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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

Request IR-01:

Please refer to the Efficiency 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan, Page 19 of 65, Table 2: 2023-2025

Settlement Plan Cost-Effectiveness Results by Program.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

Understanding that each program listed in Table 2 has passed the Total Resource Cost
(TRC) test, please describe the process and provide a list of criteria used to justify the
even split in investments between Residential Programs and the Business, Non-Profit &

Institutional (BNI) Programs (as described on Page 13, Line 19).

Page 22, Lines 5 & 6 describes the investment in Residential and BNI sectors as a “55/45%
split in energy efficiency”. Is this contradicting Page 13, Line 19, which describes it as a

50/50 split? If not, please describe the difference.

Notwithstanding the above, has EfficiencyOne performed analysis to determine the
additional benefits of aggressive investment in the BNI program which, according to TRC

ratios and Page 13 Line 20, provides more benefit to the system per investment dollar?

Given the higher benefits associated with BNI programs, has thought been given to
targeting opportunities lost in previous years, to recoup potential lost savings identified

in Section 8.7, starting at Page 52 of 65?

Please provide the results of the TRC test and Program Administrator Cost (PAC) test if
IRP Scenario 3.1C were used instead of IRP Reference Plan 2.0C. Would decisions on levels
of investment in each program have differed from the Settlement Plan had Scenario 3.1C

been used as the basis of these cost-effectiveness tests?
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

Response IR-01:

(a)

On 22 July 2016, EfficiencyOne (E1) filed a Consensus Agreement with the Nova Scotia

Utility and Review Board (NSUARB). The Consensus Agreement was executed by E1, Nova

Scotia Power Inc. (NS Power), the Consumer Advocate (CA), the Small Business Advocate

(SBA), the Industrial Group (1G), the Municipal Electric Utilities of Nova Scotia (MEUNS), the

Affordable Energy Coalition (AEC), and the Ecology Action Centre (EAC). The Consensus

Agreement included Demand Side Management Standards (“DSM Standards”), which

articulate that DSM Plans must balance multiple aspects of DSM for the benefit of

customers. The objectives of the DSM Standards are as follows:

° To ensure consistency in the overall Demand Side Management (DSM) planning and
evaluation process in Nova Scotia;

° To consolidate important decisions made by the NS Utility and Review Board (the
UARB) as they pertain to DSM regulation; and

° To ensure that DSM Resource Plans balance the multiple objectives of DSM. [emphasis

added].

The DSM Standards provide the following direction regarding the agreement to develop

balanced DSM Plans:

4.3.1 BALANCED PLAN APPROACH

EfficiencyOne will produce DSM Resource Plans that balance multiple aspects of DSM for
the benefit of customers, including:

. short-term and long-term energy and capacity avoidance;

. program delivery costs;

. avoided energy and capacity investments;

. non-electric and non-energy benefits;

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-01 Page 2 of 6
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
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E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
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(b)

. diversity of program delivery;

. business relationships and maintenance of market presence;

. access to programs by all market sectors and rate classes by addressing barriers to
participation; and

. rate impacts.

The Balanced Plan Approach was informed by the 26 February 2015 memorandum from
Philippe Dunsky (Dunsky Energy Consulting) to Efficiency Nova Scotia, entitled “DSM
Portfolio Design Principles and Considerations”. This memorandum was previously filed
with the NSUARB as part of E1’s 2016-2018 DSM Resource Plan Application. With the
Balanced Plan Approach and Balanced Portfolio framework in mind, the following design
objectives were applied to all energy efficiency (EE) scenarios for the Settlement Plan,
specifically the 50-50 investment split for RES and BNI was used in the initial and round 2

model runs for the 2023-2025 DSM Plan development process:

J investment in Low-Income (LI): 17% to 22% of total energy efficiency portfolio
investment;
J investment split: 50% Residential (Res) and 50% Business, Non-profit & Institutional

(BNI) programs; and
J energy Savings split: 40% Res and 60% BNI programs.

The 50-50 investment split between the Residential and BNI sectors is used by E1 in the
portfolio design, as an approach to achieve a balanced portfolio. This was used by E1 to

guide DSM Plan design for the 2020-2022 DSM Plan as well.

To guide the development of the 2023-2025 DSM Plan, E1 applied the following design
objective for scenario development: an investment split for programs of 50% Residential

(Res) and 50% BNI. Although this is a design objective, final modelling results may not
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
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(c)

necessarily align completely, due to E1’s pursuit of balance with the other objectives noted
in its response to part (a) and feedback from stakeholders throughout the development
process. The Settlement Plan results in an investment split for programs of 55% Res and

45% BNI.

As part of the 2023-2025 DSM Plan development process, E1’s Scenario Development
phase defined the draft DSM portfolios that were to be explored through modelling for
the purposes of informing E1’s Preferred Plan and Alternate Scenario. E1 proposed
that up to five (5) scenarios would be modelled and provided the following three (3) initial
scenarios to the DSMAG for consideration:

1. Energy Savings equal to 1% of NS Power’s load;

2. Energy Savings equal to 2020 IRP Reference Plan (Base DSM from the 2019 DSM

Potential Study); and
3. NS Power Recommended Scenario: Energy Savings equal to Low-DSM from the

2019 DSM Potential Study.

DSMAG members were provided an opportunity to provide feedback on not only the
number of scenarios proposed but also suggestions for any additional scenarios. As a
result of the feedback received, E1 modelled four energy efficiency scenarios and one
demand respond scenario as part of the initial modelling round:

1. 1A: Mid-DSM (Energy savings equal to Mid-DSM from the 2019 DSM Potential Study)
2. 2A: Base-DSM (Energy savings equal to 2020 IRP Reference Plan — Base DSM from the

2019 DSM Potential Study)
3.  3A: 1% of Load (Energy Savings equal to 1% of NS Power’s load)
4.  4A: Low-DSM (Energy Savings equal to Low-DSM from the 2019 DSM Potential Study)

5. Demand Response (DR)
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(d)

(e)

The initial model results and assumptions, including design objectives were shared with the
DSMAG on September 29, 2021. As a result of the stakeholder feedback received on the
initial model results, E1 modelled four energy efficiency scenarios and one demand
response scenario as part of round 2 modelling:

1. 1B: Mid-DSM (Energy savings equal to Mid-DSM from the 2019 DSM Potential Study)
2.  1.5B: Base-Plus (Energy savings equal to 1.3% of NS Power’s load)

3. 2B: Base-DSM (Energy savings equal to 2020 IRP Reference Plan — Base DSM from the

2019 DSM Potential Study)
4.  4B: Low-DSM (Energy Savings equal to Low-DSM from the 2019 DSM Potential Study)

5. Demand Response (DR)

Stakeholder feedback on the round 2 results were used to inform the final Preferred Plan
and Alternate Scenario which were used to inform additional stakeholder discussions and
negotiations prior to filing the Settlement Plan and Alternate Scenario on March 11, 2022
in E1’s 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan Application. E1 did not apply a design objective to
the scenarios outlined above through the Scenario Development phase for the aggressive

pursuit of BNI sector savings or spending.

Please see E1’s response to part (a). The shortfall in historical DSM savings compared to
achievable potential in those years does not negate the requirement that E1 must construct

balanced DSM portfolios in future years.

For the purposes of conducting cost effectiveness testing of the 2023-2025 DSM portfolio,
E1 used avoided costs of energy, capacity and carbon based on the Scenario 2.0C of the
2020 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) Reference Plan. There was no DSM scenario selected
which determines the optimal level of DSM or the avoided costs of DSM for the 2020 IRP

Scenario 3.1C. Therefore, E1 has not performed any cost effectiveness testing of the 2023-
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2025 DSM portfolio using avoided costs based on this scenario and cannot determine what,

if any changes to the investment level would have been required.
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[Evidence]

Request IR-02:

Please refer to the EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan, Section 7.

(a) Please provide the Settlement Plan’s savings as a percentage of load in each of the three

years 2023-2025.

(b) Please provide the Settlement Plan’s spending as a percentage of Nova Scotia Power’s

revenue in each of the three years 2023-2025.

Response IR-02:

(a) Pleaserefer to EfficiencyOne’s response to NSUARB IR-18 part (a).

(b) Please refer to EfficiencyOne’s response to NSUARB IR-19 part (a).
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
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Request IR-03:

Please refer to the EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan, Page 4 of 65, line 1.

(a)

(b)

This line begins “The Settlement Plan is the DSM Plan that will provide the best value to
Nova Scotians...” Please provide any analysis performed on all other scenarios studied

(such as the ‘Alternate Scenario’) that supports this claim.

Was a plan examined that met the savings identified in the 2020 IRP?

Response IR-03:

(a)

EfficiencyOne (E1) has examined the value of the DSM Plan for Nova Scotians using three
primary methods, cost effectiveness testing, the Rate and Bill Impact Analysis (RBIA) and

the assessment of the Plan’s net benefits.

E1 performed cost effectiveness testing of the DSM Plan using both the Total Resource Cost
(TRC) test and Program Administrator Cost (PAC) test to compare the benefits and costs.
The Settlement Plan has an overall TRC ratio of 2.0 (2.0 for energy efficiency programs and
1.1 for demand response) and PAC ratio of 2.9 (3.3 for energy efficiency programs and 0.7
for demand response). All programs have a TRC greater than 1 and thus pass at the Nova
Scotia Utility and Review Board (NSUARB) approved level. TRC and PAC results have been
included for both in E1’s Settlement Plan (Appendix A) and Alternate Scenario (Appendix
C) of E1’s 2023-2025 DSM Plan Application.

The RBIA results for the Settlement Plan and the Alternate Scenario were provided as

Appendix B of E1’s 2023-2025 DSM Plan Application. The RBIA is an analysis of the rate and
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O 00 N o u b~ W N

N NN R R R R R R R R R R
N B O VW 00 N O U1 A W N KL O

M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

bill impacts associated with the proposed DSM investment only. The forward looking rate
and bill impact analysis associated with a DSM Plan Application compares the impacts of
the proposed DSM investment to a scenario where there is no DSM investment during the
DSM Plan period. It does not assess the rate pressure of the incremental investment
amount proposed in the DSM Plan compared to what is currently being collected by
ratepayers for DSM. The forward-looking RBIA analysis allows E1 to demonstrate the

impacts of the DSM investment for participating, non-participating, and total customers.

Additionally, for each of the five (5) scenarios modelled as part of scenario development
for the 2023-2025 DSM Plan, E1 calculated the lifetime benefits of each scenario less the
investment to illustrate the net benefits. The table below highlights that the Mid-DSM
scenario would provide the highest level of net benefits of $517.2 million; however, the
investment required of $264.4 would present a challenge when looking at short-term
affordability. Of the scenarios explored through the 2023-2025 DSM Plan development
process, the Settlement Plan does not provide the greatest value to ratepayers when
assessed on net benefits alone. The Settlement Plan did however gain greater general
alignment from stakeholders and balances multiple considerations for the benefit of
ratepayers including cost effectiveness results, rate and bill impacts, short and long-term

affordability, as well as net benefits.

Please refer to the table below with a summary of the benefits of each of the five scenarios

modelled and the first-year energy savings.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-03 Page 2 of 3
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Energy Efficiency (EE) Scenario . Preferred | Settlement | Alternate
Mid-DSM Low-DSM
(2023-2025) ! Plan Plan Scenario W

Benefits (S million)

Lifetime Benefits (S million)
EE Portfolio Lifetime Benefits 781.6 562.9 539.9 517.2 308.1
Investment (S million) 264.3 170.3 163.0 154.5 67.8

Net Benefits (S million)
EE Portfolio Net Benefits 517.2 392.6 376.9 362.7 240.3

First Year Energy Savings (GWh)

Residential Sector 224.7 192.3 189.4 153.7 44.5
BNI Sector 290.9 234.6 2233 223.6 136.6
EE Portfolio Energy Savings 515.6 426.9 412.7 377.3 181.0
2020 IRP Reference Plan 381.0 381.0 381.0 381.0 381.0

EE portfolio includes Residential Sector EE programs, BNI Sector EE programs, and Enabling Strategies

(b) Please refer to E1’s IR Response in part (a) of this IR.
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Request IR-04:

Throughout the EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan, EfficiencyOne uses an inflation

assumption of 2%.

(a)

(b)

(c)

Please provide the source of this assumption.

Should inflation run higher or lower, how will this impact the spending and/or savings

associated with years two and three of the Settlement Plan or Alternate Scenario?

Please refer to the EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan, Page 42 of 65, Figure 6:
Proposed Investment Ramp-up Between 2022 and 2023. This ramp up assumes an

inflation rate of 4%. Please provide the source of this assumption.

Response IR-04:

(a)

(b)

EfficiencyOne (E1) relied on information from the forecasted Canadian “Inflation rate
average consumer prices” reported by the International Monetary Fund in November
20211, This is also consistent with the Bank of Canada monetary policy which aims to keep
inflation at the two percent midpoint of an inflation-control target rate of one to three

percent.

E1l is committed to maintain spending within the Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board
approved investment level for the three-year 2023-2025 DSM Plan. In the event the

inflation rate increase exceeds the two percent budgeted, E1 will undertake a review of

1 https://www.imf.org/en/Countries/CAN#ataglance
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spending to assess where opportunities may exist to permit either deferral of expenditures

or other such measures, to ensure that overall Performance Targets are achieved.

(c)  The four percent inflation assumed in 2022 to 2023, is reflective of the inflation pressures

E1 has generally been experiencing as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic since 2020.
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Request IR-05:

Please refer to the EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan, Page 41 & 42 of 65, Figure 5

and Figure 6.

(a)

(b)

(c)

Year One of the Settlement Plan represents a $12 million increase over 2022 spending
levels. Given that this is the largest increase in year-over-year spending, what is the plan

to ensure that the increased investment levels reach the savings desired?

Are current industry partners or delivery channels being utilized to achieve this ramp up?

Are new industry partners and delivery channels being sourced?

Given that BNI programs account for 60% of the savings in the plan despite being 50% of
investment (Page 13, Line 19), increased importance is given to the efficacy of each dollar
of investment. What steps are specific to the BNI programs are taken to ensure savings

are achieved?

Response IR-05:

(a)

Ninety percent of the $12 million increase in 2023 over 2022 approved investment levels
for DSM, is attributable to the introduction of new initiatives that are included in 2023:

. $8.1 million for the new Affordable Single Family Homes program component;

. $1.1 million for the new Residential Behaviour program component; and

. $1.5 million for the new Demand Response program.

The remaining change is a result of inflation and modest increases in participation for
existing programs. E1 will ensure that all new initiatives will be properly resourced and

monitored.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-05 Page 1 of 3
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(b)

(c)

The Efficiency Preferred Partner network currently has 246 active members across the
province. E1 is actively engaging industry professionals, such as architects, engineering
firms, and other consultants, to expand the network’s capacity to provide technical services
and expertise to meet current and future demand for programs and services. E1 has
developed partnerships with American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-
Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE), Canada Green Building Council (CaGBC), QUEST, the
Ecology Action Centre, the Black Business Initiative, the Immigrant Services Association of
Nova Scotia, and others, that focus on building industry capacity and promoting the
adoption of emerging technologies. E1 also continues to offer professional development
opportunities to network members in collaboration with organizations such as the
Canadian Institute for Energy Training, HRAI, ASHRAE, CaGBC, the Nova Scotia Community
College and others. Please refer to EfficiencyOne’s (E1) 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan
(Appendix A, Section 7.2.3.3, Page 129) for additional information on how E1 is utilizing

partnership development to achieve energy savings.

Annual program evaluation activities include the review and calculation of Net-to-Gross
(NTG) ratios for each program, which incorporates free ridership and spillover. The NTG for
a program will in turn affect the cost-effectiveness, as a lower NTG will result in a higher
unit cost (S/kWh) for a program. Program staff review the findings of the annual evaluation
and adjust programs as required to ensure effectiveness/efficacy. For example, for 2021,
E1l recommended that additional free-ridership surveys be used by the Evaluation
Consultant, early in the project, for larger Custom New Construction projects with long
execution timeframes. This ensures participants’ motivations are more accurately captured
at the time when decisions are being made to participate in the Custom program

component.
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Equipment baselines are also established and reviewed through annual program evaluation
activities, ensuring that the equipment being incented represents an increase in efficiency
versus the market standard. Establishing a proper baseline helps ensure that the incentives
on eligible equipment influence the participant’s purchase, therefore limiting free ridership

and the impact on unit cost.

E1 will continue to regularly assess the potential need for additional or modified measures,
program components and initiatives to promote program awareness, enhance program
uptake and generate increased savings. E1 has been successful in using these approaches
during the COVID pandemic in an effort to close anticipated savings gaps experienced while
some programs experienced service interruptions. For example, during the COVID
pandemic, E1 initiated and progressed several pilots and initiatives, including the launch of
an enhanced Large Industrial Initiative and development of a Pay For Performance offer,
both of which are expected to generate significant savings within the Custom program
component. The Efficient Product Rebates program (Business Energy Rebates) introduced
new horticultural and updated agricultural rebates, followed by increased rebates in
several popular categories such as lighting and ventilation. Also, enhanced incentives were
offered in Custom program and Direct Install program (Small Business Energy Solutions) to

further incentivize customers to start and complete projects.
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[Evidence]

Request IR-06:
Please refer to the EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan, Page 34 of 65, Lines 21-22,
which states “[the lower cost of DSM] results in lifetime fuel savings of approximately $187

million assuming fuel costs remain consistent with 2021 levels.

(a) Please provide EfficiencyOne and Nova Scotia Power’s fuel cost projections and any fuel

cost scenarios used in formulating the plan.

Response IR-06:

(a) Pleaserefer to EfficiencyOne’s response to |G IR-15 part (a).

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-06 Page 1 of 1
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Request IR-07:

Please refer to the EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan, Page 45, Lines 4-5, which

states:

“E1’s RBIA for 2023-2025 indicates that DSM, and specifically its energy efficiency
portfolio, is the only resource option available to ratepayers that generates true bill

savings.”

(a) Is thisstatement true for non-participants?

(b) What other resource options were considered in this analysis?

(c) Please provide all workpapers with functional formulas in excel format used to arrive at

this conclusion.

Response IR-07:

(a) The Rateand Bill Impact Analysis (RBIA) shows that DSM produces bill savings for customers
as a whole, as well as for each rate class as a whole, and that individual customers who do
not participate see modest bill increases, primarily driven by the recovery of DSM program

costs.

(b)  The RBIA considered the rate and bill impacts of 2023-2025 energy efficiency and demand
response programming, compared to a scenario that had no energy efficiency or demand
response programming inthese years. EfficiencyOne (E1) is not aware of any other utility

resource options that directly reduce customer bills by reducing consumption.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-07 Page 1 of 2
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1 (c) PleaserefertoNSPower’s Excel-based Rate Model (Attachment 6, Appendix B of E1’s 2023-
2 2025 DSM Plan Application) and E1’s Excel-based RBIA Model for the Settlement Plan
3 (Attachment 8, Appendix B of E1’s 2023-2025 DSM Plan Application).
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Request IR-08:

Please refer to the EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan, Section 4.5.

(a)

(b)

Section 4.5, at Page 21 of 65, Line 22, describes diversity in program delivery as being “a
crucial way to minimize risk...” Please define what risks diversity of program delivery is

mitigating.

Please provide any analysis done to quantify risks to each program in excel format with

intact formulas

Response IR-08:

(a)

Diversity of program delivery is a mitigating strategy to reduce the risk that EfficiencyOne
does not deliver on its contracted Performance Targets in the 2023-2025 DSM Supply
Agreement. A diverse portfolio of measures and programs helps to offset some of the risk
that a more homogenous portfolio may have as a result of changing market conditions or
customer attitudes and the effect they have on participation levels, particularly in

customer-driven programs.

Minimization of risk through diversity of program delivery was initially informed by the 26
February 2015 memorandum from Philippe Dunsky (Dunsky Energy Consulting) to
Efficiency Nova Scotia, entitled DSM Portfolio Design Principles and Considerations that
informed the Balanced Plan Approach adopted by the Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board
(NSUARB). This memorandum, and specifically consideration number three, describes how
the DSM Plan should consider the minimization of risk through a diverse portfolio and

sustained market presence.
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NON-CONFIDENTIAL

“As with any business designed for the long haul, minimizing risk is an important

consideration. For DSM, we note at least two ways in which risk ought to be considered: (a)

portfolio diversification, and (b) market presence.

Diversification: As with any business, a diversified portfolio adds real value that forward-

looking estimates of costs and benefits often fail to capture. In the case of DSM, this added

value can be secured in a variety of ways:

Diverse measures: A diverse set of DSM measuresimplies a diversity of characteristics,
notably lifespans, load shapes and customer investment. A portfolio with diverse
lifespans — e.g. a mix of behavioural (1-3 years), lighting (5-15 yrs.), appliance and
HVAC (10-20 yrs.), and building envelope (20-50 yrs.) measures — provides a hedge
against future changes to regulations, technology, or to the province’s electricity
needs (and thus to the time dependent value of savings). Similarly, a portfolio with
diverse load shapes (baseload heavy, peak-heavy, in-between) provides a hedge
against the utility’s evolving peak needs (whether because of changes in load shapes
or in the supply mix), and therefore in associated value of certain measures. And a
portfolio with measures that require different degrees of customer investment — a few
dollars for bulbs, or a few thousand dollars for comprehensive envelope savings —
provides a hedge against macroeconomic changes (growth, downturns) that impact
consumer discretionary spending and credit.

Diverse markets: Similarly, offering DSM initiatives to a broad range of markets and
consumers provides an important hedge against sectoral shifts. For example, with a
diversified portfolio, if markets do not respond as anticipated to a strategy aimed at
promoting high-efficiency HVAC equipment to homes and small businesses through
midstream market channel incentives, the PA can shift budget to another area — say,

direct customer incentives for high-efficiency lighting, or large commercial Energy

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-08 Page 2 of 4
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

Management Information Systems — where market responsiveness may prove
stronger than anticipated.

. Diverse strategies: Finally, a strong portfolio ought to include different market
strategies, including ones that focus on both “market-driven” and “discretionary”
savings opportunities. For example, a portfolio that is focused exclusively on market-
drivenopportunities may be vulnerable to exogenous events like economic downturns
that slow the pace of new home starts or of commercial space fit-outs. In this case, a
portfolio that seeks diversity by including discretionary programs — e.g. weatherizing
homes or direct installation of efficient lighting in existing fixtures — is better
positioned to maintain performance under new market conditions. Inversely, a
portfolio that is invested too heavily in discretionary retrofits, at the expense of
market-driven opportunities like efficient new home construction, may come to regret
its lopsided position when an unanticipated boom in construction occurs (the resulting
missed savings opportunities may then be lost for decades, or be achievable only at a

much higher cost in later years).

As with any business, DSM operates in an economic context not entirely under its control; a
diversified portfolio offers a hedge against real-world changes to even the most thoughtful

of forecasts.

For this reason, nearly every advanced DSM portfolio we are aware of includes a full suite
of programs and strategies that seeks to address a broad array of opportunities, across all
sectors. This is done despite some opportunities presenting a higher unit cost — or a lower
benefit/cost ratio — than others. In other words, smart PAs acknowledge and account for

risk through market diversification.”?

1 M06733, Exhibit-43, EfficiencyOne 2016-2018 DSM Plan Resource Application, Revised. Appendix F, DSM Portfolio
Design Principles and Considerations, Dunsky Energy Consulting, page 1-10 [Date Filed: June 3, 2015].

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-08 Page 3 of 4



M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

1 (b) These risks were not quantified.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-08 Page 4 of 4
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

Request IR-09:

Please refer to the EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan, Section 6.2.

(a) Given the rapid acceleration of climate goals by the province, what extra consideration,
if any, was total annual carbon emission reductions given when making investment

allocations within the Settlement Plan?

Response IR-09:

(a) EfficiencyOne (E1) used the following design objectives to guide the development of the
2023-2025 DSM Plan:
o low-income investment as a percent of total investment;
. investment split between Residential and Business, Non-Profit & Institutional (BNI)
sectors; and

. energy savings split between Residential and BNI sectors.

E1l did not apply a design objective for the 2023-2025 DSM Plan whose explicit
consideration was carbon emissions. As part of the 2023-2025 DSM Plan development, E1
shared, with the Demand Side Management Advisory Group (DSMAG), the avoided carbon
emissions as part of the scenario modelling results throughout the Scenario Development
phase. E1 alsoincluded the avoided costs of carbon in cost effectiveness testing for the first
time in the 2023-2025 DSM Plan, at the direction of the Nova Scotia Utility and Review
Board (NSUARB).

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-09 Page 1 of 1
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

Request IR-10:

Please refer to the EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan, Appendix A, Page 10 of 149,

Table 1: New Initiatives and Key Enhancementsin the 2023-2025 Settlement Plan and Section

7.3.3.3 Beneficial Electrification, Page 134 of 149.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Beneficial Electrification is listed as a new Cross-Sector Initiative under Enabling
Strategies. Has the province of Nova Scotia orthe UARB directed EfficiencyOne to engage

in Beneficial Electrification?

Is it EfficiencyOne’s understanding that the programs and incentives the utility offers will

be the lead electrification driver for the province?

When determining cost-effectiveness of beneficial electrification measures, what
financial savings are considered that are not savings on customers electric bills (example,
savings on oil deliveries, etc)? Are these types of benefits included when determining

cost-effectiveness with other more traditional DSM programs?

Are Beneficial Electrification programs consistent with what is stated on Page 45 of 65,
lines 4-5 which state that “DSM ... is the only resource option available to ratepayers that

generates true bill savings”?

Response IR-10:

(a)

EfficiencyOne (E1) has not been directed to engage in Beneficial Electrification by either
the Province or the Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board (NSUARB). E1 received

stakeholder feedback from members of the DSM Advisory Group (DSMAG) during

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-10 Page 1 of 2
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

(b)

(c)

(d)

stakeholder engagement on the 2023-2025 DSM Plan in support of Beneficial
Electrification. E1’s understanding is that the organization will be engaged in NS Power’s

Electrification Strategy which was identified as a 2020 IRP Action Plan item.

While E1 believes that it has an important role to play in the delivery of any ratepayer
funded or government funded electrification programs as the DSM administrator in Nova
Scotia, E1 understands that a final Beneficial Electrification Strategy for the province of

Nova Scotia has not been completed.

E1l has not developed a framework for evaluating cost-effectiveness of beneficial
electrification measures. Cost-effectiveness testing of energy efficiency measures does
consider the additional customer cost of gas and biomass for measures that switch from
electricity to these fuels. It is expected that any future cost-effectiveness testing of

beneficial electrification measures would be developed as part of the program design.

That statement was made with respect to electricity system resource options, from the
perspective of customers as a whole. With that same perspective, it is understood that
electrification measures would not generate electricity bill savings, they would instead

potentially increase customer electricity bills.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-10 Page 2 of 2
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

Request IR-11:

Please refer to the EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan, Page 11 of 65, Table 1. 2023-

2025 Settlement Plan and please provide additional information as described below:

(@) Thesame tableformatshowingsavingsfor measuresin five strata by life of the measures
expected to be implemented
i) Measure Life 0-5 years
ii)  Measure Life 6-10 years
iii) Measure Life 11-15 years
iv) Measure Life 15-20 years

v)  Measure life greater than 20 years

(b) Table 1 showing only residential programs

(c) Table1 showing only BNIprograms

(d) Table 1 showing data estimated for customersin the following rate classes;
i) General,
ii) Small General

iii)  Small Industrial

(e) Please estimate the Tables in ‘b’ and ‘c’ above if the same budgets that are proposed in
the Settlement Plan we directed only at measures with lives of 10 years or more. To the
extent these estimates are approximate please describe the method for the

approximation.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-11 Page 1 of 3
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

Response IR-11:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

The requested information is available through examination of the technical tables for the
Settlement Plan, which were included as Attachment 4 (filed electronically) to Appendix A
of EfficiencyOne’s (E1) DSM Plan Application. For convenience, the technical tables have
been reformatted and provided as Attachment 1 (filed electronically) to this IR response,
where they are grouped according to their measure lives, as opposed to their program

components, asthey were originally filed.

Please referto Tables 10, 11, and 12 in Appendix A of E1’s 2023-2025 DSM Plan Application.
Additionally, Tables 20, 311, and 35 provide similar performance indicators for individual

Residential sector programs.

Please referto Tables 10, 11, and 12 in Appendix A of E1’s 2023-2025 DSM Plan Application.
Additionally, Tables40, 47, and 51 provide similar performanceindicatorsfor individual BNI

sector programs.

Please refer to Attachment 2 of this IR response.

The key assumptions and design objectives for the 2023-2025 DSM Plan were shared with
the Demand Side Management Advisory Group (DSMAG) during the scenario development
phase of DSM Plan development and stakeholder feedback requesting such a significant
change was not received during that phase. As such, E1 is not in a position to carry out the

activities associated with a redesign of a model scenario at this time.

1 M10473, Errata to EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan Filed March 11, 2022.Filed 28 April 2022.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-11 Page 2 of 3
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

In response to feedback received after the 2020-2022 DSM Plan process, E1 purposely
developed a comprehensive stakeholder engagement plan for the 2023-2025 DSM Plan
that was more transparent and responsive to stakeholders and focused on earlier
engagement in the Plan development. The engagement allowed for several opportunities
for the DSMAG to provide feedback through active discussions and written comment
periods, specifically in relation to the DSM scenarios that would be examined through
modelling. The process included sharing with the DSMAG the high-level assumptions for
each scenario that formed the basis of inputs into the models, sharing model results after
each model run, providing written responses to stakeholder comments on how E1
specifically considered the feedback, and holding technical sessions for active DSMAG
discussions. As part of the scenario development, E1 committed to model up to five
scenarios and conduct three rounds of modeling with the intention of filing a PreferredPlan
and Alternate Scenario for approval that reflected stakeholder concerns, opportunities and

goals.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-11 Page 3 of 3
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SBA IR-11, Attachment 2

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 Page 1 0of 4
Allocation of 2023 DSM expenditures ($ million), energy savings, and demand savings associated with Small General, General Demand and Small Industrial
Program costs, energy savings, and demand savings by participating rate class
Efficient Energy Energy Energy Efficient Energy Energy Energy Program Costs + Energy
Product Savings Demand Existing Savings Demand New Savings Demand Product Savings Demand Custom Savings Demand Direct Savings Demand Enabling Enabling Savings Demand
Program Rebates RES (GWh) Savings (MW)| Residential (GWh) Savings (MW)| Residential (GWh) Savings (MW)| Rebates BNI (GWh) Savings (MW)| Incentives (GWh) Savings (MW)| Installation (GWh) Savings (MW)| Strategies Strategies (GWh) Savings (MW)
Rate Class
Small General $0.07 0.193 0.020 $0.51 0.733 0.224 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $0.71 3.315 0.705 $0.18 0.359 0.161 $1.04 1.901 0.367 $0.20 $2.70 6.501 1.479
General Demand $0.07 0.211 0.022 $0.58 0.840 0.255 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $4.13 18.869 3.707 $3.77 11.343 2.633 $3.84 6.945 1.362 $1.01 $13.39 38.207 7.980
Small Industrial $0.00 0.002 0.000 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $0.61 2.637 0.421 $0.68 2.180 0.261 $0.40 0.667 0.055 $0.08 $1.77 5.486 0.737
Total $0.14 0.406 0.043 $1.09 1.573 0.480 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $5.44 24.821 4.834 $4.63 13.881 3.055 $5.27 9.513 1.784 $1.30 $17.87 50.194 10.196

Numbers may not add due to rounding
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SBA IR-11, Attachment 2

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 Page 2 of 4
Allocation of 2024 DSM expenditures ($ million), energy savings, and demand savings associated with Small General, General Demand and Small Industrial
Program costs, energy savings, and demand savings by participating rate class
Efficient Energy Energy Energy Efficient Energy Energy Energy Program Costs + Energy
Product Savings Demand Existing Savings Demand New Savings Demand Product Savings Demand Custom Savings Demand Direct Savings Demand Enabling Enabling Savings Demand
Program Rebates RES (GWh) Savings (MW)| Residential (GWh) Savings (MW)| Residential (GWh) Savings (MW)| Rebates BNI (GWh) Savings (MW)| Incentives (GWh) Savings (MW)| Installation (GWh) Savings (MW)| Strategies Strategies (GWh) Savings (MW)
Rate Class
Small General $0.08 0.184 0.019 $0.51 0.736 0.224 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $0.71 3.314 0.704 $0.19 0.373 0.163 $1.07 1.961 0.379 $0.24 $2.79 6.567 1.489
General Demand $0.08 0.201 0.021 $0.58 0.840 0.255 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $4.15 18.864 3.700 $3.86 11.766 2.656 $3.95 7.163 1.406 $1.19 $13.80 38.833 8.038
Small Industrial $0.00 0.002 0.000 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $0.61 2.637 0.420 $0.70 2.261 0.263 $0.41 0.688 0.056 $0.11 $1.82 5.588 0.740
Total $0.16 0.387 0.041 $1.10 1.576 0.480 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $5.46 24.814 4.824 $4.74 14.399 3.082 $5.43 9.811 1.841 $1.53 $18.42 50.988 10.268

Numbers may not add due to rounding
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SBA IR-11, Attachment 2

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 Page 3 of 4
Allocation of 2025 DSM expenditures ($ million), energy savings, and demand savings associated with Small General, General Demand and Small Industrial
Program costs, energy savings, and demand savings by participating rate class
Efficient Energy Energy Energy Efficient Energy Energy Energy Program Costs + Energy
Product Savings Demand Existing Savings Demand New Savings Demand Product Savings Demand Custom Savings Demand Direct Savings Demand Enabling Enabling Savings Demand
Program Rebates RES (GWh) Savings (MW)| Residential (GWh) Savings (MW)| Residential (GWh) Savings (MW)| Rebates BNI (GWh) Savings (MW)| Incentives (GWh) Savings (MW)| Installation (GWh) Savings (MW)| Strategies Strategies (GWh) Savings (MW)
Rate Class
Small General $0.09 0.193 0.020 $0.52 0.736 0.224 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $0.80 3.609 0.766 $0.19 0.390 0.164 $1.10 2.020 0.391 $0.24 $2.94 6.948 1.565
General Demand $0.10 0.211 0.021 $0.59 0.840 0.255 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $4.67 20.545 4.026 $3.97 12.310 2.680 $4.06 7.379 1.449 $1.20 $14.59 41.285 8.432
Small Industrial $0.00 0.002 0.000 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $0.69 2.872 0.457 $0.72 2.366 0.266 $0.42 0.708 0.058 $0.11 $1.93 5.948 0.781
Total $0.20 0.406 0.041 $1.10 1.576 0.480 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $6.15 27.026 5.250 $4.88 15.065 3.110 $5.58 10.107 1.897 $1.55 $19.46 54.181 10.778

Numbers may not add due to rounding
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SBA IR-11, Attachment 2

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 Page 4 of 4
Allocation of 2023-2025 DSM expenditures ($ million), energy savings, and demand savings associated with Small General, General Demand and Small Industrial
Program costs, energy savings, and demand savings by participating rate class
Efficient Energy Energy Energy Efficient Energy Energy Energy Program Costs + Energy
Product Savings Demand Existing Savings Demand New Savings Demand Product Savings Demand Custom Savings Demand Direct Savings Demand Enabling Enabling Savings Demand
Program Rebates RES (GWh) Savings (MW)| Residential (GWh) Savings (MW)| Residential (GWh) Savings (MW)| Rebates BNI (GWh) Savings (MW)| Incentives (GWh) Savings (MW)| Installation (GWh) Savings (MW)| Strategies Strategies (GWh) Savings (MW)
Rate Class
Small General $0.24 0.569 0.060 $1.54 2.206 0.673 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $2.21 10.238 2.175 $0.56 1.122 0.488 $3.20 5.881 1.137 $0.69 $8.44 20.016 4.533
General Demand $0.25 0.622 0.065 $1.75 2.519 0.766 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $12.95 58.278 11.433 $11.60 35.418 7.969 $11.85 21.487 4.217 $3.40 $41.79 118.325 24.450
Small Industrial $0.00 0.007 0.001 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $1.90 8.146 1.299 $2.10 6.806 0.790 $1.23 2.063 0.169 $0.30 $5.53 17.022 2.259
Total $0.50 1.199 0.125 $3.29 4.725 1.439 $0.00 0.000 0.000 $17.06 76.661 14.907 $14.25 43.346 9.247 $16.28 29.431 5.522 $4.38 $55.75 155.363 31.242

Numbers may not add due to rounding
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

[Evidence]

Request IR-12:

Please refer to the EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan, Page 11 of 65, Table 1. 2023

2025 Settlement Plan and please provide additional information as described below:

(a) Savingsestimated from new buildings or as part of a building refurbishment

(b) New equipment purchased and installed for the customers in addition to current

equipment on the premises

(c) New equipment purchased or installed to retrofit or replace current equipment that are

operating at the time of removal

Response IR-12:

Please refer to Attachment 1 to this IR response (filed electronically). The Technical Tables
(originally filed as Attachment 4 to Appendix A of EfficiencyOne’s 2023-2025 DSM Plan
Application) have been amended with an additional column (column B) that indicates which of
the three categories referencedin the question each measure typically falls into. An additional
category, “Retirement, was also included for Appliance Retirement measures. Please note, not
every single implementation delivered through the DSM Plan will fall into the discrete categories
under which they are shown in this response. For example, an LED lamp purchased with an
Instant Savings rebate is shown in the Attachment as “Retrofit/Replacement”, however it is
possible to acquire that rebate and then install the lampin a new building or addition built onto

an existing home.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA)IR-12 Page 1 of 1
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

Request IR-13:

How has the avoided cost calculations changed, if at all, with the increased importance on
Decarbonization as a response to climate change? Please describe the costs of the lowest cost
new resourceoptiontoreducecarboninthe NS Power current IRP and compareto the avoided
costs used in the EfficiencyOne analysis of programs and measures in the Settlement Plan.

Response IR-13:

Please refer to EfficiencyOne’s response to NSUARB IR-13.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA)IR-13 Page 1 of 1
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

Request IR-14:

On Page 13 of 65, Line 8 of the EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan, it refers to
“evolving customer needs”. Please explain what that means, how it varies by customer class
(especially noting small businesses), and provide all the results of research that EfficiencyOne

hasrelied upon to understand the evolving needs of those customers.

Response IR-14:

A customer need is a need, or expectation, that motivates a customer to purchase a product or
service. While some basic principles are timeless — customers expect to receive friendly, timely
and reliable service, for example — advances in technology and other trends can raise customer
expectations over time. Also, as more customers use social media to interact with brands and as
more brands have adopted an ‘always on’ social media approach, customers now expect brands

to reply to messages more quickly than ever before.

EfficiencyOne (E1) monitors market trends to understand evolving customer needs and gathers
insights from public awareness and attitudes surveys, customer satisfaction surveys, program
evaluations, and program specific research studies. The annual Direct Installation Evaluation
Report helps E1 understand the evolving needs of small businesses related to this service. The
most recent Direct Installation evaluation is the 2021 DSM Evaluation which was filed on March
31, 2022 indicates that participation is primarily motivated by a desire to save money (32%), save
energy (26%), or upgrade to more efficient equipment (22%). While there is a high degree of
general satisfaction with the service (average rating of 9.1 out of 10), the main points of
dissatisfaction are the rebate payment period being too long and the overall program process
taking too much time to complete. For more information on customer needs and research in this

area, please refer to EfficiencyOne’s response to Synapse IR-09.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-14 Page 1 of 1
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

Request IR-15:

Is customer owned or leased rooftop behind the meter solar considered an energy efficiency

measure? Please explain your answer in detail.

(a) [Ifitis, please provide metrics similar to those found in Table 1, Page 11 of 65 for roof top

solar behind the meter EfficiencyOne programs.

Response IR-15:

Behind the meter solar is a demand side management (DSM) measure and aligns with the
following definition of energy efficiency and conservation activities as outlined in the Nova Scotia
Public Utilities Act:
(b) “electricity efficiency and conservation activities” means activities, programs or plans
relating to
(i) the efficient use of electricity,
(ii) the conservation of electricity,
(iii) the alteration of the consumption pattern of an end user of electricity that has the
effect of reducing demand during Nova Scotia Power Incorporated’s periods of highest
demand,
(iv) the utilization or management by Nova Scotia Power Incorporated of its electrical
system in a more cost-effective manner,
(v) the delivery of a reduction in the amount of electrical energy or capacity that Nova
Scotia Power Incorporated would otherwise be required to supply to its customers, or

(vi) any other prescribed activities, plans or programs; !

L public Utilities Act, RSNS1989, ¢ 380,5.79A.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-15 Page 1 of 2
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

(a) EfficiencyOne has not included a roof top solar behind-the-meter program in the 2023-
2025 DSM Plan. Itis anticipated that some solar installations may occur through the Custom
program component within the Custom Incentives program. Custom is not modelled at the
measure level and therefore solar specific inputs and outputs as part of Custom were not

isolated.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-15 Page 2 of 2
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

Request IR-16:

Please provide the answers to the following questions regarding individual measure cost

benefits, incentives and customer costs only, with no program costs allocated;

(a)

(b)

Do all measures included in the Settlement Plan have individual TRC and PAC Test ratios
greater than 1.0? Please provide individual measure cost economic analysis for each

measure if available.

If EOne does not have the information to answer ‘a’ above please explain how
EfficiencyOne knows that they have not included measures in the Settlement Plan that

raise costs rather than provide savings?

Response IR-16:

(a)

(b)

The DSM Plan model is currently configured to include program costs at the individual
measure level. EfficiencyOne is unable to confirm whether or not all measures pass Total
Resource Cost (TRC) and Program Administrator Cost (PAC) test ratios greater than 1.0 with
program costs removed, without re-configuring the model and rerunning it with this
change in cost allocation. Individual measure cost effectiveness results as currently
modelled are available in Appendix A, Attachment 4, of E1’s 2023-2025 DSM Plan

Application.

Cost effectiveness testing for DSM Plans is conducted at the Program level as required by
the Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board (NSUARB). This screening requires that all
Programs with the DSM have TRC ratios greater than 1.0. The Settlement Plan exceeds this

minimum requirement. The use of individual measures with TRC ratios <1.0 in the

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-16 Page 1 of 2



M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

development of DSM Programs has been approved by the NSUARB and is intended to

provide greater program design flexibility to E1.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-16 Page 2 of 2
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

Request IR-17:

Please estimate the total Demand Reduction (DR) program participation for the DR Program
included in EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan, Table 2 - 2023-2025 Settlement Plan
Cost-Effectiveness Results by Program, Page 19 of 65, which is expected to go to BNI

participants.

(a) How much of that program will be directed to small business customers?

Response IR-17:

The number of Business, Non-Profit & Institutional (BNI) participants in the Demand Response
(DR) program component is estimated to be 32 in 2023, 606 in 2024, and 1,055 in 2025. For these
participation estimates, as well as additional detail on the BNI DR program component, please
refer to Table 56 (Appendix A, page 118 of 149, of EfficiencyOne’s (E1) 2023-2025 DSM Plan

Application).

(a) The number of small business participants can be estimated as the participants in the small
commercial and small industrial customer classes within the 2023-2025 DR Technical
Tables. Small commercial aligns with the Small General (10M) NS Power rate class and
General (11M) NS Power rate class customers with demand less than 100 kW average
monthly peak load. Small industrial aligns with the Small Industrial (21M) NS Power rate

class.

Using this methodology, the number of small business participants in the DR program is

estimated to be 29 in 2023, 547 in 2024, and 971 in 2025. These estimates were made

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA)IR-17 Page 1 of 2



M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

based on the data intab ‘9. Participants’ (Appendix A, Attachment 6 of E1’s 2023-2025 DSM

Plan Application).
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

Request IR-18:

Regarding Government Appliance Efficiency Standards:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Does EfficiencyOne view raising Appliance Efficiency Standards a way to reduce
consumption in Nova Scotia and as an alternative to EfficiencyOne energy efficiency

programs?

To what extent has EfficiencyOne assumed any changes to current Appliance Efficiency
Standards in developing the Settlement Plan? Please describe in detail if it affected

participation, incentive levels, or cost effectiveness calculations.

Does EfficiencyOne participatein any provincial or federal Appliance Efficiency Standards
review or development process or something similar? Please describe in detail what this
participationis and how much is spent and note whether any of those expenditures are

part of the budgets proposed in the Settlement plan.

If EfficiencyOne does not participate, please explain why not.

Response IR-18:

(a)

EfficiencyOne (E1) views raising Appliance Efficiency Standards and incentives for the
purchase of energy efficientequipment as complementary market and regulatory activities
that both have the potential to produce, and maintain, energy and demand savings in Nova

Scotia.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-18 Page 1 of 3
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

(b)

E1 views both approaches as appropriate at differing points of the market adoption cycle
for a given energy efficient product. Regulation-based approaches have the ability to “lock-
in” a given market share for a given energy efficient product driven by incentive-based

approaches.

Regulation-based approaches can also be developed that do provide a stepwise change to
a given market for energy-consuming devices and, as such, produce energy savings.
However, these approaches, in the absence of incentives, may impose costs on affected
market participants, and do not inherently provide guidance, support, or education to

those participants.

E1 has based the energy savings assumptions within the 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan on
the results of the 2020 evaluation process, with limited adjustments for future expectations
associated with evaluation treatment for certain measures, where changes to evaluation
are expected to be material, and in the cases where new measures and/or program
components were included. None of the future adjustments applied by E1 directlycorrelate
to expected code or standard changes. These measures are:

° General service lighting measures assume a compact florescent equivalent baseline
for the purposes of energy and demand savings in 2024 and beyond. This change is
intended to be reflect ongoing market transformation of the Nova Scotia lighting
market and, E1 notes that, general service lighting appears on the forward regulatory
plan for Canada’s Energy Efficiency Regulations.

° Cold climate air-source heat pump assumptions have a derated net-to-gross value
(0.28) intended to reflect ongoing, market transformation associated, heat pump
adoption in Nova Scotia. This derating is not strictly related to an anticipated code or

standard.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-18 Page 2 of 3
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

° The New Residential program was removed from the 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan
in part due to the expected effects of recent market changes (i.e. the increasing
popularity of heat pumps) which are expected to be further codified in changes to

the Nova Scotia building code.

(c) Yes, E1 participates in the Canadian Standard Association’s Steering Committee on
Performance, Energy Efficiency and Renewables (SCOPEER) as well as the associated
Strategic Resource Task Force (SRTF). SCOPEER’s work involves establishing priorities for
the development and renewal of standards in the Performance Energy Efficiency and
Renewables portfolio, while the SRTF is the funding group associated with the committee.
Committee work involves meeting several times a year to discuss direction and funding
priorities. E1 currently supports SCOPEER financially with a contribution of $25,000 per
year. It is anticipated that this work will continue as part of the 2023-2025 DSM Plan.

(d) Please refer to part (c) of this IR response.
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

Request IR-19:

Please provide all workpapers in working excel format with formulas intact, for all Figures and

Tablesin the EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan and Appendix A to the Plan.

Response IR-19:

The SBA, after discussions with EfficiencyOne concerning the request for all work papers, with
formula intact, for all Figures and Tables in the Application, has advised that they are satisfied,
having been directed to the tech tables for the information that they were seeking. Please refer
to Attachment 1 of this IR response for Energy Efficiency Measure-level Technical Tables with
annotation added, which describes the source and calculation of the measure-level technical

table fieldsin rows 1 and 2.
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

[Evidence]

Request IR-20:

Please provide the data and referenced reports referred to when EfficiencyOne conducted the
jurisdiction scan, as referred to in EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan, Section 7.2,

Page 36 of 65.

Response IR-20:

Please refer to Attachment 1, American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE) 2020
Utility Energy Efficiency Scorecard, of this IR response. Please refer to Attachment 1 of
EfficiencyOne’s response to NSUARB IR-17 for the American Council for an Energy-Efficient
Economy (ACEEE) 2020 State Energy Efficiency Scorecard.
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KEY FINDINGS _
This report ranks US electric utilities on their policy and program efforts to save energy.

~ Eversource Massachusetts and National Grid Massachusetts tied for first place

‘No utilities have changed their business models, including by adoptmg revenue

- Data provision, including standardized reporting for participation in energy
- efficiency programs and provision of energy usage data to customers, remains

 equipment), and six offer make-ready programs that allow other organizations to

and led the Utility Scorecard for the second time. Both utilities operate under a
strong, policy framework and respectively achieved 3.1% and 3.7% energy savings
as a percentage of sales in 2018. These utilities also offer a broad rarige of A
programs that reach a large customer base and target a diversity of end uses.

Rounding out the.top_ 10 were San Diego Gas & Electric, Commonwealth Edison,
Baltimore Gas & Electric, Pacific Gas & Electric, Los Angeles Department of
Power and Water, IDTE, Portland General Eleciric, and Eversource CT. :

LADWP and Consumers Energy were the most improved utilities relative to 2017.
LADWP increased savings by 0.6% of sales, spending by 1.3% of revenue, and its
savingg target by almost 0.5% of sales. Consumers Energy responded to
Michigan’s recent laws requiring increased energy efficiency targets and the
consideration of efficiency in resource planning. Thanks to leadership from top
management, Consumers Energy scored well in nearly every category.

Total energy savings by this group of utilities increased by 20% over 2015. The 52
utilities in the Utility Scorecard saved almost 20 TWh. of energy in 2018 through
more than 900 programs.

Utilities are dedicating more resources and seeing greater energy savings in low-
income communities. Average low-income energy savings {in MWhs) have
incteased by more than 60% since 2015. Thirty-one utilities offer comprehensive
programs for low-income customers. ' '

decoupling or reworking their petformance incentives, despite more proceedings
considering changes 1o cost recovery and incentive models.

inconsistent and ]jmited.

Utilities are increasingly promoting electric vehicles. Sixteen utilities are offering a
financial incentive for electric vehicle service equipment (EVSE, or charging

deploy EVSE quickly and economically.! Twenty-five utilities are using rate
design to promote EV charging at off-peak times, six more than in 2015.

Energy efficiency plays a key role in meeting the needs of electric customers throughout the
United States. Relative to other energy resources, it is a low-cost, low-risk option that

11n make-ready programs, utiliies prepare sites for the installation of EVSE by another par{y through electric
infrastructure upgrades or installation.

vi
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delivers high levels of customer satisfaction by reducing customer bills. Energy efficiency
provides system value by avoiding additional generation and distribution costs, increasing
grid reliability, and reducing congestion in targeted areas, and it can complement other
renewable resources to make the grid cleaner and more flexible. Electric utilities play a
critical role in delivering energy efficiency programs to customers, enabling an energy
efficiency marketplace, and valuing energy efficiency in system investment. The 2020 Utility
Energy Efficiency Scorecard ranks the 52 largest US electric utilities on utility-sector energy
efficiency programs and policies in 2018, The report covers 20 metrics (two unscored) that
we developed to reflect utility performance and allocates 50 total possible points across
three categories: '

* Quantitative energy efficiency savings and spending performance: 26 points
* Energy efficiency program offerings: 12.5 points
* Enabling mechanisms for energy efficiency: 11.5 points

The 52 utilities presented in the Scorecard operate within various state and regulatory
environments, which are strong drivers of high performance in utility-sector energy
efficiency. In this context, the utilities face constraints in decision making as regulated
entities. Our ranking assesses energy efficiency programs, policies, and performance within
the framework of these state and regulatory environments. Utilities have opportunities to
deliver energy efficiency savings to customers in every state and regulatory context.

SCORES
Table ES1 shows the overall scores for utilities in the 2020 Utlity Energy Efficiency Scorecard.

Table ES 1. Summary of scores

Eversource MA 26 115 85 46 92%

1

1 NG MA 26.5% 11 8.5 46 92%
3 SDG&E 18.5 85 105 37.5 75%
4 ComEd 185 85 9.5 36.5 73%
5 ' BGE 18 10 8 36 CT2%
5 PG&E 15.5 10.5 10 36 72%
7 LADWP 14.5 11.5 9 35 70%
8 DTE 14 11.5 9 34.5 69%
9 PGE 15 10 8 33 66%
10 Eversource CT 14.5 10 8 325 65%
11 Consumers 12.5 10.5 9 32 64%
12 Xcel MN 15 85 7 30.5 61%
13 NG NY 105 10 85 29 58%

vii
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13 SCE 12 8 9 29 58%
15  Xcel CO 135 8 7 28.5 57%
16 Ameren IL 13 6.5 7.5 27 54_%
17 PECO 8 11 6 25 50%
18  Duke OH 125 4 8 245 49%
18 MidAmIA 13 8 35 245 49%
20  SRP 14 4 6 24 48%
21  AEPOH 9.5 75 6 23 46%
21 Entergy AR 12.5 5.5 5 23 46%
23 Ameren MO 11 6 55 205 45%
23 DukeSC 95 - 6.5 65 228 45%
23 We Energies . 7.5 9 N 225 45%
26  Duke NC 9 6.5 6.5 22 44%
27  OG&E 75 8 6 215 43%
27 PSE 105 6.5 45 215 43%
29 . ConEd S £ B o TB e 20 42%
29 - PPL 9 7.5 45 21 42%
31 APS 6.5 7 7 205 41%
232 .. GA Power. ) 5.5 _ .8.5 . 6.5 20 L 40% .
.33, .. CPS L 7 .65 .6 . 185 = 37%
34 ~ OH Edison - 9.5 5 '35 18 36%
| 34  PacifiCorp UT s 4 6 18 36%
.37 . NevadaPower 45 T 55 A7 34%
37 Duke Progress . - 6.5 5 B5:- 7 - 34%
a9 DukelN  ebs . 45 7 sB5 465 33%
40  WestPenn 5 4 5 14 28%
41 CenterPoint 25 55 45 12,5 | 25%
42 Oncor 25 5 4.5 12 24%
42 PSE&RG 4 4 4 12 24%
44 SCE&G 5 a5 115 23%
45 AEPTC 3.5 a4 3.5 11 22%
46 TECO 2.5 55, 15 9.5 19%
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47 Entergy LA 1.5 5.5 2 9 18%
48  DukeFL 25 5 85 17%
48 JCP&L 2 35 '3 85 17%
50 Dominion 1 25 3.5 7 14%
51 FP&L 2 2 25 6.5 13%
52 AL Power 8] 3.5 15 5 10%

* We awarded a half-point bonus to NG MA for far exceeding the top threshold of 3% savings as a percentage of sales.

Regional Results

Figure ST shows regional performance by utilities in the 2020 Scorecard.

West
6 utilities

Total averago % of
points recsjved

% of points earned by
highest-ranked utllity

% of points earped by

Midwest
12 utilities

Total average % of
points received

% of points earned by
highest-ranked uijlity

% of points sarned by
lowest-ranked utikity

fowest-ranked utilily !

Northeast
12 utilities

Tolal average % of §
points received §

% of points earned by §
highest-ranked wility f

% of points earned by §
Jowast-ranked utility .

Southeast
12 utHities

Tota! average % of
points recelved

Southwest
10 utilities

% of points earned by
highest-ranked utility |

% of polnts eamed by % 10%

lowest-ranked utility &
@ ]

Total average % of .
points received 37%

% of points earned by
Righest-ranked utility

% of points earned by
lowest-ranked uility )

Figure E1. Utility performance by region
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- CURRENT TRENDS AND NEEDS
The utility landscape has transformed in many ways since the previous edition of the
Scorecard. New technologies are emerging; states, utilities, and other stakeholders are
increasingly focused on reducing greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs); and distributed energy
resources (DERs) are continuing to come online. These and other trends are reflected in this
year’'s Scorecard.

Energy savings are increasing. First-year energy savings increased by more than 3.2 TWh, or
20%, among, the 51 utilities that were included in both the 2017 and 2020 editions of the
Scorecard. (However this trend was not universal, with seven utilities experiencing savings
decreases of more than 0.1% of sales.) Peak demand savings also increased, by more than
450 MW, This progress goes hand in hand with a large increase in program offerings. The 52
utilities offered more than 900 different programs in 2018, about 300 more than in 2015.2

Thirty-seven ulilities in the Scorecard have adopted GHG reduction goals at varying levels of
ambition (SEPA 2019) Energy efficiency is a critical tool for meeting these goals, and high .
savings can indicate that utilities are considering energy efficiency as a core element in their
plans to reduce emissions (Nadel and Ungar 2019). Nineteen utilities scoring in'the bottom
half of our rankings and 6 in the bottom 10 have carbon goals in place, indicating their need
to ramp up energy efficiency to meet their goals.

Utilities are innovating to meet changing system needs. Thirty-two utilities piloted new
programs in 2018. Pilots included smart thermostats, online marketplaces for energy-
—efficient products, and DERs such as demand response and storage systems. Utilities are
increasingly deploying energy efficiency as a DER or to meet policy goals like reduced
emissions. For example, in 2015 only 4 utilities were pursuing geo-targeted efficiency; this
‘increased to 11 in 2018. Additionally, seven utilities pursued energy-efficient fuel switching
... programs.? And utilities with advanced metering infrastructure (AMTI} are providing
-..feedback on energy usage to customers and deploying grid-interactive efficient buiIdings
+ " (GEBs). Programs:that direct efficiency towatd particular system needs, siuch as in areas of .
. high demand growth on the distribution level, and that offset or delay the need for new or,
upgraded traditional 1nfrastructure, can capture addltlonal Value asa complement t0 broad-
scale efficiency. -

- Utility business models are slow to change. Two more utilities earned credit in the full revenue . i
decoupling metric, and four more earned credit for performance incentive mechanisms, = - "= 7T

" comipared with 20154 These policies incentivize robust efficiency performance. However the -
increase in utilities earning credit is due to methodology changes; the number of utilities

... % As defined by the program categories listed in Category 2 of this report. Changes in methodology as described
. in.our discussion of Category 2 may have contributed to this increase in addition to general program
development.

3 These are programs that encourage energy-efficient fuel switching to deliver overall BTU energy savings, GHG
reductions, and customer cost savings,

4 Full revenue decoupling is a mechanism that disconnects revenue recovery from sales volumes and reduces the
utility disincentive to promote customer conservation and energy efficiency (RAP 2016). Performance incentives
offer a utility a financial return on its energy efficiency achievements (Nowak et al. 2015).

X
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with these policies has not grown despite rising interest nationally in making changes to the
utility business model, such as through performance-based ratemaking (PBR). PBR ties
utility revenue to performance on desired outcomes like increased energy affordability,
improved system reliability, and GHG reductions, which are supported by energy
efficiency, rather than to capital investments (Iolden 2019). Additionally, residential utility
rate structures and customer charge levels have not changed much since 2015. Rates are an
important tool to encourage energy-efficient behaviors, such as with variable price signals

“that reflect how much it actually costs to produce and deliver electricity at various times,
and with Iow fixed charges (also called customer charges) (Baatz 2017). The samé number of
utilities offer time-of-use rates, and the average customer charge has increased by only
about $0.40.

Energy usage data need more attention. Energy usage data allow customers to better
understand and manage their consumption. Many challenges to widespread data access and
sharing remain, including a lack of clear legislative and regulatory requirements and limited
advanced metering in many jurisdictions. As in the 2017 Scorecard, utilities tend to have
either almost full penetration of AMI or none. Only seven utilities give both residential and
commercial customers access to energy usage data in a convenient format, Of the 27 utilities
with AMI penetration of 25% or greater, 22 use AMI to inform rate design that encourages
energy-efficient behaviors and use AMI to provide behavior-based feedback to customers,
Only nine use their AMI data to better target programs through data disaggregation, and
only five are undertaking programs to promote GEBs.5 '

Uitilities are focusing niore on low-income programs. Average low-income energy savings (in
MWh) have increased by about 60% since 2015, On average, utilities are spending more than
10% of their efficiency funding on low-income programs. Thirty-one utilities offer low-
income programs that meet our definition of “comprehensive”; most do so by offering
meastures that go beyond direct instail and address the building envelope,

Utilities are increasingly promoting electric vehicles. Sixteen utilities are offering a financial
incentive for electric vehicle service equipment (EVSE, or charging equipment), and six offer
make-ready programs that allow other organizations to deploy EVSE quickly and
economically.s Even more utilities (25) are using rate design to promote EV charging at off-

' peak times.

EFFECTIVE STATE POLICIES

Our results highlight the importance of strong state policies and regulatory support for high
performance in utility-sector efficiency programs. All of the top 10 utilities in this report are
located in states that also rank among the top 13 in ACEEE's 2019 State Energy Efficiency
Scorecard. Policies in these states—such as energy efficiency resource standards (EERS) and

5 See our discussion of Category 2 for more information on these programs and how utilities are using AMI to
s5ave enargy,

6 In make-ready programs, utilities prepare sites for the installation of EVSE by another party through electric
infrastructure upgrades or installation.

xi
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financial opportunities for utilities to maintain and increase revenues while dehvermg
efficiency—are important in driving performance.

CONCLUS.'ON

The top 10 utilities all show a clear commitment to energy efficiency, with high energy
savings and leadership across a breadth of programs and metrics. This commitment

- indicates the importance of efficiency to utilities and the benefits it provides fo customers.
Eversource Massachusetts and National Grid Massachusetts excelled in the Scorecard, both
earning more than 90% of the available points. These two utilities are especially strong in
quantitative energy efficiency program performance as well as energy savings targets.

The metrics evaluated in the Scorecard provide information to utilities, regulators, and others
on how to realize the many benefits of efficiency for businesses, customers, and '
communities. The report increases the availability of utility-sector energy efficiency data to
enable benchmarking and highlights areas where data availability can improve. It also
. provides a baseline for utilities to assess performance and gain insights into trends that will - |
. strengthen program efforts. A uhhty shows its commitment to energy efﬁc1ency through the AR
. quantitative performance assessed in the Scorecard and by including efficiency in future _
planning through pilot programs, lmplementahon of emerging technologies, and setting
strong targets.

xit
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Introduction

Energy efficiency is a clean and flexible grid resource that brings substantial benefits to the
electric utility system. The need for robust energy efficiency programs is growing with
advances in technology, an increasing focus on mitigating climate change, and more
distributed energy resources coming online. These programs play a key role in eliminating
energy waste; while some saved more and many saved less, the utilities covered in the 2020
Utility Scorecard saved an average of about 1% of their sales through more than 900 energy
efficiency programs, By reducing energy consumption, utilities can delay or avoid the need
to build new infrastructure like power plants and distribution assets. They can also lower
wholesale prices for electricity and reduce the need for electricity from other sources such as
natural gas, especially when efficiency is deployed in conjunction with other clean energy
resources (Relf and Baatz2017; Molina 2019). These benefits reduce costs for all utility
customers (Chernick and Plunkett 2014). Reducing energy consumption can also decrease
harmful air pollutants associated with fossil fuel generation, including criteria pollutants
such as ozone, sulfur dioxide, and particulate matter that cause asthma and other
respiratory conditions {Hayes and Kubes 2018). Efficiency has the potential to cut US

" greenhouse gas emissions by 50% by 2050 (Nadel and Ungar 2019).

The Ltility Scotecard analyzes achievements in the utility sector, focusing primatily on end-
use energy efficiency. Building on the first edition, published in 2017, as well as on new
research on utility-sector energy efficiency, this year's Scorecard examines 20 areas related to
utilities” energy efficiency efforts ! Each metric relies on primary data to assess a critical
aspect of energy efficiency. We have updated some metrics from 2017 and included two
new scored metrics to ensure that the report reflects the current landscape of utility-sector
programs, policies, and achievements. As in 2017, we highlight the successes of leading
utilities and also point out areas for improvement.

Methodology

In this section, we provide information on the selection of the utilities and scoring metrics
contained in the report. We also outline our approach to data collection, including
limitations to the data we used.

SELECTION OF UTILITIES

This year’s Scorecard focuses on the United States’ 52 largest electric utilities by retail sales

- volume.2 We include all 51 utilities from the previous edition and add Tampa Flectric,
which rose to 49th place by retail sales in 2017. We used 2017 retail sales data published by
the US Department of Energy’s Energy Information Administration (EIA) to determine
which utilities to include because 2018 sales data had not yet been finalized at the time of

- utility selection (EIA 2018). All other data are for 2018, unless otherwise specified. This set of

! ACEEE anticipates updating this report every two or three years.

2Two of these ufilities (Eversource Energy and PG&E) and a third-party administrator whose performance is
included in certain metrics as noted throughout the report (the New York State Energy Research and
Development Authority [NYSERDA]) are represented on ACEEE's board of directors, About 20 others have been
ACEEE conference sponsors, research funders, or Ally Program members over the past two years, All 52 utilities
had the opportunity to review our draft findings. None contributed to the report’s funding.
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utilities represents various regions, ownership types, and program administrator models. It
accounts for about 54% of total 2018 electricity sales and covers 31 states (FTA 2019d).

The final list of utilities includes investor-owned (IOU), municipal, and state and other
public utilities such as Long Island Power Authority.3 We focused on state-jurisdictional
utilities rather than parent or holding companies because most energy efficiency decisions
are made at this level, and because efficiency programs and policies may vary among
different local distribution utilities under the same parent company. For example, we
included Georgia Power and Alabama Power as two separate utilities instead of focusing on
their parent, Southern Company. We included both Duke Energy subsidiaries in North
Carolina (Duke Energy Carolinas and Progress Energy) as separate entities, as each
individually ranks among the 52 largest utilities. While local power companies in the states
served by the Tennessee Valley Authority often offer energy efficiency programs under
Tennessee Valley Authority’s Energy Right Solutions programs and the utility offers some
- programs directly to its large customers, we did not include Tennessee Valley Authority in .
this report because it is a wholesale supplier and none of its wholesale power customers -
rank among the 52 largest utilities. :

A few states use a third-party program administration model to deliver energy efficiency
programs o retail customers. In those states, we worked with both the utilities and the
program administrators to appropriately allocate savings, spending, and other program
data from within each utility’s territory, regardless of who administered the program. Even
where utilities do not directly administer programs, they can help or hinder third-party or
. state efforts through their rate design, data sharing, resource planning, and other practices..
These administrators include Focus on Energy in Wisconsin, Energy Trust of Oregon, New
York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA), New York Power
Authority (NYPA), and others.4 It is important to note that it can be difficult for third-party

~administrators to allocate data to SpECIfIC utlhty territories, as programs are often run with a- B

‘statewide orientation.

| ',Table 1 lists the utﬂlhes mcluded in thls report scuted by sales, and shows 2018 data on
revenues, sales, and customers. All utilities are IOUs except CPS, Los Angeles Department

* of Water and Power (LADWP), Long Island Power Authority (LIPA) and Salt River Project

(SRP) Sales include both bundled and unbundled sales.

 Table 1 Utllltles mcluded in the Zozoscarecard bysales valume

“*:Oncor Electric Delivery - Oncor : 3,634,746 130,008
Florida Power & Light CUUFRPRL FL'' 10,716,741 110,073 4,961,288
. CenferPoint Energy CenterPoint TX 2,221,747 90,409 2,483,716

i

3 We did not include retail power marketers or utilities that do not operate a retail distribution system.

4Utilities with portfolios that were fully or partially administered by the state or third parties in 2018 include
Ameren IL, BGE, ComEd, ConFd, JCP&L, LADWP, LIPA, NG NY, PG&E, PGE, PSE&G, SCE, SDG&E, and We
Energies.

2
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- Commonwealth Edison ComEd IL 5,043,341 89,440 4,021,991
Southern California Edison SCE CA 14,849,300 86,852 . 5,111,838
Georgia Power GA Power GA 8,044,993 85,492 2,636,685
Virginia Electric & Power Dominion VA 7.482,688 80,985 2,480,094
Pacific Gas & Electric PG&E CA 13,608,072 80,185 5,471,786
Duke Enefgy Carolinas Duke NC NC 4,868,514 59,2141 2,005,333
Consolidated Edison ConEd NY 7,982,457 56,832 3,482,663
Entergy Louisiana Entergy LA LA 3,692,871 56,150 1,083,660
Alabama Power AL Power Al 5,47'5,948 55,686 1,480,475
DTE Electric DTE. M 5,101,459 48,602 2,201,184
Ohio Power ~ AEPOH OH 2,809,401 44 562 1,484,321
Public Service Electric & Gas PSE&G NJ 3,725,259 41,899 2,266,387
Buke Energy Florida Duke FL FL 4,486,17_6 39,145 1,801,551
PECO Energy PECO PA 2,176,953 38,479 1,640,812
Progress Energy Duke Progress NC 3,575,788 38,362 1,411,441
Consumers Energy Co_nsumers Ml 4,382,878 37,864 1,827,159
PPL Electric Utilities PPL PA 1,897,228 37,489 1,440,559
Ameren lllinois Ameren IL IL 1,497,943 37,133 1,220,680
mgﬁif‘a?“é’:g‘;‘;i‘%fé) NG NY NY 2241744 35204 1,679,057
Ameren Missouri- Ameren MO MO 3,161,624 33,700 1,223,595

" Northern States Power . . . Xcel MN MN 3,336,330 . 30,449 1,290,004
Baltimore Gas & Electric BGE MD 2,088,877 30,224 1,290,931
Public Service Co. of Colorado. . Xcel CO Co 2,737,949 29,249 1,478,992
Sait River Project - - SRP ~AZ - 2,893,909 28,975 1,060,016
Duke Energy Indiana _ Duke IN IN 2,681,215 28,631 . 830_;2__7'0

~ Arizona Public Service APS AZ 3,496,261 27,943 1235451

- AEP Texas Central- - AEPTC TX 997,770 26,054 848,436
Oklahoma Gas & Electric OG&E OK 1,876,060 25,398 778,323
PacifiCorp PacifiCorp UT ur 1,984,339 24,514 915,252
Ohio Edison OH Edison OH 1,382,438 24,414 1,060,129
Wisconsin Electric Power We Energies wi 2,838,853 24,292 1,130,434
MidAmerican Energy MidAm 1A 1A 1,720,544 23,670 689,356
Nevada Power Nevada Power NV 2,118,828 23,045 934,370
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Puget Sound Energy PSE WA 2,175,580 22,726 1,149,781
South Carolina Electric & Gas* SCE&G SC 2,307,804 22,657 726,679
Entergy Arkansas _ Entergy AR AR 1,667,418 22,525 711,931
City of San Antonio, TX CPS -TX 2,248,565 22524 832,620
Eversource MA Eversource MA MA 2,201,061 22,335 1,052,886
Los Angales Dopartmentof L apwp CA 3821149 22,064 1435572
Duke Energy Carolinas Duke SC 5C 1,751,299 24,822 591,113
Eversource CT - E Eversource CT CT 2,904,049 21,467 1,251,052
.. Jersey Central Power & Light ., . JCP&L. . s N 1,747,211 21,085 1,131,190
. Duke Energy Ohio | DukeOH . OH 969,960 20,687 718,099
West Penn Power - . West Penn PA - 972,932 20,560 726,645
?f\lﬁfjnc;”gﬁ;%?:;g;usetts)‘ NG MA MA 2340736 19,963 1,317,661
Tampa Electric ‘ TECO FL 1,998,478 19,631 763,571
_ Long Island Power Authority . LIPA NY 3602574 19,610 1,131,776
_ Portland General Electric PG_E _ ‘_ OR 1,?’_60,151 _ 19,221 888,123
San Diego Gas & Electric SDG&E ' CA 3804123 18767 1,453,179

Revenus, sales, and customer data from EIA 2019d; utllities complete this form annually. *South Carolina Electric & Gas was acquired by

Dominien Energy in 2019 and began to operate as Deminion Energy in 2019; we use SCE&G in this report because that was the utiliy's

- name in 2018. .

Figure 1 shows the weight of each metric in the overall scoring,
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Evaluation, measurement, and . Resource planning

verification . 28
4% Utility business
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Energy savings targets . savings
5% 16%
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energy savings
%
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Participation [home retrofits) | \‘\..Achlevemenl of savings target
% A%

Figure 1, Weight of each metric

METRICS AND SCORING

The metrics in this report reflect the current utility energy efficiency landscape and cover
customer-funded programs and initiatives as well as other areas of utility focus that relate
more broadly to energy efficiency, such as electric vehicles and customer rates. The metrics
allow flexibility in how utilities can achieve points, as their physical, economic, and political -
environments vary greatly, and what is effective in one utility’s territory may not bein -
another’s? In the Practices of Leading Energy-Saving Utilities section, we outline how our ...
categories of metrics come together to represent our vision of a well-rounded, high-
performing energy-saving utility.

- Utilities operate in a landscape of diverse regulatory and state policies that strongly

influence planning, administration, and implementation of energy efficiency programs. Our .
metrics attempt to evaluate utility performance on the basis of actions utilities can take to
advance energy efficiency, including in the regulatory or policy arena.s However we do
recognize that electric utilities are regulated entities and often act only with regulatory
approval, Our scoring represents what is happening within a utility service territory, where
much of what happens is the result of complex legislative and regulatory processes.

b For example, agricultural energy efficiency programs may not be applicable to every utility, and therefore
utilities could still earn full points for program offerings without having such a program.

& ACEER's State Energy Efficiency Scorecard provides more information on state energy efficiency policies.

5
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We developed a set of 20 metrics {two unscored) that allocate a total of 50 points across -
three categories: ‘

e Quantitative energy efficiency savings and spending performance: 26 points
s Energy efficiency program offerings: 12.5 points
¢ Enabling mechanisms: 11.5 points

These categories recognize the importance not only of current-year performance butalso of
utility innovation, long-term planning, and policies that are critical to the continued success
of energy efficiency programs. We have renamed and reorganized Categories 2 and 3 from
the previous edition of the Scorecard to better reflect their component metrics. Category 2
evaluates the set of programs offered by each utility for its breadth and coverage of certain
emerging technologies and program types. Category 3 evaluates the technologies, policies,
rates, and plannmg processes that enable high levels of energy savmgs

'-We aﬂocate about half of the pomts to Category 1 energy eff1c1ency program performance,
about a quarter to Category 2, energy efficiency program offerings; and about a quarter to -
‘Category 3, enabling mechanisms. Point values for each set of metrics and each individual
metric indicate their approximale relative importance in energy efficiency achievement for
utilities. However when allocating points, we also took into accourit the quality and
availability of data. Table 2 lists each metric included in the report and its point value.

Table 2. Metrics and scoring

Net incremental energy Net incremental energy savings as _
. 8 - 16%
savings percentage of total sales

Total energy efficiency spending as a
Spending percentage of revenue (includes . 7 - 14%
performance incentives)

% of tota! peak demand reduction from

Peak demand reduction energy efficiency (not demand response) on 4 - 8%
© utility annual peak _ o e B
\ Net lifetime electricity savings from
Net lifetime energy savings measures installed in 2018.as a % of total ' 3.5 -05 7%
N retail sales : _
* Achievement of savings target % of 2018 MWh' savings target achieved g L 4%
s ) Number of customers served by home retrofit ;
+ 4,
Participation (home retrofits) programs out of total residential customers 15 15 3%
Cost effectiveness Primary cost-effectiveness test and overall N/A _ 0%

portfolio score
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Category 2. Energy efficiency program offerings

Implementation of various residential,

Porifolio comprehensiveness . ] - 4
_ commercial, and industrial programs
. Inclusion of various measures or programs, o
Emerging program areas including pilots 3 0.5 6%
Low-income program Spending, savings, and comprehensiveness 3 _ 6%
implementation of residential low-income programs °
i ' Promoticn of electric vehicles through EVSE
Electric vehicles incentives; encouragement of off-peak 25 +0.5 5%

charging

_ Category 3. Enabling mech

% of meters installed in 2018 that are smart 1 B 09

Advanced metering meters (AMI)

Implementation of automated benchmarking 1 ’ _ 204

Data acoess services and Green Button Connect My Data

2018-2020 net incremental energy savings

i _' fy)
Energy savings targets targets as a percentage of 2018 sales 25 1.5 5%
Customer chargs Leyei of re&denpal customer charge of 1 _ 29,
primary rate option
. : Availability and adoption of residential rates o
Residential demand charges including a demand charge N/A ‘ 0%
PP Avallability of opt-in or default time-of-use - _ o
Time-of-use-rates rate for residential customers 1 2%
- . Full revenue decoupling and performance o
Utility business model incentives in 2018 2 4%
Evaluation, measurement, Independence of EM&V and the calculation 5 _ 4%
and verification of net savings v
Inclusion of energy efficiency in integrated
resource planning process; for utilities in
Resource planning restructured states, provision of information 1 +1 . 2%
- 1o other organizations for their planning

purposes

’ Chan'ge's in point distribution from 2017 to 2020 are described in further detail in the relevant chapters. Some changes are due to modifications afthe
scoting methodology.

New METRICS

The utility landscape is rapidly evolving as distributed energy resources (DERs) and new
technologies and software come online and as grid infrastructure changes.” These changes

7 DERs are resources “sited close to customers that can provide some or all of their immediate electric or power
needs and can also be used by the system to either reduce demand (as with energy efficiency) or provide support

7
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affect the utility business model and create new opportunities for utilities to deliver energy
efficiency. To ensure that the metrics included in the report reflect this changing landscape,
we reviewed their relevance and importance to effective energy efficiency portfolios. We
conducted a survey seeking input on the importance of the previous edition’s metrics and
the way in which we evaluated them. We sent the survey to key contacts and subject matter
experts, as well as utility contacts. We also sought input on new metrics to include in the
report. We considered all the input, but to avoid potential conflicts of interest, we carefully
reviewed utility feedback in conjuriction with other, independent experts’ comments.

We developed this yeat’s list of 18 scored metrics and 2 unscored metrics on the basis of
survey results, our ongoing research, and internal discussions. In addition to updating some
existing metrics, we added 4 new ones: '

o Participation (home retrofits): 1.5 points

¢ Residential demand charge: Unscored
& Resource planning: 1 point

e Costeffectveness: Unscored

We discuss the details of each of these new metrics in the relevant report section. -

DATA COLLECTION

Each of the 20 metrics relies heavily on primary data collected by ACEEE. Appendix A lists
our sources. We collected information from utility anndal reports, program plans,
evaluations, and other sources such as utility websites. We extracted publicly available data .
and program information largely based on 2018 regulatory filings and 2018-2020 planning
documents, as well as additional filings on utility and public utility commission websites.
'All data in the Scorecard are for 2078 unless otherwise stated. For utilities that do not operate
on the calendar year, we used data from the 2017~2018 program year. We used evaluated
data whenever possible. We used this information to pre-fill a data request that we sent to
" contacts at each of the 52 utilities. Utility representatives from 43 of these utilities provided
- updates and corrections to the data request and answered questions directly on
““honquantitative metrics. We followed up with personal communications with utility
representatives to clarify data and to fill gaps and did additional verification of information
reported by the utilities. For example, the data request provided program definitions and
asked utilities to report which programs they offered in 2018. We used program filings and
utility websites to confirm what they rep01°ted :

We also relied on publicly available data collected from EIA Form 861, FERC Form 1, active

- tility tariffs, and websites maintained by third parties such as ENERGY STAR®and utility
energy efficiency evaluator groups. We used publicly available data and information .
collected from other ACEFEE research to cross-check data provided in utility filings. We used
2018 EIA Form 861 energy efficiency data for utilities that did not respond to requests for
information and for which we were unable to find regulatory filings or specific data. This

to satisfy the energy, capacity, or ancillary service needs of the distribution grid” (Baatz, Relf, and Nowak 2018,
14).

8
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applies to all quantitative data for Alabama Power and to spending information for
Dominion Energy. These cases are also noted in the tables,

In tallying sales, revenue, and customer counts for each utility, we included customers who
are eligible to opt out of energy efficiency programs. This accounts for the negative impact
of opt-out provisions that allow large customers to avoid participating in utility energy
efficiency programs. Including opt-out customers increases the denominator of several
metrics, although some utilities exclude opt-out customers from these figures in their own

~ internal calculations. In some cases, the customers eligible to opt out represent a large
portion of sales. For example, exempt and non-jurisdictional customers account for 47% of
sales in Dominion’s territory (Michael Hubbard, manager of energy conservation, Dominion
Energy, pers. comm., December 18, 2019).

In some cases we adjusted data to normalize results for scoring purposes. For utilities in

. -states relying on third-party program administrators, we used publicly available data as
well as allocators to assign performance within each utility’s territory. We confirmed these
data with utility and third-party program administrator staff. In all tables in this report,
blank cells indicate that no data were found.

DATA LIMITATIONS

Although we used a data request this year to improve the quality of reported data, we still
encountered challenges. Some utilities do not publicly disclose detailed information on
energy efficiency programs and performance. Annual energy efficiency reports are not
typically available on utility websites and are sometimes difficult to locate through public
utility commission websites. Additionally, annual reports are sometimes broken into many
documents without a summary, making data difficult to extract and interpret. '

Utilities do not report data consistently and may include or exclude certain types of
programs from their reporting, sometimes in response to regulatory requirements. For

- example, some utilities include third-party programs as part of their own portfolio, while
others report these programs separately. Utilities may also separately report data from
certain programs, such as conservation voltage reduction, on the basis of utility commission
reporting standards and requirements. Utilities sometimes include demand response and
renewable energy programs within efficiency portfolios. We do not include any spending or

- savings data related to demand response and renewable energy in any metrics in this report.
While we encourage integrated programs that combine efficiency with other distributed
energy resources where the net benefits exceed the cost of integration, we limit
consideration of those programs to the chapter on energy efficiency program offerings
(York, Relf, and Waters 2019). We may consider integrated enelgy efficiency and demand
response programs in future editions.

The level of detail in annual reports also varies widely across utilities. Many include
extensive descriptions of programs, while others list program names without descriptions or
provide only summary data. These variations make it difficult to consistently interpret and
analyze program and emerging technology offerings. Similarly, definitions of energy
efficiency-related terms vary widely across utilities. These variations make comparison of
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utility performance challenging for many metrics, such as cost-effectiveness testing, research-

and development programs, and low-income programs.

Reported levels of savings for utilities are also inconsistent. For example, it is often unclear
in annual reports and filings whether utilities are reporting savings at the meter or at the
generator level. The difference between the two values is energy losses on the transmission
and distribution system. Avoiding energy losses reduces the need for additional electricity
and represents a large amount of energy savings. Many utilities also do not provide loss
factors or program- or portfolio-tevel net-to-gross ratios (NTGRs).2

Tor utilities that did not report generator—level savings, we adjusted meter-based energy and
peak demand savings as well as savings targets to net savings at the generator level to
account for additional savings from avoided line losses. For this adjustment we applied an
average loss factor to savings figures that were not already reported at the generator level.
- In cases where utility-specific loss factors were unavailable, we used 5%, which is the
- average of FIA’s estimated US transmission and distribution losses for 2013-2017 (EIA
' 2019¢). If we were unable to determine the reporting level for a utility’s savings data’
(generator versus meter), we assumed generator-level in order to be conservative. We also
applied loss factors to the EIA total retail sales and total peak demand data, as they are
reported at the meter level. While we use average line losses in this report due to .
- inconsistent data, utilities should use marginal line losses in valuing energy efficiency
resources to account for varying value during peak and nonpeak periods.

We evaluate net savings in this report. As indicated in footnote 8, net savings are energy .
savings attributable to energy efficiency programs. These reported savings may implicitly or
explicitly include the effects of factors such as free ridership, participant and nonparticipant
spillover, and induced market effects (for a discussion of these effects, see Violette and

Rathbun 2017) While itis not an exact comparison because states and utilities measure net . N

savings differently, using net savings allows a more-direct comparison of utility program
achievement. :

".=':3.3.;However some utilities 1eport only gross savmgs, and in o’cher cases it is unclear whether i E
.the utility is reporting net or gross savings. Where utilities report gross savings, we adjusted__ e

..these to net savings using the utility’s NTGR. In cases where we could not determine . .

.. whether savings were net or gross, or where we could not find an NTGR, we appliedan, oo
NTGR of 83.1%.2 Appendlx B provides more detail on reporting levels, line loss factors, and

- NTGRs.

o Our pre-filled data request allowed us to ask utilities directly about uncertain and -
unreported information and gave us more clarity on data reporting levels, NTGRs, and hne
loss factors. However inconsistencies across regulatory environments and reporting

8 The net-to-gross ratio is an assessment of net versus gross savings. Net savings are changes in energy
consunption attributable divectly to a program, which may implicitly or explicitly include factors like induced
market effects, free ridership, and participant and nonparticipant spillover, Gross savings are changes in energy
consumption attributable to a program from program par tmlpants regaldless of why they participated (ACEEE
2019).

% This is the average of the NTGRs that were reported by utilities for 2018 savings.
10
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requirements still Ieft us with a number of the issues described above, both in dealing with
directly reported information and in confirming it with filings and publicly available
documents.

Overall Scores

Our review of the largest 52 utilities demonstrates wide variation in energy efficiency
programs, actions, and other areas. When reviewing performance results, it is important to
consider the varied regulatory and state policy landscapes that may constrain utilities’
behavior.

All 52 utilities are regulated entities, meaning much of their behavior is influenced by this
landscape. For example, utilities will not undertake major investments or significant
expenses, including energy efficiency programs, without an opportunity to recover
associated costs. State policies too can influence utility actions, with some policies hindering
utility action on. energy efficiency and others, such as energy efficiency resource standards
(EERS), driving greater performance.® It is important to note, however, that utilities can
have leverage in policy and regulatory decision making, to influence enabling mechanisms
for energy efficiency such as those assessed in Category 3.

Table 3 shows the scores for each utility for all three categories of metrics.

10 See Molina and Kushler 2015,
11
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Tabte 3. Scores for alt three categories of metrics

1 Eversource MA 26 11.5 8.5 46 92% -
1 NG MA 26.5% 11 8.5 46 92%
3 SDG&E 185 8.5 10.5 375 75%
4 ComEd - 185 8.5 9.5 365 73%
5 BGE 18 10 8 36 72%
5 PG&E 155 10.5 10 36 72%
7 LADWP 14.5 11.5 9 35 70%
8  DIE 14 11.5 C 34.5 69%
9 PGE° 15 10 8 33 66%
10 Eversource CT 14.5 40 8 32,5 65%
11 . Consumers 125 10.5 9 32 64%
12 Xcel MN- 15 8.5 7 305 . 61%
13 NGNY . 10.5 10 85 29 58%
.13 SCE . . 12 . - 8 9 29 58%
15 Xcel CO - i3.5 8 7 . 28.5 B57%
16 Ameren L 13 65 75 27 54%
17  PECO 8 11 6 25 50%
18  DukeOH - - 126 - -4 8 o245 49%
18 MidAmlA a3 T g U 35045 49%
20 ..SRP... . .. . ... 414 . . 4 . . 6 - 24 . A48%
.21 - AEPOH-... 95 . 7B T B o 23 .. . AB%.
‘21 EntergyAR . 125 55 5 23 46%
23 Ameren MO o1 6 55 - 225 . 45%
.23 Duke SC =~ = 9B v BB o BE e eD2E - 45%
23 WeEnerges 76 9 6 225  45%
26 DukeNC 9 65 65 . 22 . 44%
o TOREE TEmE g g FiT alE T aa%
27  PSE.. . ... 105 . . -.B65... - 45 . 205 . 43%
29  ConEd 75 6 75 21 42%
20 PPL 9 75 45 21 42%
31 APS 65 7 7 20.5 41%
32 GAPower 55 85 6 20 40%
33 CPS 7 6.5 5 185 37%

12
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34 LIPA 9.5 3 5.5 18 36%
34 OH Edison 9.5 5 35 18 36%
34 PacifiCorp UT 8 4 6 18 36%
37 Nevada Power 4.5 7 5.5 AT 34%
37 Duke Progress 6.5 (5% 55 17 34%
39 Duke IN 6.5 4.5 5.5 16.5 33%
40 West Penn 5 4 b 4 28%
41 CenterPoint 25 5.5 4.5 - 125 25%
- 42 Oncor .25 5 4.5 12 24%
42  PSE&G 4 4 4 12 24%
44 SCE&G ) 5 45 115  23%
45 AEPTC ‘ 35 4 35 11 - 22%
46 TECO , 2.5 5.5 1.5 9.5 19%
47 Entergy LA 1.5 5.5 2 9 18%
48 Duke FL. 2.5 5 1 85 17%
48 ICP&L 2 35 3 8.5 17%
50 Dominion 1 2.5 3.5 7 14%
51 FP&L 2 2 25 6.5 13%
52 AL Power 0 35 15 5 10%

“* We awarded a half-point benus to NG MA for far exceeding the top threshold of 3% savings as a percentage of sales.

Figure 2 breaks down each utility’s scores for all three categories of metrics.

13
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On average, the 52 utilities earned about 22 points, or 44%, cut of the available 50. The
median was slightty lower at 21.75. The top 10 performers are located in 7 states, including 3
utilities from California and 2 from Massachusetts. Two utilities within each of the parent
companies Exelon and Eversource fall into the top 10. In contrast, 7 of the bottom 10 utilities
are in the southeastern United States. The standings indicate that company commitment
level and regional pressure and policy context may be important to high efficiency
achievement. The top 10 performers range significantly in size based on 2018 sales, from the
fourth- and eighth-largest utilities (ComEd and PG&E) to the two smallest of the group
(PGE and SDG&E).

Eversource Massachusetts (Eversource MA) and National Grid Massachusetts (NG MA)
earned the most points with 46 out of 50, both excelling in all three categories. These were
the top performers in the 2017 report as well. The two leaders are more than 8 points in
front of the next utility (San Diego Gas & Electric) and neatly 14 points ahead of 10th-place
Eversource CT. This indicates there is opportunity for improvement even among the top
performers.

The top two utilities are especially strong in the Category 1 quantitative program
performance metrics and score well in metrics that assess energy savings targets. The high
level of achievement in these categories reflects strong regulatory support and the state
policy goal of reaching high levels of savings. These utilities also scored nearly full points in
-Category 2, indicating it is important to offer a breadth of energy efficiency programs.

Regionally, there is wide variation in scores. The West and Midwest were the highest-
scoring regions, with 64% and 52% of available points earned, on average, respectively,
while the Southeast earned an average of only 27% of all possible points. The Northeast's
electric grid has the lowest average emissions rate nationally, while the Southeast has the
second highest and the Midwest the highest (EPA: 2019). As a result, each megawatt-hour
saved from energy efficiency in the Southeast and Midwest is on average displacing
relatively greater emissions than in other regions. This makes energy efficiency a
particularly valuable tool for greenhouse gas reduction in these regions, especially in the
- Southeast, where there is the most potential for energy efficiency growth based on

performance in the Scorecard. Additionally, in 2018 and 2019, respectively, lowa and Ohio

~ passed legislation greatly limiting energy efficiency programs (Berg et al. 2019). Utilities in

- ‘these states are likely to drop in future rankings and will be missing out on cost-effective

+ carbon reduction strategies as they roll back energy efficiency programs. Table 4 shows how
utilities in each region performed, the percentage of possible points earned by the top and
bottom utilities, and the three top-scoring utilities in each region.!1

1 The Midwest includes uhlities in TA, TL, IN, MI, MN, MO, OH, and WL The Northeast includes utilities in CT,
MA, MD, NJ, NY, and PA. The Southeast includes utilities in AL, AR, FL, GA, LA, NC, 8C, and VA. The
Southwest includes utilities in AZ, CO, OK, NV, UT, and TX. The West includes utilities in CA, OR, and WA.

15



Date Filed: April 29, 2022 SBA IR-20, Attachment 1, Page 29 of 154

2020 Uiy Scorecare @ ACEEE

Table 4. Utility performance by region

San Diego Gas & Electric (75%),
Pacific Gas & Electric {72%), Los

- 0, 9, 0,
West © 64% 5% 43% Angeles Department of Water and
Power (70%)
. . Commaonwealth Edison (73%), DTE
0, 0, G
Midwest 12 52% 73% 33% (69%), Consumers (64%)
5 Eversource MA (92%), National Grid
0, 0 ),
Northeast 12 52% 02% 36% MA (92%), BGE (72%)
hp Xcel CO (57%), Salt River Project
0, 0, 0,
Southwest 10 37%  57% 22% (48%), Oklahoma Gas & Electric (43%)
Entergy AR (46%), Duke SC (45%),

Southeast 12 27% 46% 10%

Duke NC (44%)

All of the metrics in The 2020 Utility Fnergy Efficiency Scorecard are important to building a

_ well-balanced, effective, and forward-thinking energy efficiency portfolio. This report offers
a baseline to assess ufility performance and provides insights into trends that will help
inform portfolio design and delivery in the future. The benefits of efficiency for utilities and
their customers are numerous, as evidenced by the achievements of the group of utilities
leading the way in this report. For utilities that are just getting started or continuing to
develop their portfolios, this report can provide information on what elements are
important to include.

Current Trends and Needs

The utility landscape has transformed in many ways since the previous edition of the
‘Scorecard. New technolog1es are emergmg, states, utilities, and other stakeholders are
increasingly focused ori reducing GHGs; and DERs are continuing to come online, These
and other trends are reﬂected in this year S Scorecard

Energy savings are mcreasmg First-year energy savings increased by more than 32 TWh,or =

~ 20%, among, the 51 utilities that were included in both the 2017 and 2020 edlhons of ’che
©Scorecard. (However this trend was not universal, with seven utilities experlencmg savmgs
" decreases of more than 0.1% of sales.) Peak demand savings also increased, by more than
. 450 MW. These increased savings go hand in hand with a large increase in program . .
offermgs The 52 uhhtles offered more than 900 dlfferent programs in 2018 about 300 more
than in 2015.12- ' o

Thirty-seven utilities in the Scorecard have adopted greenhouse gas reduction goals at
varying levels of ambition {(SEPA 2019). Energy efficiency is‘a critical tool for meeting these

12 As defined by the program categories listed in Category 2. Changes in methodology as described in our
discussion of Category 2 may have contributed to this increase in addition to general program development
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goals, and high savings can indicate that utilities are considering energy efficiency as a core
element in their plans to reduce emissions (Nadel and Ungar 2019). Nineteen utilities
scoring in the bottom half of our rankings and 6 in the bottom 10 have carbon goals in place,
indicating their need to ramp up energy efficiency to meet their goals.

Utilities are innovating to meet changing system needs. Thirty-two utilities piloted new
programs in 2018. Pilots included smart thermostats, online marketplaces for energy-
efficient products, and DERs such as demand response and storage systems. Utilities are
increasingly deploying energy efficiency as a DER or to meet policy goals like reduced
emissions. For example, in 2015 only 4 utilities were pursuing geo-targeted efficiency; this
increased to 11 in 2018. Additionally, seven utilities pursued energy-efficient fuel switching
programs.’® And utilities with advanced metering infrastructure {AMI) are providing '

- feedback on energy usage to customers and deploying grid-interactive efficient buildings
(GEBs). Programs that direct efficiency toward particular system needs, such as in areas of

~high demand growth on the distribution level, and offset or delay the need for new or _

upgraded traditional infrastructure, can Capture additional value as a complement to broad-
scale efficiency.

Utility business models remain slow to change. Two more utilities earned credit in the full
revenue decoupling metric, and four more earned credit for performance incentive
mechanisms, compared with 2015.14 These policies incentivize robust efficiency
performance. However the increase in utilities earning credit is due to methodology
changes; the number of utilities with these policies has not grown despite rising interest
nationally in making changes to the utility business model, such as through performance-
based ratemaking (PBR). PBR ties utility revenue to performance on desired outcomes like
increased energy affordability, improved system reliability, and GHG reductions, which are
supported by energy efficiency, rather than to capital investments (Holden 2019).
Additionally, residential utility rate structures and customer charge levels have not changed
much since 2015. Rates are an important tool to encourage energy-efficient behaviors, such
as with variable price signals about how much it actually costs to produce and deliver
electricity at various times, and with low fixed charges (also called customer charges) (Baalz
2017). The same number of utilities offer time-of-use rates, and the average customer charge
has increased by only about $0.40.

Energy usage data need more attention. Energy usage data allow customers to better
understand and manage their consumption. Many challenges to widespread data access s and
sharing remain, including a lack of clear legislative and regulatory requirements and limited
advanced metering in many jurisdictions, As in the 2017 Scorecard, utilities tend to have

" either almost full penetration of AMI or none. Only seven utilities give both residential and
commercial customers access to energy usage data in a convenient format. Of the 27 utilities
with AMI penetration of 25% or greater, 22 use AMI to inform rate design that encourages

13 These are programs that encourage energy-efficient fuel switching to deliver overali BTU energy savings,
GHG reductions, and customer cost savings.

14 Full revenue decoupling js a mechanism that disconnects revenue recovery from sales volumes and reduces
the utility disincentive to promote customer conservation and energy efficiency (RAP 2016). Performance
incentives offer a utility a financial return on its energy efficiency achievements (Nowalk et al. 2015),
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energy-efficient behaviors and use AMI to provide behavior-based feedback to customers.
Only 9 use their AMI data to better target programs through data disaggregation, and only
5 are undertaking programs to promote GEBs. 15 '

Utilities are focusing mote on low-income programs. Average low-income energy savings (in
MWh) have increased by about 60% since 2015. On average, utilities are spending more than
10% of their efficiency funding on low-income programs. Thirty-one utilities offer low-
income programs that meet our definition of comprehensive; most do so via offerings beyond
direct-install measures that address the building envelope.

Utilities are mcreasmgl 'y promoting electric vehicles. Sixteen utilities are offering a financial
incentive for electric vehicle service equipment (EVSE, or charging equipment), and six offer
make-ready programs that allow other organizations to deploy EVSE quickly and
economically.1 Even more utilities (25) are using rate design to promote EV charging at off-
peak times, ~

Looking Forward

‘This report largely represents a snapshot of the utility energy efficiency landscape in 2018
and provides insights into rends that developed after the previous edition of the Scorecard.”
New policies and developments have arisen since 2018 that our scoring may not have
captured. These developments prov1de a window into what we might expect from utilities
in the coming years. :

- “Multiple utilities have either proposed orhave gained approval of large new energy -+~
efficiency portfolios. In response to Virginia's Grid Transformation and Security Act passed
in 2018, Dominion’s regulators approved 11 new energy efficiency programs (6 residential
and 5 commetcial and industrial) that the utility began to implement in 2019 (Walton
2019b). In 2018 PSE&G proposed a portfolio of 22 new energy efficiency programs to run
over the course of six years. The proposal has not yet been approved (PSEG 2019), SCE&G

-also proposed new or modified demand-side management programs in 2019, a suite of
seven residential and three nonresidential programs {Dominion Energy South Carolina
2019).

* State policies enacted since 2018 are likely to hinder future performance of other utilities. In
7 #2019 the Ohio legislature passed HB 6, which effectively gets rid of the state’s EERS and
‘.~ .removes cost recovery for programs beyond those that meet the rolled-back goals. lowa’s SF
-+2311 capped utility energy efficiency spending and expanded customers’ eligibility to opt - -
out of programs (Berg et al. 2019). In 2019 Cahforma adopted energy savmgs goals for IOUs
* that decrease in future yeéars (Walton 2019a). - '

15 See our discussion of Category 2 for more information on these programs and how utilities are using AMI to
| save energy. '

16 In make-ready programs, utilities prepare sites for the installation of EVSE by another party through electric
infrastructure upgrades or installation.
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Category 1. Energy Efficiency Program Performance

In Category 1 we review several key areas of utility-sector energy efficiency program
performance: incremental energy savings, program spending, peak demand reduction, net
lifetime savings, progress toward energy savings targets, and participation (home retrofits).
Table 5 shows scores for Category 1.

Table 5. Category 1 scores by metric

Eversource MA 8 7 3.5 2 i5 26 100%
NG MA 8.5% 7 4 3.5 2 1.5 26.5 100%
ComEd 5.5 6 1.5 25 2 1 185 71%
SDG&E 6 2 4 3.5 2 185 71%
BGE 5 25 2 2 15 18 69%
PG&E 45 2 3.5 25 2 1 15.5 60%
PGE 4 45 2 2.5 1 1 15 58%
Xcel MN 45 3 2 2.5 2 1 - 15 58%
LADWP 4.5 35 1 15 1 14.5 56%
Eversource CT 4 3.5 1.5 2 ' 2 1.5 145 - 56%
DTE 4 25 2 2.5 1.5 15 14 54%
SRP - 5.5 1 3 - 15 2 1 14 54%
Xcel CO 4 25 2 2.5 1.5 1 135 52%
MidAm 1A 35 35 2 2 1 1 13 50%
Ameren IL - . 25 . 55 ... 1 1.5 1 1.5 i3 5H0%
Consumers 4 25 . - 15 2 1.5 1 125 - 48%
Duke OH 3.5 3 2 1.5 15 1 125 48%
Entergy AR 3 2 1.5 i 12.5 48%
 SCE 4 1.5 2 2.5 0 12 46%
Ameren MO - .3 - 2 - 25 1.5 0 11 42%
NG NY 3 45 1 1 0.5 0.5 105 40%
PSE - 3 4 0 15 1 1 105 - 40%
AEP OH 25 2 15 1.5 0.5 1.5 9.5 37%
Duke SC 3 15 1.5 1 1 15 95 37%
LIPA 4 15 1.5 1 1.5 0 9.5 37%
OH Edison 3 2 V 1 1.5 2 0 9.5 37%
PPL 2.5 25 1 1 0.5 1.5 9 35%
Duke NC 25 1.5 15 1 1 1.5 9 35%
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PECO 25 = 25 1 0.5 0.5 1 8 31%
PacifiCorp UT 25 2 0.5 1.5 0.5 1 8 31%
ConEd 2 2 1 1 .05 1 75 29%
OG&E 2 1.5 05 1 1.5 7.5 20%
We Energies 2 15 .05 15 0.5 15 75 20%
CPS 1.5 15 2 05 05 7 27%
APS 2 0.5 1.5 1 0.5 1 6.5 25%
Duke IN 2 1 1 0.5 05 1.5 65  25%
Duke Progress 2 1.5 0.5 0.5 05 i.5 6.5 25%
GA Power 15 05 15 0.5 05 1 5.5 21%
West Penn - - 2 1. ... 05 0.5 1 ' 5 19%
. Nevada Power 1.5 05 . 0.5 0.5 0 1.5 4.5 17%
PSE&G 1 15 05 0.5 0 05 4 15%
AEPTC 0.5 i 0.5 0 0 1.5 3.5 13%
CenterPoint 0.5 1. 0.5 0 0 0.5 2.5 10%
 DukeFL 0.5 0 0.5 0 0 1.5 25 10%
Concor 0.5 1 0 0 1 25 10%
TECO 0.5 05 0 05 1 2.5 10%
FP&L 0 0.5 05 0 0 1 2 8%
JCP&L 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 8%
... SCE&G. .. . - .. 1 05 0. 0. 0052 8%
. Entorgy LA o 0 0 0. 0 A5 A5 B
* Dominion 0 05 0 0 0 0.5 1 4%
AL Power. . 0 o.... ...0 0. . o o . 0 . . 0%

L *\We awarded a half-point bonus to NG MA forfar e)'(beeding'the'top threshold of 3% savings as 4 percentage ofsales,
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Figure 3 shows the distribution of scores in Category 1.
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Figure 3. Distribution of Category 1 scores

Utilities could earn more than half of the Scorecard’s total possible points in Category 1. This
category is the most heavily weighted in the Scorecard because energy and peak demand
savings (as well as their associated benefits such as GHG emission reductions in some
scenarios) are the ulimate goal of energy efficiency portfolios. The category’s results are a

-strong indicator of a utility’s energy efficiency performance. Two utilities earned full points

in Category 1, NG MA and Eversource MA. No other ufilities reached 20 points, and on

-average, utilities earned just 9.5 points. The top 10 utilities in this category include 2 from

Massachusetts and 3 from California. ComEd and BGE placed third and fifth, respectively,
in this category, and are from the same parent company (Eeron) Eversource Energy also
has 2 utilities in the top 10 in this category

Incremental net savings as a percentage of retail sales is the most heav1ly WeIghted metric in
the report, with 8 available points. We weight net incremental savings heavily because this
is the primary metric of success for energy efficiency portfolios in most states and is
relatively easily comparable across utilities. Savings achievements are also awarded points
in the peak demand savings, lifetime savings, and target achievement metrics. On average,
the group realized incremental net energy savings of 1.03% of retail sales in 2018. However
strong performance is not universal, with 10 utilities attaining savings of 0.25% or less. One
utility, NG MA, achieved energy savings of more than 3.5%, and Eversource MA saved

more than 3%. Eversource MA and NG MA also led the group with more than 9% of utﬂify
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revenue spent on energy efficiency programs in 2018. Those in the top 11 in this metric all
spent more than 3.5% of revenue on efficiency; on average, the figure was 2.58% .17

. In future editions, we plan to also score utilities on total annual savings, sometimes called
cumulative annual persisting savings. These are the total energy savings in a given year
from all programs and measures installed in that year and those installed in previous years
that continue to save energy (i.e., have not yet reached the end of their useful life). This
recognizes historical investment in energy efficiency, as some measures save energy for
decades, meaning the total annual energy savings in 2018 could contain savings from
programs put in place as far back as the mid-1990s. While we did not include total annual
energy savings as a metric for this report due to a lack of data and challenges with data
consistency, we do consider it to be an important metric because it indicates energy savings

- from longer-lived measures and a longer history of successful program implementation.
Deep savings are also critical to mitigating climate change.

- Three utilities earned full points for peak demand reduction. Notably, 2 California and 2
Massachusetts utilities scored among the top 10 on this metric. This could indicate that there

' is a particular commitment to peak demand reduction by utilities in California and
Massachusetts in order to avoid the costs associated with high peak demand. Additionally,
these states have high energy savings, which could contribute to high peak demand savings.
On average, the 52 utilities reduced their peak demand by 0.81% in 2018.

Two utilities—the two top performers overall in Category 1—achieved more than 30%
lifetime savings as a percentage of 2018 retail sales. The top 10 performers in this category
have a we1ghted average measure life of 12.3 years, This is important because a focus on
long-lasting energy efficiency measures can indicate that utilities are thinking about
efficiency’s contribution to GHG reduction targets and its role in the future resource mix
{Gold and Nowak 2019). The average measure life for all utilities that reported an average
measure life or lifetimes savings is 11.25 years. These results are close, indicating that even

 greater success in this metric will depend not only on investments in measutes with long

‘ :'hves but also on a commitment to achieving hlgh mcremental savmgs '

We evaluated each utility’s progress toward its 2018 energy savings target. This metric is
important, as research shows that targets drive energy efficiency performance, and results

- surpassing the established target indicate that a utility has gone beyond its own

¥ lexpectations (Gold Gilleo, and Berg 2019). However it is also important to consider the
stringericy of the target, as utilities that surpassed their targets by the highest percentages
also delivered some of the lowest overall savings. Our scoring in this edition of the report
takes into account the magnitude of the target to account for this effect. Notably, SDG&E
saved more than twice its target, over 1% of sales, and NG MA achieved 98% of its target,
almost 4% of sales. ‘

The final metric in Category 1 evaluates participation using home retrofit programs as a
proxy for patticipation in all energy efficiency programs. Three utilities completed more
than 100,000 home energy assessments, and two retrofitted more than_i[,OOO homes.

¥7 See Appendix B for spending data.
22
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However we find that utilities report participation information inconsistently, using
different definitions of participants.

UTILITY SPOTLIGHTS: ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAM PERFORMANCE

:_Baltlmore Gas & Electric (BGE)
BGE performed weII m Category'

g programs mctudmg 22 resrdentlal commercra! and mdustrlal programs and 10 emergmg CHs
':ﬁ'_-_measures or programs :For example BGE was one of 9. utllatles 1o offer high- efﬂcnency cerimg
_:-{.-fans and one of 11 utllltres to use data drsaggregatlon :n |ts programs BGE piloted smart
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lir'Ohio Power (AEP UH)
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Now we review each metric in greafer detail.

INCREMENTAL SAVINGS: NET SAVINGS As A PERCENTAGE OF RETAIL SALES

Incremental net savings as a percentage of retail sales is the metric with the highest point
value, 8 possible points. This metric evaluates the level of electric savings (MWh) achieved
in 2018 from energy efficiency programs run by the utility and in its territory. We used 2018
total retail sales data to calculate each utility’s savings as a percentage of its total sales in
order to normalize savings data across utilities of different sizes and regions. Table 7 shows
the scoring for this metric.

Table 7. Scorting for net savings as a percentage of retail sales

3,00+ 8.0 120-139 35
2.80-2.99 .75 1.00-1.19 3.0
2.60-2.79 7.0 0.80-99 25
2.40-2.59 6.5 0.60-0.79 2.0
2.20-2.39 6.0 0.40-0.59 1.5
2.00-2.19 55 0.20-0.39 1.0
1.80-1.99 5.0 0.08-0.19 0.5
1.60-1.79 4.5 <0.09 - 00

1.40-158 4.0

We define incremental annual savings as the savings in program year 2018 from all the
measures implemented under the programs in that year only. These are annualized or full-
year savings, regardless of when measures were installed during the program year. The
numbers presented here may not match the values utilities report for spending and savings.
This is because we adjusted savings data to be net at the generator level and removed
demand response and renewable energy programs where applicable®

‘Table 8 shows scores for net savings as a percentage of retail sales.

18 We do not include any spending or savings data related to demand response and renewable energy in any
metrics in this report. While we encourage integrated programs that combine efficiency with other distributed
energy resources where the net benefits exceed the cost of integration, we limited consideration of those
programs to the chapter on energy efficiency program offerings (York, Relf, and Waters 2019). We may consider
integrated energy efficiency and demand response programs in future editions.
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Table 8. Scores for net savings as a percentage of rétail salesin 2018

NG MA ' 782,838 3.73%  8.5* PacifiCorp UT 230,839 0.87% 25
Eversource MA 760,750 3.45% 8 PECO - 349,889 0.84% 25
SDG&E 463,260 2.35% 6 PPL 326,966 0.82% 25
ComEd 2,064,720 . 2.08% 55 We Enorgies: 202,487 077% 2
SRP . 624658  2.05% 55 Duke Progress 305,066 0.76% 2
BGE 616,559 1.96% 5 West Penn 162,428 0.75% 2
Xcel MN 565,220 1.73% 45 APS 212,752 0.71% 2
LADWP - . ' 395,609 1.63% 45 ConEd a 425,521 0.71% 2
PG&E 4,352,387 161% 45~ OGRE < 187414 " 0.68% = 2
SCE 1,415,400 .. 1.55%. . 4 Duke IN . 199,640  065% 2
Consumers 641,648 1.55% 4 Nevada Power 134,609 0.56% 1.5
Eversource CT . 346,200 1.54% 4 CPS 126,985 0.54% 1.5
DTE’ 771,405 1.50% a GA Power 413,919 0.46% 15
Xcet CO . 453,854 1.45% 4 PSE&G2 - 175,192 0.40% 1
PGE2 303416  145% 4 JOP&L 64,189  029% 1
LIPA : 203,161 1.41% 4 SCE&G 58,635 .  0.25% 1
“ Duke OH 292,107 7 4.32% 35 TECO 40,696 0.20% 05
MidAm 1A 322,760 1.27% 35 AEP TC 53,294 0.19% 05 .
~_ OH Edison 286,819 . 1.12% 3 . Duke FL . 68377 . 046%. 05 ...
" PSE - 261,586 - 1.10% - - 3 CenterPoint 140,097 = 0.45% 085 -
“Entergy AR 255,030 7 408% 0 8 7 “Oneor tTT182,620 0.13% = 05
NG Ny | 397,304 107% 3 ~Dominion 70,097 0.08% O | |
" TAmerenMO | 364080 103% 3 FP&L . 72,652 006% 0. . . o
CDukeSC T 233,774 7 a3 “ALPowerb 40427 0 002% 07
AEP OH . 467,385 1.00% 25 Entergy LA 5,963 0.01% 0
Duke NC 624,322  0.99% 25 - '
*Ameren IL 404,725 0.98% 25 Average 1.03%

Savings are net at the generator level, We adjusted EIA retail sales data (shown in table 1, above) for Iine loss factors to be consistent with the
generator-level reporting of savings. See Appendix B for meter-level savings and loss factors. * We awarded a half-point bonus to NG MA forfar
exceeding the top threshold of 3% savings as a percentage of sales.  Includes savings separately allocated from a third-party program
administrator. & Savings from EIA2019h. ‘
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NG MA earned 8.5 points as the top performer with savings of more than 3.7%, significantly
higher than the rest of the group. Eversource MA also achieved well above the other
utilities, saving more than 3.1% of sales. SDG&E was the next-highest, at 2.35% savings. On
average, the utilities achieved savings of 1.03% of retail sales. Twenty-five of the 52 utilities,
or 48%, reached savings of 1% or higher.

Thirteen utilities achieved savings levels higher than 1.50% in 2018, compared with four
utilities in 2015. The overall group average increased by only 0.13 percentage points in that
time. Eversource MA, ComEd, NG MA, PG&E, and SRP remained in the top 10 spots for net
incremental savings, and BGE, LADWP, SCE, SDG&E, and Xcel MN joined them in this
edition. APS, LIPA, Eversource CT, PGF, and Xcel CO fell out of the top 10. SDG&E
increased its savings by 0.99% of retail sales, the largest increase of the group, while APS’s
savings fell the most, by 0.8%.

SPENDING AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL REVENUE

Utilities could earn up to 7 points for spending on energy efficiency programs. This is a
critical indicator of a utility’s commitment to energy efficiency; higher levels of spending
indicate significant investment in administration and evaluation of programs. However
spending is weighted less heavily than savings achievements, which are considered in
multiple metrics in this report. Total spending includes all direct spending on energy
efficiency programs, which may include direct incentives and technical services to
customers; program administration, marketing, planning, and delivery; evaluation,
measurement, and verification (EM&V); and education.?? Total spending also includes
utility performance incentives, as these are customer funded. Appendix B provides more
detail on performance incentive costs. For comparison of spending across utilities of
different sizes, we calculated spending as a percentage of total utility revenue from retail
sales.20

Table 9 shows scoring for spending as a percentage of total revenue,

Table 9. Scoring for spending as a percentage of revenue

9.00+ 1.0 . 3.00-3.49 . 3.0

8-8.99 6.5 2.50-2.99 25
7.00-7.99 6.0 2.00-2.49 2.0
6.00-6.99 55 1.50-1.99 15
5.00-5.99 5.0 1-1.49 1.0

¥ We do not include any spending or savings data related to demand response and renewable energy in any
metyics in this report. While we encourage integrated programs that combine efficiency with other distributed
energy resources where the net benefits exceed the cost of integration, we limited consideration of those
programs to the chapter on energy efficiency program offerings (York, Relf, and Waters 2019). We may include
integrated energy efficiency and demand response programs in additional metrics in future editions.

% Revenue from retail sales does not include wholesale power sales,
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4.50-4.99 4.5 0.50-0.99 0.5
4.00-4.49 4.0 0-0.49 0.0
3.50-3.99 3.5

Table 10 shows scores for spending as a percentage of total revenue,

Table 10. Scores for spending as a percentage of revenue in 20 18

NG MA $266,403,945  11.38% T LIPA $71,724,487 1.99% 15
Eversource MA  $266,403,9456  9.18% 7. cPS $44,471,93  198% 15
ComEd - $352,088,361 7.04% = 6 We Energiess - 66,824,164 - 197% - ‘15
Ameren IL $99,696,676 ~ 6.66% ~ 55 OG&E $36,309,247 194% 15
‘BGE $114,626,581  5.49% 5 Duke NC $93,506,270 192% 15
PGEa $85,681,659 487% 45 PSE&G ™ $62,144,124 167% 15
NG NYa $105,971,6504  4.73% = 45 SCE $197,407,004  167% 15
PSE $91,086,596  4.19% 4 Duke Progress ~ $58,370,956 1.63% 15
MidAm IA $63,804,277 3.71% 35 JCP&La $25,327,197 1.45% 1
Eversource CT  $104,471,027 . 3.59% 35 ' AEPTC.  $12931,010  130%. . 1
LADWP ~~ $135,201,757 " "354% 35 SRP $37,168,028 1.08% A0
Duke OH $32,134,301  3.31% CenterPoint  $25,959,263 147% 1
CUXcelMN. | $107.451,885 | 3.22% oncor . $38476301 . 109% .. .1 .
. Entergy AR . $50,930,300." ¢ 3.05% . Duke IN $28,277,308  105% . 1.
.~ Xeel CO $79,513,396. . 2.90% 25 West Penn . $10,008550  1.03% . 1
SUPECO - $61,427,000 U2.81% .25 - NevadaPower «$19,204,887. 1 091% . .05
PRL . $53162,395  2.80% .25 APS . . $28245208  081% . 05
Consumers $117,838,710  2.69% 25 FP&L $84,457,000 = 0.79% 05
CDTE - - $127,955,350 1 2.51% 2.5 TECO - -$14,925,900 -~ 0.75% - 0.5
ConEdﬂ- -$187,5675,807 ‘2.35% 2 - GA Power o $56,698,715 0.70% = 0.5:
 AEPOH $62,864,638  2.24% 2 “Dominion®  $52.662,000  0.70%. . . 05
OH Edison $30,597,049 2.21% 2 SCE&G $13,585,912  0.59% 05
PG&E $294,509,628  2.16% 2 Duke FL $20,796,850  0.46% 0
SDG&E $82,155,060 2.16% 2 AL Power ® $3,444,670 0.06% 0
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PacifiCorp UT $42,008,572 2.12% 2 Entergy LA $1,637,661 0.04% 0
Ameren MO $66,483,135 2.10% 2
Duke SC $34,916,305 1.99% 1.5 Average 2.58%

¢ includes spending separately atlocated from a third-party administrator, » Spending data from EIA 2019h.

NG MA and Eversource MA earned a full 7 points, and NG MA spent more than 11% of its
revenue on energy efficiency programs. On average, utilities spent 2.58% of their revenue on
energy efficiency. Much more variability exists in spending levels among the top performers
than among those lower on the list. The top 10 utilities spent from less than 4% to nearly
11.5% of revenue on energy efficiency, a difference of about 7.5 percentage points, while the
rest of the utilities all fell below 4%. It is important to note that some states have
implemented energy efficiency spending caps for utilities that limit cost-effective savings
opportunities.!

Seventeen utilities earned 1 point or less for spending in 2018 compared with 12 utilities in

2015, and the overall group average fell by 0.12 percentage points, from 2.70% to 2.58% of

revenue spent on energy efficiency programs. ComEd and Ameren IL, both in Ilinois,

increased their spending most, by 2.42 and 1.87 percentage points, respectively. Eversource
-, CT"s and Duke FL's spending both fell by more than 1.8% of revenue.

PEAK DEMAND REDUCTION AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL PEAK DEMAND

While our primary focus of this section is on energy savings, peak demand reduction is also
an important aspect of utility-sector energy efficiency programs. Reducing peak demand
provides multiple benefits to both the utility and the customer. Utilities avoid higher peak-
period supply costs that must be recovered from customers, and they may also be able to
defer or avoid costly investment in. new power plants and transmission and distribution
infrastructure that would otherwise be needed to meet future peak demand (Baatz, Relf, and
Nowak 2018). As DERs proliferate, they can alter utilities’ system demands and can
contribute to more distinct peak demand periods. This trend increases the importance of
deploying energy efficiency to meet time-specific system needs. While this metric partly

* captures the time value of energy efficiency, future editions may credit programs that more
explicitly target efficiency for its time value.

We focus on peak demand reductions from energy efficiency rather than from demand
response progiams. While demand response initiatives provide additional reductions
during peak periods, complementing the benefits of efficiency, demand response shifts

- demand rather than reducing overall consumption. Without additional policies in place like
performance incentives, utilities are more likely to undertake demand response programs,
which do not decrease sales. We collected peak demand savings for the peak periods

% For example, Pennsylvania limits utility spending on customer energy efficiency programs to 2% of the electric
distribution company’s total annual revenue (Pennsylvania PUC 2015). Towa also enacted legislation in 2018
imposing a restrictive spending cap (Berg et al. 2019).
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defined by each utility. These periods vary widely across utilities and jurisdictions and méy
be defined as coincident with the utility’s own peak demand or with the broader system’s or
region’s peak demand (Frick et al. 2019).

Utilities could earn up to 4 points for peak demand reduction from energy efficiency as a
percentage of total peak demand in 2018. Table 11 shows the scoring,.

Table 11, Scoring for peak demand
reduction

2+ 4.0

1.75-1.99 35
15-1.74 30
125-149 - 25 o0
1-1.24 2.0
0.75-0.99 15
0.5-0.74 1.0
0.25-0.49 0.5
0-0.24 0.0

Table 12 shows the scores for peak demand reduction.

;Table 12. Scores for peak dél‘nand reduction -

1
; EversourceMA 10, 219% . 4 UNGNYal a4 064% . L
" peaE 360 1.99% 35  DukelN 38 0.61% . 1
LSRR 423 A460% . .3 . AmereniL . BT . [059% ..ol
BGE . - 96 1.39% .25  -ConEdd - iv 80 - 057% ol
AmerenMO .. 102 . 136% .25  PECO . . . Bl 054%.. . d-
SCE 301, 1.22% 2 West Penn 19 0.48% 05
MidAm 1A 65 1.20% 2 We Energiesa = 26 0.42% 0.5
Duke OH 51, 1.17% 2 AEPTC - 17 0.41% 05
Xoel MN 90 1.10% 2 PacifiCorp UT 47 0.41% 05
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CPS 58 1.09%

2 Nevada Power 25 0.40% 0.5
Xcel CO 75 1.06% 2 Duke Progress 57 0.36% 0.5
DTE 123 1.01% 2 FP&L 73 0.30% 0.5
PGE2 42 1.00% 2 PSE&G 2 29 0.28% 05
Entergy AR 48 1.00% 2 Duke FL 29 0.26% 0.5
Eversource CT 50 0.93% 1.6 CenterPoint 40 0.25% 05
Consumers 77 0.93% 1.5 SCE&G 12 0.25% 0
ComEd 216 . 0.91% 15 Oncor 59 0.24% 0
DukeSC 47  0.91% 15  JcPala 14 0.23% 0
GA Power 149 0.90% 15 TECO 9 0.22% 0
LIPA 52 0.89% 15 Dominion 13 0.07%  ©
APS 68 0.88% 15 AL Power® 5 0.04% 0
Duke NC 125 0.84% 1.5 Entergy LA 1 0.01% 0
AEP OH 74 0.83% 1.5 PSE . 0.00% 0
OH Edison 41 0.70% 1.
OG&E - 45 0.69% 1 Average 0.81%

Total peak demand data are from EIA 2019c. Blank indicates no data were found. Savings are net at the generator level. We adjusted total
peak demand figures for line loss factors to be consistent with the generator-level reporting of savings. See Appendix B for meter-leval
savings and lfoss factors. @ Includes savings separately allocated from a third-party program administrater. b Data from EIA 2019b,

SDG&E, NG MA, and Eversource MA earned full points for this metric with over 2%
demand savings as a petcentage of peak demand. The average peak demand reduction from
energy efficiency was 0.81% of total peak demand. The median, however, was lower, at
0.70%, indicating that the top-performing utilities are bringing up the group average.
Twenty—flve utilities achieved savings above the group’s average, Seven utilities at the o

_bottom achieved very small savings that earned them no points, and we lacked data for one.
Overall, average peak demand savings increased slightly, from 0.76% to 0.81%, since the last
Scorecard. SDG&E increased its peak demand from efficiency by more than 1.75 percentage
peints.

. NET LIFETIME SAViNGS AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL SALES

Lifetime savings are an important indicator of a utility’s investment in long-term energy
efficiency. Higher net lifetime savings indicate that the measures installed or programs run
by the utility will continue to provide savings over a longer useful life. Addressing climate
change requires continued savings. Focusing on long-term energy savings allows utilities to
include energy efficiency as a low-carbon resource in the time frame of other investments in
future planning processes like physical infrastructure (Gold and Nowak 2019).
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Many utilities do not report on lifetime savings or measure lives. Our research finds that
most utilities and program administrators have goals and incentives focused on first-year
savings, leading to an emphasis on programs with low costs on a first-year basis (Gold and
‘Nowak 2019). Others do focus more heavily orrlong-life measures. For example, DTE and
Consumers Energy value both incremental and lifetime savings, responding to performance
incentives set by the Michigan Public Service Commission that encourage both short- and
long-lived measures. This encourages the utilities to value long-term savings in addition to
measures that may achieve greater savings in a single year but will not provide savings over
a longer period. Massachusetts also includes lifetime savings goals in its recently adopted
EERS (Gold, Gilleo, and Berg 2019).

Methodologies for calculatmg measure lives for technologies and programs vary across
utilities. We relied on annual reports, other filings, and data requests for either lifetime
savings or a weighted average useful life for the total portfolio. For utilities that provided

neither lifetime savings nor a weighted average useful life, we used an average useful life of
11.25 years to multlply w1th net annual savings.?? '

Utlhtles could earn up 103, 5 pomts for net lifetime savmgs as a percentage of 2018 1eta11
sales. We reduced the available points for this metric from 4 to 3.5 because of issues with
data consistency and availability; as mentioned above, we had to make assumptions for a
number of utilities regarding their weighted average measure lives. In the future, we may
increase the available points for this metric to reflect its importance in achieving deep

~ energy savings. We present net lifetime savings data as a percentage of retail sales to allow
comparison across utilities of different sizes. Table 13 shows the scoring for this metric.

Table 13. Scoring for net lifetime
savings as a percentage of retail
sales '

26.25+ . 35
22.50-26.24 3.0
18.75-22.49 2.5
15.00-18.74 20
””1"'11'_-'2'5—514-'99. | 1_5_.._.
L 750-1124 . 4.0
4,75-7.49 0.5

0.00-4.74 00

Table 14 shows the scores for net lifetime savings as a percentage of retail sales,

22 We used 11.25 years because this is the average of effective useful lives for utilities that provided lifetime
savings or weighted average useful life, We used this average for seven utilities.
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Table 14. Scores for net lifetime savings in 2018

NG MA 8.76 32.73% 3.b LIPA 9.89 10.21%

i
Eversource MA 10.79 31.52% 3.5 Conbdace 11.25 9.71% 1
SDG&E 13.21 29.03% 3.5 NG NY e 7.00 8.63% 1
LADWP 16.06 26.18% 3 | PPL 10.30 8.42% 1
PGEa 14.26 20.65% 2.5 APS 11.69 8.36% 1
Xcel MN 12.80 18.63% 25 OG&E 10.83 7.41% 0.5
ComEd 9.90 19.56% 2.5 " West Penn 9.57 7.20% 0.5
SCE : 12.40 18.25% 25 CPS . 1253 6.73% 0.5
PG&E ' 11.85 19.04% 2.5 Duke IN 7.70 6.43% G5
XeelCO 1290  1896% - 2.5 PECO 7.29 6.17% 05
DTE 12.60‘ 18.87% 2.5 Duke Progress 6.60 5.99% 0.5
“Consumers 11.72 17.72% 2 GA Power 12.00 5.53% 0.5
MidAm [A 13.60 17.25% 2 PSE&G @ 13.79 5.49% 05
Eversource CT - 10.59 16.26% -2 Nevada Power 9.58 5.39% 05
Entergy AR 124,74 15.95% 2 JCP&| 2 ' i5.12 4.38% 0
BGE 10.10 - 15.73% 2 SCE&G 10.77 2.65% O
PSE 13.16 14.43% 1.5 ‘ AEPTCe 11.25 2.19% o
SRPed 1125  13.63% 15 Oncor 1600  2.07% 0
.. CH Edison® 14.25 12.59% 1.5 TECO 20.00 1.81% 0
" Duke OH 9.31 12.26% 1.5 CenterPoint® 11.25 1.67% 0
PacHfiCorp UT 11.00 12.09% 1.5 © DukeFL | 8.50 1.53% 0
AEP OH 12.02 12.00% 1.5 Dominion 1057 - 0.85% 0
AmerenlIL - 11.80 11.58% 15 FP&L® 11.25 0.71% 0]
Ameren MO¢ 1125 11.58% = 15 Entergy LA 17.33 0.18% 0
We Energiesa 15.00 11.34% 1.5 AL Power? 10.00 0.17% 0
Duke SC 8.20 10.87% 1 ' '
Buke NG 8.20 10.83% 1 Average 11.39%

Savings are net at the generator level. We adjusted EIA retail sales data {shown in-table 1) for line loss factors to be consistent with the
generator-level reporting of savings. See Appendix B for meter-level savings and loss factors. @ Includles savings separately allocated from a
third-party administrator. » Data from EIA 2019d, <We were unable to confirm weighted average measure life (WAML) data from public
informatlon and so applied 11.25 years WAML. This is the average of ufilitics reporting either lifetime savings or WAML. ¢ SRP achieves
almost half of its savings from prepay electricity programs. For those savings, we apply a WAML of 1. For more information on prepay
programs, see Sussman et al. 2018, ¢ The WAML shown [s specific to the utility itself. The third-party administrators (NYPA and NYSERDA)
had WAMLs of around 15, which was accounted for in calculating lifetime savings for both NG NY and ConEd.
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There is a large variation in the savings achieved in this metric, with a difference of more
than 32 percentage points between the top and bottom performers. The average achieved
net lifetime savings was 11.4% of retail sales, and the median was 10.85%. Eleven utilities
earned no points while only three earned the full 3.5 points, showing a substantial
opportunity to achieve deeper, longer-lived savings. Five utilities had lifetime savings of
more than 20% of sales, and NG MA and Eversource MA both topped 30%.

SDG&E and LADWP increased their lifetime savings the most since 2015, by 13.9% and
9.3% of retail sales, respectively. Eversource MA and PG&E both decreased their lifetime
savings by more than 10 percentage points, although both continued to achieve high
lifetime savings. The average lifetime savings increased by only about 1% of retail sales
from 2015 to 2018.

2018 ENERGY SAVINGS TARGET ACHIEVEMENT

Energy efficiency targets are an effective tool for encouraging higher levels of energy 7
savings by utilities (Gold, Gilleo, and Berg 2019; Molina and Kushler 2015). They provide

: -10ng~term market signals for utilities to invest in energy efﬁciency In some states, utilities -
performance incentives aligned with target achievement. While many targets are driven by
state or regulatory commission directives, others are utility specific. We used targets as
reported by utilities in the data request and confirmed them through a review of their
filings. We adjusted targets to be net at the generator level using line loss factors and
NTGRSs, as we did for other metrics. While there is overlap, we considered utility-specific
targets instead of mandated targets, and therefore this metric is not a review of EERS.2

In the 2017 Scorecard, we found that the utilities achieving the highest percentage of their
target were some of the lowest scoring utilities overall and included those with the lowest
targets as a percentage of sales. Although some regulatory and performance incentive
structures may encourage savings achievement by rewarding utilities that exceed their

- target by a large margin; for example, Massachusetts historically has awarded its maximum

“"“incentive at 125% of target achievement or greater (Gold, Gilleo, and Berg 2019). However
we aim to reward utilities that achieve a high percentage of more challenging targets. To do
so this year, we indexed target achievement to the magnitude of the target itself. We also

: -mcreased the available pomts for ﬂus metrlc from 1 to 2 points. ‘

S To index the scores, we multiplied the utility’s achieved savings by the percentage of its -
- target achieved. We then normalized by dividing by total sales. For example, a utility that -
achieved 10 MWh of savings with 1,000 MWh of total sales and a target of 6.67 MWh would
: have an indexed achievement of 1.5%: - .

(10 MWh savings achieved * 150% of target achieved)/1,000 MWh sales = 1.5%

Table 15 shows how points were awarded for this metric.

23 For more information on BERS, see aceee.org/topics/ energy-efficiency-resource-standard-eers.
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Tahle 15. Scoring for achievement toward 2018
energy savings target

2.0+ 20
1.5-1.99 15
1.0-1.49 o 1.0
0.5-0.99 0.5
0-0.49, no target 0.0

Table 16 shows scores for the percentage achievement of an energy target.

Table 16. Scores for percentage achievement of 2018 energy target, indexed to target as a % of sales

= T 397 — — = = T e

SDG&E 211,050 220% 52% 20 Amerenll 397,899 102%  10%  10.
NG MA 794,886 98% 3.7% 2.0 PPL , 270,143 121%  0.99% 05
Eversource MA 713,195 107% 3.4% 2.0 NGNyab 445,486 89% 0.96% 05
BGE 419,484 147% 29% 2.0 PECO 309,443 113% 0.95% 05
Eversource CT 186,116 186% 2.9% 2.0 AEPOH 533,794 88% 0.9% 0.5
Xcel MN 359,633 157% 2.7% 20 WeEnergiesa - 182,888 111% 0.9% 05
Ameren MO © 159,960 228% - .2.3% 2,0 Du'ke Progress - 275,463 111% 0.8% 0.5
ComEd 1,902,273 109% 23% 2.0 PacifiCorp UT 240,790 96%  0.8% 05
SRP 587,352 = 106% 2.2% 2.0 DukelN 166,101 120% . 0.8% 05
SCE 1,009,050  140% 22% 20 CPS - 111,950  113%  06% 05
PG&E 1,032,150 131% . 24% 20 APS - - 251,436 85% - 06% 05
OH Edison 160,226 179%  20% 20 TECO . 13,345  305%  0.6% 05
LADWE - .343,394 - 115% - 1.9% 15 ConEdsb ~ 509,439 - 84% - 0.6% 05
Consumers 547,663  147%  1.8% 1.5 GAPower T 384,942 108% ~ 05% = 05
Entérgy AR -160,181 160% 1.7% 1.5 Nevada Power 157,144 86% 0.48% 0.0
LIPA . 259,000 113% 1.6% 1.5 CenterPoint 93,238 151% 0.2% 0.0
Duke OH 244,075 120% 1.6% 1.5 AEPTC 53,635 99% 02% 0.0
DYE 754,778 103% 1.5% 1.5 Oncor 167,811 109%  0.4% 0.0

Xcel CO 429,348 106% 1.5% 1.5 FP&L 41,118 177% 0.1% 0.0
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Duke FL.

West Penn 89,875 181% 14% 1.0 113,876 60%  0.4% 0.0
PGE2 332,276 91% 1.3% 1.0 Dominion 67,435  104%  01% 00
MidAm 1A 310,419 104% 1.3% 1.0 Entergy LA 25,004 24%  00% 00
0GRE 99,515 188% 13% 1.0 AL Power - 0%  00% 0.0
PSE 245,372 107% 12% 10 JOP&Le - 0%  00% 0.0
DukeSC . 218,201 107% 1.1% 10 PSE&Ge - 0%  00% 00
Duke NC 594,256 105% 1.0% 1.0 SCE&G ' - 0%  00% 00

Savings and targets are net at the genetator Jevel. See Appendix B for meter-fevel savings and foss factors, Blanks indfcate no data were found. @ Includes savings

-'separately-allocated from a third-parly. administrator, Target includes the portion of the third-party administrator's target for that utility’ stemtory hTargets Include the
portion of NYSERDA's target for that utlity's temitery but do not include the portion of NYPA's target, as these data were not available. -

Twelve utilities earned full points for this metric, and the majority of the utilities (37)
achieved or surpassed their target. The average achievement was 115%. This increased
slightly from the 2017 Scorecard, when average target achievement was 105%.

SDG&E had the highest indexed achievement. Its target was more than 1% of sales, and it
achieved 220% of the target. Notably, NG MA had a 2018 target of almost 3.8% of sales and
achieved 98% of its target. At the other end of the specirum, Entergy LA had a target of just
0.04% of sales and achieved only 24% of the target. We provide additional information on
targets as a percentage of sales in our discussion of Category 3. Some utilities had targets
that we were unable to score. In 2018 New Jersey had a statewide energy savings target that
we could not allocate to individual utilities.

-ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAM PARTICIPATION (HOME RETROFITS )

" Scorecard. Participation is an important indicator of an effective efficiency portfolio. Utilities”

We included a new metric on energy efficiency program participation in this edition of the

~with higher program participation increase savings and improve cost effectiveness by
- spreading fixed costs over a greater number of customers. Data on participation are also
+ eritical for planning and developing programs and for assessing a jurisdiction’s energy .

efficiency potential (York et al. 2015): Reaching new customers also increases program

equity and helps to ensure that all customers reap the benefits of efficiency including lower ‘

energy bills, healthier homes, and more comfortable living spaces.

Despite the importance of parﬁcipation, comprehensive progrém participation analyses
remain sparse, and the availability and consistency of participation data vary widely. There
is no common definition of a participant across utilities and even across programs within a

- single utility portfolio. Programs may track various metrics including customer meters,

customer accounts, products sold or rebated, and others.
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This year we asked utilities to provide information on how they measure and track
participation and on 2018 participation results. To score this metric we used participation in
home retrofit programs as a proxy for overall portfolio participation. These programs are
widespread across the utilities included in the Scorecard and are critical to equitably
delivering programs. High participation in home and building retrofits is also critical to
meeting climate goals, because a large portion of the homes that will be standing in 2050

- already exist. Home retrofit programs typically save 20-30% of energy usage, and can even
save up to 50% or more in certain cases. Three percent of the emissions reductions required
to get the United States halfway to its climate goals by 2050 could come from home retrofits
alone. However these programs need to be scaled up substantially, as they are currently
reaching only a very limited number of eligible customers, less than 2% on average (Nadel
and Ungar 2019).

As with program participation in general, we found that utilities report retrofit participation
- inconsistently: Some report the number of homes retrofitted; others, the number of energy
“audits or assessments conducted, Some offer multiple retrofit programs, such as for market-

rate and low-income customers. We aimed to include all retrofit programs but may not have

identified every program for every utility. We decided to score utilities on two different
scales, one for retrofits and one for audits. Utilities can reach a much higher percentage of
customers with audits at a lower cost than with whole-home retrofits, but they realize much
lower savings from audits or assessments alone. We used the total number of households
served with electricity as a denominator to normalize the results across utilities of different
sizes. We will continue to refine our scoring for program participation in future editions of
the report and hope to expand its role, including by increasing available points, as improved
data become available.

Utilities could earn up to 1. 5 points for program participation (home retroﬁts) Table 17
shows the scoring,

Table 17. Scoring for program participation (home retrofits)

¢ At least 0.5% of residential
~ customers’ homes retrofitted 15
e At least 2.0% of residential ’

customers® homes atidited

*  Upto 0.49% of residential :
customers’ homes retrofitted 10
e Upto 1.99% of residential ;
customers’ homes audited

Reported participation data but no
05
retrofit program

No pérticipation data 0.0 .
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Table 18 shows the scores.

Tahle 18. Scores for program participation

- Participa omes ret
We Energies 13,165 Homes retrofitted 1.30% 1.5
AEPTC 8,256 . Customers in residential retrofit programs 1.14% 1.5
PPL 12,340 Homes retrofitted ‘ 0.98% 1.5
Ameren IL T 3220 Single-family homes ‘ ‘ _ 0.74% 15
EntergyLA 5884 E;?gg;”sﬁfRHp"rg’;:gﬁor mance with 0.63% 15
'_ O0GRE - . .. . 38611 ‘Homes weatherized . . . ... . 054% 1.5
C.PS 7,721 Homes in the home éhergy asseésment 0.48% 1
APS 4,778 Completed homes ‘ 0.43% 1
PacifiCorp UT 3,313 Whole homes 7 0.41% 1
PGE 1,518 Sites weatherized 0.20% i
PECO 2,359 Whole homes 0.16% 1
Homes in the Home Performance with
Consumers 7453 ENERGY STAR program; low-income 0.46% i
retrofits
Xcel CO 177 Eg?g&l”ﬁ&“;g";:;ﬁdr”‘a”"e with 0.01% 1
PSE . g0 Units In the multifamily retrofit air _ 0.04% 1

sealing program . ... ..

Xcel MN 35 "Whole homes o " 0.00% o

Nevadé' '

.-178,735 Energy assessment participants . .

- ‘Power . _
Ll .UUAEPOH . | 225260 . Arsealingandinsulation o . o .. 1743% 15
~BGE ;- .. 69,959 . Home optir-nization,and, retrofits - -6,01% - 1.5
o B Audit and weatherization program; low- DU
DTE 1?3'793 income multifamily 5.21% 15
DukeSC 15,241 Residential energy assessments ' 3.08% - 45
Eﬂ\frsource 34241 Participants in multiple retrofit programs 2.78% 15
Duke . ; ;
32,447 Residential energy assessments 2.70% 1.5
Progress . .
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Eversource

or 29,483 No description ' 2.59% 1.5

Duke [N 17,678 Residential energy assessments 2.44% 1.5

Duke NC 40,703 Residential energy assessments 2.37% 1.5

NG MA 27,158  Participants in multiple retrofit programs 2.35% 1.5

Buke FL 34,200 Audits conducted 2.19% 1.5

GA Power ' 42,722 Besude_}nttal home participants,  1.94% 1
including assessments

FP&L 66409 Participants in residential home energy 1.51% 1
survey

ComEd 48,503 No descripﬁon 1.33% 1

Entergy AR 7,007 Home energy assessments 1.18%
Low-income homes weatherized and 0

TECO 7,983 participanis in ceiling insulation program 1.18% 1

MidAm 1A 6,893 Assessments in HomeCheck program 1.27% 1

ConEd 21,621 Multifamily and residential 0.74%

oncor 19,713 Participants in multiple retrofit 0.64% 1
programs

Duke OH 2,956 Home energy assessmernts 0.46%

PG&E ) 18,102 No description 0.40%

LADWP 9,085 No description ; ' 0.68%

SRP 1,277 Mul’flf@ml!y retrofit program 0.13% 1
participation .

SDG&E 489 Energy Upgrade California; middle- 0.04% 1

income direct install.

o fetrofit program or no data

NG NY 7 ‘870,892 Customers served
SCE&G . 272736 T:;ig;f;ﬁogfogfaﬁipatio”/ measures 43,64% 0.5 -
CenterPoint 43,172 mzfgﬁggi ‘;’s;‘r’:”‘?)’ meters 198% 05
PSE&G 23,385 Participants ' 1.20% 0.5
Dominion 23,888 Gross participants (no retrofit program) 1.08% 0.5
Al Power ‘No participation data 0
Ameren MO No retrofit program, no participation data o
JCP&L No participation data 0
LIPA No participation data 0
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OH Edison No participation data

SCE No patticipation data
West Penn : No participation data

Eighteen of the utilities earned full points for this metric, and 22 earned 1 point. Utilities that
measure assessments or audits conducted are typically reaching more than 1% of residential
customers; utilities that report the number of whole homes retrofitted are reaching less than
1%. Only seven utilities do not report any participation data for their energy efficiency
programs. However the low quality and inconsistency of data reported for this metric
suggest the need for more rigorous participation measurement and reporting.*

COST-EFFECTIVENESS RESULTS i

Most utility-sector energy efficiency program portfolios undergo cost-effectiveness
screening during planning and evaluation. Many utilities still rely on the traditional tests in
the California Standard Practice Manual, with most states using the total resource cost (TRC)
test as the primary metric (NESP 2019). The National Efficiency Screening Project released a
standard practice manual for screening tests in 2017. It offers guidance for states to tailor
cost tests to their state policies (NESP 2017).

While we were able to gather relevant cost-effectiveness festing data for 2018, we did not
use the results as a scoring metric, primarily because of the differences in assumptions used
in the standard tests. For example, tests may include different benefits, and the
methodologies to estimate them vary substantially. % Additionally, avoided costs such as
capacity and energy prices vary across the country due to many factors, including each
region’s resource mix and historical investment in energy efficiency, which helps to keep
energy affordable. Because of these differences, comparing the results among the utilities in
our study would not have proved useful. In future editions, we may consider scoring on the

~structure or design of cost-effectiveness tests. It is critical that these tests capture all relevant

-~ costs and benefits of energy effxc1ency to help ensure that beneﬁmal programs pass tesung
screens and are 1mplemented

- 'We collected benefit-cost ratios from utility data request responses and demand side *
“management filings. Table 19 presents portfolio-level cost-effectiveness results for each -
~utility, including scores and the primary and secondary tests used. - -

2 For more information on achieving high participation rates, see York et al. 2015.

25 For more on these differences, see Baatz 2015 and Kushler, Nowak, and Witte 2012.
40




Date Filed: April 29, 2022 SBA IR-20, Attachment 1, Page 54 of 154

2020 Unuiry Scorecaro © ACEEE

Table 19. Utility cost-effectiveness tests and portfolio results

AEP OH TRC 23 ucT 5.6

AEPTC

AL Power _

Ameren iL TRC 252

Ameren MO TRC 201 ucrt 327

APS SCT 1.4

BGE TRC 227

CenterPoint PACT 2.8

ComEd * TRC 1.78 ucT 1.85
~ConEd '

Consumers UCT 29

PA
CPS Benefit- 2.95
Cost Ratio

Dominicn .

DTE "USRCT 4.8 TRC 2.44

Duke FL RiM 1.3

Duke IN uct 3.91 TRC 2.37

Duke NC ucrt 3.2 TRC 3.49
- Duke CH o TRC 2.9 : ucT - 45

Duke Progress uer 3.69 TRC 2.86

Duke SC ‘ uer 3.97 TRC 43

Entergy AR . . TRC 1.96

Entergy GS+LA TRC 459 ,

Eversource CT ucT 1.75 Modified UCT 1.81

Eversource MA TRC 2865

FP&L

GA Power TRC 26 res, 5.6 RIM RIM<1

commercial

JCP&L ‘

LADWP TRC 1.2 PAC 2.29

LIPA SCT 1.9

MidAm 1A SCT 4.7 TRC 2.97
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TRC

NTRC 1.57

Nevada Power 1.43
NG MA TRC 2.36
sCT ,
NG NY (modified 2 RiM . 242
TRC)
s
OH Edison TRC 282
Oncor ucTt 25
PacifiCorp UT ucT 1.73
e Results .
PECO - not broken
out by test _
PG&E TRC 143 et sor 4.15
PGE TRC 1.95 ucT 2.23
PPL Gross TRC 1.54 Net TRC 1.46
PSE TRC 1.69 ucT 247
PSE&G
5CE PAC b.74 TRC 1.79
SCE&G TRC 2,26 uet 2.95
SDG&E TRC 1.73 PAC 4.54
SRP :
~ Reported
TECO * at measure
’ level” -
“WE .E__ner.gies._.-. SR MoTcgged " 3.66
"West Penn TRC . 1.38
—oXeel GO - -MTRG - - -1.5
5 Utility, RIM,
Xeel MN SCT 1.8 TRC,

Participant
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Category 2. Energy Efficiency Programs

In Category 2 we review several areas of program implementation (defined in greater detail
below): comprehensiveness of energy efficiency portfolios, emerging programs or measure
offerings, low-income programs, and electric vehicles. A total of 12.5 points were available
for this category. Table 20 summarizes the scores for Category 2 metrics.

v .

Table 20. Category 2 scores by metric

2.5 ‘ 11.5 92%

DTE 3.5 2.5 3
Eversource MA . 4 3 i5 115 92%
LADWP 35 _ 3 3 -2 115 92%
NG MA 35 3 15 11  88%
" PECO 35 2.5 3 2 11 88%
Consumers ‘ 3 28 25 2.5 10.5 84%
PG&E ' 35 2 25 | 25 105 84%
BGE 35 25 2 2 : 10 - 80%
Eversource CT 35 3 2.5 1 ' 10 80%
NG NY 3.5 3 1 25 10 - 80%
PGE 35 3 2 1.5 - 10 80%
We Energies 4 1.5 25 1 9 2%
ComEd 3.5 25 2.5 0 8.5 68%
GA Power 3 1.5 - 15 _ 2.5 85 68%
SDG&E 3.5 1.5 1.5 2 8.5 68%
Xcel MN 35 1.5 o4 2.5 85  68%
MidAm IA 35 2 1.5 1 8 64%
OG&E : 2.5 o2 25 1 8 64%
SCE 2 1 25 25 8 64%
XeelCO 35 s 2 1 8 64%
AEP OH 35 1.5 1.5 1 7.5 60%
PPL 35 1 3 0 7.5 60%
APS 3 1.5 15 1 7 56%
Nevada Power 3 2 1 1. 7 56%
Ameren IL 3 0.5 3 0 6.5 52%
CPS 2.5 1 3 0 6.5 52%
Duke NC 3 1 2 0.5 6.5 52%
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Duke SC

1 2 0.5 6.5 52%
PSE 3 1 15 1 6.5 52%
Ameren MO 2.5 05 2 1 6 48%
ConEd 25 1.5 1 1 6 48%
CenterPoint 2 1 25 0 55 44%
Entergy AR 2 2.5 0 5.5 A44%
Entergy LA 3 0.5 2 0 5.5 ©44%
TECO 2 1 2.5 0 5.5 44%
Duke FL 2 0.5 2.5 0 5 40% -
CH Edison 3 1 1 C 5 40%
Oncor : 15 0.5 3 0 5 40%
Duke Progress 3 1 ¢ 5 40%
SCE&G 2 0.5 25 0 5 40%
Duke IN 3 0 15 0 4.5 36%
AEP TC ' 1 0.5 2.5 0 4 32%
Duke OH 3 1 0 4 32%
PacifiCorp UT 2 0] 1 4 4 32%
PSE&G 3 0.5 0 0.5 4 32%
SRP 1.5 0.5 1 1, 4 32%
West Penn 2 0.5 1.5 0 4 32%
AL Power T e ¢ - T ¢ e 35 7 28%
JCP&L 25 - 05 0.5 -0 3.5 28%.
LIPA 25 0.5 0 3 24% . ..
. Pominion : . 05 1 - 25 0 20%.. -
RPERL e T L

~ Figure 4 shows the distribution of scores in Category 2.
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Figure 4. Distribution of Category 2 scores

No utility received all available points for Category 2. DTE, Eversource MA, and LADWP
earned 11.5 points, and NG MA and PECO earned 11. Eleven utilities earned 10 or more
points in this category. Both the median and the average scores were about 6.5 points.

" Portfolio coiriprehénsiveness is the most heavily Weighted metric in Category 2, with 4
points: This is because offering a broad range of programs allows utilities to reach more
customers, which increases program equity and leads to deeper savings (Nowak 2016;
Cluett, Amann, and Ou 2016; Johnson 2013). Two utilities, Eversource MA and We Energies,
offered all 24 programs on our checklist and earned full points for this metric. The most
common programs are residential and commercial HVAC and industrial and commercial
custom; the least common are appliance recycling (residential) and combined heat and
power (CHP).

Six utilities earned full points for emerging areas by covering 12 or more new technologies
or programs. Thirty-three utilities offer midstream programs, while only seven offer energy-
efficient fuel switching programs. Details are provided in Appendix D.
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While we do not consider pilot programs as a stand-alone metric in this edition of the
report, utilities could earn credit for them under the emerging areas metric. Thirty-two
utilities piloted new programs in 2018. Programs are described in Appendix F. One
common pilot offers marketplace websites where consumers can shop for energy-efficient
appliances and technologies and can receive instant rebates. These programs can help
reduce the administrative burden, the cost of processing rebates, and transaction costs for
customers and can encourage greater adoption of efficient technologies.

The low-income metric assesses annual low-income program savings per residential
customer, spending on low-income programs as a percentage of total efficiency spending,
and the comprehensiveness of programs. While savings per customer is an important
indicator of achievement, it should be noted that this metric represents a simplified
approach, Ideally savings would be normalized on the basis of the number of low-income

_customers served by a utility, but these data are not readily available and are inconsistent
due to varying definitions of “low-income,” so we use residential customers instead. We

- evaluated program savings pet residential customer rather than per participating household

because participation data were not readily available.

Low-income energy efficiency performance has increased since the last edition of the report.
The 10 utilities that saved the most through low-income programs averaged about 25 kWh
per residential customer, which is an increase of almost 55% from the previous edition of the

* Scorecard. The overall average also increased by over 50%. Median savings were lower than

* the average. Similarly, utilities used an average of about 11% of their efficiency spending on
‘low-income programs while the 10 utilities that spent the most on low-income programs as
a percentage of total portfolios averaged about 30%. Thirty-one utilities have comprehensive
low-income programs, which we defined as offering more than one low-income program
and offering programs that go beyond direct install.

 Twenty-five utilities promoted a rate option to encourage EV adoption or off-peak chargmg,
+six more than in the previous edition of the Scorecard. Sixteen utilities had at least one

‘program approved to promote the development of electric vehicle charging infrastructure, a
new consideration in this edition. :
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UTILITY SPOTLIGHTS: PROGRAM OFFERINGS

."Wrsconsm Electrlc Power (We Energres)

: "We Energres eamed the top spot inthe portfolro oomprehensrveness metrrc as |t drd [) B
- 2017, With:24 programs ‘We Energres is'one of two: tilities with the maximum nhumber of
-] program offerrngs, administered by Focus on Energy. We Energres partners with: Focus. on
" Energy to provrde incentives.and rebates on appfrance recycling, smart. thermostats and. -
--.'_energy effrcrent equrpment such as heat pump water heaters and Irghtrng, among other i

_*Focus on Energy also otfers a number of commerorai_ programs suoh-as strategrc energy-_
; management setvices for Iarge customers. Through the Large. Energy Users: Program
partlcrpants have access to their energy usage data a!ong with technical training and
- financial incentives for energy management For. midsize. and small commercial custor_ners,_. S
:'.'_the utllrty offers custom serwces ilke houriy energy usage data and br!l savmgs estlmates for o

f:“customers for mstallrng energy effrcrent equment.-"-

..::-..DTE Electrrc (DTE) —

- DTE was the seoond—most |mproved- utifity-in the portfoilo comprehenslvenessmetrrc from. .=
:_'_-._2017 10 2020. Inthe 2017 Scorecard we evaluated programs offered in 2015, of which DTE: ;f
- hadjust 8. DTE added 13 more programs by 2018 for a total of 21. This reflects the utility's * -
reneWed emphasrs on energy effrcrenoy, asitaimsto meet_SO% of energy customer’ demandi_-_"-
; f.through renewable energy resources and energy waste reductron (energy effrcrency) by 2080.’-3'--__
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.;:':Los Angeles i 'epartment of Water and Power‘ (LADWP)
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Natlonai Gr:d Massachusetts (NG MA)

-NG IV!A earned 1.5 pomts for its elec’mc vehlcle offermgs The utlllty s EV programs mc!ude S
"2 moentlves for electrlc vehicle chargmg equipment, line extensions, and make—ready site -

|mprovement programs. National Grid has stated its commitment to EVs across its service.
- territories.in-Massachusetts; New York, and Rhode Island, mcludmga commltment to: Gk
,_mstafimg and’ ‘managing publlcly avallabEe chargmg stations, purchasmg EVs for its own' leet
cand prowdmg employees with workplace chargmg opt;ons (Natlonal Grid: 2019) The' . B
: company has awareness campaigns and a make-ready program that will-fund 100% of the :
: -i_eleotnoai infrastructure for approved chargmg projects: It will -also. prov:de rebates for some: g

c stomer chargmg equrpment (NatlonaIGnd 2019) Frgur'-5sho 1ese options. : i

_ . : ing the load mpact' of
:1-_'_ EVs on a granufar IeveI;-These' efforts ensure that mcreased EV adoptlon does notlead to
~increased peak demand and help to mamtam EVs GHG emlssmn reduct{ons and energy B
;'f.savmgs beneﬂts g S0 : BN S S

Now we review each metric in greater detail. We present information on why each is
important, our data sources and assumptions, and scoring,

ENERGY EFFICIENCY PORTFOLIO COMPREHENSIVENESS

The breadth and types of energy efficiency programs are essential determinants of utility

_ energy efficiency capability and performance. ACEEE research into program best practices
in areas such as small business, low income, multifamily, and others demonstrates that
when utilities offer programs for specific customer segments and targeted energy end uses,
energy savings increase (Nowak 2016; Cluett, Amann, and Ou 2016; Johnson 2013). Aiming
programs at all these major customer segments and end uses is also a strategy utility
managers can use to-ensure the equity of their portfolio of offerings. Our goal is not to
‘capture all program types but to assess the breadth of portfolios at a high level.

For this metric we used a checklist of 24 program types, 11 residential and 13 commercial
and industrial. % In selecting these program types, our objective was to include programs
that serve particular important market segments and programs that have high potential for
energy savings, potential for nonenergy benefits, and long-term or lifetime savings

26 We reviewed other literature on program types including Hoffman et al. 2013.
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potential. We moved three programs from the emerging programs metric to the portfolio
comprehensiveness metric for this edition of the Scorecard; they are offered by mote than
half the utilities, so we no longer view them as emerging. These include heat pump water
heaters and/ or condensing gas heaters, learning thermostats, and upstream programs. Low-
income programs are covered in a separate metric. Utilities were given credit in this metric
for energy efficiency programs offered by statewide program administrators in their state.

We scored these residential program types (program definitions are given in Appendix C):

e Appliance recycling

o Behavior-based/feedback
¢ KHducation

* Home appliances

s Home retrofit

» Heat pump water heaters
» TIVACequipment

s Lighting

¢ Learning thermostats

s  Multifamily

* New construction

We also scored these commercial and industrial program types:

e Agriculture

¢ Combined heatand power
s  Custom

o Lfficient motor systems

¢ HVAC
» Kitchens and restaurants
s Lighting

o Lighting systems and controls
e Retrocommissioning

¢ Small business

¢ Strategic energy management
. Upstream programs

e Whole-building retrofits

We scored utilities using an even distribution of points based on the total number of
programs or program/technology types covered in their utility portfolios in 2018. For a

“ utility to score the maximum 4 points, it needed to offer all of the 24 areas on the Hst, as
shown in table 21. We provided utilities with program definitions in recognition of the fact
that utilities may categorize program types differently or may offer multiple types of

~ programs under a single program name. While there are still limitations to categorizing
programs, this approach provides a broad review of a portfolio’s comprehensiveness. See
Appendix C for a listing of all program types offered by each utility, by sector.

For utilities in states with statewide program administrators, program types were counted
for the utilities wherever the administrators” programs were available in the ulility service
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counted those program types when scoring Ameren IL and ComEd on portfolio

comprehensiveness, Table 21 shows scoring for the portfolio comprehensiveness metric.

Table 21. Scoring for portfolio
comprehensiveness

24 4.0
21-23 35
18-20 3.0
15-17 25
12-14 2.0
9-11 15
6-8 1.0
3-5 05
0-2 0.0

Table 22 shows the scores for portfolio comprehensiveness.

Table 22. Scores for portfelio comprehensiveness (2018 programs)

PSE&G ~ b

3.0

Eversource MA 24 4.0 19

WE Energies & 24 4.0 APS 18 3.0
AEP OH 23 35 Entergy LA 18 3.0
Eversource CT 23 35 Nevada Power 18 3.0
Middmia 23 35 'OH Edison 18 3.0
PECO 23 35 PSE 18 3.0
PPL 23 3.5 CPS 17 25
BGE 22 35 ICP&LA 17 2.5
PGE 2 22 3.5 LIPA 17 2.5
SDG&E 22 35 OG&E i7 25
ComEd 21 35 Ameren MO 168 2.5
DTE 21 ‘3.5 ConEd® 16 25
LADWP 21 3.5 Al Power 14 . 2.0
NG MA 21 35 Entergy AR 14 2.0

51



Date Filed: April 29, 2022 SBA IR-20, Attachment 1, Page 65 of 154 -

2020 Unury ScorecarD ® ACEEE

NG NY a 21 3.5 SCE&G 13 2.0
PG&E 21 3.5 TECO 13 2.0
Xcel CO 21 3.5 West Penn 13 2.0
Xcel MN 21 3.5 CenterPoint 12 2.0
Consumers 20 3.0 Duke FL 12 2.0
Duke NG 20 3.0 PacifiCorp UT 12 2.0
Duke SC 20 3.0 SCE 12 2.0
GA Power ‘ 20. 3.0 Oncor 11 1.5
Ameren IL 19 3.0 SRP 11 1.5
DukeIN 19 3.0 AEP TC 7 1.0
Duke OH - 19 3.0 FP&L 7 1.0
. Duke Progress 19 3.0 Pominion ¢ 3 0.5

a In states with statewide program administrators, we counted programi types offered by administrators for the
utilities In that state. b PSE&G proposed a portfolio of 22 new energy efficiency programs in 2018, but these have
not yet been approved (PSEG 2019). ¢ In 2019, regulators approved 11 new energy efficiency programs for
Dominion, but thase had notyet been implemented in 2018,

Two utilities earned full points for covering all the program areas in 2018. Of the programs
on the list, both residential and commercial HVAC were the most prevalent, with 50 out of
52 utilities offering them in 2018. Additionally, 49 utilities had custom commercial and
industrial programs, and 48 offered commercial lighting programs. Only 23 utilities offered
CHP programs, the least common program type of the group. |

Overall, the 52 utilities offered more than 900 programs or measure types in 2018. While not
“directly comparable to 2015 information because we added new programs and removed
others, this is still a far greater number of programs than the 600 or so that were offered in
2015. Many new programs have clearly been developed, but the increase may also stem
from our asking utilities to identify their own programs this year (then confirmed by us).
Utility representatives are more familiar with their offerings and better able to classify them
than we are, '

EMERGING PROGRAM AREAS

- Technological and programmatic innovations lead to greater energy savings and often
become standard practice as technology and implementation improve. Utilities that
undertake the most cutting-edge programs and technologies show that they are committed
to energy efficiency in the long run and clearly understand the value that investments in
energy-efficient technologies and programs provide, They are also well positioned to more
quickly adopt new measures or programs as they gain market penetration and become more
cost effective.
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This metric includes 17 emerging program areas that are important to the future of energy
efficiency in the utility sector. To replace items that we moved to the portfolio
comprehensiveness metric, we added three new emerging areas this year: energy-efficient
fuel switching, data disaggregation, and grid-interactive buildings. We also moved pilot
programs, which was a stand-alone category in the 2017 edition, into the emerging
programs category. Pilots fit well here since they signal a future-oriented approach to
energy efficiency. They are an important way to test new program ideas on a small scale and
can provide valuable data to inform the design and administration of a full-scale program.
Emerging technologies and program areas push the bounds of what is currently standard
and widely implemented across the utility sector. Some of the technologies lead directly to
greater energy and demand savings, while others make energy efficiency programs run
more effectively,

To assess whether the utilities were undertaking programs in the selected areas, including
pilot programs, we asked them to provide information on the programs they ran in 2018
and to list any pilots that they offered. We used utility filings and websites to confirm
program and measure ofterings. Table 23 shows the arcas we selected as important
emerging technologies and programs for the utility sector, based on current research and
new trends in the industry.

Table 23. Emerging program areas

\ : Encouraging the adoption of cold- or warm-climate heat pumps with -
Advanced space-heating heat - heating seasonal performance factor (HSPF) above 10. Must provide extra
pumps incentives for advanced heat pumps relative to those provided for

moderate-efficiency heat pumps.

Targeting businesses in specific geographic locations that will yield high

Commetial and industrial savings. Dees not include geotargeted marketing efforts or comparatwe

geotargeting business energy report programs.

. Conservation voltage improving the efficiency of a utility’s transmission and distribution system
reduction or volt/var through voltage reduction systems, whether explicitly included in the
optimization utility's energy efficiency portfolio or not.

Incentivizing measures to improve data center energy efficiency, such as

Data centers through high-efficiency cooling systems, servers, and other equipment.

Encouraging fuel switching that delivers overall BTU energy savings, GHG

Energy-efficient fuel switching reductions, and customer cost savings,

Allowing consumers to better understand their energy usage behavior and

Energy use feedback to _react to increase savings. Includes programs that provide feedback in near
consumers in real time . real time. Typically requires advanced metering infrastructure (AMI)
installation.
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Grid-interactive efficient
huildings

incentivizing buildings that reduce energy waste and carbon emissions
while offering flexible building loads to the grid. May include integrating
energy efficiency and demand response to better value the many benefits
of grid-interactive efficient buildings.

High-efficiency ceiling fans

Promoting the installation of high-efficiency ceiling fans, either stand-alone
or included as a part of another program.

High-efficiency consumer
electronics (residential)

Promoting the purchase and use of high-efficiency consumer electronics,
including through rebates, midstream and upstream programs, and the

- use of smart strips with consumer electronics.

High-efficiency residential
clothes dryers

Offering rebates for high-efficiency clothes dryers, or participation in the
Super-Efficient Dryer Initiative. Does not include advocacy for dryer
efficiency standards.

" Midstream programs

Transforming the market for energy-efficient products by targeting

. midstream retailers and partners to improve choices and reduce costs for

consumers. Includes midstream lighting, high-efficiency HVAC, heat pump
water heater, and appliance programs.

Programs using data
disaggregation

"Extracting end-use and/or appliance-level data from an aggregate or

whole-building energy signal to engage consumers and to target relevant
programs to specific customers. -

Quality HVAC installation

Improving and ensuring the quality installation of HVAC equipment, such
as incentivizing installation to ANSI/ACCA Standard 5.

‘Reduiction of plug and other-

miscellaneous load in
commerciat buildings

Reducing plug or other loads in commercial buildings, including midstream -
and upstream programs for equipment like advanced power strips (tier 1
and 2} and smatrt plugs.

Residential geo-targeting -

Targeting residents in specific geographic locations that will yield high or
particularly valuable savings. Does not include geo-targeted marketing
efforts or comparative home energy reporis.

Zero net energy buildings

Developing zerc-energy buildings through codes and standards or other
methods. Could also include a tiered approach, such as a zero-energy
“step codes.” Does not include programs or participation in zero net
energy forums or coalitions. ‘

Pilot programs

Any pilot programs run by the utility in 2018.

Utilities could earn a total of 3 points for the emerging areas metric. We reduced the
“available points for this metric by 0.5 since the last Scorecard and added that to the electric
-vehicles category in recognition of the large efficiency and GHG reduction potential in the

transportation sector Table 24 shows the scoring breakdown.
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Table 24. Scoring for emerging program areas

12+ 3.0
10-11 25
8-9 2.0
6-7 1.5
4-5 1.0
2-3 0.5
0-1 0.0

Table 25 shows the scores for the emerging areas metric.

Tabie 25. Scores for emerging areas in 2018

Eversource MA 14 3.0 TECO

5 1.0
PGE=2 ‘ 14 3.0 SCE 5 i.0
Eversource CT i3 3.0 CenterPoint 4 1.0
LADWP 13 3.0 Duke NC 4 1.0
NG MA 13 3.0 Duke SC 4 1.0
NG NYa 13 3.0 " Entergy AR 4 1.0
PECO 11 25 OH Edison 4 1.0
BGE 10 25 Duke Progress 4 1.0
ComEd 10 25 AL Power 3 0.5
Consumers 10 25 Ameren IL 3 05
DTE 10 2.5 JCP&La 3 0.5
MidAm 1A 9 2.0 PSE&G 2 3 05
Nevada Power 9 2.0 AEPTC 2 0.5
OG&E 8 2.0 Ameren MO 2 0.5
PG&E 8 2.0 . DukeFL 2 05
ConEda 7 1.5 Entergy LA 2 0.5
SDG&E 7 1.5 LIPA 2 0.5
AEP OH G 1.5 Oncor 2 0.5
APS 6 1.5 SCE&G 2 0.5
GA Power 5] 1.5 ‘SRP 2 0.5
WE Energies 2 6 1.5 West Penn 2 05
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Xcel GO 6 1.5 Dominion 1 0.0
Xcel MN 6 1.5 Duke IN ) -1 0.0
CPS b 1.0 Duke OH 1 0.0
PPL 5 1.0 PacifiCorp UT 1 0.0
PSE 5 1.0 FP&L - -

a |n states with statewide program administrators, we counted program types effered by administrators for the utifities in
that state.

No utility on this list was undertaking all 17 of the selected emerging program areas in 2018.
Six utilities earned full points with 12 or more programs or technologies offered. This
indicates a commitment to advancing and transforming the energy efficiency market. Of the
programs on the list, midstream programs are the most prevalent, with 33 utilities
implementing them in 2018. Additionally, 32 utilities offered data center programs, a new

. program type we included this year. On the other hand, only seven utilities offered energy-
efficient fuel switching programs, and eight had grid-interactive efficient building
programs. Overall, the 52 utilities offered 298 emerging programs or measure types in 2018.
While not directly comparable to 2015 information because we added new programs and
removed others, this is still a far greater number of programs than the 168 offered in 2015.
As with portfolio comprehensiveness, it is clear that many new programs have been
developed, but the increase may also stem from our asking utilities to identify their own
programs for this version of the report (then confirmed by us). See Appendlx D for a full list
of the emerging programs each utility offered in 2018.

LOW-INCOME PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

Installing energy efficiency measures helps consumers reduce the amount they spend on
energy every month, a particularly valuable benefit for low-income customers, who often
face higher energy burdens.?” These customers are also the least able to participate in
programs requiring customer investment in energy efficiency measures (Drehobl and
Castro-Alvarez 2017). The existence of programs directed at low-income customers is
important because it helps promote equity in program offerings.

“:2To assess utility pe1formance in admzmstermg low-mcome energy efficiency programs, we
" collected savings and spending data for programs that target low- or limited-income o
customers from annual reports. We also relied on utility contacts for additional information.
- Itis important to nofe that utilities use varying definitions of “low income” and “limited .
income.” They may employ different methods of calculating qualifying incomes or include
different types of customers such as age-qualifying or commercial customers.

Three points were available to utilities for this metric. They could earn 1 point each for
savings achieved per residential customer, spending on low-income energy efficiency

# Bnergy burden is the percentage of a household’s ingome spent on home energy bills (Drehobl and Ross 2016).
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programs, and program offering comprehensiveness, 2 While achieved savings demonstrate
the actual performance of low-income programs, we feel it is important to consider
spending as well. Low-income programs are not always cost effective using traditional cost-
effectiveness tests that don’t capture their additional benefits. In fact, these programs are
often exempt from cost-effectiveness screening (Berg et al. 2019). Low-income offerings may
require additional investment, compared with market-rate programs, to address an older
building stock or to cover measures that reduce risks to health and safety (Drehobl and Ross
2016). Therefore spending can indicate a robust program. :

We used EIA data to determine the total number of residential customers served by a utility
in order to normalize low-income savings figures across utilities. Ideally these would be
normalized on the basis of the number of low-income customers served by a utility, but
these data are not readily available and are inconsistent due to varying definitions of “low-
income.” Additionally, we normalized low-income spending by assessing the percentage of
total spending (as defined in the efficiency program spending metric in Category 1) that
went to low-income programs. This also poses certain challenges, such as differences in how
utilities attribute administration costs to low-income programs. '

To assess comprehensiveness of the low-income program being offered, we awarded half a
point to any utility offering more than one low-income program and another half pointto a
utility whose measures go beyond direct install to address the whole building envelope.
These factors indicate a broad and coordinated effort to reach low-income customers with
efficiency programs. Table 26 shows the scoring criteria for this metric.

Table 26. Scoring for low-income programs

Offers multiple low-income
8.00+ 10.00+ programs and measures beyond 1.0 each
direct install

Either offers muitiple low-income

2.00-5.99 3.00-9.99 programs or measures heyond 0.5 each
direct install :
Neither offers multiple low-income

0.00-1.99 0.00-2.29 programs nor measures beyond 0.0 each
direct install

Table 27 shows the scores for low-income programs.

% In this report low-income programs do not include bill assistance programs,
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Nine utilities earned full points for this metric, compared with five utilities in the previous
edition, although how we evaluated program comprehensiveness changed slightly. On
average, utilities reported 8.4 kWh of low-income energy savings per residential customer
and spent about 10.7% of total energy efficiency program funds on low-income programs.
However the medians for both of these categories are lower, at 4.5 kWh per residential
customer and 8.2% spending on low-income programs. Notably, Ameren Ilinois saved
more than 70 kWh per residential customer and ComEd saved more than 32 kWh per
residential customer by offering eight low-income programs. PG&E and CPS devoted more
than 40% of total expenditures to low-income programs. Thirty-one utilities offer
comprehensive programs, including more than one low-income program and measures
beyond direct install that address the building envelope. Forty-four utilities have low-
income programs that go beyond direct-install measures, This indicates that they are
offering critical measures to low-income customers, such as air sealing. We were unable to
locate low-income savings and spending data for several utilities, indicating either a lack of
publicly available data or an absence of these programs from these utilities” portfolios.

ELECTRIC VEHICLES

Although electric vehicles increase the need for electricity production, they are more energy
efficient than conventional gasoline-fueled vehicles, even when power generation and
distribution losses are taken into account (Khan and Vaidyanathan 2018). For this metric, we
considered two ways that utilities can promote electric vehicle adoption: by supporting
electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) deployment and by offering rate options that
benefit electric vehicle owners, These include not only EV-specific rates but also nonspecific
options like time-of-use rates promoted to EV owners.

In the previous edition of the Scorecard, we awarded 1 point to utilities for providing
customer education on EVs on informational web pages. Forty-five out of the 51 utilities
included in the 2017 report had EV-related educational material on their websites,

~ indicating that this aspect of utility EV promotion is well covered. For this reason, we did
not give points for EV education in this edition.

Having convenient and accessible EVSE, or charging stations, is critical to increasing EV
adoption. For the equipment metric, we considered three ways in which utilities can
facilitate increased EVSE deployment: with make-ready programs, direct financial
incentives, and line extensions. We did not score on EVSE ownership, as this is not allowed

~ in every state, and it may not make sense for utilities to own EVSE in contexts where the
competitive market may serve the need more efficiently (Allen et al. 2017). We credited
utilities that include EV support as a part of their demand-side management program
portfolios as well as those that support EVs separately. The activities we considered for
scoring are:
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s Make-ready programs. Utilities create a site that is completely ready for installation of
charging equipment by another organization by upgrading electrical equipment on .
the customer side of the meter (Colorado PUC 2019).

e Financial incentives. Utilities offer incentives for the hardware, network services, ox
other aspects of charging equipment installation in a variety of forms such as
rebates, grants, or loans (PGE 2019; PUCO 2018),

o Line extensions. Utilities install new distribution eqﬁipment or make equipment
upgrades to facilitate serving electric vehicle charging loads (PGE 2019).

We awarded 1 point to utilities with programs approved for any of the above three
categories and 1.5 points for utilities with more than one of the three. We awarded 0.5 points

to utilities that have only proposed programs that have not yet been approved. To find
EVSE-related information, we primarily used utility filings co]lected on AtlasEVHub as well
as on utlhty websites (EV Hub 2019).

For the EV rate metric, we relied on the National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL)
database of utility rate schedules as well as current utility tariffs (OpenEl 2019). We focused
on whether the utility has a rate encouraging customers to adopt EVs through electricity
discounts, or a rate that encourages them to charge EVs (or otherwise use electricity) during
off-peak periods. Such time-varying rates encourage customers to charge during periods of
low overall system demand. This can reduce the carbon intensity of electricity generation,

* help to facilitate the integration of variable renewable energy resources, ‘and reduce the need
for utilities to build new infrastructure to meet EV power demand {Khan and Vaidyanathan
2018). We credited any residential time-varying rates targeted to EV owners as well as EV-
specific rates for which customers have to prove ownership of an EV.

Utilities could earn up to 2.5 points for this metric. Table 28 shows the scoring criteria.

Table 28. Scoring for electric vehicles

Offers 2 or more approved EVSE B 15

programs
- Offers 1 approved EVSE program - - 4.0

Has filed for EVSE program
: : 0.5
approval, but none yet approved ..

Offers a rate Opthl’l that promotes
S e 10

Table 29 shows the scores for this metric..
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Table 29, Scores for electric vehicles

Consumers . . o 1.5

1 25
DTE . T o 15 1 2.5
NG NY : . . o 1.5 1 25
PG&E . . . o 15 1 25
SCE . . o] 1.5 1 25
GA Power . o 1.5 1 25
Xcel MN . o 1.5 1 2.5
BGE . | o 1. 1 2
SDG&E . ‘ 1 1 2
LADWP . 1 1 2
PECO . i i 2
NG MA . . . o 1.5 0 15
Eversource MA . . . o 1.5 0 i.5
PGE . o 0.5 1 1.5
AEP OH * 1 0 1
Ameren MO . o 1 0 i
PSE . - o . 1 0 1
AL Power 0 i 1
APS o 1 1
ConEd 0 1 1
Dominion 0 1 1
Eversource CT o 1 1
FP&E: 0 1 i
MidAm 1A 0 1 1
Nevada Power 0 i 1
OG&E C 1 1
PacifiCorp UT 0 1 1
SRP 0 1 1
Xcel CO o 1 1
WE Energies 0 1. 1
Duke NC o 0.5 0 0.5
Duke SC . o 0.5 0 0.5
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PSE&G o
AEPTC

Ameren L

CenterPoint

ComEd
CPs
Duke FL
Duke IN
Duke OH

Entergy AR

: Entergy LA
JoP&L
LIPA
OH Edison

Cncor

PPL

Duke Progress
SCE&G
TECO

0.b
0
0
0
0
o
0
0

)
0
0
o
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.
0

olo|olo|oc|lo|lcl|lo|leclocleclole|lclo|loiolololal
olo|loloc|o|lolo|lo|lo|o|lo|lolo|lolololelole

West Penn

Data are from EV HUB 2019, OpenEl 2019, and utility websites and tariffs,

Only 16 out of 52 utilities had approved filings for at least one EVSE program. Another four - -
utilities had no EVSE programs but did have filings that were yet to be approved, earning
- them 0.5 points. Twenty-five utilities promoted a rate option to encourage EV adoption or-
- off-peak charging, Of these, 18 promoted rate options that wete specific to electric vehicles, .
* meaning that customers needed to document ownership to participate in the rate and often
needed to install a second electric meter, Among, the other 7 utilities that earned rate points,
“ the great majority offered time-of-use under which c¢ustomers paid less for charging an’
electric vehicle during off-peak periods, typically at night.

" 'Some utilities face extra regulatory batriers to providing EV incentives. For example, Texas =~
does not allow utilities to implement rates specifically for electric vehicles. Other utilities
take unique approaches to EV promotion. ComEd, for instance, promoted the use of its real-
time pricing program for EVs, and DTE offered a flat rate so that customers were able to pay
a flat fee for unlimited charging. This rate promotes EV adoption but does not necessarily
encourage off-peak charging.
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Category 3. Enabling Mechanisms

In Category 3 we review several metrics related to key enabling mechanisms to scale energy
.efficiency. These include metrics around advanced metering, data access, energy savings
targets, residential rate design, utility business models, program evaluation, and resource
planning. A total of 11.5 points are available in Category 3. Table 30 presents the scores.

Table 30. Category 3 scores by metric

S

SDG&E

1 1 15 1 1 2 2 1 10.5 91%
PG&E 1 1 1 2 2 1 10 87%
ComEd 1 1 25 0 0.5 2 2 0.5 9.5 83%
Consumers 1 05 2 0.5 1. 2 1 9 78%
DTE 1 0.5 2 0.5 1 1 2 1 9 78%
LADWP 0 0.5 2 1 0.5 2 2 1 9 78%
SCE 1 1 1 2 2 0 9 78%
NG MA 0 05 25 1 2 2 0.5 8.5 74%
Eversource MA 0 0.5 2.5 0.5 2 2 4. 8.5 4%
NG NY 0 1 2 0 0.5 2 2 8.5 74%
BGE 1 05 1.5 0.5 0.5 1 2 8 70%
Duke OH 1 0 1 1 05 2 2 05 8 70%
Eversource CT 0 05 1.5 05 05 2 2 8 T70%
PGE 1 0.5 2 0 05 1 2 1 8 70%
Ameren IL 1 0.5 0.5 0 1 2 2 0.5 75 65%
ConEd 0 T 1 05 2 2 1 75 65%
APS ! 0.5 1.5 05 1 1 1 0.5 7 61%
Xcel CO 0 1 2 1 05 1 1 0.5 7 61%
‘Xcel MN 0 05 - 15 05 0.5 2 1 S 1 7 81%
Duke NC 1 0.5 1 0 0.5 i 2 0.5 8.5 57%
Duke SC 1 0.5 1 0 0.5 1 2 0.5 6.5 57%
GA Power 1 0.5 05 0 0.5 1 2 05. 6 52%
AEP OH 05 0.5 1.5 0.5 05 2 0 0.5 6 52%
OG&E 1 0 0.5 0 1 1 2 0.5 6 52%
PacifiCorp UT 0 0.5 1 1 05 0 2 1 6 52%
PECO 1. 0.5 1 0.5 0 2 1 6 52%
SRP 1 0 25 0 1 0 05 6 52%
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We Energies 0.5 05 - 05 0 1 i 2 0.5 6 52%
Ameren MO 0 0.5 0.5 05 05 1 2 05 5.5 48%
Duke IN 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 1 2 1 5.5 48%
LIPA 0 15 0 0.5 2 1 0.5 5.5 48%
Nevada Power i 05 1 _ 0 0.5 ¢ 2 0.5 55 48%
Duke Progress - 0 0.5 i 0 0.5 1 2 0.5 5.5 48%
cPs 1 05 05 0 1 1 1 5 43%
Entergy AR 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 1 2 0.5 5 43%
West Penn i . 05 0.5 1 0 2 5 43%
CenterPoint o 05 1 0 1 2 4.5 39%
Oncor 1 05 0 1 1 45 39%
PPL 1 0 0 0 0 2 0.5 45 ~  39%
PSE 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 1 1 1 45 39%
SCE&G o . 0 0 0.5 0.5 1 2 05 A5 . 39%
PSE&G 0 0.5 0 05 0 1 4 35%
AEP TC 0 0.5 0 0 1 1 0 35 30%
Dominion 0 0 0 0.5 0 a4 35 30%
MidAm 1A 0 0 1 0.5 0.5 1 0 05 . 35 30%
OH Edison 0 0 0 0.5 1 1 35 30%
JCP&L 0 0 0 1 0 1 3 . 26%
FP&L 1 0 0 05 0.5 0 0 05 25 22%
~ Entergy LA -0 o .0 05 0 0 1 05 2 17%
AL Power 1 o 0 05 o o 1.5 13%
TECO 0 05 0 _ 0 0 1.5 13%
" Duke FL~ oo o 05 0 o ttior s A aw
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Figure 6 shows the distribution of scores in Category 3.
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Figure 6. Distribution of Category 3 scores

No utility earned full points in Category 3. On average, the 52 utilities earned just over half
the available points, indicating that they could do more to enable and scale their energy
efficiency efforts. For example, only 7 utilities earned full credit for providing customers
with accessible energy usage data, and only 11 have deployed AMI to 100% of their
residential customers:

To score energy savings targets, we evaluated 2018-2020 targets on how aggressive they
were as a percentage of sales. Eversource MA and NG MA led in this area with goals of
more than 2% of sales for all three years, and both had one year with a target of 3% or
higher. But while some utilities are setting very aggressive targets, the average for 2018 was
0.87%, only about 0.1 percentage point higher than in 2015, Research indicates that annual
savings ramp-up rates of 0.25% are reasonable, so targets are not growing fast enough
(Nowak et al. 2015). For all 52 utilities, three years’ worth of energy savings targets totaled
only 2.4% of 2018 sales, on average. This is the same figure as in the previous edition.

Rate design provides customers with signals to engage in energy-efficient behavior. Utilities
could earn a total of 2 points for beneficial residential rate design. All three California IOUs
earned full points, as did JCP&L in New Jersey.

The rest of the metrics in Category 3 score utilities on business models, independent
evaluations, and resource planning. Eighteen utilities have revenue decoupling in place, and
36 have performance incentives; only 15 have both, These figures have increased by 2 and 4,
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respectively, since 2015, although this is due to methodology changes as described below.!
Rigorous evaluation processes are critical to effective efficiency program administration,
and most utilities have room for improvement here. In order to evaluate the rigor of a
utility’s EM&V process, we assessed whether it calculates net savings and whether there is
an additional level of review beyond a third-party evaluator. More than half (32) of the
utilities earned full points on this metric; 7 earned no points.

1 We gave We Energies credit for performance incentives in this edition. This mechanism was in place in the
previous edition, but we did not award it credit because it goes to the administrator rather than the utility.
Performance incentives are not typically applicable to municipal ufilities” business models. In this edition of the
Seorecard we exempt municipal utilities from demonstrating that they have performance incentives so as not to
disadvantage them. In future editions we aim to track where municipal utilities build a performance basis into
their energy efficiency administration through implementer contracts or other tools. llinois utilities have
formula rates that meet our definition of full decoupling.
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UTILITY SPOTLIGHTS: ENABLING MECHANISMS
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| Nevada Power COmpany (Nevada Power)

: who had: not prevnously mteraoted wrch the utlhty onlme lee the reports offered b2 37 other-' 21
‘ utllttles |n the Scorecard, the Nevada Power reports provrded customers wdh oomparatlve -

about $760 000 on the'program in 2018 and achleved more than: 11 OOO MWh 'and.4 MW
1_'|n savmgs from residentic _customers (Nevada Power 2019) . e

Now we go into more detail on each metric.

ADVANCED METERING INFRASTRUCTURE

AMI enables two-way communication between the utility and the customer through
customer-sited smart meters, communication networks, and data management systems,
Smart meters collect customer usage data every 5 to 60 minutes, often every 15 minutes.
While smart meters do not save energy or reduce peak demand by themselves, AMI is part
of the foundation of a more efficient electricity grid and improved efficiency programs.?

To score this metric, we gathered the number of AMI meters and total number of meters for
all 52 electric utilities from EIA (EIA 2019a). Table 31 shows the scoring,

Table 31. Scoring for smart meter
installations

75.00+ 1.0

25.00-74.99 05
0-24.99 0.0

Table 32 shows the scores for smart meter installations.

2 For more information, see Gold, Waters, and York 2019,
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Table 32. Scores for smart meter insfallations

AL Power 100% 1 AEP OH 43% 0.5
ComEd 100% 1 ConEd - 22% 0
DTE 100% i Dominion 17% 0
GA Power 100% 1 PSE . 16% 0
Nevada Power 100% 1 - LIPA 11% 0
 OG&E 100% 1 TECO 10% 0
Oncor 100% 1 Xcel CO 8% 0
PECO - 100% 1 Duke FL 5% 0
PGE 100% 1 LADWP 3% 0
PPL 100% 1 SCE&G 3% 0
SDG&E  100% 1 NG MA 1% 0
Consumers 99% 1 Entergy LA 1% 0
FP&. 99% 1 PSE&G 1% 0 |
APS o 99% 1 AEP TC 0% 0
SRP 99% 1 Ameren MO 0% 0"
SCE . 99% 1 CenterPoint 0% 0 ‘
PG&E 98% 1 Entergy AR 0% 0 }
Duke OH - "98% 1 Eversource CT 0% 0 }
Duke SC 98% 1 Eversource MA 0% 0
BGE 96% 1 JCP&L 0% 0 ‘
Duke NC . 94% 1 MidAmIA . 0% 0 :
 WestPenn  91% . 1 - NGNY. 0% . - o
" AmerenIL . .. 88% - .. 1 - OHEdison - . 0% -0
o 7% 1 paomdomur 0% 0
. DukeIN -~ . BT% 05 . - Duke Progress..- 0% ;- 0.
We Energies 57% 0.5 Xcel MN 0% 0

. We gave a full point to the 24 utilities with greater than 75% smart meters. Three utilities fell
~ in the 25% to 75% half-point range, indicating a deployment in progress or an installation
for a subset of customers. The 25 utilities below 25% scored zero points.

The average AMI penetration was 50%, an increase of 9 percentage points over the 2017
Scorecard. The median was also 50%. Of the 52 utilities, 22 have penetration of 90% or
higher, and 16 have less than 1.5%. Many with a small percentage are piloting smart meters.
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ngh AMI penetration is important, but it is also important to Ieverage AMI to save energy
in the following ways:

Use data to provide direct feedback and relevant insights to customers about their energy use.
Utilities can leverage AMI data to give customers energy usage feedback in real time or
periodically, Understanding their electricity usage patterns can motivate customers to
increase savings. Feedback can be online or on paper through energy use comparison
reports for residential and small-business customers. These reports present users with their
energy and demand levels relative to similar customers, indicating whether they are above
or below their peers. More granular data collected in shorter time intervals can be used for
more sophisticated analyses to identify energy and demand savings opportunities for large
energy users. Where data disaggregation data are available, utilities can use them to provide
relevant technical assistance, especially large commetcial and industrial customers.

Use AMI data to inform rate design. Utilities can encourage energy~efficient behaviors through
time-varying rate structures that price electricity differently depending on the time of day or
season, More granular data from AMI support the successful implementation of time-
varying rates. The time-of-use rate metric below discusses these rates in more detail.

Use disaggregated data to identify, target, and market programs to customers. Utilities can extract
end-use and/or appliance-level data from an aggregate or whole-building energy signal.
These data can be used to engage consumers and to target relevant programs to specific
customer groups. AMI data can also be analyzed to model load shapes and energy usage
patterns for customers of different sizes, rate classes, and building types. It is important to
understand the unique needs of different customer groups to improve program design,
marketing, and customer service. This information is useful not only for energy efficiency
and demand response programs, but also for integrating these with generation,
transmission, and distribution decisions, which can improve system-level efficiency.

Link or automate DERs and smart technologies. AMI can enable the use of DERs such as
demand response, which, when integrated with energy efficiency, can lead to greater energy
savings, lower peak demand, and enhanced grid reliability. Utilities can incentivize building,
owners to reduce energy and carbon emissions while offering flexible building loads to the
gtid. Buildings with linked or automated DERs and smart technologies are known as ngd—
interactive efficient buildings (GEBs) (DOE 2020).

New uses for AMI data continue to emerge. For example, efforts to enhance savings .
measurement and verification are underway in California, where AMI data are being used
to help verify savings using normalized metered energy consumption (NMEC), NMEC
provides evaluators with new tools for determining baselines and savings using granular
AMI data. This effort is still in early stages, but it could prove to be a valuable tool for
estimating savings from less standard programs (Opinion Dynamics 2018). Utilities and
stakeholders should continue to explore ways to use AMI to enhance energy efficiency.

Table 33 shows how each utility leverages AMI data. We present this information to show
how utilities are using AMI to enable energy efficiency but do not score them on these
efforts. We include only utilities with AMI penetration greater than 25%. Many of these uses
of AMI data, such as rate design and behavior-based feedback, can proceed with less
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granular monthly data but are enhanced by AMI; others, such as data disaggregation and
GEBs, require AMI or the addition of sensors or other home or building energy '
management or sensing technologies.

Table 33, Uses of AMI data

“oncor

-PECO - e S SRR e
PGE . . . . . |

AL Power .
Ameren L . . .

APS . . . .

BGE . ' . . ' e

ComEd ) . ‘. . 'y

Consumers . . . °

CPS ' . . ' .

BTE . . . .

Duke IN : .

Duke NG ) . .

Duke OH . .

Duke SC . .

FP&L ' . ]
GA Power . . .
~ Nevada o N . . o ‘
_Power ) _
0G&E . . a {

PRl . . ‘
CSCE . . . e . e }
SDG&E . . _ .« - ‘ 1‘
SRP . R o
We Energies . . °
West Penn . ;
Total 14 99 20 9 5 '

74




Date Filed: April 29, 2022 SBA IR-20, Attachment 1, Page 88 of 154

2020 Unuey Sconéchnn ® ACEEE

UTiLITY CUSTOMER DATA ACCESS

Customers with access to information regarding energy usage are better able to manage
consumption and engage with energy efficiency. Utilities that provide energy usage
information to residential households, owners and managers of large buildings, and
communities allow these customers to better plan budgets, select and evaluate energy
efficiency programs, and reduce overall energy consumption. Allowing customers to track
their reduction in energy usage and cotresponding dollar savings demonstrates the value of
energy efficiency and encourages further investments in it (Mission:data Coalition 2019).

As shown in Table 34, utilities could receive up to T point for the data access metric. They
could receive 0.5 points for implementing benchmarking services for use with ENERGY
STAR and 0.5 points for implementing Green Button Connect My Data (CMD) services. We
also gave credit to utilities with commission-approved plans to implement CMD.,

Tahle 34. Scoring for data access

Implementation of both
benchmarking services and Green 1.0
Button CMD

Implementation of either
benchmarking services or Green 0.5
Button CMD

Implementation of neither
henchmarking services nor Green 0.0
Button CMD

While these are not the only options, ENERGY STAR and Green Button CMD are
standardized ways to provide energy consumption data to residential customers and
owners and managers of large buildings. Benchmarking services for use with ENERGY

- STAR include Benchmarking with Portfolio Manager, Portfolio Manager Web Services,
Aggregate Whole Building Data Downloads, and Building Performance with ENERGY
STAR. These four programs include features like automated benchmarking services (ABS)

- for ENERGY STAR Portfolio Manager, which automatically inputs utility data into the
EPA’s Portfolio Manager tool. This tool is commonly used for energy benchmarking in

- commercial buildings. It reduces the time building owners and managers spend collecting
data and allows them to recognize usage patterns and priotitize energy usage reduction
efforts, as well as to track progress in energy savings.

Green Button CMD services similarly provide energy usage data at regular intervals to
metered customers, including residential households, in a way that ensures customer
privacy. This gives households the opportunity to understand their energy usage patterns
and reduce their consumption and spending on energy. Additionally, customers can share
data directly and automatically with contractors and other service providers who are able to
interpret it and recommend priority actions.

In the previous edition of the Scorecard, we scored utilities largely on the same set of criteria
for the data access metric. However in this edition we gave credit to utilities that have
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implemented Green Button CMD services {or have commission-approved plans to do so),
rather than Green Button Download My Data (DMD). CMD is a new service that allows
automated and secure transfer of customer data to third parties. To score this metric, we
relied on a data set from Mission Data and asked utilities to document their services
(Mission:data Coalition 2019).2

Table 35 shows the scores for data access.

Table 35. Scores for data access

ComEd Yes Yes i PECO Yes No 05
ConEd Yes Yes 1 PGE Yes* No 0.5
NG NY Yes Yes 1 Duke Progress Yes* No 0.5
PGRE . Yes Yes 1 PSE Yes No 05
SCE Yes Yes . 1 PSE&G No Yes 0.5
SDG&E Yes Yes 1 TECO Yes* No 0.5
Xeel CO Yes Yes 1 We Energies Yes#® No . 0.5
"AEP OH ' No Yes 0.5 Xcel MN Yes No 0.5
AEP TC No Yes 05 AL Power No No 0
Ameren IL No Yes 0.5 CPS No No 0
Ameren MO Yes No 05 Dominion No No o
APS Yes® No 05 Duke FL No No 0
BGE Yes No 0.5 Duke IN No No 0
CenterPoint - No Yes 0.5 Duke OH No . No o
Consumers No Yes. 0.5 Entergy AR No No C
DTE J Yes* , " No 0.5 Entergy LA . No. No 0
0

Duke NG . .. ' Yes* No 0.5 . - FP&L . " No - No

" 3We previously relied on data from the Green Button website, which listed utilities that were implementing or
had plans to implement any Green Button service. These included services that may not have come to fruition,
and also considered both CMD and DMD. This change in data sources means that some utilities earning credit in
the 2017 Scorecard may not have done so this year, In any case there remain issues with ascertaining which

- utilities are implementing data access services, and also with ensuring private and effective customer data
access. Por example, customers may have problems with gaining access to their data in a timely manner,
incorrect data, unplanned outages of the data access system, and data not conforming to Green Button
standards. Additionally, even when a utility states that it has data access services, it remains difficult to assess
whether it has fruly implemented Green Button services that are up and running for custome1 use, asitcan be a
challenge to confirm this mformatzon on the public portions of ufility websites.
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Duke SC Yes* No 0.5 JCP&L No No 0
Eversource CT No* Yes 0.6 LIPA No No 0
Eversource MA Yes No 0.5 MidAm IA - No No 4]
GA Power Yes No 0.5 0G&E No No 0
LADWP Yes No 0.5 OH Edison No No 0
" Nevada Power Yes* No 0.5 PPL No No 0
NG MA Yes No 0.5 SCE&G No No 0
Oncor ' No Yes 0.5 SRP No No 0
PacifiCorp UT Yes No 0.5 West Penn . No No 0

Sources:ENERGY STAR 2019; Misslon:data Coalition 2019. * Utility has implemented a platform other than ABS with the same functions.

In total, 7 utilities earned the full point value for this metric, 27 earned half a point, and 18
utilities received no points. This indicates that standardized and automated data access can
be expanded for the majority of utilities included in this report.

ENERGY SAVINGS TARGETS

Some states have binding energy efficiency resource standards (EERS) mandating that
regulated utilities achieve MWh energy savings targets at or beyond a set percentage of
retail sales. State-established savings targets are important because they demonstrate an
intent to build a substantial energy efficiency resource over time. ACEEE research finds that
EERS is the state policy most highly correlated with energy savings impacts when compared
with other policies including revenue decoupling, performance incentives, and lost revenue
adjustment mechanisms (Molina and Kushler 2015).

* The correlation holds true at the utility level as well: For this metric, we included not only

targets mandated by policy, but any planned MWh annual savings for the years 2018 to
2020 published in regulatory filings or other plan documents. A state or a utility may not

‘havea mandatory, bmdmg target but may have identified some type of goal for one or
multiple years. We give credit for such goals because they indicate a future-oriented, longer- "
term commitment to energy efficiency. These softer future savings levels might be expressed
as “planned,” “estimated,” or “forecast” savings. In cases where there were both mandated
and non-mandated targets, we generally used the former for scoring, but if the utility
proposed lower targets that were approved by regulators, then we used those targets
instead. This metric complements the 2018 target achievement metric in Category 1; itis just

- as important to set strong targets as to achieve them.

We compiled annual incremental savings targets estimated as net savings at the generator
level. If targets were expressed as gross, we applied an NTGR of 83.1% to normalize it
unless a utility-specific ratio was available, We then took the sum of the targets for 2018,
2019, and 2020 and divided by total 2018 sales. For example, if a utility’s sales for 2018 were
1,000,000 MWh and its annual savings target was 10,000 MWh for 2018, 2019, and 2020, we
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would calculate that as 3%. If that utility had planned for only two years, we would score it
as 2%. ‘

Many utilities have a multiple-year energy efficiency planning cycle, most commonly three
years. This does not necessarily mean that the planning cycle lines up with 2018-2020. If a
utility’s most recent planning period covers years other than 2018-2020, we included those
years’ targets and specified the years covered in the footnotes below table 37. Previously, we
considered the stringency of a utility’s cutrent-year target (e.g., 2018) in a separate metric.
We considered current and future year targets together in this edition but allowed more
flexibility in the years covered, as described above, to reflect differences in utility planning
cycles.

We credited utilities with savings targets from statewide third-party program
administrators. We allocated the target to the utility if possible. For example, planned
savings from NYSERDA were allocated to the New York utilities NG NY and ConEd using
the prior proportion of savings achieved in respective utility territories. The New Jersey
statewide targets were not available.

Table 36 shows the scoring for this metric.

Table 36. Scoring for 2018-2020
savings targets

5%+ 2.5

4-4.99% 2.0
3-3.99% 1.5
2-2.99% 1.0
1-1.99% 0.5
<i% 0.0

.. Table 37 shows the scores along with the corresponding three-year savings targets.
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Table 37. Scores for 2018-2020 savings targets

NG MA 794,886 3.79% 597,622  2.85% 542,863 259% 9.23% 25
Eversource MA 713,195  2.96% 559,304  2.32% 788,578 3.27% 854% 25
SRP 587,352 1.93% 587,352 1.93% 618500  2.03% 5.89% 25
ComEd 1,902,273 1.92% 1,724,499 1.74%  1,693267 171% 536% 25
NG NYa.« 445,486 1.20% 543,678  147% 676411 1.83%  4.50% 2
Xcel CO 429,348 1.37% 502,022 161% 501,679  1.61% 4.58% 2

_ DIE 764,778 145% 750,644 1.45% 811,636 156% 446% 2
Consumers 547,663 1.32% 592,677 1.43% 621,092 1.67% 4.42% 2
PGE 332,276 159% 299,330 1.43% 234,313 112%  4.13% 2
LADWP 343,394 1.41% 328940  1.36% = 297,845  1.23%  4.00% 2
BGE , 419,484 1.33% 416,068 1.32% 413522 1.31% 3.96% 15
LIPA 259,000 1.24% 227,978  '1.09% 246,442 1.18% 352% 1.5
SDG&E 211,050 1.07% 231,000  1.17% 236,250 1.20%  3.44% 15
AEPOH 533,794 1.14% 532,922 1.14% 532,922 1.14%  3.42% 15
Xcel MN 359,533 1.10% 372,047 1.14% 377,252 . 116% 3.40% 15
APS 251,436  0.84% 355115 1.19% 355,115 1.19% 3.23% 1.5
Eversource CT 186,116  0.83% 259,172 1.15% 247,025 1.40% 3.07% . 15
Nevada Power 167,144  0.66% 277,076 1.16% 251,734 1.05% 2.87% 1

. PacifiCorp UT 240,790 0.91% 255,190 0.96% 259,082 0.98% 2.84% 1
ConEdac 509,139 = 0.85% . 542,940  091% 690,077 146% 292% 1
Duke SC 218201  094% 211,198  0.91% 188,529 0.81% 2.67% 1
Duke NC 594,266  0.94% . 566,822  0.90% 503,490 0.80% 2.65% 1

- PG&E : 1,032,450 = .1.23% . 1,132,950  1.35% - 0.00% 257% 1
MidAm 1A 310419  1.22% 143090  056% 146,625  0.58% 2.36% 1
SCE 1,009,060  1.41% 1,064,700  1.17% - 0.00%  2.27% 1
PECO ' 309,443  0.74% 309,443  0.74% 309,443 0.74% 223% 1
Duke OH 244,075 1.10% 234,069 1.06% - 0.00%  2.16% 1
Duke Progress 275,463 0.68% 290,488  0.72% 283,295 0.70% 2.11% 1
PPL 270,143  0.68% 290500  0.73% 278,869 0.70%  2.10% 1
Ameren 1L 397,899  0.96% 396,253  0.96% - 0.00% 1.92% 05
PSE 245,372 1.03% 199,533  0.84% - 0.00% 1.86% 05
We Energies @ 182,888  0.70% 123,094  0.47% 123,004 0.47% 1.64% 05
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Ameren MO b 159,960  0.45% 214,156  061% 196,865  0.56% 1.61% 05
0G&E 09,515  036% 170,270  0.62% 170,352  0.62% 1.61% 0.5
Entergy AR 160,481  0.68% 178,179  0.75% - 000% 143% 05
CPS 111,950 .~ 047% 106397  045% 114993  049% 141% 05
GA Power . 384942  0.43% 391,880  0.44% 453,100  050% 1.37% 05
West Penn 89,875  0.42% 89,875  042% 89,875 0.42% 125% 05
Duke IN 166,101  0.54% 148,759  048% - 0.00% 1.02% 05
" Duke FL 113,876 0.27% 131,306  0.32% 143,922  0.35% 0.94% 0
OH Edison 160,226  0.63% . 0.00% - 0.00%  0.63% 0
AEP TC 53,635  0.20% 48995  0.48% 48995 ° 018% 0.55% 0
Oncor 167,811  0.42% 184,670  0.13% 210302  0.15% 041% o
' ConterPoint - 93238  0.10% 94,043  010% 95388 0.10%  0.30% 0
FP&L , 41,418  004% 42,779  004% 44,606 0.04%  0.11% 0
Entergy LA 25094  004% 25094  0.04% - 0.00%  0.09% 0
Dominion 67,435 - 0.08% - 0.00% - 0.00% 0.08% : 0
TECO . 13,345 0.06% - . 000% - 0.00%  0.06% 0
AL Power - 0.00% - 0.00% - 0.00%  0.00% 0
JcpaLa - 0.00% - 0.00% - 000% ©000% O |
PSE&G® - 0.00% - 0.00% - 0.00%  0.00% 0
SCE&G - 0.00% - 0.00% - . 0.00% 0.00% 0

Sawngs targets, and 2018 sales are net at the generator fevel. Blanks indicate that no data were found. @ Includes targets separately allocated from a third-
party program administrator. b Ameren MO’ targets are for 2016-2018 hecause its planning cycle goes through 2018, cTargets include the portion of
NYSERDA's target for that wtilitys territory but do not include portion of NYPA's target, as these data were not available.

. Utilities in states with strong EERS policies, such as Massachusetts, tended to score highest. -
. Thirty-seven utilities had targets published for all three years, and only four had no targets. .
.~ Of the 37 utilities reporting savings goals for all three years, 9 had targets with year-to-year
percentage increases, while most others had a consistent percentage savings target for all
- three years. This suggests that policy ramp-up requirements have leveled off for these
. utilities or that they.are held accountable for results only at the end of each planning cycle.

RESIDENTIAL RATES: CUSTOMER CHARGES

Residential rates provide price signals to customers to reduce consumption and engage in
energy efficiency (Baatz 2017). Here we examined three metrics: the size of the monthly
customer charge, the existence of a time-of-use rate, and demand charges (unscored).

Customer charges, also known as fixed monthly charges, are intended to cover metering,
billing, and customer service costs. Utility proposals to increase customer charges have
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proliferated in recent years (Whited, Woolf, and Daniel 2016). This is problematic for several
reasons. Higher customer charges result in a lower variable (per kWh) charge because of the
fixed revenue requirement for each customer class, and therefore they reduce the price
signal for customers to engage in energy efficiency — or actually provide a price signal to
increase overall consumption. They also result in higher relative costs for low-usage
customers.

For this metric, we collected customer charges for all 52 electric utilities. We focused on the
default rate for residential customers or the rate with the highest adoption based on data
reported in FERC Form 1. We collected customer charges from the most recently available
active utility tariffs; some of these values may have changed. Most of the customer charges
were expressed as monthly amounts. Those expressed as a daily amount were converted to
monthly, assuming a 30-day month. To score this metric we utilized a tiered approach,
awarding utilities 1 point for a customer charge of $6.99 per month or less, 0.5 points for a
customer charge between $7.00 and $9.99 per month, and 0 points for $10 or more per
month. Table 38 shows the scoring for this metric.

Table 38. Scoring for customer charge

$7.00to $9.99 05
$10.00+ per month 0.0

Table 39 shows the scores for the customer charge metric.

Table 39. Scores for monthly customer charge

PG&E $0.00 1 Entergy AR $8.40 0.5
SDG&E $0.00 1 MidAm IA $8.50 0.5
SCE $0.93 1 CPS $8.75 0.5
LADWP - $1.75 1 Ameren MO $9.00 05
" JCP&L. ' $2.78 1 SCE&G $9.00 0.5
Oncor : $3.42 1 Duke IN - $9.01 0.5
OH Edison : $4.00 i Eversource CT $9.44 . 05
PSE&G $4.64 1 Duke FL $9.66 = 05
Xcel CO $5.41 1 PECO $9.97 0.5
CenterPoint $5.47 1 GA Power $10.00 0
NG MA $5.50 1 PGE $11.00- 0
Puke OH $6.00 1 Duke SC $11.96 0
PacifiCorp UT $6.00 1 LIPA $12.00 0
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AEP TC $6.74 1 Ameren IL $12.32

0
Dominion $6.85 1 OG&E $13.00 0
Eversource MA $7.00 0.5 Duke NG $14.00 0
Entergy LA $7.04 0.5 Duke Progress $14.00 0
APS : $7.41 0.5 AL Power . $14.50 0
West Penn $7.44 0.5 TECO $15.42 0
PSE - $7.49 0.5 NPC $15.25 0
Consumers ' $7.50 0.5 ConEd $15.76 "0
DTE $7.50 0.5 We Energies $15.78 0
BGE . $7.90 05  ComEd $16.46 0
Xcel MN $8.00 0.5 NG NY $17.00 0
FP&L ' $8.28 0.5 PPL $17.78 0
AEPOH - $8.40 0.5 SRP $20.00 0

The median residential customer charge for our utilities is $8.40 and the average is $9.06.
The average charge has gone up by about $0.40 since 2015. SRP has the highest customer
charge at $20.00 per month. Only 8 of the 52 utilities have a customer charge higher than $15
per month, and 17 have a charge thatis $10 or higher.

RESIDENTIAL RATES: DEMAND CHARGES _
Rates not only send price signals to customers about their energy usage but allow utilities to
recover their costs. Demand charges are imposed on customers per kilowatt of demand
based on their highest period of energy usage over a defined period of time (typically 15

- minutes to an hour) duzmg the billing period (typically a month). Proponents of demand

.+ 'charges arglie that they are designed to cover ultilities” costs for maintaining available

capacity to meet peak demand and to reflect the costs of some local equipment needed to
meet customer—speaflc demand (Baatz 2017). While demand charges for commercial and
-industrial customers are more common, in 2017 only 19 utilities across the country had = . -

o residential demarid'charges, and only APS had a subscription rate of more than 1% forits - .- i

optional residential demand charge rate (Baatz 2017). However with electricity demand -
flattening and declining in many areas of the country, utilities are mcreasmgly concerned
.. with revenue certainty and therefore are considering demand charges. -

Residential demand charges are problematic for energy efficiency in many ways. Residential
peak demand periods frequently do not coincide with utility peaks. A larger portion of
utility costs are incurred by meeting system peak demand rather than individual customer
peaks, indicating that residential demand charges do not track cost causation (Lazar 2016).
Additionally, this type of charge can incentivize customers to shift their peak demand away
from high-cost peak demand times. This can increase overall energy usage and may shift
demand onto the utility system peak, confributing to higher system costs. The existence of
demand charges also typically reduces volumetric rates, creating an incentive for customers
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to use more energy overall. Additionally, residential demand charges are difficult for
customers to understand and may make it harder for them to manage their energy use.
Demand charges are particularly problematic when they are the default option for
customers,

We did not score on demand charges in this edition but will consider doing so in future
editions, in particular for default rates. For this metric we collected data on the design of
residential demand charges among the 52 electric utilities, as well as subscription levels
where available, Table 40 shows this information for the eight utilities with residential
demand charge rates.

Table 40. Residential demand charges

Multiple rates with TOU charges for
APS Yes energy and demand, $/kW rate 166,129
varies, demand is highest 1 hour

GA Power Yes TOU energy charge, $6.64/kW,

demand is highest 30 mins. 6,797
- TOU demand charge, $1.515/all on-

Dominion Yes peak kW, demand is highest 30 mins. )
Multiple demand rates, $/kW

LADWP Yes varies, demand is highest demand -
during past 12 months

Nevada Yes Multiple TOU rates, $/kW varies, )

Power demand is all kKW

Duke TOU energy and demand charges,

p Yes $/kW varies, demand is highest -

rogress .
30 mins, .
: - TOU energy and demand charges,

SRP Yes $/kW varies, demand is highest - -
30 mins.

Xeel CO Yes Mutltiple TOU rates, $/kW varies, 2415

- demand is all kW

Bianks indicate no data were found.

Of the 52 utilities, 8 have residential rates that include a demand charge component. A few
utilities have legacy rates with a demand charge component and fewer than 1,000 cisstomers
subscribed, but these are not accepting new customers. APS is the only utility with more
than 100,000 customers subscribed to rates with a residential demand charge, although data
are limited.

RESIDENTIAL RATES: TIME-OF-USFE PRICING

Time-of-use rates charge different prices for electricity during different times of the day and
year. Many time-of-use rates are higher for peak periods during the week in the summer
months. Time-of-use rates are intended to send price signals to customers about how much
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it actually costs to produce and deliver electricity at various times. This type of pricing has
significant benefits in terms of reducing system peak demand. These rates also are
demonstrated to reduce overall consumption (Baatz 2017). While few residential customers
are on time-of-use rates, the proliferation of advanced metering infrastructure is driving
more utlities and states to increase the number of customers on these rates (Baatz 2017).

For this metric, we reviewed residential tariffs {or all 52 utilities to gather information on
which ones offer a time-of-use rate. We considered the rate that was in place for the majority
of 2018, and utilities must have offered the rate for a majority of the year to earn credit. We
also reviewed relevant FERC Form 1 data to determine how many customers were
subscribed to these rates. We awarded 1 point to utilities that offer a default (opt-out) time-
of-use rate or whose rate has an adoption level of 1% or greater. We awarded 0.5 points to
utilities with an optional time-of-use rate with adoption of less than 1% or for which we
could not find adoption data. (Not all utilities report adoption information to the FERC). In
future editions, we may consider scoring on additional design features of time-of-use rates
that impact their effectiveness, such as minimum demand thresholds that may prevent
customers from subscribing.

Table 41 presents the scores for the time-of-use metric. It also shows the percentage of total
residential customers on these rates.

Table 41. Scores for time-of-use rates

Ameren IL Yes 2,77% No 1 LADWP Yes 0.00% No 05

APS Yes  54.35% Yes 1 LIPA Yes 0.00% No 05
Consumers Yes 3.30% No 1 MidAm 1A Yes 0.00% No 0.5
CDTE  Yes  143% - No 1 NGNY ~ Yes  000%  No 05
JCP&L Yes  1.52% . No 1 Nevada Yes  0855%  No 05

B L : Power e o
OGE . .  Yes. 14.88% . No . 1 OHEdison  Yes _'000% No. 05
Y —_— NO L _ﬁciﬁCOrp —_ "'Q-OO_%:. o 05
SCE Yes  3.31% No 1 PGE Yes 0.24% No 05
SDGRE  Yes  8.90% ves 4 Duke T o00%  Ne 05

AL, . e Progress R SR

" BRP Yes  34.00% Yes 1 PSE&G © Yes . 0.63% No -~ 05

We Energies  Yes "1.76% No 1 SCE&G - Yes 0.01% No 05

West Penn Yes N/A N/A 1 Xeel CO Yes 0.36% *No - 0b

AEP OH Yes  0.05% No 0.5 Xcel MN Yes 0.05% No 0.5

AL Power Yes  0.03% No 0.5 AEP TC No - - 0
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Ameren MO Yes 0.04% No 0.5 CenterPoint No - -

0
BGE Yes 0.00% No 0.b CPS No - - 0
ComEd Yes 0.68% No 0.5 Duke FL No - - 0
ConEd Yes 0.00% No 0.5 Duke IN No - - 0
Dominion Yes 0.00% No 0.5 Entergy LA No - R 0
Duke NC Yes  0.13% No 05 ;‘frsource No - - 0
Duke OH Yes 0.00% No 05 NG MA No - -
Duke SC Yes 0.00% No 0.5 Oncor No - -
Entergy AR Yes 0.01% No 0.5 PECO No - -
Eversource o
cT Yes 0.04% No 0.5 PBL No - - 0]
FP&L Yes 0.00% No 0.5 PSE No - - 0
GAPower.  Yes  0.82% No 05  TECO No - - 0

Blanks indicate no data were found, Texas restricts distribution companies from offering time-of-use rates to retail customers.

Of the 52 utilities, 39 offer residential time-of-use rates, the same number as in 2015. Among
the utilities that reported data in FERC Form 1, adoption rates are generally low, with an
average of 2.73% of all residential customers. This is about 1 percentage point higher than in
2015. APS had the highest percentage of customers enrolled in time-of-use rates in 2018,
with 54.4% of residential customers. APS, SDG&E, and SRP are the only three utilities with
default time-of-use rates. California is moving toward such defaults, but only SDG&E had
one in place at the time of this review. Adoption rates are expected to grow as more utilities
move toward default time-of-use and expand metering capabilities.

UriLity BUSINESS MIODEL

Among the critical drivers of utility-sector energy efficiency programs are policies that
attempt to address the economic disincentives (lost sales revenues) that utilities face if
customers use less electricity. Here we consider two important elements of utility business
models: full revenue decoupling and performance incentives. We scored decoupling and
performance incentives as separate metrics, presénted in table 42.

Full Revenue Decoupling .

Within the context of traditional revenue recovery, utility revenues and return on
investment are based on sales volumes. This model provides a disincentive for utilities to
promote reductions in consumption. Full revenue decoupling is a mechanism that
disconnects revenue recovery from sales volumes, thereby reducing the utility disincentive
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to promote customer conservation and energy efficiency.* In combination with energy
savings targets and performance incentives, revenue decoupling positively correlates with
energy efficiency results (Molina and Kushler 2015). For this metric, we considered full
revenue decoupling only; we did not include partial decoupling mechanisms like lost
revenue adjustment, another regulatory policy aimed at mitigating the utility disincentive to
pursue energy efficiency, as research shows that these do not remove the throughput
incentive (profits linked to increased energy sales) (Gilleo et al. 2015). We compiled
information on decoupling from the ACEEE State and Local Policy Database at
database.aceee.org/ state. ) '

Performance Incentives

Performance incentives offer a utility a financial return on its energy efficiency achievements.
Incentives may take a variety of forms but are most commonly calculated as a percentage of
the present value of the net benefits from energy efficiency (Nowak et al. 2015).

Scores

Utilities with full revenue decoupling in 2018 scored 1 point, and those with performance
incentives in place scored 1 point. For utilities with hybrid models or program
administrators, we awarded points whether the utility or the administrator is eligible for a
performance incentive. Table 42 shows the results. :

Table 42. Scores for utility business model

AEP QH 1 1 2 Duke SC o 1 1
Ameren IL* 1 1 2 Entergy AR 0 1 1
ComEd* -1 1 2 GA Power 0 1 1
ConEd 1 1 2 MidAm 1A 0 1 1
Duke OH 1 1 2 COG&E 0 1 1
- Eversource CT A 1 2 OH Edison 0 i 1
_Eversource MA 1. AL 2 Oncor - - 0. 1 oA
LADWP 1 4.l 2 0 . PGE 1 0 oA
LIPA 1 ED 2 PSE. 1 0 1
NG MA i 1 2 SCE&G C 1 1.
NG NY . 1 - O a2 -SRP. .0 1 . RET
- PG&E 1 il 2 We Energies 0 1 el
SCE 1 1 2 Xcel CO o 1 1
SDG&E 1 1 2 AL Power 0 0 0
Xecel MN 1 1 2 " Dominion 0 0 0.

4 See RAP 2016 for a full discussion of decoupling,.
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AEPTC ¢/ 1 1 Duke FL. 0 0 0
Ameren MO o 1 1 Entergy LA ¢ 0 0
APS 0 1 1 FP&L 0 G 0
BGE 1 0 1 JCP&L o 4] o

" CenterPoint o] 1 1 Nevada Power 0 0 e
| Consumers 0 1 1 PacifiCorp UT 0 0 0
cPS 0 1 1 PECO 0 0 0
DTE 0 1 1 PPL 0 0 0
Duke IN 0 1 1 PSE&G 0 0 0
Duke NC 0 1 1 TECC 0 o o
Duke Progress ] 1 1 West Penn 0 ¢ 0

Performance incentives are not typlcally applicable to municipal utifities’ business madels. In this edition of the Seorecard, we exempt
municipal utilitfes from demonstrating that they have performance incentives so as not to disadvantage them. In future editions, we will
aim to track where municipal utilities build a performance basis into their energy efflciency administration, through implementer
contracts or other taols. *Ilineis utilities have formula rates that meet our definition of full decoupling.

Of the 52 utilities, 18 have full revenue decoupling in place, and 36 are in states where a
policy has been established for utility performance incentives (or are municipal utilities).
One utility, We Energies, is in a state that provides performance incentives to be paid to the
independent statewide third-party program administrator (Focus on Energy), not to the
utility. Experience has shown that where such incentives are in place, utilities typically
manage to earn them (Nowak et al. 2015). Itis extremely rare for any utility to miss its
energy-saving targets to such an extent that it does not receive any incentive at all.

EVALUATION, MEASUREMENT, AND VERIFICATION

Evaluation, measurement, and verification (EM&V) is another cr1t1ca1 aspect of utility-sector
energy efficiency programs. EM&V validates the energy and demand savings from
programs, estimates how many customers would have installed the measures even without
the program, and provides useful guidance on program performance and ways to improve,
EM&Visa complex process involving sophisticated measurement and analysis of energy .
savings data. Since EM&V is not a standardized process across jurisdictions, the rigor of
evaluation can vary by utility. For this metric, we focused on two important aspects of
EMé&V: the independence of the evaluation process and the estimation of net savings. While
not yielding a complete picture of EM&V, a focus on these factors can lead to improved
EM&V efforts 5

Independence of EM&V involves freedom from influence during the evaluation process. A
utility often conducts program evaluations in house or hires a third-party contractor to
complete the work. For this metric, we considered an evaluation process to be independent
only when another layer of review or participation existed beyond the utility staff or

5 For additional information and resources related to EM&V, see aceee.org /sector/ state-policy / toolkit/ emv.
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contractor. It could oceur through direct oversight of the evaluation process (including
oversight of the third-party contractor) from an outside group, such as a government agency
or stakeholder group. For example, in Maryland program evaluations are conducted by the
utilities but are also verified by a consultant retained by the Maryland Public Service
Commission.

To determine whether a utility’s EM&V process was independent in 2018, we asked utilities
on the data request and reviewed evaluation framework documents, public filings related to
the evaluation process, technical resource manuals, and evaluation reports. We awarded 1
point for evidence of independence beyond a third-party contractor hired by a utility.

Estimation of net savings is important because it demonstrates energy savings directly
attributable to a program. Several factors should be included in a net savings estimation,
including free ridership, spillover, and market effects.¢ Not all utilities account for all
factors. Estimation of net savings is useful in modifying program design after
understanding how a market responds, assessing market transformation over time, and
evaluating resotrce options in a procurement planning process (Violette and Rathbun 2017).

We awarded 1 point to utilities reporting net savings. We did not consider specific factors
such as measurement of free ridership, spillover, or market effects. For states that assume

net is equal to gross, we gave a point only if a study was completed in the past three years
verifying that assumption.

Table 43 shows the scores for the independence of the evaluation process and net savings
reporting. ’

& A free rider is a program participant who would have implemented the program measure or practice even in
the absence of the program. Spillover refers to reductions in energy consumption and/or demand caused by the
presence of an energy efficiency program, beyond the program-refated gross savings of the participants and
without financial or technical assistance from the program. Market effects are changes in the structure or
functioning of a market, or the behavior of participants in a market, that result from one or more program efforts
(NEEP 2011).
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Table 43, Scores for independence of EM&V and net savings caleulations

Duke Progress

Ameren IL 1 1 2 1 1 2
Ameren MO 1 1 2 SCE 1 i 2
BGE 1 i 2 - SCE&G 1 1 2
CenterPoint i 1 2 SDG&E 1 1 2
ComEd 1 1 2 WE Energies 1 1 2
ConEd 1 1 2 West Penn 1 1 2
Consumers 1 1 2 AEPTC 1 o 1
DTE 1 1 2 APS 1 0 1
Duke IN 1 1 2 CPS 0 i 1
Duke NC 1 i 2 Dominion 0o 1 1
Duke GH 1 1 2 Entergy LA 0 1 1
Duke SC 1 1 2 JCP&L i . 0 1
Entergy AR 1 1 2 LIPA 0 1 1
Eversource CT 1 1 2 CH Edison 1 o 1
Eversource MA 1 1 2 Oncor 1 0 i
GA Power 1 1 2 PSE 1 0 1
LADWP 1 i 2 PSE&G 1 0 1
NG MA i 1 2 Xcel CO 0 1 1
NG NY 1 1 2 Xcel MN 0 1 1
Nevada Power 1 1 2 AEP OH 0 0] 0
OG&E 1 1 2 AL Power ] 0 o
PacifiCorp UT 1 1 2 Duke Fi. 0 0 0
PECO 1 1 2 FP&L 0 0 0
PG&E 1 1 2 MidAm IA 0 0 0
PGE 1 1 2 SRP 0 0 0
PPL 1 1 2 0 0 0

TECO

Of the 52 utilities, 39 had independent EM&V oversight in 2018, Thirty-eight reported net
savings, and 32 utilities received points in both categories. We awarded both of these points
based on publicly available data. Some utilities, such as APS and SRP, calculate net savings
but do not report results publicly or have not updated the research within the past three years.
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ENERGY EFFICIENCY IN RESOURCE PLANNING

The majority of states require some form of utility resource planning. Some utilities that
own generation assets use a process called integrated resource planning to determine the
least-cost resource portfolio to meet future customer demand. Many states doing integrated
resource planning do not evaluate demand- and supply-side resources on a comparable
basis. For example, many include energy efficiency or demand response as a reduction in
future needs based on predetermined savings targets. This approach is better than not
considering demand-side measures at all but is flawed because it does not allow energy
efficiency to compete with other supply-side options on a cost basis and can lead to

_ inefficient or suboptimal planning outcomes (Lamont and Gerhard 2013; Takahashi 2015).

Some utilities do not own generation assets. These utilities do not conduct integrated
resource planning but do project future load growth to determine needs in the distribution |
system. Some, such as ConEd in New York and PG&E in California, do consider energy
efficiency as a resource option in distribution planning, but this practice is not widespread
(Baatz, Relf, and Nowak 20118).

The inclusion of energy efficiency in distribution system and integrated resource planning is
critical because efficiency is a low-cost, clean-energy resource with other positive attributes
including low risk to utilities and lower customer bills. Excluding or not propetly
considering energy efficiency in system planning can lead to higher utility system costs as
utilities invest in unnecessary and expensive infrastructure instead of low-cost efficiency
(Takahashi 2015). ‘

For this metric, we asked utilities if they include energy efficiency in their resource planning
processes or (for restructured states) if they provide information to others for these planning
purposes. We awarded a full point to utilities that consider efficiency as a supply-side
resource in their planning processes, as this allows efficiency to more directly compete with
other resources, We awarded 0.5 points to utilities that consider efficiency as a reduction to

- their load forecast. We used integrated resource plans, other planning documents, and

. direct follow-up to confirm data request responses. Table 44 shows the scores for the
resource planning metric.

Table 44. Scores for resource planning

BGE* Both 1 Duke NC - Reduction in forecast 0.5

.- ConEd* . . ;. Both ... A .~Duke OH*. ... Reduction in forecast .. . . 0.5 ...
Consumers* . Both . 1 Duke SC. . Reduction in forecast .- . 0.5
CPS* Both 1 Entergy AR Reduction in forecast 0.5
Dominion® Both i Entergy LA Reduction in forecast 0.5
DTE* Both 1 FP&L Reduction in forecast 0.5
1 GA Power Reduction in forecast 0.5

Duke IN Supply-side resource
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Eversource

CT* Supply—side resource 1 LIPA* Reduction in forecast 0.5
Eﬂ\f;source Supply-side resource 1 MidAm 1A Redugction in forecast 0.5
LADWP* Both i NG MA* Reduction in forecast 0.5
NG NY* Supply-side resource 1 Sg\‘;i?a Reduction in forecast 05
PacifiCorp UT  Supply-side resource OG&E Reduction in forecast 05
PECO* Supply-side resource PPL* Reduction in forecast 0.5
PG&E* Supply-side resource i Duke Reduction In forecast 0.5
’ . ) Progress
PGE* Both 1 SCE&G Reduction in forecast 0.5
PSE Supply-side resource 1 SRP Reduction in forecast 0.5
PSE&G* Supply-side resource 1 WE Energies  Reduction in forecast 0.5
SDG&E* Both 1 Xcel CO Reduction in forecast 0.5
TECO Supply-side resource 1 AEP TC* No 0
Xeel MN Supply-side resource 1 AL Power - 0
AEP OH* Reduction in forecast 0.5 CenterPoint* No 0
Ameren IL* Reduction in forecast 0.5 JCP&L* - 0
Ameren MO Reduction in forecast 05 OH Edison* - o
APS Reduction in forecast 05 Oncor*® - G
ComEd#* Reduction in forecast 0.b SCE* - C
Duke FL Reduction in forecast 0.5 West Penn® - 0 '

Blanks indicate no data were found. *Indicates that this utility was in a restructured state in 2018,

Twenty-four utilities consider energy efficiency only as a reduction to their load forecast in
their planning processes. Eleven consider efficiency only as a supply-side resource, and nine
include efhclency in both ways.

Practices of Lead;ng Energy-Saving Utilities

The utilities represented in The 2020 Utility Energy Eﬂiczenc y Scorecard include a diversity of |
US investor-owned utilities as well as a few with other public ownership models. They vary
in how they are regulated, the parts of the energy value chain they serve, and the
characteristics of their customer base. Nonetheless, at their core all of the utilities analyzed
in this report deliver energy services at a regulated rate in exchange for an obligation to
serve. We do see an evolution in utilities” relationships with new entrants to the market such
as energy service companies, rooftop solar photovoltaic (PV) providers, and independent
power producers. However utilities and program administrators remain the most important
players in facilitating energy efficiency investment for customers.
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The utilities featured in this report can seize the opportunity to provide efficiency offerings
to customers and to serve as a pricing, procurement, and information platform to facilitate a
broader marketplace for energy efficiency. This section synthesizes the best practices of the
leading energy-saving utilities, or model utilities, and considers the future evolution of
energy efficiency policy, offerings, and performance. Model utilities have three success
factors:

* A base of policy support and enabling mechanisms approved by the fegulators and
legislators that grant distribution utility monopolies

e Programs provided by the utility or third parties that leverage those policies and
infrastructure '

» Results: multiple benefits for customers, the system, and society atlarge

Policy Support and Enabling Mechanisms

Leading energy-saving utilities have the policy support and enabling mechanisms required
to make efficiency a core part of their business (Molina and Kushler 2015). Historically,
‘utilities have lacked robust planning and pricing mechanisms that value energy efficiency,
business models that reward investment in it, and the enabling technology to understand
customers’ energy needs in real time. Some of these enabling mechanisms require utility
investment, process changes, or reorganization; others require a combination of policy,
regulatory, and utility action.

Energy efficiency can serve to displace or delay more expensive ways to provide energy
services to customers. As states and utilities recognize the changing costs of resources, they
are moving toward all-source procurement of generation; assessing the utility’s energy,
capacity, and flexibility needs; and identifying the portfolios of resources, including energy
efficiency, that together can meet system needs at least cost. Demand-side resources '
including energy efficiency will be critical for these clean portfolios. More than $90 billion in
investment in new gas is projected from IRPs and announcements to begin operation before
+2025 (Teplin et al. 2019). The Rocky Mountain Institute (RMI} finds that 90% of that new gas -
can be replaced economically with clean resources, including energy efficiency and demand
- flexibility. However ignoring energy efficiency and demand flexibility shrinks the near-term
" market for clean resources to replace new gas by 70% (Teplin et al. 2019). Some states ate
‘moving to distribution planning processes that enable energy efficiency (as well as other
- distributed resources) to compete with traditional distribution system infrastructure . -
upgrades to meet local distribution-level needs (Baatz, Relf, and Nowak 2018).

To recognize the importance of planning, this edition of the Scorecard added a planning
metric in Category 3. But planning changes alone are not sufficient (Molina and Kushler
2015). Model utilities are pairing good planning with robust EERS and other energy savings
and clean energy targets. This year’s Scorecard continues to include savings targets metrics
in Categories T and 3.

Beyond planning, leading energy-saving utilities make energy efficiency a profit center with
the help of cost recovery, decoupling, and performance-based incentives. We included a
metric to track these policies in Category 3. In addition to the utility revenue side of the
business model, customer-facing rate design for leading utilities can support increasing
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energy efficiency. Model utilities minimize residential customer charges and demand
charges while increasing the availability of time-varying pricing. This gives customers the
price signals that encourage them to save (Baatz 2017). We added information on residential
demand charges to Category 3 this year to reflect the challenges that such charges present
for customers and our concern about the increasing number of proposals for these rates,

To extend the reach of ratepayer funded energy efficiency, leading utilities are increasingly
finding ways to leverage other sources of capital. They provide financing programs in
addition to direct incentives. (This represents a potential future metric for next editions of
the Scorecard, as we found financing programs in a number of utilities’ portfolios of pilots.)
Model utilities increasingly braid funding sources, leveraging low-income, health-care,
insurance, and municipal funding to increase the availability of energy efficiency beyond
cost-effectiveness limits.

The leading energy-saving utilities also provide advanced metering functionality to all
customers, typically through AMI, as measured in Category 3. Usage data are accessible to
customers and easy to share with third parties who can help them better manage their
energy use, and utilities can also leverage those data to target programs, provide direct
feedback, and deliver advanced rates.

Meeting Customer Needs through Portfolio Comprehensiveness

Leading energy-saving utilities provide a variety of programs that address a multiplicity of
customer needs and end uses. These include programs that serve traditional customer
classes (e.g., residential, commercial, and industrial) and ones that target traditional end
uses like new construction and retrofits. (The latter fall under the portfolio
comprehensiveness metric of Category 2.) They also include emerging program areas and
strategies that address increasingly prevalent end uses (e.g., data centers), explore new ways
of engaging customers (e.g., with real-time energy feedback and data disaggregation), and
bring in new technologies like advanced heat pumps. Emerging program areas like geo-
targeting and grid-interactive efficient buildings also address new ways of procuring energy
efficiency and bundling it with other resources.

‘Leading utilities also demonstrate the best in customer service, and their offerings are -
simple, accessible, and hassle free to maximize participation and engagement of busy

- customers. These offerings are aimed at the best part of the value chain for that market,
sometimes delivering incentives to distributors and manufacturers rather than directly to
end-user customers. We include these programs in our portfolio comprehensiveness and
emerging programs metric of Category 2. Online marketplaces, one-stop-shop designs, and
customer engagement technigues botrowed from industry are central to the way successful -
utilities scale energy efficiency. We gathered information on participation (in home retrofit
programs) for the first time this year, scoring utilities on how they collect data for this
critical metric in the hope that we can capture it more robustly in future editions.

Energy-saving utilities also integrate efficiency programs with other, sometimes more
visible resources customers are interested in, like efficient electric vehicles and rooftop solar
PV. Integrated programs that bring together these resources alongside demand flexibility
measures can offer further value to the grid and to customers. Category 2 includes grid-
interactive efficient buildings programs that capture these dual value streams.
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Delivering on the Promise of Multiple Benefits for Customers

Leveraging policy and infrastructure, successful efficiency programs achieve energy savings
for all customers as well as nonenergy benefits such as bill savings, comfort, health, and
productivity (Baatz 2015).

Energy efficiency portfolio managers at leading utilities assess their success by measuring

actual energy savings across the year, at peak times, and over the lifetime of investments,

Category 1 of the Scorecard measures incremental, net lifetime, and peak demand savings to
' recognize the value of each of these metrics. Reflecting the importance of delivering savings

to all customers, the new program participation metric of Category 1 joins an existing metric
_that assesses delivery to low-income customers. .

Over time these metrics are likely to evolve beyond energy savings toward GHG emissions
savings. These will require efficiency available at particular times and locations and
enablement of beneficial electrification.” They will also require envelope measures that
maximize the value of both. New York and Massachusetts have changed their goals to fuel-
neutral metrics as a first step toward measuring GHG reductions. We include energy-
efficient fuel switching as a new metric under emerging programs, and we continue to
include home and whole-building retrofits to capture the importance of envelope measures.

We will also likely see states and utilities move to better value the nonenergy participant
benefits of energy efficiency, induding health, productivity, and comfort. Leading utilities
will be able to use these benefits to attract funding for programs and increase their reach
beyond the scale of what can be achieved with ratepayer dollars, Future editions of the
Scorecard may assess utilities’ suceess at valuing these hard-to-measure but critical benefits.

Areas for Future Research

There are several areas of utility operations and energy efficiency program implementation
we did not include in this report or that we would like to assess in a more comprehensive

+ way. The primary reason for excluding them or not assessing them fully is a lack of publicly
available data. Many of the potential metrics would require significant levels of research fo -
adequately score, and this research was beyond the scope of this report. However these are
_important metrics that should be reviewed, and we may consider them in a future Scorecard
Here we list some of these metrics. The first four (total annual energy savings, electric
vehicles, beneficial building electrification, and underserved sectors) are particularly
important for achieving deep savings to mitigate climate change, while the remaining four
(distribution system efficiency, research and development, integrated efficiency with DERs,
and the time value of efficiency) maximize energy efficiency’s value as a grid resource.

7 Electrification is a form of fuel switching that either fully or partially displaces direct fossil fuel use with
electricity use, for example shifting to electric heat pumps to heat homes and businesses. It is beneficial when it
provides net societal and participant benefits, such as grid management and environmental benefits on the one
hand and bill savings on the other. It can also be a form of energy efficiency when it saves total primary energy
and meets customer savings and emission-reduction criteria.
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TOTAL ANNUAL ENERGY SAVINGS

Total annual energy savings are the total energy savings in a given year from all programs
and measures installed in that year and those installed in previous years that continue to
save energy (i.e., have not yet reached the end of their useful life). Some measures save
energy for decades, meaning the total annual energy savings in 2018 could contain savings
from programs put in place as far back as the mid-1990s. Some states, such as Arizona and
[llinois, have utility-sector energy efficiency targets based on total annual savings. While we
did not include total annual energy savings as a metric for this report due to a lack of data,
we do consider it to be an important metric because it indicates energy savings from longer-
lived measures and a longer history of program implementation. If we can obtain sufficient
data, we will likely add this to future Scorecards.

ELECTRIC VEHICLES

Utilities play an important role in the integration of electric vehicles into the distribution
system. We examined a limited set of metrics related to this role. The number of public
chargers per customer is a metric we plan to use in ACEEE's State Scorecard and may be a
future metric to include in this report. Demand response or managed charging programs
targeted to electric vehicle owners to shift charging times and optimize grid operation can
provide value to both the grid and vehicle owners. Other measures worth exploring include
utility outreach and education about electric vehicles, incentives for electric vehicle
adoption, and the promohon of electric mobility for low-income and other underserved
communities.

BENEFICIAL BUILDING ELECTRIFICATION

As the carbon intensity of the electric grid continues to decrease, electrification of
transportation, industry, and buildings becomes an important strategy for climate
mitigation (see Bloomberg Philanthropies 2019; Haley et al. 2019; Gowrishankar and Levin
2017; and Williams et al. 2015). In 2017 emissions from commercial businesses and
residential homes, primarily from burning fossil fuels for heat, made up more than 11% of
US emissions (EPA 2019}, While this contribution is small relative to transportation and
industry, states with ambitious climate goals will need to address these emissions to
support subnational efforts to meet Paris climate targets.

The Utility Scorecard currently includes transportation electrification metrics (e.g., electric

_vehicle charging infrastructure incentives) but considers building electrification in a more
limited way. The program diversity metric includes energy-efficient fuel switching
programs that deliver overall BTU energy savings, GHG teductions, and customer cost
savings. Policymakers and utilities are starting to explore other policies and actions that can
enable beneficial electrification; we may consider these in future editions of the report. For
example, regulators can clarify rules to allow and encourage utilities to pursue beneficial
electrification. They can also restructure their energy efficiency goals to measure success via .
outcome-based metrics, such as greenhouse gas reductions or fuel-neutral BTU energy
savings, often initially by tracking those metrics or establishing multiple parallel goals or
incentives (Gold, Gilleo, and Berg 2019).
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~ UNDERSERVED SECTORS

Strong energy efficiency program portfolios will offer energy efficiency incentives to all
customer segments. Program measures, incentives, and services can be designed in ways
that make them accessible to particular customer groups. Some segments require more
tailored approaches than others, such as renters, low-income households, rural areas, and
multifamily building owners. For these groups, varying responsibility for utility bills and
varying access to up-front capital often hinder participation in programs that are available
for single-family homes and/ or commercial buildings. Research suggests that these markets
are often overlooked by ufility programs and as a result have fewer energy efficiency
upgrades (Drehobl and Ross 2016). Utility programs can accelerate energy savings in these
sectors. In this edition of the Scorecard, we assessed utilities” performance regarding
administration of low-income energy efficiency programs, and we will aim to assess other
hard-to-reach sectors in future editions.

DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM EFFICIENCY

End-use energy efficiency is the primary focus of this report. However utilities also have
significant opportunity to improve system efficiency at the distribution, generation, and
transmission levels, On the distribution system, utilities can reduce line losses and install
higher-efficiency transformers, such as amorphous core transformers. This type of
improvement can greatly increase distribution system efficiency, reducing the need for
generation infrastructure. We included conservation voltage reduction as an emerging
program area but did not otherwise consider distribution system efficiency as a metric in
this report, primarily due to data limitations in this area. We hope to collect more data on
these issues for future Scorecards.

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT _
Utility research and development can be an indicator of future-oriented energy efficiency
innovation, program and portfolio expansion, and market transformation efforts. Utilities
fund internal research but also provide financial support to, or collaborate in other ways

~ with, outside organizations such as the Consortium for Energy Efficiency, Electric Pewer
Reseatch Institute, Department of Energy, national laboratories, and Edison Electric
Institute. '

We considered measuring research and development in conjunction with other metrics we

. ‘scored, such as emerging areas and pilot programs, to emphasize innovative, future-focused
efficiency. However this year we did not award points for R&D due to lack of data and
inconsistency of available metrics. A possible measure for the future may be annual budgets -
or spending on R&D line items including emerging technologies, market development,
program investigation, and demonstration.

INTEGRATED ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND DERS

Emerging technologies, evolving customer preferences, and the increasing penetration of
DERs are driving changes in how utilities can reliably meet demand in a flexible and low-
cost way. This changing landscape is also creating new opportunities to deliver energy
efficiency to customers. While not yet prevalent, utilities are beginning to offer programs
that offer energy efficiency and other DERs like solar PV and demand response
simultaneously. This edition of the Scorecard considers such integrated programs in a
9
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preliminary way by evaluating programmatic approaches and technologies that can enable
them. The former includes GEBs, strategic energy management, and programs using data
disaggregation; enabling technologies include learning thermostats and advanced water
heaters.# We may more explicitly consider integrated programs that deliver increased
benefits in future editions of the Scorecard.

TIME VALUE OF ENERGY EFFICIENCY

Peak demand is a major contributor to electricity system costs borne by a utility and its
customers. Peak demand drives investment in new generation, transmission, and
distribution infrastructure, and it is often met with resources that are emissions intensive. In
addition to continuous energy savings, energy efficiency provides energy and demand
savings at peak times, creating additional value for the electric system and its operators.
This value varties according to the load shape of the end use that is targeted and on the
characteristics of the overall system (Frick, Eckman, and Goldman 2017). Programs that
target efficiency measures for their time value are increasingly important as DERs alter the
load shape in some areas of the country and contribute to more distinct peak demand
periods. The Scorecard currently considers geo-targeted efficiency programs; future editions
may include programs that target efficiency for its time value.

Conclusion

Utilities show their commitment to energy efficiency by their actual performance and by
~including efﬁmency in future planning through pilot programs, emerging areas, and strong

targets. The 2020 Utility Energy Efficiency Scorecard provides information on what programs
and regulations are effective for high energy efficiency achievement. It aims to help utilities
across the country assess and improve their current efforts and continue to realize
efficiency’s many benefits. This year's Scorecard shows a clear commitment to energy
efficiency on the part of many utilities. It also recognizes substantial opportunities to realize
additional benefits by implementing more rigorous efficiency programs. Utilities and their
regulators should increase their efforts to encourage high levels of savings and deliver
-multiple benefits to customers, the grid, and program administrators. Well-rounded
portfolios that maximize efficiency’s benefits can achieve all of these goals. We encourage
you to use this report and forthcoming related materials to evaluate growth opportunities
for energy efficiency, and we invite you to reach out to ACEEE for support in implementing
them. :

& For definitions of these programs and technologies, see the Emerging Areas metric and Appendix C,
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Table B2. Energy efficiency (EE) spending data

AEP OH $62,864,638 $62,864,638
AEP TC $9,471,414 $3,459,596 $12,931,010
AL Power $3,444,670 $3,444,670
Ameren ILP $99,696,676 $99,696,676
Ameren MO $66,483,135 $66,483,135
APS $28,245,208 $28,245,298
BGE $114,626,5681 - $114,626,581
CenterPoint $1.7,566,004 $8,393,259 . $25,959,263
ComEd $352,988,361 $352,988,361
ConEd 2 $187,493,628 $82,179  $187,575,807
Consumers $117,838,710 $4117,838,710
CPS $44,471,193 $44,471,193
Dominion® $52,662,000 $52,662,000
DTE $106,629,458  $21,325,892  $127,955,350
Duke FL $20,796,850 ' $20,796,850
Duke IN $28,277,308 $28,277,308
Duke NC $70,152,893  $23,353,377 $93,506,270
Duke OH $32,134,301 $32,134,301
Duke SC $23,441,393  $11,474,912  $34,916,305
Entergy AR $45,905,331 $5,024,969  $50,930,300
Entergy LA $4,637,661 $1,637,661.
Eversource CT $4104,171,027 $104,171,027
" Eversource MA $266,403,945 $266,403,945
FP&L $84,457,000 $84,457,000
GA Power $45,757,118  $10,941,597 $56,698,715
JCP&).2 $25,327,197 $25,327,197
LADWP $135,201,757 $135,201,757
LIPA $71,724,487 $71,724,487
MidAm. 1A $63,804,277 $63,804,277
NG MA $266,403,945 $266,403,945
NG NY® $105,971,504 $105,971,504
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$19,204,887

Nevada Power $19,204,887

OG&E $30,895,657 $5,413,690  $36,309,247
OH Edison $30,597,049 $30,597,049
Oncor $30,702,119 $7,774,182 $38,476,301
PacifiCorp UT $42,028,572 $42,028,672
PECO $61,127,000 $61,127,000
PG&E $294,599,628 $294,599,628
PGEa $85,681,659 $85,681,659
PPL $53,162,395 $53,162,395
Duke Progress $5,778,056 $52,592,900 $58,370,956
PSE $91,086,596 $91,086,596
PSE&Ga | $62,144,124 $62,144,124
SCE $102,028,360  $95,378,644  $197,407,004
SCE&G $13,585,912 $13,585,912
SDG&E $82,155,060 $82,155,060
SRP $37,168,928 $37,168,928
TECO $14,925,900 $14,925,900
We Energies 2 $55,824,164 $55,824,164
West Penn $10,008,550 $10,008,550
Xcel CO $70,439,157 $9,074,239 $79,513,396
Xcel MN $77,210,688 $30,241,197  $107,451,885

@ Ineludes spending separately allocated from a third-party program administrator.
b Data from EIA 2019b,

Table B3 shows whether each utility’s data were originally reported as net or gross, at the meter

or generator level, and what we assumed if this information was not available, The table also

'shows the NTGR and line loss factor used to adjust each utility’s data as necessary. For utilities

where an NTGR was not available, we utilized an NTGR of 83.1% to adjust figures as necessary.

This is the average of NTGRs that were reported by utilities for the 2020 Utility Energy Efficiency
- Scorecard. Where a line loss factor was not available, we used 5%, based on EIA data.

115



Date Filed: April 29, 2022

Table B3. Utility NTGR and iine loss factor data

SBA IR-20, Attachment 1, Page 129 of 154

2020 Uiy Scorecarp © AGEEE

AEP OH ) Gross Meter 0.830 0.050
AEPTC Gross Meter 0.831 0.050
AL Power Gross Meter 0.831 0.050
Ameren IL Net Meter 0.760 . 0.411
Ameren MO Net Generator 0.831 0.050
APS Gross - Generator - 0831 0.065
BGE Gross Meter 0.805 0.043
CenterPoint Gross Meter 0.831 0.050
ComEd Net Meter 0.910 0.110
ConEd Gross Generator 0.831 0.050
Consumers Net Meter 0.9001 0.094
CPS Net Generator 0.831 0.050
Dominion . Gross Meter 0.831 0.050
' DTE Net Meter 0.920 0.068
Duke FL Gross Generator 0.830 0.063
Duke IN Gross Generator 0.870 0.080
Duke NC Net Geanerator 0.780 0.062
Duke OH Gross Generator 0.840 0.072
Duke SC Net Generator 0.780 0.062
Entergy AR Net Generator 0.831 0.050
Entergy LA Gross Generator 0.831 0.050
Eversource CT Net Meter 0.854 0.050
Eversource MA  Net . Meter = 0.831 -0.080
FP&L Gross Generator 0.831 0.050
GA Power Net . Meter 0.906 0.050
JCP&L Gross Meter 0.831 0.050
LADWP Gross Genetator 0.831 0.100
LIPA Net Generator 0.831 0.064
MidAm. 1A Gross Meter 0.831 0.075
NG MA Net Meter 0.831 0.050
NG NY Net Meter 0.2900 0.049
Nevada Power Net 0.814 0.038

Meter
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OG&E Net Meter 0.860 0.078
OH Edison Gross Generator 0.831 0.050
Oncor Gross Meter ' 0.831 0.067
PacifiCorp UT . Net Generator 0.860 0.083
PECO Gross Meter 0.730 0.080
PG&E - Net Meter 0.831 0.050
PGE Gross Generator 0.240 0.090
PPL Gross : Meter 0.800 0.067
Duke Progress Net Generator 0.240 . 0.051
PSE Gross Meter 0.831 0.050
PSE&G Gross Meter 0.831 0.050
SCE Net Meter 0.831 0.050
SCE&G Net Meter 0.831 0.050
SDG&E Net . Meter ‘ 0.450 0.050
SRP Net ' Generator 0.831 0.050
TECO Gross Meter 0.831 0.050
We Energies Gross Meter 0.624 0.080
West Penn Gross Generator 0.831 0.050
Xcel CO Net Generator 0.921 0.069
Xcel MN Gross Generator 0.831 0.071
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4

Appendix C. Portfolio Comprehensiveness Data
Table C1. Portfolio comprehensiveness program definitions

Appliance recycling '

Removing less efficient appliances {typically refrigerators and freezers) from

households.

Behavior- \
based/feedback

Reducing energy consumption through social science theories of behavior change by
providing informatian to customers, by leveraging interpersonal interactions, or by
providing consumer education. Excludes programs that rely on traditional program
stratedies such as incentives, rebates, or regulations.

" Education

Pro';/iding education about energy efficiency to students, not including markeling
programs.

Heat pump water
“heaters

Incentivizing the purchase of heat pump water heaters (and/or condensing gas '
heaters), either stand-alone or included as part of another program.

Home appliances

Incentivizing the sale, purchase, and installation of appliances (e.g,, refrigerators,
dishwashers, clothes washers, and dryers) that are mote efficient than current
standards.

Home retrofit

Combining a comprehensive energy assessment or audit that identifies energy
savings opportunities with house-wide improvements in air sealing, insulation, and
often, HVAC systems and other end uses.

HVAC equipment

Encouraging the sale/purchase and installation of heating, cooling, and/or
ventilation systems at higher efficiency than current energy performance standards,
across a broad range of unit sizes and configurations.

Learning
thermostats

Increasing energy-efficient behaviors through smart thermostats. Includes Iearr_;ing
thermostats, Wi-Fi enabled thermostats, grid-connected thermostats, and other
smart thermostat programs.

" Lighting

Encouraging the sale/purchase and installation of more efficient lighting in the
home. These programs range from point-of-sale rebates to mailings or giveaways.
Measures tend to be LED lamps, fixtures, and holiday lights and lighting controls,
including occupancy monitors/switches and daylighting controls.

Multifamily

Encouraging the installation of energy efficiency measures in common areas, units,
or both for residential structures of more than four units. ’

- New construction

.. or manufactured to energy performance standards higher than applicable code.

Providing incentives and possibly technical services to ensure new homes are built

Offering incentives for energy-efficient farm- and orchard-based equipment such as

Agriculture irrigation pumping.
. Acquiring cost-effective combined heat and power in a way similar to the acquisition
CHP of other energy efficiency resources, such as through incentives for feasibility
studies, installed capacity, or energy output.
Delivering site-specific industrial and commercial projects typically characterized by
Custom an extensive onsite energy assessment and identification and installation of multiple

measures unique to that facility.

Efficient motor
systems

Incentivizing improvements to motor systems, including installation of adjustable-
speed drives, optimization of pump and fan systems, and compressed air system
controls.
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Encouraging the sale/purchase and installation of heating, cooling, and/or
HVAC ventilation systems at higher efficiency than current energy performance standards,
across a broad range of unit sizes and configurations.

Kitchen and . - o . .
restaurants Offering energy-efficient measures for commerclal food service equipment.
Lighting Incentivizing the installation of efficient lighting includ'ing high-efficiency lamps and

fixtures.

Lighting system and

control Incentivizing lighting occupancy monitors/switches and daylighting controls. -

Diagnosing energy consumption in a commercial facility and optimizing its
operations to minimize energy waste. Program activities tend to be characterized by
tuning or retuning, and coordinating and testing the operation of existing end uses,
systems, and equipment for energy-efiicient operation.

Retrocommissioning

* Offering energy-efficient measures to retail, grocery, small offices, convenience
Small business -~ - stores, and other nonresidential customers with electric demand below 100 kW, Can
include direct install or other delivery models.

Managing energy through continual improvement and a systematic approach to
Strategic energy ~ energy performance, including a commitment through policies, goals, and allocation
management of resources; energy management planning and implementation; and a system for
measuring and reporting performance.

Programs that transform the market for energy efficiency products by
Upstream programs  targeting upstream manufacturers and partners to improve choices and reduce
costs for consumers.

Combining a comprehensive energy assessment or audit that identifies energy
savings opportunities with building-wide improvements in air sealing, insulation, and
often, HVAC systems and other end uses.

Whole building
retrofit
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Appendix E. Pilot Programs
Table E1. Pilot programs data

AEP OH Marketplace, EV DR, Automated Benchmarking, High-Performance HW Circulation Pumps, -
Business Behavior, Domestic Hot Water DR

AEP TC Residential Pool Pump Pilot Market Transformation Program (MTP}

Al Power ‘ '

Ameren 1L

Ameren MO

VAPS Energy and Demand Education, Storage Rewards Battery Storage, Reserve Rewards
Connected Heat Pump Water Heater, Cool Rewards Smart Thermostat DR

BGE Smart Home, Small Business Energy Advance

CenterPoint

Smart Thermostat

ComEd Business: Variable Speed Drive Energy Savings in Refrigeration Condensers, Smart
Building Operations
Residential: Ductless Heat Pump and Building Envelope, HVAC SAVE, Nest Seasonal
Savings (Cooling Season), Nest Seasonal Savings (Heating Season), Total Connected
Savings Wi-Fi Thermostat Optimization (Cooling Season), | Total Connected Savings Wi-Fi
Thermostat Optimization (Heating Season)

Conkd New Movers, Sealed Residential Financing, Building Energy Performance Program, Instant

: Lighting, BYOD for Wi-Fi enabled Air Conditioners, Energy Star Retail Products Platform,

Propel Fresh EBT.

Consumers Residential: Energy Savers Club {(nonwires alternative), Pay My Way, HVAC System
Monitoring
Business: Advanced Lighting Controls, Condensing Rooftop Units, Commercial Real Estate,
Energy Smart Grocery, Energy Efficiency Training Center, Green Revolving Fund, Market
Place, Smart Vent Zoning, and Zero Net Energy

CPS3 Volt/Var Optimization

Dominion - :

DTE HVAC Tune-Up, Heat Pump Diyers, Energy Star Retail Products Platform, Manufactured
Homes, Multifamily Low-income, Non-Wire Alternative, New Home Construction, Home
Energy Management with DTE Insight, DTE Insight, Strategic Energy Management, E-
Challenge 3, Rooftop Unit Market Assessment, Mid Stream HVAC, Retro- Commlssmmng,
New Commercial Energy Codes .

Duke FL

Duke IN

Buke NC

Duke OH

Duke SC

Entergy AR Make Your Thermostat Pay

Entergy LA Manufaét_ured Homes

Eversource CT

Residential Deménd Response (Wi-Fi Thermostats, Smart Plugs, Pool Pumps) and
Commercial Demand Response {HVAC Controls); Residential Heat-Pump
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Eversource MA

On-site Facility Training, High Performance Labs, Equipment & Systems Performance
Optimization (ESPO) :

FP&L

GA Power Water Heater Demand Response, Bring Your Own Thefmostat, Small Commercial
Behavioral, Smart Home, Whole Building Data Aggregation, Low-Income Multifamily, Indoor
Agriculture

JCP&L

LADWP Whole Building Multifamily Program, AC Recycling Program, Energy Efficiency Kits

LIPA

MidAm. [A Alr Sealing and Infiltration for Multifamily Buildings, Small Business Lighting

NG MA Called Demonstration Projects in MA: Residential & C&| Demand Response

NG NY

Ne\(ada PoWer

Residential: Ulira-High SEER Air Conditioners, Strategic Instaliation of Advanced Windows
Films, Energy Saving R-22 Refrigerant Replacements and Alternate Solutions, lmproved
Mechanical Ventilation Retrofits, Low-Cost Home Energy Monitoring Sensors, Low-Income
Multi-Family Building Packaged Retrofits

Commercial: Air Side Economizer Control Retrofits for HVAC Rooftop Units, LED Lighting for
Indoor Agriculture, Thermal Energy Storage Solutions Assessment, {continued from prior
vears) Enbala Demand Management Trial, which focused on achieving fast-acting demand
response resources from industrial and large commercial customers

OG&E

Residential and Commercial Geo Targeting

OH Edison

Oncor

PacifiCorp UT

PECO

PG&E Numerous pilets in 2018
PGE Numerous pilets in 2018
PPL Student Energy Efficient Education Program: Take Action Pilot (augmented reality app);

innovation Pilot (Tier 2 smart strips)

Duke Progress

PSE

Business: Pay for Performance

PSE&G

SCE

SCE&G

SDG&E

SRP

TECO

We Energies

Seasonal Savings Pilat and Midstream Commercial Equipment Pilot

West Penn
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Xcel CO Thermostat Optimization, Energy Star Retait Products Platform

Xcel MN Energy Star Retail Products Platform Pilot (ESRPP) and Energy Information Systems Pilot

Blanks indicate that the utility ran no pilots in 2018 or we could not find pilot names. See Appendix D for detailed information on which utilities
ran pilots in 2018.
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Appendix F. Electric Vehicle Data
Tabie F1. Electtic vehicle data

AEP OH

AEPTC
AL Power

TOU PEV rider

Ameren IL

- Ameren MO
APS
BGE

Time-of-use plan

EVTOU

CenterPoint
ComkEd
ConEd

EV TOU
EVTOU

Consumers

CPS

Dominion
DTE
Duke FL
Duke IN
Duke NC
Duke OH
Duke SC

Piug-in EV TOU

Entergy AR

Entergy GS

Entergy LA

Eversource CT EV rate rider

Eversource‘MA
FP&L

GA Power
JCP&L

LADWP

LIPA

MidAm [A

NG MA

TOU
Plug-in EV TOU

Off-peak discount

TOU

QIPICOjRIOIR|Rr|k|C|Oo|lo]ojolo|lo|lo|lo|lo|lr|lolr|lolo|lolr|lr|lololkrlola
Clo|folr|O]lr|jo|C|(r|Oo|o|lo|lo|lo|lo|lo|lOolr|kRricim|r|lo|lolr|lolololriolo
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NG NY 1 EV recharge rider 1
Nevada Power 1 EV recharge rider 1
0OG&E ‘ 1 Smart hours TOU 0
OH Edison 0 0
Oncor 0 0
PacifiCorp UT (0 Plug-in TOU 1
PECO 1 _ 0
1 pmeeresveenEn
PGE 1 EV TOU 1
PPL 0 0
Duke Progress 0 0
PSE o 0
PSERG 0 0
SCE 1 EV TOU 1
SCE&G 0 0
SDG&E 1 EVTOU 1
SRP o EVTOU 1
TECO 0 0
We Energies 1 TOU 0
Waest Penn 0 0
Xeel CO 1 . TOu 0
Xcel MN 1 EV rate plan 1
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Appendix G. Evaluation, Measurement, and Verification Data

Table G1. EM&V data

Third-party evaluation team

AEP OH retained by PUCO (no 0 o)
recent evaluations)
Third-party evaluation team
AEPTC retained by PUCT 1 0
AL Power 0
Ameren IL Working group Free riders, spillover
Third-party evaluation team . :
Ameren MO retained by PUCT 1 i Free rtdefs, spillover
APS Commission oversight Free riders, spil!bver
BGE PUC oversight 1 Free riders, spillover
o Third-party evaluation team
CenterPoint retained by PUCT 1 1
ComEd Working group 1 1 Free riders, spillover
ConEd Advisory group i 1 Free riders, spillover
Consumers Advisory group i 1 Free riders, spilfover
CP3 0 1 Free riders, spillover
Dominion 0 1 Free drivers, free riders,
standards
DTE Advisory group 1 1 Free riders, spillovers
Duke FL 0 0
Duke IN PUC oversight 1 1 Free riders
Duke NC Oversight commitiee 1 1 Free riders, spillover
Third-party evaluation team . .
Duke OH retained by PUCT 1 1 Free riders, spillover
Duke SC Oversight committee 1 1 Free riders, spillover
. Third-party evaluation team - .
Entergy AR retained by PUCT 1 (0 Free nders, spillover
Entergy LA 0 1
Eversource CT Energ){ efficiency evaluation 1 1
: committee
Massachusetts Energy Free riders, spitiover,
Eversource MA Efficiency Advisory Council 1 1 market effects
FP&L 0 0
GA Power Working group 1
PUC and state agency
JCP&L oversight 1 0
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California Energy

LADWP o
Commission

LIPA Free riders, spillover

MidAm. {A

NG MA Massachusetts Energy Free riders, spillover,
Efficiency Advisory Council market effects .

NG NY Advisory group Free riders, spiflover
PUCN Free riders, spitiover .

Nevada Power

Third-party evaluation team

Free riders, spi[tovér

OG&E retained by PUCT
. Third-party evaluation team
OH Edison retained by PUCT
Oncor Third-party evaluation team
retained by PUCT
PacifiCorp UT Advisory group Free riders, spillover
‘ Free riders, spillover,
PECO Statewide evaluator market effects, codes
and standards
N ' P Free riders, spillover,
PGRE CPUC market effects
; ' Common practice
PGE Energy Trust of Oregon baseline
. Free riders, spillover,
PPL Statewide evaluator market effects, codes

and standards

Duke Progress

Oversight committee

Free riders, spillover

PSE

Northwest Power and

Conservation Council

PUC and state agency
PSE&G oversight

. Free riders, spillover,

SCE CPUC market effects
SCE&G Oversight committee

R Free riders, spillover,
SDG&E CPUC market effects |
SRP
TECO
WE Energies Focug on Energy and PSC Free riders, spillover

oversight
West Penn Statewide evaluator Free riders, spillover,

m_arket effects
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Xeel CO _ 0 i Free riders, spillover

Xcel MN 0 1 Free riders, spillover
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Appendix H. Respondents to Utility and Administrator Data Requests and

External Review Request
Table H1. Respondents to utility data requests and external review request

Andy McCabe, Manager of Business Programs

AEP OH Brian Billing, Compliance Manager
AEP TC Robert Cavazos, Manager, Energy
Efficiency/Consumer Programs
Brandi Hurst, Programs Manager
AL Power Stevie Searcy, Marketing Product Managet
Ameren IL Ke_n ‘Woo[cutt, Managing Supervisor, Energy
Efficiency
Gary Krautwurst, Program Scheduler and Cost
Ameren MO Controller
Greg Lovett, Manager Energy Services
APS Roger Krouse, DSM Prbgram Manager
BGE ' Douglas Gargano, Senior Business Analyst, BGE

Measurement and Verification, and Analytics

CenterPoint

Shea Richardson, Compliance Manager, Energy
Efficiency '

ComEd

David Pautfitz, Manager, Billing
Jordan Russe Thomas, Business Analyst, Energy
Efficlency

Conkd

Alexander Buell, Department Manager, Energy
Efficiency Strategy & Planning

- Christopher Puckart, Section Managet, Financial

Planning & Analysis and Financial Controls
David Donovan, Senior Analyst

Don Johnson, Senior Specialist, Strategy and
Planning Energy Efficiency and Demand
Management

Consumers

Theodore Ykimoff, Director of Energy Efficiency

CPs

Julie Cain, Program Managet, Residential Demand
Response and Energy Efficiency

Justin Chamberlain, Manager, Demand Response
and Energy Efficiency ’

Dominion

Michael Hubbard, Manager, Energy Conservation
Selma Cosic, New Technology and Energy
Conservation

DTE

Jason Kupser, Manager, EWR Strategy, EM&V and
Demand Response

Kevin Bilyeu, Principal Supervisor, Energy
Efficiency Strategy

- Christopher Payne, CPA, Energy Efficiency

Duke Energy

Melissa Adams, Manager, Regulator Filings and
Analysis’
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Entergy AR

Gabe Munoz, Manager, Energy Efficiency
Tondra Jeter, Project Manager, Distribution

Entergy LA

Andrew Owens, Director of Regulatory Policy

Eversource CT

Karlyn L.empa, Senior Analyst, Energy Efficiency
Stephen Bruno, Manager, Energy Efficiency

Eversource MA

Brandy Chambers, Senior Analyst, Energy
Efficiency

Brian Greenfield, Policy Analyst, Energy Efficiency
Michael Goldman, Manager, Energy Efficiency
Planning and Evaluation

GA Power

Andrea Sleber, Regulatory Manager, Energy
Efficiency

Jeff Smith, Manager, Energy Efficiency

Lea Clanton, Renewable Energy Planning
Shani Marrow, Marketing Representative

Sammie McDearis, Reporting Analyst, Energy:
Efficiency .
Jody Morris

LADWP

Craig Tranby, Environmental Supervisor

LIPA

Ashley Kaleita, Business Management Associate,
Energy Efficiency

Jossi Fritz-Mavuer, Lead Program Support Analyst,
Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy

MidAm. 1A

David McCammant, Energy Efficiency Préduct
Manager

NG MA

Marie Abdou, Lead Analyst, Policy and Evaluation
Steven Menges, Senior Strategy and Policy
Analyst, Customer Energy Management

NG NY

Ken Chan, Energy Reporting Lead Analyst
Matt Manzo, Product Reporting

NJ BPU

Jessica Brand, Program Administrator, Energy
Efficiency

NPC

Alebachew Yimer, DSM Planning Specialist
Kimberly Lukasiak, DSM Policy and Compliance
Manager

Patricia Rodriguez, DSM Director

Sarah Chatterjee, Renewable Energy Program
Director

NYSERDA

Robert Bergen, Project Manager

NYPA

Shunaid Memon, Manager, Business Systems

OG&E

Donney Dorton, EM&V Specialist
Randy Warren, Manager

Ohio Edison

Rachel Oliver, Associate Business Analyst, Energy
Efficiency Compliance and Reporting

Oncor

Bruce Blackburn, Program Manager
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Cregon Housing
and Community
Services

Dan Elliot, Senior Policy Analyst

PacifiCorp UT

Michael Snow, Manager, DSM Regulatory Affairs

PECO

Maria Mancuso, Senhior Business Analyst
Marina Geneles_, EM&V Lead

PG&E

Jjose Leal-Alcantar
Ryan Chan, Energy Efficiency Policy Manager

PGE

Brendan McCarthy, Government Affairs Analyst
Jason Salmi Klotz, Manager, Emerging Technology

PPL

Dirk Chiles, Supervisor Customer Programs
Measurement and Verification
Mike Stanz, Senior Energy Efficiency Consultant

PSE

Jim Perich-Anderson, Senior Market Analyst

PSE&G

Tim Fagan, Manager

SCE

Jose Monterroso, Regulatory Affairs and
Compliance, Senior Specialist

SCE&G

John Raftery, Director, Rates and Regulatoty
Sheryl Shelton, Manager, DSM Administrative
Therese Griffin, Manager, Energy Efficiency and
Demand Management

SDG&E

Brittney Lee, Regulatory Case Administrator
Kristina Miller, Senior Business Analyst
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

[Evidence]

Request IR-21:

Regarding Figure 3 — Payback Analysis — Settlement Plan, Page 36 of 65 of the EfficiencyOne

2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan, it appears the amount of avoided costs in dollars is near zero

from 2045 on. Please provide the Settlement Plans energy, capacity and carbon savings impact

in the year 2045 and the year 2050.

Response IR-21:

Please refer to Table 1, below, for the Settlement Plan’s energy, capacity, and carbon savings

impactin the year 2045 and 2050.

Table 1: Settlement Plan’s Energy, Capacity and Carbon Savingsin 2045 and 2050

Year Energy (GWh) Capacity (MW) CO,e (tonnes)
2045 12.8 4.3 2,444
2050 0.4 1.1 75

Date Filed: April 29, 2022

E1 (SBA)IR-21 Page 1 of 1
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

[Evidence]

Request IR-22:

Please explain why Figure 4 on page 40 of 65 of the EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource
Planis relevant to deciding if the proposed Settlement Plan isin the best interest of NS Power

customers.

Response IR-22:

In determining affordability, EfficiencyOne considers different metrics. Figure 4 highlights that
the investment in DSM at 2.3% is relatively low as compared to other spending categories
ratepayers are funding, such as fuel and operating and other expenses. Therefore, an increase in

the DSM investment would have minimal impact on NS Power’s overall expenditures.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA)IR-22 Page 1 of 1
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

Request IR-23:

Referencing Figure 6 or Section 7.2.3.5 of the EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan Why
is there a ‘Wind up of New Home Construction’ program expenditures, i.e., program costs are
reduced or eliminated? Are all new homes assumed to be incorporating all energy efficiency

measures that are TRC Test cost effective?

Response IR-23:

Since its adoption in 2011, the New Home Construction (NHC) program component has
provided support, education, and incentives to the building industry in Nova Scotia. The
program has been successful at meeting targets established within the existing funding

envelope and at moving the residential new construction market baseline.

Future savings from NHC are expected to see a reduction of at least 70 percent as a result of
baseline adjustments to heat pumps in the residential new construction market. The cost of
delivering the existing program would therefore become too expensive to offer within a limited
DSM budget. As a result NHC is being wound up with registrations to new participants closing in
July 2022. Due to long lead times for new residential construction, some of the costs for the final
year of program participant completions (those enrolled prior to July 2022), will be paid out in
the first year (2023) of the Settlement Plan. Investment for NHC as currently designed has not
been included in the Settlement Plan past 2023. With the wind up of NHC, E1 is not assuming
that all new residential builds are incorporating all cost effectiveness measures or achieving high
energy performance, however E1 will look to support new residential building in a different

format.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA)IR-23 Page 1 of 1
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

[Evidence]

Request IR-24:

Please provide figures similar to Figure 7 page 46 of 65 of the EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM
Resource Plan showing the data for 2011-2022 instead of 2011 — 2038.

Response IR-24:

Please refer to Figure 7, below, (EfficiencyOne’s Evidence page 46 of 65) showing average rate

and total customer bill impacts for 2011-2022 as a result of DSM activities in 2011-2022.

Figure 7: Average Rate and Bill Impacts (2011-2022) as a Result of DSM Activities in 2011-2022

Average Rate and Total Customer Bill Impacts (2011-2022)
as a Result of DSM Activities in 2011-2022

10.0%

8.0%

6.0%

4.0% -
2.0% - I I I l
0.0%

-2.0% —

-4.0% —

-6.0%

-8.0%

Residential ~ Small General General Large General Small Industrial  Medium  Large Industrial  Municipal
Industrial
M Rate Impact Avg Total Customer Bill Impact

Please note that this analysis was performed for the Historical 2021 Rate and Bill Impact Analysis

and does not include the impact of Avoided Costs of Carbon.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-24 Page 1 of 1
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

[Evidence]

Request IR-25:

Please provide figures similar to Figures 8,9 and 10 pages 47 and 48 of 65 of the EfficiencyOne
2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan showing the data for 2023-2026 instead of 2023 — 2039.

Response IR-25:

EfficiencyOne (E1) has clarified with the SBA that this IR is seeking figures showing data for 2023-

2025 when program costs are being recovered.

The following figures are reflective of rate and bill impacts over the period 2023-2025 when
program costs are being recovered. This modelling creates an asymmetrical perspective as it
reflects all the costs of 2023-2025 DSM but does not include all corresponding benefits. Energy
and demand savingsassociated with the 2023-2025 DSM activities will continue to accrue beyond

the DSM program costs recovery period (out to 2039).

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-25 Page 1 of 3



M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

Figure 8: Revised to Show Average Impacts over 2023-2025

Average Rate and Total Customer Bill Impacts (2023-2025)
as a Result of DSM Activities in 2023-2025
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Figure 9: Revised to Show Average Impacts over 2023-2025

Average Rate Impacts (2023-2025) as a Result of DSM
Activities in 2023-2025
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

1  Figure 10: Revised to Show Average Impacts over 2023-2025

Average Bill Impact (2023-2025) as a Result of DSM
Activities in 2023-2025
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M10473 — EfficiencyOne (E1) Application for Approval of a Supply Agreement for Electricity
Efficiency and Conservation Activities between E1 and NS Power (2023-2025 DSM Plan)

E1 Responses to Small Business Advocate (SBA) Information Requests
NON-CONFIDENTIAL

[Evidence]

Request IR-26:

Please explain why Table 8 on page 51 of 65 of the EfficiencyOne 2023-2025 DSM Resource Plan
is relevant to deciding if the proposed Settlement Plan is in the best interest of NS Power

customers, especially since it shows average fuel costs.

Response IR-26:

Table 8 demonstrates that it costs less to reduce a GWh through DSM compared to the cost of
purchasing the fuel required to generate the same GWh. Combined with the significantly lower
risk of the cost of DSM compared to the higher volatility in fuel pricing experienced year over

year, contributes to E1’s position that DSM is in the best interest of NS Power customers.

Date Filed: April 29, 2022 E1 (SBA) IR-26 Page 1 of 1
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