126,016
Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings (adjusted for measure life) 101,285

* Annual projections are estimates only and provided for informational purposes.
The Efficiency Vermont contract is based on three-year cumulative budgets and savings goals.
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2.1.11 Electric Services & Initiatives - Total Resource Benefits

Lifetime (Present

2011 Value)
Avoided Cost of Electricity nap $73,778,747
Fossil Fuel Savings (Costs) $312,130 $7,598,305
Water Savings (Costs) $652,049 $7.278,443
Total $964,179 $88,655,324
l Savings at meter | Savings at Generation
Gross Net Net
Annualized Energy Savings (MWh): Total 99,194 96,184 107,627
Winter on peak 38,522 37,390 42,437
Winter off peak 27,655 26,753 30,573
Summer on peak 18,407 17,870 17,870
Summer off peak 13,867 13,437 14,873
Coincident Demand Savings (kW)
Winter 18,924 17,766 19,543
Shoulder 0 0 0
Summer 14,228 13,522 14,941
Gross Net Net Lifetime Savings
Annualized Water Savings (ccf) 81,325 87,087 1,113,198
Annualized fuel savings (increase) MMBtu 17,845 17,516 526,733
LP 12,342 12,659 296,632
NG 1,795 2,755 78,435
Oil/Kerosene (5,920) (7,619) (5,032)
Wood 8,979 8,655 149,789
Solar 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Annualized savings (increase) in O&M($) $2,560,052 $2,698,642 $23,031,789
[Net Societal Benefits $79,937,437 |
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2.1.12 Electric Business Energy Services Summary

Cumulative
Current * Projected starting
Prior Year Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
[# participants with installations 2,876 2,846 nap 6,061 |
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $2,843,643 $1,592,982 $1,288,400 $7,275,508
Marketing/Business Development $2.920,988 $2.684,270 $3.384,800  $7.649,899
Subtotal Operating Costs $5,764,631 $4,277,252 $4,673,200 $14,925,407
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $10,679,801 $13,407,145 $13,059,500 $30,008,937
Incentives to Trade Allies $8.775 $59,364 $54,600 $77.676
Subtotal Incentive Costs $10,688,576 $13.466,509 $13,114,100 $30,086,613
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $4,970,143 $3,472,909 $5,111,800 $13,393,179
Services to Trade Allies $0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $4.970,143 $3.472,909 $5,111,800 $13,393,179
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $21.423,350 $21,216,670 $22.899,100 $58.405,198
Total Participant Costs $12,633,950 $9,087,111 nav $31,294,274
Total Third Party Costs $402,054 $176,957 nav $820,866
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $34,459,353 $30,480,738 nav 520,338
Annualized MWh Savings 55,857 55,635 nap 152,686
Lifetime MWh Savings 731,384 710,389 nap 1,983,315
TRB Savings (2009 $) $58,034,028 $48,956,709 nap $161,443,713
Winter Coincident Peak kW Savings 8,155 8,358 nap 22,098
Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings 10,030 9,273 nap 27,092
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 10.422 19.513 nap 25.191
Weighted Lifetime 13 13 nap 13
Committed Incentives $554,405 $184,655 nap nap

* Annual projections are estimates only and provided for informational purposes.
The Efficiency Vermont contract is based on three-year cumulative budgets and savings goals.
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2.1.14 Electric Residential Energy Services Summary

Cumulative
Current * Projected starting
Prior Year Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
[# participants with installations 39,528 28,934 nap 97,231 |
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $2,634,315 $2,430,194 $1,871,400 $7,117,822
Marketing/Business Development $2,374613 $1.615437 $1.934,600 $5,833,984
Subtotal Operating Costs $4,908,929 $4,045631 $3,806,000 $12,951,806
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $4,401,231  $5,431,206 $5,157,600 $12,481,317
Incentives to Trade Allies $76.211 $16.,003 $8,500 $168,327
Subtotal Incentive Costs $4.477.442 $5.447.210 $5,166,100 $12,649,644
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $848,518 $1,357,556 $734,000 $3,392,569
Services to Trade Allies $136.698 $164,006 $192,500 $558,536
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $985.216 $1,521,563 $926,500 $3.951,104
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $10,371,586 $11.014.403 $9.898,600 $29.,552,554
Total Participant Costs $4,865,426 $2,432,334 nav $16,871,819
Total Third Party Costs $811,547 $1,096.818 nav  $2,494,072
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $16,048,558 $14,543,555 nav $48.918,445
Annualized MWh Savings 54,693 52,092 nap 146,066
Lifetime MWh Savings 420,418 399,506 nap 1,132,225
TRB Savings (2009 $) $44,404,813 $39,698,616 nap $124,035,880
Winter Coincident Peak kW Savings 12,059 11,185 nap 32,517
Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings 6,269 5,669 nap 17,003
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 1.384 1.800 nap 1.5602
Weighted Lifetime 8 8 nap 8
Committed Incentives nap nap nap nap

* Annual projections are estimates only and provided for informational purposes.
The Efficiency Vermont contract is based on three-year cumulative budgets and savings goals.

Efficiency Vermont Savings Claim | Page 27




yee'zey'zs  90Z'Lev'ss SLy'v9 Z6E'LL 699'G G8L'LL 90G'66¢ Gri'Gy 260'28 sjejol
19¢'97$ GS¥'ov$ 0 21T 0¢ 0¢ A" 291 8.1 1.9 uonejiuaA
90.L'12$ 800°L$ 0 bLL- 0 8 99y Gl 91 e Youmg [an4 jesHy aoeds
Z200°L2L$ 779'LG$ 0 L10°21 L 1425 JALTARNY 86¢ YAS ;7 15121 Kouaioyy3 jesH aoeds
226’ LLLS £.8'8¢6% O 0 £6¢ e 966'62 9.1C 6,02 Liy'y  uoljelobuisy
£19'6GL$- GG9'eZc$ O 0 SGL 601 4744 182'1L LLO'L Z/¥'L Aoy 39941pul 18yl0
904'.L$ (AR AR 0 811~ S 8 8812 18 €l Iy Yyoumg [end Byio
Zie'ols 9zl'e$ 0 0 14 8 208 82 Le el SioJoN
¥66'181%- 166'641$ O 0 LGl 08l 8/8'8 €8¢’ 295’ /80'z  Buuejely pue bulojiuop
8G9'€85$ £90'v8Y'es 0 Al Sel'y €210l zel'eoe 06¢'Le FX AN 47 /89'/1 Bunybi
p0Z'CELS Gye'L8$ 8 6EG'L- JAS 1A gze'el (A4 144% gel Youmsg [an4 I9jepp J0H
LeL'eeLs- [ARATA LiV'Y 15194 0¢ o €0.L'2 8¢¢e PASHS syl Aouaioiyyg 193eM J10H
0$ [ARS KA 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 aouejsissy ubiseQg
ovZ'L8L'LS  6Z8'LvES  PSL09 1258°¢C g8l VA4 260'2e Ggee'l 086G} GLe'y  AipuneT pue bunjood
$66'92% 989'8¢$ 0 0 78 4% 6297 o6l JAS) 098z'L ‘13 Butuoyipuo) Ay
S3509 pied poAes NLSWN paAes poAesg poAes paAesg paaes sjuedpnied asM pu3a
juediolped ssApusdul 439 jond MM MM HMN HMN HMN 0%

juedioied 19jep 1410 pwwng  ISJUIM w9 $S019) 1oN

18N SN 18N }°N °N

umopyealg asn pug - sedlleg ABlsug [enuapisay 2130913 GL'LC

Efficiency Vermont Savings Claim | Page 28



-se0b sBuies pue s19BpNng SARBINWING JESA-98IU} UO PISEQ SI J0BJJUCD JUOULIBA Adusioig 8yl
-sesodind jeuoneuLiojul 1o} papiroid pue Ajuo sejewise aie suolosfosd jenuuy ,

1942 deu [ 661 09 S11'C 652 $£0'€ 60/1/1 BUIEIS SABINWNO S|{eIsul /M oiled
SiV'L deu 9 8vl T4 L8v'L 9Ll 189’} a1e( 0} JB8A S|[BISUl /M'DlUEd
uopsedioied
g deu 0 0 9l [ Ll 4 607171 DUIEIS ©AIBINWND AR YESJ JUSPIOUI0D Jewing
i deu 0 0 14 L 14 g aje(] 0] lBa A M jBad Juspioulos Jswiung
907 deu 0 61 (59) 90z (o) 091 607171 BulLIElS BAIBINWLND A\Y Hedd JUspioulo] JBJUIM
(44 deu 0 9 3 44} 6l Lyl a]e( 0] lBa A MY Nedd JUapIouIoD JSIUIM
GLS deu 0 (14 (552) GLG (202) 108 60/L/1 Bujiels sae[ntuno UM
867 deu 0 oy (1) 367 6€ I 8jeq 01 Jes A UMIN
siijauoag o308y pajeIoossy
%L1 deu %865 %9E 1 %1€2Z %ELL %51 %121 1209 NI JEBA-E JO %
S96'vY deu 09% G/2'81 00Z'v szi'sy s/v'2e 00929 [0S N1 AN JEBA-E
890'0S deu 156 0L6'%Z 189'6 920'15 165'VE £29'68 60/1/1 Buiue)s sajenwno nignin
¥89°/2 deu /18 9z8'8l 618'L 196'8¢ 5¥9'0Z 90Z'6Y a1eq 03 Jea A NIaNIN
sjinsay sbuiaeg
%9- deu deu %22 %91~ %9~ %0Z % wadsun ejewsy jebpng |enuuy %
185'0£23) 0% (45 1Z7'962% (G¥E'ELS) (Tve'ezes) 780°682% Ov.'GS$ sjewiis] jebpng [enuuy Juadsun
005'810'7$ 0% 009'LL$ 001'04£°L% 00£'¢8% 00L'0E0'VS 00¥'ESP 1S 005°€87'5% sjewnsy 19bpng fenuuy
180'6Y2 7$ 0% 19€'01 8 £/9°1/0°1% S$9'96% Zhy'652 7% 8L£'891'L$ 09.'/2¥'S$ 1500 8jeQ 0} JBsA
$3509
saluoH BuysIxg s10Npold UO[OTLISUOD sapl|oe4 uoonIsuoD $80IMBS saoinieg ABisug SSANBIIUY SavIAIBS

eIyl MmaN |eiuepisay | Buisixg sssuisng | MeN ssauisng ABiau3g [enuspisey] sseuisng |Bj0IqNS | pue s8dIABS TAT

fejolqng

sanyndag ABJaug [enueplsay

saoinleg ABlaug ssauisng

AIBWIWNG SBABRIIU| PUB SBDIAIaG S|ang $s8201d pue BunesH 911’

Efficiency Vermont Savings Claim | Page 29



2.1.17 Heating and Process Fuels Services and Initiatives

Cumulative
Current * Projected starting
Prior Year  Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
|# participants with installations 1,011 1,657 nap 3,034 |
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $135,538 $1,585,698 $121,500 $1,758,095
Marketing/Business Development $137.493 $1,062,706 $215,300 $1,367,119
Subtotal Operating Costs $273,031 $2.648,404 $336.800  $3.125.214
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $762,073 $1,787,270  $4,143,600 $2,696,081
Incentives to Trade Allies $19,600 $114,192 30 $133,792
Subtotal Incentive Costs $781,673 $1,901,462 $4.143,600 $2.829,873
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $825,104 $877,895  $1,003,100 $1,898,325
Services to Trade Allies $0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $825,104 $877.895 $1,003,100  $1.898.325
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $1.879.808 $5.427.760 $5.483,500 $7,853.412
Total Participant Costs $2,986,589 $5,005,174 nav  $8,293,580
Total Third Party Costs $3,253 $197,952 nav $201,205
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $4,869,650 $1 0,887 nav $16,348,197
Annualized MMBtu Savings 32,459 49,206 nap 85,623
Lifetime MMBtu Savings 616,579 880,682 nap 1,552,938
TRB Savings (2009 $) $9,215,874 $12,882,536 nap $22,922,054
Annualized MMBtu Savings/Participant 32.106 29.696 nap 28.221
Weighted Lifetime 19 18 nap 18
Committed Incentives nap nap nap nap

* Annual projections are estimates only and provided for informational purposes.
The Efficiency Vermont contract is based on three-year cumulative budgets and savings goals.
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2.1.19 Heating and Process Fuels Services and Initiatives - Total Resource

Benefits
Lifetime (Present
2011 Value)
Avoided Cost of Electricity nap $295,269
Fossil Fuel Savings (Costs) $971,478 $12,493,778
Water Savings (Costs) $10,763 $93.486
Total $982,241 $12,882,533

Savings at meter

Savings at Generation

Gross Net Net
Annualized Energy Savings (MWh): Total 340 299 337
Winter on peak 153 134 152
Winter off peak 180 158 203
Summer on peak 4 4 4
Summer off peak 4 3 4
Coincident Demand Savings (kW)
Winter 144 128 141
Shoulder 0 0 0
Summer 5 4 5
Gross Net Net Lifetime Savings
Annualized Water Savings (ccf) 1,599 1,439 12,960
Annualized fuel savings (increase) MMBtu 55,297 49,206 880,682
LP 10,214 9,550 190,272
NG 5 4 58
Oil/Kerosene 42,185 36,747 648,103
Wood 2,895 2,905 42,248
Solar 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Annualized savings (increase) in O&M($) $209,773 $167,819 $2,517,109
[Net Societal Benefits $16,447,999 |
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2.1.20 Heating and Process Fuels Business Energy Services Summary

Cumulative
Current * Projected starting
Prior Year  Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
[# participants with installations 84 176 nap 259 |
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $2,606 $269,925 $30,500 $279,556
Marketing/Business Development $0 $298,423 $53,800 $298,637
Subtotal Operating Costs $2,606 $568,348 $84.300 $578,193
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $126,422 $354,138  $1,043,000 $480,560
Incentives to Trade Allies $2.400 $8.500 $0 $10,900
Subtotal Incentive Costs $128,822 $362,638 $1,043,000 $491,460
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $97,972 $237,332 $326,100 $335,303
Services to Trade Allies $0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $97.972 $237,332 $326,100 $335,303
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $229.400 $1.168,318 $1.453.400  $1,404,956
Total Participant Costs $643,628 $1,006,492 nav  $1,650,119
Total Third Party Costs $0 $1.593 nav $1,593
Total Services and Initiatives Costs 873,028 $2176403 nav  $3.056,668
Annualized MMBtu Savings 13,952 20,645 nap 34,597
Lifetime MMBtu Savings 286,227 362,409 nap 648,636
TRB Savings (2009 $) $4,810,573  $5,084,219 nap $9,894,792
Annualized MMBtu Savings/Participant 166.099 117.301 nap 133.580
Weighted Lifetime 21 18 nap 19
Committed Incentives nap nap nap nap

* Annual projections are estimates only and provided for informational purposes.
The Efficiency Vermont contract is based on three-year cumulative budgets and savings goals.
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2.1.22 Heating and Process Fuels Residential Energy Services Summary

Cumulative
Current * Projected starting
Prior Year  Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
|# participants with installations 927 1,481 nap 2,775 |
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $132,931  $1,315,773 $91,000 $1,478,539
Marketing/Business Development $137.493 $764,283 $161,500 $1.068.482
Subtotal Operating Costs $270.424 $2,080,056 $252.500  $2,547.021
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $635,652 $1,433,131  $3,100,600 $2,215,521
Incentives to Trade Allies $17.200 $105,692 $0 $122.892
Subtotal Incentive Costs $652,852 $1,538,823  $3,100.600  $2,338.413
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $727,132 $640,563 $677,000 $1,563,021
Services to Trade Allies $0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $727,132 $640,563 $677.000 $1,563,021
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $1.650,408 $4,259.442 $4,030,100 $6.448.456
Total Participant Costs $2,342,962 $3,998,683 nav  $6,643,461
Total Third Party Costs $3,253 $196,359 nav $199,612
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $3,906,623 $8.454.484 pav $13,291,529
Annualized MMBtu Savings 18,507 28,561 nap 51,026
Lifetime MMBtu Savings 330,352 518,273 nap 904,302
TRB Savings (2009 $) $4,405,301 $7,798,317 nap $13,027,262
Annualized MMBtu Savings/Participant 30.051 164.952 nap 86
Weighted Lifetime 43 42 nap 42
Committed Incentives nap nap nap nap

* Annual projections are estimates only and provided for informational purposes.
The Efficiency Vermont contract is based on three-year cumulative budgets and savings goals.
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3.1 Efficiency Vermont Detailed Services
and Initiatives Results
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3.1.1 Electric Business New Construction Summary

Cumulative
Current Year * Projected starting
Prior Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
|# participants with installations 276 131 nap 610 |
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $320,662 $205,115 $368,200 $865,990
Marketing/Business Development $344.,083 $189,741 $288,500 $819,564
Subtotal Operating Costs $664.745 $394,856 $656,700 $1.685,555
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $1,201,190 $591,000 $1,488,400 $2,647,928
Incentives to Trade Allies $2,700 $8,093 $11.600 $12,984
Subtotal Incentive Costs $1,203,890 $599,093 $1,500,000 $2.660,912
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $627,324 $539,117 $866,800 $1,785,324
Services to Trade Allies $0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $627.324 $539,117 $866,800 $1,785,324
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $2,495,959 $1,533,067 $3,023.500 $6.131.791
Total Participant Costs $2,593,524  $1,130,761 nav  $6,031,481
Total Third Party Costs $47.963 $47.,963 nay $158,389
Total Services and Initiatives Costs 5137445 $2,711,790 nav $12,321,661
Annualized MWh Savings 9,128 6,050 nap 23,778
Lifetime MWh Savings 136,621 81,200 nap 344,517
TRB Savings (2009 $) $13,411,289  $6,062,554 nap $34,523,248
Winter Coincident Peak kW Savings 1,273 913 nap 3,280
Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings 1,545 1,072 nap 4,151
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 33.072 46.185 nap 38.980
Weighted Lifetime 15 13 nap 14
Committed Incentives $61,840 $43,000 nap nap

* Annual projections are estimates only and provided for informational purposes.
The Efficiency Vermont contract is based on three-year cumulative budgets and savings goals.
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3.1.3 Electric Business New Construction - Total Resource Benefits

Lifetime (Present
2011 Value)
Avoided Cost of Electricity nap $5,666,876
Fossil Fuel Savings (Costs) $35,784 $394,192
Water Savings (Costs) $100 $1.487
Total $35,884 $6,062,554
| Savings at meter | Savings at Generation
Gross Net Net
Annualized Energy Savings (MWh): Total 5,504 5,363 6,050
Winter on peak 2,126 2,074 2,354
Winter off peak 1,456 1,416 1,589
Summer on peak 1,150 1,122 1,122
Summer off peak 773 751 832
Coincident Demand Savings (kW)
Winter 853 830 913
Shoulder 0 0 0
Summer 1,002 970 1,072
Gross Net Net Lifetime Savings
Annualized Water Savings (ccf) 13 13 268
Annualized fuel savings (increase) MMBtu 2,499 2,419 42,930
LP 682 655 7,810
NG 1,507 1,468 29,779
Oil/Kerosene 244 237 4,436
Wood 63 59 905
Solar 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Annualized savings (increase) in O&M($) $34,582 $33,627 $467,613
[Net Societal Benefits $4,802,116 |
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3.1.4 Electric Business Existing Facilities Summary

Cumulative
Current * Projected starting
Prior Year  Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
[# participants with installations 2,600 2,709 nap 5,451 |
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $2,522,981 $1,387,867 $920,200 $6,409,518
Marketing/Business Development $2.576.905 $2,494529 $3,096.300  $6,830,334
Subtotal Operating Costs $5.099.886 $3.882,396 $4.016,500 $13,239,852
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $9,478,611 $12,816,145 $11,571,100 $27,361,009
Incentives to Trade Allies $6,075 $51.271 $43,000 $64,692
Subtotal Incentive Costs $9.484.686 $12,867.416 $11,614,100 $27,425,700
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $4,342,819 $2,933,792 $4,245,000 $11,607,855
Services to Trade Allies $0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $4,342,819 $2,933,792 $4.245000 $11,607.855
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $18.927,391 $19,683,603 $19,875.600 $52,273.407
Total Participant Costs $10,040,426  $7,956,350 nav $25,262,793
Total Third Party Costs $354,091 $128,994 nav $662,477
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $29,321,908 $27,768,947 nav $78.198,677
Annualized MWh Savings 46,729 49,485 nap 128,908
Lifetime MWh Savings 594,763 629,189 nap 1,638,797
TRB Savings (2009 $) $44,622,739 $42,894,155 nap $126,920,465
Winter Coincident Peak kW Savings 6,882 7,445 nap 18,818
Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings 8,486 8,201 nap 22,941
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 17.973 18.267 nap 23.648
Weighted Lifetime 13 13 nap 13
Committed Incentives $492,565 $141,655 nap nap

* Annual projections are estimates only and provided for informational purposes.
The Efficiency Vermont contract is based on three-year cumulative budgets and savings goals.
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3.1.6 Electric Business Existing Facilities - Total Resource Benefits

Lifetime (Present
2011 Value)
Avoided Cost of Electricity nap $40,106,688
Fossil Fuel Savings (Costs) $15,063 $1,177,613
Water Savings (Costs) $169,483 $1,609,744
Total $184,546 $42,894,045
| Savings at meter [ Savings at Generation
Gross Net Net
Annualized Energy Savings (MWh): Total 48,545 44,604 49,485
Winter on peak 18,681 17,022 19,320
Winter off peak 12,261 11,210 13,130
Summer on peak 10,049 9,304 9,304
Summer off peak 6,817 6,332 7,010
Coincident Demand Savings (kW)
Winter 7,425 6,769 7,445
Shoulder 0 0 0
Summer 8,106 7,421 8,201
Gross Net Net Lifetime Savings
Annualized Water Savings (ccf) 24,154 22,658 229,704
Annualized fuel savings (increase) MMBtu 4,528 3,705 82,601
LP 1,208 1,166 36,643
NG (4,321) (3,879) (58,820)
Oil/Kerosene (448) (1,217) (10,227)
Wood 7,441 7,023 108,098
Solar 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Annualized savings (increase) in O&M($) $720,563 $688,335 $8,353,041
[Net Societal Benefits $34,390,860 |
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3.1.7 Electric Residential New Construction Summary

Cumuiative
Current * Projected starting
Prior Year Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
[# participants with installations 927 789 nap 2,444 |
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $861,670 $726,056 $607,000 $2,443,389
Marketing/Business Development $266,776 $226,210 $393,000 $822.634
Subtotal Operating Costs $1,128.446 $952.267 $1.000,000  $3,266,023
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $397,237 $354,573 $514,000  $1,179,557
Incentives to Trade Allies $0 $0 $0 $4,987
Subtotal Incentive Costs $397,237 $354,573 $514,000 $1,184,543
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $752,876 $734,973 $568,000 $2,189,326
Services to Trade Allies $172 $0 $0 $27.675
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $753,048 $734.973 $568,000 $2.217.001
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $2.278,731 $2,041,813 $2.082.000  $6,667,566
Total Participant Costs $390,929 $29,676 nav $711,274
Total Third Party Costs $207,798 $148,198 nav $541,620
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $2,877458 $2,219,687 nav  $7,920.460
Annualized MWh Savings 1,390 1,486 nap 4,542
Lifetime MWh Savings 22,848 26,479 nap 79,047
TRB Savings (2009 $) $8,901,755  $7,955,566 nap $25,084,501
Winter Coincident Peak kW Savings 325 346 nap 1,019
Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings 206 151 nap 546
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 1.500 1.883 nap 1.859
Weighted Lifetime 16 18 nap 17
Committed Incentives nap nap nap nap

* Annual projections are estimates only and provided for informational purposes.
The Efficiency Vermont contract is based on three-year cumulative budgets and savings goals.
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3.1.9 Electric Residential New Construction - Total Resource Benefits

Lifetime (Present

2011 Value)
Avoided Cost of Electricity nap $1,529,486
Fossil Fuel Savings (Costs) $400,217 $6,195,138
Water Savings (Costs) $20,559 $230,942
Total $420,776 $7,955,567

Savings at meter

| Savings at Generation

Gross Net Net
Annualized Energy Savings (MWh): Total 1,357 1,324 1,486
Winter on peak 500 488 554
Winter off peak 535 527 591
Summer on peak 153 146 146
Summer off peak 164 167 174
Coincident Demand Savings (kW)
Winter 322 314 346
Shoulder 0 0 0
Summer 139 136 151
Gross Net Net Lifetime Savings
Annualized Water Savings (ccf) 2,583 2,753 35,677
Annualized fuel savings (increase) MMB{u 18,092 18,825 450,539
LP 9,563 9,964 239,221
NG 5,913 6,154 144,170
Oil/Kerosene 988 1,011 24,526
Wood 1,628 1,695 42,620
Solar 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Annualized savings (increase) in O&M($) $28,010 $25,836 $465,721
[Net Societal Benefits $6,221,621 |
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3.1.10 Electric Efficient Products Summary

Cumulative
Current * Projected starting
Prior Year Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
[# participants with installations 33,767 23,900 nap 83,250 |
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $870,519 $909,030 $994,000 $2,440,305
Marketing/Business Development $1.639.403 $1,095,555 $1,273,900 $3.814,087
Subtotal Operating Costs $2,509,922 $2,004,585 $2,267,900  $6,254,392
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $3,154,788 $3,855,254 $3,681,100 $8,505,176
Incentives to Trade Allies $7.175 $0 $0 $7.175
Subtotal Incentive Costs $3.161,963 $3,855,254 $3,681,100  $8,512,351
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $0 30 $0 $0
Services to Trade Allies $67.908 $107.423 $167.500 $237.646
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $67.908 $107,423 $167,500 $237,646
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $5.739.794 - $5,967,262 $6,116,500 $15,004,389
Total Participant Costs $3,791,921  $2,159,957 nav $13,406,855
Total Third Party Costs $394,179 $827,138 nav  $1,540,090
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $9.925894 $8,954,358 pav $2 1,335
Annualized MWh Savings 50,212 47,927 nap 133,262
Lifetime MWh Savings 346,634 330,292 nap 924,216
TRB Savings (2009 $) $32,050,756 $29,579,563 nap $89,276,786
Winter Coincident Peak kW Savings 11,083 10,320 nap 29,801
Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings 5774 5,247 nap 15,678
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 1.487 2.005 nap 1.601
Weighted Lifetime 7 7 nap 7
Committed Incentives nap nap nap nap

* Annual projections are estimates only and provided for informational purposes.
The Efficiency Vermont contract is based on three-year cumulative budgets and savings goals.
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3.1.12 Electric Efficient Products - Total Resource Benefits

Lifetime (Present

2011 Value)
Avoided Cost of Electricity nap $24,607,157
Fossil Fuel Savings (Costs) ($140,825) ($54,430)
Water Savings (Costs) $420,558 $5,027,118
Total $279,733 $29,579,845

Savings at meter

Savings at Generation

Gross Net Net
Annualized Energy Savings (MWh): Total 41,295 42,513 47,927
Winter on peak 16,312 16,946 19,233
Winter off peak 12,562 12,796 14,355
Summer on peak 6,689 6,948 6,948
Summer off peak 5,733 5,831 6,452
Coincident Demand Savings (kW)
Winter 9,832 9,382 10,320
Shoulder 0 0 0
Summer 4,728 4,749 5,247
Gross Net Net Lifetime Savings
Annualized Water Savings (ccf) 48,892 56,135 787,245
Annualized fuel savings (increase) MMBtu (6,787) (7,063) (14,055)
LP 905 905 14,486
NG 453 453 7,243
Oil/Kerosene (8,145) (8,873) (35,785)
Wood 0 0 0
Solar 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Annualized savings (increase) in O&M($) $1,758,975 $1,932,443 $13,541,774
[Net Societal Benefits $34,195,051 |
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3.1.13 Electric Existing Homes Summary

Cumulative
Current * Projected starting
Prior Year Year 2011  Year 2011 1/1/09
[# participants with installations 4,764 4,245 nap 11,537 |
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $802,126 $795,107 $270,400 $2,234,128
Marketing/Business Development $468.434 $293.671 $267.700 $1.197,263
Subtotal Operating Costs $1,270,560 $1,088,779 $538,100 $3.431,391
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $849,206 $1,221,379 $962,500 $2,796,585
Incentives to Trade Allies $69.036 $16,003 $8,500 $156,165
Subtotal Incentive Costs $918.242 $1,237,383 $971.,000 $2,952,750
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $95,642 $622,583 $166,000 $1,203,243
Services to Trade Allies $68.618 $56,583 $25.000 $293.215
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $164,260 $679,167 $191,000 $1.496,458
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $2.353,062 $3,005,328 $1.700,100 $7,880,599
Total Participant Costs $682,577 $242,701 nav  $2,753,689
Total Third Party Costs $209,569 $121,482 nav $412,362
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $3,245,207 3,369,510 nav $11,046,649
Annualized MWh Savings 3,091 2,680 nap 8,261
Lifetime MWh Savings 50,937 42,735 nap 128,961
TRB Savings (2009 $) $3,452,302 $2,163,486 nap $9,674,593
Winter Coincident Peak kW Savings 651 519 nap 1,697
Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings 289 271 nap 780
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 0.649 0.631 nap 0.716
Weighted Lifetime 16 16 nap 16
Committed Incentives nap nap nap nap

* Annual projections are estimates only and provided for informational purposes.
The Efficiency Vermont contract is based on three-year cumulative budgets and savings goals.
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3.1.15 Electric Existing Homes - Total Resource Benefits

Lifetime (Present

2011 Value)
Avoided Cost of Electricity nap $1,868,540
Fossil Fuel Savings (Costs) $1,892 ($114,207)
Water Savings (Costs) $41,348 $409,152
Total $43,241 $2,163,485
| Savings at meter | Savings at Generation
Gross Net Net
Annualized Energy Savings (MWh): Total 2,493 2,379 2,680
Winter on peak 904 859 975
Winter off peak 842 804 908
Summer on peak 367 350 350
Summer off peak 380 366 405
Coincident Demand Savings (kW)
Winter 492 472 519
Shoulder 0 0 0
Summer 254 245 271
Gross Net Net Lifetime Savings
Annualized Water Savings (ccf) 5,683 5,528 60,403
Annualized fuel savings (increase) MMBtu (486) (370) (35,282)
LP (16) (31) (1,528)
NG (1,758) (1,441) (43,936)
Oil/Kerosene 1.441 1,224 12,017
Wood (153) (122) (1,835)
Solar 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Annualized savings (increase) in O&M($) $17,923 $18,402 $203,639
[Net Societal Benefits $327,789 |
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3.1.16 Heating and Process Fuels Business New Construction Summary

Cumulative
Current * Projected starting
Prior Year  Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
[# participants with installations 33 28 nap 60 |
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $506 $15,442 $1,800 $15,948
Marketing/Business Development $0 $17.072 $3,100 $17.072
Subtotal Operating Costs $506 $32,515 $4,900 33,020
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $23,685 $20,268 $59,700 $43,953
Incentives to Trade Allies $1.600 $500 $0 $2.100
Subtotal Incentive Costs $25,285 $20,768 $59.700 46,053
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $18,717 $43,362 $18,700 $62,079
Services to Trade Allies $0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $18,717 $43,362 $18,700 $62,079
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $44.508 $96,645 $83,300 $141.152
Total Participant Costs $390,086 $83,026 nav $473,112
Total Third Party Costs $0 $0 nav $0
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $434,594 $179,671 nav $614,265
Annualized MMBtu Savings 7,869 1,819 nap 9,687
Lifetime MMBtu Savings 159,023 38,578 nap 197,601
TRB Savings (2009 $) $2,928,968 $702,347 nap $3,631,315
Annualized MMBtu Savings/Participant 238.452 64.946 nap 161.457
Weighted Lifetime 20 21 nap 20
Committed Incentives nap nap nap nap

* Annual projections are estimates only and provided for informational purposes.
The Efficiency Vermont contract is based on three-year cumulative budgets and savings goals.
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3.1.18 Heating and Process Fuels Business New Construction -
Total Resource Benefits

Lifetime (Present

2011 Value)
Avoided Cost of Electricity nap $5,682
Fossil Fuel Savings (Costs) $38,070 $696,665
Water Savings (Costs) $0 $0
Total $38,070 $702,347

] Savings at meter

| Savings at Generation

Gross Net Net
Annualized Energy Savings (MWh): Total (1) (1) (1
Winter on peak (1) (0) (1)
Winter off peak (1) (1) (1)
Summer on peak 0 0 0
Summer off peak (0) (0) (0)
Coincident Demand Savings (kW)
Winter 3 3 3
Shoulder 0 0 0
Summer 4 3 4
Gross Net Net Lifetime Savings
Annualized Water Savings (ccf) 0 0 0
Annualized fuel savings (increase) MMBtu 1,876 1,819 38,578
LP 1,463 1,416 31,951
NG 0 0 0
Oil/Kerosene 413 402 6,627
Wood 0 0 0
Solar 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Annualized savings (increase) in O&M(3) $0 $0 $0
[Net Societal Benefits $666,937 |
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3.1.19 Heating and Process Fuels Business Existing Facilities Summary

Cumulative
Current Year * Projected starting
Prior Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
|# participants with installations 51 148 nap 199 |
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $2,101 $254,482 $28,700 $263,608
Marketing/Business Development $0 $281,351 $50.700 $281.,565
Subtotal Operating Costs $2,101 535,833 $79.400 $545.172
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $102,737 $333,870 $983,300 $436,607
Incentives to Trade Allies $800 $8,000 $0 $8,800
Subtotal Incentive Costs $103,537 $341.870 $983,300 $445 407
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $79,255 $193,970 $307,400 $273,224
Services to Trade Allies $0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $79,255 $193,970 $307.400 $273,224
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $184,892 $1,071,673 $1,370,100  $1,263,804
Total Participant Costs $253,541 $923,466 nav  $1,177,007
Total Third Party Costs 30 $1.593 nav $1,593
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $438,434 $1.996,732 nav  $2.442,404
Annualized MMBtu Savings 6,083 18,826 nap 24,910
Lifetime MMBtu Savings 127,204 323,831 nap 451,035
TRB Savings (2009 $) $1,881,605 $4,381,872 nap  $6,263,476
Annualized MMBtu Savings/Participant 119.282 127.205 nap 125.175
Weighted Lifetime 21 17 nap 18
Committed Incentives nap nap nap nap

* Annual projections are estimates only and provided for informational purposes.
The Efficiency Vermont contract is based on three-year cumulative budgets and savings goals.
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Total Resource Benefits

3.1.21 Heating and Process Fuels Business Existing Facilities -

Lifetime (Present

2011 Value)
Avoided Cost of Electricity nap $44,084
Fossil Fuel Savings (Costs) $361,024 $4,337,788
Water Savings (Costs) $0 $0
Total $361,024 $4,381,872
Savings at meter | Savings at Generation
Gross Net Net
Annualized Energy Savings (MWh): Total 40 36 40
Winter on peak 16 14 16
Winter off peak 25 22 25
Summer on peak 0 0 0
Summer off peak 0 0 0
Coincident Demand Savings (kW)
Winter 16 14 16
Shoulder 0 0 0
Summer 0 0 0
Gross Net Net Lifetime Savings
Annualized Water Savings (ccf) 0 0 0
Annualized fuel savings (increase) MMBtu 22,010 18,826 323,831
LP 1,723 1,689 33,051
NG 0 0 0
Oil/Kerosene 20,320 17,151 290,326
Wood (33) (14) 455
Solar 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Annualized savings (increase) in O&M($) ($54) ($43) ($643)
[Net Societal Benefits $4,329,861 |
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3.1.22 Heating and Process Fuels Residential New Construction Summary

Cumulative
Current * Projected starting
Prior Year Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
[# participants with instaliations 8 6 nap 14 |
Services and lnitiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $76 $2,891 $300 $2,967
Marketing/Business Development $79 $2,180 $500 2,259
Subtotal Operating Costs $156 $5,071 $800 5,226
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $413 $4,408 $8,900 $4,821
Incentives to Trade Allies $0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Incentive Costs $413 $4,408 $8.900 $4,821
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $381 $882 $1,900 $1,263
Services to Trade Allies $0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $381 $882 $1,900 $1,263
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $949 $10,361 $11.600 $11.311
Total Participant Costs $2,787 $28,920 nav $31,707
Total Third Party Costs $0 $0 nav $0
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $3.737 39,281 pav $43,017
Annualized MMBtu Savings 80 877 nap 957
Lifetime MMBtu Savings 1,999 21,327 nap 23,326
TRB Savings (2009 $) $37,432 $272,605 nap $310,037
Annualized MMBtu Savings/Participant 10.000 146.183 nap 68.364
Weighted Lifetime 25 24 nap 24
Commiitted incentives nap nap nap nap

* Annual projections are estimates only and provided for informational purposes.
The Efficiency Vermont confract is based on three-year cumulative budgets and savings goals.
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3.1.24 Heating and Process Fuels Residential New Construction -
Total Resource Benefits

Lifetime (Present
2011 Value)
Avoided Cost of Electricity nap $0
Fossil Fuel Savings (Costs) $18,200 $272,605
Water Savings (Costs) $0 $0
Total $18,200 $272,605
] Savings at meter | Savings at Generation
Gross Net Net
Annualized Energy Savings (MWh): Total 0 0 0
Winter on peak 0 0 0
Winter off peak 0 0 0
Summer on peak 0 0 0
Summer off peak 0 0 0
Coincident Demand Savings (kW)
Winter 0 0 0
Shoulder 0 0 0
Summer 0 0 0
Gross Net Net Lifetime Savings
Annualized Water Savings (ccf) 0 0 0
Annualized fuel savings (increase) MMBtu 877 877 21,327
LP 163 163 4,064
NG 0 0 0
Oil/Kerosene 715 715 17,263
Wood 0 0 0
Solar 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Annualized savings (increase) in O&M($) $0 $0 $0
[Net Societal Benefits $270,845 |
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3.1.25 Heating and Process Fuels Efficient Products Summary

Cumulative
Current * Projected starting
Prior Year Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
[# participants with installations nap nap nap nap|
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives nap nap nap nap
Marketing/Business Development nap nap nap nap
Subtotal Operating Costs nap nap nap nap
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants nap nap nap nap
Incentives to Trade Allies nap nap nap nap
Subtotal Incentive Costs nap nap nap nap
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants nap nap nap nap
Services to Trade Allies nap nap nap nap
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs nap nap nap nap
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs nap nap nap nap
Total Participant Costs nap nap nap nap
Total Third Party Costs nap nap nap nap
Total Services and Initiatives Costs pnap nap pap nap
Annualized MMBtu Savings nap nap nap nap
Lifetime MMBtu Savings nap nap nap nap
TRB Savings (2009 $) nap nap nap nap
Annualized MMBtu Savings/Participant nap nap nap nap
Weighted Lifetime nap nap nap nap
Committed Incentives nap nap nap nap

Efficiency Vermont Savings Claim | Page 62



deu

deu deu

deu

deu

deu deu deu deu deu sjejol
s}509 pied poAeg Nnlganm peaeg peaeg poAeg paneg peAeg sjuediopied s pug
juedipiped  saApuddul 4909 end MY MM HMI HMIN HMI jo#
juedpiued  i9jepA 18410 Buuwng 13JUIM swigay ss0ID) 19N
1°N BN 19N 1°N 39N

umopyeaiag asn pug - s}onpo.id jusidij}ly sjond ss9d0.1d pue m:_“—w@I 92’'L°¢

Efficiency Vermont Savings Claim | Page 63



3.1.27 Heating and Process Fuels Efficient Products -
Total Resource Benefits

Lifetime (Present

2011 Value)

Avoided Cost of Electricity nap nap

Fossil Fuel Savings (Costs) nap nap

Water Savings (Costs) nap nap

Total nap nap
[ Savings at meter | Savings at Generation
Gross Net Net
Annualized Energy Savings (MWh): Total nap nap nap
Winter on peak nap nap nap
Winter off peak nap nap nap
Summer on peak nap nap nap
Summer off peak nap nap nap

Coincident Demand Savings (kW)

Winter nap nap nap
Shoulder nap nap nap
Summer nap nap nap
Gross Net Net Lifetime Savings
Annualized Water Savings (ccf) nap nap nap
Annualized fuel savings (increase) MMBtu nap nap nap
LP nap nap nap
NG nap nap nap
Oil/Kerosene nap nap nap
Wood nap nap nap
Solar nap nap nap
Other nap nap nap
Annualized savings (increase) in O&M($) nap nap nap
[Net Sacietal Benefits nap|
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3.1.28 Heating and Process Fuels Existing Homes Summary

Cumulative
Current * Projected starting
Prior Year  Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
|# participants with installations 919 1,475 nap 2,761 |
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $132,855 $1,312,882 $90,700 $1,475,572
Marketing/Business Development $137.414 $762,103 $161,000 $1,066,223
Subtotal Operating Costs $270,269 $2,074,985 $251,700  $2,541,795
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $635,239 $1,428,723  $3,091,700 $2,210,700
Incentives to Trade Allies $17.200 $105,692 $0 $122,892
Subtotal Incentive Costs $652.439 $1,534.415 $3,091,700 $2,333,592
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $726,751 $639,681 $675,100 $1,561,758
Services to Trade Allies $0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $726,751 $639.681 $675,100 $1,561.758
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $1.649,458 $4,249.081 $4,018,500 36,437,145
Total Participant Costs $2,340,175 $3,969,763 nav  $6,611,754
Total Third Party Costs $3,253 $196,359 nav $199.612
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $3,992,886 $8,415,203 nav $13,248 511
Annualized MMBtu Savings 18,427 27,684 nap 50,068
Lifetime MMBtu Savings 328,354 496,946 nap 880,976
TRB Savings (2009 $) $4,367,869 $7,525,712 nap $12,717,225
Annualized MMBtu Savings/Participant 20.051 18.769 nap 18.134
Weighted Lifetime 18 18 nap 18
Committed Incentives nap nap nap nap

* Annual projections are estimates only and provided for informational purposes.
The Efficiency Vermont contract is based on three-year cumulative budgets and savings goals.
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Total Resource Benefits

3.1.30 Heating and Process Fuels Existing Homes -

Lifetime (Present

2011 Value)
Avoided Cost of Electricity nap $245,503
Fossil Fuel Savings (Costs) $554,183 $7,186,720
Water Savings (Costs) $10,763 $93.486
Total $564,947 $7,525,709
! Savings at meter | Savings at Generation
Gross Net Net
Annualized Energy Savings (MWh): Total 301 264 208
Winter on peak 137 121 137
Winter off peak 156 137 180
Summer on peak 4 4 4
Summer off peak 4 3 4
Coincident Demand Savings (kW)
Winter 125 111 122
Shoulder 0 0 0
Summer 1 1 1
Gross Net Net Lifetime Savings
Annualized Water Savings (ccf) 1,699 1,439 12,960
Annualized fuel savings (increase) MMBtu 30,535 27,684 496,946
LP 6,866 6,282 121,206
NG 5 4 58
Oil/Kerosene 20,738 18,479 333,888
Wood 2,929 2,919 41,794
Solar 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Annualized savings (increase) in O&M($) $209,827 $167,862 $2,517,751
[Net Societal Benefits $11,180,356 |
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4.1 Customer Credit Program
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4.1.1 NARRATIVE

The Customer Credit program (CCP) provides an alternative program path for large
businesses that meet program eligibility criteria. The program enables customers
with the capability and resources to identify, analyze, and undertake efficiency
projects, and self-implement energy efficiency measures with financial assistance
from Efficiency Vermont. CCP customers can apply for financial incentives for any
retrofit or market-driven project that saves electrical energy and passes the
Vermont societal cost-effectiveness test. Once a customer elects to participate in
CCP, that customer is no longer eligible to participate in other Efficiency Vermont
programs.

All projects must be customer-initiated. In addition, the customer or its contractors
must complete all technical analysis. Customers can receive cash incentives capped
at 90% of their projected three-year contribution to the statewide energy efficiency
fund at any time. Customers can draw on contributions from the current year and
either the previous or ensuing year. Market-driven projects are eligible for
incentives equal to 100% of the incremental measure cost. For retrofit projects,
customers can receive incentives that reduce the customer payback time to 12
months.

Eligible Market

To be eligible for CCP, customers must:

¢ Never have accepted cash incentives from any Vermont utility Demand Side
Management (DSM) program;

e Have ISO 14001 certification.
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4.1.2 Customer Credit Summary

Cumulative
Current * Projected starting
Prior Year Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
|# participants with installations 1 0 nap 1]
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $0 $0 $0 $3,703
Marketing/Business Development $0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Operating Costs $0 $0 $0 $3.703
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $179,264 $0 $0 $1,055,920
Incentives to Trade Allies $0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Incentive Costs $179,264 $0 $0 $1.055,920
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $0 $0 $0 $5,007
Services to Trade Allies $0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $0 $0 30 $5,007
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $179,264 $0 $0 $1,064,631
Total Participant Costs $24,211 $0 nap $248,456
Total Third Party Costs $0 $0 nap $0
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $203475 30 pap 1,31 7
Annualized MWh Savings 322 0 nap 4,601
Lifetime MWh Savings 4,186 0 nap 66,725
TRB Savings (2009 $) $341,434 $0 nap $6,579,536
Winter Coincident Peak kW Savings 64 0 nap 371
Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings 64 0 nap 752
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 322.201 0.000 nap 4,601
Weighted Lifetime 13 0 nap 15
Commiitted Incentives nap nap nap nap

* Annual projections are estimates only and provided for informational purposes.
The Efficiency Vermont contract is based on three-year cumulative budgets and savings goals.

Note: The above budgets include the Customer Credit Net Pay Option Incentive Funds.
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4.1.4 Customer Credit - Total Resource Benefits

Lifetime (Present
2011 Value)
Avoided Cost of Electricity nap $0
Fossil Fuel Savings (Costs) $0 $0
Water Savings (Costs) $0 $0
Total 30 $0
| Savings at meter | Savings at Generation
Gross Net Net
Annualized Energy Savings (MWh): Total 0 0 0
Winter on peak 0 0 0
Winter off peak 0 0 0
Summer on peak 0 0 0
Summer off peak 0 0 0

Coincident Demand Savings (kW)
Winter
Shoulder
Summer 0

OO
o OO
O OO

Z
-

Gross Net Lifetime Savings

Annualized Water Savings (ccf)
Annualized fuel savings (increase) MMBtu
LP
NG
Oil/Kerosene
Wood
Solar
Other
Annualized savings (increase) in O&M($)

OO OO OoCC O OO OO0
OO OO0 OO OO0
SO0 OCO O

R
R
2
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4.2 Geographic Targeting
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4.2.1 Electric Geographic Targeting Regions Combined Summary

Current Year

Cumulative

Prior Year 2011 starting 1/1/09
[# participants with installations 8,532 6,649 21,984 |
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $1,704,706 $2,232,479 $5,775,381
Marketing/Business Development $1.907,488 $2,606.886 $5.982,003
Subtotal Operating Costs $3,612,194 $4.839,366 $11,757.384
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $5,597,600 $4,901,919 $15,059,621
Incentives to Trade Allies $24,384 $47.,981 $92,388
Subtotal Incentive Costs $5,621,984 $4.,949,899 $15,152,010
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $2,058,014 $2,876,965 $7,312,749
Services to Trade Allies $39.437 $47.356 $152,093
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $2.097.451 $2,924.321 $7,464.842
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $11,331,630 $12,713.586 $34,374.236
Total Participant Costs $5,648,642 $3,859,068 $14,494,094
Total Third Party Costs $245 626 $66,034 $428,224
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $17,225,898 $16,638,687 $49,296,553
Annualized MWh Savings 35,826 28,069 93,168
Lifetime MWh Savings 370,433 288,970 989,121
TRB Savings (2009 $) $30,045,327 $20,838,483 $82,621,955
Winter Coincident Peak kW Savings 6,660 5,162 16,920
Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings 5,629 3,829 14,441
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 4.199 4.221 4.238
Weighted Lifetime 10 10 11
Committed Incentives $3,969,270 $329,766 nap
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4.2.2 Electric Geographic Targeting Regions Combined -

Total Resource Benefits

Lifetime (Present

2011 Value)
Avoided Cost of Electricity nap $19,487,253
Fossil Fuel Savings (Costs) ($66,412) ($25,7086)
Water Savings (Costs) $116,502 $1,377,025
Total $50,091 $20,838,572
| Savings at meter | Savings at Generation
Gross Net Net
Annualized Energy Savings (MWh): Total 26,269 25,036 28,069
Winter on peak 10,012 9,604 10,900
Winter off peak 7,728 7,284 8,172
Summer on peak 4,630 4,460 4,460
Summer off peak 3,757 3,550 3,929
Coincident Demand Savings (kW)
Winter 5,153 4,693 5,162
Shoulder 0 0 0
Summer 3,640 3,465 3,829
Gross Net Net Lifetime Savings
Annualized Water Savings (ccf) 13,742 15,552 214,970
Annualized fuel savings (increase) MMBtu (2,872) (3,998) (31,593)
LP 805 732 12,675
NG (2,976) (2,467) (48,919)
Oil/Kerosene (1,382) (3,083) (11,295)
Wood 558 589 14,854
Solar 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Annualized savings (increase) in O&M($) $849,058 $708,160 $5,933,581
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4.2.3 Electric Geographic Targeting Chittenden North Summary

Current Year Cumulative
Prior Year 2011 starting 1/1/09
[# participants with installations 2,468 2,161 6,720 |
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $589,026 $889,233 $2,145,859
Marketing/Business Development $689,381 $906.077 $2,176,591
Subtotal Operating Costs $1,278,407 $1,795,310 $4.322,450
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $1,815,993 $1,470,340 $4,540,684
Incentives to Trade Allies $9,795 $16,068 $38,329
Subtotal Incentive Costs $1,825,788 $1.486,408 $4.579,013
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $626,512 $1,005,799 $2,399,733
Services o Trade Allies $17.595 $19,729 $69,334
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $644.107 $1.025,528 $2,469,066
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $3,748,303 $4,307,245 $11,370,529
Total Participant Costs $2,252,826 $1,234,770 $5,424,166
Total Third Party Costs $63.068 $23,785 $139,510
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $6.064,197 5,565,801 $16,934,205
Annualized MWh Savings 13,816 11,606 35,661
Lifetime MWh Savings 136,052 112,819 361,233
TRB Savings (2009 $) $9,830,750 $7,896,962 28,741,478
Winter Coincident Peak kW Savings 2,595 2,109 6,496
Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings 2,153 1,594 5,420
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 5.598 5.371 5.307
Weighted Lifetime 10 10 10
Committed Incentives $1,463,175 $182,374 nap
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4.2.5 Electric Geographic Targeting Chittenden North -

Total Resource Benefits

Lifetime (Present

2011 Value)
Avoided Cost of Electricity nap $7,736,371
Fossil Fuel Savings (Costs) ($57,839) ($303,745)
Water Savings (Costs) $38,959 $464,378
Total ($18,880) $7,897,004
| Savings at meter | Savings at Generation
Gross Net Net
Annualized Energy Savings (MWh): Total . 10,535 10,338 11,606
Winter on peak 3,988 3,937 4,468
Winter off peak 3,132 3,053 3,426
Summer on peak 1,866 1,837 1,837
Summer off peak 1,505 1,469 1,625
Coincident Demand Savings (kW)
Winter 2,078 1,917 2,109
Shoulder 0 0 0
Summer 1,496 1,442 1,594
Gross Net Net Lifetime Savings
Annualized Water Savings (ccf) 4,538 5,200 72,660
Annualized fuel savings (increase) MMBtu (3,715) (3,505) (45,004)
LP 78 79 1,272
NG (1,738) (1,481) (32,484)
Oil/Kerosene (2,091) (2,179) (14,134)
Wood 0 0 0
Solar 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Annualized savings (increase) in O&M($) $302,911 $319,127 $2,521,247
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4.2.6_Electric Geographic Targeting Saint Albans Summary

Current Year Cumulative
Prior Year 2011 starting 1/1/09
[# participants with installations 2,009 1,571 5,355 |
Services and Injtiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $411,093 $496,531 $1,162,803
Marketing/Business Development $450,924 $575,404 $1.224 372
Subtotal Operating Costs $862,016 $1,071,934 $2,387.175
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $1,070,181 $1,425,968 $3,333,336
Incentives to Trade Allies $4,500 $10,654 $18.948
Subtotal Incentive Costs $1,074,681 $1,436,622 $3,352,284
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $542,403 $665,965 $1,506,933
Services to Trade Allies $6,826 $6,240 $27.,801
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $549,229 $672,204 $1,534,734
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $2,485,927 $3,180,761 $7.274,192
Total Participant Costs $1,050,962 $1,070,686 $3,253,382
Total Third Party Costs $27.181 $24,446 $85,866
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $3,564,069 $4,275,893 10,613,441
Annualized MWh Savings 8,348 6,120 20,275
Lifetime MWh Savings 86,645 70,214 217,988
TRB Savings (2009 $) $6,672,626 $4,794,222 $17,773,737
Winter Coincident Peak kW Savings 1,413 999 3,413
Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings 1,168 795 2,878
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 2.963 3.896 3.786
Weighted Lifetime 10 11 11
Committed Incentives $35,005 $71,900 nap

Efficiency Vermont Savings Claim | Page 79



989'0/0'L$ 896'Ger'LE 8ZL'Y 6€9'L- 6. 666 ¥L2'0L FAYN] 0Z1'9 sjejol

GG6'GLLS- oLy'9ces O ] 19l 0 L6Y'G 68Y 06S 11 uonejusA

008'v9$ 12 TAVRS 0 [4AN Z 143 626'C 0¢e g6l l yoJimg [ang jesH aseds
VG 1% JARAYA'S 0 L8 0 € gLl S 9 ¢l Kousioyyg yesH adeds
G/8'6$ BLLLYS 0 0 81 6L z8¢'L 129 9zt 061 uonesoblyoy
G16'C$ 6v2'c$ 0 0 8 Z 144 Sl 6 14 Ajanoy 198aipuf 18430
0% L18'1$ 0 A C 0 99 Z 4 Z Uolimg [on4 18Yj0
00€'v$ v9'6s C 0 14 14 [A%S) 62 A% 14 Kouspoly3g 18430
800'Ce$ 129'L¢$ 0 0 13 174 gle'e 88¢ 20¢ oL SI0JON

VAR €Li$ 0 0 0 0 8 4 Z € Buusjajy pue bupiojiuoiy
61G'€v6$ 687’ LL0'LS O LE0' |- 397 86. AT AYAY Gg9'¢c L0 Zeo'L  Bunybn

6.8'GY$ 9.0'v¥$ 0 0 9% [4% 0€8'S 86V Ly € *H3 sS8204d [elsnpuj
GLe'0Ls 919'6% G 1445 € 9 ove'L 1°14 R4 Zl Yyolimg [ond 1938 30H
8ri'L$ 861'8% Sy 14 b 9 8.l¢ L2 0¢ 8l Aoualol3 1ajep J0H
GlvS$- FAZARS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 € aouejsissy ubiseq
06.'921% ¢6v'8l$ €80'v 91 2l 91 get'l 6L €0l 6l Kipune] pue bunjood
226'9% evy'GlLS 0 0 €e L2 08L'¢S 6ic Lle 16 "H3 Buluoijipuod a1y
s)}s09) pred poAesg NLIGNN peAeg poAeg poAeg poAes poAes sjuedopied asn pug
juedioijled soAnpuesul 430 |end MM MM HMIN HMN HMN jo#
juedionied Jsjem 12Y30 JBWWNG  J9JUIM swia ssolg 1N
}°N N I8N I°N 1eN

umopyealg asn pug - sueq|y jules bunebie] olydeibosn dL3d9I3 LTV

Efficiency Vermont Savings Claim | Page 80



Total Resource Benefits

4.2.8 Electric Geographic Targeting Saint Albans -

Lifetime (Present

2011 Value)
Avoided Cost of Electricity nap $4,545,256
Fossil Fue! Savings (Costs) ($24,143) ($119,578)
Water Savings (Costs) $30,927 $368,559
Total $6,784 $4,794,236

l Savings at meter

Savings at Generation

Gross Net Net
Annualized Energy Savings (MWh): Total 5,737 5,465 6,120
Winter on peak 1,979 1,890 2,146
Winter off peak 1,659 1,558 1,748
Summer on peak 1,104 1,064 1,064
Summer off peak 962 919 1,017
Coincident Demand Savings (kW)
Winter 992 908 999
Shoulder 0 0 0
Summer 759 719 795
Gross Net Net Lifetime Savings
Annualized Water Savings (ccf) 3,605 4,128 57,664
Annualized fuel savings (increase) MMBtu (1,913) (1,639) (19,939)
LP 29 31 571
NG (1,273) (1,022) (17,026)
Oil/Kerosene (699) (709) (3,673)
Wood 0 0 0
Solar 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Annualized savings (increase) in O&M($) $302,911 $133,955 $1,298,570
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4.2.9 Electric Geographic Targeting Southern Loop Summary

Current Year Cumulative
Prior Year 2011 starting 1/1/09
[# participants with installations 2,250 1,680 5,919 |
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $270,131 $340,402 $938,586
Marketing/Business Development $290,830 $408.713 $944.528
Subtotal Operating Costs $560,961 $749.115 $1.883,114
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $923,853 $931,829 $2,541,603
Incentives to Trade Allies $4,846 $7,706 $13,621
Subtotal Incentive Costs $928.700 $939,535 $2,555,224
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $310,164 $421,530 $1,154,813
Services to Trade Allies $7.504 $6,825 $26,479
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $317.668 $428,355 $1,181,292
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $1,807.328 $2,117,006 $5,619,629
Total Participant Costs $959,215 $852,516 $2,777,562
Total Third Party Costs $15,080 $14,284 $45.122
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $2,781,623 $2.983.805 $8.442 313
Annualized MWh Savings 5,239 5,261 15,269
Lifetime MWh Savings 54,545 60,144 163,115
TRB Savings (2009 $) $6,183,671 $4,550,530 $15,404,007
Winter Coincident Peak kW Savings 1,083 1,109 3,108
Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings 777 684 2,212
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 2.328 3.131 2.580
Weighted Lifetime 10 11 11
Committed Incentives $602,224 $9,640 nap
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4.2.11 Electric Geographic Targeting Southern Loop -

Total Resource Benefits

Lifetime (Present

2011 Value)
Avoided Cost of Electricity nap $4,004,024
Fossil Fuel Savings (Costs) $16,584 $281,554
Water Savings (Costs) $22,686 $264,962
Total $39,270 $4,550,541
i Savings at meter | Savings at Generation
Gross Net Net
Annualized Energy Savings (MWh): Total 5,050 4,703 5,261
Winter on peak 2,123 1,979 2,246
Winter off peak 1,538 1,398 1,568
Summer on peak 749 727 727
Summer off peak 601 560 620
Coincident Demand Savings (kW)
Winter 1,133 1,008 1,109
Shoulder 0 0 0
Summer 647 619 684
Gross Net Net Lifetime Savings
Annualized Water Savings (ccf) 2,694 3,029 41,197
Annualized fuel savings (increase) MMBtu 990 839 13,305
LP 471 412 6,799
NG 14 15 251
Oil/Kerosene 487 372 6,055
Wood (14) (12) (181)
Solar 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Annualized savings (increase) in O&M($) $117,586 $123,403 $1,085,674
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4.2.12 Electric Geographic Targeting Rutland Summary

Current Year Cumulative
Prior Year 2011 starting 1/1/09
[# participants with installations 1,715 1,237 3,990 |
Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs
Services and Initiatives $434,457 $506,313 $1,528,133
Marketing/Business Development $476,353 $716,693 $1,636,513
Subtotal Operating Costs $910,810 $1,223.006 $3,164,646
Incentive Costs
Incentives to Participants $1,787,572 1,073,782 $4,643,998
Incentives to Trade Allies $5.,243 $13,553 $21.491
Subtotal Incentive Costs $1,792.815 $1,087,335 $4,665,489
Technical Assistance Costs
Services to Participants $578,935 $783,671 $2,251,271
Services to Trade Allies $7.512 $14,562 $28,480
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs $586.,447 $798,233 $2,279.751
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs $3,290,072 $3.108,574 $10,109.885
Total Participant Costs $1,385,639 $701,095 $3,038,984
Total Third Party Costs $140,298 $3,519 $157,726
Total Services and Initiatives Costs $4.816,009 $3,813,188 $13,306,594
Annualized MWh Savings 8,423 5,082 21,963
Lifetime MWh Savings 93,192 45,792 246,785
TRB Savings (2009 $) $7,358,281 $3,596,769 $20,702,733
Winter Coincident Peak kW Savings 1,569 945 3,903
Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings 1,531 757 3,932
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 4.911 4.109 5.504
Weighted Lifetime 11 9 11
Committed Incentives $79,290 $65,852 nap
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4.2.14

Total Resource Benefits

Electric Geographic Targeting Rutland -

Lifetime (Present

2011 Value)
Avoided Cost of Electricity nap $3,201,601
Fossil Fuel Savings (Costs) ($1,013) $116,063
Water Savings (Costs) $23,931 $279.127
Total $22,918 $3,596,791

| Savings at meter

Savings at Generation

Gross Net Net
Annualized Energy Savings (MWh): Total 4,948 4,530 5,082
Winter on peak 1,923 1,798 2,040
Winter off peak 1,400 1,274 1,430
Summer on peak 912 833 833
Summer off peak 689 602 666
Coincident Demand Savings (kW)
Winter 950 859 945
Shoulder 0 0 0
Summer 738 685 757
Gross Net Net Lifetime Savings
Annualized Water Savings (ccf) 2,905 3,195 43,449
Annualized fuel savings (increase) MMBtu 1,765 307 20,044
LP 227 210 4,033
NG 21 21 341
Oil/Kerosene 921 (568) 456
Wood 573 601 15,034
Solar 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Annualized savings (increase) in O&M($) $125,650 $131,675 $1,028,089
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5.1 Submarket Results
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5.1.1 Electric Business New Construction Act 250 Summary

Cumulative
Current Projected starting
Prior Year Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09

# participants with instaliations 61 35 nap 136

Costs

EVT Incentives $535,602 $195,056 nap  $1,062,532
Participant Costs $1,469,552 $540,392 nap  $3,103,617
Third Party Costs $0 $0 nap $0
Annualized MWh Savings 4,464 1,974 nap 10,169
Lifetime MWh Savings 67,599 24,252 nap 148,067
TRB Savings (2009%) $7,874,982  $2,150,650 nap $17,548,430
Winter Coincident Peak KW Savings 589 320 nap 1,346
Summer Coincident Peak KW Savings 718 436 nap 1,807
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 73.185 56.386 nap 74.771
Weighted Lifetime 15 12 nap 15
Committed Incentives $107,118 $64,883 nap nap
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5.1.3 Electric Business New Construction Non-Act 250 Summary

Cumulative
Current Projected starting
Prior Year Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
# participants with installations 181 73 nap 411
Costs
EVT Incentives $545,191 $299,247 nap  $1,339,218
Participant Costs $1,108,313 $584,941 nap $2,850,019
Third Party Costs $0 $0 nap $14,500
Annualized MWh Savings 4,394 3,744 nap 12,777
Lifetime MWh Savings 64,981 52,259 nap 184,400
TRB Savings (2009%) $5,238,504 $3,517,419 nap $15,985,238
Winter Coincident Peak KW Savings 608 541 nap 1,743
Summer Coincident Peak KW Savings 794 602 nap 2,251
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 24.274 51.284 nap 31.089
Weighted Lifetime 15 14 nap 14
Committed Incentives $87,680 $72,380 nap nap
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5.1.5 Electric Market Rate Multifamily New Construction Summary

Cumulative

Current  Projected starting

Prior Year Year 2011  Year 2011 1/1/09
# participants with installations 127 14 nap 300

Costs

EVT Incentives $70,137 $40,310 nap $178,776
Participant Costs $134,919 $112,266 nap $336,929
Third Party Costs $0 $0 nap $4,375
Annualized MWh Savings 264 211 nap 749
Lifetime MWh Savings 4,774 3,635 nap 13,321
TRB Savings (2009%) $617,073 $470,989 nap $1,856,322
Winter Coincident Peak KW Savings 53 51 nap 162
Summer Coincident Peak KW Savings 27 25 nap 84
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 2.078 15.055 nap 2.497
Weighted Lifetime 18 17 nap 18

Committed Incentives $30,000 $20,140 nap nap
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5.1.7 Electric Market Rate Multifamily Retrofit Summary

Cumulative

Current Projected starting

Prior Year Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
# participants with installations 440 478 nap 646

Costs

EVT Incentives $51,650 $25,357 nap $85,618
Participant Costs $134,859 $22,992 nap $170,964
Third Party Costs $0 $0 nap $0
Annualized MWh Savings 220 101 nap 375
Lifetime MWh Savings 3,102 1,264 nap 5,016
TRB Savings (2009%) $911,975 $242,259 nap  $1,228,545
Winter Coincident Peak KW Savings 41 20 nap 75
Summer Coincident Peak KW Savings 16 9 nap 29
Annuaiized MWh Savings/Participant 0.500 0.211 nap 0.581
Weighted Lifetime 14 13 nap 13

Committed Incentives $10,000 $0 nap nap
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5.1.9 Electric Low Income Multifamily New Construction and Retrofit

Summary

Cumulative
Current Projected starting
Prior Year Year 2011  Year 2011 1/1/09

# participants with installations 2,777 21471 nap 5,615

Costs

EVT Incentives $356,033 $332,467 nap $931,048
Participant Costs $877,591 $474,717 nap  $1,952,481
Third Party Costs $164,827 $10,750 nap $206,727
Annualized MWh Savings 1,664 1,048 nap 4,130
Lifetime MWh Savings 28,855 17,128 nap 67,277
TRB Savings (2009%) $3,281,018  $2,157,429 nap  $8,195,675
Winter Coincident Peak KW Savings 386 263 nap 930
Summer Coincident Peak KW Savings 169 100 nap 397
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 0.599 0.483 nap 0.735
Weighted Lifetime 17 16 nap 16
Committed Incentives $109,740 $60,015 nap nap
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5.1.11 Electric Low Income Multifamily New Construction Summary

Cumulative
Current  Projected starting
Prior Year Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
# participants with installations 336 206 nap 710
Costs
EVT Incentives $53,236 $102,707 nap $262,541
Participant Costs $84,834 $364,491 nap $708,681
Third Party Costs $7,700 $3,750 nap $40,200
Annualized MWh Savings 255 351 nap 1,116
Lifetime MWh Savings 4,260 6,788 nap 19,583
TRB Savings (2009%) $526,754  $1,490,499 nap  $3,188,609
Winter Coincident Peak KW Savings 49 88 nap 239
Summer Coincident Peak KW Savings 31 37 nap 116
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 0.760 1.704 nap 1.572
Weighted Lifetime 17 19 nap 18
Committed Incentives $37,000 $28,375 nap nap
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5.1.13 Electric Low Income Multifamily Retrofit Summary

Cumulative

Current  Projected starting

Prior Year Year 2011  Year 2011 1/1/09

# participants with installations 2,462 1,136 nap 4,449

Costs

EVT Incentives $302,797 $122,598 nap $561,164
Participant Costs $792,757 $103,035 nap  $1,236,608
Third Party Costs $157,127 $6,400 nap $165,927
Annualized MWh Savings 1,408 465 nap 2,781
Lifetime MWh Savings 24,595 7,309 nap 44,640
TRB Savings (2009%) $2,754,263 $468,230 nap  $4,807,008
Winter Coincident Peak KW Savings 337 124 nap 640
Summer Coincident Peak KW Savings 138 41 nap 259
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 0.672 0.410 nap 0.625
Weighted Lifetime 17 16 nap 16

Committed Incentives $72,740 $31,640 nap nap
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5.1.15 Electric Business Non-Farm Equipment Replacement Summary

Cumulative
Current Projected starting
Prior Year Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
# participants with installations 1,480 516 nap 2,528
Costs
EVT Incentives $4,499,055 $2,460,565 nap $10,528,949
Participant Costs $2,120,060 $1,797,080 nap  $5,908,553
Third Party Costs $0 $0 nap $0
Annualized MWh Savings 17,116 8,950 nap 41,473
Lifetime MWh Savings 216,826 114,703 nap 529,828
TRB Savings (2009%) $15,153,815 $10,259,476 nap $44,444,053
Winter Coincident Peak KW Savings 2,785 1,338 nap 6,255
Summer Coincident Peak KW Savings 3,562 1,274 nap 8,264
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 11.565 17.344 nap 16.405
Weighted Lifetime 13 13 nap 13
Committed Incentives $2,042,676 $85,235 nap nap

Efficiency Vermont Savings Claim | Page 103




080'/6.'1$ ¢€Gl'8ev'c$ 22s8’Lle GE9'8 vi2'L 8¢ce’L £0L'PLL ALR 0G66'8 sjejol
6E£L'2.C$ 098'79% 0 Ge0's oL 8¢ 081 LG9 69 L uonejjuoA
z.0'.% 62¢'L$ 0 0GlL- 0 0 g6yt [A%] 08 } youmg [ang jeaH aoedg
290'5¢e$ L9e'e$ 0 rAANA e 4 €L 14 14 Z Kousioyy3 jesy eordg
25L'v9L$ SLLLLLS O 0 yAns (44" Lzeel Pyl $02°1L FAS uoneiablijey
Y.£'25L$ 6eE'8e$ 0 0 Ge ge 066’} LGS oLe S M)Ay j08lipul J8Yi0
160'01$ 98y'cs$- 0¢ 901 S ¥ 18¢ 8¢ 1€ € Kousroiyg 18y3o
0L1'682% 60L'6Y7$ 1G2'1e 8¢8 VAN £q 266t 60 96¢ 6l S10j0N
Yy L0G$ 192'80L'C% 0O 669°L- g8 Le6 €6Y'LL 1€0'G AN LSY Bunybiy
18¥'GL2S 9.6'¢/$ 0 0 145} 17451 €001 8¢L 291 8 HJ3 ssad0.d [el)snpuj
ecL$ ¥99°'c$ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 € aouejsissy ubiseQg
00%¥'L$ 20L$ 3] 14 0 0 L 0 0 2 AipuneT pue bupjoo)
L9¥'9.$ 1/6'81% 0 129 14 ¥4 LG2'e 9i¢ Ll Ll 43 Butuonipuo Ay
$}S09 pled poAeg NLgnn paAeg poAeg poaeg poAeg poAeg sjuedionied asn pu3l
juedpoiped saApuadsul 409 1eng MM MM HMIN HMN HMN JO#

ediopied Jajep 1BYUI0 swwng  Iajuip awa] $S049) J9N

19N IeN JoN 1eN I5N

umopyea.lg asM pu3g - Juswoaoe|day Juswdinbg wue4-uoN ssauisng o14399|3 91°L'G

Efficiency Vermont Savings Claim | Page 104



5.1.17 Electric Business Non-Farm Retrofit Summary

Cumulative
Current  Projected starting
Prior Year Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09

# participants with instaliations 1,140 713 nap 1,960

Costs

EVT Incentives $4,762,992  $3,337,624 nap  $9,608,145
Participant Costs $8,609,429 $4,022.419 nap $18,782,235
Third Party Costs $224,696 $0 nap $275,043
Annualized MWh Savings 30,849 16,874 nap 66,504
Lifetime MWh Savings 393,906 216,143 nap 844,490
TRB Savings (2009%) $30,418,172 $13,783,317 nap $66,639,052
Winter Coincident Peak KW Savings 4,206 2,277 nap 9,017
Summer Coincident Peak KW Savings 5,152 3,080 nap 11,383
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 27.061 23.667 nap 33.931
Weighted Lifetime 13 13 nap 13
Committed Incentives $1,543,746 $347,337 nap nap
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5.1.19 Electric Market Rate Single Family Summary

Cumulative
Current Projected starting
Prior Year Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
# participants with installations 1,036 617 nap 2,834
Costs
EVT Incentives $144,354 $143,870 nap $502,658
Participant Costs $117,155 $121,776 nap  $1,870,304
Third Party Costs $23,645 $32,310 nap $55,955
Annualized MWh Savings 731 598 nap 2,183
Lifetime MWh Savings 14,257 13,402 nap 42,278
TRB Savings (2009%) $551,801 $438,067 nap  $3,550,562
Winter Coincident Peak KW Savings 154 119 nap 487
Summer Coincident Peak KW Savings 63 60 nap 188
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 0.705 0.969 nap 0.770
Weighted Lifetime 20 22 nap 19
Committed Incentives nap nap nap nap
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5.1.21 Electric Low Income Single Family Summary

Cumulative
Current Projected starting
Prior Year Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09
# participants with installations 997 1,236 nap 3,294
Costs
EVT Incentives $415,490 $841,598 nap $1,700,174
Participant Costs $14,009 $7,236 nap $25,012
Third Party Costs ($12,095) ($120) nap ($15,597)
Annualized MWh Savings 936 1,312 nap 3,240
Lifetime MWh Savings 12,898 18,071 nap 43,904
TRB Savings (2009%) $550,522 $856,406 nap  $2,069,168
Winter Coincident Peak KW Savings 176 213 nap 567
Summer Coincident Peak KW Savings 95 141 nap 333
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 0.939 1.062 nap 0.984
Weighted L.ifetime 14 14 nap 14
Committed Incentives nap nap nap nap
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5.1.23 Electric Large Industrial Summary

Cumulative
Current Projected starting
Prior Year Year 2011  Year 2011 1/1/09
# participants with installations 70 61 nap 100
Costs
EVT Incentives $1,046,298 $1,388,046 nap $3,062,666
Participant Costs $2,825,251  $2,887,334 nap  $8,612,884
Third Party Costs $0 $0 nap $14,332
Annualized MWh Savings 11,568 9,966 nap 30,000
Lifetime MWh Savings 141,411 124,170 nap 377,962
TRB Savings (20098$) $13,501,705 $10,574,746 nap $36,060,403
Winter Coincident Peak KW Savings 1,485 1,644 nap 4,227
Summer Coincident Peak KW Savings 1,374 1,010 nap 3,677
Annualized MWh Savings/Participant 165.261 163.374 nap 300.002
Weighted Lifetime 12 12 nap 13
Committed Incentives nap nap nap nap
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5.2 List of Support Documents by Service
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5.2.1 LIST OF SUPPORT DOCUMENTS BY SERVICE

EXISTING HOMES SERVICES

Implementation and Procedure Modifications

Subject Document Type Initiator Addressee Date of PIP

N/A

BUSINESS NEW CONSTRUCTION SERVICES
Implementation and Procedure Modifications

Subject Document Type Initiator Addressee Date of PiP

N/A

BUSINESS EXISTING FACILITIES

Implementation and Procedure Modifications

Subject Document Type Initiator Addressee Date of PIP

N/A

RETAIL EFFICIENT PRODUCTS
Implementation and Procedure Modifications

Subject Document Type Initiator Addressee Date of PIP

N/A

EFFICIENCY VERMONT CROSS-SECTOR
Implementation and Procedure Modifications

Subject Document Type Initiator Addressee Date of PIP
#46 - Average Retail Electricity Program 12;?&%
and Fuel Costs Calculations Implementation Bill Fisher TJ Poor Revised'
Annual Revision Procedure 1/1/201
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6.1 Definitions and End Notes
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6.1 DEFINITIONS AND END NOTES

6.1.1 DATA TABLES OVERVIEW

1 — Section 6.1.2 presents a list of definitions for items in the data tables. Section
6.1.3 presents notes for specific items in the tables. Section 6.1.4 provides a guide to
the re-mapping of multifamily projects and savings into new markets.

2 —Items for which data are not available are labeled “nav.” Data items for which
data are not applicable are labeled “nap.”

3 — Except where noted, data in this report for Efficiency Vermont expenditures
were incurred during the period January 1, 2011, through December 31, 2011.
Similarly, measure savings are for measures installed during the period January 1,
2011, through December 31, 2011.

4 — Efficiency Vermont costs include an operations fee of 0.75%. The operations fees
are reported in all Services and Initiative Costs line items, where applicable, with
one exception: The operations fees for Incentives to Participants are reported with
the Administration costs.

5 — Data for Incentives to Participants in Tables 2.1.6, 2.1.7, 2.1.12, 2.1.14, 2.1.17,
2.1.20, 2.1.22, 3.1.1, 3.1.4, 3.1.7, 3.1.10, 3.1.13, 3.1.16, 3.1.19, 3.1.22, 3.1.25, 3.1.28,
and 4.1.2 are based on financial data from Vermont Energy Investment
Corporation’s (VEIC’s) accounting system. Participant Incentives Paid on all other
tables are based on data entered in Efficiency Vermont’s Knowledge-based
Information Technology Tool (KITT) tracking system.

6 — The following indicators in Table 2.1.6 and Table 2.1.7 are provided for reference
only: Annualized MWh Savings (adjusted for measure life), Winter Coincident Peak
kW Savings (adjusted for measure life), and Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings
(adjusted for measure life) These data exclude savings for measures that have
reached the end of their specified lifetimes.

7 — Program planning costs have been rolled into Services and Initiatives for years
2003—2010. For years 2000-2002, program planning costs were reported as a
separate line item. In Tables 2.1.6 and 2.1.7, program planning costs under
“Cumulative Starting 3/1/00 contain data reported prior to 2003.

8 — For years 2003-2005, Multifamily program costs and savings are reported in the
Business Energy Services section. For all other contract years, Multifamily costs
and savings are reported in the Residential Energy Services section. See Section
6.1.4, Multifamily Reporting Changes.
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6.1.2 DEFINITIONS AND REPORT TEMPLATE

The table templates that appear in the 2011 Efficiency Vermont Savings Claim
Summary / Annual Report were developed collaboratively by Efficiency Vermont,
the Vermont Department of Public Service, and Burlington Electric Department.
Note that there are two major table formats, one for the markets and services
summary and the other for breakdowns by end use, county, and utility savings.

The definitions of the data reported in these tables are referred to by numbers in

parentheses in the table on the next page. These footnoted definitions are listed by
number beginning on the page following the table labeled X.X.X Breakdown Report.
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Current Cumulativ  Cumulativ

Prior Year Projected e Starting e Starting
Year 2011 Year 2011 1/1/09 3/1/00
(1) 2 (3) (4) (5)

# participants with insgtallations (6)

Services and Initiatives Costs
Operating Costs

Administration (N
Services and Initiatives (8
Program Planning (9
Marketing / Business Development (10)
Information Systems (11D
Subtotal Operating Costs (12)

Incentive Costs

Incentives to Participants (13)
Incentives to Trade Allies (14)
Subtotal Incentive Costs (15)

Technical Assistance Costs

Services to Participants (16)

Services to Trade Allies o))
Subtotal Technical Assistance Costs (18)
Total Efficiency Vermont Costs (19)
Total Participant Costs (20)
Total Third-Party Costs (21)
Total Services and Initiatives Costs (22)
Annualized MWh Savings (23)
Lifetime MWh Savings (24)
TRB Savings (2009$) (25)
Winter Coincident Peak kW Savings (26)

Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings @70
Annualized MWh Savings / Participant (28)
Weighted Lifetime (years) (29)

Committed Incentives (30)

Annualized MWh Savings (adjusted for

measure life) (31)
Winter Coincident Peak kW Savings

(adjusted for measure life) (32)
Summer Coincident Peak kW Savings
(adjusted for measure life) (33)
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X.X.X. Breakdown Reports

End Use

or Net Net Net

Utility Net Gross Lifetime Winter  Net Other Net Participant

or # of MWh MWh MWh KW Summer Fuel Water  Incentives Participant
County Participants  Saved Saved Saved Saved KW Saved MMBtu CCF Paid Costs

(34) (35) (36) (37) (38) (39) 40) (1) (42) (43)

Footnotes for the report table templates:
(1) Actavity for the prior reporting year.

(2) Activity for the current reporting year. For savings, the figure reported 1s estimated savings for
measures actually implemented for the current reporting period. Savings are reported in MWh, at
generation and net of all approved adjustment factors, except as otherwise noted.

(3) Projected costs for the current reporting period are estimates only and are provided for reference.
The Efficiency Vermont contract contains three-year cumulative budgets and savings goals.

(4) Data reported for the contract period starting January 1, 2009 and continuing through December
31, 2011.

(5) Data reported for all contract periods starting March 1, 2000, and continuing through December
31, 2011.

(6) Number of customers with installed measures. The ‘# participants with installations” is counted
by summing unique physical locations (sites) where efficiency measures have been installed for the
reporting period. For the Multifamily market, the “# of participants with installations” is counted by
summing the number of individual units. Under Cumulative Starting 1/1/09 and Cumulative
Starting 3/1/00, customers are counted once, regardliess of the number of times the customer
participates in Efficiency Vermont services throughout the period 2000-2011. Whenever Efficiency
Vermont works in collaboration with other providers of efficiency services, the same participants
may be counted and reported by more than one organization. As a result, total statewide
participation might be less than the sum of all the organizations’ reported participants.

(7) Costs include general management, budgeting, financial management, and Efficiency Vermont
contract management. These costs are not broken out by market. This cost category is presented only
in Tables 2.1.6 and 2.1.7. Administration costs prior to 2009 do not include the incentives operations
fee. For 2009 and all years thereafter, the operations fee is included.

(8) Management and other management-related costs directly associated with market
implementation work.

(9) Costs related to program design, planning, screening, and other similar functions. Program
Planning costs refer to data reported prior to 2003.

(10) Costs related to marketing, outreach, customer service, and business development.

(11) Costs related to information systems development and maintenance. These costs are not broken
out by market. This cost category is presented only in Tables 2.1.6 and 2.1.7.
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(12) Subtotal of all operating costs detailed in the cost categories above: (7) + (8) + (9) + (10) + (11).

(13) Direct payments to participants to defray the costs of specific efficiency measures. Prior to 2009,
participant incentive costs included the operations fee.

(14) Incentives paid to manufacturers, wholesalers, builders, retailers, and other non-customer
stakeholders that do not defray the costs of specific efficiency measures. Prior to 2009, trade ally
incentive costs included the operations fee.

(15) Subtotal reflecting incentive cost categories: (13) + (14).

(18) Costs related to conducting analyses, preparing packages of efficiency measures, contract
management, and project follow-up.

(17) Costs related to educational or other support services provided to entities other than individual
participants: trade allies, manufacturers, wholesalers, builders, architects, ete.

(18) Subtotal reflecting total technical assistance cost categories: (16) + (17).
(19) Total costs incurred by Efficiency Vermont. All costs are in nominal dollars: (12) + (15) + (18).

(20) Total costs incurred by participants and related to Efficiency Vermont or utility activities. This
category includes the participant contribution to the capital costs of installed measures and to
specific services related to demand side management (DSM). These might include technical
assistance or energy ratings.

(21) Total costs incurred by third parties (i.e., entities other than Efficiency Vermont, utilities, and
participants) and directly related to Efficiency Vermont or utility DSM activities. This category
includes contributions by third parties to the capital costs of installed measures and to specific DSM-
related services, such as technical assistance or energy ratings.

(22) Total cost of services and initiatives: (19) + (20) + (21).

(23) Annualized MWh savings at generation, net of all approved adjustment factors (e.g., free
ridership, spillover effects, line losses) for measures installed during the current reporting period.

(24) Lifetime estimated MWh savings for measures installed during the current reporting year, at
generation and net of all approved adjustment factors. (Typically, this value is calculated by
multiplying estimated annualized savings by the lifetime of the measure.)

(26) Total Resource Benefits (TRB) savings for measures installed during the current reporting year.
TRB are gross electric benefits, fossil fuel savings, and water savings. TRB are stated in 2009 dollars
throughout the report. Whenever Efficiency Vermont works in collaboration with other providers of
efficiency services, the same savings might be counted and reported by more than one organization.
As a result, the total statewide savings might be less than the sum of all the organizations’ reported
savings.

(26) Estimated impact of measures at time of winter system peak, at generation, net of adjustment
factors.

(27) Estimated impact of measures at time of summer system peak, at generation, net of adjustment
factors.
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(28) Annualized MWh savings per participant, net at generation: (23) = (6).
(29) Average lifetime, in years, of measures, weighted by savings: (24) + (23).

(30) Incentives that have not yet been paid to a customer but where there is a signed contract as of
December 31, 2011, for projects that will be completed after December 31, 2011.

(31) Adjusted annualized MWh savings at generation and net of all approved adjustment factors
(e.g., free ridership, spillover effects, line losses) for measures installed during the current reporting
period. These data include savings for measures that have not yet expired during the reporting
period, and exclude savings for measures that have reached the end of their specified lifetimes.

(32) Adjusted impact of measures at time of winter system peak, at generation, net of adjustment
factors. These data include savings for measures that have not yet expired during the reporting
period, and exclude savings for measures that have reached the end of their specified lifetimes.

(33) Adjusted impact of measures at time of summer system peak, at generation, net of adjustment
factors. These data include savings for measures that have not yet expired during the reporting
period, and exclude savings for measures that have reached the end of their specified lifetimes.

Items 34-43 refer to installed measures for the current reporting period, presented in the
Breakdown reports by End Use, Utility, and County.

(34) Number of participants with installed measures for the End Use, Utility, or County breakdown.
Whenever Efficiency Vermont works in collaboration with other providers of efficiency services, the
same participants may be counted and reported by more than one organmization. As a result, total
statewide participation might be less than the sum of all the organizations’ reported participants.

(35) Annualized MWh savings at generation, net of all approved adjustment factors (e.g., free
ridership, spillover effects, line losses) for measures installed during the current reporting period.
This is the same number as that reported in the line item containing footnote (23).

(36) Annualized MWh savings, gross at the customer meter.

(37) Lifetime estimated MWh savings for measures installed during the current reporting period, at
generation and net of all approved adjustment factors. This is the same number as that reported in

the line item containing footnote (24).

(38) Estimated impact of measures at time of winter system peak, at generation, net of adjustment
factors. This is the same number as that reported in the line item containing footnote (26).

(39) Estimated impact of measures at time of summer system peak, at generation, net of adjustment
factors. This is the same number as that reported in the line item containing footnote (27).

(40) MMBtu estimated to be saved (positive) or used (negative) for alternative fuels as a result of
measures installed in the end use.

(41) Water saved (positive) or used (negative) as a result of measures installed in the end use.

(42) Incentives paid by Efficiency Vermont to participants for measures installed during the current
reporting period. This is the same number as that reported in the line item containing footnote (13).
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(43) Costs incurred by participants and related to Efficiency Vermont or utility activities. This is the
same number as that reported in the line item containing footnote (20).
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6.1.3 TABLE END NOTE

2.1.11 Electric Services & Initiatives - Total Resource Benefits

Net lifetime water savings is the net annual water savings associated with a
measure, multiplied by the measure’s lifetime. Net lifetime fossil fuel savings is the
net annual fossil fuel savings associated with the measure, multiplied by the
measure’s lifetime.
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6.1.4 MULTIFAMILY REPORTING CHANGES

Throughout this report, all multifamily projects are reported in the Business
Energy Services section for years 2003—-2005, and in the Residential Energy
Services section for all other years.

Following is a diagram of the 2003—-2005 Market Services and Initiatives and the
2006—Current Year Market Services and Initiatives, showing the re-mapping of
Multifamily projects and savings under the subsequently developed markets.

2003-2005 Market Services & Initiatives 2006-Current Year Market Services & Initiatives
Business Existing Facilities Business Existing Facilities
C&I Retrofit C&I Retrofit
C&I Equipment Replacement C&I Equipment Replacement
Low-Income Multifamily
Retrofit
Business New Construction Business New Construction
Low-Income Multifamily Ne
Construction
C&I New Construction C&I New Construction
Multifamily Market Rate New
Construction
Multifamily Market Rate
Retrofit
Residential New Residential New Construction
Construction
Single-Family Homes Single-Family Homes

Low-Income Multifamily New Construction
Market Rate Multifamily New

Construction
Efficient Products Efficient Products
Residential Existing Building: Residential Existing Buildings
Residential Retrofit Residential Retrofit
Low-Income Single-Family - Low-Income Single-Family

Low-Income Multifamily Retrofit
Market Rate Multifamily Retrofit
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1 Introduction & Summary

The Burlington Electric Department (BED) is pleased to submit the following report to
the Burlington Electric Commission, the Vermont Public Service Board and the Vermont
Department of Public Service, summarizing the implementation of energy efficiency
programs in the City of Burlington for the year 2011. BED remains committed to
offering its customers high quality and affordable energy services and a secure,
environmentally sound supply of electricity into the future. Energy efficiency continues
to play a major role in achieving this goal, and is the cornerstone of the BED resource

acquisition strategy that is described in its 2008 Integrated Resource Plan.

Energy efficiency has been clearly shown to be Vermont's least expensive future energy
supply resource over time, and is every day a greater environmental imperative. The
Burlington Electric Department is owned by all the citizens of Burlington, who have
been unequivocally clear that the option for future supply that they prefer above all

others is the pursuit of additional cost-effective energy efficiency.

Burlington voters in 1990 approved an 11.3 million dollar bond to fund energy efficiency
programs that supported successful program activities through 2002. Since 2003, BED
customers (like all other Vermont electric customers) pay a small monthly charge that
supports these “Energy Efficiency Utility” programs. When these funding sources are
considered along with customers’ direct investment, $38.3 million has been invested in
energy efficiency efforts sponsored by BED over the last 22 years. This is comprised of
about $17.6 million spent by BED on all of its energy efficiency efforts during that
period, combined with another $20.7 million in matching expenditures by its customers.
The willingness to invest their private funds in these investments is a testament to the

value that BED customers place on these services.

As Figure 1 indicates, the overall effect has been dramatic. Annual electricity
consumption in 2011 was about 4.7% lower than in 1989. During the same period,

statewide use of electricity increased by 8.3%. It is important to recognize that



population growth was similar for Burlington and the state (8% v. 11% respectively), but
statewide job growth was greater than Burlington’s (17% v. 5%) which can explain some
portion of the variance. However, consistent energy efficiency services have helped to
meet the needs of a growing local economy over the last 22 years with less electricity
than was used then! As a result, energy efficiency investments save Burlington

consumers about $10 million of retail electric costs annually.

Energy efficiency expenditures are made almost entirely locally, typically in the form of
professional services, skﬂled trades employment, and equipment purchases. Not only is
the value of the City’s building and energy-using equipment improved, but locally-
retained dollars are “multiplied” many times over by subsequent consumer spending.
Absent these energy efficiency expenditures, these funds would have gone towards the
purchase of electricity and enhanced infrastructure to satisfy increased demands on the
City’s electrical system. Most of these dollars would have been exported out of state,
and many out of the country. Energy Efficiency is a win-win situation for the city of
Burlington through increased local economic activity, and through the avoidance of
increasingly costly electricity purchases, their associated infrastructure growth and

capital expenses, and their environmental impacts.



Figure 1: Impact of DSM on Total City Energy Use
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During 2011 alone, BED saved 8,239 Megawatt hours (MWh) of energy from efficiency
measures installed, which will result in 70,900 MWh of savings over the useful life of the
installed measures (2011 measures have a weighted average lifetime of 9 years). This is
equivalent to providing energy to about 1,560 average Burlington residential customers
for 9 years. During 2011, total BED program spending was $2,061,883 and participating
customers spent an additional $1,020,850 of their own to fund energy efficiency

investments in their homes and facilities.

Harder to quantify, but of increasing importance to the ratepayers of Burlington are the
environmental impacts avoided by decreasing the need for electricity. Thanks to the
energy savings (8,239 MWh) generated by energy efficiency programs in 2011 alone,
Burlington will have avoided the release of about 53,798 tons of carbon dioxide (CO2);
the equivalent of removing about 1,560 cars from U.S. highways each year for the next 9

years.



Considering the difficult economic conditions our customers have been experiencing
over the past few years, BED is encouraged that it met 101% of savings projections in
2011. BED projected 8,160 MWh savings and achieved 8,240 MWh. BED'’s projected
budget for 2011 was $2,244,113 and $2,061,883 was spent, about 10% less than projected.
BED’s cost for saved energy was less than projections. BED estimated it would spend
$275 per annualized MWh saved, and instead spent $250 per annualized MWh. BED's
administrative costs as a percentage of total program costs remained consistent with
historical performance; about 16% of the budget was used to defray program operation
costs. This amount includes BED's program marketing efforts, most of which are

produced in cooperation with Efficiency Vermont.

Annual fluctuations in any energy efficiency program’s performance depend on a
variety of human and business cycle dimensions that are hard to quantify and even
harder to predict with precision. The decision to move forward with an energy
efficiency project is ultimately the individual customer’s. Customers consider a wide
variety of factors in their decision-making process, including their perceptions of local
and national economic conditions and trends, their availability of funds and competing
interests for the use of those funds, fluctuations in their business functions and volumes,
and the opinion of off-site consultants and decision makers. The decision to move
forward with an energy efficiency project is ultimately the individual customer’s. Given
the small size of BED's system, the loss of only a few new construction projects can have

a dramatic impact on its annual budgets and savings estimates.

Year-to-year fluctuations in program results reflect the relative unpredictability of

energy efficiency program timing, and support the notion that annual projections are no
more than rough estimates. In the long run, the performance of BED's energy efficiency
programs continues to meet the expectations laid out in BED's Integrated Resource Plan

of 2008 and prior planning documents dating back more than 20 years.

This report includes coverage of BED’s program activities related to the twelfth year of
operation of the State's — and the nation's — first Energy Efficiency Utility (EEU).

Statewide energy efficiency programs are today operated by the non-profit service



provider “Efficiency Vermont” (EVt). Thanks to a long history of successful program
implementation, BED serves as the City’s own EEU and delivers the majority of these
programs within the City of Burlington, continuing to build on its past success in

helping Burlington’s consumer-owners achieve energy efficient electric use.

Since the inception of the EEU concept in 2000, BED has shared planning and program
design work with (EVt). This relationship has helped to shape a seamless and
transparent set of programs to the mutual benefit of both organizations and Vermont
ratepayers. BED and EVt annually update a detailed coordination plan that seeks to
maximize the benefits of synergism to both organizations. The marketing and outreach
power of Efficiency Vermont over the past twelve years has helped to heighten the
awareness of energy efficiency and building performance issues among all Vermonters,

including Burlingtonians.

BED recognizes that much of its success comes from effective working relationships not
only with EVt, but also with its partners Vermont Gas Systems (VGS) and the
Champlain Valley Weatherization Service (CVWS). A very cooperative relationship
with the VGS has helped to develop a complete suite of thermal energy efficiency
measures available to Burlington customers, and VGS's willingness to work with BED to
promote electrical energy efficiency programs to its natural gas customers has been a
noteworthy strength of its joint energy efficiency program offerings. BED looks forward
to continuing this partnership in 2012 and beyond. CVWS continues to successfully and
cooperatively provide a comprehensive set of energy efficiency services to their
customer base. BED and VGS plan to work closely with CVWS in the coming years to
gain more program participation from the private landlord rental market, which

comprises a large percentage of low-income housing in the Burlington area.

BED also continues to perform substantial analysis of energy efficiency and demand
response impacts on its system as part of the BED Integrated Resource planning and
reporting process. BED updates all of its energy efficiency and demand response

planning assumptions on a 3-year basis. BED is responsible for reacting with



appropriate program design modifications to the changing market conditions that

impact customers’ decisions about undertaking energy efficiency upgrades.

The difficult economic conditions that our customers have been facing over the past few
years have presented BED with challenges that have required modifications to program
incentives in particular. BED (often in collaboration with EVT) began to increase
incentives for mostly commercial custom projects in 2010 to encourage higher levels of
overall participation and deeper savings per project. Given the uncertainty of a return
to more “normal” market conditions, BED estimates that higher incentives will be

necessary in 2012, and potentially beyond, in order to approach savings targets.

BED will continue to test all program design assumptions and pursue all strategies to
make programs as cost-effective as possible, however, BED estimates that yield rates
will be declining in coming years. Baselines are increasing due to more stringent state
energy codes and federal standards. This results in declining increments of potential

savings to pursue through advanced technology upgrades driven by program activities.

BED is also continuing the focus on summer peak demand reduction using the Public
Service Board approved additional incremental increases in Burlington Electric
Department (BED)'s service-territory specific EEC funds. The charge to BED in
spending these funds is to reduce its growing summer air-conditioning peak load, a
phenomenon that has increasingly absorbed the attention of BED’s own power planners.
In response to the Board’s order, BED will continue to focus those increased efforts on
measures that address this load growth in the City. In 2011, BED was able to achieve
1,378 KW of summer coincident-peak demand reduction, about 9% higher than the
projected target of 1,262 KW. Over the 2009-2011 EEU three-year program cycle, BED
was able to achieve 3,203 KW of summer coincident-peak demand reduction, about 4%

higher than the projected target of 3,087 KW.

In addition to traditional energy efficiency measures that focus on reducing peak
demand, BED initially engaged in 2007 in demand response (DR) efforts supported by
the New England Independent System Operator (ISO-NE). ISO-NE offers customers



ongoing financial incentives to reduce peak electric use through load curtailment and
the use of on-site generation during its peak load periods. BED continues to work in
partnership with a demand services provider, EnerNoc, Inc., to help enroll key
customers in the ISO-NE program. To date, this partnership has enrolled 17 BED

accounts for about 3.0 MW of potential load reduction capability.

BED is also pleased to see a growing amount of photo-voltaic (PV) systems in Burlington
as this technology can also help to alleviate the summer peak issues. Currently, there is
about 900 KW of installed PV capacity through net-metering, standard offer or direct
purchase power agreements. We currently have five customers taking advantage of

BED's solar rider tariff that was approved by the PSB in November 2011.

In 2011, BED continued with efforts, in collaboration with VEIC and other stakeholders,
to develop financing tools for customers to encourage both higher levels of participation

and more comprehensive savings per project.

Both organizations, along with other stakeholders, will continue to work together on
launching Property Assessed Clean Energy (PACE) programs in the 2012-2014 that
allows residential customers to finance eligible efficiency and renewable energy

products on the property tax bill.

In 2009, BED collaborated with VEIC and a coalition of energy efficiency advocates
statewide to secure legislation enabling what in Vermont is now called PACE Districts.
Through voter establishment of such districts, municipalities are empowered to secure
funds which they can then lend property-owners to pay for eligible energy efficiency
and renewable improvements. Property owners then repay the municipality through a
special assessment on their property tax bill. The assessment can be transferred should
the building be sold before the full special assessment is repaid. The assessment period
can be up to twenty-years which can help to align the periodic energy savings with the

periodic assessment payment amount.



PACE is an exciting development and BED is hopeful that this unique funding
mechanism will increase customer participation in all energy efficiency services and
encourage property-owners to invest more comprehensively in improving the overall
energy performance of buildings. Equally important these efforts will allow
investments from the state’s energy efficiency funds to blend with and help to leverage
much greater levels of investment by property owners in energy efficiency projects, and
address the full range of potential energy retrofit measures, well beyond cost-effective

electricity savings alone.

BED was originally able to research the program concept and develop the program
design with help from an American Public Power Association (APPA) Demonstration of
Energy Efficiency Developments (DEED) grant competitively awarded to BED in 2008.
BED enlisted VEIC to assist with research and design work and assist with the
legislative effort. This collaboration continues today and the results should be beneficial
to the entire state as many other Vermont communities are actively exploring

implementing PACE programs.

BED is also investigating other financing options for all customers. In 2012, BED will
continue to explore an “on-the-electric bill” financing service for eligible electric energy
efficiency measures. A financing tool like this could be helpful in meeting savings goals
by helping customers overcome the “out-of-pocket” expense barrier. The loan would be
structured so that the customer sees monthly positive cash-flow; monthly energy

savings are greater than the monthly loan payment.

For over a decade, BED offered customers the Smartlight CFL lease program where
customers could lease screw-in CFL’s from BED with no out-of-pocket expense and the
monthly lease fee would appear as a separate line item on the bill. The lease structure
created monthly positive cash-flow and the program was very successful especially with
commercial customers. BED is exploring the idea of using aspects of the Smartlight
concept to offer a financing tool for a variety of electric measures that would have many

of the same characteristics as Smartlight.



Advanced metering infrastructure (AMI), smart grid and a new realm of potential
customer energy use empowerment tools will be deployed over 20012 and 2013 in most
of Vermont. BED is excited to explore the extensive possibilities for enhanced
interaction with its customers and the potential benefits and capabilities AMI technology

will bring them.

BED has also been working collaboratively with several other Vermont electric utilities
and Efficiency Vermont on a statewide customer education campaign and researching
customer web presentment software packages. Web presentment software includes
engaging looks at energy usage details and energy efficiency related technical advice for
customers and clear guidance on how to best take advantage of available energy services

and incentives.

Over 2012 BED will also continue working with UVM’s Engineering School on a
consumer behavior study stemming from advanced meter deployment. The goal of this
experiment (known as Energy Minder) is to evaluate the utility of an energy efficiency
social network in which energy efficiency models are derived from interactions

(questions and answers) among participants within a web-based social network.

Social networks are known to be an important driver of behavior change. The advent of
internet-tools for social networking has had some impact on behavior, but much of their
use is currently limited to leisure activities. Social pressure has been shown to have
some impact on energy efficiency, but has not been extensively evaluated as a means of
meeting energy efficiency goals. The goal of this task is to develop and test a new social
networking tool for sharing energy consumption information among customers and to
test the hypothesis that a web-based social network can assist electricity consumers in
identifying relationships between energy consumption and information exchanged

within the social network.

Long lasting energy efficiency benefits created by the smart-grid investments are largel
g g By Yy y g gely

unknown at this early stage by are clearly worth pursuing. Energy Minder is 3-year



collaboration between UVM and BED to integrate the social networking tool with BED's

meter data management and web presentment systems.

The remaining pages on this report provide details on BED's delivery of the following

EEU services in 2011:

e Business New Construction

o Business Existing Facilities

e Residential New Construction
e Existing Homes

o Efficient Products

10
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Table 1: All Business & Residential DSM History

- Participants Costs Savings woeemeescenee e
Tostall  Audits  Audit + Admin Services  lucentive  FEvaluution Particdipant  Program Mwh  Lifetime  Winter  Summer
Instlali Total Mwh Kw Kw

1991 M1 95 1} $356.563 50 $273437 56,013 SLO9L190  S1727.205 3,703 52,103 1,224 0
1992 330 424 0 $334.066 $0 $2640615 $14.711 $1.,104,050  %1.717442 3595 72,723 1385 0
1993 1,343 1,130 517 $344,326 50 $501,991 5107646 $2.052.045  $3006,008 9,198 133,079 2,634 0
1994 734 367 333 $367.600 $0 $197,054 $46.172 $927.802 51538628 3.304 32,358 991 0
1995 827 66 193 $235,770 0 $149.865 $16,666  51.584,811 $2,007.112 6,764 31402 1,650 0
1996 774 18 140 $215.329 $0  $118006 $44,318 $500,363 $878.016 2285 38.654 0 358
1997 733 35 80 $143,184 S0 §122,189 $6.011 $848,380  $1119.764 2,665 39,091 0 714
1998 692 7 75 $204.588 50 $107.140 $353 731,707 $1.043.788 3202 43,971 0 822
1999 675 26 68 $214,782 $0 5101224 51,529 $331,985 $649,520 1300 14,174 i 358
2000 1.364 36 29 $334,762 $97.067 5148162 $0 $761,673  §1.341,664 3,130 37.211 443 387
2001 1,410 240 238 $425,123 $129,955  $208178 $59,637 $609.115  §1432,008 3,094 41,258 398 341
2002 1,824 323 312 $469,263 $192,143  $407,057 $2.352 81,178,695 52249510 4,438 63,159 444 520
2003 1,897 190 187 $305,283  $365.691 $236,762 519,006 $538,589  $1465331 3346 56,332 346 361
2004 1484 233 203 $253,037  §302,017  $271856 $19,067 $638,819  £1484,796 3,500 46,856 625 557
2005 1.977 237 208 §242,385  $351,009 5260806 $5,904 $970,437  $1,830.,54} 4,948 69,570 630 630
2006 2,188 515 377 $221.862  $352,886  $381.706 $42,057 $702,575  $1,701,086 6,254 83,951 813 891
2007 2,045 361 324 $255856  $375480 5441352 $52,025  $1,353,651 $2478,364 9,679 128,022 1,206 1,158
2008 6,392 317 241 447867  $412,037  $578245 $65,159  §1,187.671 $2,690,979 7,299 72,402 1,178 889
2009 1,181 239 232 $317, 2157 $371,233 3451901 $67,667  $1.959.977  $3,169,035 5481 63,115 715 795
2010 1,638 470 460 $378,153  $339,569 §$1,102,597 $54,283 $781,528  $2,656,130 6,462 72,586 1,061 1,078
2011 1,027 283 273 $310,536  $381,043 $1,372682 $69,742  $1.020,842  $3,154,845 8239 70,500 1,539 1,377

Total 30,928 5,612 4,490 $6,397,592  §3,670,130 §$7,697.825 $700,320  $20,875,905 $39341,772 101886 1,263,117 17282 11,237

(Note: All tables in this report reflect a 10% reduction in 2006 MWh savings claims as a result of the VT-DPS savings verification of 2006 projects)



Table 2: All Business DSM History

------- Participants ——— Costs Savings
Install  Audits  Audit + Admin Services  Incentive  Evaluation Partidpant  Program Mwh  Lifetime  Winter  Summer
Instlall Total Mwh Kw Kw

1991 3 17 0 $130,784 S0 $1.849 50 $2,157 $134.790 3 93 30 0
1992 16 117 a 5149138 50 $119,535 54.063 $454.104 $726.840 246 24388 227 0
1993 164 190 105 $162.366 30 $305473 $35.559 $1.308,524 $1811.922 5.387 72,218 1421 0
1994 104 85 116 $238.153 $0 $163,733 $21.690 $630.639 $1.054215 2.242 14,970 626 0
1995 163 30 47 $199.835 50 $142342 $9.480 $1.308,954 $1.720611 6,137 21.386 1,615 0
1996 131 15 36 $151.409 0 $50423 528,498 $585.547 1233 16,150 0 334
1997 160 31 44 $78.321 50 $96.959 $5,612 §757.774 $938.666 2300 33,565 [h] 669
1998 164 3 20 $141.258 50 365,048 $30 $615.144 $821.500 2767 37,930 0 734
1999 162 G 17 $150.772 30 §71,501 $0 $270,056 3492329 1,051 10,895 4] 338
2000 145 11 8 $170.552 $56,070 $80,108 $0 $613,597 $926.327 2438 28,712 309 334
2001 127 6 6 $255,082 $99.310 $84,729 $43.248 $384,763 $867,132 2,064 20,581 240 240
2002 13 0 0 $284.826 $112,447 $238,866 $252 $912,280 $1,548,671 2,888 43,183 224 392
2003 144 0 0 $154,937 $243,380 $148.306 $9.503 $254,905 $811,037 2,193 32975 122 162
2004 142 98 68 $115,796  $192,327  $140234 $3.928 $507,253 $959,538 2,505 35419 335 394
2005 133 82 53 $133.542  $208,860  $202,143 $0 814,000 $1,358546 3751 57,787 342 397
2006 150 s 89 F112917  $240425  $261,310 524,533 $575,467  $1214,652 5,094 73,084 503 652
2007 151 100 90 125,761 $244,030 $280213 $33,320 $977,132 $1,660,456 6,530 104,174 482 763
2008 115 97 64 $113.641 $250,666 $304,252 $43,576 $904,640 31616775 32064 48,407 386 386
2009 105 19 17 $173,789  $224,900  $305352 $44,608  $1,743,182  $2491.831 3,781 51,336 336 555
2010 28 36 35 $168,765  $249,0904  $849.801 $35.630 $458,549  $1.761,839 4015 34,285 335 702
2011 220 9 7 $162,357  §$277,034  §972,032 $47,704 $£335095  §1,794.222 2,787 37,955 420 519
Total 2,860 1,067 822 $3.380,001 §$2,398,549 $4,884,209 $391,254  §$14.243,433  §25297446 62,904 825493 8,153 757
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Table 3: All Residential DSM History

- Participants -~ e COSHS Savings
Install  Audits  Audit + Admin Services  Incentive  Evaluation Partidpant  Program Mwh  Lifetime  Winter  Summer
Instlali Total Mwh Kw Kw

1991 388 78 0 $225.779 50 271,588 $6.015 $1.089,033 $1.5392.415 3672 52010 1,194 0
1992 314 307 0 $184.928 $0 $145,080 $10,648 $649.946 3990602 3,349 48,335 1,158 0
1993 1,179 940 412 $181.960 $0 5196518 $72.087 $743,521 $1,194.080 3611 60.801 1.213 0
1994 630 282 217 $129.447 50 $33.321 $24.482 $297.163 $484.413 1.062 17,588 365 0
1995 664 36 146 $55935 $0 $7.523 57,186 $215.837 $286,501 627 10,016 35 0
1996 623 3 104 $63,920 30 $67.583 $15.820 $145,140 $292.469 1052 22,504 0 24
1997 575 4 36 $64.863 50 $25,230) $399 590,606 $181.098 365 5,526 0 45
1998 528 4 55 $63.330 50 $42,092 303 $116,563 $222.288 433 6,041 0 88
1999 513 20 5] $64.010 50 $29.723 $1.529 $61,929 $157,191 249 3.279 0 20
2000 1.219 25 21 $158.210 $40.997 $68.054 50 $148.076 $415.337 692 8499 134 53
2001 1,283 234 232 $170.041 $30,645 $123,449 $10,389 $564,876 1030 14,677 158 101
2602 L7 323 312 $184.437 §79.696  5168,191 52,100 $266.415 $700.839 1,550 19.976 220 128
2003 1,753 190 187 5150346 $122,305 388,456 $9.503 $283,684 $654.294 1,153 23,357 224 199
2004 1,342 135 135 $137.241 $109,690 $131,622 $15.139 $131,566 $525.258 993 11437 290 163
2005 1,844 155 155 108,843 $142,149 $58,663 $5.904 $156,436 $471.995 1,197 11,783 288 233
2006 2,038 400 288 $108,945  §112.461 $120.396 $17,524 $127.108 $486,434 1160 10,867 310 239
2007 1,894 261 234 $130,095  $131,450 5161139 $18,705 $376,519 $817,908 3,149 23,848 724 395
2008 6.277 220 177 $334,226  §161,371 $273.993 $21.583 $283,031 $1,074,204 4,035 23,995 792 503
2009 1,076 220 25 $143.468 $146,333 $147,549 $23,059 $216,795 $677,204 1,700 11,779 379 240
2010 1410 434 425 $209,388 $90,475  $252,79 $18,653 $322,979 $894.291 2447 18,301 526 376
2011 807 274 266 $148,179 $104,009 $400,650 $22,038 $685,747 $1.360,623 5452 32945 1,119 858

Total 28,068 4,545 3,668 $3017.591 §1,271,581 $2,813,616 $309,066 56,032,472 §i4,044326 38,982 437,624 9129 3,666



2 Overview of EEU Electric Services Results

Like 2010, 2011 proved to be a challenge for achieving savings goals in all markets but
overall we achieved a 101% of the total annual MWh goal. The slow economy impacted
some customer decision making as BED experienced reduced activity levels, especially
in commercial and residential new construction. BED projected 8,160 annualized MWh
savings and achieved 8,239 annualized MWh. BED projected 1,262 coincident-peak

summer KW savings and achieved 1,378 KW, 109% of the annual summer goal.

BED spent $2,061,883 in 2011, which is about 10% less than the projected budget of
$2,244,113. In total, BED's EEU Services implementation saved 8,239 MWh of energy
annually from installed measures that will result in 70,900 MWh savings over the

equipment's useful life; 2011 measures have a weighted lifetime of 9 years.

In the first twelve years of the Vermont Energy Efficiency Utility both organizations
have exceeded savings estimates in most years and have done so at a lower cost per
MWh than anticipated. Energy efficiency is now being delivered at a total utility cost of
about $.03 per kilowatt-hour statewide. When compared with other energy sources,
energy efficiency remains the state’s best bargain for future supply and the expenditures
stay largely in the Vermont economy. Avoiding electric generation also avoids the
associated air emissions and other environmental impacts that impact Vermont and the

region.

BED looks forward to continuing work in 2012 with the DPS on the challenges and
rewards that the ISO-NE Forward Capacity Market presents to Vermont. The on-site
metering for savings verification has been an invaluable learning lesson for all parties

and should lead to a higher level of accuracy with measures savings calculations.

2011 brings to a close the end of the 2009-2011 three-year EEU program cycle. As part of
BED's bilateral agreement with the VT-DPS to implement certain EEU programs, BED
and the VT-DPS established performance standards for the 2009-2011 program cycle.

The following chart describes the standards and BED's results:

14
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Table 4: BED EEU Electric Services Implementation Minimum Performance Indicators by end 2009-2011

12/31/2011

Meet Estimated Annual MWh

Three year target is

A predetermined target helps to
ensures that all cost effective

Total three-year savings of 18,917 MWh, 89% of

goals 22,354 MWh's energy efficiency resources are NA goal
being aggressively pursued by BED
This requirement is intended to
ensure that BED produces at least
. " enough electricity resource savings
- . Total electric benefits o R . - .
Meet a minimum electric divided by total costs is to cover contributions by BED's NA Total electric benefit ratio of 4 1 was achieved

benefits standard

greater than 1 2

consumer-owners Also, to ensure
that resources are being obtained
cost effectively and at or below
market power costs.

over the three-year period

Threshold (or minimum
acceptable) level of
participation by low-income
households

10% of program spending
to be for low-income
single and multifamily
services

Equity for low-income customers

Assuring that & minimum fevel of
BED's overalt efficiency efforts, as
reflected in spending, will be
dedicated to low-income
households

4 3% of all program spending was for low-
income single and muitifamily services (13 8% of
total three-year residential spending was for low-
income customers)

Threshold (or minimum
acceptable) level of
participation by small non-
residential customers

40% of total non-
residential accounts with
savings are accounts with
annual electric use of
40,000 kWh/yr or less

Equitable share of service to
smaller non-residential customers

Offsets potential incentive to
concentrate on larger non-

residential customers, where
BED’s cost per kWh is lower

Over the 3 year period, 64% of non-residential
accounts with savings are accounts with annual
electric use of 40,000 kWh/yr or less

Cumulative summer net peak
demand savings

3,086 CP-KW cumulative
by end of 2011

Designed to encourage BED to
achieve high levels of peak summer
demand savings in addition to
annual energy savings and total
resource benefits

Leveraging project implementation
to maximize summer peak
demand savings

3,221 CP-KW cumulative was achieved, 104%
of the three-year goal

Cumulative winter net peak
demand savings

3,648 CP-KW cumulative
by end of 2011

Designed to encourage BED to
achieve high levels of peak winter
demand savings in addition to
annual energy savings and total
resource benefits

Leveraging project impiementation
to maximize winter peak demand
savings

3,286 CP-KW cumulative was achieved, 80% of
the three-year goal

Meet Minimum Cost Benefit
on Total Resource Benefit
(TRB) savings

TRB total divided by BED
total EEU operating costs
is equal to or greater than
3 3 over the 3-year
period

Designed to encourage BED to
maximize energy-related and other
resource benefits in implementing
energy-efficiency measures and
projects during their economic
lifetime

Leveraging project implementation
to maximize TRB

TRB total divided by BED's total EEU operating
costs over the 3-year period was 4 0




Table 5;: EEU Business & Residential - Total Resource Benefits

Avoided costs of Electricity $7,326,403.73
Fossil Fuel Savings ($434,014.29)
Water Savings $358,906.50
TRB Total $7,251,295.82
Annualized Lifetime
Meter MWh 7,510 66,478
Generation MWh 8,240 70,900
Meter Demand Kw 4,559 40,595
Generation Peak Summer Kw 1,378 12,083
Generation Peak Winter Kw 1,538 13,758
Water Savings 4,203 55,391
Fuel Increase -5,691 -56,976
O+M Savings $211,137 $1,826,851
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Table 6: EEU Business & Residential - Summary

— Participants —
Installations
Audits
Audits with Installation

— Program Costs —-
BED Administration Costs
General
Implementation
Planning
Marketing
1T

BED Service Costs
Participants
Trade Allies

BED Incentive Costs
Participants
Trade Allies

BED Total Costs

Evaluation Costs

Participant Costs

Total Program Costs

-~ Benefits —-
Annualized mWh
Lifetime mWh
Winter peak Kw
Summer Peak Kw
mWh / Participant
Weighted Lifetime

Prior Year Current (Projected) (Projected) Program
2010 2011 2011 2012 to_date
1,632 1,027 1,752 1,752 30,912
474 294 5,677
456 273 4,486
$217,088 $249.867 $3,367,559
$55,935 $3,853 $1,952,120
$12,162 $11,166 $105,062
$81,887 $39,426 $747238
$11.140 $6.224 $211.957
$378,212 $310,536 $6,383,936
$339,570 $378,664 $3,653,936
$0 $0 $11,761
$339,570 $378,664 $3,6 65,095
$1,002,214 $1,368,497 $4,166,001
$3.565 $4.185 $10.300
$1,005,779 $1,372,682 $4,176,301
$1,723,561 $2,061,883 $14,22532
$54,283 $69,651 $700,229
$863,115  $1,020,851 $24,356,205
$2 640,960 $3.152,384 $2.244.113 $1.879.931 $39,281.766
6,290 8,239 8,160 7,259 101,709
70,658 70,900 1,261,023
1,037 1,539 17,254
1,049 1,377 11,207
4 8 5 4 3
11 9 12

17
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Table 7: EEU Business & Residential - End Use Summary

Description

Air Conditioning
Clothes Drying
Clothes Washing
Consumer Electronics
Dishwashing
Hot Water
Lighting

Motors

Other Efficicncy
Refrigeration
Space Heating
Ventilation

Total

Participants

H4l
8
503
1506
4
135
861

Gross
Mwh
98 15
782
106 78
196 39
012
30530
3.680 21
13 46
022
714 06
36 68
35059

7.509 80

Net
Mwh
10243
760
138 50
22581
014
204 30
6,497 15
14.97
013
619 60
3449
39518

8,239 50

Lifetime
Net
177295
106 44
1939 05
1.260 72
183
2,773 06
50,686 51
22459
126
5927 36
65617
5,549 62

70,899 57

Winter
Net Kw
1201
158
1955
266
002

84 25
1,281 73
203
002
7123
2843

12 50

153801

Summer
Net Kw
2334

119
1473
1918
001
5265
17338
1is
005
7425
128
1631

137756

MMBTU
000

-26 64
4528
000
048
-1,004 08
-2,540 03
300
000
400
3885
000
3486 14

CCF
000
000

3,509 20
0ob
460

489 20
000
000
000
a0
000
000

420300



2.1 Business Services Overview

Overall, 2011 results in business services did not meet savings projections. BED
projected 4,100 megawatt-hour (MWh) savings in 2011 while achieving actual annual
energy savings of 2,787 MWh, 32% below projections. BED's cost to deliver EEU
business services in 2011 was $1,409,524, below the budgeted amount of $1,511, 854 by
7%. Considering the weak national and statewide economic conditions, the 2009-2011
program period results were relatively positive as BED achieved 92% of the three-year

MWh goal and exceeded the summer cpKW goal by 7%.

As reported in 2009 and 2010, the new construction market in Burlington was not as
active as we originally estimated in 2008 as several projects were delayed or postponed
and we continued to see a steady decline in the number of new permit application
through Burlington’s Planning and Zoning Department. However, Business Existing
Facilities was active in 2010 and 2011 largely due to a joint effort by BED and EVt on

special commercial lighting incentives.

It is often difficult to forecast savings and expenses in the Cé&l sector in Burlington. This
is due to the potential for completion of a few large unexpected projects by one or two
customers, dramatically exceeding projections and budgets. On the other hand, savings
goals may just as unpredictably be missed due to delays or cancellations of planned

significant projects.

As we look at the 2012-2014 period, commercial lighting technologies continue to
improve. Higher quality LED products are becoming more widely available and cost-

effective wireless lighting control systems are also emerging.

This section of the report contains information on BED's Business EEU Services: Business

New Construction and Business Existing Facilities (Market Opportunities & Retrofit).
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Table 8: EEU Business - Total Resource Benefits

Avoided costs of Electricity
Fossil Fuel Savings
Water Savings

TRB Total
Annualized
Meter MWh 2,484
Generation MWh 2,787
Meter Demand Kw 715
Generation Peak Summer Kw 519
Generation Peak Winter Kw 420
Water Savings 0
Fuel Increase -2,360
O+M Savings $71,492

$3,537,641.00
($252,563.02)

$0.00
$3,285,077.85

Lifetime
33,926
37,955

10,213
7,501
5,872

0
-34,040
$1,002,658
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Table 9: EEU Business - Summary

— Participants —
Installations
Audits
Audits with Installation

— Program Costs —-
BED Administration Costs
General
Implementation
Planning
Marketing
IT

BED Service Costs
Participants
Trade Allies

BED Incentive Costs
Participants
Trade Allies

BED Total Costs
Evaluation Costs

Participant Costs

Total Program Costs

— Benefits —-
Annualized mWh
Lifetime mWh
Winter peak Kw
Summer Peak Kw
mWh / Participant
Weighted Lifetime

Prior Year Current (Projected) (Projected) Program
2010 2011 2011 2012 to date

223 219 122 122 2,851

33 9 1,048

32 7 819
$99,994 $139,689 $1,741,753
$24,130 $1,301 $1,220,679
$7,646 $6,646 $61,169
$30,349 $10,457 $233,231
$7.630 $4.263 $145.169
$169,748 $162,357 $3,402,001
$249,095 $275,135 $2387,213
$0 $0 $6,780
$249,095 $275,135 $2,393,993
$745,006 $971,732 $2,792,103
$200 $300 $1.475
$745,206 $972,032 $2,793,578
$1,164,048 $1,409,524 $8,589,572
$37,178 $47,704 $479,585
$547,259 $335,095 $15,504,681
$1.748.486 $1.792,322 $1.511,854 $1.351.770 $24.573.838

3,842 2,787 4,100 4,068 62,731

52,358 37,955 823,557

511 420 8,129

673 519 7,542

17 13 34 33 22

14 14 13
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Table 10: EEU Business - End-Use Summary

Description

Air Conditioning
Hot Water
Lighting

Motors

Other Efficiency
Refrigeration
Ventilation

Total

Participants

17

Gross
Mwh
50 85
5224
1.960 25
13 46
022
6] 66
34502

2,483 69

Net
Mwh
48 69
5877
2.213 30
1497
013
6291
38858
2,787 36

Lifetime
Net
73326
881 60
2987773
22459
126
75301
548370

37955 16

Winter
Net Kw
038

811
39133
203

002

006
1176

41970

Summer
Net Kw
1820
1386

464 25
118

003

612

1557

51923

MMBTU
000

000

-238 39
000

000

000

000

-238 39

400
000
000
000
DRI
000
000

000



2.1.1 Business New Construction

Program Description

This service helps commercial and industrial builders and developers incorporate the
most energy efficient products and systems possible when building or renovating. It is
designed to help customers exceed the City of Burlington's required Guidelines for
Energy Efficient Construction (which adopted the statewide CBES energy code as of
January 1, 2007). By working directly and early in the process with designers and
owners, BED assists in the choice of energy efficient systems and construction

techniques that meet business and energy needs.

The program offers prescriptive and custom tracks for Act 250 and non-Act 250 projects,
providing financial incentives for the installation of cost effective efficiency measures.
This includes a minimum package of efficiency criteria including lighting, motors and
HVAC systems that all customers must include to be eligible to participate. Eligible
participants gain technical assistance, verification services and financial incentives to
help with efficient equipment costs. BED's Business New Construction service
addresses all energy (especially electricity) consuming equipment, components or

practices, including motors, lighting, heating, ventilation and air-conditioning (HVAC).

Natural gas is almost universally available in Burlington. To insure comprehensiveness
in building and system designs, BED coordinates with Vermont Gas Systems (VGS) on
all projects. The two utilities notify each other when projects are identified or when
major changes are considered by the developers or the design teams. This partnership is

mutually beneficial to both organizations and the ratepayers.

BED maximizes the adoption of energy efficient systems and techniques through
proactive outreach and recruitment. As both an electric distribution utility and a
municipal department with a role in the City’s design review process, BED is in a unique
position to identify new construction and major renovation before significant design

efforts begin. BED coordinates this effort with other city agencies including the city’s
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Planning & Zoning Department and its Department of Public Works. See the Design

Review Guide (Attachment A) for an example of our coordinated efforts.

BED continues to support enforcement and provide administration of the Guidelines for
Energy Efficient Construction for the City of Burlington, VT (adopted CBES), the energy
code for all new construction and renovation in the City. The benefits of the Business
New Construction program have evolved into a very important facet of the city’s
economic development efforts. Because BED is involved in the very earliest stages of
project development, the benefits of energy efficiency are packaged along with other
attractive elements that entice businesses to locate facilities in the city, enhancing

employment growth and economic development in Burlington.

Project Highlights and Program Results

The expansion of Dealer.com’s headquarters, on Pine Street, was the largest completed
project in 2011. BED worked successfully with the project team to install high efficiency

HVAC equipment and a very efficient lighting system.

2011 results in this program did not meet BED projections as was anticipated in our 2010
Annual Report and new permitting applications were very slow throughout 2010 and
into 2011. The annualized megawatt-hour (MWh) savings for 2011 were 148, about 66%
lower than the projection of 1,100 MWh. Total BED program costs were $138,598, 28% of
the budgeted amount of $494,503.

Variance Discussion

As stated in other parts of this report, the economic conditions impacted new
construction starts again in 2011. We began to see this trend in 2009 as new permit
applications through the Burlington Planning and Zoning approval process had
declined rapidly. BED’s 2009-2011 projections, made in 2008, were partly based on
historical projections along with plans for one private apartment building and two

dormitory projects at Champlain College and UVM that were postponed.
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Customers make business decisions independent of BED's program budgeting efforts,
and we fully anticipate that year to year efforts will be “lumpy”, and show dramatic
swings in performance. Long-term average results are a better indicator of what can be

expected on an annual basis than any given year’s data.

In 2012, BED does not envision any major program changes but sees the revisions to the
Commercial Building Energy Standard (CBES) as a fresh opportunity to educate and
inform design professionals and contractors about the code but also about the technical

assistance and incentives available through BED and VGS.
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Table 11: EEU Business New Construction - Total Resource Benefits

Avoided costs of Electricity
Fossil Fuel Savings
Water Savings

TRB Total
Annualized
Meter MWh 131
Generation MWh 148
Meter Demand Kw 39
Generation Peak Summer Kw 28
Generation Peak Winter Kw 22
Water Savings 0
Fuel Increase -138
O+M Savings $15

$199,747.91
($15,245.33)

$0.00
$184,502.58

Lifetime
1,968
2,223

578
423
323

0
-2,066
$218
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Table 12: EEU Business New Construction - Summary

Prior Year Current (Projected) (Projected) Program
2010 2011 2011 2012 to_date
— Participants —
Installations 7 5 7 7 146
Audits 69
Audits with Installation 83
— Program Costs —-
BED Administration Costs
General $25,819 $52,145 $275,112
I'mplementation $12,449 $1,222 $126,485
Planning $1,225 32,097 $15,642
Marketing $16,903 $3,306 $147,568
IT £749 $419 $14255
$57,145 $59,189 $579,061
BED Service Costs
Participants $48,371 $58,164 $774,006
Trade Allies $0 $0 50
$48,371 $58,164 $774,006
BED Incentive Costs
Participants $68,806 $21,245 $389,956
Trade Allies $0 $0 $375
568,806 $21,245 $390,331
BED Total Costs $174,323 $138,598 $1,743.398
Evaluation Costs $3,651 ‘ $4,684 $47,093
Participant Costs $209,603 $19,395 $3,741,895
Total Program Costs $387.576 $162.677 $494.503 $193.977 $5.532.386
— Benefits ~-
Annualized mWh 579 148 1,100 439 13273
Lifetime mWh 8,221 2,223 210,688
Winter peak Kw 53 22 1,037
Summer Peak Kw 76 28 1,588
mWh / Participant 83 30 157 63 91
Weighted Lifeti me 14 15 16
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Table 13: EEU Business New Construction - End Use Summary

Description Participants Gross Net  Lifetime
Mwh Mwh Net

Lighting 6 13119 148 23 222343
Tatal 13119 148 23 222343

Winter
Net Kw
2150
2150

Summer
Net Kw
2818
2818

MMBTU
000
00N

CCF
000
000



2.1.2 Business Existing Facilities
(Market Opportunities & Retrofit Services)

Program Description

Business Existing Facilities, Market Opportunity Service (MOP) targets naturally-
occurring equipment changeovers to secure energy savings in the equipment
replacement market. Targeted equipment includes lighting, heating, ventilation,
cooling, water heating, refrigeration, motors and drives, controls and industrial process
applications. This program offers prescriptive and custom tracks, with technical
assistance and financial incentives that encourage the adoption of cost effective, high

efficiency alternatives to standard efficiency equipment.

BED and EVt offer prescriptive incentives (fixed incentives for specific eligible
measures) for building lighting, refrigeration economizers and controls, motors, unitary
HVAC equipment and dual enthalpy economizers for unitary HVAC units. BED and
EVt also participate jointly in the Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnership to further the
market transformation of motors, lighting and HVAC equipment. Incentives for above-
average energy efficient equipment are supplied to wholesalers, contractors, and

customers at the time of equipment replacement.

Non-prescriptive cost-effective measures or combinations of measures are eligible for
custom incentives. Custom incentives are designed to capture as many potential lost
opportunity resources as possible, while maximizing program delivery resources. BED
staff and trade allies serving Burlington (including: equipment vendors, manufacturers,
suppliers, contractors, architects and engineers) market the program to potential

participants.

As natural gas is the predominant heating fuel in Burlington, BED works closely with
Vermont Gas Systems (VGS) to encourage a comprehensive approach to energy savings.

BED and VGS staff is committed to bringing appropriate projects to each other’s
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attention. This partnership is mutually beneficial to both organizations and our mutual

ratepayers.

Business Existing Facilities, Retrofit Service offers energy efficiency services that have
been provided by BED staff for well almost two decades. Building retrofit entails BED
staff and/or trade allies examining customer buildings and systems to identify energy
efficiency opportunities for the customer. When promising projects are identified, BED
staff prepares analyses for the customer showing the costs and benefits of potential
energy efficiency measures. This service is offered to all business customers - from the
smallest retail store to the largest commercial and industrial facility. Given BED's long
history of delivering this service, the program has reached a high level of maturity and
customer acceptance. Facility managers have learned to rely on the program benefits

and the technical assistance offered by BED staff.

Business Existing Facilities (MOP & Retrofit) Highlights and Program Results. The
annualized megawatt-hour (MWh) savings for 2011 were 2,639, about 12% lower than
the projection of 3,000 MWh. Total BED program costs were $1,270,926, 25% over the
budgeted amount of $1,017,351.

The Business Existing-Facilities 2011 End-Use Activity table shows diversity in the end
use savings but lighting and controls was once again the leader. Commercial lighting
measures are strongly coincident with summer loads and thus provide significant
avoided peak energy costs to BED. BED projected 570 coincident-peak KW savings and
achieved 491 KW, 86% of the goal for 2011. For the 2009-2011 program period, the
three-year MWh goals were exceed by 12% and the summer cp-KW goal by 34%.

Variance Discussion

Overall, the Business Existing Facilities services performed fairly well in 2009-2011

period considering the weak economy.
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Table 14: EEU Business Existing Facilities - Total Resource Benefits

Avoided costs of Electricity
Fossil Fuel Savings
Water Savings

TRB Total
Annualized
Meter MWh 2,353
Generation MWh 2,639
Meter Demand Kw 677
Generation Peak Summer Kw 491
Generation Peak Winter Kw 398
Water Savings 0
Fuel Increase -2,222
O+M Savings $71,477

$3,337,893.09
($237,317.69)

$0.00
$3,100,575.28

Lifetime
31,958
35,732

9,635
7,078
5,549

0
-31,974
$1,002,440
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Table 15: EEU Business Existing Facilities - Summary

Prior Year Current (Projected) (Projected) Program
2010 2011 2011 2012 to_date
- Participants —
Installations 216 214 115 115 2,705
Audits 33 9 979
Audits with Installation 32 7 736
~— Program Costs —-
BED Administration Costs
General $74,175 $87,544 $1,474,504
Implementation $11,681 $79 $1,094,194
Planning $6,421 $4,549 $45,526
Marketing $13,446 $7,152 $85,663
IT $6.881 $3.844 $130914
$112,603 $103,168 $2,722.940
BED Service Costs
Participants $200,723 $216,971 $1,613,207
Trade Allies $0 $0 $6,780
$200,723 $216,971 $1,619,987
BED Incentive Costs
Participants $676,200 $950,487 $2402,147
Trade Allies $200 $300 $1.100
$676,400 $950,787 $2,403,247
BED Total Costs $989,726 $1,270,926 $6,846,173
Evaluation Costs $33,528 $43,020 $432,492
Participant Costs $337,657 $315,700 $11,762,786
Total Program Costs $1.360.910 $1.629.645 $1,017,351 $1.157.793 $19.041.453
— Benefits —-
Annualized mWh 3,263 2,639 3,000 3,629 49458
Lifetime mWh 44,137 35,732 612,869
Winter peak Kw 458 398 7,092
Summer Peak Kw 597 491 5,954
mWh / Participant 15 12 26 32 18
Weighted Lifetime 14 14 12
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Table 16: EEU Business Existing Facilities - End Use Summary

Description

Air Conditioning
Hot Water
Lighting

Motors

Other Efficiency
Refrigeration
Ventitation

Total

Participants

o
pes
[ U N |

Gross
Mwh
50 83
5224

1.829 06
1346
022

01 66
34502

2352351

Net
Mwh
48 69
5877
2,005 07
1497
013
6291
388 58
2.639 14

Lifetime
Net

733 26
881 60
27.654 30
224 59
126
75301
548370

3573173

Winter
Net Kw
038

811
36983
203

002

606
176

398 20

Summer
Net Kw
1820
1386
43607
P18

005

612

1557

49103

MMBTU
000

000

238 39
000

000

000

000

-238 39

CCF
000
000
000
000
000
000
000

000



2.2 Residential Service Overview

2009-2011 economic conditions proved to be challenging in meeting annual savings
projections in residential services but a combination of increased marketing efforts,
along with an improving economy over 2011, allowed us to exceed saving projections
for the year. BED projected 3,720 annualized MWh savings in 2011 while achieving
annual energy savings of 5,452 MWh or 46% above the projected goal. Residential
Existing Homes exceeded the MWh goals by 27%, Retail Efficient Products exceeded the
MWh goals by 37%, however, Residential New Construction met only 20% of the MWH
goal. BED's cost to deliver residential services in 2011 was $652,840 which was 11%

under budget for the year’s projected spending of $732,259.

This section of the report contains information on BED's Residential EEU Electric

Services: Residential New Construction, Existing Homes and Efficient Products services.
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Table 17: EEU Residential - Total Resource Benefits

Avoided costs of Electricity $3,788,762.73
Fossil Fuel Savings ($181,451.27)
Water Savings $358.,906.50
TRB Total $3,966,217.97
Annualized Lifetime
Meter MWh 5,026 32,552
Generation MWh 5,452 32,944
Meter Demand Kw 3,844 30,383
Generation Peak Summer Kw 858 4,582
Generation Peak Winter Kw 1,118 7,887
Water Savings 4,203 55,391
Fuel Increase -3,331 -22,937

O+M Savings $139,646 $824,193



Table 18: EEU Residential - Summary

— Participants —
Installations
Audits
Audits with Installation

— Program Costs —-
BED Administration Costs
General
Implementation
Planning
Marketing
1T

BED Service Costs
Participants
Trade Allies

BED Incentive Costs
Participants
Trade Allies

BED Total Costs
Evaluation Costs

Participant Costs

Total Program Costs

— Benefits —-
Anmnualized mWh
Lifetime mWh
Winter peak Kw
Summer Peak Kw
mWh / Participant
Weighted Lifetime

Prior Year Current (Projected) (Projected) Program
2010 2011 2011 2012 to date

1,409 808 1,630 1,630 28,061
441 285 4,629
424 266 3,667
$117,094 $110,178 $1,625,806
$31,806 $2,551 $731,441
$4,516 $4,521 $43,893
$51,539 $28,969 $514,007
$3.510 $1.961 $66.788
$208,464 $148,180 $2,981,935
$90,476 $104,010 $1,266,121
$0 $0 $4,981
$90,476 $104,010 $1,271,102
$257,208 $396,765 $1,373,898
$3.365 $3.885 $8.825
$260,573 $400,650 $1,382,723
$559,513 $652,840 $5,635,760
$17,105 $21,947 $220,644
$315,856 $685,756 $8,851,524
$892.474 $1.360.543 $732,259 $528.161 $14,707,928

2,448 5,452 4,060 3,191 38,978

18,300 32,945 437,466

526 1,119 9,125

376 858 3,665

2 7 2 2 1

7 6 11
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Table 19: EEU Residential - End Use Summary

Description

Air Conditioning
Clothes Diying
Clothes Washing
Consumer Electronics
Dishwashing

Hot Water

Lighting
Refrigeration

Space Heating
Ventilation

Tota}

Participants

Td4
§
503
1506
"
134
403
673
2

3

2
3

Gross
Mwh
4730

782

106 78

196 39

012
253 06
371996

652 40

36 68
558

502611

Net
Mwh
5373
760
138 50
22501
014
14553
4,283 85
550.69
34 49
659

5,452 14

Lifetime
Net
1.039 69
106 44
1.93905
1.260 72
183
1.891 46
20.808 78
5174 36
65017
06591

32944 41

Winter
Net Kw
1163
1358

19 33

24 66
002

76 14
890 40
0517
2843
074
1.118 31

Summer
Net Kw
514

119
1473
1918

001
1880
709 14
6813
128

074
85833

MMBTU
000

-26 64
4528
000
048
-1.004 08
-2.301 64
000
3885
000
-3.24775

CCF
000
000

3.509 20
000

4 60
689 20
000
000
000
000

420300



2.2.1 Residential New Construction
Program Description

This service aims to improve the efficiency of all new homes, and buildings undergoing
substantial renovation. This includes single-family homes, multi-family homes and low-
income multi-family projects. It addresses all major end uses: space heating, water
heating, central cooling (if applicable), ventilation, major appliances and lighting for
high use areas. Residential New Construction (RNC) encourages builders and
consumers to build to the Vermont Energy Star Home standard. This standard specifies
that homes meet the Energy Star performance standard (representing over 20% savings
in heating, cooling and hot water consumption relative to the Vermont Residential

Building Energy Standard (RBES).

The Vermont Energy Star Homes (VESH) standard is promoted to developers,
architects, builders, building supply centers, equipment suppliers and consumers
through a combination of marketing, technical assistance to builders, provision of
energy ratings, and a package of incentives for efficient lighting fixtures, major

appliances and ventilation equipment.

EVt and Vermont Gas Systems have done a great job over the years promoting VESH
which has had direct benefits to BED. As most of the trade allies mentioned above build
inside and outside of Burlington it has been helpful to have a joint program with

identical participation requirements.

BED uses several additional methods to encourage participation in this sometimes

difficult to influence market. These include:

BED staff attends local monthly Technical Review meetings where all new construction
and virtually all substantial renovation projects are introduced to the Burlington
Planning and Zoning Department staff as part of the City’s local project approval
process. At these meetings BED explains the RNC program to the permit applicant and

gives them program literature. BED then forwards the project information to Vermont
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Wise Energy Services to follow-up with the customer. For larger multi-family projects
BED staff (in partnership with Vermont Gas Systems) work directly with the property

owner.

e BED receives monthly “Development Case Load” updates from the Department
of Planning and Zoning that track the progress of each of the development

projects in Burlington.

o New and revised electric service and line extension applications help us track
smaller renovation projects that may have bypassed the City’s permit approval
process. All “ability to serve” letters from BED include information about energy

efficiency services.

e BED receives a weekly electronic report from the Department of Public Works-

Building Inspection Division (DPW) listing all trades permits issued.

e The Burlington DPW refers projects to BED to help them ensure compliance with
RBES (and CBES) and to assess opportunities for exceeding requirements. DPW
requires a compliance memo from BED Energy Services before issuing the

building permit.

Program Highlights

In 2011, a majority of RNC savings came from major gut rehabilitation projects. There
were five projects in 2011 consisting of 3 single-family gut-rehabs and 2 single-family
new construction projects. In many years, Burlington sees more gut-rehab type of
building activity than brand new construction projects. BED, EVT and VGS have

collaborated over the years to address this market more successfully.
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Variance Discussion

The RNC service achieved 15 MWh in annualized electricity savings for the year, about
20% of the projected 80 MWh goal. At $37,318, spending was 30% of projected spending
of $124,365.

As we reported in the 2010 Annual Report, 2011 was not looking promising for RNC in

terms of new permit applications as the poor economic conditions continued.

BED's original 2009-2011 RNC savings projections, developed in 2008, were based on
historical trends and information we receive from Burlington’s Planning and Zoning
Review process. Unfortunately, some of the proposed projects did not start during the
2009-2011 period and new construction starts were well below historical trends. As of
April 2012, residential single-family building activity remains slow but multi-family

activity is increasing and we have over a 100 units o f housing enrolled at this time.
Program Changes

In 2012, BED, EVT and VGS will continue to assist the residential market with exceeding
RBES and will also promote low-load and net-zero building practices. RNC now offers
three paths for projects to participate in that recognize different levels of builders in '

terms of their experience with energy efficiency practices:

Base Tier - Energy Code Plus - RBES was updated in 2011 to bring the state into
compliance with the 2009 International Energy Conservation Code. The Energy Code
Plus service provides builders with free technical assistance to meet or exceed all code
requirements, as well as a Home Energy Rating Certificate, Residential Building Energy

Standards Certificate, and the opportunity for financial incentives.

Middle Tier - ENERGY STAR Homes - A new federal ENERGY STAR Homes
specification ~ ENERGY STAR Version 3 - was launched in 2011-2012. This specification
expands on the previous Version 2 requirements to provide increased energy efficiency,

durability, and comfort to homeowners. The new specification includes detailed criteria
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addressing high-quality insulation and air sealing details, efficient lights and appliances,
HVAC design and installation, and building durability. Efficiency Vermont helps
Vermont builders earn the ENERGY STAR Homes label by offering free technical
assistance and home energy ratings. Builders participating in the ENERGY STAR tier
also have additional opportunities for incentives based on the Home Energy Rating
Score, and receive a Home Energy Rating Certificate, Residential Building Energy

Standards Certificate, and ENERGY STAR Home label when qualifications are met.

Highest Tier - Net-Zero-Ready - The highest tier service is under development and will
launch in 2013 to support builders in reaching a Passive House or net-zero-ready level of

performance.
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Table 20: EEU Residential New Construction - Total Resource Benefits

Avoided costs of Electricity
Fossil Fuel Savings
Water Savings

TRB Total
Annualized
Meter MWh 14
Generation MWh 15
Meter Demand Kw 19
Generation Peak Summer Kw ]
Generation Peak Winter Kw 4
Water Savings 17
Fuel Increase -126
O+M Savings ($11)

$16,084.78
($7,809.87)
$1.499.84
$9,774.75

Lifetime
165
177

245
17
42

233
704
($252)
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Table 21: EEU Residential New Construction - Summary

— Participants —
Installations
Audits
Audits with Installation

— Program Costs ~-
BED Administration Costs
General
I'mplementation
Planning
Marketing
IT

BED Service Costs
Participants
Trade Allies

BED Incentive Costs
Participants
Trade Allies

BED Total Costs
Evaluation Costs

Participant Costs

Total Program Costs

~— Benefits —-
Annualized mWh
Lifetime mWh
Winter peak Kw
Summer Peak Kw
mWh / Participant
Weighted Lifetime

Prior Year Current (Projected) (Projected) Program
2010 2011 2011 2012 to_date

13 13 35 35 367

13 18 206

11 10 113
$11,550 $8,617 $179,488
$9,643 $0 $96,638
$456 $262 $11,063
$4,510 $1,678 $76,883
$200 $112 £3.810
$26,359 $10,669 $367,882
$15,916 $10,498 $407,692
$0 $0 $2,700
$15,916 $10,498 $410,392
$4,983 $16,100 $90,226
$0 $50 $50
$4,983 $16,150 $90.276
$47,259 $37,318 $868,550
$976 $1,252 $12,585
$3,434 $8,098 $410,042
$51.668 $46.668 $124.365 $59.481 $1.291.177

24 15 30 33 954

416 177 15,582

6 4 258

2 1 193

2 1 2 1 3

17 12 16
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Table 22: EEU Residential New Construction - End Use Summary

Description

Clothes Drying
Clothes Washing
Dishwishing
Lighting
Refrigeration
Space Heating

Tota)

Participants

Ve o I ok o W

Gross

Mwh
195
038
012
1039
047
079

14 10

Net
Mwh
154
049
Did
1169
0353
088

1527

Lifetime
Net

21 60
686

183
11913
895

1835

176 73

Winter
Net Kw
030
007
0.02
275
006
031

351

Summer
Net Kw
023

003

001

076

006

022

134

MMBTU
-6 66

010

048

<139 00
000

38 85

-126 17

CCF
00p
1240
4 60
000
000
000

1700



2.2.2 Existing Homes
Program Description

This service aims to improve the efficiency of all existing residential buildings including
low-income single family, market-rate single-family and all multi-family projects
(market-rate and low-income). BED offers the same existing homes service as Efficiency
Vermont (EVt) and also works closely with Vermont Gas Systems (VGS) and the

Champlain Valley Weatherization Service (CYWS) on many of its projects.

Low-income buildings are addressed by a partnership with the state’s Low-income
Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP). This partnership provides electric
efficiency measures (including fuel switching of electric hot water and electric space
heating) to Burlington’s low-income electricity consumers. Electrical efficiency
measures are delivered to income-eligible electric customers at the time they receive

thermal shell, space heating and water heating improvements from CVWS.

This service also works closely with high usage households for energy efficiency
improvements that can significantly reduce their energy bills. On-site energy audits,
customer education, appliance meter loans, technical assistance, project management
and cash incentives are all part of this service. In some cases, the high usage is driven by
electric domestic hot water and\ or electric resistance space heating. The opportunity to
convert to natural gas is available to the owners of some of these housing units,

providing significant energy and cost savings.

Over the past several years, BED and EVt have been trying to work more successfully in
the private (market-rate) rental housing market (customers not eligible for low-income
energy services) to increase both participation and the depth of savings per participant.
Traditionally, renters have not been strong participants and the same holds true for

property-owners where the tenants pay the energy bills directly.

The “Rental Properties Owners” service offers free tank wraps (electric tanks only), pipe

insulation, water saving devices, enhanced rebates for the early retirement of eligible
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refrigerators, incentives for improving mechanical ventilation along with up to fifteen

free screw-in CFL's per apartment.

This service provides savings directly to the tenant but also water savings, and

potentially maintenance savings via ventilation fans to the property owner. This service
allows us the opportunity to develop long-lasting relationships with property-owners to
help identify further savings from refrigeration replacements, common area lighting and

laundry equipment improvements, weatherization and ventilation.

BED continues to offer a robust energy education service for customers that includes on-
site energy audits, lending of appliance meters and custom billing history analysis. BED
also continues to provide energy efficiency information in a variety of forums. BED staff
also visited several classrooms in the Burlington School District to discuss energy

efficiency with faculty and schoolchildren.

Also, starting in 2009 and continuing today, BED contracted with VGS to install CFL’s
and collect potential electrical energy efficiency savings information while perform

normal VGS energy audits.

Heating and Process Fuels Activity

BED continues to work with EVt on the Home Performance with ENERGY STAR
(HPES) service. BED offers the same contractor and customer incentives that are
available through EVt. There were seven residential unregulated fossil fuel HPES
completions in 2011 with total savings of 188 MMBTU's. BED worked with one 0il
heated commercial customer that decided to convert to natural gas and use Vermont
Gas’s energy efficiency services. BED will begin to include all residential and
commercial heating and process fuel activity in the 2012 regular monthly reports as we
now have approved budgets, savings goals and minimum performance indicators for

the 2012-2014 program cycle.
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Program Highlights

In 2011 alone, 86 fuel switch projects were completed. 76 electric hot water tanks were
switched to natural gas, 4 dwellings replaced electric heat with natural gas space heating
equipment and 6 electric clothes dryers were switched to natural gas units. 15
customers and their contractors took advantage of rebates for ENERGY STAR furnace
fans and 4 more customers took advantage of incentives for ENERGY STAR central AC
systems. 56 refrigerators were retired early and replaced with ENERGY STAR models
andb71 CFL’s were provided (515 through the landlord program 46 through CVWS).

BED and EVt offer incentives to the contractor and the building owner to install this
equipment. Vermont Gas Systems offers additional incentives to install high efficiency

space and water heating equipment along with thermal shell upgrades.

Variance Discussion

The Existing Homes service achieved 331 MWh in annualized electricity savings for the
year, about 27% higher than the projected 260 MWh. At $270,374 spending was 5%
higher than BED's projected spending of $256,452.

The market- rate rental property owner program has been beneficial as we have been
able to access a greater number of rental units. We plan to continue with the campaign
as about 60% of BED's residential customers live in rental housing and about 85% pay
their electric and heating costs directly. About 85% to 90% of BED's residential rental

customers use natural gas for space heating and domestic hot water.

It is worth noting that electric resistance space and water heating is a disappearing
market along with the savings from screw-in CFL’s. In 2011, these measures accounted
for about 80% of the total savings. BED will continue to work with EVT and VGS on
developing services that leverage as much cost-effective total resource benefit as

possible in an increasingly challenging market.
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BED will also continue working with UVM'’s office of off-campus services. BED and
VGS conducted energy workshops for students, staff and faculty living off-campus in

2011 and they will be offered again in 2012.

VGS energy specialists will continue to install CFL’s and collect potential electrical

energy efficiency savings information for BED while performing VGS energy audits.

Table 23: EEU Residential Existing Homes - Total Resource Benefits

Avoided costs of Electricity $790,655.43
Fossil Fuel Savings ($117,088.66)
Water Savings $46,420.85
TRB Total $719,987.63
Annualized Lifetime
Meter MWh 426 5,899
Generation MWh 331 4.635
Meter Demand Kw 522 7,303
Generation Peak Summer Kw 55 756
Generation Peak Winter Kw 134 1,935
Water Savings 708 6,463
Fuel Increase -1,108 -15,576

O+M Savings $4,379 $25,208



Table 24: EEU Residential Existing Homes - Summary

Prior Year Current (Projected) (Projected) Program
2010 2011 2011 2012 to date
-~ Participants —
Installations 418 279 95 95 14,411
Audits 426 267 4,406
Audits with Installation 411 256 3,537
—~ Program Costs —~
BED Administration Costs
General $61,669 $59,818 $1,122 470
I'mplementation $10,468 $2,551 $544,547
Planning $3,130 $3,402 $18,370
Marketing $4,467 $10,925 $305425
1T $1.460 $816 $27.776
$81,192 $77,512 $2,018,588
BED Service Costs
Participants $74,559 $93,458 $537447
Trade Allies $0 $0 $0
$74,559 $93,458 $537,447
BED Incentive Costs
P articipants $123,552 $95,568 $603,540
Trade Allies $3.365 $3.835 $8.675
$126,917 $99,403 $612,215
BED Total Costs $282,669 $270,374 $3,168,250
Evaluation Costs $7,114 $9,128 $91,762
Participant Costs $68,663 $77,450 $5,646,228
Total Program Costs $358.445 $356,951 $256.452 $260,325 $8.906,240
~— Benefits —-
Annualized mWh 440 331 260 409 20,056
Lifetime mWh 6,137 4,635 310,531
Winter peak Kw 158 134 5,507
Summer Peak Kw 59 55 852
mWh / Participant 1 1 3 4 1
Weighted Lifetime 14 14 15
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Table 25: EEU Residential Existing Homes - End Use Summary

Description Participants
Alr Conditioning El
Clothes Drying 6
Clothes Washing 3
Hot Water 134
Lighting 99
Refrigeration 59
Space Heating 19
Ventilation 33
Total

Gress

Mwh
030
586
038
253 06
76 74
48 05
3590
558

425 86

Net
Mwh
0.30
006
049
14533
8401
5407
3361
659

330 66

Lifetime
Net

540

84 85
686

1.891 46
1,023 66
919 19
63782
6591

4,635 16

Winter
Net Kw
906

128

407

76 14

20 82
663
2812

074
13378

Summer
Net Kw
090

096

005

3880

576

693

106

074

5519

MMBTU
000

-19.98

024

1,004 .08
000

000

000

000

-1,023 82

CCF

D00

G400

18 60

689 20
000

000

000

.00

0780



2.2.3 Retail Products
Program Description

The Efficient Products Program (EP) aims to increase sales of DOE\EPA ENERGY
STAR® qualified lighting products, Compact Fluorescent (CFL) screw-in bulbs, CFL
hardwired fixtures, and ENERGY STAR® appliances such as clothes washers,
refrigerators, freezers, and ceiling fans with lights, room air conditioners, dehumidifiers
and televisions. Over recent years, EP also promotes advanced power strips for home
entertainment centers, controls for computer internal power supplies and ultra efficient
LCD computer monitors. This is accomplished primarily through retail stores with on-
site and mail-in consumer rebates, but also by arranging retailer buy-downs and

manufacturer mark-downs for products.

The program pursues this objective with extensive outreach to retailers, such as efforts
to encourage Vermont lighting showrooms to increase the number and variety of energy

efficient fixtures stocked and displayed.

EP uses a variety of marketing and promotion efforts in addition to its prominently
displayed in-store rebate coupons including a catalog, and an on-line purchase web site

in order to build consumer awareness and participation in the program.

Program Highlights

In 2011 alone, BED customers purchased 74,219 CFL bulbs, 512 CFL or LED lighting
fixtures, 561 ENERGY STAR® clothes washers, 166 ENERGY STAR® refrigerators, 454
second refrigerators/freezers were retired, 52 ENERGY STAR® dehumidifiers, 178
internal power supply units, 278 ultra efficient LCD computers monitors and 1,049

efficient televisions.

Variance Discussion

As the economy appeared to improve slightly over 2011, and with an increased

marketing effort for specialty CFL’s over the year, the program exceeded savings
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projections in 2011. Savings of 5,106 annualized MWh exceeded the projection of 3,720
annualized MWh for 2011 by 37%. Annual expenditures were $345,148 which is about
2% lower than of the projected budget of $351,442. BED believes that the large disparity
in savings and costs from year to year can be attributed to the turbulent economic
conditions over the 2009-2011 period. BED and EVT discussed the statewide slowdown
starting in 2009, and BED greatly appreciates EVT's strong efforts with a more robust
marketing effort over the period. BED also continued to increased customer educational

efforts with bill messages, articles in local papers and in our quarterly new letters.

Program Changes

The VT-DPS, EVT and BED continue to discuss the impact on savings claims for
standard CFL’s with the approaching 2012 Federal standard which will begin to phase
out many inefficient light sources. Market research continues to show rapid market
transformation with standard CFL’s so the DPS, EVT and BED agreed to start reducing
savings claims for standard CFL’s. BED and EVT will continue to jointly focus on
promoting specialty bulbs not impacted by the 2012 Federal standard and also keep a
close watch on emerging LED technologies and other non-lighting products and

opportunities.

2012 will see a focus on promoting appliances that are the most efficient within the
ENERGY STAR rating. These products include: refrigerators, clothes washers,
dehumidifiers, and two-speed and variable-speed pool pumps. New for 2012 will be a
statewide pilot promotion of heat pump water heaters beginning in 2012 and super-

efficient clothes dryers in 2013-2014.
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Table 26: EEU Efficient Products - Total Resource Benefits

Avoided costs of Electricity $2,982,022.52
Fossil Fuel Savings ($56,552.74)
Water Savings $310,985.81
TRB Total $3,236,455.59
Annualized Lifetime
Meter MWh 4,586 26,489
Generation MWh 5,106 28,133
Meter Demand Kw 3,302 22,835
Generation Peak Summer Kw 802 3,809
Generation Peak Winter Kw 981 5,910
Water Savings 3,478 48,695
Fuel Increase -2,098 -6,657

O+M Savings $135,278 $799,238



Table 27: EEU Efficient Products - Summary

— Participants —
Installations
Audits
Audits with Installation

— Program Costs —-
BED Administration Costs
General
Implementation
Planning
Marketing
1T

BED Service Costs
Participants
Trade Allies

BED Incentive Costs
Participants
Trade Allies

BED Total Costs
Evaluation Costs

Participant Costs

Total Program Costs

— Benefits —-
Annualized mWh
Lifetime mWh
Winter peak Kw
Summer Peak Kw
Weighted Lifetime

Prior Year Current (Projected) (Projected) Program
2010 2011 2011 2012 to_date

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

2 17

2 17
$43,875 $41,742 $323,848
$11,695 $0 $90,256
$930 $857 $14460
$42,562 $16,365 $131,699
$1.850 $1.034 $35.202
$100,913 $59,998 $595,465
$0 $53 $320982
$0 30 $2,281
$0 $53 $323,263
$128,673 $285,097 $680,132
$0 $0 $100
$128,673 $285,097 $680,232
$229,586 $345,148 $1,598,960
$9,015 $11,568 $116,296
$243,760 $600,208 $2,795.254
$482.361 $956,925 $351.442 $208,355 $4.510,511

1,984 5,106 3,720 2,749 17,968

11,747 28,133 111,353

362 981 3,360

315 302 2,620

6 6 6
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Table 28: EEU Efficient Products - End Use Summary

Description

Air Conditioning
Clathes Washing
Consumer Elcctronics
Lighting
Refrigeration

Total

Participants

140
498
1506
290
610

Gross
Mwh

4701
106 03
196 39

3.63283
603 89

4,586 15

Net
Mwh
5343
137 52
22501
4.188 16
502 09

5.106.21

Lifetime
Net
103429
192532
1,260 72
19,665 98
4.246 2)

28,132 52

Winter
Net Kw
1163

19 41

24 66
866 83
38 48

981 01

Summer
Net Kw
424

1463
1918
70262
6114

80180

MMBTU
000

44 88

000

-2.142 64
000

-2,097 76

CCF
000
3478 20
100
400
000

3.47820



3 Appendix

3.1 Definition and End Notes

Tables 29 and 30 are templates to help explain the appropriate footnotes for each

program and summary table throughout this report.

Table 29: Summary Report Table Template

Prior
Year
Participants
Installation 4)
Audits (5)
Audits with Installation (7)
Program Costs
BED Administration Costs 9)
General (10)
Implementation (11)
Planning (12)
Marketing (13)
IT Development (14)
BED Service Costs (15)
Service to Participants (16)
Service to Trade Allies (17)
BED Incentive Costs (18)
Participants (19)
Trade Allies (20)
BED Total Costs (8)
Evaluation Costs (23)
Participant Costs (21)
Total Program Costs (26)
Benefits
Annualized MWh (27)
Lifetime MWh (28)
Winter Peak KW (29)
Summer Peak KW (30)
MWh/Participant 31)
Weighted Lifetime (32)

Current Projected Projected
Year Year Year Program
2011 2011 2011 To Date
(1) (2) (3)
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Table 30: End Use Report Table Template

Gross Net Lifetime Winter Summer
Description Participants MWh MWh MWh Net KW NetKW MMBTU CCF
(33) (35  (36) (34) (37) (38) (39)  (40)

Footnotes for the report table templates:

(1) Verified activity for the current reporting year. For savings this figure will be the estimated savings for
measures actually implemented and verified for the current report period. Savings should be reported in
MWH, at generation and net of all approved adjustment factors, except as otherwise noted.

(2) Estimated portion of the three-year savings and costs projected for the current report year. This footnote
should identify the source of the projections. Projections for categories footnoted (4) to (7), (21) to (26) and
(28) to (32) will be provided if available.

(3) Program to date activity. For participation [(4) to (7)], the program to date column should count each
customer (premise) only once, regardless of participation in previous years. The executive summary should
count each customer (premise) only once, even if a customer was served by more than one program.

(4) Number of customers with verified installations during the current report period. Customer is defined
as a unique premise as defined by the utility, with one exception. For master-metered, multifamily
buildings, customer is defined as a dwelling unit

(5) Number of customers who had analyses or audits completed during the current report period.

(7) Number of customers who had analyses or audits during the current report period and have completed
one or more installations during the current report period. The number of customers reported in this
category should be a subset of the customers counted in (5) above. The program to date column should
reflect activity related to all participants with analyses/audits, regardless of when the analysis was
conducted.

{8) Total costs incurred by Burlington Electric Department during the current report period. All costs in
nominal dollars, (9) + (15) + (18).

(9) Subtotal of all administrative costs detailed in the categories below, (10) + (11) + (12) + (13) + (14).

(10) Costs include general management, budgeting, financial management and legal costs directly
associated with program implementation (such as contract review).

(11) Implementation management and administrative costs include costs related to business development
and customer service, data management, and other program administrative costs directly related to
implementation.

(12) Costs related to program design and planning, program screening and other similar functions.
(13) Costs related to marketing and outreach.

(14) IT development and maintenance costs do not need to be broken out by program, i.e., this category
may be filled in only on the executive summary page.

(15) Subtotal reflecting total implementation costs, (16) + (17).

(16) Costs related to conducting audits or analyses, preparing the package of efficiency measures, contract
management and post project follow up.

(17) Costs related to educational or other support services provided to entities other than individual
program participants, such as trade allies, manufacturers, wholesalers, builders, and architects.

(18) Subtotal reflecting total incentive costs, (19) + (20).
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(19) Direct payments made to participants to defray the costs of specific efficiency measures. If a program
employs a shared savings mechanism or loan system, this category should include the utility share of the
measure and carrying costs projected over the payment period, net of all projected participant payments.

(20) Incentives paid to manufacturers, wholesalers, builders, or other stakeholders.

(21) Total costs incurred by participants related to BED activities during the current report period. This
category includes the participant contribution to the capital costs of installed measures and to specific DSM-
related services, such as technical assistance or energy ratings.

(23) Evaluation costs, excluding tracking and reporting expenditures.
(24) Total program costs, (8) + (21) + (22) + (23).

(26) Total expenditures associated with the delivery of direct services to participants and trade allies,
including all BED, participant and third party costs.

(27) Annualized MWH savings at generation and net of all approved adjustment factors (e g., free riders,
spill over) for measures installed and verified during the current report period.

(28) The lifetime estimated MWH savings for measures installed and verified during the current reporting
year, at generation and net of all approved factors. (Estimated annualized savings times the life of the
measure).

29) Estimated impact of measures at time of winter system peak, at generation, net of adjustment factors.

30) Estimated impact of measures at time of summer system peak, at generation, net of adjustment factors.

(

(

(31) Annualized MWH savings per participant, net at generation, i.e., (27) / (4).

(32) Average lifetime, in years, of measures in the program weighted by savings, i.e,, (28)/(27).

(33) Number of customers with verified installations of measures within the end use, utility grouping,.
(

34) The total annualized MWH saved, at generation, net of adjustment factors, should add up to the savings
reported in the line item footnoted as (27).

(35) The total lifetime MWH saved, at generation, net of adjustment factors, should add up to the savings
reported in the line item footnoted as (28).

(36) The total annualized MWH saved, gross at the customer meter.

(37) The total winter coincident KW, at generation, net of adjustment factors, should add up to the savings
reported in the line item footnoted as (29).

(38) The total summer coincident KW, at generation, net of adjustment factors, should add up to the savings
reported in the line item footnoted as (30).

(39) Total MMBtu estimated to be saved (positive) or used (negative) for alternative fuels as a result of
measures installed in the end use.

(40) Total water saved (CCF) (positive) or used (negative) due to measures installed in the end use.



3.2 Design Review Guide

- DEesioN: ReviEw: (FUIDE-

N .

Burlington is well known as a community with a high quality of life, small and cohesive
- o neighborhoods, a vibrant downtown and waterfront — afl within a spectacular setting on
the shores of Lake Champlain. This deserving reputation is due in part to the City’s small size, entrepreneurial
spirit, civic-minded citizens and activist government. One of the many factors that makes Burlington such a great

place to live, work and visit is the community’s attention to detail, and respect for its setting, heritage and quality
urban design.

Burlington’s Design Review process strives to protect the cily’s unique qualities and strong sense of place by
carrying out citywide development and design objectives. The purpose of this Design Review Guide is to help
applicants in preparing projects to be reviewed by the City's Design Advisory Board and Development Review
Board. Through materials such as this, the Department of Planning & Zoning seeks to make information available
well hefore the final design of a project, saving the applicant and the city, time and money.

Did you know that the initial cost of building construction Itis much cheaper to build efficiency Info a new building
represents only 1% to 2% of the total cost to build, own than to retrofit an
and operate a building over a thirty-year life? In addition, existing building later.

buildings are major energy users: the energy needed to Burlington's "Energy §
heat, cool, light and ventilate buildings represents over_ | . Efficiency_Guidelings
35% of the total national energy usage and 60% of total for New Construction *
electricity production. describes a minimum
level of energy g
efficiency that must be
designed Into all new
construation.

A well-planned construction project - including careful
attention to energy efficiency and worker comfort - can
pay dividends over fime. Research indicates that
bulldings with energy efficient features like day-lighting
and good ventilation can improve people’s attitudes and | Bngrcy ErFficmnt ConsTRUCTION GUIDELINES
productivity. Even slight gains in productivity will more

than pay for the incremental cost of energy efficient In 1981 the Burlington Gity Gouncil established an
design. ordinance that requires that all commercial and

) . resldential construction and applicable new equipment
The Gity of Burlington Is commiited to promotingenergy | be in compliance with the "Guidelines for Energy Efficlant
efficiency in bulldings throughout the Gity. Energy- |  Construction for the Gily of Burlington, Vermont™. (Art.
efficient buildings: . Vi, Energy Conservation, Sec. 8, Burlington Code of

« benefit the owners and tenants by lowering costs, Ordinances)

* improve the lives of citizens by saving consumers Any new buliding, addition, renovation or equipment
money, replacement project must meet the energy efiiciency

» lessen our demand for fossil fuels, criteria of the Guidelines. The Gulidelines adopt a national
« decrease the need for new power generation standard as the model energy code for Burlington. This
A ’ standard Is amended to suit Burlington's climate and

* reduce poliution and, special needs. The Guidelines contain criterla for the
* strengthen the local, state and national economy. buliding's roof, exterior walls, and floors/ foundatlons;

; 5 and the mechanical, lighting, and power systems.

Residential Construction

All residential construction must comply with the current
edition of the Vermont Residential Building Energy
Standard (RBES) and Sec. 21 V.S.A. § 266 of Vermont
law as referenced in the Guidelines. The Guidelines
amend RBES In Burlington to maintain application to
renovation and any covered building component of RBES
regardless of size and scape.
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As is the case with all other development in Burlington,
the Inspection Division of the Dept of Public Works
(DPW) is the enforcement authority for compliance with
the Guidelines. However, the BED Energy Services
staff helps to administer the Guidelines and assists the
Inspection Division and applicants with Guidelines
applicability, ..

interpretation and =
construction plan
review. The
inspection Division
will typically require a
letter of approval from
BED prior to issuing
a building permit.

S1EPS 70 COMPLIANCE:

« Obtain a copy of the Guidelines by visiting
www.burlingtonelectric.com or calling BED, Energy
Services at 802-865-7342.

« Contactthe DPW Inspection Division (863-8094) and
BED Energy Services staff garly in your planning process
to discuss the project scope and compliance with the
Energy Efficiency Guidelines.

* Request free consultation from BED Energy Services
staff for ideas to best meet the Guidelines and cost
effective design improvements that go beyond the
Guidelines.

* Provide a set of design documents to BED Energy
Services staff and request a Guidelines plan review and
a letter of approval for DPW. This is a free service and
BED will act quickly to review your project.

+ BED will advise you of any building components that
do not meet the Guidelines and how to make necessary
design improvements.

FivanciaL INcENTIVES

BED has a long history in helping owners, builders and
developers incorporate energy efficient equipment,
systemns and techniques. BED will work with you to
produce innovative, creative building designs that are
efficient, cost effective and durable.

If you're planning a new construction project or building
renovation, contact BED for assistance from permitting
through inspection and occupancy. BED offers:

» technical assistance with building design and
Guidelines compliance

» funding for your design team to evaluate various
building system options exceeding the Guidelines

« funding assistance for third-party commissioning

» cash incentives for highly efficient equipment and
systems.

BED will tailor its program to meet your individual needs

- from incremental improvements in energy efflcient

equipment to advanced building designs incorporating

energy efficlency, renewable energy systems and green

building design.

ADDTTIONAL INFORMATION

assistance with Burlington’s Energy Efficiency Guidelines
Burlington Electrie Dept.
585 Pine St., Burlington, VI 05401
BED Residential Services - 802.865.7337
BED Conunercial Services - 802.865.7342
wwwburlingtonelectric.com

Energy Code Assistance Center
255 South Champlain St., Burlington, VT 05401
888.373 2253

general information regarding city zoning permits
* Burlington Dept. of Planning & Zoning
149 Church Si., Burlington, VT 05401
802.865 7188 www.ci.burlington vt.usiplanning!

general information regarding city building perlm’:‘si

* Burlington Dépt, of Public Works, Inspection Services
645 Pine St., Burlington, VT 05401
802.863.9094 wwnv.dpw.ci.burlington.vi.usl

billiies Act (ADA) of 1992. 1t Is the palicy of the Ciry of
Durlingtan no1 to discriminaie on the basls of disobility In vffering bencfits. services. pragrams, ant
acthvhies.

in dance with the Amerieans with

Tals information tan be made evailable in alternative inedla forms for prople witl dissbllitles.
Rensonuble occommadation shall be mode vpon requent io lnsure that oll benefins, servives, pro-

groms, snd activides offered by the City are f ible o olf individunls. For call
8657188 (865-7144 TTY). EOE

Plaaning&
Prepared by ‘oning, 2004
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Inspired by the economic and environmental benefits of energy efficiency, over half the states now
embrace specific energy efficiency savings goals, known as Energy Efficiency Resource Standards
(EERS). An EERS requires utilities (or related organizations in states where the programs are
administered by non-utility entities) to save a certain amount of energy each year, typically expressed as
a percentage of annual retail energy sales or as specific energy savings amounts set over a long-term
period. The first EERS passed in Texas over a decade ago and since then, utilities, regulators, and
consumers across the country have embraced this type of policy to catalyze the implementation of energy
efficiency programs to reduce electricity and natural gas consumption in homes and businesses.

The report includes legislative and regulatory background for every state where an EERS policy has been
in place for over two years and examines the progress these states have made achieving their goals.
Tracking actual energy savings and comparing these results with the required targets, the analysis
develops a comprehensive portrait of the performance of twenty states, noting important trends
influencing the outcomes thus far.

Across the country, state EERS policies are driving energy efficiency investments and energy cost
savings to unprecedented levels, lowering utility bills, improving building comfort, and reducing strains on
the utility grid. Overall, the performance of states in comparison to the targets set in EERS policies has
been encouraging; most states are meeting or are on track to meet energy savings goals.

The report finds that states’ performance meeting energy savings targets is driven by issues such as the
clarity and appropriateness of the regulatory framework, the length of time allowed for program
administrators to ramp-up programs, and the overall commitment of all parties to invest the proper
resources to meet targets. States must overcome these barriers in order to successfully meet EERS
targets and states considering the adoption of an EERS should carefully consider these issues in the
policymaking process.
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ENERGY EFFICIENCY RESOURCE STANDARDS (EERS)

A majority of states now have policies in place that establish specific energy savings targets that
utilities or related organizations must meet through customer energy efficiency programs. These
policies—called “energy efficiency resource standards” (EERS)—are analogous to “renewable
portfolio standards,” also in place in a majority of the states. An EERS sets multi-year electric or
natural gas efficiency targets (e.g., 2% incremental savings per year or 20% cumulative savings by
2020), measured against a baseline of retail sales.’ Energy efficiency savings are typically measured
by the first-year savings of energy-efficient measures installed. EERS policies accelerate and expand
the scale of energy savings achieved through utility and related energy efficiency programs.

Historically, energy efficiency program requirements tended to focus on spending levels rather than
specific energy savings levels. Energy savings amounts were more of an outcome of the process—a
function of initial program budgets, cost-effectiveness screening of measures and programs, and
finally the implementation of the programs. Rather than basing policy and program planning on the
desired level of energy efficiency savings, the process of planning around budgets resulted in
uncertain commitments to actual energy efficiency and often lower savings levels than might have
been achievable.

The shift to EERS represents a significant evolution in the treatment of energy efficiency in the utility
system. Rather than view energy efficiency in the context of spending requirements to meet some
“customer service” obligation, the use of an EERS strategy—with its explicit focus on quantifiable
energy savings results—helps directly reinforce the expectation that energy efficiency is a real utility
system “resource,” and helps utility system planners more clearly anticipate and project the effect of
energy efficiency programs on utility system loads and resource needs.

Moreover, EERS targets are generally set at levels that push programs to achieve higher savings
than they would have targeted prior to enactment. EERS policies maintain strict requirements for
cost-effectiveness so that programs are insured to provide overall benefits to customers. Not only
does an EERS drive utilities and program administrators to achieve greater levels of savings, but it
also helps ensure a long-term commitment to energy efficiency as a resource, building essential
customer engagement as well as the workforce and market infrastructure necessary to sustain high
savings levels.

Key Distinctions of EERS Policies

This review finds that EERS policies currently encompass three distinct types of policy approaches,
all of which accomplish the same outcome—setting binding, long-term targets for energy efficiency
savings from utility programs. The three approaches are a statewide Energy Efficiency Resource
Standard, long-term energy savings targets set by utility commissions tailored to each utility and
incorporating energy efficiency as an eligible resource in renewable portfolio standards (RPS). While
the latter two options may not technically be considered a "standard” in the traditional sense, ACEEE
has defined all three approaches as an EERS to avoid confusion and draw focus to the key similarity
of all these policies—establishing binding, long-term energy savings targets. In practice, RPS policies
that include efficiency have not thus far resulted in aggressive goals, but the policy approach itself
has the potential to produce results comparable to the other two mechanisms if properly designed.
Tailored utility targets and statewide EERS policies have each been very effective at driving
aggressive energy efficiency savings in the states. In addition, certain states such as Massachusetts,
Rhode Island, Washington, California, and others have a statewide EERS that operates in the
following manner: (1) state law broadly requires utilities to procure all cost-effective efficiency
resources ("an efficiency procurement requirement’); and (2) planning processes between the
utilities, stakeholder efficiency councils, and public utility commissions (PUCs) then establish the
specific percentage savings targets the utilities are required to meet to effectuate the all cost-effective

! “Multi-year” is defined as three or more years for the purpose of this report. EERS policies may also set specific gigawatt-hour
(GWh) energy savings targets without consideration of percentage of prior-year sales, or as a percentage of load growth.
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efficiency procurement requirement.2 These states have set increasingly aggressive—and fully
funded—efficiency savings targets.

Statewide EERS Tailored Utility Target Combined EERS-RPS

Typically set by state legislatures | Initiated in a variety of ways, | Energy efficiency may be
and codified by utility commissions, | long-term  energy efficiency | accepted as an eligible

the statewide EERS calls for all | targets in these states are | resource in state
eligible utilities to achieve a | tailored to each specific utility. | renewable energy stan-
prescribed level of savings. In | In each case, law or regulation | dards (RPS). In these

efficiency procurement states, the | calls for the establishment of | cases, energy efficiency is
state legislatures have required | multi-year (3-yeart) specific | measured on a cumulative,

utilities to invest in all cost-effective | energy savings targets. rather than annual,
efficiency and the specific targets are incremental basis.

then set by stakeholder councils and

PUCs.

Figure 1: EERS Policy Approaches by State

OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY

Of the twenty-six states with an EERS, only seven were in effect before 2008. While the effects of an
EERS have been estimated in numerous ACEEE state policy studies (Neubauer et al. 2011), and
ACEEE has examined the results of energy efficiency programs and the potential for meeting
aggressive targets (Molina et al. 2010; Kushler et al. 2009), ACEEE has not comprehensively
examined states’ performance meeting the energy savings targets since 2006 (Nadel 2007). The
primary purpose of this report is to track the actual energy savings in states with EERS policies and
compare these results with the required targets. The analysis covers every state with an EERS in
effect for two or more years, or twenty of the twenty-six EERS states (see Figure 2 for list of states).
The report provides a “progress report” profile for every state that includes legislative and regulatory
background of the EERS policy, energy savings achieved, and a brief summary of the trends in the
state influencing the outcomes thus far.

2 In some cases, broad goals are set in stage 1 along with the efficiency procurement requirement. For example, Washington's
EERS law requires utilities to base their targets on the Northwest Power and Conservation Council methodology, which aims
for approximately 1.5% annual savings. The binding targets, however, are set in a separate planning process.
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While the report does not detail the broader economic, environmental, and electricity reliability
impacts of EERS policies, it should be noted that existing literature confirms that energy efficiency is
a well-documented strategy to improve economic productivity, reduce harmful pollutant emissions,
and strengthen energy reliability and security (Laitner et al. 2010; National Academy of Sciences
2010). Numerous studies have overwhelmingly portrayed a significant amount of cost savings and
indirect economic benefit that would result through cost-effective improvements in energy efficiency of
our buildings and industries (McKinsey & Company 2009). Properly implemented EERS policies drive
states to realize this potential.

Methodology

The findings of this report are based on extensive primary research and interviews with stakeholders
in the states. ACEEE made a good-faith effort to interview at least two stakeholders in each state with
knowledge of utility targets and performance. Research was completed May 3, 2011, and while the
peer review process did provide updates in some states, the findings of this report should be
assumed to be accurate up to this date.

The savings data presented in this report is derived from publicly available utility and commission
data, which is reported in varying ways across states. When available, verified net savings are
presented, but in some cases, states report gross savings or unverified savings. Because they inhibit
reliable comparisons of energy savings, the differences among states’ EM&V protocols is an issue
that deserves further research. A forthcoming ACEEE report will take on the issue.

A Companion Report

ACEEE is simultaneously releasing a new report, Energy Efficiency Resource Standards: State and
Utility Strategies for Higher Energy Savings, which thoroughly examines how several states are
ramping up energy efficiency programs and policies to achieve aggressive EERS targets. That report
focuses on twelve states and offers insight into the policy and programmatic strategies states are
implementing to achieve high savings levels. Aside from covering a broader range of states, this
report's primary purpose is to track savings levels compared to targets and discuss general trends
affecting states’ performance. The two reports are complementary and can be separated by the
primary research questions asked: Are states meeting EERS targets; how can states ramp-up to and
sustain aggressive savings levels?

A Note about Natural Gas

While the primary focus of this report is on electricity EERS policies, general information is included
on every state natural gas EERS in effect. When information is readily available, we have included
progress meeting goals, but the main focus of the report is to track progress towards meeting
electricity efficiency goals.

EERS PoLicy STATUS

As of the writing of this report, twenty-six states have an electricity EERS in effect. Thirteen states
have a natural gas EERS. The standards and their underlying authorities, listed in order of highest
approximate electric annual savings goals to lowest, are summarized below:
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Figure 2: Summary of State EERS Policies

[:] States in grey rows have not been in effect for two or more years and are not examined in this report.

State
Year Enacted

Energy Efficiency Resource

Reference

2009
Electric and Natural Gas
EERS

24% in 2012

Natural Gas: 0.63% in 2010, 0.83% in
2011; 1.15% in 2012

Electric/Natural Gas Standard
Policy Type
. o/ o/ 3 . Told N -
Massachusetts® Electric: 1.4% in 2010, 2.0% in 2011; Electric: D.P.U. Order 09-116

through 09-120)

09-121 through 09-128

Electric and Natural Gas
EERS

Natural Gas: 8.5% cumulative savings
by 2020 (0.2% annual savings in 2011,
ramping up to 1.5% in 2019)

Vermont
2000 ~6.75% cumulative savings from 2009 | 30 V.S.A. § 209; VT PSB
Tailored Utility Targets to 2011 Docket 5980; PSB Contract’
(Efficiency Vermont)
Arizona
2009 2% annual savings beginning in 2014., Docket Nos. RE-00000C-09-
Electric 22% cumulative savings by 2020 0427, Decision No. 71436
EERS

Electric: 0.2% annual savings in 2008,
lllinois ramping up to 1% in 2012, 2% in 2015
2007 and thereafter S.B. 1918

Public Act 96-0033
§ 220 ILCS 5/8-103

New York

2008

Electric and Natural Gas
EERS

Electric: 15% Cumulative savings by
2015

Natural Gas: ~14.7% Cumulative
savings by 2020

Electric: NY PSC Qrder, Case

Case 07-M-0748

Minnesota

2007

Electric and Natural Gas
EERS

Electric: 1.5% annual savings beginning
in 2010

Natural Gas: 0.75% annual savings
from 2010-2012; 1.5% annual savings
in 2013

Minn. Stat. § 216B.241

lowa

2009

Electric and Natural Gas
Tailored Utility Targets

Electric: Varies by utility from 1-1.5%
annually by 2013

Natural Gas: Varies by utility from 0.74-
1.2% annually by 2013

Senate Bill 2386 and

lowa Code § 476

% The underlying statute, Mass. General Laws c. 25 § 21, requires gas and electric efficiency program administrators to procure
“all energy efficiency and demand reduction resources that are cost effective or less expensive than supply.”
4 Goals for 2009 and 2010 were combined. Efficiency Vermont also set goals in previous years in three-year intervals.
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State
Year Enacted

Energy Efficiency Resource

Reference

Electric/Natural Gas Standard
Policy Type
Electric: ~1.3% in 2010; 1.5% in 2011;
; or o
Rhode Island Council proposed 1.7% in 2012, 2.1% in

2006
Electric and Natural Gas
Tailored Utility Targets

2013, and 2.5% in 2014

Natural Gas: ~0.4% of sales in 2011;
Council proposed 0.75% in 2012, 1.0%
in 2013, and 1.2.% in 2014

RIG.L §39-1-27.7

Ohio o
22% by 2025 (0.3% annual savings in
2008 2009, ramping up to 1% in 2014 and | 2R©.4928.60 et seq.
Electric o ¢ $.B. 221
EERS 2% in 2019)
Indiana . .
2009 0.3% annual savings in 2010, | cause No. 42693, Phase i
. increasing to 1.1% in 2014, and leveling o
Electric % in 20 Order
EERS at 2% in 2019. ===
15% per-capita electricity use reduction
Maryland® . - ;
2008 g(())al by 2015 with targeted reductlons of Md. Public Utility Companies
. % by 2011 calculated against a 2007
Electric baseline (10° it N ieved Code § 7-211.
EERS ' aseline (10% by utilities, 5% achievec
independently)
Maine Electricity: Annual energy savings of
2010 ~1% in FY2011, ramping up to 1.4% in

Electric and Natural Gas
Tailored Utility Targets

FY2013.

Natural Gas: 130 BBtu annually by

Efficiency Maine Trust;
Triennial Plan

(Efficiency Maine) FY2013

Electric: PSCo and Black Hills Energy

(BHE) both aim for 0.9% of sales in

2011 and increase to 1.35% (1.0% for ,
Colorado : Colorado Revised Statutes
2007 BHE) of sales in 2015 and then 1.66% 40-3.2.101. ot seq. : COPUC

Electric and Natural Gas
Tailored Utility Targets

(1.2%) of sales in 2019

Natural Gas: Savings targets
commensurate with spending targets (at
least 0.5% of prior year’s revenue)

Docket No, 08A-518E;
Docket 10A-554EG

Wisconsin

2010

Electric and Natural Gas
EERS

Electric: 0.75% in 2011, ramping up to
1.5% in 2014.

Natural Gas: 0.5% in 2011, ramping up
to 1% in 2013

Order, Docket 5-GF-191

Connecticut®
2005
Electric

~1% annual savings 2008-2011

Public Act 07-242 of 2007

® The 15% per-capita electricity use reduction goal translates to around 17% cumulative savings over 2007 retail sales.
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State
Year Enacted Energy Efficiency Resource
Electric/Natural Gas Standard Reference
Policy Type
California’ Electric: ~1% annual savings through - )
2004 and 2009 2020 CPUC Decision 04-09-060;

Electric and Natural Gas
EERS

Natural Gas: 150 gross MMTh by 2012

CPUC Decision 08-07-047,;
CPUC Decision 09-09-047

Biennial and Ten-Year Goals vary by

Washington utility. Law requires savings fargets to s .
2006 be based on the Northwest Power Plan, \?\/a/!igt;%[gafgg 1-937
Electric which estimates potential savings of W’A‘é"@é?”
EERS about 1.5% savings annually through AR

2030 for Washington utilities.

Electric: 0.3% annual savings in 2009,

X of

Michigan {Eggg\f?et:p to 1% in 2012 and
2008 M.G.L. ch. 25, § 21;

Electric and Natural Gas
EERS

Natural Gas: 0.10% annual savings in
2009, ramping up to 0.75% in 2012 and
thereafter

Act 295 of 2008

Oregon

2010

Electric and Natural Gas
Tailored Utility Targets
(Energy Trust of Oregon)

Electric targets are equivalent to 0.8%
of 2009 electric sales in 2010, ramping
up to 1% in 2013 and 2014.

Natural Gas: 0.2% of sales in 2010
ramping up to 0.4% in 2014

Energy Trust of Oregon 2009
Strateqic Plan

Pennsylvania
2004 and 2008

3% cumulative savings by 2013

66 Pa C.S. § 2806.1; PUC
Order Docket No. M-2008-

Electric

EERS 2069887

Arkansas Annual reduction of 0.25% of total

2010 electric kilowatt hour (kWh) sales to Order No. 17. Docket No, 08-

Electric and Natural Gas
EERS

0.75% of total electric kWh sales over
the next three years (slightly less for
natural gas).

144-1); Order No. 15, Docket
No. 08-137-U

New Mexico
2008

Electric
EERS

5% reduction from 2005 total retail
electricity sales by 2014, and a 10%
reduction by 2020

N.M. Stat. § 62-17-1 et seq.

8 Connecticut does not currently have long-term energy efficiency savings goals that can be defined as an EERS. It is included
in this report because it has very recent experience with an EERS policy.
7 California’s goals presented as gross savings. A rough estimate of California’s goal as net savings can be achieved by
converting gross savings to net savings using the 2009 net to gross conversion factor of 61% (CPUC 2011). Net goals are
approximately 0.8% annual savings for the period 2010-2013, dropping to 0.55% from 2014-2020. California’s evaluation and
attribution methods are some of the strictest in the country, however, which partly explains the low net to gross conversion

factor.
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State
Year Enacted Energy Efficiency Resource
Electric/Natural Gas Standard Reference
Policy Type
Nevada 20% Renewable energy by 2015 and
2005 and 2009 25% by 2025—energy efficiency may
Electric meet a quarter of the standard in any NRS 704.7801 et seq.
RPS - EERS given year, or 5% cumulative savings
by 2015 and 6.25% by 2025.
Renewable Portfolio Standards include
15% electrical energy savings through
Hawaii® 2015. Starting in 2015 all electric utility
2004 and 2009 savings will count towards Hawaii's
Electric Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standards HRS §269-91, 92. 96

RPS - EERS and EERS

(EEPS). EEPS long-term goal is 4,300
GWh reduction by 2030, or 30% of
sales,

North Carolina

Renewable Energy and Energy
Efficiency Portfolio Standard (REPS).

2007 Investor-owned: 12.5% by 2021 and N.C. Gen. Stat. § 62-133.8
Electric thereafter. Energy efficiency is capped 04 NCAC 11 R08-84, et seq.
RPS - EEERS at 25% of the 2012-2018 targets and at
40% of the 2021 target.
Texas 20% Incremental Load Growth in 2011 | Senate Bl 7,
1999 and 2007 . ~0.10° | ; .| House Bill 3693;
Electric (equnyalent to ~0. c.)/° annual savings); Substantive Rule § 25.181
25% in 2012, 30% in 2013+ :
EERS
Fonda Docket Nos. 080407-EG —
Electric 3.5% energy savings over 10 years. 080413-EG; Order No. PSC-

Tailored Utility Targets

09-0855-FOF-EG

Delaware

Pending

Electric and Natural Gas
EERS

Electricity: 15% electricity cumulative
savings by 2015

Natural Gas: 10% cumulative savings
by 2015.

& Although Hawali does not currently have a mandated annual goal for energy efficiency, ACEEE estimates that the current

30% goal will result in 1.5% annual savings through utility programs.
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As the figure above illustrates, eleven geographically dispersed states have committed to long-term
targets to achieve over 10% cumulative annual savings by 2020. Because some state tailored utility
targets are set in three-year intervals, the figure shows many states with EERS ramp-ups that only
reach 2011, 2013, or 2015. While some states, such as Vermont, expect {o extend EERS policies out
to another three years, it is unclear whether Connecticut will re-establish long-term utility targets.
Below, annual savings targets are drawn out to 2020 and presented as a cumulative total to
demonstrate how current state policies, if maintained, would compare.

Table 1: Cumulative Electricity Savings of State EERS Policies Extrapolated to 2020°

Cumulative Cumulative

State 2020 Target State 2020 Target
Vermont* 27.00% Wisconsin* 13.50%
Maryland* 26.70% Maine* 13.40%
New York* 26.50% Connecticut* 13.14%
Massachusetts 26.10% California 12.94%
Rhode Island* 25.26% Ohio 12.13%
Arizona 22.00% Michigan 10.55%
lllinois 18.00% Oregon* 10.40%
Hawaii* 18.00% Pennsylvania* 9.98%
Washington 17.24% New Mexico 8.06%
Minnesota 16.50% Arkansas* 6.75%
lowa* 16.10% Texas 4.60%
Delaware 15.00% Florida 4.06%
Colorado 14.93% Nevada 3.76%
Indiana 13.81% North Carolina 2.92%

*Savings beginning in 2009 extrapolated out to 2020 based on final year of annual savings required
RESULTS

Across the country, state EERS policies are driving energy efficiency investments and energy cost
savings to unprecedented levels. State utility commissions, utilities, and other program administrators
have made impressive progress over the last three years implementing EERS policies. This review
finds that most states are meeting or on track to meet energy savings targets.

Overall Savings

States with an EERS are achieving significant energy efficiency savings from utility programs,
benefitting electric and natural gas customers by lowering utility bills, improving building comfort, and
reducing strains on the utility grid. Nine states achieved 1.2% of annual sales or more in their latest
reporting year of either 2009 or 2010, an impressive accomplishment considering in 2006 only one
state achieved over 1.2% (Molina et al. 2008).10 Following this group of leading states, an
encouraging number of states with an EERS have climbed close to or above 0.5% savings, including
states that only recently adopted full-scale utility energy efficiency programs in the Midwest and
Southwest.

Savings Compared to Targets

Qverall, the performance of states in comparison to the targets set in EERS policies has been
encouraging; most states are meeting or are on track to meet energy saving goals. Thirteen of the

® Colorado savings for PSCo only. Delaware is in the process of formulating rules for its EERS. ACEEE does not extrapolate
the goal out to 2020. Other assumptions noted in footnotes of EERS summary table.
% Of the nine achieving >1.2%, Nevada, lowa, and Rhode Island have a reference year of 2009.
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twenty states with EERS policies in place for over two years are achieving 100% or more of their
goals, three states are achieving over 90% of their goals, and only three states are realizing savings
below 80% of their goals."

Figure 3: State EERS Targets vs. Achieved Savings in 20102
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State ‘Reference year for savings is 2009

While the figure above positively portrays states currently meeting goals, the hard work has yet to
come. Targets in many states are still increasing and sustaining aggressive savings levels will be a
challenge for states. In states where EERS policies are still ramping up and have low annual savings
goals for 2010, such as Ohio, lilinois, and Michigan, meeting goals in the coming years will be
challenging and deserves ongoing attention and analysis. Ramping up to high levels of savings in a
short period of time is a difficult task, even for states with demonstrated success in energy efficiency
program administration. States such as Massachusetts and Minnesota, which are achieving slightly
less savings than their targeted goals, are in the midst of major program ramp-ups. Low savings
levels during the program ramp-up period have also caused Pennsylvania to fall short of its goals
thus far.

Another reason some states are falling below target levels in 2010 is that some EERS policies set
long-term goals, which place emphasis on long-term, rather than annual achievements.
Pennsylvania and Vermont, for example, set two- and three-year savings targets for 2011,
respectively. Past experiences in Vermont and California have demonstrated that it is common for
states to make a major push in the final year to make up for lower savings in prior years{13 This trend
seems to be continuing in Pennsylvania, where savings in the first two quarters of its second program
year far outpaced levels of its first.

In New York and Maryland, the only states currently achieving less than 80% of their near-term
targets, shortfalls can be attributed both to new administrators ramping-up programs as well as the
effect of long-term EERS. As explained in further detail below, the combination of delays in program
approval and low savings as programs ramp-up has resulted in savings levels, which, if continued,
would result in savings below the levels needed to meet long-term goals. New York has approved

" While its policy has been in place for aver two years, North Carolina has not recorded energy efficiency savings and is thus
not included in this tally. Currently, Hawaii's RPS goals allow electrical energy savings to count through 2014. Starting in 2015,
electrical energy savings will count towards Hawaii's Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standards.

* California gross savings and targets adjusted to net savings using 61% of conversion factor. California savings include partial
savings from advanced codes and standards adopted in the state. California, lowa, and Washington savings and targets based
on I0Us reporting savings as of 2010 only. New York based on NYSERDA and utility program administrators only. Colorado
includes only PSCo. Ohio does not include First Energy.

® Vermont exceeded three year targets for 2006-2008 due to 2008 savings that made up for shortfalls in the prior two years.
California came close to meeting 2004-2008 goals due to 2008 savings that made up for shortfalls in the prior two years.

10
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funding, expertise, and an established market that inspire confidence among stakeholders in the state
that they can make up for the initial shortfall in the years between now and the long-term target year
of 2015. In Maryland, it is less likely utilities will be able to make up the lost ground. The Maryland
PSC has not approved utility targets or funding levels sufficient to meet goals set in the EmMPOWER
Maryland Act. Lacking a strong mandate from the PSC, Maryland utilities have shown uneven
commitment to meeting the goals, failing to invest the necessary financial and human resources.

OBSERVATIONS

Aside from the most prominent observation of this report, that states are generally on track to meet or
exceed EERS goals, a number of general trends have emerged as states gain experience with EERS
policies, which may help states in the varying stages of the policy process.

o Establishing an EERS lays a foundation for increased levels of energy efficiency savings,
regardless of prior experience with energy efficiency programs.

¢ Available data indicates the benefits of programs administered under an EERS substantially
exceed the costs.™

¢ Meeting EERS targets requires fair and clear regulation, meaning targets for utilities
unaccustomed to energy efficiency must be gradual and the evaluation method for savings
clear.

o All parties must be committed to meeting targets. Utilities need to devote proper resources to
ensure successful EE programs and Commissions should approve sufficient levels of funding
and complementary policies such as cost recovery, performance incentives, and decoupling.

¢ Ramping-up savings to aggressive levels and sustaining these levels requires programmatic
excellence. Tried and true program models work to meet lower goais, but innovative
programs reaching all sectors are necessary to achieve deeper savings.

EERS Drives Savings for States of All Types

The EERS policy has driven higher levels of savings in states with established energy efficiency
program infrastructure as well as in states without energy efficiency program experience. In
Washington and lowa, for instance, energy efficiency had long been recognized by the major utilities
and customers as having significant value. The two states consistently scored well in the ACEEE
Scorecard Report, and achieved energy efficiency savings of around 0.6-0.8% of sales from utility
programs (Molina et al 2010). EERS policies went into effect in lowa and Washington in 2009 and
2010, and both states realized a significant boost in savings over previous years. lowa and
Washington achieved 1.2% and ~1.5% savings in 2009 and 2010, respectivz—zfy.15 Targets mandated
by an EERS policy allow utilities to justify higher spending levels on cost-effective energy efficiency
measures. The long-term nature of the goals also provides market certainty regarding the utility
commitment to energy efficiency services and technologies, improving the business case for energy
efficiency companies in the private sector. States with established energy efficiency programs may
have utilities with varying commitment to energy efficiency. The EERS policy can serve to “raise the
floor” and drive program development from utilities historically reluctant to offer robust efficiency
programs.

States without significant existing energy efficiency programs also benefit from establishing savings
targets. In states such as North Carolina, Michigan, and lliinois, the adoption of an EERS prompted
utilities to develop and implement programs to benefit customers of all market segments. Without the
strong mandate of an EERS, states that have yet to develop energy efficiency programs are less

" This is not surprising, given that repeated analyses have shown that utility sector energy efficiency programs tend to be quite
cost-effective. ACEEE’s most recent report on this subject found that energy efficiency programs saved electricity at an
average cost of 2.5 cents/kWh (Friedrich et al. 2009), about one-third to one-fourth the cost of building, fueling and operating a
new power plant.

'® Washington savings based only on [OUs.
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likely to begin such an initiative, depriving utility customers of beneficial programs offered in every
region in the country.

The Benefits of EERS Outweigh Costs

Ratepayer-funded energy efficiency programs must undergo cost-effectiveness fests that confirm
positive benefit-cost ratios greater than one. The standards for cost-effectiveness as well as the types
of tests use vary by state, but the presence of rigorous benefit-cost tests prior to Progr‘am approval
assures that efficiency programs and measures installed will likely be cost-effective. 6

Available data thus far indicates that the benefits of efficiency programs driven by EERS policies have
proven to substantially exceed administrator and customer costs. While this report does not
comprehensively analyze the cost-effectiveness of energy efficiency programs, anecdotal evidence
from a handful of states confirms that energy efficiency is a net beneficial investment.

o Hawaii Energy, the state’s third-party Public Benefits Fee Administrator, collects a percent of
each electric utilities’ customer’s bill and is responsible for carrying out Hawaii's energy
efficiency and conservation programs. Hawaii Energy achieved net customer energy savings
of 113,169 MWh, meeting 97% and 81% of its residential and commercial targets,
respectively. Over the lifetime of these rebated and installed measures, cost savings will vield
a 546% return on Hawaii's investment of $46.9 million ($17M/$29.9M Ratepayer/Customer
Investment) (Hawaii Energy 2010).

¢ In lllinois, independent analysis of ComEd’'s programs in its second program year found
portfolio the benefit-cost ratio based on the lllinois Total Resource Cost (TRC) test to be 2.84
(Navigant Consulting 2010). Ameren lllinois met its goals in 2009 cost-effectively and its
portfolio scored a 2.78 using a TRC test (Ameren illinois Utilities 2010).

s In 2010, Efficiency Vermont saved 114 GWh at a cost of 4.1 cents per kilowatt-hour (over the
life of the measures). Efficiency Vermont spent $35.4 milfion on efficiency programs,
participants spent $21.7 million, and the overall lifetime benefits equaled $136.1 million
(Efficiency Vermont 2011).

¢ In Colorado, Xcel Energy reports that its electric DSM programs had an overall benefit-cost
ratio of 3.3 while the gas DSM programs had a benefit-cost ratio of about 1.6. Xcel Energy
spent $54.7 million on electric DSM programs and $16.9 million on gas DSM programs last
year. The company estimates that electric programs alone will result in $227 million in net
economic benefits for customers over the lifetime of energy efficiency measures installed due
to its 2010 DSM programs. Gas DSM programs will result in about $15 million in net
economic benefits (Xcel Energy 2010).

Clear and Fair Regulation

Critical to the success of states meeting goals is clear and comprehensive regulation of energy
efficiency programs. EERS policies must be developed at a pace that allows all stakeholders to
engage, submit comments, and adjust to the impending requirements. A methodical process ensures
clarity from all parties on critical elements such as eligible technologies, EM&V requirements, and
incentives or penalties for compliance and non-compliance. One particular issue that can cause
friction is how Commissions decide to measure savings attributable to the EERS. Regardiess of what
method is chosen, whether on an annual, annualized, part-year, or life-time basis, clarity in the
foundational legislative or regulatory authority is of utmost importance, as the cases in Texas and
Ohio illustrate. In both cases, elaborated on in the case studies below, a lack of clarity in how energy

'® ACEEE will release a detailed analysis of utility cost-effectiveness tests later this year.
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savings could qualify to meet EERS targets has led to confusion and contention among utifities on
what the policy actually requires.

Regulatory lag inhibits ufility program administrators from meeting goals. While state utility
Commissions should take time approving programs and policies, there is a hazard in approving
energy savings targets and assuming programs will be approved in time to meet initial targets. Utility
commissions in Maryland and New York tock almost a year to approve programs for utilities after
their EERS policies were approved. The EERS legislation can hinder states’ ability to properly ramp
up programs and meet designated goals. Pennsylvania's EERS, for instance, did not require the
Utilities Commission to approve programs until five months into the first of two program years. Rather
than having the full two years to meet the 1% cumulative savings target, utilities only have 19 months.
Setting realistic timeframes for policy and program approval, therefore, can help lay the groundwork
for successful EERS performance.

For states without significant existing energy efficiency programs, a gradual ramp-up of programs has
been a successful strategy to gain utility acceptance and achieve significant savings as a result.
Particularly in states unfamiliar with energy efficiency program administration, gradual ramp-ups allow
utilities to develop and manage program administration and implementation at a realistic pace,
allowing time for these utilities to seek advice from experienced professionals in the field. While the
targets may be low, utilities and states can tout success meeting targets to build momentum for
programs, and if performance incentives are in place, allow utilities to understand the financial benefit
of meeting goals.

All Parties Must be Committed to Meeting Targets

Energy efficiency targets can only be met in a sustained fashion if regulators, utilities, and program
administrators sincerely pursue cost-effective energy efficiency and treat energy efficiency similarly to
supply-side resources. For regulators, this means adopting policies complementary to an EERS that
improve the business case for energy efficiency, such as cost recovery, mechanisms to address the
link between utility sales and profits (e.g., decoupling or lost-revenue recovery), performance
incentives, and loading orders calling for the pursuit of all cost-effective energy efficiency. Regulatory
commitment to targets also entails adopting cost-effectiveness tests that accurately measure the full
costs and benefits of energy efficiency programs. Commissions must permit utilities to fund energy
efficiency programs at the levels necessary o achieve targeted savings levels as well.

Aside from failing to provide complementary policies to ensure success, regulators can also include
provisions that inhibit states from achieving intended EERS targets. Rate impact caps, or budget
caps, can prohibit utilities from making the necessary, cost-effective energy efficiency investments
necessary to achieve EERS requirements. Such caps are present in Texas and North Carolina,
where it is uncertain whether the caps will lower cost-effective energy efficiency investment, and in
Hlinois, where the cap will likely trigger a failure to meet the standard in the next few years unless the
General Assembly takes action to raise or eliminate the caps (Nowak et al. 2011). Provisions known
as "exit ramps,” present in Ohio and New Mexico, allow utilities to request permission to lower goals,
which may aiso limit the effectiveness of an EERS policy. EERS policies that include opt-out
provisions for industrial customers, as opposed to provisions that allow industrial o conduct “self-
direct” programs tied to spending or savings requirements, raise the chances that states will not
achieve their cost-effective energy savings potential.

Regulation can only ensure the proper environment for energy efficiency programs to flourish—
utilities or third-party administrators must do the work. Successful utilities and third-party programs
administrators devote significant human and capital resources to energy efficiency programs.
Regardless of how experienced an administrator is with energy efficiency programs, the importance
placed on energy efficiency initiatives from corporate leadership is a critical indicator of how well the
utility will perform. If energy efficiency targets are embraced by utility leadership, efforts by energy
efficiency division staff to meet goals will be welcomed and rewarded, boosting chances of success.
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Questionable commitment from utilities and third-party administrators can lead to delays,
underperformance, and threats to the policy. Nowhere is this more clear than in states where utilities
have publicly opposed EERS policies, seeking to undermine and repeal the authority. In Ohio, First
Energy and Dayton Power and Light have mounted strong opposition to the statewide EERS,
claiming that its goals will hinder the state’s economic recovery. While other utilities in the state such
as Duke Energy have met the goals cost-effectively with ease thus far and claim long-term goals,
while challenging, are achievable. First Energy fell far short of its first year target and has received a
waiver for targets until 2012. Instead of redoubling its efforts to meet targets, it seems First Energy
has shifted to an adversarial stance, threatening fo hold Ohio back from being a leader in energy
efficiency.

Ramping-Up Savings Requires Programmatic Excellence

Demonstrating the will to succeed is important, but actual energy efficiency savings do not derive
from organizational commitment alone, but from program implementation as well. Thus, a third critical
element to success is programmatic excellence. An analysis of how utilities are ramping up savings to
meet EERS targets will be presented in the forthcoming, companion ACEEE report (Nowak et. al.
2011), which will include discussion and examples of the following strategies:

e increasing energy efficiency funding levels

» Adopting complementary regulatory policies such as decoupling, performance incentives, and
loading orders requiring the consideration of cost-effective energy efficiency in resource
planning

* Using non-utility program savings (i.e. building codes) to contribute to contribute towards
meeting savings standards

e Creating and sustaining collaborative and stakeholder processes

s Capturing lighting savings early and adding new, higher- efficiency technologies to efficiency
portfolios beyond CFL's

+ Adopting new program design approaches and strategies, including "Deeper, Then Broader”

o Starting programs for new technologies and new customer market segments

s Promoting participation through upstream rebates, more rebates and enhanced advertising

Conclusions and Recommendations

Energy efficiency savings targets effectively advance the objective of increased, long-term energy
savings from cost-effective efficiency programs. The findings of this study show that almost every
state with an EERS is on track, meeting, or exceeding goals in 2010. This report finds that states’
performance meeting energy savings targets is driven by broader issues such as the clarity and
appropriateness of the regulatory framework, the length of time allowed for program administrators to
ramp-up programs, and the overall commitment of all parties to invest the proper resources to meet
targets. States must overcome these barriers in order to successfully meet EERS targets and states
considering the adoption of an EERS should carefully consider these issues in the policymaking
process.
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CASE STUDIES

The following case studies are presented in chronological order based on the effective date of the
EERS policy. Each case study provides a brief summary, regulatory and legislative backgrounds,
energy savings vs. targets, and a section outlining factors affecting performance.
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Texas
Summary
Electric EERS 20% Incremental Load Growth in 2011; 25% in 2012, 30% in 2013+
Applicable Sector investor-owned utilities
Natural Gas EERS None
Authority 1 Senate Bill 7
Date Enacted May 1999, subsequently amended
Authority 2 House Bill 3693
Date Enacted May 2007
Authority 3 Substantive Rule § 25.181

Legislative and Regulatory Background

In 1999, Texas became the first state to establish an energy efficiency resource standard, requiring
electric utilities fo offset 10% of load growth through end-use energy efficiency.” Demand growth is
the average growth of the five previous weather adjusted peak demands for each utility. In 2007, after
several years of meeting this goal at low costs, the legislature increased the standard to 15% of load
growth by December 31, 2008 and 20% of load growth by December 31, 2009." The legislation also
required utilities to submit energy savings goals. The Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT)
approved these rules in March 2008.

While the 2007 legislation required utilities to submit GWh savings goals to ensure they did not overly
focus on load management, the PUCT determined that utilities could convert their demand savings
goals into corresponding energy savings goals each year using a 0.20 capacity factor."® The current
practice used by Texas utilities is to interpret the term "capacity factor” to be a direct estimate of the
fraction of hours in a year when the average peak savings will occur. Thus, the peak to energy
savings multiplier used in Texas is 0.20%8760/1,000 MWh/GWh=1.75. This implies a peak to energy
use ratio of 0.575, which is much higher than the actual peak to energy use ratio typically in the range
of 0.20 to 0.24, which translates to conversion factors ranging from 3-5.

A preferable alternative to setting goals as a percentage of load growth would be to set savings goals
as a percentage of baseline electricity sales and demand, which would produce more achievable and
equitable targets (Itron 2008).

Recent Developments

In 2010, the PUCT approved Substantive Rule § 25.181, which increased the goals from 20% of
electric demand growth to 25% growth in demand in 2012 and 30% in 2013 and beyond.20 The rule
also establishes customer cost caps to contain costs. Texas law requires all electric transmission and
distribution utilities (TDUs) to meet energy efficiency goals. Utilities administer incentive programs
and retail electric providers and energy efficiency service providers implement the programs. All
programs are designed to reduce system peak demand, energy consumption, and/or energy costs
and are available to customers in all customer classes.

Energy Savings Achieved vs. Targeted

While Texas has consistently met its energy efficiency goals, the energy efficiency goals have
resulted in only modest electricity savings. Between 1999 and 2009, investor-owned ultilities’
programs in Texas produced 3,574 GWh of electricity savings, which amounts only to 1% of 2009
sales. The energy savings targets set by utilities are about half of the actual levels achieved.

7 Texas Senate Biil 7

" House Bill 3693

' Rule defines capacity factor as “The ratio of the annual energy savings goal, in kWh, to the peak demand goal for the year,
measured in KW, multiplied by the number of hours in the year."

2 hitp://www.puc. state. tx.us/rules/subrules/electric/25.181/25.181.pdf
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Table 2: Texas Energy Efficiency Goals vs. Achieved Savings

Year Demand Demand Energy Energy Energy Energy
Goal Savings Savings Savings Savings Goal Savings

(MW) Achieved Goal Achieved as % of Achieved as

{MW) (GWh) {GWh) Energy % of Energy

Consumption | Consumption
of Nine I0Us | of Nine IOUs

2007 136 167 238 4279 0.09% 0.16%
2008 115 202 201 581 0.08% 0.22%
2009 132 240 231 550.8 0.09% 0.21%
2010 142 301 249 548 0.10% 0.21%

iprgj%l:e " 143 298 251 539 0.10% 0.21%

Source: Texas utility energy efficiency plans and reports

if the load growth targets were to apply to forecast growth in electric retail sales, meaning utilities
would have to offset 30% of growth in sales by 2013, this would amount to about 0.5% savings per
year beginning in 2013.

Even though the energy efficiency goals do not apply to them, it should be noted that a handful of
Texas municipal electric utilities, particularly Austin Energy, generate impressive amounts of energy
efficiency savings. Austin Energy and the City of San Antonio generated 188 GWh alone in
incremental energy efficiency savings in 2009 (EIA 2011).

Factors Affecting Performance
Collaboration among Stakeholders

Texas's success meeting energy efficiency goals can be attributed to a number of factors, but a few
stand out in particular. Utility programs benefit from the ease of use of standard offer program
materials for contractors and long standing relationships with contractors. Program managers cite
sound electronic tracking systems and websites as contributing to program success, as well as broad
reach and effectiveness of market transformation programs. Others note that while there is an
inherent risk of inaccuracy, the programs benefit from a process for deeming energy savings, which
reduces the cost of verification and measurement.

The relationship between utilities, the PUCT, and program implementers is characterized by a high-
degree of collaboration and consultation, which allows for the dissemination of best practices and
common barriers. Stakeholders engage in quarterly Energy Efficiency Implementation Project
meetings and Texas I0OUs formed a voluntary organization for energy efficiency program managers:
The Electric Utility Marketing Managers of Texas (EUMMOT). EUMMOT facilitates coordination
among program managers to convey common perspectives on energy efficiency program design and
implementation; provides for exchange of information on markets and technologies; and advances
understanding and participation in efficiency programs.

Rural vs. Urban Utilities

While the state as a whole consistently meets targets, there is a varying degree of success on a
utility-by-utility basis. Rural utilities struggle to meet targets, primarily because of the dearth of energy
confractors willing to enter the market in sparsely populated areas. Because goals are set as a
percentage of incremental growth, utilities such as El Paso Electric that serve fast-growing areas
must ramp up savings targets much faster than those with relatively predictable and stable load
growth.
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Program Design and Marketing

Program managers and advocates in the state roundly state that regulatory barriers inhibiting utilities’
ability to market programs directly to customers is a major weakness to of current energy efficiency
programs. Stakeholders also assert that it is difficult to improve upon programs or design new ones
due to regulatory rigidity. Looking ahead to increased savings goals, Texas program managers and
third-parties echo concerns about rural areas, marketing, and inflexible program designs, and also
add the inherent contradiction between energy savings and shareholder value that needs to be
addressed with a decoupling mechanism (ltron 2008).

Funding Levels

in total, Texas utility energy efficiency program budgets amounted to 0.3% of their revenues in 2009,
while the median state spends 0.7%. An analysis by Good Company Associates found that the
increase in the goal from 10% of demand growth to 20% in 2010 and 2011 did little to increase
spending. The new goals will not significantly impact energy efficiency spending until the recession
years are no longer included in the calculation of the five year average growth in demand. Good
Company also concludes the cost-caps should not seriously constrain utilities from meeting goals
given the modest savings levels.?’ Many utilities exceed the demand goals, however, and as a result,
push the limits of the cost-caps. Some companies have already surpassed the cost-caps and others
are very close. Unless the PUCT grants a utility the ability to exceed the cost caps, utilities will have
to reduce spending in some manner which could result in less demand reduction and energy savings.

Performance Incentives

A utility that exceeds its demand reduction goal within the prescribed cost limit is awarded a
performance bonus. A utility that exceeds its demand reduction goal receives a bonus equal to 1% of
the net benefits for every 2% that the utility exceeds its goal. The maximum bonus is equal to 20% of
the utility’s program costs.

Vermont
Summary
Electric EERS ~6% cumulative savings from 2009 to 2011
Applicable Sector Third-party administrator
Natural Gas EERS None
Authority 1 30 V.8.A §209

Legislative and Regulatory Background

Vermont pioneered the model of a statewide "energy efficiency utility" (EEU) after Vermont enacted
legislation in 1999 authorizing Vermont Public Service Board (PSB) to collect a volumetric charge on
all electric utility customers’ bills to support energy efficiency programs. Vermont PSB created the
EEU, Efficiency Vermont, to use these public benefits funds to provide programs and services that
save money and conserve energy. Burlington Electric Department (BED) provides DSM services
within its own territory. When Efficiency Vermont was created, BED requested, and was granted,
authority to run its own programs. BED reports separately on the costs and savings of its programs.

Vermont does not have traditional EERS legislation with a set schedule of energy-savings
percentages for each year. Instead, Vermont law requires EEU budgets to be set at a level that
would realize "all reasonably available, cost-effective energy efficiency." Compensation and specific
energy-savings levels—not “soft” goals or targets—are then negotiated with EEU contractor Vermont
Energy Investment Corporation (VEIC). There is not an explicit penalty for non-performance.
However, a portion of the compensation Vermont pays the administrator is contingent on meeting
stated goals, subject to a monitoring and verification process. If the administrator does not meet

2! nitp:/iwww.goodcompanyassociates.com/files/manager/Summary PUCT EE Rule 8-6-10.pdf
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stated goals, the state will withhold compensation, and the administrator potentially will be replaced at
the end of the three-year period (DSIRE 2011). Efficiency Vermont's current goal is 360,000 MWh of
energy savings during the three-year cycle, equivalent to 6.75% of electricity sales.

Moving forward, the goal-setting process will change due to Vermont's new “order of appointment”
franchise-like structure. Every 3 years, a “demand resources plan” proceeding will be held. The
proceeding will set budgets and goals for the next 20 years, coinciding with the long-range
transmission plan to allow for integration of forecas’cing.22

Energy Savings Achieved vs. Targeted

In 2006, efficiency savings were about 1% of sales and by 2008, Efficiency Vermont achieved
unprecedented savings levels equal to 2.5% of annual sales, exceeding its MWh goal for the 3-year
period. In 2007 and 2008, savings from energy efficiency measures more than offset the average
underlying rate of electricity load growth. Savings dropped slightly to 1.6% in 2009, but rebounded
significantly in 2010 as the state once again exceeded 2% annual savings. Judging performance on
an annual basis, Vermont almost met over 90% of its goal in 2010, but at 3.7% savings over two
years, it will need to make up for lost ground in order to meet the three year of 6.75% savings by the
end of 2011.

Table 3: Efficiency Vermont Energy Efficiency Savings Achieved vs. Targets

2006-2008 2006- Percent 2009 2010 2009- Percent of 3-
Achieved 2008 Attained | Savings Savings 2011 year goal
(MWh) Goal Achieved | Achieved Goal attained over
(MWh) (MWh) {(MWh) (MWh) 2 years
311,000 261,700 119% 85,000 114,000 360,000 55%

Sources: Efficiency Vermont, 2009 Annual Report; 2010 Savings Claim; 2011 Annual Plan

Factors Affecting Performance
Funding Levels

Substantial increases to the Energy Efficiency Charge (EEC) included within customer rates drove
Vermont's success over the last five years. Even though Vermont already had the highest per-capita
investment in electric efficiency of any state in 2004, the state legislature passed Act 61 of 2005,
which removed the spending cap on the EEU annual budget. The PSB now has flexibility to
determine appropriate funding levels in the context of the integrated resource planning process. The
PSB increased energy efficiency funding in 2006 from the previous maximum of $17.5 million to $30
million per year for the next three years. The aggressive electric energy efficiency measures have
proven to he consistently cost-effective. In 2010, Efficiency Vermont saved 114 GWh at a cost of 4.1
cents per kilowati-hour (over the life of the measures). Efficiency Vermont spent $35.4 million on
efficiency programs, participants spent $21.7 million, and the overall lifetime benefits equaled $136.1
million.

Third-Party, Performance-Based Program Administrator Model

The EEU structure ensures that as an efficiency program implementer, VEIC does not have
conflicting incentives. They are not an investor-owned for-profit utility, have no rate base, and thus, no
throughput incentive. VEIC is eligible to receive a performance incentive for meeting or exceeding
performance goals established in its contracts, directly tying results to compensation. Along with
these performance incentives, VEIC staff attributes much of their success to the alignment between
their non-profit structure and their mission: to reduce the environmental and economic costs of energy

2 £EU Structure (Docket 7466)
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use. Efficiency Vermont has a deep culture of innovation and experimentation centered solely on
saving energy.23

Working under a performance-based “order of appointment” allows Efficiency Vermont the flexibility to
allocate funds to where they can buy the most energy savings with each budget dollar. Relative to
other program administrators, they do more custom projects, and are not constrained to work off of
prescriptive measures and prescriptive projects. This allows for incentives to be entirely negotiated
with the customer, with Efficiency Vermont effectively buying down the cost of the project or measure
untif it becomes an attractive investment for them. Within each three-year performance contract
period, Efficiency Vermont has program plans which are updated annually. The 2011 plan builds on
2010's established strategies in five markets: business new construction, business retrofit, residential
new construction, residential retrofit, and efficient products.

California
Summary .
Electric EERS Commission-set utility targets; ~1% annual savings
Applicable Sector Investor-owned utilities
Natural Gas EERS Yes
Authority 1 CPUC Decision 04-09-060
Date Effective September 2004
Authority 2 CPUC Decision 08-07-047
Date Effective 7/31/2008
Authority 3 CPUC Decision 09-09-047
Date Effective September 2009

Legislative and Regulatory Background

California is a long-time leading state for its utility-sector customer energy efficiency programs, which
date back to the 1970s and have grown and evolved substantially over three decades. Its programs
and related energy efficiency policies have had a significant impact on per capita electricity use,
which has remained essentially constant over the past 30 years. Following California's 2001
electricity crisis, the main state resource agencies worked together along with the state’s utilities and
other key stakeholders and developed the California Integrated Energy Policy Report that included
energy savings goals for the state’'s JOUs. The CPUC formalized the goals in Degision 04-09-060 in
September 2004. The goals called for electricity use reductions in 2013 of 23 billion kWh and peak
demand reductions of 4.9 million kW from programs operated over the 2004-2013 period. The natural
gas goals were set at 67 MMTh per year by 2013.

The California Legislature emphasized the importance of energy efficiency and established broad
goals with the enactment of Assembly Bill 2021 of 2006. The bill requires the California Energy
Commission (CEC), the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and other interested parties to
develop efficiency savings and demand reduction targets for the next 10 years. Having already
developed interim efficiency goals for each of the IOUs from 2004 through 2013, the CPUC
developed new electric and natural gas goals in 2008 for years 2012 through 2020, which call for
16,300 GWh of gross electric savings over the 9-year period. California's current targets are
embedded in the approved 2010-2012 program portfolios and budgets for the state's 10Us, which
calls fo;4gross electricity savings of almost 7,000 GWh and natural gas savings of approximately 150
MMTh.

2 For a more detailed discussion of factors driving success in Vermont, see Nowak et al (2011).

# A rough estimate of California's gross savings goal as net savings can be achieved by converting gross savings to net
savings using the 2009 net to gross conversion factor of 61% (CPUC 2011). Net goals are approximately 0.8% annual savings
for the period 2010-2013, dropping to 0.55% from 2014-2020. California’s evaluation and attribution methods are some of the
strictest in the country, however, which partly explains the low net to gross conversion factor.
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Table 4: Goals and Budgets for the 2010-2012 Program Cycle

PG&E SCE SDG&E | SoCal Total
2010-2012 Program Cycle 3,100 3,316 539 - 6,965
Electricity Savings (Gross
GWh)
2010-2012 Program Cycle 48.9 - 11.4 90 150.3
Natural Gas Savings (Gross
MMTh)
2010-2012 Budgets (millions) | $ 1,338 $1,228 $278 | $285} $3,129

Energy efficiency is the first priority in California’'s loading order for energy resources. This was first
acknowledged in California’'s 2003 Final Energy Action Plan . Under Public Utilities Code Section
454 .5(b)(9)(C), investor owned utilities are required to first meet their unmet resource needs through
all available energy efficiency and demand reduction resources that are cost effective, reliable, and
feasible.

Energy Savings Achieved vs. Targeted

California |OUs’ evaluated net savings for the program period between 2004 and 2008 fell slightly
short of the Commission’s adogted goals, achieving 9,442 GWh of savings, or about 1% annually
throughout the program period.”® The utilities plan to make up for these shortfalls in the 2010-2012
program cycle.

Table 5: 2004-2008 California Achieved Savings vs. EERS Targets

PG&E SCE SDG&E | SoCal Total
2004-2008 Program Cycle 4,313 4,788 1,387 - 10,488
Electricity Target (Net GWh)
Actual Savings (Net GWh) 4,184 4,278 979 - 9,442
2004-2008 Program Cycle 64 - 13 77 154
Natural Gas Targets (Net
MMTh)
Actual Natural Gas Savings 77 - 12 70 159
{Net MMTh)

Source: CPUC, Energy Efficiency 2006-2008 Interim Verification Report. 10/15/2009

The CPUC and the utilities are cautiously optimistic about the utilities meeting the 2010-2012
program savings goals. Saving goals for the California 10U plans must be met over the full 3-year
cycle (not annually). Based on non-binding goals for 2010, 10Us are exceeding electricity goals and
are close to meeting natural gas goals. %

* Compared to 2008 10U retail sales as reported by EIA
% Program performance reports to-date for the California IOU programs are posted in a highly usable format at
hitp;//eega.cpuc.ca.qov/
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Table 6: 2010 California Achieved Savings vs. 2010 Portion of 2010-2012 EERS

PG&E SCE SDG&E | SoCal Total
2010 Program Cycle 964 1,117 195 - 2,276
Electricity Goal (Gross GWh)
2010 Actual Savings (Gross 1,425 2,000 265 - 3,694
GWh)
2010 Program Cycle Natural 15.6 - 3.5 28 47 1
Gas Goal (Gross MMTh)
2010 Actual Natural Gas 16.9 - 1.1 21.9 39.9
Savings (Gross MMTh)

Source: California Energy Efficiency Groupware Application

Factors Affecting Performance

A full discussion of California's programmatic successes can be found in (Nowak et al. 2011).
Broadly, California’s experience in program planning and customer engagement contributes greatly to
its success. Complementary policies such as decoupling and performance incentives also improve
the environment for utility energy efficiency programs. Utilities are given program and budget flexibility
so that they may shift funding from unsuccessful programs to successful programs, which contributes
to the utilities’ success in meeting the energy efficiency savings goals.

Hawaii

Summary

Starting in 2015 all electric utility savings will count towards
Hawaii's Energy Efficiency Portfolio Standards (EEPS).
EEPS long-term goal is 4,300 GWh reduction by 2030.

Electric EERS

One Investor-owned utility with three subsidiaries located on Oahu,

Applicable Sector Hawaii, and Maui, one rural electric cooperative located in Kauai

Natural Gas EERS None
Authority 1 HR 1464
Date Enacted 6/25/2009
Date Enacted 7/1/2009
Authority 2 HRS §269-91
Date Effective 12/31/2003

Legislative and Regulatory Background

Energy efficiency is included within the definition of “renewable electrical energy” in Hawaii's
Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), which was codified in HRS §269-91, et seq., and amended in
2006, 2008, and 2009. The RPS requires investor-owned ulilities and rural electric cooperative
utilities to use “renewable electric energy,” which includes energy efficiency measures, to meet 10%
of net electricity sales by the end of 2010, 15% by 2015, 25% by 2020, and 40% by 2030. The Public
Utilities Commission may assess penaliies against a utility for failing to meet the RPS, unless the
failure was beyond the reasonable control of the utility. Beginning in 2015, electrical energy savings
will no longer be able to count toward Hawaii's RPS, and will instead count towards Hawaii's Energy
Efficiency Portfolio Standards.
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Recent Developments

Legislation enacted in 2009 (HR 1464) established a formal and separate energy efficiency portfolio
standard (EEPS) that sets a goal of a 4,300 GWh reduction by 2030 (equal to about 40% of 2007
electricity sales). The Public Utilities Commission (PUC) must establish interim goals to be achieved
by 2015, 2020, and 2025 and may adjust the 2030 standard to maximize cost-effective energy-
efficiency programs and technologies. The PUC has yet to establish rules for the stand-alone EEPS,
so the current energy efficiency targets in Hawaii are set in its RPS pohcy

Shortly before the issuance of the stand-alone EEPS, Hawaii's energy efficiency program
administrative structure underwent major changes. In June 2006, the Hawaili State Legislature
enacted Iegislatlon to create a public benefits fund (PBF) for energy efficiency and demand side
management.”® This legislation granted authority to the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to develop
the details of the third-party administered public benefits fund. In December 2008, the PUC issued an
order in Docket No. 2007-0323, outlining the structure of the PBF.?® In July 2009, the Hawaiian
Electric Companies’ energy efficiency programs were consolidated into a single program, Hawaii
Energy, operated by RW. Beck, a subsidiary of Science Applications International Corporation
(SAIC). Kauai Island Utility Cooperative (KIUC) continues to operate energy efficiency programs
independently.

As of the writing of this report, most of the details of Hawaii's EEPS are under consideration by the
PUC. The rules that come out of the proceeding will determine interim targets, and of particular
importance, whether or not to provide incentives for compliance or penalties for non-compliance.
Reducing the overall 4,300 GWh goal is not an option at this time. Hawaii seems committed to energy
efficiency and renewable energy, as it recently adopted a statewide goal of reducing its reliance on
imported fossil fuels by at least 70% by 2030.

Energy Savings Achieved vs. Targeted

As of 2010, Hawaii utilities achieved 19.0% of its renewable portfolio standard, 8.1% of which derived
from cumulative, annualized energy efficiency savings over the policy period, easily meeting the 2010
RPS goal of 10%. In its first year of operation (July 2009-July 2010), Hawaii Energy achieved net
customer energy savmgs of 113,159 MWh, meeting 97% and 81% of its residential and commercial
targets, respectively. % "Over the lifetime of these rebated and installed measures, cost savings will
yield a 546% return on Hawail's investment of $46.9 million ($17M/$29.9M Ratepayer/Customer
Investment).

Table 7: Hawaii Energy First Year Program Performance

PY 2009 Target PY 2009 Achieved Savings as
(MWh) Achieved Net % of retail sales*
Savings (MWh)
126,023 113,159 1.17%

*Based on 2009 sales of all HECO companies

The savings levels achieved by Hawaii Energy are impressive compared to the HECO utilities’
savings of 57,429 MWh in 2009, which accounted for 0.6% of sales (including Hawaii Energy for the
second half of 2009). KIUC reported DSM savings of 19,217 MWh in 2009, or 4.4% of its sales in that
year—an impressive achievement. ®

# Dacket No. 2010-0037

B mitp:/lwww.capitol. hawail.gov/hrscurrent/Vol05 Ch0261-0319/HRS0269/HRS 0269-0121.him

® hitp:/iwww dsireusa.org/documents/incentives/H1 14R . pdf

* Hawaii Energy: Annual Report PY 2009, December 15, 2010

81 2010 HECO and KIUC RPS Status Reports, Year Ending 12/31/09. Does not include renewable displacement technologies
(i.e. solar hot-water)
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Factors Affecting Performance
Decoupling and Performance Incentives

In August 2010, the Hawaii PUC issued its final Decision and Order approving the implementation of
the decoupling mechanism for the Hawaiian Electric Company (HECO) companies. Utilities are
required to report on their performance of commitments made in the Energy Agreement in their rate
cases as the basis for review, modification, continuation or possible termination of the decoupling
mechanism.*

Hawaii Energy is compensated by the Commission for satisfactory performance of its contract. KIUC
has not requested incentives. The most recent bill establishing an Energy Efficiency Portfolio
Standard (EEPS) allows the PUC to establish incentives and penalties based on performance in
achieving the EEPS.

Connecticut
Summary

All cost-effective efficiency procurement requirement for electric
and natural gas utilities that needs to be implemented. A
stakeholder Council called the Energy Conservation Management
Electric EERS Board helps to review, pravide crucial input into utility proposals
to invest in all cost-effective efficiency resources. Combined
RPS/EERS 2007-2010 and commission-set utility targets; ~1%
annual savings 2008-2011

Applicable Sector Investor-owned utility, municipal utility
Natural Gas EERS None

Authority 1 Public Act 07-242 of 2007

Date Enacted June 4, 2007

Date Effective July 7, 2007

Legislative and Regulatory Background

Connecticut has an all cast-effective efficiency procurement requirement for electric and natural gas
utilities that needs to be implemented. It also has a stakeholder Council called the Energy
Conservation Management Board comprised of representatives of commercial, industrial, residential,
low income, and environmental interests that helps to review, provide crucial input into, and oversee
the utilities’ efficiency program. Connecticut established a renewable portfolio standard (RPS) several
years ago and expanded it in 2005. Specifically, in June 2005, the Connecticut legislature adopted
legislation that adds new "Class III” requirements covering energy efficiency and combined heat and
power plants (CHP). Under the new Class 1l requirements, electricity suppliers must meet 1% of
their demand through using efficiency and CHP by 2007 and 4% by 2010. No additional Class llI
resources are required after 2010. Class Il resources include: customer-sited CHP systems, with a
minimum operating efficiency of 50%, installed at commercial or industrial facilities in Connecticut on
or after January 1, 2008; (2) electricity savings from conservation and load management programs
that started on or after January 1, 2006; and (3) systems that recover waste heat or pressure from
commercial and industrial processes installed on or after April 1, 2007. The revenue from these
credits must be divided between the customer and the state Conservation and Load Management
Fund, depending on when the Class Ill systems are instalied, whether the owner is residential or
nonresidential, and whether the resources received state support.

Distribution utilities and other power distributors are responsible for meeting the goals. Existing
energy efficiency programs can be used to help meet the goals, starting in 2006. Third-party
providers can also earn savings certificates and sell these to power providers that have Class llI

*2 gee HI Dacket 2008-0274.
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obligations. Under the legislation, certificate values can range between $0.01 and $0.031 per kWh of
savings.

The 2007 Electricity and Energy Efficiency Act (H.B. 7432) strengthened these requirements by
enacting complementary policies, including policies covering energy savings from waste heat
recovery. The law also requires utilities to adopt decoupling and enables performance incentives.® A
key provision of the Act is that it requires utilities to achieve resource needs through "all available
energy efficiency resources that are cost-effective, reliable and feasible." The DPUC has interpreted
this mandate overly restrictively, however, focusing only on capacity needs, and has not approved
funding increases to achieve all cost-effective energy efficiency.

The distribution companies must submit biennial assessments of energy and capacity requirements
looking forward three, five and ten years, as well as plans to "eliminate growth in electric demand"
and to achieve other demand-side and environmental objectives. The Connecticut Energy Advisory
Board (CEAB) reviews the plans before they are submitted to the Department of Public Utility Controf
(DPUC), along with CEAB comments and analysis. In a separate proceeding, the DPUC reviews the
annual Conservation and Load Management (CLM) Plan, which is developed by the utilities with
oversight by the Energy Conservation Management Board (ECMB), which is appointed by the DPUC.
Connecticut electric utilities adopt savings targets through annual CLM Plans. The ECMB oversees
the Connecticut Energy Efficiency Fund (CEEF), which is primarily supported by monthly charges on
customers' bills. CEEF was created in 1998 to address increasing energy demand and rising costs.
With oversight by the ECMB and its consultants, the utilities administer the energy efficiency
programs,

In its 2008 decision approving the combined 2009 CLM Plan submitted by the states’ major utilities
and the Energy Conservation Management Board, the DPUC ordered that the 2010 plan establish
broader, longer-term goals. % Connecticut utilities did not include long-term goals in the joint 2010 or
2011 Plans, but goals for programs do exceed 1% annual savings in 2010 and 2011. The 2010 CLM
Plan was approved, but the Department expressed concern that long-term goals were not adopted
However, utilities are reluctant to include long-term goals without commitment from the DPUC to
increase levels of funding necessary for aggressive long-term energy efficiency goals. The DPUC has
shown no indication it will approve additional ratepayer funding for electric programs beyond the
current statutorily-mandated ratepayer charge. Recent energy efficiency budget raids described
below have fostered uncertainty that limits the utilties’ desire to plan out energy efficiency over a long
period of time.

Energy Savings Achieved vs. Targeted

Connecticut has been among the national leaders in energy efficiency savings for many years. As the
table below illustrates, the state’s CEEF-funded programs have been near or above the 1% annual
savings for three consecutive years, meeting CLM goals in two of the last three.¥” These figures
include programs administered by bath IOUs and municipal utilities.®

® Currently, only United lluminating uses a full decoupling mechanism. The DPUC has not ordered full decoupling for other
%as or electric utilities as of the printing of the report. All utilities are eligible for performance incentives.

Docket 10-02-07
% Docket 08-10-03
% Docket 09-10-03, Department Order March 17, 2010, pgs 56-58
¥ sSince GHP is included in the Class {ii targets, comparing energy efficiency savings to the RPS goals would not be accurate.
Currently there is no analysis of progress towards meeting Class Il RPS targets.

® For most recent information on municipal utilities’ performance, see Energy Efficiency Services 2008_Annual Report,
Connecticut Municipal Electric Energy Cooperative.
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Table 8: Connecticut Statewide Energy Efficiency Savings vs. Goals 2008-2011

2008 2009 2010 2011
Goal Actual Goal Actual | Goal Actual Goal Actual
Electric Energy | 250 368 277 237 360 423 325 N/A
Efficiency
Savings (GWh)
As Percent of | 0.8% 1.2% 0.94% | 0.8% 1.2% 1.4%** 1.1% N/A
Sales*

Source: 2009, 2010 and 2011 CLM Plans
Note: Data includes Low-income programs
*Based on same year sales
**Based on 2009 Sales

Factors Affecting Performance
Funding Levels

Within the new framework created by the Electricity and Energy Efficiency Act, spending increases
have been a major factor enabling and sustaining the attainment of higher energy savings. The utility
energy efficiency programs have the infrastructure and capabilities in place to acquire all cost-
effective savings, but now these funding increases have been stopped and in some cases reversed.

Program plans—designed by the utilities to meet the explicit legal requirement for all cost effective
energy savings—have been approved by ECMB, but funding increases have been blocked at the
DPUC. At Ul, the efficiency program budget is dropping. Budget changes have been caused by a few
factors, including years in which unspent funds were carried over from previous years, sometimes
due to DPUC orders to freeze programs for budgetary reasons. Changes also occurred due to influx
of stimulus money. Budget decreases have also been caused by the state re-allocating efficiency
funds to cut budget deficits. Public Act 10-179 will reallocate approximately $19 million from the
Conservation and l.oad Management Fund in 2012 and $27 million annually from 2013 through 2018
to cut the deficit.*®

in 2009, electric efficiency program budgets dropped from $104 million to $73 million, which
correlated to a savings drop from 354 GWh to 237 GWh. Even as the budgets rebounded in 2010,
uncertainty persists ahout future levels of funding. It is also unclear whether Connecticut will establish
a new set of long-term goals. The DPUC did not adopt higher savings goals proposed by the CEAB,
utility program administrators, and the Energy Efficiency Board in the last two Integrated Resource
Plans (IRPs), which were equivalent to about 20% energy savings over ten years. Since the DPUC
has failed to adopt and fund long-term goals in its 2011 CLM plan, Connecticut no longer has a policy
that can be characterized as an EERS.

Decoupling and Performance Incentives

Currently, only United llluminating uses a full decoupling mechanism, adjusted annually. During
annual hearings, the Energy Conservation Management Board (ECMB) reviews the past year's
results relative to the established goals and determines a performance incentive for the distribution
utilities for achieving or exceeding the goals. The incentive, referred to as a “management fee,” can
be from 1-8% of the program costs before taxes. The threshold for earning the minimum incentive
(1%) is 70% of the goal. At 100% of the goal, the incentive would be 5%. At 130% of goals, it would
be 8%. Program costs are recovered through rates.

* Currently under consideration, SB1157 would restore the funds with surplus anticipated to be announced at the beginning of
May. .
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Nevada
Summary
Energy Portfolic Standard: 25% Renewable energy by 2025—
Electric EERS energy efficiency may meet a quarter of the standard in any given
year, or 6.25% cumulative savings by 2025.
Applicable Sector Investor-owned utilities, Retail Suppliers
Natural Gas EERS None
Authority 1 NRS 704.7801 et seq.
Date Enacted 1997

Legislative and Regulatory Background

In 1997, Nevada established a renewable portfolio standard (RPS) as part of its restructuring
legislation. Assembly Bill (AB) 3 of 2005 revised the RPS, increasing the portfolio requirement to
20% by 2015 and allowing the utilities to use energy efficiency to help meet the requirements.

measures qualify if they are subsidized by the electric utility, reduce demand (as opposed to shifting
peak demand to off-peak hours), and are implemented or sited at a retail customer’s location after
January 1, 2005. Energy efficiency savings can meet up to a quarter of the total standard in any given
year. AB 1 of 2007 expanded the definition of efficiency resources to inciude district heating systems
powered by geothermal hot water (DSIRE 2011).

The Public Utilities Commission of Nevada (PUCN) established a program to allow energy providers
to buy and sell portfolio energy credits (PECs) in order to meet energy portfolio requirements. The
number of kWh saved by energy efficiency measures is multiplied by 1.05 to determine the number of
PECs. For electricity saved during peak periods as a result of efficiency measures, the credit
multiplier is increased to 2.0. PECs are valid for a period of four years.

Since they are cumulative savings goals, the 25% target in 2025 will require only 6.25% of its sales in
2025 to be met with energy efficiency over a twenty-year period. The average annual savings goals
for periods 2009-2011, 2011-2013, and 2013-2015 will be 0.375%, dr