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OF DSM PROGRAMS PROPOSED FOR 2013, 2014 and 2015.
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I The Board Decision dated June 30, 2011 approved an of$43.7 million, as proposed by
and the programs on which that spending estimate was based.

3



1 •

•
•

•
7 •

•

1

•
•

13 •

15 proposed

1

17

18

(CA)

19 MeA_~'h~lnn1r~_~,~

of programs whicll

21 Residentiall.J'__ ""'.&. "I hrY"tl[U:~'I:rl::::l .....

'-" .... '"'~ .... _"'" .... from Comlnercial and Industrial as in n.JJI~\,.IUUtA A at page 15
As of its 2012 DSM ENSC submitted a review programs DrelDart~a

of the recomlnendations from that review was the of the fuel substitution program to a
Renewable which is now to become the Green I-an',"}T"f~,rr

program.
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Expenditures in Constant and Current Dollars

2013

As Filed (Constant $M) As per ENSC(Multeese)
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See IR-5.
7 Details ofNSPI's and calculations are provided in ENSC "'ltl~nC!P' IR-14, ENSC
(lVluUteese IR-5(c) and ENSC IR-6.
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HOW WOULD YOU SUGGEST THIS QUESTION BE CLARIFIED?
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10 These are summarized on page 13 (pdfpage 16) ofENSC's Direct Evidence 23 30).
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IR-14 discusses allocation of these costs between Residential and BNI customers.
IR's 35 and 36 additional detail with to allocation to classes.
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