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Energy Efficiency
Resource Standard (EERS)

A Energy savings targets for utilities,

ac
Im
ATy

nieved by end-user energy efficiency
orovements

pically implemented at the state level

A May include market-based trading
system

A Analogous to a Renewable Portfolio

Standard
“ N eve. ACE

adel, St EE. (March 2006). Energy Efficiency Resource Standards: Experience and Recommendations
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States with Energy Efficiency
Resource Standards
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What are current DSM programs
achieving?

A What are typical savings, costs?
A What are best practice savings, costs?

A What programs and measures
characterizethe best practice
portfolios?
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DSM Benchmarking Analysis

A Summit Blue conducted the analysis presented as part of several
DSM potential studies. Analysis used publicly available data, primary
utility DSM annual regulatory reports, as well as FERC Form 861
baseline sales data.

A Collected 2005-2006 utility and agency DSM program results and
baseline sales information from 22 organizations across North
America.

A Normalized DSM program results using baseline sales data to
determine the percentages of baseline sales and peak demands
conserved through DSM programs.

A Also calculated costs of conserved energy and demand on a first
year basis.

A Summit Blue used these analysis results to set DSM potential and
program cost benchmarks.
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Organizations Benchmarked
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Region Utility/Agency State
Midwest Duke Energy Indiana
Great River Energy Minnesota
Indianapolis Power & Light Indiana
Interstate Power & Light lowa
Interstate Power & Light Minnesota
MidAmerican Energy lowa
Minnesota Power Minnesota
Otter Tail Power Minnesota
Southern Minnesota Municipal Minnesota
Power Agency: The Triad
Wisconsin Focus on Energy Wisconsin
Xcel Energy Minnesota
Northeast| Connecticut Energy Efficiency Connecticut
Fund
Efficiency Vermont Vermont
Efficiency Maine Maine
National Grid Massachusetts
New Jersey Clean Energy New Jersey
Program
New York Energy Research and New York
Development Authority
NSTAR Massachusetts
West Pacific Gas & Electric California
San Diego Gas & Electric California
Southern California Edison California
Canada | BC Hydro and Power Authority | British Columbia




DSM Benchmarking Context

A DSM requirements and regulatory treatment have
significant influences on overall program results.

A In Minnesota, electric utilities currently must spend
1.5%-2% of their revenues on EE/DR. Program cost
recovery iIs guaranteed, and performance-based EE/DR
financial incentives can be up to 30% of program costs.

A Indiana grants EE/DR cost recovery, but it sets no
requirements, nor does it offer any financial incentives.
Indiana is the only jurisdiction reviewed that focuses C&l
EE programs on small businesses.

AGiven the variation in orga
reporting practices, results cannot be considered a
strictl-andamaplpé®ed compari son.
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DSM Spending

as Percent of Revenue

DSM Spending as % of Revenue
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DSM Energy Savings

as Percent of Sales

Energy Savings as % of Sales
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Peak Demand Savings
as Percent of Peak Demand

Demand Savings as % of Peak Demand
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Costs of Conserved Energy

$/kWh First Year

First Year Cost ($/kWh)
$0.60 -
$0.50 -
$0.40 -
$0.30 -
$0.20 -
$0.10 -
$0.00 - :
2 P W€ W <D B WD R (NP PR 0 PP S o R (PP
0¥ WP a2t G\ 0o O
VW W™ @ e \*@2@‘@@0‘
%)

e

CONSULTING, LLE



Cost of Conserved Peak Demand
$/kW

Bsunir oo =



