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Kentucky Power Company 

REQUEST 

Please describe the manner in which KPCo will be able to document that the RECs it purchases 
meet the criteria of the proposed rider. Will tliere be documentation that KPCo can provide to 
the Commission? If so, please provide a sample of the type of docurnentation available. 

RESPONSE 

Kentucky Power Company will be able to document that the Renewable Energy Certificates 
(“RECs”) it purchases meet the criteria of the proposed Green Pricing Option (GPO) rider. 
When purchasing RECs, KPCo will verify information from the counterparty to confirm that the 
REC and its attributes meet the criteria of the GPO rider. Any purchases KPCo enters into will 
be prudently researched and documented. 

As part o f  the purchase agreement, the party would be required to comply with all requirements 
of the Green Pricing program by supplying proper documentation to “attest to” the attributes of 
the REC. 

Attached is an example of an Attestation form typical of what may be provided to the purchaser 
o f  a REC. 

WITNESS: David M Rous11 
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EXAMPLE ATTESTATION 

I,- , as the authorized representative of [Company Name] (“Seller”) declare that 
Seller hereby sells, transfers and delivers to BuyeI the Product (including, unless otherwise 
specified, all EnviIonmental Attributes and Product Reporting Rights) associated with the 
generation and deliveIy of enelgy to Buyex from the Renewable Energy Facility as described 
below, in the amount of one RIEC for each megawatt hour generated as Delivery of [Product], as 
said term. is defined in the Product Order with a Trade Date of , 20-- with Buyer 
pwsuant tcj a Master Renewable Energy Certificate Purchase and Sale Agmment (the 
“Agreement”) with Buyer dated - (initially capitalized terms defined in the Agreement and 
Schedule P thereto), and that the RECs soJd heIeunder : 

1 were genexated by the following Renewable Energy Facilities and sold, subject to 
I eceipt of payment, to Buyer; 

2 q u a w  as Jj?Ioduct] as of the Txade Date; 
3 a e  solely and exclusively owned by SelleI; 
4 The have not been used by SeIIer or my thhd paxty to meet the RPS 01 other 

Applicltble Program Iequirements in mothel state or jutisdiction; 
5 were delivered into the Delivery Axea (e g PJM Control Area (as defined by PJM))] 

and complied with [PTMJ enexgy delivery xufes; 
6 were not sold to any end-use customer or other wholesale piovider other f&an Buyer 

duxing the calendar/Repoxting Year; and, 
7 we1 e not used on-site fox generation ryr[T7 End swml Dates 

__-- -- Designation 

’ - 
* must confoxm to the Product Order 

As an authorized representative of Seller, I state that the above statements ate true add correct to 
the best of my knowledge.. This Attestation. may serve as a Bill of Sale to confitm, in accoxdance 
with the Ageement, the transfer kom Seller to Buyer all of Seller’s Iight, title and interest in and 
to the PIoduct as set forth above- 

Name: -- 
Date 
[notaize if required] 

This Attestation may be disclosed by Seller and Buyer to others, including the Administrator, 
Verification ProGdeI; CertZkation Authority and the public utility Commissions having 
juIisdiction over Buyer, to substantiate and verify the accuracy of the Parties’ compliance, - .  

advertising and public claims 
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Kentucky Power Company 

FWQUEST 

In his testimony, Mr. Roush explains that the Company will inform customers of tlie Green 
Power Option Rider via messages printed on customer bills, bill inserts, Consumer Circuit 
pamphlet in customer’s bill, and the Company’s website. Please provide examples. Additionally, 
please state whether or not the Company will be able to utilize current planned advertising 
venues with an “add-on” message informing customers of the availability of the Green Power 
option. 

RESPONSE 

Please see the attachment (total of 5 pages). Page 1 is the October 2007 AEP Oliio customer bill 
insert. Pages 2 and 3 are the AEP Ohio Consumer Circuit pamphlets included with customer 
bills in August 2007 (page 2) and September 2007 (page 3). Page 4 is the opening page of tlie 
AEP Olio website sliowiiig Green Pricing Option inforination under the heading ‘What’s 
happening at AEP Ohio”. When the Green Pricing Option is selected, the website offers a secure 
connection where customers can read about the Green Pricing Option and initiate participation. 
Page 5 is the opening page of the Kentucky Power website where similar information about the 
Green Pricing Option would be communicated and where customers could initiate participation. 
Written communicatioiis similar to page 1 through page 3 would be developed for Kentucky 
Power customers and enclosed with monthly bills. 

Yes, the Company will be able to utilize current planned advertising venues with an “add-on” 
message informing customers of the availability of the Green Tariff Option. 

WITNESS: David M Roush 
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Remember 'T You &I suppu5 ~ y y b r e  eiergy 
Don't forget that AEP ahi6 is now offe*g a pro.: 
gram that makes it easyfur customers to suppm 
renewable resources. The new Greep Pricing 
Option program hdps customers qgke' a differ- 
ence jn the envirinmeqt by supporting &eb 
C U M ~ ~ I I ~ ~  purchqse of 'Fienewable Energy 
Gertifbates (RECs) that come from re9ewable 
sour& of electric . .  power generation; such as 
land$[ ais8' 

AEP Dhjq recenffpr acquired RECs and rebundied 
them into Green Produd brdcki E& block costs 
$0.70 and is equivafentto IOU fchwafE-hauts 
[kWh] of renewable ~lectricity. Customers must 
agree $0 guqhqsq $!eastme blopQ $@e 
Qymfroc!ucg Custo~+rs may pqrticipate 
:hroGb 3 a p t i m e  iurchaie, pfestab@h an : 

mtornatic monthly purchase agreement 

:or just a m i i i u i  o i $ ~  46 per tZ b t c b  
3 $a70 each), customers can &pkod&e Green 
%icing 0 ption And f o r 8  00 per rnoilrfi (IO 
rfobks) the Green Product monthly purchase rep- 
esents 100 percent of the average residential 
:ustomet's monthly usage [apprnximably F;$:'.\: IpOD 
wh) 

Vhen customers purchase the Green Phfuct 
locks, they are supporh'ng AER;OhikJg acquisi- 
on of REGS. neir purchase ~hiltzlke place in 
ddiion to theif regulii mbnthy el&cbic^bilt; They 
il not receive any additional elecfricityfrom 

. .  
Hereis,h~w€il~ prig& work3 , 

. . .  

.. . 
5 .  ..:e: .+ . 

*r:,. ..v. 

4- i I. 

. .  . -----11 . . . . .  . .  

:: 

\ 

. . -  . . . .  .. . .. . _  ----- . a _ .  -"- 

October 2007 

Customer Bill h e r t  
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Visit our storm & outaqe center, 
Report 
Please sele ct... _l-___l_-___-_l_l__.. 

What to do durina a power outase - AEP Ohio is dedicated to providing 
you with a reliable electric supply,, However, despite our best efforts, 
severe weather could interrupt your electric service,, AEP Ohio encourages 
customers to have an emergency kit prepared and provides guidance on 
what to do if a power outage occurs. 

Green Pricins Option: Many of our customers have asked us for a way 
they can help support renewable power through their electricity use. Now 

rt,,zwable energy, through the purchase of Renewable Energy 
Certificates,, 

Ohio is offering you the opportunity to encourage the generation of 

VIDEO: Electrical Safety for Contractors - I f  you work around electricity, 
you need to watch this video for important electrical safety information, 

Facinu disconnection? An AEP Ohio Payment Agreement allows customers 
to use an installment plan to bring their account up-to-date, 

Go Paperless ... Receive vour bill online. Save paper, get an email notice 
when your bill is ready, and view it 24/7,, 

AEP Ohio rate calculation worksheet, Find out how the rate stabilization 
plan will affect your business in 2006-08. 

a Log in / Register 

@ Pav your bill 
@ Paperless billinq a Learn how to save enerqv 
$J Start service a -service 
@ View vour bill 

More Customer Service 
functions 

@ Call 811 before vou diq,, 
@ Downed Power Lines can 

cause serious injury or 
even death. 
More safetv information 

Advanced search 

Home Page I Customer Service 1 Our Cornmunlties I News & Issues I About Us I Contact Us 

Use of this  site constitutes acceptance of the AEP Terms and Conditions, 
la1996 - 2008 Amerfcan Electric Power All rights reserved. 

d l m  aeDohio corn1 f i l l  912.001 
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Lentucky Power 

Visit our storm & outaae ce&t 
Repor 

B Piease select. .. 
. . .  . . .  . . . .  

I .. , .  . . . .  . .  . .  . . . . .  . . . .  . .  . . . . .  _ .  
: .  ! , .  _ : .  

. -  . . .  

What to  do durjna a power out= -- Kenfxcky Power is dedicated to 
providing you with a reliable electric supply. However, despite our best 
efforts, severe weather could interrupt your electric service, Kentucky 
Power encourages customers to  have an emergency kit prepared and 
provides guidance on what to do if a power oubge occurs. 

We're part of a strong communiixVolunteering, educating kids on 
electrical safety or supporting local csuses, our people make a difference, 

c lrfna a business? Kentucky Power has award-winning economic 
development resources at your service. 

. .  . .  
. . .  . .  - '. ! . . .  ... 

VIDEO: Electrical Safety for Contractors - If you work around electrjcity, 
you need to watch this video for important electrical safety information 

Save energy fand money] - -& Kentucky Power gives you tips to help you 
*educe energy use and save money on your energy bilk. 

30 Paperle ss... Receive your biff online. Save paper, get an email notice 
Nhen your bill is ready, and view it 24/7 

.- .a 

Cali 811 before YOU dig. a Downed Power tines can 
cause serious injury or 
even death 

@ More safetv information_ 

Horns Paoe f Customer Service I Our Communities I News & Issueg I About Us 1 Contact Us 

Use of this site constitutes accepbnce of the AEP Terms apd Condttions 
01996 - 2008 American Electric Power Ail rights resewed 
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Kentucky Power Company 

REQUEST 

Please provide support with respect to KPCo's $2.00 per month charge for each fixed 100 ItWli 
block under contract for an REC. Kentucky Power Company stated at the informal conference 
that other AEP affiliates had REX programs available to customers. (Le. Appalachian Power, 
Indiana & Michigan Power, Ohio Power). Please explain those existing programs and explain 
why it may or may not be reasonable for Kentucky Power Company to follow those same 
procedures. 

RIESPONSE 

As stated in testimony of Witness Roush, and as noted in paragraph 7 of the Green Pricing 
Option (GPO) Application, in establishing the price of $2.00 for the 100 kWi block of RECs, the 
current market for RECs was considered, as well as prices charged under similar programs. The 
price per block was then set at a level that would allow the tariffed price to stay the saiiie for a 
reasonable period of time. In addition, the $2.00 charge is intended to allow the Company to 
avoid adjusting the price frequently as the market price of RECs fluctuates. All monies collected 
under the GPO tariff will be used solely for the purchase of E C s ,  which may include broker 
administrative costs. 

The primary consideration in establishing the price for the block of RECs was an evaluation of 
prices in the market, while taking into account the requirements of the GPO tariff and the 
territories wliere tlie RECs would be purchased, either in tlie SERC Reliability Corporatioii 
(SERC) or Reliability First Corporation (RFC), as stated in the testimony of Witness Roush. 

Evolution Markets, which is the highest volume broker in the domestic REC market, produces a 
daily publication identifying current REC prices. In reviewing the REC prices publislied by 
Evolution Markets, RECs can fluctuate in a range anywhere from $5 to approximately $100 per 
MWh, with the median generally about $20 (or $2.00 per 100 1tWh). 

In Kentucky, LG&E's program contains a price equivalent to $1.67 per 100 kWh for residential 
aiid $1.30 per 100 ltwh for commercial and industrial. TVA's price is equivalent to $2.67 per 
100 kWli aiid EKPC's price is equivalent to $2.75 per 100 kWli. 
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Other REC programs available to AEP affiliates 

Appalachian Power Company (APCo) has filed for approval of a “Green Pricing” tariff in West 
Virginia and plans to seek approval of a similar tariff in Virginia. AEP Ohio presently offers a 
“Green Pricing Option”, which took effect in September 2007 and expires at the end of 2008. A 
copy of the Ohio and West Virginia filings are attached. 

In Ohio, AEP Ohio prepurchased a significant amount of RECs at a favorable price. That 
purchase was treated as a regulatory asset. To the extent that voluntary eizrollinent does not 
coiisune the prepurchased amount, the Company may attempt to resell those E C s ,  but any cost 
remaining would be paid by Ohio customers. 

In West Virginia, APCo has filed for a voluntary Green Pricing Option Rider for customers who 
wish to support the development of electricity generated by Renewable Resources, to be 
effective September 1, 2008. The Green Pricing Option Rider will allow individual customers to 
purchase I00 IcWi blocks of Green Power each month. 

Each of the AEP affiliated company programs is premised upon the same model. Each is 
voluntary and provides for purchase of RECs in 100 kWh blocks. The programs also employ the 
same definition of renewable resource. Kentucky Power’s employment of a program similar to 
that used by its affiliates in other states allows the Company to take advantage of its sister- 
companies’ experience and economies of scale in the purchase of RECs. 

WITNESS: David M Rous11 
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August 27, 2007 

Ms. Renee J .  Jenkins 
Secretary of the Commission 
Public Utilities Commission of Ohio 
180 East Broad Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215-3793 

Marvin I. Resnik 
M i a n t  General Counsel ~ RE: 
Regulatory Services 

(614) 716-2950 (fax) 
rniresnik@aep.com 

PUCO Case Nos. 89-6003-EL-TRF; 89-6007-EL-TRF; 06-1153-EL-UNC 
(614) 716-1606 

Dear Ms, Jenkins: 

Enclased are four copies of Columbus Southern Power Company's and Ohio 
Power Company's tariffs reflecting the Green Pricing Option Rider approved In Case 
No 06-1153-EL-UNC. Columbus Southern Power Company's and Ohio Power 
Company's new riders are found at Original Sheets No. 79-1 and 79-ID of each of 
their tariffs. The other new pages consist of the Table of Contents and individual 
schedule sheets containing the table of applicable riders, 

One copy of Columbus Southern Power Company's tariff filing should be 
filed in Case No, 89-6003-EL-TRF and one copy of Ohio Power Company's tariff 
filing should be filed in Case No. 89-6007-EL-TRF. One copy of each Company's 
tariff filing should be placed in Case No.06-1153-EL-UNC. Two copies of each 
company's tariff filing have been designated for disbibution to the Rates and 
Tariffs, Energy and Water Division of the Commission's Utilities Department. 

The Companies will update their tariffs previously filed eledronicaliy with 
the Commission's Docketing Divlsion. 

Very truly yours, 

Marvin I. Resnik 

MIR:ms 
Enclosure 
cc: Parties of Record 

This is to certify that  the images appearing are an 
accuritce arrd complete reproduction of a csse file 

Technician *& Rate Processed 
docwent ddivwxdi iri the regular  

mailto:rniresnik@aep.com
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COLUMRUS SOUTHERN POWER COMPANY 

GREEN PRTCLNG OPTION RIDER 

Filed pursuant to Order in Case No. 06- 1 153-EL-UNC 
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Original Sheet No. 79-1 COLUMBUS SOUTHERN POWER COMPANY 

P.U.C.O. NO. 6 

GREEN PRICING OPTION RIDER 

Availabilihr of Service 

Available to customers faking service under the Company's metered rate schedules. This Ridw is 
not available to Percentage of Income Payment Pian customers. 

PaFticipation in this program is subject to the Company's ability to procure renewable energy 
csrtificates (RECs} from Green Resources through a competitive bid process, If the total of all kwh under 
contract under this Rider equats or exceeds the RECs procured by the Company, the Company will endeavor 
to procure additional RECs at a cost that is equal to or less than the price established in this Rider. 

Conditions of Service 

Customers who wish to support fhe development of electricity generated by Green Resources may 
contract to purchase each month a specific number of fixed kWh blocks, where each block equals 100 kwh. 
Customers may elect to purchase a minimum of two (2) blocks per month and a maximum of 50 blocks per 
month. 

Green Resources shall be defined as Wind, Solar Photovoltaic, Biomass Co-Firing of Agricultural 
crops and all energy crops, Hydro (as certified by #e Low lmpacf Hydro Institute), Incremental Improvements 
in Large -le Hydro, Coal Mine Methane, Landfill Gas, Biogas Digesters, Biomass Co-Firing of All Woody 
Waste induding mil residue, but excluding painted or treated lumber. Only Green Resnurces located in the 
region covered by ReliabilityFirsf Corporation and brought into sewice on or after January 1, 4997 shall 
qualify. 

Monthly Rate 

In addition to the monthly charges determined accarding fo the Company's rate schedule under 
which the customer takes service, the customer shall also pay the following rate for each fixed kWh block. 
under contract regardless of the customer's actual energy consumption. 

Charge ($ per black): $i 0.70 

Term of Contract 

This Rider shall be in effect through December 31, 2008. Should all kWh taken under this Rider 
exceed the RECs procured by the Company and the Company is unable ta procure additional RECs at a 
price equal to or less than the price in this Rider, this Rider will continue until all REC kwh are utilized at 
which time this Rider will be withdrawn. 

Special Terms and Conditions 

This Rider is subject to the Company's Standard Terns and Conditions of Service and all provisions 
of the rate scheduie under which the customer takes service, including all payment provisions. The 
Company may deny or terminate service under this Rider to customers who a w  delinquent in payment to the 
Company. 

Filed pursuant to Order dated May 2,2007 in Case No. 06-1 d53-EL-UNC 

Issued: August 27,2007 Effective: Cycle I September 2007 
Issued by 

Kevin E. Walker, President 
AEP Ohio 
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COLUMBUS SOUTHERN POWER COMPANY Origjnal Sheet No. 79-1D 

P.U.C.O. NO. 6 

OAD - GREEN PRICING OPTION RIDER 
(Open Access Distribution - Green Pricing Option Rider) 

Availabilitv of Service 

Avallable to customers taking service under the Company's metered rate schedules. This Rider is 
not available to Percentage of Income Payment Plan customers. 

ParticlpaGon in this program is subject to the Company's ability to procure renewable energy 
certificates (RECs) from Green Resources through a competitive bid process. If the total of all kWh under 
contract under this Rider equals or exceeds the RECs procured by the Company, the Company will endeavor 
to proclire additional RECs a t  a cmt that Is equal to or kss than the price established in this Rider. 

Conditions of Service 

Customers who wish fo support the development of electricity generated by Green Resources may 
contract fo purchase each month a speak number of fixed kwh blocks, where each bhdc equals 100 kwh. 
Customers may elect to purchase a minimum of two (2) blocks per month and a maximum of 50 blocks per 
month. 

Green Resources shall be defined as Wind, Solar Photovoltaic, Biomass Co-Fiing of Agricultural 
crops and all energy crops, Hydro (as certified by the Law Impact Hydro Institute), Incremental improvements 
in Large Scale Hydra, Coal Mine Methane, Landfll Gas, Biogas Digesters, Biomass Co-Firing of AN Woody 
Waste including mill residue, but excluding painted or treated lumber. Only Green Resources located in the 
region covered by Reliabiliifirsf Corporation and brought into service on or after January 1, 'I997 shall 
qualify. 

Monthlv Rate 

In addition to the monthly charges determined accdrding to the Company's rate schedule under 
which [fie customer takes service, the customer shall also pay the following rate for each fixed kWh block 
under contract regardless of the cusforner's actual energy consumption. 

Charge ($ per block): $0.70 

Term of Contract 

This Rider shall be in effect through December 31, 2008. Should all kWh taken under this Rider 
exceed fhe RECs procured by the Company and fhe Company is unable to procure additional RECs at a 
price equal to or less than the price in this Rider, this Rider will continue until all REG kwh are utilized at 
which liirne this Rider will be withdrawn. 

Special Terms and Conditions 

This Rider is subject to the Company's Standard Terms and Conditions of Service and all provisions 
of the rate schedule under which the customer takes service, including all payrnent.provisions. The 
Company may deny or termlnate sewice under ffih Rider to customers who are delinquent In payment ta the 
Company. 

' 

Filed pursuant to Order dated May 2, 2007 in Case No. 06-1 153-EL-lJNC 

Issued: August 27, 2007 Effective: Cycle 1 September 2007 
Issued by 

Kevin E. Walker, President 
AEP Ohio 



I 
! 

KPSC Case No. 2008-00151 
June 4,2008 Informal Conference 

Item No. 3 
Attachment A 

Page 5 of 17 

OHIT0 POMrER COMPANU 

GmEN PRICING OPTION RIDER 

Filed pursuant to Order in Case No. 06-1 153-EL-UNC 
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Original Sheet No. 79-1 OHIO POWER COMPANY 

P.U.C.O. NO. 18 

GREEN PRICING OPTION RIDER 

Availabilitv of Service 

Available to customers taking service under the Company's metered rate schedules. This Rider is 
not available to Percentage of Income Payment Plan customers. 

Participation in this program is subject fo the Company's ability to procure renewable energy 
certificates (RECs) fmm Green Resources through a competitive bid process. If the total of ail kwh under 
contract under this Rider equals or exceeds We RECs procured by the Company, the Campany will endeavor 
to procure additional RECs at a cost that is equal to or less than the price established in this Rider. 

Condiiions of Service 

CustorneE who wish b support the developmeof of electricity generated by Green Resources may 
contract b purchase each month a specific number of fixed kWh blocks, where each block equals 100 kzrvh. 
Customers may elect to purchase a minimum of two (2) blocks per month and a maximum of 50 blocks per 
month. 

Green Resources shall be defined as Wmd, Solar Photovoltaic, Biomass Co-Fihg of Agricultuuml 
crops and all energy crops, Hydro (as ceriified by ibe Low Impad Hydro Institute), Incremental improvements 
in Large Scale Hydro, Coal Mine Methane, Landfill Gas, Bogas Digesters, Biomass Co-Firing of All Woody 
Waste including mill residue, but excluding painted or treated lumber. Only Green Resources located in the 
region covered by ReliabilityFirst Corporation and brought into service on or after January 1, 1997 shall 
qualify. 

Monthlv Rate 

In addition to the monthly charges determined according to the Company's rate schedule under 
which the customer takes service, the cusbmer shall also pay the following rate for each b d  kWh block 
under contract regardless of fJ~e custom& actual energy consumption, 

Charge ($ per block): $0.70 

Term of Contract 

This Rider shali be in effect through December 31,2008. Should all kWh taken under this Rider 
exceed the RECs procured by the Company and the Company is unable to procure additional RECs at a 
price equal to or less than the price in this Rider, this Rider will continue until all REC k w h  are ufilized at 
which time this Rider will be withdrawn. 

Soecial Terms and Conditions 

This Rider is subject to the Company's Standard T e r n  and Conditions of Service and all provisions 
of the rate schedule under which the customer takes senrice, including all payment provisions. The 
Company may deny or terminate service under this Rider to customers who are delinquent in payment to the 
Company. 

Fited pitrsuant to Order dated May 2,2007 in Case No. 06-l'l53-EL-UNC 

Issued: August 27,2007 Effective: Cycle 4 September 2007 
Issued by 

Kevin E. Walker, President 
AEP Ohio 
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Original Sheet No. 79-1 D OHIO POWER COMPANY 

P.U.C.O. NO. 78 

OAD - GREEN PRICING OPTION RIDER 
(Open Access Distribution - Green Pricing Option Rider) 

Availability of Service 

Available io customers taking service under the Company’s metered rate schedules. This Rider is 
not avaihble to Percentage of Income Payment Plan customers. 

Participation in this program is subjet;t to the Company‘s ability to procure renewable energy 
certificates (RECs) from Green Resources through a compeMive bid process. I f  the total of all kWh under 
conkact under this Rider equals or exceeds the E C s  procured by the Company, the Company will endeavor 
to procure additional RECs at a cost that is equal to or less than the price established in this Rider. 

Conditions of Service 

Customers who wish to support the development of electricity generated by Green Resources may 
contract to purchase each month a specific number of &d kwh Mocks, where each block equals 100 kwh. 
Customers may elect to purchase a minimum of two (2) blocks per month and a maximum of 50 blocks per 
month. 

Green Resources shall be defined as Wind, Solar Photovoltaic, Biomass Co-Firing of Agricultural 
crops and all energy crops, Hydro (as certified by he Low Impact Hydro Institute), Incremental Improvements 
in Large Scale Hydro, Coal Mine Methane, Landfill Gas, Biogas Digesters, Biomass Co-Firing of All Woody 
Wasb including mill residue, but excluding painted or treated lumber. Only Green Resources iocated in the 
region covered by ReliabilityFirst Corporation and brought into service on or after January 1, 1997 shall 
qualify. 

Monthlv Rafe 

In addition fo fhe monUlly charges determined amding to the Company’s rate schedule under 
which the customer takes service, the customer shall also pay he following rate for each flxed kWh block 
under contract regardless of the customer’s actual energy consumption. 

Charge ($ per block): $0.70 

Term of Contract 

This Rider shall be in effect through December 31, 2008. Should all kWh taken under his Rider 
exceed the RECs procured by the Company and the Company is unable to procure additional RECs at a 
price equal to or less than the price in this Rider, this Rider wilI continue until all REC k w h  are utilized at  
which time this Rider will be wifhdrawn. 

Special Terms and Conditions 

This Rider is subject to the Company’s Standard Terms and Conditions of Service and all provisions 
of the rate schedule underwhich the customer takes service, including all payment provisions. The 
Company may deny or tenninate service under this Rider to customers who are delinquent in payment to the 
Company. 

Filed pursuant to Order dated May 2, 2007 in Case No. 06-1 153-EL-UNC 

Issued: August 27.2007 Effective: Cycle 1 September 2007 
issued by 

Kevin E. Walker, President 
AEP Ohio 
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- STIPULATION AND RECOMMENDATION .. 
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F 
Rule 4901-1-30, Ohio Administrative Code (WAC") provides that any two or more 

parties to a proceeding may enter into a written or oral stipulation covering the issues presente 

in "such a proceeding. The purpose of this document is to set forth the understanding of the 

parties who have signed below (the "Signatory Parties") and to recommend that the Public 

Utilities Cornmission of Ohia (the "Commission") approve and adopt, as part of its Opinion a 

Order in this proceeding, this Stipulation and Recommendation (the "Stipulation") resolving c 

issues in the above-captioned proceeding. This Stipulation is fully supported by data and 

information contained in the record in tbis proceeding; represents a just and reasonable 

resolution of such issues in this proceeding; violates no regulatory principle or precedent; 

benefits, as a package, ratepayers and the public interest; and is the product of lengthy, serious 

bargaining mong knowledgeable and capable parties in a cooperative process undertaken by 

Signatory Parties to settle this case. 'While this Stipulation is not binding on the Commission, 

is entitled to careful consideration by the Commission, where, as here, it is sponsored by parti 

representing a wide range of interests, including the CoWssjon's Staff. For the purpos 

resolving all issues raised by this proceeding, the Signatory Parties stipulate, 
c." s 

recommend as set forth below. 
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This Stipulation is entered into by and among Columbus Southern Power Company 

(CSP) and Ohio Power Company (OPCO) (collectively, ”AEP Ohio”), b 

utility operating companies of the American Electric Power (“AEP’’) system, Ohio Energy 

Group (“OEG”) the Commission’s Staff (“Staff”), Ohio Consumers’ Co 

Partners for Affordable Energy (“OPAE’’). All Signatory Parties fully support this Stipulatiio 

and urge the Commission to accept and approve the terms hereof. 

W H E M S ,  On January 26,2005, the Commission issued an 0 

No. 04-169-FL-UNC. which, with certain modifications, approved a Rate Stabilization Plan 

(RSP), filed by AEP Ohio; 

WHE3tEAS, On March 23,2005, the Commission denied all ap 

which had been filed regarding the January 26,2005 Opinion and Order; 

IWERJ3AS, OCC pursued an appeal to the Supreme Court of Ohio (Case No. 2005- 

0767) of the Comn.ission’s January 26,2005, Opinion and Order and March 23,2005 Entry 

Rehearing; 

WEREAS,  on July 5,2006, citing its decision in Ohio Consumers’ Counsel v. Pub. 

Util. Corn . ,  109 Ohio St.3d 328 2006ahio-2110 (the FirsEnergy R 

Court of Ohio issued its opinion in OCC’s appeal (Ohio Consumers’ Counsel v. Pub. Util. 

-7 Comm 109 Ohio St.3d 511,2006-0hio-3054), vacating the Commission’s decision and 

remanding the cause €or further proceedings not inconsistent with the 

WHEREAS, on August 9,2006 the Commission issued an Entry in Case No. 04-169-1 

UNC which: 

1, found that AEP Ohio’s RSP remained effective and 

2. directed AEP Ohio to file, in a new docket, within 45 days of the Entry, its p l s~  
for complying with 84928.14, Ohio Rev. Code; 

2 
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WHEREAS, on September 22,2006, AEP Ohio filed in Case No. 06-1 153-&UNC i 

Plan to Provide Additional Options for Customer Participation in the Elecbric Market; 

WHEREAS, motions to intervene in Case No. 06-1153-ELUNC have been filed by 

OEG, IEU, OCC, OPAE and Constellation; 

WHEREAS, comments and reply comments concerning AEP Ohio’s September 22,2 

filing were filed with the Commission on January 12,2007 and January 22 and 23,2007, 

respectively; 

NOW, THERE;FORE, the Signatory Parties stipulate, agree and recommend that the 

Commission make the following findings and issue its Opinion and Order in these proceeding 

accordance with the following: 

1. The motions to intervene filed by OEG, Industrial Energy Users-Ohio, OCC, 
OPAE and Constellation NewEnergy, Inc. and Constellation Energy Commod 
Group, Inc. shall be granted. 

2, The following t e r n  of the AEP Ohio Green Pricing Competitive Rid Tariff 
Option, as well as the proposed tariff attached to this Stipulation and 
Recommendation, shall be adopted as fulfilling the requirements of the 
Commission’s August 9,2006 Entry, as well as the Supreme Court of Ohia’s J 
5,2006 opinion referred to above. 
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All of AW Ohio’s metered customers, excluding Percentage of Income P a p e r  
Plan customers, will be eligible to participate in the Green Pricing Competitive 
Bid Tariff Option (”Green Pricing Option”). Participating customers will be 
offered an opportunity to promote the development of renewable energy sources 
through the purchase by AEP Ohio of Renewable Energy Certificates (“RFiCs”; 
prices det.ermined through a competitive bid (“Cxen Product7’). The t h e n  
Pricing Option is a voluntary, market-based alternative tariff offered to customers 
by AEF’ Ohio. 

Overview of the Green Pricing Option 

AEP Ohio will offer a competitively bid green pricing program as follows: 

AEP Ohio Green Pricing Competitive Bid Tariff Option [ 

t 

at 

1. AEP Ohio will competitively bid out a fixed amount of REC MWhrs 
a nationally offered request for proposal (“W’) process.’ 

2. The fixed amount of RFiC MWhrs to be bid out will be determined by 
assuming that 1 percent of A€P Ohio’s customers would purchase two 100 
kWh blocks of the Green Product. This would equal approximately 50,5 
MWhm over 18 
Ohio with the ability to purchase additional RECs &om the supplier at t 
offer price. Such ability will be for amounts up to at least 25% of their 
amount. 

3. After the selection of the winning bid (or bids), AEP Ohio will file a tariff 
rider with the PUCO that offers the Green Pricing Option to customers. 
Customers will be informed regarding the availability of the Green pricing 
Option via bill inserts, AEP Ohio’s website, press releases, and existi 
outreach. AEP Ohio will work with all parties to provide a consistent 
message to customers about the Green Pricing Option. 

4, Customers may elect to purchase a minimum of two blocks per month (100 
kwh per block) and a maximum of 50 blocks per month of the Gre 

5. If all of the REC MWhrs purchased through the bids are not subscribed to b 
AEP Ohio’s customers, Af?P Ohio may sell any excess REC Mwhrs in the 

The Rm, will request that the supplier 

The estimate is arrived at by assuming 1 percent of AEiP Ohio’s 1.4 million customers multiplied by 

’ See Green Power definition contained herein. 

kWh, multiplied by 18 months. 

4 
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market on or after July 1,2008 if it is evident that all REC MwHLrs will 
not be subscribed. AEl? will confer with the signatories prior to the sale of 
these excess RECs. 

6 ,  If the Green Pricing Option is oversubscribed, AEP Ohio will endeavor to 
procure additional RECs at a cost that is equal to or less than the price 
established in the tariff rider. AEP will first exercise its aption with current 
suppliers to increase the amount of REC’s purchased up to 25%. If AEP 
is unsuccessful in procuring such additional RECs, the Green Pricing Option 
will continue until all REC W r s  are utilized at which time the tariff ridex 
will be withdrawn. 

7. The Commission, through its Staff, will oversee the bid process. 

Term 

151 

o. 3 
it  A 
f 17 

Ohio 

If AEP Ohio is unable to procure sufficient RECs to meet customer demand 
RECs, the Green Pricing Option may end earlier than December 31,2008. 

OCC and the PUCO regarding its efforts to procure additional RECs. 
to ending the Green Pricing Option early AEP shall provide 

unforeseen circumstances, implementation of the Green Pricing Option as 
described herein will be completed within four (4) months follcrwing the 
Commission’s approval of this settlement proposal and shall terminate Decem1 
31,2008. 

Bids for RECs will be sought through an RF’P process. The tariff nder price w 
be set to recover the weighted average cost of the winning bid(s) and AEP Ohi 
program administration 

The purchase cost of the initial RlX! Mwhrs, the cost of any additional REC 
Mwhrs purchased for the Green Pricing Option, and AEP Ohio’s program 
administration costs will be established as an AEP Ohio regulatory asset for 
recovery on a per customer basis in its next distribution base rate proceeding. 
AEP Ohio’s program administration costs shall not exceed $125,000. The 
regulatory asset will be reduced by all mounts collected under the tariff rider i 
any proceeds resulting from the sale of my excess REC Mwhrs. Should such 
amounts exceed the amount of the regulatory asset, AEP Ohio will establish a 
regulatory liability to be returned on a per customer basis in its next distributio 
base rate proceeding. Accrual of a carrying charge on the regulatory asset or 
regulatory liability will not begin until January 1,2009. 

Based on othex green pricing programs, the expectation is that the REC prices plus p r o m  
administration costs will nat exceed $5.00 per customer per month for the 200 kwh. For example, the proposed 
Duke Energy of Ohia &reen pricing p r o w  would offer 200 kWh far $5.00 per month. 
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AEP Ohio will purchase REC lvriwhrs from renewable, environmentally friend: 
sou~ces as described in the green power definition contained herein. 

The Green Pricing Option bids submitted must state the maximum supply in 
whole Mwhrs that the bidder will provide for a given price. REC suppliers 
submining Green Pricing Option bids must provide adequate documentation an 
certification of the green energy per the green power definition contained h m i  

REC suppliers must meet AEP Ohio’s commercially reasonable creditworthine 
Standards. 

If there are multiple winning bids having the same price, then each winning 
bidder will be awarded a prorated share of the RTZC MWhrs needed based upor 
the maximum REC MWhrs each bidder offered to supply. 

Customer Enrollment 

Once the bids have been received and analyzed by the Company, and reviewed 
the Staff, the Company wiIl file a tariff rider with the Comrnission and notify 
customers of the Green Pricing Option via bill inserts, AEP Ohio’s website, pn 
releases, and existing public outreach. The Green Pricing Option will be offerc 
to customers at a specific price determined by the competitive bid process as 
described herein. Customers may enroll in the Green Pricing Option through 
AEP Ohio’s website or by contacting AEF’ Ohio’s Customer Solutions Center. 

Customers may elect to purchase the Green Product pursuant to the tariff rider 
any time after it is offered and for the life of the tariff rider. 

Participating customers will be billed all of the same standard service rates and 
riders that are appIicable to non-participants. Additionally, participating 
customers will be billed at the Green Pricing Option’s tariff rider price for each 
block of the Green Product purchased. 

Green Power Definition 

Green power service must come from renewable energy certificates from green 
resources located inside or outside of the State of Ohio. Green resources shall E: 
defined as Wind, Solar Photovoltaic, Biomass Co-Firing of Agricultural crops 
all energy crops, Hydro (as certified by the Low Impact Hydro Institute), 
Incremental Improvements in Large Scale Hydro, Coal Mine Methane, Landfill 
Gas, Biogas Digesters, Biomass Co-Firing of All Woody Waste including mill 
residue, but excluding painted or treated lumber. Only green resources that hav 
been brought into service on or after January 1, 1997 shall qualify. Renewable 
energy certificates must be sourced h r n  green resources located in the region 
covered by the ReliabilityFirst Corporation. 
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Nothing in this Stipulation shall be used or construed for my purpose to imply, sugge: 

otherwise indicate that the results produced through the compromise reflected herein represen 

fully the objectives of any Signatory Party. 

No Signatory Party will challenge or directly or indirectly support any challenge to tht 

reasonableness or lawfulness of the provisions of this Stipulation. 

This Stipulation is submitted far purposes of this proceeding only, and is not deemed 

binding in any other proceeding, except as expressly provided herein, nor is it to be offered 01 

relied upon in any other proceedings, except as necessary to enforce the terms of this Stipulati 

In fact, none of the Signatory parties have submitted the entirety of the case they would have 

otherwise filed or will file if this Stipulation is rejected. 

The agreement of the Signatory Parties reflected in this document is expressly 

conditioned upon its acceptance in its entirety and without alteration by the Commission. 

The Signatary Parties agree that: 

A. if the Cornmission rejects all or any part of this Stipulation, or othenvis 

matenally modifies its terms, any adversely affected Signatory Party sh 

have the right, within thirty (30) days of the Commission's order, either 

file an application for rehearing or to terminate and withdraw from the 

Stipulation by fifing a notice with the Commission; 

if an application for reheating is filed, and if the Cc+mmission does not, 

rehearing, accept the Stipulation without material modification, any 

Signatory Party may terminate and withdraw from the Stipulation by fi l  

a notice with the Commission within ten (10) business days of the 

Commission's order or entry on rehearing; and 

B. 
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C. if any portion of this Stipulation is found by a reviewing Court to be 

unlawful, or if any law is enacted which prohibits the continued 

application of any term of this Stipulation, any Signatory Party adverse 

affected by any such judicial decision or statutory enactment may 

withdraw its support for this Stipulation by filing a notice to that effect 

with the Cammission within thirty (30) days of such judicial decision 

becoming final or such law becoming effective. 

If a Signatory Party pursues any action provided for in parts A, B or C above, a hearing shall 

forward, and the parties shall be afforded the opportunity to present evidence through witness 

to cross-examine all witnesses, to present rebuttal testimony, and to file briefs on all issues ar; 

pursue all remedies available in a court of competent jurisdiction. 

The Signatory Parties agree and intend to support the reasonableness and legality of ti 

Stipulation before the Commission, and in any appeal from the Commission's adoption ancU01 

enforcement of this Stipulation. 

a 

51 
ice 
. 3  
A 
17 

P 



COLUMBUS SOUTHERN POWER COMPANY 

KPSC Case No. 2008-0 
June 4,2008 Iuformal Confer 

Item P 
Original w R  

age 

P.U.C.O. NO. 18 

GREEN PRICING OPTION RIDER 

Availabilii of Service 

Available to customers taking service under the Company's metered rate schedules. This Ride 
available to Percentage of Income Payment Plan customers. 

Participation in this program is subject to the Company's ability to procure renewable energy cer 
(RECs) fiom Green Resources through a cumpeme bid process. If the totat of all kwh under contract un 
Rider equals or exceeds Ute RECs procured by the Company, the Company will endeavor to procure ac 
RECs at a cost that is equal to or less than the price established in this Rider. 

Conditions of Service 

Customers who wish to supporl the development of electricity generated by Green Resources may 
to purchase each month a specific number of fmed kWh blocks, where each block equals 100 kWh. Cu 
may elect to purchase a minimum of two (2) blocks per month and a maximum of 50 blocks per month. 

Green Resources shall be defined as Wind, Solar Photovoltaic, Biomass Co-Firing of Agricultural cr 
all energy crops, Hydro (as ce:rtified by the Low Impact Hydm Institute), Incremental Improvements in Lars 
Hydra, Coal Mine Methane, Landfill Gas, Biogas Digesters, Biomass CPFiring of All Woody Waste inclui 
residue, but excluding painted or treated lumber. Only Green Resources locakd in the region cov 
Reliabilityflrst Corporation and brought into service on or after January 1, 1997 shall qualify. 

Monthlv Rate 

In addition to the monthly charges determined according to the Company's rate schedule under wi 
customer takes service, the customer shall also pay the following rate for each fixed kWh block under 
regardless of the customer's actual energy consumption. 

Charge ($ per block): $ x.xx 
Term of Contract 

This Rider shall be in effect through December 31, 2008. Should all kwh blocks taken under th 
exceed the RECs procured by the Company and the Company is unable to procure additional RECs at 
equal to or less than the price in this Rider, this Rider will continue until all REC kWh are utilized at which 
Rider will be withdrawn. 

Special Terms and Conditions 

This Rider is subject to the Company's Standard T e r n  and Conditions of Sew'ce and all provisionr 
rate schedule under which the customer takes service, including all payment pmvisions. The Company ma 
or terminate service under this Rider to customers who rare delinquent in payment to the Company. 

Filed pursuant to Order dated ,2007 in Case No. 

Issued: -.-, 2007 Effective: Cycle 1 
Issued by 

Kevin E. Walker, President 
AEP Ohio 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Stipulation and Recommendation has been agreed to a! 

of this 2 J'fby of March 2007. The undersigned parties respectfully request the Commissic 

to issue an Opinion and Order approving and adopting this Stipulation. 

Ohio Power Company 
Columbus Southem Power Company 

/"I 

v 
Staff of the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio 

Ohio &..- Consumers A- . . .  nsel 
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Appalachian Power 
P 0 Box 1986 
Charleston, WV 25327 
APCDcustomer corn A unit of American Electnc Power 

April 4,2008 

BY HAND 

Ms. Sandra Squire 
Executive Secretary 
Public Service Commission of WV 
201 Brooks Street 
Charleston, WV 25323 

-7 
Charles Bayless 
Attorney Re: Petition for Permission to File Green Pricing Option 
304/348-4132 (P) 

cebaylms@aep.com 

Rider Provision to P.S.C. W.VA. Tariff No. 12 and 17 
304/348-4150 (F) 

Dear Ms Squire: 

I file herewith on behalf of Appalachian Power (“the Company”) an original and 
twelve (12) copies of: 

1. 

2, 

The Company’s Petition for Permission to File and Make Effective a 
Green Pricing Option Rider. 
The Original Sheet No. 29 P.S.C. W.VA. Tariff No. 12 and 17. 

The purpose of this filing is to institute a Green Pricing Option Rider. 

If any clarifications or additional materials are deemed necessary in connection 
with this filing, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned at any time. 

Sincerely, 

Counsel for Appalachian Power 

CEB: dp 
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KPSC Case No. 2008-00151 
June 4, 2008 Informal Conference 

Item No. 3 Attachment B 
Page 2 of 5 

. ___ ._ .- _ _  - -  . 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMLSSION 
OF WEST VIRGINIA 

CHARLESTON 

APPALACIBLAN POWER COMPANY, and 
WHEELING POWER COMPANY, 
a public utility, 

Petition for Permission to File 
Green Pricing Option Rider 
Provision to P.S.C. W.VA. Tariff No. 112 and 17 

I 
.F 

ST 
c 
ro 

PETITION AND FILING 

Appalachian Power Company (“APCo”) and Wheeling Power Company 
(SWPCo”) (collectively “the Companies”) respectfully petition the Public Service 
Commission of West Virginia that they be perrnitte4 under W. Va. Code, 5 24-2-4a and 
the Commission’s Rules and Regulations, to place into effect, on September 1, 2008, the 
attached Original Sheet No. 29 of its P.S.C. W. Va. Tariff No. 12 and P.S.C. W. Va. 
Tariff No. 17, constituting a rate schedule denominated “Green Pricing Option Rider.” In 
support of this Petition and Filing, the Companies states as follows: 

1. APCo is a Virginia Corporation duly authorized to engage in the business 
of providing electric service to retail customers in the States of West Virginia and 
Virginia. W C o  is a West Virginia Corporation duly authorized to engage in the business 
of providing electric service to retail customers in the State of West Virginia. Both APCo 
and W C o  have a principle business address of 707 Virginia Street, East, Charleston, 
West Virginia, 25301. APCo and WPCo are both wholly owned subsidiaries of American 
Electric Power Company, Inc. (“mP”). 

2. The Companies’ West Virginia retail operations are subject to regulation 
as a public utility by the Commission under Chapter 24 of the West Virginia Code. 

3. In 2007 APCo issued a Request for Proposals (“RFP”) for up to 260 
Megawatts (“’) of renewable wind energy and associated capacity and 
environmental attributes. As a result of the 2007 RFP, APCo entered into contracts to 
purchase 75 Mw of energy and associate capacity and environmental attributes from the 
Camp Grove Wind Farm located in Illinois, and 100 MW from the Fowler Ridge Wind 
Farm located in Indiana. APCo began receiving wind energy from Camp Grove in 
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January 2008 and expects to receive energy from Fowler Ridge in late 2008. In addition 
to wind energy, APCo currently purchases renewable hydroelectric power and energy 
from the Summersville Hydro in West Virginia. 

4. On April 1, 2008, APCo issued a W P  for approximately 100 MW of 
energy and associated capacity and environmental attributes Erom renewable resources 
capable of being on-line by December 31, 2010. Renewable resources eligible for 
consideration include wind, solar photovoltaic, biomass firing or co-fdng of agricultural 
crops and energy crops, low impact hydro, coal mine methane, landfill gas, biogas 
digesters and biomass firing or co-firing of certain crop residues, animal waste and 
woody waste. 

5. Currently, APCo’s supplies approximately 2% of APCo’s and WPCo’s 
customers total energy requirement with renewable energy resources. 

6. The Companies are proposing a Green Pricing Option Rider to be offered 
to customers who wish to support the development of electricity generated by Renewable 
Resources. The Green Pricing Option Rider will be available, effective September 1, 
2008, as an additional option, to retail electric service customers taking service under the 
Companies metered rate schedules. This Rider will not be available to residential 
customers served under the S.R.R.-R.S. Amendment of Schedule R.S. 

7. The Green Pricing Option Rider will allow individual customers to 
purchase 100 kwh blocks of Green Power each month. For service under Schedules R.S., 
R.S.-T.O.D., or S.G.S., customers may elect to purchase a minimum of 2 blocks per 
month and a maximum of 50 blocks per month. For service under Schedules S.S., 
S.W.S., M.G.S., G.S-T.O.D., and L.G.S., customers may elect to purchase a rninimm of 
5 blocks per month and a maximum of 120 blocks per month. For service under 
Schedules L.C.P. and I.P., customers may elect to purchase a minimum of 20 blocks per 
month and a maximum of 500 blocks per month. 

8. Renewable Resources shall be defined as Wind, Solar Photovoltaic, 
Biomass Ca-Firing of Agricultural crops and all energy crops, Hydro (as certified by the 
Low Impact Hydro Institute), Incremental Improvements in Large Scale Hydro, Coal 
Mine Methane, Landfill Gas, Biogas Digesters, and Biomass Co-Firing of All Woody 
Waste including mill residue. 

9. In addition to the monthly charges determined according to the Companies 
rate schedules under which the customer takes service, the customer shall also ‘pay the 
following rate far each fixed 100 kWh block under contract regardless af the customer’s 
actual energy consumption. The monthly charge ($ per 100 kWh block) will be $1 SO. 

WJ s czr 
Customer participation under this Rider may be limited by th&vallab@ 

of Renewable Energy Certificates (C‘RECs”) from Renewable Resources. flje,-annSJ.l 33 m total of a11 kWh subscribed to by Companies’ customers equals or exceeds tl$ $q&dmt i’\ 
of 10% of APCo’s West Virginia jurisdictional share of projected RECs t<$<:$cw%d ffi 

10. 

- s  
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on an annual basis by APCo, the Companies may suspend the availability of this Rider to 
new participants. 

11, The Companies request that the requirements regarding public notice set 
forth in Rule 23 be waived as inconsistent with the need to implement Green Pricing 
Option Rider since this Rider provides a purely voluntary form of service and since the 
Companies will commit to provide actual notice of Green Pricing Option Rider to all of 
its customers who are eligible for service thereunder. The Companies also request waiver 
of any requirement to submit Rule 42 data, since such data is not useful to the 
Commission's review of Green Pricing Option Rider. 

12, The Green Pricing Option Rider proposed by the Companies is in the 
public interest and would promote the wise and efficient use of renewable energy 
resources by the Companies customers. 

13. The Green Pricing Option Rider is a f&, reasanable and prudent method 
for providing the customer an opportunity to support the development of electricity 
generated by Renewable Resources. 

WHEREFORE, the Companies respectfully request that the Cammissian grant the 
Companies permission to put the Green Pricing Option Rider into effect for service 
rendered on and after September 1,2008. 

Respectfully submitted, 

APPALACHIAN POWER COMPANY 
WHEELJXG POM?ECR COMPANY 

-- 
Charles E. Ba&ss (WV State Bar I.D. No. 10023) 
P.O. Box 1986 
Charleston, West Virginia 25327 
Counsel for Appalachian Power Company 

Dated this 4th day of April, 2008. 
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P.S.C. W,VA TARIFF NO. 12 (APPALACHLAN POWER COMP-4NY) 

P.S.C. W.VA TARIFF NO 17 (WHEELING POWER COMPANY) 

GREEN PRICING OPTION RIDER 

Availabilitv of Service 

AvaiIabIe to customers taking service under the Company's metered rate schedules. This Rider is not 
available to residential customers served under the S.RR.-R.S Amendment of Schedule R.S. which provides special 
reduced rates under the provisions of West Virginia Code g24-2A. 

Participation in this program may be limited by the availability to the Company of Renewable Energy 
Certificates (RECs) fiom renewable resources. If the annual total of all kWh under contract under this Rider equals 
or exceeds the equivalent of 10% of Appalachian Power Company's West Virginia retail jurisdictional share of 
projected RECs to be procured on an annual basis by Appalachian Power Company, the Company may suspend the 
availability of this Rider to new participants. 

Conditions of Service 

Customers who wish to support the development of electricity generated by Renewable Resources may 
contract to purchase each month a specific number of k e d  blocks of 100 kWh. For service under Schedules RS., 
RS.-T.O.D., or S.G.S., customers may elect to purchase a minimum of 2 blocks per month and a maximum of 50 
blocks per month. For service under Schedules S.S., S.W.S., M.G.S., G.S.-T.O.D., and L.G.S, customers may elect 
to purchase a minimum of 5 blocks per month and a maximum of 120 blocks per month. For service under 
Schedules L.C.P and LP., customers may elect to purchase a minimum of 20 blocks per month and a maximum of 
500 blocks per month. 

Renewable resources shall be defined as Wind, Solar Photovoltaic, Biomass Co-Firing of Agricultural 
crops and all energy crops, Hydro (as certified by the Low Impact Hydro Institute), Incremental Improvements in 
Large Scale Hydro, Coal Mine Methane, Landfill Gas, Biogas Digesters, and Biomass Co-Firing of All Woody 
Waste including mill residue. 

Monthlv Rate 

In addition to the monthly charges determined according to the Company's rate schedule under which the 
customer takes service, the customer shall also pay the following rate for each fixed 100 kwh block under contract 
regardless of the customer's actual energy consumption. 

Monthly Charge ($ per 100 kWh block): $ 1.50 

___ Term 

Service under this Rider shall remain in effect until either the Company or the Customer gives notice of its 
intent to cancel. Cancellation of the Rider shall be deemed effective at the end of the current billing period when the 
notice is provided. 

Special Terms and Conditions rn c n s g  
n .5. 33- - 3 3  

rr! 
c,<>;/3 x < 71zg IT 

3 ' 1  5 5 .Q c.i c 

This Rider is subject to the Company's Standard Terms and Conditions of Servig&l pf thqro@@ns 
under the rate schedule the customer is taking service. The Company may deny or temthide 1.: I.. !:s_ervic$-undeQ$is 

..<: r=l: r- . r.7: i- Rider to customers who are delinquent in payment to the Company. . ., .. a 1 . .  ,I. .7 ..._ 

- 
(C) Indicates Change, @) Indicates Decrease, (l) Indicates Increase, (N) Indicates New, (0) Indicates Omission, (T)%dicafdTemporary 

Issued Pursuant to Issued By 
P.S.C. West Virginia D.E. Waldo, President & COO ,2008 
Case No. Charleston, West Virginia 
Order Dated ,2008 

Effective: Service rendered on or after 
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ower Company 

REQUEST 

KPCo stated that it is a possibility that KPCo will purchase RECs from a recognized green 
energy marketer or brokerage firm. Please explain how the brokerage administrative costs would 
be recovered, along with what a reasonable percentage of the brokerage fee would be in relation 
to the cost of the RECs. 

RESPONSE 

The brokerage administrative costs are identified separately as a component of the REC purchase 
price, are included in the total cost of the REC and will be recovered as described in the 
proposed Green Pricing Option Rider through charges to the customer. The typical brokerage 
fees are approximately 3.5% of the total cost of each REC transaction. 

WITNESS: David M Rous11 
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Kentucky Power Company 

REQUEST 

If KPCo chooses to purchase from a brokerage firm, is it possible that KPCo would partner with 
other AEP affiliates to purchase the RECs? 

Yes, KPCo will partner with its sister companies whenever it is feasible and prudent to do so. 

WITNESS: David M Roush 
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Kentucky Power Co 

REQUEST 

Please provide a list of brokers AEP is currently using or interacts with regularly. 

RESPONSE 

Below is a list of brokers that AEP has used to purchase RECs. This list is not meant to be all- 
inclusive, but rather indicative of the broad range of companies with whom AEP does business. 

The following is a list of brokers that AEP interacts with on a regular basis: 

Evolution Markets 
Clear Energy Brokerage & Consulting 
Anierex Energy 
ICAP United 
TFS Energy 
Spectron Group 
Tullett Prebon 

WITNESS: David M Roush 
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Kentucky Power Company 

FWQUEST 

For each AEP jurisdictions that have green power programs, please provide both the total 
number of customers for that particular operating company and the total iiumnber of customers 
participating in the green power programs. Also, please provide any data available from other 
states as well. 

RESPONSE 

At t h s  time, the only AEP jurisdiction with Green Pricing Option availability is AEP Ohio. The 
total iiuniber of customers at the end of April 2008 are as follows: 

Columbus Southern Power 75 1,325 
0160 Power 712,472 
Total 1,463,797 

As of April 26, 2008, the total number of participants in the AEP Ohio Green Pricing Option 
Program was 1,179. 

For participation information on a national level, please see the attached 3 docuinents. 

WITNESS: David M Roush 
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DOEIEIA 

Green Pricing and Net Metering Programs, 2005 

July 2007 

Energy Information Administration 
Office of Coal, Nuclear, Electric and Alternate Fuels 

U.S.. Department of Energy 
Washington, DC 20585 

This report is available on the Web at: 
http://www.eia.doe.eov/fuelrenewable.htnil 

This report was prepared by the Energy Information Administration, the independent statistical and 
analytical agency within the U.S. Department of Energy. The information contained herein shouId be 
attributed to the Energy Information Administration and should not be constnied as advocating or reflecting 
any policy of the Department of Energy or any other organization. 

http://www.eia.doe.eov/fuelrenewable.htnil
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Contacts 

This report was prepared by the staff of the Renewable Information Team, Coal, Nuclear, 
and Renewables Division, Office of Coal, Nuclear, Electric and Alternate Fuels. 
Questions about the preparation and content of this report may be directed to Fred Mayes, 
Team Leader, Renewable Information Team at e-mail fred.iiiaves@,eia.doe.gov, (202) 
586- 1508 or Louise Guey-L,ee at e-mail 1ouise.euey-lee@,eia.doe.gov, (202) 586-1293. 

mailto:fred.iiiaves@,eia.doe.gov
mailto:1ouise.euey-lee@,eia.doe.gov
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Preface 

The Energy Information Administration (EIA) reports historical data on green pricing 
and net metering programs in its report, the Renewable Energy Annual. This report, 
Green Pricing and Net Metering Programs, 2005, provides an overview and tables with 
historical data for 2002-2005. These tables correspond to similar tables to be presented 
in Renewable Energy Annual 2005 and are numbered accordingly. 

Data in this report is based upon electric industry participants information reported on 
Form EIA-861, “Annual Electric Power Industry Report.” General information about the 
survey may be found here: h t tu : / /~~ .e ia .doe .go~/o~~/ fo~1~i~ .h t1 i~f fe ia -861 .  Definitions 
for terms used in this report can be found in EIA’s Energy Glossary: 
l~ttp://w-w.eia.doe.gov/glossarv/index.litinl. 
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Green Pricing and Net Metering Programs, 2005 

Background 

Green pricing/marketing programs allow 
electricity customers to voluntarily pay the 
additional costs for renewable energy through 
direct payments on their monthly hills. In return, 
the electricity provider guarantees that it will 
provide either directly or by contract that amount 
of renewable-based electricity. 

The Energy Information Administration (EM) 
collects information about green pricing 
programs on the Form EM-861, “Annual 
Electric Power Industry Report,” which is a 
survey of electric industry participants.’ A11 
respondents, except independent power 
producers and qualifying facilities, were asked to 
report their number of customers in green pricing 
programs by state and customer class. 

Net metering programs usually permit customers 
operating very small generators to purchase extra 
electricity when needed. Also, any excess power 
at the end of the month can be sold back to the 
utility. Provisions vary by state and utility and 
often apply to solar or wind energy. In addition, 
pricing schemes vary by individual utility and 
customer circumstance. This system facilitates 
the ease of operating intermittent generators, 
such as those using solar and wind energy, and 
improves their economics. The EIA collects 
information on net metering on the Form EIA- 
861 in much the same manner as it does green 
pricing. 

Of particular interest in reviewing these results is 
the status of one company, Green Mountain 
Energy, an Austin, Texas based green power 
marketer, which was a dominant player in the 
market during 200.5. Early in 2006, the company 
reported that effective December 3 1,2005, it had 
pulled out of the Ohio market, where it had some 
450,000 green pricing customers. Also, its 
customer base in Pennsylvania, where it once 
had 100,000 customers, began plunging during 
2005 due to rising energy prices.l 

Growth in the number of net metering customers 
has been rapid. In 200.5, I88 electric industry 
participants reported 2 1,146 net metering 
customers, up by 5,320 or 34 percent from the 
previous year (Table H1). Ninety-one percent 
were residential Customers. Thirty-two states 
reported net gains of net metering customers 
(Table 64). California accounted for a net gain 
of3,921 customers, followed by New Jersey 
with 297. This is attributed in part to more 
aggressive support for renewable energy in these 
two states, particularly for energy sources like 
roof-top solar, which is a popular application for 
net metering3 

2005 In Review 

In 2005, the number of electric industry 
participants reporting customers in green pricing 
programs increased by 39 to 442 (Table Hl). 
The total number of green pricing customers was 
nearly 943,000. Residential customers 
represented 92 percent of the total. Net gains of 
more than 102,000 customers in 33 states were 
largely offset by net losses of about 88,000 
primarily in four states (Ohio, California, 
Pennsylvania, and Tennessee) (Table 63). 

“Electric industry participants” include electric 
utilities, wholesale power marketers, energy 
service providers, and electric power producers, 

Austin American Statesman, “Green’s 2 

Alternative Power Play: Austin-based company 
has faced mountain of challenges in quest to 
bring wind, other renewable energy to forefront,” 
(Austin, Texas, January 22,2006). See this 
website: 
httu://www .statesman.com/business/contenthusi 
ness/stories/other/O 1/~2greenmountain.html 

For details of individual state net metering 
programs, including some history, see the North 
Carolina Solar Center DSIRE database on this 
website: 
h ~ : / / ~ \ ? r ~ ~ . d s i r e u s a . o ~ ~ / s u n i ~ ~ i a ~ t a b ~ e s / r e ~  I .cf 
rn?&Cui~entPageID=7&EE=I &RE=l 

3 
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Year 

Table HI. Estimated US. Green Pricing Customers by Customer Class, 2002-2005 

I Electric 1 Participarting Customers ___ 
Total Industry Customer Class 

Participants 

2002 212 688,069 23,481 711,550 
2003 308 819,579 57.547 077,126 
2004 403 864,794 63,539 928,333 
2005 442 871,774 70,998 942,772 
Note: Non-residential may include some customers for whom no customer class is specified. 
Totals may not equal the sum of the components due to independent rounding. 
Source: Energy information Administration, Form EIA-861, "Annual Electric Power Industry Report." 

Residential I Non-residentlai - 



Table H2. Estimated US. Net Metering Customers by Customer Class, 2002-2005 

Year 
Electric Participarting Customers 
Industry Customer Class Total 

Participants Residential I Non-residential -- 
2002 96 3,559 913 4,472 
2003 127 5,870 943 6.813 
2004 166 14,114 1,712 15,826 
2005 188 19,244 1,902 21,146 
Note: Non-residential may include some customers for whom no customer class is specified. 
Totals may not equal the sum of the components due to independent rounding. 
Source: Energy Information Administration, Form EIA-861, "Annual Electric Power industry Report." 
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Electric Industry State 
Participants 2005a 

Table 63. Estimated U.S. Green Pricing Customers by State and Customer Class, 2004 and 2005 

2005 I 2004 
Residential I Non-Residential 1 Total 1 Total 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Total 

2 
1 
3 

9 
24 

2 
4 

16 
3 
6 
6 

10 
54 

10 

2 
2 
3 
9 

93 
1 

15 
6 
4 
3 

2 
11 
7 

19 
12 
3 
7 

11 
3 
2 

I 0  
7 

7 
5 
1 
2 

20 

55 
5 

442 

970 
320 

5,783 

38.728 
39,387 

4,743 
23,569 

3,738 
4,234 
3,764 
1,225 
1,400 
7,896 

796 

1,707 
28,772 
4,543 
1,867 

24,374 
3 

443 
392 

3,720 
384 

1,390 
9,400 
6,192 
7,610 
6,835 

360,398 
10,274 
62,267 
29,718 
3,385 
2.188 

687 

74,948 
16,294 
2,008 
2,989 

30,679 

38,668 
3,086 

871,774 

5 
5 

113 

1,708 
1,022 

2,306 
30 
57 
45 

114 
2 

27 
154 

13 

312 
3,955 

166 
147 
314 

0 
8 
8 

48 
0 

302 
452 
385 
277 

22 
42,035 

480 
1,488 

40 
92 

267 
28 

12,276 
419 

67 
20 

672 

1,033 
64 

70,998 

975 
325 

5.896 

40,436 
40,409 

7,049 
23,599 
3,795 
4,279 
3,878 
1,227 
1,427 
8,050 

809 

2,019 
32.727 
4,709 
2,014 

24.688 
3 

451 
400 

3.768 
384 

1,692 
9,852 
6,577 
7,887 
6,857 

402,433 
10.754 
63,755 
29,758 
3,477 
2,455 

715 

87.224 
16,713 
2,095 
3,009 

31,351 

39,701 
3,150 

942,772 

755 

5,792 

62,090 
40,166 

15 
5,222 

1 1,076 
3,241 
4,005 
4,283 

31 
1,339 
7,313 

513 

8 
15,178 
2,866 
1,376 

23,058 
81 

398 
407 

4,071 
498 

1,911 
8,461 
1,485 
6,266 
4,687 

454,509 
9,537 

53,902 
36,328 

1,505 
2,076 

473 
6,523 

68,380 
14,067 

899 
3,438 

28,109 

29,199 
2,796 

928.333 

includes entities with green pricing programs in more than one state. 
Note: Non-residential may include some customers for whom no customer class is specified. Blank cells Indicate no data was reported 
for the state or the number of customers in a class was zero. Totals may not equal the sum of the components due to Independent rounding. 
Source: Energy information Administration, Form EIA-861, “Annual Electric Power Industry Report” 



Table 64. Estimated US. Net Metering Customers by State and Customer Class, 2004 and 2005 

Electric Industry 
Participants 2005a State 2005 I 2004 

Residential 1 Non-Residential 1 Total 1 Total 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Total 

2 

5 
2 

18 
10 
2 
1 

5 
1 
4 
3 
4 
2 
5 
3 
3 

1 
5 
4 
2 

25 

3 
2 

2 
4 
2 
5 
2 

2 
5 
2 
9 
4 
2 

7 
2 
5 
9 

11 
1 
9 
5 

188 

1 

145 
4 

16,134 
132 
64 
12 

21 
1 

90 
18 
1 
8 

10 
7 
1 

2 
8 

226 
5 

177 

3 
177 

178 
65 

550 
9 

88 

4 
21 
3 

30 1 
106 
62 

152 
26 

149 
26 
73 
0 

1 76 
8 

19,244 

12 

7 
1 

1,293 
13 
11 
8 

8 
0 
8 
3 
7 
8 
6 
4 
2 

6 
1 

20 
2 

16 

2 
76 

10 
28 
54 
7 

42 

0 
10 
27 
40 
28 
19 

11 
4 

15 
2 

23 
1 

64 
3 

1,902 

13 

152 
5 

1'7.427 
145 
75 
20 

29 
1 

98 
21 

8 
16 
16 
11 
3 

8 
9 

246 
7 

193 

5 
253 

188 
93 

604 
16 

130 

4 
31 
30 

341 
134 
81 

163 
30 

164 
28 
96 

1 
240 

11 

21,146 

13 

43 
3 

13,506 
87 
31 

30 
2 

46 
19 
2 

16 
8 

10 
2 

9 
170 

5 
233 

1 
2 

186 

1 a0 
81 

307 
11 
87 

1 
4 

18 
31 

232 
89 
25 

7 
16 

67 
19 
73 

1 
212 

11 

15,826 

l a  
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* Includes entitles with net metering programs in more than one state. 
Note: Non-residential may include some customers for whom no customer class is specified. Blank cells indicate no data was reported 
for the state or the number of customers in a class was zero. Totals may not equal the sum of the components due to independent rounding. 
Source: Energy Information Administration, Form EIA-861, "Annual Electric Power Industry Report." 



A A nationallaboratory of the  US. Department ofEnergy 

I I n  tio 
Office of Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy 

KPSC Case No. 2008-00151 
June 4,2008 Informal Conference 

Item No. 7-  - - 
~ 

Public. Affairs * 161 7 Cole Boulevard * Golden, Colorado 80401 -3393 * (303) 275-4090 

Media may contact 
Gary Schmitz, 303-275-4050 
gary-schmitz@nrel.gov 

NREL Highlights Leading Utility Green Power Programs 
Pricing programs give consumers clean power choices 

Golden, Colo., April 22, 2008 - The U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) National 

Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) today released its annual ranking of leading utility 

green power programs. Under these voluntary programs, consumers can choose to help 

support additional electricity production from renewable resources such as solar and wind. 

More than 800 utilities across the United States offer these programs. 

Using information provided by utilities, NREL develops “Top I O ”  rankings of utility 

programs in the following categories: total sales of renewable energy to program participants, 

total number of customer participants, customer participation rate, green power sales as a 

percentage of total utility retail electricity sales, and the lowest price premium charged for a 

green power program using new renewable resources. 

Energy is first in the nation, followed by Portland General Electric, PacifiCorp, Florida Power 

& Light, and Xcel Energy. 

Utilities, Lenox (Iowa) Municipal Utilities, Silicon Valley Power (Calif.), Portland General 

Electric, and Sacramento Municipal Utility District. (See attached tables for additional 

ran kings). 

Ranked by renewable energy sales, the green power program of Austin (Texas) 

Ranked by customer participation rates, the top utilities are City of Palo Alto (Calif.) 

“Utility green power programs continue to expand across the country,” said Lori Bird, 

senior energy analyst at NREL. “These utilities are the national leaders.” 

Customer choice programs are proving to be a powerful stimulus for growth in 

renewable energy supply. In 2007, total utility green power sales exceeded 4.5 billion 

kilowatt-hours (kWh), about a 20% increase over 2006. Approximately 600,000 custoaers 

are participating in utility programs nationwide. 

- more - 

NREL is operated by Midwest Research Institute Battelle 

mailto:gary-schmitz@nrel.gov
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Utility green pricing programs are one segment of a larger green power marketing 

industry that counts Fortune 500 companies, government agencies and colleges and 

universities among its customers, and helps support more than 3,000 MW of new renewable 

electricity generation capacity. 

and creative marketing strategies, including in some cases, utility partnerships with 

independent green power marketers. In addition, the rate premium that customers pay for 

green power continues to drop. 

NREL analysts attribute the success of many programs to persistence in marketing 

NREL performs analyses of green power market trends and is funded by DOE’S Office 

NREL is the U.S. Department of Energy’s primary national laboratory for renewable 

of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy. 

energy and energy efficiency research and development. NREL is operated for DOE by 

Midwest Research Institute and Battelle. 

#### 

Visit NREL online at w . n r e l . g o v  
NR-I 108 

161 7 Cole Blvd. Golden, CO 80401 -3393 * (303) 275-3000 
NREL i s  operated by Midwest Research Institute 0 Battelle - 

http://w.nrel.gov
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Green Pricing Program Renewable Energy Sales 
(as of December 2007) 

Rank Utility Resources Used 

1 Austin Energy Wind, landfill gas 

b 2 1 Portland General Electric Geothermal, biomass, 
wind 

cde 3 1 Pacificorp 
Wind, biomass, landfill 

gas, solar 

b 4 1 Florida Power & Light 
Biomass, wind, landfill 

gas, solar 

5 I Xcel Energyef Wind 

6 I Sacramento Municipal Utility Districte 
Wind, landfill gas, 
small hydro, solar 

7 1 Puget Sound Energye 
Wind, solar, biomass, 

landfill gas 

8 1 Basin Electric Power Cooperative 1 Wind 

9 I National Gridgh 
Biomass, wind, 

small hydro, solar 

Wind 

Sales Sales 

577,636,840 

553,677,903 63.2 

383,618,885 43.8 

373,596,000 42.6 

326,553,866 37.3 
I II 

275,481,584 31.4 1 
246,406,200 28.1 

226,474,000 25.9 

180,209,571 20.6 

160,Q00,000 18.3 

a An “average megawatt” (aMW) is a measure of continuous capacity equivalent (i e , operating at a 100% capacity factor). 

Marketed in partnership with Green Mountain Energy Company For Portland General Electric, some products marketed in 
partnership with Green Mountain Energy Company. 

Includes Pacific Power and Rocky Mountain Pawer. 

Some Oregon products marketed in partnership with 3Degrees Group, Inc. 

Product is Green-e certified (www.qreen-e.orq) For Xcel Energy, the Colorado and Minnesota Windsource products are 
Green-e certified. 

Includes Northern States Power, Public Service Company of Colorado, and Southwestern Public Service. 

Includes Niagara Mohawk, Massachusetts Electric, Narragansett Electric, and Nantucket Electric 

Marketed in partnership with Community Energy, Inc., EnviroGen, Green Mountain Energy Company, Mass Energy, People’s 
Power & Light, and Sterling Planet. 

Marketed in partnership with Community Energy, Inc. 

C 

e 

i 

1617 Cole Blvd.. Golden, CO 80401-3393 e (303) 275-3000 
NREL is  operated by Midwest Research Institute * Battelle - 
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Total Number of Customer Participants 
(as of December 2007) 

Utility Program(s) Participants 
b Windsource 

Renewable Energy Trust 
75,534 Xcel Energya 

_. 

Partland General Electricc” 
Clean Wnd 
Green Source 

61,543 

60,539 

-- -E Blue Sky Blockb 
Blue Sky Usageb 
Blue Sky Habitat 

I 43,543 b Sacramento Municipal Utility District Greenergy 

PECOf PECO WIND 38,548 

~ 

Florida Power & Lightg Sunshine Energy 37,184 

National Gridhi GreenUp 24,429 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Green Power for a Green LA 22,788 
--.- -~ 

20,457 b Puget Sound Energy Green Power Program 

Energy East (NYSEG/RGEf Catch the Wind 19,520 

a lnciudes Northern States Power, Public Service Company of Colorado, and Southwestern Public Service. 

Product is Green-e certified (www.sreen-e.ors). For Xcel Energy, the Colorado and Minnesota Wndsource products are 
Green-e certified. 

Some products marketed in partnership with Green Mountain Energy Company. 

Includes Pacific Power and Rocky Mountain Power 

Some Oregon products marketed in partnership with 3Degrees Group, Inc. 

Marketed in partnership with Community Energy, Inc. 

Marketed in partnership with Green Mountain Energy Company. 

includes Niagara Mohawk, Massachusetts Electric, Narragansett Electric, and Nantucket Electric. 

Marketed in partnership with Community Energy, EnviroGen, Green Mountain Energy Company, Mass Energy, People’s 
Power & Light, and Sterling Planet 

C 

e 

i 

1617 Cole Blvd.* Golden,CO 80401-3393 * (303) 275-3000 
NREL i s  operated by Midwest Research Institute * Battelle 
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Utility 

City of Palo Alto Utilitiesab 

- 
Lenox Municipal Utilities' 

Silicon Valley Powerab 

d 
Portland General Electric 

b 
Sacramento Municipal Utility District 

City of Napenrille Public Utilitiese 

Montezuma Municipal Light & Power' 

Pacific Power (Oregon only)ab 

f 
River Falls Municipal Utilities 

Holy Cross Energy 

Customer 
Part icipation 

Rate 

20.4% 

14.3% 

8.7% 

8.5% 

7.4% 

6.'7% 

6.2% 

5~7% 

5.3% 

5.2% 

Program 

Palo Alto Green 

I *Oo3 
Green City Energy 

I Santa Clara Green Power 

2002 Clean Wnd, Green Source, 
Renewable Future 

Greenergy 1997 

Renewable Energy Program 2005 

- 

Green Cify Energy 2003 

Blue Sky Usage, Habitat, Block 2002 

Renewable Energy Program 1 2001 

Wnd Power Pioneers 1998 
Local Renewable Energy Pool 1 2002 

a 
Marketed in partnership with 3Degrees Group, Inc. 

Product is Green-e certified (wwwmeen-e.orq) 

Program offered in association with the Iowa Association of Municipal Utilities. 

Some products marketed in partnership with Green Mountain Energy Company 

Marketed in partnership with Community Energy, Inc. 

Power supplied by Wisconsin Public Power Inc. 

c 

e 

1617 Cole Blvd.. Golden,CO 80401-3393 0 (303) 275-3000 
NREL is opera ted  by M i d w e s t  Research Ins t i t u te  Bat te l le  
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e Of7 Green Power Sales as a Percentage of Total Retail Electricity Sales (in k%%f 
(as of December 2007) 

3 I City of Palo Alto LJtilitiesbd PaloAltoGreen 4.6% 

Clean Wnd, Green 

Future 
4 Portland General Electric' Source, Renewable 2.9% 

I 2.8% bd 1 Santa Clara Green 
Power 5 1 Silicon Valley Power, City of Santa Clara 

I I I 

d 6 1 Sacramento Municipal Utility District Greenergy 2.6% I 
7 1 Basin Electric Power Cooperative Prairie Wnds 1"9% 

Blue Habitat, Sky Block Usage, -- 
9 Emerald People's Utility District EPUD Renewahles 1.8% 

10 1 Public Service Company of New Mexico I PNM Sky Blue 1 1.5% 

bd I O  1 Roseville Electric Green Roseville 1.5% 

a 
Power supplied by Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 

Marketed in partnership with 3Degrees Group, Inc. 
C Marketed in partnership with Green Mountain Energy Company. 

Product is Green-e certified (www.qreen-e.org) 

Renewable portfolio options offered ta Oregon customers. 
e 

7677 Cole Blvd.. Golden,CO 80407-3393 9 (303) 275-3000 
NREL is  ope ra ted  by M i d w e s t  Research Ins t i t u te  * Ba t te i le  
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Price Premium Charged for New, Customer-Driven Renewable Powe@achment2 

(as of December 2007) 

Premium 
($/kWh) 1 Utility Resources Used 

Edmond ElectricbC I I Wind 

Wind 0.10 b OG&E Electric Services 
.- 

Austin Energy be Wind, landfill gas 0.16 

Indianapolis Power and Light Wind, landfill gas 0.20 

- ~ -  

Park Electric Cooperative Wind 0.22 

Avista Utilities Wind, landfill gas, biomass 1 0.33 1 
Wind 0.58 bdf Xcel Energy (Minnesota) 

Landfill gas 0.70 b Clallam County Public Utility District 

PacifiCorpdg Wind, biomass, landfill gas, solar 0.78 

. _ _ _ _ ~ -  

Biomass, Geothermal, Wind 0.80 h Portland General Electric 

Emerald People’s Utility District Wind 0.80 

a 
Includes only programs that have installed or announced firm plans to install or purchase power from 100% new renewable 
resources. 

Premium is variable; customers in these programs are exempt or otherwise protected from changes in utility fuel charges 

Power supplied by Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority. 

Product is Green-e certified (www.sreen-e.orq) 

The price for new customers enrolling in the program (fourth batch of renewable energy capacity) 

Net premium of the Minnesota Windsource program 

Pacific Power Blue Sky Usage product; only available in Oregon Product marketed in partnership with 3Degrees Group, Inc 

Portland General Electric Green Source Product Product marketed in partnership with Green Mountain Energy Company 

C 

e 

1617 Cole Blvd.. Golden,CO 80401-3393 (303) 275-3000 
NREL i s  operated by Midwest Research Institute * Battelle - 
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NOTICE 

This report was prepared as an account of work sponsored by an agency of the United States government. 
Neither the United States government nor any agency thereof, nor any of their employees, makes any 
warranty, express or implied, or assumes any legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or 
usefulness of any information, apparatus, product, or process disclosed, or represents that its use would not 
infringe privately owned rights. Reference herein to any specific commercial product, process, or service by 
trade name, trademark, manufacturer, or otherwise does not necessarily constitute or imply its endorsement, 
recommendation, or favoring by the United States government or any agency thereof. The views and 
opinions of authors expressed herein do not necessarily state or reflect those of the United States 
government or any agency thereof. 

Available electronically at http://www.osti.aov/bridae 

Available for a processing fee to U.S. Department of Energy 
and its contractors, in paper, from: 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of Scientific and Technical Information 
P.O. Box 62 
Oak Ridge, TN 37831 -0062 
phone: 865.576.8401 
fax: 865.576.5728 
email: mailto:repot-ts@.?adonis.osti.qov 

Available for sale to the public, in paper, from: 
US.  Department of Commerce 
National Technical Information Service 
5285 Port Royal Road 
Springfield, VA 22161 
phone: 800.553.6847 
fax: 703.605.6900 
email: orders@.?ntis.fedworld.qov 
online ordering: http://www.ntis.gov/orderinq.htm 

mb 
t$ Printed on paper containing at least 50% wastepaper, including 20% postconsumer waste 

http://www.osti.aov/bridae
mailto:repot-ts@.?adonis.osti.qov
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In the early 1990s, only a handful of utilities offered their customers a choice of purchasing 
electricity generated froin renewable energy sources. Today, more tliaii 75 0 utilities-or about 
25% of all utilities nationally-provide their customers a “green power” option. Because some 
utilities offer programs in coiijuiictioii with cooperative associations or other publicly owned 
power entities, the number of distinct program totals more than 1 SO. Through these prograiiis, 
more than 70 inillioii customers have the ability to purchase renewable energy to meet some 
poi-tion or all of their electricity needs-or iiialte contributions to support the development of 
renewable energy resources. Typically, custoiiiers pay a yreiiiiuiii above standard electricity rates 
for this service. 

This report presents year-end 2006 data on utility green pricing programs, and examines trends 
in coiisuiner response aiid program impleiiieiitation over time. The data in this report, which 
were obtained via a questioiviaire distributed to utility green pricing program managers, can be 
used by utilities to bencliiiiarlt the success of their green power programs. It is iiiipoi-taiit to note 
that this repoi-t covers only a portion of voluiitary inarltets for renewable energy. It does not 
cover green power sold by iiidependeiit marketers except for cases iii which the marketers work 
in coiijuiiction with utilities or default electricity suppliers.’ 

At the elid of 2006, green pricing sales were equivalent to more than 1,000 MW of new 
renewable energy capacity. Thus, green pricing continues to be a viable strategy for supporting 
the development of new renewable energy sources. While utility green power programs continue 
to exhibit strong growth in overall sales, current success can be attributed to a relatively small 
iiuinber of programs. 

The following is a summary of key findings from this analysis. 

Consumer Response 
In 2006, utility green power programs coiitiiiued to exhibit strong growtli. Collectively, 
utilities sold 3.8 billion kilowatt-liours (kW1i) of green power to more than 560,000 
customers. A relatively mal l  number of prograiiis still account for the majority of utility 
green power sales aiid customers, with the top 10 programs accounting for about two- 
thirds of sales and 60% of customers. 
Prograiiis offered in restructured electricity marltets grew slightly faster than those in 
regulated marltets, but growth rates slowed sigiiificaiitly from 2005. This slowdown may 
be a sign that these relatively new programs are maturing. 
In traditionally regulated electricity iiiarltets, sales though utility green pricing programs 
iiicreased nearly 40% following an increase of 33% in 2005 arid growtli rates in excess of 
40% from 2002 to 2004. The iiuinber of customers participating in green pricing 
programs iiicreased by about 20%, a slower pace tliaii sales. 
The average participation rate across all green pricing prograins continued to climb 
modestly, iiicreasiiig to 1.8% froin 1.5% in 2005. The top 10 utility green pricing 
programs exhibited participation rates ranging from 5% to 17%. 

0 

’ For data oil the entire voluntary renewable energy market, see Bird and Swezey (300%). 
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The fraction of customers dropping out of green pricing prograins iii 2006 was &6%!t16Y42 
coiisisteiit with 2005, but down from previous years. 

Renewable Energy Supplies 
Of the total Icilowatt-hours (IcWh) sold through utility green power programs, nearly 90% 
was froin power purchases or renewable energy certificates (RECs), with about 10% 
fioni utility-owned projects aiid less than 1 % fioin customer-sited systems. 
Tlie use of RECs continued to climb, with utilities purchasing inore than 1.7 billioii IcWli 
of RECs to serve green pricing customers in 2006. This represeiits a 70% increase from 
2005 levels aiid a 17-fold increase fioiii2002. RECs represented nearly half of all green 
pricing sales in 2006. 
The vast majority of green pricing sales (about 85%) were sourced from “new”2 
renewable energy facilities. Wind energy accounted for 78% of sales, followed by 
biomass (1 5%), hydro (4%), geothermal (3%), and solar (0.2%). 
Renewable energy sales to green pricing customers represent a capacity equivalent of 
inore than 1,000 MW of new renewable energy sources. 

Pricing and Revenues 
0 The average price prerniuin charged for green power through green pricing prograins 

coiitiiiued to decline, falling to 2.12$/kWli from 2.36$/kWh in 2005, and 2.45$/lcWh in 
2004. Siiice 2000, the premium has declined at an armual average rate of more than 8%. 
The median price preiriiuin fell below 2$/ltWh for the first time to a low of 1.78$/ltWh. 
A number of utilities reduced their green pricing preniiuiiis because of higher fossil fiiel 
costs or because they were able to enter into iiiore favorable contracts for renewable 
energy supplies. 
In 2006, residential customers spent about $5 per iiioiith on average for green power 
through utility programs, consistent with previous years. 

0 

0 

arketing 
About a dozen utilities (1 3%) iiicludiiig those in deregulated electricity markets, 
indicated that they were working with a third-party marketer. These utilities had higher 
participation and sales rates than utilities that did not partner. 
As iniglit be expected, utility expenditures on iiiarlteting for green power prograins vary 
by utility size. However, there was significant variability in expenditures by the Iargest 
utilities, and a few utilities reported spending as much as 10 times inore than utilities of 
similar size. The top performers generally spent more on marketing than other utilities. 
Expenditures on adiriiiiistratioii also varied to some degree by utility size, but most 
utilities reported spending less than $50,000 on administration, iiicludiiig some of the 

Utilities reported a median cost of $30 for acquiring new residential customers, as in 
previous years. Tlie top perfoiiners3 reported siiiiilar acquisition costs. 

0 

c largest utilities. 

New is defined as renewable resources placed in service on or repowered after January 1, 1997, consistent with the 
definition used by t1,e Green-e certification prograin 1 i t t ~ : l / ~ ~ \ ~ ~ \ ~ . ~ r e e i i - e . o r ~ l ~ ~ ~ l i a t  is/standarcllstaiidard.htlnl and 
other programs such as the Environmerital Protection Agency’s Green Power Partnership. 

The top performers are defined as those that were among the top 10 programs for customer participants, green 
power sales, and customer participation rate, according to the NREL rankings (see Appendix C). 

2 
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e About 40% of utilities reported that some portion of prograin costs is not cover&4992 Of 52 

participants. The most coiiiinoii reason cited is that the utility does not attribute some of 
the iiiarlteting and adiniriistrative costs to the program. 
On average, utilities used at least six of tlie inarlteting teclmiques listed in tlie 
questionnaire to publicize their green pricing prograni in 2006, while the top performers 
used an average of seven. 
The marketing techniques that utilities ranked as most effective include utility 
newsletters, bill inserts, publicity, direct mail, and ba~igtails.~ 

e 

0 

P rog ram Imp le mentation 
0 Sliglitly more than half of utilities reported that they had conducted customer research to 

aid in the design or implementation of their green pricing programs, coinpared to 80% of 
the top perfonners. About 40% of utilities reported performing a program evaluation, 
compared to about two-thirds of tlie top performers. 
The inost conmion added benefits that utilities offer to their green power customers are: 
1) inform customers about the status of the prograin tluough newsletters that provide 
periodic program updates, 2) offer a welcome kit to new participants, 3) recognize 
business customers though ads in local media, 4) provide decals that can be displayed in 
windows, and 5 )  recognize participants with plaques or other items. The top performers 
reported providing an average of five of tlie added benefits listed in the questioimaire 
compared to four for all programs. 

0 

' Bangtails are advertisenients that are attached to mail-in envelopes; they must be ripped off the envelope before 
they can be placed in the mail. 

3 
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Utilities first began offering consumers a choice of purchasing electricity gerierated froin 
renewable energy sources in the early 1990s. Since tlien, the number of U.S. utilities offering 
green pricing programs has steadily grown. Today, more than 750 utilities-or about 25% of all 
utilities natioiially-offer their customers green power options. Because some of these utilities 
offer programs in conjunction with cooperative associations or other public power entities, the 
iiuiiiber of distinct programs is about 1 SO. Though tliese programs, more than 70 million 
customers have the ability to purchase renewable energy to meet some poi-tion or all of tlieir 
electricity needs, or make contributions to support the development of renewable energy 
resources. Typically, customers must pay a premium above standard electricity rates for this 
service. 

Since 1999, tlie National Renewable Energy L,aboratory (NREL) has compiled data on utility 
green pricing programs on an annual basis. Initially, the data covered coiisuiner response and 
program-design features, such as participation and retention rates, price premiums, enrollment 
requirements, and iiew renewable energy capacity installed to supply green pricing programs.’ 
Beginning in 2002, NREL added data on marketing arid prograin implementation, covering areas 
such as customer acquisition costs, marketing strategies aiid budgets, prograiii-evaluation efforts, 
procurement of supplies, and methods of eivolling aiid providing value to customers. 

In 2004 and ZOOS, the data collection efforts were expanded to include utility programs 
implemented in conjuiictioii with independent marketers in restructured electricity markets. 
Because of significant differences in the design and implementation of tliese programs, data oil 
programs offered in restructured markets are only included in estimates of total sales and 
customers, except as noted. All other data on pricing, program design, marketing, and 
implementation are for utility programs offered in traditionally regulated electricity markets 
only, which we refer to as “green pricing.” Data fioni previous years are presented in detail in 
Bird et al. (2004), Bird and Cardinal (2004), and Bird and Brown (2005), respectively. 

This report presents detailed data on utility green pricing programs compiled for year-end 2006, 
and examines trends iii corisuiiier response and program implementation since 2000. The data 
provided in this repoi-t can be used by utilities to benclimark tlie success of their green pricing 
programs. It is important to note that this report covers only a portion of voluntary markets for 
renewable energy. It does not cover green power sold by independent renewable energy 
marketers except for cases in wliicli the marketers work in conjunction with utilities6 

Data Collection an 

The information presented in this report is based 011 data provided to NREX, by utilities operating 
green power programs. In 2006, a questionnaire was distributed via e-mail to 145 green power 
program managers representing about 13 S individual green power programs (see Appendix A 
for the questionnaire aiid Appendix B fnr a list of utilities that offer green priciiig programs). 111 

The results are summarized in Swezey and Bird 1999; 2000. ‘ For data on the entire voluntary renewable energy market, see Bird and Swezey (200Sa). 

4 
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a few instances, the questionnaire was distributed to several distribution utilities that paPtkiPat652 
in a single green pricing program offered through a generation-and-transmission cooperative or 
public power supplier. This was done because some power suppliers do not collect data fiorn 
participating distribution utilities or are not able to provide data on marketing and program 
implementation. As in 2005, data were collected from a number of utility program that are 
offered in conjunction with third-party marketers in states that have implemented retail 
competition. These responses were only included in the estimates of total utility green power 
customers and sales. Responses were received for 96 programs, yielding an overall active 
program response rate of 67%. Where possible, data gaps were filled with infomation obtained 
from utility Web sites, follow-up phone calls, and published reports (Washington CTED arid 
UTC 2006), as well as data received in previous years. 

Utility Green Pricing Programs in 
Regulated Markets 
Utility Programs in Restructured 
Electricity Markets 
Total 

Customer articipation 

%Change 2o05 YO Change 2o06 

19% 394,700 23% 486,300 

05/04 06/05 2004 

331 ,800 

29,400 107% 60,800 34% 81,400 

361.200 26% 455,500 25% 567,700 

Number of Customers 

At the end of 2006, about 570,000 customers were participating in utility green power programs 
nationally, including programs offered in regulated arid restructured electricity markets (Table 
l).7 As in the past, a relatively small number of green power programs account for tlie majority 
of customers, with just 10 progranis accounting for 60% of all participants (Appendix C).* In 
2005, the top 10 programs accounted for 65% of all participants nationwide. 

Table 1. Number of Participants in Utility Green Power Programs (in Regulated and Competitive 
Electricity Markets) 

In 2006, about 8 1,000 customers participated in utility/iiiarlceter programs in restructured 
electricity markets. These programs differ fioin utility programs offered in traditionally regulated 
electricity markets in that they involve independent marketers worlting in corijuunction with the 
incuinbent utilities (or default service providers) to offer renewable energy products to retail 
coiisuiners. Under these programs, customers can purchase green power without switching from 
default or standard-offer service. Examples include tlie Connecticut CZeanEnergyOptions 
program and the National Grid GreenQ? program. 

’ NREL obtained consumer response data for nearly 70% of utility green pricing prograins in 2006, including all of 
the major programs. The remaining programs, which are smaller in size, do not have a large impact on overall 
participant numbers. 
* NREL issues four different top 10 lists based on total sales of renewable energy to program participants, total 
number of customer participants, customer participation rates, and the premium charged to support new renewables 
development. These lists can be found at l i l t~:/ / \~~~w.eere.eiie~ev.rrov/eleeii i~o~~e~/ii iarl~ets/~~icii ie.sl i tml?~aee=~. 
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In 2006, the number of participants in programs offered in restructured iiiarltets increased by 
about one-third, after inore than doubling in 2005. While growth in custoiner acquisition in these 
programs has slowed, the growth rate is still higher than for utility green pricing prograins 
(23%). Pai-t of the slowdown in 2006 simply may be due to maturation. As programs inature, 
they may capture inore of their target inarltet, malting additional custoiner acquisition slower or 
inore expensive. On the other hand, tlie fact that these programs are primarily promoted by 
companies specializing in renewable energy marltetiiig who are heavily financially vested in tlie 
success of the prograins may liave contributed to tlie high growth rates relative to other 
programs. 

Nonresidential 
Total 
% Total Annual Growth 

Table 2 presents the number of custorners pai-ticipating in utility green pricing programs offered 
in traditionally regulated electricity inarltets since 2000. From 2000 to 2006, the nuinber of 
customer participants increased nearly fourfold, with growth rates during the past several years 
ranging from 16% to 25%. 

1,700 2,500 3,900 6,500 8,100 11,300 15,500 
132,700 168,800 228,400 265,000 331,800 394,700 486,300 
98% 27% 35% 16% 25% 19% 23% 

Table 2. Estimated Cumulative Number of Customers Participating 
in Utility Green Pricing Programs (Regulated Electricity Markets Only) 

I Customer Seament I 2000 I 2001 I 2002 I 2003 I 2004 I 2005 1 2006 1 
1 Residential I 131,000 1 166,300 I 224,500 I 258,700 I 323,700 I 383,400 I 470,800 I 

I % Residential Growth I nla I 27% I 35% I 15% I 25% I 18% I 23% I 
I % Nonresidential Growth I nla I 4'7% I 56% I 67% I 25% I 40% I 37% J 

Table 2 delineates residential and nonresidential custoiiier participation in utility green pricing 
programs over time. The vast majority of participants are residential customers, with 
noin-esidential customers accounting for only 3% of all participants. During 2006, the number of 
residential and noimsidential custoiners grew at different rates, with the noimsidential sector 
growing by 37% and the residential sector by 23%. The faster growth rate in nonresidential 
participation was also true in previous years, with the exception of 2004 when both residential 
and nonresidential customers grew by about 25%. This trend of increasing noimsidential 
purchasers has a sigiiificant impact on overall sales volume, as nonresidential green power 
purcliases outstrip residential green power purchases by a wide margin. 

In 2006, eight respondents (or 8%) repoi-ted that the program was not open to new customers, 
compared to four fully subscribed prograins in 2005. Six of tlie eight programs closed to new 
custoniers in 2006 were inaiiitaining waiting lists, while the utility was seeking additional 
renewable energy supplies. The presence of oversubscribed programs can liniit overall 
participation rates if tlie utilities are not meeting all available coiisumer demand. 

Participation Rates 

At the end of 2006, the average rate of participation in utility green pricing programs ainong 
eligible utility customers was 1.8%, with a median of 1% (Table 3). Although the average rate 
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25% of prograins had participation rates of 2.2% or greater (Table 4).The 10 prograins with the 
highest participation rates achieved participation rates of between 5% and 17% in 2006, up 
slightly froin 2005 (Appendix C).' With relatively few exceptions, participation rates reinaiii 
well below those predicted iii early utility iiiarltet research (see, for example, Farhar 1999). 

2000 2001 2002 Participation 
Rate 

Some possible explanations for the relatively slow increase in participation rates include: 1) a 
general lack of awareness airiorig customers, 2) lack of sustained inarltetiiig efforts on tlie part of 
some utilities, 3) poor value propositions, or 4) the addition of new prograins, which are 
averaged with the performance of more established programs. (Holt aiid Holt 2004, Swezey and 
Bird 2001). 

2003 2004 2005 2006 

Table 3. Customer Participation Rates in Utility Green Pricing Programs 

Average 
Median 
Top 10 
programs 

1.2% 1.3% 1"2% 1.2% 1.3% 1.5% 1.8% 
0.7% 0.7% 0.8% 0.9% 1.0% 1"0% 1 .O% 

2.6% - 3.0% - 3.0%- 3.9%- 3.8% - 4.6%- 5.1%- 
7.3% 7.0% 5,a% 11.1% 14.5% 13.6% 16.9% 

Table 4. Customer Participation Rates in Utility Green Pricing Programs (2004-2006) 

Table 5 shows that across all utilities, the average participation rate for green pricing prograins 
in 2006 for residential aiid iioixesidential customers was 1.8% and 0.5%, respectively. Despite 
the sinal1 increase in average residential participation, average iioix-esidential participation 
decreased slightly. The lower pai-ticipatioii rates ainoiig iionresidential customers may be 
explained, iii part, by the fact that some prograins place less emphasis on the nonresidential 
sector. Also, iionresidential customers as a whole may be more price-sensitive (due to tlie larger 
quantities of green power purchased) and perhaps less willing to pay a preiniuni tliaii residential 
consuiners. Fui-tliermore, some iionresideiitial coiisuiiiers could be purchasing RECs from an 
independent REC marketer, perhaps at lower cost, rather than participating iii the utility prograin. 

From 2000 to 2002, the high end of the range declined because the utility with the highest participation rate 
(Moorliead Public Service) experienced an increase in its overall customer base, while the nuinber of participants in 
its green pricing progrm remained steady. The program was fully subscribed in 2000, and tlie utility has not 
attempted to expand it. L,il<ewise, the high end of the range declined fi-om 2004 to 200.5, because the number of 
participants in the Lenox Municipaf Utifities green power program essentially remained constant, whiIe its customer 
base increased. 

9 
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Table 5. Green Pricing Participation Rates by Customer Segment 

Residen tia I Nonresidential Total 
Participation Participation Participation 

Rate % Rate YO Rate % 
‘04 ‘05 ‘06 ‘04 ‘05 ‘06 ‘04 ‘05 ‘06 

1.4 1.6 1.8 0.4 0.7 0.5 1.3 1.5 1.8 

1.1 1.2 1.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Median 
Average 
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2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 
2.5% 6.6% 8.8% 5.1% 3.7% 
4.3% 7.1% 9.8% 6.5% 5.9% 

Retention of Customers 

In 2006, utilities repoi-ted that an average of 6% aiid a median 4% of customers dropped out of 
green pricing programs. These figures coiitiiiine tlie downward trend first seen in 2005, despite 
tlie fact that electricity aiid energy prices have remained high in inost regions of tlie country 
(Table 6). 

As in previous years, utilities that have repoi-ted Iiiglier-tliaii-average turnover rates ainoiig green 
power custoniers also cite high turnover ainoiig all utility customers; for example, several of 
these utilities have service tei-ritories that include large universities wliere liigli customer tuiiiover 
is recurrent. One utility also cited particularly liigli attrition rates after amiouiiciiig plans to build 
a new coal-fired power plant, which regional enviroiuneiital organizations opposed. And a few 
utilities have experienced higher-than-average decreases in enrollment as a result of general rate 
increases. 

One effective strategy for reducing attrition is inaltiiig an effort to retain participants in the 
program when they move within tlie utility service tei-ritory. Also, coiitiiiuiiig to communicate 
tlie sinccess and benefits of tlie program to consumers may help alleviate problems with attrition. 
Consumers may need to be reiniiided periodically of tlie value of tlie program and tlie impact that 
tlieir expenditures have liad. Many programs do so via a periodic newsletter, delivered either 
physically or electronically. Finally, offering tangible beliefits such as exempting customers from 
fossil fuel cost increases iiiay help retain customers. 

Table 6. Percentage of Customers Dropping Out of Green Pricing Programs 
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Y O  YO 

‘05-‘04 ‘05-‘06 
2004 2005 2006 Change Change 

1,839 2,448 3,404 33% 39% 
136 291 425 114% 46% 

1,975 2,738 3,829 39% 40% 

Green Power Sales and Revenues 

Collectively, utilities sold nearly 4 billion kilowatt-hours (ItWh), or about 440 average 
megawatts (aMW), of green power to customers iii 2006 (Table 7). Overall, green power sales 
(in kWh) iiicreased 40% fioiii 2005. This increase is mostly attributable to an increase in 
iionresideiitial participation. Sales of renewable energy though utility prograins in competitive 
electricity markets grew 46% during 2006, generally on par with green pricing growth rates, but 
significantly below the doubling that occurred in 2005. This slower growth rate may be 
explained by general program maturation; the doubling in 2005 may have resulted froin a 
number ofrelatively new offerings, wliicli benefited from the promotions that come with new 
offerings and picking up the so-called “low hanging fruit,” the first level of participants who are 
pre-disposed to participate. 

As in 2005, the top 10 green pricing prograins represented the bulk of all green power sales 
nationwide. In 2006, 71% of 1tWh sold were attributed to the top 10 programs (in terms of green 
power sales), with one program alone (Austin Energy) accounting for 15% of all green power 
sales nationwide (Appendix C). Austiii Energy’s sales success stems in part froin the fact that it 
allows customers to lock in the price of greeii power at a fixed rate for up to 10 years, which has 
been particularly popular ainoiig nonresidential customers. It is interesting to note that 
nonresidential participants represented about 3% of overall participants, but represented more 
than one-third of total program sales in terms of ltWh (Table 8). 

Table 7. Sales of Renewable Energy through Utility Green Power Programs in Regulated and 
Competitive Electricity Markets (million kWh) 

Table 8 presents sales of renewable energy tlvough utility green pricing prograins in regulated 
electricity inarltets over time. Green pricing program sales to all customer classes grew by 39% 
in 2006, compared to rates ranging from 33% to 56% in the past several years (Figure 1). The 
growth in sales can be attributed to the larger iiuinber of custoiners purchasing green power as 
well as larger purchases, particularly among iiomesideiitial customers (Table 9). On average, 
residential customers purchased about 4,400 ltWh of green power aimually in 2006, nearly twice 
the level of purchases in 2001, while iionresideiitial customers purchased an average of 85,000 
kW1i in 2006.’’ These iiicreases in purchase levels are likely due to a larger iiurnber of programs 
that require participants to purchase green power for a inore substantial fraction of their 
electricity use (e.g., 100%), as well as decreases in some green pricing premiums. 

lo  Note that estimates of average purchases have been revised for years 2002 to 2004 for those reported in Bird and 
Brown (2004), which were averaged across utility program. Estimates presented here are calculated based on total 
sales and customer participants. 
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Table 8. Annual Sales of Renewable Energy through Utility Green Pricing Programs (Reg#,~lEotetdsz 
Electricity Markets Only), millions of kWh 

Sales to Residential customers 
Sales to Nonresidential customers 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 
400 66 1 874 1,295 1,606 2,103 
173 234 41 0 544 842 1.302 

Total Sales to All customers 1 573 1 895 I 1,284 1 1,839 I 2,448 I 3,404 I 
% Annual Growth in Total Sales 
% Nonresidential of Total Sales 

26% 56% 43% 43% 33% 39% 
30% 26% 32% 30% 34% 38% 

4,000 

3,500 

3,000 

2,500 

2,000 

1,500 

1,000 

500 

0 

Residential Customers 
Nonresidential Customers 
All Customers 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 

2,400 2,900 3,400 4,000 4,200 4,400 
69,200 60,000 63,100 67,200 74,500 85,700 

3,400 3,900 4.800 5,500 6.200 6.700 

+Sales to Residential 
customers 

 sales to 
Nonresidential 
customers 

Total Sales to All 
customers 

Figure 1. Annual Sales of Renewable Energy Through Utility Green Pricing Programs (Regulated 
Electricity Markets Only), millions of kWh 

Table 9. Average Purchases of Renewable Energy Per Customer (kWh/year) 

I 1 2001 1 2002 I 2003 I 2004 I 2005 I 2006 I 

Renewable Energy Resources Supplying Green Pricing Programs 

Most programs use iiew renewable energy sources to supply their green pricing programs, with 
roughly 90% of sales supplied from iiew renewable energy facilities.' Of total sales, wind 
resources supplied 78%, followed by biomass (including landfill gas) (1 S%), hydro (4%), 
geothermal (3%), and solar (-4%) (Table 10 and Figure 2). These fractions are similar to those 

New is defined as renewable resources placed in service or repowered on or after January I ,  1997, consistent with 
the definition used by the Green-e certification program h t t ~ : l / w \ ~ \ ~ . ~ ~ e e i ~ ~ . o ~ ~ i / w l i a t  is/standald/stancla~d.iit~nl and 
other programs such as the Environinentai Protection Agency's Green Power Partnership. 

I 1  
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reported in 2005. Wind, solar, and landfill gas are the renewable resources most coiiiin&’&y20 of52 

featured iii green pricing programs. For example, many utilities offer products that include some 
solar, but the contribution of solar to the total green power program resource inix on a generation 
basis is relatively small. 

Sales MWh 
% of Total Sales 
Capacity Factor 
Total MW 
MW New RE 

Renewable energy sold tlu-ougli green pricing program in 2006 represents an equivalent 
renewable energy capacity of iiiore than 1,100 MW, with inore than 1,000 MW of this 
represented by new renewable energy resources. l 2  Wind energy represents inore than 95% of the 
total capacity supplyiiig green pricing programs. 

Solar Wind Total Landfill Other Bio Geother Hydro 

321,000 201,000 89,000 146,000 7,200 2,641,000 3,404,000 
9.4% 5.9% 2.6% 4.3% 0.2% 77.6% 100% 

0.9 0.8 0.9 0.5 0.2 0.3 
41 29 11 33 4 1,004 1,123 
27 16 <1 5 4 992 1,044 

Gas -mal 

Table IO. Renewable Energy Generation and Capacity Supplying Green Pricing Programs (2006) 

Landfill Gas, Other Biomass, 
9 4% 5 9% 

Wind, 77 

Figure 2. Renewable Energy Sources Supplying Green Pricing Programs (2006) 

In 2005, sales of renewable energy though green pricing prograins represented nearly 800 MW 
of renewable energy capacity, with about 740 MW of that from iiew renewable energy sources. 
In previous years, capacity estimates were based on renewable energy projects used to serve 
green pricing progranis, rather than derived from renewable energy sales. l 3  Therefore, the 2006 
arid 2005 estimates of capacity are riot directly comparable to capacity estimates from previous 
years (see Table 11). However, the two approaches yield relatively coiisisteiit results. 

Capacity factors are derived from EPRI and U.S. DOE Reiiewable Ei ieqy  Techi7ology Char.acter.izatioi7s, TR- 
109496, December 1997. 
I ’  For details on the derivation of these previous year estimates, see Bird and Swezey (2005b). 
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Page21 of52 Table 11. Estimated Cumulative Capacity Supplying 
Utility Green Pricing Programs (1999-2004) 

I I 1999 I 2000 I 2001 I 2002 I 2003 I 2004 I 
Cumulative MW 68 77 I 221 I 279 I 510 I 706 

1 7dh Percentile 1 Range _j 2!jth Percentile (50th Percentile) .._I_ Median 

While inany programs use blends of renewable energy sources, more than half of program 
feature only one energy source. Of these, most feature wind, while a smaller number feature 
strictly solar or biomass. The remaining programs offer a blend of two or more resources. 

7dh Percentile Median Customer Average 2!jth Percentile (50th Percentile) Class 
Residential 0.95% 0.11% 0.38% 0.91% 

Nonresidential 0.42% 0.01% 0.09% 0.37% I 

Renewable Energy Sales vs. Total Utility Sales 

Range 

0% - 13.4% 

0% - 6.6% 

In 2006, green power sales still represented a small but increasing proportion of a utility 
company's overall energy sales. Table 12 shows that, on average, renewable energy sold through 
green pricing program represented about 0.5% of total utility electricity sales (on a 1tWh basis) 
in 2006. Green power sales to residential coiisuiiiers represented about 1 % of residential 
electricity sales, and noixesidential green power sales were about 0.4% of iionresideiitial 
electricity sales. The 2006 figures are consistent with the upward trend shown in previous years 
(Table 13). Half of programs reported green power sales of 0.25% of total electricity sales or 
more, while a few utilities reported fractions as high as about 5% of total retail electricity sales. 

Residential 0.95% 0.1 1% 0.38% 0.91 % 

Nonresidential 0.42% 0.01 % 0.09% 0.37% I 

Table 12. Renewable Energy Sales as a Percent of Utility Electricity Sales (2006) 

0% - 13.4% 

0% - 6.6% 

2004 
Customer 

Class Avg. Med. Range 
0% - 

Residential 0.70% 0.40% 10.2% 
0% - 

Nonresidential 0.20% 0.02% 3.7% 
0% - 

All customers 0.40% 0.20% 3.2% 

2005 2006 

Avg. Med. Range Avg. Med. Range 
0% - 0% - 

0.89% 0.34% 13.7% 0.95% 0.38% 13.4% 
0% - 0% - 

0.23% 0.04% 4.8% 0.42% 0.09% 6.6% 
0% - 0% - 

0.48% 0.2% 4.0% 0.54% 0.25% 5.2% 

Table 13. Renewable Energy Sales as a Percent of Utility Electricity Sales (2004-2006) 

On average, residential customers spent $5.20 per month to purchase or support green power 
through utility prograins in 2006 (Table 14), up from 2005 levels, but generally consistent with 
previous years. 
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2006 (Table 14). After a slight dip in 2005, green power revenues increased again in 2006. 
While many utilities have lowered the premiums that they charge for green power, increased 
sales have led to higher revenues. Greeii pricing program revenues are typically used to pay the 
above-market costs of reiiewables, as well as the costs of admiiiisteriiig and marketing the 
program-although the treatment of the latter differs by utility (see discussion in the Marketing 
sectioii of Holt and Holt 2004, Swezey and Bird 2001). 

2003 2004 
Average monthly residential expenditures $5.50 $5.30 
Annual utilitv revenues from areen Dower $20 million $32 million 

2005 2006 
$4.49 $5.20 

$25 million $40 million 
Note: Revenues estimated from annual kWh sales and reported price premitims Some premiums may change 
monthly or periodically with changes in fuel costs and this was not accounted for in the estimates. 

Ownership vs. Purchases of Supplies 

Measured as a percent of total ItWli, nearly 90% of green energy sold though utility green 
pricing program was from power purchases or RECs, with only about 10% from utility-owned 
projects and less than 1% from customer sited systeiiis (Figure 3). But as a percentage of green 
pricing progranis, a much larger portion, iiearly one quarter of all programs, are sourced entirely 
from utility-owned projects. Another 55% of utilities either purchase all of their power froin an 
independent power generator or purchase renewable energy certificates (RECs) froin a marketer 
or supplier (Table 15). The remaining utilities use a combination of these approaches to supply 
their green power prograins. 

RECs 
46% 

Unreported Utility Owned 
2% 10% 

Customer Sited 
0% 

Power 

Figure 3. Fraction of Utility Green Power Sales by Source 
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Tlie distribution in tlie types of sources green pricing prograins used to power their p rom& of52 
changed little in 2006 froin 2005, with some increase in the use of power from customer-sited 
systems. One trend that has been consistent since 2003 is an increased reliance on REC 
purchases. Collectively, utilities purchased inore than 1.7 billion ltWh of RECs to serve green 
power customers in 2006, an increase of 70% over 200.5 (Table 16). Rut programs using RECs 
exclusively or for at least half of tlieir supplies actually decreased for 2006; it was iiiaiiily 
programs that used RECs in conibination with owned and purchased green power that accounted 
for the overall increase. 

Table 15. Utility Procurement of Renewable Energy Supplies 

Fraction of Supplies 

power supplies 

program power supplies 

program power supplies 

For 1OOoh of program 

For at least 50% of 

For any fraction of 

Purchase 
Own Purchase Purchase from 

Generation Power RECs Distributed 

2005 2006 2005 2006 2005 2006 2005 2006 
Systems 

25% 23% 27% 25% 32% 30% 3% 3% 

32% 30% 42% 42% 35% 34% 3% 3% 

43% 39% 47% 45% 35% 40% 9% 14% 

Table 16. REC Purchases by Utilities to Supply Green Pricing Programs 

2002 2003 

103 41 9 REC purchases by utilities for green 
pricing programs (million kWh) 

2004 2005 2006 

707 1,030 1,750 

I 11% 1 33% I 38% 1 42% 1 46% 1 REC purchases as percent of total 
green pricing sales 

1 % change from previous year I n/a I 307% I 69% 1 46% I 70% I 
RECs are also increasingly being used in programs across the country, which may simply 
indicate that RECs are becoming an increasingly coininon way of purcliasing renewable energy 
in the marketplace. In 2003, about tlwee-quarters of utilities that supplied their progranis with 
RECs were in tlie Pacific Northwest; in 2006, fewer than half of the utilities using RECs were in 
tlie Pacific Northwest. TJtilities tliat reported purcliasiiig RECs for some portion of tlieir program 
supplies in 2006 covered 1 6 states, including Arizona, California, Colorado, Florida, Idaho, 
Illinois, Massachusetts, Montana, New York, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Utah, 
Vemiont, Washington, and Wisconsin. Generally, most utility programs purchase RECs sourced 
from projects that are located near the utility's service territory. 
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Most utility green pricing prograins are structured so that custoiners can purchase renewable 
energy to meet some or all of their electricity needs. The green power premium charged in these 
“energy-based” programs is typically expressed in $/ltWli or $/ltWli block. Other program are 
structured to allow customers to contribute funds that support the development of renewable 
energy sources. These so-called “contribution programs’’ have become less coininon, arid 
currently represent fewer than 10% of all programs. 14 

Energy Blocks vs. Percentage of Use 

Most program are structured so that customers can purchase bloclts of green power. Block sizes 
range froin 20 1tWh (for energy derived exclusively from solar systems) to 1,000 kW1i (for wind 
energy or renewable energy blends). Block sizes range typically froin 100-200 kWh. Many 
utilities offer larger block sizes to nonresidential customers, in soiiie cases at a reduced per-ltW1i 
premium over that offered to residential customers. 

The remaining programs allow custoiners to purchase green power for some fraction of their 
electricity needs. Most of these progranis allow residential customers to elect to have 25%, SO%, 
or 100% of their electricity supplied froin renewable sources, while a few offer fractions as sinal1 
as 10%. Often, convnercial and industrial customers can purchase green power for a smaller 
fraction of their electricity use than is available for residential customers. 

Regarding the question of wlietlier it is better to offer a percent-of-use option or ItWli-blocks, 
soiiie marketers have argued that it is difficult to coinniunicate the concept of a 1tWh-block to 
consumers, because customers do not understand kilowatt-hours and are not used to thinking 
about them. Some marketers have found that this is a significant barrier to emolling customers. 
They argue that consumers can inore easily understand a product that is presented as a 
percentage of electricity use. On the other hand, selling bloclts of renewable energy may provide 
additional flexibility to consuiiiers to enable them to purchase smaller iiicreineiits (although this 
could also be accoinplislied by offering a sinal1 percent-of-use option). Another potential benefit 
for customers of purchasing hloclts is that the green power preiniuin remains fixed for the 
custoiner each inonth and does not vary along with electricity consuinption. Some prograins have 
reported that their billing and adininistrative systems cannot readily accoininodate percent-of-use 
program structures. 

Pricing 

In 2006, price preiniurns for energy-based programs ranged from -0.1 $/ltWh to 1 7.6$/1tWhY with 
an average premium of 2.1 $/kWh and a median of 1.8$/ltWl1. These preiniurns have been 
adjusted to account for any fuel cost exeinptions granted to green power program participants. It 

In the past, a few utilities have offered programs through which customers make a monthly payment tied to the 
amcant of renewable energy capacity that is supported (“capacity-based programs”). For example, customers might 
be offered the option to pay $6 each inonth to support 100 watts of solar energy-generating capacity. Capacity-based 
programs are no longer actively marketed and, in some cases, have been phased out in favor of energy-based or 
contribution programs. 

14 
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is also interesting to note that the average premium drops to 1.9$/kWh if calculated witRmP5hef52 
two outliers with preiniums of 1 O.O$/ltWli or greater. 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 
Averaae Premium 3.48 2.93 2.82 2.62 2.45 

Figure 4 displays price premiums for individual utility programs-solar-based products 
dominate the high end of the price range. In 2006, the utility programs with the lowest preiniuins 
for energy derived froin new reiiewable sources had preiniums ranging from -0.1 $/ltWh to 
1 qYltW11. 

2005 2006 
2.36 2.12 

20 

18 

16 

14 

12 

10 

8 

6 

4 

2 

0 

-2 

Range of Premiums 
l a  Programs with 
Lowest Premiums* 

(ClkWh 1 

(0.5)-20.0 0.9-17.6 0.7-17.6 0.6-17.6 0.33 - 17.6 (0.7)-17.6 (0.1)-17.6 

(0.5)-2.5 1.0-1.5 0.7-1 "5 0.6-1.3 0.33-1 "0 (0.7)- 0.9 (0.1)-I .0 

Figure 4. Green Power Premiums CentslkWh (2006) 

60 Number of Programs 
Represented 

In 2006, price preriiiuins continued to decline, decreasing about 10% from 2005. Since 2000, the 
average price premium has dropped at an average annual rate of 8%. For the first time, the 
nationwide median premium dipped below 26 (Table 17). 

80 91 i a i  104 97 

Table 17. Price Premiums of Utility Green Power Products 
W W h )  

Median Premium I 2.50 I 2.50 I 2.50 I 2.00 I 2.00 I 2.00 I 1.78 

*Represents the 10 utility programs with the lowest price premiums for new customer-driven renewable energy This includes only 
programs that have installed - or announced firm plans to install or purchase power from - new renewable energy sources In 2001 the 
discrepancy between the low end of the range for all programs and the top 10 programs results from the program with the lowest premium 
(0 S$/kWh) not being eligible for the top 10 because it was either selling some existing renewables or had not installed any new renewable 
capacity for its program. 
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During 2006, about a dozen program modified tlie price premium charged for greeii p&w$$wf@ 
all but one resulting in a premium decrease. For those utilities that reduced their premiums, most 
attributed tlie reduction to the exemption of green power customers from fossil fuel charges, their 
ability to renegotiate power purchase contracts at lower rates, or the overall improved cost- 
competitiveiiess of renewable eiiergy sources. Other reasons that have contributed to the decline 
in premiums over time are higher-than-expected capacity factors, and natural gas price increases, 
which have reduced tlie cost spread between renewable energy and gas-fired generation. 

About a dozen programs have repoi-ted that they explicitly charge different price premiums for 
residential aiid nom-esidential consumers. Generally, inost of these programs cliarged lower 
premiums to nonresidential consuiners, with some offering bulk purchase discounts for large 
green power purchases. l 5  In these programs, the premium charged to nonresidential customers 
generally ranged from about O.S$/ltWli to 1 .S$/ltWi less than tlie residential green power 
premium. 

Because most renewable energy facilities do not rely on fuel, some utilities offer fixed-price 
green power products or exempt their green power customers from some fuel-cost charges. A 
iiuinber of utilities include this feature as a componeiit of their green pricing product." One of 
these utilities also exempts green power customers from the costs associated with iiialcing 
eiiviroiimerital improvements at some of its fossil fuel-generating facilities. Exeinptiiig 
customers from fossil fuel costs can he a particularly important strategy for enrolling large 
noimsidential customers with greater energy consumption, as evidenced by tlie success of 
Austin Energy. Austin Energy's prograin, which accounts for about 15% of all utility green 
pricing sales nationwide, offers fixed-price, long-term green power, which has been particularly 
attractive to their larger customers. 

a rket i n g 

In 2006, we introduced a new question and asked utilities if they actively promoted their green 
power programs in 2006.111 response, 15 program managers (or 17% of respondents) indicated 
that they were actively promoting their program in 2006. 

Teaming with T h i &Party Marketers 

TJtilities were also aslted to report whether they teamed with third-party marketers to promote 
their green power programs. About a dozen utilities (13%), including those in deregulated 
electricity markets, indicated that they were worlting with a third-party marketer. We fouiid that 
these utilities had higher participation and sales rates than utilities that did not partner. The 
average participation rate for program that pai-tnered with marketers was 4.3% compared to 

l 5  Utilities that have reported these differences in 2006 or earlier include: Consumers Energy, Continental 
Cooperative ServicedSoyland, Midstate Electric Cooperative, North Carolina utilities participating in NC Green 
Power Program, PacifiCorp, Park Electric Cooperative, Portland General Electric, Puget Sound Energy, Salt River 
Project, We Energies, and Wiscmsin Public Power Inc. 
I G  The utilities include: Austin Energy, Alliant Energy, Clallum County PUD, Edinond Electric, Eugene Water and 
Electric Board, Green Mountain Power, Holy Cross Energy, Madison Gas & Electric, OG&E Electric Services, We 
Energies, and Xcel Energy. 
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1.4% for other utilities. Average green power sales rates were 1.3% for programs that t&m&R of52 

with marketers coinpared to 0.4% for otlier progra~iis.’~ Some of this difference may be 
explained by the fact that third-party marketers are liiglily financially vested in tlie success of 
these prograins (Bird and Browii 2006). 

1-99,999 

100,000-499,999 

500,000-999,999 

I ,ooo,ooo+ 
Total Respondents 

Marketing and Ad m in istration Spending 

2 26 5 2 1 0 0 0 0 3 6 

0 3 1 3 2 0 0 1 0 0 19 

0 0 1 1 2 0 0 2 0 6 

0 3 0 0 2 1 4 1 1 12 

2 32 19 5 5 1 5 3 1 7 3 

In the questionnaire, utilities were asked to report their marketing and administrative 
expenditures. Marketing costs were defined as including: “all spending associated with 
advertising, promoting, and selling the product including labor directly in suppoi-t of those 
efforts.” Adriiiiiistrative costs were defined as including: “(labor arid non-labor) costs associated 
with customer service, transactions, billing, training, managing inventories, reporting, and 
legalhegulatory reviews, etc.” In previous years, marketing costs were defined as not including 
staff time, but no otlier explanation was provided in tlie questioimaire. 

010% Top Performeis/ YO 
A11 Respondents 

As one might expect, spending on marlteting for green power programs generally varies with 
size of the utility, with larger utilities generally spending inore. However, Table 18 shows some 
notable exceptions in which a few utilities spent as much as 10 times the amount spent by those 
of a similar size. In addition, there is significant variability in the marketing costs reported by 
tlie largest utilities, with several large utilities spending less than $10,000 and others spending 
inore than $300,000 (Table 18 and Figure 5). The top perfoiiiiers” generally spent inore on 
marketing than other utilities. Figure 6 sliows that the top performers represent a large 
percentage of tlie utilities spending tlie most on marlteting. 

5116% 3116% 010% 2140% 11100% 2140% 31100% 010% 

With respect to program-adininistratioii spending, expenditures varied to some degree by size of 
utility, with some larger utilities reporting spending more (Table 19). However, most utilities 
reported spending less than $50,000 on administration, including some of the largest utilities. 

Table 18. Utility Expenditures on Marketing (2006) 

- 
” We conducted a t-test for equality of means and found that the difference in means for both participation rates and 
sales rates were statistically significant at the 0.10 level. 

power sales, and customer participation rate, according to the NREL rankirigs (see Appendix C). 
The top performers are defined as those that were among the top 10 programs for customer participants, green 
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Figure 5. Utility Expenditures on Marketing by Size of Utility (2006) 
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Figure 6. Utility Expenditures on Marketing, Total Respondents and Top Performers (2006) 
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Page29 of52 Table 19. Utility Expenditures on Program Administration (2006) 

$400,000- $500,000 
$499,999 or more 

0 0 
I____ 

I 1 

Total 

32 

Number of Responses 

0 

0 

0 

0 

010YO 

0 19 
1 6 
1 12 

2 69 

1150% 161 23% 

- 
2003 

In 2006, utilities reported that a median of 10% (average of 23%) of the total green power 
preniiuiii was spent on marketing and prograiii administration (Table 2Q).I9 This is a marked 
increase from 2005 levels of 2% and 1 S%, respectively, but coiisistent with data from 2004. 
Responses to this question varied widely. 

Top Perfomers 
2006 2004 2005 2006 

In comparison, the top-perfoiming prograiiis reported spending a mediaii of 28% and an average 
of 24%. A number of utilities, primarily public utilities aiid cooperatives, reported that no portion 
of the premium was used for inarketiiig and administration. For some utilities, this is because 
they use overall utility marltetiiig for the program and do not include these costs in the program 
premium, whereas others are not actively promoting their program. The increase in the fraction 
of the premium attributed to marketing costs froin 2005 levels inay reflect the inclusion of labor 
costs for marketing or an increase in inarketiiig activities by tlie surveyed utilities. 

Average 
Median 

# of Responses 

Table 20. Marketing and Administrative Expenditures as Percentage of Premium (2006) 

17% 20% 15% 23% 24% 
5% 9% 2% 10% 28% 
36 60 59 51 16 

Seveiiteen utilities provided actual expeiiditures on marlteting, while 1 0 provided actual 
administrative expenses. Figure 7 displays actual marlteting aiid adiiiiiiistrative expenditures on 
a per customer basis (per all utility customers, not just green power program participants). 

l9 In 2002, utilities reported spending a median of IS% (average of 20%) of their program budgets on marketing. It 
is not possible to compare responses for 2002 and 2003/2004, because tlie questions differed. 
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1 $0.30 1 I 

$0.25 

$0.20 

$0.15 

$0.10 

$0.05 

$0.00 
Marketing Expenses per 

capita (1 7 responses) 
Admin Expenses per capita 

(1 0 responses) 

Figure 7. Marketing and Administrative Expenses Per Utility Customer (2006) 

Foi-ty-six prograins ( 5  8%) indicated that program participants cover all costs associated with the 
green pricing program. Of the remaining 3 3 prograins in which iionpai-ticipaiits cover some 
costs, most program managers explained that some marketing arid administrative costs were not 
attributed to the program (i.e., spread among all ratepayers). Another less coininonly cited reason 
was that the green pricing prograin received grants or other contributions. 

Customer Acquisition 

One measure of the cost of marlceting a green pricing program is customer-acquisition cost-the 
marketing expenditures divided by the number of new customers that eiwoll in the prograin. For 
2006, utilities providing data reported median arid average residential custoiner-acquisition costs 
for green pricing prograins of $30 and $38, respectively (Table 21).20 However, the responses 
varied widely, ranging from $0 to more than $160 (Figure 8). The top programs reported lower 
median and average residential customer-acquisition costs of $28 and $3 1 , respectively. 

Customer-acquisition costs differed somewhat depending on tlie size of the utility (Table 22), 
with larger utilities reporting higher customer-acquisition costs than sinal1 utilities. However, tlie 
differences were less pronouiiced than in previous years. Some of the variability may be due to 
the types of costs that the utilities included in the calculatioii. 

'O Only about half of the utilities provided this information. The relative lack of responses may be because some 
utilities do riot track customer-acquisition costs. 
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Page31 of52  Table 21. Residential Customer-Acquisition Costs by Year 

2003 2004 

Average $36 $42 
Median $31 $30 
No. of Respondents 36 42 

2005 Top 2006 Top 2005 2o06 Performers Performers 
$43 $38 $3 1 $31 
$25 $30 $27 $28 
4 3  48 10 12 

$1 80.00 

$160.00 

$140.00 

$120.00 

$100.00 

$80.00 

$60.00 

$40.00 

$20.00 

$0.00 

Size of 
Utility 

Figure 8. Customer-Acquisition Costs (2006) 

Table 22. Residential Customer-Acquisition Costs by Utility Size 
- 

2004 
Num. Avg. Median Avg. Num. Median ResD 

100,000- 
499,999 1 $56 1 $35 1 13 

I-99,999 
Customers 

Customers I 
500.000- I 

$4 12 $12 

Customers 

Customers 

Utilities 

$27 I $14 I 21 

$97 1 $41 I 9 

$40 1 $28 I 7 

Avg . 
$31 

$43 

$38 

$47 

$38 

-1 Median 

$37 1 9 j 

$30 42 
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2004 2005 2006 

7% 6% 13% 2% 

2o03 

Tlie 2006 questionnaire aslted respondents to indicate the various marlteting techniques applied 
to their green pricing programs (Tables 23 and 24). As in previous years, advertising program 
through utility newsletters, bill inserts, events, news articles (publicity), and Web inarlteting were 
ainong the top marketing strategies used. Compared to previous years, a greater percentage 
of utilities reported using newspaper ads, direct mail, radio ads, partnerships with environmental 
organizations, retail partners, coininunity challenges, and door-to-door marketing. 

21,22 

7-9 
10-14 

Table 23. Number of Marketing Techniques Used by Utilities 

21 % 22% 22% 21 % 
nla 18% 12% 18% 

I 2-3 1 26% I 20% I 20% I 26% I 
I 4-6 I 45% I 34% I 33% I 32% I 

In 2004 through 2006, utilities were also aslted to rank tlie effectiveness of the various iiiarlteting 
techniques listed in the questionnaire. Marltetiiig techniques that received average ranltiiigs in 
2006 above 3 out of a possible 5 included utility newsletters, bill inserts, publicity, direct mail, 
and bangtails. Some of the techniques with the highest effectiveness ranking were not coiixiionly 
used. For example, bangtails have been ranked consistently as very effective, yet only 15% of all 
utilities reported using this teclxiique. In 2006, prograins employed an average of six of the 
marketing strategies listed in the questioixiaire, while the top perfonners reported an average of 
seven. Table 24 presents information on the number of marketing techniques used by utilities. 
Four utilities used “other” marlteting techniques not listed in our survey. Three of thein used 
“face-to-face” or “‘one-on-one” lneetings with clients to promote the green power program. Such 
techniques received mixed effectiveness ratings. 

Compared to all programs, tlie top perfoi-niers used inore tactics, including direct mail, direct 
sales, partnerships with eiiviroimental organizations, bangtails, television ads, retail 
partnerships, and telernarlteting. Their larger marketing budgets may account for this (see 
Table 18). 

” In 2003, the “events” category was not listed as a specific option in the survey, but was listed under the “other” 
category by some respondents. The 2002 and 2003 surveys both included “events” as a category, and can therefore 
be compared with each other. 
-- Lieberman (2002) reviewed marketing data for public utilities with similar findings, except that direct mail was 
ranked higher. 

>7 
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Page33 of52 Table 24. Marketing Techniques Used by Utilities 

Utility 
newsletter 
Bill inserts 
Events 

Web 
marketing" 
Newspaper 
ads 
Direct sales" 

Radio ads 
Bangtails 
Partner with 
environmental 
organizations"" 
Retail 
partners" 
Television ads 
Billboards 
Community 
challenges" 
Kiosks" 

Telemarketing 
Door -to- 
door""" 
*Note. "Events" was 
write it in under "Other." 

Publicity 

Direct mail 

-. Other 

Percent Top 
Percent of Utilities Using Performers Using Average Usefulness 

Technique Technique** RankA 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 All Top All Top 

81% 78% 74% 78% 73% 81% 83% 2.9 2.8 3.1 3 
83% 74% 66% 72% 73% 75% 75% 3.5 3.7 3.8 3.6 
24%" 74% 60% 68% 73% 81% 63% 2.5 2.5 2.7 2.7 
64% 56% 57% 52% 69% 63% 54% 3.1 3.1 3.1 3 

nla 56% 54% 52% 73% 63% 50% 2.7 3.2 2.9 2.9 

53% 36% 42% 49% 46% 50% 50% 2.2 2.4 2.3 2 
nla 38% 36% 34% 50% 63% 42% 3.4 3.5 3 3 

45% 22% 27% 33% 19% 25% 25% 2.4 2.3 2.3 2 

2005 2006 

48% 35% 34% 39% 62% 63% 54% 3.2 3.7 3.8 4.1 

nla nla 16% 15% nla 38% 33% 3.9 4.5 3.9 4.3 

nla 26% 16% 29% 54% 38% 42% 2.9 2.7 2.8 3 

nla 11% 13% 20% 23% 31% 21% 2.5 2.2 2.8 2.2 
22% 15% 10% 12% 31% 31% 17% 1.5 1.8 2.6 2.5 - 
7% 8% 7% 6% 12% 13% 8% 1.7 1.5 2.5 4 -  

nla 7% 5% 13% 19% 13% 25% 3.8 3.5 2.8 3 
nla 7% 5% 7% 4% 0 0 1.1 0 2.6 0 

41% 19% 5% 5% 46% 6% 0 1.8 2.7 3.7 0 
14% 6% 4% 2% 12% 19% 5% 2.8 3.7 2 1 

nla nla 2% 7% nla 6% 25% 3.3 5 2.8 3 
listed as a specific option in the 2002, 2004, 2005 questionnaire, while in 2003 respondents were able to 
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% Usinr Method 2006 Top 
Perform e rs 

Method 
2003 2004 2005 2006 %Using 

Utility Web site 83% 80% 85% 84% 96% 

Phone(utility 87% 84% 84% 80% 84% 
call center) 

85% 83% 81% 72% 88% Returning 
mail-in card 

85% 73% 75% 75% 80% Enroll at 
special events 
Other 31% 48% 24% 16% 36% 

Check-boxon 12% 15% 13% 7% 12% 
utility bill 

P rog ram I m pleme n ta t io n 

Enrollment Options 

TJtilities reported that the iiiost coirunonly used methods for eilrolliiig custoiners in green pricing 
prograins include: usiiig the utility’s Web site, phoiiiiig through the utility’s call center, retui-niiig 
mail-in cards, and signing up during special events (Table 25). Oiily 7% of utilities allowed 

Average 
Rank 
1 to5, 

5=highest 
2.9 

2.9 

3.9 

2.2 

3.8 

2.3 

customers to enroll bq‘ cliicl&ig a box-on their utility bills. 

Table 25. Methods of Enrolling in Green Pricing Programs 

The most cominon methods are iiot necessarily the iiiost effective; they may be comrnonly used 
because they are easy and inexpensive. Mail-in cards had the highest effectiveness rating of 3.9 
(out of 5) .  As a group, “other” iiiethods (which respoiiderits were asked to list) was the only 
additional niethod receiving an average score greater than 3. Some of the eiirolliiieiit options 
listed under “other” included bill inserts, direct sales through account representatives (both 
residential aiid coiimercial), phone inarltetiiig by a coiitractor, coimnunity challenges, and 
eilrolling customers through retail partners or at the utility itself. On average, utilities offered 
three of the six enrollinelit options listed in the questionnaire. 

Enrollment Term 

Roughly one-third of utilities require residential and iioilresideiitial customers to subscribe to 
green pricing progranis for a iiiiiiiinum period of time. One year is by far the most coiiunon 
ininiinuin eilrollnient period, with requirements ranging fioin three months to 10 years. In some 
cases, utilities require iionresidential customers to enroll for longer periods of time than 
residential customers. Only five residential and six nonresideiitial programs had iiiinimum 
enrollinelit terms of more than one year in length. Anecdotal evidence suggests that few 
prograins actually enforce these iniiiirnuin periods, with the exception of fixed-rate contracts. 

2s 



Program Evaluations and Market Research 

KI’SC Case NO. 2008-00151 
June 4,2008 Informal Conference 

Item No. 7 
Attachment 3 

Page35 of52 

Forty-two utilities ( 5  1 %) reported that they had conducted customer research to aid in the design 
of their green pricing program or to develop a marketing plan. Of the 42 utilities, 26 had 
conducted market research over the course of several years. The remaining 16 utilities conducted 
inarltet research only once, with some dating back to 1999. The types of research included: 
coiisuiner surveys conducted by phone, mail, in-person (focus groups), customer profiling, aiid 
demographics; research to test the effectiveness of niarltetiiig messages or strategies; and 
research to determine customer satisfaction. Significantly, of tlie responding top-perfoiiiiiiig 
programs (25), 80% reported conducting market research in tlie past several years. 

Thirty-three respondents (40%) indicated that they had performed a program evaluation, with 
most evaluations occurring in the past five years. Orily five of the prograins reported evaluating 
their programs constantly, annually, or biannually. Among the aspects evaluated, utilities most 
often listed: program effectiveness, pricing structure, and benchmarking. Of the top-perfonniiig 
programs, 64% reported coiiducting one or inore prograin evaluations, compared to 40% for all 
prograins. 

Customer Value 

Response to utility green pricing programs can be improved by offering additional benefits 
(Wiser et al. 2004). For example, customers may be more willing to participate in a program if 
their participation is recognized or rewarded, or if they receive other products and services, such 
as compact fluorescent light bulbs or store discounts. In analyzing tlie 2006 data, we found that 
utilities that offered inore tangible benefits indeed had higher participation rates.13 

Table 26 indicates the percentage of utilities that provide additional benefits to customers, based 
on a list of options included iii the 2002-2006 questionnaires. Of the 12 options listed, 
respondents indicated that they offered an average of four additional benefits to their green 
pricing customers. The most coimnoii added benefits in 2006 were 1) to iiiforin customers about 
the status of tlie program tlxough newsletters that provide periodic prograin updates, 2) to offer a 
welcome kit to new participants, 3) to recognize business customers tlxougli ads in local media, 
4) to provide decals that can be displayed iii windows, and 5 )  to recognize participants with 
plaques or other items. The fraction of utilities offering tours to renewable eiiergy facilities, 
renewable eiiergy systems on school buildings, or renewable eiiergy education program showed 
a slight increase in 2006 after trending downward during the previous few years. A relatively 
siiiall fraction of utilities offer discounts or promotions at local businesses, protection from fuel 
cost increases, or exemption fiom environmental fees (e.g., fees designated for installing 
emission-control equipment at fossil fuel plants). 

As in previous years, the top-performing program were inore likely to offer a iiumber of the 
benefits listed in Table 26. For example, 28% of the top performers offered participants 
discounts at local busiiiesses, compared to about 13% of all programs. The top perforniers were 

_I- 

l 3  In conducting a bivariate analysis, we found positive conelation between the participation rate and the number of 
tangible benefits offered to consumers. The Pearson correlation coefficient was 0.305 and was statistically 
significant at the .OS level. 
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also more likely to protect customers froin fuel cost increases. Overall, top performers 1~9pe>.f8e@lr52 
providing an average of niore tlian five of tlie benefits listed, compared to an average of four for 
all programs. 

Table 26. Methods of Providing Additional Program Benefits 

Newsletters that provide program 
uodates 

Welcome kit 

Recognition of business customers in 
program ads or local media 

Decals for display in store windows 

Plaques or other items for recognition 

Installations on schools/renewable 
energy education programs 

Tours to renewable energy project sites 

Compact fluorescents or efficiency 
products 

Discounts or promotions at local 
businesses 

Protection from fuel-cost increases 

Other 

Exemotion from environmental fees 

Note: 59 programs answered this question in 2003, 89 programs in 2004, 91 in 2005, and 82 in 2006. 

*Top performers are defined as utilities ranked among the top I O  for participants, sales, or participation rate. Of the top performers 
in 2006, 21 responded to this question. 
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At the elid of 2006, more tliaii 750 utilities-including inany small municipal and cooperative 
utilities-offered green pricing prograins to more than 70 inillion customers nationally. About 
25% of all utilities iiatioiiwide now offer a green pricing option. 

Collectively, utilities sold nearly 4 billion kilowatt-hours (1tWh) of green power to more than 
560,000 customers in 2006. In traditionally regulated electricity inarltets, sales of renewable 
energy though utility greeii pricing prograins grew by about 40% to 3.4 billion ItWh in 2006, 
following aimual growth rates ranging from about 30% to 55% in the past four years. The current 
increase in sales resulted from both an increase in customer participants as well as larger 
purchases by customers. However, green pricing sales still represent a very sinall fraction of total 
utility electricity sales, with an average below 1 %--although some utilities have achieved sales 
penetration rates of as much as 5%. 

Both the iiuinber of customers and tlie volume of renewable energy sales grew somewhat faster 
for prograins offered in restructured marltets than it did for those in regulated marltets, but the 
growth in restructured programs slowed in 2006 compared with the previous years, perhaps 
because they were benefiting from being relatively new in the past. 

The number of customers participating in utility green pricing programs increased by about 20% 
in 2006, a slower pace than sales by volume. The number of rioilresideiitial participants increased 
at nearly twice the rate of residential custoiners, as was the case in 2005. Customer-attrition rates 
fell to a median of 4% in 2006, similar to 2005, but lower than rates seen in previous years. 
Although the reason for the recent annual improvement in customer retention is not clear, it does 
suggest that green power customers are “sticky” in the face of increases in the cost of electricity, 
which have occurred in recent years. 

As in previous years, a relatively small number of utility green power prograins continue to 
doininate sales and participation figures. The top 10 programs accounted for about 70% of green 
power sales arid 60% of custoiner participants, consistent with figures from previous years. In 
addition, programs marketed with third-party marketers had higher participation rates and 
renewable energy sales rates than prograins marketed solely by a utility. 

Average participation rates in green pricing programs have remained relatively flat over time, 
climbing slightly to 1.8% in 2006. Participation rates aniong the 10 most successful programs 
continue to be substantially higher than average, ranging from between about 5% and 17% in 
2006 with most clustered from 5% to 6%. Higher levels of spending aiiiong these prograins 
suggest that high participation rates are possible with dedicated marketing and outreach 
campaigns or for prograins that offer superior value propositions. 

The price premium charged for green power continued on a downward trend in 2006. The 
average premium has fallen from 2.93$/ltWh in 2001 to 2.12$/kWh iii 2006, while the median 
preiniuiii fell from 2.5$/kWh to 1.78$/ltWh during the same period. One program that exempts 
participants froin fossil fuel cost changes offered green power at rates below standard electricity 
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prices during 2006, while several others offered green power at a very slight premium f i t&% of52 

than O.S$/kWIi. 

Utilities reported a median cost of $30 for acquiring new residential customers, similar to costs 
reported in previous years. Marketing expenditures generally vary with utility size, but there is 
wide variation in expenditures among the largest utilities. On average, the top-performing 
programs spend a greater amount on marketing and represent a majority of the top marketing 
spenders. Thus, the level of marketing expenditures appears to be important to program growth. 

Response to utility green pricing programs can be improved by offering tangible benefits to both 
residential and nonresidential customers. These benefits include customer recognition, protection 
froin fuel price increases, store discounts, and compact fluorescent light bulbs giveaways. The 
top performers offer a larger number of added benefits than other utilities and this appears to be a 
contributor to program success. 

Compared to all programs, the top performers inore coimionly used direct mail, direct sales, 
partnerships with environmental organizations, bangtails, television ads, and community 
challenges. Coiisistent with findings from previous years, the techniques that received high 
effectiveness scores are not necessarily the most corivnonly used. In general, utilities may benefit 
from diversifying their marketing activities to include sonie of the inore effective strategies. 

At the end of 2006, green pricing programs were supporting the equivalent of more than 1,000 
MW of new renewable energy capacity. Thus, green pricing continues to be a viable strategy for 
supporting new renewable energy sources. Nevertheless, current success can still be attributed to 
a relatively sinal1 number of programs. Continued industry growth will depend largely on the 
introduction of new prograins and the extent to which the practices and the success of the top- 
performing prograins can be emulated by other utilities. 
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Utility Green Power Program Questionnaire (2006 Data) 

Iiistri.rctioits - Please fill out a different form for each green power program offered. Please enter data for 
calendar year 2006. 

Coi7JidentiaZi/y - Individual utility responses to this survey regarding customers, sales, and marketing information 
will be held confidential. Data are used to prepare NREL’s list of top ten utility green power programs and to 
provide aggregate industry data to the U.S. DOE and the general public. 

I .  Program atid Contact Inforination 
a. Utility name 

I b. Name of Green Power Program 

c. Name of respondent 
d. Phone of respondent 
e. einail of respondent 
f. Year of program launch 
g. 
11. 

i. 

States in which program is offered 
Name of tliirrl-party that helps ntnrket the 
progrant, if m y  
CertijjGng organization, if certified (e.g., Green-e, 

2. Participation. Iii tlte table below, please provide participatioit data ns of Deceritber 31, 2006. If data are 
provided for a differeiit time period, please iiidicnte here: 
a. 
b. 

Total number of residential green power participants 
Total number of non-residential green power participants 

c. 
d. 
e. 

Number of new residential green power participants in 2006 (do not subtract dropouts) 
Number of new non-residential green power participants in 2006 (do not subtract dropouts) 
Total number of residential customers (or members) eligible to participate 

f. 

g. 

Total number of non-residential customers (or members) eligible to participate 
Is the program currently open to new customers? Please check: 

-- t 
I h. Number of customers on waiting list 

~~ 

i. 

j. 

Number of participants who have dropped out of the program this year 
Minilnuin period of time residential customers must participate (e& 1 year) 

k. 

1. 
Minirnuni period of time non-residential customers must participate (e& 2 years) 
Did you actively promote your green pricing program in 2006? Please check: 

in. Renewable Energy Mandates. Does your utility count the green power sold to customers through 
your green pricing program toward compliance with a state-imposed renewable portfolio 
standard? Please check: 
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3. Programs Offered Through Distribution Utilities. For programs that are offered through multiple dWtgiMPti1~fiS2 
cooperatives or municipal utilities, please list the number of distribution utilities that offer the program. In addition, 
list any utilities that have achieved participation rates of 4% or higher. Please add more space, if necessary. 

Programs Offered Through Distribution Utilities Response 
a. Number of distribution utilities that offer the green power program 
b. Please list any utilities with >4% participation rate and indicate the utility's participation rate: 

Customer Type 
a. Residential 

Are green 
Price power 

for green Premium exempt from 
Dower . I 

(i1ltWh) ItW h) YIN 

Green power sales for 2006 
a. Green power sales to residential customers 
b. Green power sales to non-residential customers 
c. Total retail electricity sales to eligible residential customers 
d. Total retail electricity sales to eligible non-residential customers 
e. Number of nionthsof sales data provided 

b. Non- 
Residential 
*If there was a change in the price premium during 2006 or if you an1 

Total Annual Sales in 2006 
( ItWh) 

If yes, what 
was fuel 
charge in 
Dec 2006? 
($/kWh) 

Resource 
Landfill Gas 
Other Biomass 
Geothermal 

Solar 
Wind 
Total 

Hydroelectric 

Change in 
Premium in 
2006? YIN" 

(explain 
- below) 

Percent of green power 
program sales by resource 

type 
YO 
YO 
YO 
YO 
% 
YO 

100% 

Minimum green 
power purchase 

(e.g. 25% of usage 
or  100 IWh)  

- 

cipate a price premium change in 2007, please explain. 
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6b. Use of New Renewable Resources. Please indicate the percentage of green power sold through ydbge 43 of 52 
program in 2006 that was sourced from renewable energy systems that were built or repowered after January 1, 
1997 (defined here as new). For example, if you sold 1,000 MWh of landfill gas through your program in 2006 and 
500 MWh were derived from facilities built after Jan 1, 1997, then you would indicate SO% after landfill gas in the 
table below. 

Renewable Energy Supplies 
a. Renewable prqjects owned or pastially-owned by your utility 
b. Renewable electricity purchases from other suppliers/producers 
c. Renewable electricity produced by utility customers (e.g. PV) 
d. Renewable energy certificate (REC) purchases 
Total 

Resource 
Landfill Gas 
Other Biomass 

Percent 
YO 
YO 
% 
YO 

10OYo 

Geothermal 
Hydroelectric 

Research Category 
a. Market Research 

b. Program Evaluation 

Solar 
Wind 

Did you Perform? 
Please check Y/N research performed? Evaluation Performed 

Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 

In what year(s) was Type of Research or 

Total 

Check 
All that 
Apply 

a. Utility Web site 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
Other (list here and rate effectiveness): 

By returning a mail-in cardhangtail 
Checking a box on their electric bill 
Sign up at special events 
By phone through the utility call center 

Percent of green power 
sales sourced from systems 

built or repowered after 
January 1,1997 (defined 

here as new) 
o/o 

Effectiveness Rating 
(1-5 scale, 5 =most 

effective) 

YO 
YO 
% 

YO 
Mav not total 100% 
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10. Value-Added Products. What other value-added products or services do you provide to customers tlmelltloMfifil! 

Value-Added Products 
a. Compact fluorescents or efficiency products 
b. Recognition of business customers in program ads or local media 
c. Discounts or promotions at IocaI businesses 
d. Newsletters that provide program updates 
e. Tours to renewable energy pro-ject sites 
f. Welcome IWThank you letter 
g. Decals for display in store windows 
11. Education programs/school installations 
i. Plaques, certificates or other recognition 
j .  Protection from fuel cost increases 
k. Exemption from environmental fees 

Check All 
that Apply 

1 la .  Marketing and Administration Spending. Please indicate below how much you spend annually on marketing 
and administration of your green power program. Check the appropriate boxes below. 
Please note: Marketing costs include all spending associated with advertising, promoting, and selling the product 
including labor directly in support of those efforts. Administrative costs include (labor and non-labor) costs 

Marketing Costs 
$0 
$1 -$9,999 
$10,000-$49,999 
$50,000-$99,999 
$100,000-$199,999 
$200,000-$299,999 
$300,000 -$399,999 
$400,000-$499,999 
$500,000 or more 
If you are able to provide us with 
actual costs, please indicate here: . $  

Administrative 
costs  

$ 

What percentage of your green power premium was athibutable to marketing and 
administrative costs in 2006? 
Are all program costs borne by program participants? Check one. 

I No 
If no, please explain 

Y O  

Yes 

On average, how much did you spend in 2006 to sign up each new residential 
customer ($/customer)? Please include only marketing costs, not administrative 
costs. 
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13. Marketing Strategies. In the table below, please indicate which marketing strategies you used for ydingg#enf 52 
power program in 2006. Check all that apply. Also, please rate the cost-effectiveness of those strategies utilized 
based on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being the most cost-effective. 

Marketing Strategies 
a. Bill inserts 
b. Television 
c. Telemarketing 
d. Direct inail 
e. Radio 

Check All 
That Apply 

f. Billboards 
g. Utility newsletter 
h. Bangtails 
i. Newspaper/other print ads 
j. Publicity/feature stories (non-paid) 
k. Events/Presenting to groups 
- 1. Coininunity challenges 
in. Partner with environmental organizations 
- n. Retail partners (co-branding) 
0. Web-based marketing 
y. Direct sales to coniinercial accts. 
q. Door-to-door sales to residential 
r. Kiosks 
Other (list here and rate effectiveness): 

Cost Effectiveness 
Rating 

(1 -5 scale, 5 =most 
cost effective) 

Thank you for taking the time to coniplete the survey. Please email or fax this questionnaire by Tuesday, February 
20,2007, to: Gail Mosey, mil mosev@nrel.rov, fax (30.3) 384-7449. If you have any questions, please call Gail 
Mosey at (303) 384-7356. 
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Table B-1. Utilities Offering Green Pricing Programs in Regulated Markets (2006) 

Investor-Owned Utilities 
Alabama Power Company 
Alliant Energy 
AmerenUE 
Arizona Public Service 
Avista Utilities 
Central Vermont Public Service 
Cheyenne Light, Fuel and Power 

Company 
Connecticut Light and Power 
Consumers Energy 
Dominion North Carolina Power 
DTE Energy 
Duke Energy 
El Paso Electric Company 
Entergy Gulf States 
Florida Power & Light Company 
Georgia Power 
Green Mountain Power 
Gulf Power Company 
Hawaiian Electric Company 
Idaho Power Company 
Indianapolis Power & Light Company 
Kansas City Power & Light 
Kentucky Utilities Company 
Louisville Gas and Electric Company 
Madison Gas & Electric 
MidAmerican Energy 
Minnesota Power 
Nevada Power 
Northwestern Energy 
NSTAR Electric 
OG&E Electric Services 
Otter Tail Power Company 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
PacifiCorp 
Portland General Electric Company 
Progress Energy Carolinas 
Public Service Company of New 

Mexico 
Puget Sound Energy 
Savannah Electric 
Tampa Electric Company 
Tucson Electric Power Company 
lJniSource Energy Services 
United Illuminating 
Upper Peninsula Power Company 
Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana 
We Energies 
Wisconsin Public; Service 

Xcel Energy 

Electric Cooperatives 
Alabama Electric Cooperative 
Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. 
Bandera Electric Cooperative 
Basin Electric Power Cooperative* 
Boone Electric Cooperative 
Buckeye Power 
CCSlSoyland 
Central Electric Cooperative 
Central Iowa Power Cooperative 
Corn Belt Power Cooperatives 
Dairyland Power Cooperative* 

Corporation 

Dakota Electric Association 
Delaware Electric Cooperative 
Deseret Power 
East Kentucky Power Cooperative* 
Farmers Electric Cooperative 
Georgia Electric Membership 

Golden Valley Electric Association 
Great River Energy* 
Gunnison County Electric Association 
Holy Cross Energy 
Hoosier Energy* 
Intermountain Rural Electric Association 
KAMO Electric Cooperative 
Kauai Island Utility cooperative (KIUC) 
La Plata Electric Association 
Lower Colorado River Authority 
Lower Valley Energy 
Midstate Electric Cooperative 
Minnkota Power Cooperative* 
New-Mac Electric Cooperative 
Orcas Power & Light 
Oregon Trail Electric Cooperative 
Park Electric Cooperative 
Pedernales Electric Cooperative 
Peninsula Light Company 
PNGC Power* 
Southern Montana Electric G&T 

Tri-State Generation and Transmission 

Vigilante Electric; Cooperative 
Wabash Valley Power Association* 
Western Farmers Electric Cooperative 
Yampa Valley Electric Association 

Federal 
Tennessee Valley Authority* 

MunicipallPublic Utilities 
City of Alameda 
American Municipal Power-Ohio 
Anaheim Public Utilities 
City of Ashland 
Austin Energy 
Austin Utilities (MN) 
Benton County Public Utility District 
City of Bowling Green 
Burbank Water and Power 
Cedar Falls Utilities 
Central Minnesota Municipal Power 

Chelan County Public Utility District 
Clallam County PUD 
Clark Public Utilities 
Colorado Springs Utilities 
Columbia River PUD 
Concord Municipal Light Plant 
Cowlitz PUD 
CPS Energy (San Antonio) 
Edmond Eleqtric 
City of Eldridge (IA) 
Electricities 
Emerald People's Utility District 
Estes Park Light & Power 

Corporation* 

Cooperative 

Association* 

Agency 

Eugene Water & Electric Board 
Fort Collins Utilities 
Gainesville Regional Utilities 
Grant County PUD 
Grays Harbor PlJD 
Heartland Consumers Power District 
Iowa Association of Municipal Utilities* 
Keys Energy Services 
Lakeland Electric 
Lansing Board of Water and Light 
Lenox Municipal Utilities 
Lewis County PUD 
Lincoln Electric System 
Lodi Utilities 
Longmont Power & Communications 
Los Alamos County (NM) 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
Loveland Water & Power 
Mason County PUD No 3 
Missouri Joint Municipal Electric lJtility 
Missouri River Energy Services* 
Moorhead Public Service 
Muscatine Power and Water 
City of Naperville 
City of New Smyrna Beach 
Northern Wasco County PUD 
Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Omaha Public Power District 
Owatonna Public Utilities 
Pacific County PUD 
City of Palo Alto lJtilities 
Pasadena Water & Power 
Platte River Power Authority* 
Rochester Public Utilities (MN) 
Roseville Electric 
Sacramento Municipal lltility District 
Salt River Project 
Santee Cooper 
Seattle City Light 
Shrewsbury Electric and Cable Operations 
Silicon Valley Power 
Snohomish County Public Utility District 
Southern Minnesota Municipal Power 

Agency* 
City Utilities of Springfield (MO) 
City of St. Charles 
City of St. George 
Tacoma Power 
City of Tallahassee 
Traverse City Light & Power 
Waverly Light and Power 
Wisconsin Public Power Inc * 

*denotes programs offered through multiple 
utilities or distribution cooperatives 

37 



KPSC Case No. 2008-00151 
June 4,2008 Informal Conference 

Item No. 7 
Attachment 3 

Page47 of52 
Table B-2. UtilitylMarketer Green Power Programs in Restructured Electricity Markets (2006) 

Consumers Energy 
Connecticut Light & Power 
JP&L 
Long Island Power Authority 
National Grid (Massachusetts Electric, Nantucket 

NYSEG 
Rochester Gas and Electric 
PECO Energy 
PSE&G 
United Illuminating 

Electric, Narragansett Electric, Niagara Mohawk) 
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Sales 
Rank Utility Resources Used (kW h/year) 

1 Austin Energy Wind, landfill gas 580,580,401 

432,826,408 

L,andfill gas, biomass, 302,792,000 

Existing geothermal 
and hydro, wind 2 Portland General Electricb 

wind, solar 3 Florida Power & Light 

4 PacifiCorpcd Wind, biomass, solar 299,862,690 

5 Xcel Energyef Wind 236,505,718 

6 Basin Electric Power Cooperative Wind 2 17,427,000 

216,476,278 Wind, landfill 
7 Sacramento Municipal 'IJtility Districte gas,small hydro 

8 National Grid"'] hydro, solar 

9 OG&E Electric Services Wind 134,553,920 

156,447,869 Biomass, wind, small 

10 Puget Sound Energy Wind, solar, biogas 13 1,742,000 

IaSC Case No. 2008-00151 
June 4,2008 Informal Conference 

Item No. 7 
Attachment 3 

Page48 of52 

Sales 
(aMW)a 

66.3 

49.4 

34.6 

34.2 

27.0 

24.8 

24.7 

17.9 

15.4 

15.0 

Table (2-1. Green Pricing Program Renewable Energy Sales 
(as of December 2006) 

An "average megawatt" (aMW) is a measure of continuous capacity equivalent (i e , operating at a 100% capacity factor) 
' Some products marketed in partnership with Green Mountain Energy Company. 

Includes Pacific Power and Roch-y Mountain Power 
Some Oregon products marketed in  partnership with 3 Phases Energy Services 

e Product is Greeii-c certified. For Xcel Energy, the Colorado and Minnesota Windsource products are Green-e certified 
f Includes Northern States Power, Public Service Company of Colorado, and Southwestern Public Service 
' Includes Niagara Mohawk, Massachusetts Electric, Narragansett Electric, and Nantucket Electric. 
I1 

and Sterling Planet 
I Some products are certified by Green-e or I~iiviioririictiitiil Rcsourccs l'rust 

Marketed in partnership with Community Energy, EnviroGen, Green Mountain Energy Company, Mass Energy, People's Power & L.iglit, 
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Table C-2. Total Number of Customer Participants 

(as of December 2006) 

Rank 

1 

Utility 

Xcel Energya 

2 PacifiCorpcd 

5 

6 

7 

3 1 Portland General Electrice 

PECO‘ 

Florida Power &, Lightg 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 

4 I Sacramento Municipal Utility District 

8 I National Grid”’ 

Puget Sound Energy 

~ 

Program(s) 

Windsozmd 
Renewable Energy Dust 

Blzre Sky Block 
Blzre Sky Usage 

Blue Skv Habitat 
Clean Wind 

Green Source 
Healthv Habitat 

PECO WIND 
- 

Szinshiiie Energy 

Green Power for a Green LA 

Green Power Program 

Energy for Tomorrowh 

ParticiDants 

63,028 

5 1,297 

50,284 

35,307 

34,303 

28,742 

24,320 

23,75 1 

17,426 

15,823 

a Includes Northern States Power, Public Service Company of Colorado, and Southwestern Public Service 
Product is Green-e certified (\v\v\v.~i ccn-c.oiEJ For Xcel Energy, only the Public Service Company of Colorado product is Green-e 

Includes Pacific Power and Utah Power 
Some Oregon products marketed in partnership with 3 Phases Energy Services 

e Some products marketed in partnership with Green Mountain Energy Company 
Marketed in partnership with Community Energy Inc ‘ Marketed in partnership with Green Mountain Energy Company. 
Includes Niagara Mohawk, Massachusetts Electric, Narragansett Electric, and Nantucket Electric 11 

’ Marketed in partnersliip with Community Energy, EnviroGen, Green Mountain Energy Company, Mass Energy, People’s Power & Light, 

1 Some products are certified by Green-e ( \ w \ r ~ , z i  ccn-c.orc) or Environmental Resources Trust (Iittn.//\\,w\v.ci t.nct) 

certified For Alliant Energy, Iowa and Minnesota products are Greeri-e certified. 

and Sterling Planet 
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Customer 
Participation 

Rate Rank 

1 

Program 
Start 

Program0 Year 
~ 

2 

6.1% 

5 

Santa Clara Green Power 2004 6 

5.4% 9 Renewable Eiieqy Prograin I 2001 

10 5.1% 

Table C-3. Customer Participation Rate 
(as of December 2006) 

Go Greeii 1997 

Utility 

City of Palo Alto Utilitiesa 

Lenox Municipal Utilities' 

Montezuma Municipal Light & Power' 
- 

Portland General Electricd 

Sacramento Municipal IJtility District 

Silicon Valley Power' 

Holy Cross Energy 

Central Electric Cooperativee 

River Falls Municipal Utilities' 

Orcas Power and Light Cooperative 

16.9% Palo Alto Green" I I 2003 
I I 

16.6% 1 Greeri City Eiiergy 

6.5% Clean Wild 
Greeii Sozirce 2002 

6.2% h Greerieiiergy I 1997 

Wild Power Pioneers 
L,ocal Renewable Euergy Pool 5.6% 

5.5% Greeii Power I 1999 

a Marketed in partnership with 3 Phases Energy Services 
Product is Green-e certified 
' Program offered in association with the Iowa Association of Municipal Utilities 

Some products marketed in partnership with Green Mountain Energy Company. 
e Power supplied by PNGC Power 

Power supplied by Wisconsin Public Power Inc. 
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Rank 

1 

2 

7 
.3 

4 

Resources Used 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

10 

10 

Premium 
($/kWh) 
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Table C-4. Price Premium Charged for New, Customer-Driven Renewable Powera 

(as of December 2006) 

Wind, landfill gas, biomass 

Utility 

Austin Energyb 

0.33 

OG&E Electric Servicesb 

Edinond Electricbc 

Avista Utilities 

Wind 

Indianapolis Power arid Light 

0.65 Eugene Water and Electric Boardbd 

Clallain County Public IJtility Districtb 

PacifiCorpe 

Wind 

Wind, landfill gas, Iiydro 

Wind, landfill gas, biomass 

Idaho Power 

1 .0 

1 .0 

1 .0 

Mason County PUD 3 

Sacramento Municipal Utility Districtd 
-- 

Wisconsin Public Service Corporation 

I -O. I3  
Wiiid, landfill gas 

Wind 0.026 

Wind 0.144 

Wind 1 0.35 

Landfill gas 

Wind, biomass, solar 

Wind, solar 0.882 

a Includes only programs that have installed or announced firm plans to install or purchase power from 100% new renewable resources. 
Premium is variable, customers in  these programs are exempt or othenvise protected from changes in utility fuel charges 
Power supplied by Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority 
Product is G/w/7-e certified 

e Pacific Power Blue Shy Usage product, only available in Oregon Product marketed i n  partnership with 3 Phases Energy Services 
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